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Abstract

The main purpose of the research is to determiredtdgree to which the value preferences of thehtgac
candidates predicts their liking children attitudisthis research, "Dilmac¢ and Aricak Values Stdleveloped
by Dilma¢ and Aricak (2012) was used to determivetalue orientations of teacher candidates andntga
Liking of Children Scale (BLOCS)" developed by Bettnand Sinisi (1990) was used to determine liking
children attitudesThe study group of the research which is in theeesting model constitutes 264 teacher
candidates who are studying at Ahmet Kef#gu Education Faculty of Necmettin Erbakan Universit 2012-
2013 school yeail he data were analyzed by SPSS 18.0 statisticabgagorogram.

According to the findings of the research, it isirfid that there are significant differences in docareer and
intellectual values aoedin[to [ender; in the valueof [piritual, materialilfic, human diThity, romance, freedom,
futuwwa and the scores obtained from Barnett Céiltd Love Scale show no significant differencegtiog

to gender. It is found that there is no significdifference according to the department in the eslaf social,
career, intellectual, spiritual, materialistic, ramic, freedom, futuwwa values and the scores obthifrom
Barnett Child Love Scale but only in the human digmalue there is a significant difference. Acdoglto age
variable; there i[Ja nelative meanin[ful relationlhip between ale and [ocial, career value[]1ub-dimensions and
positive meaningful relationship between age amdamtic values sub-dimensioRegression analysis revealed
that subscales of social, career, intellectuatitspi, human dignity, freedom, and futuwwa valaes found to
be important predictors of children liking attitedef teacher candidates.

Keywords. Children Liking, Value

1. Introduction

It is no coincidence that in the middle of the mé@mth century, the notion of values started taekgicitly
mentioned along with the ontology’s independenceettiics. As it is known, with the Enlightenment and
Modernism, positioning of human being as a jushkimg entity has reached its summit in Hegelianism.
However, with the criticism of this thought, esgalgi with the trends of positivism and materialismature and
human interpretations have been left to the comifoinechanical science and materialistic ontoldgyery
existing value has been transformed into a phenomegvery norm into a truth, every idea into aroldgy
(Tillich, 1960:73).

Therefore, modern science and education thoughpeshby the understanding of positivism and s&entias
been influential in many countries and has takeniskues of "reality" and "values" to the dichotpsplitting
into two opposite areas, and with a more optimistkpression to bifurcate (Reuben, 1996). In thiseca
philosophers have begun to question the value dimenof the realities on which human dignity ansl it
meaning are based. Accordingly, philosophers haxeldped a method called the doctrine of valuelidf;
1960:73).

If we would define values in general, it may beiged as the tendency of an individual to prefertaier
situations in relation to other individuals (Hofdte 1991). A value is a consistent and profoundebéhat a
particular human behavior or purpose of life is esigr to another (Dékmen, 2005\ccording to Dunlop
(1996), the concept of value is briefly definedthe qualities of objects. Aydin (2001) defined ‘esHuas
meanings that the individuals impose on differeattdrs in their lives. As a term, the value is anomn
symbolic system element that serves as a critasioatandard for choosing between method optionsrbef
acting (Cafo & Somuncugu, 2000).

As a result of his researches, Spranger (1928) imeghvalues in six groups as aesthetic, theoretszadntific),
economic, political, social and religious valuesiiler Rokeach (1973) examined as objective andunstntal
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values and Schwartz (1992) examined values in teapg as power, achievement, hedonism, stimulaseif,
direction, universalism, benevolence, traditiomfoomity, security (as cited in Aklga2004).

Values are the facts that can be taught and leafiexivalue’s taking different forms and evaluatdifierently
in different societies show that they have beemied later. Then, above all, the values are matiieeslucation.
And this education is not just about the lessonghtin schools. In a sense that the whole socsety school
and every human being is a teacher and a stud¢hisa$chool. The learning of values is a sociatriéng in the
form of role learning (Aydin, 2010).

