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The aim of this study was to explore the critical thinking skills and success-oriented
motivation levels of preservice teachers in terms of gender, department where they
study, age, and grade level. The data was obtained by the convenient sampling
method, which was easily accessible from 424 preservice teachers studying in various
departments at an Education Faculty of a public university in Turkey in the 2019-2020
academic year. The descriptive survey research model was used in the study. The
University of Florida Engagement, Maturity, and Innovativeness Critical Thinking
Disposition Instrument (CTDI), and Success Oriented Motivation Scale (SOMS) were
used as data collection tools. The Cronbach alpha coefficient of these scales was 0.892
for CTDI while it was 0.911 for SOMS. The SPSS 22 was used to analyze the data. There
was an average relationship between critical thinking skills and success-oriented
motivation levels of the preservice teachers. While the critical thinking skills of the
preservice teachers did not differ according to gender and the department where they
were studying, they differed according to the age and grade level. Preservice teachers'
success-oriented motivation levels differed in terms of gender, department where they
were studying, age, and grade levels. Conducting this research with a larger sample
and different departments and universities would contribute to the relevant field of
study.
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Bu aragtirmanin amaci, Ogretmen adaylarimin elestirel diisiinme becerilerini ve basari
odakli motivasyon diizeylerini cinsiyet, 6grenim gordiikleri boliim, yas ve oOgrenim
gordiikleri sinuf diizeyi agisindan incelemektir. Arastirmanin verileri 2019-2020 egitim-
ogretim yilinda Egitim Fakiiltesi'nde cesitli boliimlerde Sgrenim goéren 424 Sgretmen
adayindan kolay ulagilabilir 6rnekleme yéntemiyle elde edilmistir. Orneklemi olusturan
ogretmen adaylarindan 171 kisi matematik 6gretmenligi, 23 kisi fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi,
139 kisi siuf 6gretmenligi, 39 kisi sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenligi ve 52 kisi Tiirkge 6gretmenligi
boliimiinde 6grenim gormektedir. Calismada iligkisel tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Veri
toplama aract olarak “UF/EMI Elestirel Diisiinme Egilimi Olgegi" ve “Bagsar1 Odakl
Motivasyon Olgegi” kullanilmigtir. Bu 6lgeklerin Cronbach alfa katsayist Elestirel Diigiinme
Egilimi Olgegi igin 0,892 ve Bagar1 Odakli Motivasyon Olgegi icin 0,911 bulunmustur.
Aragtirmada verilerin analizi i¢in SPSS 22 programi kullamlmistir. Arastirmanin
sonuclarma gore &gretmen adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basari odakli
motivasyon diizeyleri arasinda ortalama bir iliski oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ogretmen
adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme becerileri cinsiyete ve dgrenim gordiikleri boliime gore
farklilik gostermezken, yas ve 6grenim gordiikleri sinif diizeyine gore farkliik gosterdikleri
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aragtirma sonucunda ortaya cikmustir. Ogretmen adaylarinin bagar1 odakli motivasyon
diizeylerinin ise cinsiyet, 6grenim gordiikleri boliim, yas ve ogrenim gordiikleri simf
diizeyleri agilarindan farklilastigi arastirma sonuglarinda ortaya c¢ikmustir. Yapilan bu
arastirmanin daha biiyiik 6rneklemle ve farkli bdliimlerle yapilmas: ilgili alana katki
saglayacaktir.

Giris

Giinliik hayatta elestirel diisiinme sadece egitim alaninda degil, insan iliskilerinde de 6nem
arz eder. Insanlarin birbirlerine karsi sergiledikleri tutum ve davranislar elestirel bir bakis agis1 ile
yaklasildiginda gosterilen tepkilerin daha 1limh olacag: diisiiniilmektedir. Sorunla karsilasan kisilerin
genellikle diisiinmeden, taskinlikla hareket etme, baskalarinin verdigi akilla hareket etme, sorunun
kendiliginden ortadan kalkmasii bekleme gibi yollara basvurduklarini belirtmistir (Bokeoglu ve
Yilmaz, 2005). Diger yonden elestirel diisiinen bir kisinin bir sorunla karsilastiginda sorunun
tanimlanmasi, sorunun ¢éziimii icin ne gibi segeneklerinin oldugunun tanimlanmasi, her secenegin
avantaj ve dezavantajinin belirlenmesi, ¢oziimiin belirlenmesi ve uygulanan segenegin sorunu

tiimiiyle ¢oziip ¢ozmediginin belirlenmesi adimlarini izleyecegini belirtmistir (Bokeoglu ve Yilmaz,

2005).

Diisiinmek bireylerin akillarna takilan durumlari cevaplandirmak igin kendi igerisinde
konusma eylemidir. Diisiinmenin mantiksal diisiinme, kavramsal diisiinme, yansitici diisiinme,
yaraticl diisiinme, elestirel diisiinme gibi ¢ok fazla ¢esidi vardir. Bu arastirmada elestirel diisiinmeyi
sOyle tanimlamaktayiz. Elestirel diisiinme; bilissel, duyussal ve psiko-motor 0Ozelliklerin ise
kosulmasini gerektiren bir stirectir. Bilissel bir beceri ya da yetenek olarak ele alindiginda, elestirel
diisiinme becerisi olarak adlandirildigr ve hem duyussal hem de psiko-motor ozelliklerin etkin

oldugu goriilmektedir (Iliman-Piiskiilliioglu ve Altinkurt, 2018).

Elestirel diisiinme, okunan bir metne elestirel olarak bakabilmenin Oncesinde okuma ve
anlama becerilerine sahip olmay1 gerektirmesi gibi edinilmesi daha basit ve kolay olan bagka
becerilerin iistiine insa edilen bir {ist diisiinme becerisidir (Cigek Saglam ve Biiyiikuysal, 2013).
Elestirel diisiinme sadece bu becerilerin bir araya gelmesiyle olusmaz. Becerilerin birbirleriyle uygun

ve anlaml bir sekilde bir araya getirmek gerekmektedir.

Yeni egitim-0gretim sistemi bireylerin elestirel diisiinme becerilerini kuvvetlendirmek amach
Ogretim programi c¢alismalar1 yapmakta ve uygulamaktadir. Schreglmann (2011) egitim-6gretimin bu
anlayisinda hazir bilgileri sorgusuz kabullenen bireyler yetistirmek yerine, neyi, ni¢in ve nasil
Ogrenmesi gerektigini bilen, 6grendigi bilgileri kullanan, gelistiren ve yeni bilgi {ireten bireylerin
yetistirilmesinin amaglandigimi ve bilgi toplumunun 6ngérdiigii bu ozelliklerin elegtirel diisiinmeyi
gerektigini belirtmektedir. Ogrencilerin elestirel diisiinmelerini saglayabilmek igin bu beceriye sahip
Ogretmenlere ihtiya¢ vardir. Ekinci (2009) ezberci 6gretim anlayist ile yetisen ve gorev yapan

Ogretmenlerin, 6gretim programlarindaki degisiklikleri benimseyip uygulamalarinin kolay olmadigin
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belirtmektedir. Toplum hayatinda 6nemli bir yere sahip olan elestirel diisiinebilmeyi Ogretenler
ogretmenlerdir (Alaxendar, Commander, Greenberg ve Ward, 2010; Cicek Saglam ve Biiyiikuysal,

2013; Schreglmann, 2011; Thompson, Martin, Richards ve Bransonet, 2003).

Geleneksel bakis agisiyla anlatilan dersler yerine 6grencileri yaratict diislinceye iten, sebep ve
sonug iliskisi kurmalar1 gereken, gercek hayat durumlariyla problemleri iliskilendirmeleri istenen bir
ders yapist olusturulmalidir ki &grenciler elestirel diisiinme becerilerini gelistirebilsinler. Bunun
gerceklesebilmesi i¢in ise 6grencileri yetistiren 6gretmenlerin bu konuda egitim almis, 6grencilerinin
elestirel bakis acisiyla yaklagsmasini saglayacak alt yapiya sahip olmasi gerekir. Sonug itibariyle,
gerekli kosullarin saglandig1 ortamlarda bile elestirel diisiinme becerileri hakkinda bilgisi ve yetisi
olmayan bir 6gretmenin elestirel diisiinme becerisine sahip bireyler yetistirmesi miimkiin degildir.
Oysaki 6gretmenler, 6grencilerini diisiinmeye, 6nyargilardan arindirmaya, sorgulayici ve arastirici
bireyler olmaya yonlendiren ve simif ortaminda bu becerileri uygulayan ve uygulatabilen bireyler

olmalidirlar (Cicek Saglam ve Biiytikuysal, 2013).

Ogrenmenin gerceklesebilmesi icin en onemli unsurlardan biri 6grenilen konuya ilgi
duymaktir. Tlgi olmazsa motivasyonun devreye giremeyecegini diisiinebiliriz. Ogrenci ilgi duymadig1
halde yiiksek not almak icin de motivasyonunu artirmis olabilir. Ogrencilerin motivasyonunun
artmasim ve azalmasmi saglayan diger faktorler de aile ve dgretmenlerdir. Ogrenci sadece ilgi
duydugu igin degil 6gretmeni veya ailesi tarafindan takdir edilmek istedigi i¢in de motivasyonu
etkilenebilir. Goriildiigii gibi motivasyonun etkilendigi birden fazla faktor vardir. Motivasyon bu

faktorlere bagh olarak degisiklik gosterdigi igin tek basina degerlendirilmesi zordur.

Ogrencilerin akademik basari ve performanslari iizerinde motivasyonun etkisini arastiran
bir¢ok calismada (Bruinsma, 2003; Cool ve Keith, 1991; McKenzie ve Schweitzer, 2001; Paulsen ve
Feldman, 1999; Sankaran ve Bui, 2001; Wolters, 1999) motivasyonun 6grencilerin basarilar: {izerinde
onemli ve etkili bir faktor oldugu goriilmiistiir (Kutu ve Sozbilir, 2011). Motivasyon, insanin iginde
hedeflerini basarmaya dogru giden fizyolojik diirtii olarak anlatilabilir (Arikil ve Yorganci, 2012).
Ogrenci ilgisi icin de olsa, not igin de olsa basarmak icin ¢abalar. Aragtirmalarda 6gretmen merkezli
Ogretimin basarty1 arttirdigr fakat Ogrenmenin duygusal ve giidiisel yanini engelledigi tespit
edilmistir. Ogrenci merkezli 6gretimde 6grenciler daha istekli 6grenir ve basar1 i¢in daha yararli bir

smif ortami olusur (Arikil ve Yorganci, 2012).

Gerek 6grenim siirecinde gozlenen igsel ya da dissal siiregler, gerekse gelecege doniik plan ve
beklentiler, 6grencilerin iiniversitedeki akademik performanslarini etkiler (Altun ve Yazici, 2013).
Lisans Ogrenim siirecini bitirdikten sonra Ogretmen olarak gelecek nesillere yon verecek
ogretmenlerin motivasyonlar: yiiksek olmalidir ki aktaracaklar bilgileri daha kalic1 sekilde &grenerek

yeni nesillere aktarsinlar.
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Amag

Elestirel diisiinmenin ve motivasyonun ogretmen adaylar: igin énemli oldugu genel olarak
kabul edilmektedir. Bu arastirma ise ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ile basari
odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin birbirleri ile baglantisini, ayrica cinsiyet, 6grenim gordiikleri boliim,

yas ve 0grenim gordiikleri simif diizeyi degiskenleri yoniinden incelemek i¢in yapilmistir.
Alt Problemler

1. Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basar1 odakli motivasyon

diizeyleri ne diizeydedir?

