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ABSTRACT

This study aims to compare the psychometric properties of classic Likert-type scales with those of the newly
developed extended alternative Likert-type scales in the literature. Specifically, it compares total scores
across different scale administration conditions and examines the psychometric properties of the extended-
alternative form for child and adolescent groups. Designed as an explanatory mixed-methods design, the
study collected and analyzed quantitative data and subsequently collected and analyzed qualitative data to
explain the quantitative findings in greater detail. Purposeful sampling and convenience sampling methods
were used in the study. The study group consisted of elementary and middle school students from Gaziantep
and Kilis provinces during the 2023-2024 academic year. A total of 892 students participated in quantitative
data collection and 20 participated in qualitative interviews. The ‘Children’s Test Anxiety Scale (CTAS)’
was used in the study. No significant difference was found between the validity and reliability evidence for
the forms. The analysis revealed that respondents' total scores differed significantly based on their scale-
taking status, and the difference between forms within the same group was statistically significant. The
expanded-alternative form enables students to interpret items more consistently and appropriately, although
some items in both forms are answered through different cognitive processes.

Keywords: likert-type scale, extended-alternative likert-type scale, reliability estimates, validity evidence,
thinking aloud.
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Psychological tests are measurement tools developed to assess people's
behaviors, performance, attitudes, abilities, in short, all psychological characteristics,
and to reveal their current state. They are standardized tools that can be used by
qualified professionals (Cansiz, 2007; Kutanis & El¢i, 2006). When used to make
accurate decisions about individuals, for diagnosis, selection, and placement, as well
as to reveal individual differences or the changes and development within the same
person over time, the test must accurately reveal the situation of the individual being
tested. This depends on the suitability of the measurement tool used for the purpose,
the environment in which the measurement is made, the expertise of the person
performing the measurement, and the psychometric characteristics of the
measurement tools, such as reliability, validity, usability (Borkan et al., 2017; Cohen
& Swerdlik, 2018; Sahin & Giilleroglu, 2013; Tiiliibas, 2009).

In classic Likert-type scales, since the respondent's statements reflect their
opinions, attitudes, and feelings individually, the scores obtained from the statements
are summed up to determine a total score from the responses given by individuals,
and scaling is performed with rating totals (Gokdemir & Yilmaz, 2023; Sahin &
Giilleroglu, 2013; Turan et al., 2015). Classical Likert-type scales are used in many
fields due to their high psychometric properties, the comparability of the total scores
obtained from the scale with the total scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the
scale, the collection of data with standardized measurements, and the possibility of
conducting validity-reliability analyses by making repeated measurements (Gokdemir
& Yimaz, 2023). Despite their advantages, classical Likert-type scales have
limitations. Although classical Likert-type scales have recently been frequently used
in the assessment, diagnosis, and treatment of children (Royeen, 1985; Uyumaz &
Cokluk, 2016), the analysis of the psychometric properties of classical Likert-type
scales mostly involves the evaluation of adult groups. the younger age group in early
childhood has been included in studies to a limited extent, and the information
provided to improve the psychometric properties of classic Likert-type scales used in
child groups is limited. This situation limits the use of classic Likert-type scales and
the assessment of their psychometric properties in younger age groups. Despite the
frequent use of classic Likert-type scales in the assessment, diagnosis, and treatment
of children (Royeen, 1985; Uyumaz & Cokluk, 2016), the analysis of the
psychometric properties of classic Likert-type scales has mostly been conducted using
adult groups. This situation casts doubt on the use of classic Likert-type scales in
younger age groups and their psychometric properties (Alan, 2019; Borgers & Hox,
2001). The degree of uncertainty in the agreement on the items and response options
in the classic Likert-type scale, the fact that the items are not understood in the same
way by everyone, the fact that the items in the scale cause different interpretations by
different individuals, the ambiguity of what the item means (Frequency? Degree?) is
ambiguous, the inability to fully reflect the respondent's views and attitudes, and the
fact that the amount corresponding to the ratings in the response category varies from
person to person are limitations of the Likert-type scale and cause its psychometric
properties to decline (Basaran, 1997; Joshi et al., 2015; Kam et al., 2024). One
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disadvantage of classic Likert-type scales is that individuals who obtain the same total
score with different response statements are considered to have the same profiles.
Another disadvantage of the classic Likert-type scale is that it cannot reveal how much
individuals differ from one another (Alan, 2019). In one of the studies conducted in
recent years on the validity and reliability of classic Likert-type measurements (Zhang
& Savalei, 2016), a new dimension was added to classic Likert-type scales. The
researchers stated that responding to items in classic Likert-type scales with “agree-
sometimes-disagree” is an ambiguous expression of the frequency or degree of
behavior and therefore does not provide very specific results for the respondent. The
researchers proposed an extended-alternative scale format, called the extended form,
in which a complete sentence replaces each response option, and ambiguous
expressions in the item are eliminated or reduced.

Extended-alternative Likert-type scales were first proposed by Hills and Arglye
in their 2002 study titled “The Oxford Happiness Questionnaire: A compact scale for
the measurement of psychological well-being.” Based on the Oxford happiness scale,
they developed an extended Likert-type scale following the principle of presenting
each rating statement as a sentence, rather than asking respondents to mark rating
statements arranged on the scale from ‘agree’ to “disagree” to “strongly disagree.”

Zhang and Savalei (2016) argued in their study that extended-alternative Likert-
type scales have higher psychometric properties and better explain individual profiles.
The extended-alternative form reduces respondent confusion and helps them answer
more carefully by enabling them to read the items more attentively and to understand
the differences between the options more easily. In contrast, the items in the classic
Likert form scales are ambiguous regarding the extent to which the respondent agrees
or disagrees and are not open to evaluation (Kam et al., 2024). On a classic Likert-
type scale, respondents must select either the “disagree” or ‘agree’ option, whereas
expanded-alternative form items do not require respondents to agree with any
statement, thereby eliminating the “disagree-agree” options and theoretically reducing
consent bias. Respondents will not experience confusion when answering the items
on the scale, as there is no transition from positively to negatively worded items and
the response options for each item are specified in the sentence. This reduces
respondent bias. While items in the classic Likert-type scale have a positive/negative
direction, items in the expanded-alternative form have no direction; both positive and
negative versions of each item are presented as response options (Zhang et al., 2019;
Zhang et al., 2023).

Responding to items on an extended-alternative Likert-type scale requires more
reading effort than responding to items on a classic Likert-type scale. Due to the length
of the items on the extended-alternative Likert-type scale, respondents may
experience fatigue, boredom, and inattention, leading to unwanted responses.
Therefore, respondents must exercise greater care when reading the items. This
situation may compromise the scale's psychometric properties. The development,
application to a group, and evaluation of the extended-alternative Likert-type scale are
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not economical in terms of time and cost because it takes longer for respondents to
complete the items on the scale than the classic Likert-type form (Zhang et al., 2019).
By converting the items of the classic Likert-type scale into items in the extended-
alternative Likert-type form, it is thought that both researchers and respondents will
understand the intended meaning of the response options more clearly, that the
possibility of different interpretations of the statements by individuals will be reduced,
and that the dimension that the scale aims to measure will be revealed more validly.
Therefore, Zhang and Savalei (2016) recommend using alternative forms instead of
classical Likert-type scales.

Research on extended-alternative Likert-type scales in the literature appears to
be limited to studies conducted by the aforementioned researchers and to studies
involving adult groups; no study on extended-alternative Likert-type scales has been
found in Tiirkiye. Therefore, it examines and compares the psychometric properties
of classic and extended-alternative Likert-type scales and clearly presents individuals’
profiles using alternative Likert-type scales. In this study, it was deemed necessary to
convert a Likert-type psychological test into extended-alternative Likert-type scales,
to compare them in terms of psychometric properties, and to examine differences in
validity and reliability separately for the child and adolescent groups, as scale
comprehensibility and interest pose greater challenges in the child group. The aim was
to compare the psychometric properties of the test anxiety scale for children,
originally rated on a classic Likert scale, with those obtained after conversion to
extended-alternative Likert scales, and to examine the effect of age group (child
versus adolescent) on the validity and reliability of the extended form. Additionally,
the study aimed to examine whether the scale total score and student profiles (those
with low, medium, and high levels of the trait measured by the subscales) differed
between the expanded-alternative and classic Likert-type scales.

Sub-Objectives

1. What are the validity and reliability evidence obtained from extended-
alternative and classic Likert-type scales applied to different samples?

a) What is the difference between the item factor loadings of the scales?
b) What is the difference between the fit indices?
c) How do reliability coefficients differ?

2.a) Do the validity and reliability findings for the scores of students who
completed only the classic Likert-type scale differ between the child and adolescent
groups?

b) Do the validity and reliability findings for the scores of students who
completed only the expanded-alternative Likert-type scale differ between the child
and adolescent groups?
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3. Do the total mean scores obtained from the extended-alternative Likert-type
scales differ from the total mean scores obtained from the classic Likert-type scales
among students in the same group?

4. How do students interpret the statements in the classic Likert form and the
extended-alternative form?

Method
Research Model

The study used an explanatory design with mixed models to compare the
psychometric properties of the test anxiety scale for children, which was originally
rated using a classic Likert-type scale, by converting it into extended-alternative
Likert-type scales. This design is two-stage. First, quantitative data were collected and
analyzed. Then, qualitative data were collected and analyzed to explain and examine
the quantitative data in detail (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). In this context, the test
anxiety scale was first administered to students and analyzed, followed by individual
interviews with 20 students using the think-aloud approach to examine how they
interpreted the different response options.

Study Group

The Test Anxiety Scale for Children is an assessment tool that provides
information about the test anxiety levels of students aged 8-12, and it is used both
abroad and in our country. In this study, since it does not aim to generalize to the
entire population, students were selected from schools affiliated with the Ministry of
National Education in the provinces of Gaziantep and Kilis using non-random
sampling methods. Purposeful sampling was used to conduct in-depth research and to
select situations appropriate to the purpose of the study, and convenience sampling
was used because of limitations of time, funding, labor, and other practical constraints.
For the quantitative phase of the study, the Test Anxiety Scale for Children was
administered to 892 students in grades 3, 4, 5, and 6 who volunteered to participate in
the study, from schools affiliated with the Ministry of National Education in the
provinces of Gaziantep and Kilis, during the first semester of the 2023-2024 academic
year. Subsequently, during the qualitative phase of the study, individual interviews
were conducted with 20 students in grades 3, 4, 5, and 6 who volunteered and
possessed strong reading comprehension skills; the sample exhibited a balanced
demographic distribution. A total of 912 students participated in the study, including
445 ¢irls and 467 boys. Of the participating students, 598 were in the child group and
313 were in the adolescent group.

Data Collection Tools

In this study, the Children’s Test Anxiety Scale was used as the data collection
tool. Permission to use the scale in this study was obtained from the authors who
developed it. Information about the scale is provided below.
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Children’s Test Anxiety Scale /CTAS

The “Children’s Test Anxiety Scale” developed by Wren and Benson (2004) is
a 30-item measurement tool designed to assess test anxiety levels in children aged 8-
12 in elementary and middle school. It is a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = Almost
Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Most of the Time, 4 = Almost Always) with a response
time of 5-12 minutes. Based on the students' responses, the scale yields a score ranging
from a minimum of 30 to a maximum of 120 points. Scores of 30—60 indicate low test
anxiety, 60-90 indicate moderate test anxiety, and 90—120 indicate high test anxiety
(Wren & Benson, 2004). The reliability estimate for CTAS is 0.92, and the Cronbach's
Alpha values for the subscales Thoughts, Off-Duty Behaviors, and Autonomous
Responses are calculated as .89, .78, and .85, respectively. The analyses showed that
all item-factor loadings were statistically significant and ranged from 0.37 to 0.76
(more than half /0.60) (Wren & Benson, 2004). In the scale adaptation study
conducted by Bulgan et al. (2017) in Tiirkiye, internal consistency was calculated
using Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for reliability in terms of consistency. The
Cronbach's Alpha value for the entire scale was .88, while the Cronbach's Alpha
values for the subscales of Thoughts, Off-Duty Behaviors, and Autonomous
Responses were .82, .70, and .75, respectively. Based on the analyses conducted, the
validity evidence supports the construct validity of the 30-item, three-factor scale. The
model demonstrated acceptable fit (y*/df = 3.97, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .05, CFI =
.97, GF1=.92, AGFI =.90). Overall, the model fit indices indicate acceptable to good
model fit, supporting the construct validity of the scale (Aydin & Bulgan, 2017).
Below is a sample item administered in the classical format (Aydin & Bulgan, 2017),
followed by its expanded version.

Classical form:

During exams... Almost  Sometimes Most of the Almost
Never Time Always
1. I wonder whether I will pass. 1 2 3 4
Expanded form:
Item 1:

A. During exams, I almost never wonder whether I will pass.
B. During exams, I sometimes wonder whether I will pass.

C. During exams, I often wonder whether I will pass.

D. During exams, I almost always wonder whether I will pass.

To collect qualitative data, 40-minute individual interviews using the think-
aloud approach were conducted with 20 participants. Students were asked individually
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to respond to statements using the classic Likert scale and to select response options
on the extended-alternative Likert scale, and their responses were recorded. No other
data collection tools were used for qualitative data.

Ethical Committee Approval

Letter dated July 11, 2023, No. 8543427050.04.04/990660, from the Chair of the
Ethics Committee of the Rectorate of Ankara University.

Ministry of National Education, Directorate of Strategic Development, letter
dated October 23, 2023, No. E-49614598-605.01-87840915.

Methodological Rigor

In the quantitative component of the study, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
calculated to assess the reliability of the measurement instruments, and confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to obtain evidence of construct validity. In the
qualitative component of the study, to enhance credibility, the coding performed by
the first author during the data analysis process was reviewed by the second author,
and the consistency of the coding was evaluated. In addition, to ensure that the
findings accurately reflect the participants’ views, direct quotes from the participants
have been included.

