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Authority, Personality, and its Effects on Conflict Resolution Behaviour
among Students of Istanbul Bilgi University

Ayesha Gul Arif'" and Dr. Gergely Czukor?

tUniversity of Management and Technology, Lahore, Pakistan
2Istanbul Bilgi University, Istanbul, Turkey

Abstract

The aim of this experimental study was to examine how undergraduate students as
participants resolve a conflict in response to authority status manipulation of the
opponent person (low: a fellow student; high: a university professor), considering
the moderating role of participants' personality traits. 320 Psychology
undergraduate students from Istanbul Bilgi University, aged 19-23 participated in
an online survey. The participants first completed the Turkish version of the NEO-
FFI and then they completed the modified Turkish version of the Thomas-Kilmann
Mode Instrument (TKI). It was hypothesised that highly agreeable participants who
were faced with a professor in a conflict would show a accommodating resolution
style. Whereas extroverted participants who faced a fellow student in were
predicted to display competitiveness in the conflict. A moderated regression
analysis was applied. The results showed the opposite effects, students who were
in conflict with the professor were more competitive and students who were in
conflict with fellow students showed more accommodation. Limitations and future
research possibilities are also discussed.

Keywords: conflict resolution, authority, personality, NEO-FFI, TKI
Introduction

In everyday life, conflicts are inevitable. In any particular situation, nobody truly
has full control over a situation. How a person handles these conflicts is of
particular importance because sometimes conflicts are handled very smoothly, and
the two parties may end up cooperating or collaborating; however, at other times,
conflict situations are ignored and are worsened as time goes by, which makes it
even more difficult for the parties to negotiate and resolve the conflict (Rahim &
Jaffery, 2019). There are several different ways to solve conflicts, and these may
be dependent on the situation, for example, with whom the person has a conflict. If
the other party has a higher authority status than the person, they may choose a
more obligating style, whereas they might choose a more dominating style if the
other party was from a lower authority status (Mukherjee & Upadhyay, 2019).
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Conflict Resolution style may also be affected by personality. Personality has been
known to explain certain behaviors and attitudes; it can impact our motivation to
do something (Aliakbari & Amiri, 2016). Ayub et al. (2017) contend that people are
sensitive towards conflicts, and they do not want to manage it poorly; personality
traits affect conflict handling; therefore, the relationship between the two must be
seriously approached.

Conflicts are misunderstood; they are thought of as problems; however,
conflicts can add to a healthy working relationship. Most of the previous research
focuses on how either personality or a situational factor determines to come to a
resolution. It is paramount to understand that behavior is not affected by one aspect
but several aspects, including personality and situational factors. The present study
examines the authority level as a situational factor and personality to see what
relationship it has with conflict resolution strategies.

Authority Level

There are several reasons why conflicts may occur, and if we take the example
of a classroom, conflicts may occur between students or between a student and a
teacher. This could be because of a lack of communication, expressing emotions
improperly, or even the misuse of authority. Authority level is the actual or
perceived status of the person. It can be noted that generally if a person is talking
to someone who has a higher status level in terms of authority, like a teacher and a
student, the student would be more respectful, less aggressive, and may even be
more obliging than usual. However, when talking to a fellow student, the individual
may be more competitive and dominating; this could also be affected by the type
of personality the individual has and the criticalness of the situation.

Obedience to authority can be seen from research as early as Milgram's study
on obedience (Milgram, 1963). The experiment showed that people were capable
of inflicting harm to others as obedience to authority; Hofling et al. (1966) further
conducted an experiment on nurses and found out that they would not question the
doctors as they have higher authority (Gibson, 2020). Lee (2002) found out that
participants in a conflict with their superior would either choose a more obliging
conflict resolution style or avoid it. Brockman et al. (2010) showed that students
tend to be more obliging towards authority or tend to be avoided when in conflict
with a faculty advisor. Through these examples, it is seen that authority can play
a decisive role in what conflict resolution strategy a person might choose.
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Personality Type and Assessment

Recent researchers have started to take personality into account as affecting
conflict resolution behavior (Godse & Thingujam, 2010; Broukhim et al., 2019).
Since daily interactions take place in a social situation, and conflicts are bound to
occur. Some people try to understand others' emotions and are more compassionate
and cooperating when resolving a conflict, which helps maintain a positive
relationship. These are the people who generally have high emotional intelligence
and are good listeners, which leads to becoming right partners, friends, or
eventually, better leaders (van der Linden et al., 2017). Other people, however, may
not be that concerned with listening to the other side (Ayachit & Natarajan, 2014).
Earlier psychologists found Jungian personality dimensions relevant to conflict
resolution behavior. Myers (1962) quantified this by dividing it into four aspects of
the Jungian theory: Introversion-extraversion, thinking-feeling, sensation-intuition,
judging-perceiving, called the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Researchers have
recently used the Big Five Personality Inventory in various educational settings
(Aliakbari, & Amiri, 2016; Canaan Messarra et al., 2016). The following ideas
discuss how the Big Five traits may be predictors of conflict resolution styles.

Agreeableness. Agreeable people are seen to want positive relations with others
and avoid conflicts. They are generally more trusting and cooperative. Thus, they
try to avoid behavior that does not compliment their personality, such as
competition (Park & Antonioni, 2007). These people are concerned with satisfying
other people's needs and would sacrifice their own for them also. They are relatively
more accepting (Antonioni, 1998); therefore, Agreeable people would be more
likely to have an accommodating, avoiding, collaborating style of conflict
resolution.

