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Introduction 

Social studies promotes civic competence by equipping students with the knowledge, values, 

beliefs, attitudes, and skills needed in a democratic society (Allen & Stevens, 1998; National 

Council for the Social Studies [NCSS], 1994). However, the multidisciplinary characteristics of 

civic issues entail an integrated curriculum covering different aspects of human social behavior 

(Naylor & Diem, 1987; NCSS, 1994). Therefore, social studies draws its content mostly from 

various social sciences such as anthropology, economics, geography, history, political science, 

sociology, and so forth (Martorellla, 1998; NCSS, 1994; Turkish Ministry of National Education 

[MoNE/MEB], 2018; Turner, 2004), which makes it “the most inclusive of all school subjects” 

(Ross, 2001, p. 19). This study investigated the interest of preservice teachers in the core social 

science disciplines covered in the social studies curriculum; namely, economics, geography, 

history, political science, and sociology (Maxim, 2006; MoNE/MEB, 2018; Turner, 2004) and 

preservice teachers’ planned teaching efforts for social studies topics associated with these 

disciplines. 

Problem Statement 

The current social studies curriculum in Turkey consists of seven learning themes: 1. Individual 

and society, 2. Culture and heritage, 3. People, places and environments, 4. Science, technology 

and society, 5. Production, distribution and consumption, 6. Effective citizenship, and 7. Global 

connections (MoNE/MEB, 2018). The curriculum states that the theme of the individual and 

society focuses on psychology, sociology, and social psychology; that of culture and heritage on 

history; the theme of people, places and environments on geography; and the theme of 

production, distribution and consumption focuses on economics (MoNE/MEB, 2018, p. 11–12). 

Although no related social science discipline is stated explicitly for the themes of science, 

technology, and society and global connections, it is clear from the explanations and objectives 
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of these themes (MoNE/MEB, 2018) that the first theme is related to sociology and history, 

while the latter relates to geography, sociology, political science, and anthropology. 

Hence, the social studies curriculum is based on a variety of social sciences (MoNE/MEB, 

2018). Although the multidisciplinary structure of the social studies curriculum (NCSS, 1994) 

provides some advantages, such as meaningful learning (Güngördü, 2002; Ornstein & Hunkins, 

1998), it can cause undesirable consequences in that the teachers may not be equally interested in 

all social science disciplines that constitute the social studies curriculum (Akpınar & Ayvacı, 

2003; Demircioğlu, 2006). For instance, Akpınar and Ayvacı (2003) examined preservice social 

studies teachers’ interest in social sciences. They found that almost half the teachers indicated 

that they had been interested in history and geography before starting their education at 

university. It was also found that these preservice teachers mostly followed history-related 

publications. Moreover, given a choice of one social science discipline, most (61%) indicated 

they would choose history whereas about one-fourth (24%) would choose geography (Akpınar & 

Ayvacı, 2003). Demircioğlu (2006) found that the most interesting social sciences for preservice 

social studies teachers were history, geography, philosophy, sociology, anthropology, 

economics, archeology, and political science, respectively. 

As a result, unequal interests of preservice teachers in social science disciplines (Akpınar & 

Ayvacı, 2003; Demircioğlu, 2006) might result in less effort in teaching the content of less-

interested disciplines (Akpınar & Ayvacı, 2003; Cin, 2007; Eren, 2012; Jarrett, 1999; Kadıoğlu, 

2008; Kunter, Frenzel, Nagy, Baumert, & Pekrun, 2011; Kunter et al., 2008; Long & Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2006; Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015; Schiefele, Streblow, & Retelsdorf, 2013). However, no 

research has been found comparing preservice teacher interest in core social science disciplines 

and its relation with planned teaching effort for social studies topics associated with these 

disciplines. 

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between preservice elementary 

school teachers’ and preservice social studies teachers’ interest in economics, geography, history, 

political science, and sociology and their planned teaching effort for topics related to these 

disciplines in social studies. 

The following research questions guide this study: 

1. Does preservice elementary school and preservice social studies teachers’ interest in 

the disciplines of economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology vary 

significantly? 

2. Do preservice elementary school and preservice social studies teachers’ planned 

teaching efforts for social studies topics related to economics, geography, history, 

political science, and sociology vary significantly? 

3. Can preservice elementary school and preservice social studies teacher interest in 

economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology predict their planned 

teaching efforts for social studies topics related to these disciplines? 
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Review of Relevant Literature 

Interest in Education 

Although a large and growing body of literature on scientifically studied interest has 

accumulated, starting from the 1980s, scholarly examination dates back to the early 1900s 

(Renninger & Hidi, 2011). In this sense, John Dewey’s Interest and Effort in Education (Dewey, 

1913) became a very influential work in interest research in the field of teaching and learning 

that emerged in the following years (Lynch, 2017; Schiefele, 1991). 

Interest can be defined as “a strong regard or predisposition for a particular object or activity 

when an individual is afforded the freedom of choice” (Lynch, 2017, p. 209). Interest has 

affective, cognitive, and motivational components and also features such as being content-

specific, a driving force to re-engage with content, objects, ideas, and activity, etc., and is 

changeable over time (Ainley, 2006; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Krapp, 1999; Renninger, 2009; 

Renninger & Hidi, 2011; Schiefele, 1991). 

The literature on educational research differentiates two main types of interest: Situational 

interest and Individual (or personal) interest (Hidi, 2006; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Hidi & 

Renninger, 2006; Lynch, 2017; Schiefele, 1991). Situational interest is a psychological state 

triggered more by environmental and contextual factors and characterized by a transitory state 

with affective reaction, and focused and increased attention (Ainley, 2006; Harackiewicz, Smith, 

& Priniski, 2016; Hidi, 2006; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). Therefore, for instance, unusual 

objects in an environment, humorous lectures, or an astounding presentation could all cause 

situational interest (Dan, Wei, & Zhao, 2013; Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010). On the other 

hand, individual interest is characterized by “a relatively enduring predisposition to attend to 

objects, events, ideas, etc., and to reengage with particular content” (Hidi, 2006, p. 72). 

Individual interest develops slowly and over time, but when developed it is relatively more stable 

(Harackiewicz et al., 2016; Hidi, 2006; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Schiefele et al., 2013). 

Students may have an individual interest in school subjects such as history, geography, social 

studies, mathematics, etc. that causes them to want to find ways to learn more about these 

subjects, to develop positive attitudes towards them, and to value them more highly (Ainley, 

Hidi, & Berndorff, 2002; Hidi, 2006). In contrast to situational interest, observed for example 

when the topic in a class is presented in an entertaining way, some students might have 

individual interest in the same topic regardless of how the lecture is presented (Harackiewicz et 

al., 2016). 

As is seen, these two types of interest differ from each other in terms of emergence, 

development, duration, and triggering factors; however, they are not independent from each 

other and tend to impact one another (Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). For example, based on 

Krapp’s (2002) three-stage model of interest development, Hidi and Renninger (2006) proposed 

a four-phase model that explains how situational interest evolves into individual interest under 

appropriate circumstances such as interest-triggering teaching methods and the learning 

environment, prior knowledge, and support from others. According to this model, a triggered 

situational interest (first phase) evolves into a maintained situational interest (second phase) 

which may then result in an emerging individual interest (third phase). Finally, an emerging 

individual interest becomes a well-developed individual interest (Hidi & Renninger, 2006). In 
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their experimental study, Rotgans and Schmidt (2017) found that the repeated arousal of 

situational interest directly influenced the growth of individual interest. The very recent study of 

Rotgans & Schmidt (2018) investigated how individual and situational interest were related to 

each other as well as their impact on knowledge acquisition. They found that preexisting 

individual interest positively predicted initial situational interest and concluded that “when 

students engage with a learning task for a particular school subject they always bring with them a 

certain degree of individual interest for that subject, which determines their starting level of 

situational interest” (Rotgans & Schmidt, 2018, p. 536). This finding highlights the importance 

of individual interest; so that even when there are not appropriate conditions to trigger situational 

interest, such as a monotonous class, individual interest may compensate for this undesired 

environment (Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). 

