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The purpose of this study was to adapt the Goal Orientation Scale revised by Elliot,
Murayama, and Pekrun (2011) based on the 3 x 2 model into Turkish and to conduct
the validity and reliability analyses. The scale had been administered to pre-service
teachers who were taking university level “Educational Psychology” course. The
research consisted of two parts as pilot and main studies. A total of 198 pre-service
teachers participated in the pilot study while 311 pre-service teachers attended to
the main study. The hypothesized 3 x 2 model was tested against all alternative
models conducting confirmatory factor analyses for the pilot and main studies. As
a result of pilot study, although it was seen that the fit indices were better for the 3
x 2 model, none of the tested models fitted to the data. Some revisions were made
in the sentence structure of the items considering the expert opinions. Consistent
with the original study, the results of the main study supported only the six-
dimensional factor structure (task-approach, task-avoidance, self-approach, self-
avoidance, other-approach, and other-avoidance) compared to all alternative
models. In addition, Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were found to be
satisfactory for each sub-dimension. As a result of this study, the scores obtained by
using Turkish version of the scale were found to be valid and reliable. Accordingly,
separating the mastery goals in the 2 x 2 model as "task™ and "self" goals in the 3 x
2 model was found to be appropriate for Turkish sample.
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Bu aragtirmanin amaci Elliot, Murayama ve Pekrun (2011) tarafindan 3 x 2 modeline
gore giincellenen Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi’ni Tiirkge’ye uyarlamak ve gecerlik ve
giivenirlik analizlerini yapmaktir. Olgek iiniversite diizeyinde “Egitim Psikolojisi”
dersini alan 6gretmen adaylarina uygulanmustir. Arastirma pilot ve asil calisma olmak
iizere iki kisimdan olugmaktadir. Pilot ¢aligmaya 198 6gretmen aday: katilirken asil
calismaya 311 6gretmen aday: katilmustir. Pilot ve asil ¢alisma i¢in, onerilen 3 x 2
modeli tiim alternatif modeller karsisinda dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilarak test
edilmigtir. Pilot ¢aligma sonucunda, uyum indekslerinin 3 x 2 modeli igin daha iyi
oldugu goriilmesine ragmen, test edilen modellerin higbiri verilere iyi uyum
gostermemistir. Uzman goriisleri dikkate alinarak maddelerin climle yapisinda bazi
degisiklikler yapilmustir. Orijinal ¢caligmaya uygun olarak, asil ¢alismanin sonuglari
alternatif modellerle karsilastirildiginda sadece alt1 boyutlu faktor yapisint (gorev-
yaklasma, gorev-kaginma, 6z-yaklagma, 6z-kaginma, diger-yaklagma, diger-kaginma)
desteklemektedir. Bununla beraber her boyut i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi
yeterli diizeyde ¢ikmustir. Bu ¢alismanin sonucunda, olgegin Tiirkge versiyonu
kullanilarak elde edilen puanlarin gecerli ve giivenilir oldugu bulunmustur. Bu
dogrultuda 2 x 2 modelindeki “6grenmeye yonelik” hedeflerin “gdrev” ve “6z”
seklinde ayrildig1 3 x 2 modelinin Tiirkiye drneklemi igin uygun oldugu bulunmustur.
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3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale

Introduction

Research in the field of education generally focuses on how individuals learn and the factors affecting learning
process. Learning is a process that proceeds in line with the goals set by the students. Successful students determine
their own goals bearing their strengths and weaknesses in mind, and select appropriate learning strategies. Then
they implement these strategies to achieve their goals. Finally, they evaluate the effectiveness of learning process
considering whether they achieve their goals or not. When they do not reach their goals, they proceed to study
after making necessary changes in their strategies (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000). Determining their own
goals and giving value to their learning process in view of these goals is one of the important factors that motivate
students. Earlier studies associate students' goal orientations with their academic achievement (McGregor & Elliot,
2002; Wolters, 2004; Van Yperen, 2006), learning strategies (Bartels & Magun-Jackson, 2009; Elliot & Church,
1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Sungur & Senler, 2009) and epistemological beliefs (Chen & Pajares, 2010).
When the literature on the Achievement Goal Theory is examined, it is seen that different models explaining
students' goal orientations have emerged and the measurement instruments have changed with each model in time.
The aim of the present study was to adapt the Goal Orientation Scale revised by Elliot, Murayama and Pekrun
(2011) based on the 3 x 2 model into Turkish and to conduct the validity and reliability analyses.

The Achievement Goal Theory focuses on how students explain the purpose and reason for the engagement in
a learning activity while defining their goal orientations (Elliot, 1999). Earlier studies examined students’ goal
orientations under two categories as mastery goals versus performance goals according to how students defined
the purpose of their studies. This two-dimensional structure guiding initial studies is also known as the
dichotomous framework. Mastery goals focus on developing the competence required for mastery of a task, while
performance goals give priority to comparison with others (Ames, 1992). Students with mastery goals demonstrate
adaptive learning behaviours such as persistence in the event of failure, using deep-processing strategies, choosing
challenging tasks, and possessing intrinsic motivation (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer,
Carter, & Elliot, 2000; Kaplan & Midgley, 1997; Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990).
On the other hand, students with performance goals are motivated by extrinsic rewards such as getting higher
grades than their classmates and approval from their teachers (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Harackiewicz
et al., 2000; Jagacinski & Nicholls, 1987).

The findings of initial studies revealed consistent results for mastery goals and inconsistent results for
performance goals. Consequently, taking the valance of competence (positive or negative) into account, Elliot and
his colleagues (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) divided performance goals into two
categories, namely: performance-approach goals (positive valence; approach to success) and performance-
avoidance goals (negative valence, avoidance of failure). As a result, they proposed a trichotomous framework
(performance-approach, performance-avoidance, mastery goals). Both performance-approach and performance-
avoidance goals are in common in terms of definition of the competence as comparing himself/herself with others.
On the other hand, they differ from each other when the valence of the competence is taken into account; in the
first one is approaching success while avoiding failure in the second. When mastery and performance-approach
goals are compared, they differ from each other in terms of definition; individuals evaluate themselves with internal
criteria in the initial, and compare with others in the other. In terms of valence, both of them have positive feature
as they approach success. Finally, neither the definition nor the valence is similar in the mastery and performance-
avoidance goals. Elliot and his colleagues found empirical evidence that support trichotomous model by
associating the goals sharing common features with similar learning outcomes (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church,
1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). For example, Elliot, and Church (1997) associated mastery goals with high
competence expectancy and achievement motivation; performance-approach goals with high competence
expectancy, achievement motivation, and fear of failure; and performance-avoidance goals with low competence
expectancy and fear of failure.

Although the studies guided by the trichotomous framework show consistent results, Elliot and McGregor
(2001) highlight that mastery goals studied in the dichotomous and trichotomous frameworks reflect only mastery-
approach type goals and do not include items possibly defining mastery-avoidance type goals. They developed a
new four-dimensional scale by adding items that describe mastery goals in a negative way. Accordingly, students’
goal orientations were examined in two dimensions by putting competence in the centre. In the first dimension,
the goals were classified as performance versus mastery goals considering the definition of competence. In the
second dimension, goals were grouped as approach versus avoidance goals taking the valance of competence into
account. According to this new model called as the 2 x 2 Achievement Goal Model, students' goal orientations are
840
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divided into four groups: mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance, performance-approach and performance-
avoidance. When they tested the 2 x 2 framework against dichotomous and trichotomous models, they found that
results of empirical studies supported the four dimensional framework. Although there is still a debate on whether
mastery-avoidance goals are important in defining students’ goal orientations (Hulleman and Rhee Bonney, 2006),
there are studies supporting the 2 x 2 achievement goal model in the literature (Bartels & Magun-Jackson, 2009;
Conroy & Elliot, 2004; Ntoumanis , Thegersen-Ntoumani, & Smith, 2009; Sungur & Senler, 2009; Van Yperen,
2006). For example, when Elliot and McGregor (2001) examined the relationships between students’ goal
orientations and different antecedents and consequences of learning, they found that the goal types sharing a
common variance in terms of definition or valence of competence showed similar results; however, the goals not
sharing a common variance such as mastery-avoidance and performance-approach goals revealed different results.

Finally, Elliot et al., (2011) proposed a six-dimensional model named as “3 x 2 Achievement Goal Model” by
separating mastery goals as task and self. As a result, the definition of competence was divided into three categories
(task, self, other), while the valence of competence was examined under two groups (approach, avoidance). In this
six-dimensional model, students’ goal orientations were examined in three groups as task, self, and other
depending on how they define competence according to absolute, intrapersonal and interpersonal criteria,
respectively. As a result, the dimensions of this model are task-approach, task-avoidance, self-approach, self-
avoidance, other-approach and other-avoidance. The task-approach goal focuses on attainment of competence
regarding the task; while, the task-avoidance goal is focusing on avoiding the incompetence in a task. Students
who have self-approach goals aim to increase their competencies by doing better than their previous performances;
while, students with self-avoidance goals aim to avoid self-based incompetence by avoiding doing worse than
before. Finally, the aim of other-approach goal is to do better than other students; while, in the other-avoidance
goal, the aim is to avoid doing worse than others. Elliot et al., (2011) revised earlier scales by taking the 3 x 2
Achievement Goal Model into account. Different from the earlier scales, they focus on the reasons why students
prepared for the exams rather than why they learn the course material. As a result of confirmatory factor analysis,
they found that the 3 x 2 model revealed best results compared to the dichotomous, trichotomous and 2 x 2 models
(Elliot et al., 2011). When the recent studies conducted within the scope of the Achievement Goal Theory are
examined, the studies testing the validity and reliability of the 3 x 2 Model in different samples come to the front.
The studies conducted in Hong Kong (Ning, 2018), Austria (Liiftenegger et al., 2016) and Philippines (David,
2014) with undergraduate students; in Spain (Méndez-Giménez, Cecchini-Estrada, Fernandez-Rio, Saborit, &
Méndez-Alonso, 2017) with high school students; in Taiwan with junior high and elementary school students (Wu,
2012); in France (Mascret Elliot & Cury, 2017) and Turkey (Yerdelen & Padar, 2017) with teachers; in France
(Mascret, Elliot, & Cury, 2015) and the United Kingdom (Madigan, Stoeber, & Passfield, 2017) in sports and in
the United States in the online learning environment (Yang, Taylor, & Cao, 2016). It is seen that the most
appropriate model measuring goal orientations is the 3 x 2 Achievement Goal Model.

As aresult, there are different models explaining students’ goal orientations. In line with the results of empirical
studies and theoretical framework, the dichotomous (Meece et al., 1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990); trichotomous
(McGregor & Elliot, 2002; Wolters, 2004); 2 x 2 (Bartels & Magun-Jackson, 2009; Conroy & Elliot, 2004; Van
Yperen, 2006) and 3 x 2 (Elliot et al., 2011; Mascret et al., 2015; Mascret et al., 2017) models were proposed.
Therefore, it is noteworthy that the Achievement Goals Theory has developed dynamically, different models have
been introduced over time and the existing measurement tools have been updated with each new model. This
situation makes it difficult to compare existing studies. Therefore, it is necessary to determine which model is the
most appropriate one to explain students’ goal orientations before exploring the relationship between students'
goal orientations and other variables. In the light of the related literature, the aim of this study was to adapt the 3
X 2 Goal Orientation Scale revised by Elliot et al., (2011) into Turkish with pre-service teachers. The research
question of this study is as follows: “How is the validity and reliability of the Turkish version of the 3 x 2 Goal
Orientation Scale?”
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Method
Study Group

Since the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale contains general worded items reflecting students’ goals, it can be used
in different courses. In this study, the adaptation of the scale into Turkish was done at undergraduate level within
the scope of “Educational Psychology” course as Elliot et al. (2011) did. Therefore, the study group included pre-
service teachers taking “Educational Psychology” course in different universities in Ankara. The research
consisted of two parts as pilot and main studies and the demographic information of two study groups are explained
separately.