Values can be gained by education in various orgdioins as well as the result of various interatithat
individuals enter by their surroundings. When cdesid in this context, schools will be the moshatitative
and perhaps effective institutions in this reg&dviewing the relevant literature it is seen tihatré are various
studies on the fact that the values can be taugtitheow they are included in the teachers’ and dtuta
program(l(fscan & Senemoglu, 2009; Kan, 2010; Iscan, 2011; Yalar & Yelken, 2011; Balc1 & Yelken, 2010;
Yasaraslu, 2013). When teaching is examined by a systepnageh, the most important elements of the teaching
system are students, teachers, teaching matendl¢earning-teaching environments. The importarfcthese
elements of the process need to be grasped andhioeyd be organized in such a way as to work ey
and harmoniously together to achieve the desired €ralin, 2008).

Teachers from the touchstones of the system apiproadertake a major responsibility not only to tedoe
students the knowledge, skills and values necessayccessfully participate in the social lifet biso to teach
the behaviors that are demanded in terms of stfdahnd to reinforce learned knowledge, skills|ues and
behaviors. In this context teachgiild communication come(to forefront (Beyazkiirk & Kelner, 2005; Howel)
2000; Jultice, Cottone, Malhburn & Rimm-Kaufman, 2008; Murray & Grenberg, 2000; Pianta & LaParo, 2003;
Rudalill, 2011; Saltal1 & Erbay, 2013).

The attitude towards children refers to the basiieb of an individual about children and being twithildren
(Barnett & Sinisi 1990). Liking a child is one dfet most admissible forms of unrequited love (ME@&05).
Downing, Ryndak, and Clark (2000) list characté@sssuch as liking children, interacting with chéd, being
patient, concerned, being gentle and flexible, camisating with adults and children and staying cainorder
to become an educator. In this regard, the attiafdking children is seen as an important tead@npetence
(Gelbal & Duyan, 2010). Although Turkish societyés children and it has been said for a long ti@euf,
2007), there is a lack of knowledge about primatyos| teachers' love of children. It is thoughttttiee reason
for this lack is that this aspect of the teachearabteristics has not been directly addressed bodt attitudes
about showing love to children in Turkish society.

Taking all these factors into consideration, it wasught that the value preferences of the teachedidates
could affect their childlike attitudes. When thetature was examinedpecifically, no study on this subject has
been found.

1.1. Purpose of the research

The main aim of the research is to seek answetwetéollowing questions:
1. Do the value preferences and the child-liking adits of the teacher candidates differ significantly
according to gender and department variables?
2. s there significant correlations between age aides and child-liking attitudes?
3. Are the value preferences of teacher candidatatigpireg child-liking attitudes?
2. Method

In this section, the research model, study groapa dollection instruments, and statistical methasisd in the
analysis of data are included.

2.1. Research Model

The research is in the general screening modehasa quantitative paradigm in the data context.

2.2. Study Group

The study group of this research constitutes 2@#her candidates who are studying at Ahmet ¢6gle
Education Faculty of Necmettin Erbakan University2012-2013 school year. The demographic charatitsi
of the study group were 183 (69.3%) females an€3817%) males, with an average age of 21.71, rahdg-
37 and 134 (50.8%) primary education departmerésgooom teacher, social studies teacher, religiolisre
and ethics) and 130 (49.2%) secondary educatiomrttapnts (physics teacher, chemistry teacher, dpjolo
teacher, history teacher, Turkish language anchtitee teacher, English teacher, mathematics teache

2.3. Data collection instruments
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In this research, "Dilma¢ and Aricak Values ScaleVeloped by Dilma¢ and Aricak (2012) was used to
determine the value orientations of teacher cameldand "Barnett Liking of Children Scale (BLOCS)"
developed by Barnett and Sinisi (1990) was useatktermine liking children attitudes.

Dilma¢ & Aricak Values Scale: The value scale depetl by Dilma¢ and Aricak (2012) consists of 3@nie
The scale is implemented in a way that the pasditip make an assessment ranging from 0 (do nogmnsit9
(very important) after reading a total of 39 valaesording to the importance they have given imgeof being

a principle that directs their lives. It's a likaéype scale. Scores ranging from 0 to 351 can kentérom the
scale. Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficiechniques were used in the reliability caltorfes of the
scale. It consists of nine factors and all factads range from .45 to .80. Cronbach alpha intezoasistency
reliability coefficients of "Dilmag¢ and Aricak Vadis Scale" were calculated on the basis of factbiscale.
These coefficients, the value dimensions and theegahey contain are tabulated below.