Interest and Its Outcomes 

Given its critical role on student outcomes, both cognitive and affective (Ainley et al., 2002; 

Lynch, 2017), it is not surprising to find an intense focus on interest in the fields of psychology 

and education and the emergence of a considerable amount of research (Hidi, 2006; Hidi & 

Renninger, 2006; Rotgans, 2015). As an independent variable, student interest is positively 

related to knowledge acquisition/achievement (Ainley et al., 2002; Corbière, Fraccaroli, 

Mbekou, & Perron, 2006; Dan & Todd, 2014; Dan et al., 2013; Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 

2010; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, Carter, & 

Elliot, 2000; Harackiewicz et al., 2016; Hidi, 2006; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Hidi & 

Renninger, 2006; Rotgans, 2015; Rotgans & Schmidt, 2011, 2018; Singh, Granville, & Dika, 

2002; Tella, Tella, & Adeniyi, 2009), deep learning strategies (Dan & Todd, 2014; Harackiewicz 

et al., 2000; Schiefele, 1991), intrinsic motivation (Dan et al., 2013; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000), 

engagement in subject matter/classroom (Harackiewicz et al., 2016; Linnenbrink-Garcia, Patall, 

& Messersmith, 2013; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; Rotgans, 2015), commitment to school 

(Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010), attention (Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010; Hidi & 

Renninger, 2006; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; Rotgans, 2015), how students spend their free 

time (Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010; Lynch, 2017), the subjects/courses chosen in school 

(Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Harackiewicz et al., 2000; 

Harackiewicz et al., 2016; Lynch, 2017), career choice (Çulha Özbaş & Doğan, 2014; Karasu 

Avcı, 2017; Lynch, 2017; Rotgans & Schmidt, 2018), persistence and effort (Ainley et al., 2002; 

Akpınar & Ayvacı, 2003; Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Long & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; Schiefele, 1991; Singh et al., 2002), mastery goal orientations 

(Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Harackiewicz et al., 2000), enjoyment of class (Harackiewicz et al., 

2002; Harackiewicz et al., 2000; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; Rotgans, 2015), major choice 

(Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010; Harackiewicz et al., 2002), locus of control (Tella et al., 

2009), self-efficacy/perceived competence (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2013; Rotgans, 2015; 

Tella et al., 2009), academic self-concept (Corbière et al., 2006), curiosity (Rotgans, 2015), 

performance expectations (Harackiewicz et al., 2000), and perceived performance/skills (Siegle, 

Rubenstein, Pollard, & Romey, 2010). On the other hand, interest is negatively correlated with 

surface-learning strategies (Dan & Todd, 2014; Schiefele, 1991), work avoidance goals 

(Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Harackiewicz et al., 2000), lack of strategy (Harackiewicz et al., 

2000), and boredom (Rotgans, 2015). 
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Another area of interest research in education is the teachers’ interest in school subjects and 

teaching and its outcomes (Eren, 2012; Schiefele et al., 2013). In general, teacher interest can be 

defined as “individual interests that refer to relatively permanent attractions to certain topics or 

domains (e.g., school subjects, specific knowledge fields)” (Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015, p. 

159). However, some researchers (Kunter et al., 2011; Kunter et al., 2008) use the term teacher 

enthusiasm as an equivalent for teacher interest (Eren, 2012; Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015; 

Schiefele et al., 2013). 

Research has shown that teacher interest or enthusiasm influences both students (Lazarides, 

Buchholz, & Rubach, 2018; Lazarides, Gaspard, & Dicke, 2019; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; 

Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015) and also the teachers’ psychological state, perceptions and/or 

performance (Ekstam, Korhonen, Linnanmäki, & Aunio, 2017; Eren, 2012; Kunter et al., 2011; 

Kunter et al., 2008; Retelsdorf, Butler, Streblow, & Schiefele, 2010; Schiefele & Schaffner, 

2015; Schiefele et al., 2013). For example, it was found that teacher enthusiasm for teaching, as 

perceived by students, positively related to students’ mastery goal orientations, task values 

(intrinsic value, utility value, and attainment value) (Lazarides et al., 2018), and student interest 

in mathematics (Lazarides et al., 2019). Using quantitative as well as qualitative data, Long and 

Woolfolk Hoy (2006) also showed that teacher interest had a positive impact on student 

motivation and learning. 

Ekstam et al. (2017) examined the relationship between preservice teachers’ individual interest, 

subject knowledge in mathematics, and their efficacy beliefs in teaching mathematics. They 

found positive and significant correlations between individual interest and teacher efficacy 

beliefs and subject knowledge. In addition, they found that subject knowledge predicted 

individual interest; in turn, individual interest predicted teacher self-efficacy beliefs. Kunter et al. 

(2008) assessed teacher enthusiasm (for mathematics and for teaching mathematics) and their 

instructional behavior as reported by both teachers and students. They found positive and 

significant correlations between teacher enthusiasm (for both mathematics and teaching 

mathematics) and job satisfaction. They also found that while enthusiasm for mathematics 

predicted positively and significantly cognitive autonomy support for students, enthusiasm for 

teaching mathematics predicted positively and significantly monitoring, social support for 

students, and cognitive challenge. In another study, Kunter et al. (2011) demonstrated that both 

teaching and subject enthusiasm correlated positively with self-efficacy, job satisfaction, and life 

satisfaction; but on the other hand, correlated negatively with burnout and neuroticism. 

Retelsdorf et al. (2010) examined the relationship between teachers’ goal orientation for 

teaching, instructional practice, interest in teaching, and burnout. They found that while interest 

correlated negatively with work avoidance-goal orientation and burnout; it correlated positively 

with mastery goal orientation, mastery-oriented practice, and cognitive stimulation and 

autonomy. Schiefele et al. (2013) investigated the relationships between three types of teacher 

interest (subject interest, didactic interest, and educational interest) and teachers’ self-efficacy, 

occupational well-being (burnout, enjoyment, flow), and instructional practices (mastery-

oriented instruction, performance-oriented instruction, internal differentiation, and cognitive 

stimulation and autonomy). In this study, Schiefele et al. (2013) conceptualized subject interest 

as “interest in the subject matter taught” (p. 12), didactic interest as “a teacher’s interest in 

teaching methods, in literature on didactics, and on how best to prepare teaching content” (p.12) 
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and educational interest as “interest in educational aspects or issues in the teaching profession” 

(p. 12). Their findings showed that the subject, didactic, and educational interests significantly 

and positively predicted enjoyment; didactic and educational interests significantly and 

positively predicted mastery-oriented practice; subject interest significantly and positively 

predicted flow; while didactic interest significantly and positively predicted internal 

differentiation and cognitive stimulation. Nevertheless, didactic and educational interests 

significantly and negatively predicted burnout (Schiefele et al., 2013). 

Similarly, Schiefele and Schaffner (2015) demonstrated that teachers’ subject, didactic, and 

educational interests were positively and significantly correlated with teacher mastery goals and 

self-efficacy. On the other hand, only didactic and educational interests were positively and 

significantly correlated with mastery-oriented and cognitively-activating instructional practices. 

They also found that student subject interest was positively and significantly correlated with 

teacher interest. However, only educational interest was found to be a significant predictor of 

student subject interest. Didactic and educational interests were also found to correlate positively 

and significantly with student mastery goals (Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015). In a study carried out 

to examine relations between preservice teacher interest in teaching, planned effort, planned 

persistence, professional development aspirations, leadership aspirations, and career choice 

satisfaction, Eren (2012) found significant and positive correlations between subject interest and 

other variables except for leadership aspirations. Moreover, preservice teachers with high subject 

interest, didactic interest, and educational interest (compared with those having medium- and 

low-level interest) reported more planned effort and increased persistence for their teaching, had 

elevated career choice satisfaction, and had higher professional development aspirations (Eren, 

2012). 