Extraversion. People with high extraversion are seen to have more social skills,
which means they can work with other people; they are more assertive and
confident. They may be seen as aggressive as they can be the opposite of people
with a high agreeable trait because extroverts may fight for their own needs without
being concerned about other people's needs (Antonioni, 1998). Because they have
good social skills, they can be cooperative and come to solutions that are a win for
both sides. However, they are also dominating and can be competitive (Park &
Antonioni, 2007).

Neuroticism. Neuroticism is seen as emotional instability; people high in
neuroticism may be depressed, more pessimistic, deal with anxiety problems. For
these reasons, it is hard for them to control their impulses. Which can make them
attacking or wanting to avoid conflicts at all costs (Park & Antonioni, 2007). They
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may also use compromising conflict resolution styles because they would only
compete till the point their anxiety level is maintained. If it rises, they are more
likely to agree with other people not to feel anxious anymore.

Conscientiousness. Individuals high in conscientiousness are relatively more
organized, they like to plan things and achieve things, which is why they are
rendered competitive people. They are task-oriented and are more disciplined; that
is why they can be more willing to listen to the other party and come to a
collaborative solution (Antonioni, 1998). We can derive the word conscience from
conscientiousness, which essentially indicates being moral and following social
rules and norms, which is why a person with high conscientiousness may be more
cooperative.

Openness. People with high scores in openness are more adventurous and
imaginative. They like to experience different things, as they are open to
experience; they are more likely to engage in conversation and debate on a situation
(Park & Antonioni, 2007). These individuals are seen to be more competitive, but
if a person hears somebody else's arguments, that will mean they are likely to
engage in a cooperative and collaborating style of conflict resolution. They would
not altogether avoid the situation as they are relatively more engaging, and they
would be accommodating to the extent the other party is accommodating in return.

Conflict Resolution Style

Pondy (1976) divided the conflict into three categories, bargaining,
bureaucratic, and systems model. Jehn (1997) categorized conflict into three types,
task conflict, relationship conflict, and process conflict. There are many different
types of conflicts, and how an individual manages and resolves a conflict is of great
importance. Blake et al. (1964) proposed Conflict management styles by include
withdrawing, smoothing, forcing, problem-solving, and compromising. Rahim and
Bonoma (1979) further extended this model by adding the two dimensions of
concern for one's outcomes and other's outcomes. Rahim (1983, 1986) developed
an inventory for conflict resolution styles, called the Rahim Organisational Conflict
Inventory, which included integrating, obliging, dominating, avoiding, and
compromising conflict resolution styles (as cited in Ozkalp et al., 2009).

The measure used in this research is the Thomas-Kilmann Mode Instrument
(TKI), as it has been a reliable test tool. The dimensions of the TKI include the
following styles of conflict resolution.

Competing. People high in competing are usually bolder, dominant, and
confident. They try to achieve what they want and show less concern for the other
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party's concerns. It is useful if a quick decision is required that is seen as a win-lose
approach, which may displease the party who loses.

Accommodating. This is the opposite of competing; more accommodating
people are usually less bold, slow in making a decision, and they depend on others.
They usually are more concerned about others rather than themselves. It is useful
when a person cannot develop a solution and would like to get ideas from somebody
else; however, this may make the person feel overpowered or taken advantage of.

Avoiding. Avoidance is like accommodation in terms of the person is usually
unassertive and does not like to make decisions, but the difference is that people
who are avoiding are ignoring the conflict or postponing it. This might be useful if
the conflict is unimportant, but usually ignoring the conflict and letting time pass
by exacerbates the situation.

Collaborating. A person who scores high in collaboration is seen as dominant
and assertive, but at the same time, they are also seen as cooperative. Collaboration
is the opposite of Avoiding. People who adopt a collaborating style of conflict
resolution tend to find solutions to the problem that satisfy their concerns and the
other party's concerns. It is useful because it maintains a healthy relationship, and
important ideas and views are not missed. It is seen as a win-win approach requiring
much listening, time, and effort.

Compromising. In a compromise, the two parties come to a mutual solution;
however, this is mostly temporary, and both the parties do not get what they want.
This is useful for situations where collaboration cannot be achieved.

Current Study

To sum up, the current study examined the relationship between authority level
and conflict resolution style, personality and conflict resolution style, and the
interaction of personality, authority, and its relationship with conflict resolution
style. There were two authority levels, superior and similar. To assess personality,
the NEO-FFI was used, and the TKI assessed the conflict resolution styles.

Research Questions

1. What would be the difference in conflict resolution behaviors of students in
high authority and low authority roles?

2. What is the effect of Big 5 personality traits on conflict resolution styles?

3. What is the interactive effect of personality and authority on the conflict
resolution styles of students?

6 — .gJE{ UMT Education Review
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Method
Participants

Convenience sampling was used to gather participants. The survey was
conducted with 320 Istanbul Bilgi University students between the ages of 19 and
23. They were Psychology department students and were given extra credit to
participate in the research. There were 158 students in the professor condition and
162 participants in the student condition.

