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The aim of this study is to develop a scale to determine the decision-making skills of
fourth grade students. While developing the scale, dimensions and sub-factors on
decision-making skills were reviewed in related literature. The item pool was formed
based on this review. The initial form of scale was completed with expert opinions and
two separate pilot studies. The final form was applied to 489 fourth grade students
from various socio-economic levels in Eskisehir. There were 306 participants for
exploratory factor analysis and, 183 participants for confirmatory factor analysis.
Maximum variation sampling method, which is one of purposeful sampling methods
was used when determining the participants. As the result of exploratory factor
analysis, a single factor consisted of 15 items. Item factor loadings ranged from .53 to
.74, the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient was calculated as .89, and the explained
variance was calculated as 40.078. After confirmatory factor analysis, the structure
was confirmed with the fit values as B2/df: 2.02, RMSEA: .075, RMR: .030, SRMR: .059,
NFI: .93, NNFI: .96, CFl: .97, GFI: .88, AGFI: .85. According to the validity and reliability
results, it was determined that the scale was valid and reliable. The scale consisted of
15 items in four Likert types (never, occasionally, usually, always). The score can be
obtained from the scale ranged from 15 to 60. In addition, no reverse items were
included in the scale.

ilkokul Ogrencileri i¢in Karar Verme Becerisi Olgeginin Gelistirilmesi:

Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Calismasi

Makale Bilgisi

0Oz

DOI: 10.14812/cufej.533443

Makale Gegmisi:

Gelig 28.02.2019
Dizeltme 28.03.2019
Kabul 10.04.2019

Anahtar Kelimeler:

ilkokul, ilkokul 8grencileri, Karar
verme becerisi dlgegi, Olgek
gelistirme.

Bu galismanin amaci ilkokul dérdiinct sinif 6grencilerinin karar verme becerilerini belirlemeye
yénelik bir 8lgme araci gelistirmektir. Olgek gelistirilirken, karar verme becerisine iliskin boyut ve alt
becerilere alanyazindan ulagilmigtir. Bu boyut ve alt beceriler rehberliginde madde havuzu
hazirlanmistir. Uzman gorisu ve iki ayri pilot uygulama ile 6lgek son halini almistir. Olusturulan
form Eskisehir ilinde farkl sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden 489 dordiincii sinif 6grencisine uygulanmistir.
Agimlayici faktér analizi igin 306, dogrulayici faktor analizi igin 183 katilimciya ulasilmistir.
Calismaya katilan 6grencilerin belirlenmesinde amagh 6rnekleme yontemlerinden maksimum
cesitlilik 6rnekleme kullanilmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda, tek faktérde 15 maddeden
olusan yapinin; madde faktor yukleri .53 - .74 arasinda degismekte olup, Cronbach Alfa glivenirlik
katsayisi .89, agikladigi varyans ise %40,078 olarak hesaplanmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi
sonrasinda hesaplanan B2/df : 2.02, RMSEA .075, RMR .030, SRMR .059, NFI .93, NNFI .96, CFl .97,
GFI .88, AGFI .85 uyum degerleri ile yapinin dogrulandigi, 6lgegin gegerlik ve glvenirlik bulgulan
1siginda, olgcegin gegerli ve glvenilir bir 6lgme araci oldugu belirlenmistir. Gelistirilen 6lgek dortlu
Likert tipinde (higbir zaman, ara sira, genellikle, her zaman) 15 maddeden olugsmakta, puan araligi
15 ile 60 arasinda degismekte ve Olgekte tersten puanlanan madde bulunmamaktadir.

! This study is derived from Sever's (2018) doctoral dissertation titled “Investigation of Decision Making Skills of Fourth Grade
Students According to Student and Teacher Opinions”.
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Introduction

Today, it is aimed to educate individuals who can generate new information by manipulating it
for their goals and use this information effectively, instead of individuals who store their existing
knowledge and try to understand them (Doganay and Sari, 2012). In order to realize this aim, the basic
point is to educate individuals who think and question. Ciiceloglu (1998, p. 127) defines thinking as
“active, goal-oriented and organized mental processes to understand the current situation” However,
thinking may not always be organized and purposeful. Dewey (1933) describes thinking as a flow of
consciousness and uncontrollable rush of ideas in mind (as cited in Moseley et al., 2005, p. 10) while he
identifies thought as everything that passes through mind (Dewey, 1910, p. 1). For Fisher (1995),
thinking is the critical and creative reflections of the mind in which ideas and reasoning are used
together. Thinking involves all mental processes that contribute to analysis, problem solving, decision
making, and reasoning. Basically, this activity is conscious, but it is not independent of unconscious
processes. It is individual and personal, but cannot be separated from the outside world. It is within the
social context and it is affected and shaped by the culture and the environment.

Based on these definitions, it can be said that thinking is basically everything revived in the mind,
but specifically, it is an activity that includes all the mental processes, which are goal-oriented and
organized that include critical and reflective reflections of the mind, which assist analysis, problem
solving, decision making, or reasoning. It should be underlined that thinking is not independent from
unconscious processes, although it is specific to the person and has a structure in interaction with the
social context.

In educational context, within definitions related to thinking, it can be said that the focus is on
conscious and goal-oriented activities such as remembering, concept creation, planning, imagining
situations, reasoning, problem solving, taking into account the opinions, making decisions and judging,
developing new perspectives (Moseley, et al., 2005). In the realization of the objectives of education, it
can be asserted that the indicators included in the educational definitions of thinking are treated as
skills and that these skills are emphasized.

The thinking processes of decision making are closely related to other thinking processes. It can
be declared that problem solving, research-analysis, critical and creative thinking processes are jointly
employed in the decision making process (Doganay, 2011; Marzano et al., 1988; Presseisen, 1985).
Decision making is a complex process that involves more than one thinking process. Considering the
related literature, although the identified stages of decision making differ from each other with minor
differences, these stages point to common indicators. The definition of decision making skills in the
Social Science Course Curriculum is as follows: (Ministry of National Education, [MEB], 2008 p.5)

1. Realizing the problem

Identifying and recognizing the problem

Asserting hypothesis to solve the problem

Collecting, editing and evaluating data to solve the problem
Testing hypothesis

Learning solutions

Deciding on the appropriate solution and putting it into practice
Evaluating the solution

N A WD

There are more than 20 theories on decision making in literature. These theories are categorized
under four headings: normative decision theories, descriptive decision theories, rational and descriptive
decision theories, and developmental decision theories (Colakkadioglu, 2010). Figure 1 presents these
theories.
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Figure 1. Decision Theories

Normative decision theories explain how decisions should be made, while descriptive decision
theories explain how decisions are made in practice (Hansson, 2005). Normative decision theories
explain how decisions should be given in a rational framework. However, the human factor, who are at
decision making position, is ignored. Descriptive decision theories criticize normative decision theories
on this point. They argue that human, who are at decision-making position, are not always able to make
decision logically and that the context is important in the decision made, and they try to describe how
people make decision. Based on the theories in the other two categories, both descriptive and
normative decision theories try to explain decision making behaviors. Finally, the developmental
decision theory (Self-Regulation Model) states that other theories are more concerned with the
questions about the irrational decisions of adults, that other theories ignore various questions such as
whether the decision making skills are developed with age and how successful people decide; this
theory seeks answers to these questions.

Expected Utility Theory

Expected Utility Theory was developed by Von Neumann and Morgenstern (1947) as normative
behavior theory. The theory aims to provide a series of proposals to explain rational decision making.
Plous (1993) describes these propositions as follows;

Sorting Alternatives: First, the rational decision maker should be able to compare at least two
alternatives. The decision maker must either choose one to the other or remain indifferent.

Dominance: The decision maker should never adopt the strategy suppressed by other strategies.
A strategy is strongly dominant if it is better in all respects when compared to another one. If the same
strategy is worse even in a single direction when compared to others, it is weakly dominant.

Cancel: When there are two alternatives, the results of the alternatives to be different should be
taken into account; not their results that resemble each other. The same results of two options should
be ignored when making decision.

Transitivity: If the rational decision maker prefers the outcomes of A to B, or B to C, the rational
decision maker should prefer the outcomes of A to C.

Continuity: The decision maker should choose a middle path in a range of best (gain) and worst
(loss) options.

Determinedness: Considering determinedness rule, the decision maker should not be influenced
by the way the alternatives are presented. For example, the decision maker should not change a game
of chance (which provides a chance of gaining 50% in each stage and yield 100S when success is
achieved in both stages) to another game of chance (in which there is a chance to gain $ 100 at a single
stage with a 25% probability.
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The theory mathematically proves that maximum gain cannot be achieved in cases where
decision makers violate the above-mentioned principles (Plous, 1993). The expected utility theory is a
normative theory and guides how to maximize earnings in decision making. The theory is based on the
assumption that the decision maker is logical and consistent. However, the decision maker may not be
able to calculate the probabilities in each case, or the circumstances may be too complex to be probable
(Baron, 1993; Plous, 1993).

Prospect Theory

Prospect Theory was developed by Kahneman and Tversky (1979). Briefly, the theory advocates
that changes which seem unimportant in decision making create significant differences on preferences.
The Prospect Theory differs from the Expected Utility Theory in various important aspects. The first one
is the use of the concept of ‘value’ instead of ‘gain’ in Prospect Theory. Gain is unidirectional and merely
refers to gaining, while the value is bidirectional and represents gain and loss (Plous, 1993). Therefore,
the value function is asymmetric. This indicates that value given to asymmetry gain and loss is different.
That is, a $ 500 loss has a bigger impact than a $ 500 gain. Contrary to Expected Utility Theory, The
Prospect Theory claims that preferences depend on the way problem is framed. If the reference point is
defined as a gain, the decision maker takes a risk-averse attitude. On the other hand, when the
reference point is defined as a loss situation, the decision maker takes a risk-taking attitude (Plous,
1993; Tversky and Kahneman, 1981). In order to explain the theory better, Tversky and Kahneman's
(1981) problem situations were administered (Plous, 1993). The decision makers were asked to choose
one of the options.

Problem 1.

A. Gain 1000S$ with %50 probability

B. Exactly gain 5005

84% of the participants preferred B option.
Problem 2.

A. Loss 1000$ with %50 probability

B. Exactly loss 5005

70% of the participants preferred A option.

Although the options of given problems were numerically equal, the question forms led to
different choices. While decision makers avoided risk in terms of gain, they took a risky attitude towards
loss. Another issue that distinguishes Prospect Theory from Expected Utility Theory is that the choices
are shaped based on a ‘decision weight function’ and that the decision weight function will not change
in parallel to the possibilities; that the decision may change according to the level of probability and the
subject of gain and loss (Plous, 1993; Tversky and Kahneman, 1981).

