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Abstract

Extreme response style (ERS) refers to a disproportionate preference for endpoint options in Likert
type or rating scale items, regardless of their content. The ERS has the potential to deteriorate the fit
of the measurement model in use. In the current study, it was proposed that the use of the ERS is one
possible cause of aberrant response patterns. In the context of item response theory (IRT), aberrant
response patterns are also known as misfit responses, and these patterns are investigated using
person-fit statistics. Accordingly, this study aimed to investigate whether the ERS is associated with
misfit response patterns. For this purpose, data were collected from 727 university students with the
Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI) using a convenient sampling method. The findings
revealed that people who use the ERS were more likely to produce misfit response patterns. The
results were consistent for both the lower-tail and the upper-tail ERS use. Based on the findings, it
was concluded that the ERS is one plausible reason for a person's misfit in the context of personality

m. More in-depth analyses of the link between the ERS and person-fit are encouraged.
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Introduction

Self-report measurement instruments have been widely used as data collection methods in a
variety of social science disciplines. During this process, the researchers assumed that the
participants' responses were sincere and correct, and data analysis was carried out based on
that strong assumption (Moors, 2010). However, whether respondents’ responses accurately
reflect their sincere opinions has never been fully addressed. If this assumption is not met,
researchers may obtain results that prevent them from drawing valid conclusions. Even in
the earliest psychometrics literature, it was stated that participant insincerity jeopardizes the
validity of inferences obtained from survey data (Cronbach, 1946, 1950). In addition, when
the scores on the estimated trait do not precisely reflect the true level of the trait being
evaluated, this is referred to as a measurement error (Lord & Novick, 1968). For this reason,
it is critical to identify participants whose responses do not accurately reflect their genuine
opinions on the topics that the measurement tool intends to measure and to minimize
measurement error by eliminating these individuals' responses from the dataset. Only in this

way, a tester can draw valid inferences based on the measurement process.

Traditionally, the degree of measurement error is examined at the item level and
indicates how well an item's observed response pattern fits into the proposed test model
(Lomax, 1986). If the pattern does not contribute to the hypothesized model, it is accepted
that at least one item does not fit well into the measurement model, and these item(s) are

often removed from the measurement tool or revision of these item(s) is considered.

Persons, on the other hand, can be another source of error (Viswanathan, 2005). In
general, error-producing responses at the person level might be caused by carelessness, a
lack of desire, a specific response style, deceptive responses, and so on. These test-taker
behaviors induce respondents to produce inconsistent and unexpected (sometimes referred to
as aberrant) response patterns. The emergence of aberrant response patterns jeopardizes the
reliability and validity of the measurement process (Reynolds, 2010). When the sample size
is large enough, and the ratio of individuals with aberrant response patterns to the sample
group is low, the renewal of the analysis by removing aberrant response patterns from the

sample group provides better results in terms of model fit (Ferrando, 2007).

Evaluating the observed response patterns on a personal level can be examined by
investigating “person-fit” or “fit at the person-level” (Meijer & Sijtsma, 2001). There are
several reasons why it is critical to examine person-fit. However, the fundamental

explanation is that the observed scores of persons with a lower degree of fit may not
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accurately reflect their underlying ability levels (Meijer, Niessen, & Tendeiro, 2016). In this

case, conclusions drawn from observed scores may be invalid. As a result, observed
response patterns of persons must be routinely checked for possible aberrancy (International
Test Commission, 2014). In addition, person-fit statistics are useful indicators of response

consistency/validity index (Reise & Waller, 1990).

Many techniques for assessing person-fit have been developed over time, including
latent class and mixture analysis, diagnostic classification modeling, multilevel logistic
regression analysis, factor analysis/covariance structure modeling (Rupp, 2013), and a
recently proposed family of techniques known as “person-fit statistics”. The focus of the
person-fit statistics is on the observed response vectors of respondents. They are used to
determine how well an individual's item response vector matches the expected response
pattern from a given measurement model. In fact, numerous person-fit indexes have been
developed to date to assess the validity of the individual response pattern within the IRT
framework. Even though they employ different computational procedures (e.g., Tatsuoka,
1996; Drasgow, Levine, & McLaughlin, 1987), the overarching goal of all is to assess the
degree of consistency of a response pattern with a specified IRT model (Embretson & Reise,
2000).

Due to the importance of investigating model fit at the person level, several
researchers have begun to focus on the topic of person-fit statistics in recent years (Ferrando
& Chico, 2003; Meijer & Sijtsma, 2001; Pan & Yin, 2017). While some research in the
person-fit literature compares different person-fit statistics in terms of power and type | error
(e.g., Karabatsos, 2003), others studied the causes and potential impacts of person misfit on
test features (e.g. Petridou & Williams, 2007). On the other hand, the existing person-fit
statistics are unable to identify the probable causes of the misfit. Examining the links
between person-fit and certain key variables, on the other hand, is the only way to better
understand how person misfit occurs. In line with this reality, recent studies focus on how
test and personality characteristics are related to person-fit. A recent study (Dodeen &
Darabi, 2009) reported that personality traits are related to aberrant responses. For example,
a test taker with particular personality traits may try to give a better impression when
answering a personality instrument and choose response options with higher or lower scores
(Zickar & Drasgow, 1996). Another recent study dealt with the question of whether or not
there is an association between being a misfit and outlier (Felt, Castaneda, Tiemensma &

Depaoli, 2017) and concluded that misfit respondents are probably an outlier. In addition,
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the researchers stated that person-fit statistics could be an effective diagnostic tool to detect

outliers. Thus, another probable cause for respondents' endorsement of extreme response
alternatives. All in all, the relevant literature support that misfit respondents may be using

extreme response more.

In the relevant literature, this kind of tendency of an individual to respond to test
items in a specific and systematic manner on a basis different from the trait that the items are
intended to measure is called response style (Paulhus 1991). Weijters (2006) divided
response style sources into two main categories: stimulus level and respondent level. At the
stimulus level, the response style is seen as a result of the measurement tool, while at the
respondent level, the response style is seen as a result of personal characteristics. Examples
of possible sources of response style at the stimulus level are the item format (Weijters,
Cabooter & Schillewaert, 2010) and the mode of data collection. At the respondent level, the

psychological and demographic characteristics of the individual are the main sources.

Response styles, in general, contribute to systematic error. The univariate and
multivariate distributions of gathered data result in invalid and erroneous response patterns.
Nonetheless, researchers frequently fail to include an analysis of the ERS in their studies.
Readers who are interested in gaining more information about these response styles are
recommended to look at relevant literature (i.e., Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 2001; Hurley,
1998).

The most known is the ERS. It corresponds to the disproportionate preference of
endpoints in Likert type or rating scales, regardless of the content of the items. It is also
possible to consider the ERS as the opposite of endorsing middle options among possible
response categories. For example, the ERS for a five-point Likert scale item relates to the
number of items for which a participant selects “strongly agrees with” or “strongly disagrees
with” options (Greenleaf, 1992). The traditional method of calculating the ERS amount is
used by simply adding the extreme replies of a respondent to a range of items (Baumgartner
& Steenkamp 2001). It is also known as the “counting technique”. Vaerenbergh and Thomas

(2013) provided a detailed review of alternative techniques to detect the ERS.

Persons using the ERS are likely to produce response patterns that the trait level of
the respondent cannot estimate. In addition, the disproportionate use of extreme responses
alters the correlations between the variables and makes it difficult to understand the nature
of individual differences. Many different analyzes such as calculation of internal

consistency, regression analysis, factor analysis, and structural equation models are based on
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correlations (Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 2001). Therefore, ignoring the effect of the

extreme responses may lead to misleading results. Despite its importance and the effect of
measurement results, controlling person-fit is not frequent in real-world testing applications
(Meijer, Niessen & Tendeiro, 2016).