Research Design 

This study used a correlational research design (Creswell, 2012) as it focuses on the relationship 

between interest in various social science disciplines and planned teaching efforts for these 

disciplines’ topics in social studies lessons. 

Participants 

In Turkey, elementary and social studies teachers are responsible for teaching social studies 

lessons in elementary and middle schools, respectively. In this study therefore, the participants 

were selected from among elementary and social studies preservice teachers at the Faculty of 

Education of a state university in Turkey at the end of the spring term in the 2017–2018 

academic year. In recruiting participants, the convenience sampling method was adopted. In this 

method, participants are selected based on their convenience to the researcher, willingness and 

availability (Creswell, 2012, p. 145–146). 

A total of 222 preservice elementary school teachers (179 female, 43 male; Mage = 21.88, SD = 

1.23) and 94 preservice social studies teachers (49 female, 45 male; Mage = 21.96, SD = 1.52) 

participated in the study. Of the preservice elementary school teachers, 108 were in their third 

year and 114 were in their fourth year; while 49 of the preservice social studies teachers were in 

their third year and 45 were in their fourth year. The data were collected from third-year students 
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on the Social Studies Teaching course and Special Teaching Methods I course and from fourth-

year students by visiting their classrooms at appropriate times. 

In addition to other courses, preservice elementary school teachers take a Social Studies 

Teaching course as well as School Experience in the spring term of the third year, and they take 

Practice Teaching I-II courses in the fourth year. Preservice social studies teachers take a Special 

Teaching Methods I course in the spring term of the third year. In the fourth year, they take 

Special Teaching Methods II, School Experience and Practice Teaching courses. The Social 

Studies Teaching and Special Teaching Methods I-II courses allow the preservice teachers to 

acquire knowledge regarding the social studies curriculum in detail. In these courses, they learn 

about the themes and objectives of the social studies curriculum and their relations with social 

science disciplines. They also gain knowledge about teaching methods and assessment and 

evaluation techniques in social studies. During the School Experience courses, preservice 

teachers make observations in real classrooms, while in the Practice Teaching courses, they 

prepare lesson plans and implement them under the mentorship of school teachers and faculty 

members, discuss their teaching with the mentors, and construct a portfolio that documents their 

activities during the Practice Teaching courses (Turkish Council of Higher Education 

[CoHE/YÖK], 2007). 

Instruments 

In the current study, the following instruments were administered. To evaluate their factorial 

structures, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted considering the fit indexes of 

X2/df, Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Tucker–

Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA) (Byrne, 2001; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003; Schreiber, Nora, 

Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006). 

Individual Interest Questionnaire (IIQ; Rotgans, 2015). To measure preservice teachers’ 

interest in social science disciplines, the Individual Interest Questionnaire (IIQ), which was 

developed by Rotgans (2015), was used. The IIQ consisted of one factor with seven items and 

used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not true at all for me; 5 = very true for me). Rotgans (2015) 

conducted validity and reliability analyses of the questionnaire in the history, chemistry, and 

geography domains and found it to be a reliable and valid instrument for measuring individual 

interest in a variety of disciplines. In the current study, firstly, the IIQ was translated into Turkish 

by two experts. Secondly, one Turkish form was created from these two translations. Thirdly, the 

English and Turkish versions were checked by another expert who compared them with each 

other. Lastly, the Turkish version of the IIQ was finalized in consultation with two other experts. 

Items in the IIQ (Rotgans, 2015) mostly referred to out-of-school opinions. For example: “I am 

very interested in biochemistry” (p. 73); “I am interested in biochemistry since I was young” (p. 

74), “I watch a lot of biochemistry-related TV programs (e.g., Discovery Channel)” (p. 74). 

However, the item “I always look forward to my biochemistry lessons, because I enjoy them a 

lot” (p. 73-74) directly referred to the lesson offered at a particular time. However, some subjects 

were not offered as a lesson in the social studies education program or the elementary education 

program when the data were collected from the sample in the current study. Therefore, this item 

was slightly modified as “I look forward to learning about [DISCIPLINE], because I enjoy it a 

lot” to give it a more general meaning. 
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In the current study, participants answered the IIQ (Rotgans, 2015) for the economics, 

geography, history, political science, and sociology disciplines. A CFA was performed for each 

discipline and acceptable fit indices (Byrne, 2001; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kenny, Kaniskan, & 

McCoach, 2015; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Schreiber et al., 2006) were obtained, as 

follows; for economics: X2(14) = 98.12, p < .001, X2/df = 7.01, SRMR = .03, NFI = .95, TLI = 

.93, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .14 with factor loadings ranging from .75 to .93; for geography: X2(14) 

= 44.40, p < .001, X2/df = 3.17, SRMR = .03, NFI = .97, TLI = .97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .08 

with factor loadings from .71 to .92; for history: X2(14) = 72.06, p < .001, X2/df = 5.15, SRMR = 

.03, NFI = .97, TLI = .96, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .12 with factor loadings from .77 to .96; for 

political science: X2(14) = 72.57, p < .001, X2/df = 5.18, SRMR = .03, NFI = .97, TLI = .96, CFI 

= .97, RMSEA = .12 with factor loadings from .74 to .94; for sociology: X2(14) = 59.35, p < 

.001, X2/df = 4.24, SRMR = .03, NFI = .97, TLI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .10 with factor 

loadings from .75 to .91. Cronbach’s alpha was found to be .94, .92, .96, .95, and .94 for 

individual interest in economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology, 

respectively. 

Planned teaching effort scale for social science topics in social studies. This scale consisted of 

four items and used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all; 5 = very much). While some items were 

written by the researcher, some were adapted from the Planned Effort Subscale of the 

Professional Engagement and Career Development Aspirations Scale (Eren & Tezel, 2010; Watt 

& Richardson, 2008) and Work Effort Scale (De Cooman, De Gieter, Pepermans, Jegers, & Van 

Acker, 2009). Participants answered the following questions asking how much effort they would 

make in their social studies classes when they became a teacher: How much effort would you 

make in teaching the [DISCIPLINE]-related topics in social studies?, How much effort would 

you make to compensate when the [DISCIPLINE]-related topics in social studies are not learned 

by your students at the expected level?, How much effort would you make to do your best in 

teaching the [DISCIPLINE]-related topics in social studies?, How much effort would you make 

to overcome the difficulties you might encounter while teaching the [DISCIPLINE]-related 

topics in social studies? 

Participants also answered this scale for economics, geography, history, political science, and 

sociology. CFAs yielded acceptable fit indices (Byrne, 2001; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kenny et al., 

2015; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Schreiber et al., 2006) for the one-factor structure of each 

domain (For economics it was: X2(2) = 16.55, p < .001, X2/df = 8.28, SRMR = .02, NFI = .98, 

TLI = .95, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .15 with factor loadings ranging from .75 to .90; for geography: 

X2(2) = 8.47, p < .05, X2/df = 4.24, SRMR = .03, NFI = .98, TLI = .96, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .10 

with factor loadings from .55 to .83; for history: X2(2) = .60, p > .05, X2/df = .30, SRMR = .00, 

NFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000 with factor loadings from .84 to .93; for 

political science: X2(2) = 20.48, p < .001, X2/df = 10.24, SRMR = .02, NFI = .98, TLI = .96, CFI 

= .99, RMSEA = .17 with factor loadings from .83 to .93; and for sociology: X2(2) =7.87, p < 

.05, X2/df = 3.93, SRMR = .01, NFI = .99, TLI = .99, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .10 with factor 

loadings from .82 to .93). Cronbach’s alpha was found to be .92, .82, .94, .94, and .94 for 

planned teaching effort concerning social studies topics in relation to economics, geography, 

history, political science, and sociology, respectively. 
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Data Analysis 

The CFAs were conducted using AMOS to analyze the scales’ construct validity (Bayram, 2010; 

Byrne, 2001; Meydan & Şeşen, 2011). Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients and analyses in 

relation to the research questions were performed with the SPSS program. To compare interest in 

economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology and also planned teaching efforts 

for these disciplines’ topics in social studies, one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was used. To 

examine whether interest predicted planned teaching effort for these same topics in social 

studies, bivariate linear regression (simple regression) analysis was used (Field, 2009; Green & 

Salkind, 2005). A significance level of p < .05 was considered in all analyses. 

