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Abstract

Keywords

The aim of this study is to determine the awareness of primary school teacher
candidates about environmental problems and to examine their awareness of
environmental problems according to gender, age, staying at a dorm, keeping
pets, participating in environmental activities and projects. The method of the
research is correlational survey model. In the research, 269 primary school
teacher candidates are participated. The data in the study were collected using
the "Awareness Scale on Environmental Problems”. In the analysis of the
research, t-test and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and descriptive
statistics were used. In the study, it has been determined that primary school
teacher candidates' awareness of environmental problems is at a moderate level.
There is no significant difference between the total scores of awareness of
environmental problems and gender, age, staying at a dorm, keeping pets,
participating in environmental activities and projects. On the other hand, it was
determined that there was a statistically significant difference between some sub-
dimensions of awareness of environmental problems and the variable of keeping
pets and gender. The findings show that awareness of environmental problems
should be increased and the adoption of environmental behaviors can be
encouraged.

Environmental problem
Primary school teacher
candidates

Correlational survey model
Awareness level

Makale Hakkinda

Sending Date: 09.07.2021
Acceptance Date: 18.04.2022
E-Publication Date: 29.04.2022

! Dr. Izmir Bakirgay University, Turkey, sekerrfatih@gmail.com, https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0427-9208

2 prof. Dr., Akdeniz University, Faculty of Education, Turkey, hsert@gmail.com, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8912-0268

116


mailto:sekerrfatih@gmail.com
mailto:hsert@gmail.com

Journal of Educational Theory and Practice Research 2022, Vol 8, Issue 1, 116-127 Fatih SEKER, Hakan SERT

Introduction

Environment is defined as a whole of social, physical, chemical and biological factors in which
living beings maintain their lives (Aydogdu & Gezer, 2007; Cepel, 1992). In addition, it is viewed as
the setting which is necessary for living being to sustain their lives (Giiney, 2002; Yildiz, Sipahioglu, &
Yilmaz, 2005). Living beings are in continuous interaction with the environment they live and develop
in (Talas & Karatas, 2012). Environment which is in balance as a system and constitutes a whole of
living and non-living beings is breaking down each passing day. The primary reason among the basic
aspects which causes this break down is humans’ acting with the idea of making profit all the time and
consuming natural resources as if they are infinite. This leads to environmental problems. Therefore,
environmental problems continuously increase in places and their surroundings where human settlement
is dense (Alpak Tung, 2016).

Environmental problems have become the problem of not only the geography we live in, but the
problem of about 6.7 billion people living on earth together with all the other living beings as well (H.
Baykal & T. Baykal, 2008). The Earth is 5.5 billion years old and humans have in particular damaged
the environment in the last century and almost depleted natural resources. The depletion of natural
resources has caused numerous problems such as air, water and land pollution, thinning of the ozone
layer, global pandemics and the extinction of many species (Arora, Fatima, Mishra, Verma, & Mishra,
2018; Seker & Aydinli, 2022). One of the main reasons leading to these problems is speedy population
growth. Since the needs of people also increase with population increase, a speedy industry with a high
production capacity has developed. The development of industry has led to an increase in the
consumption of natural resources and energy (Giiney, 2002; Denis & Geng, 2007; Oweini & Houri,
2006). The increasing consumption of energy has in turn led to a higher consumption of fossil fuels
(Giines, Alat, & Go6ziim, 2013). In addition, the indifference of humans towards the environment and
their insufficient education on the environment is another factor which causes environmental problems
(Durac, 2020). As a consequence of unconscious behaviors displayed in the past, it is not very difficult
to predict that the future of earth and the human species is under great danger.

One of the most efficient and lasting solutions to fight against and overcome environmental
problems is individuals’ acquiring awareness and sensitivity and becoming conscious. This can be
possible through educating individuals (Ergin, 2019). In this respect, education helps in the analysis of
problems related to the environment and taking the necessary precautions (Chauhan, 2008). It is
important that education is provided to students of all age levels starting at early ages because it is known
that an early environmental education has positive effects on the behaviors of individuals at later ages.
The most significant change in the behaviors of individuals in terms of environmental education takes
place in the primary school period (Secgin, Yalvag & Cetin, 2010). Primary school teachers are seen as
role models by primary school students. However, education, knowledge and attitude given to primary
school teachers on the environment in education faculties before they start practicing their occupation
are limited. Nonetheless, it might be possible to create environmental consciousness in individuals if
they acquire knowledge, awareness and positive attitudes on the environment and environmental
problems (Kahyaoglu, Daban & Yangim, 2008; Okur Berberoglu & Uygun, 2012). One of the
prerequisites for this is to create awareness in terms of environmental problems. Therefore, there is a
need to analyze the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on environmental problems and to
identify the variables which influence their awareness, since they will be guiding and educating students
in the solution and prevention of environmental problems and nurture individuals with a high level of
environmental awareness (Erol & Gezer, 2006). Moreover, it is considered that there is a need for this
study with the assumption that primary school teacher candidates will significantly influence the
environmental awareness of the future generations. Therefore, the aim of this study is to analyze the
awareness and awareness levels of primary school teacher candidates on environmental problems in
terms of gender, age, staying at a dorm, keeping pets and participating in environmental activities and
projects variables.

Within the scope of this study, the awareness levels of primary school teacher candidates on
environmental problems were analyzed. Accordingly, answers were sought to the problem and sub-
problems of the study presented below:
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1. What is the awareness level of primary school teacher candidates on environmental
problems?

2. s there a significant difference between the awareness levels of primary school teacher
candidates on environmental problems and gender, age, staying at a dorm, keeping pets and
participating in environmental activities and projects?

When the literature is examined, it can be seen that some of the studies on environmental
problems deal with identifying the mental models of primary school level students on environmental
pollution (Kivrak, 2018), identifying concepts related to the environment (Pmar & Yakisan, 2017),
analyzing views on the environment and environmental problems (Sagséz & Doganay, 2019), whereas
some other studies deal with analyzing the awareness levels of middle-school students on environmental
problems (Yal¢inkaya, 2012) and their perception of the causes of environmental problems and their
solutions (Dogan, Sara¢ & Cicek, 2017). It can also be seen that there are studies which deal with
analyzing the sensitivity of undergraduate students on the environment (Arslan & Kizildag, 2018),
analyzing their environmentally friendly behaviors and environmental identities (Oztarak¢i, 2019),
analyzing their sensitivity towards environmental problems (Yildirim, Bacanak & Ozsoy, 2012),
analyzing their environmental awareness in terms of their sociodemographic characteristics (Aydede
Yalgm & Cayci, 2018), comparing their awareness on environmental problems and their interest levels
(Ozdemir & Yapici, 2010), analyzing their attitudes towards environmental problems (Kayali, 2010;
Ocal, 2013), analyzing their attitudes towards sustainable environment (Alpak Tun¢ & Yenice, 2017)
and their perception of environmental problems (Kaya, 2014). However, it was concluded that there is
a limited number of studies in which specifically the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on
environmental problems and the factors which influence their awareness were analyzed. The limited
number of studies in the literature on the awareness on environmental problems and the factors which
influence awareness points out to a need for further studies to be carried out in this area.

Method

With the purpose of determining the awareness levels of primary school teachers on
environmental problems, the correlational survey model was selected as the research design. The
correlational survey model is a research model which aims at identifying and depicting the difference
and the level of difference between more than one variable which existed in the past or still exist in the
present time (Cepni, 2012; Karasar, 2015).

Sample of the Study

The population of the study consists of primary school teacher candidates who received
education in a state university in Turkey. The convenience sampling method was used in the selection
of the study sample. In the convenience sampling method, the basic aims are preventing loss of time,
money and work power. Maximum accessibility and economy are taken into consideration
(Blytukoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2013). Accordingly, the sample of the
study consists of 269 primary school teacher candidates who received education in the primary teacher
education department in the faculty of education of a state university located in the Mediterranean
Region, in the 2017-2018 academic year. Due to the participating teacher candidates’ leaving answer
sections blank, marking the same answer for all questions and not giving candid answers to the
questions, 5 data were not processed and the study was carried out with 264 data. The descriptive
statistics related to the gender variable of the teacher candidates are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics related to the Gender Variable

Gender f %
Female 185 70.1
Male 79 29.9

When Table 1 is analyzed, it can be seen that out of 264 primary school teacher candidates,
70.1% was female and 29.9% was male.