In addition, the connection between the use of the ERS and personality is implied in
the literature. Many studies have shown that the ERS use of individuals remains relatively
stable over time (Jain & Agrawal, 1977; Greenleaf, 1992). In addition, the previous studies
revealed that the use of the ERS is highly prevalent when using self-report measurement
tools. A recent study reported that 25% of the participants adopted the ERS during the
response process (Austin, Deary & Egan, 2006). The consistency and stability of these
response styles (e.g., Weijters, Geuens & Schillewaert, 2010) implies that individuals’ traits
and even personalities may impact using the ERS. According to the previous findings, there
was a positive relationship between conscientiousness and extreme reaction styles. In
addition, it was found that extrovertedness is related to the ERS (Austin et al., 2006; Naemi,
Beal & Payne, 2009). The findings were also confirmed by He and van de Vijver (2013).
Finally, in another study conducted by Hamilton (1968), it was stated that there was a
negative relationship between neuroticism and ERS (He & van de Vijver, 2013). All in all,
consistent results have been reached on the relationship between personality and the ERS
(Kyllonen, 2008; Landers, Sackett & Tuzinski, 2011)

As previously stated, evaluating response patterns is critical for identifying the
source of measurement error. Because item response theory (IRT) is also a model-based
measurement approach, detecting misfit individuals is especially important within the IRT
framework. In addition, earlier studies frequently investigated person-fit when evaluating
achievement exams (Brown & Villareal, 2007). However, like other approaches in the field
of psychometrics, person-fit statistics have come to be employed in psychological
assessment procedures where instruments contain polytomous items (Dodeen & Darabi,
2009; Ferrando, 2012). The ERS can have a detrimental impact on the person-fit statistics
because it will generate response patterns incompatible with the measurement model
utilized. In line with this possibility, the purpose of this study was to investigate whether

there is an association between person-fit and the ERS.
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Method

This research, which aims to examine the association between person-fit and extreme
response style, is relational research since it aimed to determine the connection between

these two variables.
Participants

Due to the 2020 pandemic outbreak, participation in the study was held online. Because it is
not easy to apply systematic sampling procedures when using an online data collection
approach, the data was collected using convenient sampling. The participants were selected
from four different state universities in a metropolitan province and included 727 students
from 11 different departments. The demographic characteristics of the sample group are
provided in Table 1 below.

Accordingly, the participants consisted of 590 females ranging in age from 16 to 23
(M=21.19, SD=1.70) and 137 males ranging in age from 17 to 23 (M=21.39, SD=1.47).
Regarding departments, the participants contained History (n=32), Psychology (n=120),
Dentistry (n=104), Child Development (n=69), Psychological Counseling (n=65), Science
Teaching (n=25), Math Teaching (n=102), Social Sciences Teaching (n=42), Literature
(n=69), Sociology (n=8), Fine Arts (n=97) students. This final sample size was obtained
after eliminating 73 participants because of missing data and being an outlier. It was
scrutinized whether or not the removal of these 73 participants disturbs the characteristics of
the sample group in terms of age, gender, and departments they enrolled and found that it

was not the case.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the demographical characteristics of the participants

Variable Groups n %

Gender Female 590 81.2
Male 137 18.8

Department History 26 3.6
Psychology 120 16.5
Dentistry 104 14.3
Child Development 69 9.5
Psychological
Counseling 65 8.9

Science Teaching 25 3.4
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Math Teaching 102 14.0
Social Sciences

Teaching 42 5.8
Literature 69 9.5
Sociology 8 1.1
Fine Arts 97 13.3

Data Collection Tools

When the literature presented in the introduction is reconsidered as a whole, it is fair to
assume that as the respondents answer to a personality inventory, participants will possibly
use the ERS or become a misfit. For this reason, a personality inventory was preferred to
investigate an association between the ERS and the person-fit. Accordingly, the Basic
Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI) was selected as a data collection instrument. The BPTI
is a self-report instrument developed by Gencdz and Onciil (2012) for University Students.
It is a five-point Likert-type scale consisting of six dimensions measured by 45 adjective
items. The participants were asked to what extent these adjectives represent themselves. In
addition to conventional five personality dimensions, including five dimensions
(Extraversion-E, Conscientiousness-C, Agreeableness-A, Neuroticism-N, and Openness-O),
the scale also includes a sixth one: Negative Valence-NV. During the development phase,
exploratory factor analysis was carried out to investigate the factorial structure of the BPTI,
and the results revealed that the six dimensions explained 53% of total variance and items
loaded on the factors with loadings ranging between .84 and .40. BPTI was also evaluated in
terms of internal consistency and test-retest reliability by Gencoéz and Onciil, and it was
found that internal consistency coefficients were ranged between .71 and .89 for sub-
dimensions. Test-retest reliability values were also found to vary between .71 and .84. These
coefficient values supported the acceptable level of internal consistency for the BPTI items.
For the current study, contrary to the conventional approach, the internal consistency of the
BPTI items was not calculated because Person-fit was investigated in the IRT context, which

approaches the concept of reliability differently.
Data Analysis

When the person-fit literature is examined, it was seen that there are many different statistics

developed so far. It is recommended that interested readers should look at Meijer and
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Sijtsma (2001) for a review of these methods. The Iz person-fit statistics (Drasgow, Levine

& Williams, 1985) were preferred in the current study because it is the most studied and the
most known one. In addition, it is based on a strong psychometric approach, also known as
item response theory. Once the data set was obtained, the Iz statistics were calculated for

each participant.

The Iz statistic is the standardized log-likelihood of response vectors of individuals
and has a similar distribution with standardized z-values, and high negative values are
interpreted as a misfit. When the Iz statistics are calculated, it is necessary to set a threshold
value based on which a decision is made whether a person is regarded fit or misfit. For the

current study, the bootstrap method was used with a = 0.05 to determine the threshold value.

After the Iz statistics were calculated and threshold values were determined, a new
dichotomous variable was created based on the Iz values where 0 represents misfit persons
and 1 represents fitting ones. In addition, two other dichotomous variables were also created
to specify lower ERS (showing whether the person selects the lowest response category) and
upper ERS (showing whether the person selects the highest response category) usage for
each individual and for each item of the BPTI. If a person shows the lower ERS or the upper
ERS, it is accepted that this person is using the ERS. Finally, for each question of the BPTI,
the chi-square statistics were calculated for the dichotomous ERS variable and the
dichotomous person-fit variables. In this way, it was aimed to see the association between
the ERS and person-fit. The calculation of 1z statistics was performed using the “PerFit”
package (v0.3.4; Tendeiro, Meijer & Niessen, 2016) included in the R statistical program
(v4.0.0; R Core Team, 2019). SPSS, version 21, was used for the other statistical

procedures.
Findings

The Pearson correlation coefficient values between the dimensions of BPTI, the mean,
standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis values of the scores for each dimension were
provided in Table 2 below. The correlation values between all dimensions were found to be
significant (p<0.01). In addition, when the kurtosis and skewness values were analyzed, it
was seen that the distributions of those values were in a range of +1 and -1, which implies

that the distribution of sub-dimension scores can be accepted as normal.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of and Correlations Between Personality Types

Dimensions 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Extraversion 0.28** 0.30** -0.21** 0.58** -0.22**
2 Conscientiousness 0.32** -0.22** 0.40** -0.23**
3 Agreeableness -0.17** 0.38** -0.40**
4 Neuroticism -0.17** 0.34**
5 Openness -0.15**
6 Negative Valence

M= 18.72 22.35 33.57 2781 29.39 34.15

SD= 492 6.06 834 645 5.73 4.14

Skewness= -0.10 -0.38 -0.16 -0.20 -0.54 -0.54

Kurtosis= -0.01 -040 -0.19 -056 0.09 0.07

**p<0.01

The descriptive statistics of the 1z values, cut-point values to decide whether or not a
participant will be coded as fit or not fit, the frequency statistics showing the number of
participants coded as fit, and as a misfit for each sub-dimension were provided in Table 3
below. Notably, the highest number of misfit persons were observed for the
conscientiousness (n=66) sub-dimension, while the lowest number of misfit persons (n=49)
was observed for negative valence. In addition, the connection between the correlation
among the dimensions and similarity of the number of misfit persons was investigated
qualitatively. It was observed that any kind of conclusive result could be inferred from this

prior investigation.

In order to examine the relationship between the ERS and person-fit, dichotomized
variables (using ERS vs. not using ERS & being fit vs. being not fit) were used to calculate
Chi-square statistics for each item in the BPTI. The ERS usage was dichotomized so that if a
person uses the lowest response category (named as lower ERS) or the highest response

category (named as upper ERS), that person was coded as ERS user. The results are
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provided in Table 4 below. Based on findings, it was realized that for 24 items, there was a

dependency of being a misfit and using the ERS. That is to say, being fit or misfit is

significantly dependent on using the ERS for those items.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for estimated person-fit statistics
Min. Max. M SD Skewness Kurtosis CutP. Fit# Misfit#
Extraversion -4.74 1.89 0.27 1.10 -1.26 2.12 -1.48 670 57
Concienciousness -7.31 1.97 0.25 1.19 -1.60 3.56 -142 671 66
Agreeableness -9.89 1.64 0.18 1.20 -2.54 1220 -150 674 53
Neuroticism -5.55 2.25 0.30 1.10 -1.30 2.80 -1.36 667 60
Openness -5.52 1.50 0.27 1.03 -1.52 2.80 -1.52 677 50
Negative Valence -3.62 1.38 0.10 0.75 -1.45 2.73 -1.12 678 49

This finding tells that ERS usage frequency among fit and misfit participants shows
the difference. When the table is examined in more detail, it was seen that misfit individuals
use both lower and upper ERS more frequently than fit persons for 17 of 24 items. On the
other hand, lower ERS was used in 5 items for the fit participants, while upper ERS was
used more for only two items. In short, it can be said that misfit individuals more intensely
use the ERS.