Data Analysis

In the analysis of the data, respondents' answers were scored from 1 to 4
regardless of whether each item on the scale was positive or negative. The data
obtained were analyzed using SPSS and Mplus software, employing methods
appropriate to the research questions within the scope of the study. The assumptions
of the tests were evaluated prior to the analyses. The significance level was set at .05
for the analyses. Before starting the analyses, descriptive statistics, missing data, and
outliers were examined for data obtained from groups that received the classic Likert-
type form, the extended-alternative form, or both, and the assumption of normality
was checked. For the first and second research questions, the reliability of each form
obtained from the extended-alternative and classic Likert-type scales was determined
by calculating the Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient. Fisher's Z Test
was used to examine whether the reliability coefficients obtained from the forms
differed significantly from each other (Akhun, 1984). The comparison of different
groups in this study is based on the assumption that errors are randomly distributed,;
this can be considered a limitation of the study. Validity evidence was obtained
through CFA, and model fit values and factor loadings obtained from the extended-
alternative and classic Likert-type scales were compared. Differences between item
factor loadings were assessed using the independent-samples t-test. Within the scope
of the third sub-objective, an independent-samples t-test was used to determine
whether the total scores of respondents in the same group who completed both the
classic and the extended-alternative forms of the entire scale differed from the total
scores obtained from the scale's subscales, depending on whether they completed the
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extended-alternative Likert-type scales. The profiles (distribution of responses to
items) of different individuals who obtained the same total score on the expanded-
alternative Likert-type scale and those of individuals who obtained the same total
score on the classic Likert-type scale were examined descriptively at the item and
subscale levels, and the differences were presented. To determine how students
interpreted the statements in the classic form and the different response options in the
extended-alternative form (within the scope of the fourth sub-objective), interviews
with the students were transcribed and subjected to content analysis. The results were
presented using themes, categories, and codes, accompanied by quotations illustrating
students' views.

Results

The primary objective of this study is to examine evidence of validity and
reliability obtained from extended-alternative Likert-type scales and classic Likert-
type scales applied to different groups, and to determine whether there are differences
in reliability coefficients, fit indices, and item factor loadings. To determine the
reliability of the extended-alternative and classic Likert-type scales applied to
different groups, Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficients were calculated.
Subsequently, Fisher's Z Test was employed to test the differences between these
reliability coefficients. The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients for the extended-
alternative and classic Likert-type scale forms are provided in Appendix 1. The results
of Fisher's Z test assessing whether the obtained reliability coefficients differed
significantly from each other are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Comparison of Form Reliability Results

Classic Extended-Alternative Zrclassic Zrextended Z
Form Form
All Scale .88 87 1.37 1.35 .30
Thoughts .83 81 1.18 1.14 .64
Off-Duty .64 .61 7 74 42
Conduct
Autonomous 76 78 1.00 1.05 =70

As shown in Table 1, since all z values are less than 1.96 (Akhun, 1984), there
is no significant difference between the reliability coefficients of the classic and
extended-alternative Likert-type scales. In other words, converting the classic Likert-
type scale to an extended-alternative form did not create a difference in either the
reliability coefficient obtained from the entire scale or the reliability coefficients
obtained from the scale's sub-dimensions. Validity evidence was obtained through
confirmatory factor analysis, and reliability coefficients for the extended-alternative
and classic Likert-type scales were compared. For evidence of validity, confirmatory

598



JFES; 2026; 59(2), 591-638

factor analysis was performed, and model-fit indices and factor loadings from the
expanded- alternative and classic Likert-type scales were compared. The data fit
indices and factor loadings obtained from the classic Likert-type scale form and the
expanded alternative Likert-type scale form were compared. Data fit values and factor
loadings obtained from the classical Likert-type scale and the extended-alternative
Likert-type scale form were examined for goodness of fit using confirmatory factor
analysis and are shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Model Fit for the Classic Likert-Type and Extended-Alternative Likert-Type Scale
Form

Test Form X X/sd RMSEA SRMR CFI
ClassicForm 5507.05 12.65 .05 .06 .89
Extended- 5627.08 12.9 .04 .05 93
Alternative Form

For fit indices, the ideal value for CFI should be greater than .90, while the
RMSEA value should be less than .08 (Uyumaz & Cokluk, 2016). When examining
the goodness-of-fit values obtained from the scales, an y2/sd value not below 5
indicates that the model fit is not good. The RMSEA value for the classic form is .05,
indicating a good fit, while the RMSEA for the extended-alternative form is .04,
indicating an excellent fit. In terms of SRMR values, the classic form has a value of
.06 and the extended-alternative form has a value of .05, both of which indicate a good
fit. The CFI value obtained from the classic form is .89, indicating that it is very close
to a good fit. When the fit indices CFI, SRMR, and RMSEA are considered together,
confirmatory factor analysis indicates that the three-factor scale structure is acceptable
and valid. In their study, Zhang and Savelei (2016) considered the chi-square, CFI,
and RMSEA values when comparing the model fits of the classic and extended-
alternative forms and found that the extended-alternative form had higher fit values.
In this study, consistent with the relevant finding, it was determined that there were
minor differences between the forms and that the extended-alternative form had a
better fit. Thus, it is consistent with the findings of Zhang and Savalei. Examination
path diagrams related to confirmatory factor analysis obtained from the group to
which the original form was applied revealed that all items belonging to the expanded-
alternative form had factor loadings greater than .30. In the classic form, all items
except item 18 had factor loadings greater than .30 and showed good fit with the three-
factor structure. Kam et al. (2024) examined the factor loadings of the scale items for
the extended form using CFA; in the present study, the same factor loadings were also
examined using CFA. The factor loadings of all items were quite high and were loaded
onto the same factor as in the original structure. The factor loadings of the items in
the two different scales were compared using a paired- samples t-test, and the results
are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3

Comparison of Factor Loadings of Items on the Scale Across Forms Using an Paired
Samples t-Test (N: 30)

Forms M Sd T P
Classic-Extended-Alternative Form  Factor .00 71 43 .60
Loads

As shown in Table 3, when comparing the factor loadings of the classic Likert-
type and extended-alternative Likert-type scale forms, the t-test result indicates a
significance level (p =.66) that is greater than .05 (#(29)= 0.43, p = .66). Therefore, it
can be stated that the factor loadings of the items in the classic and extended-
alternative forms of the scale do not differ significantly. The analysis concluded that
the model fits for the extended-alternative forms showed better fit than those obtained
for the classical forms. Furthermore, when comparing the item factor loadings
grouped under the factors, it was found that the item loadings in the extended-
alternative form were higher than those in the classical form, indicating better
construct validity.

Within the scope of the second sub-objective of the study, the validity and
reliability evidence obtained from extended-alternative and classic Likert-type scales
administered to different groups was examined separately to determine whether the
evidence differed between the child and adolescent groups. The reliability of the
scores obtained for the extended-alternative Likert-type form was examined using the
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient. The Cronbach's alpha for the
adolescent group (o.=.91) was higher than for the child group (a.=.86). The Cronbach's
alpha values for the classic form obtained from the adolescent group (o = .84) and the
child group (o = .89) were examined. In this case, the Cronbach's Alpha value for the
adolescent group was lower than that for the child group. The results are shown in
Appendix 2. Fisher's Z test was used to determine whether the reliability coefficients
for the child and adolescent groups differed significantly. The results of Fisher's Z test
for the adolescent and child groups are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4

Comparison of Reliability Results for Children and Adolescent Respondents in
Different Groups

Classic Form Extended-Alternative Form

C A Zrc Zra Z C A Zrc Zra V4
All Scale .89 .84 142 125 1.63 .86 91 129 152 -226*
Thoughts .82 .83 1.17  1.19 -15 78 .87 1.05 133 -2.64*
Off-Duty .68 .55 .83 .62 2.017 61 .70 71 87 -1.54
Conduct
Autonomous .76 75 1.01 98 33 75 .84 98 .88 95
Responses

*p<.05. Note: (C=Child Group; A=Adolesent Group)

As shown in Table 4, the z-values of respondents who answered only the
extended-alternative Likert-type scale form are smaller than the test value of 1.96 for
the off-duty and autonomous responses sub-dimensions; therefore, there is no
significant difference between the reliability coefficients of the scales in the child and
adolescent groups. When comparing reliability values for all scales and for the
thoughts dimension, the reliability coefficients differ significantly between the child
and adolescent groups. Examination of the Fisher z-values for respondents who
answered only the classic Likert-type scale revealed no significant difference between
the reliability coefficients of the scales for the child and adolescent groups for the
thoughts and autonomous reactions sub dimensions. However, comparing the
reliability values for all scales and for the task-irrelevant reactions dimension indicates
a significant difference between the scales' reliability coefficients in the child and
adolescent groups. For validity evidence, Table 5 shows the model-fit values from the
confirmatory factor analysis conducted on data from the extended-alternative form for
the child and adolescent groups.

Table 5

Expanded-Alternative Form Fit Indices for Child and Adolescent Respondents in
Different Groups

Compatibility Indexes x X/sd RMSEA SRMR  CFI
Extended- Child Group 574.08 1.42 .04 .06 93
Alternative Form 1 occent Group 54904 136 .04 07 93
Classic Form Child Group 758,48 1.88 .04 .07 .90
Adolescent Group 531,92 1.32 .03 .09 .87
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When the goodness-of-fit values for the extended-alternative Likert-type form
are examined, the RMSEA indicates excellent fit for both the child group
(RMSEA=.04) and the adolescent group (RMSEA=.04). Examination of the SRMR
values for the scale forms, shows that both the child and adolescent groups exhibit
good fit. When examining of the CFI values for the extended-alternative scale form,
it is seen that they correspond to a good fit in both the child and adolescent groups
(CFI=.93). When overall fit indices are evaluated, confirmatory factor analysis of data
from child and adolescent groups indicates that the three-factor scale structure yields
acceptable and valid results. When examining the goodness-of-fit values obtained
from the children and adolescent groups for the classic Likert-type scale form,
RMSEA indicates excellent fit for both the children (RMSEA=.04) and adolescent
(RMSEA=.03) groups. The SRMR values for the classic Likert-type scale form
showed a good fit in the child group (SRMR=.07) and in the adolescent group
(SRMR=.09). The CFI indicates a good fit in the child group (CFI=.90) and in the
adolescent group (CFI=.87). When the fit indices are evaluated overall, the
confirmatory factor analysis of data obtained from child and adolescent groups
indicates that the three-factor scale structure yields acceptable and valid outcomes.
With respect to classical form fit values, the child group exhibited better fit values
than the adolescent group. Since some fit values indicated better fit in the child group
and others indicated better fit in the adolescent group, a clear comparison could not
be made. The factor loadings of the items in the scales were compared using the
independent samples t-test, and the results are presented in Table 6.

Table 6

Comparison of Factor Loadings for Items Included in Responses from Children and
Adolescents in Different Groups (N: 30)

M Sd T p
Child-Adolescent Factor Loadings for the -.06 .08 -3.94 .001
Extended-Alternative Form
Child-Adolescent Factor Loadings for the -.03 A1 -1.48 .14

Classic Form

As shown in Table 6, comparison of the factor loadings of the expanded-
alternative Likert-type scale for the child and adolescent groups indicates a significant
difference between the item factor loadings for the child and adolescent groups (#29):-
3.94, p<.05). The effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.72) indicates that this difference is of
moderate-to-high magnitude and that the age group has a significant effect on factor
loadings. When comparing the factor loadings of the classic Likert-type scale between
the child and adolescent groups, the significance level associated with the t value
(p=-14) is greater than .05, indicating that there is no significant difference between
the factor loadings of the items in the scale for the child group and the adolescent
group (#(29):-1.48, p>.05). Examination of the factor loadings of items obtained from
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the children and adolescent groups shows that approximately half of the items in the
thoughts sub-dimension have higher loadings in the children group than in the
adolescent group. The average factor loadings for the forms in the child and adolescent
groups are shown in Table 7 for the scale and its sub-dimensions.

Table 7

Average Factor Loadings for Forms from Child and Adolescent Respondents in
Different Groups

Child Group Adolescent Group
Classic Extended- Classic Extended-
Form Alternative Form Form Alternative Form
All Scale .56 52 53 58
Thoughts 57 54 57 .61
Off-Duty Conduct 53 47 44 49
Autonomous .58 .55 .55 .64

Responses

As shown in Table 7, the factor loadings of the classic form are higher in the
child group, whereas the average factor loadings of the expanded-alternative form are
higher in the adolescent group, both based on scales and subscales. In this case,
expanding the scale can be interpreted as useful for adolescents. When factor loadings
were examined for each item across both forms, it was found that Item 1 and Item 29
in the “thoughts” subscale, as well as Item 7 and Item 18 in the “off-task behaviors”
subscale, had low loadings in the child group across both forms.

Within the scope of the third sub-objective of the study, an independent samples
t-test was used to analyze whether the total scores of respondents within the same
group differed according to their status of taking extended-alternative Likert-type
scales; the analysis results are presented in Table 8.

Table 8

Comparison of Scale Total Scores According to Different Scaling Conditions

Scale Form N M sd t p
Extended- Alternative Form 97 68.38 16.14 -2.86 .00
Classic Form 97 70.55 16.84

As shown in Table 8, a related-samples t-test was used to the total scores of
individuals in the group to which both the classic and extended-alternative Likert-type
scale forms were applied. As a result of the analysis, the t value was statistically
significant (#(96) = -2.87, p<.05). Therefore, the students' total scale scores differed,
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favoring the extended-alternative form, depending on the type of scale used. The
effect size (d = 0.29) indicates that the difference is small and the scale format has a
limited effect on total scores.

For the study's fourth sub-objective, respondents’ answers to the items were
presented using themes, categories, and codes, distinguishing between responses
consistent with the test’s purpose and those inconsistent with it, to examine how they
interpreted the different response options. Students' responses to the items in the
classic form were examined as responses that were either in line with or not in line
with the purpose of the test, and their comments on the items were organized into five
categories and 13 codes under three themes. The quotes from the respondents are
presented in Appendix 3. When the personal characteristics category in Appendix 3
was examined, students gave responses that were not appropriate for the purpose of
the code for cheating when reviewing their answers to the statements ‘I look at my
friends during exams’ and ‘I look at what is going on around me during exams’ on the
scale. Regarding time management, the responding students provided answers
appropriate for the test's purpose. It was observed that the students explained the
statements "I am afraid of doing something wrong during the exam," "I think about
other things during the exam," and "I get distracted during the exam" using the
attention code and did not provide answers appropriate to the test's purpose.