The pilot study was conducted at the Faculty of Education of a public university in Ankara. Since the data were
collected during class hours, students who were attending the class participated to the study. The distribution of
pre-service teachers according to grade level, gender and undergraduate program is given in Table 1. A total of
198 pre-service teachers who were taking “Educational Psychology” course at the Faculty of Education of a public
university in Ankara participated in the pilot study. Since the “Educational Psychology” course was given at the
second year as a compulsory course to all programs in this university, the majority of the participants (91.9%)
were second grade students. The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 29 years (M=20.40; SD=1.40). Of pre-
service teachers participated in the pilot study, 155 were females and 42 were males, and one pre-service teacher
did not respond to the gender item. Since the sections of the “Educational Psychology” course consisted of students
from different programs, the distribution of participants according to their undergraduate programs varied.

Table 1. Demographic Information of the Participants Attending the Pilot Study

Frequency Percentage
Grade Level 2 182 91.9
3 9 4.5
4 1 5
5 1 5
Nonrespondents 5 2.5
Gender Female 155 78.3
Male 42 21.2
Nonrespondents 1 5
Program Chemistry Education 1 5
Physics Education 3 1.5
Science Education 22 111
Elementary Mathematics Education 39 19.7
Foreign Language Education (English) 70 35.4
Computer Education and Instructional Technology 29 14.6
Early Childhood Education 32 16.2
Nonrespondents 2 1.0
Total 198 100

The main study was conducted in the Faculty of Education of another public university in Ankara. Same as
pilot study, the data were collected during class hours and students who were attending class hours participated.
The distribution of pre-service teachers according to grade level, gender and undergraduate program is given in
Table 2. A total of 311 pre-service teachers aged from 18 to 32 years (M = 19.14; SD = 1.41) taking “Educational
Psychology” course participated to the main study. Since the “Educational Psychology” course was given at the
first year as a compulsory course to all programs in this university, the majority of the participants were in the first
grade with a percentage of 98.4. Of pre-service teachers participated in the main study, 246 pre-service teachers
(79.1%) were females and 59 were males (19.0%), and six pre-service teachers did not specify the gender item.
The frequency of the participants according to the undergraduate programs ranged from 14 to 85.
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Table 2. Demographic Information of the Participants Attending the Main Study

Frequency Percentage
Grade Level 1 306 98.4
2 2 .6
4 2 .6
Nonrespondents 1 3
Gender Female 246 79.1
Male 59 19.0
Nonrespondents 6 1.9
Program Computer Education and Instructional Technology 28 9.0
Primary Education 64 20.6
Science Education 34 10.9
Elementary Mathematics Education 30 9.6
Foreign Language Education (French) 14 45
Foreign Language Education (German) 56 18.0
Foreign Language Education (English) 85 27.4
Total 311 100

3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale

The “3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale” revised by Elliot et al. (2011) based on the 3 x 2 Achievement Goal Model
was used as the data collection instrument in this study. During the revision stage, although the researchers tested
the initial item pool on different samples, they did not report results of these studies in the original article (Elliot
et al., 2011). Researchers chose three items to represent each goal construct (task-approach, task-avoidance, self-
approach, self-avoidance, other-approach, and other-avoidance) for the final version of the instrument. Sample
items from the English version of the scale are as follows: “To answer a lot of questions correctly on the exams in
this class.” for task-approach, “To avoid missing a lot of questions on the exams in this class.” for task-avoidance,
“To do well on the exams in this class relative to how well I have done in the past on such exams.” for self-
approach, “To avoid doing worse on the exams in this class than I normally do on these types of exams.” for self-
avoidance, “To outperform other students on the exams in this class.” for other-approach, and “To avoid doing
worse than other students on the exams in this class.” for other-avoidance. Participants responded on seven point
Likert type scale: “not true of me” for 1; “slightly true of me” for the range between 2 and 3; “moderately true of
me” for 4; “very true of me” for the range between 5 and 6, and “extremely true of me” for 7. The revised
instrument consisting of 18 items and six sub-dimensions was tested in two different studies. First study was
conducted in Germany in German language and the other study was conducted in the USA in English language
(Elliot et al., 2011). To test construct validity, confirmatory factor analyses were conducted for the hypothesized
3 x 2 model and 10 alternative models in both studies. Additionally, Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was
calculated for internal consistency.

For the German sample; the data supported the hypothesized 3 x 2 model considering the following fit indices:
the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (x?/df) (192.71/120) = 1.61, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = .95, Tucker—
Lewis Index (TLI) = .94, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = .070 (Elliot et al., 2011).
The standardized factor loadings were found between .52 and .95. The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients
ranged from .77 (self-approach) to .93 (other-approach). The intercorrelations among the goal constructs changed
between .10 (between self-approach and other-avoidance goals) and .83 (between other-approach and other-
avoidance goals).

Slightly better results were found for the USA sample (Elliot et al., 2011). The data provided a good fit to the
3 x 2 model with the following fit indices: x%/df (229.97/120) = 1.92, CFl = .98, TLI = .97, and RMSEA = .054.
The standardized factor loadings were found between .71 and .95. The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients
ranged from .83 (self-approach) to .92 (other-approach). The intercorrelations among the goal constructs ranged
between .26 (between self-approach and other-approach goals) and .79 (between other-approach and other-
avoidance goals).
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In the present study, the scale was adapted to Turkish by the researchers within the context of Educational
Psychology course as it was in the original study. The question “Why are you studying for the exams of this
course?” was asked as a general statement above the scale items. Then, 18 scale items were listed in a way to
explain the reasons why the students were studying for this course. Seven-point Likert type scale ranging from 1
(not true of me) to 7 (extremely true of me) was used to answer the scale. The results of this study were explained
in detail under the tittle “Findings”.

Scale Adaptation Stages

The following stages were tracked while adapting the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale to Turkish. Initially, the
researchers contacted to Dr. Andrew J. Elliot through e-mail to ask for permission to adapt the scale into Turkish.
At the beginning of the study, the scale items were translated into Turkish by the authors independently. At the
same time, three experts who had research on academic motivation, got doctorate degree in chemistry education
and had a good command of English language translated the scale items into Turkish. Then, the authors came
together to examine the scale items that were independently translated into Turkish by five different researchers
including the authors and determine the most appropriate expressions for the first form of the scale considering
different translations.

In the next step, three different experts in the field of English Language Education were asked to perform a
back translation independently in order to test whether the translated items reflected the items of the original
language (English). The authors came together for a second time, to discuss whether any changes were required
in the scale items in view of the back-translation stage. The second form of the scale was obtained after small
changes in wording in two items. For the following item “To perform better on the exams in this class than | have
done in the past on these types of exams.”, the Turkish translation of the word “perform” was changed after back
translation. The second revised item was “To do better on the exams in this class than I typically do in this type of
situation.” The translation of the phrase “I typically do” was changed.

In the following step, the scale items were sent to an expert in the field of Turkish Language to be evaluated in
terms of comprehensibility and appropriateness to Turkish language. The authors met once more to evaluate
whether any revisions were required. This time, no revision was suggested by the expert; therefore, the second
form of the scale was kept the same.

In the final stage, three pre-service teachers who had previously taken the Educational Psychology course were
asked to answer the scale and after filling the form their opinions for the scale items were taken. The participants
stated that the scale was easy to understand and answer. However, they suggested that the word “on the exams” in
English form could be removed, since it was repeating in every item and there was a general question (Why are
you studying for the exams of this course?) above the scale. Considering their suggestion the repeating word “on
the exams” was removed from all items. After this correction, the third form of the scale was obtained and the
scale became ready for implementation in the pilot study.

The third form of the scale was implemented in the pilot study. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed to
test the validity of scores and the Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was calculated for the internal consistency
of the scores. As a result of the pilot study, the scores were found to be reliable. However, it was observed that
two items with low factor loadings (.53 for Item 2 and .48 for Item 6) did not work well. In order to improve these
items, expert opinions were taken from four scholars again who had studies on academic motivation, got doctorate
degree in chemistry education and had a good command of English language. Considering the expert opinions, the
items under avoidance type goals were stated in negative sentence form for clarity. After doing all revisions up to
this stage, the item “To avoid doing worse than other students on the exams in this class.” was stated as “Not to
do worse than other students.” in the fourth form.

The scale, which was revised after the pilot study, was administered in the main study. Same as the pilot study,
confirmatory factor analysis was performed for validity and the Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was
calculated for reliability. The results supported the 3 x 2 model and the scores were found to be highly reliable.
The final version of the scale was obtained.

Ethical Issues and Data Collection Procedure

Before the study, ethics committee approval was asked separately from the Human Research Ethics
Committees of the relevant universities. Informed Consent Form was distributed to the participants before the data
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collection in order to inform them about the aim of the study, voluntary participation and confidentiality of the
responses. Scales were distributed to the pre-service teachers who signed the consent form for voluntary
participation. All the scales were administered by the first author. The data collection process took approximately
20 minutes; 5 minutes to complete the Informed Consent Form and 15 minutes to answer the scale items.

Data Analysis

Before the analyses, the data cleaning process was performed. Initially, possible errors during data entering
process were checked and the scores that fell out of the range were corrected. Next, the ratio of missing data in the
scale items was checked. The highest ratio was 1.52% (three out of 197 participants) for the pilot study and 1.93%
(six out of 311 participants) for the main study. Since the ratio of missing data was under 5% (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007), the mean replacement method was safely employed and the missing values were replaced with the mean
value of related item. On the other hand, since the descriptive variables (grade level, gender and undergraduate
program) were not used in the validity or reliability analyses, the missing responses were remained. These variables
were reported as “Nonrespondents” while explaining the study group.

To test the validity of scores obtained from the scale; dichotomous, trichotomous, 2 x 2 and 3 x 2 models as
well as all alternative models were tested using confirmatory factor analysis same as Elliot et al. (2011) did
separately for the data obtained from pilot and main studies. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed using
LISREL program and chi-square (%), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) were used to
evaluate the model data fit. Since the 2 analysis is affected by the sample size the chi-square to degrees of freedom
ratio (?/df) is used: the ratio (¥%/df ) below 3 indicates a good model data fit while the ration (x?/df) below 5 is
acceptable (Kline , 2005). For NNFI and CFI, the values above .90 point out a good fit (Jéreskog & Sérbom, 1993;
Kline, 2005). The RMSEA values less than .05, between .05 and .08 and greater than .10 indicate good, mediocre
and poor model data fit respectively (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Finally for SRMR, values less than .05 indicates
a good model data fit (Jéreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2005). The item total correlations were also calculated
for additional evidence for validity.

On the other hand, Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was calculated for each dimension through SPSS
program to test the internal consistency of the scores. In addition, means and standard deviations as descriptive
statistics were calculated. Finally, relationships between the factors were tested via correlation analysis.

