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Abstract

Personality is a subject that has been studied because of the social, economic, individual, and educational
implications of personality. The widely used model for measuring personality is the Five-Factor Model (FFM).
The robustness of the factor structure of the FFM of personality has been provided among cultures and diverse
samples. The measurement tools are used to identify differences between individuals or groups. However, in
order to make meaningful comparisons, it is necessary to provide the measurement equivalence among the
comparison groups. Thus the current study aimed to test the measurement invariance of the Quick Big Five
(QBF) items that are used in many disciplines in Turkey. For this purpose, the QBF items were investigated in
terms of configural, metric, scalar and strict invariance across gender. In this research, 1114 university students
aged between 17-32 years were included in the sample. Firstly, several CFAs were performed for the whole
sample and then both men and women separately. The findings of the CFA revealed that the QBF model fit the
data. In addition, each of the 30 items of the scale was embedded into a related latent factor in both gender
groups. Secondly, sequential multiple group CFA tests to examine measurement invariance were conducted.
According to the findings, full configural, partial metric and scalar invariance were fulfilled across gender.
However, strict invariance could not be achieved. Imaginative and inquisitive under the openness factor were
determined to cause measurement non-invariance. In conclusion, latent mean comparisons can be made by
excluding these two items across gender.

Key Words: Five-factor model, personality traits, partial metric invariance, early adulthood, sex.

INTRODUCTION

Personality traits are comparatively long-lasting molds of opinions, emotions, and manners that make
individuals different from each other (Bleidorn, Hopwood, & Lucas, 2018). The development of
personality traits throughout the life span has been an intriguing subject. Caspi and Shiner (2006) noted
that one of the important reasons for this is that there are many theoretical and practical implications
and outcomes of understanding personality development (cited in Morizot, 2014). Perhaps the most
popular personality conceptualization used in personality measurement is the Five-Factor Model
(FFM). This model arranges personality into five trait domains. However, this classification does not
mean that all personality traits can be reduced into five factors; rather, the “big five” should be seen
as broad but comprehensive factors based on a series of associated items (Mueller & Plug, 2006;
Paunonen & Ashton, 2001). Almost universally, researchers have reached a consensus on the
representation of the Five-Factor Personality Model (John, Neumann, & Soto, 2008; Korkmaz, Somer,
& Gungor, 2013; McCrae, Terracciano, & Pro, 2005).

The theoretical foundations of the Five-Factor Model (FFM) were formed by the lexical hypothesis
(Allport & Odbert, 1936 as cited in Poropat, 2009). According to this hypothesis, the most prominent
features of people as personality traits eventually become part of their own language and show
themselves in the language they use. Based on this hypothesis, it was envisioned that personality traits
could be identified by looking at the descriptive adjectives in languages. Adjectives that may be
indicative of personality, especially in English, have been determined. Afterwards, it was possible to
develop scales based on Five-Factor Model and examines their validity with factor analytical studies
in other languages (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996).
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The Big Five dimensions consist of agreeableness, extraversion, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and
openness to experience. Individuals with a higher orientation in the Agreeableness dimension are
known as compassionate, polite, tolerant, open to co-operation, and willing to help. Conscientiousness
represents individual differences in target orientation, organized, self-discipline, impulse control, and
compliance with social norms and rules. Individuals with a higher orientation in the Neuroticism
dimension are considered worried, self-conscious, acting without forethought, and downbeat. They
feel vulnerable, tend to experience low self-worth, and experience negative emotions relatively easily.
Extraversion reflects being socially confident, willing to make friends, assertive and energetic.
Individuals with a higher orientation in the Openness dimension are known as willing to try new things,
broad-minded, intellectual curiosity, high imagination, creative, and artistic sensitivity (Barrick &
Mount, 1991).

It is noteworthy that most of the research on personality development focuses on early adulthood
(Durbin et al., 2016; Fadjukoff, Feldt, Kokko, & Pulkkinen, 2019; Johnson, Cohen, Brown, Smailes,
& Bernstein, 1999; Shiner, Allen, & Masten, 2017; Soto, 2016). Longitudinal studies on the Big Five
have shown that relatively great and resistant changes in personality have occurred in early adulthood
(Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 2006). This could be due to the fact that “important biological,
social, and psychological changes occur throughout childhood and adolescence” (Soto, 2016, p. 410).
Hence the period from late childhood through early adulthood is called a critical personality
development period (Durbin et al., 2016). Besides, the frontal lobe of the brain continues to develop
until the age of 25 or 28. Further maturation of these regions of the brain enhances persons’ capacity
for better judgment, self-regulation, planned behaviors, and for more complex cognitive functioning.
These functions do, in turn, contribute to the various developmental tasks of this age group. In addition,
the period between the ages of 18 and 30 constitutes the transition to adulthood is an important stage
of development in terms of sincerity, entrepreneurship, social interests, identity, work and parenting
(Arnett, 2000). Indeed, research has shown that in early adulthood, interests are crystallized and
balanced, and professional aspirations and prospects are delineated with more precision (Low &
Rounds, 2007). Therefore researchers still have an ongoing interest in this developmental period.
Moreover, personality traits are part of the individual's productivity, and it is important to examine
these traits as they are directly social and economic value.

Gender Differences in Personality

Personality traits are broad and relatively stable individual differences that affect human behavior and
choices. Gender differences in personality traits have always been of interest to researchers (Kajonius
& Johnson, 2018). There are several reasons for this interest. First, gender differences in personality
were observed in all cross-cultural studies (e.g., Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; Guimond, 2008;
Schmitt, Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008). It is a universal issue. Also, there is ample evidence that
gender differences in personality are relatively stable throughout life (Donnellan, Conger, & Burzette,
2007). In addition, many social choices such as occupational, educational, spousal selection, conflict,
and relationship regulation are related to personality (Berings, De Fruyt, & Bouwen, 2004; Bono,
Boles, Judge, & Lauver, 2002; Figueredo, Sefcek, & Jones, 2006; Gasser, Larson, & Borgen, 2007).
For example, although there is an increase in women’s level of education and participation in “high-
status professional fields, women and men are still concentrated in different occupations and
educational programs, and women are still under-represented in the fields associated with physical
science, engineering, and applied mathematics” (Eccles, 2011, p. 195). Unfortunately, there still exists
a large gender aperture in mathematics, technology, engineering, and science majors (Cole &
Espinoza, 2008; Langen & Dekkers, 2005; Legewie & DiPrete, 2014; Wang & Degol, 2017). Thus, it
may be possible to monitor and improve the development of individuals, especially of women, in terms
of education, skills and occupations by examining psychological factors such as personality traits, of
course, along with various social policies toward gender equality.