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ile basari odakli motivasyon

diizeyleri arasinda anlaml bir iliski var midir?

3. Ogretmen adaylarimin elestirel diisiinme becerilerinde ve basari odakli motivasyon

diizeylerinde cinsiyet, okuduklar1 boliim, yas, sinuf diizeyi agisindan anlamli bir farklilik var midir?
Yontem

Arastirmada nicel yaklasim tercih edilmis, 6gretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri
ile basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerini belli degiskenlere incelenmesi amaciyla kolay ulasilabilir
Orneklemde tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Tarama deseni kisilerin ge¢miste olmus ya da gelecekte

olacak olaylar1 betimler (Ary, Jacops, Sorensen, ve Razavieh, 2010).
Verilerin Analizi

Bu arastirmanin verileri analiz edilirken SPSS programindan yararlanilmistir. Arastirmadaki
veriler p=0,05 anlamlilik diizeyinde degerlendirmeye alinarak yorumlama yapilmistir. Arastirmadan
elde edilen verilerin gilivenilir olmasi igin SPSS programina girdi yapmadan once gerekli tedbirler
alinmis, Ogretmen adaylarina birden 424’e kadar numaralar verilerek veriler girilmis boylelikle

verilerin birbirine karismas1 engellenmistir.

Veriler analiz edilirken Olgeklerin normalliklerini test etmek igin cinsiyete ve yasa gore
bakildiginda 6rneklemler 50’den biiyiik oldugu i¢in Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testi uygulanmus,
boliimlere gore analiz yaparken 50’den kiigiik olan Orneklemlere Shapiro-Wilk normallik test
uygulanmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007). Dagilimlarin normal geldigi durumlarda diger varsayim olan
homojenlik Levene testi ile kontrol edilmistir. Normal ve homojen gelen durumlarda 6gretmen
adaylarinin maddeleri bagimsiz bir sekilde cevapladig1 kabul edilmistir. Bu ii¢ sayilti sagladiktan
sonra cinsiyete gore analiz yapilirken bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi uygulanmis, yas araliklarina gore
analiz yapilirken ANOVA kullanilmistir. Sayiltilardan herhangi birinin saglanmadigl durumlarda

parametrik olmayan testlere gecilmisgtir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme becerileri diizeylerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla en

yiiksek puan olan 125’ten, en diisiik puan olan 25 ¢ikarilmis ve besli derecelendirme olma sebebiyle
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5’e boliinmiistiir. Bulunan 20 degeri en diisiik puana eklenerek diizeyler belirlenmistir. 25-45 aras1 ¢ok
diisiik, 45,1-65 arasi diisiik, 65,1-85 arasi orta, 85,1-105 aras: yiiksek, 105,1-125 aras1 ¢ok ytiiksek olarak

belirlenmistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin bagari odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla en
yiiksek puan olan 155’ten, en diisiik puan olan 35 ¢ikarilmis ve besli derecelendirme olmasi sebebiyle
5’e boliinmiistiir. Bulunan 24 degeri en diisiik puana eklenerek diizeyler belirlenmistir. 35-59 aras1 ¢ok
diisiik, 59,1-83 aras1 diisiik, 83,1-107 aras:t orta, 107,1-131 yiiksek, 131,1-155 ¢ok yiiksek olarak

belirlenmistir.
Veri Toplama Araglan

Bu aragtirmada kullamlan UF/EMI Elestirel Diisiinme Egilimi Olgegi (EDO) Kili¢ ve Sen (2014)
tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmistir. Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi 6lgegin tiimii i¢in 0,91; katihm
alt boyutu i¢in 0,88; bilissel olgunluk alt boyutu igin 0,70; yenilikgilik alt boyutu i¢in 0,73 olarak elde
edilmistir. 51i Likert tipi olan bu 6lgek 25 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Olgekteki her bir madde tamamen
katiliyorum (1), katiiyorum (2), kararsizim (3), katilmiyorum (4), kesinlikle katilmiyorum (5), seklinde
derecelendirilmistir. Elestirel diisiinme beceri diizeylerinin ol¢iildiigii bu Olgekte alinabilecek en

yliksek puan 125, en diisiik puan ise 25'tir.

Bu aragtirmada 6gretmen adaylarma uygulanmig olan EDO’'nin Cronbach Alpha katsayisi
0,892>0,7 bulunmustur. Bu sayede oOlgegin giivenilir oldugu goriilmistiir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011).
EDQ'ye faktor analizi uygulanmistir. Faktor analizinin sonuglarina gore, dlgegin KMO degeri 0,894
olarak ¢ikmustir. Bu deger bize 424 kisiden olusan 6rneklemimizin yeterli sayida oldugunu ve normal
dagilim gosterdiklerini anlatmaktadir. Olgegin Barlett testi degeri 3198,425 (SD=300, p=0,000<0,05)'dir.
Yapilan faktor analizi sonucunda bes faktorlii bir yapi ortaya cikmistir. Olgegin faktor yiikleri birinci
faktorde 0,416-0,711, ikinci faktorde 0,378-0,545, {i¢lincii faktorde 0,384-0,773, dordiincii faktorde
0,613-0,639, besinci faktdrde 0,243-0,535, altinci faktorde 0,481-0,617 arasinda degismektedir.

Basar1 Odakli Motivasyon Olgegi (BOM) Semerci (2010) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Bu 6lgegin
Cronbach Alpha katsayist 0,896 bulunmustur. 5’1i Likert tipi olan bu 6l¢ek 35 sorudan olusmaktadir.
Bu 0l¢egin maddeleri tamamen katiliyorum (1), katiliyorum (2), kararsizim (3), katilmiyorum (4),
kesinlikle katilmiyorum (5) seklinde siralanmaktadir. Basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyinin 6l¢iildiigii
bu oOlgekte almabilecek en yiiksek puan 175, en diisitk puan 35tir. Bu aragtirmada O6gretmen
adaylarina uygulanan BOM o0lgeginin Cronbach Alpha katsayist 0,911>0,7 bulunmus ve bu sayede
anketin giivenilir oldugu goriilmiistiir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011). BOM o0lgegine faktor analizi uygulanmis
ve bu analiz sonucunda KMO degeri 0,883 bulunmustur. Bu deger bize 424 kisiden olusan
orneklemimizin yeterli sayida oldugunu ve normal dagilim gosterdiklerini anlatmaktadir. C")lgegin
Barlett testi degeri 5857,072 (Standart sapma=595; p=0,000<0,05)'dir. Yapilan faktdr analizinin

sonucunda 6 faktorliik bir yap: ortaya cikmustir. Olgegin faktor yiikleri birinci faktdrde 0,196-0,647,
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ikinci faktorde 0,283-0,690, ticuncli faktorde 0,428-0,618, dordiincti faktorde 0,268-0,651, besinci

faktorde 0,287-0,775, altinc1 faktoérde 0,542-0,775 arasinda degismektedir.
Orneklem

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basari odakli motivasyon diizeylerini
belirlemek ve farkl1 demografik acilardan karsilastirma amaciyla yapilan bu ¢alisma 2019-2020 egitim
Ogretim yili donem basinda Egitim Fakiiltesinin ilkogretim matematik Ogretmenligi, fen bilgisi
O0gretmenligi, sinif 6gretmenligi, sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenligi ve Tiirkce 6gretmenligi programlarina
devam eden 424 6grenci tizerinde yapilmistir. Tablo 1’de arastirmaya katilanlarin cinsiyet, okuduklar:

boliim, smif diizeyleri durumlarina iliskin dagilimlar: verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Orneklemin cinsiyet, okuduklar: béliim, stmif diizeylerinde dagilimlar:

Demografik ozellikler Kategori f %
Cinsiyet Kiz 337 79,5
Erkek 83 19,6
Toplam 424 99,1
Béliim Matematik 171 40,3
Fen 23 54
Simf 139 32,8
Sosyal 39 9,2
Tiirkge 52 13,3
Toplam 424 100
Simif 1. Simif 67 15,8
2. Smf 41 9,7
3. Suif 228 53,8
4. Simf 88 20,8
Toplam 372 87,7
1. grup 78 18,4
2. grup 135 31,8
Yas 3. grup 134 31,6
4. grup 69 16,3
Toplam 416 98,1

Tablo 1’deki verilere gore arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu olusturan 424 6gretmen adayimn 337’si
(%79,5) kiz, 8311 (%19,6) ise erkek dgretmen adayidir. Ogretmen adaylarinin 1711 (%40,3) ilkogretim
matematik ogretmenligi, 23’11 (%5,4) fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi, 139'u (%32,8) smif 6gretmenligi, 39'u
Ogretmen adaylarin smiflarma gore gruplandirdigimizda 67 (%15,8) 6grenci 1. smif, 41 (%9,7) 6grenci

2. sinif, 228 (%53,8) 3. smif ve 88 (%20,8) 6grencinin 4. sinif oldugu goriilmektedir.

Aragtirmanin Etik Izinleri

Yapilan bu c¢alismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci bolimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” baghg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

910



KEFAD Cilt 22, Say1 2, Agustos, 2021

Etik kurul izin bilgileri:

Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul ad1 = Erciyes Universitesi
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= Subat 2021
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 57

Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ile basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin
Ol¢iilmesi, cinsiyet, yas, Ogrenim gordiikleri bolim ve smif diizeyleri agisindan incelenmesini

amagclanarak yapilan calismada ilk olarak EDO ve BOM o6lceklerinin iliskileri test edilmistir.
EDO ve BOM Arasindaki iliski

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ile bagar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin
arasindaki iliski incelenmistir. EDO ve BOM olceklerinin korelasyon degeri r=0,525 (0,3<0,525<0,7)

degeridir. Bu deger ortalama diizeyde bir iliski oldugunu gosterir.
Ogretmen Adaylarinin Elestirel Diisiinme ve Basar1 Odakli Motivasyon Diizeyleri

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme beceri diizeylerinin incelemesi yapilmistir. Yapilan
inceleme sonucunda Ogretmen adaylarinin EDO ortalamasi 52,5307, standart sapmasi 10,36857
bulunmustur. 52,5307 degerinin EDO icin belirlenen 45,1-65 (orta) araliginda olmasi nedeniyle

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri orta diizeydedir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin basari odakli motivasyon diizeyleri incelenmistir. Yapilan inceleme
sonucundan 0gretmen adaylarinin BOM ortalamas1 66,6981, standart sapmas1 15,02318 bulunmustur.
66,6981 degerinin BOM olgegi i¢in belirlenen 59,1-83 (diisiik) araliginda olmasi nedeniyle 6gretmen

adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri diisiiktiir.
EDO ve BOM Olceklerinin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore Karsilastirmasi

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerilerinin ve bagari odakli motivasyon
diizeylerinin Olgiilmesi ve cesitli demografik agilardan incelenmesi amaciyla yapilan bu ¢alismanin

cinsiyet degiskenine gore karsilastirmas1 yapilmistir.