Table 1. Value Dimensions, Content and Reliability Coeffite

Value Dimension The values that the value dimension contain Coefficients
Social values Benevolence , modesty (prudency), social peace, ,90
respect, right to life, responsibility consistency
(in behaviors), tolerance, self-discipline
Career values Quality, career, dignity/ prestige, reputation, ,80
education, outer discipline
Intellectual values Physical health, mental health, knowledge, ,78
working, success, personal development
Spiritual Worship, religion / faith, belief / ideology, inner 81
peace
Materialistic values Money, property, status 78
Human dignity Virtue, honor, justice 61
Romantic values Love, partner / lover, pleasure / enjoyment ,66
Freedom Freedom / independence, culture, labor ,65
Futuwwa Generosity, courage ,63

Barnett Liking of Children Scale: "Barnett's Likiraf Children Scale" was developed by Barnett andsBi
(1990) to measure individual’s attitudes of likiagildren. The standardization of the scale in Turkes done
by Duyan and Gelbal in 2008. Barnett and SinisB@%ound the test-retest reliability of the scat0.91 and
the internal consistency coefficient as 0.93. la #uaptation study for Turkey, the test-retesabdlity of the

scale was 0.85 and the internal consistency casfifievas 0.92 (Duyan & Gelbal, 2008).

Participants are asked to report opinions in serades ranging from 'l do not agree' to 'l totalfyee' in each
of the 14-item scale. Four of the 14 items in theasure are negative (3, 6, 10, 13 items), whileterpositive.
When the scale is scored those who gave the an$wagree totally" to the positive items get "7" pts while
the ones choosing "I do not agree" get “1” poirdr the negative items, on the contrary, scorindose in the
opposite direction. Accordingly, scores that canak@n from the scale range from 98 to 14. Thé Bigpres on
the scale showed that the participants liked thielem more, whereas the low scores showed theaffsstion
(Duyan &Gelbal, 2008; Gelbal & Duyan, 2010).

2.4. Data Analysis

The data obtained from the data collection toolghe study were analyzed with the SPSS 18.0 package
program. Firstly, in terms of some of the variables discdsse the survey, the descriptive, frequency and
percentage distributions of the group charactesstiere extractedThe independent t-test was used to test
whether the scores obtained from the Dilma¢ & Aqivalues Scale and the Barnett Liking of Childrerale
differed by gender and department, and the Pedvkonents Multiplication Correlation Coefficient tagljue

was used to determine whether the values correlatbdage.

Regression analysis technique was used to deterthendevel of predicting of value preference ofnpary
school and secondary school teacher candidatégitdiking of children attitudes.

3. Findings

In this section, statistical analyzes of data gatthén accordance with the main and sub-purposéseafesearch
are presented and interpretations based on thadisidre made.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for the Subscales of therait & Aricak Values Scale and the Barnett Liking of
Children Scale

Variables N X X SE | Median | Mode | sd | Min. | Max.
Social values 264 81.75 .57 85.00 90.0d 9.39 43.00 90.00
Career values 264 37.96 .36 39.00 45.0¢ 6.00 15.00 45.00
Intellectual values 264 48.24 .34 49.50 54.00 558 25.00 54.00
Spiritual 264 33.79 .22 36.00 36.00 3.78 17.00 36.00
Materialistic values 264 18.28 .37 19.00 20.0d 6.0B .00 27.00
Human dignity 264 25.73 14 27.00 27.00 237 12.00 27.00
Romantic values 264 19.40 .37 21.00 23.00 6.1 .00 27.00
Freedom 264 24.28 .18 25.00 27.00 295 11.00 27.00
Futuwwa 264 15.90 14 16.00 18.0( 2.217 7.00 18.00
Barnett Liking of 264 81.41 .90 85.00 98.00 14.65 28.00 98.00
Children

In Table 2, descriptive statistics related to tberes obtained from the subscales of the Dilmagr&ak Values
Scale and the Barnett Liking Children Scale appliedeacher candidates were given. Another desozipt
analysis related to the research is demographicactaistics. The demographic characteristics ef gtudy
group show that 183 (%69.3) female and 81 (%30&lgrteacher candidates had participated. The meageo

is 21.71 and range of age is 17-37 (sd: 3.12). ((880.8) teacher candidates were from primary school
departments and 130 (%49.2) teacher candidatesfwanesecondary school departments.