Research Findings 

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, and one-way repeated-measures ANOVA results 

comparing interest in economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology and as well 

as the planned teaching effort for social studies topics in relation to these disciplines.  

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Differences in Interest in Social Science Disciplines 

and in Planned Teaching Efforts for Social Science Disciplines’ Topics in Social Studies 

 

 Eco  Geo  Hist  Pol  Soc     

Variables M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  F p ƞp
2 

Preservice elementary school teachers (n = 222)a  

Interest 2.04 .92  2.68 .90  3.16 1.13  2.40 1.07  2.67 .98  45.40 < .001 .45 

Teaching 

Effort 
3.81 .77  4.27 .57  4.57 .61  3.84 .91  4.25 .78  52.66 < .001 .49 

Preservice social studies teachers (n = 94)b  

Interest 2.08 .95  3.18 1.04  4.11 .98  3.05 1.14  3.04 .91  49.59 < .001 .69 

Teaching 

Effort 
3.73 .75  4.34 .56  4.75 .41  3.98 .79  4.16 .79  40.31 < .001 .64 

Note. Eco = Economics; Geo = Geography; Hist = History; Pol = Political science; Soc = 

Sociology. 
adf = 4, 218. bdf = 4, 90. 

As seen in Table 1, both preservice elementary school teachers and preservice social studies 

teachers were most interested in history (M = 3.16, SD = 1.13; M = 4.11, SD = .98, respectively) 

and geography (M = 2.68, SD = .90; M = 3.18, SD = 1.04, respectively). History and geography 

were followed by sociology (M = 2.67, SD = .98), political science (M = 2.40, SD = 1.07) and 

economics (M = 2.04, SD = .92) for preservice elementary school teachers but political science 

(M = 3.05, SD = 1.14), sociology (M = 3.04, SD = .91) and economics (M = 2.08, SD = .95) for 

preservice social studies teachers. 

The planned teaching efforts of preservice elementary school teachers and preservice social 

studies teachers for the social studies topics in relation to the disciplines (economics, geography, 

history, political science, and sociology) were similar. Both groups thought to make the most 
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effort toward history-related social studies topics (M = 4.57, SD = .61; M = 4.75, SD = .41, 

respectively) followed by geography (M = 4.27, SD = .57; M = 4.34, SD = .56, respectively), 

sociology (M = 4.25, SD = .78; M = 4.16, SD = .79, respectively), political science (M = 3.84, SD 

= .91; M = 3.98, SD = .79, respectively) and economics (M = 3.81, SD = .77; M = 3.73, SD = .75, 

respectively). 

The results of one-way repeated-measures ANOVA showed that the interest of both preservice 

teacher groups in economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology differed 

significantly from each other (preservice elementary school teachers: Wilks’s Λ = .55, F (4, 218) 

= 45.40, p < .001, ƞp
2 = .45; preservice social studies teachers: Wilks’s Λ = .31, F (4, 90) = 

49.59, p < .001, ƞp
2 = .69). Bonferroni multiple comparisons revealed that preservice elementary 

teachers’ interest in history was significantly higher than economics, geography, political science 

and sociology (p < .001 for all); geography was significantly higher than economics (p < .001) 

and political science (p < .01); sociology was significantly higher than economics (p < .001) and 

political science (p < .05); and political science was significantly higher than economics (p < 

.001). Similarly, preservice social studies teachers’ interest in history was significantly higher 

than economics, geography, political science, and sociology (p < .001 for all). In addition, 

geography, political science, and sociology interest was significantly higher than economics (p < 

.001 for all). 

In the same vein, the planned teaching effort of both preservice elementary school teachers and 

preservice social studies teachers for economics, geography, history, political science, and 

sociology-related topics in social studies differed significantly from each other (preservice 

elementary school teachers: Wilks’s Λ = .51, F (4, 218) = 52.66, p < .001, ƞp
2 = .49; preservice 

social studies teachers: Wilks’s Λ = .36, F (4, 90) = 40.31, p < .001, ƞp
2 = .64). Bonferroni 

multiple comparisons indicated that preservice elementary school teachers’ planned teaching 

efforts for history-related topics were significantly higher than economics, geography, political 

science, and sociology (p < .001 for all); while geography and sociology related-topics were 

higher than economics and political science (p < .001 for all). Similarly, preservice social studies 

teachers’ planned teaching efforts for history-related topics in social studies were significantly 

higher than economics, geography, political science, and sociology (p < .001 for all); with 

geography higher than economics and political science (p < .001 both). Also, planned teaching 

efforts for political science- and sociology-related topics in social studies were significantly 

higher than economics (p < .01 and p < .001, respectively) 

Table 2 displays the correlations between interest in the social science disciplines (i.e., 

economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology) and planned teaching effort for 

social studies topics in relation to these disciplines. 
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Table 2. Correlations of Interest in Social Science Disciplines with Planned Teaching Efforts for 

Social Science Disciplines’ Topics in Social Studies 

 

 Planned Teaching Effort for Social Studies Topics in Relation to 

 Economics Geography History Political Science Sociology 

Interest in Preservice elementary school teachers (n = 222) 

 Economics .27** -.09 -.05 .06 -.14* 

 Geography -.02 .27** .15* -.00 .01 

 History -.04 .02 .39** .03 -.09 

 Political science .10 -.01 .12 .30** .05 

 Sociology .06 .15* -.01 .16* .37** 

Interest in Preservice social studies teachers (n = 94) 

 Economics .23* -.18 -.18 -.02 -.06 

 Geography .08 .29** -.14 .07 -.16 

 History .07 -.05 .64** .30** -.01 

 Political Science .21* .01 .15 .42** .03 

 Sociology .18 .01 .02 .20 .44** 

*. p < .05. **. p < .01. 

As observed in Table 2, there were significant and positive correlations between the interest of 

preservice elementary school teachers and preservice social studies teachers in economics and 

their planned teaching effort for economics-related topics in social studies (r = .27, p < .01 and r 

= .23, p < .05, respectively). There were also significant and positive correlations between their 

interest in geography and their planned teaching effort for geography-related topics (r = .27, p < 

.01 and r = .29, p < .01, respectively ), between their interest in history and their planned 

teaching effort for history-related topics (r = .39, p < .01 and r = .64, p < .01, respectively), 

between their interest in political science and their planned teaching effort for political science-

related topics (r = .30, p < .01 and r = .42, p < .01, respectively), and between their interest in 

sociology and their planned teaching effort for sociology-related topics (r = .37, p < .01 and r = 

.44, p < .01, respectively). 