Data Collection Tool

In the study, the “Awareness Scale on Environmental Problems” developed by Giiven and
Aydogdu (2012) was used to determine the awareness levels of primary school teacher candidates. In
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the scale, the answer “yes” was used for positive items, the answer “no idea” was used for those who
had no answers and the answer “no” was used for negative items. The scale is a 3-point Likert scale.
The distribution of cognitive skills and the reliability coefficients (Cronbach a) of the six factors in the
scale according to the Bloom’s Taxonomy are shown in Table 2 (Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012). The total
consistence coefficient value (Cronbach ) of the scale was determined as .90. In terms of the reliability
of the scale, the alpha value being over 0,66 and close to 1 show that there is sufficient level of reliability
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011). The final version of the scale after the reliability and validity analyses consists of
44 items.

Table 2. The Distribution of the Items of the Scale in terms of Cognitive Skills according to Levels

Cognitive Skills Item Number Reliability of Factors (Cronbach a)
Knowledge 4,6,9,23,32,35,41,43 .95
Comprehension 2,11,13,16,20,25,33,40 .95
Application 12,14,15,19,36,38 91
Analysis 1,8,10,21,22,24,28,31 .90
Synthesis 5,17,18,27,39,42,44 .75
Evaluation 3,7,26,29,30,34,37 71

In the scale, the “yes” answer to the positive items on awareness was given 2 points, the “no”
answer was given 0 and the “no idea” answer was given | point. The points of the negative items in the
scale were converted according to the reverse scoring process. The minimum score which can be
received from the total items in the scale is 0 and the maximum score is 88. In the scoring of the scale,
scores between 0-29 were evaluated as low, scores between 30-59 as medium and scores between 60-
88 as high-level awareness scores (Karadag & Acar, 2020).

Analysis of the Data

The data of the study were analyzed with the SPSS 22.0 packaged software. In order to
determine whether the awareness levels of primary school teacher candidates on environmental
problems created any difference according to gender, age, staying at a dorm, keeping pets and
participating in environmental activities and projects variables, the t test (independent groups) and to
determine whether it created any difference according to the age gender, the one-way variance analysis
(ANOVA) was used.

In order to determine whether the data which were the assumption of the parametric tests used
in the study displayed normal distribution, the skewness and kurtosis coefficient was taken into
consideration and the results are given in Table 3.

Table 3. The Skewness and Kurtosis Coefficient of the Scale

Variable Skewness Kurtosis
Knowledge -474 -.338
Comprehension -.347 .458
Application -.657 -027
Analysis -.576 379
Synthesis -.460 .634
Evaluation -1.026 .786
Awareness of Environmental Problems Total -.5681 .033

The skewness and kurtosis coefficient of the cognitive area levels of the awareness scale on
environmental problems is between -1.5 and +1.5 and the data display normal distribution (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2013). The sample’s score averages, which is another assumption, do not have a relationship.
In addition, descriptive statistics such as standard deviation, mode, median, percentage and frequency
were used in the study.

Limitations of the Study

The study is limited with the primary school teacher candidates who received education in a
state university in the Mediterranean Region, in the 2017-2018 academic year. Since convenience
sampling was used in the study, it is limited in terms of the gender variable of the participants being
similar.
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Findings

In this part of the study, the statistical analyses of the data are presented in line with the main
and sub-aims of the study. The descriptive statistics results of the scores received by primary school
teacher candidates from the awareness scale on environmental problems are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics Results Related to the Awareness Level of Primary School Teacher Candidates on
Environmental Problems

Variable N Min Max X Ss
Awareness of Environmental Problems 264 41 63 54.87 4.4

In Table 4, it can be seen that the awareness level (X=54.87) of the primary school teacher
candidates on environmental problems was found as medium level. The analyses related to whether the
total scores of the primary school teacher candidates received from the awareness scale on
environmental problems displayed a significant difference or not according to gender variable are shown
in Table 5.

Table 5. Analysis of the Awareness of Primary School Teacher Candidates on Environmental Problems According
to the Gender Variable

Awareness of Environmental

Gender N X Ss  Sd t p

Problems

Knowledge Female 185 11.27 152 262 -0.04 .97
Male 79 1128 158

Comprehension Female 185 752 141 262 050 .62
Male 79 743 135

Application Female 185 9.17 161 262 105 .29
Male 79 895 152

Analysis Female 185 1296 186 262 0.13 .90
Male 79 1292 182

Synthesis Female 185 6.22 1.11 262 3.08 .00*
Male 79 573 128

Evaluation Female 185 8.01 096 262 0.82 .41
Male 79 790 1.14

Total Female 185 5515 431 262 159 .11
Male 79 5422 455

*p<0.05

There is no statistically significant difference between the scores received by primary school
teacher candidates from the awareness scale on environmental problems in the knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis and evaluation sub-dimensions and from the total scale and the
gender variable (p>.05). This result expresses that, knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis
and evaluation sub-dimension scores and the total scale score of the primary school teacher candidates
in the awareness scale on environmental problems do not create a significant difference in terms of the
gender variable. However, the score the primary school teacher candidates received from the synthesis
sub-dimension of the awareness scale on environmental problems was found as statistically significant
in terms of the gender variable [t 62 =3.08, p<.05]. According to this, it was seen that females’
evaluation sub-dimension score average was higher than the score average of males (Female: X=6.22,
Male: X=5.73). When the total dimensions of the scale and the average score of its sub-dimensions were
taken into consideration, it was seen that the score average of the females was higher compared to the
score average of the males.

The analysis of the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on environmental problems
according to the age variable are given in Table 6.
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Table 6. Analysis of the Awareness of Primary School Teacher Candidates on Environmental Problems
According to the Age Variable.
Awareness of

Environmental Problems Age N X Ss F Sd P

Knowledge 18-20 113 11.49 138 2.232 2-262 .109
21-23 121 11.07 164
23 and above 30 11.30 1.53

Comprehension 18-20 113 754 145 0.199 2-262 .82
21-23 121 7.44 1.39
23 and above 30 7.57 1.17

Application 18-20 113 9.23 142 0.713 2-262 .491
21-23 121 898 171
23 and above 30 9.13 1.63

Analysis 18-20 113 13.19 1.78 2167 2-262 .117
21-23 121 12.83 1.82
23 and above 30 1250 213

Synthesis 18-20 113 596 1.14 0.977 2-262 .378
21-23 121 6.15 1.23
23 and above 30 6.20 1.13

Evaluation 18-20 113 791 109 1346 2-262 .262
21-23 121 8.08 0.91
23 and above 30 7.80 1.13

Total 18-20 113 55.32 390 1.023 2-262 .361
21-23 121 5455 458

23 and above 30 5450 5.32

When Table 6 was analyzed, it was seen that there is no statistically significant difference
between the scores received by the primary school teacher candidates from the knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimensions of the awareness scale
on environmental problems and their total scale scores and the age variable (p>. 05).

The analyses of awareness of primary school teacher candidates on environmental problems
according to the staying at a dorm variable is given in Table 7.

Table 7. Analysis of the Awareness of Primary School Teacher Candidates on Environmental Problems According
to the Staying at a Dorm Variable

Qwareness of Environmental Staying at a N e Ss sd ¢ 0

roblems Dorm

Knowledge Yes 147 1129 151 262 154 878
No 117 1126 157

Comprehension Yes 147 750 142 262 .094 925
No 117 749 1.36

Application Yes 147 9.08 1.64 262 -281 .779
No 117 9.14 152

Analysis Yes 147 1285 195 262 -952 .342
No 117  13.07 1.72

Synthesis Yes 147 6.10 1.26 262 358 721
No 117 6.04 1.09

Evaluation Yes 147 799 1.05 262 163 871
No 117 7.97 0.97

Total Yes 147 5480 450 262 -.283 .777
No 117 5496 4.29

When the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on environmental problems according
to the staying at a dorm variable was analyzed, it was seen that there is no statistically significant
difference between the knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-
dimension scores and the total scale scores of the teacher candidates and the staying at a dorm variable
(p>. 05). This result expresses that the sub-dimension scores of the primary school teacher candidates
do not create a significant difference in terms of the staying at a dorm variable.