Materials
Personality Inventory

NEO-FFI, developed by Costa and McCrae (1991) and translated into Turkish
by Sunar (1996) was used to assess personality (Appendix B). The NEO-FFI
contains 60 items. Participants were required to choose one of the five responses
from the 5-point Likert scale, where 1 equal strongly disagree, and 5 equals strongly
agree. The score on each trait shows how much of that trait a person has. The
Cronbach's alpha reliability score for neuroticism was .76, extraversion .70,
openness to experience .65, agreeableness .70, and conscientiousness was .80.

Conflict Resolution Style Test

To assess the participants' conflict resolution styles, a translated version of the
Thomas and Kilmann Mode Instrument (TKI) was used (Thomas & Kilmann,
1974). This was translated into Turkish by using the back-translation method. First,
a bilingual expert translated the Instrument from English to Turkish, then it was
translated by another bilingual from Turkish to English, and those two versions
were finally given to a third bilingual to compare them and create a suitable Turkish
translation. The TKI consists of 30 forced-choice items. The participants chose
statements that best fit their behavior. The forced choice was used by Thomas and
Kilmann to control the social desirability bias and to make sure that it includes all
five dimensions of the conflict resolution styles.

A hypothetical conflict was included before the TKI either with a student
(Appendix C) or a professor (Appendix D). This helped in judging the student
responses to the changing authority levels. The Cronbach's alpha reliability score
for the conflict resolution styles showed that the competition's coefficient was 0.69.
The reliability analysis indicated that removing one item (R6) increased the
coefficient alpha from 0.69 to 0.72. The collaboration was 0.02. The compromise
was .36; the analysis showed that removing the item R20 increased the alpha to
0.42. The alpha for avoidance was 0.33; removing items 1 and 7 increased the alpha
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to .42. The alpha for accommodation was 0.38; removing the items R1 and R15
increased the alpha to 0.50. The collaboration was removed from the analysis as it
did not have a reliable result.

Procedure

Undergraduate Psychology students from different courses were asked to
participate in the study. They were given extra credit to complete the surveys for
their course. It was online research. Informed consent was given to the students that
included the study's procedure, potential risks and benefits, researcher's contact
information, and a statement explaining that it is voluntary participation, and the
students may leave if they wish to (Appendix A). The whole purpose of the study
was not disclosed because it could have resulted in social desirability bias. They
were told that it is a study regarding their personality type. The participants then
finished the NEO-FFI and the TKI. When they finished, they were debriefed about
the whole purpose of the study, and they had the opportunity to ask for their results
on the Personality test and the Conflict Resolution Style test.

Results

Hypotheses I-111 was tested using regression analysis. The independent variables,
1) condition (student or professor) 2) five personality traits (extraversion,
neuroticism, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) were entered in the
first step, and the interaction term (the product term between the condition and each
of the five personality traits separately) in the second step. The participants'
responses on the Thomas-Kilmann Mode Instrument (TKI) provided one score for
each of the five tested conflict resolution style preferences (competition,
collaboration, compromise, avoidance, accommodation). Therefore, for each of
these resolution style scores, a separate regression analysis was conducted with 5
personality traits individually, along with the condition.

The descriptive statistics summarize the means of the data (Table 1).
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Data

Variables N Min Max M SD
Neurotiicismm 320 1.50 4.83 3.21 0.70
Extraversion 320 1.58 4,75 3.26 0.59
Openness 320 1.75 4.25 3.38 0.45
Agreeableness 320 192 467 3.36 0.49
Conscientiousness 320 1.50 492 3.39 0.63

g —— gJE{ UMT Education Review
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Variables N Min Max M SD
Competition 320 0.00 1200 381 2.56
Compromise 320 3.00 1100 8.25 1.59
Avoidance 320 1.00 10.00 5.60 1.82
Accomodation 320 0.00 9.00 3.54 2.00
Condition*Extraversion 320 -5.10 422 -0.01 1.55
Condition*Neuroticism 320 -489 4.64 0.02 1.57
Condition*Openness 320 -7.26 352 0.06 1.60
Condition*Agreeableness 320 -461 396 0.02 1.51
Condition*Conscientiousness 320 -598 4.03 -0.01 1.54

The analyses were performed with the condition and the five personality traits
as predictors and the conflict resolution styles as the outcome variable.
Results for competition showed that, in step 1, condition, openness, agreeableness,
and conscientiousness were significant predictors, F (6, 313) = 11.70, p< .05. In
step 2, the interaction terms were not a significant predictor, F (5, 308) =0.44, p>.05

(See Table 2).

Table 2
Regression Analysis Predicting Competition (N=320)
Step Variables R2 Rzchange  BI B2
1 18** 18**
Condition - 17%* - 17**
Extraversion A1 .06
Neuroticism .06 27
Openness A1 .04
Agreeableness -38**  -43*
Conscientiousness .16** .28
2 .19 .01
Condition x Extraversion .05
Condition x Neuroticism =22
Condition x Openness .07
Condition x Agreeableness .06
Condition x Conscientiousness -12
*p<.05, **p<.01
Department of Education - 9
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The analysis for compromise showed that in step 1, neuroticism and
agreeableness, were significant predictors, F (6, 313) = 4.38, p<.05. In step 2, only
the interaction between condition and openness was a significant predictor, F (5,
308) =2.38, p<.05 (Table 3).