The first code in the emotional characteristics category of the personal
characteristics theme is “test anxiety/fear,” and when attention is paid to the students'
responses, participants provided answers appropriate to the purpose of the test. The
second code in this category is “excitement,” and it was observed that the students'
responses were appropriate for the purpose of the test. The third code in this category
is “boredom,” and looking at the students' responses, it can be concluded that the test
served a purpose other than its intended one. Within the theme of exam characteristics,
it was observed that students interpreted the concept of exam difficulty differently,
shaped their perception of exam difficulty according to their own success, and
associated the exam with a single course, answering only with respect to that course.
In subsequent studies, the items should be standardized by eliminating their
ambiguities. Regarding family characteristics, students' anxiety about the exam may
be related to their family's attitude. Based on students' responses, this theme was clear
and straightforward: students understood it easily and did not assign different
meanings to it. Students' responses to the items in the extended form were examined
as appropriate or not appropriate for the purpose of the test, and their comments on
the items were categorized into five categories under three themes and 13 codes,
which are presented in Appendix 4.

The theme of personal characteristics consists of three categories and 10 codes:
personal, cognitive, and affective characteristics. First, the personal characteristics
category was examined, revealing that these students provided responses
inappropriate for the intended purpose. Students' statements about playing with their
pencils during the exam, having headaches, or shaking their feet, which they thought
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about to remember the answers, were grouped under the code for retrieving
information. When the findings grouped under the theme of personal characteristics
were examined, students answered most of the items appropriately; student responses
were similar to each other, response diversity was lower than in the classic form, and
the answers for the items were predominantly clustered in certain categories. In this
case, it was observed that the items in the expanded-alternative form were more
understandable and clearer than those in the classic form, and even when students
interpreted the items differently, the differences were minimal. A category related to
exam difficulty has been created with two codes: ' the difficulty of the exam' and ' the
ease of the exam'. In these codes, under the ease of the exam, the response given by
the second student to the statement “I try to finish the exam quickly” is quoted. Under
the exam difficulty code, the responses given by student number one (“I have trouble
remembering the answers”), student number seven (“I wonder if my answers are
correct”), and student number ten (“I'm afraid of failing the exam”) are included in
the excerpt section. When the responses of students who completed the extended form
were considered, it was observed that they provided answers to some statements
inconsistent with the scale's purpose and that the test served a purpose other than its
intended one. When considering the students' statements, it was observed that they
generally marked “always” or “never” for statements such as “I play with my pen, I
have a strange pain in my stomach, I check the time, I find it difficult to sit still, I think
I should have studied more, I feel the need to go to the bathroom”. In their responses
to statements such as “I look around at what is happening around me,” “I feel
anxious,” “I wonder if my answers are correct,” and “I try to finish my exam quickly,”
it was observed that they responded based on the action element. In the responses
received from students regarding the items on the scale, it is noteworthy that all
students responded to the item “I feel the need to go to the bathroom during exams”
in relation to time, while all students responded to the item “I get lost in thought during
exams” in relation to action.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

This study compared the psychometric properties resulting from converting
classic Likert-type scales to extended alternative Likert-type scales. The study
examined the effect of the extended alternative Likert-type scale form on validity and
reliability across different age groups (children and adolescents), and whether the total
scale score differed between the extended alternative and classic Likert-type scales.
In this context, the test anxiety scale for children—initially in the classic Likert-type
scale format— was converted to an expanded format based on responses obtained
from children, expert opinions, and the think-aloud method, and administered to
students in grades 3 through 6. The results obtained from this study are presented
below.

In line with the first sub-objective of the study, it was observed that reliability
evidence obtained from the extended-alternative Likert-type scales from different
groups and the reliability evidence obtained from the classic Likert-type scales were
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high in both forms, but there was no statistically significant difference between the
two forms. Zhang et al. (2023) applied both the classic and extended-alternative
Likert-type scale forms of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale to an adult group in their
study, and the Cronbach's Alpha value for the classic form was calculated to be close
to that of the extended-alternative form. Converting the classic Likert-type form to the
extended-alternative Likert-type form did not affect the reliability coefficient for the
entire scale or the reliability coefficients for the scale's sub dimensions. When both
forms were considered, the values obtained for the off-duty behaviors sub-dimension
were lower than those for the original form. This situation is thought to stem from
items in the sub-dimension that were not clear and concise, limited reading
comprehension skills among the children, and the inability of students from different
cultural backgrounds and younger age groups in the study group to fully understand
the concepts in the statements. For example, it was observed that younger individuals
and students from different cultures did not fully understand the expression “my face
doesn't get hot” in the statement “my face doesn't get hot.”

When examining the validity evidence obtained from extended-alternative
Likert-type scales and the validity evidence obtained from classical Likert-type scales,
the fit indices and factor loadings were compared, and it was concluded that all items
in both forms were meaningful and that the extended-alternative form could be a
model with better model fit values. In this study, consistent with the relevant finding,
it was determined that minor differences existed between the forms and that the
extended-alternative form provided a better fit; this result was consistent with the
findings of Zhang and Savalei (2016).

Examination of the validity evidence from extended alternative Likert-type
scales and from classical Likert-type scales, based on CFA results, indicated that both
scale forms possess construct validity owing to high factor loadings of items in the
scales and their subscales; however, no significant difference was found between the
two forms. Zhang and Savalei (2016) used the Beck Depression Scale and the
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale in their study and found that the factor structure of the
scales in the extended format was better than that of the scales in the classic Likert
format using CFA. In this study, the Test Anxiety Scale for Children was used. The
findings suggest that the two scales have a similar factor structure and that this
similarity may stem from the measurement tool used and from the characteristics of
the participants to whom the measurement was applied. When examining average
factor loadings and item factor loadings in both the classical and extended-alternative
forms separately, it was observed that results varied by sub dimension.

In line with the second sub-objective of the study, the reliability evidence from
the classic Likert-type and extended-alternative Likert-type scale forms were
examined across child and adolescent groups. Considering the z-values obtained from
the classic form for the child and adolescent groups, there was a significant difference
between the reliability coefficients in the task-related behaviors sub-dimension. For
the extended—alternative form, the z-values obtained from the child and adolescent
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groups showed a significant difference in reliability coefficients for the entire scale
and the thoughts sub dimension. However, no significant difference was observed
between the child and adolescent groups in the autonomous reactions sub dimension
for either form. In the off-task responses subscale, there was a significant difference
between the reliability coefficients of the classic form for the child and adolescent
groups, whereas no significant difference was observed for the expanded-alternative
form. This situation may be attributable to the clarification of the items and the
consequent reduction in confusion. On the thoughts subscale, the child and adolescent
groups differed significantly on the extended-alternative form but not on the classic
form. On the thoughts subscale, the adolescent group responded to the items presented
in the extended-alternative format in a manner more consistent with the scale's
intended meaning.

It is believed that this situation stems from the fact that the child group is in the
concrete operational stage and that they have difficulty understanding abstract
expressions. Finally, examination of the autonomy responses subscale revealed no
significant difference between the reliability coefficients of the child and adolescent
groups for both the classical and extended-alternative forms. In this study, the classical
form was relatively more reliable for the child group, whereas the extended-alternative
form was more reliable for the adolescent group. This difference may be attributed to
the study group and the data-collection tool, because the longer items in the extended-
alternative form increased the reading load, thereby resulting in more random
measurement errors affecting the child groups. When the validity evidence obtained
from the classical and extended-alternative Likert-type scales from different groups
was examined using fit indices for the child and adolescent groups, the extended-
alternative form had better fit indices for the child group, whereas the classical form
had better fit indices for the adolescent group. Examination of the factor loadings for
the forms administered to the groups showed that all items had statistically significant
loadings; given these high loadings and the model fit indices, both the classical and
the extended-alternative demonstrate structural validity for scores obtained from the
child and adolescent groups. Comparison of the factor loadings of the classical and
extended-alternative Likert-type scales between the child and adolescent groups
revealed a significant difference favoring the adolescent group for the extended-
alternative form, whereas no significant difference was observed for the classical
form.

A significant difference was found between the total scores obtained from the
classical and extended-alternative Likert-type scales for the same individuals within
the same group, with the total scores from the classical form being lower than those
from the extended-alternative form. This result is likely due to expanding the scale
items and specifying their frequency more clearly. Additionally, the small time
difference between the application of the classical and extended-alternative forms is
thought to result from individuals remembering their responses to the items rather than
from the short interval between two applications.

607



Seda Gozliigol ve Seher Yal¢in, Comparison of the Psychometric Properties of Extended Likert-
Type Scales and Classic Likert-Type Scales in Psychological Tests

Although the students had the same scale score, they gave different responses to
the items. Therefore, individual interviews were more effective than using different
forms of the scale for distinguishing individual profiles and for assessing whether the
scale items serve their intended purpose. In the study by Zhang et al. (2019), the
vagueness and ambiguity of the items in the classical form were highlighted as
disadvantages. Examination of themes derived from student responses in this study
revealed that some items in the classical form were not sufficiently clear or precise,
leading students to provide different responses to those items. This situation pertains
more to the clarity and comprehensibility of the items than to the scaling process and
indicates that all of them should be evaluated together.

Taken all together, the findings indicate that the classic Likert-type scale and the
expanded-alternative Likert-type scale form exhibit similar psychometric properties
in terms of reliability and general construct validity. This suggests that the classic
Likert-type form can continue to be used for general measurement purposes.
However, when considering age-group fit indices, the extended-alternative form's
better fit in the child group suggests that expressing items more clearly and concretely
could improve measurement quality in this age group. Conversely, the fact that the
classic form shows a better fit in the adolescent group suggests that this group is
capable of interpreting more abstract and general statements. Significant differences
in total scores obtained from the same individuals, coupled with lower scores on the
classic form, indicate that the item format influences individuals’ response behavior.
This finding also indicates that scores obtained from scales with different formats
should not be directly compared. The fact that individuals’ responses to items differ,
even when their total scores are similar, suggests that scale formats alone may not be
sufficient, particularly when detailed individual-level evaluations are desired.
Therefore, when the goal is to gain a deeper understanding of an individual's profile,
scale-based assessments should be supplemented with individual interviews.

However, the findings clearly highlight the importance of systematically
examining how scale items are understood by the target age group during scale
development and adaptation studies. It is recommended that pilot studies—especially
those using the think-aloud method—be conducted with a small sample before
administering the scale items to the target age group. This study shows that the
meanings students visualize when reading relevant statements can vary. This situation
demonstrates that linguistic clarity alone is insufficient; cognitive processes must also
be taken into account. Consequently, it is believed that qualitative pilot studies that
reveal how scale items are interpreted by the target audience constitute a critical step
in strengthening the validity evidence of the measurement instrument.

Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that the explanatory texts
in scale applications be shortened and clarified. Conducting psychometric
comparisons of different rating scales (3-point, 5-point, 7-point, etc.), numbers of
items (short and long forms), and response categories is important for future studies.
In light of the findings, researchers using the classic form should exercise caution
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because some items may be interpreted differently, whereas the extended-alternative
form is considered appropriate for groups with well-developed abstract thinking skills
(adolescents). Additionally, qualitative approaches, such as individual interviews and
the think-aloud method, make significant contributions to evaluating how items are
understood and to assessing construct validity. Finally, due to the differences in factor
loadings between child and adolescent groups, it is recommended that measurement
invariance be tested in future studies.
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Seda Gozliigol ve Seher Yalcin, Psikolojik Testlerde Genisletilmis Likert Tipi Olgek ile Klasik
Likert Tipi Olgeklerin Psikometrik Ozelliklerinin Karsilastirilmast

Psikolojik testler; insanlarin davraniglarini, performanslarini, tutumlarini,
yeteneklerini kisaca tiim psikolojik 6zelliklerini 6lgmek ve var olan durumu ortaya
koymak amactyla olusturulmus uzmanligint alms kisiler tarafindan standart bigimde
kullanilabilen 6lgme aracidir (Cansiz, 2007; Kutanis & Elgi, 2006). Kisilere iliskin
dogru karar vermek; tanilama, segme ve yerlestirme yapmak, ayni zamanda bireysel
farkliliklar1 ya da ayni kisinin farkli zamanlardaki degisim ve gelisimini ortaya
koymak amaciyla da kullanildiginda testin uygulandig1 bireyin durumunu dogru bir
sekilde ortaya koymasi, kullanilan 6lgme aracinin amaca uygun olmasina, dlgme
yapilan ortama, 6lgmeyi yapan kisinin uzmanligina ve 6l¢me araglarinin giivenirlik,
gecerlilik, kulllanighlik gibi psikometrik 6zelliklerine baglidir (Borkan ve dig., 2017,
Cohen & Swerdlik, 2018; Sahin & Giilleroglu, 2013; Tiiliibasg, 2009).

Klasik Likert tipi oOlgeklerde, cevaplayicinin ifadeleri goriis, tutum ve
duygularin1 tek tek yansittigr i¢in ifadelerden elde edilen puanlarin toplanarak
bireylerin verdikleri cevaplardan bir toplam puan belirlendigi, dereceleme
toplamlartyla dlgekleme yapilir (Gokdemir & Yilmaz, 2023; Sahin & Giilleroglu,
2013; Turan ve dig., 2015). Klasik Likert tipi dlgeklerin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin
yiiksek olmasi, dlgekten elde edilen toplam puanlarin, 6lgegin alt boyutlarindan elde
edilen toplam puanlarla karsilastirilabilir olmasi, standardize oOlgiimlerle veri
toplanmast ve tekrarli Olciimler yapilarak gecerlilik-glivenirlik analizlerinin
yapilabilmesi gibi avantajlara sahip olmasi agisindan bir¢ok alanda kullanilmaktadir
(Gokdemir & Yilmaz, 2023). Ancak klasik Likert tipi o6lgeklerin avantajlarmin
yaninda sinirhiliklart ve dezavantajlart da bulunmaktadir. Son zamanlarda klasik
Likert tipi 6l¢eklerin, cocuklarin degerlendirilmesinde, tanilanmasinda ve tedavisinde
de siklikla (Royeen, 1985; Uyumaz & Cokluk, 2016) kullanilmasina ragmen klasik
Likert tipi Olgeklerin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin analiz edilmesinde ¢ogunlukla
yetiskin grubunun degerlendirmeye alindigi, bu durum klasik Likert tipi dl¢eklerin
kiiciik yas gruplarinda kullanimini, psikometrik 6zelliklerini siipheye diisiirmektedir
(Alan, 2019; Borgers & Hox, 2001).