Regret Theory

Regret Theory asserts that decision makers simply do not combine the probabilities and
outcomes in achieving a total value for an alternative, as in the expected utility theory and prospect
theory. Decision makers feel joy or regret according to results of decisions made and they consider
these feelings of joy and regret when they make decisions. The Regret Theory states that people take
into account how much joy and how much regret they will experience due to each alternative before
making a decision (Larrick, 1993; Plous, 1993). Regret theory indicates that people consider these
feelings when reaching the decision situation. The main assumption of the theory is that as the
difference between the results of the decision increases, it creates more regret (Larrick, 1993). Regret
Theory adds the regret behavior to the risk avoidance behavior of prospect Theory (Plous, 1993).
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Social Decision Theory

Developed during the 1960s and 1970s, the Social Decision Theory was founded to provide a
methodology and perspective to decision making in an ecological context. The Social Decision Theory is
based on the Probability Functionalism of Brunswik (Cooksey, 1996). Functionalism argues that the
organism must understand the ecology in which it exists to understand the behavior of an organism
(Doherty and Kurz, 1996). Hammond, Stewart, Brehmer and Steinmann (1975) have introduced
comprehensive explanations to Brunswik's Probabilistic Functionalism and the principles of decision
making, taking into account the theoretical, methodological and practical applications of Social Decision
Theory (Cooksey, 1996). The Social Decision Theory aims to describe decision processes rather than
reveal the rules related to decision making. Social decision theorists aim to create cognitive aids for
people to make decisions. Theorists both try to understand decision making and look for ways to
improve decision making (Hammond, et al., 1975). Social Decision Theory states that the individual
evaluates information and clues from the environment while making decisions (Cooksey, 1996). In this
process, clues from the environment provide information about the possibility of future events.
Individuals use these clues to make sense of their environment. Individuals who use clues effectively
become more successful in decision making. However, the theory cannot explain why people care about
the clues they create, why there are individual differences in clue usage and coherence, how people
create choices, and why some people give more attention to some clues than others (Byrnes, 1998).

Conflict Theory

Conflict Theory was introduced after Janis and Mann's (1976) studies on how stress affects
decision making. According to this theory, decision making is a conflict situation and people's decision
situations increase their stress levels as a result of this conflict. People apply five different coping
strategies to get rid of conflict situations created by decision situations. These coping strategies are as
follows;

Non-conflict Commitment: The decision maker maintains its current status in a decision making
process and ignores information about the risk situation.

Non-conflict Change: The decision maker accepts the proposed or most noteworthy situation
change uncritically while making decisions and adapts to change.

Defensive Avoidance: The decision maker postpones the decision situation due to the conflict
related to the decision making, puts responsibility for the decision to another, avoids pretensions such
as creating excuses.

Hyperalertness: The decision maker looks for a way out of his dilemma and restlessness in an
anxious way. The decision maker cannot evaluate the options appropriately and carefully, and makes an
urgent decision to try to get rid of the situation.

Prudential Selectivity: The decision-maker carefully collects information about the decision
situation, examines the information in an unbiased manner and decides by carefully evaluating the
alternatives.

Even though the first two strategies are sometimes feasible for saving time, reducing effort and
decreasing emotional wear in routine or insignificant decision situations, they are often inadequate in
situations where the individual will make important decisions. Similarly, although defensive avoidance
and hyperalertness may be appropriate to be used in these decision making situations, they decrease a
person’ chances of reducing their serious losses. Although prudential selectivity is not applicable in quick
decision making situations, it is usually the strategy that leads the individual to the best decision. Except
prudent selectivity, other strategies are ineffective for decision making (Janis and Mann, 1976). Conflict
theory states that there are three conditions that determine the coping strategy to be used in decision-
making. These situations are “awareness of the risk situation, the hope of finding a better solution and
the existence of sufficient time to decide” (Janis and Mann, 1976).
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Self-Regulation Model

The Self-Regulation Model was developed by Byrnes (1998) due to the limitations of the available
decision-making models. Byrnes stated that there is a need for a developmental decision making model
that can explain the decision making behavior of a large scale population such as children, adolescents
and adults. Byrnes indicates that the existing models are deficient and they were designed to explain
only certain types of decisions (e.g. gambling) or certain phenomena (e.g., Containment effect: creating
different effects in the decision maker according to the way of presentation). Byrnes states that
academics are more interested in questions about the irrational decisions of adult decision makers,
neglecting the questions such as whether decision making skills develop with age and how successful
people make decisions. Byrnes points out that there is a third possibility (both creative and normative
and descriptive), by stating that an opposition has been established between unrealistic normative
decision making theories in the field (that explain what people say what they should do, which is never
done by people when making a decision) and descriptive or behavioral decision-making theories
(Byrnes, 2005). The assumptions that are the basis of the Self-Regulation Model are as follows;

Human behavior occurs in its context. Byrnes declares that human behaviors occur or are shaped
in its context, that behavior is context-specific, and that people may exhibit similar behaviors in similar
contexts. Unlike the hypothesis claiming that the behavior occur in context cannot be tested, it is stated
that the derived assumption, which says that people exhibit similar behaviors in repetitive contexts
(scenarios or role plays), is more testable.

Human behavior is goal-oriented and intentional. People set goals to change context and act in
line with these goals.

Contexts are full of uncertainties. People often find themselves in situations where they cannot
be sure what they are in, they cannot know what to do or cannot predict the behavior they are doing.

When individuals make decisions, they set goals, select one or more options to accomplish the
goal, evaluate their options, and apply the option that best suits their goal. It should be noted that
individuals may not always practice these four stages in a complete or sequential manner, or may not be
conscious, analytical, or rational in the decision-making process (Byrnes, 2005). The Self-Regulatory
Model utters that individual’s existing knowledge, values and capacity are effective in the decisions. This
may affect the decision-making quality of the individual if the individual does not have sufficient
knowledge of the subject he/she wants to make a decision, or if the individual fails to analyze the mess
of options he/she has (Byrnes, 2005).

The development of thinking processes and skills is an issue to be considered. Brain related
studies and the research of psychologists on learning-thinking display that thinking can be learned and
developed processes (Doganay, 2011). Based on this, it can be said that decision-making, which is one of
the processes and skills of thinking, can be learned and developed. Weller, Moholy, Bossard, and Levin
(2014) suggest that the shortage of decision making at a young age is a predictor of different behavioral
problems (such as making risky decisions) in later life; therefore, children with poor decision-making
skills should be helped to develop decision making skills. Eccles, Lord and Buchanan (1996) affirm that
encouraging the child to take part in family decision making has a positive effect on the child's self-
esteem, self-confidence and development of moral reasoning. In addition, Cenkseven Onder (2012)
state that individuals who make effective decisions and are satisfied with their decisions have high life
satisfaction; therefore, need to make effective decision-making at an early age.

In the United States, the National Council for the Social Studies [NCSS] has published the skills
that students are required to acquire in social science teaching (Johnson, 2010). Decision making skills
are also included in these skills. Emphasizing that decision-making and problem-solving skills are
important in active citizenship education, NCSS (1998) states that 11-year-old children need decision
making skills and this age is an important period in developing decision making skills. In this context, it
can be said that it is important for the students of this age to acquire the decision making skills in
primary schools.
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When examining the literature in Turkey, it has been determined that the designs of studies,
which were conducted to examine decision making skills and the development of these skills, are survey
design (Gologlu, 2009; Gémleksiz and Kan, 2007; Karakas Giinal, 1999; Onciil, 2013; Tekin and Ulas,
2016), and experimental design (Akdas, 2013; Cakmakci, 2009; Kardas, 2013; Koseoglu, 2013; Nicolaou
et al., 2009; Tetik, 2013). The data of these studies were obtained by interviews, rubrics, questionnaires,
achievement tests and a scale. The scale used is not for skill-oriented, but for determining the decision-
making styles of students. The literature presents the need of a valid and reliable assessment instrument
for determining the level of primary education students’ skills in decision-making in Turkey.

The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool for the determining the
decision making skills of fourth grade students. Considering data collection process, it is thought that the
developed scale will contribute to researchers who will work on decision making at the fourth grade
level of primary school who will contribute to the development of skills.

Method

This study is a scale development study. This part includes stages of development of Decision
Making Scale and the features of the participants.

Participants

The study involves 489 fourth grade primary school students from different socio-economic
levels. 306 participants were administered for exploratory factor analysis, but 183 participants for
confirmatory factor analysis. Maximum diversity sampling was applied in order to determine
participants. The exploratory factor analysis consisted of 161 students from the lower socio-economic
level, 173 from the middle socio-economic level and 155 from the upper socio-economic level. For
confirmatory factor analysis, data were collected from 65 students from the lower socio-economic level,
54 from the middle socio-economic level, and 64 from the upper socio-economic level.

Development of The Scale

Compiling experimental decision making studies in the literature, Mincemoyer and Perkins (2003)
identified dimensions and sub-skills of decision making and developed a decision making scale for the
15-24 age group. Table 1 presents dimensions and sub-skills related to the developed scale. These
dimensions and sub-skills were utilized in the development of Decision Making Skills Scale.

Table 1.
Dimensions and Sub-Skills Related to Decision Making Skill

Dimension Sub-skills
1. Definition of . Complete description of the problem
Problem . Reaction to event or situation
. Analytical thinking and interpretation of the situation
. Ability to ask questions about the current situation
. Creative problem solving to help identify the problem

™ QO O T L

2. Creation of
Alternatives

. Ability to question possible options

. Collecting information about options

. Questioning different options / Identifying alternative sources
. Examining the reliability of information about options

o 0 T o

3. Determination
of Possible Risks
and Results

. Identifying the advantages and disadvantages of the decision
. Considering advantages and disadvantages

. Developing criteria to discuss possible solutions

. Predicting results

o O T o

Q

4. Selection of . Making a selection among alternatives
Alternative b. Planning for implementation of the decision
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c. Taking responsibility for the chosen alternative

5. Evaluation a. Observing and interpreting outputs
b. Determining whether the applied decision is worth or determining criteria
for assessing the benefits of decisions
c. Judging whether the decision is worth
d. Recognizing the need to use information for future decisions

Literature was examined based on dimensions and sub-skills of dimensions in Table 1 and a total
of 46-item pool was created by writing 2-3 items for each sub-skill. DeVellis (2014) states that it is useful
to include replacement items that represent the same item in the item testing process when creating
the item pool and that the strong items in the final version of the scale can be selected so others can be
excluded from the scale. The prepared 46 items were classified according to dimensions and sub-skills
mentioned in the table and they were presented to eight faculty members who had expertise in basic
education, educational sciences, and computer and instructional technologies education. Also, brief
theoretical knowledge related to decision making was given in the form. After the expert opinions, the
necessary corrections were made and 3 items that were considered not to represent the relevant skill
were excluded from the pool. Then, 43 items were presented to two fourth grade students separately.
The necessary corrections were done based on feedbacks of the students. Finally, new data were
applied for confirmatory factor analysis.

Data Analysis

SPSS 21 and Lisrel 8.7 programs were used for exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor
analysis respectively. In order to ensure the validity and reliability of the developed scale, scope validity
control, Item Total Correlation of Sub-Upper Groups at 27%, Test-Retest Correlation and Cronbach Alpha
Internal Consistency coefficient were used. The analyzes were performed to determine whether the
data were suitable for multivariate statistical analyzes and the data sets were prepared for analysis.