Meta-analytic studies have shown that gender differences in psychological variables vary according
to the construct examined. For example, men dominate sexual and physical aggression, status-seeking,
and risk-taking behavior (Buss, 2004; Lynn, 1993). In contrast, devotion, care and benevolence
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tendencies are higher among women in all societies (Browne, 2006). The effect of personality on
earnings (income) of women and men is also noteworthy. Compatibleness appears to be higher in
women and lower in men and functions as a factor for women to consent to lower wages (Mueller &
Plug, 2006). Similarly, agreeableness and neuroticism consistently emerge as two traits that show the
highest gender differences in women (Bouchard & Loehlin, 2001; Costa et al., 2001; Kajonius &
Johnson, 2018). Self-identity and self-esteem are associated with sensitivity to others and focusing on
relationships in women; in contrast, in men, it is associated with a tendency to establish autonomy and
ascendancy over others (Josephs, Markus, & Tafarodi, 1992). The FFM suggests that gender
differences are usually small or moderate but significant, in terms of the effect size, and that men tend
to show greater differences in personality traits than women (Borkenau, McCrae, & Terracciano, 2013;
Lippa, 2010).

On the other hand, the literature review shows that the last two decades has added a new perspective
to the results of research on personality and gender. Surprisingly, more gender-based differences have
been reported in more gender-egalitarian societies (Fischer & Manstead, 2000; Kajonius & Johnson,
2018; Schmitt, Long, McPhearson, O’Brien, Remmert, & Shah, 2017). In other words, gender
differences in personality are greater in more individual, more economically developed and more
egalitarian societies, because this like of conditions lets men and women to more freely express their
intrinsic dispositions (Falk & Hermle, 2018). Therefore, such studies are crucial in order to grasp the
origin of gender distinctions in personality traits and to broaden our understanding of this issue.

Personality and Academic Performance

Personality and its relations with social and economic structures have always been a lively research
topic (Funder, 2001). On the other hand, the impact of personality on academic achievement and its
educational implications have been ignored until the last decades. As Poropat (2014) pointed out that
“One of the areas in which both educators and learners have been under-informed is the role of
individual differences in learning and education, especially with respect to temperament and
personality” (p. 24). Personality keeps a substantial role in students' school experience and academic
success (Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2006). The desire for performance in a job or academic
activity and continuity in performance was found more decisive than FFM factors rather than mental
ability (Heckman, Stixrud, & Urzua, 2006, Judge & llies, 2002; Willingham, Pollack, & Lewis, 2002).
Non-mental skills function a major role in the school performance of children and adolescents
(Duckworth & Seligman, 2005; Matthews et al., 2006). Some studies have shown that personality
traits predict academic achievement better than indicators of cognitive measures (Lounsbury,
Sundstrom, Loveland, & Gibson, 2003).

Motivation, which has an important function in learning, is conceptualized as a personality trait
(Rindermann & Neubauer, 2001). Conscientiousness has been identified as the strongest dimension of
FFM in predicting academic performance (Chamorro-Premuzic, & Furnham, 2003; Dumfart &
Neubauer, 2016; Nguyen, Allen, & Fraccastoro, 2005; O’Connor & Paunonen, 2007; Poropat, 2009).
Similarly Noftle and Robins (2007) pointed out Conscientiousness was the most powerful predictor of
both high school and college GPA. Emotional stability (low neuroticism) is related to self-efficacy
(Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002) and predicts academic achievement (Poropat, 2011). Noftle
and Robins (2007) found Openness was the most potent predictor of SAT verbal scores. Openness to
experience has been associated with learning, motivation for learning, intelligence, critical thinking,
and lexical intellect (Bidjerano & Dai, 2007; De Raad & Schouwenburg, 1996; Klein & Lee, 2006).
Obviously, it is substantial to investigate the academic performance of individuals because significant
investments are made in education by communities and individuals indicating the high worth given to
educational performance (Poropat, 2009). The strong relationships between academic performance
and Big Five personality factors indicate that we need to focus more on personality traits in terms of
education.
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Measurement Invariance on Big Five

Empirical studies with different cultures and settings supported the robustness and generalizability of
the Big Five personality factor structure (John & Srivastava, 1999). In addition, there is considerable
evidence that the Big Five personality traits have predictive validity in childhood, adolescence, and
adulthood, as well as repeatability of factor structure during different developmental periods (see in
Morizot, 2014). However, in order to interpret the differences or similarities between the comparison
groups of a psychological construct, it is necessary to test the invariance of the psychological construct
through measurement invariance. As mentioned so far, investigating personality traits is crucial to
provide an understanding of educational decisions and developmental screening. Although there are
significant differences between males and females, studies showing the equivalence of factor
structures at the latent mean level are too limited in personality research (Morizot, 2014; Samuel,
South, & Griffin, 2015). Therefore, there is a need for research that supports the structure of the Big
Five, which is widely used in almost every discipline (psychology, health, economy, education,
sociology, etc.) with further validity analyzes. If the scalar measurement invariance can be achieved
in comparison groups for Big Five construct, it is possible to make meaningful comparisons between
the latent means (Ock, McAbee, Mulfinger, & Oswald, 2020; Sass, 2011). Otherwise, it cannot be
determined whether the resulting differences can actually be attributed to the true difference between
the groups or to a situation stemming from the lack of equivalence of the psychological construct. In
this case, both the validity and generalizability of the psychological structure become problematic.

While several Turkish instruments have been developed based on the Big Five theory, they are often
too long for practical applications. Also, the measurement invariance of such scales has not been
studied. Only Korkmaz et al. (2013) examined the measurement invariance of gender in high school
adolescents on a 200-item scale developed by them. However, further research is needed with various
developmental groups. In behavioral sciences, researchers tend to view scales that are above 40 items
as “substantial length and generally prefer “abridged” versions (Roets & Van Hiel, 2011). Since the
Quick Big Five (QBF) scale is a relatively “brief” scale, it provides ease of use and application. Indeed,
this is why it has been preferred in many research and used widely by professionals from various
disciplines (education, health, economics, psychology, etc.). Understanding the development of
personality traits throughout life span has theoretical and practical consequences (Roberts, Kuncel,
Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). In particular, it is important to examine the validity of the scores
obtained from relatively shorter self-report tools through further studies. Such studies are also
important in contributing to current discussions about the nature of the personality and in terms of
understanding cultural differences in personality factors. Only with such an evidence, the use of the
current instrument in university-counseling centers for clinical use or for the use of researchers
intending to make gender comparisons could yield to sound results. Therefore, the current study has
two aims: (1) to test model fit of the Quick Big Five (QBF) on a Turkish early adulthood sample, and
(2) to test the measurement invariance of the scale items. Concerning the second purpose, QBF-30
items under five factors were examined in terms of configural, metric, scalar and strict invariance
across gender.

METHOD

This study aimed at investigating measurement invariance of the Quick Big Five scale across gender.
In this section the participants, data collection tool, and the data analysis were described.