Table 3
Regression Analysis Predicting Compromise (N=320)
Step Variables R2 Rz change BI B2
1 07*%*  07**
Condition .04 .04
Extraversion -.01 -.16
Neuroticism -11 -.08
Openness -.01 46
Agreeableness 19** .32
Conscientiousness .08 .33
2 A1* .03*
Condition x Extraversion .16
Condition x Neuroticism -.04
Condition x Openness - 49**
Condition x Agreeableness -14
Condition x -.25

Conscientiousness
*p<.05, **p<.01

The analysis for avoidance showed that, in step 1, extraversion, openness and
agreeableness were significant predictors, F (6, 313) = 5.40, p<.05. In step 2, the
interaction terms were not a significant predictor, F (5, 308) =1.02, p>.05 (Table
4).

Table 4
Regression Analysis Predicting Avoidance (N=320)
Step Variables R2 R2 change Bl B2
1 .09** .09**
Condition -.04 -.04
Extraversion -.15 -.04
Neuroticism .10* -.25
Openness -.12* -11
10 gJE{ UMT Education Review
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Step Variables R2 R2 change BI B2
Agreeableness 18** .04
Conscientiousness -11 -.36

2 .10 .02
Condition x -11
Extraversion .36
Condition x Neuroticism .002
Condition x Openness A3
Condition x .26
Agreeableness
Condition x

Conscientiousness

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

The analysis for accommodation showed that, in step 1, condition,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness were significant predictors, F (6, 313) = 4.18,
p<.05. In step 2, the interaction terms were not a significant predictor, F (5, 308)

=.80, p>.05 (see table 5).

Table 5
Regression Analysis Predicting Accommodation (N=320)
Step Variables R2 Rzchange BI B2
1 07**  07**
Condition 15** 15**
Extraversion -.03 .04
Neuroticism -.03 A2
Openness -.07 =27
Agreeableness 19** .10
Conscientiousness -.16* -.29
2 .09 01
Condition x Extraversion -.08
Condition x Neuroticism -.15
Condition x Openness .20
Condition x Agreeableness 10
Condition x Conscientiousness 14

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

Department of Education
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Conclusions

The present study aimed to examine the combined effect of personality and a
situational factor on conflict resolution strategy. The situational factor used was
authority status; it consisted of two conditions, a conflict with a professor (with
higher authority status) and a conflict with a student (with similar authority status).
NEO-FFI and conflict resolution styles assessed personality were predicted by the
Thomas-Kilmann Mode Instrument (TKI). Regarding the singular effect of
authority on conflict resolution styles, the participants were more competitive in
the professor condition (high authority) as compared to the student condition
(similar authority); contrarily, the participants were more accommodating in the
student condition (similar authority) as compared to the professor condition (high
authority).

Regarding the effect of Big5 traits on conflict resolution styles, the participants
who had a higher score on agreeableness were less likely to be competing and more
likely to be accommodating than those who had a low score in agreeableness.
Likewise, the participants who scored high on conscientiousness were more
competing and less likely to be accommodating. There were no significant
interactive effects regarding the interactive effect of personality and high authority
on conflict resolution. Hence, personality alone has a more significant effect on
conflict resolution style; the authority has little or no role in managing conflict
resolution.

Third, there will be an interaction effect between the authority status conditions
and personality traits. For example, if the person were in the professor's condition
and had a high agreeableness score, they would be more accommodating.

Discussion

This research was conducted to see the relationship between authority status,
personality, and conflict resolution behavior to understand if the level of authority
a person has, and their personality type would affect their conflict resolution style.

The results showed that the authority status condition had an unexpected effect;
participants were more competitive in the professor's condition than the student
condition. Further, participants were more accommodating in the student condition
compared to the professor condition. These results contradict previous studies'
findings (Lee, 2002; Sandhya & Rajan, 2017), who found out that participants are
more obliging towards their superiors. It also contradicts Brockman et al. (2010),
who concluded that students would avoid conflict with their advisors. The current
study results indicate that the universality of the case of students being
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compromising towards professors is questionable. Twenge (2014) concluded that
the younger generation scores higher on assertiveness and have higher
expectations, and it is a linear change, i.e., the upcoming generation would show
even higher scores on assertiveness and would have higher expectations. These
results are in sync with Rahim and Jaffery (2019); while explaining this research
results, it is stressed, as students have relatively higher expectations, they feel more
entitled. As the upcoming generation is comparatively more assertive, they become
more competitive with a professor to make sure they get what they expect and want
(Aliakbari & Amiri, 2016; Ciuladiene & Kairiene, 2017; Jassawalla & Sashittal,
2017).

The research by Deluga (1988) explains that subordinates use assertiveness to
show that they were highly competent. In terms of social learning theory, the
subordinate might model the manager's behavior and show more competitiveness,
or they might be rebelling and showing competitiveness (Ayub et al., 2017). The
subordinates might have been trying to use a similar strategy as their leader. This
may explain why students were more competitive with professors, seem more
competent and/or because they think being in the same mindset as the professor
would help solve the conflict (Broukhim et al., 2019; Pozdnyakova &
Pozdnyakov, 2019).

