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Ozet

Bu arastirmanin amaci, okul dncesi donemdeki g¢ocuklarin epistemik merak diizeylerini dgretmen gozlemlerine
dayal1 olarak degerlendirmek iizere uyarlanan Kiiciik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi —
Ogretmen Formu’nun gecerlik ve giivenirlik o6zelliklerini incelemektir. Olgme araci, 4’li Likert tipinde
derecelendirilen 10 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek epistemik meraki iki boyutta (I-Tipi/ilgi ve Y-Tipi/Yoksunluk)
degerlendirmektedir. Arastirmada, Istanbul ilindeki devlet okul &ncesi egitim kurumlarina devam eden 5 yas
grubundaki ¢ocuklardan olusan iki bagimsiz 6rneklem kullanilmigtir. Agimlayict Faktor Analizi i¢in olusturulan
birinci drneklem 145 cocuktan (K=80; E=65) olusmaktadir. Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi i¢in kullanilan ikinci
orneklem ise 117 ¢ocuktan (K=65; E=52) olugmaktadir. A¢imlayici ve Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi sonuglari, 6lgegin
iki faktorli yapisii dogrulamugtir. Giivenirlik analizleri 6l¢egin i¢ tutarliliginin oldukga yiiksek oldugunu
gdstermistir. I¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 toplam puan icin .96, I-Tipi Epistemik Merak icin .93, Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak
icin .95 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgiit gecerligi analizleri, epistemik merakin &grenmede 6z diizenleme
davraniglarindaki varyansin %43’{inii, okula uyum puanlarindaki varyansin ise %20’sini anlamli diizeyde
yordadigini gostermistir. Caligma kapsaminda uyarlanan 6lgme araci ile dlgiilen epistemik merakin, beklendigi tizere
okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin 6grenme siirecleri ve okula uyum davranislariyla giiclii bi¢imde iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu sonuglar, dlgegin dgretmen formunun Tiirkiye'de 5 yas grubu g¢ocuklarin epistemik merak
davraniglarini degerlendirmek i¢in bilimsel acidan nitelikli bir ara¢ oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Epistemik merak, 6l¢ek uyarlama, erken ¢ocukluk, okul 6ncesi

Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine the validity and reliability of the 1-Type/Y-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for
Young Children — Teacher Form, adapted to assess the epistemological curiosity levels of preschool children based
on teacher observations. The measurement tool consists of 10 items rated on a 4-point Likert scale. It evaluates
epistemological curiosity in two dimensions (I-Type/Interest and Y-Type/Deprivation). Two independent samples of
5-year-old children attending state preschools in Istanbul were used in the study. The first sample, created for
Exploratory Factor Analysis, consisted of 145 children (F=80; M=65). The second sample, used for Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, consisted of 117 children (F=65; M=52). The results of the Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor
Analyses confirmed the two-factor structure of the scale. Reliability analyses showed that the internal consistency of
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the scale was quite high. Internal consistency coefficients were calculated as .96 for the total score, .93 for I-Type
Epistemic Curiosity, and .95 for Y-Type Epistemic Curiosity. Criterion validity analyses showed that epistemic
curiosity significantly predicted 43% of the variance in self-regulation behaviors in learning and 20% of the variance
in school adjustment scores. As expected, the epistemic curiosity measured by the adapted instrument in this study is
strongly associated with the learning processes and school adjustment behaviors of preschool children. These results
demonstrate that the teacher form of the scale is a scientifically qualified tool for evaluating the epistemic curiosity
behaviors of 5-year-old children in Tiirkiye.

Keywords: Epistemic curiosity, scale adaptation, early childhood, preschool
Giris

Egitim ve gelisimsel psikoloji alanyazininda son yillarda {izerinde en ¢ok durulan
konulardan biri 6grenme siireglerini destekleyici olarak kabul edilen merak kavramidir. Ozellikle
okul 6ncesi donem, bireyin bilissel, duygusal, sosyal, dilsel ve fiziksel becerilerinin temellerinin
atildigr cevreye karst merakin yogun oldugu ve o6grenme ortamlariyla ilk etkilesimlerin
gerceklestigi kritik bir evre olarak kabul edilmektedir (Shonkoff ve Phillips, 2000). Merak,
yasamin ilk yillarindaki gelisim siirecinin ifadesinde siklikla kullanilan bir kavramdir. Kiiclik
cocuklarin belli baghi ozellikleri arasinda merakli oluslart ve c¢evreyle etkilesimlerinde bu
siradan bir kesif siireci olmayip sistemli bir biligsel motivasyon yapisi olan epistemik merakin
yansimasidir (Berlyne, 1954; Litman, 2005). Epistemik merakin Ol¢lilmesi kiiciik ¢cocuklarin
O0grenme potansiyellerini anlamak bagta olmak {izere 6z diizenleme becerilerini desteklemek ve
okula uyum siireclerini iyilestirmek adina biiylik 6nem tasir. Merakin ev ve okul basta olmak
lizere 0grenmenin gergeklestigi her durumda ve ortamda ortaya konulmasi gerekecektir. Bu
noktada, kii¢iik ¢ocuklarin meraklarinin 6gretmen goriisiine dayali gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme
aractyla tespit edilmesi, Tirkiye'deki okul oncesi egitimin kalitesi ve bilimsel alanyazinindaki
ihtiyag agisindan énemlidir (Sarag vd., 2023).

Epistemik merak, yeni bilgi ve fikirler edinme giidiisiiyle ortaya ¢ikan, bireyi kesif yapma
ve bilgi aramaya yonlendiren biligsel ve motivasyonel bir siiregtir (Berlyne, 1960; Piotrowski
vd., 2014). Kelime kokeni olarak Antik Yunanca’da bilgi veya anlama anlamina gelen epistémée
sozciiglinden tiiretilen bu kavram duyusal uyaranlara verilen anlik tepkilerin yani sira zihinsel bir
boslugun kapatilmasina yonelik sistematik bir ¢abay: ifade eder (Berlyne, 1954). Epistemik
merakin kuramsal temelleri incelendiginde, bu yapiin diger merak tiirlerinden ayrilan 6zgiin
nitelikleri oldugu soylenebilir. Nitekim Berlyne (1966) tarafindan gelistirilen siniflamada merak,
algisal ve epistemik olarak iki boyuta ayrilmistir. Algisal merak daha ¢ok gorsel, isitsel veya
dokunsal uyaranlarin yeniligine yonelik duyusal bir tepkidir. Epistemik merak ise kavramlar,
fikirler ve mantiksal iligkiler arasindaki bosluklar1 doldurmay:1 hedefleyen daha iist diizey bir
biligsel siirectir (Berlyne, 1966; Litman ve Spielberger, 2003). Epistemik merakin isleyis
mekanizmasini agiklayan yaklasimlardan biri Loewenstein (1994) tarafindan ortaya konulan
Bilgi Boslugu Kuramidir (Information Gap Theory). Bu kurama gére merak, bireyin mevcut
bilgi diizeyi ile ulagmak istedigi bilgi diizeyi arasindaki uyusmazlig: fark etmesiyle ortaya ¢ikar.
Bu farkindalik, bireyde bir yoksunluk hissi ve zihinsel bir gerginlik olusturur. Epistemik merak,
bireyi bu gerginligin yarattig1 rahatsiz edici durumu ortadan kaldirmak amaciyla bilgi aramaya
ve zihinsel kaynaklari kullanmaya yonlendirir (Metcalfe vd., 2017). Bu baglamda merakin pasif
bir ilgi olmayip aktif bir problem ¢6zme motivasyonu oldugu sdylenebilir. Epistemik merakla
ilgili ¢esitli calismalar yapan Litman (2005, 2008), yapiyr I-Tipi (Ilgi/Interest) ve Y-Tipi
(Yoksunluk/Deprivation) olmak iizere iki temel boyutta kavramsallagtirmistir. Bu model,
merakin hem olumlu hem de olumsuz duygulanim siiregleriyle nasil iligkili oldugunu agiklamasi
bakimindan énem tasimaktadi. I-Tipi epistemik merak, bireyin yeni bilgi edinmekten duydugu
i¢sel hazz1 temsil eder. Bu merak tiiriinde birey, bilgi edinmeyi eglenceli bir kesif siireci olarak
goriir ve siirece olumlu duygular eslik eder (Litman, 2005). Y-Tipi epistemik merak ise daha ¢ok
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bir zorunluluk hissiyle iligkilidir. Nitekim birey bir seyi bilmemenin verdigi zihinsel
rahatsizliktan kurtulmak i¢in ¢aba gosterir. Bu nedenle Y-Tipi merak, daha yogun bir odaklanma
ve karsilasilan engeller karsisinda daha yiiksek bir sabir gerektirir (Litman, 2008; Richards vd.,
2013). Okul oncesi donemde bir ¢ocugun yeni bir oyuncagi sadece merakla inceleyip onunla
oynamaktan keyif almasi1 I-Tipi meraka o oyuncagin nasil ¢alistigini anlamak igin dakikalarca
ugrasmast ve pargalari birlestiremediginde yasadigi o zihinsel karmasay1 ¢6zmeye ¢aligmasi Y-
Tipi meraka 6rnek gosterilebilir (Piotrowski vd., 2014).

Okul 6ncesi donem merakin en dogal sekilde sergilendigi ve bireyin yagam boyu 6grenme
becerilerinin temellerinin atildig1 bir evredir (Jirout vd., 2018). Bu donemde epistemik merakin
onemi sadece ¢ocugun akademik hazir bulunuslugu ile sinirli kalmamakta ayni zamanda sosyal
duygusal gelisimi ve zihinsel esnekligi lizerinde de belirleyici bir rol oynamaktadir. Nitekim
Piaget, kuraminda c¢ocuklart kiigiik bilim insanlar1 olarak tanimlayarak onlarin ¢evrelerindeki
diinyay1 anlamak i¢in siirekli hipotezler kurmalarina ve bu hipotezleri test eden merakli bakis
acilarina dikkat ¢ekmistir (Piaget, 1952).

Epistemik merak, biyolojik bir potansiyel olarak dogustan gelmesine karsilik biligsel
olgunlagma, dil becerileri ve cevresel uyaranlarla olan etkilesimle sekillenir (Litman, 2005).
Merak, basit refleksif tepkilerden stratejik bilgi arama davranislarina dogru uzanan karmasik bir
stirectir. Bebeklik doneminde merakin ilk gostergeleri yenilik arayist ve gorsel yonelim seklinde
ortaya ¢ikar. 11-16 ay civarindaki bebekler, beklentilerinin bosa ¢iktigi durumlart fark
ettiklerinde bu duruma daha uzun siire bakma ve o durumu agiklayacak ipuglarini arama egilimi
gosterirler (Stahl ve Feigenson, 2015). Ug yas civari, epistemik merakin gelisiminde bir doniim
noktas1 olarak degerlendirilebilmektedir. Bu donemde merakin niteligi, algisal diizeyden
kavramsal diizeye dogru ilerler. Bu doniisiimde dil gelisimi ve Zihin Kurami’nin rolii biiyiiktiir.
Dil becerileriyle birlikte gocuklar artik sadece bakmakla kalmamakta, neden ve nasil sorulariyla
meraklarin1 gidermeye baslarlar. Zihin Kurami ise ¢ocugun, diger insanlarin kendisinden farkl
bilgilere sahip olabilecegini anlamasini1 destekler. Bu farkindalik, cocugun bilmedigini bilme
durumuna gegmesini ve bilgiyi kime soracagini segmeye baslamasini saglar (Birch vd., 2008).
Dort-alt1 yas araliginda epistemik merak sadece soru sorma miktarindaki artisla degil bilginin
kalitesine ve kaynagina yonelik stratejik bir secicilikle ifade edilebilir. Bu donemde cocuklar,
bilgi bosluklarin1 kapatmak icin rastgele degil segenekleri daraltan soru sorma becerisi
gelistirirler (Chouinard, 2007). Ozellikle bes yas civarinda cocuklarin epistemik giiven
mekanizmalar1 olgunlasir. Bu noktada her kaynaktan gelen bilgiyi esit bir sekilde kabul etmek
yerine daha once dogru bilgi vermis, uzmanlig1 olan veya konuya dogrudan erisimi bulunan
kisileri bilgi kaynagi olarak onceliklendirirler (Birch vd., 2008). Bu yas grubundaki ¢ocuklar
sadece bilgiyi merak etmekle kalmaz ayni zamanda bilginin alakali olup olmadigini da
degerlendirmeye baglarlar (Henderson vd., 2013). Merakin bu stratejik evresi, cocugun sadece
bilmedigini bilme farkindaligindan, bilgiye en verimli nasil ulasilacagini bilme diizeyine gectigi
bir iistbiligsel olgunlagsmaya isaret etmektedir (Jirout ve Klahr, 2012). Goriildiigii gibi yasamin
ilk yillarindaki meraki anlamak, kiigiik ¢ocuklarin merakin1 dogru zamanda ve dogru sekilde
desteklemek i¢in gereklidir.

Epistemik merakin gelisimi ayn1 zamanda bireysel farkliliklar ve cevresel faktorlerle de
yakindan iliskilidir. Bazi g¢ocuklar dogustan daha yiiksek bir uyarilma esigine ve yenilik
arayisina sahipken bazilarinda bu siire¢ daha yavas ilerleyebilir. Jirout ve Klahr (2012)
tarafindan gelistirilen belirsizlik esigi modeli, cocuklarin merak davranislarinin, kargilagtiklar
belirsizlik miktarina verdikleri tepkiye gore degistigini savunur. Cok az belirsizlik meraki
tetiklemezken asir1 belirsizlik ¢ocukta kaygi yaratarak kesfi durdurabilir. Gelisim ilerledikge,
cocugun tolere edebildigi belirsizlik miktar1 artar ve bu da daha karmasik konulara kars1 merak
duymasin1 saglar. Ebeveyn ve Ogretmen tutumlari, merakin gelisimini etkileyen cevresel
faktorlerdendir. Duyarli ve cevaplayici bakim verenlerin bulundugu ortamlarda biiyliyen
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cocuklar, kendilerini giivende hissettikleri icin konfor alanlarindan c¢ikip yeni bilgileri
kesfetmeye daha istekli olurlar (lwasaki vd., 2022). Sorularin susturuldugu veya kesif
cabalarinin cezalandirildigi ortamlarda merak duygusu kérelebilir. Ozellikle okulun baslamastyla
birlikte ¢ocuklarin okuldaki merak diizeylerinde bir diisiis gézlenmesi (Engel, 2011), egitim
sisteminin meraki1 gelistirmekten ziyade bazen kisitlayict bir rol istlenebildigine yonelik
elestirileri de beraberinde getirmistir.