Tablo 2. EDO ve BOM &lgeklerinin cinsiyete gére Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testi

Olgek Cinsiyet Istatistik sd p

EDO Kiz ,058 337 ,009
Erkek ,116 83 ,008

BOM Kiz ,054 337 ,019
Erkek ,092 83 ,078

p<-05

Tablo 2’de yapilmis olan Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testinde Elestirel Diistinme

Olgeginde (EDO) kiz 6grencilerin degeri p=0,009<0,05, erkek dgrencilerin degeri p=0,008<0,05 oldugu
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icin normal dagilim gostermemektedir. Ayni sekilde Basar1 Odakli Motivasyon (BOM) 6lgeginde de

kiz 6grencilerin degeri p=0,019<0,05 oldugundan normal dagilim gostermemekte, erkek 6grencilerin
degeri p=0,078>0,05 normal dagilim gostermektedir. Tablo 2’de EDO &lgeginde kiz ve erkek dgretmen
adaylarmim, BOM olgeginde kiz O6gretmen adaylarmin normal dagilim gostermemesi sebebiyle
parametrik olmayan testlerden Mann-Whitney U testi ile analiz yapilmistir. EDO'nin cinsiyete gore
degerlendirmesinde [U=13517,5; z=-0,473; p=0,636>0,05] degerleri istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farklilik olmadigini, yani cinsiyetin elestirel diisiinme {izerinde bir etkisi olmadigini gostermektedir.
BOM olgeginde ise degerler [U= 11527,5; z=-2,482; p=0,013<0,05] istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark
oldugunu, yani basar1 odakli motivasyonun cinsiyete bagli olarak degisiklik gosterdigini

ispatlamaktadir.

Tablo 3. EDO ve BOM élgeklerinin cinsiyete baglh istatistik sonuclar:

Olgek Cinsiyet N Sira ortalamasi Sira toplam
EDO Kiz 337 211,89 71406,50
Erkek 83 204,86 17003,50
BOM Kiz 337 203,21 68480,50
Erkek 83 240,11 19929,50
p<-05

Tablo 3’e gore cinsiyete bagh olarak farklilasma gordiigiimiiz BOM o0lgeginde kizlarin sira
ortalamasi 203,21 iken, erkeklerin sira ortalamasi 240,11 bulunmustur. Bu durumda erkeklerin sira
ortalamasi kizlardan daha yiiksektir. Yani erkeklerin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri kizlardan

daha yiiksek bulunmustur.
EDO ve BOM’un Yasa Bagli Karsilagtirmasi

C)gretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ile basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin,
yas diizeyleri agisindan incelenecektir. Arastirma yapilan grup incelendiginde 17 yasinda 1, 18
yasinda 26, 19 yasinda 51 kisi bulunmakta ve bu kisiler birinci grup olarak adlandirilmaktadir. 20
yasinda 135 kisi ikinci grup. 21 yasinda 134 kisi {igiincii grup olarak adlandirilmaktadir. 22 yasinda 51,
23 yasinda 8, 24 yasinda 5, 25 yasinda 1, 26 yasinda 2, 30 yasinda 1, 32 yasinda 2, 38 yasinda 1 kisi

bulunmakta ve bu kisiler de dérdiincii grup olarak adlandirilmaktadir.

Tablo 4. EDO ve BOM &lgeklerini yasa gore Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testi

Olgek Yas Gruplar: Istatistik SS p

EDO 1. ,073 78 ,200
2. ,085 135 ,019
3. ,079 134 ,040
4. ,096 69 ,187

BOM 1. ,067 78 ,200
2. ,072 135 ,080
3. ,056 134 ,200
4. ,062 69 ,200

p<-05
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Tablo 4’te verilmis olan Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testi incelendiginde, EDO’de birinci
grup p=0,200>0.05, ikinci grup p=0,019<0,05, {iciincii grup p=0,040>0,05, dordiincii grup p=0,187>0,05
olarak bulunmustur. Ikinci ve iiciincii gruplarin normal dagilim gostermedigi goriilmiistiir. BOM
Olceginin Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testinin sonuglaria gore birinci grup p=0,200>0.05, ikinci
grup p=0,80>0,05, {ictincii grup p=0,200>0.05, dordiincii grup p=0,200>0,05 olarak bulunmustur. Biitiin
gruplarin normal dagilim gosterdigi goriilmiistiir. Ikinci ve {iciincii gruplar icin normal dagilim
gostermeyen EDO’ye parametrik olmayan testlerden Kruskal-Wallis H testi yapilmistir. Tablo 5'te

Kruskal-Wallis H testi sonuclari incelenmektedir.

Tablo 5. EDO Kruskal-Wallis H testi

Yas n Sira Ort. sd x? p
Birinci grup 78 185,96

I’.Ilcinci grup 135 197,83 3 9.097 0.028
Uciincii grup 134 231,21 ’ ’
Dérdiincii grup 69 210,75

p<.05

Tablo 5 incelendiginde [x2=9,097; p=0,028<0,05] EDO &lgeginde yas gruplari arasindan anlaml
bir fark oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu farkin hangi gruplar arasinda ve ne diizeyde oldugunu gormek icin

Mann-Whitney U testi yapilmistir. Tablo 6’da Mann-Whitney U testi incelenmektedir.

Tablo 6. EDO Mann-Whitney U testi

Gruplar Mann-Whitney U z p
1. grup 2. grup 4936,500 -0,759 0,448
3. grup 4105,500 -2,603 0,009
4. grup 2381,500 -1,202 0,229
2. grup 3. grup 7588,500 -2,2850 0,022
4. grup 4345,500 -0,783 0,434
3. grup 4. grup 4156,500 -1,178 0,239

p<.05

Tablo 6’da gosterilen hangi gruplar arasinda ve ne diizeyde bir iliski oldugunu goérmek igin
yapilan Mann-Whitney U testinin sonuglarina bakilmaistir. Test sonuglarina gére [U=4105,500; z=-2,603;
p=0,009<0,05] degerleri birinci grupta bulunan Ogretmen adaylar1 ile {iiglincii grupta bulunan
Ogretmen adaylarmnin arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir.
[U=7588,500; z=-2,2850; p=0,022<0,05] degerleri de ikinci grupta bulunan 6gretmen adaylari ile {i¢iincii
grupta bulunan Ogretmen adaylar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugunu

gostermektedir. Diger gruplarin degerleri incelendiginde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark yoktur.

Tablo 4'te Kolmogorov-Smirnov testine gore normal dagilim gosteren BOM 6lceginin Levene
homojenlik testi yapilmis p=0,199>0,05 bulunmustur. Bu durumda BOM 6l¢egi homojendir. Tablo 7,
BOM olgeginin [F (3, 414) =5,675; p=0,001<0,05] degerleri yas kriteri ve basar1 odakli motivasyonun

istatistiksel olarak yas degistiginde degistigini gostermektedir.
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Tablo 7. BOM un yasa gore karsilastirmas:

Istatistik Kareler Toplam sd Kareler Ortalamas: F p
Gruplar arasinda 3697,947 3 1232,649
Gruplar iginde 89926,446 414 217,214 5,675 ,001
Toplam 93624,392 417
p<-05

3

a

H

- 3,00 0
YAS 2

Sekil 1. BOM olcegi yasa gore ortalamalar grafigi

Sekil 1’"de BOM olgeginin birinci gruptaki 6gretmen adaylarimn ortalamalar1 (M=62,1410),
ikinci gruptaki Ogretmen adaylarimin ortalamalar1 (M=65,0074), tii¢lincli gruptaki Ogretmen
adaylarinin ortalamalar1 (M=69,6940) ve dordiincii gruptaki Ogretmen adaylarmin ortalamalar:
(M=69,3239) olarak gozitkmektedir. BOM’da en yiiksek ortalama ile en diisiik ortalama arasinda
(69,6940-62,1410=7,553) fark bulunmaktadir. Hangi yas gruplan arasinda farkliik oldugunu

bulabilmek i¢in yapilmis olan Tukey ve Bonferroni testi Tablo 8'de verilmistir.

Tablo 8. BOM &lgegi Tukey ve Bonferroni analizi

Test Yas Ortalamalar Fark: p

Tukey HSD 1-2 -2,86638 ,521
1-3 -7,55300% ,002
1-4 -7,18292*% ,017
2-3 -4,68662* ,046
2-4 -4,31654 ,190
3-4 ,37009 ,998

Bonferroni 1-2 -2,86638 1,000
1-3 -7,565300 ,002
1-4 -7,18292 ,019
2-3 -4,68662 ,057
2-4 -4,31654 278
3-4 ,37009 1,000

p<-05

BOM olgeginin Tukey’e gore degerlendirmesinde birinci grup ve tigiincii grup, birinci grup ve
dordiincii grup ortalamalarin farki negatif yani birinci gruptaki 6gretmen adaylarinin ortalamasi

t¢lincli ve dordiincii gruptaki 6gretmen adaylarinin ortalamalarindan diisiik bulunmustur. Tablo
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8’de BOM olgeginde ikinci gruptaki 6gretmen adaylar ile tiglincii gruptaki 6gretmen adaylar
arasinda (p=0,046<0,05) anlaml bir fark oldugu goriilmiistiir. Gruplarin ortalama farki negatif oldugu
i¢in ti¢lincii grubun ortalamasimin daha yiiksek bulundugu anlasilmistir. Tablo 8’de BOM o0lceginde
Tukey’e gore baska gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark yoktur. BOM O0lgegi
Bonferroni’'ye gore degerlendirildiginde birinci ve {igiincii grup (p=0,002<0,05) ile birinci ve dérdiincii
grup (p=0,019<0,05) arasinda anlamli bir fark goriilmiis, ortalamalarin farkinin negatif olmasi
sebebiyle {i¢iincii ve dordiincii grubun ortalamalarmin birinci gruptan yiiksek oldugu anlagilmistir.
Bonferroni'ye gore BOM o6lceginde diger gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark

goriilmemistir.

EDO ve BOM'un Ogrenim Gériilen Boliimlere Gore Karsilagtirmasi

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basari odakli motivasyon diizeyleri
Ogrenim gordiikleri bolim degiskenine gore incelenmistir. Tablo 9’da 0grenim gordiikleri boliim

degiskenlerine baglh normallik testi verilmistir.

Tablo 9. EDO ve BOM un 63renim gériilen boliime gore normallik testi

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Olgek Béliim Istatistik sd p Istatistik sd p
EDO  Matematik ,090 171 ,002
Fen ,970 23 ,684
Swf ,057 139 ,200%
Sosyal ,944 39 ,050
Tiirkge ,071 52 ,200%
BOM Matematik ,084 171 ,005
Fen ,973 23 ,762
Simf ,046 139 ,200%
Sosyal ,953 39 ,102
Tiirkce ,133 52 ,022

p<-05

Ogretmen adaylarinin 8grenim gordiikleri boliime gdre yapilmis olan normallik testinde
matematik ogretmenligi 171, simf 6gretmenligi 139, Tiirkge Ogretmenligi 52 kisiden olustugu icin
Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testi sonuglarina bakilmistir. Fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi 23, sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmenligi 39 kisi olmas1 sebebiyle Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi sonuglarina gore yorum
yapilmigtir. EDO’de matematik dgretmenligi (p=0,002<0,05) normal dagilim gostermemektedir. Sirf

ogretmenligi (p=0,200>0,05), Tiirkce 0&gretmenligi (p=0,200>0,05) normal dagiim gosterdigi
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goriilmiistiir. Fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi (p=0,684>0,05) ve sosyal 6gretmenligi (p=0,050=0,05) normal

dagilim gostermektedir.