Participants

The sample was comprised of 1114 university students, aged 17-32 years (Mag. = 20.8, Medianage =
21, SD = 2.4), from Central-Anatolia Turkey. Among them were 659 females (59%) and 455 males
(41%). Information on students’ faculty and grade were presented in the Table 1. Data were collected
during the 2018-2019 academic year.
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Table 1. Participants’ Faculty and Grade

f %

Faculty Missing 26 2.3
Education 270 24.2

Science and Literature 121 10.9

Economics and Administrative Sciences 236 21.2

Engineering 201 18.0

Architecture 62 5.6

Communication 47 4.2

Agricultural Sciences and Technologies 71 6.4

Islamic Sciences 40 3.6

Medicine 40 3.6

Total 1114 100.0

Grade Preparatory 44 3.9
1st 219 19.7

2nd 242 21.7

3rd 419 37.6

4t 190 17.1

Total 1114 100.0

Data Collection Instrument

The QBF is a scale measuring personality traits. The QBF was adapted from Goldberg’s Big Five
Personality scale consisting of 100 adjectives by reducing the number of items to 30 (Vermulst &
Gerris, 2005). There were two groups in their study. There were 12107 participants (5865 male) in the
12-18 age group and 7172 participants (3622 male) in the 19 and older age group. The QBF personality
dimensions are extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, emotional stability, and openness.
Each personality trait is measured with six items; thus, the scale consists of 30 items. The items are
marked on a 7-grade rating scale that ranges from completely untrue (1 point) to completely true (7
points). The 12 items in the scale are reverse coded. The scores for each subscale range from 6 to 42.
High scores indicate high levels of the relevant personality dimension. Confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was used to determine the factor structure of the scale. CFA results showed that the 5-factor
structure was confirmed (RMSEA = .05, CFl = .96). The Cronbach Alpha values for the sub-scales
were .81 for extraversion, .80 for agreeableness, .86 for conscientiousness, .78 for emotional stability
and .73 for openness to experience respectively. The test-retest reliability of the scale was also
acceptable (Vermulst & Gerris, 2005). The validity studies of the QBF have been conducted in
different adolescent and adult groups until now (e.g., Borghuis et al., 2017; Klimstra et al., 2013;
Manders, Scholte, Janssens, & De Bruyn, 2006).

The QBF was adapted to Turkish culture by Morsunbul (2014). In his study, 793 participants were
included consisting of two age groups: adolescent group aged 14-17 and university students aged 18-
22. Based on the CFA results (,°/df = 3.76, GFI = .91, CFI = .92, NFI = .91, NNFI = .91 RMSEA =
.08), the five-factor structure of the scale was confirmed with the Turkish sample. The Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficients of the subscales ranged from .71 to .81 in the adaptation study.

Before completing the QBF, participants were asked for gender, age, grade and faculty information.
Informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in the study. Data for this study was
collected during the academic year of 2018-2019. Although at the time of data collection the
institutional ethical permission was not obtained, all necessary steps were taken to ensure the ethical
rights of the participants. The nature of questions/items on the surveys was not of any sort to pose any
likely distress for participating students. Nor the results of the study pose any risk for bridging of
confidentiality. Thus, during data collection, in reporting the findings as well as by not obtaining or
revealing students’ names or other personal information, the study adhered to ethical principles at the
utmost level.
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Data Analysis

The suitability of the data for the analyses was examined before proceeding to the analyses. Data entry,
missing value, outlier, and normality were evaluated with SPSS 22.0. LISREL9.2 was used for the
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and multiple-group CFA for testing invariance across gender.

Confirmatory factor analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to examine the model fit. The maximum likelihood
estimation method with the covariance matrix was employed in the CFA. Because the chi-square (%)
statistic is sensitive to sample size, it may cause inflated chi-square values (Kline, 2011). Therefore,
various fit indexes were also evaluated along with the chi-square statistic. The following criteria and
indices recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999) and Kline (2011) were taken into consideration. The
comparative fit index (CFI), which is less sensitive to large samples and the non-normed fit index
(NNFI), which is generally considered to be relatively independent of sample size were preferred as
incremental fit indexes. The goodness of fit index (GFI) and the root-mean-square error of
approximation (RMSEA) were chosen as absolute fit indexes considered while assessing model fit in
CFA. While “an absolute-fit index directly assesses how well an a priori model reproduces the sample
data” (Hu & Bentler, 1998, p.426) “incremental fit indexes evaluate model fit by comparing a target
model with a more restricted, nested baseline model” (Beauducel & Wittmann, 2005, p.45). The ratio
of chi-square to degrees of freedom (/df) values less than 5 suggest sufficient fit; the CFI, GFI, and
NNFI values .90 or greater indicate adequate model fit. The RMSEA values .08 or less point out a
good fit.

Measurement invariance

Measurement invariance has been viewed as a way of assessing the applicability of test instruments
when the same psychological construct is intended to be measured in a different group (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002). In this study, measurement invariance was tested by multiple groups confirmatory
factor analysis (MGCFA). A series of successive tests are followed for the measurement invariance.
First, the configural model is tested. When testing the configural invariance, factor loadings and
intercepts are not restricted, except for reference indicators, and factor means are fixed at 0 for both
groups (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). Ensuring the configural invariance is a prerequisite for the metric,
scalar, and strict invariance. After establishing the configural invariance, metric invariance is tested.
When testing the metric invariance, the factor loadings are equalized, but intercepts are not restricted
between the groups (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). After achieving the metric invariance, scalar
invariance is tested. When testing scalar invariance, factor loadings and intercepts are restricted, but
error variances were allowed to vary across groups. If scalar invariance is obtained, then strict
invariance is tested. When testing strict invariance (invariant uniqueness), all error variances are
constrained to be equal across groups (Milfont & Fischer, 2010).

Chi-square difference test (Ay?) is employed to compare these nested models (Brown, 2006; Dimitrov,
2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The presence of a non-significant difference for each model
indicates that the measurement invariance is accepted. However, if it is considered that the chi-square
test is affected by the sample size, it is recommended to use another indicator. Therefore, following to
recommendation of Cheung and Rensvold (2002) CFIs difference values (ACFI) were used to compare
these nested models. In order to accept measurement invariance, the delta CFI value in each model
tested must be greater than -0.01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). When measurement invariance cannot
be achieved, partial measurement invariance is examined. As Milfont and Fischer (2010) stated
“partial measurement invariance may allow appropriate cross-group comparisons even if full
measurement invariance is not obtained.” (p.117).

According to Van De Schoot, Lugtig, and Hox (2012), the purpose of analyzing partial measurement
invariance is to determine which loadings or intercepts differ between groups. The authors suggested
following the steps to establish partial measurement invariance:
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Study the size of the loadings and/or intercepts, and constrain all loadings and
intercepts, except for the one loading/intercept with the largest unstandardized
difference, which is released. Subsequently, compare this new model with the old
Model 1 or 2. If Ay? is now insignificant, partial invariance is established. If Ay?is still
significant release another item, and continue until the item that causes MI not to hold
is identified. (p.491)

In line with the recommendations of these researchers, the suitability of individual parameter equality
constraints was examined when it is necessary to investigate the partial invariance. In this current
study, while checking partial invariance ACFI value along with Ay? was taken into consideration.

