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THINKING STYLES OF B.ED. TRAINEES (e i

N

ABSTRACT :
The objective of the present study was to find out the thinking styles of B.Ed. trainees 1.
adapted survey method, Thinking Styles Scale (TSS) constructed and validated by therinv
| guide was used for data collection. ] 050 B.Ed. trainees were selected Jor the study by 1
| sampling technique. “t’test and ANOVA were used Jor analysis of the data. The Sfindings rey.

ars

AW ETCNITEL,

' ”‘l ' ! ’
was significant difference between male and female B.Ed. trainees in lateral thinking and the

difference among Kanayakumari, Tirunelveli and Thoothukud;i districts B.Ed college trainecs wiih
10 logical thinking,

UNTA

problem solving and thinking styles. Moreover. there was significant diffcrene
Tirunelveli, Thoothukudi and Kanyakumari districts B.Ed train.

ees with reference to their thinkin e
its dimensions.

INTRODUCTION (mental self-government theory of thinking styles)

Individual difference in human performance isan a profile of 13 dimensions of thinking stylcn i 3
important area of interest in behavioral science. Intelligence categories, Like the organization of governmern(s i
and personality are some of the constructs developed for human society, according to this theory, indiv gk

explaining individual differences. When they gave onlya gelf government of thinking styles also has sonéfi§
partial answer to the question of individual differences in

& interfaces between th et (legislative, judicial and executive), forms (i
ormance, some interfaces een these constructs . .o : ; =
ere developed. The notion of styles developed after 1950 <" 2roric:oligarchicand anarchic), levels (slobe
is one among the attempts to describe in dividual diff scope (m-temal and external) and leanings ( !
asing some interfaces between intelligence and personality COnServative). -
Sternberg, 1997; Sternbetg and Zhang, 200 1). Generally, Robert J. Sternberg (1999) defined think/il
ityles are classified as coghitive styles, learning stylesand 3 preferred way of thinking not ability, but ratI#
hinking styles (Stemberg and Zhang, 2009). Cognitivestyles yse the ab; lities we have. We do not have a stylg,
re the ways of organizing information. Learning styles are aprofile of styles. In the present study thinking &

he ways of learning something and thinking styles describe ki : s .
enduring psychological characteristic thaf iif :
oW one prefers to think. : P VTR

person’s self-reported interest, daily behaviour uf o
'HINKING STYLES - choices.

Our abilities do not completely explain our SIGNIFICANCE OF THESTUDY
erformance in different situations. Individuals with equal

silities need not necessarily perform in a given situation Thinking is one of the important anpy
milarly. teaching-learning process. Our ability to lears &
These differences are due to the variation one the problems depends upon our ability to think &

ssesses in suing the abilities, People like to use their abilities It helps an individual in adjustment and (s negg -
different ways in dlf-ferent.s_lt.uatlons. Thinking styles are Rev. Dr. D. Thomas Alexander, S.J,
¢ preferred way of using abilities (Sternberg, 1997). While V. Flowerlet

ilities describe what one can do, thinking styles show

Ph.D. Research Scholar,St. Xavier's ¢ ‘ollewe &
W one likes to use the abilities. Sternberg, in his theory Education (autonomous), Palayamkottai
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sl living. Only those, who can think distinctly,
Lcutively and carefully, can contribute something
liwhile to the society. But no one is born thinker. One
4 learn to perceive. Learning to think is not an easy
' It requires knowledge of the techniques and practices
woper thinking. The development of thinking and
ning power not only helps in solving the numerous
lems one faces in one’s practical life but also in striving
blve the most typical social, cultural and scientific
bloms for the uplift of the society and humanity.

II:CTIVES OF THE STUDY

- The investigator has evolved the following objectives
ficr study. |

' 'To find out the level of thinking styles and its dimensions
0f B.Ed. trainees with reference to gender.

 To find out the significant difference, if any, in the
| thinking styles and its dimensions of B.Ed. trainees in
lerms of gender and discipline.

To find out the significant difference among, if any, in
he thinking styles and its dimensions of B.Ed. trainees
in terms of districts.

To find out the significant association, if any, in the
(hinking styles and its dimensions of B.Ed. trainees in
- lerms of hobby.