Epistemik merak, okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin bir¢cok gelisim alanindaki yeterliligiyle
iliskilidir. Ornek olarak epistemik merakin okul &ncesindeki erken okuryazarlik ve matematik
becerilerinin yordayicilarindan biri oldugu goriilmektedir. Shah vd. (2018) tarafindan 6.200
cocuk tizerinde yiiriitiilen boylamsal bir ¢calismada, okul 6ncesindeki merakin, ¢ocugun sosyo-
ekonomik diizeyinden bagimsiz olarak gelecekteki akademik basarisini anlamli diizeyde
yordadig1 belirlenmistir. Ozellikle diisiik gelirli ailelerden gelen cocuklarda, yiiksek merak
diizeyinin akademik basariy1 destekledigi ve bu ¢ocuklarin zengin uyaranlara sahip akranlariyla
benzer basar1 seviyelerine ulagmalarini sagladigi tespit edilmistir (Shah vd., 2018). Ryan ve Deci
(2000) tarafindan gelistirilen Oz Belirleme Kurami gergevesinde merak, bireyin digsal 6diil
beklemeden Ogrenme eyleminin kendisinden tatmin olmasimi saglar. Bu ig¢sel motivasyon,
cocugun okul ortamindaki zorluklara karsi daha direngli olmasini ve Ogrenme siirecine
derinlemesine katilimini destekler (Richards vd., 2013). Merakli bir ¢ocuk i¢in smif igindeki
problem ¢6zme etkinligi, bir zorunluluk olmayip ¢o6ziilmesi gereken heyecan verici bir
bulmacadir. Epistemik merakin yasamin ilk yillarinda iligkili oldugu bir diger degisken
ogrenmede 6z diizenlemedir. Ogrenmede 6z diizenleme, bireyin bir 6grenme hedefine ulasmak
icin kendi biligsel siireglerini, duygularmmi ve davranislarini aktif olarak ydnlendirmesidir
(McClelland ve Cameron, 2012). Okul 6ncesi donemde 6z diizenleme, akademik basarinin ve
sosyal uyumun en kritik temel taglarindan biri olarak kabul edilir. Epistemik merak ile 6z
diizenleme arasindaki iligki, her iki yapmin da hedef odakli bir zihinsel ¢aba ve sebat
gerektirmesidir (Lauriola vd., 2015). Epistemik merak, 6z diizenleme becerilerinin gelismesini
saglayan bir siirectir. Loewenstein (1994) bu durumu, bilgi boslugunun yarattig1r yoksunluk
hissinin bireyi igsel olarak motive etmesi ile agiklar. Bilgiyi aramaya yonelik motivasyon,
dikkatin odaklanmasini, strateji gelistirilmesini ve karsilasilan engellerin asilmasini saglayan 6z
diizenleme mekanizmalarini harekete gegirir. Merakli bir ¢ocuk, merak ettigi konuya iliskin
bilgiye ulagsmak i¢in dikkatini kontrol etmek, anlik diirtiilerini baskilamak ve zihinsel
kaynaklarin1 verimli kullanmalidir. Ustbilissel agidan merak, ¢ocugun kendi biligsel durumu
hakkindaki farkindaligina yoénelik bir belirtegtir. Bir ¢ocuk soru sordugunda, aslinda kendi
zihnindeki bir boslugu izlemis ve bunu gidermek i¢in bilgi arama siirecini baslatmis olur. Bu
siire¢, 0z diizenlemenin en iist diizey bileseni olan biligsel kontrol ve stratejik yonetimin bir
ifadesidir (Metcalfe vd., 2017). Dolayisiyla okul 6ncesinde meraki tesvik etmek aslinda ¢ocugun
kendi zihnini yonetme becerilerini dolayli ama ¢ok giiglii bir sekilde egitmek olarak
nitelendirilebilir.

Yasamin ilk yillarindaki gelisim silirecinde epistemik merakla iliskilendirilebilecek bir
diger gelisimsel silire¢ okula uyumdur. Okula uyum cocugun egitim hayatinin en Onemli
baslangi¢c noktasidir. Akademik, sosyal, duygusal dengeyi iceren okula uyum kavrami, c¢ok
boyutlu olup ¢ocugun tiim gelisim alanlariyla iliskilidir (Birch ve Ladd, 1997). Okul oncesi
cocuklarda okula uyum sinif kurallarini1 6grenme, akranlarla kaliteli iliskiler gelistirme, okulu
sevme ve 0gretmenle giivenli bir bag kurma basta olmak iizere ¢ok sayida siireci kapsar (Giilay
Ogelman ve Koyutiirk Koger, 2024). Epistemik merak, cocugun bu yeni ortama kars1 gelistirdigi
savunma mekanizmalarin1 yaklagma ve kesfetme odakli bir motivasyona doniistiirerek uyumu
kolaylastirabilir (Piotrowski vd., 2014; Shah vd., 2018). Epistemik merakin okula uyum
lizerindeki etkisi birkag sekilde ortaya ¢ikabilir. Ilk olarak yiiksek merak diizeyine sahip ¢ocuklar
okula ve okuldaki tiim siireclere (etkinlikler, rutin ¢alismalar vb.) karsi da merakli olabilirler.
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Simiftaki yeni materyaller, akranlar, etkinliklerin ¢esitliligi, 6gretmenle iliskiler merakli bir ¢ocuk
icin devamlilik gosteren bir heyecan ve 6grenme kaynagidir. Bu durum, c¢ocugun okulu
sevmesini ve okula gitmeye kars1 istekli olmasimi saglar (Birch ve Ladd, 1997). ikinci olarak
merak smif i¢i katilimi artirir. Meraklt cocuk etkinliklerde daha fazla soru sorar, etkinliklere
daha ¢ok katilir. Bu aktif siire¢ akranlarla ve 6gretmenle olan etkilesimi de zenginlestirerek
O0grenme siirecini destekler.

Kiiciik cocuklar i¢in merak, biligsel sinirlar1 zorlayan ve kesif arzusunu siirekli kilan temel
bir giictiir (Berlyne, 1960; Loewenstein, 1994). Bu donemde merak bireysel bir 6zellik olmasinin
yani sira baglama duyarli bir yapiya da sahiptir. Soyle ki, cocuklarin meraka dayali davranislari
ogrenme ortaminin Ozelliklerine gore farkli sekillerde ortaya g¢ikabilmektedir (Engel, 2011).
Okul oOncesi egitiminin temel ilkeleri (¢ocuga gorelik, biitiinsel gelisimi destekleme, uyaran
acisindan zengin bir ¢evre vb.) dogrultusunda okul Oncesi egitim kurumlari meraki farkl
sekillerde destekleyecek ¢ok sayida firsati barindirmaktadir. Okul Oncesinde epistemik merak
bircok gelisimsel siirecle iliskilidir. Gelisim siirecine katkilarinin yani sira okul Oncesi
ogretmenleri de epistemik merakin farkinda olmali ve sinif yonetimi stratejilerinde kavrama yer
vermelidir. Jirout (2020), merakin bilimsel diisiinmeyi destekledigini bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin
cocuklarin bilgi arama motivasyonunu arttirarak tiim gelisim siirecine dogrudan katki
saglayabilecegini belirtmektedir. Meraki destekleyen bir simif iklimi bilgi aktarimi yapilan bir
ortamdan Ote sorularin tesvik edildigi, belirsizligin kabul gordiigii ve kesfin, arastirmanin,
incelemenin Odiillendirildigi bir ortam sunar. Bu baglamda, ¢ocugun merakini 6lgmek ve
izlemek, 6gretmene hangi ¢cocugun hangi tiir destege ihtiya¢ duydugunu anlamasi i¢in nitelikli
bir veri sunabilecektir.

Ogretmenler, ¢ocuklart bu yapilandirilmis baglamlar igerisinde uzun siireli ve sistematik
bicimde gozlemleme olanagina sahip olmalar1 nedeniyle epistemik merakin biligsel, duyugsal ve
davranigsal boyutlarina iliskin 6nemli bilgiler sunabilmektedir (Pianta vd., 2008). Bununla
birlikte okul Oncesi doneme yonelik Tiirkge dilinde epistemik meraki 6lgen bir Olcek
bulunmaktadir. Sara¢ vd. (2023) tarafindan uyarlanan Kii¢iik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi
Epistemik Merak Olgegi isimli 6lgme araci, epistemik meraki ebeveyn degerlendirmesine dayali
olarak ortaya koymaktadir. Epistemik meraki 6gretmen degerlendirmesine dayali olarak 6lgen ve
psikometrik 6zellikleri sitnanmis bir 6lgme aract bulunmamaktadir. Bu durum, epistemik merakin
okul baglaminda degerlendirilmesine yonelik gecerli ve giivenilir 6lgme araclarina duyulan
ihtiyact ifade etmektedir.

Bu dogrultuda calismanin amaci, okul Oncesi ¢ocuklarin epistemik merak diizeylerini
dlgmek iizere ebeveyn degerlendirmesine dayali olarak gelistirilmis olan Kiiciik Cocuklar igin I-
Tipi/Y-Tipi  Epistemik  Merak  Olgegi’'ni  (Sarag  vd., 2023) uzman goriisleri
dogrultusunda kuramsal ve yapisal biitlinligii korunarak 6gretmen degerlendirmesine
uyarlamaktir. Bu dogrultuda o6lgek, okul baglaminda 6gretmen gozlemine uygun bir forma
doniistiiriilmiis ve uyarlanan formun gecerlik ve giivenirlik 6zellikleri yeniden incelenmistir.
Calisma, okul 6ncesi cocuklarin epistemik merak becerilerinin 6gretmen bakis agisiyla gegerli ve
giivenilir bicimde degerlendirilmesine olanak taniyan bir 6lgme araci sunmay1 amacglamaktadir.
Bu dogrultuda bu ¢calismada asagida yer alan arastirma sorularina cevap aranmistir:

1. Kiiciik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi-Ogretmen Formu, gegerli bir
Ol¢me aract midir?
2. Kiigiik Cocuklar i¢in I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olcegi-Ogretmen Formu, giivenilir bir
Ol¢me aract midir?
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Bu arastirma, Kiiciik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olcegi-Ogretmen
Formu’nun yapt gegerligi ve giivenirlik 0Ozelliklerinin incelendigi bir ol¢ek gelistirme
calismasidir.

Orneklem

Bu arastirmada 6lgek uyarlama siirecine uygun olarak iki bagimsiz 6rneklem grubu yer
almigtir. Birinci 6rneklem Ag¢imlayict Faktor Analizi, ikinci 6rneklem ise Dogrulayici Faktor
Analizi amaciyla kullanilmigtir. Her iki Orneklem se¢imi ig¢in, uygulama kolaylig1 ve
erisilebilirligi nedeniyle kolay ulasilabilir drnekleme yontemi ile gergeklestirilmistir. iki veri
toplama siirecinde 6gretmen goriisleri dogrultusunda aragtirmaya yalnizca normal gelisim
gosteren ¢ocuklar dahil edilmistir. Arastirmanin érneklemini, Istanbul ilinde bulunan devlet okul
oncesi egitim kurumlarina devam eden ve 60-71 ay araliginda (5 yas grubu) yer alan
cocuklar olusturmaktadir. Arastirmaya dahil edilme Olgiitleri cocugun belirtilen yas araliginda
bulunmasi, devlet okul Oncesi egitim kurumuna devam ediyor olmasi ve 6gretmen goriisleri
dogrultusunda normal gelisim gosterdiginin belirtilmesi olarak belirlenmistir. Buna karsilik ayn1
siiflarda yer almakla birlikte 60 ayliktan kiiclik ya da 71 ayliktan biiyiik olan ¢ocuklar, yas
Olgiitinii karsilamadiklar1 i¢in arastirma kapsami disinda birakilmistir. Ayrica, &gretmen
degerlendirmelerine gore gelisimsel agidan 6zel gereksinim gosterdigi bildirilen ¢ocuklar da
calisma 6rneklemine dahil edilmemistir.

Agimlayic1 Faktor Analizi i¢in kullanilan birinci 6rneklem 145 (K=80; E= 65) cocuktan
olugmaktadir. Birinci 6rnekleme iliskin bilgiler Tablo 1°de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 1
Birinci 6rnekleme iliskin demografik dagilimlar

f %
Cinsiyet
Kiz 80 55.2
Erkek 65 44.8
Toplam 145 100
Anne Egitim Durumu
Okuryazar degil 3 2.1
Okuryazar 8 5.5
[lkokul 13 9.0
Ortaokul 19 13.1
Lise 55 37.9
Universite 47 324
Toplam 145 100
Baba Egitim Durumu
Okuryazar degil 1 0.7
Okuryazar 5 34
Ilkokul 12 8.3
Ortaokul 21 14.5
Lise 55 37.9
Universite 51 35.2
Toplam 145 100
Anne Yasi
20-30 21 145
31-40 91 62.8
41+ 33 22.8

Toplam 145 100
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Tablo 1
Devami

f %
Baba Yas1
20-30 9 6.2
31-40 94 64.8
41+ 42 29.0
Toplam 145 100
Anne Meslek Durumu
Ev hanimi 95 65.5
Memur 14 9.7
Isci 19 13.1
Serbest meslek 17 11.7
Toplam 145 100
Baba Meslek Durumu
Issiz 2 14
Memur 16 11.0
Isci 46 31.7
Serbest meslek 70 48.3
Emekli 11 7.6
Toplam 145 100
Kardes Sayisi
Kardesi yok 35 24.1
1 kardes 63 43.4
2 kardes 33 22.8
3 kardes 10 6.9
4 ve Usti 4 2.8
Toplam 145 100

Ac¢imlayic1 Faktor Analizi sonucunda elde edilen faktor yapisimi test etmek amaciyla
aragtirmanin bu asamasinda farkli katilimcilardan yeniden veri toplanmistir. Ikinci érneklemin
birinci orneklemden bagimsiz olarak olusturulmasi, elde edilen Olgme
modelinin genellenebilirliginin degerlendirilmesi agisindan 6nemli bir yontemsel gereklilik
olarak ele alinmistir. Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi igin kullanilan bu ikinci 6rneklem toplam 117
(K= 65; E=52) ¢ocuktan olugmaktadir. A¢imlayic1 Faktdr Analizi ile elde edilen yapinin farkli
bir katilimer grubu iizerinde sinanmasma olanak saglamaktadir. Ikinci drneklemin bagimsiz
olmasi, modelin genellenebilirliginin degerlendirilmesi agisindan kritik neme sahiptir. Ikinci
ornekleme iliskin bilgiler Tablo 2’de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 2
Ikinci 6rnekleme iliskin demografik dagilimlar

f %
Cinsiyet
Kiz 65 55.6
Erkek 52 444
Toplam 117 100
Anne Egitim Durumu
Okuryazar 4 34
[lkokul 15 12.8
Ortaokul 8 6.8
Lise 40 34.2
Universite 50 42.7

