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ABSTRACT In this study, the researchers examined “The Thinking Styles of Undergraduates Who Study at
Universities That Provide Sports Education”. A total of 330 students from various universities participated in the
study. A personal information form was used to gather the participants’ demographical information and the
Rational Experiential Inventory (REI) was used to determine their thinking styles. SPSS was used to analyze the
collected data at a five percent (p<0.05) level of significance. In conclusion, it was ascertained that there is a
significant difference between men and women with regards to the sub-dimension of need for cognition factor
regarding thinking styles points of the senior students from different academic departments. Furthermore, it was
observed that men have more need for cognition than women.
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INTRODUCTION

Aggression is a behavior, which has been in
existence since the existence of mankind. Chil-
dren play games like street battle fights, and other
assets of a person suffering his efforts until the
war is perhaps one on which the most research
has been conducted on human behavior. Today,
“aggression” in general, is a very popular topic,
whether it is against animate or inanimate be-
ings, physical or emotional as long as it is a be-
havior that causes harm (Ozdevecioglu 2010;
Afyon and Metin 2015).

It is important to understand thinking styles
because there is a strong relation between think-
ing quality and the success of curbing aggres-
sion. Understanding thinking styles helps un-
derstand how the attitude determines the mode
of communication and it also raises awareness
on how thinking styles affect cognitive and so-
cial relations in colleges (Sternberg 1997; Duru
and Yildizlar 2010).

The thinking style of an individual may
change, diversify through time or differ devel-
opmentally (Sternberg and Zhang 2001).

 Sternberg (1997) asserted that there are thir-
teen styles divided under five categories, name-
ly function, form, level, scope and learning.
Thinking styles can be summarized as follows
based on the individuals’ self-governance.

a) Considering the category of function, the
individuals who think autonomously are
defined as persons that like to create, for-
mulate, design and implement things in their
own way. However, individuals who think
based on rules like to execute what they
are asked and commanded to do, and fol-
low instructions. On the other hand, the
ones who think judgmentally like to evalu-
ate and judge existing structures.

b) When assessed in terms of form, individu-
als who think with regard to singularism pre-
fer to do what they work at the very time
and put all their energy and materials into
their work. The ones who think hierarchical-
ly prefer to do work instantaneously, deter-
mine when to implement each work and
which one to give priority to. The ones who
think equivalently enjoy executing works
instantly. However, they have difficulty in
setting priorities. Individuals who are un-
principled tend to take a random approach
to incidents and problems. Moreover, they
do not like systems and being guided and
following any kind of instructions.

c) When examined according to level, it was
clearly seen that globalists like to deal with
relatively large, abstract and generalized
issues. The ones who have a local style
value details and prefer to deal with con-
crete and special issues.

d) Examining the category of scope, it is the
internal style category of individuals who
like to be self-sufficient, like to work alone,
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and prefer to concentrate on themselves.
On the other hand, the external style cate-
gory of individuals prefers to work with
other people, concentrate on the external
world and collaborate with others.

e) Considering the category of learning, the
reformist style category of individuals pre-
fers to carry out things using new methods
and challenge traditions. However, tradi-
tionalists like to execute things via approved
and tested methods and follow traditions
(Sternberg 1997; Basol and Türkoglu 2009).

The “Mental Self-government Theory” de-
veloped by Sternberg (1988) pointed out the
thinking styles of individuals. These thinking
styles can be used at home, school, workplaces,
and in every aspect of life for various situations.
Each individual has her/his own thinking style.
Individuals choose how to govern themselves
throughout their life. Styles may vary by life re-
quirements and through time. Thinking styles
can be formed by the conditions that individuals
experience (Sternberg 1988; Cubukcu 2004; Ba-
sol and Turkoglu 2009).

Each individual develops certain approach-
es towards her/his relationship with the world,
how they perceive the world, achieve their goals
and solve problems according to genetic ten-
dencies and experiences, in particular, their first
experiences. Throughout this process, individu-
als pay attention to different aspects of the truth,
gather data, organize this data in different ways,
make judgmental deductions out of it, arrive at
different conclusions and make decisions in dif-
ferent ways (Parlette and Rae 1993; Bulus 2004;
Kizilaslan Tuncer 2013).