Tables 3 and 4 present the results of bivariate linear regression analyses performed to predict the 

planned teaching effort for social studies topics related to economics, geography, history, 

political science, and sociology based on the participants’ interest in these five disciplines.  
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Table 3. Regression Analyses for Preservice Elementary School Teachers’ Interest in Social 

Sciences Predicting Planned Teaching Efforts for Social Science Disciplines’ Topics in Social 

Studies (N = 222) 

 

 B SE B β t p R2 F (1, 220) p 

Predictor Variable 
Planned Teaching Effort for Economics-Related Social Studies 

Topics 

 Constant 3.36 .12  27.65 < .001    

 Interest in Economics .22 .05 .27 4.09 < .001 .07 16.69 < .001 

  
Planned Teaching Effort for Geography-Related Social Studies 

Topics 

 Constant 3.81 .12  32.93 < .001    

 Interest in Geography .17 .04 .27 4.22 < .001 .08 17.84 < .001 

  Planned Teaching Effort for History-Related Social Studies Topics 

 Constant 3.91 .11  34.97 < .001    

 Interest in History .21 .03 .39 6.24 < .001 .15 38.91 < .001 

  
Planned Teaching Effort for Political Science-Related Social 

Studies Topics 

 Constant 3.22 .14  22.25 < .001    

 Interest in Political Science .26 .06 .30 4.72 < .001 .09 22.30 < .001 

  
Planned Teaching Effort for Sociology-Related Social Studies 

Topics 

 Constant 3.46 .14  24.55 < .001    

 Interest in Sociology .30 .05 .37 5.97 < .001 .14 35.64 < .001 

As seen in Table 3, preservice elementary school teachers’ interest in economics explained 7% 

of variance, F (1, 220) = 16.69, p <.001, geography explained 8% of variance, F (1, 220) = 

17.84, p <.001, history explained 15% of variance, F (1, 220) = 38.91, p <.001, political science 

explained 9% of variance, F (1, 220) = 22.30, p <.001, and sociology explained 14% of variance, 

F (1, 220) = 35.64, p < .001, in their planned teaching efforts for economics, geography, history, 

political science, and sociology-related topics in social studies classes, respectively. Moreover, 

interest in economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology predicted positively 

and significantly their planned teaching effort for economics (β = .27, p < .001), geography (β = 

.27, p < .001), history (β = .39, p < .001), political science (β = .30, p < .001), and sociology-

related topics (β = .37, p < .001), respectively.  
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Table 4. Regression Analyses for Preservice Social Studies Teachers’ Interest in Social Sciences 

Predicting Planned Teaching Efforts for Social Science Disciplines’ Topics in Social Studies (N 

= 94) 

 

 B SE B β t p R2 F(1, 92) p 

Predictor Variable 
Planned Teaching Effort for Economics-Related Social Studies 

Topics 

 Constant 3.35 .18  18.36 < .001    

 Interest in Economics .18 .08 .23 2.25 .027 .05 5.06 .027 

  
Planned Teaching Effort for Geography-Related Social Studies 

Topics 

 Constant 3.85 .18  21.27 < .001    

 Interest in Geography .16 .05 .29 2.89 .005 .08 8.36 .005 

  Planned Teaching Effort for History-Related Social Studies Topics 

 Constant 3.64 .14  25.63 < .001    

 Interest in History .27 .03 .64 8.03 < .001 .41 64.41 < .001 

  
Planned Teaching Effort for Political Science-Related Social 

Studies Topics 

 Constant 3,09 .21  14,55 < .001    

 Interest in Political Science .29 .07 .42 4,48 < .001 .18 20.08 < .001 

  
Planned Teaching Effort for Sociology-Related Social Studies 

Topics 

 Constant 3.00 .26  11.75 < .001    

 Interest in Sociology .38 .08 .44 4.74 < .001 .20 22.46 < .001 

Table 4 showed that preservice social studies teachers’ interest in economics explained 5% of 

variance, F (1, 92) = 5.06, p < .05, geography explained 8% of variance, F (1, 92) = 8.36, p < 

.01, history explained 41% of variance, F (1, 92) = 64.41, p < .001, political science explained 

18% of variance, F (1, 92) = 20.08, p <.001, and sociology explained 20% of variance, F (1, 92) 

= 22.46, p < .001, in their planned teaching efforts for economics, geography, history, political 

science, and sociology-related topics in social studies, respectively. In addition, interest in 

economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology predicted positively and 

significantly their planned teaching effort for economics (β = .23, p < .05), geography (β = .29, p 

< .01), history (β = .64, p < .001), political science (β = .42, p < .001), and sociology-related 

topics (β = .44, p < .001), respectively. 

Discussion of Findings 

The results of this study revealed that both preservice elementary school teachers and preservice 

social studies teachers were interested in history the most. Geography was the second most 

interesting discipline compared with the others. Economics was the discipline of least interest. A 

similar pattern was found for planned teaching effort. Results indicated a significant preference 
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in teaching effort for history-related topics in social studies classes over all other disciplines. 

Geography followed history. It was found that preservice teachers planned to make the least 

effort in teaching economics-related topics, corroborating the idea that individual interest is 

domain-specific and may change based on the disciplines investigated (Lawless & Kulikowich, 

2006; Lazarides et al., 2018; Renninger & Hidi, 2011). These findings are also consistent with 

previous research into interest in social science disciplines which found that preservice teachers 

were most interested in history and geography (Akpınar & Ayvacı, 2003; Demircioğlu, 2006). 

Moreover, Deveci, Çengelci Köse, and Gürdoğan Bayır (2014) found that preservice teachers 

explained social science and social studies concepts using mostly history and geography terms 

among other social science disciplines, which might also suggest that history and geography are 

the most interesting disciplines compared with others in the social studies curriculum (Deveci et 

al., 2014). Karasu Avcı’s (2017) study showed that preservice social studies teachers defined 

social studies chiefly by referring to history and geography, and most of these preservice 

teachers were under the impression that the aim of the social studies curriculum was to teach 

about history and geography. In addition, it was found that these preservice teachers’ liking for 

history and geography was an influential factor on their reasons for choosing the teaching 

profession (Karasu Avcı, 2017). 

A likely explanation for these results might be that participants of the current study might have 

been exposed to history- and geography-related content more than other social sciences in their 

educational life. On the elementary and middle school social studies curriculum, geography- and 

history-related objectives were specified more than other social science disciplines (Akpınar & 

Kaymakcı, 2012; Deveci et al., 2014; Keçe & Merey, 2011; MoNE/MEB, 2018; Tay, 2017). 

Furthermore, when the subject matter and general culture courses are examined in the 

undergraduate teacher training programs currently in use, it is clear that there are more course 

credits for history- and geography-related courses than other social sciences, both in the 

undergraduate social studies teacher program (CoHE/YÖK, 2007; Kaymakcı, 2012; Tonga, 

2012) and in the undergraduate elementary school teacher program (CoHE/YÖK, 2007). 

It is argued that prior knowledge or level of knowledge of a subject has an impact on interest 

development in that subject (Dan & Todd, 2014; Ekstam et al., 2017; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; 

Jarrett, 1999; Kim & Schallert, 2014; Lawless & Kulikowich, 2006; Renninger, 2009). 

Therefore, all the exposure from elementary school through to university might have resulted in 

a higher level of interest in particular social sciences. Supporting this is research by Akpınar and 

Ayvacı (2003) who found that allocation of more time to certain social sciences than others 

caused some preservice social studies teachers to develop more interest in these courses. 

Furthermore, Jarrett (1999) found that preservice elementary teachers’ positive science 

experience in their elementary and high school years, as well as science courses taken in college, 

were a significant and positive predictor of their science interest. Similarly, Bulunuz and Jarrett 

(2010) found that positive science experience in elementary school influenced the interest of 

preservice elementary teachers in science. 

This study also demonstrated that the interest of both preservice elementary school teachers and 

preservice social studies teachers in economics, geography, history, political science, and 

sociology correlated with and influenced positively and significantly their planned teaching 

effort for topics of these disciplines in social studies. Results suggested that the more preservice 
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teachers were interested in economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology, the 

more effort they would make in teaching social studies topics related to them. These results 

corroborate a great deal of previous literature on the positive relationship between interest and 

effort/persistence (Ainley et al., 2002; Akpınar & Ayvacı, 2003; Cin, 2007; Eren, 2012; 

Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Kadıoğlu, 2008; Long & Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2006; Retelsdorf et al., 2010; Schiefele, 1991; Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015; Schiefele et al., 

2013; Singh et al., 2002). 