Toplam 117 100
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Tablo2
Devami

f %
Baba Egitim Durumu
Okuryazar degil 1 0.9
Okuryazar 3 2.6
Ilkokul 7 6.0
Ortaokul 16 13.7
Lise 43 36.8
Universite 47 40.2
Toplam 117 100
Anne Yagsi
20-30 13 11.1
31-40 73 62.4
41+ 31 26.5
Toplam 117 100
Baba Yas1
20-30 8 6.8
31-40 71 60.7
41+ 38 325
Toplam 117 100
Anne Meslek Durumu
Ev hanim 83 70.9
Memur 14 12.0
Isci 11 9.4
Serbest meslek 9 7.7
Toplam 117 100
Baba Meslek Durumu
Issiz 1 0.9
Memur 18 15.4
Isci 33 28.2
Serbest meslek 59 50.4
Emekli 6 5.1
Toplam 117 100
Kardes Sayisi
Kardesi yok 27 23.1
1 kardes 57 48.7
2 kardes 25 21.4
3 kardes 5 4.3
4 ve Usti 3 2.6
Toplam 117 100
Ol(;me Araclan

Kiiciik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Ol¢egi (Anne Formu)

Kiiciik Cocuklar i¢in I-Tipi/D-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgeginin orijinali Piotrowski vd.
(2014) tarafindan ebeveynlerin gozlemlerine dayali olarak, cocuklarin epistemik merakini
degerlendirmek igin gelistirilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkge’ye uyarlamas1 48-83 ay arasinda ¢ocugu
olan anneler i¢in Sarag vd., (2023) tarafindan yapilmistir. On maddeden olusan formda I-Tipi (5
madde) ile Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak (5 madde) olmak iizere iki alt boyut bulunmaktadir.
Cocuklarda epistemic meraki anne goriislerine gore degerlendirme saglayan 6lgme araci 4’lii
Likert tipi bir yapidadir. Yiiksek puanlar yiiksek epistemik merak diizeyine isaret etmektedir.
Dogrulayic1 faktor analizi sonuglart Olgegin iki faktorlii yapisimin Tirk 6rnekleminde
dogrulandigim gdstermistir. Olgegin i¢ tutarlik giivenirligi I-Tipi alt boyut i¢in a = .72, D-Tipi
alt boyut i¢in o = .76 ve dlgegin toplami icin a = .83 olarak rapor edilmistir. Bu bulgular, dl¢egin
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Tirk kiltiiriinde okul 6ncesi donem cocuklarinin epistemik merak diizeylerini degerlendirmek
tizere gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu ¢aligmada 6lgegin i¢
tutarlik glivenirligi [-Tipi alt boyut i¢in a = .73, D-Tipi alt boyut i¢in o = .74 ve Olgegin toplami
icin o = .82 olarak bulunmustur.

Kiiciik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olcegi (Ogretmen Formu)

Kiiciik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi-Ogretmen Formu: Olgek,
Sarag vd., (2023) tarafindan Tiirkge’ye uyarlanan Kiiciik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik
Merak Olgegi (Anne Formu)ndan yola ¢ikilarak arastirmacilar gelistirilmistir. Kiigiik Cocuklar
icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi-Ogretmen Formu 10 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek,
yeni bilgi edinmenin yarattig1 i¢sel hazzi dlgen I-Tipi Epistemik Merak (5 madde) ve bilgi
boslugunu gidermeye yonelik biligsel sebat1 6lgen Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak (5 madde) olmak
lizere iki boyutludur. Ogretmenlerin simif igindeki etkinliklerde cocuklari sistematik olarak
gdzlemlemesine imkan taniyan bu dlgme araci, 4°lii likert yapidadir. Olgekten alinan puan ilgili
diizeydeki merak1 ifade etmektedir. Olgme aracindan alinan yiiksek puan ilgili alt boyuttaki ya
da &lgegin tamamina iliskin epistemik merak diizeyinin de yiiksek oldugunu ifade eder. I¢
tutarlilik katsayilar1 toplam puan igin .96, I-Tipi Epistemik Merak icin .93, Y-Tipi Epistemik
Merak i¢in .95°dir. Olgekte ters kodlanan madde bulunmamaktadir.

Bagimsiz Ogrenme Davranislart Olgegi 3-5 (BOD 3-5)

Cocuklarin 6grenmede 6z diizenleme becerilerini 6lgmek amaciyla Whitebread vd. (2009)
tarafindan gelistirilen 6l¢ek Sarag vd., (2019) tarafindan Tiirkg¢e’ ye uyarlanmistir. Tek boyutlu
olan dlgegin orijinalinde 22 madde, Tiirk¢e formunda ise 16 madde yer almaktadir. Her cocugun
sinif i¢inde 6gretmen tarafindan gozlemlenmesi dogrultusunda doldurulan 6l¢ekte cocugun soz
konusu davranisi ne siklikta gosterdigi 4°li likert lizerinden degerlendirilmektedir (1=Higbir
zaman; 2= Nadiren; 3= Sik sik; 4=Her zaman). Yiiksek puanlara sahip ¢ocuklarin 6grenmede 6z
diizenleme becerisinin de yiiksek oldugu soylenebilir. Olgegin Tiirkce formunda test-tekrar test
giivenirligi .96, i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi ise .968 olarak bulunmustur. Ayrica 6zdegeri 1’in lstiinde
toplam varyansin %65,59’unu agiklayan tek faktér elde edilmistir (Sarag vd., 2019). Bu
arastirmada 6lgme aracinin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .96 olarak tespit edilmistir.

5-6 Yas Cocuklart icin Okula Uyum Ogretmen Degerlendirme Olgegi

Olgek, 1996°da Ladd, Kochenfender ve Coleman tarafindan Teacher Rating Scale of
School Adjustment ismi ile gelistirilmistir. Orijinal 6lgek, 27 maddeden ve 4 alt boyuttan (okulu
sevme alt Olcegi, isbirlikli katilm alt Olgegi, okuldan kacinma, kendi kendini ydnetme)
olusmaktadir. Olgekteki her madde “Uygun Degil”, “Uygun” ve “Tamamen Uygun” ifadeleriyle
degerlendirilmektedir (Birch ve Ladd, 1997). Olgek Onder ve Giilay (2010) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye
uyarlanmistir. Olgek hem toplam puan hem de alt dlgeklerle kullanilabilmektedir. Tiirkge
uyarlamasi sirasinda elde edilen i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 6lgegin tamami i¢in .67, okulu sevme alt
Olcegi icin .81, isbirlikli katilim alt 6l¢egi icin .84, okuldan kaginma alt 6lcegi icin .73, kendi
kendini ydnetme alt dlgegi igin .67 olarak belirlenmistir (Onder ve Giilay, 2010). Bu arastirmada
dlgegin toplam puanimdan yararlanilmistir. Olgme aracinin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .71 olarak tespit
edilmistir.

Ol¢cme Aracimin Uyarlanmasi

Ebeveyn degerlendirmesine dayali olarak gelistirilmis olan olgegin  Ggretmen
degerlendirmesine uyarlanmasi, uzman goriisiine dayal1 olarak ii¢ asamada gergeklestirilmistir.
Uyarlama siireci, okul oncesi egitim ve gelisim alaninda uzman iki akademisyen ile epistemik
merak ve okul Oncesi gelisim alanlarinda caligmalar1 bulunan program gelistirme alaninda
calisan bir akademisyenin katilimiyla yiirtitiilmiistiir. Bu uzmanlardan biri, ayn1 zamanda 6lgegin
ebeveyn formunun Tiirk¢e uyarlamasini gergeklestiren arastirmacilar arasinda yer almaktadir. Bu
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durum, uyarlama siirecinde 6l¢egin kuramsal arka plani ile 6zgilin yapisinin korunmasina katki
saglamistir.

Ik asamada, ebeveyn formunda yer alan tiim maddeler ayrintili bicimde incelenmis;
maddelerin olgtiigli yapilar, o6gretmen degerlendirmesine uygunluklari ve okul Oncesi sinif
ortaminda dogrudan ve sistematik gozleme -elverislilikleri agisindan degerlendirilmistir. Bu
asamada, maddelerin kuramsal anlamlarinin ve 6zgiin faktér yapilarmin korunmasi temel ilke
olarak benimsenmistir.

Ikinci asamada, ebeveyn degerlendirmesine o6zgii dilsel ifadeler, &gretmen
degerlendirmesini yansitacak sekilde yeniden diizenlenmistir. Bu diizenleme sirasinda
maddelerin davranigsal gostergelerinde herhangi bir degisiklik yapilmamis; uyarlamalar
yalnizca degerlendiriciye bagli dilsel diizeyde gerceklestirilmistir. Bdylece maddelerin,
Ogretmenler tarafindan simif baglaminda anlamli, gézlemlenebilir ve degerlendirilebilir olmasi
amaglanmistir. Bu kapsamda maddelerde yer alan “cocugum” 6znesi ¢ikarilmis; buna karsin
maddelerin davramgsal ve kavramsal icerikleri aynen korunmustur. Ornegin, ebeveyn
formunda “Cocugum yeni seyler ya da konular ogrenirken eglenir.” seklinde yer alan madde,
ogretmen formunda “Yeni seyler ya da konular 6grenirken eglenir.” bigiminde diizenlenmistir.
Bu tiir diizenlemeler, maddelerin Ogretmen tarafindan sinif ortaminda daha dogrudan
gbzlemlenebilmesini saglamay1 amaglamis olup, 6l¢iilen epistemik merak yapisinda herhangi bir
degisiklige yol agmamustir.

Ucgiincii asamada, maddeler okul ncesi sinif ortaminin gelisimsel ve yapisal dzellikleri
dikkate alinarak yeniden ele alinmistir. Bu kapsamda, yalnizca bir maddede (Madde 8) yer alan
zaman ifadesinin, okul Oncesi egitim ortammin dogal siire sinirliliklariyla tam olarak
ortiismeyebilecegi degerlendirilmistir. Uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda, s6z konusu maddede yer
alan zaman ifadesi baglama 0zgii olarak uyarlanmig; bu diizenleme yapilirken maddenin
Olctligii yapinin korunmasina ozellikle 6zen gosterilmistir. Bu baglamda 6l¢ekte yalnizca bir
maddede (Madde 8), degerlendiriciye bagl dilsel uyarlamaya ek olarak baglama 6zgii bir zaman
ifadesi uyarlamasi yapilmistir. Ebeveyn formunda “Cocugum, cevabi bilmek istediginden, bir
sorunu ¢ozmek igin saatlerce ¢aligir.” seklinde ifade edilen madde, okul Oncesi smif ortaminin
stire  smirliliklarina uyum  saglamak amaciyla “saatlerce” ifadesi “dakikalarca” olarak
degistirilmis ve oOgretmen formunda “Cevab: bilmek istediginden, bir sorunu ¢ozmek igin
dakikalarca ¢alisir.” biciminde yeniden diizenlenmistir. Bu degisiklik, maddenin sinif
baglaminda gercekei ve degerlendirilebilir olmasini hedeflemis olup, dl¢iilen yapt korunmustur.

Son asamada, 6gretmen degerlendirmesine uyarlanmis tiim maddeler uzmanlar tarafindan
yeniden gozden gecirilmis ve maddelerin icerik gecerligi ile kuramsal tutarliligini korudugu
konusunda goriis birligi saglanmistir. Bu siire¢ sonucunda olusturulan 6gretmen formu, ebeveyn
formunun kuramsal yapisini temel alan; ancak 6gretmen gozlemine 6zgii olarak diizenlenmis bir
degerlendirme araci niteligi kazanmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Calismada ilk asama olarak Sinop Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan
14.09.2023 tarihli ve 2023/168 sayili izin ile onay alinmistir. Etik kurul izninden sonra dlgegin
O0gretmen formunu uyarlanmasi calismalarina baslanmistir. Arastirma i¢in gerekli izinler
alindiktan sonra okul yoneticileri ve okul oncesi 6gretmenleriyle iletisim kurulmus, aragtirmanin
amaci1 ve uygulanisina iliskin bilgiler paylasilmistir. Ogretmenler ile anne babalarm goniillii
onamlarinin alinmasinin ardindan veri toplama siirecine gegcilmistir. Veri toplama calismalari,
20242025 egitim-6gretim yilinin Kasim ve Aralik aylarinda gergeklestirilmistir. Olgme araglar
Ogretmenlere ulastirllmig ve ebeveyn onami bulunan c¢ocuklar i¢in formlarin 6gretmenler
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tarafindan doldurulmasi istenmistir. Ogretmenlere formlar1 tamamlamalari igin iki haftalik siire
verilmistir. Bu siirenin sonunda okullara gidilerek doldurulan formlar elden teslim alinmigtir

Verilerin Analizi

Olgegin gegerligi icin icin dncelikle yapr gegerligi incelenmistir. Oncelikle, dlcegin faktor
yapisini belirlemek amaciyla A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi uygulanmistir. Analiz 6ncesinde veri
setinin faktor analizine uygunlugu Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin katsayis1 ve Bartlett kiiresellik testi ile
degerlendirilmistir. Faktor ¢ikarma yontemi olarak, O6rneklem biiyiikliigiinlin nispeten kii¢iik
olmasi ve ¢ok degiskenli normallik varsayiminin karsilanmasinda karsilasilabilecek potansiyel
giicliikkler g6z Oniine alinarak MINRES (Minimal Kalinti Yontemi) tercih edilmistir (Fabrigar
vd., 1999; Costello ve Osborne, 2005). Olgegin kuramsal yapisi geregi faktdrlerin iliskili
olabilecegi varsayimi dogrultusunda Promax dondiirme kullanilmistir.  Elde edilen faktor
¢oziimiinlin Onceden tanimlanmis kuramsal yapiyla uyumunu degerlendirmek amaciyla da
Promax sonrasi Procrustes (target) rotasyonu uygulanmistir (Browne, 2001). Agimlayic1 faktor
analizinde, maddelerin ilgili faktori gliglii diizeyde temsil ettiginin kabul edilebilmesi i¢in .50 ve
tizerindeki faktor yiikleri 6lciit olarak esas alinmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2019). Ac¢imlayict
Faktor Analizi sonucunda elde edilen faktdr yapisinin dogrulanabilirligini test etmek amaciyla,
ikinci bagimsiz bir drneklem iizerinde Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Model
uyumunu degerlendirmek amactyla, Kline (2005) tarafindan 6nerildigi iizere ki-kare (¥*) uyum
tyiligi degeri ile CFI, TLI, RMSEA ve SRMR uyum indeksleri incelenmistir. Bir modelin
uyumuna iligkin genel 6neri, ki-kare (¥?) degerinin anlamsiz olmasidir (Kline, 2005). Ancak ki-
kare degeri o6rneklem biiytikliigiinden etkilendigi i¢cin bu degerin anlamli ¢ikmasi olasidir. Bu
sebeple, ¥?/sd oraninin 5’in altinda olmasi model uyumu agisindan kabul edilebilir olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Stimer, 2000). Diger uyum indekslerinin degerlendirilmesinde ise Hu ve
Bentler (1999) tarafindan 6nerilen o6lgiitler kullanilmustir: Tucker—Lewis Indeksi (TLI) > .90
(kabul edilebilir), Karsilastirmal: Uyum indeksi (CFI) > .90 (kabul edilebilir), standartlagtirilmis
kok ortalama kare artik (SRMR) < .08 ve yaklasik hatalarin ortalama karekokii (RMSEA) <.06.