Findings
Findings of the Pilot Study

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed using the LISREL program to test the construct validity of the 3
x 2 Goal Orientation Scale”. To begin with, whether the data obtained from the pilot study fit the six-factorial
structure (the 3 x 2 or baseline model) was tested (Figurel). According to the results of the analysis, the data did
not fit well with the six-factorial structure considering the following fit indices: y%/df = 985.34/120 = 8.21, CFI =
.78, NNFI = .71, RMSEA = .18 (90% confidence interval = .16, .19), and SRMR=.15. The factor loadings were
found to vary from .48 to .97. It was observed that Item 2 (To avoid doing worse than other students on the exam.)
and Item 6 (To avoid incorrect answers on the exam.) did not work well. The factor loadings were found .53 for
Item 2 and .48 for Item 6.
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Figure 1. The Six-Factorial Structure Tested in the Pilot Study (Baseline Model)

Then, as in the original study, the baseline model (the 3 x 2 model) was compared with 10 different alternative
models to test whether the data fit any of these models (Elliot et al., 2011). The fit indices of different models
tested in the pilot study are given in Table 3. When the table was examined, the fit indices for all models were
found to be insufficient; however, it was seen that the model that best fits to the data was the 3 x 2 model.
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Table 3. Fit Indices of Different Models Tested in the Pilot Study

Model 1 df  y¥df CFI NNFI RMSEA SRMR
(N=197)
3 x 2 model (baseline model) 985.34 120 821 .78 .71 .18 15
2 x 2 model 1150.95 129 892 .73 .68 19 .16
Trichotomous model 1164.03 132 882 .73 .69 .20 16
Dichotomous model 1217.89 134 9.09 .72 .68 .20 A7
Task-approach/task-avoidance model 1151.76 125 921 .73 .67 21 15
Self-approach/self-avoidance model 1039.15 125 831 .76 .71 19 .16
Other-approach/other-avoidance model 1062.67 125 850 .76 .70 .18 17
Approach model 1630.20 129 1264 .61 54 .30 .23
Avoidance model 1288.03 129 998 .70 .64 22 15
Definition model 1211.48 132 9.18 .72 .67 .20 17
Valence model 1885.62 134 14.07 .54 .48 31 .16

After seeing that the data did not provide a good fit to any of the tested models, the reason of this result was
asked to four experts who had research on academic motivation, got doctorate degree in chemistry education and
had a good command of English language. They commented that since the Turkish translation of the English word
“avoid” was not commonly used, the statements might not be understood. They suggested that instead of using
the Turkish translation of the word “avoid”, writing the sentences in negative form would clarify the statement.
Along with their recommendation, the items under task-avoidance, self-avoidance and other-avoidance sub-
dimensions were written in negative sentence structure instead of using the verb “avoid”. For example, Item 2 was
revised as “Not to do worse than other students.” The final version of the scale was obtained considering the expert
opinions.

For the six-factorial structure, the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were calculated using the SPSS
program and factors with the coefficients of .70 and above were considered to be highly reliable (Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994). The results are given in Table 4. The reliability coefficients ranged from .76 (other-avoidance)
to .92 (other-approach). Only it was found .69 for the “self-approach” factor which was very close to .70. As a
result, it can be said that each factor produced highly reliable scores.

Table 4. The Reliability Coefficients for the Pilot Study

Dimension Reliability Coefficient
Task-approach .84
Task-avoidance .78
Self- approach .69
Self- avoidance .84
Other- approach .92
Other- avoidance .76

Findings of the Main Study

After making necessary changes in the scale items considering the results of the pilot study and expert opinions,
it was applied in the main study and final form was obtained. In this stage, confirmatory factor analysis was
performed via the LISREL program to test the construct validity. When the fit indices for the six-factorial structure
were examined, it was found out that the data provided a good fit to the model [%/df = 521.84/120 = 4.35, CFI =
.92, NNFI =.90, RMSEA = .10 (90% confidence interval = .09, .11), and SRMR =.042] and the construct validity
of the scale was ensured. When the factor loadings were examined, they were found to differ between .70 and .94
(Figure 2). These values were close to perfect values. Kline (2005) ideally recommends that 50% of the variance
of an item should belong to the relevant factor.
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Figure 2. The Six-Factorial Structure Tested in the Main Study (Baseline Model)

In order to test whether the alternative models worked better in explaining the pre-service teachers’ goal
orientations, the six-factorial structure in the baseline model was compared with 10 alternative models as tested in
the original study (Elliot et al., 2011). The fit indices of each model are summarized in Table 5. The results showed
that the model that best fits the data was the baseline model (the 3 x 2 model).
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Tableb. Fit Indices of Different Models Tested in the Main Study

Model 1 df y¥df CFI NNFI RMSEA SRMR
(N=276)

3 x 2 model (baseline model) 521.84 120 435 .92 .90 .10 .042
2 x 2 model 81351 129 631 .87 .84 15 .058
Trichotomous model 858.22 132 650 .86 .84 .16 .060
Dichotomous model 908.74 134 6.78 .85 .83 .16 .062
Task-approach/task-avoidance model 539.64 125 432 .92 .90 A1 .045
Self-approach/self-avoidance model 564.65 125 452 .92 .90 12 .044
Other-approach/other-avoidance model  603.13 125 4.82 .91 .89 12 .045
Approach model 154197 129 1195 .73 .68 22 A1
Avoidance model 1295.92 129 10.05 .78 73 .20 .097
Definition model 628.19 132 476 .90 .89 12 .049
Valence model 191794 134 1431 .66 .61 .29 110

To collect additional evidence for validity, the correlational technique was used. In order to test whether the
items measure the related goal type as predicted, the item total correlations were calculated. Since the factor scores
were interpreted instead of the total scores, the correlational analyses were conducted between the item scores
under a factor and the corresponding factor score. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for each
item are given in Table 6. The correlation coefficients ranged from .73 (between Item 1 and task-approach goal)
to .94 (between Item 12 and other-approach goal and between Item 9 and other-avoidance goal). These results
indicated that the items were measuring the suggested goal construct pretty well.

Table 6. Inter-ltem and Item-Total Correlations for the Factors

Factor Item 1 Item 10 Item 17
Task-approach Item 1 1.00
Item 10 39" 1.00
Item 17 55" .66™ 1.00
Corresponding Factor Score 73" 83" .89™
Item 3 Item 7 Item 13
Task-avoidance  Item 3 1.00
Item 7 517 1.00
Item 13 65" 55" 1.00
Corresponding Factor Score .85 83" 86"
Item 4 Item 8 Item 14
Self- approach Item 4 1.00
Item 8 67" 1.00
Item 14 747 75" 1.00
Corresponding Factor Score .90™ .88™ 92"
Item 6 Item 11 Item 16
Self- avoidance Item 6 1.00
Item 11 .60™ 1.00
Item 16 747 .60™ 1.00
Corresponding Factor Score .89 83" .90™
Item 5 Item 12 Item 18
Other- approach  Item 5 1.00
Item 12 79" 1.00
Item 18 76 .84 1.00
Corresponding Factor Score 91" .94 93"
Item 2 Item 9 Item 15
Other- avoidance Item 2 1.00
Item 9 76" 1.00
Item 15 727 .84™ 1.00
Corresponding Factor Score .90™ .94™ 92"

“p<.01
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After the construct validity of the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale was obtained, reliability analysis was performed
for the sub-dimensions. Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were calculated with the help of the SPSS program
and the values ranged from .80 to .92 (Table 7). Accordingly, the scale measured all the factors in high reliability.
Additionally, the item numbers under each dimension for the final version of the scale are given in Table 7. See
Appendix 1 for the full Turkish version of the scale.

Table 7. The Reliability Coefficients for the Main Study

Dimension Reliability Item Number
Coefficient

Task-approach .80 1, 10,17
Task-avoidance .80 3,7,13

Self- approach .88 4,8, 14

Self- avoidance .85 6,11, 16
Other- approach .92 5,12,18
Other- avoidance 91 2,9,15

After finding out that the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale had the same factor structure as the original scale revised
by Elliot et al. (2011) and related factors were measured with high reliability, the descriptive statistics were
calculated for the main study and summarized in Table 8. When the mean values for the sub-dimensions of the
scale were examined, it was observed that the pre-service teachers had task-approach goals (M =5.30; SD=1.39)
most and other-approach goals (M=4.00; SD=1.75) least when preparing for the exams of the “Educational
Psychology” course. In view of that, pre-service teachers focused on developing competencies for the task mostly
and doing better than others at the least.

Regarding the intercorrelations among the factors of the scale, the highest correlation was found between the
other-approach and other-avoidance goals with the value of .87, while the lowest correlation was found between
the task-approach and other-approach goals with the value of .43. According to this, students who focused on
doing better than others also avoided doing worse than others.

Table 8. The Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations among Factors

M SO 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Task-approach 530 1.39 1.00
2. Task-avoidance  4.98 141 .79™ 1.00
3. Self- approach 483 160 .69 .65™ 1.00
4. Self- avoidance  4.87 1.44 677 697 .86™ 1.00
5. Other- approach  4.00 1.75 .43™ 49" 56™ 58" 1.00
6. Other- avoidance 4.15 1.72 45™ 55" 56™ 65" .87 1.00
~p<.01

Discussion and Conclusion

The most important problem in the literature on the Achievement Goal Theory is the difficulty in comparing
existing studies since different models have been used in defining goal orientations in the course of time. Therefore,
it is still a controversial issue to determine the most appropriate model to explain learning goals. In the last five
years, the studies that tested the relevance of the contemporary 3 x 2 model in different cultures and samples came
to the forefront (Mascret et al., 2015; Mascret et al., 2017; Liiftenegger et al., 2016; Ning, 2018; Wu, 2012).
Similarly, in the present study the Goal Orientation Scale revised by Elliot et al. (2011) according to the 3 x 2
model was adapted into Turkish within the scope of Educational Psychology course at university level and whether
the scale provided valid and reliable scores while measuring Turkish pre-service teachers’ goal orientations was
tested.

While testing the validity of the scale, confirmatory factor analyses were performed to test the factor structure
of the 3 x 2 model and all the alternative models in a similar way as Elliot et al. (2011) did. Although the fit indices
were not within the acceptable limits for any model in the pilot study, the best results were obtained for the 3 x 2
model. At this stage, expert opinions were taken for two items with factor loadings below .70. The experts
concluded that the Turkish translation of the word “avoid”, which is used in defining avoidance type goals in the
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English version, made it difficult to understand these two items since it was not widely used in our culture. For
this reason, in order to make the expressions simpler, the sentences were written in negative sentence structure for
avoidance type goals in the whole scale instead of using the word “avoid”. For example, the second item under the
other-avoidance factor is expressed as “Not to do worse than other students.” on the final version of the scale. In
the main study where the revised version of the scale was administered, again the 3 x 2 model was compared with
10 alternative models and the fit indices provided best fit to the 3 x 2 model. These results show that the most
appropriate structure for measuring pre-service teachers’ goal orientations is the 3 x 2 goal orientation model and
the scores obtained through the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale with 18 items and six factors are valid. Similarly,
studies conducted in recent years with different sample groups also support the 3 x 2 model (Mascret et al., 2015;
Mascret et al., 2017; Liiftenegger et al., 2016; Ning, 2018; Wu, 2012). For additional evidence, correlations
between the item scores and the corresponding factor score were investigated. High correlation coefficients
indicated that the items were measuring the proposed goal construct pretty well. In conclusion, Elliot and his
colleagues (2011)’s separation of "mastery” goals described in the 2 x 2 model as “task™ and "self" in the 3 x 2
model taking the definition of competence into account is also appropriate for Turkish sample.

In addition, Kline (2005) suggests that the intercorrelations among the factors should not exceed .85 for
discriminant validity. Only two of the 15 correlation values calculated in this study slightly go above this value.
The Pearson correlation coefficient value was found to be .86 between self-approach and self-avoidance factors,
and.87 between other-approach and other-avoidance factors. The results indicate that students who want to do
better than their previous performances also avoid making worse than before. Similarly, pre-service teachers who
want to perform better than other students also avoid making worse than them. In other paired comparisons, the
correlation coefficients ranged from .43 to .79. The high relationship between the factors indicates that the students
have different but interrelated goal orientations. The results support the theoretical framework proposed by Elliot
et al. (2011): the correlation coefficients among the factors that share the same variance in terms of definition of
the goals are found to be higher.

The scores obtained from the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale were found to be reliable in addition to being valid.
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) suggest that Cronbach alpha internal reliability coefficient should be .70 and above.
In this study, values ranging from .80 to .92 indicate that the scores obtained from the scale are highly reliable. As
a result, valid and reliable scores are obtained through the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation Scale with 18 items under six
dimensions. At the same time, considering the ease of administration, it is thought that the scale will be preferred
by the researchers.