Klasik Likert tipi 6lgekte yer alan maddeler ve yanit segenekleri tizerindeki
anlagmanin derece belirsizligi, maddelerin herkes tarafindan aymi sekilde
anlagilmamasi, Olgekte yer alan maddelerin farkli bireyler tarafindan farkl
yorumlamalara neden olmasi, maddenin neyi kastettiginin (Siklik m1? Derece mi?)
muglak olmasi, cevaplayicinin goriis ve tutumunu tam yansitamamasi ve yanit
kategorisindeki derecelemelerin karsilik geldigi miktarin kisiden kisiye farklilagsmasi
Likert tipi 6l¢egin sinirlt yanlarindan olup psikometrik 6zelliklerinin diismesine neden
olmaktadir (Bagaran, 1997; Joshi vd., 2015; Kam vd., 2024). Klasik Likert tipi
6lgeklerin dezavantajlarindan biri de farkli cevap ifadeleri ile ayn1 toplam puani alan
bireylerin aldiklar1 toplam puanlarin birbirleriyle ayni olmasi durumu olup ayni
toplam puani alan bireylerin ayni profillere sahip olundugu diisiincesidir. Bireylerin
birbirinden ne kadar farklilastigini da ortaya koyamamasi klasik Likert tipi dl¢egin
dezavantajidir (Alan, 2019). Klasik Likert tipi 6l¢melerin gegerlik ve gilivenirligine
iliskin son yillarda yapilan ¢alismalardan birinde (Zhang & Savalei, 2016), klasik
Likert tipi 6lgeklere yeni bir boyut kazandirmiglardir. Arastirmacilar, klasik Likert tipi
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Olgeklerde yer alan maddelerin katiliyorum-bazen-katilmiyorum  seklinde
yanitlanmasinin davranisin sikliginin ya da derecesinin muglak bir ifade oldugunu bu
nedenle cevaplayici igin ¢ok 6zel sonuglar vermedigini belirtmistir. Arastirmacilar,
her yanit secenegi yerine tam bir ciimlenin kullanildigi ve maddedeki muglak
ifadelerin giderilmeye, azaltilmaya calisildigi, genisletilmis bigim adi verilen
genisletilmis-alternatif bir 6lgek bi¢imi dnermislerdir.

Genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi olgekler ilk olarak 2002 yilinda Hills ve
Arglye tarafindan o6ne siiriilmiis olup “The Oxford Happiness Questionnaire: A
compact scale for the measurement of psychological well-being’’ adli ¢alismasinda
Oxford mutluluk 6l¢egi iizerinden yola ¢ikarak cevaplayicinin 6lgekte yer alan yanit
seceneklerinde katiliyorum’dan  katilmiyorum’a dogru siralanan dereceleme
ifadelerini isaretlemesinden ziyade her dereceleme ifadesini bir ciimle halinde
sunulmasi esasina dayanarak genisletilmis Likert tipi 6l¢egi gelistirilmislerdir (Hills
& Arglye, 2002).

Zhang ve Savalei (2016) yaptig1 calismada, genisletilmig-alternatif Likert tipi
Olgeklerin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin daha yiiksek oldugunu ve bireylere ait profilleri
daha iyi agikladigint 6ne siirmiistiir. Genisletilmis-alternatif form, cevaplayicinin
maddeleri daha dikkatli okumasi, segenekler arasindaki farki kolayca anlamasini
saglayarak cevaplayicinin kafa karisikligini azaltir ve daha dikkatli cevaplamasina
yardimct olurken klasik Likert formdaki o6l¢eklerde yer alan maddelere,
cevaplayicinin ne diizeyde katilip katilmadigi belirsiz olup degerlendirmeye agik
degildir (Kam ve dig., 2024). Klasik Likert tipi oOlgekte cevaplayic
katilmiyorum/katiltyorum  secgeneklerinden  birini  isaretlemek  zorundayken
genisletilmis-alternatif form maddelerin cevaplayicilarin herhangi bir ifadeye
katilmasini gerektirmez, katilmiyorum-katiliyorum segeneklerinden kurtarir ve riza
yanlilig1 teorik olarak ortadan kaldirilir. Cevaplayicilar, dlgekte yer alan maddeleri
cevaplarken olumlu maddelerden olumsuz maddelere gegis olmamasi ve her maddeye
iliskin yanit segeneklerinin climle ile belirtilmesiyle herhangi bir karisiklik
yasamayacaklardir. Cevaplayicilarin Snyargisini azaltir. Klasik Likert tipi 6lgekte
maddelerin olumlu/olumsuz madde yonii varken genisletilmis-alternatif formdaki
maddelerin yonii yoktur, her maddenin hem olumlu hem de olumsuz versiyonlari yanit
secenekleri olarak sunulmaktadir (Zhang ve dig., 2019; Zhang ve dig., 2023).

Genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6lgekte yer alan maddelerin cevaplanmasi,
klasik Likert tipi Olcek maddelerine gore daha fazla okuma yiikii gerektirir.
Genisletilmis- alternatif Likert tipi Ol¢ekte maddelerin uzunlugundan kaynakli
cevaplayicilarda yorgunluk, sikilganlik ve dikkatsizlik nedeniyle istenmeyen
yanitlamalar meydana gelebilir bu nedenle cevaplayicinin maddeleri okurken daha
dikkatli olmast gerekmektedir. Bu durum olgegin psikometrik 6zelliklerini
diislirebilir. Genigletilmis- alternatif Likert tipi Ol¢egin gelistirilmesi, gruba
uygulanmasi ve degerlendirilmesinin; cevaplayicilarin 6lgekte yer alan maddeleri
doldurulmasimin klasik Likert tipi formdan daha uzun siirmesi nedeniyle zaman ve
maliyet agisindan; ekonomik degildir (Zhang ve dig., 2019). Klasik Likert tipi 6lgcek
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maddelerinin,  genisletilmis-alternatif ~ Likert tipi  formunda maddelere
dontstiiriilmesiyle hem arastirmacilar hem de cevaplayicilar, maddelerin yanit
seceneklerinin amaglanan anlamini daha net anlayacaklari, ifadelerin bireyler
tarafindan farkli yorumlanma olasiligini azaltacagi ve dlgegin dlgmek istedigi boyutu
daha gecerli bir sekilde ortaya koyacag: diistiniilmektedir. Bu nedenle klasik Likert
formdaki 6lgeklerin yerine alternatif formlarin kullanilmasi Zhang ve Savalei (2016)
tarafindan Onerilmistir.

Alan yazinda genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6lgeklerle ilgili aragtirmalarin
bahsi gegen arastirmacilarla ve yetiskin grubu iizerinden yapilan ¢alismalarla sinirl
kaldig1 ve Tiirkiye’de ise genisletilmig-alternatif Likert tipi 6lgege ait bir ¢caligmanin
bulunmadig1 goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle klasik ve genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi
Olceklerin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin incelenmesi ve karsilastirilmast, alternatif Likert
tipi 6l¢eklerde; kisilere ait profillerin daha agik bir sekilde ortaya konulmasi agisindan
onemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bu caligmada Likert tipi bir psikolojik testin
genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi Olgeklere c¢evrilerek psikometrik 6zellikler
bakimindan karsilastirilmasi ve gocuk grubunda 6lgek anlasilirligr ile ilgi sorunlarin
daha fazla olmasi nedeniyle gecerlik giivenirlik farkliliklariin g¢ocuk ve ergen
grubuna gore de ayr1 ayri incelenmesine gereklilik goriilmiistiir. Orijinalinde klasik
Likert tipi olarak derecelendirilen ¢ocuklar i¢in sinav kaygisi dl¢eginin genigletilmis-
alternatif Likert tipi Olgeklere ¢evrilerek psikometrik 0Ozellikler bakimindan
kargilagtirilmasi, genigletilmis formda farkli yas gruplarinda (g¢ocuk-ergen grup)
olmanin gegerlik ve giivenirlige etkisinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Ayrica 6lgek
toplam puani ve dgrenci profillerinin (6lgek alt boyutlarindaki lgiilen 6zellige diisiik,
orta ve yiiksek diizeyde sahip olanlar) genisletilmis-alternatif veya klasik Likert tipi
Olceklere gore degisip degismedigi incelenmesi amaglanmaistir.

Alt Amaclar

1. Farkli 6rneklemlere uygulanan genisletilmis-alternatif ve klasik Likert tipi
6lgeklerden elde edilen gegerlilik ve giivenirlik kanitlar1 nasildir?

a) Olgeklerin madde faktor yiikleri arasinda nasil bir farklilik vardir?
b) Uyum indeksleri arasinda nasil bir farklilik vardir?
¢) Giivenirlik katsayilar1 arasinda nasil bir farklilik vardir?

2. a) Sadece klasik Likert tipi 6l¢ek formunu alan d6grencilerin puanlarina ait elde
edilen gegerlilik ve giivenirlik kanitlari, gocuk ve ergen grubuna gore farklilasmakta
midir?

b) Sadece genisletilmis-altenatif Likert tipi 6l¢ek formunu alan 6grencilerin
puanlarina ait elde edilen gegerlilik ve giivenirlik kanitlari, cocuk ve ergen grubuna
gore farklilagmakta midir?
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3. Aym grupta yer alan oOgrencilerin, genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi
Olgeklerden elde edilen toplam puan ortalamalart ile klasik Likert tipi 6l¢eklerden elde
edilen toplam puan ortalamalari farklilagmakta midir?

4. Ogrenciler klasik Likert formda ve genisletilmis-alternatif formda yer alan
ifadeleri nasil yorumlamaktadir?

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Orijinalinde klasik Likert tipi 6l¢ek olarak derecelendirilen ¢ocuklar icin sinav
kaygis1 6lceginin genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi Slgeklere ¢evrilerek psikometrik
ozellikler bakimindan karsilagtirilmasinin amaglandigt ¢alisma, karma modellerden
aciklayici desende tasarlannustir. Bu desen iki asamalidir. Oncelikle nicel veriler
toplanir ve analiz edilir. Daha sonra nicel verileri agiklamak ve ayrintili olarak
incelemek i¢in nitel veriler toplanip analiz edilir (Creswell & PlanoClark, 2007). Bu
baglamda, oncelikle smnav kaygist Olgegi Ogrencilere uygulanip analiz edilmis
ardindan 20 6grenci ile farkli yanit seceneklerini nasil yorumladiklarini incelemek igin
sesli diigiinme yaklasimi ile bireysel goriismeler yapilmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Cocuklar i¢in sinav kaygisi 6l¢egi, 8-12 yas araligindaki 6grencilerin siav kaygi
diizeylerine iligkin bilgi veren 6l¢me aract olup hem yurt diginda hem de iilkemizde
kullanilmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, evrene genelleme amaci tasimadigindan 6grenciler
seckisiz olmayan drnekleme yontemlerinden; derinlemesine arastirma yapabilmek ve
¢alismanin amacina uygun durumlarin secilmesi amaciyla amaglh 6rnekleme yontemi
(Yidirim & Simsek, 2011) ve ¢aligmada zaman, para, emek, uygulanabilirlik vb.
sinirliliklardan dolay1 kolay erisilebilir 6rnekleme yontemleri kullanilarak Gaziantep
ve Kilis illerinden Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagli okullardan segilmistir. Calismanin
nicel agamasina ¢ocuklar i¢in sinav kaygist dlgegi, 2023-2024 egitim yilinin birinci
doneminde Gaziantep ve Kilis illerinden Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagli okullardan 3.
4.5.ve 6. smif diizeyinde 6grenim goren ¢alismaya katilmaya goniillii 892 6grenciye
uygulanmistir. Ardindan ¢alismanin nitel agamasinda, 3. 4. 5. ve 6. sinif diizeylerinde
Ogrenim goren katilmaya goniillii, demografik 6zellikler agisindan dengeli dagilim
gosteren ve okuma-anlama becerisi yiiksek 20 O6grenci ile bireysel goriigmeler
yapilmistir. Calismaya 445 kiz 467 erkek olmak iizere toplam 912 6grenci katilmis
olup katilim saglayan Ogrencilerin 598’1 ¢ocuk grubunu 313’ ergen grubunu
olusturmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araclan

Bu ¢aligmada, veri toplama araci olarak Cocuklar igin Sinav Kaygisi Olgegi
kullanilmigtir. Bu ¢alismada kullanilmak tizere 6lgegi gelistiren yazarlardan izin
almmustir. Olgek hakkinda bilgiler asagida sunulmustur.
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Cocuklar icin Sinav Kaygisi Olgegi (CKSO)

Wren ve Benson (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen “Cocuklar Igin Smav Kaygist
Olgegi” ilkokul ve ortaokul gagindaki 8-12 yas arahigindaki ¢ocuklarin sinav kaygi
diizeylerini 6l¢meye yonelik olarak gelistirilen 30 maddeden olusan, cevaplama siiresi
5-12 dakika siiren dortlii Likert tipi (1 = Hemen Hemen Higbir Zaman, 2 = Bazen, 3=
Cogu Zaman, 4 = Hemen Hemen Her Zaman) bir derecelendirmeye sahip bir dlgme
aracidir. Ogrencilerin cevaplar1 dogrultusunda dlgekten alinabilecek puan minimum
30 ve maksimum 120 puandir. 30—60 puan diisiik, 60-90 puan orta ve 90—120 puan
yiiksek diizeyde smav kaygisina isaret etmektedir (Wren & Benson, 2004). CSKO icin
giivenirlik kestirimi 0.92 olup alt boyutlarmminda ise Diisiinceler, Gorev Disi
Davraniglar ve Otonom Tepkiler i¢in Cronbach Alfa degerleri sirasiyla .89, .78, ve .85
olarak hesaplanmistir. Analizler, tim madde-faktdr yiiklerinin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli oldugunu ve 0.37 ile 0.76 arasinda degistigini (yarisindan fazlasi /0.60)
gostermistir (Wren & Benson, 2004). Tirkiye’de Bulgan ve digerleri (2017)
tarafindan yapilan 6l¢ek uyarlama ¢alismasinda tutarlilik anlaminda giivenirlik i¢in i¢
tutarligi Cronbach Alfa katsayisi ile hesaplanmustir. Olgegin biitiiniine iliskin
Cronbach Alfa degeri ise. 88 olup alt boyutlarininda ise Diislinceler, Gorev Dist
Davraniglar ve Otonom Tepkiler i¢in Cronbach Alfa degerleri sirasiyla .82, .70, ve .75
olarak bulunmustur. Olgege ait gegerlilik kanitlari ise yapilan analizler sonucunda 30
maddeden ve ii¢ faktorden olusan 6lgegin model uyumunu ki kare degeri ve y2 /sd =
3.97 dikkate alindiginda y2/sd degerinin 5’in altinda oldugu, anlamli oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Model uyum indeksleri ise RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .05, CFI = .97, GFI=
.92 ve AGFI = .90 olarak hesaplanmis 6lgegin model uyum indekslerinin kabul
edilebilir ve iyi diizeyde oldugu ve dl¢egin yap1 gegerligine sahip oldugu sdylenebilir
(Aydin ve Bulgan, 2017). Asagida klasik formatta uygulanan 6rnek bir madde (Aydin
& Bulgan, 2017) ardindan genisletilmis hali 6rnek olarak sunulmustur.