Table 3: Results of t-test on the Subscales of the Dilmagri®ak Values Scale and the Barnett Liking of
Children Scale according to Gender Variable

Value Gender n X Se t p
Social values Female 183 82.91 8.56 3.059 .002*
Male 81 79.13 10.65
Career values Female 183 38.49 5.39 2.158 .032*
Male 81 36.77 7.11
Intellectual Female 183 48.78 4,98 2.378 .018*
values Male 81 47.02 6.62
Spiritual Female 183 34.04 3.59 1.603 110
Male 81 33.24 4.01
Materialistic Female 183 18.61 5.67 1.236 219
values Male 81 17.53 6.90
Human Female 183 25.90 2.19 1.777 077
dignity Male 81 25.34 2.71
Romantic Female 183 19.31 6.10 -.370 712
values Male 81 19.61 6.22
Freedom Female 183 24.29 2.96 .060 .953
Male 81 24.27 2.94
Futuwwa Female 183 15.74 2.31 -1.683 .094
Male 81 16.24 2.17
Bar nett Female 183 82.48 14.56 -1.775 .078
Liking of Male 81 79.01 14.67
Children
*p< 0,05

When Table 3 is examined it is seen that theredgf@rence according to gender, in terms of socateer and
intellectual values. In the social values, the agerof male students was 79.13, while the averédenuale
students was 82.91. When t-test was used to chaekher the difference between the mean scoresedfitt
groups was meaningful or not (t = 3.059), p <0.@G& iound to be significant and the mean scoresmffes
were found to be higher. For career values, thea@ecof males was 36.77, while the average of fersaidents
was 38.49. When t-test was used to check whetkatifference between the mean scores of the twepgravas
significant, it was found to be significant at (P=158) p <0.05 and the mean scores of the girte ferind to be
higher.The average of men for intellectual values was 2 Aihile the average of female students was foond t
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be 48.78. When the two groups were controlled tgst; it was found that (t = 2.378), p <0.05 wagdicant
and the mean scores of the females were highénelmalues of spiritual, materialistic, human digniomance,
freedom, futuwwa, and Barnett Liking of Childrenafe scores, p>0.05 was found not to be signifigantl
different by gender.

Table 4. Results of t-test on the Subscales of the Dilmairi&ak Values Scale and the Barnett Liking of
Children Scale according to department variable

Value Department n X se t p
Social values Secondary Education 130 81.20 9.62 -.942 .347
Primary Education 134 82.29 9.17
Career values Secondary Education 130 37.80 6.06 -.431 .667
Primary Education 134 37.12 5.98
I ntellectual Secondary Education 130 47.78 5.53 -1.314 .190
values Primary Education 134 48.68 5.61
Spiritual Secondary Education 130 33.46 3.85 -1.415 .158
Primary Education 134 34.11 3.60
Materialistic Secondary Education 130 18.10 5.89 -.453 .651
values Primary Education 134 18.44 6.29
Human dignity Secondary Education 130 25.39 2.82 -2.326 .021*
Primary Education 134 26.06 1.78
Romantic Secondary Education 130 19.66 5.69 .690 491
values Primary Education 134 19.14 6.53
Freedom Secondary Education 130 24.30 2.79 .107 915
Primary Education 134 24.26 3.10
Futuwwa Secondary Education 130 15.83 2.13 -.443 .658
Primary Education 134 15.96 241
Barnett Liking Secondary Education 130 81.71 14.31 .326 .745
of Children Primary Education 134 81.12 15.02
*p< 0,05