When the results are examined, it is seen that pre-service teachers possess task-approach goals (M = 5.30) at
most and other-approach goals (M = 4.00) at least. Accordingly, they mostly focus on developing competence for
the task, while giving least importance to showing better performance than others. It points out that pre-service
teachers possess desired motivational resources. There is not enough empirical study on the 3 x 2 Goal Orientation
Model. However, previous studies have shown that individuals who evaluate success according to internal
standards (individuals with task and self-defined goals) show better performance, while individuals with other type
goals are found to be less successful. For that reason, in learning environments, individuals should be encouraged
to evaluate their achievement according to the standards they determine.

The adaptation of the scale to Turkish enables to examine pre-service teachers’ goal orientations according to
the most recent 3 x 2 model. In this study, pre-service teachers’ goal orientations were measured considering their
responses to the scale. However, the present study does not include the effect of goal orientations on other variables
such as academic achievement, and therefore, in the further studies students’ goals can be investigated in relation
with different variables using quantitative and qualitative methods. The data to be obtained as a result of the
implementation of the scale will allow determining pre-service teachers’ resources of motivation that they use in
learning process and consequently will contribute designing a more effective learning environment for them. The
results will also provide feedback to teacher training programs. Since the scale is applied only to pre-service
teachers taking “Educational Psychology” course in the present study, in order to be used in other domains it is
necessary to test the validity of the 3 x 2 model in those areas.
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3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Ol¢egi’nin Tiirk¢e’ye Uyarlanmasi

Giris

Egitim alaninda yapilan arastirmalar genellikle bireylerin nasil 6grendigi ve 6grenme siirecine etki eden
faktorler {izerinde yogunlagmaktadir. Ogrenme, 6grencilerin belirledigi hedefler dogrultusunda ilerleyen bir
stirectir. Basarili 6grenciler, giiglii ve zayif yonlerini dikkate alarak kendi hedeflerini belirler ve bu hedefler
dogrultusunda uygun 6grenme stratejilerini segerler. Ardindan, bu stratejileri uygulayarak hedeflerine ulasmaya
calisirlar. Son olarak, 6grenme siirecinin etkililigini, hedeflerine ulasip ulasmadiklarini dikkate alarak
degerlendirirler. Hedeflerine ulagmadiklar1 durumlarda stratejilerinde gerekli diizeltmeleri yaparak ¢aligmalarini
siirdiiriirler (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000). Ogrencilerin kendi hedeflerini belirlemeleri ve bu hedefler
dogrultusunda o6grenmelerine deger yiiklemeleri onlari motive eden Onemli faktorlerden biridir. Yapilan
caligmalar, 6grencilerin hedef yonelimleri ile akademik basarilar1 (McGregor ve Elliot, 2002; Wolters, 2004; Van
Yperen, 2006), ogrenme stratejileri (Bartels ve Magun-Jackson, 2009; Elliot ve Church, 1997; Elliot ve
Harackiewicz, 1996; Sungur ve Senler, 2009) ve epistemolojik inanglari (Chen ve Pajares, 2010) arasinda iligki
oldugunu gostermistir. Basar1 Hedefleri Kurami1 (Achievement Goal Theory, Elliot, 1999) ile ilgili alanyazin
incelendiginde zamanla ogrencilerin hedef yonelimlerini aciklayan farklt modellerin ortaya ¢iktigi ve her yeni
modelle birlikte var olan 6l¢me araglarinin da degistigi goriilmektedir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, Elliot, Murayama ve
Pekrun (2011) tarafindan 3 x 2 modeline gore giincellenen Hedef Yonelimi Olcegi’ni Tiirkge’ye uyarlayarak
gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerini yapmaktir.

Basar1 Hedefleri Kurami, &grencilerin hedef yonelimlerini tanimlarken onlarin &grenmenin amag Ve
gerekgelerini nasil agikladiklar izerinde durmaktadir. Bu kuramin ortaya atildig: ilk yillarda 6grencilerin hedef
yonelimleri, ¢aligmalarimin amacini tanimlamalarina gore ogrenmeye ve performansa yonelik hedefler olmak
iizere iki alt boyutta incelenmistir. {1k galismalardaki bu yap1 “ikili model” olarak da bilinmektedir. Ogrenmeye
yonelik hedefler bir is igin gerekli olan yeterligi gelistirme tizerine yogunlasirken, performansa yonelik hedefler
baskalarina gore yeterli olmaya odaklanmistir (Ames, 1992). Ogrenme hedeflerine sahip dgrenciler, basarisizlik
durumunda dahi ¢aligmayi siirdiirme, st diizey 6grenme stratejilerini kullanma, zorlu gérevleri segme ve igsel
motivasyona sahip olma gibi istendik 6grenme davranmiglarint gosterirler (Dweck ve Leggett, 1988; Harackiewicz,
Barron, Tauer, Carter ve Elliot, 2000; Kaplan ve Midgley, 1997; Meece, Blumenfeld ve Hoyle, 1988; Pintrich ve
De Groot, 1990). Diger taraftan, performans hedeflerine sahip 6grenciler yiiksek not alma ve 6gretmenleri
tarafindan onaylanma gibi dissal odiiller ile motive olurlar (Ames, 1992; Harackiewicz ve ark., 2000; Dweck ve
Leggett, 1988; Jagacinski ve Nicholls, 1987).

[k ¢aligmalarin bulgular1 6grenmeye yodnelik hedefler igin tutarli sonuglar verirken, performansa yonelik
hedefler i¢in tutarsiz sonuglar ortaya koymustur. Bunun sonucunda, Elliot ve arkadaslar1 (Elliot ve Church, 1997;
Elliot ve Harackiewicz, 1996) degerligi (pozitif ya da negatif olma durumu) dikkate alarak performansa yonelik
hedefleri performans-yaklasma (pozitif degerlik; basariya yaklasma) ve performans-kaginma (negatif degerlik;
basarisizliktan kaginma) olmak tizere iki gruba ayirmiglardir. Bunun sonucunda “iiglii bir model” (performans-
yaklasma, performans-ka¢inma, 6grenmeye yonelik hedefler) ortaya atmiglardir. Hem performans-yaklagsma hem
de performans-kaginma hedeflerinde kisinin kendisini bagkalar1 ile karsilastirmasi s6z konusu oldugu igin
yeterligin tanimlanmasi agisindan ortak 6zellik gosterirler. Diger taraftan yeterligin degerligi dikkate alindiginda
birbirinden ayrigmaktadirlar; birincide kisi basariya yaklasirken ikincisinde basarisizliktan kagimmaktadir.
Ogrenmeye yonelik hedefler ile performans-yaklasma hedefleri karsilastirildiginda, tamim agisindan farklilik
gostermektedir; ilkinde kisi kendini i¢sel dlgiitler ile degerlendirirken digerinde baskalar: ile karsilagtirmaktadir.
Degerlik agisindan ise her ikisinde de basariya yaklasma s6z konusu oldugundan pozitif 6zellik gostermektedir.
Son olarak, 6grenmeye yonelik hedefler ile performans-kaginma hedefleri tanim ve degerlik agisindan benzerlik
gostermemektedir. Elliot ve arkadaglari, ortak 6zelligi bulunan hedefleri benzer O6grenme ¢iktilar ile
iliskilendirerek ti¢lii modeli destekleyen deneysel sonuglar bulmuslardir (Elliot, 1999; Elliot ve Church, 1997;
Elliot ve Harackiewicz, 1996). Ornegin, Elliot ve Church (1997) yiiksek yeterlik beklentisi ve igsel motivasyon ile
ogrenme hedeflerini; yiiksek yeterlik beklentisi, igsel motivasyon ve basarisizlik korkusu ile performans-yaklagsma
hedeflerini; diisiik yeterlik beklentisi ve basarisizlik korkusu ile performans-kaginma hedeflerini iliskilendirmistir.

Uglii modele gore yapilan galismalar tutarli sonuglar ortaya koysa da, Elliot ve McGregor (2001) iiclii
modeldeki &grenmeye yonelik hedeflerin sadece pozitif degerlikte ifade edildigini belirtmislerdir. Ogrenmeye
yonelik hedefleri olumsuz tasvir eden maddeler ekleyerek dort boyutlu yeni bir 6lgek gelistirmislerdir. Buna gore,
ogrencilerin hedef yonelimleri yeterlik (competence) merkeze alinarak gruplandirilmis ve iki boyutta
incelenmistir. Birinci boyutta yeterligin tanimi dikkate alinarak hedefler performansa karsin 6grenme olarak
simiflandirilinustir. Tkinci boyutta ise yeterligin degerligi (valence) dikkate almarak yaklasmaya karsin kaginma
olarak gruplandirilmistir. “2 x 2 Bagar1 Hedefleri Modeli” (2 x 2 Achievement Goal Model) olarak adlandirilan bu
yeni modele gore dgrencilerin hedef yonelimleri dort gruba ayrilmaktadir: 6grenme-yaklagma, 6grenme-kaginma,
performans-yaklasma ve performans-kaginma. Elliot ve McGregor (2001) 2 x 2 Basar1 Hedefleri Yapisi’n iki
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boyutlu ve ii¢ boyutlu modellerle karsilastirarak test ettiklerinde arastirma sonuglarmin dort faktorlii yapiyr
destekledigini bulmuslardir. Hedef yonelimlerini tamimlamada 6grenme-kaginma hedeflerinin 6nemli olup
olmadig1 konusunda héla tartigmalar olmasima ragmen (Hulleman ve Rhee Bonney, 2006), alanyazinda 2 X 2 bagari
hedefleri yapisin1 destekleyen c¢aligmalar mevcuttur (Bartels ve Magun-Jackson, 2009; Conroy ve Elliot, 2004;
Ntoumanis, Thegersen-Ntoumani ve Smith, 2009; Sungur ve Senler, 2009; Van Yperen, 2006). Ornegin, Elliot ve
McGregor (2001) hedef yonelimlerinin farkli onciil degiskenler ve ogrenme ¢iktilart ile iligkilerini
incelendiklerinde, tanim ya da degerlik acisindan ortak bir yeterlik boyutunu paylasan hedef yonelimlerinin
birbirine yakin sonuglar verdigini ancak 6grenme-kacinma ve performans-yaklasma gibi ortak bir boyutu
olmayanlarin ise benzerlik gostermedigini bulmuslardir.