BOM ol¢eginde matematik ogretmenligi (p=0,005<0,05), Tiirk¢e 6gretmenligi (p=0,022<0,05)
Orneklemlerin normal dagilim gostermedigi sonucuna varilmistir. Fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi
(p=0,762>0,05), smif Ogretmenligi (p=0,200>0,05), sosyal bilgiler o6gretmenligi (p=0,102>0,05)
orneklemlerinin normal dagilim gosterdikleri goriilmiistir. EDO ve BOM olgeklerinde normal
dagilim gostermeyen boliimlerin bulunmasi sebebiyle parametrik olmayan testlerden Kruskal-Wallis

H testi yapilmis ve Tablo 10’da verilmistir.

Tablo 10. EDO ve BOM un 6grenim goriilen biliime gére Kruskal-Wallis H testi

Olcek Boliim n Sira Ort. sd x2 [4
EDO Matematik 171 228
Fen 23 204,48
Simif 139 187,39 4 3,051 0,549
Sosyal 39 220,56
Tiirkce 52 226,16
BOM Matematik 171 239,42
Fen 23 227,87
Simif 139 182,93 4 13,325 0,010
Sosyal 39 188,32
Tiirkce 52 214,38
p<.05

Tablo 10’da verilen Kruskal-Wallis H testine gore EDO'nin [x2=3,051; p=0,549>0,05] sonucu
bize istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olmadigini gostermektedir. Yani elestirel diisiinme becerisi
Ogretmen adaylarinin ogrenim gordiikleri boliimlere gore degisiklik gostermemektedir. BOM un
[x2=13,325; p=0,010<0,05] sonuglar1 6grenim goriilen boliimler arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
fark oldugunu gostermektedir. Yani O0gretmen adaylarinin basari odakli motivasyon diizeyleri
Ogrenim goriilen boliime gore degisiklik gostermektedir. Bu farkin hangi gruplar arasinda, hangi
diizeyde oldugunu bulabilmek i¢in Mann-Whitney U testi yapilmistir. Tablo 11’de BOM 6lgeginin

boliimlere gore Mann-Whitney U testi incelenmektedir.
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Tablo 11. BOMun 6grenim goriilen boliime gore Mann-Whitney U testi

Béliimler Mann-Whitney U Y4 p
Matematik Fen 1898,000 -0,271 0,786
Sinif 8664,500 -4,104 0,000
Sosyal 2560,000 -2,263 0,024
Tiirkge 3906,500 -1,325 0,185
Fen Simif 1305,500 -1,407 0,160
Sosyal 360,000 -1,290 0,197
Tiirkge 557,500 -0,466 0,642
Simif Sosyal 2673,500 -0,130 0,896
Tiirkge 3053,500 -1,649 0,099
Sosyal Tiirkce 897,000 -0,939 0,348

p<-05

Tablo 11 incelendiginde [U=8664,500; z=-4,104; p=0,000<0,05] degerleri matematik
ogretmenligi boliimiinde 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylari ile smnif 6gretmenligi boliimiinde 6grenim
goren Ogretmen adaylarinin arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir.
odakli motivasyon diizeyleri farklihk gostermektedir. Tablo 11’deki [U=2560,000; z=-2,263;
p=0,024<0,05] degerleri matematik Ogretmenligi boliimiinde Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylar: ile
sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenligi boliimiinde 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar: arasinda istatistiksel olarak
bilgiler 6gretmenligi 6gretmen adaylari arasinda basarit odakli motivasyon diizeylerinde farkliliklar

vardir.

EDO ve BOM’un Sinif Degiskenine Gore Karsilastirmasi

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri
bulunduklar sinif diizeyi agisindan incelenmistir. Bu incelemenin yapilabilmesi igin gerekli olan
sayiltilardan biri verilerin normal dagilim gostermesidir. Ilk olarak verilerin normal dagilim gosterip
gostermedikleri incelenmistir. Tablo 12’de bulunduklar smif diizeyine gore yapilmis olan normallik

testi verilmistir.

Tablo 12. EDO ve BOM élgeklerinin siniflara gore normallik testi

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Olgek Simif Istatistik sd p Istatistik sd p
EDO 1. Simf ,060 67 ,200
2. Simf ,978 41 ,601
3. Simf ,080 228 ,001
4. Simf ,119 88 ,003
BOM 1. Simf ,062 67 ,200
2. Simf ,958 41 ,137
3. Smif ,062 228 ,032
4. Stmif ,084 88 177

p<.05
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Tablo 12’de verilmis olan normallik testi incelenmistir. Tablo 12'nin sonuglarina gore EDO'de
birince sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarinin 6rneklemi 68 kisiden olustugu i¢in Kolmogorov-
Smirnov testi dikkate alinmistir. Kolmogorov-Smirnov testinin sonuglarma gore p=0,200>0,05
bulunmus ve birinci smifta 6grenim goren dgrencilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi anlasilmigtir. Tkinci
smifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin orneklemi 42 kisiden olustugu icin Shapiro-Wilk testi
dikkate alinmistir. Shapiro-Wilk testinin sonuglarina gore p=0,601>0,05 bulunmus ve ikinci sinifta
ogrenim goren dgrencilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi anlagilmistir. Ugiincii sinifta grenim goren
Ogretmen adaylarinin Orneklemi 229, dordiincii siufta Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin
orneklemi 89 kisiden olusmaktadir. Bu nedenle tigiincii ve dordiincii sinif diizeyleri i¢in Kolmogorov-
Smirnov testleri dikkate alinmistir. Kolmogorov-Smirnov testinin sonuglarina gore iiglincii smifta
Ogrenim goren 6gretmen adaylarinin p degeri p=0,001<0,05, dordiincii smifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen
adaylarmm p degeri p=0,003<0,05 bulunmus, {i¢iincii ve dordiincii smif diizeylerinde 6grenim goren
Ogretmen adaylarinin normal dagilim gostermedigi anlasilmistir. Tablo 12’deki degerlere gore BOM
Olceginin normallik testinin sonuglari incelenmistir. Birinci smifta Ogrenim goren Ogretmen
adaylarinin (p=0,200>0,05) ve dordiincii smnifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin (p=0,177>0,05
normal dagilim gostermektedir. Shapiro-Wilk testinin sonuglarina gore ikinci sinufta 6grenim goren
Ogretmen adaylarinin (p=0,147>0,05) normal dagiim gosterdigi anlasilmistir. Kolmogorov-Smirnov
normallik testinin sonuglarina gore iiglincii siifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarimin (p=0,032<0,05)
normal dagilim gostermedigi anlagilmistir. Normal dagilim gdsterme sayiltist bazi EDO'de iigiincii ve
dordiincii siniflarda 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylar;, BOM’da iiglincii sinufta 0grenim goren
Ogretmen adaylart1 normal dagilim gostermemektedir. Bu nedenle parametrik olmayan testler
yapilmigtir. Tablo 13’te EDO ve BOM olgeklerinin sinif diizeylerine bagli parametrik olmayan

testlerden Kruskal-Wallis H testi incelenmektedir.

Tablo 13. EDO ve BOM un sinif diizeyinde Kruskal-Wallis H testi

Olgek Swflar n Sira Ort. 5d x? p
1. stmif 67 170,49

EDO 2. sumif 4 230,38 3 10,022 0,018
3. siif 228 216,56
4. simif 88 225,63
1. sumf 67 156,63
2. simif 41 241,91

BOM 3 24,957 0,000
3. simif 228 208,96
4. simf 88 250,51

p<-05

Tablo 13'te EDO ve BOM &lgeginin smif diizeyinde Kruskal-Wallis H testi sonuglar
incelendiginde EDO’de [x2=10,022; p=0,018<0,05] degerleri smif diizeylerine gore istatistiksel olarak
anlaml bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir. Yani elestirel diisiinme becerisi 6grenim goriilen smnif
diizeyine gore farklilik gostermektedir. BOM'da [x?=24,957; p=0,000<0,05] degerleri smif diizeylerine

gore istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir. Yani bagar1 odakli motivasyon
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diizeyi 0grenim goriilen simnif diizeyine gore farklilik gostermektedir. Bu farkliliklarin hangi smif
diizeyler arasinda oldugunu detayl bir sekilde goérebilmek icin her smf diizeyi icin parametrik
olmayan Mann-Whitney U testi yapilmstir. Tablo 14'te Mann-Whitney U testi sonuclar

incelenmektedir.

Tablo 14. EDO ve BOM un sinif diizeyine gore Mann-Whitney U testi

Olgek Simiflar Mann-Whitney U Z p
EDO 1. simif 2. siif 973 -2,537 0,011
3. smif 6012 -2,650 0,008
4. simf 2159,5 -2,85 0,004
2. simif 3. sif 4378,5 -0,645 0,519
4. simf 1767 -0,187 0,851
3. smif 4. simif 9628 -0,555 0,579
BOM 1. stmf 2. sif 852 -3,303 0,001
3. suf 5742 -3,09 0,002
4. simf 1622,5 -4,79 0,000
2. siif 3. sinif 3964,5 -1,548 0,122
4. stmif 1779 -0,127 0,899
3. sinif 4. stif 8038 -2,74 0,006
p<-05

Tablo 14’te yapilmis olan smif diizeylerine bagli Mann-Whitney U testi incelendiginde
ED(O'de birinci smifta 8grenim goren dgretmen adaylari ile ikinci sinifta grenim goren dgretmen
adaylar1 karsilastirildiginda [U=973; z=-2,537; p=0,011<0,05] degerleri bulunmustur. Bu degerler bize
birinci sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar ile ikinci simifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylari
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamh bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir. Yani birinci sinifta 6grenim
goren Ogretmen adaylar: ile ikinci smifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme
becerileri arasinda anlamli bir fark vardir. Birinci siifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylari ile tiglincii
smifta Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylarmin karsilastirmasinda [U=6012; z=-2,650; p=0,008<0,05]
degerleri goriilmektedir. Bu degerler birinci sinifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylari ile iigiincii
smifta 6grenim goren dgretmen adaylar: arasinda elestirisel diistinme becerilerinde istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir. Birinci smifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylar ile
dordiincii sinifta 6grenim goren ogretmen adaylari karsilastirilmistir. Bu karsilastirma sonucunda [U=
2159,5; z=-2,85; p=0,004<0,05] degerleri bulunmustur. Bu degerler birinci smifta 6grenim goren
ogretmen adaylari ile dordiincii sirufta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar: arasinda elestirel diisiinme
becerileri agisindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir. Tkinci sinifta
Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylar ile tiglincli sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarmin elestirel
diisiinme becerileri karsilastirilldiginda goriilen [U=4378,5; z=-0,645; p=0,519>0,05] degerleri ikinci
smifta 0grenim goren dgretmen adaylar ile tiglincii sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar: arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olmadigini gostermektedir. Yani ikinci sinifta 0grenim goren

ogretmen adaylar ile {iglincii siifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme becerileri
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istatistiksel olarak aymi diizeydedir. Ikinci sinufta grenim gdren dgretmen adaylar ile dordiincii
smifta 0grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar: karsilastirildiginda [U=1767, z=-0,187; p=0,519>0,05] degerleri
bulunmustur. Bu degerlere bakildiginda ikinci sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar: ile dordiincii
sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark goriilmemistir.
Elestirel diisiinme becerilerinin ayni diizeyde oldugu anlasilmistir. Uciincii sinufta Ogrenim goren
O0gretmen adaylar1 ile dordiincii sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme beceri
diizeyleri karsilastirilmistir [U=9628; z=-0,555; p=0,579>0,05]. Bu degerler istatistiksel olarak anlaml

bir fark olmadigin yani elestirel diisiinme becerilerinin aym diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir.