RESULTS

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

A CFA was conducted to investigate the model fit to the Quick Big Five scale. The fit indexes for the
five-factor structure with 30 items were found for the full sample as follows (in Table 2): y’@s) =
4457.75 (p < .000) and »*/df = 11.28 did not support the fit of the model. As already mentioned, this
was an expected finding related to the sensitivity to the sample size of the chi-square statistics. The
other fit indexes were found as follows: CFI = .94, NNFI = .94, GFI = .93 and RMSEA = .082 [90%
lower-upper confidence interval .080 - .085]. The RMSEA deviated slightly from model fit. On the
other hand, based on the values concerning CFI, NNFI, and GFI, the model-data fit was met.
According to the t-test, factor loadings in CFA were found significant at .05 level. In light of these
findings, it was concluded that the model data fit for the five-factor solution of the scale was
acceptable.

Measurement Invariance Across Gender

In order to examine the measurement invariance according to gender, firstly CFA was performed
separately in female and male groups. According to the y%df, model fit was not attained for both the
female and the male groups. However considering the alternative fit indices it was concluded that the
model fit was acceptable for the female as well as the male groups based on the CFI, NNFI, and GFI
values. On the other hand, RMSEA values both females and males indicated a bit model misfit. These
findings presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit Indexes for the Full Sample and the Baseline Model across Gender
90% CI for RMSEA

Group 2 df A CFl NNFI GFI  RMSEA — - Goner

Full 445775 305 1128 .94 94 93 08 080 085

Female 2526.20%** 395 6.4 .93 93 .90 09 088 092

Male 1978.81%** 395 50 .95 95 .93 09 089 095
*k*k p < 001

After the baseline model was achieved the next step was to establish configural invariance. Although
conducting individual CFAs in each group (baseline models) can test configural invariance, it is still
necessary to run this step in MGCFA (Milfont & Fischer, 2010). Configural model presented at Table
4 showed adequate fit to the data, except for the chi-square statistics (y*/df = 6.61, CFI = .93, NNFI =
.92, RMSEA = .08). These findings indicated that the factorial structure of the construct was equal
across gender. Standardized factor loadings, error terms and t-values in the baseline (configural) model
were presented in Table 3.

Next, metric invariance was examined. Findings of the fit indexes of measurement invariance were
presented in Table 4. While comparing nested models, the chi-square difference test and ACFI values
were examined. The chi-square difference between metric model and configural model was
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statistically significant (Ay’@o) = 1820.59, p < .0001) and ACFI = -.03 < -.01; thus indicating metric
invariance was not achieved. These findings showed that factor loadings could not be accepted as
equal across gender groups.

Table 3. Standardized Factor Loadings, Error Terms and t-values in the Configural Model

ltems Standlardlged factor Standard Error t-values
oadings

Female Male Female Male Female Male
Agreeableness
5 Pleasant .55 .69 .059 .072 15.73 16.21
10  Helpful .60 .68 .060 .072 17.03 16.21
15 Kind 72 73 .056 .066 21.36 18.66
20  Cooperative 51 .57 .072 .086 14.01 13.24
22 Agreeable .64 .66 .064 .075 18.21 15.99
28  Sympathetic .67 .66 .063 .073 19.35 16.35
Extraversion
4 ReservedR 44 .62 .071 .087 12.02 13.54
9 Quiet® .60 .62 .073 .086 16.61 14.46
13 IntrovertedR .65 73 .070 .085 18.84 17.55
18  Talkative .23 .37 .077 .092 -5.90 -1.74
21  Bashful® 73 75 .072 .085 21.42 18.65
26 WithdrawnR 75 71 .073 .084 21.66 17.87
Conscientiousness
3 SloppyR .18 -.07 .084 .097 4.35 2.50
8 Careful .57 -.64 .067 .080 15.47 -14.64
12 Organized .76 -.86 .065 .080 23.37 -21.55
17  Prompt .56 -.65 .074 .089 15.39 -14.83
25  Neat 74 -.82 .071 .086 22.33 -20.41
27  Systematic .63 -73 .070 .086 17.96 -17.18
Neuroticism
2 IrritableR .39 46 .077 .092 10.14 9.87
7 High-strungR .58 .62 .068 .082 16.01 14.21
11 TouchyR .59 .56 .074 .087 16.03 13.02
16 AnxiousR 74 72 .068 .079 21.72 18.03
24 FearfulR .62 49 .077 .088 16.59 11.42
29  Nervous® 73 .69 .070 .082 21.05 17.03
Openness
1 Imaginative” .58 .86 .056 .070 18.29 20.47
6 Inquisitive® .61 .84 .063 .074 18.39 20.43
14  Sophisticated .67 81 .056 .070 20.31 19.99
19  Innovative .68 .80 .064 .076 20.36 20.04
23 Artistic 57 .56 .078 .093 15.67 13.11
30 Creative 12 .80 .064 .075 21.73 20.57

R Revised items, * non-invariance items

Partial metric invariance was investigated in order to determine which item or item groups had
different factor loadings. When full metric invariance is not attained, the non-invariant items can be
found by gradually releasing the factor loadings according to items with the highest modification index
until a final partial metric invariance model is achieved (Cooper, Gomez, & Aucote, 2007). Following
the recommendation, item 1 (imaginative) was determined as having the highest modification index.
In addition, the factor loadings of item 1 in females and males yielded the highest difference (as shown
in Table 3). Vandenberg (2002) stated, “after accurately identifying the items that are not invariant,
the researcher engages in a partial metric invariance strategy whereby the non-invariant items are
freely estimated in each group, but the invariant items are fixed equal between groups” (p. 151). In
light of this suggestion, item 1 was freely estimated in both groups, and then still, a statistically
significant difference between this model and configural model (p < .001) was observed. The ACFI (-
.03) value also indicated that the model fit could not be established. Ongoing examination of the item
with the highest modification index in the last model was determined as item 6 (inquisitive). In
addition, the factor loadings of item 6 in females and males yielded the second-highest difference (as
shown in Table 3). When item 1 and item 6 were freely estimated in both groups, an insignificant
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difference between this model and configural model (p =.012) at .01 level was found. The ACFI value
(0.0) lower than -.01 also indicated that the model fit was supported. That is, partial metric invariance
was established across the groups, except for the factor loadings of item 1 and item 6.