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that thei défference according to the department in teriisuonan
dignity. In human dignity, the average of the setay education departments is 25.39, while theamenf the
primary education departments is 26.06. When twest used to check whether the difference betwesemean
scores of the two groups were significant (t =28)3 p <0.05 was found to be significant and theamscores of
the primary education departments were found tohigier. It was found that there were no significant
differences in the social, career, intellectualrigml, materialistic, romantic, freedom, futuwwalues and the
points obtained from Barnett Liking of Children &cat to the level of p>0.05 according to departivamiable.
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Table 5. Correlations between Age, Barnett Liking of Childi®cale and the Subscales of the Dilma¢ & Aricak
Values Scale

IS 8

2 ) N =

X g = B 2 5 >

2815 7 84S |E.1% |2 |58 |

o |E2]2 |8 |gf 23818 |E |§ |2
< |86 |3 S =3\ 8 |8 |z c (T T
Age 1 -052 | -.160*| -.176*| -.095 .05 -.11F -.098 .126*=.039 | .008
Bar nett 1 .359* .282* -018 | .287*| .040| .308% .239%
Liking of .322* | .370
Children *
Social Values 1 .524* .320 117 | .410%| .299*
539* | * .169* | .640%
Career Values 1 341 .293* | .240* | .545*| .353*
.663* | * .554*

Intellectual 1 409 .352* | .205* | .565*| .390*
Values * .330*
Spiritual 1 .071| .335* .136% .288% .269f
Materialistic 1 .208* | .284* | .030
Values 127+
Human 1 011 | .243*% .187%
Dignity
Romantic 1 .198*| .178*
Values
Freedom 1 371*
Futuwwa 1
*p< 0,05

As it is seen at Table 5, there are significantatieg relationship between age and "social", "adre@lues sub-
scales) and positive between age and “romanticluégasub-scale) (respectively r=-.16, r= -.18, fi<ahd
r=.13, p<.05). In addition, the significant cortea coefficients between the Barnett Liking of dhén Scale
andthe subscales of the Dilmac¢ & Aricak Values Scalg/\between .24 and .37 and the significant caiogla
coefficients between the subscales of the Dilmari&ak Values Scale in itself vary between .13 &6l

Table 6: The Regression Coefficients Showing the Prediddgwer of Teacher Candidates' Value Preference to
the Liking of Children Attitudes

R R? B t F p
SOCIAL VALUES .359 129 .359 6.22 | 38.72* .000
CAREER VALUES 282 .080 282 475 | 22.64* .00(
INTELLECTUAL VALUES 322 104 322 5.50 | 30.25* .000
SPIRITUAL .370 137 370 6.44 | 41.59* .000
MATERIALISTIC VALUES .018 .000 -018 | -.287| .082| .704
HUMAN DIGNITY 287 .082 287 484 | 23.44* .000
ROMANTIC VALUES .040 .002 .040 645 | 416 .520
FREEDOM .308 .095 .308 5.24 | 27.51* .00(
FUTUWWA 239 .057 239 3.97 | 15.83* .000
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When table 6 is examined, it is seen that the &cfcareer”, "intellectual”, "spiritual”, "humadignity",
"freedom" and " futuwwa" values subscales of thknB¢ & Aricak Values Scale have been found to be a
important predictors, at p <.05 significance lewafl,teacher candidates’ liking of children attitedénother
result is that, at the p> .05 significant level, dterialistic” and “romantic” values subscales dd peedict
teacher candidates’ liking of children attitudes.

When the table is examined, "social" values repied8% of the variance of liking of children atties,

"career” values represent 8% of the variance afdilof children attitudes, “intellectual” valuespresent 10%
of the variance of liking of children attitudes,pisgtual” values represent 14% of the variance ikinf of

children attitudes, “human dignity” values reprasg¥ of the variance of liking of children attitigjéfreedom”
values represent 10% of the variance of liking lifdren attitudes, and “futuwwa” values represeit 6f the
variance of liking of children attitudes.