BOM 6l¢eginin Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar1 incelenmistir. Birinci simifta 6grenim goéren
Ogretmen adaylar1 ile ikinci smifta Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin basari odaklh
motivasyonlarinin karsilastirmasinda [U=852; z=-3,303; p=0,001<0,059] sonuglar1 bulunmustur. Bu
sonuglara gore birinci smifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylari ile ikinci siufta ogrenim goren
Ogretmen adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyonlari istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark gostermektedir.
Birinci siufta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylar1 ile iiglincii smifta Ogrenim goren Ogretmen
adaylarinin basar1 odakl motivasyonlar karsilastirilmis (U=5742; z=-3,09; p=0,002<0,05) sonuglar1 elde
edilmistir. Bu sonuglar basar1 odakli motivasyonun birinci sinifta 6grenim goren o6gretmen adaylari ile
ti¢lincii sinifta 6grenim goren 0gretmen adaylar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir.
Basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri birinci sinif ve dérdiincii sinifta 6grenim goéren 6gretmen adaylar:
arasinda karsilastinldiginda (U=1622,5; z=-4,79; p=0,000) degerleri bulunmustur. Bu degerler birinci
smifta 0grenim goren &gretmen adaylari ile dordiincii smufta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylar
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugu gostermektedir. Ugiincii ve dordiincii smifta
Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyonlar: karsilastirildiginda (U= 8038; z= -
2,74; p=0,006<0,05) degerleri elde edilmistir. Bu degerler ise {i¢iincii sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen
adaylari ile dordiincii sinifta 6grenim goren ogretmen adaylar: arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
fark oldugu sonucuna gotiirmiistiir. Tkinci sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylari ile tiglincii sinifta
Ogrenim goren dgretmen adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri karsilastirilmistir (U=3964,5;
z=-1,548; p=0,122>0,05). Bu sonuca gore ikinci sinifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylar ile {iciincii
smifta 6grenim goren ogretmen adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri arasinda anlaml bir
fark olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Ikinci sinifta dgrenim goren &gretmen adaylari ile dérdiincii sinifta
Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylarmin basari odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin karsilastirma
sonuglarinda (U=1779; z=-0,127; p=0,899>0,05) degerleri goriilmiistiir. Ikinci siufta dgrenim géren
Ogretmen adaylari ile dordiincii sinifta 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarinin basar: odakli motivasyon

diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik olmadigini gostermistir.
Tartisma ve Yorum

C)gretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basari odakli motivasyon diizeylerini

Ol¢me, bu diizeyleri farkli demografik acilardan karsilastirma igin yapilmis olan bu calismada
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oncelikle 6gretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ve basari odakli motivasyon diizeyleri
incelenmistir. Bu inceleme sonucunda Ogretmen adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme becerileri orta
diizeyde, basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri ise diisiik diizeyde bulunmustur. Cigek Saglam ve
Biiyiikuysal (2013) 139 sinif 6gretmenligi ve Tiirkce 6gretmenligi son simif 6grencileriyle calismaya
gore elestirel diisiinme diizeyleri genel toplamda diisiik diizeyde bulunmustur. Piji Kii¢iik ve Uzun
(2013) 274 miizik 6gretmeni adayinin orta diizeyde elestirel diisiinme egilimine sahip oldugu tespit
etmislerdir. Alanyazinda farkli {iniversite ve boliimlerde yapilan diger calismalarda genellikle
O0gretmen adaylarinin orta diizeyde elestirel diisiinme becerilerine sahip olduklarini gostermektedir
(Kiriim 2002; Korkmaz, 2009; Sagli ve Demirhan 2008). Can ve Kaymakg¢t (2015) fen ve smif
Ogretmenligi adaylariyla yaptigi calismaya gore ise Ogretmen adaylarmin elestirel diistinme
egilimlerinin diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Arastirmanin diger sonucu ise 6gretmen adaylarinin basari
odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin diisiik seviyede oldugudur. Saracaloglu (2008) yapmis oldugu
calismada ise bu arastirmanin tam tersine lisanstistii egitim goren {iniversite 6grencilerinin akademik
gilidiilenme diizeyleri yeterli goriilmiistiir. Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri ile

basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri arasinda ortalama bir iliski bulunmustur.

Calismamizda yaptigimiz cinsiyete bagli analizler sonucunda elestirel diisiinme becerisinin
cinsiyete gore farklilik gostermedigi gortlmiistiir. Cokluk Bokeoglu ve Yilmaz (2005) erkeklerin
elestirel diisiinmeye olan tutumlarinin kizlarin elestirel diisiinmeye olan tutumlarindan daha ytiiksek
oldugu sonucuna varmustir. Kiiriim (2002) de bizimle aymi sonuca ulasmis cinsiyetin elestirel
diisiinme giiciinde belirleyiciligi olmadigini belirtmistir. Arastirmamizda vardigimiz bir diger sonug
Ogretmen adaylarimin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin cinsiyete bagh olarak degisiklik
gosterdigidir. Erkeklerin basari odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin kizlara gore daha yiiksek oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Ergin ve Karatas (2018) ise kiz 6grencilerin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinin erkek
Ogrencilerin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinden daha yiiksek oldugu tespit etmistir. Bazi
arastirmalar ise bu sonuglarin tam tersi olarak cinsiyetin akademik motivasyon iizerinde bir etkisinin

olmadig1 bulgusuna ulasmistir (Saracaloglu, 2008; Sahin ve Cakar, 2011).

Elestirel diisiinme becerisi ve basari odakli motivasyon diizeyleri yasa bagli olarak
incelendiginde genel olarak yas faktoriintin farkliik gosterdigi goriilmiistiir. Elegtirel diisiinme
becerisinin yasa gore farklilig1 incelendiginde 21 yasindaki 6gretmen adaylarinin olusturdugu grubun
18 ve 19 yaslarindaki 6gretmen adaylari ile 20 yasindaki 6gretmen adaylar1 arasinda farklilik oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Kirtim (2002) 6gretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerilerinin yasa gore farklilik
gosterdigini, yas1 kiiciik olan Ogretmen adaylarimin yasi biiyiik olan Ogretmen adaylarina gore
elestirel diisiinme becerisinin daha yiiksek oldugunu calismasinda gostermistir. Basar1 odakli
motivasyon diizeylerinin yasa bagli farkliligi incelendiginde 18 ve 19 yaslarindaki Ogretmen
adaylarinin 21 yasindaki ve 22-38 yas araligindaki 6gretmen adaylariyla farklilik gosterdigi, 18-19

yaslarindaki Ogretmen adaylarinin ortalamalarmin diger iki gruptan diisiik geldigi sonucuna
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varilmistir. Ayn1 zamanda 20 yasindaki 6gretmen adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri, 21

yasindaki 6gretmen adaylarinin basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinden diisiik bulunmustur.

Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diiginme becerileri 6grenim gordiikleri béliime gore
degerlendirildiginde 6grenim gordiikleri boliimiin elestirel diisiinme becerisine herhangi bir etkisi
oldugu goriilmemistir. Korkmaz (2009) da 6grenim gordiikleri boliim elestirel diisiinme diizeyini
farklilastirmamaktadir. Kiiriim (2002) ise O0gretmen adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme giicli 6grenim
gordiikleri programa gore degismektedir. Kutluca, Yilmaz ve Ibis (2018) de dgrenim gordiikleri
boliime gore Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinmeye karsi tutumlar: farklilik gostermis, simif
O0gretmenlerinin lehine bir sonug¢ ortaya ¢ikmustir. Basari odakli motivasyon diizeyleri 6grenim
goriilen boliime gore incelendiginde matematik Ogretmenligi O0gretmen adaylarmin hem smif
oldugu goriilmistiir. Alanyazin incelendiginde Ergin ve Karatas (2018) basar1 odakli motivasyonun
ogrenim goriilen boliime gore farklilik gosterdigi sonucuna varmustir. Aymi sekilde Demir ve Ar
(2013) akademik giidiilenmenin 6grenim gordiikleri boliime gore degiskenlik gostermedigi sonucuna

varmustir.

Bu arastirmada elestirel diisiinme becerisinin sinuf diizeyine gore farklilik gosterdigi sonucuna
varilmigtir. Birinci sinifta 6grenim goéren 6gretmen adaylar ile ikinci, {iglincii ve dordiincii siufta
Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin elestirel diisiinme becerileri diizeyleri farklilik gostermektedir.
Sagli ve Demirhan (2008) beden egitimi ve spor ogretmenligi programindaki ogrencilerin elestirel
diisiinme becerilerinin sinif diizeyine gore farklilik gosterdigini sdylemektedir. Bazi aragtirmalar ise
elestirel diisiinme becerisinin sinif diizeyinde farklilik gostermedigi sonucuna ulasmistir (Kutluca,
Yilmaz ve 1bi§, 2018; Kiiriim, 2002; Piji Kiigiik ve Uzun, 2013). Basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeyleri simif
degiskeni acisindan incelendiginde birinci sinifta 6grenim goren dgretmen adaylarinin diger biitiin
smiflarda Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylariyla farklilik gosterdigi aymi zamanda {iglincii sifta
Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylari ile dordiincii smifta 6grenim goren O0gretmen adaylarimn da
aralarinda farkliliklar oldugu arastirmamiz sonucunda ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ergin ve Karatas (2018) da

sinif diizeyi basar1 odakli motivasyon diizeylerinde farklilik gostermektedir.

Bu calismanin verileri bir egitim fakiiltesi ile simirlidir. Calisma daha biiyiik bir 6rneklemle
tekrarlanabilir. Boylece bolgelerdeki farklilasmalar belirlenip daha genel veriler elde edilebilir.
Ogretmen adaylarmin elestirel diisiinme beceri diizeylerinin ve basar1 odakli motivasyon

diizeylerinin nedenlerini bulmak i¢in nitel arastirma yaklasimu ile ¢alisilabilir.
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Exploring the Relation between Critical Thinking Skills and Success Oriented Motivation of

Preservice Teachers in terms of Some Variables

Critical thinking in daily life is important not only in education, but also in human relations.
The attitudes and behaviors that people exhibit towards each other are thought to be more moderate
when approached with a critical perspective. People who encounter a problem usually go without
thinking, acting with the flood, acting with the same mindset as others, and waiting for the problem to
disappear spontaneously (Bokeoglu and Yilmaz, 2005). However, when a critical thinking person
encounters a problem, s/he would follow the steps of defining the problem, define what options are
available for the solution, identify the advantages and disadvantages of each option, determine the
solution, and determine whether the applied option solved the problem completely (Bokeoglu and

Yilmaz, 2005).

Thinking is the act of speaking to oneself to answer situations that are stuck in the minds of
individuals. Types of thinking are logical thinking, conceptual thinking, reflective thinking, creative
thinking, and critical thinking. Critical thinking has been defined as a process that requires cognitive,
affective, and psycho-motor features to be employed in this research. When critical thinking is
considered as a cognitive skill or ability, it appears that it is called a critical thinking skill and that both

affective and psycho-motor features are effective (Iliman-Puskulluoglu and Altinkurt, 2018).