Table 4. Fit Indexes for Measurement Invariance Models across Gender

Model 7 df CFl_NNFI ___ RMSEA A2 Adf p__ ACFI
Configural 542642 820 .93 92 08 - - - -
Metric 724701 850 .90 .90 13 182059 30 .000  -03
Partial Metric — 11 570439 827 .92 91 09 277.97 7 000  -01
Partial Metric — 11 & 16 544277 826 .93 93 .09 16.35 6 .012 0.0
Scalar 5456.86 831 .93 93 .09 14.09 5 .015 0.0
Strict 728646 802 .89 89 14 18296 29 000  -04

After partial metric invariance was established, the scalar invariance test was conducted. The findings
were indicated that the chi-square difference between the scalar model and the partial metric model
was not statistically significant (Ay%s) = 14.09, p > .01). The zero ACFI value higher than -.01 indicated
scalar invariance. After achieving scalar invariance, in order to examine the highest level of
measurement invariance with the test of invariance of error variance was carried on. The chi-square
difference between the strict model and the scalar model was statistically significant (Ay?9) = 1829.6,
p <.001) and the ACFI = -.04 is lower than -.01. These findings showed that strict invariance was not
achieved.

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

The aim of the study was twofold. The first purpose of the present study was to test the factorial
validity of the Quick Big Five on the Turkish early adulthood sample, and the second was to examine
measurement invariance across gender. Firstly, CFA was performed for the whole sample. Afterwards,
the model fit was evaluated separately for both male and female groups. Secondly, sequential multiple
group CFA tests to examine measurement invariance were conducted.

In general, most of the fit indexes emerged that the Quick Big Five showed adequate fit to the data for
the whole sample and the gender groups. However, RMSEA and y%/df indicated model misfits. Since
the chi-square statistic is sensitive to model size (e.g., the number of observed variables and factors
estimated, model degrees of freedom) and sample size (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016), it is not surprising
that chi-square showed model misfit. These findings are in line with the findings related to personality
traits in the literature. For instance, Beauducel and Wittmann (2005) examined the performance of
CFA fit indexes in their simulation study. The simulated data in their study were set as characteristic
of data in personality research. As a result of their research, the researchers stated that “there is a
tendency to indicate misfit for RMSEA and y?/df values when the incremental fit indexes indicate fit.”
(p.57). They also revealed the situation regarding model fit in personality research as follows:

According to Raykov (1998), a perfect model fit is not very realistic in personality
research because the personality phenomenon can be considered exceedingly complex
and because it is not possible to include all relevant variables in studies on personality.
When the models do not contain all relevant variables, it is very unlikely that they will
explain all relevant aspects of an empirical covariance matrix. Thus, a problem that is
emphasized when the application of CFA to personality research is discussed is the
extreme complexity of the phenomena under investigation. (Beauducel & Wittmann,
2005, p.42).

As researchers pointed out, it is obvious that there are some problems in model-data fit concerning
personality research. The current research findings also are consistent with the literature.

Based on the findings, full configural, partial metric, and scalar invariance were achieved across
gender. The fact that configural invariance has been achieved indicates that the Quick Big Five Scale
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has a comparable factor structure between females and males. Configural invariance is a prerequisite
and should be established in order for subsequent tests to be consequential (Vandenberg & Lance,
2000). In the subsequent test, findings failed to support full metric invariance. However, if latent
constructs are to be meaningful in a comparison between groups, equal factor loadings must first be
obtained (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Therefore, after investigating modification indices, the two
items found as non-invariant across the groups. Model fit was acceptable after freeing the factor
loadings for item 1 and item 6. The two non-invariant items were “imaginative” and “inquisitive”.
Both of the items were under the same dimension entitled Openness. Males had higher factor loadings
on both non-invariant items which implies that these items are more strongly associated with the scale
of the Quick Big Five in males than in females. In other words, these two statements have a different
meaning and/or interpretation for the males and the females. This finding is understandable given the
patriarchal cultural context of Turkey, and individuals are at the onset of their lives meticulously
socialized into highly rigid gender roles where males are encouraged to explore their environments
and be independent while female behaviors are closely controlled and monitored so as to promote a
strictly rule-abiding lifestyle. Therefore, boys are encouraged and praised for their curiosity and
bravery in an exploration of their environment and accumulation of life skills while girls are
particularly in the name of “sexual protection” are discouraged toward such exploration whether that
be actual or imaginary. In short, males and females are given extremely different sets of rules regarding
experimentation with new experiences.

After partial metric invariance was fulfilled, the scalar invariance was tested. The findings showed that
item intercepts (except for item 1 and item 6) were invariant across the gender groups. These findings
are partly consistent with the findings of the study conducted by Morizot (2014) on an adolescent
sample. Morizot (2014) reported that partial scalar (intercept) invariance was achieved when four
items were released in the Big Five Personality Trait Short Questionnaire (BFPTSQ). Two of these
non-invariance items were artistic-related items that were from the Openness. As mentioned above, in
the present study two items of Openness caused metric non-invariance. In accordance with the current
literature, the items on Openness had the lowest fit for the FFM data (Rollock & Lui, 2016). There
appear some difficulties in understanding the concept of Openness (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Openness
is quite hard to define clearly (DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2005). This may be due to the fact that
the abstract and complex definition of Openness (Connelly, Ones, Davies, & Birkland, 2014).
Openness includes motivation, needs to reach out novel and varied experience, but sometimes
proposes clearly improper receptivity (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Openness to Experience also requires
vision, aesthetic sensitivity, and is willing to discard the thought of traditional values. Thus, the
dimension of Openness is perhaps not a core concept of personality universally but may have specific
meanings in cultural contexts. So much so that the Openness factor did not emerge in the original
Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory (Cheung et al., 2008). This was because the FFM model,
which was built on the conceptualization of Western-centered personality, did not fit into the more
collective Eastern culture (Cheung, Fan, & To, 2008). Triandis and Suh (2002) stated, “The Openness
factor is problematic in several studies” and added “Openness emerges more readily in individualist
cultures, particularly among student samples that tend to be idiocentric, than in collectivist cultures”
(p. 150). There are also views that culture has different levels of influence, even in a single
psychological domain such as personality (McAdams & Pals, 2006). McCrae, Yik, Trapnell, Bond,
and Paulhus (1998) stated that the cross-lingual equivalence of the scale of Openness was quite limited
but still this result was not amazing because it measures the “attitudinal reflections™ of the relevant
areas of the scale “and attitudes are undoubtedly influenced by the cultural context” (p. 1052).

The highest level of measurement invariance is strict invariance. In the current study the strict
invariance was tested but not achieved. This finding was in line with the study done by Samuel et al.
(2015) in which they demonstrated full configural, metric, and scalar invariance but did not achieve
strict invariance on The Five-Factor Model Rating Form across gender. On the other hand, in the
literature, it is noted that strict invariance is a very restricted test; thus, it is not compulsory to compare
latent mean differences (Brown, 2006).