Klasik form:

Neredeyse  Bazen Cogu Neredeyse

S turk Higbir Zaman  Her Zaman
mav olurken. .. Zaman
1. Gegip gegmeyecegimi merak ederim. 1 2 3 4

Genigletilmis form:

Soru 1:

A. Smav olurken gecip gegmeyecegimi neredeyse hi¢bir zaman merak etmem.
B. Sinav olurken ge¢ip gegmeyecegimi bazen merak ederim.

C. Smav olurken gecip gegmeyecegimi ¢ogu zaman merak ederim.

D. Smav olurken gecip gegmeyecegimi neredeyse her zaman merak ederim.
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Nitel veriler i¢in 20 katilimer ile 40 dakikalik bireysel goriismeler yapilmis olup
sesli diisiinme yaklasimi kullanilmustir. Klasik Likert tipi 6l¢ekte yer alan ifadeleri ve
genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi lgekte yer alan farkli yanit segenekleri; 6grencilere
tek tek sorulup yanitlar1 kayit altina alinarak veriler toplanmistir. Nitel veriler i¢in
farkl1 bir veri toplama araci kullanilmamastir.

Etik Kurul Karan
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Arastirmanin Bilimsel Niteligi

Arastirmanin nicel boyutunda dlgme araglarinin giivenirligini degerlendirmek
amactyla Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 hesaplanmis, yap1 gegerligine iliskin kanit elde
etmek amaciyla DFA gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin nitel boyutunda ise
inandiriciligr artirmak amaciyla veri analiz siirecinde ilk yazar tarafindan
gerceklestirilen kodlamalar ikinci yazar tarafindan gézden gegirilmis ve kodlamalar
arasindaki tutarlilik degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica, bulgularin katilimer goriislerini dogru
bi¢imde yansitmasini saglamak amaciyla dogrudan katilimer ifadelerinden alintilara
yer verilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizinde 6lgekte yer alan her maddenin olumlu ya da olumsuz
olmasina bakilmaksizin 1’den 4’e dogru cevaplayicilarin yanitlari puanlanmistir. Elde
edilen veriler SPSS ve Mplus programlari kullanilarak aragtirma kapsaminda yer alan
arastirma sorularina uygun yontemler kullanilarak ¢oztimlenmistir. Analizler dncesi
testlerin varsayimlar: test edilmistir. Analizlerde manidarlik diizeyi .05 olarak
almmistir. Analizlere baslamadan o6nce klasik Likert tipi formun, genisletilmis-
alternatif formun ve hem klasik hem genisletilmis-alternatif formun uygulandig
gruplardan elde edilen verilere iliskin betimsel istatistikler, kayip veriler, u¢ veriler
incelenmis, normal dagilim varsayimmi kontrol edilmistir. Birinci ve ikinci aragtirma
sorusu kapsaminda, genisletilmig-alternatif ve klasik Likert tipi Ol¢eklerden elde
edilen her bir formun giivenirligini Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 hesaplanarak
belirlenmistir. Formlardan elde edilen giivenirlik katsayilarmin birbirinden anlaml
olarak farklilagip farklilasmadiklari Fisher’in Z Testi ile incelenmistir (Akhun, 1984).
Bu c¢alismada farkli gruplarin karsilastirilmasi, hatalarin rastgele dagildig:
varsayimmna dayanmaktadir; bu durum arastirmanin bir smirlilifi olarak kabul
edilebilir. Gegerlik kanitlart igin DFA yapilmis, genisletilmis-alternatif ve klasik
Likert tipi O6lgeklerden elde edilen model veri uyum degerleri ve faktor yiikleri
kargilagtiritlmistir. Madde faktor yiikleri arasindaki farklilik bagimsiz 6rneklemler t
testi ile karsilastirilmustir. Uciincii alt amac¢ kapsaminda, hem klasik hem
genisletilmis-alternatif formun uygulandigr ayni grupta yer alan cevaplayicilarin
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toplam puanlarinin tiim 6l¢ek i¢in ve 6lgegin alt boyutlarindan elde edilen toplam
puanlar arasindaki genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢ekleri alma durumlarina gore
farklilasma olup olmadiginin belirlenmesi amaciyla bagimsiz drneklemler t testi
kullanilmistir. Ayn1 gruptan genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢ekte ayni toplam
puani almus farkl kisilere ait profiller (maddelere iliskin verilen tepkilerin dagilimi)
ile klasik Likert tipi 6l¢ekte ayn1 toplam puani almus farkli kisilere ait profiller madde
ve alt 6lgek bazinda betimsel olarak incelenerek farkliliklar sunulmustur. Dordiincii
alt amag¢ kapsaminda, dgrencilerin klasik formda yer alan ifadeleri ve genisletilmis-
alternatif formda yer alan farkli yanit segeneklerini nasil yorumladiklarii tespit etmek
icin dgrenciler ile yapilan goriigme kayitlar1 desifre edilmis ardindan igerik analizi
yapilarak sonuglar tema, kategori ve kodlar ile sunulmus, 6grencilerin goriislerine
iligkin alintilar verilmistir.

Bulgular

Caligmanin ilk amaci farkli gruplara uygulanan genisletilmis-alternatif Likert
tipi Olgekler ve klasik Likert tipi Olgeklerden elde edilen gegerlilik, giivenirlik
kanitlarinin incelenmesi ve giivenirlik katsayilari, uyum indeksleri ve madde faktor
yiikleri arasinda fark olup olmadigmin tespit edilmesidir. Birinci aragtirma sorusu
kapsaminda farkli gruplara uygulanan genisletilmis-alternatif ve klasik Likert tipi
6lgeklerden elde edilen her bir formun giivenirligi Cronbach Alfa ig tutarlilik katsayisi
hesaplanarak belirlenmis olup giivenirlik katsayilarmin birbirinden manidar bir
bicimde farklilasip farklilagmadiklart ise Fisher’in Z Testi ile test edilmis olup
genisletilmis-alternatif ve klasik Likert tipi 6l¢ek formlarma ait Cronbach Alfa
giivenirlik katsayilar1 Ek 1°de verilmistir. Elde edilen gilivenirlik katsayilarinin
birbirinden manidar bir bi¢cimde farklilagip farklilasmadiklarina iligkin Fisher’in Z
Testi ile sonucu Tablo 1°de verilmistir.

Tablo 1

Formlara Ait Giivenirlik Sonuglarimin Karsilagtirilmasi

Klasik Form  Genisletilmis- Zrklasik  Zrgenisletilmis  Z

Alternatif Form
Tiim dlgek .88 .87 1.37 1.35 30
Diistinceler .83 .81 1.18 1.14 .64
GoérevD.D. .64 .61 77 74 42
Otonom T. .76 78 1.00 1.05 -.70

Tablo 1’de goriildiigii tizere tiim z degerleri, 1.96’dan (Akhun, 1984) kiiciik
oldugundan klasik ve genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi Ol¢eklerin giivenirlik
katsayilar1 arasinda manidar bir fark olmadigi goriilmektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle,
klasik Likert tipi 6l¢egi genisletilmis-alternatif forma doniistiirmek hem tiim 6lgekten
elde edilen giivenirlik katsayisi lizerinde hem de 6l¢egin alt boyutlarindan elde edilen
giivenirlik katsayilart iizerinde bir fark yaratmamustir. Gegerlik kanitlari igin
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dogrulayic1 faktor analizi yapilmis, genisletilmis-alternatif ve klasik Likert tipi
Olgeklerden elde edilen model veri uyum degerleri ve faktor yiikleri karsilastirilmas,
klasik Likert tipi dlgek ve genigletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢ek formundan elde
edilen verilerinin model uyum iyiligi dogrulayici faktor analizi ile incelenmis olup
Tablo 2°de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2

Klasik Likert Tipi ve Genisletilmis-Alternatif Likert Tipi Olgcek Formuna Ait Model
Uyum lyiligi

Test Formu x2 X/sd RMSEA SRMR CFI1
Klasik Form 5507.05 12.65 .05 .06 .89
Alternatif Form 5627.08 12.9 .04 .05 93

Uyum indekslerinden, CFI i¢in ideal degerin .90’dan biiylik, RMSEA degerinin
ise .08 den kiigiik olmas1 gerekmektedir (Uyumaz & Cokluk, 2016). Olceklerden elde
edilen uyum 1iyiligi degerleri incelendiginde, X2/sd degerinin 5’in altinda olmamasi
model uyumunun iyi olmadigini géstermektedir. Klasik forma ait RMSEA degeri .05
olup iyi uyum; genisletilmig-alternatif forma ait RMSEA degeri .04 ise miikemmel
uyum gostermektedir. SRMR degerleri bakimindan klasik formun .06 ve
genisletilmig-alternatif forma ait .05 oldugu ve her ikisinin de iyi uyum gosterdigi
goriilmektedir. Klasik formdan elde edilen CFI degeri .89 olmasi nedeniyle iyi uyuma
oldukca yakin oldugu goriilmektedir. Uyum indekslerinden CFI, SRMR ve RMSEA
genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda {i¢ faktorlii
6lcegin yapisinin kabul edilebilir ve gegerli sonuglar verdigi goriilmektedir. Zhang ve
Savelei (2016), calismasinda klasik ve genisletilmig-alternatif formlarin model
uyumlarinin karsilastirilmasinda Ki-kare, CFI ve RMSEA degerlerini dikkate almais,
genisletilmis-alternatif formun uyum degerlerinin daha yiiksek oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Bu c¢alismada da ilgili bulguya paralel olarak formlar arasinda kiigiik
farklarin oldugu ve genisletilmig-alternatif formun daha iyi bir uyuma sahip oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Yani Zhang ve Savalei’nin bulgulariyla tutarli oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Orijinal formun uygulandigi gruptan elde edilen dogrulayici faktor analizine iliskin
yol (path) diyagramilari incelendiginde genisletilmig-alternatif forma ait tiim
maddelerin, faktor yiikleri .30’dan biiyiik oldugu ve ti¢ faktorlii yapiyla iyi bir uyum
gosterdigi; klasik formda ise madde 18 hari¢ tiim maddelerin, faktor yiiklerinin
.30’dan biiyiik oldugu ve ii¢ faktorlii yapryla iyi bir uyum gosterdigi goriilmektedir.
Kam ve digerleri (2024), caligmasinda genigletilmis form igin 6lgekte yer alan
maddelerin faktor yiiklerini DFA ile incelemis olup bu ¢alismada da maddelerin faktor
yiikleri DFA ile incelenmistir. Tiim maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin oldukca yiiksek
oldugu ve orijinal yapi ile ayn1 faktore yiiklendigi tespit edilmis olup iki farkli 6l¢ekte
yer alan maddelerin faktor yiikleri bagimli 6rneklemler t testi ile karsilastirilmis,
sonuglar Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3

Olgekte Yer Alan Maddelerin Formlardaki Faktér Yiiklerinin Bagimlh Orneklemler t
testi ile Karsilastiriimast (N: 30)

Formlar M s T p

Klasik form ile Genisletilmis- .00 71 43 .66
Alternatif formun faktor yiikleri

Tablo 3’te goriildiigii lizere klasik Likert tipi ve genisletilmis-alternatif Likert
tipi 6lgek formlarina ait faktor yiikleri karsilastirildiginda; t testi sonucu manidarlik
diizeyi (p=.66) .05’ten biiyiik oldugundan Slgekte yer alan maddelerin klasik form ile
genisletilmig-alternatif formdaki faktor yiikleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadig
ifade edilebilir (#(29)=0.43, p=.66). Analiz sonucunda genisletilmig-alternatif formlar
icin model uyumlarinin, klasik formlar i¢in elde edilen model uyumlarindan daha iyi
uyum gosterdigi sonucuna ulagmistir. Ayni zamanda faktorler altinda toplanan madde
faktor yiikleri karsilastirildiginda ise genisletilmig-alternatif formdaki madde
yiiklerinin, klasik formdaki madde yiiklerinden daha yiiksek oldugu ve yap1
gegerliliginin daha iyi oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt amaci kapsaminda farkli gruplardan genisletilmis-
alternatif Likert ve klasik Likert tipi ol¢eklere ait elde edilen gegerlilik ve giivenirlik
kanitlarinin; ¢ocuk ve ergen grubuna gore farklilasip farklilagsmadigi ayri ayr
incelenmistir. Elde edilen puanlarin giivenirligi i¢in genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi
forma ait Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi incelendiginde ergen grubundan elde
edilen Cronbach Alfa degerinin (a=.91) ¢cocuk grubundan elde edilen Cronbach Alfa
degerinden (o =.86) daha yiiksek oldugu; klasik forma ait Cronbach Alfa degerinin
ergen grubunda elde edilen (o =.84) ve ¢ocuk grubundan elde edilen Cronbach Alfa
degeri (o =.89) oldugu bu durumda ergen grubunun Cronbach Alfa degerinin, ¢ocuk
grubundan daha diisiik oldugu goriilmekte olup sonuglar Ek 2°de gosterilmistir. Cocuk
ve ergen grubundan elde edilen giivenirlik katsayilarinin birbirinden manidar bir
bi¢imde farklilagip farklilagmadiklarini tespit etmek i¢in Fisher’in Z Testi kullanilmis
olup formlara ait ergen ve gocuk grubu i¢in Fisher’in Z Testi sonucu Tablo 4’te
verilmisgtir.
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Tablo 4

Farkly Gruplardaki Cocuk ve Ergen Cevaplayicilara Ait Giivenirlik Sonuglarinin
Karsilastirlmast

Klasik Form Genisletilmis-Alternatif Form

C E Zr¢ Zre Z C E Zr¢ Zre Z

Tim 89 84 142 125 1.63 .86 91 1.29 1.52 -2.26%*
Oleek

Diistince 82 83 .17 119 -15 78 87 1.05 1.33 -2.64%
Gorev 68 55 .83 .62 2.01 .61 70 71 87 -1.54
D.D. *

Otonom 76 75 1.01 98 33 5 84 .98 .88 95

* p<.05, Not: C=Cocuk Grubu, E=Ergen Grubu.