Olgegin giivenirligi, i¢ tutarlilik agisindan incelenmistir. ¢ tutarlilk giivenirligi
icin Cronbach Alfa ve McDonald Omega katsayilar1 hesaplanmustir. Olgekte maddelerin faktdr
yiiklerinin heterojen olmasi nedeniyle tau-esdegerlik varsayimi saglanmadigindan, Cronbach alfa
tek basina yeterli goriilmemis ve McDonald Omega katsayisi ile desteklenmistir (Dunn vd.,
2014).

Olgme aracinin 6lgiit gecerliginin smanmasi amaciyla eszamanl gegerlik ve yordayici
gecerlik analizleri kullanilmistir. Olgiilen yap1 ile ayni zaman diliminde degerlendirilen ve
kuramsal olarak iliskili oldugu bilinen baska bir yap1 arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesine dayanir
ve O0lgme aracinin beklenen yapilarla tutarl iligkiler gdsterip gostermedigine iligkin kanit sunar
(Cohen vd., 2018). Bu calismada epistemik merak ile literatiirde iligkili oldugu gosterilmis 6z
diizenleme (Piotrowski vd., 2014; Sarag¢ vd., 2023) arasindaki iligkiler, eszamanl 6lgiit gegerligi
kapsaminda ele alinmistir. Bu dogrultuda, epistemik merak ile 6z diizenleme arasindaki
iligkiler Pearson Momentler Carpimi Korelasyon Katsayis1 kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Eszamanl gecerlige ek olarak, epistemik merakin okul 6ncesi donemde 6grenme siirecleri
ve okul baglamindaki uyum davraniglariyla iliskili olabilecegine yo6nelik kuramsal
beklentiler dogrultusunda, epistemik merakin 6grenmede 0z diizenleme ve okul
uyumu tizerindeki yordayici rolii incelenmistir. Loewenstein (1994)’a gore epistemik merak,
bireyin mevcut bilgisi ile edinmek istedigi bilgi arasindaki biligsel bir boslugun tetikleyerek bir
yoksunluk hissi olusturur. Bu boslugu kapatma arzusu, bireyi igsel olarak motive eder. Bu igsel
motivasyonun dgrenmede 6z diizenlemeyi aktive edecegi diisiiniilebilir. Dolayisiyla, epistemik
merakin erken doénemde edinilen 6grenmede 6z diizenleme becerileri ve okulun akademik
taleplerine uyum tizerinde anlamli bir dncii rol tstlenmesi beklenebilir. Benzer sekilde Jirout da
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(2020), epistemik meraki bilimin ve 6grenmenin itici gilicii olarak ele almakta ve ¢ocuklarin
okula basladiklarinda ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 bilgi arama stratejileri ile 6grenme motivasyonunu
destekleyerek, akademik gelisim ve dolayli olarak okul uyumu siireclerine 6nemli katkilar
sagladigin1  belirtmektedir. Yordayici  gegerlik, bir Olgme aracindan elde edilen
puanlarin, kuramsal olarak onciil kabul edilen bir yapinin, iligkili oldugu diisiiniilen sonug
degiskenleri lizerindeki agiklayict giiciinii ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir (Anastasi ve Urbina,
1997). Bu kapsamda, epistemik merakin 6grenmede 6z diizenleme ve okul uyumu iizerindeki
yordayici etkisini degerlendirmek amaciyla Basit Dogrusal Regresyon
Analizleri gergeklestirilmistir.

Etik Hususlar
Tilim yazarlar bu calismaya esit katki saglamistir. Yazarlar, herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢catigsmasi
bulunmadigini beyan etmektedir. Bu aragtirma i¢in herhangi bir finansal destek alinmamugtir.

Calismaya iliskin etik onay, Sinop Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu'ndan alinmustir
(Karar No. 2023/168, 14 Eyliil 2023 tarihli).

Bulgular

Kiiciik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Ol¢egi-Ogretmen Formunun
Gegerligine Iliskin Bulgular

Yap: Gegerligi: Acimlayict Faktor Analizi

Ogretmen formunun faktdr yapisii incelemek amaciyla, birinci orneklem verileri
kullanilarak Acimlayic1 Faktdr Analizi yliriitiilmustiir. Analize gecilmeden once, toplanan
verinin faktor analizi i¢in uygunlugunu degerlendirmek iizere Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
orneklem yeterliligi katsayisi ve Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi uygulanmistir. KMO katsayis1 .94
olarak bulunmus. Bu deger, orneklem biiyiikliigii ve madde sayisinin faktor analizi yeterli
oldugunu gostermistir. Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi sonucu da korelasyon matrisinin faktdr analizine
uygun oldugunu gostermistir, ¥*(45) = 1690.37, p <.001.

Veri setinin faktor analizine uygunlugu ortaya konduktan sonra Acgimlayici Faktor
analizine gecilmistir. Agimlayic1 Faktor Analizinde ilk 6zdeger incelemeleri baskin bir faktoriin
varlifina isaret etse de, Olgegin kuramsal olarak iki boyutlu bir yapr temelinde gelistirilmis
olmasi dikkate alinarak analizler bu dogrultuda siirdiiriilmiistiir. Bu kapsamda, faktorlerin iliskili
olabilecegi varsayimiyla Promax dondiirme uygulanmig. Dondiirmenin ardindan elde edilen
¢Oziimin kuramsal yapiyla uyumunu degerlendirmek amaciylada Procrustes (target)
rotasyonu gergeklestirilmistir. Procrustes rotasyonuna iliskin bulgular, maddelerin kuramsal
olarak ait olduklar1 iki faktore yiiksek diizeyde uyum sagladigini gostermistir. Birinci faktore ait
faktor yiikleri yaklasik .54 ile .92 arasinda degisirken, ikinci faktore ait yiikler .53 ile 1.00°e
yakin degerler almistir. Maddelere iliskin ortak varyans (h?) degerlerinin .69 ile .92 arasinda
degismesi, maddelerin agiklanan varyansa giiclii katkilar sundugunu gostermektedir. Maddelere
iligskin faktor ytikleri ve ortak varyans degerleri Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3
Acimlayici faktor analizi yiikleri ve ortak varyanslar (' h?)

Madde I Tipi Y Tipi h? Kuramsal Faktor
EM1 73 - 76 I Tipi

EM3 .85 - .80 I Tipi

EMS5 .92 - a7 I Tipi

EM7 .54 - .69 I Tipi

EM9 .64 - 72 I Tipi

EM2 - 53 75 Y Tipi

EM4 - .64 .82 Y Tipi
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Tablo 3

Devami

Madde I Tipi Y Tipi h? Kuramsal Faktor
EM6 - .65 .84 Y Tipi

EMS8 - .85 .88 Y Tipi

EM10 - 1.01 92 Y Tipi

Not:Yiikler MINRES yontemi ve Promax dondiirme sonrasinda teorik iki faktorlii modele Procrustes (target)
rotasyon uygulanarak elde edilmistir. Yalnizca .50 ve tizeri faktdr yiikleri raporlanmustir.

Yap1 Gegerligi: Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi

Ac¢imlayic1 Faktor analizi sonucunda elde edilen iki faktorlii yapinin dogrulanabilirligini
sinamak amaciyla ikinci 6rneklem iizerinde Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi gergeklestirilmistir.
Modelde, birinci faktér Madde 1, EM3, EM5, EM7 ve EM9 maddelerinden, ikinci faktor ise
EM2, EM4, EM6, EM8 ve EM10 maddelerinden olusacak sekilde tanimlanmustir. Faktorler arasi
korelasyona izin verilmistir.

Model uyumuna iliskin bulgular incelendiginde, ki-kare degerinin y*(34) = 98.14 (p <
.001) oldugu goriilmektedir. Ki-kare istatistiginin serbestlik derecesine oraniise (y*/sd =
2.89)’dir. Bu degerin 5’in altinda olmasi, modelin kabul edilebilir diizeyde uyum sagladigina
isaret etmektedir (Stimer, 2000). Diger uyum indeksleri incelendiginde CFI (.939) ve TLI
(.919) degerlerinin kabul edilebilir uyum diizeyinin {izerinde yer aldigi goriilmektedir. SRMR
(.039) degerinin ise Onerilen esiklerin altinda oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgular, modelin
veriyle iyi diizeyde uyum sagladigii gostermektedir. Ote yandan, RMSEA degeri .132 olarak
hesaplanmis ve %90 giiven araligi [.104, .173] olarak bulunmustur. RMSEA’nin gorece yiiksek
¢tkmasi, bu indeksin 6rneklem biiyiikliigiine ve model karmasikligina duyarh bir 6l¢iit olmasi
baglaminda degerlendirilmelidir. Ozellikle &rneklemin kiigiik oldugu ve az sayida madde igeren
modellerde, RMSEA degerlerinin model uyumunu oldugundan daha olumsuz yansitabildigi
belirtilmektedir (Kenny vd., 2015). Bu ¢alismada modelin serbestlik derecesinin 34 olmasi ve
orneklem biiyiikliigiiniin 117 ile sinirli kalmasi, RMSEA degerini etkilemis olabilir. Ote yandan
CFI (.939), TLI (.919) ve SRMR (.039) degerlerinin kabul edilebilir ve iyi uyum diizeylerinde
olmasi, modelin veriyle genel olarak uyumlu oldugunu gostermektedir. Uyum indekslerinin
biitiinciil degerlendirilmesi sonucunda iki faktorlii yapinin desteklendigi kanaatine varilmigtir.

Standardize faktor yiikleri Faktor 1 (I Tipi) i¢in .757—.849, Faktor 2 (Y Tipi) i¢in .836—
920 arahiginda degismektedir. Iki faktdrlii modelin yapisal goriiniimii, faktor yiikleri, hata
varyanslar1 ve faktorler arasi korelasyonlar Sekil 1.’de gosterilmistir.

Era10O

Sekil 1

Kiigiik g¢ocuklar igin i-tipi/y-tipi epistemik merak Ol¢egi-6gretmen formunun iki faktorli

dogrulayici faktor analizi modeli, faktor yiikleri, hata varyanslari ve faktorler arasi korelasyonlar
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Faktorler arasindaki korelasyonun yiiksek diizeyde (r = .93) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
bulgu, iki boyutun birbirleriyle giiglii bigimde iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte,
Olgegin Ozglin kuramsal yapist ve iki faktorlii modelin uyum indeksleri dikkate alindiginda,
yap1 iki faktorlii olarak degerlendirilmis ve Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi sonuglar1 bu yapiyi
desteklemistir.

Ol¢iit Gegerligi-Eszamanl

Bu calismada epistemik merak ile literatiirde iligkili oldugu gosterilen 6z
diizenleme arasindaki iliskiler, eszamanli 6l¢iit gegerligi kapsaminda incelenmistir (Piotrowski
vd.,, 2014; Sara¢ vd., 2023). Bu amagla, epistemik merak ile 6z diizenleme arasindaki
iliskiler Pearson Momentler Carpimi Korelasyon Katsayist kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
Bulgular, iki degisken arasinda orta—giiclii diizeyde, pozitif ve anlamli bir iliski oldugunu
gostermektedir, r(259) = .58, p< .001. Bu sonug, epistemik merak diizeyi yiikseldikge
cocuklarin 6z diizenleme becerilerinin de arttigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu bulgu, kuramsal
olarak iligkili yapilar arasinda ayn1 zaman diliminde gozlenen anlamli iligskiyi gostererek yoluyla,
6lgegin eszamanl dl¢iit gecerligine iliskin kanit olarak degerlendirilmistir (DeVellis, 2017).

Olciit Gegerligi-Yordayici

Bu calismada, epistemik merakin okul 6ncesi donemde 6grenme ve okul uyumuyla iligkili
olabilecegi varsayimindan hareketle, 6grenmede 6z diizenleme ve okula uyum {izerindeki
yordayici rolil incelenmistir.

Epistemik merakin 6grenmede 6z diizenleme davranislart lizerindeki yordayict roliinii
ortaya koymak amaciyla once korelasyon analizi yapilmis, iligki tespit edildikten sonra Basit
Dogrusal Regresyon Analizi kullanilarak yordayicilik rolii ortaya konmustur. Analizler eksik
verisi olmayan 216 g¢ocuk iizerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Korelasyon analizi sonucu epistemik
merak ile 6grenme 6z diizenleme arasinda giigli ve pozitif bir iliski oldugunu (r = .64)
gostermistir. Bu sonug, epistemik merak diizeyir yiikseldikce ¢ocuklarin 6grenmede 6z
diizenleme davraniglarinin arttigin1  gostermektedir. Regresyon analizi, epistemik merakin
ogrenmede 0z diizenleme davranislarinin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugunu gdstermistir.
Epistemik merak, oOgrenmede 06z diizenleme davraniglarini anlamlhi ve giiclii diizeyde
yordamaktadir (B = .64,1(216) = 12.77,p< .001). Model, o6grenmede 06z diizenleme
davraniglarindaki varyansin %43’{inii agiklamaktadir (R? = .43). Regresyon analizi sonucu Tablo
4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4
Epistemik merakin 6grenmede 6z diizenlemeyi yordamasina iliskin regresyon sonuglari

Yordayici B SE B t R?
Sabit 1.06 15 - 6.90 43
Epistemik merak .64 .05 .64 12.77

p <.001

Epistemik merakin okula uyum iizerindeki yordayici roliinii ortaya koymak igin ayni
sekilde dnce korelasyon analizi yapilmus, iliski tespit edildikten sonra Basit Dogrusal Regresyon
Analizi kullanilarak yordayicilik rolii ortaya konmustur. Analizler eksik verisi olmayan 218
cocuk iizerinde gerceklestirilmistir. Korelasyon analizi sonucu epistemik merak ile okula uyum
arasinda giiclii ve pozitif bir iliski oldugunu (r = .45) gostermistir. Bu sonug, epistemik merak
diizeyi yiikseldikce c¢ocuklarin okula uyum puanlarinin arttigini gostermektedir. Regresyon
analizi sonucu ise epistemik merakin okul uyumu {iizerindeki etkisi anlamli bulunmustur (f =
45, 1(216) = 7.30, p < .001). Model, okul uyumundaki varyansin %20’sini agiklamaktadir (R? =
.20). Bu bulgu, epistemik merakin okul baglamindaki uyum davraniglar1 agisindan anlamli bir
yordayici oldugunu gostermektedir. Regresyon analizi sonucu Tablo 5°te gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 5
Epistemik merakin okula uyumu yordamasina iliskin regresyon sonuglari

Yordayici B SE B t R?