Critical thinking is a higher thinking skill. Critical thinking is built on other skills that are
simpler and easier to obtain than critical thinking, such as requiring reading and understanding skills
before being able to look critically at a reading text (Cicek Saglam and Buyukuysal, 2013). Critical
thinking does not occur only when these skills come together, but also necessarily combines these

skills with each other in a suitable and meaningful way.

New instructional systems conduct and implement curriculum studies to strengthen
individuals' critical thinking skills. In this understanding of an instructional system, in place of raising
individuals, who are considered to have prepared for information without question, it is aimed to
raise learners who know why, what, and how to learn, use the information they learn, develop and
produce new information, and that these features predicted by the information society should be
critical (Schreglmann, 2011). It is not easy for teachers who grew up and work with a rote learning

approach to approve and apply changes in their curriculum (Ekinci, 2009). Critical thinking is
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important in social life. Teachers teach critical thinking in their classrooms (Alexander, Commander,
Greenberg, and Ward, 2010; Schreglmann, 2011; Thompson, Martin, Richards, and Bransonet, 2003;

cited in Cicek Saglam and Buyukuysal, 2013).

Instead of lessons taught from a traditional perspective, a lesson structure should be created
that pushes students towards creative thinking, they need to establish a cause and effect relationship,
and link real life situations and problems so that students can develop their critical thinking skills. For
this to happen, teachers educating students must have an infrastructure that provides education on
this subject and enables their students to approach with a critical perspective. As a result, it is not
possible for a teacher, who does not have the knowledge and ability to think critically, even in
environments where the necessary conditions are met to be able to raise individuals with critical
thinking skills. However, teachers should be individuals, who direct their students to think free from
prejudices, to be inquisitive and investigative individuals, and who can apply and spread these skills

in the classroom environment (Cicek Saglam and Buyukuysal, 2013).

One of the most important factors of the learning to be realized is to be interested in the
subject learned. If there is no interest, we can think that motivation cannot be put into effect. Students
may have increased their motivation to get high marks even though they are not interested. Other
factors that increase and decrease students' motivation are family and teachers. The motivation of the
students can be affected not only because they are interested but also because they want to be
appreciated by their teacher or family. There are multiple factors that affect motivation. Because

motivation varies depending on these factors, it is difficult to evaluate alone.

Many studies investigating the consequences of motivation on students' academic
achievements and performances (Bruinsma, 2003; Cool and Keith, 1991; McKenzie and Schweitzer,
2001; Paulsen and Feldman, 1999; Sankaran and Bui, 2001; Wolters, 1999) found motivation to be an
effective factor (cited in Kutu and Sozbilir, 2011). Motivation can be described as the physiological
impulse that goes towards achieving goals which are efforts to achieve, whether for student interest or
for grade in human beings (Arikil and Yorganci, 2012). In research, teacher-centered education
increases success but prevents the emotional and motivational side of learning. In student-centered
teaching, students learn more eagerly and create a more useful classroom environment for success

(Arikil and Yorganci, 2012).

Both internal and external processes observed in the learning process and plans, and
expectations affect the academic performance of students at university (Altun and Yazici, 2013). After
finishing the undergraduate education process, the motivation of preservice teachers, who would
guide the next generations as teachers, should be high so that they learn the information they will

transfer to new generations.
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Aim of the Study

It is generally accepted that critical thinking and motivation are important for preservice
teachers. The research was carried out to explore the critical thinking skills and success-oriented

motivation levels of preservice teachers in terms of gender, department, age, and grade level.
Research Problems

1. What is the level of success-oriented motivation and critical thinking skills of preservice

teachers?

2. Is there a significant relationship between preservice teachers' critical thinking skills and

success-oriented motivation levels?

3. Is there a significant mean difference in preservice teachers' critical thinking skills and
success-oriented motivation levels in terms of their gender, department, where they study, their age,

and grade level?
Method

The quantitative research approach was preferred in the study. Survey model was used in an
easily accessible sample to examine the critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels
of preservice teachers. The survey model describes the events that people have had in the past or in

the present (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, and Razavieh, 2010).
Analysis of Data

The SPSS program was used while analyzing the data of this research. The data in the study
was evaluated at the level of p = 0.05 significance and interpretation was made. For the data obtained
from the research to be reliable, necessary precautions were taken before entering it into the SPSS.
Data was entered according to the assigned number of each preservice teacher, 1-424, to prevent data

from mixing with each other.

Firstly, to test the normality of the scales while analyzing the data, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
normality test was applied because the samples were larger than 50 and the Shapiro-Wilk normality
test was applied to samples less than 50 when analyzing according to the sample (Buyukozturk, 2007).
Secondly, in cases where the distributions were normal, homogeneity was checked by the Levene test.
Third one was independence of the preservice teachers. It was accepted that the preservice teachers
answered the items independently in normal and homogeneous situations. After providing these
three assumptions, Mann Whitney U test was run while analyzing according to gender, ANOVA was
used while analyzing according to age. Non-parametric tests were passed in cases where one of the

assumptions was not provided.
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To determine the critical thinking skills levels of preservice teachers, the lowest score, 25, was
subtracted from the highest score, 125, and it was divided into 5 since it is a five-point rating. Levels
were determined by adding 20 points to the lowest score. It was determined as very low between 25-
45, low between 45.1-65, medium between 65.1-85, high between 85.1-105, and very high between
105.1-125. To determine the success-oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers, the lowest score,
35, was subtracted from the highest score, 155, and it was divided into 5 because it was a five-point
scale. Levels were determined by adding 24 points to the lowest score. 35-59 was very low, 59.1-83

was low, 83.1-107 was medium, 107.1-131 was high, and 131.1-155 was very high.
Instruments

The Engagement, Maturity, and Innovativeness Critical Thinking Disposition Instrument
(EMI - CTDI) used in this research were adapted to Turkish by Kilic and Sen (2014). The Cronbach
Alpha internal consistency coefficient is 0.91 for the entire scale; 0.88 for the participation sub-
dimension; 0.70 for cognitive maturity subscale; 0.73 for innovation sub-dimension. This 5-point
Likert-type scale consists of 25 items. Each item in the scale is rated as completely strongly agree (1),
agree (2), neutral (3), disagree (4), strongly disagree (5). The highest score that can be obtained on this
scale, where critical thinking skill levels are measured, is 125 and the lowest score is 25. In this study,
the Cronbach Alpha coefficient of CTDI, which was applied to preservice teachers, was found to be
0.892> 0.7. Thus, the scale was found to be reliable (Buyukozturk, 2011). Factor analysis was applied to
the CTDI. According to the results of the factor analysis, the KMO value of the scale was found to be
0.894. This value tells us that sampling adequacy of preservice teachers was satisfied before running of
factor analysis. The Barlett test Sphericity value of the scale was 3198.425 (SD = 300, p = 0.000 <0.05).
Equality of variances across groups was satisfied. Because of the factor analysis, a 6-factor structure
emerged. The factor loads of the scale ranged from 0.416-0.711 in the first factor, 0.378-0.545 in the
second factor, 0.38-0-0735 in the third factor, 0.613-0.639 in the fourth factor, 0.24-0-035 in the fifth
factor, and 0.481-0.617 in the sixth factor. Our intention to run the factor analysis was that whether
factors were loaded as the original developed ones we continue to run analysis with factors. We could
not confirm the original factor loadings with our sample, so analysis was run based on total scores of

the scales.

The Success Oriented Motivation Scale (SOMS) was developed by Semerci (2010). The
Cronbach Alpha coefficient of this scale was found to be 0.896. This 5-point Likert type scale consists
of 35 items. The items of this scale are completely agree (1), agree (2), neutral (3), disagree (4), and
completely disagree (5). The highest score that can be obtained on this scale, where the motivation
level of success is measured, is 175 and the lowest score is 35. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the
SOMS scale applied to preservice teachers was found to be 0.911> 0.7 in this research, and thus, the
scale was found to be reliable (Buyukozturk, 2011). Factor analysis was applied to the SOMS scale and

because of this analysis, the KMO value was found to be 0.883. Sampling adequacy was satisfied. The
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Barlett test of Sphericity value of the scale is 5857.072 (SD = 595, p = 0.000 <0.05) so equality of
variances across groups was satisfied. Because of the factor analysis, a 6-factor structure emerged. The
factor loads of the scale ranged from 0.196-0.647 in the first factor, 0.283-0.690 in the second factor,
0.428-0.618 in the third factor, 0.268-0.651 in the fourth factor, 0.287-0.775 in the fifth factor, and 0.542-
0.775 in the sixth factor. Like CTDI factor analysis results, we continue to use total scores of the scale

to run analysis instead of factor scores.
Samples

This research was carried out to determine CTDI and SOM of preservice teachers and to
compare them with different demographics. Study was conducted with 424 preservice teachers. Table
1 interprets the distribution of the preservice teachers in the research regarding their gender,

department, and grade levels.

Table 1. Distribution of the sample at the level of gender, department, and grade level

Variable Category f Y%
Gender Female 337 79.5
Male 83 19.6
Total 420 99.1
Department Mathematics 171 40.3
Science 23 54
Elementary 139 32.8
Social Studies 39 9.2
Turkish language 42 13.3
Total 424 100
Grade Level Freshman 67 15.8
Sophomore 41 9.7
Junior 228 53.8
Senior 88 20.8
Total 372 87.7
I+ group 78 18.4
2rd group 135 31.8
Age 31 group 134 31.6
4th group 69 16.3
Total 416 98.1

According to Table 1, 337 (79.5%) of the 424 preservice teachers, who constitute the sample of
the research, were female and 83 (19.6%) of the preservice teachers were male. 171 (40.3%) of the
preservice teachers were mathematics teachers, 23 (5.4%) of the preservice teachers were elementary
science teachers, 139 (32.8%) of the preservice teachers were elementary teachers, 39 (9.2%) of the
preservice teachers were social studies teachers, and 52 (13.3%) of the preservice teachers were
Turkish language teachers. Moreover, when the preservice teachers were grouped according to grade
levels, 67 (15.8%) of the preservice teachers were freshmen, 41 (9.7%) of the preservice teachers were
sophomores, 228 (53.8%) of the preservice teachers were juniors, and 88 (20.8%) of the preservice

teachers were seniors.
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Ethical Permission of Research

In this study, all rules stated within the scope of "Higher Education Institutions Scientific
Research and Publication Ethics Directive" were followed. None of the actions stated under the title of
"Actions Against Scientific Research and Publication Ethics", which is the second part of the directive,

were neglected.
Results

The aim of this study was to explore CTDI and SOM of preservice teachers and to analyze
them in terms of gender, age, department, and grade levels. The relationships between the CTDI and

SOMS were first tested.
Relationship Between the CTDI and SOMS

The relationship between preservice teachers' critical thinking skills and success-oriented
motivation levels was studied firstly. The correlation value of the CIDI and SOMS was r = 0.525 (0.3
<0.525 <0.7). This value indicates an average level of relationship between success-oriented motivation

and critical thinking skills.
Preservice Teachers’ Critical Thinking and Success-Oriented Motivation Levels

Critical thinking skill levels of preservice teachers were analyzed with a mean of 52.5307 of
preservice teachers' of CTDI, with a standard deviation of 10.36857. The critical thinking skills of the
preservice teachers were at an intermediate level, because the value of 52.5307 was in the range of

45.1-65 (intermediate) determined for CTDI.