Tablo 4’te goriildiigii gibi sadece genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢ek
formunu yanitlayan cevaplayicilarin gérev disi ve otonom tepkiler alt boyutlarinda z
degerleri, tablo degeri olan 1.96’dan kiiciik oldugundan ¢ocuk ve ergen gruplarinda
Olgeklerin giivenirlik katsayilar1 arasinda manidar bir fark olmadig1 goriilmektedir.
Diger taraftan tiim Olgek ve diislinceler boyutuna ait gilivenirlik degerleri
karsilagtirildiginda, ¢ocuk ve ergen gruplarinda olgeklerin giivenirlik katsayilar
arasinda manidar bir fark oldugu ifade edilebilir. Sadece klasik Likert tipi dlgek
formunu yanitlayan cevaplayicilarin Fisher z degerleri incelendiginde ise diigiinceler
ve otonom tepkiler alt boyutlarinda ¢ocuk ve ergen gruplarinda 6lgeklerin giivenirlik
katsayilar1 arasinda manidar bir fark olmadigi ancak tiim dlgek ve gorev dist tepkiler
boyutuna ait giivenirlik degerleri karsilastirildiginda, ¢ocuk ve ergen gruplarinda
Olgeklerin giivenirlik katsayilar1 arasinda manidar bir fark oldugu ifade edilebilir.
Gegerlik kanitlar1 i¢in gocuk ve ergen grubuna ait genisletilmis-alternatif formdan
elde edilen veriler i¢in yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda model uyum
iyiligi degerleri Tablo 5’te gdsterilmistir.

Tablo 5

Farkly Gruplardaki Cocuk ve Ergen Cevaplayicilara Ait Genisletilmis-Alternatif
Form Uyum Indeksleri

Uyum Indeksleri X X’/sd  RMSEA SRMR CFI
Genigletilmis- Cocuk Grubu 574.08 1.42 04 .06 93
Alternatif Form = o Grubu 54904 136 .04 07 93
Klasik Form Cocuk Grubu 758,48 188 04 07 90
Ergen Grubu 531,92 132 03 09 87
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Genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi forma ait uyum iyiligi degerleri
incelendiginde, RMSEA degeri hem ¢ocuk grubu i¢in (RMSEA=.04) hem de ergen
grubu (RMSEA=.04) icinde miikemmel uyum gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Olgek
formuna ait SRMR degerleri incelendiginde hem ¢ocuk grubuna hem ergen grubuna
ait SRMR degerinin iyi uyum gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Genisletilmis- alternatif lgek
formunana ait CFI degerleri incelendiginde ise ¢ocuk grubunda ve ergen grubunda
(CFI=.93) iyi uyuma karsilik geldigi goriilmektedir. Uyum indeksleri genel olarak
degerlendirildiginde, ¢ocuk ve ergen gruplarindan elde edilen verilerin dogrulayici
faktor analizi ile analizi sonucunda ii¢ faktorlii 6lgegin yapisinin kabul edilebilir ve
gegerli sonuclar verdigi goriilmektedir. Klasik Likert tipi 6lgek formunun ¢ocuk ve
ergen gruplarindan elde edilen uyum iyiligi degerleri incelendiginde ise, RMSEA
degerinin g¢ocuk grubunda (RMSEA=.04) ve ergen grubunda (RMSEA=.03)
milkemmel uyum gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Klasik Likert tipi 6lgek formununa ait
SRMR degerleri ¢ocuk grubunda (SRMR=.07) ve ergen grubuna (SRMR=.09) iyi
uyum gosterdigi goriilmektedir. CFI degeri ise ¢ocuk grubunda (CFI=.90) iyi uyuma
kargilik geldigi; ergen grubunda (CFI=.87 iyi uyuma karsilik geldigi gortilmektedir.
Uyum indeksleri genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, cocuk ve ergen gruplarindan elde
edilen verilerin dogrulayici faktdr analizi ile analizi sonucunda ii¢ faktorlii 6lgegin
yapisinin kabul edilebilir ve gegerli sonuglar verdigi goriilmektedir. Klasik form uyum
degerleri bakimindan incelendiginde, ¢ocuk grubundaki uyum degerlerinin ergen
grubuna gore daha iyi sonuglar verdigi goriilmektedir. Baz1 uyum degerleri ¢ocuk
grubunda bazilar1 ise ergen grubunda daha iyi uyuma isaret ettiginden net
karsilastirma yapilamanustir. Olgeklerde yer alan maddelerin faktér yiikleri bagimsiz
orneklemler t testi ile karsilastirilmig, sonuglar Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6

Farkly Gruplardaki Cocuk ve Ergen Cevaplayicilarda Yer Alan Maddelerin Faktor
Yiiklerinin Karsilastirilmast (N: 30)

M ss T p
Genigsletilmis Form Cocuk-Ergen Faktor -.06 .08 -3.94 .001
Yiikleri
Klasik  Form Cocuk-Ergen  Faktér -.03 11 -1.48 .14
Yiikleri

Tablo 6’da goriildiigii tizere, genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6lgek formunun
cocuk ve ergen grubuna ait faktor yiikleri karsilastirildiginda; olgekte yer alan
maddelerin ¢ocuk grubu ile ergen grubunun faktor yiikleri arasinda anlamli bir
farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir (#(29)=-3.94, p<.05). Elde edilen etki biiytkligi
(Cohen d=0.72) bu farkin orta-yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu ve yas grubunun faktor
yiikleri iizerinde belirgin bir etkisi bulundugunu gostermektedir. Klasik Likert tipi
Olgek formunun gocuk ve ergen grubuna ait faktor yiikleri karsilastirildiginda; t
degerinin manidarlik diizeyinin (p=.14) .05’ten biiylik oldugu, yani dl¢ekte yer alan
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maddelerin ¢ocuk grubu ile ergen grubunun faktor yiikleri arasinda anlamli bir
farklilik olmadig1 goriilmektedir (£(29)=-1.48, p>.05). Cocuk ve ergen grubundan elde
edilen maddelerin faktdr yiiklerine bakildiginda diisiinceler alt boyutunda g¢ogu
maddenin yaklagik yarisinin ¢ocuk grubunda, ergen grubundan daha yiiksek oldugu
goriilmektedir. Cocuk ve ergen gruplarinda formlara iliskin faktor yiik ortalamalar
6lgek ve alt boyutlar kapsaminda Tablo 7°de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 7

Farkly Gruplardaki Cocuk ve Ergen Cevaplayicilardan Formlara Ait Faktor
Yiiklerinin Ortalamasi

Cocuk Grubu Ergen Grubu
Klasik Form Genigsletilmis Klasik Form Genisletilmis
Alternatif Form Alternatif Form
Tiim o6lgek .56 52 S3 S8
Diisiinceler 57 54 57 .61
GoérevD.D. 53 A7 44 49
Otonom T. .58 .55 55 .64

Tablo 7°de goriildiigii iizere klasik formun dlgek ve alt boyutlar bazinda ¢ocuk
grubunda faktor yiikleri daha yiiksek iken genisletilmis-alternatif formun 6l¢ek ve alt
boyutlarda faktor yiik ortalamalariin ergen grubunda daha yiiksektir. Bu durumda
ergen grubu i¢in 6lgegi genisletmenin ige yaradig1 yorumu yapilabilir. Faktor yiikleri
madde bazinda iki formda da incelendiginde, diisiinceler alt boyutunda yer alan madde
1 ve madde 29’un gorev dist davraniglar alt boyutunda ise madde 7 ve madde 18’in
iki formda da g¢ocuk grubunda diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Arastirmanin {iglincii alt amaci kapsaminda ayni grupta yer alan cevaplayicilarin
toplam puanlarinin genisletilmig-alternatif Likert tipi 6lgekleri alma durumlarina gore
farklilasip farklilagmadig1 bagimsiz drneklemler t testi ile analiz edilmis olup analiz
sonucu Tablo 8’de verilmistir.

Tablo 8
Olgek Toplam Puanlarinin Farkli Olgek Alma Durumuna Gore Karsilastirilmast

Olgek Formu N M ss t p
Alternatif Form 97 68.38 16.14 -2.86 .00
Klasik Form 97 70.55 16.84

Tablo 8’de goriildiigii gibi hem klasik hem de genisletilmis-altenatif Likert tipi
Olgek formunun uygulandigi gruptaki bireylerin toplam puanlari, Olgek alma
durumlarma gore iliskili 6rneklem t testi ile incelenmistir. Analiz sonucunda, t
degerinin manidar olmasi (#96) =-2.87, p <.05) nedeniyle 6grencilerin 6lgek toplam
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puanlarinin alinan oOlgek tlirline gore genisletilmis-alternatif formun lehine
farklilastig1 yorumu yapilabilir. Elde edilen etki biiyiikliigi (d= 0.29), farkin kiigiik
diizeyde oldugunu ve 6lgek formunun toplam puanlar iizerindeki etkisinin sinirl
oldugunu gostermektedir.

Arasgtirmanin dordiinci alt amaci kapsaminda cevaplayicilarin maddelere
verdigi yanitlar testin amacina uygun olan ve testin amacina uygun olmayan bigimde
tema, kategori ve kodlar ile sunularak farkli yanit seceneklerini nasil yorumladiklari
incelenmistir. Klasik formda yer alan maddelere iliskin cevaplayicilarin verdigi
yanitlar testin amacina uygun olan ve testin amacina uygun olmayan yanitlar olarak
incelenmis ve maddelere iliskin yorumlari {i¢ tema altinda bes adet kategori ve 13 adet
Kod olusturulmus olup cevaplayicidan alinan altilar Ek 3’te sunulmustur. Ek 3’te
kisisel ozellikler kategorisi incelendiginde, kopya ¢ekmek kodu altinda 6grencilerin
Olcekte yer alan ‘Sinav olurken arkadaslarima bakarim.” ve ‘Sinav olurken etrafimda
olup bitenlere bakarim.” ifadelerine verdikleri cevaplar incelendiginde 6grencilerin
amaca uygun olmayan yanitlamalar yaptiklar1 da dikkat ¢ekmistir. Zaman yonetimi
kapsaminda yanitlayan o&grencilerin testin amacia uygun yanitlar verdikleri
soylenebilir. Ogrencilerin dlgekte yer alan ‘Sinav olurken yanlis bir sey yapmaktan
korkarim’, ‘Sinav olurken bagka seyler hakkinda diisiiniiriim.” ve ‘Sinav olurken dalip
giderim.” ifadelerini dikkat koduyla agikladiklar1 ve testin amacina uygun yanitlama
yapmadiklar1 goriilmiistiir.

Kisiye ait ozellikler temasma ait duyussal ozellikler kategorisinin ilk kodu
“smav korkusu/kaygis1” olup ogrencilerin verdikleri yanitlara dikkat edildiginde,
testin amacina uygun yanit verdikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu kategorinin ikinci kodu
“heyecan” olup Ogrencilerin verdikleri yanitlarin testin amacina uygun oldugu
goriilmistiir. Bu kategorinin iigiincii kodu “sikilganlik” olup 6grencilerin verdikleri
yanitlara bakildiginda, testin amact disinda bir amaca hizmet ettigi soylenebilir.
Sinava ait Ozellikler temasinda Ogrencilerin smavin zorlugu kavramini farkl
yorumladiklari, smav  zorluk diizeyini kendi basarilar1  dogrultusunda
sekillendirdiklerini, bazi &grencilerin smav kavramini ders ile iligkilendirdigi ve
sadece bir dersi dikkate alarak yanitladiklar1 goriilmiis olup sonraki ¢aligmalar da
maddelerin belirsizliklerinin giderilerek standartlagtiriimasi gerektigi
diisliniilmektedir. Aileye ait ozellikler kapsaminda o6grencilerin sinava yonelik
kaygilarinda ailenin tutumu ile ilgili olabilecegi goriilmektedir. Ogrencilerden alinan
yanitlar dogrultusunda bu tema da maddenin oldukga agik ve net oldugu, 6grencilerin
kolaylikla anladigi, farkli anlamlar yiliklemedikleri goriilmiistiir. Genisletilmis formda
yer alan maddelere iliskin 6grencilerin verdigi yanitlar testin amacina uygun olan ve
testin amacina uygun olmayan yanitlar olarak incelenmis ve maddelere iligkin
yorumlari {i¢ tema altinda bes adet kategori ve 13 adet kod olusturulmus olup Ek 4’te
sunulmustur.