Son olarak, Elliot ve arkadaslar1 (2011) dortlii modeldeki 6grenme odakli tanimlanan hedefleri gérev ve 6z
olarak ayirarak, alt1 yapili bir model ortaya atmislardir. Bunun sonucunda, yeterligin tanimi iige (gorev, 6z, diger)
ayrilirken, yeterligin degerligi iki boyutta (yaklasma, kaginma) incelenmistir. Yeni model “3 x 2 Bagar1 Hedefleri
Modeli” (3 X 2 Achievement Goal Model) olarak adlandirilmigtir. Altilh modelde, 6grencilerin yeterligi mutlak,
kisiye doniik ve kisileraras: kriterlere gore nasil tanimladiklarina bagl olarak sirasiyla gorev (task), oz (self) ve
diger (other) olmak iizere hedef yonelimleri li¢ grupta incelenmistir. Sonug olarak bu modelin boyutlart sunlardir:
gorev-yaklasma (task-approach), gorev-kaginma (task-avoidance), oz-yaklasma (self-approach), oz-kaginma (self-
avoidance), diger-yaklagsma (other-approach) ve diger-ka¢inma (other-avoidance). Gorev-yaklagma hedefi goreve
yonelik yeterlik kazanmak iizerinde yogunlasirken, gorev-kaginma hedefi bir gorevde yetersiz olmaktan
kacinmaya odaklanmustir. Oz-yaklasma hedefine sahip 6grenciler daha énceki performanslarindan daha iyisini
yaparak yeterliklerini artirmaya 6nem verirken, 6z-ka¢cinma hedefine sahip olan 6grencilerse daha 6ncekinden kotii
yapmaktan sakinarak yetersizlikten kacinmaya onem vermektedir. Son olarak diger-yaklasma hedefinde amag
diger 6grencilerden daha iyi yapmak iken, diger-kagcinma hedefinde ise digerlerinden daha kétii yapmaktan
kagmmaktir. Elliot ve arkadaglar1 (2011), 3 x 2 Basar1 Hedefleri Modeli’ni dikkate alarak 6nceki 6lgekleri
giincellemislerdir. Onceki 6lgeklerden farkli olarak, 6grencilerin ders materyalini neden &grendikleri yerine
smavlara neden hazirlandiklari iizerinde durulmaktadir. Dogrulayict faktor analizleri sonucunda en son ortaya
attiklart alt1 boyutlu modelin ikili, tiglii ve dortlii modellerle kiyaslandiginda en iyi sonucu verdigini bulmuslardir
(Elliot ve ark., 2011). Basar1 Hedefleri Kurami kapsaminda son yillarda yapilan ¢alismalar incelendiginde 3 x 2
Modeli’nin farkli 6rneklem gruplarinda gegerlik ve giivenirliginin test edildigi aragtirmalar 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir.
Hong Kong (Ning, 2018), Avusturya (Liiftenegger ve ark., 2016) ve Filipinler’de (David, 2014) lisans
ogrencileriyle; Ispanya’da lise dgrencileriyle (Méndez-Giménez, Cecchini-Estrada, Fernandez-Rio, Saborit ve
Meéndez-Alonso, 2017); Tayvan’da ortaokul ve lise dgrencileriyle (Wu, 2012); Fransa (Mascret, Elliot ve Cury,
2017) ve Tirkiye’de (Yerdelen ve Padir, 2017) 6gretmenlerle; Fransa (Mascret, Elliot ve Cury, 2015) ve Birlesik
Krallik’ta (Madigan, Stoeber ve Passfield, 2017) sporcularla ya da Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde ¢evirimigi
Ogrenme ortamlarinda (Yang, Taylor ve Cao, 2016) yapilan ¢alismalarda hedef yonelimlerini 6l¢gmede en uygun
modelin en giincel model olan 3 x 2 Basar1 Hedefleri Modeli oldugu goriilmektedir.

Basar1 Hedefleri Kuramu ile ilgili alanyazin incelendiginde, dgrencilerin hedef yonelimlerini agiklayan farkli
modeller oldugu goriilmektedir. Ampirik ¢aligmalarin sonuglari ve teorik bilgiler dikkate alinarak ikili (Meece ve
ark., 1988; Pintrich ve De Groot, 1990), ti¢lii (McGregor ve Elliot, 2002; Wolters, 2004), dortlii (Bartels ve Magun-
Jackson, 2009; Conroy ve Elliot, 2004; Van Yperen, 2006) ve altil1 (Elliot ve ark., 2011; Mascret ve ark., 2015;
Mascret ve ark., 2017) modeller ortaya atilmigtir. Dolayisiyla, Basar1 Hedefleri Kurami’nin dinamik bir sekilde
gelistigi, zamanla farkli modellerin ortaya atildigr ve her yeni modelle birlikte var olan Slgme araglarmnin da
giincellendigi goze carpmaktadir. Bu durum var olan c¢alismalarin karsilastirilmasini giiglestirmektedir. Bu
nedenle, 6grencilerin hedef yonelimlerinin diger degiskenlerle iligkilerini incelemeden dnce, hedef yonelimlerini
aciklamada en uygun modelin hangisi oldugunun belirlenmesi gerekmektedir. flgili alanyazin 1s1§inda, bu
caligmada Elliot ve arkadaslar1 (2011) tarafindan giincellenen 3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi’ni 6gretmen adaylart
ile calisarak Tiirkge'ye uyarlamak hedeflenmigtir. Calismanin arastirma sorusu su sekildedir: “3 x 2 Hedef
Yaénelimi Olgegi'nin Tiirkge versiyonunun gegerliligi ve giivenilirligi nasildir?
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Yontem
Calisma Grubu

3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi, 6grenci hedeflerini yansitan genel ifade edilen maddeler igerdiginden farkli
derslerde kullanilabilmektedir. Bu ¢alismada, dlgegin Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmasi Elliot ve ark.’nin (2011) da yaptigi
gibi tiniversite diizeyinde “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersi kapsaminda yapilmigtir. Bu yiizden, ¢alisma grubu Ankara’da
farkli tiniversitelerde “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersini alan 6gretmen adaylarini icermektedir. Aragtirma pilot ve asil
calisma olmak iizere iki kisimdan olugmaktadir ve her iki ¢alisma grubunun demografik bilgileri ayr1 ayrn
aciklanmugtir.

Pilot caliyma Ankara’daki bir devlet tniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesi’nde yapilmustir. Veriler ders saatleri
igerisinde toplandigindan, galismaya derse devam eden dgrenciler katilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin simif seviyesi,
cinsiyet ve lisans programina gore dagilimi Tablo 1’de verilmistir. Pilot ¢alismaya, Ankara'da bir Uiniversitenin
Egitim Fakiiltesinde “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersini alan toplam 198 &gretmen aday1 katilmistir. Bu iiniversitede
“Egitim Psikolojisi” dersi tiim programlara ikinci simifta zorunlu ders olarak verildiginden, katilimcilarin
cogunlugu (% 91,9) ikinci simf 6grencisidir. Katilimcilarin yasi 18 ile 29 arasinda degismektedir (Ort.=20.40;
Std.Sap.=1.40). Pilot ¢aligmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarimin 155’1 kiz ve 42’si erkektir, bir 6gretmen adayi
cinsiyet belirtmemistir. “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersinin subeleri farkli programlardan dgrencilerden olustugundan,
katilimcilarin béliimlere gore dagilimi gesitlilik gostermektedir.

Tablo 1. Pilot Caligmaya Katilanlarin Demografik Bilgileri

Frekans Yiizde
Sinif Seviyesi 2 182 91.9
3 9 4.5
4 1 5
5 1 5
Belirtmeyen 5 2.5
Cinsiyet Kiz 155 78.3
Erkek 42 21.2
Belirtmeyen 1 5
Program Kimya Ogretmenligi 1 5
Fizik Ogretmenligi 3 15
Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi 22 11.1
[Ikogretim Matematik Ogretmenligi 39 19.7
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi 70 354
Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Ogretmenligi 29 14.6
Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi 32 16.2
Belirtmeyen 2 1.0
Toplam 198 100

Asil galisma ise Ankara’daki bagka bir devlet {iniversitenin Egitim Fakiiltesi’nde yapilmistir. Pilot ¢alismada
oldugu gibi veriler ders saatlerinde toplanmis ve calismaya derse devam eden dgrenciler katilmistir. Ogretmen
adaylarmin sinif seviyesi, cinsiyet ve lisans programina gore dagilimi Tablo 2’de verilmistir. Asil caligmaya
“Egitim Psikolojisi” dersi alan yaslar1 18 ile 32 arasinda degigen (Ort.=19.14; Std.Sap.= 1.41) toplam 311 6gretmen
aday1 katilmisgtir. Bu niversitede “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersi tiim programlara ilk sinifta zorunlu ders olarak
verildiginden, katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu yiizde 98,4 orani ile birinci sinif 6grencisidir. Asil ¢aligmaya katilan
Ogretmen adaylarim 246°s1 kiz (% 79.1) ve 59°u erkektir (%19.0), alt1 6gretmen adayi cinsiyet belirtmemistir.
Katilimeilarin okuduklari lisans programina gore frekansi 14 ile 85 arasinda degismektedir.
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Tablo 2. Asil Caligmaya Katilanlarin Demografik Bilgileri

Frekans Yiizde
Sinif Seviyesi 1 306 98.4
2 2 .6
4 2 .6
Belirtmeyen 1 3
Cinsiyet Kiz 246 79.1
Erkek 59 19.0
Belirtmeyen 6 1.9
Program Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi 28 9.0
Ogretmenligi
Sinif Ogretmenligi 64 20.6
Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi 34 10.9
[Ikogretim Matematik Ogretmenligi 30 9.6
Fransizca Ogretmenligi 14 4.5
Almanca Ogretmenligi 56 18.0
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi 85 27.4
Toplam 311 100

3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi

Bu calismada veri toplama araci olarak Elliot ve arkadaglar1 (2011) tarafindan 3 x 2 Bagar1 Hedefleri Yapist
dikkate almarak giincellenen “3 x 2 Hedef Yo6nelimi Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Arastirmacilar giincelleme asamasinda
ilk madde havuzunu farkli 6rneklem gruplarinda test etmelerine ragmen, bu ¢aligmalarin sonuglarini makalede
rapor etmemislerdir (Elliot ve ark., 2011). Arastirmacilar, 6lgegin son hali i¢in her bir hedef yapisini (gorev-
yaklagma, gérev-kacinma, 6z-yaklasma, 6z-kaginma, diger-yaklagma, diger-kacinma) en iyi yansitan ii¢ maddeyi
se¢mislerdir. Olcegin Tiirkce versiyonundaki 6rnek maddeler sunlardir: gorev-yaklasma igin “Cok sayida soruyu
dogru yanitlamak i¢in.”, gérev-kaginma i¢in “Cok sayida soruyu bos birakmamak i¢in.”, 6z-yaklagsma icin
“Gegmisteki benzer smavlara goére daha iyi yapmak i¢in.”, 6z-ka¢inma i¢in “Bu tiir sinavlarda normalde
yaptigimdan daha kot yapmamak igin.”, diger-yaklagsma igin “Diger 6grencileri gegmek igin.” ve diger-kaginma
igin “Diger 6grencilerden daha koti yapmamak igin.”. Katilimcilar yedili Likert 6lgegi formatinda cevap
vermislerdir: 1 igin “hi¢ yansitmiyor”; 2 ile 3 arasi i¢in “cok az yansitiyor”; 4 igin “orta derecede yansitiyor™; 5 ile
6 arasi igin “gok yansitiyor” ve 7 i¢in “tam olarak yansitiyor”. 18 madde ve alt1 alt boyuttan olusan giincellenen
olcek iki farkli calismada test edilmistir. Ik calisma Almanya'da Almanca ve diger ¢alisma ABD'de ingilizce
olarak gerceklestirilmistir (Elliot ve ark., 2011). Yap1 gegerligini test etmek i¢in her iki ¢alismada da 6nerilen 3 x
2 modeli ve 10 alternatif model i¢in dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Ayrica, i¢ tutarlik i¢in Cronbach alfa
giivenirlik katsayisi hesaplanmuistir.

Almanya Orneklemi igin asagidaki uyum indeksleri dikkate alindiginda veriler onerilen 3 X 2 modelini
desteklemektedir: x%’nin serbestlik derecesine oram (y3%/sd) (192.71/120) = 1.61; karsilastirmali uyum indeksi (CFI)
=.95, Tucker-Lewis indeksi (TLI) =.94 ve yaklasim hatasinin kok ortalama karesi (RMSEA) =.070 (Elliot ve ark.,
2011). Standardize edilmis faktor yiikleri .52 ile .95 degerleri arasinda bulunmustur. Cronbach alfa i¢ giivenirlik
katsayisi degerleri .77 (6z-yaklasma) ile .93 (diger-yaklagma) arasinda degismektedir. Hedef yapilar1 arasindaki i¢
korelasyon degerleri ise .10 (6z-yaklasma ve diger-kaginma hedefleri arasinda) ile .83 (diger-yaklasma ve diger-
kag¢inma hedefleri arasinda) arasinda degigsmektedir.