Success-oriented motivation levels of the preservice teachers were examined. The mean of
SOMS of the preservice teachers was 66.6981 and the standard deviation was 15.02318. As the value of
66.6981 is in the range of 59.1-83 (low) determined for the SOMS, preservice teachers' motivation

levels were low.

Analyze of CTDI and SOMS With Respect to Gender
It was aimed to measure the critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels of

preservice teachers and to examine them from gender perspectives.

Table 2. Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test of EDO and SOMS scales by gender

Scale Gender Statistics df p
CTDI Female .058 337 .009
Male 116 83 .008
SOMS Female .054 337 .019
Male .092 83 078

p<-05

In the Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test shown in Table 2, it was not normally distributed

in CTDI since the value of female preservice teachers was p = 0.009 <0.05 and the value of male
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preservice teachers was p = 0.008 <0.05. Similarly, since the value of female preservice teachers was p =
0.019 <0.05 in the SOMS, the value of male preservice teachers had normal distribution in the order of
p = 0.078> 0.05. The normal distribution of female and male preservice teachers in the CTDI and
female preservice teachers in the SOMS was not satisfied so one of the non-parametric tests, Mann-
Whitney U test, was run. When analysis results were analyzed for the CTDI by gender [U = 13517.5, Z
= -0.473, p = 0.636> 0.05] the values show that there was no statistically significant mean difference,
that is, gender had no effect on critical thinking. However, for the SOMS, the values [U =11527.5, Z = -
2482, p = 0.013 <0.05] proved that there was a statistically significant mean difference, that was

motivation based on success varies depending on gender.

Table 3. Gender-dependent statistical results of the CTDI and SOMS

Scale Gender n Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
CTDI Female 337 211.89 71406.5
Male 83 204.86 17003.5
SOMS Female 337 203.21 68480.5
Male 83 240.11 19929.5

According to Table 3, for the SOMS, in which there was a mean difference based on gender,
the mean rank of girls was 203.21, while the mean rank of males was 240.11. In this case, the mean
rank of males is higher than that of the females. Specifically, motivation levels of males were higher

than females.
Age-Related Analysis of The CTDI and SOMS

Critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers were
examined in terms of age groups. The preservice teachers were arranged into groups according to age.
One 17-year-old, 26 preservice teachers were in 18-year-olds, and 51 preservice teachers were in 19-
year-olds were called the first group. The second group was 135 preservice teachers, who were aged
20. 134 preservice teachers were in 21 were called the third group. There were 51 preservice teachers at
the age of 22, 8 preservice teachers were at the age of 23, five preservice teachers were at the age of 24,
one preservice teacher were at the age of 25, two preservice teachers were at the age of 26, one
preservice teacher were at the age of 30, two preservice teachers were at the age of 32, and one

preservice teacher was at the age of 38 made up the fourth group for both instruments.

Table 4. Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality analysis of the CTDI and SOMS by age

Scale Age Groups Statistics af p
CTDI st .073 78 200
2nd .085 135 .019
3rd .079 134 .040
4th .096 69 187
SOMS Ist .067 78 200
2nd .072 135 .080
3rd .056 134 200

4th .062 69 .200
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p<.05

When the Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test, in Table 4, was analyzed, the first (p = 0.200>
0.05), and the fourth group (p = 0.187>0.05) group of CTDI had a normal distribution. The second (p =
0.019 <0.05) and third (p = 0.040> 0.05) groups of CTDI did not have normal distribution. According to
the results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test of the SOMS scale, the first group was p =
0.200> 0.05, the second group was p = 0.80> 0.05, the third group was p = 0.200> 0.05, and the fourth
group was p = 0.200> 0.05. All groups had normal distribution. The Kruskal-Wallis H test, one of the
nonparametric tests, was run on the CTDI, which did not have normal distribution for the second and

third groups. Table 5 illustrated the Kruskal-Wallis H test results.

Table 5. CTDI Kruskal-Wallis H test

Age Groups n Mean Rank df X2 p
1st 78 185.96
2nd 13 197.83
> 3 9.097 0.028
3rd 134 231.21
4 69 210.75

p<-05

There was a significant mean difference between the age groups in the CTDI as interpreted in
Table 5 [X2=9.097, p = 0.028 <0.05]. Mann-Whitney U tests were run to see between which groups and

at what level this difference have. Table 6 was interpreted the Mann-Whitney U test results.

Table 6. Mann-Whitney U test results of CTDI

Groups Mann-Whitney U z p
It 2nd 4936.5 -0.759 0.448
3rd 4105.5 -2.603 0.009
4t 2381.5 -1.202 0.229
2nd 3 7588.5 -2.2850 0.022
4th 4345.5 -0.783 0.434
3 4t 4156.5 -1.178 0.239

p<-05

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test conducted to see which groups were shown in Table 6
and at what level they were related. There was a statistically significant mean difference between the
preservice teachers in the first group and the preservice teachers in the third group [U = 4105.5, z = -
2.603, p = 0.009 <0.05]. The results also indicated that there was a statistically significant mean
difference between the preservice teachers in the second group and those in the third group [U =
7588.5, z = -2.285, p = 0.022 <0.05]. When the values of other groups were examined, there was no

statistically significant mean difference.

In Table 4, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results for all groups was satisfied the normal
distribution. Second assumption the Levene homogeneity test of the SOMS was satisfied the

homogeneity of variances (F (3, 414) = 1.557, p = 0.199> 0.05). Table 7 interpreted that the SOMS (F (3,
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414) = 5.675, p = 0.001 <0.05) values showed that age criteria and success-oriented motivation change

statistically when age changes.

Table 7. Comparison of the SOMS by age

Scale Sum of Squares af MS F p
Between Groups 3697.947 3 1232.649
Within Groups 89926.446 414 217.214 5.675 .001
Total 93624.392 417
p<-05
M
ea
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Figure 1. SOMS mean by age
In Figure 1, in the SOMS mean graph, the mean of the preservice teachers in the first group
was 62.1410, the mean of the second group was 65.0074, the mean of the third group was 69.694, and
the mean of the fourth group was 69.3239. There was a significant mean difference between the

highest mean and the lowest mean in the SOMS (69.6940-62.1410 = 7.553). The Tukey and Bonferroni

tests, which were done to find out which age groups differ, is given in Table 8.

Table 8. SOMS Tukey and Bonferroni analysis

Test Age Mean Difference p
Tukey HSD 1-2 -2.86638 521
1-3 -7.553 .002
1-4 -7.18292 017
2-3 -4.68662 .046
2-4 -4.31654 190
3-4 .37009 998
Bonferroni 1-2 -2.86638 1.000
1-3 -7.553 .002
1-4 -7.18292 019
2-3 -4.68662 057
2-4 -4.31654 278
3-4 .37009 1.000

p<.05
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In the evaluation of the SOMS according to the Tukey, the mean difference between the first
and the third group, the first and fourth group was negative, that is, the mean of the preservice
teachers in the first group was lower than the mean of those in the third and fourth group. In Table 8,
there was a significant mean difference in the SOMS between the preservice teachers in the second
group and those in the third group (p = 0.046 <0.05). The mean of the third group was higher because
the mean difference of the groups was negative. In Table 8, there was no statistically significant mean
difference between other groups according to the Tukey in the SOMS. When the SOMS was evaluated
according to the Bonferroni, a significant mean difference was observed between the first and third
groups (p = 0.002 <0.05) and the first and fourth groups (p = 0.019 <0.05), and the mean of the third and
fourth groups was negative because the mean difference in the averages was negative. It was found to
be higher than the first group. According to Bonferroni, there was no statistically significant mean

difference in the SOMS among other groups.

Investigation of the CTDI and SOMS By Preservice Teachers’ Departments

Critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers were
analyzed according to the department in which they studied. In Table 9, the normality test depending

on the department they were studying was given.

Table 9. Normality test of the CTDI and SOMS according to departments

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Scale Department Statistics daf p Statistics daf p
CTDI Mathematics .090 171 .002
Science .970 23 684
Elementary .057 139 .200
Social Studies 944 39 .050
Turkish language 071 52 .200
SOMS Mathematics .084 171 .005
Science .973 23 762
Elementary .046 139 .200
Social Studies .953 39 102
Turkish language 133 52 .022

p<.05

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test results were examined in the normality test, which
was conducted according to the department where the preservice teachers studied, consisted of 171
mathematics, 139 elementary, and 52 Turkish language teachers. Since there were 23 science and 39
social studies preservice teachers, comments were given according to the results of Shapiro-Wilk
normality test. Preservice mathematics teachers did not show a normal distribution in the CTDI (p =
0.002 <0.05). Preservice elementary teachers’ p= 0.200> 0.05, preservice Turkish language teachers’ p =
0.200> 0.05 and these p values were found to show normal distribution. Preservice science teachers’ p
= 0.684> 0.05, preservice social teachers’ p = 0.050 = 0.05 and these p values showed normal

distribution.

932



KEFAD Cilt 22, Say1 2, Agustos, 2021

In the SOMS, preservice mathematics teachers’ (p = 0.005 <0.05) and preservice Turkish
language teachers did not show normal distribution (p = 0.022 <0.05). Preservice science teachers’ (p =
0.762> 0.05), preservice elementary teachers’ (p = 0.200> 0.05), and preservice social studies teachers’ (p
=0.102> 0.05) and these preservice teachers showed normal distribution. Since there were sections that
did not show normal distribution in the CTDI and SOMS, the Kruskal-Wallis H test from non-

parametric tests was run and the results are shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Kruskal-Wallis H test according to the education department of the CTDI and SOMS

Scale Department n Mean Rank daf X2 p
Mathematics 171 228

Science 23 204.48

CTDI Elementary 139 187.39 4 3.051 0.549
Social Studies 39 220.56
Turkish language 52 226.16
Mathematics 171 239.42
Science 23 227.87

SOMS Elementary 139 182.93 4 13.325 0.010
Social Studies 39 188.32
Turkish language 52 214.38

p<.05

According to the Kruskal-Wallis H test given in Table 10, the results of the CTDI show that
there was no statistically significant mean difference (X? = 3.051, p = 0.549> 0.05). In other words,
critical thinking skills did not change according to the departments, where preservice teachers” study.
The SOMS's results show that there was a statistically significant mean difference between the
departments where preservice teachers studied (X?= 13.325, p = 0.010 <0.05). Specificity, the success-
oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers vary according to departments. Mann-Whitney U
test was performed to find out which level this difference was shown. Table 11 interpreted the Mann-

Whitney U test of the SOMS according to the departments.