Table 4. Item level comparison of response styles by person-fit groups

ERS (Lower) ERS (Upper)
Items Misfit  Fit Diff.  Misfit  Fit Diff. p
Extraversion
Timid 10.5 6.1 4.4 17.5 14 3.5
Withdrawn 68.4 704 -2 0 0.1 -0.1
Shy 0 0.6 -0.6 31.6 351 -35
Talkative 10.5 3 7.5 35.1 21.8 13.3 kel
Lethargic 1.8 1.5 0.3 19.3 209 -16
Enterprising 15.8 4.2 116 246 279  -3.3 **
Cold 17.5 8.5 9 19.3 113 8 *
Passive 3.5 0.7 2.8 47.4 416 5.8

Conscientiousness
Self-disciplined 18.2 144 3.8 21.2 115 97
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Tidy 4.5 2.3 2.2 18.2 142 4
Hard-working 22.7 30 -7.3 15.2 3.8 11.4 e
Prudent 10.6 3.2 7.4 28.8 147 141 fal
Fussy 60.6 66 -5.4 4.5 1.8 2.7 fal
Determined 9.1 4.7 4.4 19.7 148 49
Irresponsible 4.5 0 4.5 65.2 495 157  **
Lazy 1.5 0.2 1.3 68.2 477 205  **
Agreeableness
Sincere 0 1.6 -1.6 321 261 6
Compassionate 13.2 208 -7.6 17 5.8 112  *
Genial 3.8 0 3.8 45.3 458 -05 fal
Well intentioned 5.7 1.9 3.8 37.7 215 162  **
Philanthropic 15.1 231 -8 9.4 8.3 1.1
Tolerant 94 24 7 50.9 46.3 4.6 *
Sharer 7.5 0.6 6.9 37.7 372 05 fal
Sensitive 3.8 1.2 2.6 34 384 -44
Neuroticism
Nervous 10 4.5 5.5 21.7 21.1 0.6
Aggressive 61.7 624 -0.7 3.3 1.3 2
Angry 317 151 166 35 7.8 272 **
Temperamental 1.7 0.3 1.4 43.3 34.8 8.5
Impatient 35 168 182 25 5.8 192  **
Capricious 48.3 319 164 117 3.6 8.1 *x
Impetuous 80 81.7 -1.7 0 0.1 -0.1
Touchy 6.7 4.6 2.1 35 16.8 182  **
Worried 23.3 11.5 11.8 16.7 10.5 6.2 *
Openness to Experience
Self-confident 86 80.8 5.2 4 0.6 3.4 *
Self-assured 8 139 -5.9 30 162 138 *
Brave 12 2.4 9.6 28 182 938 il
Creative 36 375 -15 12 3.4 8.6 *
Easy going 12 5.8 6.2 22 27 -5

Capable 6 6.2 -0.2 30 223 1.7
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Negative Valence

[ll-mannered 12 17.7  -5.7 14 9.7 4.3
Pretentious 2 0.4 1.6 42 39.7 2.3 e
Rude 6 3.4 2.6 40 288 112
Backstabbing 8 3.1 4.9 36 279 8.1

Greedy 4 1.8 2.2 42 301 119
Hidebound 8 1.5 6.5 42 30.7 113  **

Note: **p<*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ERS (lower)=percentage of participants endorsing highest
lowest category; ERS (Upper)= percentage of participants endorsing highest category;
Diff.= difference of percentage values between fit and misfit group; All values in the table

show percentages.

To indicate the relationship between person-fit and use of the ERS, a small portion of
response matrices for persons with the highest and lowest fit (ones who have lowest and
highest Iz fit statistic values) were presented in Table 5. The table also contains the average
upper and lower ERS use by both groups. The results show that ten individuals with the
highest misfit level used an average of 1.7 times lower ERS in 8 items, while the average
use of ERS (lower) was 2.6 for the 10 for those persons. For the participants having the
highest fit level, the number or lower ERS was 0.9, while this average number was 1.1. for
upper ERS use. That is to say, misfit persons are more differentiated for lower and upper
ERS use. They generally use upper ERS more frequently. The Chi-square test was used to
test whether being fit or not fit is related to using ERS in the upper or lower tail. The result
provided no proof for this relationship (p>0.05). That is to say, regardless of which kind of
ERS a respondent use, misfit persons use more ERS than fit ones. This finding showed that
the use of the ERS is more intense for individuals with the lowest 1z values (highest misfit

participants). This finding was consistent for both upper and lower ERS use.

Table 5. Response matrices and average use of ERS for a person with highest and lowest 1z

values

i1 12 i3 i4 i5 i6 i7 i8 ER (lower) # ER (upper) #

MisfitPersonl 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 2 6
MisfitPerson2 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 0 7
MisfitPerson3 1 3 3 3 1 3 5 5 2 2
MisfitPerson4 5 5 3 1 1 3 5 5 2 4
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MisfitPerson5 1 4 3 3 1 4 1 1
Misfit Person6 2 2
Misfit Person7 5 4
Misfit Person8 4 3
Misfit Person9 3 4
Misfit Person10 3 4
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Discussion

As mentioned in the introduction, people's response styles cause them to elicit scores that do
not indicate the trait level they possess. Because item response theory employs a model-
based approach to measurement, persons' estimated ability levels will likely become
incompatible with the model if other processes influence response patterns. In this case,
these individuals do not fit the model specified. In this study, how the response style is
related to person-fit was investigated. Accordingly, calculated Iz statistics of the individuals
showing the level of fit were re-coded into two categories (fit and misfit). In addition, the
response patterns of the individuals were examined and the variables specifying whether
lower or upper ERS was used created for each item. Afterward, the relationships between
these categorical variables were examined with chi-square statistics for each item. As a
result, for most of the items, a statistically significant relationship was found between
person-fit and the ERS. A similar research question was investigated in simulation studies

and obtained similar and comparable results (Tendeiro, 2017; Adams et al., 2019). Unlike
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this previous study, the current study used real data and further supported the connection

between person-fit and the ERS.

In addition, the response patterns of the ten individuals with the highest and the
lowest 1z values were examined and compared according to their use of the ERS. Similarly,
it has been confirmed that misfit persons use more ERS. When the findings are examined in
more detail, it can be said that the most consistent findings are observed for the items in the
sub-dimension of neuroticism. When the relationship between the ERS and person-fit was
examined for this dimension, it was observed that both lower ERS and upper ERS were
observed more for the misfit persons on all items for this dimension. This main result is in
line with the previous literature (see Felt et al., 2017), where the connection between outliers
and person fit was investigated. Even outliers do not necessarily use extreme responses;

being an outlier and using extreme responses are highly overlapping phenomena.
Conclusions

In this study, the results should be read carefully because only one measurement tool was
used to determine aberrant responses of individuals, and only one person-fit statistic was
used to determine misfit persons. It was suggested that readers look at St-Onge et al. (2011),
to illustrate the negative effects of employing only one person-fit statistic. As stated in the
introduction section, there are many different fit statistics in the literature. Bu using those
alternative fit statistics and multiple personality scales simultaneously in one study, the

results' validity will improve.

Due to the relatively few studies on this subject, the present study has not been
conducted and discussed based on other preliminary studies. As a result, readers can develop
alternative explanations and interpretations for the findings. As a result, the conclusions
reached in this study should be expanded. It can be said that the findings obtained in the
current study need to be verified or refuted by future studies. In addition, only the ERS,
among other response styles, was considered in this study. As stated in the introduction,
there are many different response styles, and examining how each of these response styles
related to person-fit will contribute to the existing findings. Finally, as a result of working
with real data, not all processes affecting participants' responses could be controlled.
Therefore, evaluating the observed response patterns in the context of ERS may provide
deceptive outcomes. For example, it has not been checked whether the ERS use is caused by
careless responses or by participants' desire to present themselves as more socially desirable.