ABD o6rneklemi i¢in biraz daha iyi sonuglar bulunmustur (Elliot et al., 2011). Asagidaki uyum indekslerine
gore veriler 3 X 2 modeline iyi bir uyum saglamstir: ¥?/sd (229.97 / 120) = 1.92, CFl = .98, TLI = .97 ve RMSEA
= .054. Standardize edilmis faktor yiikleri .71 ile .95 degerleri arasinda bulunmustur. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik
katsayilar1 .83 (6z-yaklasma) ile .92 (diger-yaklasma) arasinda degismektedir. Hedef yapilar1 arasindaki i¢
korelasyon degerleri ise .26 (6z-yaklagma ve diger-yaklasma hedefleri arasinda) ile .79 (diger-yaklagma ve diger-
kaginma hedefleri arasinda) arasinda degismektedir.

Bu calismada, Ol¢ek arastirmacilar F_arafmdan orijinal ¢aligmada oldugu gibi “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersi
kapsaminda Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmistir. Olgegin iist kisminda genel olarak “Bu dersin sinavlarina neden
calistyorsunuz?” sorusu sorulmustur. Daha sonra 18 dlcek maddesi 6grencilerin neden bu derse calistiklarini
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aciklayan ifadeleri igerecek sekilde listelenmistir. Olgegin yanitlanmasinda 1°den (hig yansitmiyor) 7’°e (tam olarak
yansitiyor) kadar olan yedili Likert 6l¢egi kullanilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar “Bulgular” bashig: altinda detaylh
aciklanmugtir.

Olcek Uyarlama Asamalari

3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi’nin Tiirkce’ye uyarlanmasi sirasinda su asamalar takip edilmistir. ilk olarak Dr.
Andrew J. Elliot ile e-posta yoluyla iletisime gegilerek 6lgegin Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmasi igin gerekli izin alinmigtir.
Calismanin baslangicinda 6lgekteki maddeler, yazarlar tarafindan ayr1 ayr1 Tiirkge’ye ¢evrilmistir. Ayni zamanda
akademik motivasyon konusunda ¢aligmalari olan, kimya egitiminde doktora yapmuis ve Ingilizce diline hakim ii¢
uzman arastirmacidan 6l¢ek maddelerini Tirkge’ye ¢evirmeleri istenmistir. Daha sonra yazarlar bir araya gelerek
kendileri de dahil bes farkli arastirmaci tarafindan birbirinden bagimsiz olarak Tiirk¢e’ye ¢evrilen Olgek
maddelerini incelemis ve farkli goriisleri degerlendirerek 6lgegin ilk formu i¢in en uygun ifadeleri belirlemislerdir.

Bir sonraki asamada 6l¢egin ilk formunda Tiirkce’ye ¢evrilen maddelerin dlgegin orijinal dilindeki (Ingilizce)
maddeleri yansitip yansitmadigim test etmek icin Ingilizce Egitimi alaninda uzman {i¢ farkli arastirmacidan
birbirinden bagimsiz olarak geri-geviri yapmalari istenmistir. Yazarlar, geri g¢eviri asamasina gore Olgek
maddelerinde herhangi bir degisikligin gerekip gerekmedigini tartismak icin ikinci kez bir araya gelmislerdir. ki
maddenin sozciiklerinde kiigiik degisiklikler yapildiktan sonra 6lgegin ikinci formu elde edilmistir. Geri ¢eviriden
sonra orijinal dlgekteki “To perform better on the exams in this class than I have done in the past on these types of
exams.” maddesindeki “perform” kelimesi Tiirk¢e geviride “yaptigimdan” yerine “gdsterdigimden” olarak
degistirilmistir. Diger degistirilen madde ise orijinal 6lgekteki “To do better on the exams in this class than I
typically do in this type of situation.” maddesidir. Bu maddede yer alan “I typically do” kalib1 i¢in kullanilan “bana
has olandan” ifadesi “genellikle yaptigimdan” seklinde degistirilmistir.

Bundan sonraki asamada 6lgek maddeleri Tiirkge’ye uygunlugu ve anlagihirligi agisindan degerlendirilmesi
igin Tirk Dili alaninda uzman bir aragtirmaciya gonderilmistir. Yazarlar, herhangi bir diizeltmeye gerek olup
olmadigim degerlendirmek igin bir kez daha toplanmiglardir. Bu kez uzman tarafindan herhangi bir degisiklik
Onerilmedigi igin 6l¢egin ikinci formu ayni sekilde kalmustir.

Son asamada, daha once “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersini almis ii¢ 6gretmen adayindan 6l¢egi yanitlamalari
istenmis ve formu doldurduktan sonra olgekteki ifadeler konusunda goriigleri alinmistir. Katilimeilar, 6lgegin
anlagilmasinin ve yanitlamanin kolay oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Ancak Tiirk¢e ¢eviride her maddede kullanilan
“smavda” kelimesinin, her maddede tekrar ettiginden ve Glcegin tizerinde genel bir soru ifadesi (Bu dersin
smaviarina neden ¢alisryorsunuz?) yer aldigindan kaldirilabilecegini 6nermislerdir. Yapilan oneri dikkate alinarak
tekrarlayan “sinavda” kelimesi tim maddelerden kaldirilmigtir. Bu diizeltmeden sonra 6l¢egin tigiincii formu elde
edilmis ve dlcek pilot galismada uygulamaya hazir hale gelmistir.

Olgegin iigiincii hali pilot ¢alismada uygulannustir. Puanlari gegerligini test etmek igin dogrulayic1 faktor
analizi yapilmis ve i¢ tutarhigi igin Cronbach alfa giivenilirlik katsayis1 hesaplanmigtir. Pilot ¢aligma sonucunda,
6lgek puanlarinin giivenilir oldugu bulunmustur. Ancak diisiik faktor yiikiine sahip iki maddenin (Madde 2 igin
.53 ve Madde 6 i¢in .48) iyi ¢alismadigi gorilmiistiir. Bu maddelerin gelistirilmesi igin motivasyon konusunda
calismalar1 olan, kimya egitiminde doktora yapmus ve Ingilizce diline hakim dért uzmandan goriis alinmistir.
Uzman gorisleri dikkate alinarak kaginma tiirii hedeflerin altinda yer alan maddeler, ifadelere agiklik getirmek
icin olumsuz ciimle yapisinda yazilmistir. Bu agamaya kadar olan tiim degisiklikler yapildiktan sonra, orjinal
oOlgekteki “To avoid doing worse than other students on the exams in this class.” maddesi dordiincii formda “Diger
ogrencilerden daha kotii yapmamak igin.” seklinde ifade edilmistir.

Pilot ¢alisma sonrasi diizeltilen 6lgek, asil ¢alismada uygulanmigtir. Pilot ¢aligmada oldugu gibi gecerlik i¢in
dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmus ve i¢ tutarlik i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenilirlik katsayisi hesaplanmistir. Sonuglar
3 x 2 modelini desteklemis ve 6lgegin son hali elde edilmistir. Ek olarak, puanlarin oldukga giivenilir oldugu
bulunmustur.

Etik Konular ve Veri Toplama Siireci

Calisma o6ncesinde ilgili iiniversitelerin Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurullarindan ayri ayri gerekli izinler
alinmigtir. Veri toplamadan 6nce katilimcilara Goniillii Katilim Formu dagitilarak ¢aligmanin amaci, goniillii
katilim ve cevaplarin gizliligi hakkinda bilgilenmeleri saglanmistir. Goniilli katilim i¢in formu imzalayarak onay
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veren Ogretmen adaylarina dlgekler dagitilmigtir. Tiim Glgekler birinci yazar tarafindan uygulanmigtir. Verilerin
toplanmast 5 dakikas1 Goniillii Katilim Formunun doldurulmas: ve 15 dakikasi 6lgeklerin yanitlanmasi olmak
tizere ortalama 20 dakika stirmiistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Analizlerden énce veri temizleme islemi yapilmistir. Oncelikle, veri girisi sirasindaki olasi hatalar kontrol
edilerek aralik digina ¢ikan puanlar diizeltilmistir. Daha sonra, 6lgek maddelerinde bulunan kayip verilerin orani
kontrol edilmistir. En yiiksek oran, pilot ¢alisma i¢in % 1,52 (197 katilimcidan t¢ii) ve ana ¢aligma igin % 1,93
(311 katilimcidan altisi)’diir. Kayip verilerin oran1 % 5'in altinda oldugu i¢in (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007),
ortalama atama yontemi giivenli bir sekilde uygulanmig ve kayip verilere ilgili maddenin ortalama degeri
atanmugtir. Diger taraftan, tanimlayici degiskenler (sinif diizeyi, cinsiyet ve lisans programi) gegerlik ve giivenirlik
analizlerinde kullanilmadigindan kayip veriler oldugu gibi birakilmigtir. Bu degiskenler calisma grubu
aciklamirken “Belirtmeyen” seklinde rapor edilmistir.

Olgekten elde edilen skorlarn gegerligini test etmek icin Elliot ve ark., (2011)’nin yaptig1 gibi “ikili”, “{i¢lii”,
“2 x 2” ve “3 x 2” modelleri ile birlikte alternatif tiim modeller hem pilot hem de asil ¢aligmadan elde edilen
veriler i¢in ayr1 ayr1 dogrulayici faktor analizi ile test edilmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi LISREL program
kullanilarak yapilmis ve sonuglar degerlendirilirken ki-kare (y2), karsilagtirmali uyum indeksi (CFl),
normlandirilmamis uyum indeksi (NNFI),  yaklagim hatasinin kok ortalama karesi (RMSEA) ve standardize
edilmis kok ortalama kare artik (SRMR) degerleri kullamlmistir. 2 analizi 6rneklem biyiikligiinden
etkilendiginden x2’nin serbestlik derecesine (sd) boliinmesiyle elde edilen oran (y2/sd) kullanilir: y2/sd <3 olmasi
model veri uyumunun oldukea iyi oldugunu gdstermektedir, ancak y2/sd <5 de kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Kline,
2005). NNFI ve CFl i¢in .90’1n iizerindeki degerler i¢in model iyi uyum gostermektedir (Joreskog ve Sérbom,
1993; Kline, 2005). RMSEA i¢in .05’in altindaki degerler veri model uyumunun iyi, .05 ile .08 arasindaki degerler
orta diizeyde ve .10’un tizerindeki degerler de zayif oldugunu géstermektedir (Browne ve Cudeck, 1993). Son
olarak, SRMR i¢in .05'ten kiigiik degerler iyi bir model-veri uyumu oldugunu gostermektedir (Joreskog ve
Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2005). Ayrica gecerlik igin ek kanit sunmak amaciyla madde toplam korelasyonlari
hesaplanmustir.

Diger taraftan skorlarin i¢ tutarligini test etmek igin SPSS programi yardimiyla her bir boyut i¢in Cronbach
alfa giivenirlik katsayist hesaplanmistir. Ayrica betimsel analizler kapsaminda ortalama ve standart sapma
hesaplanmuistir. Son olarak korelasyon analizi ile boyutlar arasindaki iligkiler test edilmistir.