Findings
Examining construct validity of decision making skills scale: exploratory and confirmatory factor
analysis

In the development stages of the scale, data were collected from 306 students for exploratory
factor analysis and 183 for confirmatory factor analysis. Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) indicate that
samples consisting of over 300 participants are suitable for exploratory factor analysis. Anderson and
Gerbing (1984) state that the samples above 100 are suitable for confirmatory factor analysis in
constructs with three or more items per factor.

Maximum likelihood technique was applied in order to test the construct validity of the scale,
while varimax was used as rotation method. It is recommended to use the maximum likelihood factor
analysis for studies in which confirmatory factor analysis would be used, following exploratory factor
analysis. Considering multivariate Gaussian distribution, maximum likelihood is better. It is more
effective in dealing with problems caused by small samples. It can measure the exact number of factors
by more appropriate tests (Kroonenberg and Lewis, 1982, Akbulut, 2010; Tanaka, 1987).

In the exploratory factor analysis, the slope graph and the eigenvalues of the factors were used
for determining the number of factors. Figure 2 suggests a single factor. While the first component has
an eigenvalue of 13,275, the second component has an eigenvalue of 1,89. It means that the
eigenvalues of the factors indicate a single factor structure.
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In the development process of the scale, 5-dimensional construct, which were related to the
decision-making skill presented in Table 1, was tried; however, a stable construct was not established. In
the next stage, a two-dimensional construct was established and data were collected for confirmatory
factor analysis via this tool. However, a very high correlation value was calculated among the factors in
this two dimensional construct. it was decided on one-dimensional construct since the high correlation
between two dimensions pointed out a singular dimension.

Items with a factor load of .32 and above can be used in the analysis (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2001). Furthermore, Neale and Liebert (1980) and Cathel and Baggaley (1960) state that a lower cut-off
point between .30 and .40 can be used (cited in Tavsancil, 2002). In order to achieve a simple factor
structure, factor load of the item loaded into the factor as the cut-off point needs to be at least .50. A
total of 28 items were excluded from the analysis, including those that did not meet the factor load
acceptance levels and / or were written to measure the same sub-skill. The sample size was considered
to be sufficient with a .92 KMO value. In literature, it is stated that KMO value of .90 and above is
excellent, although it is appropriate to use participants between 5 and 10 times per item (Bryman and
Cramer, 2001; Cokluk, Sekercioglu and Buyukoztirk, 2010; Leech, Barrett and Morgan, 2005). Barlet
sphericity test results (X2(306)= 1799.057 df:171 p<.01) indicate that the data set ensures multivariate
normality. Table 2 displays the results of factor analysis.
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Table 2.
Descriptive Statistics of Factors and Items
= = "
-~ ] [STY]
Factors and Items Y w S o c
c < =) — O ©
. £ L8
S [} =
Factor (a=,891) > =
22.'I detcermme thg positive and negative aspects of the 348 74 68 739
options in my decision.
17. | collect information about my options in my decision. 3,49 ,73 ,65 ,714
27. .I create some rules to examine the options | will 310 91 63 697
decide about
20. | |nves.t|gat'e whethe.r 'the.lnformatlon | have collected 349 72 60 674
about options in my decision is correct.
32. 1 think about how | can apply my decision. 3,57 ,66 ,60 ,668
37. 1 think about how my decision ends up. 3,55 ,67 ,59 ,659
42. | think .hf)w the previous one ended when | make - 354 70 57 645
another decision. 5
18. | investigate if there are other options to decide. g 3,43 ,72 ,55 ,617
28. .I try to predict the results of the options that | will 346 76 53 599
decide.
12. | investigate what options | have to make a decision. 3,56 ,69 ,53 ,597
40. .I fask myself the question Is it worth it that | made this 334 86 52 589
decision?
10. | try different ways to understand what | will decide. 3,37 ,76 ,52 ,587
7. I. examine content of the topic to understand the 349 72 51 575
subject.
9. | ask myself what to decide on. 3,35 ,80 ,49 ,562
2.1 consider the subject in detail. 3,59 ,63 ,47 ,534
Total (a=,891) 40,078

When Table 2 was examined, it was observed that the factor loadings of the 15 items in the
factor range from .53 to .74 and the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was .891. The total
variance explained by the scale was calculated as 40.078. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis
performed to confirm the proposed scale structure were given in Figure 3 and Table 3.
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Figure 3. Path Diagram for Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Table 3 shows the proposed construct according to confirmatory factor analysis. It is the
modification proposal between the 8th and the 6th item with 16.4 points, which makes the highest
decrease in the Chi-Square from the proposed modification suggestions to improve the fit indexes.
While item 6 is about gathering information on the subject to be decided, item 8 is about questioning
the reliability of this collected information. This is considered to be the reason for the modification
proposal between the two items. It was decided to make this modification by taking into consideration
the theoretical basis and the fact that the modification proposal makes a significant contribution to the
chi-square with 1 degree of freedom. Table 3 visualizes the compliance values of the analysis.
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Table 3.
Scale Fit Indices, Acceptance Points and Model Values
Fit Indices  Cutting Points for Acceptance Model Values Sources
P 0.05< p £1.00 .000 -
x’/df y’ /df < 3.0 perfect fit 2.02 (Kline, 2005; Stimer, 2000)
RMSEA RMSEA<.08 good fit .075 (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1993 as
cited in Cokluk et al., 2010)
RMR RMR<.05 perfect fit .030 (Brown, 2006 as cited in Cokluk
et al.,, 2010)
SRMR SRMR<.08 good fit .059 (Brown, 2006 as cited in Cokluk
et al., 2010)
NFI .90 < NFI good fit .93 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001)
NNFI .95 < NNFI perfect fit .96 (Sumer, 2000)
CFI .95 < CFI perfect fit .97 (Sumer, 2000)
GFI .85 < GFl good fit .88 (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1996 as
cited in Yilmaz and Celik, 2009)
AGFI .85 < GFl good fit .85 (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1996 as

cited in Yilmaz and Celik, 2009)

Chi- Square: 179.98; df:89

Table 3 shows the fit indices for the confirmatory factor analysis of the scale. When the fit indices
of the model tested with CFA presented in the table were examined, it was seen that the Chi-square
value (X2(183)= 179.98; df:89 p<.01) is significant. This value is expected to be meaningless, but as the Chi-
square significance value can be affected by the sample size, It is recommended to look at the ratio of
Xz/df (Cheung and Rensvold, 2002; Jéreskog and Sérbom, 1993 as cited in Cokluk et al., 2010). Table 2
shows that ratio of Xz/df is 2.02. This value is within the acceptance limits. When the other fit indices
were examined, it was seen that RMSEA .075, RMR .030, SRMR .059, NFI .93, NNFI .96, CFl .97, GFI .88,
AGFI .85 values were within the acceptance limits. Considering the above values, it can be said that the
proposed model has been verified.

Decision making skills scale: examining validity and reliability

In order to ensure the validity and reliability of the developed scale, scope validity control, Item
Total Correlation of Sub-Upper Groups at 27%, Test-Retest Correlation and Cronbach Alpha Internal
Consistency coefficient were used. Information about these methods was given below.

Content Validity

As mentioned before, in the stage of creating an item pool for the scale, Mincemoyer and Perkins
(2003) used the dimensions and sub-skills they achieved through literature to develop the decision
making scale (15-24 years) and the aforementioned dimensions and sub-skills were given in Table 1.
Table 4 presents items, their dimensions and sub-skills.

Table 4.
Items, Dimensions and Sub-Skills
Dimensions Items and their numbers
and sub-

skills
l.a. 2. | consider the subject in detail
l.c. 7. | examine content of the topic to understand the subject
1.d. 9. | ask myself what to decide on
le. 10. I try different ways to understand what | will decide
2.a. 12. l investigate what options | have to make a decision
2.b. 17. | collect information about my options in my decision
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2.c. 18. l investigate if there are other options to decide

2.d. 20. | investigate whether the information | have collected about options in my
decision is correct

3.a. 22. | determine the positive and negative aspects of the options in my decision.

3.c. 27. | create some rules to examine the options | will decide about

3.d. 28. | try to predict the results of the options that | will decide

4.b. 32. I think about how I can apply my decision

5.a. 37. 1 think about how my decision ends up

5.c. 40. | ask myself the question Is it worth it that | made this decision?

5.d. 42. 1 think how the previous one ended when | make another decision

According to Table 4, it can be said that all the sub-skills (except 1.b., 3.b., 4.a., 4.c. and 5.b.) were
represented except in the scale. Although more than one item was written to represent all sub-skills
while creating an item pool, no item representing the mentioned skills was able to meet the threshold
load level; therefore, not included in the scale. It is thought that the developmental characteristics of
the age group in decision making are effective for the emergence of this situation. As a result, it can be
uttered that the scale has high content validity.

T-test and item-total correlation for Sub-Upper Groups at 27%

In order to determine the validity of the scale, item total correlations were examined and
unrelated t-test was used for sub-upper scores at 27% (see Table 5).

Table 5.
Unrelated t-test Results Between Item Total Correlations and Sub-Upper Scores At 27%
Item No Item- Total Correlation t (upper %27-sub %27)
2 .55 .734*
7 .55 1.00*
9 .48 1.11*
10 .54 1.17*
12 .51 .897*
17 .67 1.35%
18 .53 1.04*
20 .55 1.06*
22 .64 1.12*
27 .56 1.16*
28 .55 1.29*
32 .52 .784*
37 .52 .877*
40 .55 1.20*
42 .62 1.12*
¥ p<.001

Table 5 shows that item-total correlation values ranged from .48 to .67 and t value was significant
(p <.001). Based on these results, it is possible to say that the items in the scale have high validity, that
they can distinguish the students in terms of the assumed features, and that they are items to measure
the same behavior.

Test-retest correlation and Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient

Two methods were used to determine the reliability of the scale. The first is the test-retest
correlation, which is calculated to test the stability of the scale scores against time, and the second one
is the Cronbach Alpha coefficient, which is calculated to examine the internal consistency. For the test-
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retest reliability, the scale was applied to 55 fourth grade students who were not included in the study
sample, with an interval of 20 days, and Pearson Correlation was examined. The ideal time interval for
test-retest measurement it between 15-30 days (Seger, 2015). As a result of analysis, Pearson
Correlation was calculated as .79 (p <.001). Pearson's correlation coefficient between 0.70-0.100 is
interpreted as high correlation (Blytikoztirk, 2010). Based on this finding, it can be concluded that the
scale is highly stable against time. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient, which was calculated for the internal
consistency of the scale, was .89. This finding shows that the internal consistency of the scale is high.

The developed scale consists of 15 items in the four-point Likert type (never, sometimes, usually,
always) and the score interval ranges between 15 and 60. Devellis (2014) states that reverse item
(negative item) has more negative effects compared to the positive effects, and that it is better not to
use the reverse item (negative item) in scale development studies. In addition, considering the age of
the study sample, it was decided not to put any reverse item (negative item) in the scale.

Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions

Considering the validity and reliability findings of the developed scale, it can be said that the scale
serves to measure the property to be measured, that it is distinctive in terms of the measured feature,
and that it has high determination against time. The study of Mincemoyer and Perkins (2003), which
make a comprehensive definition of decision making, was used as a base during the development
process of the scale. Taking into account the dimension and sub-skills achieved by the aforementioned
study, items and replacement items were written and the content validity was subject to expert opinion.
Nevertheless, no items representing 1.b., 3.b., 4.a., 4.c. and 5.b. sub-skills could meet the threshold load
level; therefore, not included in the scale. This situation can be considered as the limitation of the scale,
or this may be thought to be due to the developmental characteristics of the age group in decision-
making; it may also be considered that the articles related to these sub-skills do not work in the
mentioned age group. While the study of Mincemoyer and Perkins (2003) included 15-24 age group, this
study involved 11 age group. Research on the development of decision-making in children state that
evaluations on the collection of information about the option and the elimination of the option develop
with age, that there were difficulties in eliminating and deciding on the options at an early age, and that
older children can more easily remember the previous information about the option (Davidson, 19913,
1991b; Day, 1975; Miller and Weiss, 1981; Vurpillot, 1968). In their studies, Crone and Van Der Molen
(2007) note that children experience difficulties in predicting the possible consequences of their choices
and that these skills continue to develop from childhood to adolescence. n the interviews in Sever's
(2018) study, teachers stated that students had a tendency to decide on their own places, avoided
making decisions, and that families did not give responsibility to their children for decision-making.
These findings may explain why these sub-skills were not represented in the scale.

The criterion validity analysis could not be performed in this study since there was no equivalent
scale in the literature and there was no possibility of estimation. However, it can be said that the
developed scale gives conclusions consistent with the other measurement tools that Sever (2018)
developed and used in his doctoral thesis. One of the mentioned measurement tools is the decision-
making activity based on case-based criteria that examines students' decision rules and practice skills.
The other is a measurement tool that examines skills such as being aware of the decision situation and
possible options, creating alternatives, and predicting the possible consequences of the elections.

The developed scale is for fourth graders with the age of 11. Further studies can be conducted to
examine the validity and reliability of the scale on the younger age groups at the primary school level.
Regarding the Turkish scale development studies in the field of educational sciences, it is observed that
the scales were generally completed with a single data collection process and studies had limited
dimensions. Considering that scale development studies are long-term evolutionary studies, it can be
said that the current studies, including this study, have an important limitation. In this regard, especially
multi-dimensional measurement tools such as test battery developed in the field of psychology can be
taken as an example.

675



Isiner SEVER & Ali ERSOY — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(1), 2019, 662-692

Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Gunumuzde mevcut bilgi birikimini depolayan ve onlari anlamaya galisan bireyler yerine, bilgiyi
amaglari dogrultusunda isleyerek yeni bilgiler Uretebilen ve bu bilgileri yasaminda etkili olarak
kullanabilen bireylerin yetistiriimesi amaglanmaktadir (Doganay ve Sari, 2012). Bu amacin
gerceklestirilmesi icin lzerinde durulmasi gereken temel nokta; disinen ve sorgulayan bireylerin
yetistirilebilmesidir. Cuceloglu (1998, s. 127) diusinmeyi; “icinde bulunulan durumu anlayabilmek
amaciyla yapilan aktif, amaca yonelik organize zihinsel siregler” olarak tanimlamaktadir. Ancak
diusinme, her zaman organize ve amach olmayabilmektedir. Dewey (1933) distinmeyi; “bilincin bir
akisi”, “fikirlerin kafamizdaki kontrol edilemez kosusturmacasi” olarak betimlemekte (Akt. Moseley vd.,
2005, s. 10); diistinceyi ise “aklimizdan gelip gecen her sey” (Dewey, 1910, s. 1) olarak tanimlamaktadir.
Daslinme Fisher’a (1995) gore; fikir Gretme ve muhakeme etmenin bir arada kullanildigi, zihnin elestirel
ve vyaraticl yansimalaridir. Dislinme; ¢6zimleme, problem ¢6zme, karar verme ya da usavurmaya
yardimci olan bitlin zihinsel siiregleri icerir. Temelde bu etkinlik bilingli olmasina ragmen, bilingdisi
sireglerden bagimsiz degildir. Bireysel ve kisiye 6zglidiir ancak, dis diinyadan ayri tutulamaz. Sosyal
baglam icerisinde yer alir, kulltur ve igerisinde bulunulan ¢evreden etkilenir, sekillenir.

Bu tanimlardan yola gikarak disinmenin temel olarak; zihinde canlanan her sey oldugu, ancak
6zelde amaca yonelik ve orgitli, zihnin elestirel ve yansitici yansimalarini iceren, ¢ézimleme, problem
¢6zme, karar verme ya da usavurmaya yardimci olan bitln zihinsel siregleri iceren bir etkinlik oldugu
sdylenebilir. Bununla birlikte disinmenin bilingdisi siireglerden bagimsiz olmayan, kisiye 6zgi olmasina
ragmen sosyal baglam ile etkilesim icerisinde bir yapiya sahip oldugunun da altinin gizilmesi
gerekmektedir.

Egitsel baglamda incelendiginde disiinmeye iliskin tanimlarda; hatirlama, kavram olusturma,
planlama, durumlari hayal etme, muhakeme, problem ¢ézme, gorisleri dikkate alma, karar verme ve
yarglya varma, yeni bakis acilari gelistirme gibi bilingli ve amaca yonelik etkinliklerin 6n plana c¢iktigi
soylenebilir (Moseley, vd., 2005). Egitimin amaclarinin gerceklestirilmesinde, disinmenin egitsel
tanimlarinda yer alan gostergelerin birer beceri olarak ele alindigi ve bu becerilerin (izerinde 6nemle
duruldugu soylenebilir.

Karar vermeye iliskin disinme sirecleri, diger dislinme siiregleriyle yakindan iliskilidir. Karar
verme sirecinde problem ¢6zme, arastirma-inceleme, elestirel ve yaratici diisiinme sireglerinin ortak
olarak ise kosuldugu séylenebilir (Doganay, 2011; Marzano vd., 1988; Presseisen, 1985). Karar verme;
birden fazla distinme sirecini icerisinde barindiran karmasik bir strectir. Alanyazinda karar vermeye
iliskin tanimlanmis asamalar birbirinden kiguk farkliliklarla ayrilmasina ragmen bu asamalar bitinsel
olarak ortak gostergelere isaret etmektedir. Karar verme becerisi Sosyal Bilgiler Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nda asagidaki gosterge ve asamalar ile tanimlanmustir (Milli Egitim Bakanhgi, [MEB], 2008 s.5):

1. Sorunun farkina varma

Sorunu tespit edebilme ve tanima

Sorunun ¢6ziimi icin hipotez ileri sirme

Sorunun ¢6ziimii icin veri toplama, dizenleme ve degerlendirme
Hipotezi test etme

Cozlim yollarini 6grenme

Cozlim yollarindan uygun olanina karar verip, uygulamaya koyma
Cozimi degerlendirme

N AW

Alanyazinda karar vermeye iliskin 20’den fazla teori ortaya konmustur. Bu teoriler; normatif-
rasyonel karar teorileri, betimsel karar teorileri, hem rasyonel hem betimsel karar teorileri ve gelisimsel
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karar teorisi olarak dort baslik altinda siniflandiriimaktadir (Colakkadioglu, 2010). Ele alinan teoriler
gorsellestirilerek Sekil 1’de verilmistir.

Karar Teorileri
|
| 1 | | | |
Rasyonel Karar Betimsel Karar Hem Rasyonel Hem Gelisimsel Karar
Teorisi Teorileri Betimsel Karar Teorisi Teorisi
Olasilik
Teorisi Catigma Teorisi
BeKlenen Kazang Oz Dizenleme
Teorisi Pismanlik Modeli
Teorisi

Sosyal Karar
Teorisi

Sekil 1. Karar Teorileri

Normatif karar teorileri kararlarin nasil verilmesi gerektigini aciklayan teoriler iken; betimsel karar
teorileri kararlarin pratikte nasil verildigini agiklayan teorilerdir (Hansson, 2005). Normatif karar teorileri,
kararlarin rasyonel cercevede nasil verilmesi gerektigine iliskin agiklamalarda bulunur. Ancak burada
karari verici konumunda olan insan faktérii goéz ardi edilir. Betimsel karar teorileri, normatif karar
teorilerine bu konuda elestiri getirir. Karar verici konumunda olan insanin; her zaman mantik
cercevesinde kararlar veremeyecegini, baglamin verilen kararda énemli oldugunu savunur ve insanlarin
nasil karar verdigini betimlemeye calisir. Hem betimsel hem de normatif karar teorileri ise; diger iki
kategorideki teoriler lzerine temellenerek, karar verme davranislarini agiklamaya ¢aligmaktadir. Son
olarak gelisimsel karar teorisi (Oz Diizenleme Modeli); diger teorilerin, yetiskinlerin irrasyonel kararlarina
iliskin sorularla daha ¢ok ilgilendigini, karar verme becerisinin yasla birlikte gelisip gelismedigi ve basaril
insanlarin nasil karar verdikleri sorularinin ihmal edildigini belirtmekte ve bu sorulara cevap aramaktadir.

Beklenen Kazang Teorisi

Beklenen Kazang Teorisi, Von Neumann ve Morgenstern (1947) tarafindan normatif davranis
teorisi olarak gelistirilmistir. Teori; rasyonel karar vermeyi aciklamaya yardimci olacak bir dizi énerme
saglamayi amaclamaktadir. Plous (1993) bu 6nermeleri su bicimde agiklamaktadir;

Alternatifleri Siralama: Oncelikle, rasyonel karar verici en az iki alternatifi karsilastirabilmelidir.
Karar verici ya birini digerine tercih etmeli ya da kayitsiz kalmahdir.

Baskinhk: Karar verici, diger stratejiler tarafindan baskilanmis stratejiyi asla benimsememelidir.
Bir strateji digeri ile karsilastirildiginda her yonden daha iyiyse gliclii derecede baskindir. Ayni strateji
digerlerine nazaran tek bir yonden bile kotliyse zayif derecede baskindir. Teoriye gére karar verici tek
yonden bile koti olan stratejiyi tercih etmemelidir.

iptal: ki alternatif {izerinde yapilacak secimde; alternatiflerin birbirleriyle ayni olan sonuclari
degil, farklilik gdsterecek sonuglari dikkate alinmalidir. iki secenegin ayni sonuclari karar verirken goz
ardi edilmelidir.

Gegislilik: Rasyonel karar verici A'nin ciktilarini B’ye, B'nin giktilarini C'ye tercih ediyorsa, A’'nin
ciktilarini da C'ye tercih etmelidir.

Devamlilik: Karar verici en iyi (kazanma) ve en koétii (kaybetme) secenekler dizisinin bir arada
oldugu bir yelpazede orta yolu tercih etmelidir.