In conclusion, the findings of the CFA confirmed the Quick Big Five (five-factor) adequately fit the
data from the Turkish early adulthood sample. In addition, each of the 30 items of the scale was
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embedded into a related latent factor in both gender groups. This study resulted in several important
outcomes. The first important outcome of this study is that the QBF scale operates in Turkish early
adulthood sample. Further, the QBF scale was able to carry on full configural, partial metric and scalar
invariance between males and females. That is, the QBF scores have the same measurement unit and
origin across gender groups when the item 1 and item 6 are excluded. Therefore, the equivalence
evidence of the QBF scale of a Turkish sample was built on across gender groups. In other words,
meaningful comparisons can be made between the latent mean of the construct.

Even within a nation itself, differences in response manner or expression of personality traits can be
shaped depending on cultural contexts (Rollock & Lui, 2016). Therefore, in future research, evidence
of validity for diverse groups can be investigated. Likewise, the measurement invariance of the distinct
comparison groups can be examined. Because, while examining personality traits, it provides more
insight into similarities and differences in item-based studies rather than domains or factors. In
addition, there is a need for comprehensive studies on whether the Openness dimension and the facets
under this dimension are an etic (universally) or an emic (culture-based) construct. Besides,
inconsistency was observed between the CFA fit indices in this study. Therefore, further research on
the behavior of different fit indices could be conducted in personality research.

Because personality traits are closely associated with academic variables, educators who intend to
enhance individuals’ academic performance should have a keen interest in personality. The findings
of this study indicated that the QBF is a valid self-report tool that can be easily applied for the early
adulthood period in Turkish culture. Thus, the QBF can be used to enhance academic achievement as
well as tailoring of teaching methods and techniques to the individual in school settings. Likewise, it
can be used at least in addition to other instruments in employee selection in a variety of human
resources and occupational guidance settings. In addition, the QBF scores can guide educational and
vocational counselors to provide more functional guidance for clients. This research includes some
theoretical implications. It confirmed that making group comparisons without taking into account the
items where measurement invariance cannot be achieved would lead to biased decisions. It also added
new validity evidence to existing personality literature.
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Hizh Biiyiik Besli Kisilik Testi: Cinsiyete Gore Ol¢me
Degismezliginin Incelenmesi

Girig
Kisilik 6l¢timiinde yaygin olarak kullanilan kavramsallastirma Bes Faktér Modelidir. Bu model
kisiligi bes 6zellik alanina gore organize eder. Arastirmacilar Bes Faktor Kisilik Modeli’nin neredeyse

evrensel diizeyde temsiliyeti lizerinde biiyiik 6l¢iide uzlagsmaya varmis durumdadir (John, Neumann
& Soto, 2008; Korkmaz, Somer & Gungor, 2013; McCrae, Terracciano & Pro, 2005).

Bes Faktor Modeli’nin kuramsal temelleri sozciik (lexical) hipotezi ile olusturulmustur. Bu hipoteze
gore; insanlarin kisilik 6zelligi olarak en ¢cok 6ne ¢ikan 6zellikleri 6niinde sonunda dillerinin bir pargast
olur ve kullandiklar1 dilde de kendilerini gosterir. Bu hipotezden yola cikilarak kisilik 6zelliklerini
dillerdeki betimleyici sifatlara bakarak belirlemek miimkiin goriilmiistiir. Basta Ingilizce olmak iizere
kisiligin gostergeleri olabilecek sifatlar belirlenmis sonra da baska dillerde faktor analitik caligmalarla
Bes Faktor Modeli’ne dayali dlgekler gelistirmek ve gecerligini incelemek miimkiin olmustur (Saucier
& Goldberg, 1996). Bunlardan biri de Biiyiik Besli’dir. Biiyiik Besli boyutlart uyumluluk, sorumluluk,
duygusal denge, disadoniikliik ve deneyime agiklik olarak belirlenmistir.

Kisilik gelisimi iizerine yapilan ¢ogu arastirma erken yetiskinlik donemine odaklanmistir. Bunun
nedeni, kisilik gelisiminin beyin gelisimine bagli olarak 25 hatta 28 yasina kadar devam etmesidir. Bir
diger nedeni de yetiskinlige gecisteki 18 ile 30 yas arasinin samimiyet, girisimcilik, sosyal ilgiler,
kimlik, is ve ebeveynlik acisindan 6nemli bir gelisim evresi olmasidir (Arnett, 2000). Arastirmalar
erken yetiskinlik doneminde ilgi alanlarmin kristalize oldugunu ve dengeledigini ayrica kariyer
hedeflerinin ve ileriye doniik beklentilerinin kisisel ve ¢evresel 6zelliklere uyum saglama acisindan
daha gercekei hale geldigini gostermistir (Low & Rounds, 2007).

Kadinlar ve erkekler arasindaki psikolojik farkliliklar her zaman incelenen bir konu olmustur
(Kajonius & Johnson, 2018). Peki, kisilikteki cinsiyet farkliligimi incelemek neden onemlidir?
Oncelikle kisilik iizerindeki cinsiyet farkliliklar1 kiiltiirler aras1 tiim arastirmalarda gozlenmistir. Bu
nedenle evrensel bir husustur. Bir digeri, kisilikteki cinsiyet farkliliklarinin yasam siiresi boyunca
istikrar gostermesidir (Donnellan, Conger, & Burzette, 2007). Bu da bize bireylerin gelecekteki
secimlerinin egilimi ve bu se¢imler sonucunda karsi karsiya kalacaklar1 durumlar hakkinda bilgi verir.
Ayrica mesleki, egitsel, es segme, catigma, iligski diizenleme gibi sosyal pek c¢ok secimler kisilikle
iliskilidir (Berings, De Fruyt, & Bouwen, 2004; Bono, Boles, Judge, & Lauver, 2002; Figueredo,
Sefcek, & Jones, 2006; Gasser, Larson, & Borgen, 2007). Bunun yaninda meta-analiz ¢aligmalar da
psikolojik degiskenler tizerindeki cinsiyet farkliliklarinin incelenen yapiya gore degiskenlik
gosterdigini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Boylece, kisilik 6zellikleri gibi psikolojik etmenlerin incelenmesi
yoluyla bireylerin 6zellikle de kadinlarin egitim, beceri ve mesleki agidan gelisimlerinin izlenmesi ve
iyilestirilebilmesi miimkiin olabilir.

Kisilik ve kisiligin sosyal ve ekonomik yapilarla iligkileri her daim canli bir arastirma konusu olmustur
(Funder, 2001). Bir iste veya akademik faaliyetlerde performans gdsterme istegi ve performansta
devamlilik zihinsel yetenekten ziyade (Heckman, Stixrud, & Urzua, 2006, Willingham, Pollack, &
Lewis, 2002) kisilik faktorleri tarafindan daha belirleyici bulunmustur (Judge & Ilies, 2002).
Literatiirde bazi ¢aligmalar zihinsel olmayan becerilerin ¢ocuklarin ve ergenlerin  okul
performanslarmda 6nemli rol oynadigini gostermistir (Duckworth & Seligman, 2005). Acikgasi,
ogrencilerin akademik performanslarini incelemek oldukca onemlidir, ¢iinkii toplumlar ve bireyler
tarafindan egitime 6nemli yatirimlar yapilmakta, bu da egitim performansina verilen yiiksek degeri
gostermektedir (Poropat, 2009). Akademik performansla Biiyiik Besli kisilik faktorleri arasinda giiglii
iligkilerin olmasi da egitsel agidan kisilik Ozelliklerine daha fazla egilmemiz gerektigine isaret
etmektedir.