Given the results of the current study that economics, political science, and sociology are social 

science disciplines of less interest compared with history and geography, preservice teachers 

would be expected to make less effort in the topics of these less interesting disciplines, and 

results of previous studies which showed that teacher interest stimulated student interest in the 

subjects (Lazarides et al., 2019; Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015) as well as motivation and learning 

(Lazarides et al., 2018; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006)—unless informal experience supports 

development of their interest in these disciplines (Bulunuz & Jarrett, 2010; Harackiewicz et al., 

2016; Jarrett, 1999)—it is plausible to hypothesize that future teacher candidates might also be 

less interested in economics, political science, and sociology, as well as their students. 

Findings from this study suggest that in order for elementary and social studies teachers to exert 

efforts in all objectives of the social studies curriculum, or be determined to reach all objectives 

of the social studies curriculum, we need to improve their individual interest in social sciences 

that the social studies curriculum is drawn from. In particular, preservice elementary school 

teachers and preservice social studies teachers should be supported in order to develop an interest 

in the disciplines of economics, political science, and sociology. Teacher educators must accept 

the critical role played by the teacher in developing interest in some domains or school subjects 

(Hidi & Renninger, 2006) and support interest development in preservice teachers (Lazarides et 

al., 2019). For this, teacher educators could use student-centered teaching methods (e.g., 

problem-based instruction), link the subject to real life, support student autonomy in their 

courses (Akpınar & Ayvacı, 2003; Bulunuz & Jarrett, 2010; Cin, 2007; Dan & Todd, 2014; 

Demircioğlu, 2004, 2006; Harackiewicz et al., 2016; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Jarrett, 1999; 

Kadıoğlu, 2008; Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2013; Renninger & Hidi, 2011; Rotgans & Schmidt, 

2011, 2017, 2018; Schiefele, 1991; Tella et al., 2009; Yılmaz, 2010), communicate the message 

to preservice teachers that they also value the discipline they teach (Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 

2010; Kim & Schallert, 2014; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006), and be effortful and persistent in 

their own teaching (Kunter et al., 2008; Lazarides et al., 2018; Long & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; 

Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015). Finally, since knowledge plays a pivotal role in interest (Dan & 

Todd, 2014; Ekstam et al., 2017; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Jarrett, 1999; Kim & Schallert, 2014; 

Lawless & Kulikowich, 2006; Renninger, 2009), elementary school and social studies teacher 

education programs should include a variety of social sciences or social science-related courses 

beyond history and geography to support the knowledge domain (Yılmaz, 2009, 2010). 

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings of this study are subject to several limitations. First, the data were collected from 

the faculty of education of one state university. Further research with different samples would be 

helpful to confirm the findings of this study. Second, this study used quantitative research. 
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Therefore, to better understand the relationship between preservice teachers’ interest in social 

sciences and planned teaching effort for topics of these social sciences in social studies classes, 

qualitative research with observations in their Practice Teaching courses and interviews are 

recommended for future research (Creswell, 2012). Finally, although this study examined the 

relationship between interest in economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology 

and the planned teaching effort for these social sciences’ topics in social studies, the factors that 

influenced interest in these disciplines were beyond the scope of this study. Thus, future research 

examining the variables that impact preservice teachers’ interest in social sciences is 

recommended. 

Şahin Dündar is an assistant professor in the Department of Turkish and Social Sciences 

Education at the Faculty of Education of Trakya University, Edirne, Turkey. His research 

interests are social studies education and teacher training. 

References 

Ainley, M. (2006). Connecting with learning: Motivation, affect and cognition in interest 

processes. Educational Psychology Review, 18(4), 391–405. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-006-9033-0 

Ainley, M., Hidi, S., & Berndorff, D. (2002). Interest, learning, and the psychological processes 

that mediate their relationship. Journal of Educational Psychology, 94(3), 545–561. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.94.3.545 

Akpınar, M., & Ayvacı, H. Ş. (2003). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmen adaylarının sosyal bilimlerin 

temel disiplinlerine karşı tutumları [Attitudes of social studies teachers toward the basic 

disciplines of social sciences]. Milli Eğitim Dergisi, 158. Retrieved from 

http://dhgm.meb.gov.tr/yayimlar/dergiler/Milli_Egitim_Dergisi/158/akpinar.htm 

Akpınar, M., & Kaymakcı, S. (2012). Ülkemizde sosyal bilgiler öğretiminin genel amaçlarına 

karşılaştırmalı bir bakış [A comparative view to Turkish social studies education’s general 

goals]. Kastamonu Eğitim Dergisi, 20(2), 605–626. Retrieved from 

http://www.kefdergi.com/pdf/20_2/20_2_16.pdf 

Allen, M. G., & Stevens, R. L. (1998). Middle grades social studies: Teaching and learning for 

active and responsible citizenship (2nd ed.). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Bayram, N. (2010). Yapısal eşitlik modellemesine giriş AMOS uygulamaları [Introduction to 

structural equation modeling AMOS applications]. Bursa, Turkey: Ezgi Kitabevi. 

Bulunuz, M., & Jarrett, O. S. (2010). Developing an interest in science: Background experiences 

of preservice elementary teachers. International Journal of Environmental and Science 

Education, 5(1), 65–84. Retrieved from http://www.ijese.net/makale/1409 

Byrne, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications, 

and programming. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

16

i.e.: inquiry in education, Vol. 11 [2019], Iss. 1, Art. 7

https://digitalcommons.nl.edu/ie/vol11/iss1/7

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-006-9033-0


 
 

 
 

Cin, M. (2007). Sınıf öğretmeni adaylarının coğrafya dersine olan ilgi düzeyleri ve cinsiyet 

farklılıkları [Prospective classroom teachers’ interest level in geography subject and gender 

differences]. Doğu Coğrafya Dergisi, 12(18), 39–48. Retrieved from 

http://dergipark.gov.tr/download/article-file/26884 

Corbière, M., Fraccaroli, F., Mbekou, V., & Perron, J. (2006). Academic self-concept and 

academic interest measurement: A multi-sample European study. European Journal of 

Psychology of Education, 21(1), 3–15. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173566 

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative 

and qualitative research (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Çulha Özbaş, B., & Doğan, Y. (2014). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmenlerinin sosyal bilgiler öğrenmeye 

ve sosyal bilgiler öğretmeni olmaya ilişkin yaşam deneyimleri [Life experiences of social 

studies teachers related to learning social studies and being a social studies teacher]. Tarih 

Okulu Dergisi (TOD), 7(18), 543–565. http://dx.doi.org/10.14225/Joh534 

Dan, Y., & Todd, R. (2014). Examining the mediating effect of learning strategies on the 

relationship between students’ history interest and achievement. Educational Psychology, 

34(7), 799–817. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.792331 

Dan, Y., Wei, T., & Zhao, W. (2013). Evaluation of History Interest Inventory: Development 

and evaluation of a history interest inventory for Chinese K-12 students. Journal of 

International Social Studies, 3(2), 71–86. Retrieved from 

http://www.iajiss.org/index.php/iajiss/article/view/92/105 

De Cooman, R., De Gieter, S., Pepermans, R., Jegers, M., & Van Acker, F. (2009). Development 

and validation of the Work Effort Scale. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 

25(4), 266–273. https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.25.4.266 

Demircioğlu, İ. H. (2004). Tarih ve coğrafya öğretmenlerinin sosyal bilimler öğretiminin 

amaçlarına yönelik görüşleri (Doğu Karadeniz bölgesi örneği) [History and geography 

teachers’ perceptions of the objectives of social science teaching (Example of East Black 

Sea region)]. Bilig, 31, 71–84. Retrieved from http://dergipark.gov.tr/download/article-

file/234563 

Demircioğlu, İ. H. (2006). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmen adaylarının sosyal bilimler hakkındaki 

görüşleri [Social studies student teachers’ perceptions of social science]. Bilig, 36, 113–

124. Retrieved from http://bilig.yesevi.edu.tr/yonetim/icerik/makaleler/3209-published.pdf 

Deveci, H., Çengelci Köse, T., & Gürdoğan Bayır, Ö. (2014). Öğretmen adaylarının sosyal 

bilimler ve sosyal bilgiler kavramlarına ilişkin bilişsel yapıları: Kelime ilişkilendirme testi 

uygulaması [Investigation of pre-service teachers’ cognitive structures on the concepts of 

social sciences and social studies through word association tests]. Adıyaman Üniversitesi 

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 7(16), 101–124. 

https://dx.doi.org/10.14520/adyusbd.732 

17

Dündar: Interest in Social Sciences and Teaching Effort in Social Studies

Published by Digital Commons@NLU, 2019

http://dx.doi.org/10.14225/Joh534


 
 

 
 

Dewey, J. (1913). Interest and effort in education. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin. 