LL HYPOTHESES

-7 There is no significant difference between male and
female B.Ed. trainees in their thinking styles and its
L dimensions.

‘There is no significant difference between arts and
| science B.Ed. trainees in their thinking styles and its
* dimensions. ~

' There is no significant difference among Kanayakumari,
Tirunelveli and Thoothukudi districts B.Ed. college
| trainees with reference to their thinking styles and its
. dimensions.

¢ There is no significant association between hobby and
® thinking styles and its dimensions of B.Ed. trainees.
I'HODOLOGY

-'_:? The investigator adopted the survey method to find
dhe thinking styles of B.Ed. trainees.

POPULATION FORTHE STUDY

The population for the present Paper
study consisted of B.Ed. trainees, who
were studying in Tirunelveli, Thoothukudi and Kanyakumari
districts. '
SAMPLE FOR THE STUDY

The investigator has used stratified random sampling |
technique for selecting the sample from the population. The |
sample was randomly selected from 30 colleges of education '
out of 77 colleges of education at Kanyakumari (36).
Tirunelveli (27) and Thoothukudi (14) districts. The
selection was done on the basis of type of college and locality
of the college. From these colleges of education, 1050 B.Ed |
trainees were selected by simple random sampling technique
TOOL USED

Thinking Styles Scale (TSS) was constructed anc
validated by the investigator and the guide ( 2015) and :
General Datasheet was designed for the purpose.

DATAANALYSIS

The investigator has used mean, standard deviationl
percentage analysis, ‘t’ test, ANOVA and chi-square.

1. Level of thinking styles of B.Ed. trainees with respec

to gender. l
Table 1 i

LEVEL OF THINKING STYLES OF B.ED.
TRAINEES WITH RESPECT TO GENDER |

4 F [
Dlmeflsmus Low Moderate High !
of Thinking | Category

Styles

' N|% | N|%|N| %"

Critical Male | 37 | 33.6] 47 |42.7]26]23.6

thinking Female | 217 ]23.1| 504 |53.6|219} 233

Creative Male 26 | 236 60 |545] 24 |21.8°

thinking | Female [205]21.8] 536 | 57 [199] 21.2}

Logical Male 20 | 182 65 |59.1] 25227

thinking | Female | 190 [20.2] 586 [62.3|164] 17.4°

Problem Male 27 | 245] 53 |48.2] 30 ] 27.3;

solving Female | 190 | 20.2 | 533 [56.7]217] 23.1°

Decision Male 23 1209 61 |555] 26| 23.6/

making Female | 177 | 18.8 | 548 | 58.3]215] 22.9}4

Lateral Male | 29 [264] 52 |473] 29 | 264

thinkin Female | 168 | 17.9] 550 | 58.5|222] 23.6;

Thinking | Male | 30 [27.3| 48 [43.6]32]29.1

styles Female | 221 ]23.5] 511 |54.4]208] 22.1:
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*

The majority of B.Ed. trainees’ thinking styles are Table 3 e ,', vl
*  moderate. DIFFERENCE BETWEENARTS < T
Hypothesis 1 | AND SCIENCE B.ED. TRAINEES -
E There is no significant difference between male and INTHEIR THINKING STYLES A ity
' female B.Ed. trainees in their thinking styles and its . DIMENSIONS _ i
e : Dimensions Wengi
dimensions. ) of Thinking | Category | N | Mean| s.p C,:f“" _:" ot 85
Table 2 styles terfl
Critical Ads 15251 30.63] 36294 »y
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALEAND FEMALE thinking Science | 525] 30.72] 3.7428]
B.ED. TRAINEES IN THEIR THINKING bk, o525 e r
1€ . 5 ;
| STYLES AND ITS DIMENSIONS Logical | a1 saq] Sonaast =
~ | | Dimensions Low | Moderate igh thinking __{ Science | 5251 31.20] 3.7601] ** =

Arts 525] 31.35| 3.7884 L6
Critical | Male | 37 |336] 47 |42.7] 26 | 235 making | Science | 525| 31.74] 39807