Bulgular
Pilot Calismanin Bulgulari

“3 x 2 Hedef Yénelimi Olgeginin yap1 gegerligini test etmek amaciyla LISREL programi kullanilarak
dogrulayic1 faktdr analizi yapilmistir. Oncelikli olarak, pilot ¢alismadan elde edilen verilerin 6 faktorlii yap (3 x
2 veya temel model) ile uyum saglayip saglamadigi test edilmistir (Sekil 1). Analiz sonuglarina gére izleyen uyum
indeksleri dikkate alindiginda verilerin alti-faktorlii yapi ile iyi uyum saglamadigi goriilmiistiir: x2/sd = 985.34/120
= 8.21, CFl =.78, NNFI = .71, RMSEA = .18 (90% giiven aralig1 = .16, .19) ve SRMR=.15. Bu degerlere gore
veriler alt1 faktorli yapi ile iyi uyum gostermemistir. Faktor yiiklerinin .48 ile .97 arasinda degistigi bulunmustur.
Madde 2 (Simavda diger 6grencilerden daha kotii yapmaktan kaginmak i¢in) ve Madde 6’nin (Sinavda yanlis cevap
vermekten kaginmak i¢in) iyi ¢aligmadigi goriilmiistiir. Faktor yiikleri Madde 2 i¢in .53 ve Madde 6 i¢in .48 olarak
bulunmustur.
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Sekil 1. Pilot Calismada Test Edilen Alt1 Faktorlii Yap: (Temel Model)

Dabha sonra orijinal ¢aligmada da yapildig1 gibi temel model (3 X 2 modeli) 10 farkli alternatif modelle, verilerin
bu modellerden herhangi biri ile uyum gosterip gostermedigini test etmek i¢in karsilagtirilmistir (Elliot ve ark.,
2011). Pilot calismada test edilen farkli modellere ait uyum indeksleri Tablo 3’de verilmistir. Tablo incelendiginde
tiim modeller i¢in uyum indekslerinin yetersiz oldugu; ancak verilere en iyi uyum saglayan modelin 3 x 2 modeli
oldugu goriilmiistiir.
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Tablo 3. Pilot Calismada Test Edilen Farkli Modellere Ait Uyum Indeksleri

Model v sd y¥df CFI NNFI RMSEA SRMR
(N=197)
3 x 2 modeli (Temel Model) 985.34 120 821 .78 .71 18 15
2 X 2 modeli 115095 129 892 .73 .68 19 .16
Uglii model 1164.03 132 882 .73 .69 .20 .16
Ikili model 121789 134 9.09 .72 .68 .20 17
Gorev-yaklagma/gorev-kaginma modeli  1151.76 125 9.21 .73 .67 21 15
Oz-yaklasma/6z-kaginma modeli 1039.15 125 831 .76 .71 19 16
Diger-yaklasma/diger-kacinma modeli ~ 1062.67 125 850 .76 .70 18 A7
Yaklagsma model 1630.20 129 1264 .61 .54 .30 .23
Kagimmma model 1288.03 129 998 .70 .64 22 A5
Tanim modeli 121148 132 9.18 .72 .67 .20 A7
Degerlik modeli 1885.62 134 14.07 54 48 31 .16

Verilerin test edilen modellerden higbiri ile iyi bir sekilde uyum saglamadigi goriildiikten sonra bu durumun
sebebi motivasyon konusunda calismalar1 olan, kimya egitiminde doktora yapmis ve Ingilizce diline hakim dort
uzmana sorulmustur. Uzmanlar Ingilizce dilindeki “avoid” kelimesine karsilik Tiirkge ceviride kullanilan
“kacinmak” kelimesinin yaygm kullanilmadigi i¢in ifadelerin anlasilir olmadigi seklinde goriis belirtmislerdir.
“Kaginmak” kelimesini kullanmak yerine maddelerin olumsuz yazilmasinin ifadeyi netlestirecegini 6nermislerdir.
Uzmanlarin 6nerileri dogrultusunda gorev-kaginma, 6z-kaginma ve diger-kaginma alt boyutlarina ait maddelerde
“kacinmak” fiilini kullanmak yerine maddeler olumsuz ciimle yapisinda yazilmistir. Ornegin Madde 2 “Diger
ogrencilerden daha kotii yapmamak igin.” seklinde diizeltilmistir. Uzman goriisleri dikkate alinarak 6lgegin son
hali elde edilmistir.

Alt1 faktorli yap igin SPSS programi yardimiyla Cronbach alpha giivenirlik katsayilar: hesaplanmis ve .70 ve
tizeri degerlere sahip faktorlerin oldukga giivenilir oldugu kabul edilmistir (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Sonuglar
Tablo 4’da verilmistir. Boyutlarin giivenirlik degerleri .76 (diger-kaginma) ile .92 (diger-yaklagsma) arasinda
degismektedir. Yalnizca “6z-yaklagsma” faktori i¢in .69 degeri bulunmustur; bu deger de .70’e oldukga yakindir.
Bunun sonucunda her bir faktoriin oldukg¢a giivenilir puanlar verdigi sdylenebilir.

Tablo 4. Pilot Calisma i¢in Glivenirlik Katsayilari

Boyut Giivenirlik katsayisi
Gorev-yaklagsma .84
Gorev-kaginma .78
Oz-yaklasma .69
Oz-kaginma .84
Diger-yaklasma .92
Diger-kaginma .76

Asil Calismanin Bulgular:

Pilot ¢alisma sonuglar1 ve uzman goriisleri dikkate alinarak gerekli degisiklikler yapilan 6l¢ek asil galismada
uygulanarak son hali verilmistir. Bu agamada yap1 gecerligini test etmek i¢in LISREL programi kullanilarak
dogrulayic1 faktdr analizi yapilmistir. Alti faktdrlii yapi i¢in uyum indeksleri incelendiginde [y?/sd= 521.84/120 =
4.35, CFI = .92, NNFI = .90, RMSEA = .10 ( %90 giiven araligi= .09, .11) ve SRMR = .042] verinin modele iyi
uyum sagladig gorillmiis ve 6lgegin yapi gecerligi saglanmigtir. Faktor yiikleri incelendiginde .70 ile .94 arasinda
degistigi bulunmustur (Sekil 2). Bu degerler, ideal degerlere yakindir. Kline (2005) ideal olarak bir maddeye ait
varyansin %50’sinin ilgili faktore ait olmasini dnermektedir.
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Sekil 2. Asil Calismada Test Edilen Alt1 Faktorli Yap: (Temel Model)

Ogretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklari hedef yonelimlerini agiklamada diger modellerin daha iyi galisip
caligmadigini test etmek icin temel modeldeki alt1 faktorlii yapi orijinal ¢calismada test edilen 10 alternatif model
ile karsilagtirilmistir (Elliot ve ark., 2011). Her bir modele ait uyum indeks degerleri Tablo 5’de &zetlenmistir.
Sonuglar, verilere en iyi uyum saglayan modelin temel model (3 x 2 modeli) oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
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Tablo 5. Asil Calismada Test Edilen Farkli Modellere Ait Uyum indeksleri

Model v sd y¥df CFI NNFI RMSEA SRMR
(N=276)

3 x 2 modeli (Temel Model) 521.84 120 435 .92 .90 .10 .042
2 X 2 modeli 81351 129 6.31 .87 .84 15 .058
Uglii model 858.22 132 650 .86 .84 .16 .060
Ikili model 908.74 134 6.78 .85 .83 .16 .062
Gorev-yaklagma/gorev-kaginma modeli 539.64 125 432 .92 .90 A1 .045
Oz-yaklasma/6z-kaginma modeli 564.65 125 452 .92 .90 A2 .044
Diger-yaklasma/diger-kacinma modeli 603.13 125 482 91 .89 A2 .045
Yaklagsma model 154197 129 1195 .73 .68 22 11

Kagimma model 129592 129 10.05 .78 73 .20 .097
Tanim modeli 628.19 132 476 .90 .89 12 .049
Degerlik modeli 191794 134 1431 .66 .61 .29 110

Gegerlilik i¢in ek kanit toplamak amaciyla korelasyon teknigi kullanilmistir. Maddelerin ilgili hedef tiiriinii
ongoriildigi sekilde 6lgiip 6lgmedigini test etmek i¢in madde toplam korelasyonlar1 hesaplanmistir. Toplam
puanlar yerine faktor puanlar1 yorumlandigindan, bir faktor altindaki madde puanlari ile ilgili faktor puani arasinda
korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Her madde i¢in Pearson momentler ¢arpimi korelasyon katsayilari Tablo 6'da
verilmistir. Korelasyon katsayilar1 .73’den (Madde 1 ile gorev-yaklagsma hedefi arasinda) .94’e (Madde 12 ile
diger-yaklagsma hedefi ve Madde 9 ile diger-kaginma hedefi arasinda) degisiklik gostermektedir. Bu sonuglar
maddelerin 6nerilen hedef yapisini oldukea iyi 6l¢tiigiinii gostermektedir.

Tablo 6. Faktorlere ait Maddeler Arasindaki ve Madde-Toplam Korelasyon Degerleri

Faktor Maddel Madde 10 Madde 17
Gorev-yaklasma Madde 1 1.00
Madde 10 397 1.00
Madde 17 55" 66 1.00
Ilgili Faktér Puani 737 83" .89
Madde3 Madde7 Madde 13
Gorev-kaginma  Madde 3 1.00
Madde 7 517 1.00
Madde 13 .65™ 55" 1.00
flgili Faktér Puani .85™ 83" 86"
Madde4 Madde8 Madde 14
Oz-yaklagsma Madde 4 1.00
Madde 8 67 1.00
Madde 14 74 757 1.00
Ilgili Faktor Puani .90™ .88™ 92"
Madde 6  Madde 11 Madde 16
Oz-kacinma Madde 6 1.00
Madde 11 .60™ 1.00
Madde 16 747 .60™ 1.00
Ilgili Faktor Puani .89™ 83" .90™
Madde5 Madde 12 Madde 18
Diger-yaklasma Madde 5 1.00
Madde 12 79 1.00
Madde 18 76" 84™ 1.00
flgili Faktor Puani 91" .94™ 93"
Madde2 Madde9 Madde 15
Diger-kaginma ~ Madde 2 1.00
Madde 9 76" 1.00
Madde 15 72 84" 1.00
Tlgili Faktor Puani .90™ .94™ 92"

“p<.01
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3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi’nin yap: gegerligi saglandiktan sonra, alt boyutlar igin giivenirlik analizi
yapilmugtir. SPSS programi yardimiyla Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilari hesaplanmis, .80 ile .92 arasinda
degisen degerler bulunmustur (Tablo 7). Buna gore lgek biitiin faktorleri yiiksek giivenirlikte 6lgmektedir. Buna
ek olarak, dlcegin son hali i¢in her boyutun altindaki madde numaralar1 Tablo 7'de verilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkge
versiyonun tamami i¢in Ek 1'e bakiniz.

Tablo 7. Asil Calisma i¢in Giivenirlik Katsayilari

Alt boyut Giivenirlik katsayisi Madde Numarasi
Gorev-yaklagma .80 1, 10, 17
Gorev-kaginma .80 3,7,13
Oz—yaklasma .88 4,8,14
Oz-kaginma .85 6, 11, 16
Diger-yaklagma .92 5,12,18
Diger-kaginma 91 2,9,15

3 x 2 Hedef Yo6nelimi Olgegi’nin Elliot ve arkadaslar1 (2011) tarafindan giincellenen orijinal lgek ile ayni
faktor yapisint gosterdigi ve ilgili faktorleri yiliksek giivenirlikle 6lgtiigli bulunduktan sonra asil ¢alisma icin
betimsel istatistikler hesaplanmis ve Tablo 8’de 6zetlenmistir. Olgegin boyutlar1 icin ortalama degerler
incelendiginde, “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersinin sinavlarina hazirlanirken 6gretmen adaylarinin en ¢ok gorev-
yaklagma (Ort.=5.30; Std.Sap.= 1.39) en az diger-yaklagsma (Ort. =4.00; Std.Sap.= 1.75) hedefine sahip olduklari
goriilmiistiir. Buna gore dgretmen adaylar1 en ¢ok goreve yonelik yeterlik kazanmak iizerinde yogunlasirken, en
az diger 6grencilerden daha iyi yapmaya 6nem vermektedirler.

Ayrica dlgegin faktorleri arasindaki korelasyon degerlerine bakilmistir: en yiiksek korelasyon .87 degeri ile
diger-yaklagsma ve diger-kaginma hedefleri arasinda, en diisiik korelasyon ise .43 degeri ile gorev-yaklagsma ve
diger-yaklagsma hedefleri arasinda bulunmustur. Buna gore, diger 6grencilerden daha iyi yapmaya odaklanan
6grenciler ayn1 zamanda digerlerinden daha kotii yapmaktan kagimmaktadir.