Ekstam, U., Korhonen, J., Linnanmäki, K., & Aunio, P. (2017). Special education pre-service 

teachers’ interest, subject knowledge, and teacher efficacy beliefs in mathematics. 

Teaching and Teacher Education, 63, 338–345. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.01.009 

Eren, A. (2012). Prospective teachers’ interest in teaching, professional plans about teaching and 

career choice satisfaction: A relevant framework? Australian Journal of Education, 56(3), 

303–318. https://doi.org/10.1177/000494411205600308 

Eren, A., & Tezel, K. V. (2010). Factors influencing teaching choice, professional plans about 

teaching, and future time perspective: A mediational analysis. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 26(7), 1416–1428. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.05.001 

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). London, UK: Sage Publications. 

Green, S. B., & Salkind, N. J. (2005). Using SPSS for windows and Macintosh: Analyzing and 

understanding data (4th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall. 

Güngördü, E. (2002). İlköğretimde hayat bilgisi ve sosyal bilgiler öğretimi (2. Baskı) [Teaching 

life science and social studies in elementary education]. Ankara, Turkey: Nobel Yayın 

Dağıtım. 

Harackiewicz, J. M., & Hulleman, C. S. (2010). The importance of interest: The role of 

achievement goals and task values in promoting the development of interest. Social and 

Personality Psychology Compass, 4(1), 42–52. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-

9004.2009.00207.x 

Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Tauer, J. M., & Elliot, A. J. (2002). Predicting success in 

college: A longitudinal study of achievement goals and ability measures as predictors of 

interest and performance from freshman year through graduation. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 94(3), 562–575. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.94.3.562 

Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Tauer, J. M., Carter, S. M., & Elliot, A. J. (2000). Short-term 

and long-term consequences of achievement goals: Predicting interest and performance 

over time. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92(2), 316–330. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.2.316 

Harackiewicz, J. M., Smith, J. L., & Priniski, S. J. (2016). Interest matters: The importance of 

promoting interest in education. Policy Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 

3(2), 220–227. http://doi.org/10.1177/2372732216655542 

Hidi, S. (2006). Interest: A unique motivational variable. Educational Research Review, 1(2), 

69–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2006.09.001 

18

i.e.: inquiry in education, Vol. 11 [2019], Iss. 1, Art. 7

https://digitalcommons.nl.edu/ie/vol11/iss1/7



 
 

 
 

Hidi, S., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2000). Motivating the academically unmotivated: A critical 

issue for the 21st century. Review of Educational Research, 70(2), 151–179. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543070002151 

Hidi, S., & Renninger, K. A. (2006). The four-phase model of interest development. Educational 

Psychologist, 41(2), 111–127. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_4 

Hu, L.-T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 

analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A 

Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 

Jarrett, O. S. (1999). Science interest and confidence among preservice elementary teachers. 

Journal of Elementary Science Education, 11(1), 49–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173790 

Kadıoğlu, Y. (2008). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmenliği birinci ve dördüncü sınıf öğrencilerinin 

coğrafya derslerindeki ilgi düzeylerinin karşılaştırılması [The comparison of interest levels 

in geography lessons of 1st and 4th grade students in the department of social studies 

teaching]. Marmara Coğrafya Dergisi, 17, 187–197. Retrieved from 

http://dspace.marmara.edu.tr/bitstream/handle/11424/2542/584-1125-1-

SM.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

Karasu Avcı, E. (2017). The views about the graduate program of social studies teaching of the 

candidates of social studies teacher. International Journal of Eurasia Social Sciences 

(IJOESS), 8(27), 756–786. Retrieved from 

http://www.ijoess.com/Makaleler/760888485_18.%20756-786emine%20avc%C4%B1.pdf 

Kaymakcı, S. (2012). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmenliği lisans programlarının içerik değerlendirmesi 

[A content evaluation of social studies teacher education programs]. Uluslararası Sosyal 

Bilimler Eğitimi Dergisi (USBED), 2(1), 45–61. Retrieved from 

http://dergipark.gov.tr/download/article-file/261761 

Keçe, M., & Merey, Z. (2011). İlköğretim sosyal bilgiler kazanımlarının sosyal bilimler 

disiplinlerine ve disiplinlerarası anlayışa uygunluğunun belirlenmesi [Determination of 

suitability of objectives of elementary social studies to social science disciplines and to 

interdisciplinary mentality]. Yüzüncü Yıl Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 8(1), 110–

139. Retrieved from http://efdergi.yyu.edu.tr/makaleler/cilt_VIII/sbeyyuefd02102011y.pdf 

Kenny, D. A., Kaniskan, B., & McCoach, D. B. (2015). The performance of RMSEA in models 

with small degrees of freedom. Sociological Methods & Research, 44(3), 486–507. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236 

Kim, T., & Schallert, D. L. (2014). Mediating effects of teacher enthusiasm and peer enthusiasm 

on students’ interest in the college classroom. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 

39(2), 134–144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2014.03.002 

19

Dündar: Interest in Social Sciences and Teaching Effort in Social Studies

Published by Digital Commons@NLU, 2019

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_4


 
 

 
 

Krapp, A. (1999). Interest, motivation and learning: An educational-psychological perspective. 

European Journal of Psychology of Education, 14(1), 23–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173109 

Krapp, A. (2002). Structural and dynamic aspects of interest development: Theoretical 

considerations from an ontogenetic perspective. Learning and Instruction, 12(4), 383–409. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(01)00011-1 

Kunter, M., Frenzel, A., Nagy, G., Baumert, J., & Pekrun, R. (2011). Teacher enthusiasm: 

Dimensionality and context specificity. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36(4), 

289–301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.07.001 

Kunter, M., Tsai, Y.-M., Klusmann, U., Brunner, M., Krauss, S., & Baumert, J. (2008). Students’ 

and mathematics teachers’ perceptions of teacher enthusiasm and instruction. Learning and 

Instruction, 18(5), 468–482. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.06.008 

Lawless, K. A., & Kulikowich, J. M. (2006). Domain knowledge and individual interest: The 

effects of academic level and specialization in statistics and psychology. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 31(1), 30–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2005.01.002 

Lazarides, R., Buchholz, J., & Rubach, C. (2018). Teacher enthusiasm and self-efficacy, student-

perceived mastery goal orientation, and student motivation in mathematics classrooms. 

Teaching and Teacher Education, 69, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.08.017 

Lazarides, R., Gaspard, H., & Dicke, A.-L. (2019). Dynamics of classroom motivation: Teacher 

enthusiasm and the development of math interest and teacher support. Learning and 

Instruction, 60, 126–137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.01.012 

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Patall, E. A., & Messersmith, E. E. (2013). Antecedents and 

consequences of situational interest. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 83(4), 

591–614. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02080.x 

Long, J. F., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2006). Interested instructors: A composite portrait of 

individual differences and effectiveness. Teaching and Teacher Education, 22(3), 303–

314. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005.11.001 

Lynch, R. (2017). Towards an understanding of interest development: Challenges and 

opportunities for psychologists and counsellors in schools. Journal of Psychologists and 

Counsellors in Schools, 27(2), 208–221. https://doi.org/10.1017/jgc.2016.27 

Martorella, P. H. (1998). Social studies for elementary school children: Developing young 

citizens (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Maxim, G. W. (2006). Dynamic social studies for constructivist classrooms: Inspiring 

tomorrow’s social scientists (8th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall. 