Farkli kiiltlirler ve 6rneklemlerle yapilan ampirik calismalarla Biiyiik Besli kisilik faktor yapisinin
saglamlig1 desteklenmistir. Ancak bir psikolojik yapinin karsilagtirma gruplart arasinda farklilik veya
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benzerlikleri yorumlanmak isteniliyorsa oncelikle 6lgme degismezligi yoluyla psikolojik yapinin
degismezliginin test edilmesi gerekir. Bu nedenle hemen her disiplinde (psikoloji, saglik, ekonomi,
egitim, sosyoloji vb.) yaygin olarak kullanilan Biiyiik Besli faktor yapisinin daha ileri gecerlik
analizleri ile desteklendigi aragtirmalara ihtiyag vardir. Biiyiik Besli igin kargilagtirma gruplarinda
ancak skaler olgme degismezligi saglanabilirse alt gruplardan elde edilen puanlar (veya gizil
ortalamalar) arasinda anlamli karsilastirmalar yapilabilmesi miimkiin olur (Ock, McAbee, Mulfinger,
& Oswald, 2019; Sass, 2011). Aksi takdirde ortaya ¢ikan farkliliklarin gergekten gruplar arasindaki
farkliliga m1 yoksa psikolojik yapinin esdeger olmayisindan kaynakli bir duruma mi atfedilip
atfedilemeyecegi belirlenemez. Bu durumda psikolojik yapinin hem gegerligi hem de genellenebilirligi
sorunlu hale gelir.

Tiirkiye’de Biiyiik Besli kuramina gore yapilandirilan 6lgekler olmasina ragmen sadece Korkmaz ve
digerleri (2013) gelistirdikleri 200 maddelik 6lcek tizerinden lisede 6grenim goren ergen gruplarinda
cinsiyete gore 6lgme degismezligini incelemislerdir. Ancak bu konuda daha fazla aragtirmalara ihtiyag
vardir. Yagam donemleri boyunca kisilik 6zelliklerinin gelisimini anlamak kuramsal ve pratik sonuglar
icerir (Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). Ozellikle gorece daha kisa kendini rapor
etme araclarindan elde edilen puanlarin ileri calismalarla gegerliginin incelenmesi Oonem arz
etmektedir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada pek ¢ok disiplinde kullanilan Hizli Biiylik Besli faktorlerinin
Tiirk erken yetigskin 6rnekleminde gecerligi ve cinsiyete gore dlgme degismezliginin test edilmesi
amaglanmustir. Ikinci ama¢ dogrultusunda Hizli Biiyiik Besli faktorlerinin cinsiyete gore yapisal,
metrik, skaler ve kat1 6lgme degismezligi arastirilmistir.

Yontem

Bu arastirmaya yaslar1 17-32 arasinda degisen I¢ Anadolu Bélgesi’nde 6grenim goren 1114 iiniversite
ogrencisi katilmistir. Katilimcilarin 659’1 kadin (%59) ve 455°1 erkek (%41) oldugunu beyan etmistir.
Kisilik 6zelliklerini 6lgmek i¢in Vermulst ve Gerris (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen Hizli Biiyiik Besli
Kisilik 6lgegi kullamlmstir. Olgek 30 maddeden olusmaktadir. Her kisilik 6zelligi altt maddeyle
ol¢iilmektedir. Alt dlgekler i¢in Cronbach Alfa degerleri .73 ile .88 arasinda degismektedir. Olgek
Morsunbul (2014) tarafindan Tirk kiiltiiriine uyarlanmistir. Uyarlama ¢aligmasinda alt 6lgeklerin
Cronbach Alfa katsayilar1 .71 ile .81 arasinda degistigi rapor edilmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi
(DFA) ve ¢ok gruplu DFA analizleri LISREL9.2 programu ile ger¢eklestirilmistir.

Bu ¢alismada 6lgme degismezligi coklu grup dogrulayici faktor analiziyle test edilmistir. Olgme
degismezliginin test edilmesinde asamali olarak devam eden siirecler vardir. ilk asamada karsilastirma
gruplari igin ayr1 ayr1 DFA yapilarak 6lgme modeli test edilir. Eger model uyumu saglanirsa, ikinci
asamada s6z konusu gruplar igin yapisal degismezlik, metrik degismezlik, faktor kovaryanslari
(skaler) degismezligi ve hata varyanslari (kat1) degismezligi sinanir (Dimitrov, 2010). Her bir model,
bir 6nceki model ile karsilastirilir. Bu i¢ ige yuvalanmis modelleri karsilagtirmak igin ki-kare fark testi
kullanilir (Brown, 2006; Dimitrov, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Her bir model i¢in manidar bir
farkin olmamasi, 6lgme degismezligin saglandigini gosterir.

Ki-kare testinin Orneklem biiyiikliigiine duyarli olmasi nedeniyle i¢ ige yuvalanmis model
karsilagtirmalarinda daha direncli bir gosterge olan CFI fark degerlerinin kullanilmasi 6nerilmektedir
(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Ol¢gme degismezligin saglanamadigi durumlarda kismi degismezlik
incelenmelidir. Kismi degismezlik siirecinde en biiyiik modifikasyon iireten parametreler belirlenir.
Bu parametreler tek tek serbest birakilarak degismezligin saglanip saglanmadigi incelenir.