The results of the analyses of the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on
environmental problems according to the keeping pets variable is given in Table 8.

121



Journal of Educational Theory and Practice Research 2022, Vol 8, Issue 1, 116-127 Fatih SEKER, Hakan SERT

Tablo 8. Analysis of the Awareness of Primary School Teacher Candidates on Environmental Problems According
to the Keeping Pets Variable

Awareness of Environmental Keeping

Problems Pets N X s Sd t P
Knowledge Yes 40 1123 175 262 -214 .831
No 224 1128 1.49
Comprehension Yes 40 800 128 262 251 .013*
No 224 741 1.39
Application Yes 40 923 158 262 515 .607
No 224  9.08 1.59
Analysis Yes 40 13.08 1.65 262 .475 .635
No 224 1292 1.88
Synthesis Yes 40 6.10 117 262 .162 .871
No 224 6.07 1.19
Evaluation Yes 40 810 093 262 .828 .408
No 224 796 1.03
Total Yes 40 5573 373 262 1335 .183
No 224 5472 450
*p<0.05

In Table 8, when the primary school teacher candidates’ awareness on environmental problems
was analyzed in terms of the keeping pets variable, it was seen that there is no statistically significant
difference between their the knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation
sub-dimension scores and their total scale scores and the keeping pets variable (p>. 05). This result
expresses that the knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-
dimension scores and the total scale scores of the primary school teacher candidates do not create a
significant difference in terms of the keeping pets variable. However, it was determined that there is a
statistically significant difference between the comprehension sub-dimension scores of the primary
school teacher candidates and the keeping pets variable [t (262 =2.51, p<.05]. It was seen that the
comprehension sub-dimension score average of the primary school teacher candidates who kept pets
was higher compared to those who did not keep pets (Keeping pets: X=8.00, Not keeping pets: X=7.41).
In addition, although it is not statistically significant, it was seen that environmental problems score
averages of the primary school teacher candidates who kept pets was higher compared to those who did
not keep pets. The results of the analyses of the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on
environmental problems according to the participating in environmental activities variable is given in
Table 9.

Table 9. Analysis of the Awareness of Primary School Teacher Candidates on Environmental Problems According
to the Participating in Environmental Activities Variable.

Awareness of Participating in
Environmental Environmental N X Ss Sd t p
Problems Activities
Knowledge Yes 90 11.16 159 262 -.894 .372
No 174 1133 150
Comprehension Yes 90 7.66 147 262 1.342 .181
No 174 741 1.34
Application Yes 90 9.04 161 262 -454 .65
No 174 914 157
Analysis Yes 90 13.07 195 262 .756 .45
No 174 1289 1.80
Synthesis Yes 90 6.03 118 262 -381 .703
No 174  6.09 1.19
Evaluation Yes 90 8.04 097 262 771 441
No 174 794 1.04
Total Yes 90 55.00 452 262 .342 .733
No 174 54.80 4.34

When Table 9 was analyzed, it was seen that there is no significant difference between primary
school teacher candidates’ participating in environmental activities and their knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores and their total

122



Journal of Educational Theory and Practice Research 2022, Vol 8, Issue 1, 116-127 Fatih SEKER, Hakan SERT

scale scores from the awareness scale on environmental problems (p>. 05). This result expresses that
the knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores
and total scale scores of the primary school teacher candidates do not create a significant difference in
terms of the participating in environmental activities variable. The results of the analyses of the
awareness of primary school teacher candidates on environmental problems according to the
participating in environmental projects variable is given in Table 10.

Table 10. Analysis of the Awareness of Primary School Teacher Candidates on Environmental Problems
According to the Participating in Environmental Projects Variable.

Awareness of Participating in N X Ss Sd t p

Environmental Environmental Project

Problems

Knowledge Yes 36 1097 175 262 -1.3 .206
No 228 1132 1.49

Comprehension Yes 36 781 137 262 144 151
No 228 745 1.39

Application Yes 36 897 163 262 -55 .586
No 228 9.13 158

Analysis Yes 36 12.83 1.93 262 -40 .692
No 228 1296 1.84

Synthesis Yes 36 578 124 262 -16 .108
No 228 6.12 1.17

Evaluation Yes 36 808 087 262 .673 .502
No 228 796 1.04

Total Yes 36 5444 441 262 -63 532
No 228 5494 4.40

When Table 10 was analyzed, it was seen that there is no significant difference between primary
school teacher candidates’ participating in environmental projects and their knowledge, comprehension,
application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores and their total scale scores (p>. 05).
This result expresses that the awareness of the primary school teacher candidates on environmental
problems not create a significant difference in terms of the participating in environmental projects
variable.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

The purpose of this study is to analyze the awareness of primary school teacher candidates and
their awareness level on environmental problems in terms of gender, age, staying at a dorm, keeping
pets and participating in environmental activities and projects variables.

In the study, it was determined that the awareness of primary school teacher candidates on
environmental problems is of medium level. In the literature, there are studies which report that teacher
candidates have medium level awareness in terms of awareness on environmental problems (Kadioglu
Ates & Isik Oner, 2020; Sidekli & Aktay, 2017). Additionally, there are studies in which the awareness
level of teacher candidates on environmental problems is considered quite high (Karadag & Acar, 2020)
and low (Demirbas & Pektas, 2009; Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012; Kahraman, Yal¢in, Ozkan & Aggiil,
2008; Ozdemir, Yildiz, Ocaktan & Sarisen, 2004) as well. It is considered that these differences are a
result of different study samples.

In the study, it was determined that in general gender does not create a significant difference in
awareness on environmental problems. However, it was determined that there is a statistically significant
difference between the score average of the “synthesis” sub-dimension of the scale on awareness on
environmental problems and the gender variable (p<0.05). In this finding, the score average of the
female students is higher compared to the score average of the male students. In addition, although it is
not statistically significant, it was seen that the score averages of the female students are higher
compared to the male students when the total dimensions of the scale and the averages of the other sub-
dimensions are taken into consideration. In support of this finding, there are studies in the literature
which report that the awareness scores of female teacher candidates on environmental problems are
higher than the scores of male teacher candidates (Aydede Yal¢in & Cayci, 2018; Ergin, 2019; Kadioglu
Ates & Isik Oner, 2020; Sidekli & Aktay, 2017). Moreover, while a significant difference was not found
between the environmental awareness score and the gender variable in Dogan and Purutguoglu’s (2017)
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study involving social service experts, a statistically significant difference was found only between the
comprehension sub-dimension of the scale and the gender variable and it was reported to be in favor of
females. This finding is in parallel with the findings of this study. Karahan, Gorgiin and Oktay (2017)
have analyzed the environmental awareness levels of undergraduate students. As a result of the study, it
was determined that the environmental awareness level of female students was higher compared to the
male students. Similarly, Tamam, Yiirekli, Bagaran and Uskun (2017) have reported that the awareness
scores of female students in the faculty of medicine on environmental problems was higher compared
to the male students. In Karadag and Acar’s (2020) study involving social studies teacher candidates, it
was determined that male teacher candidates had a higher score average of environmental problems
compared to female teacher candidates, although it was not statistically significant. In the literature,
there are also studies which show that the environmental awareness of male students is higher than the
environmental awareness of female students (Korhonen & Lappalainen, 2004; Yilmaz, 2009). However,
there are studies in which there is no significant difference between the gender variable and the
awareness of teacher candidates on environmental problems as well (Karadag & Acar, 2020; Yapici,
2009). It is considered that the differences between awareness on environmental problems in terms of
gender is due to the culture and environment the individuals live in.