Lo Problem Ats | 525 30.16] 4034
|| of Thinking | Category N[%|N|]%| ~N| o #so[v'ggg Science | 525 30.75] 38019 4"
|| Styles Decision

thinking | Female | 217 [23.1] 504 ] 53.6] 219 23.3 | |Lateral Arts | 525 31.22 38573 1.941
Creative Male | 26 [23.6] 60 | 54.5] 24 | 218 %ukg_gz_ Siin:e ;g; ';*;-Sﬁf ?{-573{8)3 =
thinking | Female | 205 [21.8 536 | 57 | 199 | 212 o N S L 2.194
Logical | Male | 20 [182] 65 [59.1] 25 ] 22.7] (stfles [ “Science | 525 1873 16 306 =

thinking | Female | 190 [20.2]586 | 62.3| 164 17.4 | (At 5% level of significance the table value of (" 14
Problem Male 27 124.5] 53 |482] 30 27.3 :

Female | 190 120.2] 533 ['56.7] 217 | 23.1 Itisinfelredﬁ‘omtheabovctablethalthcml"
|| Decision | Male | 23 [20.0] 61 |55.5] 2¢ 236 ., :
kin Female | 177 18.8] 548 | 58.3] 215 [ 2297 ‘t valuelsgreatcrthanﬂnetablevalue(l.96}al 5%l

Lateral Male 29 1264] 52 [473] 29 264 | si
thinking Female | 168 | 17.9] 550 58.5] 222 | 236 s e s . _
Thinking | Male | 30 273 48 14351 25 20,17 solving and thinking styles. Hence the respect

| styles Female ) 221 [23.5] 511 [ 54.4] 208 | 22.1 hypothesis is rejected. But the calculated ‘t’ v
| (At 5% level of significance the table value of “¢” is 1,96)  than the table value (1.96) at 5% level of significancg i
Itis inferred from the above table that the calculated dimensions of critical thinking, creative thinking, ¢
||t value is greater than the table value (1.96) at 5% level of making and lateral thinking. Hence the respectivis
jﬂ signiﬁ(_:ance in the dimc?n.sion. lateral thinking. Hence the hypothesis is accepted.

f' mpec!:lve null hypothesis is rejected. But the calculated ‘t’

While comparing the mean scorey of

i:-_ i Toisal i 5 Ivine decisi .~ (mean=30.38,30.16, 185.11) and Science (mewis

| thinking, logical thinking, problem so e dedision making ) o 187.33) B.Ed. trainees it is inferred that (ly
and thinking styles. Hence the respective null hypothesis is _ , _

Haccepted. B.Ed. trainees are better in logical thinking, problem

While comparing the mean scores of male and thinking styles than the Arts B.Ed. trainees,
(mean=30.68) and female (mean=31.54) B.Ed. trainees it y

L . . . Hypothesis 3

l1s inferred that the female B.Ed. trainees are better in the

f:.djmenslonoflateralﬂlmlqngmanthemale.B.Ed. trainees. There is no significant difference i
Hypothesis 2

Kanayakumari, Tirunelveli and Thoothukudj distriets
1 There is no significant difference between arts and

_ : i — . college trainees with reference to their thinking styles
| c':lenc‘ie 01‘liiSEd trainees in their thinking styles and its i dimeiigis.
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Table

4

DIFFERENCE AMONG KANAYAKUMARI,

RUNELVELI AND THOOTHUKUDI DISTRICT
1). COLLEGE TRAINEES WITH REFERENCE

TO THEIR THINKING STYLES AND ITS

DIMENSIONS

2 - 7
ficnsions —— = 210:&3“ Calculat| Remarks
hinking] - . | Sum of edF | at5%
3 variation square
Alyles squares - value level
variance
f.‘al Bet_w?en 108.916] 54.458] 4033 S
King Within 14136.28]  13.502

ive Between 201.88] 100.94
E 7.345 S
iking Within 14387.8] 13.742 .
gical Between 92.68 46.34
ikingz Within | 15929.511] 15.214 s .
blem Between 303.853] 151.927
: : 9.788 S
#ving Within | 16251.123] 15.522
ision Between 106.379 319 5 506 S
sking Within 15795.24] 15.086]
Between 136.31] 68.155
' 671
\king Within | 15277.614] 14.592 o 3
Minking Between | 4650.017] 2325.009 8,786 S
tles Within | 277061.49] 264.624]

_5% level of significance, for (2,1047) dfthe table value

U is 3.00)

. Itis inferred from the above table that the calculated
yalue is greater than the table value (3.00) for df2,1047,
5% level of significance. Hence the respective null
pothesis is rejected. It shows that there is significant
iference among Tirunelveli, Thoothukudi and
lhyakumari districts B.Ed. trainees with reference to their
hiking styles and its dimensions.

pothesis 4

. There is no significant association between hobby
f thinking styles and its dimensions of B.Ed. trainees.