Each individual has different thoughts on
achieving their goals with unique methods.
Based on these considerations, this study exam-
ined “The Thinking Styles of the Undergradu-
ates Who Study at Universities That Provide
Sports Education”. This study will contribute to
existing literature and will be of benefit to further
studies.

MATERIAL  AND  METHODS

A total of 330 senior students, 59 students
from Akdeniz University, 73 students from Mug-
la Sitki Kocman University and 125 students from
Selcuk University participated in the study.

In this study, a personal information form was
used to gather the participants’ demographical

information on gender, age, academic department
and university and the Rational Experiential In-
ventory (REI) developed by Epstein et al. (1996)
was used to determine their thinking styles. The
Rational Experiential Inventory consists of 31
items and 2 sub-scales. One of these sub-scales
examines rational thinking. It comprises 19 items
taken from the Need for Cognition scale created
by Cacioppa and Petty (1982), which originally
has 45 items. The scale tested the participants’
level of involving in or not involving in and also
enjoying or not enjoying the cognitive activi-
ties. The second scale was a sub-scale of Faith
in Intuition and had 12 items. The scale evaluat-
ed the participants’ level of data processing and
trusting or not trusting their senses and first im-
pressions in their daily life (Cacioppa and Petty
1982; Coskuner et al. 2012).

A 5-point Likert scale was used. The scale
was set at a graduation level which increased
from 1 to 5 and responses were given through
levels of “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly
Agree”. The 1st, 2nd, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 9th, 10th, 11th,
13th, 15th, 16th, 18th and 19th items of the Need for
Cognition sub-scale were measured reversely
and the score interval of the scale varied between
19-95. Scoring of the Faith in Intuition sub-scale
was not implemented reversely since the items
were stated as positive statements and the score
interval varied through 12-60 (Coskuner et al.
2012).

In analyzing the acquired data, SPSS was
used and the significance level of the statistical
data was analyzed at a level of p<0.05. By means
of SPSS, frequency distribution, arithmetic mean,
percentages, t-test, one-way ANOVA and Tukey
test were used.

RESULTS

In Table 1, when the analysis results with
regards to the points of Rational Experiential In-
ventory (REI) as to gender variable of the stu-
dents from different departments are examined,
it is stated that there is no significant difference
at sub-dimension of faith in intuition factors in
terms of gender variable while there is a signifi-
cant difference between men and women on gen-
der variable at sub-dimension of the need for
cognition factor (p>0.05).

In Table 2 when the analysis results with re-
gards to the points of Rational Experiential In-
ventory (REI) as to age variable of the students
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from different departments are examined, it is
ascertained that there is no significant difference
between sub-dimensions of need for cognition
and faith in intuition factors (p>0.05).

In Table 3 when the analysis results with re-
gards to the points of Rational-Experiential Think-
ing Styles as to department variable that the stu-
dents study are examined, it is observed that there
is a significant difference between the ones in
the Department of Physical Education and Sports
and the ones in the Department of Recreation at
sub-dimension of need for cognition factor also,
there is a significant difference between the De-
partment of Physical Education and Sports and
the Department of Coaching Education at sub-
dimension of faith in intuition factor (p<0.05).

In Table 4 when the analysis results with ref-
erence to the points of Rational Experiential In-
ventory as to variable of university that they
attend are examined, it is stated that there is a
significant difference between Akdeniz Univer-
sity and Firat University and also between Muð-
la Sitki Koçman University and Selçuk Universi-
ty at sub-dimensions of need for cognition and
faith in intuition factors (p<0.05).

DISCUSSION

In the study, the point average and standard
deviation values of thinking styles were exam-
ined according to gender, age, and department
in which they studied and the university that

Table 1: t-test distribution function values of Rational Experiential Inventory (REI) in regard to gender
variable

REI Gender  N     Mean    SD        t      p

Need for Cognition Male 201 40.87 7.75 1.95 0.05*

Female 129 39.10 8.32
Faith in Intuition Male 201 52.63 10.00 1.25 0.21

Female 129 51.17 10.97

Table 2: N, Ss and analysis of variance distribution function values of Rational Experiential Inventory
(REI) as to age variable

RREI Age        N         Mean         SD        F     p

21-22 years 75 40.72 8.21 0.23 0.79
Need for Cognition 23-24 years 152 39.95 7.90

25 years and over 103 40.12 8.08
Total 330 40.18 8.01
21-22 years 75 53.76 10.29 1.55 0.21