Agreeableness and conscientiousness supported the hypothesis in both
professor and student conditions. Participants who had a higher score on
agreeableness were less likely to be competitive and more likely to be
accommodating than those who had a low score on agreeableness. These findings
are supported by Wood and Bell (2008), in which agreeableness was positively
correlated with accommodation and negatively correlated with the competition.
Participants who scored high on conscientiousness were more competitive and less
likely to accommodate compared to when they scored low in it. Another finding
showed that if a person is high on conscientiousness, they are less likely to be
avoidant. Agreeableness was positively correlated to compromise and avoidance as
predicted: the more agreeable a person was, the more likely they were to
compromise or avoid. Participants tended to be more avoiding when they scored
low on extraversion. Park and Antonioni (2007) found a negative relationship
between extraversion and avoidance, which supports the results of the current
study.

The study results show that conducting a personality assessment may not be the
most reliable way of concluding how a person may solve their discrepancies with
different people. As there were no significant interactions between the condition
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and personality with the conflict resolution style. Students were more competitive
with the professor who is generally not expected. These results are beneficial for
professors to understand the thinking process of students of the new generation.
Previous researches showed that students were more likely to accommodate if they
were in a conflict with higher authority. However, the young generation is more
assertive and confident. (Twenge, 2014; Rahim & Jaffery, 2019). The current study
also shows that Bilgi students are generally more competitive.

The main limitation of this research study is the reliability of the conflict
resolution style measure. It would be better to revise the test so that the average
alpha coefficient is at least .80. Another implication was that the research design
was between subjects, resulting in individual differences being an extraneous
variable. As generally more competitive people could have been in the professor
condition. It would be more beneficial if the same participants were in both the
conditions to draw up differences. One limitation of this study was that the order of
the survey was not randomized and counterbalanced. The NEO-FFI was always
shown first, followed by the TKI. Given the length of the survey, the participants
may have gotten bored and filled the survey randomly. Counterbalancing the survey
in this case would have yielded more robust results.

Future research may explore broader and different forms of conflict resolution
styles in an educational environment. It is recommended that similar research
would be conducted with a younger population to see the difference and if they are
more competitive and assertive. Perhaps a different scenario, such as a domestic
one, including a conflict between father and son compared to a conflict between
siblings, would let us understand more about this topic. It would show us authority
scenarios other than those of an educational or professional environment.
Furthermore, extensive research is needed, why students are more competitive with
professors. As a final point, another issue that could be researched are the cultural
differences. Would there be a higher difference between an Eastern culture
(assumed to be more collective) and a Western culture (assumed to be more
individualistic)?

The results of this research are aimed at the comprehension of interpersonal
psychology of cooperativeness and competitiveness in conflict management; In-
depth understanding of conflict resolution styles and upcoming generational
challenges with millennials would guide the faculty to better deal with these
conflicts (Ayub et al., 2017; Pozdnyakova & Pozdnyakov, 2019). University
faculty shall adopt the positive way of conflict handling and assist in social capital
development of new generation by knowing more about conflict management
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strategies and educate oneself with multiple interventions to minimize inter-group
conflicts.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent Form
Bilgilendirilmis Goniillii Onam Formu

Bu arastirma Ayesha Gul Arif tarafindan yiiriitiilen lisans tezi aragtirmasidir.
Arastirmanin amaci bireylerdeki degisik kisilikleri belirlemektir. Arastirma
tahminen 20-30 dakika slirecektir. Calismanin amacina ulagmasi i¢in sizden
beklenen, biitiin sorular1 eksiksiz, kimsenin baskisi olmadan, size en uygun gelen
cevaplar1 vererek cevaplamanizdir. Ayrica, bu aragtirma sagliginiza herhangi bir
tirli zarar vermemekle, sadece kisilikler ve kisilik dinamikleri ile ilgili bilgi
verecektir. Bu calismaya katilmak tamamen goniilliilik esasina dayanmaktadir,
istediginiz zaman arastirmay1 birakma hakkina sahipsiniz. Arastirmaminin sonunda
sonuglarinizi irtibata gecerek isteyebilirsiniz. Bu formu okuyup onaylamaniz,
aragtirmaya katilmay1 kabul ettiginiz anlamina gelecektir.

Arastirma ile ilgili sorularinizi gimdi sorabilir veya gul.arif@bilgiedu.net e-
posta adresinden ulastirabilirsiniz.

Liitfen yukardaki formu okuduktan sonra katilimci olarak devam etmek
istiyorsaniz, “Kabul ediyorum” secenegini se¢iniz.

] Kabul ediyorum

] Kabul etmiyorum
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Appendix B
Turkish Adaptation of NEO-FFI
NEO-FFI

N1

E2

03

Ad

C5

N6

E7

08

A9

C10

N11

E12

013

Al4

C15

Department of Education -)@\'
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| am not a worrier.

Herseyi kendime dert etmem.

| like to have a lot of people around me.

Etrafimda bir¢ok insan olmasindan hoslanirim.

| don't like to waste my time daydreaming.

Zamanimi hayal kurarak harcamaktan hoslanmam.

| try to be courteous to everyone | meet.

Herkese karst nazik olmaya ¢alisirim.

| keep my belongings clean and neat.

Esyalarimi temiz ve diizenli tutarim.

| often feel to inferior to others.

Stk sik baskalart kadar iyi ya da yeterli olmadigimi hissederim.