Sabit .76 .06 - 13.30 .20

Epistemik merak 14 .02 45 7.30 .20
p <.001

Kii¢iik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi-Ogretmen Formunun
Giivenirligine Iliskin Bulgular

Olgegin i¢ tutarlilik giivenirligi Cronbach alfa ve McDonald Omega katsayilar1 ile
incelenmistir. Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 I-Tipi i¢in .93, Y-Tipi i¢in .95 ve toplam &lgek icin .96
olarak bulunmustur. McDonald Omega katsayilar1 ise I-Tipi icin .95, Y-Tipi i¢in .96 ve toplam
Olcek i¢in .97°dir. Bu sonuglar, 6l¢egin hem alt boyut hem de toplam puan diizeyinde son derece
yiiksek i¢ tutarliliga sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Ilgili giivenirlik katsayilar1 Tablo 6’da
sunulmustur.

Tablo 6
Kiigiik gocuklar i¢in i-tipi/y-tipi epistemik merak 6l¢egi giivenirlik katsayilar

Olgek / Alt Boyut Cronbach o McDonald Q Madde Sayisi
I-Tipi (EM1, EM3, EM5, EM7, EM9) .93 .95 5

Y-Tipi (EM2, EM4, EM6, EMS8, .95 .96 5

EM10)

Toplam Puan .96 .97 10

Bu bulgular, Kii¢iik Cocuklar i¢in I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Ol¢egi’nin hem alt boyut
hem toplam puan diizeyinde yiiksek giivenirlige sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Tartisma

Bu arastirma kapsaminda, Kiiciik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi
Ogretmen Formunun gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. Bulgulara gore Kiigiik Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y -
Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi’nin Tiirkiye’deki 5 yas grubu ¢ocuklarin bilgi arama ve kesif
davraniglarint degerlendirmek icin gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme aract oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Okul Oncesi donemdeki c¢ocuklarin epistemik merak diizeylerini 6gretmen
degerlendirmesine dayali olarak belirlemek amaciyla Sara¢ vd. (2023) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye
uyarlanan ebeveyn formundan hareketle gelistirilen Kiiciik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi
Epistemik Merak Olcegi-Ogretmen Formu 10 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek, yeni bilgi
edinmenin yarattig1 igsel hazzi 6lgen I-Tipi Epistemik Merak (5 madde) ve bilgi boslugunu
gidermeye yonelik biligsel sebati 6l¢en Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak (5 madde) olmak iizere iki
boyutludur. Ogretmenlerin  siif igindeki etkinliklerde cocuklar1 —sistematik olarak
gozlemlemesine imkan taniyan bu dlgme araci, 4’lii likert tiiriindedir. Olgegin gecerlik ve
giivenirlik ¢aligmalar1 kapsaminda yapilan analizler, faktdr yiiklerinin .54 ile 1.00 arasinda
degistigini gdstermektedir. I¢ tutarlilik katsayilari toplam puan igin .96, I-Tipi Epistemik Merak
icin .93, Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak icin .95 dir.

Arasgtirmanin yap1 gegerligine iligkin bulgulari, 6l¢egin orijinal formunda (Piotrowski vd.,
2014) ve kuramsal temellerinde (Litman, 2008) yer alan I-Tipi (ilgi) ve Y-Tipi (Yoksunluk)
seklindeki iki boyutlu yapiyr dogrulamaktadir. Bununla birlikte, dogrulayic1 faktor analizi
sonuclarinda RMSEA degerinin (.132) gorece yiiksek bulunmus olmast model uyumunun
dikkatle degerlendirilmesini gerektirmektedir. Bu calismada dogrulayici analiz i¢in kullanilan
orneklem nispeten smirhidir (n = 117) ve model 34 serbestlik derecesine sahiptir. Bu sinirliligin
RMSEA degerini artirmig olabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir ancak CFI (.939), TLI (.919) ve SRMR
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(.039) degerlerinin kabul edilebilir ve iyi uyum araliklarinda yer almasi, modelin veriyle genel
olarak uyumlu oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu dogrultuda Hu ve Bentler (1999) 6nerisi ile uyumlu
olarak model uyumu tek bir indeks ile degil, birden fazla uyum gostergesi birlikte
degerlendirilmis ve iki faktorlii yapmin kuramsal temeli ve diger uyum indeksleri dikkate
alinarak model korunmustur. Faktorler arasindaki yiiksek korelasyon (r =.93), epistemik merakin
farkli duygusal ve motivasyonel alt siire¢lerden beslense de biitiinciil bir biligssel yonelimi
yansitabilecegine isaret etmektedir (Sarag vd., 2023). I-Tipi merak yeni bilgi edinme siirecinde
deneyimlenen igsel hazz ile ilgiliyken, Y-Tipi merak bilgi boslugunu gidermeye yonelik biligsel
gerilim ve sebat siiregleri ile ilgilidir (Litman ve Spielberger, 2003). Dolayisiyla bu iki boyut,
Olcekte yiiksek korelasyon gosterse de temsil ettikleri motivasyonel mekanizmalar bakimindan
kavramsal olarak ayridirlar.

Calismadaki bulgular arasinda 6nemli bir diger bulgu da epistemik merakin 6grenmede 6z
diizenleme davranislarindaki varyansin %43’iinli agiklamasidir. Bu yiiksek yordayicilik diizeyi
merakin sadece pasif bir ilgi olmadigimi dikkati odaklama, strateji gelistirme ve engeller
karsisinda yilmama gibi 6z diizenleme mekanizmalarini harekete geciren bir siire¢ oldugunu
savunan Loewenstein (1994)’1n Bilgi Boslugu Kurama ile tutarli oldugu seklinde yorumlanmastir.
Merakl1 bir ¢gocuk zihnindeki belirsizligi gidermek i¢in biligsel kaynaklarini seferber etmekte bu
sire¢ de 6z diizenleme kapasitesini dogal bir 6grenme ortami igerisinde gelistirmektedir
(Lauriola vd., 2015). Ozellikle Y-Tipi merakin sebat gerektiren gorevlerle olan giiclii iliskisi,
cocuklarin akademik zorluklar karsisinda sergiledikleri direncin temelinde bilmeme durumunun
yarattig1 bilissel gerginligi ¢ozme hedefi oldugunu gostermektedir (Richards vd., 2013).

Bulgular incelendiginde epistemik merakin okula uyum puanlarindaki varyansin %20’sini
acikladigi belirlenmistir. Bu bulgu dogrultusunda, merakin sosyal duygusal uyum siireclerindek
islevsel roliinii oldugu sdylenebilir. Shah vd. (2018)’ne gére merak, ¢ocuklarin yeni ve karmasik
okul ortamina kars1 gelistirdikleri yaklasma odakli motivasyonu temsil eder. Arastirma sonuglari,
merak diizeyi yiiksek olan c¢ocuklarin okuldaki materyallere, rutinlere ve sosyal etkilesimlere
daha yiiksek diizeyde uyumlu olduklarini, okula kars1 olumlu tutum gelistirdiklerini ve sinif i¢i
katilim diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir (Birch ve Ladd, 1997). Merakli bir ¢ocuk
i¢cin okul, korkutucu bir belirsizlikten 6te kesfedilmeyi bekleyen bir yerdir.

Ogretmen degerlendirmesine dayali bulgular, ebeveyn formundan elde edilen bulgularla
(Sarag¢ vd., 2023) benzerlik gostermekle birlikte okul baglamindaki meraka dayali davraniglarin
profesyonel bir gozlemci tarafindan daha objektif bigimde degerlendirilebilecegini de
desteklemektedir. Ogretmenler, cocuklarin etkinlikler i¢indeki bilissel sebatlarini ve soru sorma
stratejilerini akran grubu igerisindeki normlara gore degerlendirebildikleri igin (Pianta vd., 2008)
gelistirilen bu form egitim sahasinda ¢cocuklarin potansiyellerini kesfetmek adina kritik bir isleve
sahiptir.

Sonug¢ ve Oneriler

Bu c¢alisma, Kii¢iik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi — Ogretmen
Formunun okul oOncesi donemdeki cocuklarin  epistemik  merak  diizeylerini
degerlendirmede gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme aract oldugu ortaya koymustur. Faktor analizler,
dlgegin iki boyutlu yapisini (I-Tipi/Y-Tipi) dogrulamistir. Bu sonuglar, epistemik merakin okul
oncesi donemde kuramsal olarak Onerildigi bicimde iki boyutlu bir yap1 sergiledigini
gostermektedir. Elde edilen yiiksek i¢ tutarlilik katsayilari, 6l¢egin hem alt boyutlar hem de
toplam puan diizeyinde tutarl dl¢limler sundugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu dogrultuda 6lgme
araci, okul Oncesi Ogretmenlerinin sinif ortaminda cocuklarin epistemik merak diizeylerini
sistematik ve giivenilir bi¢imde degerlendirebilecegi niteligi sahip oldugunu gdstermektedir.
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Olgiit gegerligine iliskin bulgular, epistemik merakin hem &grenmede 6z diizenleme
davraniglarint hem de okul uyumu giiclii bir sekilde yordamaktadir. Bu sonuglar epistemik
merakin merakin okul 6ncesi doneminde 68renmeyi siirdiiren ve derinlestiren bir motivasyon
kaynagi oldugunu desteklemektedir. Ayrica, epistemik merakin c¢ocuklarin yeni ve
yapilandirilmis okul ortamina uyum saglamalarinda islevsel bir rol iistlendigini gostermektedir.
Tiim bu sonuglar dogrultusunda, uyarlanan 6l¢me aracinin 5 yas grubundaki c¢ocuklarin
epistemik merak diizeylerini okul baglaminda degerlendirilmesine yonelik 6nemli bir boslugu
doldurdugu sdylenebilir.

Egitim uygulamalar agisindan bu 6lgek 6gretmenlerin siniflarindaki, merak davraniglarini
sozel olarak ifade etmeyen ancak 6grenme siireclerinde bilgi arama ve kesif yonelimi gdsteren
cocuklar fark etmelerine ve meraki destekleyen pedagojik stratejiler gelistirmelerine yardimci
olabilir. Jirout (2020)’un vurguladigi gibi merak akademik basarinin yani sira bilimsel diigiinme
becerilerini de etkilemektedir. Bu nedenle merak diizeyleri diisiik olan cocuklara yonelik,
belirsizligi tolere etmeyi ve soru sormayi tesvik eden miidahale programlari tasarlanmasi
Onerilebilir. Ayrica merakin boylamsal siirecte gelisime uzun siireli katkilari ele alinabilir. Kiiciik
Cocuklar icin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olcegi Ogretmen Formu sayesinde epistemik
merakin kii¢lik ¢cocuklarin gelisimine etkisine yonelik Tiirkiye 6rneklemli aragtirmalarin artmasi
beklenmektedir.

Bu calismanin bazi sinirhiliklar s6z konusudur. Oncelikle arastirmanin 6rneklemi Istanbul
ilindeki devlet anaokullarma devam eden 5 yas grubu c¢ocuklarla siirlidir. Farkli sosyo-
ekonomik diizeylerdeki kurumlar1 ve daha genis bir yas araligini kapsayan ¢alismalar, 6lcegin
genellenebilirligini artiracaktir.

Bu calismanin bir diger smrlilii ise tiim degiskenlerin 6gretmen degerlendirmesine
dayali olarak toplanmis olmasidir. Tek bir veri kaynagindan elde edilen 6l¢timlerin kullanilmasi,
ortak yontem yanlilig1 riskini artirmis olabilir (Podsakoff vd., 2003). Ayni degerlendiricinin 6z
diizenleme ve okul uyumu gibi iligkili yapilar1 degerlendirmis olmas1 ortaya ¢ikan iligkilerin
kismen yontem etkisinden kaynaklanma olasiligint diisiindiirebilir ancak kullanilan 6lgeklerin
farkli kuramsal yapilara dayanmasi ve 6l¢eklerde yer alan maddelerin igerik olarak birbirlerinden
cok farkli olmalar1 bu iliskinin yontemsel yanliliktan ortaya ¢ikmis olma ihtimalini
azaltmaktadir. Yine de sonraki arastirmalarda, 6gretmen goriislerine ek olarak ¢ocuklarin hem
merak davranislarint hem de 6z diizenleme becerilerini 6l¢gen dogrudan performans goérevleri
(merak uyandirict kutu testleri vb.) kullanilarak ¢oklu veri kaynaklar ile desteklenen ¢alismalar
bu riski ortadan kaldiracaktir.

Calisma kapsaminda elde edilen faktorler arasi yiiksek korelasyon okul dncesi doneminde
epistemik merakin daha biitlinciil bir yap:1 sergileyebilecegini diisiindiirmektedir. birlikte, iki
faktorlii modelin kuramsal temeli ve uyum indeksleri dikkate alinarak yapi iki boyutlu olarak
korunmustur. Gelecek aragtirmalarda ayrisma gegerliginin daha biiyilkk ve heterojen
orneklemlerde, alternatif model karsilastirmalar ve ek istatistiksel teknikler kullanilarak yeniden
simanmasi Onerilmektedir.
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine the validity and reliability of the 1-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for
Young Children — Teacher Form, adapted to assess the epistemological curiosity levels of preschool children based
on teacher observations. The measurement tool consists of 10 items rated on a 4-point Likert scale. It evaluates
epistemological curiosity in two dimensions (I-Type/Interest and D-Type/Deprivation). Two independent samples of
5-year-old children attending state preschools in Istanbul were used in the study. The first sample, created for
Exploratory Factor Analysis, consisted of 145 children (F=80; M=65). The second sample, used for Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, consisted of 117 children (F=65; M=52). The results of the Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor
Analyses confirmed the two-factor structure of the scale. Reliability analyses showed that the internal consistency of
the scale was quite high. Internal consistency coefficients were calculated as .96 for the total score, .93 for I-Type
Epistemic Curiosity, and .95 for D-Type Epistemic Curiosity. Criterion validity analyses showed that epistemic
curiosity significantly predicted 43% of the variance in self-regulation behaviors in learning and 20% of the variance
in school adjustment scores. As expected, the epistemic curiosity measured by the adapted instrument in this study is
strongly associated with the learning processes and school adjustment behaviors of preschool children. These results
demonstrate that the teacher form of the scale is a scientifically qualified tool for evaluating the epistemic curiosity
behaviors of 5-year-old children in Tiirkiye.