Degismezlik: Degismezlik kuralina gore karar verici, alternatiflerin sunulus biciminden
etkilenmemelidir. Ornek olarak karar verici, her asamasinda %50 kazanma sansi oldugu ve iki asamada
da basari saglandiginda 100$ kazang getiren bir sans oyununu; tek asamada %25 olasilikla 100$ kazanma
sansinin oldugu baska bir sans oyununa degismemelidir.
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Teori, karar vericilerin yukarida s6zii edilen ilkeleri ihlal ettigi durumlarda maksimum kazancin
saglanamadigini matematiksel olarak ispatlamaktadir (Plous, 1993). Beklenen Kazang Teorisi normatif bir
teoridir ve karar vermede kazancin maksimizasyonunun nasil saglanacagi konusunda yol gosterir. Teori,
karar vericinin mantikli ve tutarh oldugu varsayimindan yola ¢ikmaktadir. Ancak karar verici her durumda
olasiliklari hesaplayamayabilir veya durumlar olasiliga indirgenemeyecek kadar karmasik olabilir (Baron,
1993; Plous, 1993).

Olasilik Teorisi

Olasilik Teorisi Kahneman ve Tversky (1979) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Teori ©zetle; karar
probleminin sunulug bicimindeki 6nemsiz gibi goriinen degisikliklerin, tercihler Uzerinde belirgin
farkliliklar yarattigini ifade etmektedir. Olasilik Teorisi, Beklenen Kazang Teorisi'nden birkag 6nemli
noktada farkhlasmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki Olasilik Teorisi'nde “kazang” yerine “deger” kavraminin
kullanilmis olmasidir. Kazang tek yonll olup yalnizca kazanmayi ifade ederken; deger cift yonli olup,
kazanma ve kaybetmeyi ifade etmektedir (Plous, 1993). Dolayisiyla buradaki deger fonksiyonu
asimetriktir. Bu asimetri kazancg ve kayip durumlarina verilen degerin farkh oldugu anlamina gelmektedir.
Yani 500$’lk bir kayip, 5005’lik bir kazangtan daha buyik bir etki yaratmaktadir. Beklenen kazang
teorisinin aksine olasilik teorisi; tercihlerin problemin nasil gergevelendigine bagl oldugunu
soylemektedir. Eger referans noktasi bir kazang olarak tanimlanirsa karar verici riskten kaginan bir tutum
icine girmektedir. Diger taraftan referans noktasi bir kayip durumu olarak tanimlandiginda karar verici
risk almaya agik bir tutum takinmaktadir (Plous, 1993; Tversky ve Kahneman, 1981). Teorinin daha iyi
aciklanabilmesi amaciyla Tversky ve Kahneman’in (1981) yarattigi problem durumlari verilmistir (Plous,
1993). Problemlerde karar vericilerden, segeneklerden birisini segmeleri istenmistir.

Problem 1.

A. %50 olasilikla 1000S$ kazanmak

B. Kesin olarak 500$ kazanmak

Sorunun yoneltildigi katilimcilarin %84l B segenegini tercih etmislerdir.
Problem 2.

A. %50 olasilikla 1000S kaybetmek

B. Kesin olarak 5005 kaybetmek

Sorunun yoneltildigi katilimcilarin %70’i A segenegini tercih etmistir.

Verilen problemlerdeki segenekler sayisal olarak birbirlerine esit olmasina ragmen sorularin
sorulus bigcimi farkli segimlere sebep olmaktadir. Karar vericiler kazang konusunda riskten kaginirken,
kayip konusunda risk alan bir tavir sergilemistir. Olasilik Teorisi’'ni, Beklenen Kazang Teorisi’'nden ayiran
bir diger konu; tercihlerin bir “karar agirligi fonksiyonuna” dayali olarak sekillendigini ve bu karar agirhgi
fonksiyonunun olasiliklara paralel olarak birebir degisim gostermeyecegini; kararin, olasihigin dizeyine,
kazanca ve kayba konu olan duruma gore de degisebilecegini belirtmesidir. (Plous,1993; Tversky ve
Kahneman, 1981).

Pismanlik Teorisi

Pismanlik Teorisi karar vericilerin beklenen kazang ve olasilik teorilerindeki gibi; bir alternatif igin
toplam bir degere ulasmada olasiliklari ve giktilari basit olarak birlestirmediklerini ileri sirer. Karar
vericiler verilen kararin sonucuna gore seving veya pismanlik duyarlar ve bu seving ve pismanlik
duygularini karar verecekleri durumlarda dikkate alirlar. Pismanlik Teorisi insanlarin, karar vermeden
o6nce her bir alternatifin kendilerine ne kadar seving, ne kadar pismanlik yasatacagini gbz onilinde
bulundurduklarini belirtir (Larrick, 1993; Plous, 1993). Pismanlik teorisi karar durumuna ulasirken
insanlarin bu duygu durumlarini gz 6nlinde bulundurdugunu belirtmektedir. Teorinin altinda yatan
temel varsayim; karar sonuglari arasindaki farkin biytdikege, daha fazla pismanlik yarattigidir (Larrick,
1993). Pismanlik Teorisi; Olasilik Teorisi’'ndeki riskten kaginma davranisina, pismanhk faktérini ekler
(Plous, 1993).
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Sosyal Karar Teorisi

1960’lar ve 1970’ler boyunca gelisim gosteren Sosyal Karar Teorisi; karar vermeye ekolojik
baglamda bir metodoloji ve bakig agisi sunmak amaciyla ortaya konulmustur. Sosyal Karar Teorisi
Brunswik’in Olasiliksal Fonksiyonalizm’ine dayanir (Cooksey, 1996). Fonksiyonalizm, bir organizmanin
davraniglarini anlamak igin, organizmanin iginde var oldugu ekolojiyi anlamasi gerektigini savunur
(Doherty ve Kurz, 1996). Hammond, Stewart, Brehmer ve Steinmann (1975) Sosyal Karar Teorisi’'nin
kuramsal, metodolojik ve pratik uygulamalarini dikkate alarak Brunswik’in Olasiliksal Fonksiyonalizm’ine
ve karar vermeye iliskin ilkelerine kapsamli agiklamalar getirmistir (Cooksey, 1996). Sosyal Karar Teorisi;
karar vermeyle ilgili kurallari ortaya koymaktan ziyade, karar siireglerini betimleme amaci tagimaktadir.
Sosyal karar teorisyenleri insanlarin karar vermelerine, bilissel yardimcilar yaratmayir amaglamaktadir.
Teorisyenler karar vermeyi anlamanin yaninda, karar vermenin nasil gelistirilebileceginin de yollarini
aramaktadirlar (Hammond, vd., 1975). Sosyal Karar Teorisi, bireyin karar verirken ¢cevreden gelen bilgi ve
ipuclarini degerlendirdigini belirtir (Cooksey, 1996). Bu slrecte cevreden gelen ipuclari, gelecekteki
olaylarin gerceklesme ihtimalleri hakkinda bilgiler verir. Bireyler bu ipuglarini gevrelerini anlamlandirmak
icin kullanirlar. ipuglarini etkili kullanan bireyler, karar vermede daha basarili olurlar. Fakat teori,
insanlarin kendi olusturduklari ipuglarina neden énem verdiklerini, ipucu kullaniminda ve tutarhlkta
neden bireysel farkliliklarin oldugunu, insanlarin segenekleri nasil olusturduklarini ve neden bazi
insanlarin bazi ipuglarina digerlerinden daha fazla 6nem verdiklerini agiklayamamaktadir (Byrnes, 1998).

Catisma Teorisi

Catisma Teorisi Janis ve Mann’in (1976), stresin karar vermeyi nasil etkiledigine iliskin yaptiklari
calismalarindan sonra ortaya konmustur. Teori; karar vermenin bir ¢atisma durumu oldugunu ve
insanlarin karar durumlarinda, bu ¢atisma kaynakli olarak stres diizeylerinin arttigini ileri siirer. insanlar
karar durumlarinin yarattigi catisma durumlarindan kurtulmak icin bes farkli basa ¢ikma stratejisine
basvururlar. Bu basa ¢ikma stratejileri sunlardir;

Catismasiz Baglihk: Karar vericinin; bir karar verme durumunda mevcut durumunu korumasi, risk
durumu ile ilgili bilgileri gormezden gelmesidir.

Catismasiz Degisim: Karar vericinin karar durumunda; elestirellikten uzak bicimde, 6nerilen veya
en dikkat ¢ekici olan durum degisikligini kabul etmesi ve degisiklige uyum saglamasidir.

Savunmaci Kaginma: Karar vericinin, karar verme ile ilgili catismadan; karar durumunu erteleme,
karar sorumlulugunu baskasina yiikleme, bahaneler yaratma gibi davranislarla kaginmasidir.

Asirt Uyarilmislik: Karar verici telagh bir bicimde kendisini, bulundugu ikilemden ve huzursuzluk
durumundan c¢ikartacak bir yol arar. Karar verici segenekleri uygun ve dikkatli bir sekilde
degerlendiremez, acil bir karar verip bulundugu durumdan kurtulmaya c¢alsir.

intiyath Secicilik: Burada karar verici; karar durumuyla ilgili titizlikle bilgi toplar, bilgileri tarafsiz bir
sekilde inceler ve alternatifleri dikkatli bir sekilde degerlendirerek karar verir.

Buradaki ilk iki strateji, rutin ya da 6nemsiz karar durumlarinda; zamandan kazanma, az ¢aba
harcama ve duygusal yipranmay! azaltmada zaman zaman uygulanabilir olsa da, bireyin dnemli kararlar
alacagi durumlarda genellikle yetersiz kalir. Benzer bigcimde savunmaci kaginma ve asiri uyarilmishk da bu
karar durumlarinda kullanilmaya uygun olabilse de kisinin ciddi kayiplarini azaltma sansini
diisirmektedir. ihtiyath secicilik ise hizli karar verme durumlarinda uygulanabilir olmasa da genellikle
bireyi en iyi karara gétiiren stratejidir. ihtiyatl segicilik disindaki diger stratejiler karar vermede etkisiz
stratejilerdir (Janis ve Mann, 1976). Catisma teorisi, karar verme durumunda kullanilacak olan basa
cikma stratejisini belirleyen (¢ durumun oldugunu belirtir. Bu durumlar; “icinde bulunulan risk
durumunun farkinda olma, daha iyi bir ¢6zim yolu bulma umudu ve karar vermek igin yeterli slirenin
varligi”dir (Janis ve Mann, 1976).