It was determined that there is no statistically significant difference between the knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores of primary school
teacher candidates’ awareness on environmental problems and their total scale scores in terms of the age
variable. In parallel to this, a statistically significant difference was not found between the sensitivity of
teacher candidates towards environmental problems and the age variable in Ercengiz, Kegeci Kurt and
Polat’s (2014) study either. In addition, in Dogan and Purutguoglu’s (2017) study involving social
service experts, while no significant difference was found between environmental awareness and the
age variable, a significant difference was found between only the comprehension sub-dimension and the
age variable. In Karahan et al.’s study (2017), a significant difference was found between the
environmental awareness levels of undergraduate students and the age variable. Similarly, in Kadioglu
Ates and Isik Oner’s (2020) study involving teacher candidates, the awareness on environmental
problems scores of teacher candidates aged 22 and over were found statistically higher compared to the
scores of teacher candidates aged 19-21.

In the study, it was determined that there is statistically no significant difference between the
knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores of
primary school teacher candidates’ awareness on environmental problems and their total scale scores
and the staying at a dorm variable. However, when it is taken into consideration that students staying at
dorms consume less electricity and water, the awareness of teacher candidates who stay at dorms on
environmental problems is expected to be higher compared to teacher candidates who do not live in
dorms (Petersen, Shunturov, Janda, Platt, & Weinberger, 2007). However, in this study involving
primary school teacher candidates, the score averages of students who stay at dorms and students who
do not stay at dorms were found close to each other. Ozdemir et al. (2004) have determined that faculty
of medicine students who stay at dorms have more knowledge on the environment but the students act
in a careless and carefree manner in terms of the environment despite their knowledge.

In the study, it was determined that there is statistically no significant difference between the
knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores of
primary school teacher candidates’ awareness on environmental problems and their total scale scores
and the keeping pets variable. However, it was determined that there is a statistically significant
difference between the comprehension sub-dimension of the awareness of primary school teacher
candidates on environmental problems and the keeping pets variable. This difference was found in favor
of teacher candidates who kept pets. In addition, the score averages of teacher candidates who kept pets
is higher compared to teacher candidates who did not keep pets. In Ergin’s (2019) study involving
teacher candidates, it was determined that the environmental awareness of teacher candidates who regard
animals as a part of their lives is statistically higher compared to teacher candidates who do not regard
animals as a part of their lives. Similarly, in Vatansever Bayraktar and Firat’s (2020) study involving
primary school students, it was determined that the environmental awareness of students who think that
keeping pets at home is suitable is statistically significantly higher compared to students who do not
think that keeping pets at home is suitable. However, in Onder’s (2015) study involving eighth grade
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students, a significant difference was not found between the attitudes of students towards the
environment and keeping pets.

In the study, it was determined that participating in environmental activities in general does not
create a significant difference on the awareness on environmental problems. In the literature, there are
studies which support this finding. However, in Karadag & Acar’s (2020) study involving social studies
teachers, it was determined that the awareness of teacher candidates who participate in environment
related seminars, meetings or conferences on environmental problems is statistically higher compared
to teacher candidates who do not participate in such environmental activities. Similarly, there are studies
in the literature as well which report that the awareness on environmental problems score of individuals
who participate in environmental activities is higher compared to individuals who do not participate in
such activities (Aydede Yal¢in & Cayci, 2018; Kadioglu Ates & Isik Oner 2020). Tamam et al. (2017)
have determined in their study that faculty of medicine students who participate in environmental
activities have higher environmental attitudes compared to students who do not participate in such
activities.

It was determined in the study that there is no significant difference between primary school
teacher candidates’ participating in environmental projects and their knowledge, comprehension,
application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation sub-dimension scores of the awareness on environmental
problems scale and total scale scores. However, Ozgel, Aydogdu and Giiven Yildirim (2018) have
determined in their study that seventh grade primary school students who participate in nature camp-
assisted excursion-observation have higher awareness on environmental problems scale scores
compared to students who do participate in. Similarly, it was determined in the environment project
carried out by Pereira et al. (2006) that the questioning skills and awareness of students who participated
developed.

The study group of the study consists of primary school teacher candidates. Future studies can
involve different sample groups such as teachers, academicians who work in the faculty of education of
universities and students. In addition, educational programs, in-service training and projects can be
organized to raise awareness on the environment and efficiency research can be carried out as a result
of these activities. Purposeful lesson contents can be prepared to raise environmental awareness in the
undergraduate education level.
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Bu calismanin amaci simif 6gretmen adaylarinin gevre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindaliklar1 tespit etmek ve cevre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarini
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Giris

Cevre, canlilarin yagamlarini1 devam ettirdigi sosyal, fiziksel, kimyasal ve biyolojik faktdrlerin
tamami olarak belirtilmektedir (Aydogdu ve Gezer, 2007; Cepel, 1992). Ayrica, canlilarin yasamlarini
devam etmeleri i¢in gerekli olan ortam olarak da goriilmektedir (Giiney, 2002; Yildiz, Sipahioglu ve
Yilmaz, 2005). Canlilar i¢inde yasadiklar1 ve gelistikleri ¢evreyle devamli etkilesim halindendir (Talas
ve Karatasg, 2012). Sistem olarak denge halinde olan ve canli ile cansiz varliklarin biitiiniinii olusturan
cevre her gegen giin bozulmaktadir. Bu bozulmaya sebep olan ana unsurlarin baginda insanoglunun
stirekli kar etme diisiincesiyle hareket etmesi ile dogal kaynaklari sanki sinirsizmig gibi tiikketmesi
gelmektedir. Bu da c¢evre sorunlarina neden olmaktadir. Bu sebeple ¢evre sorunlari, insan
yerlesimlerinin yogun oldugu yerlerde ve yakinlarinda giderek artmaktadir (Alpak Tung, 2016).

Cevre sorunlar1 sadece yasadigimiz cografyanin sorunu degil diinya iizerinden yasayan tim
canlilarla birlikte nihayet yaklasik 6.7 milyar insanin da sorunu haline gelmistir (Baykal ve Baykal,
2008). Yerkiire 5.5 milyar yagindadir ve 6zellikle son yiizy1l i¢cinde insanoglu dogay1 tahrip etmis, dogal
kaynaklar1 neredeyse tiiketmistir. Bu dogal kaynaklarin tiiketilmesi giiniimiizde hava, su ve toprak
kirliligi, kiiresel 1sinma, ozon tabakasinin incelmesi, kiiresel pandemiler ve bir¢ok canli tiirliniin yok
olmas1 gibi birgok soruna yol agmistir (Arora, Fatima, Mishra, Verma, ve Mishra, 2018; Seker ve
Aydinli, 2022). Bu sorunlarin en biiyiik sebeplerinden biri de hizli niifus artigidir. Niifusun artmasiyla
insanlarin ihtiyag¢lar1 da fazlalagtigi i¢in hizli ve yiiksek kapasiteli {iretim yapan sanayi geligmistir.
Sanayinin gelismesi, dogal kaynaklarin ve enerji tilketiminin artmasina sebep olmustur (Giiney, 2002;
Denis ve Geng, 2007; Oweini ve Houri, 2006). Artan enerji tiikketimi fosil yakitlarinin daha ¢ok
tilketilmesine sebep olmustur (Gilines, Alat ve Goziim, 2013). Ayrica insanoglunun g¢evreye karsi
ilgisizligi, duyarsizlig1 ve yeterince ¢evre egitimi almamis olmalar1 da ¢evre sorununa neden olan bir
diger etkendir (Durac, 2020). Gegmiste yapilan bilingsizce davraniglarin sonucunda diinyanin ve insan
neslinin geleceginin biiyiik bir tehlike altinda oldugunu tahmin etmek ¢ok zor degildir.