Keywords: Epistemic curiosity, scale adaptation, early childhood, preschool

Introduction

One of the concepts that has received increasing attention in the educational and
developmental psychology literature in recent years is curiosity, which is considered a key factor
supporting learning processes. The preschool period, in particular, is regarded as a critical stage
during which the foundations of individuals’ cognitive, emotional, social, linguistic, and physical
skills are established. It is also a period characterized by a high level of curiosity toward the
surrounding environment and by children’s first meaningful interactions with learning
environments (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Curiosity is a concept frequently used to describe
developmental processes in the early years of life. One of the defining characteristics of young
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children is their natural curiosity and the guiding role this curiosity plays in their interactions
with the environment. During this period, the learning behaviors exhibited by children are not
merely ordinary acts of exploration; rather, they reflect epistemic curiosity, a systematic form of
cognitive motivation (Berlyne, 1954; Litman, 2005). Measuring epistemic curiosity is of great
importance not only for understanding young children’s learning potential but also for
supporting their self-regulation skills and improving their school adjustment processes. Curiosity
needs to be encouraged and expressed in all contexts and environments where learning occurs,
particularly at home and in school. In this regard, identifying young children’s curiosity through
a valid and reliable measurement instrument based on teacher reports is important for addressing
the needs of the scientific literature and improving the quality of preschool education in Tiirkiye
(Sarag et al., 2023).

Epistemic curiosity is a cognitive and motivational process that arises from the desire to
acquire new knowledge and ideas, directing individuals toward exploration and information
seeking (Berlyne, 1960; Piotrowski et al., 2014). Etymologically, the concept derives from the
Ancient Greek word epistemé, meaning knowledge or understanding, and refers not only to
immediate responses to sensory stimuli but also to a systematic effort to close a mental gap in
knowledge (Berlyne, 1954). When the theoretical foundations of epistemic curiosity are
examined, it becomes clear that this construct possesses distinctive qualities that differentiate it
from other types of curiosity. In the classification proposed by Berlyne (1966), curiosity is
divided into two dimensions: perceptual curiosity and epistemic curiosity. Perceptual curiosity
refers to a sensory response to the novelty of visual, auditory, or tactile stimuli. In contrast,
epistemic curiosity represents a higher-level cognitive process aimed at filling gaps among
concepts, ideas, and logical relationships (Berlyne, 1966; Litman & Spielberger, 2003).

One of the approaches explaining the mechanism underlying epistemic curiosity is the
Information Gap Theory proposed by Loewenstein (1994). According to this theory, curiosity
emerges when individuals recognize a discrepancy between what they currently know and what
they want to know. This awareness creates a sense of deprivation and a form of cognitive
tension. Epistemic curiosity motivates individuals to seek information and utilize their cognitive
resources in order to eliminate this uncomfortable state of tension (Metcalfe et al., 2017). In this
sense, curiosity can be understood not as a passive interest but as an active motivation for
problem solving. Litman (2005, 2008), who conducted extensive research on epistemic curiosity,
conceptualized the construct in two primary dimensions: I-Type (Interest) and D-Type
(Deprivation) curiosity. This model is important because it explains how curiosity can be
associated with both positive and negative affective processes. I-Type epistemic curiosity
represents the intrinsic pleasure individuals experience when acquiring new knowledge. In this
form of curiosity, learning is perceived as an enjoyable process of discovery accompanied by
positive emotions (Litman, 2005). In contrast, D-Type epistemic curiosity is associated with a
stronger sense of necessity. Individuals strive to resolve the cognitive discomfort that arises from
not knowing something. Therefore, D-Type curiosity typically requires greater focus and
persistence in the face of obstacles (Litman, 2008; Richards et al., 2013). In the preschool period,
for example, a child examining a new toy out of simple curiosity and enjoying playing with it
can be considered an example of I-Type curiosity. On the other hand, a child who spends several
minutes trying to understand how the toy works and attempts to resolve the cognitive confusion
experienced when unable to assemble its parts demonstrates D-Type curiosity (Piotrowski et al.,
2014).

The preschool period is a stage in which curiosity is most naturally expressed and the
foundations of lifelong learning skills are established (Jirout et al., 2018). During this period, the
importance of epistemic curiosity is not limited to children’s academic readiness; it also plays a
significant role in their social-emotional development and cognitive flexibility. In his theory,
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Piaget described children as little scientists, emphasizing their tendency to continuously generate

hypotheses in order to understand the world around them and their curiosity-driven efforts to test
these hypotheses (Piaget, 1952).

Although epistemic curiosity is considered an innate biological potential, it is shaped
through cognitive maturation, language development, and interactions with environmental
stimuli (Litman, 2005). Curiosity is a complex process that ranges from simple reflexive
responses to strategic information-seeking behaviors. In infancy, the earliest signs of curiosity
appear as novelty seeking and visual orientation. Infants around 11-16 months tend to look
longer at situations in which their expectations are violated and show a tendency to search for
cues that might explain these unexpected events (Stahl & Feigenson, 2015).Around the age of
three, a turning point in the development of epistemic curiosity can be observed. During this
period, the nature of curiosity shifts from a perceptual level toward a conceptual one. Language
development and the emergence of Theory of Mind play a significant role in this transformation.
With increasing language abilities, children no longer simply observe; they begin to satisfy their
curiosity by asking “why” and “how” questions. Theory of Mind enables children to understand
that other people may possess knowledge different from their own. This awareness allows
children to recognize what they do not know and to begin selecting whom to ask for information
(Birch et al., 2008). Between the ages of four and six, epistemic curiosity is expressed not only
through an increase in the number of questions children ask but also through a more strategic
selectivity regarding the quality and source of information. During this stage, children develop
the ability to ask questions that narrow down possible answers rather than asking randomly in
order to close information gaps (Chouinard, 2007). Around the age of five, children’s epistemic
trust mechanisms become more mature. Instead of accepting information from every source
equally, they begin to prioritize individuals who have previously provided accurate information,
who have expertise, or who have direct access to relevant knowledge (Birch et al., 2008).
Children in this age group not only become curious about information itself but also begin
evaluating whether the information is relevant (Henderson et al., 2013). This strategic phase of
curiosity reflects a form of metacognitive maturation, in which children move from merely
recognizing that they do not know something to understanding how to access information in the
most efficient way (Jirout & Klahr, 2012). As seen, understanding curiosity in the early years is
essential for supporting young children’s curiosity at the right time and in the most appropriate
ways.

The development of epistemic curiosity is also closely related to individual differences and
environmental factors. While some children are born with a higher threshold for stimulation and
a stronger tendency toward novelty seeking, for others this process may progress more slowly.
The uncertainty threshold model proposed by Jirout and Klahr (2012) suggests that children’s
curiosity behaviors vary depending on how they respond to the level of uncertainty they
encounter. Very little uncertainty may fail to trigger curiosity, whereas excessive uncertainty can
create anxiety and halt exploratory behavior. As development progresses, the amount of
uncertainty children can tolerate increases, enabling them to become curious about more
complex topics. Parental and teacher attitudes are among the environmental factors that influence
the development of curiosity. Children who grow up in environments with responsive and
supportive caregivers tend to feel secure, which encourages them to step outside their comfort
zones and explore new knowledge more willingly (Iwasaki et al., 2022). In contrast, curiosity
can be diminished in environments where questions are discouraged or exploratory efforts are
punished. Notably, the decline in children’s curiosity levels after the start of formal schooling
(Engel, 2011) has led to criticism suggesting that educational systems may sometimes play a
restrictive role rather than fostering curiosity.
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Epistemic curiosity is associated with competencies across multiple developmental
domains in preschool children. For example, epistemic curiosity has been shown to be one of the
predictors of early literacy and mathematics skills during the preschool years. In a longitudinal
study conducted with 6,200 children, Shah et al. (2018) found that curiosity in the preschool
period significantly predicted later academic achievement regardless of children’s
socioeconomic background. Notably, among children from low-income families, higher levels of
curiosity were found to support academic success and enable these children to reach achievement
levels comparable to their peers who grow up in more stimulating environments (Shah et al.,
2018). Within the framework of Self-Determination Theory by Ryan and Deci (2000), curiosity
allows individuals to derive satisfaction from the act of learning itself without expecting external
rewards. This form of intrinsic motivation supports children’s resilience in the face of challenges
within the school environment and promotes deeper engagement in the learning process
(Richards et al., 2013). For a curious child, a classroom problem-solving activity is not an
obligation but rather an exciting puzzle to be solved. Another variable associated with epistemic
curiosity in early childhood is self-regulation in learning. Self-regulation refers to an individual’s
ability to actively direct their cognitive processes, emotions, and behaviors in order to achieve a
learning goal (McClelland & Cameron, 2012). In the preschool years, self-regulation is
considered one of the most critical foundations of both academic achievement and social
adjustment. The relationship between epistemic curiosity and self-regulation lies in the fact that
both constructs require goal-directed mental effort and persistence (Lauriola et al., 2015).
Epistemic curiosity functions as a process that facilitates the development of self-regulation
skills. Loewenstein (1994) explains this by arguing that the sense of deprivation created by a
knowledge gap internally motivates individuals to seek information. This motivation activates
self-regulatory mechanisms such as focusing attention, developing strategies, and overcoming
obstacles. A curious child must regulate attention, inhibit momentary impulses, and use cognitive
resources efficiently in order to obtain the information they seek. From a metacognitive
perspective, curiosity can be seen as an indicator of a child’s awareness of their own cognitive
state. When a child asks a question, they have essentially monitored a gap in their own
knowledge and initiated a process of information seeking to resolve it. This process reflects
cognitive control and strategic regulation, which represent the highest-level components of self-
regulation (Metcalfe et al., 2017). Therefore, encouraging curiosity in early childhood can be
considered an indirect yet powerful way of fostering children’s ability to regulate and manage
their own minds.

Another developmental process that can be associated with epistemic curiosity in the early
years of life is school adjustment. School adjustment represents one of the most important
starting points in a child’s educational journey. As a multidimensional construct that includes
academic, social, and emotional balance, school adjustment is closely related to all areas of a
child’s development (Birch & Ladd, 1997). For preschool children, school adjustment
encompasses many processes, including learning classroom rules, developing positive peer
relationships, enjoying school, and forming a secure relationship with the teacher (Giilay
Ogelman & Koyutiirk Koger, 2024). Epistemic curiosity can facilitate adaptation to this new
environment by transforming the child’s potential defensive responses into a motivation oriented
toward exploration and engagement (Piotrowski et al., 2014; Shah et al., 2018). The influence of
epistemic curiosity on school adjustment can manifest in several ways. First, children with
higher levels of curiosity may also display greater curiosity toward school and the various
processes within it (e.g., classroom activities, routines, and materials). New classroom materials,
peers, the diversity of activities, and relationships with teachers become continuous sources of
excitement and learning for a curious child. This, in turn, supports children’s positive attitudes
toward school and their willingness to attend (Birch & Ladd, 1997). Second, curiosity increases
classroom engagement. Curious children tend to ask more questions and participate more
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actively in classroom activities. This active involvement enriches interactions with both peers
and teachers, thereby supporting the overall learning process.

For young children, curiosity is a fundamental force that pushes the boundaries of
cognition and sustains the desire for exploration (Berlyne, 1960; Loewenstein, 1994). During this
period, curiosity is not only an individual characteristic but also a context-sensitive construct. In
other words, children’s curiosity-driven behaviors may manifest differently depending on the
characteristics of the learning environment (Engel, 2011). In line with the fundamental principles
of preschool education—such as child-centeredness, supporting holistic development, and
providing a stimulus-rich environment—preschool institutions offer numerous opportunities to
support curiosity in various ways. In the preschool period, epistemic curiosity is associated with
many developmental processes. In addition to its contributions to development, preschool
teachers should also be aware of epistemic curiosity and incorporate this concept into their
classroom management strategies. Jirout (2020) emphasizes that curiosity supports scientific
thinking and therefore teachers can directly contribute to children’s overall development by
increasing their motivation to seek information. A classroom climate that supports curiosity goes
beyond being a space where information is transmitted; instead, it encourages questions, accepts
uncertainty, and rewards exploration, investigation, and inquiry. In this context, measuring and
monitoring children’s curiosity can provide teachers with valuable data to better understand
which children need what types of support.

Teachers are able to provide important insights into the cognitive, affective, and behavioral
dimensions of epistemic curiosity, as they have the opportunity to observe children
systematically and over extended periods within these structured contexts (Pianta et al., 2008).
However, within the Turkish literature, there is only one scale designed to measure epistemic
curiosity in the preschool period. The Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale
for Young Children, adapted by Sarag et al. (2023), assesses epistemic curiosity based on parent
reports. Currently, there is no psychometrically validated instrument that measures epistemic
curiosity based on teacher evaluations. This situation highlights the need for valid and reliable
measurement tools that can assess epistemic curiosity within the school context.

Accordingly, the aim of this study is to adapt the Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type
Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children, originally developed based on parent evaluations
(Sarag¢ et al., 2023), for teacher evaluation in order to measure preschool children’s levels of
epistemic curiosity. In line with expert opinions, the scale was adapted while preserving its
theoretical and structural integrity. Within this process, the scale was transformed into a form
suitable for teacher observation in the school context, and the validity and reliability of the
adapted version were re-examined.The study aims to provide a measurement tool that enables
the valid and reliable assessment of preschool children’s epistemic curiosity from the teacher’s
perspective. In this context, the following research questions were addressed in the study:

1.1Is the Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children —
Teacher Form a valid measurement instrument?

2. Is the Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children —
Teacher Form a reliable measurement instrument?

Method

This study is a scale development study that examines the construct validity and reliability
of the Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children — Teacher
Form.
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Sample

In this study, two independent sample groups were included in accordance with the scale
adaptation process. The first sample was used for Exploratory Factor Analysis, and the second
sample was used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The selection of both samples was carried
out using a convenience sampling method due to ease of access and practicality. In both data
collection processes, only children who were reported by teachers to show typical development
were included in the study. The sample of the research consisted of children aged 60—71 months
(5-year-old group) who were attending public preschool education institutions in Istanbul. The
inclusion criteria for participation in the study were that the child was within the specified age
range, was attending a public preschool education institution, and was reported by teachers to
demonstrate typical development. In contrast, children who were in the same classrooms but
were younger than 60 months or older than 71 months were excluded from the study because
they did not meet the age criterion. In addition, children who were reported by teachers to have
developmental special needs were also excluded from the study sample.