0z Diizenleme Modeli

Oz Diizenleme Modeli, Byrnes (1998) tarafindan var olan karar verme modellerinin
sinirhiliklarindan dolayi gelistirilmistir. Byrnes; cocuklar, ergenler ve yetiskinler gibi genis 6lgekteki bir
kitlenin karar verme davranisini aciklayabilecek gelisimsel bir karar verme modeline ihtiyacin oldugunu
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belirtmistir. Mevcut modellerin; gelisimsel boyutunun eksik oldugunun, sadece bazi tiir kararlari (6rn.
Kumar oynama) ya da belli fenomenleri (6rn. Cevreleme efekti: durumun sunus bigimine goére karar
vericide farkl etkiler yaratmasi) agiklamak tizere tasarlandiginin altini gizmistir. Byrnes, akademisyenlerin
yetiskin karar vericilerin irrasyonel kararlarina iliskin sorularla daha c¢ok ilgilendiklerini, karar verme
becerisinin yasla birlikte gelisip gelismedigi ve basarili insanlarin nasil karar verdikleri sorularini ihmal
ettiklerini belirtmektedir. Bununla birlikte Byrnes, alanda gercek¢i olmayan normatif karar verme
teorileri (insanlarin ne yapmalar gerektigini sdyleyen ama insanlarin karar verirken higcbir zaman
yapmadigi) ile betimsel ya da davranissal karar verme teorilerinin arasinda bir karsithgin kuruldugunu
belirterek tglincu bir olasihgin oldugunu (hem yaratici hem normatif hem de betimsel) belirtmektedir
(Byrnes, 2005). Oz Diizenleme Modeli’nin temelinde olan varsayimlari su sekilde siralanmaktadir;

insan davranisi, ba§laminda ortaya ¢ikar. Byrnes; insan davranislarinin bulundugu baglamda
ortaya ciktigini veya sekillendigini, davranisin baglama 6zgl oldugunu ve insanlarin benzer baglamlarda
benzer davranislar sergileyebilecegini belirtmektedir. Bununla birlikte baglamda ortaya ¢ikan davranisin
test edilebilir olmadigini sdyleyen varsayima karsin; yinelenen baglamda (senaryolar veya rol oynama)
insanlarin benzer davranislar sergiledigini séyleyen tiiretilmis varsayimin daha test edilebilir oldugunu
eklemektedir.

insan davranisi amaca yénelik ve kasithdir. insanlar baglami degistirmek icin hedefler belirlerler
ve bu hedefler dogrultusunda hareket ederler.

Baglamlar belirsizliklerle doludur. insanlar kendilerini siklikla; nasil bir durumun iginde
olduklarindan emin olamadiklari, ne yapacaklarini bilemedikleri ya da ediminde bulunacaklari davranisin
sonucunu kestiremedikleri durumlarin iginde bulurlar.

Bireyler karar verirken; hedef belirler, hedefi gergeklestirmek icin bir ya da daha fazla segcenek
belirler, segeneklerini degerlendirir ve hedefi gergeklestirmek icin kendilerine en uygun gelen segenegi
uygularlar. Sunu da belirtmek gerekir ki; bireyler karar verirken her zaman bu dort asamayi eksiksiz veya
sirastyla uygulamayabilirler ya da karar verme siirecinde bilingli, analitik veya rasyonel olmayabilirler
(Byrnes, 2005). Oz Diizenleme Modeli verilen kararlarda; bireyin mevcut bilgisinin, sahip oldugu
degerlerin ve kapasitesinin etkili oldugunu soyler. Birey karar vermek istedigi konuda yeterli bilgiye sahip
degilse veya birey 6nindeki secenekler yiginini analiz etmede yetersiz kaliyorsa bu durum bireyin karar
verme niteligini etkileyebilir (Byrnes, 2005).

Dislinme sireg ve becerilerinin gelistirilmesi tzerine distnllmesi gereken bir konudur. Beyin
lzerine yapilan galismalar ve psikologlarin 6grenme-disiinme konusundaki arastirmalari, diisinmenin
Ogrenilebilir ve gelistirilebilir stiregler oldugunu géstermektedir (Doganay, 2011). Buradan yola ¢ikarak;
diisinme sire¢ ve becerilerinden biri olan karar vermenin de 6grenilebilir ve gelistirilebilir oldugu
soylenebilir. Weller, Moholy, Bossard ve Levin (2014), kigik yaslardaki karar verme becerisindeki
yetersizligin, hayatin sonraki dénemlerinde farkli davranis problemlerinin (riskli kararlar alma gibi)
habercisi oldugunu; bu nedenle zayif karar verme becerisine sahip ¢ocuklara, karar verme becerisini
gelistirmelerinde yardimci olunmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Eccles, Lord ve Buchanan (1996),
cocugun ailevi kararlarda rol almasina tesvik edilmesinin; ¢ocugun Ozsaygi, 6zgliven ve ahlaki
muhakemenin gelisimine olumlu etkileri oldugunu sdylemektedir. Bununla birlikte Cenkseven Onder
(2012), etkili karar veren ve kararlarindan memnun olan bireylerin yliksek yasam doyumuna sahip
oldugunu belirtmekte, bu sebeple etkili karar verme becerisinin kiclk yaslarda kazandiriimasinin
gereklili§inden s6z etmektedir.

Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Ulusal Sosyal Bilgiler Konseyi - National Council for the Social Studies
[NCSS], sosyal bilgiler 6gretiminde 6grencilerin kazanmalarinin gerekli oldugunu belirttigi becerileri
yayimlamistir (Johnson, 2010). Karar verme becerisi de bu beceriler arasinda yer almaktadir. NCSS
(1998), karar verme ve problem ¢dézme becerilerinin etkin vatandaslk egitiminde énemli oldugunun
altini ¢cizmekle birlikte, 11 yas ¢ocuklarinin karar verme becerisine ihtiya¢ duydugunu ve bu yasin karar
verme becerisinin gelistiriimesinde 6nemli bir donem oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bu baglamda, bu yas
grubu 6grencilerinin ilkokullarda karar verme becerisini edinmesinin 6nemli oldugu séylenebilir.

680



Isiner SEVER & Ali ERSOY — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(1), 2019, 662-692

Tirkiye'deki alanyazin incelendiginde karar verme becerisi ve bu becerinin gelistiriimesine iliskin
yapilan calismalarin tarama tiriinde (Gologlu, 2009; Gomleksiz ve Kan, 2007; Karakas Gunal, 1999;
Onciil, 2013; Tekin ve Ulas, 2016), deneysel desende (Akdas, 2013; Cakmakgi, 2009; Kardas, 2013;
K6éseoglu, 2013; Nicolaou vd., 2009; Tetik, 2013) oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu c¢alismalarin verileri
gorusmeler, rubrik, anketler, basari testleri ve bir 6lgek ile elde edilmistir. Kullanilan bu 6lcek ise beceri
odakli degil, 6grencilerinin karar verme stillerinin belirlenmesine yoneliktir. Yapilan alanyazin incelemesi
Tirkiye'de ilkokul dizeyinde 6grencilerin karar verme becerilerinin belirlenmesine yonelik gegerlik ve
givenirlik calismalari yapilmis bir 6lgme aracina ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu géstermektedir.

Bu calisma ile dordiinci sinif 6grencilerinin karar verme becerilerinin belirlenmesine yonelik,
gecerli ve guvenilir bir 6lgme aracinin gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. Gelistirilen 6lgegin; ilkokul dérdiinci
sinif diizeyinde karar verme konusunda ¢alisma yapacak, becerinin gelistiriimesine katkida bulunacak
olan arastirmacilara, veri toplama konusunda katki saglayacagi distiniilmektedir.

Yontem
Metot

Bu arastirma bir dlgek gelistirme calismasidir. Bu béliimde, Karar Verme Becerisi Olgegi’nin
gelistirilme ¢alismasinin agamalarina ve ¢alismada yer alan katilimcilarin 6zelliklerine yer verilmistir.

Katilimcilar

Calismaya Eskisehir ilinde farkh sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden toplam 489 ilkokul dérdiinci sinif
ogrencisi katilmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizi icin 306, dogrulayici faktér analizi icin 183 katimciya
ulasilmistir.  Calismaya katilan 6grencilerin  belirlenmesinde amacgli o6rnekleme yodntemlerinden
maksimum cesitlilik 6rnekleme kullanilmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizi igin; alt sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden
161, orta sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden 173 ve Ust sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden 155 6grenci secilmistir.
Dogrulayici faktor analizi icin ise alt sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden 65, orta sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden 54,
list sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden 64 6grenciden veri toplanmistir.

Olgegin Gelistirilmesi

Mincemoyer ve Perkins (2003) alanyazindaki deneysel karar verme galismalarini derleyerek, karar
vermeye iliskin boyut ve alt becerilere ulasmis ve 15-24 yas grubu icin karar verme becerisi 6lgegi
gelistirmislerdir. Gelistirilen Olcege iliskin boyut ve alt beceriler Tablo 1’de verilmistir. Karar Verme
Becerisi Olgegi’nin gelistirilmesi siirecinde bu boyut ve alt becerilerden yararlanilmistir.

Tablo 1.
Karar verme becerisine iliskin boyutlar ve alt beceriler
Boyut Alt Beceriler
1. Problemin a. Problemin eksiksiz betimlenmesi
Tanimlanmasi b. Olay ya da duruma verilen tepki
c. Analitik distinme ve durumun yorumlanmasi
d. Mevcut durumu aydinlatici soru sorma becerisi
e. Problemi tanimlamaya yardimci olacak yaratici problem ¢ézme
2. Alternatifler a. Olasi secenekleri sorgulama becerisi
Yaratilmasi b. Seceneklerle ilgili bilgi toplama
c. Farkh segenekleri sorgulama/ alternatif kaynaklari tanimlama
d. Segenekler hakkindaki bilginin glivenirligini arastirma
3. Olasi Risk ve a. Kararin avantaj ve dezavantajlarini tanimlama
Sonuglarin b. Avantaj ve dezavantajlari dikkate alma
Belirlenmesi c. Olasi ¢ozlimleri tartisabilecek kriterleri gelistirme
d. Sonuglarla ilgili dngoéride bulunma
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4. Alternatifin a. Alternatifler arasindan bir se¢im yapma
Secilmesi b. Kararin uygulanmasina yonelik planlama
c. Secilen alternatifin sorumlulugunu alma

5. Degerlendirme  a. Ciktilari gozlemleme ve yorumlama
b. Uygulanan karara degip degmedigine ya da kararin yararlarini
degerlendirmeye iliskin kriterler belirleme
c. Karara degip degmedigini yargilama
d. Gelecekteki kararlar igin bilgi kullanma ihtiyacinin farkina varma

Tablo 1’de yer alan boyutlar ve boyutlara ait alt beceriler rehber alinarak alanyazin incelenmis ve
her bir alt beceriye iliskin 2-3 madde yazilarak toplamda 46 maddelik madde havuzu olusturulmustur.
DeVellis (2014) madde havuzu olusturulurken ayni maddeyi temsil eden yedek maddelere madde test
etme sirecinde yer verilmesinin yararh oldugunu, Olcegin nihai formunda, glgli olan madde
versiyonunun secilerek digerlerinin Olgekten cikarilabilecegini ifade etmektedir. Hazirlanan 46 madde
tabloda s6zii edilen boyut ve alt becerilere gore siniflandirilarak temel egitim, egitim bilimleri ve
bilgisayar ve 6gretim teknolojileri egitimi alanlarinda uzmanligi olan sekiz 6gretim Uyesine sunulmustur.
Formda karar vermeye iliskin 6zet kuramsal bilgiye de yer verilmistir. Uzman goriuslerinden sonra
maddelerde gerekli diizeltmeler yapilmis, ilgili beceriyi temsil edemeyecegi kanisina varilan 3 madde
havuzdan cikanlmistir. Sonraki siregte 43 madde ayr ayri iki doérdinci sinif 6grencisine tek tek
sunulmustur. Maddelerden ne anladigi sorulan 6grencilerin donitlerine gére gerekli dizeltmeler
yapiimistir. Olgegin acimlayici ve dogrulayici faktdr analizleri icin ayri ayri asamalarda alana cikilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Calismanin agimlayici faktér analizinde SPSS 21, dogrulayici faktér analizinde Lisrel 8.7
programlarindan yararlanilmistir. Gelistirilen 6lgegin gegerlik ve guvenirliginin saglanmasinda kapsam
gecerligi kontrolii, Alt-Ust %27’lik Gruplar Madde Toplam Korelasyonu, Test Tekrar Test Korelasyonu ve
Cronbach Alpha i¢ Tutarlik katsayisi kullaniimistir. Verilerin ¢ok degiskenli istatistiksel analizlere uygun
olup olmadigina iliskin analizler yapilmis, veri setleri analizlere hazirlanmistir.