I laugh easily.

Kolay gulerim.

Once I find the right way to do something, | stick to it.

Bir seyi yapmanin dogru yolunu bulduktan sonra ondan sasmam.
| often get into arguments with my family and friends.
Ailemdekilerle ve arkadaslarimla sik sik tartisirim.

I'm pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time.
Isleri zamamnda yetistirmek icin kendimi oldukca iyi ayarlarim.
When | am under a great deal of stress, sometimes | feel like I'm going
to pieces.

Cok fazla stres altinda oldugum zamanlarda bazen kendimi
dagilacakmig gibi hissederim.

I don't consider myself especially "light-hearted.”

Kendimi pek o kadar "gamsiz" biri olarak gormiiyorum.

| am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature.

Sanatta ve dogada gozledigim bigimler bende derin bir merak
uyandrir.

Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical.

Bazi insanlar benim bencil ve egoist oldugumu diigiiniir.

| am not a very methodical person.

Cok sistemli biri degilim.
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N16

El7

018

Al9

C20

N21

E22

023

A24

C25

N26

E27

028

A29

C30

N31

E32

| rarely feel lonely or blue.

Kendimi yalniz ya da hiiziinlii hissettigim zamanlar ¢ok azdur.

| really enjoy talking to people.

Insanlarla konusmaktan gercekten cok hoslanirim.

| believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and
mislead them.

Ogrencilere aykirt goriisleri savunan konusmacilar: dinletmenin,
sadece kafalarini karistirip onlari yanhs yonlendirecegine inaniyorum.
| would rather cooperate with others than compete with them.
Baskalariyla yarigsmaktansa, onlarla yardimlagmay: tercih ederim.

| try to perform al the tasks assigned to me conscientiously.

Bana verilen tiim isleri sorumlu bir sekilde yerine getirmeye
cabalarim.

| often feel tense and jittery.

Kendimi sik sik gergin ve sinirli hissederim.

| like to be where the action is.

Nerede hareket varsa, orada olmak isterim.

Poetry has little or no effect on me.

Siirden pek etkilenmem.

| tend to be cynical and sceptical of others' intentions.

Bagskalarimin davramislarina siipheyle bakar, art niyet ararim.

| have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion.
Belirli hedeflerim vardir ve bunlara ulasmak igin diizenli bir bigimde
calisirim.

Sometimes | feel completely worthless.

Bazen kendimi tamamen degersiz hissederim.

| usually prefer to do things alone.

Genellikle yalniz basima birseyler yapmay: yeglerim.

| often try new and foreign foods.

Stk sik yeni ve yabanci yemekler denerim.

| believe that most people will take advantage of you if you let them.
Izin verdiginiz takdirde, cogu insanin sizi kullanacagina inanirim.

| waste a lot of time before settling down to work.

Calismaya baslayincaya kadar epey zaman harcarim.

| rarely feel fearful or anxious.

Korktugum ya da endiseli oldugum zamanlar ¢ok azdur.

| often feel as if I'm bursting with energy.

Stk sik, sanki enerji ile dolup tasiyormusum gibi hissederim.
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033

A34

C35

N36

E37

038

A39

C40

N41

E42

043

Ad4

C45

N46

| seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments
produce.

Degisik ortamlarin bende uyandirdigi hislerin ve duygusal
degisimlerin ender farkina varirim.

Most people | know like me.

Tanidigim insanlarin ¢ogu beni sever.

| work hard to accomplish my goals.

Amaclarima ulasmak icin ¢cok calisirim.

| often get angry at the way people treat me.

Baskalarimin bana karsi davranis sekli beni sinirlendirir.

| am a cheerful, high-spirited person.

Negseli ve keyif dolu biriyimdir.

| believe we should look to our religious authorities for moral
decisions.

Ahlaki konularda karar verirken orf ve adetlerimizin géz 6nlinde
bulundurulmasi gerektigine inaniyorum.

Some people think of me as cold and calculating.

Bazi insanlar benim soguk ve i¢ten pazarlikii biri oldugumu
diistintirler.

When | make a commitment, | can always be counted on to follow
through.

Bir soz verdigimde, bunu yerine getirecegime her zaman giivenilebilir.
Too often, when things go wrong, | get discouraged and feel like
giving up.

Isler ters gittiginde, cogunlukla cesaretim kirilir ve icimden vazgegcmek
gelir.

| am not a cheerful optimist

Cok iyimser biri degilimdir.

Sometimes when | am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, |
feel a chill or wave of excitement.

Bazen siir okurken veya bir sanat eserine bakarken, bir Grperti ya da
heyecan dalgasinin icimde yiikseldigini hissederim.

I'm hard-headed and though-minded in my attitudes.

Tutum ve tavirlarimda duygularima yer vermem,ger¢ek¢iyimdir.
Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as | should be.

Bazen, olmam gerektigi kadar giivenilir biri olmayabiliyorum.

| am seldom sad and depressed.

Hiiziinlii ya da kederli oldugum zamanlar ¢ok azdir.
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E47

048

A49

C50

N51

E52

053

Ab4

C55

N56

ES7

058

A59

C60

My life is fast-paced.

Hizli ve yogum bir yasantim vardir.

| have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the
human condition.