Tablo 8. Ortalama, Standart Sapma ve Faktorler Arast Korelasyon Degerleri

Ort. Std.Sap. 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Gorev-yaklasma 5.30 1.39 1.00
2. Goérev-kagmmma  4.98 1.41 797 1.00
3. Oz-yaklasma 483 1.60 697 .65 1.00
4. Oz-kaginma 487 1.44 677 697 867 1.00
5. Diger-yaklasma 4.00 1.75 437 49" 56T 58" 1.00
6. Diger-kaginma  4.15 1.72 45" 55" 56" 657 .87 1.00

p<.01

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Bagsar1 Hedefleri Kuramu ile ilgili alanyazindaki en 6nemli sorun hedef yonelimlerinin farkli modeller
kullanilarak agiklanmasi sonucunda mevcut ¢alismalar1 karsilastirmadaki gtigliiktiir. Bu nedenle 6grencilerin hedef
yonelimlerini belirlemede hangi modelin uygun oldugu iizerinde tartismalar siirmektedir. Son bes yilda yapilan
caligmalar incelendiginde farkli kiiltir ve 6rneklem gruplarinda en giincel model olan 3 x 2 modelinin
uygunlugunu test eden ¢alismalar dikkat ¢ekmektedir (Mascret ve ark., 2015; Mascret ve ark., 2017; Liiftenegger
ve ark., 2016; Ning, 2018; Wu, 2012). Benzer sekilde bu arastirma kapsaminda Elliot ve arkadaslar1 (2011)
tarafindan 3 X 2 modeline gore giincellenen Hedef Yénelimi Olgegi iiniversite diizeyinde Egitim Psikolojisi dersi
kapsaminda Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmis ve &lgegin Tiirk dgretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklari hedef yonelimlerini
gegcerli ve giivenilir sonuglarla dl¢ilip 6lgmedigi test edilmistir.

Olgegin gegerligini test ederken Elliot ve arkadaslar1 (2011)’nin yaptigia benzer sekilde hem 3 x 2
modelindeki faktor yapist hem de alternatif tiim modeller igin dogrulayici faktdr analizi yapilmistir. Oncelikli
olarak pilot ¢aligmada uyum indeksleri hi¢bir model i¢in kabul edilebilir sinirlar i¢inde ¢ikmasa da en iyi sonuglar
3 X 2 modeli i¢in elde edilmistir. Bu asamada faktor yiikii .70’in altindaki iki madde ig¢in uzman goriisii
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sorulmustur. Ingilizce dlgekte kaginma tiirii hedefleri agiklarken kullanilan “avoid” kelimesinin Tiirkge karsilig:
olan “kagmmak” fiilinin kiiltiirimiizde yaygin kullanilmadig: i¢in ifadelerin anlagilmasini zorlastirdigi sonucuna
varilmistir. Bu nedenle ifadeleri sadelestirmek i¢in 6lgegin biitiiniinde kaginma tiirii hedefler i¢in “ka¢inmak”
kelimesini kullanmak yerine ciimleler yapica olumsuz hale getirilmistir. Ornegin diger-kaginma alt boyutundaki
ikinci madde 6lgegin son halinde “Diger 6grencilerden daha kotii yapmamak igin.” seklinde ifade edilmistir.
Olgegin diizeltilmis halinin uygulandig1 asil ¢alismada ayni sekilde 3 X 2 modeli on farkli modelle karsilagtirilmis
ve uyum indeksleri 3 x 2 modeli igin en iyi sonucu vermistir. Bu sonuglar 6gretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklari
hedef yonelimlerini 6l¢gmede en uygun yapinin 3 x 2 hedef yonelimi modeli oldugunu ve 18 maddeden olusan alt1
faktorlii 3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi ile elde edilen puanlarin gecerli oldugunu gostermektedir. Son yillarda farkls
orneklem gruplari ile yapilan aragtirmalar da benzer sekilde 3 x 2 modelini desteklemektedir (Mascret ve ark.,
2015; Mascret ve ark., 2017; Liiftenegger ve ark., 2016; Ning, 2018; Wu, 2012). Ek kanit i¢in, madde puanlar ile
ilgili faktor puani arasindaki korelasyonlar incelenmistir. Yiiksek korelasyon katsayilari, maddelerin 6nerilen
hedef yapisim oldukga iyi 6l¢tiigiinii gostermektedir. O halde Elliot ve arkadaglarimin (2011) yeterligin tanimim
dikkate alarak 2 x 2 modelinde tanimlanan “6grenmeye yonelik” hedefleri 3 X 2 modelinde “gérev” ve “6z”
seklinde ayirmalar1 Tiirkiye 6rneklemi igin de uygundur.

Bununla birlikte Kline (2005) ayirt edici gegerlik igin (discriminant validity) faktorler arasi korelasyon
degerlerinin .85’1 gegmemesi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Bu c¢alismada hesaplanan 15 korelasyon degerinden
yalnizca iki tanesi bu degeri ¢ok az gegcmektedir. Pearson korelasyon katsayisi degeri 6z-yaklagma ile 6z-kaginma
faktorleri arasinda .86 iken diger-yaklagma ve diger-kaginma faktorleri arasinda .87 bulunmustur. Bu durum daha
onceki performanslarindan daha iyisini yapmak isteyen Ogrencilerin, ayn1 zamanda daha oncekinden kotii
yapmaktan kacindiklarin1 gostermektedir. Benzer sekilde diger 6grencilerden daha iyi performansa sergilemek
isteyen Ogretmen adaylari, onlardan daha kotii yapmaktan sakinmaktadirlar. Diger ikili karsilagtirmalarda
korelasyon katsayisi .43 ile .79 arasinda degismektedir. Faktorler arasindaki yiiksek iligki 6grencilerin birbirinden
farkli fakat birbiriyle iligkili hedef yonelimlerine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Sonuglar, Elliot ve arkadaslari
(2011)’nn ileri siirdiigi teorik yapiyr desteklemektedir: hedeflerin tanimi1 bakimindan ayni varyansi paylasan
faktorler arasi korelasyon degerleri daha yiiksek bulunmustur.

3 X 2 Hedef Yoénelimi Olgegi'nden elde edilen puanlarin gegerli olmasinin yaninda giivenilir oldugu
bulunmustur. Nunnally ve Bernstein (1994) Cronbach alfa i¢ giivenirlik katsayisinin .70 ve {izerinde olmasi
gerektigini sOylemektedir. Bu ¢alismada .80 ile .92 arasinda degisen degerler elde edilen puanlarin oldukga
giivenilir oldugunu gostermektedir. Sonug olarak 3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Olgegi ile 18 madde ve alt1 boyutta gecerli
ve giivenilir puanlar elde edilmektedir. Ayni zamanda uygulama kolayligi da dikkate alinarak ilerleyen
calismalarda arastirmacilar tarafindan tercih edilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Sonuglar incelendiginde 6gretmen adaylarinin en ¢ok gorev-yaklagsma (Ort.=5.30) en az diger-yaklagma
(Ort.=4.00) hedefine sahip olduklarini goriilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda 6gretmen adaylari cogunlukla géreve yonelik
yeterlik kazanmaya odaklanirken, en az diger Ogrencilerden daha iyi bir performans gostermek iizerinde
durmaktadirlar. Bu durum, Ogretmen adaylarimin istenen motivasyon kaynaklarma sahip olduklarimi
gostermektedir. Her ne kadar 3 x 2 Hedef Yonelimi Modeli ile ilgili yeterince ampirik ¢aligma olmasa da; dnceki
calismalar i¢sel standartlara gore bagarilarini degerlendiren bireylerin (gérev ve 6z tanimli hedeflere sahip bireyler)
akademik olarak daha basarili, diger taniml1 hedeflere sahip olan bireylerin akademik olarak daha az basarili
olduklarim1 ortaya koymustur. Bu nedenle 6grenme ortamlarinda bireylerin basarilarin1 kendi belirledikleri
standartlar dogrultusunda degerlendirmeleri desteklenmelidir.

Olgegin Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmasi dgretmen adaylarmin sahip olduklari hedef yonelimlerinin en son giincellenen
3 x 2 modeline gore incelenmesine olanak saglamaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada 6gretmen adaylariin sahip olduklar
hedefler 6lcege verdikleri yanitlar dikkate alinarak Sl¢lilmiistiir. Ancak mevcut ¢alisma, hedef yonelimlerinin
akademik basar1 gibi degiskenler iizerindeki etkisini igermemektedir, bu nedenle ilerleyen caligmalarda farkl
degiskenlerle iliskiler nicel ve nitel yontemler kullanarak arastirilabilir. Olgegin uygulanmasi sonucunda elde
edilecek veriler, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenme siirecinde kullandiklar1 motivasyon kaynaklarinin belirlenmesine
olanak saglayacak ve boylelikle daha etkili bir 6grenme ortami olugsmasina katkida bulunacaktir. Ayrica sonuglar
dgretmen yetistirme programlarma da déniit saglayacaktir. Olgek bu ¢alismada sadece “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersi
alan 6gretmen adaylarina uygulandigindan diger alanlarda uygulanmasi igin o alanlarda da 3 x 2 modelinin
gecerliligini test etmek gerekmektedir.
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Kadioglu-Akbulut ve Uzuntiryaki-Kondakgi

EK 1
3 x 2 HEDEF YONELiMi OLCEGI

Asagidaki ifadeler bir 6grencinin “Egitim Psikolojisi” dersinin sinavlarina ¢alisirken sahip olabilecegi
hedefleri icermektedir. Olgekte dogru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur. Olgegi yanitlarken, size mantikh geleni degil;
sizi en iyi yansitan secenegi isaretleyiniz. Liitfen, asagidaki her ifade i¢in, kendinize su soruyu sorun ve
iizerinde birkag saniye diisliniin: “Bu dersin sinavlari icin genellikle bu sekilde mi diigtiniiyorum?” Eger ifadenin
sizi tam olarak yansittigim diisiiniiyorsaniz 7’ yi; eger ifadenin sizi hi¢ yansitmadigim diisiiniiyorsamz 1°i
isaretleyiniz. Bu iki durum disinda ise 1 ve 7 arasinda sizi en iyi tanimladigini diisiindiigiiniiz numaray1
isaretleyiniz.

1
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1 | Cok sayida soruyu dogru yapmak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
2 | Diger 6grencilerden daha kot yapmamak igin. 112 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
3 | Yanlis cevap vermemek icin. 112 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
4 Gecmiste benzer sinavlarda gésterdigimden daha iyi bir performans (1 |2 |3 |4 |5 [6 |7

gostermek igin.
5 | Diger 6grencilere gore daha basarili olmak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
6 | Butir sinavlarda normalde yaptigimdan daha k6t yapmamak icin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
7 | Cok sayida soruyu bos birakmamak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
8 | Butilr durumlarda genellikle yaptigimdan daha iyi yapmak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
9 | Diger 6grencilere gore daha basarisiz olmamak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
10 | Sorularin dogru cevaplarini bilmek igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
1 Genel performans seviyeme gére daha kéti bir performans gostermemek |1 |2 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
icin.

12 | Diger 6grencileri gegcmek icin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
13 | Cok sayida soruyu yanlis yapmamak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
14 | Gegmisteki benzer sinavlara gore daha iyi yapmak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
15 | Sinif arkadaslarima gore daha koétu performans géstermemek igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
16 | Daha 6nceki benzer sinavlarda yaptigimdan daha kéti yapmamak igin. 112 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7
17 | Cok sayida soruyu dogru yanitlamak igin. 112 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
18 | Sinif arkadaslarimdan daha iyisini yapmak igin. 112 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
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