Cevre sorunlari ile miicadele etmenin Ve ¢evre sorunlarini ortadan kaldirmanin en etkili ve kalici
¢Oziim yollarindan birisi toplumu olusturan bireylerin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik ve
duyarliklarinin kazanarak bilinglenmesidir. Bu durum bireylere verilecek egitim ile gerceklesebilir
(Ergin, 2019). Bu minvalde egitim, ¢evreye yonelik sorunlarin analiz edilmesine ve gerekli 6nlemlerin
alimmasima yardime1 olmaktadir (Chauhan, 2008). Egitimin her yas seviyesinden 6grencilere erken
yastan itibaren verilmesi 6nemlidir. Ciinkii erken yaslardan itibaren verilen ¢evre egitimin bireyin ileriki
yaslarindaki davraniglarina olumlu etki edecegi bilinmektedir. Cevre egitiminde bireyin
davranislarindaki en 6nemli degisiklik ise ilkokul ¢aglarinda ger¢eklesmektedir (Se¢gin, Yalvag ve
Cetin, 2010). Ilkokul ¢aglarindaki dgrencileri i¢in sinif dgretmenleri rol model olarak goriilmektedir.
Ancak meslege baslamadan once egitim fakiiltelerinde siif 6gretmenlerine verilen ¢evre egitimi bilgi
ve tutum smirlidir. Halbuki bireylere ¢cevre ve ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik bilgi, farkindalik ve olumlu
tutum kazandirarak onlarda ¢evre bilincinin olusmasi saglanabilir (Kahyaoglu, Daban ve Yangin, 2008;
Okur Berberoglu ve Uygun, 2012). Bu durum i¢in 6n kosullardan birisi ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindaligin olusturulmasidir. Dolayisiyla ¢evre sorunlarinin ¢éziimiinde ve 6nlenmesinde 6grencileri
yonlendirecek, onlar1 egitecek ve cevre farkindaligi yiliksek bireyler yetistirecek olan sinif 6gretmen
adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin incelenmesi ve bu farkindaliklarinin etkileyen
degiskenlerin tespit edilmesi gerekmektedir (Erol ve Gezer, 2006). Ayrica sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin
gelecek nesillere cevre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarini 6nemli 6l¢iide etkileyebilecegi varsayilarak
aragtirmanin gerekli oldugu disiiniilmektedir. Bu yilizden bu g¢alismanin amaci; smif 6gretmen
adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarini ve farkindalik diizeylerini cinsiyet, yas, yurtta
kalma, evcil hayvan besleme, ¢evre etkinligine ve projelerine katilma degiskenlerine gore incelemektir.

Bu caligma kapsaminda; smif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik
diizeyleri ele alinmistir. Bu kapsamda arastirmanin problem ve alt problemleri asagida sunulmus ve
problemlere cevap aranmistir:

1. Sif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik diizeyleri nedir?

2. Sinif dgretmen adaylarinin gevre sorunlar1 farkindalik diizeyleri ile cinsiyet, yas, yurtta
kalma, evcil hayvan besleme, c¢evre etkinligine katilma ve cevre projelerine katilma
durumu arasinda anlamli farklilik var midir?
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[lgili alan yazin incelendiginde ¢evre sorunlari ile ilgili yapilan ¢alismalarin bir béliimii ilkokul
diizeyi 6grencilerinin g¢evre kirliligine yonelik zihinsel modellerinin belirlenmesine (Kivrak, 2018),
¢evre kavramlarmin belirlenmesine (Pnar ve Yakisan, 2017), ¢evre ve gevre sorunlarina iliskin
goriislerinin incelenmesine (Sags6z ve Doganay, 2019) yonelik ¢alismalarin oldugu, diger bir
bolimiiniin ise ortaokul Ogrencilerinin ¢evre sorunlart farkindalik diizeylerinin incelenmesine
(Yalginkaya, 2012), ¢evre sorunlarinin nedenleri ve ¢oziimlerine yonelik algilarina (Dogan, Sarag ve
Cicek, 2017) yonelik oldugu goriilmektedir. Yine lisans 6grencilerinin ¢evreye yonelik duyarliklarinin
incelenmesine (Arslan  ve Kizildag, 2018), c¢evre dostu davramslari ile cevre kimliklerinin
incelenmesine (Oztarakgi, 2019), ¢evre sorunlarma karst duyarhiliklarin incelenmesine (Yildirim,
Bacanak ve Ozsoy, 2012), cevresel farkindaliklarinin sosyodemografik ozellikleri agisindan
incelenmesine (Aydede Yalgin ve Cayci, 2018), g¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik ve ilgi
diizeylerinin karsilastirilmasma (Ozdemir ve Yapici, 2010), cevre sorunlarmna yénelik tutumlarmimn
incelenmesine (Kayali, 2010; Ocal, 2013), siirdiiriilebilir ¢evreye yonelik tutumlarm incelenmesine
(Alpak Tung ve Yenice, 2017) ve ¢evre sorunlarina iliskin algilarina (Kaya, 2014) yonelik ¢aligmalarin
da oldugu goriilmektedir. Fakat spesifik olarak sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindaliklarinin ve farkindaliklan etkileyen faktorler iizerinden yiiriitillen ¢aligmalarin incelendigi
arastirmalarin sinirh oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Literatiirde ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklar
ile farkindaliklar1 etkileyen faktorlerin incelendigi ¢aligsmalarin az olmasi, gelecekte bu alanda yapilacak
olacak ¢alismalara isaret etmektedir.

Yontem

Smif 6gretmenlerinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemek icin iliskisel
tarama modeli arastirmanin deseni olarak belirlenmistir. Iliskisel tarama modeli; gecmiste veya halen
devam etmekte olan birden fazla degisken arasindaki degisim varlig1 ile onun derecesini tespit etmeyi
ve betimlemeyi amaglayan arastirma modelidir (Cepni, 2012; Karasar, 2015).

Arastirmanin Orneklemi

Arastirmanin evrenini Tiirkiye’deki devlet tiniversitede 6grenim goren sinif 6gretmen adaylar
olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin Srnekleminin se¢ilmesinde uygun ornekleme yontemi kullanilmistir.
Uygun 6rnekleme yonteminde zaman, para ve isgiicii kaybinin 6nlenmesi temel amaglardandir. Burada
maksimumum ulagilabilirlik ve tasarruf durumlari goézetilmektedir (Biiytlikoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak,
Akgiin, Karadeniz, ve Demirel, 2013). Bu dogrultuda 2017-2018 egitim 6gretim yilinda Akdeniz
Bolgesinde yer alan bir devlet iniversitesinin egitim fakdiltesi sinif 6gretmenligi bolimiinde 6grenim
goren 269 6gretmen adayr aragtirmanin orneklemini olusturmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan dgretmen
adaylarmin cevaplar1 bos birakma, hep ayni cevabi isaretleme ve samimi olmama gibi nedenlerden
dolay1 5 tane veri isleme alimmamus arastirma 264 veri iizerinden Yiiriitiilmiistiir. Ogretmen adaylarinin
cinsiyet degiskenine ait betimsel istatistikler Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Cinsiyet Degiskenine Ait Betimsel Istatistikler

Degisken f %
Kiz 185 70.1
Erkek 79 29.9

Tablo 1 incelendiginde c¢alismaya katilan 264 smif O6gretmen adayindan %70.1'inin kiz,
%29.9'unun erkek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Aragtirmada Giiven ve Aydogdu (2012) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan "Cevre Sorunlarina
Yonelik Farkindalik Olgegi" smf 6gretmen adaylarmin farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemek igin
kullanilmistir. Olgekte olumlu maddeler igin evet, herhangi bir cevabi olmayanlar icin fikrim yok,
olumsuz maddelerin igin hayir ifadeleri kullanmlmstir. Olgek 3°lii likert seklindedir. Olgegin Bloom
Taksonomisi’ne gore biligsel becerilerin dagilimlar ve dlgekteki alt1 faktoriin giivenirlik katsayilar
(Cronbach a) Tablo 2’de gosterilmistir (Giiven ve Aydogdu, 2012). Olgegin toplam tutarlik (Cronbach
) degeri .90 olarak tespit edilmistir. Olgegin giivenilir olmasi igin alfa degerinin alfa degerinin 0,66 nin
tizerinde olmast ve 1’e yakin olmasi giivenirligin yeterli diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir
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(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011). Giivenirlik ve gegerlik analizleri yapilan 6lgegin nihai hali 44 madden
olusmaktadir.