Bulgular
Karar Verme Becerisi Olgegi Yap1 Gegerligi Calismalari: Agimlayici Ve Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi

Olgek gelistirme asamalarinda agimlayici faktor analizi icin 306, dogrulayici faktodr analizi icin ise
183 oOgrenciden veri toplanmistir. Guadagnoli ve Velicer (1988), acimlayici faktér analizi igin 300
Gzerindeki 6rneklemlerin uygun oldugunu belirtmektedir. Anderson ve Gerbing (1984) ise faktor basina
lic veya daha fazla maddenin yer aldigi yapilarda dogrulayici faktér analizi igin 100 Uzerindeki
orneklemlerin uygun oldugunu ifade etmektedir.

Olgegin yapi gegerligini test etmek amaciyla maksimum olabilirlik, déndiirme y&ntemi olarak ise
varimax kullanilmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizinden sonra dogrulayici faktér analizi yapilacak olan
calismalarda maksimum olabilirlik kullaniimasi 6nerilmektedir. Maximum olabilirlik, cok degiskenli Gauss
dagilimi baglaminda daha saghklidir. Kiglk 6rneklemlerden kaynaklanan sorunlarla bas etmede daha
etkindir. Verilerin tam olarak kac¢ faktorden olustugunu ¢ok daha uygun testlerle 6lcebilmektedir
(Kroonenberg ve Lewis, 1982’den akt. Akbulut, 2010; Tanaka, 1987).

Acimlayici faktor analizinde faktor sayisina karar verilirken yamag grafiginden ve faktorlerin 6z
degerlerinden yararlaniimistir. Sekil 2’de verilen yamag grafiginde tek faktorlu bir yapi énerilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte birinci bilesenin 6z degeri 13,275 iken ikinci bilesenin 6z degeri 1,89’dur. Buradan
cikarilacak yorum faktorlere iliskin 6z degerlerin de tek faktorll yapiyi isaret ettigidir.
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Olgegin gelistiriime siirecinde Tablo 1’de yer alan karar verme becerisine iliskin 5 boyutlu yapi
denenmis ancak kararli bir yapi olusturulamamistir. Sonraki asamada iki boyutlu bir yapi kurulmus ve bu
arag ile dogrulayici faktor analizi igin veri toplanmistir. Ancak iki boyutlu bu yapida faktérler arasinda gok
yiiksek korelasyon degeri hesaplanmistir. S6zii edilen iki boyut arasindaki yiiksek korelasyonun tekil
boyuta isaret etmesi sebebiyle tek boyutlu yapida karar kilinmistir.

Tabachnick ve Fidell (2001) genel kural olarak .32 ve lzeri faktor yikine sahip maddelerin
analizde kullanilabilecegini belirtmektedirler. Bu goriise paralel olarak Neale ve Liebert (1980), Cathel ve
Baggaley (1960) ise .30 ile .40 arasi bir alt kesme noktasinin kullanilabilecegini belirtmislerdir (Akt.
Tavsancil, 2002). Basit bir faktor yapisina ulasmak icin kesme noktasi olarak faktére yiklenen maddenin
faktor yukinin en az .50 olmasi istenmistir. Faktor yik kabul diizeylerini karsilamayan ve/veya ayni alt
beceriyi 6lgmesi icin yazilmis olan yedek maddeler dahil toplam 28 madde analizden g¢ikarilmistir.
Orneklem biiyiikliginiin yeterli oldugu .92 KMO degeri ile tespit edilmistir. Alanyazinda .90 ve {izeri
KMO degerinin mikemmel oldugu yorumu yapilmakla birlikte madde basina 5 ile 10 kat arasinda bir
katiimcinin kullaniimasinin uygun oldugu belirtilmektedir (Bryman ve Cramer, 2001’den akt. Cokluk,
Sekercioglu ve Blyukoztirk, 2010; Leech, Barrett ve Morgan, 2005). Barlet kiresellik testi sonugclari
(X2(306)= 1799.057 df:171 p<.01) veri setinin ¢ok degiskenli normalligi sagladigini gostermektedir. Bu
dogrultuda yapilan faktor analizi sonuglari Tablo 2’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2.
Faktér ve Maddelere iliskin Betimsel istatistik Degerleri
g8 o: 2
Faktér ve Maddeler c v © € >
e < QO T ® >
=z © n T o -
25 = 2
Faktér (a=,891) > ©
22. Karar"vere'cgglnj ko.nudakl seceneklerin olumlu ve 348 74 68 739
olumsuz yonlerini belirlerim.
17. Karar verecegim konuda segeneklerimle ilgili bilgi 349 73 65 714
toplarim.
27 Karar verecegim konuyla ilgili segcenekleri incelemek 310 91 63 697
icin bazi kurallar olustururum
29. 'Kar'ar vevreceglm konud? seceneklerle ilgili topladigim 349 72 60 674
bilgilerin dogru olup olmadigini arastiririm.
32. Verdigim karari nasil uygulayabilecegimi dustnuriim. 3,57 ,66 ,60 ,668
37 }/efnl|§ oldugum kararin nasil sonuglandigl konusunda 355 67 59 659
dustndram.
42. Baska ?Ir karar v"er"eceglm zaman, bir dncekinin nasil 354 70 57 645
sonuglandigini diistintriim. 0
18. Karar verecegim konuda baska secgeneklerin olup 5
C o 3,43 72 ,55 ,617
olmadigini arastiririm. <
28. Kérar verecegim konuyla ilgili seceneklerin sonuglarini 346 76 53 599
tahmin etmeye calisirim.
12. IEarar vermem gereken konuda hangi seceneklerimin 356 69 53 597
oldugunu arastiririm.
L. s o .
40. Bu karari verdigime degdi mi? sorusunu kendime 334 86 52 589
sorarim.
10. Kérar verecegim konuyu anlamak igin farkli yollar 337 76 52 587
denerim.
7. Kara.r verecegim konuyu anlamak igin konunun igerigini 349 72 51 575
incelerim.
9. Nasil bir konuda karar verecegimi kendime sorarim. 3,35 ,80 ,49 ,562
2. Karar verecegim konuyu detayl bir bicimde distinGrim. 3,59 ,63 ,47 ,534
Toplam (a=,891) 40,078

Tablo 2 incelendiginde faktorde yer alan 15 maddenin faktor yikleri .53 ile .74 arasinda
degismekte olup Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .891’dir. Olcegin acikladigi toplam varyans ise 40.078
olarak hesaplanmistir. Onerilen 8lgek yapisinin dogrulanmasi icin yapilan dogrulayici faktér analizi
sonuglari Sekil 3 ve Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Chi-Square=175.58, df=85, P-value=0.00000, RMSER=0.075
Sekil 3. Dogrulayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Yol Diyagrami

Yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizine gére onerilen yapi Sekil 3.te sunulmustur. Uyum indekslerini
iyilestirmek amaciyla verilmis olan modifikasyon dnerilerinden Ki-Kare’de en yiksek dislisi yapan (16,4
puan) modifikasyon Onerisi, 8. ve 6. madde arasindakidir. Modifikasyon onerisinin verildigi 6. madde
karar verilecek konuyla ilgili bilgi toplama iken, 8. madde bu toplanan bilginin glivenirligini sorgulama
tizerinedir. iki madde arasindaki modifikasyon &nerisinin bu sebeple verildigi disiiniiimektedir.
Modifikasyon onerisinin 1 serbestlik derecesinde Ki-Kare’ye anlamli katki saglyor olusu ve kuramsal
dayanak gbdz onidnde bulundurularak, bu modifikasyonun yapilmasina karar verilmistir. Analize iliskin
uyum degerleri Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 3.
Olcek Uyum indeksleri, Kabul Noktalari ve Model Degerleri
Uyum Kabul icin Kesme Noktalari Model Kaynaklar
indeksi Degerleri
P 0.05< p £1.00 .000 -
x’/df x’ /df < 3.0 mitkemmel uyum 2.02 (Kline, 2005; Stimer, 2000)
RMSEA RMSEAZ.08 iyi uyum .075 (Joreskog ve Sérbom, 1993 Akt.
Cokluk vd., 2010)
RMR RMR<.05 miikemmel uyum .030 (Brown, 2006 Akt. Cokluk vd.,
2010)
SRMR SRMR<.08 iyi uyum .059 (Brown, 2006 Akt. Cokluk vd.,
2010)
NFI .90 < NFl iyi uyum .93 (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2001)
NNFI .95 < NNFI mikemmel uyum .96 (Stmer, 2000)
CFI .95 < CFI mikemmel uyum .97 (Simer, 2000)
GFI .85 < GFl iyi uyum .88 (Joreskog ve Sorbom, 1996 Akt.
Yilmaz ve Celik, 2009)
AGFI .85 < GFl iyi uyum .85 (Joreskog ve Sorbom, 1996 Akt.

Yilmaz ve Celik, 2009)

Chi-Square: 179.98; df:89

Tablo 3’te olgegin dogrulayici faktér analizine iliskin uyum indekslerine yer verilmistir. Tabloda
sunulan DFA ile sinanan modelin uyum indeksleri incelendiginde Ki-kare degerinin (X2(133)= 179.98; df:89
p<.01) anlamh oldugu goériilmektedir. Bu degerin anlamsiz ¢ikmasi beklenir, ancak Ki-kare anlamlilik
degeri 6rneklem biyukliginden etkilenebildiginden Xz/df oranina bakilmasi énerilmektedir (Cheung ve
Rensvold, 2002; Joreskog ve Sérbom, 1993 Akt. Cokluk vd., 2010). Tablo 3’te xz/df oraninin 2.02 oldugu
gorilmektedir. Bu deger kabul sinirlari igerisindedir. Diger uyum indeksleri incelendiginde RMSEA .075,
RMR .030, SRMR .059, NFI .93, NNFI .96, CFl .97, GFI .88, AGFI .85 degerlerinin kabul sinirlari igerisinde
oldugu gorilmektedir. Yukaridaki degerler géz oninde bulundurularak, onerilmis olan modelin
dogrulandigi séylenebilir.

Karar Verme Becerisi Olgegi: Gegerlik Ve Giivenirlik Calismalari

Gelistirilen &lcegin gecerlik ve giivenirliginin saglanmasinda kapsam gecerligi kontrolii, Alt-Ust
%27’lik Gruplar Madde Toplam Korelasyonu, Test Tekrar Test Korelasyonu ve Cronbach Alpha i¢ Tutarlik
katsayisi kullanilmistir. Bu yontemlere iliskin bilgiler asagida verilmistir.