Bilykozturk (2002) suggests that in behavioralrsss it is difficult to keep the explained variama&o high,

that 30% or more explained variance ratio is sigfitat single factor scales, and that the expthivaiance is
expected to be higher in multi-factor scaMéthin this scope, the variance ratio (69%) expddimy the Dilmac
& Aricak Values Scale seems to be able to pretiietdandidates' scores from the Barnett Liking oildZén

Scale at an acceptable level.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

In the study, the predicting of primary and secopdaacher candidates' value preferences to chiltking
attitudes was examined. As a result of the reseatcas found that there was no significant difece
according to gender, in the values of spiritualterialistic, human dignity, romance, freedom, futvavand
Barnett's Liking of Children Scale and that soctareer and intellectual values shows differenamaing to
gender. It has been found that there is significhiférence according to the department only in\hkies of
human dignity, and there is not significant diffece in social, career, intellectual, spiritual, ematlistic,
romantic, freedom, futuwwa values and points ole@ifrom Barnett Child Love Scaléccording to age
variable; there is a negative significant relationship between "social" and "career" (values sub-dimensias); a
positive significant relationship between "romaht{galues sub-dimension)t was found through regression
analysis that subscales of "social", "career", éllattual”, "spiritual”, "human dignity", "freedoméand
"futuwwa" values are important predictors of teaatendidates’ liking of children attitudes.

When the related literature is examined, findings faund to support the results of the resealmtta research
conducted by Dilmag, Bozgeyikli and Cikili (2008)oking at the findings obtained by examining treue
perceptions of teacher candidates in terms of rdiffevariables, it is found that there is a differe between
genders in terms of universality, self-directiord grower values. According to Yapici and Zengin @0@he
process of training women and the expectation efgbpulation make them prefer universality, benevot,
harmony and security values more than men. The rasks expected from women are being emotional,
collaborative, caring and interested. It is empesithat men should act independently, represerfathily and

be competitive (Temel & Aksoy, 2001).

As a result of Sarici Bulut's (2012) survey, udeel values of the students according to their gendee found

to differ in terms of benevolence, stimulation, fmmity, and security subscales. Male studentshslation
tendencies are higher than female students' stfionldaendencies, whereas female students’ benes®)en
conformity and security tendencies are higher thaale students' benevolence, conformity and security
tendencies.

Gungor (2010) argues that the difference in atitadd value perception according to gender doesngihate
from biological differences, but is due to cultudifferences.According to the understanding and roles that
society imposes on women and men, gender percegi8orchanges.

In the study conducted by Altunay and Yalginkay@1l@® and @uz (2012), when the values according to the
gender of the teacher candidates are compared,abserved that the female teacher candidates mgore
importance to all the value dimensions comparettiéanale teacher candidates.

Ozkul (2007) stated that gender has no effect fenvialues in the research that he condudiedhe research
conducted by Yilmaz, Aarcglu and Deniz (2010) and in which the value prefeesnof teacher candidates are
examined, it was stated that there is no diffeegiatn between values preferences according to gende

Turan and Aktan (2008), Keskin andg®an (2014) and Yilmaz (2011) also achieved simiémults. All these
studies have come to the conclusion that demograpéiiiables such as gender and age do not cause a
significant differentiation on value preferences.
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Taking into consideration the fact that the formatof values coincides with the learning procetsts, €xpected
that students come to the university by gainingiealin the school and family processes prior tovamsity
education. In this direction, Ucar (2009) statedt tteachers think that students’ learning outcone¢ated to
values are inadequate and that more objectivetedeta values should be included in the curricula.

As a result, human beings as their creation remqérgs tend to be more sensitive to the things/geafpiom
he/she appreciates and cares about. Because oathee of being just "human", children who are Usadile"
deserve in fact worthy of attention and felt presio

Child psychologists called the love shown to clafdas "growth vitamins'Because, as a result of their research
and examination, they have seen that neither atisiof physical environment provided for the chitdy the
demonstrated care do not hold the place of love.

It is now a well-known fact that the reason of pbgsand mental stress seen in children in chilakirgy homes,
despite all the physical needs being met, is tney tannot feel parental love. On the other hametetis a big
role of the love which he/she feels or does not fieethe socialization of the child. When thesalitées are
considered, it is obvious how important it is fbildren to be loving and caring by adults.
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