Faith in Intuition 23-24 years 152 51.17 10.58
25 years and over 103 52.13 10.15
Total 330 52.06 10.40

Table 3: N, Ss and analysis of variance distribution function values of Rational Experiential Inventory
(REI) as to department variables

REI Academic department   N Mean     SD     F    p

Physical Education and 84 37.32 7.61 7.41 .00*

   Sports Teaching
Need for Cognition Sports Management 71 39.14 7.35

Coaching 110 41.70 7.96
Recreation 65 42.43 8.16
Total 330 40.18 8.01
Physical Education and 84 49.27 9.67 3.69 .01*

  Sports Teaching
Faith in Intuition Sports Management 71 51.57 10.67

Coaching 110 54.14* 10.68
Recreation 65 52.67 9.88
Total 330 52.06 10.40
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they attend. A total of 330 senior students from
Akdeniz University, Firat University, Mugla Sit-
ki Kocman University and Selcuk University par-
ticipated in the study.

Thinking styles are approaches that people
tend to use against the problems, situations,
events and variables that they encounter. Think-
ing styles are closely associated with how the
individual extracts the information and analyzes
it. Individuals have a profile that shows an alter-
ation on the amount of each style but they are
not subject to just one profile. Thinking styles
can differ when adjusting to different tasks and
circumstances (Sunbul 2004; Basol and Turko-
glu 2009; Afyon and Metin 2015; Alp et al. 2014).

The differences on thinking style preferenc-
es affect both one-to-one and group interactions
at all social environments significantly (Bulus
2000). Thinking styles become organized in dif-
ferent ways through combining an individual’s
activities and processes with their personal qual-
ities and what is shown to the outer world as
thinking styles (Palut 2003). This study tried to
determine whether there is a difference between
gender and thinking styles of that of men and
women or not. According to gathered data, a sig-
nificant difference was observed in the gender
variable at sub-dimension of need for cognition
for men and women and men have more need for
cognition than women. When supporting and
similar studies to this study are examined, it was
seen that there is a significant relationship be-
tween the gender of teacher candidates and their
attitude toward First Reading Writing Education
(KizilaslanTuncer 2013). It is stated that there is
not a significant differentiation in terms of gen-
der variable at sub-dimension of faith in intuitive
factors. In the studies conducted by Duru (2002)
and Coskuner et al. (2012), no statistical differ-
ence between gender and thinking styles are

found. These results supported this study (Kiz-
ilaslan Tuncer 2013; Duru 2002; Coskuner et al.
2012). When the analysis results as to age vari-
able were examined, it was observed that there is
a significant difference between training direc-
tors’ thinking styles and their age in a study
(2010) this finding corroborates a study that was
conducted by Balgalmis and Baloglu (2010) while
it was observed there is no significant difference
at sub-dimensions of need for cognition and faith
in intuition factors.

When the analysis of the results as to the
department variable were examined, it was ascer-
tained that there is a significant difference be-
tween the students in the Department of Physi-
cal Education and Sports and the students in the
Department of Recreation at sub-dimension of
need for cognition factor also, there is a signifi-
cant difference between the Department of Phys-
ical Education and Sports and the Department of
Coaching Education at sub-dimension of faith in
intuition factor. However, no significant differ-
ence was found in terms of either rational or in-
tuitive in a study conducted by Coskuner et al.
(2012) when the researchers looked at the distri-
bution of physical education teacher candidates
with relation to the grade variable (Coskuner et
al. 2012).

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, it was observed that there is a
significant difference in rational and intuitional
thinking styles of the students in terms of their
academic departments and universities. Experi-
ential opportunities should be created through-
out the educational years of the undergraduates
by means of environmental factors in order to
enhance their thinking styles. Furthermore, stud-
ies on the qualifications of a student should be

Table 4: N, Ss and analysis of variance distribution function values of Rational Experiential Inventory
(REI) as to variables of the university that the students Attend

RREI University        N         Mean         SD        F     p

Need for Cognition Firat 73 41.98 7.39
SitkiKocman 73 40.69 9.11
Selcuk 125 40.93 8.23
Total 330 40.18 8.01
Akdeniz 59 43.72 6.20 20.63 0.00*

Faith in Intuition Firat 73 52.52 10.67
Sitki Kocman 73 56.47 9.55
Selcuk 125 53.15 10.21
Total 330 52.06 10.40
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conducted. This study is believed to contribute
to literature for further studies on thinking styles.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Studies should be carried out according to
different workgroups. Such categories as quali-
fications of physical education and sports stu-
dents should be considered. Not only the aca-
demic success of students, but also the psycho-
logical level should be considered. This study
contributes to the literature on thinking styles
and will be useful for future studies.