Evrenin dogasi ya da insanligin durumu gibi konularda fikir yiiriitmek
fazla ilgimi gekmez.

| generally try to be thoughtful and considerate.

Genellikle diistinceli ve anlayish biri olmaya ¢alisirim.

| am a productive person who always gets the job done.

Her zaman eline aldig isi tamamlayan, iiretken bir insanimdir.

| often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems.
Stk sik kendimi ¢aresiz hisseder ve bir baskasinin sorunlarimi
cozUvermesini isterim.

| am a very active person.

Cok hareketli bir insanimdir.

| have a lot of intellectual curiosity.

Entellektiiel meraki ¢ok olan biriyimdir.

If 1 don't like people, I let them know it.

Eger birinden hoglanmazsam, bunu ona belli ederim.

| never seem to be able to get organised.

Kendimi bir tiirlii diizene sokamiyormusum gibi gelir.

At times | have been so ashamed | just wanted to hide.
Utancimdan saklanmak istedigim zamanlar olmustur.

| would rather go my own way than to be leader of others.
Baskalarina liderlik yapmak yerine, kendi yolumda ilerlemeyi tercih
ederim.

| often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas.

Teorilerle ya da soyut diisiincelerle ugrasmaktan keyif alurim.

If necessary, | am willing to manipulate people to get what | want.
Gerekirse, istedigimi elde etmek i¢in insanlart kullanmaktan
cekinmem.

| strive for excellence in everything I do.

Yaptigim herseyde miikemmeli yakalamaya ¢abalarim.
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Appendix C
TKI with a student scenario

Kendinizi bagkasiyla fikirlerinizin ¢atistig1 bir ortam diisiiniin. Bu tarz durumlara
genellikle nasil tepki verirsiniz?

Ileriki sayfalarda olas1 davranis yanitlarini agiklayan birkac ifade bulunmaktadir.
Asagidaki senaryoyu baz alarak her bir agiklama i¢in “A” ya da “B” ifadesinden
kendi davranislarinizi yansitani igaretleyin.

Cogu durumda, “A” ya da “B” agiklamasi sizin davraniglarinizi agiklamryor
olabilir, sizin i¢in en elverisli olan1 segin.

Sinif arkadasiniz ile arastirma yapmaniz gerekli oldugunu hayal edin.
Yapmaniz icin iki yontem var, A ve B. Onceden kullandig1 ve tercih ettigi
icin arkadasimz A yontemini kullanmamz istiyor. Fakat, siz B yonteminin
daha fazla bilgi toplayacagini diisiindiigiiniiz i¢in onu daha avantajh olarak
goruyorsunuz.

1. A. Ogrencinin problemi ¢ézmek i¢in sorumluluk almasina izin verirdim.
B. Anlasamadigimiz konularda anlasmak yerine, anlastigimiz
konularn iistiine diismeye ¢aligirim.
2. A. Orta yol bir ¢6ziim aramay1 denerdim.
B. Hem kendimin hem de 6grencinin sorunlari ile bas etmeye caligirim.
3. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Ogrencimin duygularm iliskiyi korumak i¢in yumusatirdim.
4. A. Orta yol bir ¢6ziim aramay1 denerdim.
B. Kendi isteklerimi bagka birisinin istekleri i¢in feda edebilirim.
5. A. Problemi ¢6zmek i¢in devamli olarak 6grencinin yardimini arardim.
B. Gereksiz gerginlikten kaginmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapardim
6. A. Kendim i¢in tatsizlik yaratmaktan kaginirim.
B. Pozisyonumu kazanmay1 denerdim.
7. A. Sorunu diisiinecek vaktimin oldugu bir zamana ertelemeyi denerdim.
B. Ogrenci igin birkag puandan feragat ederim.
8. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Endiselerimi ve sorunlarimi ortaya koymay1 denerim.
9. A. Farkliliklarin derde deger oldugunu sanmiyorum.
B. Kendi yolumu ¢izmek icin efor sarf ederim.
10. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Orta yol bir ¢6ziim aramay1 denerdim.
11. A. Endiselerimi ve sorunlarimi ortaya koymay1 denerim.
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B. Ogrencinin duygularini iliskiyi korumak i¢in yumusatirdim.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

A. Tartigma yaratacak konumlardan kaginabilirim.

B. Eger 6grenci benim durusumu sergilememe izin verirse, onunda kendi
durusunu sergilemesine izin veririm.

A. Ortak anlagsma zemini saglardim

B. Kendi amaci i¢in bask1 kurardim.

A. Kendi fikirlerimi profesore sdyler onlarin fikirlerini sorardim.

B. Kendi durumumun mantigini ve yararlarini gosterirdim.

A. Ogrencinin duygularm iliskiyi korumak i¢in yumusatirdim.

B. Gereksiz gerginlikten kaginmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapardim

A. Ogrencinin duygularini incitmemeye calisirim.

B. Ogrenciyi kendi pozisyonumun faydalarina inandirirdim.

A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.

B Gereksiz gerginlikten kaginmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapardim

A. Ogrenciyi mutlu ediyorsa goriislerini devam ettirmelerine izin
verebilirim.

B. Eger 6grenci benim durusumu sergilememe izin verirse, onunda kendi
durusunu sergilemesine izin veririm.

A. Endiselerimi ve sorunlarimi ortaya koymay1 denerim.

B. Sorunu diisiinecek vaktimin oldugu bir zamana ertelemeyi denerdim.
A. Farkliliklarimiz iizerine hemen bir ¢calismaya baslarim.