Therefore, it is recommended to interpret the results carefully.
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Although personality data was used in the current study, the results can draw limited

pedagogical inferences because psychological variables are closely related to their
educational outcomes, and the relationship between personality and academic achievement
was already reported in the literature (Nambudiri, Shaik & Ghulyani, 2019). Not removing
misfit individuals from the data set may lead to erroneous diagnoses and misleading results
prevent educators from taking proactive actions to foster educational outcomes of students.
It is clear that educational outcomes can not be fostered without valid and reliable

measurement of psychological variables

Karabatsos (2003) stated that an aberrant response rate of 25% and above is the
threshold in terms of acceptability. In this study, the proportion of individuals with misfit
was found to be below 10%. Therefore, under current conditions where the level of person-
fit proportion is well below the acceptable threshold, examining person-fit in the context of

any variable may not be healthy to draw definitive results.

The effect of a third variable can be examined in future studies. For example,
examining the question of how the relationship between ERS and person-fit changes
according to the gender variable will enrich the existing knowledge on this subject. In
addition, it will be useful to examine how the relationship between person-fit and the ERS
changes according to the scores obtained for each personality sub-dimensions. In this way,
the effect of personality traits of individuals could be linked to the current findings. Finally,
it is recommended to examine the model fit levels of the items ERS use differs according to
the person-fit. It was believed that examining how the ERS affects IRT-based item fit in the

context of person-fit will provide a great contribution to the current literature.
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Giris

Oz bildirim &lgiim araglari, sosyal bilimlerin farkli disiplinlerinde veri toplama ydntemi
olarak yaygin olarak kullanilmaktadir. Bu siiregte arastirmacilar, katilimeilarin yanitlarinin
samimi ve dogru oldugunu varsayar ve bu gii¢lii varsayima dayali olarak veri analizi
gergeklestirilir (Moors, 2010). Ancak, katilimcilarin yanitlarinin samimi goriislerini dogru
bir sekilde yansitip yansitmadigi sorusunun iizerinde hicbir zaman durulmaz. Eger bu
varsayim karsilanmazsa, arastirmacilar gecerli ¢ikarimlara varmalarini engelleyen sonuglar
elde edebilir. En eski psikometri alanyazininda bile, katilimci1 samimiyetsizliginin anket
verilerinden elde edilen ¢ikarimlarin gegerliligini tehlikeye attii belirtilmistir (Cronbach,
1946, 1950). Ayrica, kestirilen 6zelligin puanlar1 degerlendirilen 6zelligin gercek seviyesini
tam olarak yansitmadiginda bu durum 6l¢iim hatasi olarak adlandirilir (Lord ve Novick,
1968). Bu nedenle, dlgme aracinin 6lgmeyi amagladigi konularda gercek goriislerini dogru
yansitmayan katilimcilar tespit etmek ve bu kisilerin yanitlarint veri setinden ¢ikararak
6lgme hatasini en aza indirmek kritik 6neme sahiptir. Ancak bu sekilde, testi uygulayan kisi

ol¢tim stirecine dayali olarak gegerli ¢ikarimlar yapabilir.

Geleneksel olarak, 6lgme hatasinin derecesi madde diizeyinde incelenir ve bir
maddenin gozlenen yanit Oriintiisiiniin Onerilen test modeline ne kadar iyi uydugunun
gostergesidir (Lomax, 1986). Oriintii, varsayilan modele katkida bulunmuyorsa, en az bir
maddenin 6lgme modeline tam olarak uymadig: kabul edilir ve bu madde(ler) genellikle

6lgme aracindan ¢ikarilir veya bu madde(ler)in revizyonu gerceklestirilir.

Diger taraftan, kisiler de hatanin bir diger kaynagi olabilir (Viswanathan, 2005).
Genel olarak, kisi diizeyinde hata tireten yanitlara dikkatsizlik, isteksizlik, belirli bir tepki
stili, aldatici tepkiler vb. neden olabilir. Bu davraniglar, yanit verenlerin tutarsiz ve
beklenmedik (bazen anormal olarak da anilan) yanit Oriintiileri liretmesine neden olur.
Anormal tepki Oriintiilerinin ortaya ¢ikmasi, 6l¢iim siirecinin giivenilirligini ve gegerliligini
de tehlikeye atmaktadir (Reynolds, 2010). Orneklem biiyiikliigii yeterince biiyiik oldugunda
ve anormal tepki Oriintiilerine sahip bireylerin 6rneklem grubuna orami diisiik oldugunda,
orneklem grubundan anormal tepki Oriintiilerinin ¢ikarilarak analizin yenilenmesi model

uyumu ac¢isindan daha iyi sonuglar vermektedir (Ferrando, 2007).

Kisi diizeyinde gozlenen yanit Oriintiileri, “kisi-uyum” veya “kisi diizeyinde uyum”
arastirilarak incelenebilir (Meijer ve Sijtsma, 2001). Kisi uyumunu incelemenin 6nemli
olmasmin birka¢ nedeni vardir. Bununla birlikte, temel aciklama, daha diisik uyum

derecesine sahip kisilerin gdzlemlenen puanlarinin, altta yatan yetenek seviyelerini dogru bir
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sekilde yansitmayabilecegidir (Meijer, Niessen ve Tendeiro, 2016). Bu durumda,

gbzlemlenen puanlardan c¢ikarilan sonucglar gecUYSiz olabilir. Sonug olarak, kisilerin
gozlemlenen tepki oOriintiileri olasi anormalliklere karsi rutin olarak kontrol edilmelidir
(Uluslararast  Test Komisyonu, 2014). Ayrica, kisi-uyum istatistikleri, yanit
tutarliligi/gecerlilik indeksinin kullanigl gostergeleridir (Reise ve Waller, 1990).

dikkate alinan.

Gizli sinif ve karisim analizi, tanisal siniflandirma modellemesi, ¢ok diizeyli lojistik
regresyon analizi, faktor analizi/kovaryans yapist modellemesi (Rupp, 2013) ve yakin
zamanda Onerilen ve kisi uyumunu degerlendirmek tizere kullanilan kisi uyum istatistikleri
ailesi kisi uyumunu degerlendirmek i¢in zaman iginde gelistirilmis olan bir¢ok teknik
arasindadir. Kisi-uyum istatistiklerinin odak noktasi, yanit verenlerin gdzlemlenen yanit
vektorleridir. Bir bireyin madde yanit vektoriiniin belirli bir 6l¢iim modelinden beklenen
yanit modeliyle ne kadar iyi eslestigini belirlemek i¢in kullanilirlar. Aslinda, MTK
cergevesinde bireysel yanit modelinin gegerliligini degerlendirmek i¢in bugiline kadar ¢ok
sayida kisi uyum indeksi gelistirilmistir. Farkli hesaplama islemleri kullanmalarina ragmen
(6rnegin, Tatsuoka, 1996; Drasgow, Levine ve McLaughlin, 1987), hepsinin genel amaci,
belirli bir MTK modeli ile bir yanit oriintiistiniin tutarlilik derecesini degerlendirmektir

(Embretson ve Reise, 2000).

Kisi diizeyinde model uyumunun arastirilmasimin 6nemi nedeniyle, son yillarda
bir¢ok arastirmact kisi-uyum istatistikleri konusuna odaklanmaya baglamistir (Ferrando ve
Chico, 2003; Meijer ve Sijtsma, 2001; Pan ve Yin, 2017). Kisi-uyumu ile ilgili
alanyazindaki baz1 arastirmalar, farkli kisi-uyum istatistiklerini gii¢ ve birinci tip hata
acisindan karsilagtirirken (6rn., Karabatsos, 2003), digerleri, kisi uyumsuzlugunun test
ozellikleri iizerindeki etkilerini ve potansiyel nedenlerini incelemistir (6rn. Petridou ve
Williams, 2007). Ote yandan, mevcut kisi-uyum istatistikleri, uyumsuzlugun olasi
nedenlerini belirleyememektedir. Ote yandan, kisi uyumsuzlugu ile belirli anahtar
degiskenler arasindaki baglantilar1 incelemek, kisi uyumsuzlugunun nasil olustugunu daha
iyi anlamanin tek yoludur. Bu gercekle ortiisecek sekilde, son zamanlarda yapilan
caligmalar, test ve kisilik 6zelliklerinin kisi uyumu ile nasil iliskili olduguna odaklanmuistir.
Yakin tarihli bir ¢alisma (Dodeen ve Darabi, 2009), kisilik 6zelliklerinin normal olmayan
yanitlarla iliskili oldugunu belirtmistir. Ornegin, belirli kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip bir yanit
verici, bir kisiligi 6lgen bir 6l¢iim aracina yanit verirken daha iyi bir izlenim vermeye

caligabilir ve buna gore daha yiiksek veya daha diisiik puanl yanit segeneklerini tercih
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edebilir (Zickar ve Drasgow, 1996). Yakin zamanda yapilan bir baska c¢alisma, uyumsuz

olmakla aykir1 deger arasinda bir iligki olup olmadig1 sorusunu ele almistir (Felt, Castaneda,
Tiemensma ve Depaoli, 2017) ve uyumsuz katilimcilarin muhtemelen u¢ degere sahip
oldugu sonucuna varmistir. Buna ek olarak, arastirmacilar, kisi uyum istatistiklerinin ug
degerleri tespit etmek icin etkili bir teshis araci olabilecegini belirtti. Bu nedenle,
yanitlayicilarin uyumsuz yanit kaliplari liretmelerinin bir baska olasi nedeni, u¢ yanit
seceneklerini kullanmalaridir. Sonug olarak, ilgili alanyazin, uygun olmayan yanitlayicilarin

ug yanitlar1 daha fazla kullaniyor olabilecegini desteklemektedir.