Table 11. Mann-Whitney U for the SOMS according to preservice teacher departments

Departments Mann-Whitney U V4 p
Mathematics Science 1898 -0.271 0.786
Elementary 8664.5 -4.104 0.000
Social Studies 2560 -2.263 0.024
Turkish Language 3906.5 -1.325 0.185
Science Elementary 1305.5 -1.407 0.160
Social Studies 360 -1.290 0.197
Turkish Language 557.5 -0.466 0.642
Elementary Social Studies 2673.5 -0.130 0.896
Turkish Language 3053.5 -1.649 0.099
Social Studies Turkish Language 897 -0.939 0.348

p<-05
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When Table 11 was examined, there was a statistically significant mean difference between
preservice teachers studying in the mathematics teaching department and those studying in the
elementary teaching department (U = 8664.5, z = -4.104, p = 0.000 <0.05). The success-oriented
motivation levels of the mathematics and elementary preservice teachers differ. The values in Table 11
show that there was a statistically significant mean difference between the preservice teachers
studying in the department of mathematics education and those in the department of social studies
education (U = 2560, z = -2.263, p = 0.024 <0.05). There were mean differences in success-oriented

motivation levels between preservice teachers in mathematics and social studies.

Investigation of the CTDI and SOMS By Grade Level

Critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers were
examined in terms of their grade levels. One of the assumptions required for this analysis is normal
distribution of the data. Firstly, it was analyzed to see whether there was normal distribution. The

normality test, which was done according to the grade level, was given in Table 12.

Table 12. Normality test of the CTDI and SOMS by grade levels

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Scale  Grade Level ~ Statistics df p Statistics df p
CIDI  Freshman .060 67 .200
978 41 .601
Junior .080 228 .001
Senior 119 88 .003
SOMS  Freshman .062 67 .200
958 41 137
Junior .062 228 .032
Senior .084 88 177

p<.05

According to the normality test results interpreted in Table 12, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
was considered for 68 freshmen preservice teachers with their CTDI results. The freshmen preservice
teachers have normal distribution (p = 0.200> 0.05). The Shapiro-Wilk test was considered as the 42
preservice teachers studying in their sophomore year studied in the teaching programs. The
sophomore preservice teachers had normal distribution (p = 0.601> 0.05). Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests
were taken into consideration for 229 junior and 89 senior preservice teachers. The junior and senior
preservice teachers had normal distribution (pjunior = 0.001 <0.05, psenior = 0.003 <0.05). The results of the
normality test of the SOMS were analyzed according to the values in Table 12. The p value of
preservice teachers studying in their first year was found to be p = 0.200> 0.05, and the p value of
preservice teachers studying in the fourth grade was found to be p = 0.177> 0.05. According to these
values, preservice teachers studying in their freshman and senior years showed normal distribution.
According to the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test, the p value of preservice teachers studying in their
sophomore year was found to be p = 0.147> 0.05 and it was understood to have a normal distribution.

According to the results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test, preservice teachers studying in
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their junior year were found to have p = 0.032 <0.05, they did not show normal distribution. Preservice
teachers did not show normal distribution in the CTDI, as well as those who study in the junior and
senior years. For this reason, non-parametric tests were carried out. Table 13 analyzed the Kruskal-
Wallis H test, which was one of the nonparametric tests depending on the grade levels of the CTDI
and SOMS.

Table 13. Kruskal-Wallis H test for the CTDI and SOMS at grade level

Scale Grade Level n Mean Rank df X2 p

Freshman 67 170.49
Sophomore 41 230.38

CTDI 3 10.022 0.018
Junior 228 216.56
Senior 88 225.63
Freshman 67 156.63
Sophomore 41 241.91

SOMS 3 24.957 0.000
Junior 228 208.96
Senior 88 250.51

p<.05

When the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test of the CTDI and SOMS at the grade level were
examined in Table 13, there was a statistically significant mean difference with respect to grade levels
at CTDI (X2 = 10.022, p = 0.018 <0.05). Critical thinking skill differs according to the grade level. The
SOMS showed that there was a statistically significant mean difference with respect to grade levels (X2
=24.957, p = 0.000 <0.05). The level of motivation based on success varies according to the grade level.
A non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test was performed for each grade level to see in detail which

grade levels have differences. The results of the Mann-Whitney U test were examined in Table 14.

Table 14. Mann-Whitney U test for the CTDI and SOMS according to grade level

Scale Grade Level Mann-Whitney U Z p
CTDI Freshman  Sophomore 973 -2.537 0.011
Junior 6012 -2.650 0.008
Senior 2159.5 -2.85 0.004
Sophomore Junior 4378.5 -0.645 0.519
Senior 1767 -0.187 0.851
Junior Senior 9628 -0.555 0.579
SOMS Freshman  Sophomore 852 -3.303 0.001
Junior 5742 -3.09 0.002
Senior 1622.5 -4.79 0.000
Sophomore Junior 3964.5 -1.548 0.122
Senior 1779 -0.127 0.899
Junior Senior 8038 -2.74 0.006

p<.05

When the Mann-Whitney U test depending on the grade levels, shown in Table 14, was
examined, there was a significant mean difference between the critical thinking skills of freshman and
sophomore preservice teachers (U =973, z =-2.537, p = 0.011 <0.05). There was a statistically significant

mean difference in critical thinking skills between freshman and junior preservice teachers (U = 6012, z
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=-2.650, p = 0.008 <0.05). There was a statistically significant mean difference between the freshman
and senior year preservice teachers in terms of critical thinking skills (U = 2159.5, z = -2.85, p = 0.004
<0.05). The critical thinking skills of the sophomore year and junior preservice teachers, (U = 4378.5, z
= -0.645, p = 0.519> 0.05), there was no statistically significant mean difference between sophomore
year and junior preservice teachers. The critical thinking skills of the sophomore preservice teachers
and juniors were statistically the same. When the sophomore preservice teachers and the juniors were
compared, (U = 1767, z=-0.187, p = 0.519> 0.05), there was no statistically significant mean difference
between the sophomore and senior preservice teachers. Therefore, critical thinking skills were at the
same level. There were no statistically significant mean difference critical thinking skills levels of
junior and senior preservice teachers, the critical thinking skills were at the same level (U = 9628, z = -

0.555, p = 0.579> 0.05).

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test of the SOMS were examined. The comparison of the
success-oriented motivations of the freshman and sophomore preservice teachers show a statistically
significant mean difference (U = 852, z = -3.303, p = 0.001 <0.059). Success-oriented motivations of
freshman and junior preservice teachers were compared (U = 5742, z = -3.09, p = 0.002 <0.05). The
motivation based on success had a significant mean difference between freshman and junior
preservice teachers. When success-oriented motivation levels were compared among freshman and
senior preservice teachers. There was a statistically significant mean difference between the freshman
and senior preservice teachers (U = 1622.5, z = -4.79, p = 0.000). When the success-oriented motivations
of junior and senior preservice teachers were compared, there was a statistically significant mean
difference between junior and senior preservice teachers (U = 8038, z = -2.74, p = 0.006 <0.05). There
was no significant mean difference between the success-oriented motivation levels of sophomore and
junior preservice teachers (U = 3964.5, z = -1.548, p = 0.122> 0.05). In the results of the comparison of
the success-oriented motivation levels of the sophomore and senior preservice teachers, there was no
statistically significant mean difference between the success-oriented motivation levels of the

sophomore and senior preservice teachers (U = 1779, z =-0.127, p = 0.899> 0.05).

Discussion and Conclusion

The critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers were
explored in this study, which was conducted to measure the critical thinking skills and success-
oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers and to compare these levels from different
demographic aspects. As a result of this review, critical thinking skills of the preservice teachers were
found to be medium and motivation levels focused on success were low. Cicek Saglam and
Buyukuysal (2013) studied the critical thinking levels of 139 senior year elementary Turkish language
preservice teachers and their critical thinking levels were found to be low in general. Piji Kucuk and
Uzun (2013) found a moderate critical thinking disposition with 274 music preservice teachers. Other

studies conducted in different universities and departments show that preservice teachers had
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moderate critical thinking skills (Kurum, 2002; Sacli and Demirhan 2008; Korkmaz, 2009). The critical
thinking disposition skills of science and elementary preservice teachers were found to be low (Can
and Kaymakci, 2015). Another result of their research was that preservice teachers' low motivation
levels were based on success. Contrarywise, academic motivation levels of university students, who
received postgraduate education, were found sufficient (Saracaloglu, 2008). An average relationship

was found between preservice teachers' critical thinking skills and success-oriented motivation levels.

Because of the gender-based analyses conducted in study, the skill of critical thinking did not
differ by gender. Male's attitudes towards critical thinking were higher than female's attitudes
towards critical thinking (Bokeoglu and Yilmaz, 2005). Gender, which reached the same conclusion as
this study, had no determinant in critical thinking power (Kurum, 2002). Another conclusion reached
in this study is that the success-oriented motivation levels of preservice teachers vary depending on
gender. The motivation levels of males were higher than females. The success-oriented motivation
levels of female preservice teachers were higher than that of male preservice teachers (Ergin and
Karatas, 2018). Some studies, however, have found that gender did not influence academic motivation

and is opposite of this study’s results (Saracaloglu, 2008; Sahin & Cakar, 2011).

In the study, when the critical thinking skill and success-oriented motivation levels were
analyzed according to age which varied in general. When the mean difference of critical thinking skill
by age was analyzed, the group of 21-year-old preservice teachers differed between the 18 and 19-
year-old preservice teachers and 20-year-old preservice teachers. The critical thinking skills of
preservice teachers differ according to age and those preservice teachers, who are younger, are more
critical than the older preservice teachers (Kurum, 2002). When the age-related difference of success-
oriented motivation levels was analyzed, preservice teachers between the ages of 18 and 19 differed
with the preservice teachers between the ages of 21 and 22-38 and the mean of preservice teachers
aged 18-19 was lower than the other two groups. Together, 20-year-old preservice teachers’ success-
oriented motivation levels were found lower than 21-year-old preservice teacher' success-oriented

motivation levels.

When the preservice teachers' critical thinking skills were evaluated according to the
department where they were studying, department influenced critical thinking skills. The department
where students study did not differentiate the level of critical thinking (Korkmaz, 2009). The critical
thinking power of preservice teachers varied according to the program in which they study (Kurum,
2002). The attitudes of preservice teachers towards critical thinking differed according to the
department, in which they studied, and a result emerged in favor of classroom teachers (Kutluca,
Yilmaz, and Ibis, 2018). When the motivation levels focused on success were analyzed according to the
education department, preservice mathematics teacher differed from both preservice elementary

teachers and preservice social studies teachers. Motivation based on success varies according to the
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department (Ergin and Karatas, 2018). Conversely, academic motivation does not vary according to

the department where students study (Demir and Ari, 2013).

It was concluded that critical thinking skill differs according to year level. Critical thinking
skills levels of freshman preservice teachers and preservice teachers who are sophomores, juniors, and
seniors differ. Those preservice teachers' critical thinking skills in physical education and sports
teaching program differ according to their year level (Sacli and Demirhan, 2008). Conversely, some
studies concluded that critical thinking skills do not differ in year level (Kurum, 2002; Piji Kucuk and
Uzun, 2013; Kutluca, Yilmaz and Ibis, 2018). When the motivation levels focused on success were
analyzed in terms of year level, it was revealed that because of this study’s research, those freshmen
preservice teachers differed from preservice teachers in all other year levels. Additionally, there were
differences between the junior preservice teachers and the senior preservice teachers. The grade levels

were different each other in success-oriented motivation levels (Ergin and Karatas, 2018).

The data of this study was limited to only one Faculty of Education in one university. The
study can be repeated with a larger sample. Thus, additional general data can be obtained by
determining differences in regions. The qualitative research approach can be used to find out the
reasons for the critical thinking skill levels and success-oriented motivation levels of teacher

candidates.
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