Tablo 2. Olgege ait Maddelerin Bilissel Becerilerin Basamaklara Gore Dagilimi

Biligsel Beceriler Madde Numarasi Faktorlerin Giivenirligi (Cronbach o)
Bilgi 4,6,9,23,32,35,41,43 .95
Kavrama 2,11,13,16,20,25,33,40 .95
Uygulama 12,14,15,19,36,38 91
Analiz 1,8,10,21,22,24,28,31 .90
Sentez 5,17,18,27,39,42,44 75
Degerlendirme 3,7,26,29,30,34,37 71

Olgekte farkindalikla ilgili yer alan olumlu maddelere evet yanitina 2, hayir yanitina 0 ve fikrim
yok yanitina 1 puan verilmistir. Olgekteki olumsuz maddelerin puanlari ters puanlama islemine gore
doniistiiriilmiistiir. Olgegin toplam maddelerinden alinabilecek minumum puan 0, maksimum puan ise
88°dir. Olgegin puanlamasinda 0-29 arasi diisiik, 30-59 arasi orta ve 60-88 arasi yiiksek diizey
farkindalik puani olarak degerlendirilmistir (Karadag ve Acar, 2020).

Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirma verileri SPSS 22.0 paket programi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Sinif 6gretmen
adaylarmin c¢evre sorunlarma yonelik farkindalik diizeyleri ile cinsiyet, yurtta kalma, evcil hayvan
besleme, cevre etkinligine ve projelerine katilma degiskenine gore farklilik olusturup olusturmadigini
tespit etmek i¢in t testi (bagimsiz gruplar) ve yas degiskenine gore farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina
tespit etmek i¢in ise tek yonlil varyans analizi (ANOVA) yapilmstir.

Arastirmada kullanilan parametrik testlerin varsayimi olan verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigini
tespit etmek icin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik katsayisi dikkate alinmis ve Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Olgeginin Carpiklik ve Basiklik Katsayisi

Degigken Carpiklik Basiklik
Bilgi -474 -.338
Kavrama -.347 .458
Uygulama -.657 -027
Analiz -.576 379
Sentez -.460 .634
Degerlendirme -1.026 .786
Cevre Sorunlarina Yonelik Farkindalik Toplam -.581 .033

Cevre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik Olgeginin biligsel alan basamaklarmin carpiklik ve
basiklik katsayis1 -1.5 ile +1.5 araliginda oldugundan veriler normal dagilim gdstermektedir
(Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Bir diger varsayim olan 6rneklemin puan ortalamalari iligkisizdir.
Caligmada ayrica standart sapma, mod, medyan, yiizde ve frekans gibi betimsel istatistikler de
kullanilmstir.

Arastirmanin Stnirliliklart

Caligma 2017-2018 egitim 6gretimin doneminde Akdeniz Bolgesinde yer alan bir devlet
okulunda 6grenim goren sinif 6gretmen adaylart ile siirhidir. Arastirmada uygun drnekleme yoluna
gidildigi i¢in katilimcilara ait cinsiyet degiskenin benzer olmasi agisindan sinirlidir.

Bulgular

Calismanin bu boliimiinde verilere ait istatistiksel analizler, calismanin ana ve alt amaclari
dogrultusunda sunulmustur. Siif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik
6lgeginden elde edilen puanlarin betimsel istatistik sonucu Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 4. Siif Ogretmeni Adaylarmin Cevre Sorunlarina Yonelik Farkindalik Diizeyine iliskin Betimsel Istatistik
Sonucu

Degisken N Min Max X Ss
Cevre Sorunlarina Yonelik Farkindalik 264 41 63 54.87 4.4

Tablo 4’te siif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerinin
(X=54.87) orta diizeyde oldugu gorilmiistiir. Sinif dgretmeni adaylarinin gevre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindalik Olgeginden elde edilen toplam puanlarin cinsiyete gore anlamli diizeyde farklilasip
farklilasmadigina yonelik analizler Tablo 5’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Siif Ogretmeni Adaylarinin Cevre Sorunlarina Yénelik Farkindaliklarinin Cinsiyet Durumuna Gére
Incelenmesi

Cevre sorunlarina yonelik

farkindalik Cinsiyet N X Ss Sd t p
Bilgi Kiz 185 11.27 152 262 -0.04 .97
Erkek 79 11.28 1.58
Kavrama Kiz 185 752 141 262 0.50 .62
Erkek 79 743 135
Uygulama Kiz 185 917 161 262 1.05 .29
Erkek 79 895 152
Analiz Kiz 185 1296 1.86 262 0.13 .90
Erkek 79 1292 182
Sentez Kiz 185 6.22 111 262 3.08 .00*
Erkek 79 573 128
Degerlendirme Kiz 185 801 096 262 0.82 41
Erkek 79 790 1.14
Toplam Kiz 185 55.15 431 262 159 A1

Erkek 79 5422 455

*p<0.05

Siif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik 6lceginin bilgi, kavrama,
uygulama, analiz, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve 6lgegin toplamindan aldiklar1 puanlar ile cinsiyet
degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik yoktur (p>.05). Bu sonug¢ sinif 6gretmeni
adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik olgeginin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz,
degerlendirme alt boyut ve Olgegin toplam puaninin cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik
olusturmadigini ifade etmektedir. Buna karsin sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindalik Slgeginin sentez alt boyutundan aldiklar1 puanin cinsiyete gore istatiksel olarak anlamli
oldugu belirlenmistir [t (262 =3.08, p<.05]. Buna gore kizlarin degerlendirme alt boyut puan
ortalamasinin erkeklerden daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir (Kiz: X=6.22, Erkek: X=5.73). Ol¢egin
toplam boyutlar1 ile alt boyutlariin ortalamasi dikkate alindiginda kizlarm puan ortalamasinin
erkeklerinkinden daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Smif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin yas degiskenine gore
analizleri Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.
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Tablo 6. Smif Ogretmeni Adaylarinin Cevre Sorunlarma Yénelik Farkindaliklarmin Yas Degiskenine Gore
Incelenmesi
Cevre sorunlarina yonelik

farkindalik Yag N X Ss F Sd P

Bilgi 18-20 113 11.49 138 2.232 2-262 .109
21-23 121 11.07 1.64
23 ve usti 30 11.30 1.53

Kavrama 18-20 113 754 145 0.199 2-262 .82
21-23 121 744 1.39
23 ve tsti 30 757 117

Uygulama 18-20 113 9.23 1.42 0.713 2-262 .491
21-23 121  8.98 1.71
23 ve st 30 9.13 1.63

Analiz 18-20 113 13.19 1.78 2.167 2-262 .117
21-23 121 12.83 1.82
23 ve usti 30 1250 2.13

Sentez 18-20 113 596 1.14 0.977 2-262 .378
21-23 121 6.15 1.23
23 ve lsti 30 6.20 1.13

Degerlendirme 18-20 113 791 1.09 1.346 2-262 .262
21-23 121 8.08 0.91
23 ve lsti 30 780 1.13

Toplam 18-20 113 55.32 3.90 1.023 2-262 .361
21-23 121 5455 458

23 ve lizeri 30 5450 5.32

Tablo 6 incelendiginde, simif Ogretmen adaylarinin g¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik
Olceginin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve o6l¢egin
toplamindan aldiklar1 puanlar ile yas degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik olmadig:
(p>. 05) belirlenmistir.

Simif Ogretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin yurtta kalma
degiskenine iliskin analizleri Tablo 7°de sunulmustur.