Ilgili alan yazinda, bireyin test maddelerine, maddelerin &lgmeyi amagcladig
ozellikten farkli bir temelde belirli ve sistematik bir sekilde yanit verme egilimine ug tepki
stili denmektedir (Paulhus 1991).Weijters (2006) yanit stili kaynaklarini iki ana kategoriye
ayrrmustir: uyaran diizeyi ve yanitlayici diizeyi. Uyaran diizeyinde, yanit stili 6l¢me aracinin
bir sonucu olarak goriiliirken, yanitlayici diizeyinde yanit stili kisisel 6zelliklerin bir sonucu
olarak goriilmektedir. Uyaran diizeyindeki olas1 yanit stili kaynaklarina 6rnek olarak madde
format1 (Weijters, Cabooter ve Schillewaert, 2010) ve verilerin toplandigi mod verilebilir.

Katilimet diizeyinde ise bireyin psikolojik ve demografik 6zellikleri temel kaynaklardir.

Yanit stilleri genel olarak sistematik hataya sebep olurlar. Toplanan verilerin tek
degiskenli ve ¢ok degiskenli dagilimlari lizerinde etkileri vardir. Bu da gecUYSiz ve hatali
yanit Oriintiilerine neden olur. Bununla birlikte, yanit stillerinin bu Onemine ragmen,
aragtirmacilar siklikla ¢aligmalarinda yanit stillerinin incelenmesini analiz siireclerine dahil
etmemektedir. Yanit stilleri hakkinda daha fazla bilgi edinmek isteyen okuyucularm ilgili

alanyazina bakmalar1 6nerilir (6rn. Baumgartner ve Steenkamp, 2001; Hurley, 1998).

Yanit stilleri icerisinde en yaygin olarak bilineni UYS'dir. Maddelerin igeriginden
bagimsiz olarak Likert tipi veya derecelendirme Olgeklerinde u¢ noktalarin orantisiz bir
sekilde tercihine karsilik gelmektedir. UYS'yi olasi yanit kategorileri arasinda orta
secenekleri onaylamanin tUYSi olarak diisiinmek de miimkiindiir. Ornegin, besli Likert tipi
bir dlcek maddesi igin UYS, bir katilimcmin “kesinlikle katiliyorum” veya “kesinlikle
katilmiyorum” segeneklerini tercih ettigi madde sayisi ile ilgilidir (Greenleaf, 1992). Bir
yanit verenin bir dizi maddedeki u¢ yanitlarini basit¢e toplamak UY'S kullaniminin miktarini
hesaplamanin geleneksel olarak kullanilan yontemidir (Baumgartner ve Steenkamp 2001).
Bu teknik “Sayma teknigi” olarak da bilinir. Vaerenbergh ve Thomas (2013) UYS kullanimi

belirlemek i¢in kullanilabilecek alternatif tekniklerin ayrintili bir incelemesini vermistir.
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UYS'yi kullanan kisilerin, yanit verenin 6zellik diizeyleriyle kestirilemeyen yanit oriintiileri

iretmesi olasidir. Ek olarak, u¢ yanitlarin orantisiz kullanimi, degiskenler arasindaki
korelasyonlar1 degistirir ve bireysel farkliliklarn dogasini anlamayi zorlastirir. I¢ tutarliligin
hesaplanmasi, regresyon analizi, faktor analizi, yapisal esitlik modelleri gibi bir¢ok farkli
analiz korelasyonlara dayanmaktadir (Baumgartner ve Steenkamp, 2001). Bu nedenle ug
yanitlarin etkisinin goz ardi edilmesi yaniltici sonuglara yol agabilir. Onemi ve 6lgiim
sonuglarinin etkisine ragmen, gergek diinya test uygulamalarinda kisi uyum kontrolii siklikla

basvurulan bir yontem degildir (Meijer, Niessen ve Tendeiro, 2016).

Ayrica, UYSmin kullanimi ile kisilik arasindaki baglanti ilgili alanyazinda ima
edilmigtir. Bir¢cok c¢alisma, bireylerin UYS kullanimmin zaman ic¢inde nispeten sabit
kaldigin1 gostermistir (Jain ve Agrawal, 1977; Greenleaf, 1992). Ek olarak, onceki
calismalar, 6z bildirim 6l¢tim araglart kullanilirken UYS'nin kullaniminin olduk¢a yaygin
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Yakin tarihli bir aragtirma, katilimcilarin %25'inin yanit siireci
sirasinda UYS’yi benimsedigini gostermistir (Austin, Dear ve Egan, 2006). Bu yanit
stillerinin tutarlili@i ve istikrar1 (6r. Weijters, Geuens ve Schillewaert, 2010), bireylerin
ozelliklerinin ve hatta kisiliklerinin UYS'yi kullanma {izerinde bir etkisi olabilecegini ima
etmektedir. Daha onceki bulgulara gore, vicdanlilik ile u¢ yanit stilleri arasinda pozitif bir
iliski vardir. Ayrica disadoniikliigiin UYS ile iliskili oldugu bulunmustur (Austin vd., 2006;
Naemi, Beal ve Payne, 2009). Bulgular ayrica He ve van de Vijver (2013) tarafindan da
dogrulanmistir. Son olarak Hamilton (1968) tarafindan yapilan bir baska caligmada da
diirtiisellik ile UYS arasinda negatif bir iliski oldugu belirtilmistir (He ve van de Vijver,
2013). Sonug olarak, kisilik ve UY'S arasindaki iliski konusunda tutarli sonuglara ulagilmistir
(Kyllonen, 2008; Landers, Sackett ve Tuzinski, 2011).

Daha once belirtildigi gibi, yanit Oriintiilerini degerlendirmek, Olgim hatasinin
kaynagini belirlemek icin kritik 6neme sahiptir ve Madde Tepki Kurami (MTK) model
tabanli bir 6l¢iim yaklasimi oldugundan, uyumsuz bireylerin saptanmasi MTK ¢ergevesi
baglaminda ozellikle onemlidir. Ayrica, daha oOnce gergeklestirilmis g¢alismalar, basari
siavlarii degerlendirirken siklikla kisi uyumunu arastirmistir (Brown ve Villareal, 2007).
Ancak, psikometri alanindaki diger yaklasimlarda oldugu gibi, kisi uyum istatistikleri de
Ol¢lim araglarinin ¢ok yanit kategorisine sahip maddeleri igerdigi psikolojik degerlendirme
stireg¢lerinde kullanilmaya baslanmistir (Dodeen ve Darabi, 2009; Ferrando, 2012). UYS,
kullanilan 6l¢glim modeliyle uyumlu olmayan yanit Oriintiileri {ireteceginden, kisi uyum

istatistikleri iizerinde olumsuz bir etkiye sahip olabilir. Bu olasilik dogrultusunda, bu
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caligmanin amaci, kisi-uyumu ile UY'S arasinda bir iliski olup olmadigini1 aragtirmak olarak

belirlenmistir.
Yontem

Kisi uyumu ve ug tepki stili arasindaki iliskiyi incelemeyi amaglayan bu arastirma, bu iki

degisken arasindaki baglantiy1 belirlemeyi amagladigindan iliskisel bir arastirmadir.
Katihmceilar

2020 kiiresel salgini nedeniyle arastirmaya katilim g¢evrimigi olarak gerceklestirilmistir.
Cevrimicgi veri toplama yaklasimi kullanilirken sistematik oOrnekleme islemlerinin
uygulanmast kolay olmadigindan, veriler uygun Ornekleme kullanilarak toplanmistir.
Katilimer grubu biiyiik bir ilde bulunan dort farkli devlet tiniversitesinden se¢ilmis ve 11
farkli bélimde 6grenim goren 727 dgrenciden olusmustur. Orneklem grubunun demografik

ozellikleri asagidaki Tablo 1'de verilmistir.