{ Table 5

. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN HOBBY AND
IHINKING STYLES AND ITS DIMENSIONS

OF B.ED. TRAINEES
Dimensions of df Calculated Remarks at
{hinking styles “r’’ value 5% level
ritical thinking 6 20.468 S
eative thinking 2.755 NS
ogical thinking 7.046 NS
toblem solving 16.867 S
kecision making 4.390 NS
ateral thinking 6.134 NS
lhinking styles 12.051 NS

(At 5% level of significance, for 6

Researct
df'the table value of ‘72’ 1s 12.592)

Paper

It is inferred from the above table that -
the calculated 72’ value is less than the table value (12.592)
for df 6, at 5% level of significance in the dimensions of
creative thinking, logical thinking, decision making, lateral
thinking and thinking styles. Hence the respective null
hypothesis is accepted. But the calculated ‘72’ value is
greater than the table value (12.592) for df 6, at 5% level
of significance in the dimensions of critical thinking and
problem solving. Hence the respective null hypothesis is
rejected. It shows that there is significant association
between hobby critical thinking and problem solving of
B.Ed. trainees.

FINDINGS

23.6% of male and 23.3% of female B.Ed. trainees
have high level of critical thinking. 21.8% of male and 21.2%
of female B.Ed. trainees have high level of creative thinking.
22.7% of male and 17.4% of female have high level of.
logical thinking. 27.3% of male and 23.1% of female have
high level of problem solving. 23.6% of male and 22.9% of
female have high level of decision making. 26.4% of male
and 23.6% of female have high level of lateral thinking,
29.1% of male and 22.1% of female have high level of
thinking styles.

|
There is no significant difference between male and

female B.Ed. trainees in the dimensions of critical thinking, |
creative thinking, logical thinking, problem solving, decision’

making and thinking styles. But there is significant differencer.
between male and female B.Ed. trainees in the dimension
lateral thinking. While comparing the mean scores of male
(mean=30.68) and female (mean=31.54) B.Ed. trainees it
is inferred that the female B.Ed. trainees are better in thd
dimension of lateral thinking than the male B.Ed. trainees.

There is no is significant difference between Arts and:
Science B.Ed. trainees in the dimensions of critical thinking,
creative thinking, decision making and lateral thinking. But
there is significant difference between Arts and Science
B.Ed. trainees in the dimensions of logical thinking, pmblem‘
solving and thinking styles. While comparing the mean scores’:
of Arts (mean=30.38, 30.16, 185.11) and Science’,
(mean=31.22, 30.75, 187.33) B.Ed. trainees it is mferreu
that the Science B.Ed. trainees have better logical thinking,
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problem solving and thinking styles than the Arts B.Ed. Since they are from villages 1/, . 7 ;
trainees. may have some good habits, ability ( : ‘I,. 5

L _ . facing problems and accepting new
_hereissignificant difference among Kanyakumari, g avione physical strength is also thc resn (14
Tirunelveli and Thoothukudi districts B.Ed. trainees with mental health. Urban students are poor mtheli i

reference to their thinking styles and its dimensions. and high in their suicidal tendency. T ¢ romsn,

There is no significant association between hobbies gettingenough time to share their feelir s and il
of B.Ed. trainees in the dimensions of creative thinking, their parents, wrong guidance by the peer g
logical thinking, decision making, lateral thinking and thinking  usage of electronic gadgets like mobile phones,
styles. But there is significant association between hobbies and social medias, lack of people to guide ii
of B.Ed. trainees and in the dimensions of critical thinking adolescent period. From correlation the investi
and problem solving. to know that there is a significant relationship bty
health and suicidal tendency. Ifthe students are .
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