Kisiye ait ozellikler temasi kisisel ozellikler; biligsel ozellikler ve duyussal
ozellikler olmak iizere ii¢ kategoriden ve 10 koddan olusmaktadir. ilk olarak kisisel
Ozellikler kategorisi incelenmis olup bu &grencilerin amaca uygun olmayan
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yanitlamalar yaptiklar1 dikkat ¢ekmistir. Ogrencilerin sinav olurken cevaplart
hatirlamak i¢in disiindiikleri 6lgekte yer alan smav olurken kalemiyle oynadiklari,
basinin agridigini, ayaklarini sallamaya basladiklar ifadeleri bilgiyi geri getirme kodu
altinda toplandig1 gorilmistiir. Kisiye ait oOzellikler temasina altinda toplanan
bulgular incelendiginde, Ogrencilerin maddelerin ¢ogunu amacina uygun
yanitladiklar1, 6grenci yanitlarinin birbirine benzer oldugu, yanit ¢esitliliginin klasik
formdan alinan yanitlarla karsilastirildiginda daha az oldugu ve maddeler i¢in alinan
cevaplarin belli kategorilerde agirlikla toplandigr goriilmiistiir. Bu durumda
genisletilmis-alternatif formda yer alan maddelerin, klasik forma oranla daha anlasilir
ve net oldugu, 6grencilerin maddeleri farkli yorumlasalar dahi bu farkliligin az oldugu
gorilmiistiir. Smavin giicliigiine iligskin bir kategori, smavin zorlugu ve sinavin
kolaylig1 olarak da iki kod olusturuldugu goriilmektedir. Bu kodlarda sinavin kolaylig1
kapsaminda iki numarali 6grenci, sinavi hizli bitirmeye ¢aligirim ifadesine 6grencinin
verdigi cevap alint1 kisminda yer verilmistir. Siavin zorlugu kodu kapsaminda; bir
numaralt Ogrencinin cevaplart hatirlamakta zorlanirim ifadesine; 7 numaral
Ogrencinin cevaplarinin dogru olup olmadigini merak ederim ifadesine; 10 numarali
Ogrencinin ise siav olurken basarisiz olmaktan korkarim ifadesine verdikleri yanitlar
alint1 kisminda yer verilmistir.

Genisletilmis formun uygulandigi 6grencilerin cevaplar1 dikkate alindiginda
baz1 ifadelere dlgegin amacina uygun olmayan yanitlar verdikleri, testin amaci disinda
farkl1 bir amaca hizmet ettigi goriilmiistiir. Ogrencilerin ifadeleri dikkate alindiginda
genellikle her zaman ya da higbir zaman olarak isaretledikleri “kalemimle oynarim,
karnimda tuhaf agr1 olur, saati kontrol ederim, yerimde hareketsiz durmakta
zorlanirim, daha fazla g¢alismaliydim diye diisiinliriim, tuvalete gitme ihtiyaci
hissederim” gibi ifadelere ait isaretlemelerinde zaman unsuruna bagl yanitladiklari;
bazen ve ¢ogu zaman segeneklerini isaretleme egilimlerinin fazla oldugu etrafima
¢evremde olup bitenlere bakarim, tedirgin hissederim, cevaplarimin dogru olup
olmadigini merak ederim, smavimi hizli bitirmeye c¢alisinm ifadelere ait
isaretlemelerinde ise eylem unsuruna bagl yanitladiklar1 gériilmiistiir. Ogrencilerden
Olgekte yer alan maddeler ait alinan yanitlarda ‘Sinav olurken tuvalete gitme ihtiyaci
hissederim.” maddesini yanitlarken 6grencilerin tamaminin zamana; ‘Sinav olurken
dalip giderim.” maddesini yanitlarken ise tamaminin eyleme doniik yanitlamada
bulunduklar1 dikkat ¢cekmistir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alismada klasik Likert tipi Ol¢eklerin, genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi
Olceklere  ¢evrilerek  psikometrik  zellikler bakimindan  karsilagtirilmasi,
genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi dlgek formunun farkli yas gruplarinda (¢ocuk-ergen
grup) olmanin gegerlik ile gilivenirlige etkisi ve dlgek toplam puani genisletilmis
alternatif veya klasik Likert tipi 6lgeklere gore degisip degismedigi incelenmistir. Bu
dogrultuda orijinalinde klasik Likert tipi 6lgek formunda olan ¢ocuklar i¢in sinav
kaygis1 dlgegi; uzman goriisleri ve ¢ocuklardan sesli diisinme yontemi ile alinan
cevaplar dogrultusunda genisletilmis formata ¢evrilmis olup 3. 4. 5. ve 6. Siif

624



Seda Gozliigdl ve Seher Yalcin, Psikolojik Testlerde Genisletilmis Likert Tipi Olgek ile Klasik
Likert Tipi Olgeklerin Psikometrik Ozelliklerinin Karsilastirilmast

Ogrencilerine uygulanmigtir. Asagida bu arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglar
raporlanmustir.

Caligmanin ilk alt amaci dogrultusunda farkli gruplardan genisletilmis-alternatif
Likert tipi dl¢eklere ait elde edilen giivenirlik kanitlari ve klasik Likert tipi 6l¢eklerden
elde edilen giivenirlik kanitlarinin iki formda da yiiksek oldugu ancak iki form
arasinda istatistiksel agidan manidar bir farklilagsma olmadig1 goériilmiistiir. Zhang ve
digerleri (2023), ¢alismasinda Rosenberg Benlik Saygis1 6l¢egine ait hem klasik hem
de genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6lgek formu yetiskin grubunda uygulamis olup
klasik forma ait Cronbach Alfa degeri ile genisletilmis-alternatif forma ait Cronbach
Alfa degeri birbirine yakin olarak hesaplanmistir. Klasik Likert tipi olgegin,
genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢cek formuna doniistiirmek hem tiim 6lgekten elde
edilen giivenirlik katsayisi iizerinde hem de 6lgegin alt boyutlarindan elde edilen
giivenirlik katsayilari iizerinde bir fark yaratmadig sonucuna ulagilmistir. iki formda
dikkate alindiginda gorev dis1 davranislar alt boyutundan elde edilen degerlerin
orijinal forma gore daha diisiik oldugu bu durumun alt boyutta yer alan maddelerin
acik ve net olmamasi, ¢ocuklarin okudugunu anlama becerisinden, ¢alisma grubunda
farkl1 kiiltiirlerden katilan ve kii¢iik yas gruplarindaki 6grencilerin ifadelerde yer alan
kavramlart tam anlayamamasindan kaynaklandig1 diisiiniilmektedir. Ornegin;
“Yiiziimii sicak basmaz.” ifadesinde “sicak basmaz” deyimini yas grubu kiiciik olan
bireylerin ve farkl: kiiltiirlerden gelen 6grencilerin tam anlamadig1 gézlemlenmistir.

Genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢eklere ait elde edilen gegerlilik kanitlar1 ve
klasik Likert tipi olgeklerden elde edilen gegerlilik kanitlar1 incelendiginde ise uyum
indeksleri ve faktor yiikleri karsilastirilmis olup iki formda da tim maddelerin
manidar ve genisletilmis-alternatif formun model uyum degerleri daha iyi olan bir
model olabilecegi sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu ¢calismada da ilgili bulguya paralel olarak
formlar arasinda kiigiik farklarin oldugu ve genisletilmis-alternatif formun daha iyi bir
uyuma sahip oldugu tespit edilmis olup Zhang ve Savalei’nin bulgulariyla tutarh
oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Genisletilmis alternatif Likert tipi 6lgeklere ait elde edilen gegerlilik kanitlar1 ve
klasik Likert tipi Ol¢eklerden elde edilen gegerlilik kanitlari kapsaminda DFA
sonuglart incelendiginde, dl¢ekte yer alan maddelere ait faktor yiik degerlerinin 6lgek
ve alt boyutlarinda ytiksek olmasi nedeniyle iki 6lgek formunun da yap: gegerligine
sahip oldugu ancak iki form arasinda aralarinda anlamli fark olmadigi sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Zhang ve Savalei (2016), calismasinda Beck Depresyon olgegi ve
Rosenberg Benlik saygist 6lgegini kullanmis olup DFA analizi ile genisletilmis
formattaki olgeklerin, klasik Likert formdaki 6lgeklere gore faktdérlesme yapisinin
daha iyi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu ¢alismada ise Cocuklar icin Smav Kaygis1 dlgegi
kullanilmis olup bulgulara bakildiginda iki 6lgeginde benzer faktorlesme yapisina
sahip oldugu bu durumun kullanilan 6lgme aracindan ve Olgmenin uygulandigi
kisilerden kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Faktor yiiklerinin ortalamalarina
bakildiginda ve maddelerin klasik ve genisletilmis- alternatif formdaki faktdr yiikleri
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ayri ayri analiz edildiginde, durumun alt boyutlara gore degisiklik gosterdigi
goriilmiigtiir.

Caligmanin ikinci alt amaci dogrultusunda farkli gruplardan klasik Likert tipi ve
genisletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢ek formlarina ait elde edilen giivenirlik kanatlari,
cocuk ve ergen grubuna gore incelenmis olup klasik formdan ¢ocuk ve ergen grubuna
ait elde edilen z degerleri dikkate alindiginda gorev dis1 davranislar alt boyutunda,
genisletilmis- alternatif formun ise tiim 6l¢ek ve diisiinceler alt boyutunda ¢ocuk ve
ergen grubundan elde edilen z degerlerine bakildiginda giivenirlik katsayilar1 arasinda
manidar fark varken iki formda da otonom tepkiler alt boyutunda ¢ocuk ve ergen
gruplart arasinda manidar fark olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Gorev dist tepkiler alt
boyutunda ise klasik formdan ¢ocuk ve ergen grubuna ait giivenirlik katsayilari
arasinda manidar fark varken genisletilmig-alternatif formda manidar fark olmadig
goriilmiis olup bu durumun maddelerin daha agik hale getirilmesi ve buna bagl kafa
karigikliginin  azalmasindan kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Diisiinceler alt
boyutunda ise genisletilmis-alternatif formda ¢ocuk ve ergen grubu arasinda manidar
fark varken klasik formda manidar fark olmadig1 goriilmistiir. Diisiinceler alt boyutu
icin genisletilmis-alternatif formda ergen grubunun maddeleri dl¢egin anlamina daha
uygun yanitladiklart goriilmiigtiir. Bu durum ¢ocuk grubunun somut iglemler
doneminde yer almasindan dolayr soyut ifadeleri tam anlayamadiklarindan
kaynaklandigi diisiiniilmektedir. Son olarak otonom tepkiler alt boyutuna bakildiginda
hem klasik hem de genisletilmis-alternatif formdan ¢ocuk ve ergen grubuna ait
giivenirlik katsayilart arasinda manidar fark olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Bu g¢alismada
klasik form, ¢ocuk grubunda nispeten daha giivenilirken ergen grubunda ise
genisletilmis-alternatif formun daha giivenilir oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu durumun
calisma grubundan ve veri toplama aracindan kaynaklanabilecegi, genisletilmis-
alternatif formda yer alan maddelerin uzun olmas1 ve okuma yiikiinii arttirmasi
nedeniyle ¢ocuk gruplarinda Olgmeye karisan tesadiifi hatalardan daha fazla
etkilendigi diistinilmektedir. Farkli gruplardan klasik Likert tipi ve genisletilmis-
alternatif Likert tipi Ol¢eklere ait elde edilen gecerlilik kanitlari, gocuk ve ergen
grubuna gore uyum degerleri incelendiginde, ¢ocuk grubunda genigletilmis- alternatif
formun, ergen grubunda ise klasik formun daha iyi uyum degerine sahip oldugu
goriilmektedir. Gruplara uygulanan formlara iliskin faktor yiikleri incelendiginde ise
tiim maddelerin faktor yiik degerlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmasi, faktor yiik
degerlerinin yiiksek olmast ve model veri uyum indeksi degerleri birlikte
degerlendirildiginde, hem klasik formun hem de genisletilmis alternatif formun ¢ocuk
ve ergen grublarindan elde edilen puanlarin yapr gegerligine sahip oldugu
soylenebilir. Klasik ve genisletilmis alternatif Likert tipi dlgeklere ait faktor yiikleri
cocuk ve ergen gruplarinda karsilastirildiginda, genisletilmis-alternatif formda ergen
grubu lehine anlamli farklilik varken klasik formda anlamli bir fark olmadigi
gorilmiistiir.

Ayn1 grupta genisletilmis-alternatif veya klasik Likert tipi Ol¢eklerden aym
bireylerden elde edilen toplam puanlar arasinda manidar fark oldugu, klasik formdan
alinan toplam puanlarin, genisletilmis-alternatif formdan alinan toplam puanlardan
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daha diisiik oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu durumun 6lgekte yer alan maddeleri
genisletmenin fark yarattigi, maddelerinin sikliginin daha net belirtiimesinden
kaynaklandig1 diistiniilmektedir. Ayrica klasik form ile genisletilmis-alternatif
formlarin uygulanmasi arasindaki zaman farkinin az olmasinin ise iki uygulama
arasindaki zamanmn az olmasmin, bireylerin maddelere verdikleri yanitlar
hatirlamalarindan da kaynaklandig: diisiiniilmektedir.

Ogrencilerin dlgek puam ayni olsa da maddelere farkli yanitlar verdikleri
gozlendiginden, bireylerin profillerini ayristirmada ve 6lgek maddelerinin amaca
hizmet etme durumunu tespit etmede Olgegin farkli formlar1 yerine bireysel
goriismelerin daha etkili oldugu tespit edilmistir. Zhang ve digerleri (2019)
calismasinda klasik formun maddelerinin belirsiz ve ifadelerin muglak olmasinin
dezavantaj oldugunu vurgulamig olup bu g¢alismada 6grencilerden alinan yanitlar
dogrultusunda olusturulan tema incelendiginde klasik formda yer alan bazi
maddelerin yeterince agik ve net olmadig1 bu nedenle 6grencilerin maddelere farkli
yanitlar verdikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu durum o6lgekleme siirecinden ziyade maddelerin
aciklig1 ve anlasilirligiyla ilgili olup hepsinin bir arada degerlendirilmesi gerektigini
de gostermektedir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari birlikte degerlendirildiginde, klasik Likert
tipi dlgek ile genigletilmis-alternatif Likert tipi 6l¢ek formunun giivenirlik ve genel
yap1 gegerligi agisindan benzer psikometrik 6zellikler sergiledigi goriilmektedir. Bu
durum, genel O6lgme amaciyla klasik Likert tipi formun kullanilmaya devam
edilebilecegini gostermektedir. Ancak, yas gruplarina gore elde edilen uyum
indeksleri dikkate alindiginda, ¢cocuk grubunda genisletilmis-alternatif formun daha
iyl uyum gostermesi, bu yas grubunda maddelerin daha agik ve somut ifade
edilmesinin 6lgme kalitesini artirabilecegine isaret etmektedir. Buna karsilik ergen
grubunda klasik formun daha iyi uyum gostermesi, bu grubun daha soyut ve genel
ifadeleri anlamlandirmada yeterli oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Ote yandan, aym
bireylerden elde edilen toplam puanlar arasinda anlamli farklilik bulunmasi ve klasik
formdan elde edilen puanlarin daha diisiik olmasi, madde formatinin bireylerin yanit
verme davranisini etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu bulgu, farkli formattaki
Olgeklerden elde edilen puanlarin dogrudan karsilastirilmamasi gerektigini de
gostermektedir. Bireylerin toplam puanlari benzer olsa dahi maddelere verdikleri
yanitlarin farklilagmasi, 6zellikle bireysel diizeyde ayrmtili degerlendirme yapilmak
istendiginde Ol¢ek formlarinin tek basina yeterli olmayabilecegini ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu nedenle, bireysel profilin daha derinlemesine anlagilmasinin
amaglandigr durumlarda ol¢cek uygulamalarinin bireysel goriismeler gibi nitel
yontemlerle desteklenmesi dnerilmektedir.