Buna gore, katilimcilar yaslart 16 ile 23 arasinda degisen 590 kadin (Ort=21.19,
SS=1.70) ve 17 ile 23 arasinda degisen 137 erkek (Ort.=21.39, SS=1.47) olusturmustur.
Boliimlere gore ise Tarih (n=32), Psikoloji (n=120), Dis Hekimligi (n=104), Cocuk Gelisimi
(n=69), Psikolojik Danismanlik (n=65), Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi (n=25), Matematik
Ogretmenligi (n=102), Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi (n=42), Edebiyat (n=69), Sosyoloji
(n=8), Gilizel Sanatlar (n=97) 6grencilerinden olusmaktadir. Bu nihai 6rneklem biiytikligii,
73 katilimciin eksik veriye sahip olmasi ve u¢ deger olmasi nedeniyle elenmesiyle elde
edilmistir. Bu 73 katilimcinin ¢ikarilmasinin 6rneklem grubunun yas, cinsiyet ve kayith
olduklar1 boliim o6zelliklerini bozup bozmadigi incelenmis ve c¢ikartilmalarinin dagilimi

etkilemedigi goriilmiistiir.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin demografik ozelliklerine iliskin tamimlayici istatistikler

Degisken Gruplar n %

Cinsiyet Kadin 590 81.2
Erkek 137 18.8

Bolim Tarih 26 3.6
Psikoloji 120 16.5
Dis Hekimligi 104 14.3
Cocuk Gelisimi 69 9.5

Psikolojik Danigmanlik 65 8.9
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Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi 25 3.4
Matematik Ogretmenligi 102 14.0
Sosyal Bilimler Ogretmenligi 42 5.8
Tirk Dili ve Edebiyati 69 9.5
Sosyoloji 8 1.1
Glizel Sanatlar 97 13.3

Veri Toplama Araglar

Giris boliimiinde sunulan alanyazin bir biitiin olarak yeniden ele alindiginda, yanit verenler
bir kisilik envanterine yanit verdiklerinde, onlarin muhtemelen UYS'yi kullanacaklarini veya
uyum gosteremeyen katilime1 yanitlar iireteceklerini varsaymak dogru olacaktir. Bu nedenle,
UYS ile kisi uyumu arasindaki iligkiyi arastirmak i¢in bir kisilik envanteri ile veri
toplanilmasi tercih edilmistir. Buna dogrultuda veri toplama araci olarak Temel Kisilik
Ozellikleri Envanteri (TKOE) secilmistir. TKOE bir 6z bildirim aracidir ve Gengdz ve
Onciil (2012) tarafindan iiniversite Ogrencilerinin kisilik dzelliklerini belirlemek amaciyla
gelistirilmistir. Kirk bes sifat maddesi ile dl¢iilen ve alti1 boyuttan olusan besli Likert tiiriinde
puanlanan maddelere sahip bir ol¢ektir. Envanterde katilimcilara bu sifatlarin kendilerini ne
olgiide temsil ettigi sorulmustur. Olcek, bes boyutu (Disa Déniikliik-D, Vicdanlilik-V,
Uyumluluk-U, Norotisizm-N ve A¢iklik-A) i¢eren geleneksel bes kisilik boyutunun yani sira
altinc1 bir boyut daha icerir: Olumsuz Degerlilik-OD. Gelistirme asamasimda, TKOE'nin
faktor yapisini incelemek amaciyla agimlayici faktor analizi yapilmis ve sonuglar alti
boyutun toplam varyansin %53'"inii agikladigin1 ve maddelerin aldig1 yiiklerin .84 ile .40
arasinda degistigini ortaya koymustur. KKOE, Gencdz ve Onciil tarafindan i¢ tutarlilik ve
test-tekrar test giivenirligi agisindan da degerlendirilmis ve alt boyutlar i¢in i¢ tutarlilik
katsayilarinin .71 ile .89 arasinda degistigi bulunmustur. Test-tekrar test giivenirlik degerleri
de .71 ile .84 arasinda degismektedir. Bu katsay1 degerleri, TKOE maddeleri igin kabul
edilebilir glivenirlik diizeyini desteklemistir. Mevcut ¢alismada, giivenirlik kavramina farkl
bir sekilde yaklasan MTK baglaminda kisi-uyumu arastirildigindan, geleneksel yaklagimin

aksine TKOE maddelerinin i¢ tutarlilig1 yeniden hesaplanmamistir.
Veri Analizi

Kisi-uyum alanyazini incelendiginde bugiine kadar gelistirilmis bir¢ok farkli istatistigin

oldugu goriilmiistiir. ilgili okuyucularm bu yontemleri gézden gecirmek igin Meijer ve
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Sijtsma'ya (2001) bakmalar1 6nerilir. Mevcut ¢alismada, en ¢ok calisilan ve en ¢ok bilineni

oldugu igin Iz kisi-uyum istatistigi (Drasgow, Levine ve Williams, 1985) tercih edilmistir.
Ayrica, bu istatistik madde yanit kurami olarak da bilinen giiglii bir psikometrik yaklagima
dayanmaktadir. Veri seti elde edildikten sonra, her katilimci i¢in Iz istatistikleri

hesaplanmustir.

lz istatistigi, bireylerin yanit vektorlerinin standartlagtirllmis log-olasiligidir ve
standartlastirilmis z degerleri ile benzer bir dagilima sahiptir ve yiiksek negatif degerler
uyumsuzluk olarak yorumlanir. 1z istatistikleri hesaplanirken, bir kisinin uyum gosteren mi
yoksa gdstermeyen mi olduguna dair bir kararin verildigi bir esik degeri belirlemek gerekir.
Mevcut ¢alisma i¢in, esik degerini belirlemek i¢in a = 0.05 diizeyi ile bootstrap yontemi

kullanilmistir.

1z istatistikleri hesaplanip esik degerleri belirlendikten sonra, 0'in uyum gostermeyen
ve 1'in uyum gosteren kisileri temsil ettigi 1z degerlerine dayali yeni bir iki kategorili
degisken olusturulmustur. Ek olarak, her bir birey igin alt UYS (kisinin en diisiik yanit
kategorisini secip segmedigini gosteren) ve Ust UYS (kiginin en yiiksek yanit kategorisini
secip segmedigini gosteren) kullanimini belirtmek igin iki tane iki kategorili degisken daha
olusturulmustur. Bu islem ve TKOE’nin her bir maddesi igin tekrarlanmistir. Bir kisi alt
UYS veya tist UYS gosteriyorsa, bu kisinin genel olarak UYS kullandig1 kabul edilmistir.
Son olarak, TKOE'nin her maddesi icin, iki kategorili UYS degiskeni ve iki kategorili kisi-
uyum degiskenleri arasinda Ki-kare istatistikleri hesaplanmistir. Bu sekilde UYS ile kisi-
uyum arasindaki iligkinin goriilmesi amaglanmistir. 1z istatistiklerinin hesaplanmasi, R
istatistik programinda (v4.0.0; R Core Team, 2019) bulunan “PerFit” paketi (v0.3.4;
Tendeiro, Meijer ve Niessen, 2016) kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir. Diger istatistiksel
islemler i¢in ise SPSS, stiriim 21 kullanildi.

Bulgular

TKOE'nin boyutlar1 arasindaki Pearson korelasyon katsayr degerleri, her bir boyuta ait
puanlarin ortalama, standart sapma, carpiklik, basiklik degerleri asagidaki Tablo 2'de
verilmistir. Tiim boyutlar arasindaki korelasyon degerleri anlamli bulundu (p<0.01). Ayrica
basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri incelendiginde bu degerlerin dagilimlarinin +1 ve -1
araliginda oldugu goriilmistiir ki bu da alt boyut puanlarinin dagilimiin normal kabul

edilebilecegi anlamina gelmektedir.
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Tablo 2. Kisilik Tipleri Arasindaki Korelasyonlar ve Betimleyici Istatistikler

Boyutlar 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Disa doniiklik 0.28** 0.30** -0.21** 0.58** -0.22**
2 Vicdanhlik 0.32** -0.22** 0.40** -0.23**
3 Uyumluluk -0.17** 0.38** -0.40**
4 Norotisizm -0.17** 0.34**
5 Agiklik -0.15**
6 Olumsuz degerlilik