Tablo_ 7. Siif Ogretmeni Adaylarinin Cevre Sorunlarina Yonelik Farkindaliklarmin Yurtta Kalma Degiskenine
Gore Incelenmesi

Cevre sorunlarina yonelik Yurtta -

farkindalik kalma N X S Sd t P

Bilgi Evet 147 1129 151 262 154 878
Hayir 117 1126 157

Kavrama Evet 147 750 142 262 .094 .925
Hayir 117 749 1.36

Uygulama Evet 147 9.08 1.64 262 -281 .779
Hayir 117 9.14 152

Analiz Evet 147 1285 195 262 -952 .342
Hayir 117 13.07 1.72

Sentez Evet 147 6.10 1.26 262 358 721
Hayir 117 6.04 1.09

Degerlendirme Evet 147 799 105 262 163 871
Hayir 117 7.97 0.97

Toplam Evet 147 5480 450 262 -.283 .777
Hayir 117 5496 4.29

Smif Ogretmeni adaylarinin yurtta kalma degiskenine goére c¢evre sorunlarma ydnelik
farkindaliklarina bakildiginda, sinif 6gretmen adaylarmin 6lgeginin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz,
sentez ve degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve Olgegin toplamindan aldiklari puanlar ile yurtta kalma
degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak bir farklilik olmadigi (p>. 05) belirlenmistir. Bu sonug sinif
Ogretmeni adaylarinin 6lgegin bu alt boyutlan ile yurtta kalma degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik
olusturmadigint ifade etmektedir. Simif Ogretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarma yonelik
farkindaliklarinin evcil hayvan besleme degiskenine iligkin analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 8’de gésterilmistir.
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Tablo 8. Simif Qgretmeni Adaylarinin Cevre Sorunlarina Yonelik Farkindaliklarinin Evcil Hayvan Besleme
Durumuna Goére Incelenmesi

Cevre sorunlarina yonelik Evcil hayvan -
farkindalik besleme N X S Sd t P
Bilgi Evet 40 1123 175 262 -214 .831
Hayir 224 1128 1.49
Kavrama Evet 40 800 128 262 251 .013
Hay1r 224 741 139
Uygulama Evet 40 923 158 262 515 .607
Hayir 224 9.08 1.59
Analiz Evet 40 13.08 165 262 475 .635
Hayir 224 1292 1.88
Sentez Evet 40 6.10 117 262 .162 .871
Hayir 224  6.07 1.19
Degerlendirme Evet 40 810 093 262 .828 .408
Hayir 224 796 1.03
Toplam Evet 40 5573 3.73 262 1.335 .183
Hayir 224 5472 4.50
*p<0.05

Tablo 8’de sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin evcil hayvan besleme degiskenine gore ¢cevre sorunlarina
iligkin farkindaliklar incelendigi zaman, siif 6gretmen adaylarinin Slgegin bilgi, uygulama, analiz,
sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve 6l¢egin toplamindan aldiklar1 puanlari ile evcil hayvan besleme
durumu arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli farklilik olmadigi (p>. 05) belirlenmistir. Bu sonu¢ siif
Ogretmeni adaylarinin Slgegin bilgi, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutu ile toplam
puanlarinin evcil hayvan besleme degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik olugturmadigimi ifade etmektedir.
Bunun yaninda sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin 6lgegin kavrama alt boyutu ile evcil hayvan besleme durumu
arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli farkin oldugu belirlenmistir [t (262 =2.51, p<.05]. Buna evcil hayvan
besleyen ogretmen adaylarin kavram alt boyut puan ortalamasinin evcil hayvan beslemeyenlerinkinden
daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir (Evcil hayvan besleme: X=8.00, Evcil hayvan beslememe: X=7.41).
Ayrica istatiksel olarak anlamli olmasa da evcil hayvan besleyen smif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre
sorunlarma yonelik puan ortalamalarinin evcil hayvan beslemeyenlere gore yiiksek oldugu
goriilmektedir. Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin ¢evre etkinligine
katilma degiskenine iliskin analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 9°da gosterilmistir.

Tablo 9. Siif Ogretmeni Adaylarinin Cevre Sorunlarma Yénelik Farkindaliklarinin Cevre Etkinligine Katilma
Degiskenine Gore Incelenmesi
Cevre sorunlarina yonelik ~ Cevre etkinligine

farkindahk katilima N X s Sd t P
Bilgi Evet 90 1116 159 262 -.894 .372
Hayir 174 1133 1.50
Kavrama Evet 90 7.66 147 262 1.342 .181
Hayir 174 741 134
Uygulama Evet 90 9.04 161 262 -454 .65
Hayir 174 914 157
Analiz Evet 90 13.07 195 262 .756 .45
Hay1r 174 1289 1.80
Sentez Evet 90 6.03 118 262 -381 .703
Hay1r 174 6.09 1.19
Degerlendirme Evet 90 8.04 097 262 .771 .441
Hay1r 174 794 1.04
Toplam Evet 90 55.00 4.52 262 .342 .733
Hayir 174 5480 4.34

Tablo 9 incelendigi zaman, sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre etkinligine katilma durumu ile
cevre sorunlarma yonelik farkindalik dl¢eginin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme
alt boyutundan ve 6l¢egin toplamindan aldiklari puanlar arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi (p>. 05)
belirlenmistir. Bu sonug sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin 6lgegin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez,
degerlendirme alt boyutu ile toplam puanlarinin ¢evre etkinligine katilma degiskenine gore anlaml
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farklilik olugturmadigini ifade etmektedir. Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin g¢evre ile ilgili projeye katilma
durumu ile g¢evre sorunlarmma yodnelik farkindaliklarma iliskin analiz sonuglari Tablo 10’da
gosterilmistir.

Tablo 10. Siif Ogretmeni Adaylarinin Cevre Sorunlarina Yénelik Farkindaliklarinin Cevre Etkinligine Katilma
Degiskenine Gore Incelenmesi

Cevre sorunlarina Cevre projesine

yonelik farkindalik katilma NoX Ss Sd t P

Bilgi Evet 36 1097 175 262 -1.27 .206
Hayir 228 1132 149

Kavrama Evet 36 7.81 137 144 151
Hayir 228 745 139 262

Uygulama Evet 36 897 1.63 -545 586
Hayir 228 9.13 1.58

Analiz Evet 36 1283 193 262 -396 .692
Hayir 228 1296 1.84

Sentez Evet 36 578 124 262 -1.61 .108
Hayir 228 6.12 1.17

Degerlendirme Evet 36 8.08 0.87 .673  .502
Hayir 228 796 1.04

Toplam Evet 36 5444 441 262 -626 .532
Hayir 228 5494 4.40

Tablo 10 incelendiginde, sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin gevre ile ilgili projeye katilma durumu ile
¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik 6lgeginin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme
alt boyutundan ve 6l¢egin toplamindan aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi (p>.05)
belirlenmistir. Bu sonug¢ siif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre ile ilgili projeye katilma durumu ile ¢evre
sorunlaria yonelik farkindaliklarina gére anlamli farklilik olugturmadigini ifade etmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu calismanin amaci; sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarini ve
farkindalik diizeylerini cinsiyet, yas, yurtta kalma, evcil hayvan besleme, gevre etkinligine ve projelerine
katilma degiskenlerine gére incelemektir.

Arastirmada sinif O0gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarma ydnelik farkindaliklarinin orta
diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir. Literatiirde ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklar1 agisindan 6gretmen
adaylarinin orta diizeyde farkindaliklarinin oldugunu belirten ¢aligmalara rastlanmaktadir (Kadioglu
Ates ve Isik Oner, 2020; Sidekli ve Aktay, 2017). Buna ek olarak 6gretmen adaylar ile yapilan
caligmalarda O0gretmen adaylarimin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik diizeyini oldukg¢a yiiksek
oldugunu (Karadag ve Acar, 2020) ve diisiik oldugunu (Demirbag ve Pektas, 2009; Giiven ve Aydogdu,
2012; Kahraman, Yalgin, Ozkan, ve Aggiil, 2008; Ozdemir, Y1ldiz, Ocaktan, ve Sarisen, 2004) belirten
caligmalarin da oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu farkliliklarin sebebinin 6rneklemlerin farkli olmasindan
kaynaklandig: distiniilmektedir.