20

i.e.: inquiry in education, Vol. 11 [2019], Iss. 1, Art. 7

https://digitalcommons.nl.edu/ie/vol11/iss1/7



 
 

 
 

Meydan, C. H., & Şeşen, H. (2011). Yapısal eşitlik modellemesi AMOS uygulamaları [Structural 

equation modeling AMOS applications]. Ankara, Turkey: Detay Yayıncılık. 

National Council for the Social Studies. (1994). Expectations of excellence: Curriculum 

standards for social studies. Silver Spring, MD: National Council for the Social Studies. 

Naylor, D. T., & Diem, R. A. (1987). Elementary and middle school social studies. New York, 

NY: Random House 

Ornstein, A. C., & Hunkins, F. P. (1998). Curriculum: Foundations, principles, and issues (3rd 

ed.). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Renninger, K. A. (2009). Interest and identity development in instruction: An inductive model. 

Educational Psychologist, 44(2), 105–118. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520902832392 

Renninger, K. A., & Hidi, S. (2011). Revisiting the conceptualization, measurement, and 

generation of interest. Educational Psychologist, 46(3), 168–184. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2011.587723 

Retelsdorf, J., Butler, R., Streblow, L., & Schiefele, U. (2010). Teachers’ goal orientations for 

teaching: Associations with instructional practices, interest in teaching, and burnout. 

Learning and Instruction, 20(1), 30–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.01.001 

Ross, E. W. (2001). The struggle for the social studies curriculum, in E. W. Ross (Ed.), The 

social studies curriculum: Purposes, problems, and possibilities (Rev. ed., pp. 19–41). 

Albany: State University of New York Press. 

Rotgans, J. I. (2015). Validation study of a general subject-matter interest measure: The 

Individual Interest Questionnaire (IIQ). Health Professions Education, 1(1), 67–75. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hpe.2015.11.009 

Rotgans, J. I., & Schmidt, H. G. (2011). Situational interest and academic achievement in the 

active-learning classroom. Learning and Instruction, 21(1), 58–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.11.001 

Rotgans, J. I., & Schmidt, H. G. (2017). Interest development: Arousing situational interest 

affects the growth trajectory of individual interest. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 

49, 175–184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2017.02.003 

Rotgans, J. I., & Schmidt, H. G. (2018). How individual interest influences situational interest 

and how both are related to knowledge acquisition: A microanalytical investigation. The 

Journal of Educational Research, 111(5), 530–540. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2017.1310710 

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Müller, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of structural 

equation models: Tests of significance and descriptive goodness-of-fit measures. Methods 

21

Dündar: Interest in Social Sciences and Teaching Effort in Social Studies

Published by Digital Commons@NLU, 2019



 
 

 
 

of Psychological Research Online (MPR-online), 8(2), 23–74. Retrieved from 

https://www.dgps.de/fachgruppen/methoden/mpr-online/issue20/art2/mpr130_13.pdf 

Schiefele, U. (1991). Interest, learning, and motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26(3–4), 299–

323. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653136 

Schiefele, U., & Schaffner, E. (2015). Teacher interests, mastery goals, and self-efficacy as 

predictors of instructional practices and student motivation. Contemporary Educational 

Psychology, 42, 159–171. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2015.06.005 

Schiefele, U., Streblow, L., & Retelsdorf, J. (2013). Dimensions of teacher interest and their 

relations to occupational well-being and instructional practices. Journal for Educational 

Research Online, 5(1), 7–37. Retrieved from http://www.j-e-r-

o.com/index.php/jero/article/view/337 

Schreiber, J. B., Nora, A., Stage, F. K., Barlow, E. A., & King, J. (2006). Reporting structural 

equation modeling and confirmatory factor analysis results: A review. The Journal of 

Educational Research, 99(6), 323–338. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.99.6.323-338 

Siegle, D., Rubenstein, L. D., Pollard, E., & Romey, E. (2010). Exploring the relationship of 

college freshmen honors students’ effort and ability attribution, interest, and implicit theory 

of intelligence with perceived ability. Gifted Child Quarterly, 54(2) 92–101. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986209355975 

Singh, K., Granville, M., & Dika, S. (2002). Mathematics and science achievement: Effects of 

motivation, interest, and academic engagement. The Journal of Educational Research, 

95(6), 323–332. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670209596607 

Tay, B. (2017). 2005 sosyal bilgiler dersi öğretim programı ile 2017 sosyal bilgiler dersi taslak 

öğretim programının karşılaştırması [Comparison of 2005 social studies course curriculum 

and 2017 social studies course draft curriculum]. International Journal of Eurasia Social 

Sciences (IJOESS), 8(27), 461–487. Retrieved from 

http://www.ijoess.com/Makaleler/1444509075_4.%20461-487Bayram%20Tay.pdf 

Tella, A., Tella, A., & Adeniyi, O. (2009). Locus of control, interest in schooling, self-efficacy 

and academic achievement. Cypriot Journal of Educational Sciences, 4(3), 168–182. 

Tonga, D. (2012). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmenliği lisans programının değerlendirilmesi [Evaluation 

of social studies education undergraduate program]. Türk Eğitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 10(4), 

780–803. Retrieved from http://dergipark.gov.tr/download/article-file/256174 

Turkish Council of Higher Education. (2007). Eğitim fakültesi öğretmen yetiştirme lisans 

programları [Education faculty teacher training undergraduate programs]. Retrieved from 

https://www.yok.gov.tr/Documents/Yayinlar/Yayinlarimiz/egitim-fakultesi-ogretmen-

yetistirme-lisans-programlari.pdf 

22

i.e.: inquiry in education, Vol. 11 [2019], Iss. 1, Art. 7

https://digitalcommons.nl.edu/ie/vol11/iss1/7

https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653136
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986209355975


 
 

 
 

Turkish Ministry of National Education. (2018). Sosyal bilgiler dersi öğretim programı (İlkokul 

ve ortaokul 4, 5, 6 ve 7. sınıflar) [The social studies curriculum (Elementary and middle 

schools 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th grades)]. Retrieved from 

http://mufredat.meb.gov.tr/ProgramDetay.aspx?PID=354 

Turner, T. N. (2004). Essentials of elementary social studies (3rd ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson. 

Watt, H. M. G., & Richardson, P. W. (2008). Motivations, perceptions, and aspirations 

concerning teaching as a career for different types of beginning teachers. Learning and 

Instruction, 18(5), 408–428. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.06.002 

Yılmaz, K. (2009). Lisans düzeyinde sosyal bilgiler eğitiminde karşılaşılan sorunlar ve çözüm 

önerileri: Öğretmen adaylarının görüşleri [Problems in social studies education at tertiary 

level and suggestions for solutions: Teacher candidates’ perspectives]. Ondokuz Mayıs 

Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 27, 31–53. Retrieved from 

http://dergipark.gov.tr/download/article-file/188059 

Yılmaz, K. (2010). Lisans düzeyinde sosyal bilgiler eğitiminde karşılaşılan sorunlar ve çözüm 

önerileri: Öğretim elemanlarının görüşleri [Problems confronting social studies education 

at tertiary level and suggestions for solutions: Academicians’ perspectives]. Türk Eğitim 

Bilimleri Dergisi, 8(2), 297–332. Retrieved from http://dergipark.gov.tr/download/article-

file/256249 

23

Dündar: Interest in Social Sciences and Teaching Effort in Social Studies

Published by Digital Commons@NLU, 2019


	i.e.: inquiry in education
	2019

	Examining the Relationship Between Preservice Teachers’ Interest in Various Disciplinary Areas of Social Studies and Their Planned Teaching Effort for These Disciplines’ Topics
	Şahin Dündar
	Recommended Citation


	Resume