Ort= 18.72 2235 3357 27.81 2939 34.15

SS= 492 6.06 834 6.45 5.73 4.14

Carpiklik= -0.10 -0.38 -0.16 -0.20 -054 -0.54

Basiklik= -0.01 -040 -0.19 -056 0.09 0.07

**p<0.01

Iz degerlerinin betimleyici istatistikleri, bir katillmcmin uyum  gosterip
gostermedigine karar vermek i¢in belirlenen kesme noktasi degerleri ve her bir alt boyut igin
uyum gosteren ve uyum gostermeyen olarak kodlanan katilimci sayisini gosteren frekans
istatistiklerine asagidaki Tablo 3'te verilmistir. En fazla uyum gostermeyen kisi sayisi
vicdanlilik (n=66) alt boyutunda, en az uyum gostermeyen kisi sayist (n=49) olumsuz
degerlik alt boyutunda gdzlenmistir. Ayrica boyutlar arasindaki korelasyon ile uyum
gostermeyen  kisi  sayisinin  benzerligi  arasindaki  baglanti  niteliksel  olarak

degerlendirilmistir. Bu 6n inceleme nihai sonucun bir elde edilebilecegini gdstermektedir.
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Tablo 3. Kestirilen Kisi Uyum Istatistikleri Icin Betimleyici Istatistikler

Min. Maks. Ort. SS Carpiklik Basiklik Kesim Uymlu Uymsz
Disa doniiklik -4.74 1.89 0.27 1.10 -1.26 2.12 -1.48 670 57

Vicdanlilik -7.31 1.97 0.25 1.19 -1.60 3.56 -1.42 671 66
Uyumluluk -9.89 1.64 0.18 1.20 -2.54 1220 -150 674 53
Norotisizm -5.55 225 0.30 1.10 -1.30 2.80 -1.36 667 60
Aciklik -5.52 150 0.27 1.03 -1.52 2.80 -1.52 677 50

Olumsuz degerlilik -3.62 1.38 0.10 0.75 -1.45 2.73 -1.12 678 49

UYS ile kisi-uyum arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek amactyla TKOE'deki her bir madde
icin Ki-kare istatistiklerini hesaplamak i¢in iki kategorili degiskenler (UYS kullanma vs.
UYS kullanmama ve uyum gosterme vs uyum gostermeme) kullanilmistir. UY'S degiskenti,
bir kisi en diisiik yanit kategorisini (alt UYS olarak adlandirilir) veya en yiiksek yanit
kategorisini (iist UYS olarak adlandirilir) kullaniyorsa, her iki durum i¢in de ayr1 olarak ele
alimmistir. Sonuclar asagidaki Tablo 4'te verilmistir. Bulgulara dayali olarak 24 madde i¢in
uyum gostermeme ve UYS kullanmanin bagimli oldugu anlasilmistir. Baska bir deyisle, bu
maddeler i¢in uyum gosterme ya da gostermeme UYS'min kullanilmasina 6nemli dlgiide

baghdir.

Bu bulgu, uyum gosteren ya da gostermeyen katilimecilar arasinda UYS kullanim
sikhiginin farki gosterdigini soyliiyor. Tablo daha detayli incelendiginde 24 maddeden
17'sinde uyum gostermeyen bireylerin hem alt hem de tist UYS'yi uyum gosteren kisilere
gore daha sik kullandiklart goriilmiistiir. Ote yandan, uyum gosteren katilimcilar igin 5
maddede alt UYS kullanilirken, sadece 2 madde i¢in iist UYS daha fazla kullanilmistir.
Kisacast UYS’nin uyum gostermeyen bireyler tarafindan daha yogun kullanildig

sOylenebilir.

Tablo 4. Kisi Uyum Gruplarina Gore Yanit Stillerinin Madde Diizeyinde Karsilastirilmasi

UYS (alt) UYS (Ust
Maddeler Uymsz Uyuml Uymsz Uyuml Uymsz Uyuml p
Disadontikliik
Urkek 1050 6.10 4.40 1750 14.00 3.50
Geri ¢ekildi 68.40 7040 -2.00 0.00 0.10 -0.10

Utangag 0.00 0.60 -0.60 31.60 3510 -3.50
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Konugkan 10.50 3.00 7.50 3510 2180 13.30 **

Uyusuk 1.80 1.50 0.30 19.30 20.90 -1.60

Girigimci 1580 4.20 11.60 24.60 27.90 -3.30 **

Soguk 1750 8.50 9.00 19.30 11.30 8.00 *

Pasif 3.50 0.70 2.80 4740 4160 5.80
Diristliik

Oz disiplin 18.20 14.40 3.80 21.20 1150 9.70

Derli toplu 4.50 2.30 2.20 18.20 1420 4.00
Caliskan 22.70  30.00 -7.30 1520 3.80 1140  **
Ihtiyath 10.60  3.20 7.40 28.80 1470 1410 **
Telash 60.60 66.00 -5.40 4.50 1.80 2.70 **
Azimli 9.10 4.70 4.40 19.70 1480 4.90
Sorumsuz 4.50 0.00 4.50 65.20 4950 1570 **
Tembel 1.50 0.20 1.30 68.20 47.70 2050 **

Uyumluluk
Icten 0.00 1.60 -1.60 3210 26.10 6.00
Sefkatli 13.20 20.80 -7.60 17.00 5.80 1120 *
Giiler ylizli 3.80 0.00 3.80 4530 4580 -0.50 **
Iyi niyetli 5.70 1.90 3.80 3770 2150 16.20 **
Hayirsever 15.10 23.10 -8.00 9.40 8.30 1.10
Hosgorili 9.40 2.40 7.00 50.90 46.30 4.60 *
Paylasan 7.50 0.60 6.90 37.70 3720 050 **
Duyarli 3.80 1.20 2.60 3400 3840 -4.40
Nevrotiklik

Gergin 10.00  4.50 5.50 21.70 2110 0.60
Agresif 61.70 6240 -0.70 3.30 1.30 2.00
Sinirli 31.70 1510 16.60 35.00 7.80 27.20  **
Mizagh 1.70 0.30 1.40 4330 3480 850
Sabirsiz 35.00 16.80 1820 25.00 5.80 19.20 **
Kaprisli 4830 3190 16.40 1170 3.60 8.10 *k
Aceleci 80.00 8170 -1.70  0.00 0.10 -0.10

Dokunakli 6.70 4.60 2.10 35.00 1680 18.20 **
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Endiseli 23.30 1150 1180 16.70 1050 6.20 *
Aciklik
Kendine giivenen 86.00 80.80 5.20 4.00 0.60 3.40 *
Kendinden emin 8.00 1390 -590 30.00 16.20 1380 *
Cesur 12.00 240 9.60 28.00 1820 9.80 *x
Yaratici 36.00 37.50 -1.50 12.00 3.40 8.60 *
Kolay ve kesintisiz
ilerleme 12.00 5.80 6.20 22.00 27.00 -5.00
Yetenekli 6.00 6.20 -020 30.00 2230 7.70
Olumsuz degerlilik
Terbiyesiz 1200 1770 -5.70 1400 9.70 4.30
Iddiali 2.00 0.40 1.60 4200 39.70 230 **
Kaba 6.00 3.40 2.60 40.00 28.80 11.20
Arkadan bigcaklama 8.00 3.10 4.90 36.00 2790 8.0
Ag gozli 4.00 1.80 2.20 42.00 30.10 11.90
Gizlenmis 8.00 1.50 6.50 42.00 30.70 11.30 **

Not: *p<0,05; **p<0.01; UYS (dislik)=en yiiksek en diisiik kategoriyi onaylayan
katilimcilarin yiizdesi; UYS (Ust)= en yiiksek kategoriyi onaylayan katilimcilarin yiizdesi;
Diff.= uygun ve uyumsuz grup arasindaki yiizde degerleri farki; Tablodaki tiim degerler

yiizdeleri gosterir.

Kisi-uyum ve UY S’nin kullanimi1 arasindaki iliskiyi acike¢a belirtmek i¢in, en yiiksek
ve en diisiik uyuma sahip kisiler (en diisiik ve en yiiksek 1z fit istatistik degerlerine sahip
olanlar) igin yanit matrislerinin kiigiik bir kism1 Tablo 5'te sunulmustur. Tabloda ayrica her
iki grup tarafindan ortalama {iist ve alt UYS kullanimina yer verilmistir. Sonuglar, en yiiksek
uyum gostermeme diizeyine sahip 10 kisinin bu 8 maddelik 6rnekte ortalama 1.7 defa alt
UYS kullandigini, iist UY'S kullanim ortalamasinin ise 2.6 oldugunu gostermektedir. Uyum
diizeyi en yiiksek olan katilimcilar igin ise alt UYS kullanim ortalamasi 0.9 iken bu ortalama
st UYS kullanimi i¢in 1.1'dir. Yani uyum gdstermeyen kisiler, alt ve iist UYS kullanimi
acisindan daha fazla ayrismaktadir. Bu kisiler genellikle iist UYS'yi daha sik kullanirlar.
Ayrica, Ki-kare testi, uyum gosterip gostermemenin iist veya alt UYS kullanimu ile ilgili
olup olmadiginmi test etmek icin kullanilmistir. Sonug, bu iliski i¢in kanit olmadigini
gostermektedir (p>0.05). Yani, bir yanitlayict hangi tiir UYS kullanirsa kullansin, uyum
gostermeyen kisiler uyum gosterenlerden daha fazla UYS kullanir. Bu bulgu, en diisiik 1z
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degerine sahip bireylerde (en yiliksek diizeyde uyum gostermeyen katilimcilar) UYS

kullaniminin daha yogun oldugunu gdstermistir. Bu bulgu hem iist hem de alt UYS

kullanim1 i¢in gegerlidir.