The first sample used for Exploratory Factor Analysis consisted of 145 children (F = 80; M
= 65). Information regarding the first sample is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Demographic distributions of the first sample

f %
Gender
Female 80 55.2
Male 65 44.8
Total 145 100
Mother education
Illetrate 3 2.1
Literate 8 55
Primary school 13 9.0
Middle school 19 13.1
High school 55 37.9
University 47 324
Total 145 100
Father education
Illetrate 1 0.7
Literate 5 34
Primary school 12 8.3
Middle school 21 145
High school 55 37.9
University 51 35.2
Total 145 100
Mother age
20-30 21 14.5
31-40 91 62.8
41+ 33 22.8
Total 145 100
Father age
20-30 9 6.2
31-40 94 64.8
41+ 42 29.0

Total 145 100
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Table 1
Continued

f %
Mother occupation
Unemployed 95 65.5
Civil servant 14 9.7
Worker 19 131
Self-employed 17 11.7
Total 145 100
Father occupation
Unemployed 2 1.4
Civil servant 16 11.0
Worker 46 317
Self-employed 70 48.3
Retired 11 7.6
Total 145 100
Number of siblings
None 35 24.1
1 sibling 63 43.4
2 sibling 33 22.8
3 sibling 10 6.9
4 and above 4 2.8
Total 145 100

To test the factor structure obtained from the Exploratory Factor Analysis, data were
collected again from different participants at this stage of the study. The formation of the second
sample independently from the first sample was considered an important methodological
requirement for evaluating the generalizability of the obtained measurement model. This second
sample, which was used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis, consisted of a total of 117 children (F
= 65; M =52). It allowed the structure obtained through Exploratory Factor Analysis to be tested
on a different group of participants. The independence of the second sample is critical for
assessing the generalizability of the model. Information regarding the second sample is presented
in Table 2.

Table 2
Demographic distributions of the second sample

f %
Gender
Female 65 55.6
Male 52 44.4
Total 117 100
Mother education
Illetrate 4 3.4
Literate 15 12.8
Primary school 8 6.8
Middle school 40 34.2
High school 50 42.7
University 117 100
Father education
Illetrate 1 0.9
Literate 3 2.6
Primary school 7 6.0
Middle school 16 13.7
High school 43 36.8
University 47 40.2

Total 117 100
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Table 2
Continued
f %

Mother age
20-30 13 11.1
31-40 73 62.4
41+ 31 26.5
Total 117 100
Father age
20-30 8 6.8
31-40 71 60.7
41+ 38 325
Total 117 100
Mother occupation
Unemployed 83 70.9
Civil servant 14 12.0
Worker 11 94
Self-employed 9 1.7
Total 117 100
Father occupation
Unemployed 1 0.9
Civil servant 18 154
Worker 33 28.2
Self-employed 59 50.4
Retired 6 5.1
Total 117 100
Number of siblings
None 27 23.1
1 sibling 57 48.7
2 sibling 25 21.4
3 sibling 5 4.3
4 and above 3 2.6
Total 117 100

Instruments

Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children (Mother Form)

The Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children was
originally developed by Piotrowski et al. (2014) to assess children’s epistemic curiosity based on
parents’ observations. The Turkish adaptation of the scale for mothers with children aged 48—83
months was conducted by Sarag et al. (2023). The scale consists of ten items and includes two
subdimensions: I-Type Epistemic Curiosity (5 items) and D-Type Epistemic Curiosity (5 items).
The instrument, which evaluates children’s epistemic curiosity based on mothers’ reports, has a
4-point Likert-type structure. Higher scores indicate higher levels of epistemic curiosity.The
results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis demonstrated that the two-factor structure of the
scale was confirmed in the Turkish sample. The internal consistency reliability of the scale was
reported as o = .72 for the I-Type subdimension, a = .76 for the D-Type subdimension, and o =
.83 for the total scale. These findings indicate that the scale is a valid and reliable measurement
instrument for assessing the epistemic curiosity levels of preschool children within the Turkish
cultural context. In the present study, the internal consistency reliability coefficients were found
to be a = .73 for the [-Type subdimension, a = .74 for the D-Type subdimension, and o = .82 for
the total scale.
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Interest-Type/Deprivation-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children (Teacher
Form)

The scale was developed by the researchers based on the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic
Curiosity Scale for Young Children (Parent Form), which was adapted into Turkish by Sarag et
al. (2023). The I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children — Teacher
Form consists of 10 items. The scale has two dimensions: I-Type Epistemic Curiosity(5 items),
which measures the intrinsic pleasure associated with acquiring new knowledge, and D-Type
Epistemic Curiosity (5 items), which measures cognitive persistence aimed at reducing
knowledge gaps.This instrument enables teachers to systematically observe children during
classroom activities. The scale uses a 4-point Likert-type format. Scores obtained from the scale
reflect the level of curiosity being measured, with higher scores indicating higher levels of
epistemic curiosity in the corresponding subdimension or in the overall scale. The internal
consistency coefficients were .96 for the total score, .93 for I-Type Epistemic Curiosity, and .95
for D-Type Epistemic Curiosity. There are no reverse-coded items in the scale.

Independent Learning Behaviors Scale 3-5 (CHILD 3-5)

The Independent Learning Behaviors Scale 3-5 (CHILD 3-5) was developed by
Whitebread et al. (2009) to measure children’s self-regulation skills in learning and was adapted
into Turkish by Sarag et al. (2019). The original scale consists of 22 items in a single dimension,
whereas the Turkish version includes 16 items. The scale is completed by the teacher based on
observations of each child in the classroom, and the frequency with which the child displays the
specified behaviors is evaluated using a 4-point Likert scale (1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Often; 4
= Always). Higher scores indicate higher levels of self-regulated learning behaviors. In the
Turkish version of the scale, the test-retest reliability coefficient was found to be .96, and the
internal consistency coefficient was .968. In addition, a single-factor structure explaining 65.59%
of the total variance, with an eigenvalue greater than 1, was obtained (Sarag et al., 2019). In the
present study, the internal consistency coefficient of the instrument was found to be .96.

School Adjustment Teacher Rating Scale for 5-6-Year-Old Children

The scale was developed in 1996 by Ladd, Kochenfender, and Coleman under the name
Teacher Rating Scale of School Adjustment. The original scale consists of 27 items and four
subdimensions (school liking, cooperative participation, school avoidance, and self-
directedness). Each item in the scale is evaluated using the response options “Not True,” “True,”
and “Very True” (Birch & Ladd, 1997). The scale was adapted into Turkish by Onder and Giilay
(2010). The scale can be used either with the total score or with the subscale scores. During the
Turkish adaptation, the internal consistency coefficients were found to be .67 for the total scale,
.81 for the school liking subscale, .84 for the cooperative participation subscale, .73 for the
school avoidance subscale, and .67 for the self-directedness subscale (Onder & Giilay, 2010). In
the present study, the total score of the scale was used. The internal consistency coefficient of the
measurement instrument was found to be .71.

Adaptation Of The Scale

The adaptation of the scale, which was originally developed based on parent evaluations,
into a teacher evaluation form was carried out in three stages based on expert opinion. The
adaptation process was conducted with the participation of two academics specializing in
preschool education and development and one academic working in the field of curriculum
development who has conducted studies on epistemic curiosity and early childhood
development. One of these experts was also among the researchers who conducted the Turkish
adaptation of the parent form of the scale. This contributed to preserving the theoretical
background and original structure of the scale during the adaptation process.
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In the first stage, all items in the parent form were examined in detail; the constructs
measured by the items, their suitability for teacher evaluation, and their appropriateness for
direct and systematic observation within the preschool classroom environment were evaluated.
At this stage, preserving the theoretical meanings of the items and the original factor structure
was adopted as the fundamental principle.

In the second stage, the linguistic expressions specific to parent evaluation were revised to
reflect teacher evaluation. During this revision process, no changes were made to the behavioral
indicators of the items; the adaptations were carried out only at the linguistic level related to the
evaluator. Thus, the aim was to ensure that the items would be meaningful, observable, and
assessable by teachers within the classroom context. In this regard, the subject “my child”
included in the items was removed, while the behavioral and conceptual contents of the items
were preserved exactly. For example, the item “My child enjoys learning new things or topics”
in the parent form was revised as “Enjoys learning new things or topics” in the teacher form.
Such revisions were intended to enable teachers to observe the items more directly in the
classroom environment and did not result in any change in the epistemic curiosity construct
being measured.

In the third stage, the items were reconsidered by taking into account the developmental
and structural characteristics of the preschool classroom environment. Within this context, it was
determined that the time expression included in only one item (ltem 8) might not fully
correspond with the natural time limitations of the preschool educational setting. Based on expert
opinions, the time expression in this item was adapted to the classroom context, while particular
attention was paid to preserving the construct measured by the item. Accordingly, in the scale
only one item (Item 8) underwent a context-specific time expression adaptation in addition to the
evaluator-based linguistic adjustment. In the parent form, the item was stated as: “My child
works for hours to solve a problem because he/she wants to know the answer.” In order to ensure
compatibility with the time limitations of the preschool classroom environment, the expression
“for hours” was replaced with “for minutes”, and the item was revised in the teacher form as:
“Works for minutes to solve a problem because he/she wants to know the answer.” This
modification aimed to make the item realistic and assessable within the classroom context, while
preserving the construct being measured.

In the final stage, all items adapted for teacher evaluation were re-examined by experts,
and consensus was reached that the items preserved their content validity and theoretical
consistency. As a result of this process, the teacher form developed in the study retained the
theoretical structure of the parent form while functioning as an assessment tool specifically
adapted for teacher observations.

Data Collection

As the first step of the study, ethical approval was obtained from the Sinop University
Human Research Ethics Committee with decision number 2023/168, dated 14 September 2023.
Following the ethical approval, the process of adapting the teacher form of the scale was
initiated. After obtaining the necessary permissions for the research, school administrators and
preschool teachers were contacted, and information about the purpose and implementation of the
study was provided. Following the receipt of voluntary informed consent from both teachers and
parents, the data collection process began. Data collection was conducted during November and
December of the 2024—2025 academic year. The measurement instruments were distributed to
teachers, and they were asked to complete the forms for children whose parents had provided
consent. Teachers were given two weeks to complete the forms. At the end of this period, the
completed forms were collected in person by visiting the schools.

10



Kiigiik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi-Ogretmen Formu Gegerlik-Giivenirlik Caligmast
Data Analysis

To examine the validity of the scale, construct validity was first investigated. To determine
the factor structure of the scale, an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted. Prior to
the analysis, the suitability of the data set for factor analysis was assessed using the Kaiser—
Meyer—Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. As the factor extraction
method, MINRES (Minimum Residual Method) was preferred, considering the relatively small
sample size and the potential difficulties in meeting the assumption of multivariate normality
(Fabrigar et al., 1999; Costello & Osborne, 2005). Given the theoretical structure of the scale and
the assumption that the factors might be correlated, Promax rotation was employed.To evaluate
the degree of correspondence between the obtained factor solution and the predefined theoretical
structure, Procrustes (target) rotation was applied following the Promax rotation (Browne, 2001).
In the exploratory factor analysis, factor loadings of .50 and above were considered as the
criterion for determining whether items represented the relevant factor at a strong level
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). To test the confirmability of the factor structure obtained from the
exploratory factor analysis, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted on a second
independent sample. To evaluate model fit, the chi-square (¥*) goodness-of-fit statistic along
with the CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR fit indices were examined, as recommended by Kline
(2005). In general, a non-significant chi-square () value is considered an indicator of good
model fit (Kline, 2005). However, since the chi-square statistic is sensitive to sample size, it is
common for this value to be significant. Therefore, the y?/df ratio below 5 was considered
indicative of acceptable model fit (Stimer, 2000). For the evaluation of the other fit indices, the
criteria suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) were used: Tucker—Lewis Index (TLI) > .90
(acceptable), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .90 (acceptable), Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR) < .08, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) < .06.

The reliability of the scale was examined in terms of internal consistency. For this
purpose, Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega coefficients were calculated. Since the factor
loadings of the items in the scale were heterogeneous and the tau-equivalence assumption was
not satisfied, Cronbach’s alpha alone was considered insufficient and was therefore
complemented with McDonald’s omega coefficient (Dunn et al., 2014). To examine the criterion
validity of the measurement instrument, concurrent validity and predictive validity analyses were
conducted. Concurrent validity is based on examining the relationship between the construct
being measured and another construct that is assessed within the same time frame and is
theoretically known to be related, thereby providing evidence regarding whether the instrument
demonstrates consistent relationships with the expected constructs (Cohen et al., 2018).

In this study, the relationships between epistemic curiosity and self-regulation, which have
been shown in the literature to be related constructs (Piotrowski et al., 2014; Sarag et al., 2023),
were examined within the scope of concurrent criterion validity. Accordingly, the relationships
between epistemic curiosity and self-regulation were analyzed using the Pearson Product—
Moment Correlation Coefficient.

In addition to concurrent validity, the predictive role of epistemic curiosity in relation
to self-regulated learning and school adjustment was examined, based on theoretical expectations
suggesting that epistemic curiosity may be associated with learning processes and adaptive
behaviors within the school context during the preschool period. According to Loewenstein
(1994), epistemic curiosity is triggered by a cognitive gap between what individuals currently
know and what they wish to know, creating a sense of deprivation. The desire to close this gap
intrinsically motivates individuals. This intrinsic motivation can be expected to activate self-
regulated learning processes. Therefore, epistemic curiosity may play a meaningful antecedent
role in the development of early self-regulated learning skills and in children’s adaptation to the
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academic demands of school. Similarly, Jirout (2020) conceptualizes epistemic curiosity as a
driving force of science and learning, emphasizing that it supports children’s information-
seeking strategies and learning motivation when they begin school, thereby contributing to
academic development and indirectly to school adjustment processes. Predictive validity aims to
determine the explanatory power of scores obtained from a measurement instrument in
predicting outcome variables that are theoretically expected to be related to the construct being
measured (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Within this framework, simple linear regression
analyses were conducted to evaluate the predictive effects of epistemic curiosity on self-
regulated learning and school adjustment.

Research Ethics

All authors contributed equally to this work. The authors declare that they have no conflict
of interest. No funding was received for this research. Ethical approval for the study was
obtained from the Sinop University Human Research Ethics Committee (Decision No. 2023/168,
dated 14 September 2023).

Findings

Findings on the Validity of the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young
Children — Teacher Form

Construct Validity: Exploratory Factor Analysis

To examine the factor structure of the teacher form, an Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) was conducted using the data obtained from the first sample. Prior to the analysis, the
suitability of the collected data for factor analysis was assessed using the Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. The KMO coefficient
was found to be .94, indicating that the sample size and the number of items were adequate for
conducting factor analysis. The result of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity also showed that the
correlation matrix was suitable for factor analysis, ¥2(45) = 1690.37, p <.001.

After establishing the suitability of the data set for factor analysis, the Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was conducted. Initial eigenvalue examinations suggested the presence of a
dominant factor; however, considering that the scale was theoretically developed based on a two-
factor structure, the analyses were continued accordingly. In this context, Promax rotation was
applied under the assumption that the factors could be correlated. Following the
rotation, Procrustes (target) rotation was performed to evaluate the degree of correspondence
between the obtained solution and the predefined theoretical structure. The findings from the
Procrustes rotation indicated that the items showed a high level of correspondence with the two
factors to which they were theoretically assigned. The factor loadings for the first factor ranged
approximately between .54 and .92, whereas the loadings for the second factor ranged
between .53 and values close to 1.00. In addition, the communality (h?) values of the items
ranged from .69 to .92, indicating that the items contributed substantially to the explained
variance. The factor loadings and communality values of the items are presented in Table 3.