Bununla birlikte, elde edilen bulgular 6lgek gelistirme ve wuyarlama
calismalarinda maddelerin hedef yas grubu tarafindan nasil anlasildiginin sistematik
bi¢imde incelenmesinin énemini agik¢a ortaya koymaktadir. Ozellikle sesli diisiinme
(thinking-aloud) yontemiyle gerceklestirilen 6n uygulamalarin, 6lgek maddelerinin
uygulanacagi yas grubuna gegilmeden dnce kiigiik bir 6rneklem iizerinde yiiriitiilmesi
onerilmektedir. Nitekim bu ¢alismada da goriildiigii iizere, 6grencilerin ilgili ifadeleri
okuduklarinda zihinlerinde canlandirdiklar1 anlamlarin birbirinden farklilagabildigi
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anlasilmaktadir. Bu durum, yalnizca dilsel agikligin yeterli olmadigini; ayn: zamanda
biligsel siireglerin de dikkate alinmasi gerektigini gdstermektedir. Dolayistyla, 6lgek
maddelerinin hedef kitle tarafindan nasil yorumlandigini ortaya koyan nitel 6n
¢alismalarin, 6lgme aracinin gegerlik kanitlarini gii¢lendirecek kritik bir adim oldugu
diistiniilmektedir.

Calisma bulgularina dayali olarak, 6l¢ek uygulamalarinda agiklama metinlerinin
daha kisa ve anlasilir bigimde diizenlenmesi onerilmektedir. Farkli derecelendirme
tirlerine (3’14, 5°li, 7’li vb.), madde sayilarina (kisa—uzun form) ve yanit
kategorilerine gore psikometrik karsilastirmalarin yapilmasi gelecekteki ¢aligmalar
icin 6nem tagimaktadir. Elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, genisletilmis-alternatif
formun oOzellikle soyut diisiinme becerisi gelismis gruplarda (ergenlerde) tercih
edilmesi uygun goriiliirken, klasik formda bazi maddelerin farkli yorumlanabilmesi
nedeniyle bu formu kullanacak arastirmacilarin dikkatli olmasi gerekmektedir.
Ayrica, bireysel goriismeler ve sesli diisinme yontemi gibi nitel yaklagimlarin,
maddelerin anlagilma bi¢imini ve yapr gegerligini degerlendirmede onemli katki
sagladig1 goriilmistiir. Son olarak, gocuk ve ergen gruplari arasinda faktor yiiklerinin
farklilasmasi nedeniyle, ileriki ¢aligmalarda 6lgme degismezliginin test edilmesi
Onerilmektedir.
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Appendix
Appendix 1

Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficients for the Extended-Alternative and Classic
Likert Forms

All Scale Thoughts  Off-Duty Autonomous
Conduct Responses
Extended-Alternative Form .87 .81 .61 78
Classic Form .88 .83 .64 .76
*5p < 0.01
Appendix 2

Comparison of Cronbach's Alpha Internal Consistency Coefficients Obtained from
Different Groups According to the Child and Adolescent Group

Form Group All Thoughts LUl ﬁg;ggggégus
Scale

Extended- Child Group .86 78 .61 75

Alternative Form Adolescent 91 .87 .70 .84

Classic Form Child Group 89 82 68 76

Adolescent .84 .83 .55 75
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Appendix 3

Category and Code Table for Themes Related to Items in the Classic Form
Person-Related Characteristics Features of Family

the Exam Characteristics

Personal Cognitive Sensory The Difficulty  The Family's
Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics of the Exam Attitude
Cheating: Note: Yes, my Test Anxiety: If I ~ Easy: It asks Family Reaction:
Teacher, those  attention wanders  fail, my mom will  forouropinion My mom can get

who cheat here
are  constantly
looking at the
students behind
them or in front

of them,
right

2 (S1%)

Time

Management: I
consider moving
around too much
during the exam
to be a waste of
time; I only focus
on my paper
(S10).

Self-

Confidence: I
trust myself;, I
usually  get
good grades, so [
don't think I'll get
a bad grade on
my exam (S7)

easily, so I get

distracted thinking
about other things
(S8).

Forgetfulness:
Sometimes I think
this way because
there are things I
forget from time to
time (S7).

Obsessive
Thought: I think I
will  be  more
successful if I play
with my pen, so 1
constantly play
with my pen (S6).

get really mad. I
think they're asking
if we're afraid of
the test or not (S2).

Excitement:
Sometimes
wanted  to
convey that I was
excited or scared
here; when my
teacher called me
up to the board to
solve a problem,
my hands would
shake (S3).

they

Restlessness:

Sometimes I get
bored during
exams or classes
and start playing

with my paper and
pen (S1).

Feeling  of
Failure: I also feel
afraid when I
experience feelings
of failure (S9).

on
whether  the
exam will be
difficult or
easy. If the
exam is easy, it
doesn't worry
me (S1).

Difficult:
When taking
exams,

difficult
questions

scare us,
especially if
there are
things we don't
know, I get

very nervous
(S4).

angry sometimes
if I get bad results,
but she doesn't get
angry often. I
think she wants to
see if our family
will get angry or
not (S5).

Family Support:
My family
supports me, so
I'm not worried
(S8).

*Students have been assigned codes such as S1, S2.

Note: Inappropriate codes are indicated in bold and italics.
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Appendix 4
Category and Code Table for Themes Related to Items in the Expanded-Alternative
Form
Person-Related Characteristics Features of Family
the Exam Characteristics
Personal Cognitive Sensory The Difficulty of  The Family's
Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics the Exam Attitude
Cheating: During  Note: If I play with ~ Test Anxiety: Easy: If the Family's Reaction: I

exams, I only look
at my own paper,
otherwise my
teacher will think
I'm cheating
(S1#).

Time
Management: I try
to finish the exam
quickly and use
the remaining time
to review the
questions and my
answers (S8).
Self-confidence:
I'm not afraid of
doing something
wrong on the
exam because I
don't make
mistakes (S4).

my pen during the
exam, my
concentration is
disrupted, so Inever
play with it (S2).

Trying to Recall
Information: When I
get stuck on a
question because I

can't remember
the

answers, [  start

fidgeting (S9).

During exams, my
hands shake a lot in
the first few
minutes, then it
goes away. I think
they shake because
I'm scared (S5).

Excitement: During
exams, [ usually
feel my ears getting
warm; they get
warm when I'm
scared (S10).

Restlessness: In
some exams, I get
bored and want to
finish quickly and
go out into the
garden (54).

Curiosity:
exams, |
sometimes look
around because I'm
curious about
what's going on.
When my teacher
warns a friend, I
turn and look (S1).

During

exam is easy, |
try to finish it
quickly. If the
exam is
difficult, T can't
finish it quickly
even if I want to,
but it usually
seems casy to
me (S2).

Difficult: I
wonder if my
answers

ar
e correct when
the exam is
difficult
because when
it's easy, I can
guess whether
they are correct
or not (S7).

get anxious during
exams because they
forbid me from
playing with my
tablet when I get
bad grades (S8).
Family Support: 1
think about
what my

family will say
during the exam,
but they'll be happy
if I get good grades
(S6).

*Students have been assigned codes such as S1, S2.
Note: Inappropriate codes are indicated in bold and italics.
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Ekler
Ek1

Genigletilmis-Alternatif ve Klasik Likert Formlar: i¢in Cronbach Alfa Giivenilirlik
Katsayilar

Tiim Diisiinceler ~ Davranis Ozerk
Olgek Tepkiler
Genisletilmis-Alternatif 87 .81 .61 78
Form
Klasik Form .88 .83 .64 .76
**p <0.01
Ek 2

Cocuk ve Ergen Gruplarina Gére Farkli Gruplardan Elde Edilen Cronbach Alfa I¢
Tutarhik Katsayilarimin Karsilastiriimasi

Form Grup Tiim Diigiinceler ~ Gorev Ozerk
Olgek Dist Tepkiler
Davranis
Genisletilmis- Cocuk .86 78 .61 75
Alternatif Form Grubu
Ergen Grubu 91 .87 .70 .84
Klasik Form Child Group .89 82 68 76
Adolescent .84 .83 S5 75
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Ek3

Klasik Formda Yer Alan Maddelere Iligkin Temalara ait Ait Kategori ve Kod Tablosu
Kisiye Ait Ozellikler Sinava Ait  Aileye Ait

Ozellikler Ozellikler
Kigisel Biligsel Duyussal Ozellikler  Sinavin Giigliigii Ailenin Tutumu
Ozellikler Ozellikler
Kopya Dikkat: Siav Korkusu: Kolay: Smavinzor Ailenin Tepkisi:
Cekmek: Evet dikkatim Basarisiz olursam mu kolay m1 Benim annem kotit
Ogretmenim, cabuk annem ¢ok kizar, olacagiyla ilgili sonug alirsam bazen
burada kopya dagildigindan, bence smavdan diistincemizi kizabiliyor ama az
cekenler hani baska seyler korkup soruyor. Simnav kiziyor. Bence
siirekli hakkinda korkmadigimiz kolaysa beni burada ailemizin
arkadakilere diigiinerek soruluyor (02). endiselendirmiyor kizip kizmayacagini
yada daliyorum. (08). (O1). dgrenmek istiyor
oniindeki Heyecan: Burada (05).
ogrencilere Unutkanlik: heyecanlandigim Zor: Smav olurken
bakiyor ya o Bazen boyle ya dakorktugumuz sorularin zorolmast  Ajlenin Destegi:
sorulmus diistintirim anlatilmak bizi korkutur, Ailem beni
(O1%). ¢linkii arada istenmis bazen, dzellikle destekliyor bu
unuttugum Ogretmenim bilmedigimiz seyler  nedenle

Zaman konular oluyor problem ¢6zmek varsa gok tefiirgin endiselenmiyorum
Yonetimi: 0. icin tahtaya oluyorum (O4). (08).
Smavdagok kaldirdiginda
fazla hareket Obsesif ellerim titriyor
etmem zaman Diisiince: (03).
kaybi olarak Kalemle
géjrijy()rum’ gynadlgtmda Slkllganhk: Bazen
sadece daha basarili bende simavda ya
kagidima olacagimi da derste sikilip
déniik islem diigiinityorum kagut- kalemle
yaparim (010)  bu nedenle oynuyorum (O1).
Ozgiiven: siirekli
Kendime kalemimle Baganisizlik
giivenirim oynarim (06). Duygusu:
genellikle iyi Basarisizlik
notlar alirim duygusunu
bu nedenle yasadigim
smav zamanlar da )
sonucumda korkuyorum (O9).
koti bir not
alacagimi
diisinmem
O).

*Ogrencilere O1, 02 seklinde kod verilmistir.
Not: Amaca uygun olmayan kodlar bold ve italik olarak belirtilmistir.
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Genigletilmis-Alternatif Formda Yer Alan Maddelere Iliskin Temalara ait Ait
Kategori ve Kod Tablosu

Kisiye Ait Ozellikler Sinava Ait  Aileye Ait
Ozellikler Ozellikler

Kisisel Bilissel Ozellikler Duyussal Stnavin Ailenin Tutumu
Ozellikler Ozellikler Giigliigii
Kopya Dikkat: Sinavda  Smav  Korkusu:  Kolay: Sinav Ailenin Tepkisi: Smav
Cekmek: kalemimle smavdayken ilk Kolaysa  hizh  olurken endigeleniyorum
Sinavdasadece  oynarsam dikkatim  dakikalar ellerim bitirmeye ¢linkii kotii not aldigimda
kendi kagidima  dagilir bu nedenle  ¢ok titriyor, sonra  ¢alisginm sinav  tabletle oynamami
bakarim yoksa  higbir zaman  geciyor samrim  zorsaistesemde  yasakliyorlar (O8).
gretmenim oynamam (02). korktugum  i¢in  hizl bitiremem
kopya titriyor (05). ama genellikle  Ailenin Destegi:
cektigimi Bilgiyi  Getirmeye bana kolay  Sinavdayken ailemin ne
diisiiniir (O1%).  Caligma: Cevaplari ~ Heyecan: geliyor (02). diyecegini diislinliyorum

hatirlamadigimda Smavdayken ama onlar mutlu olsunlar
Zaman soruda takildigimda  kulaklariminda Zor: diye yani iyi not alinca
Yonetimi: sirada hareket ~ 1sindiim Cevaplarimin seviniyorlar (06).
Sinavi hizli  etmeye bashiyorum  hissediyorum dogru olup
bitirmeye (09). genelde Olmadigini
calisirim kalan korktugum Sinav -~ zorsa
zamanimda zamanlar 1sinirlar rr{era% ediyorum
tekrar sorulari (010). Qunk}l kolay
ve cevaplarimi ol({ugmda
kontrol ederim Stkilganlhik: Baz dogru 5 olup
(68). sinavlarda olma§1g1n1

stkildigim ~ igin  tahmin

Ozgiiven: hizlica bitirip ~ edebiliyorum
Swinavda yanhsg bahgeye ¢tkmak ©D.
bir sey istiyorum (04).
yapmaktan
korkmam Merak:
ciinkii hata Sinavdayken
yapmuyorum etrafima bazefl .
(04). Bakiyorum ¢iinkii

neler  oldugunu
merak ediyorum,
Ogretmenim  bir
arkadagimi uyarir
doniip bakiyorum
O1).

*Ogrencilere O1, 02 seklinde kod verilmistir.
Not: Amaca uygun olmayan kodlar bold ve itelik olarak belirtilmistir.
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