Kapsam gecerligi

Olgek icin madde havuzunun olusturulmasi asamasinda; Mincemoyer ve Perkins’in (2003) karar
verme Olgegi (15-24 yas) gelistirmek icin yaptiklari alanyazin taramasinda ulastiklari boyut ve alt
becerilerden vyararlanildigi daha o6nce belirtilmis ve sozi edilen boyut ve alt beceriler Tablo 1'de
verilmisti. Tablo 4’te ise 6lgcekte yer alan maddeler, ait olduklari boyut ve alt beceriler ile birlikte
verilmistir.

Tablo 4.
Olcekte Yer Alan Maddelerin Ait Olduklari Boyut ve Alt Beceriler
Boyut -Alt Olcek Madde ve Numaralari
Beceri

l.a. 2. Karar verecegim konuyu detayh bir bicimde dislinirim
l.c. 7. Karar verecegim konuyu anlamak icin konunun igerigini incelerim
1.d. 9. Nasil bir konuda karar verecegimi kendime sorarim
l.e. 10. Karar verecegim konuyu anlamak igin farkli yollar denerim
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12. Karar vermem gereken konuda hangi segceneklerimin oldugunu arastiririm

17. Karar verecegim konuda segeneklerimle ilgili bilgi toplarim

18. Karar verecegim konuda bagka segeneklerin olup olmadigini arastirirrm

20. Karar verecegim konuda seceneklerle ilgili topladigim bilgilerin dogru olup
olmadigini arastiririm

22. Karar verecegim konudaki seceneklerin olumlu ve olumsuz yonlerini belirlerim

27. Karar verecegim konuyla ilgili secenekleri incelemek igin bazi kurallar olustururum
28. Karar verecegim konuyla ilgili segceneklerin sonuglarini tahmin etmeye ¢alisirim
32. Verdigim karari nasil uygulayabilecegimi dislinGrim

37. Vermis oldugum kararin nasil sonuglandigi konusunda dugintriim

40. Bu karari verdigime degdi mi? sorusunu kendime sorarim

42. Baska bir karar verecegim zaman, bir 6ncekinin nasil sonuglandigini distndrim

Tablo 4 incelendiginde 1.b., 3.b., 4.a., 4.c. ve 5.b. disindaki tim alt becerilerin 6lcekte temsil
edildigi soylenebilir. Madde havuzu olusturulurken tiim alt becerileri temsil edecek birden fazla madde
yazilmis olmasina ragmen; sozii edilen becerileri temsil eden hicbir madde, sinir olarak kabul edilen yik
diizeyini karsilayamamis ve bu yiizden 6lcekte yer alamamistir. Bu durumun ortaya cikisinda; olgegin
gelistirildigi yas grubunun karar verme konusundaki gelisim 6zelliklerinin etkili oldugu distnulmektedir.
Sonug olarak; boyut ve alt beceri temsil diizeyi verilen 6lgegin, kapsam gecerliginin yiksek oldugu
soylenebilir.

%27’lik Alt-Ust Gruplar icin T-Testi ve Madde Toplam Korelasyonu

Olgegin gegerliginin belirlenmesi amaciyla madde toplam korelasyonlarina bakilmis ve %27’lik alt-

st dilim puanlari arasinda iliskisiz t testi yapilmis, Tablo 5’de verilmistir.

Tablo 5.

Karar Verme Becerileri Olcedi Madde Toplam Korelasyonlari ve Alt-Ust %27’lik Dilim Puanlari Arasindaki
iliskisiz T Testi Sonuglari

Madde No Madde- Toplam Korelasyonu t (Ust%27-alt %27)
2 .55 734*
7 .55 1.00*
9 .48 1.11%*
10 .54 1.17*
12 51 .897*
17 .67 1.35*
18 .53 1.04*
20 .55 1.06*
22 .64 1.12%*
27 .56 1.16*
28 .55 1.29*
32 .52 .784*
37 .52 .877*
40 .55 1.20*
42 .62 1.12*
*p<.001

Tablo 5 incelendiginde madde-toplam korelasyon degerlerinin .48 ile .67 arasinda degistigi ve t
degerinin anlamli oldugu (p<.001) goérilmektedir. Bu sonuglara dayanarak; o6lgekteki maddelerin
gecerliklerinin yliksek oldugu, 6lctligl varsayilan 6zellik bakimindan 6grencileri ayirt edebildigi ve ayni

davranisi 6lgmeye yonelik maddeler oldugu séylenebilir.
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Test Tekrar Test Korelasyonu ve Cronbach Alpha i¢ Tutarlilik Katsayisi

Olgegin giivenirliginin belirlenmesinde iki yéntem kullanilmistir. Bunlarin ilki; élgek puanlarinin
zamana karsi kararhhginin sinanmasi igin hesaplanan test tekrar test korelasyonu, ikincisi ise i¢ tutarlilig
incelemek amaciyla hesaplanan Cronbach Alpha katsayisidir. Test tekrar test glvenirligi icin olcek;
calismanin 6rnekleminde yer almayan 55 dordincu sinif 6grencisine, 20 giin arayla uygulanmis ve
olgiimler arasinda Pearson Korelasyonu bakilmistir. Test tekrar test 6l¢timi ideal zaman araliginin 15-30
gin oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Seger, 2015). Analiz sonucunda Pearson Korelasyonu .79 olarak
hesaplanmistir (p<.001). Pearson Korelasyon katsayisi 0.70-0.100 arasinda ylksek korelasyon olarak
yorumlanmaktadir (Bliylkoztiirk, 2010). Bu bulgudan yola ¢ikarak 6lcegin zamana karsi kararliliginin
yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulasilabilir. Olgegin i¢ tutarliiginin incelenmesi amaciyla hesaplanan Cronbach
Alpha katsayisi ise .89’dur. Bu bulgu, 6lgegin i¢ tutarhhginin yiiksek oldugunu géstermektedir.

Gelistirilen oOlgek dortli Likert tipinde (hicbir zaman, ara sira, genellikle, her zaman) 15 maddeden
olusmakta ve puan araligi 15 ile 60 arasinda degismektedir. Devellis (2014) ters madde uygulamasinin
olumlu etkilerine kiyasla daha fazla olumsuz etkilerinin oldugunu, 6lgek gelistirme c¢alismalarinda ters
madde kullanilmamasinin daha iyi bir fikir oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Bununla birlikte g¢alismanin
orneklem grubunun yas dizeyi de g6z 6niinde bulundurularak olgege ters madde konulmamasina karar
verilmistir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Gelistirilen 6lgegin gecerlik ve giivenirlik bulgularindan yola ¢ikarak; olgegin Olcilmek istenen
ozelligi 6lcmeye hizmet ettigi, 6lclilen 6zellik bakimindan ayirt edici oldugu ve zamana karsi kararliliginin
yiksek oldugu soylenebilir. Olcegin gelistiriime sirecinde; alanyazindaki mevcut karar verme
arastirmalarini inceleyip karar vermeye iliskin kapsamli bir tanimlama yapan Mincemoyer ve Perkins’in
(2003) calismasi temele alinmistir. S6zi edilen galismanin ulastigl boyut ve alt beceriler goz 6niinde
bulundurularak maddeler ve yedek maddeler yazilmis, kapsam gegerligi siki bir sekilde uzman
denetimine tabi tutulmustur. Buna ragmen 1.b., 3.b., 4.a., 4.c. ve 5.b. alt becerilerini temsil eden higbir
madde, sinir olarak kabul edilen yiik diizeyini karsilayamamis ve bu ylzden 6lgekte yer alamamistir. Bu
durum olgegin sinirliligi olarak kabul edilebilecegi gibi; 6lgegin gelistirildigi yas grubunun karar verme
konusundaki gelisimsel 6zelliklerinden kaynaklandigi, bu alt becerilere iliskin maddelerin s6zl edilen yas
grubunda calismadigl da dustinllebilir. Mincemoyer ve Perkins’in (2003) ¢alismasi 15-24 yas grubunu
kapsamakta iken mevcut ¢alismada 11 yas grubu 6grenciler ile ¢alisiimistir. Alanyazindaki cocukta karar
vermenin gelisimine iliskin arastirmalar; segenekle ilgili bilgi toplama ve segenegin elenmesine yénelik
degerlendirmelerin yasla birlikte gelisim gosterdigini, kiiclik yaslarda secenekleri eleme ve segenege
karar verme konusunda zorluklar yasandigini, biyik cocuklarin secenege iliskin dnceki bilgilerini daha
rahat hatirlayabildiklerini (Davidson, 1991a, 1991b; Day, 1975; Miller ve Weiss, 1981; Vurpillot, 1968)
ifade etmektedir. Crone ve Van Der Molen (2007) calismalarinda, c¢ocuklarin secimlerinin olasi
sonuglarini 6ngérme konusunda sikintilar yasadiklarini ifade etmekle birlikte; bu becerinin gocukluktan
ergenligin sonuna kadar gelisme gostermeye devam ettigini belirtmektedir. Sever’in (2018)
calismasindaki gérismelerde 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin kendi yerlerine karar verilmesine egilimlerinin
oldugunu, karar vermekten kagindiklarini ve ailelerin karar verme konusunda g¢ocuklarina sorumluluk
vermediklerini ifade etmektedir. Bu bulgular s6zii edilen alt becerilerin Olgekte temsil edilememe
sebebini aciklayabilir.

Bu calismada alanyazinda esdeger 6lcek olmadigl ve yordamaya iliskin imkan bulunamadigindan,
olclit gecerligine iliskin analizler yapilamamistir. Ancak gelistirilen 6lgegin, arastirmacinin bu yayinina
kaynaklik eden doktora tezinde (Sever, 2018) gelistirip kullandigi diger 6lgme araglariyla uyumlu sonuglar
verdigi soylenebilir. S6zl edilen 6lgme araglarindan biri 6grencilerin karar kurallarini uygulama becerisini
inceleyen, 6rnek olay temelli 6lgiite dayali karar verme etkinligidir. Digeri ise karar durumunun ve olasi
seceneklerin farkinda olma, alternatifler yaratabilme, secimlerin olasi sonuglarini 6ngorebilme
becerilerini inceleyen bir 6lgme aracidir.
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Bu calisma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lgek, 11 yas grubu dordiincl sinif 6grencilerine yoneliktir.
Yapilacak olan galismalarda ilkokul diizeyinde daha kiiglik yas gruplar Gzerinde, 6lgegin gecerlik ve
guvenirlik calismalar yapilabilir. Egitim bilimleri alaninda Tirkge alanyazindaki oOlgek gelistirme
¢alismalari incelendiginde; dlgeklerin genel olarak tek veri toplama sireci ile tamamlanmig ve bir ya da
birkag sinirli boyuttan olusan calismalar oldugu goézlenmektedir. Olgek gelistirme galismalarinin uzun
soluklu evrimsel c¢alismalar oldugu disunulirse; bu c¢alisma da dahil olmak Uzere, alanyazindaki
calismalarin 6nemli bir sinirliiga sahip oldugu soylenebilir. Bu konuda o6zellikle psikoloji alaninda
gelistirilen batarya (test battery) tipi cok boyutlu 6lcme araglari 6rnek alinabilir.
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