Tablo 5. En Yiiksek ve En Diisiik Iz deSerine sahip kisiler Icin Ortalama UYS Kullammi ve

Yanit Matrisleri
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Tartisma

Giriste bahsedildigi gibi, insanlarin tepki stilleri, sahip olduklar1 6zellik diizeyinin gostergesi

olmayan puanlar almalarina neden olabilir. Madde tepki kurami, 6l¢iim i¢in modele dayali
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bir yaklasim kullandigindan, yanit kaliplar1 diger siireglerden etkilenirse, kisilerin kestirilen

yetenek diizeylerinin modele gostermez hale gelmesi muhtemeldir. Bu durumda bu bireyler
belirtilen modele uymamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, tepki stilinin kisi uyumu ile nasil bir iliskisi
oldugu arastirllmistir. Buna goOre bireylerin uyum diizeyini gosteren Iz istatistikleri
hesaplanarak iki kategoride (uyum ve uyumsuzluk) yeniden kodlanmistir. Ayrica bireylerin
tepki ortlintiileri incelenmis ve her bir madde i¢in alt veya tist UY S'nin kullanildigini belirten
degiskenler olusturulmustur. Daha sonra bu kategorik degiskenler arasindaki iligkiler her bir
madde igin ki-kare istatistigi ile incelenmistir. Sonug olarak, maddelerin ¢ogu i¢in, kisi-
uyum ve UYS arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliski bulundu. Benzer bir arastirma
sorusu bir simiilasyon ¢aligsmasinda arastirilmig ve benzer ve karsilagtirilabilir sonuglar elde
edilmistir (Tendeiro, 2017; Adams vd., 2019). Bu onceki ¢alismadan farkli olarak, mevcut
caligsma gercek verileri kullanilmis ve kisi uyumu ile UYS arasindaki baglant1 oldugu daha

da desteklenmistir.

Ayrica en yiiksek ve en diisiik 1z degerlerine sahip 10 kisinin yanit Oriintiileri
incelenmis ve UYS kullanimlarina gore karsilagtirilmistir. Benzer sekilde uyumsuz kisilerin
daha fazla UYS kullandig1 dogrulanmistir. Bulgular daha detayli incelendiginde en tutarli
bulgularin nevrotiklik alt boyutundaki maddelerde gozlendigi sdylenebilir. Bu boyut i¢in
UYS ile kisi uyum arasindaki iligki incelendiginde, bu boyut i¢in tiim maddelerde hem alt
UYS hem de iist UYS'nin uyum gostermeyen kisilerde daha fazla gozlendigi goriilmiistiir.
Bu temel sonug, u¢ degerler ve kisi uyumu arasindaki baglantinin arastirildigi onceki
alanyazinla (bkz. Felt ve digerleri, 2017) uyumludur. U¢ degerler mutlaka asir1 tepkiler

kullanmayabilir fakat u¢ deger olmak ve ug yanit kullanmak oldukga ortiisen kavramlardir.
Sonuglar

Bu ¢aligmada, bireylerin normal olmayan tepkilerini belirlemek i¢in tek bir dlgme araci ve
uyum gostermeyen kisileri belirlemek i¢in sadece bir kisi uyum istatistigi kullanildig1 igin
sonuglar dikkatle okunmalidir. Yalnizca bir kisi istatistik kullanmanin olumsuz etkilerini
daha iyi gérmek i¢in okuyucularin St-Onge ve arkadaslarina (2011) bakmalar1 6nerilir. Girig
boliimiinde belirtildigi gibi alan yazinda birgok farkli uyum istatistigi bulunmaktadir. Ancak
bu alternatif uyum istatistiklerini ve farkl kisilik 6l¢eklerini ayni ¢alismada kullanmak, elde

edilen sonuclarin gecerliligini artiracaktir.

Gegmiste bu konuda nispeten az sayida ¢alisma bulundugundan, bu ¢alisma diger 6n
caligmalar temelinde ytriitiillmemis ve tartisilmamistir. Sonug olarak okuyucularin bulgulara

yonelik alternatif aciklamalar ve yorumlar gelistirmeleri miimkiindiir. Bu ¢aligmada ulasilan
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sonuglarin genisletilmesi gerekmektedir. Mevcut calismada elde edilen bulgularin bundan

sonraki ¢aligmalarla dogrulanmasi veya cilriitiilmesi gerektigi sOylenebilir. Ek olarak, bu
calismada mevcut yanit stilleri arasinda sadece UYS dikkate alinmistir. Girig boliimiinde
belirtildigi gibi, bir¢cok farkli yanit stili vardir ve bu yanit stillerinin kisi uyumu ile ilgili her
birinin incelenmesi mevcut bulgulara katkida bulunacaktir. Son olarak, gergek verilerle
caligmanin bir sonucu olarak, katilimcilarin yanitlarini etkileyen tiim siirecler kontrol
edilememistir. Bu nedenle, gézlemlenen yanit oriintiilerini UY'S baglaminda degerlendirmek
yaniltic1 sonuglar saglayabilir. Ornegin, UYS kullanimmin dikkatsiz tepkilerden mi yoksa
katilimcilarin kendilerini sosyal olarak daha ¢ekici gésterme arzusundan mi kaynaklandigi

kontrol edilmemistir. Bu nedenle sonuglarin dikkatli bir sekilde yorumlanmasi onerilir.

Bu calismada kisilik verileri kullanilmig olmasina ragmen, psikolojik degiskenlerin
egitimsel ciktilariyla yakindan iligkili olmast ve kisilik ile akademik basar1 arasindaki
iligkinin alan yazinda halihazirda raporlanmis olmasi nedeniyle sonuclar sinirli diizeyde de
olsa pedagojik ¢ikarimlar yapmamizi saglayabilir (Nambudiri, Shaik ve Giilyani, 2019).
Veri setinden uyum goOstermeyen bireylerin ¢ikarilmamasinin hatali teshislere yol
acabilecegi ve yaniltici sonuglarin egitimcilerin 6grencilerin egitimsel ¢iktilarini iyilestirmek
icin proaktif adimlar atmasini engelleyebilecegi unutulmamalidir. Psikolojik degiskenlerin

gecerli ve giivenilir 6l¢iimii olmadan egitim sonuglarinin iyilestirilemeyecegi aciktir.

Karabatsos (2003), %25 ve tizeri normal olmayan yanit oraninin kabul edilebilirlik
acisindan esik oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu ¢calismada uyumsuz bireylerin orant %10'un altinda
bulunmugtur. Bu nedenle, kisi uyum oraninin kabul edilebilir esigin ¢ok altinda oldugu
mevcut kosullarda, herhangi bir degisken baglaminda incelenmesi kesin sonuglar ¢ikarmak
icin saglikli olmayabilir.

Sonraki calismalarda iiciincii bir degiskenin etkisi incelenebilir. Ornegin, UYS ile
kisi uyumu arasindaki iliskinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore nasil degistigi sorusunun
incelenmesi bu konudaki mevcut bilinenleri zenginlestirecektir. Ayrica her bir kisilik alt
boyutu i¢in elde edilen puanlara gore kisi uyumu ve UYS arasindaki iligkinin nasil
degistiginin incelenmesi faydali olacaktir. Bu sayede bireylerin kisilik 6zelliklerinin etkisi
mevcut bulgularla iliskilendirilebilir. Son olarak, UYS'in kisi uyumuna gore farklilik
gosterdigi maddelerin model uyum diizeylerinin incelenmesi dnerilmektedir. UYS'nin MTK
temelli madde uyumunu nasil etkiledigini kisi uyumu baglaminda incelemenin mevcut

alanyazina biiylik katki saglayacagina inanilmaktadir.
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