Arastirmada cinsiyetin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik {izerinde genel olarak anlamli bir
fark olusturmadigi belirlenmistir. Bununla birlikte ¢evreye sorunlari farkindalik 6lg¢eginin alt boyutu
olan “sentez” puan ortalamasi ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin oldugu
belirlenmistir (p<0.05). Bu bulguda kiz Ogrencilerin puan ortalamasi erkek Ogrencilerin puan
ortalamasindan daha yiiksektir. Ayrica istatiksel olarak anlamli olmasa da dlgegin toplam boyutlari ile
diger alt boyutlarinin ortalamasi dikkate alindiginda kizlarin puan ortalamasinin erkeklerinkinden daha
yiiksek oldugu gortlmektedir. Bu bulguyu destekler nitelikte kiz 6gretmen adaylarin ¢evre sorunlarina
yonelik farkindalik puanlarinin erkek Ogretmen adaylara gore daha yiliksek oldugunu belirten
caligmalara da literatiirde rastlanmaktadir (Aydede Yal¢in ve Cayct, 2018; Ergin, 2019; Kadioglu Ates
ve Isik Oner, 2020; Sidekli ve Aktay, 2017). Ayrica Dogan ve Purutcuoglu’nun (2017) sosyal hizmet
uzmanlar1 ile yaptig1 ¢alismada ¢evresel farkindalik puani ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir
farklilik bulunmazken sadece 6l¢egin kavrama alt boyutu ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak
anlamli fark bulunmus ve farkin kizlarin lehine oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu bulgu arastirmanin bulgulari
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ile paralellik gostermektedir. Karahan, Gorgiin ve Oktay (2017), lisans 6grencilerinin gevre farkindalik
diizeylerini incelemistir. Arastirma sonucunda kiz 6grencilerin gevre farkindalik diizeylerinin erkek
ogrencilerinkinden yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Yine benzer sekilde Tamam, Yiirekli, Bagaran ve
Uskun (2017), tip fakiiltesindeki kiz 6grencilerin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik puanlarinin erkek
ogrencilerinkinden yiiksek oldugunu belirlemistir. Karadag ve Acar’in (2020) sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen
adaylar1 ile yaptigi calismada erkek Ogretmen adaylarin istatiksel olarak anlamli olmasa da kiz
Ogrencilere gore daha yiliksek ¢evre sorunlarma yonelik farkindalik puan ortalamasma sahip oldugu
belirlenmistir. Literatiirde erkek Ogrencilerin c¢evresel farkindaliklarinin kizlardan daha yiiksek
oldugunu ortaya koyan diger calismalara da rastlanmaktadir (Korhonen ve Lappalainen, 2004; Yilmaz,
2009). Buna karsin literatiirde cinsiyet degiskeni ile 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarma yonelik
farkindaliklar1 arasinda anlamli bir farkliligin olmadig1 ¢aligmalara da rastlanmaktadir (Karadag ve
Acar, 2020; Yapici, 2009). Cevre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarin kiz ve erkek cinsiyetine gore
degismesinin bireylerin yasadigi kiiltiirden ve ¢evreden farklilasmis oldugu diistiniilmektedir.

Siif 6gretmen adaylarinin g¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin bilgi, kavrama,
uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve 6l¢egin toplamindan aldiklar1 puanlar ile yas
degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli farklilik olmadigi belirlenmistir. Buna paralel olarak
Ercengiz, Kegeci Kurt ve Polat (2014), yaptigi arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarmin c¢evre sorunlar
duyarliliklar1 ile yas degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli fark bulmamistir. Ayrica Dogan ve
Purut¢uoglu’nun (2017) sosyal hizmet uzmanlari ile yaptig1 ¢alismada, ¢evresel farkindalik ile yas
degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark bulunmazken sadece kavrama alt boyutu ile yas degiskeni arasinda
anlamli fark bulunmustur. Karahan vd. (2017), lisans 6grencilerinin gevre farkindalik diizeyleri ile yas
degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark bulmustur. Benzer sekilde Kadioglu Ates ve Istk Oner’in (2020)
Ogretmen adaylari ile yaptigi calismada, 22 yas ve iistii 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindalik puanlarini 19-21 yas aras1 6gretmen adaylarina gore istatiksel olarak daha ytiksek bulmustur.

Arastirmada simf Ogretmen adaylarinin cevre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin bilgi,
kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve 6l¢egin toplamindan aldiklari
puanlar ile yurtta kalma degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin olmadig: belirlenmistir.
Bununla birlikte yurtta kalan dgrencilerin daha az elektrik ve su tiikettigi diistiniildiigiinde yurtta kalan
Ogretmen adaylarmin g¢evresel problemlere yonelik farkindaliklarin yurtta kalmayanlara gére daha
yiiksek olmasi beklenmektedir (Petersen, Shunturov, Janda, Platt ve Weinberger, 2007). Fakat simif
ogretmen adaylar ile yapilan bu ¢aligmada yurtta kalanlar ile kalmayanlarin puan ortalamasi birbirine
yakin ¢ikmistir. Ozdemir vd. (2004), yurtta kalan tip fakiiltesi dgrencilerinin kalmayanlara gére daha
¢ok cevre bilgisinin oldugunu fakat buna ragmen 6grencilerin ¢evre konusunda dikkatsiz ve 6zensiz
davrandigini tespit etmistir.

Arastirmada Simif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin bilgi,
uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve 6lgegin toplamindan aldiklari puanlar ile
evcil hayvan besleme degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin olmadigi belirlenmistir.
Buna karsin 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindaliklarinin kavrama alt boyutu ile
evcil hayvan besleme degiskeni arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu
fark evcil hayvan besleyen 6gretmen adaylari lehinedir. Ayrica evcil hayvan besleyen 6gretmen
adaylarinin beslemeyenlere gore puan ortalamasi daha yiiksektir. Ergin’in (2019) 6gretmen adaylari ile
yaptig1 ¢alismada hayvanlari hayatlarinin bir pargasi olarak goren 6gretmen adaylarinin géremeyenlere
gore cevre farkindaliklarmin istatiksel olarak daha yiliksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Yine Vatansever
Bayraktar ve Firat’in (2020) ilkokul 6grencileri ile yaptigi ¢alismada evde hayvan beslemenin uygun
oldugunu diisiinen 6grencilerin uygun olmadigini diistinen grencilere oranla ¢evresel farkindaliklariin
anlamli diizeyde yiiksek oldugu istatiksel olarak tespit edilmistir. Buna karsin Onder’in (2015) sekizinci
smif 0grencileri ile yaptig1 ¢alismada 6grencilerin ¢evreye yonelik tutumlari ile evcil hayvan besleme
arasinda anlamli bir fark tespit edilmemistir.

Arastirmada ¢evre etkinligine katilmanin ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik {izerinde genel
olarak anlamli bir fark olusturmadig belirlenmistir. Bu sonucu destekleyen ¢alismalara rastlanmaktadir.
Buna karsin Karadag ve Acar’in (2020) sosyal bilgiler 6gretmeni ile yaptig1 caligmada, ¢evre ile ilgili
seminer, toplantt veya kongrelere katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin katilmayanlara goére ¢evre sorunlari
farkindalik diizeylerinin istatiksel olarak daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenistir. Benzer sekilde literatiirde
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cevre etkinliklerine katilan bireylerin katilmayanlara gore cevre sorunlarina yonelik farkindalik
puanlarinin daha yiiksek oldugunu belirten calismalar da vardir (Aydede Yal¢in ve Cayci, 2018;
Kadioglu Ates ve Isik Oner 2020). Tamam vd. (2017) gevre etkinliklerine katilan tip fakiiltesi
ogrencilerinin katilmayanlara gore ¢evresel tutumlarinin daha yiiksek oldugunu belirlemistir.

Sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evreyle ilgili projeye katilma durumu ile ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindalik 6lgeginin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendirme alt boyutundan ve 6lgegin
toplamindan aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi belirlenmistir. Fakat, Ozgel,
Aydogdu ve Giiven Yildirim (2018) doga kamp1 destekli gezi-gézlem yapan ilkogretim yedinci sinif
ogrencilerinin yapmayan 6grencilere gore ¢evre sorunlar farkindalik 6lgegi puanlarinin daha yiiksek
oldugunu belirlemistir. Benzer sekilde Pereira vd. (2006) tarafindan yiiriitiilen ¢evre projesinde, projeye
katilan dgrencilerin ¢evreye yonelik sorgulama yetenekleri ve farkindaliklarinin gelistigi belirlenmistir.

Calismanin 6rneklem grubu smif 6gretmenligi 6gretmen adaylarini kapsamaktadir. Gelecekte
planlanacak olan c¢alismalar Ogretmenler, iiniversitelerin egitim fakiiltelerinde gorev yapan
akademisyenler ve Ogrenciler gibi farkli 6rneklem gruplarmi igerebilir. Bunlarin yani sira gevre
farkindaligini artirmak amactyla egitim programlari, hizmet ici egitimler, projeler diizenlenebilir ve bu
calismalar sonucunda etkililik aragtirmalar yapilabilir. Lisans egitimi diizeyinde ¢evre farkindaligim
artirmak amacli ders igerikleri hazirlanabilir.
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