Table 3
Exploratory factor analysis loadings and communalities (h?)

Item | Type D Type h? Theoretical factor
EM1 .73 - 76 | Type
EM3 .85 - .80 | Type
EM5 .92 - a7 | Type
EM7 .54 - .69 | Type

EM9 64 - 72 | Type
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Table 3
Continued
Item | Type D Type h? Theoretical factor
EM2 - 53 75 D Type
EM4 - .64 .82 D Type
EM6 - .65 .84 D Type
EMS8 - .85 .88 D Type
EM10 - 1.01 .92 D Type

Note: Factor loadings were obtained using the MINRES extraction method and Promax rotation, followed
by Procrustes (target) rotation to align the solution with the theoretical two-factor model. Only factor loadings of .50
and above are reported.

Construct Validity: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To examine the confirmability of the two-factor structure obtained from the exploratory
factor analysis, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted on a second independent
sample. In the specified model, the first factor consisted of Items EM1, EM3, EM5, EM7, and
EMO9, whereas the second factor consisted of Iltems EM2, EM4, EM6, EM8, and EM10.
A correlation between the factors was allowed in the model.

When the model fit results were examined, the chi-square value was found to be ¥*(34) =
98.14 (p < .001). The ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom was y?/df = 2.89. Since this value
is below 5, it indicates that the model demonstrates an acceptable level of fit (Siimer,
2000).When the other fit indices were examined, the CFI (.939) and TLI (.919) values were
found to be above the acceptable fit thresholds. In addition, the SRMR (.039) value was below
the recommended cutoff values. These findings indicate that the model demonstrates a good
level of fit with the data. On the other hand, the RMSEA value was calculated as .132, with a
90% confidence interval of [.104, .173]. The relatively high RMSEA value should be interpreted
in light of the fact that this index is sensitive to sample size and model complexity. It has been
noted that in models with small sample sizes and a limited number of items, RMSEA values may
reflect model fit more negatively than warranted (Kenny et al., 2015). In the present study, the
model degrees of freedom (34) and the relatively small sample size (N = 117) may have
influenced the RMSEA value. Nevertheless, the CFI (.939), TLI (.919), and SRMR (.039) values
falling within acceptable and good fit ranges indicate that the model is generally consistent with
the data. Based on the holistic evaluation of the fit indices, it was concluded that the two-factor
structure was supported. The standardized factor loadings ranged between .757 and .849 for
Factor 1 (I-Type) and between .836 and .920 for Factor 2 (D-Type). The structural representation
of the two-factor model, including the factor loadings, error variances, and correlations between
factors, is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

Two-Factor Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model of the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity
Scale for Young Children — Teacher Form, Including Factor Loadings, Error Variances, and
Factor Correlations.
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The correlation between the factors was found to be high (r = .93), indicating that the two
dimensions are strongly related to each other. However, considering the original theoretical
structure of the scale and the fit indices of the two-factor model, the construct was evaluated as a
two-factor structure, and the results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis supported this structure.

Criterion Validity: Concurrent

In this study, the relationship between epistemic curiosity and self-regulation, which has
been shown in the literature to be related constructs, was examined within the scope of
concurrent criterion validity (Piotrowski et al., 2014; Sarag et al., 2023). For this purpose, the
relationships between epistemic curiosity and self-regulation were analyzed using the Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient.

The findings revealed a moderate-to-strong, positive, and significant relationship between
the two variables, 1(259) = .58, p < .001. This result indicates that as children’s levels of
epistemic curiosity increase, their self-regulation skills also tend to increase. This finding
provides evidence for the concurrent criterion validity of the scale, as it demonstrates a
significant relationship between theoretically related constructs measured within the same time
frame (DeVellis, 2017).

Criterion Validity: Predictive

In this study, based on the assumption that epistemic curiosity may be associated with
learning processes and school adjustment during the preschool period, its predictive role on self-
regulated learning and school adjustment was examined.

To examine the predictive role of epistemic curiosity on self-regulated learning behaviors,
a correlation analysis was first conducted. After establishing the presence of a relationship,
Simple Linear Regression Analysis was performed to determine the predictive effect. The
analyses were conducted on 216 children with no missing data. The results of the correlation
analysis indicated a strong and positive relationship between epistemic curiosity and self-
regulated learning, r = .64. This finding suggests that as children’s levels of epistemic curiosity
increase, their self-regulated learning behaviors also increase. The regression analysis further
demonstrated that epistemic curiosity is a significant predictor of self-regulated learning
behaviors. Specifically, epistemic curiosity significantly and strongly predicted self-regulated
learning behaviors, = .64, t(216) = 12.77, p < .001. The model explained 43% of the variance
in self-regulated learning behaviors (R? = .43). The results of the regression analysis are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4
Regression Results for the Prediction of Self-Regulated Learning by Epistemic Curiosity

Predictor B SE B t R?
Constant 1.06 15 — 6.90 43
Epistemic curiosity .64 .05 .64 12.77

p <.001

To examine the predictive role of epistemic curiosity on school adjustment, a correlation
analysis was first conducted. After establishing the presence of a relationship, Simple Linear
Regression Analysis was performed to determine the predictive effect. The analyses were
conducted on 218 children with no missing data. The results of the correlation analysis indicated
a strong and positive relationship between epistemic curiosity and school adjustment, r = .45.
This finding suggests that as children’s levels of epistemic curiosity increase, their school
adjustment scores also increase. The regression analysis further showed that the effect of
epistemic curiosity on school adjustment was statistically significant (B = .45, t(216) = 7.30, p <

14



Kiigiik Cocuklar igin I-Tipi/Y-Tipi Epistemik Merak Olgegi-Ogretmen Formu Gegerlik-Giivenirlik Caligmast
.001). The model explained 20% of the variance in school adjustment (R? = .20). These findings
indicate that epistemic curiosity is a significant predictor of adjustment behaviors in the school
context. The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Regression Results for the Prediction of School Adjustment by Epistemic Curiosity
Predictor B SE B t R?
Constant .76 .06 — 13.30 .20
Epistemic curiosity 14 .02 .45 7.30 .20

p <.001

Reliability Findings for the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children —
Teacher Form

The internal consistency reliability of the scale was examined using Cronbach’s
alpha and McDonald’s omegacoefficients. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were found to
be .93 for the I-Type subscale, .95 for the D-Type subscale, and .96 for the total scale.
The McDonald’s omega coefficients were .95 for the I-Type subscale, .96 for the D-Type
subscale, and .97 for the total scale.

These results indicate that the scale demonstrates very high internal consistency at both
the subscale and total score levels. The relevant reliability coefficients are presented in Table 6.

Table 6
Reliability Coefficients of the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children

Scale / Subscale Cronbach a McDonald Q@ Number of items
I-Type (EM1, EM3, EM5, EM7, EM9) .93 .95 5

D-Type (EM2, EM4, EMS6, EMS8, .95 .96 5

EM10)

Total .96 .97 10

These findings indicate that the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young
Children demonstrates high reliability at both the subscale and total score levels.

Discussion

The present study aimed to develop the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for
Young Children — Teacher Form. The findings indicate that the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic
Curiosity Scale for Young Children is a valid and reliable measurement instrument for assessing
the information-seeking and exploratory behaviors of 5-year-old children in Tiirkiye. The I-
Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young Children — Teacher Form, developed based
on the parent form adapted into Turkish by Sarag¢ et al. (2023), was designed to determine
preschool children’s levels of epistemic curiosity through teacher evaluations. The scale consists
of 10 items and includes two dimensions: I-Type Epistemic Curiosity (5 items), which measures
the intrinsic pleasure derived from acquiring new knowledge, and D-Type Epistemic Curiosity (5
items), which measures cognitive persistence aimed at reducing knowledge gaps. This
measurement tool, which allows teachers to systematically observe children during classroom
activities, is structured as a 4-point Likert-type scale. Analyses conducted within the scope of
the validity and reliability studiesindicated that the factor loadings ranged between .54 and 1.00.
The internal consistency coefficients were .96 for the total score, .93 for I-Type Epistemic
Curiosity, and .95 for D-Type Epistemic Curiosity.

The findings related to the construct validity of the study confirm the two-dimensional
structure consisting of 1-Type (Interest) and D-Type (Deprivation) curiosity, which is present in
the original form of the scale (Piotrowski et al., 2014) and its theoretical foundations (Litman,
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2008). However, the relatively high RMSEA value (.132) obtained in the confirmatory factor
analysis results requires careful consideration when evaluating model fit. The sample used for
the confirmatory analysis in this study was relatively limited (n = 117), and the model included
34 degrees of freedom. It is possible that this limitation may have contributed to the elevated
RMSEA value. Nevertheless, the CFI (.939), TLI (.919), and SRMR (.039) values fall within
acceptable and good fit ranges, indicating that the model is generally consistent with the data.

In line with the recommendation of Hu and Bentler (1999), model fit was evaluated not on
the basis of a single index but through a holistic assessment of multiple fit indicators.
Considering the theoretical basis of the two-factor structure and the other fit indices, the model
was retained. The high correlation between the factors (r = .93) suggests that epistemic curiosity,
although supported by different emotional and motivational subprocesses, may reflect a holistic
cognitive orientation (Sarag et al., 2023). While I-Type curiosity refers to the intrinsic pleasure
experienced in acquiring new knowledge, D-Type curiosity is associated with cognitive tension
and persistence directed toward reducing knowledge gaps (Litman & Spielberger, 2003).
Therefore, although these two dimensions exhibit a high correlation within the scale, they remain
conceptually distinct in terms of the motivational mechanisms they represent.

Another important finding of the study is that epistemic curiosity explained 43% of the
variance in self-regulated learning behaviors. This high level of predictive power suggests that
curiosity is not merely a passive form of interest but rather a process that activates self-
regulatory mechanisms such as focusing attention, developing strategies, and persisting in the
face of obstacles. This interpretation is consistent with Loewenstein’s (1994) Information Gap
Theory, which posits that curiosity emerges when individuals perceive a gap between what they
know and what they wish to know, thereby motivating them to engage in information-seeking
behavior. A curious child mobilizes cognitive resources to reduce uncertainty in their mind, and
this process naturally supports the development of self-regulation capacities within authentic
learning contexts (Lauriola et al., 2015). In particular, the strong relationship between D-Type
curiosity and tasks requiring persistence suggests that the resilience children display when
encountering academic challenges may stem from the goal of resolving the cognitive tension
created by not knowing (Richards et al., 2013).

The findings indicated that epistemic curiosity explained 20% of the variance in school
adjustment scores. Based on this result, it can be argued that curiosity plays a functional role in
social-emotional adjustment processes. According to Shah et al. (2018), curiosity represents an
approach-oriented motivation that helps children engage with new and complex school
environments. Research findings suggest that children with higher levels of curiosity
demonstrate greater adjustment to school materials, routines, and social interactions, develop
more positive attitudes toward school, and show higher levels of classroom participation (Birch
& Ladd, 1997). For a curious child, school is not a frightening source of uncertainty but rather a
place waiting to be explored.

The findings based on teacher evaluations show similarities with those obtained from the
parent form (Sarag et al., 2023), while also supporting the view that curiosity-related behaviors
in the school context can be assessed more objectively by a professional observer. Because
teachers are able to evaluate children’s cognitive persistence and questioning strategies within
classroom activities relative to peer group norms (Pianta et al., 2008), the teacher form
developed in this study serves a critical function in educational settings for identifying and
understanding children’s potential.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

This study demonstrated that the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale for Young
Children — Teacher Form is a valid and reliable measurement instrument for assessing the
epistemic curiosity levels of preschool children. The factor analyses confirmed the two-
dimensional structure of the scale (I-Type/D-Type). These results indicate that epistemic
curiosity in the preschool period exhibits a two-dimensional structure consistent with its
theoretical conceptualization. The high internal consistency coefficients obtained in the study
suggest that the scale provides consistent measurements at both the subscale and total score
levels. Accordingly, the measurement instrument appears to be a useful tool that enables
preschool teachers to systematically and reliably evaluate children’s levels of epistemic curiosity
within classroom settings. The criterion validity findings showed that epistemic curiosity
strongly predicted both self-regulated learning behaviors and school adjustment. These results
support the view that epistemic curiosity is a source of motivation that sustains and deepens
learning during the preschool period. Furthermore, they indicate that epistemic curiosity plays a
functional role in helping children adapt to the new and structured school environment. In light
of all these results, it can be said that the adapted measurement instrument fills an important gap
regarding the assessment of the epistemic curiosity levels of 5-year-old children within the
school context.

From an educational perspective, this scale may help teachers identify children in their
classrooms who may not verbally express curiosity but nevertheless demonstrate information-
seeking and exploratory orientations during learning processes. In this way, teachers can develop
pedagogical strategies that support and nurture curiosity. As emphasized by Jirout (2020),
curiosity influences not only academic achievement but also the development of scientific
thinking skills. Therefore, intervention programs that encourage tolerance of uncertainty and
question-asking behaviors may be designed for children with lower levels of curiosity. In
addition, future research may examine the longitudinal contributions of curiosity to children’s
development over time. With the development of the I-Type/D-Type Epistemic Curiosity Scale
for Young Children — Teacher Form, it is expected that research examining the role of epistemic
curiosity in young children’s development will increase within Turkish samples.

This study has several limitations. First, the sample of the study was limited to 5-year-old
children attending public preschools in Istanbul. Future studies including institutions from
different socioeconomic backgrounds and a broader age range would enhance the
generalizability of the scale.

Another limitation of this study is that all variables were collected based on teacher
evaluations. The use of measurements obtained from a single data source may have increased the
risk of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Since the same evaluator assessed related
constructs such as self-regulation and school adjustment, it is possible that the observed
relationships may have been partially influenced by method effects. However, the fact that the
scales used are based on different theoretical constructs and that the items included in the scales
differ substantially in content reduces the likelihood that the observed relationships are solely
attributable to methodological bias. Nevertheless, future research could address this limitation by
incorporating multiple data sources. In addition to teacher reports, studies may include direct
performance-based tasks designed to assess children’s curiosity behaviors and self-regulation
skills (e.g., curiosity-inducing box tasks). Such approaches would help minimize potential
method bias and provide a more comprehensive assessment of these constructs.

The high correlation between the factors obtained in this study suggests that epistemic
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curiosity in the preschool period may exhibit a more holistic structure. However, considering the
theoretical foundation of the two-factor model and the model fit indices, the structure was
retained as two-dimensional. Future studies are recommended to re-examine discriminant
validity using larger and more heterogeneous samples, as well as alternative model comparisons
and additional statistical techniques.
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