Sonug ve Tartisma

Genel olarak, uyum indekslerinin ¢ogu, Hizl1 Biiyilik Beslimin tiim 6rneklem ve cinsiyet gruplari i¢in
verilere yeterli uyum gosterdigini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Ancak, RMSEA ve x°/sd degerlerinde bir miktar
model uyumsuzlugu gézlenmistir. Ki-kare istatistiginin model bityiikliigiine ve 6rneklem biiyiikliigiine
duyarli olmasindan dolay1r (Putnick & Bomnstein, 2016), ki-kareye bagli degerlerde model
uyumsuzlugunun izlenmesi sasirticit degildir. Bu bulgular, literatiirdeki kisilik 6zelliklerine iliskin
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bulgular ile uyumludur. Ornegin, Beauducel ve Wittmann (2005) DFA uyum indekslerinin simiilasyon
caligmalarindaki performansini incelemislerdir. Arastirmalar1 sonucunda arastirmacilar RMSEA ve
2*Isd degerleri igin uyumsuzluk gosterme egilimi oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Bulgular, cinsiyete gore tam yapisal, kismi metrik ve skaler degismezlik saglandigini gostermistir.
Yapisal degismezligin saglanmis olmasi Hizli Biiylik Bes olceginin kadin ve erkekler arasinda
karsilastirilabilir faktor yapisina sahip oldugunu belirtir. Bir sonraki agamada, tam metrik degismezligi
incelenmistir. Ancak tam metrik degismezligin saglanmadig1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu nedenle, kismi
degismezlik incelenmistir. En biiylik modifikasyon indeksi iireten madde deneyime aciklik faktorii
altindaki “hayal giicii genis” maddesi olarak belirlenmistir. Bu maddeye iligkin faktor yiikleri serbest
birakilarak tekrar metrik degismezlik incelendiginde yine degismezligin saglanamadigi goriilmiistiir.
Devam eden siirecte en biiyilkk modifikasyon indeksi iireten bir sonraki madde olan “merakli”
maddesinin faktor yiikleri gruplar arasinda serbest birakilmigtir. Coklu grup DFA bulgulari, bu iki
madde serbest birakildiginda kismi metrik degismezligin saglandigini gostermistir. Bu iki maddeye
iligkin parametreler serbest birakildiginda skaler degismezligin de saglandigi gozlenmistir.

Cinsiyet gruplari arasinda faktor yiik degerleri incelendiginde erkekler Deneyime Agiklik boyutundaki
her iki madde iizerinde de (“hayal giicii genis” ve “merakli”) daha yiiksek degerler elde etmislerdir.
Bu bulgu, erkeklerde s6z konusu bu iki maddenin gizil yapi ile daha giiclii bir sekilde iliskili oldugunu
ifade etmektedir. Bagka bir deyisle, bu iki maddenin erkekler ve kadinlar i¢in farkli bir anlami
mevcuttur. Tiirkiye'nin ataerkil kiiltiirel baglami géz oniine alindiginda bu bulgu anlasilabilirdir.
Nitekim, bu toplumda erkekler dogduklar1 andan itibaren ¢evrelerini kesfetmeye ve bagimsiz olmaya
tesvik edilirken bilakis kadinlarin davranislar1 yakindan kontrol edilip siirekli takip edilmektedir.
Cinsiyet rolleri kadmlar i¢in kurallara uyan bir yasam tarzin1 sosyal hayatlarina islemektedir. Bu
nedenle, kizlar, 6zellikle “cinsel koruma™ ad1 altinda, ¢evrenin kesfi ve yeni yasam becerileri elde etme
firsatlarin1 degerlendirme yoniinde siirekli bir engelleme ile karsilagirken, erkelerin yeni deneyimler
konusundaki meraklar1 cesaretlendirilir ve oviiliirler. Kisacasi, erkeklere ve kadinlara yeni deneyimler
elde etme konusunda son derece farkli kurallar verilir. Bu nedenle deneyime agiklik boyutundaki bu
iki maddenin cinsiyet gruplarinda esdeger anlamlar1 karsilamiyor olusu anlagilirdir.

Kismi metrik degismezlik saglandiktan sonra skaler degismezlik test edilmistir. Bulgular, acgiklik
faktorii altindaki iki madde hari¢ diger maddelerin, cinsiyet gruplari arasinda degismez oldugunu
gostermistir. Bu bulgular, bir ergen 6rnegi iizerinde Morizot (2014) tarafindan yapilan ¢aligmanin
bulgulariyla kismen uyumludur. Morizot (2014) Biiyiik Besli Kisilik Ozellik Kisa Anketi’'nde dért
madde serbest birakildiginda kismi skaler degismezligin saglandigini bildirmistir. Bu doért maddeden
ikisi, A¢iklik boyutuyla iliskiliydi ve metrik degismezligin saglanamamasina neden olmustu. Mevcut
literatiire gore, Agiklik ile ilgili maddeler Biiylik Besli Modeli’nde en diisiik uyuma sahip olarak ortaya
¢ikmaktadir (Rollock & Lui, 2016). Oyle ki, 6zgiin Cin Kisilik Degerlendirme Envanterinde Agiklik
faktorii hi¢ ortaya ¢ikmamistir (Cheung ve digerleri, 2008). Bunun nedeni, Bat1 merkezli kisiligin
kavramsallastirilmasi iizerine insa edilen Biiyiikk Besli Modeli’nin daha kolektif Dogu kiiltiiriine
uymamasi olarak belirtilmistir (Cheung, Fan & To, 2008). Triandis ve Suh (2002) Agiklik faktoriiniin,
bireysel kiiltiirlerde, daha kolay ortaya ¢iktigini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica, kisilik gibi tek bir psikolojik
alanda bile kiiltiirin farkli diizeylerde etkiye sahip olduguna dair goriisler vardir (McAdams & Pals,
2006). McCrae, Yik, Trapnell, Bond ve Paulhus (1998), A¢iklik boyutunun ¢apraz dil esdegerliginin
olduk¢a sinirli oldugunu, ancak bu sonucun sasirtict olmadigini, ¢iinkii 6lgegin ilgili alanlarinin
tutumsal yansimalarimi Ol¢tiigii ve de tutumlarin kuskusuz kiltiirel baglamdan etkilendigini
belirtmisglerdir.

En iist diizeydeki 6lgme degismezligi kat1 degismezliktir. Bu ¢alismada kati degismezlik test edilmis
ancak saglanamamistir. Literatiirde kat1 degismezligin ¢ok kisitli bir test oldugu belirtilmektedir, bu
nedenle gruplar arasinda gizil ortalamalar karsilastirilirken kati degismezligin saglanmasi zorunlu
degildir (Brown, 2006).

Bu calisma dnemli sonuglar igermektedir. 11k olarak, DFA bulgulari, Hizli Biiyiik Besli’nin hem tiim
orneklemde hem de kadin ve erkek katilimcilar i¢in model veri uyumunun dogruladigini géstermistir.
Bu ¢alismanin ikinci énemli sonucu, Hizli Biiyiik Besli 6l¢eginin Tiirk erken yetiskin 6rnekleminde
islev gosterdiginin ortaya konmasidir. Ayrica, Hizli Biiylik Besli 6l¢eginde erkekler ve kadinlar
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arasinda tam yapisal, kismi metrik ve skaler degismezlik elde edilmistir. Bu sonug, iki madde disarida
tutulmak suretiyle cinsiyet gruplar1 arasinda gizil degisken ortalamalarma iliskin anlaml
karsilagtirmalarin yapilabilecegini belirtmektedir. Unutmamak gerekir ki, dlgme degismezliginin
saglanamadigi maddeleri dikkate almadan grup karsilastirmalar1 yapmak yanli kararlara yol
acabilecektir. Bu calisma, mevcut kisilik aragtirmalarina yeni gegerlik kanitlari eklemistir. Gelecekteki
caligmalarda, farkli karsilagtirma gruplart i¢in gegerlik kaniti arastirilabilir ve 6lgme degismezligi
incelenebilir.
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