REFERENCES

Afyon YA, Metin SC, 2015.The examine of the ag-
gressiveness level of super amateur football players
in Mugla. Journal of Sports and Performance Re-
searches, 6(1): 6.

Balgalmis E, Baloglu M 2010. Examination on educa-
tion managers with regard to their thinking styles in
terms of various variables. Hacettepe University (HU)
Journal of Education, 38: 1-10.

Basol G, Turkoglu  E 2009. The relationship between
thinking styles of classroom teacher candidates and
their focus of control condition. International Hu-
man Sciences Magazine, 6: 1.

Bulus M 2000. Examination on Attribution Complexi-
ty, Thinking Styles and Cognitive Consistency Pref-
erence Pursuant to Some Psycho-social Properties
and Academic Success of Pre-service Teachers. PhD
Dissertation, Unpublished, Institute of Educational
Sciences. Izmir: Dokuz Eylul University.

Bulus M 2004. Thinking styles, academic success of
pre-service teachers and certain psychosocial vari-
ables. Dokuz Eylül University Buca Faculty of Edu-
cation Journal, 16: 9-17.

Cacioppa JT, Petty RE 1982. Social Psychophysiolo-
gy. New York: Guilford.

Coskuner Z, Gacar A, Yalnic N 2012. Assessment of
pre-service physical education and sports teachers’
thinking styles. Sports and Performance Researches
Journal, 3:1.

Cubukcu Z 2004. Determination of teacher candidates’
thinking styles. Trakya University Social Sciences
Magazine, 5(2): 87-106.

Duru E 2002. Examination on Pre-service Teachers’
Tendency to Help Other People, Empathy and Rela-
tion Between Thinking Styles and These Variables in
Terms of Certain Psycho-social Variables. PhD Dis-
sertation. Institute of Educational Sciences, Depart-
ment of Psychological Services on Education. Izmir:
Dokuz Eylül University.

Duru E 2004. Thinking styles: Conceptual and theoret-
ical frame. Education Studies, (14): 171-186.

Kizilaslan Tuncer B 2013. Relations Between Academ-
ic Successes at First Literacy Teaching Course, Think-
ing Styles and Attitudes of Pre-service Teachers. PhD
Dissertation. Institute of Educational Sciences, De-
partment of Educational Sciences. Canakkale:
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University.

Mahmut Alp, Meriç Eraslan, Emrah Atay, Ilker Özmut-
lu 2014. Investigation of the aggression levels of
children according to socio-demographic character-
istics participated regular exercises and not partici-
pated. Caucasus University, e - Caucasian Educa-
tional Research Journal, 1(1): 2.

Özden Y 1997. Learning and Teaching. Ankara: Pe-
gem A Publications, Önder Printing.

Ozdevecioglu Yalcin 2010. The impact on satisfaction
levels of stress and aggression of athletes. Nigde
University Journal of Physical Education and Sports
Science, (1): 63-76.

Palut B 2003. Examination on Personal and Occupa-
tional Thinking Styles of Teachers of First and Second
Grade Classes. PhD Dissertation. Institute of Educa-
tional Sciences. Istanbul: Marmara University.

Parlette N, Rae R 1993. Thinking about thinking:
Thinking styles of people. Association Management,
45(3): 361–370.

Sternberg RJ 1988. Mental self-government: A theory
of intellectual styles and their development. Human
Development, 31: 197-224.

Sternberg RJ, Zhang L 2001. Thinking Styles Across
Cultures: Their Relationships with Student Learn-
ing: Perspectives on Thinking, Learning, and Cog-
nitive Styles. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Sternberg RJ 1997. Thinking Styles. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Sunbul AM 2004. Validity and reliability of thinking
styles inventory. Education and Science Journal,
29(132): 25-42.

Yildizlar M 2010. Thinking styles of teacher candi-
dates from different cultures. Hacettepe University,
Faculty of Education Magazine (H. U. Journal of
Education), 39: 383-393.