B. Kayiplar ve edinimler tizerine ortak ¢ikarlarimi géz ardi ederim

A. Anlagmaya varirken, digerlerinin duygularin1 goz ardi1 ederim.

B. Problem iizerine miinakasaya yogunlagirim.

A. Kendim ve 6grenci i¢in ortak yol bulmay1 denerim.

B. Isteklerimi bildiririm.

A. Blyuk ihtimalle kendi isteklerimi yerine getirmekle mesgul olurum.
B. Ogrencinin problemi ¢dzmesi i¢in sorumluluk almasina izin verirdim.
A. Ogrencinin durumu onlar i¢in dnemliyse, isteklerini yetirene getirmeye
caligirim.

B. Ogrenciyi uzlastirmaya calisirim.

A. Ogrenciye benim diisiincemin mantigin1 ve faydalarim gdstermeye
caligirim.

B. Anlagmaya varirken, 6grencinin isteklerini degerlendirmeyi denerim
A Ortak anlagsma zemini saglardim

B. Biiyiik ihtimalle kendi isteklerimi yerine getirmekle mesgul olurum.
A. Tartigma yaratacak konumlardan kag¢inabilirim.

B. Eger diger kisiyi mutlu ediyorsa, goriislerini stirdiirmelerine izin
verebilirim.
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28. A. Biiylik ihtimalle kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Farkliliklarin derde deger oldugunu sanmiyorum.
29. A. Ortak anlagsma zemini saglardim
B. Farkliliklarin derde deger oldugunu sanmiyorum.
30. A. Digerlerinin duygularini incitmemeye c¢aligirim.
B. Problemi ¢ozebilmek adina diger kisiyle paylasirdim
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Appendix D
TKI with the Professor Scenario

Kendinizi bagkasiyla fikirlerinizin ¢atistig1 bir ortam diisiiniin. Bu tarz durumlara
genellikle nasil tepki verirsiniz?

Ileriki sayfalarda olas1 davranis yanitlarini agiklayan birkag ifade bulunmaktadir.
Asagidaki senaryoyu baz alarak her bir agiklama i¢in “A” ya da “B” ifadesinden
kendi davranislarinizi yansitani igaretleyin.

Cogu durumda, “A” ya da “B” agiklamasi sizin davraniglarinizi agiklamryor
olabilir, sizin i¢in en elverisli olan1 se¢in.

Profesor Z'nin sinifinda olan bir 6grenci oldugunuzu hayal edin. Bir
arastirma yapmamz gerekli. Yapmaniz icin iki yéntem var, A ve B. Onceden
kullandig ve tercih ettigi icin Profesor Z A yontemini kullanmamaz istiyor.
Fakat, siz B yonteminin daha fazla bilgi toplayacagini diisiindiigiiniiz icin
onu daha avantajh olarak goriiyorsunuz.

1. A. Profesoriin problemi ¢6zmek i¢in sorumluluk almasina izin verirdim.
B. Anlasamadigimiz konularda anlasmak yerine, anlastigimiz
konularn iistiine diismeye ¢aligirim.
2. A. Orta yol bir ¢6ziim aramay1 denerdim.
B. Hem kendimin hem de profesoriin sorunlari ile bas etmeye ¢aligirim.
3. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Profesoriin duygularini iliskiyi korumak i¢in yumusatirdim.
4. A. Orta yol bir ¢6ziim aramay1 denerdim.
B. Kendi isteklerimi baska birisinin istekleri icin feda edebilirim.
5. A. Problemi ¢6zmek i¢in devamli olarak profesdriin yardimini arardim.
B. Gereksiz gerginlikten kaginmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapardim
6. A. Kendim i¢in tatsizlik yaratmaktan kaginirim.
B. Pozisyonumu kazanmay1 denerdim.
7. A. Sorunu diisiinecek vaktimin oldugu bir zamana ertelemeyi denerdim.
B. Profesor icin birka¢ puandan feragat ederim.
8. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Endiselerimi ve sorunlarimi ortaya koymay1 denerim.
9. A. Farkliliklarin derde deger oldugunu sanmiyorum.
B. Kendi yolumu ¢izmek icin efor sarf ederim.
10. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Orta yol bir ¢6ziim aramay1 denerdim.
11. A. Endiselerimi ve sorunlarimi ortaya koymay1 denerim.
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B. Profesoriin duygularini iliskiyi korumak i¢in yumusatirdim.
12. A. Tartigsma yaratacak konumlardan kaginabilirim.
B. Eger profesér benim durusumu sergilememe izin verirse, onunda kendi
durusunu sergilemesine izin veririm.
13. A. Ortak anlagsma zemini saglardim
B. Kendi amaci i¢in baski kurardim.
14. A. Kendi fikirlerimi profesore sdyler onlarin fikirlerini sorardim.
B. Kendi durumumun mantigini ve yararlarini gésterirdim.
15. A. Profesoriin duygularini iliskiyi korumak i¢in yumusatirdim.
B. Gereksiz gerginlikten kacinmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapardim
16. A. Profesoriin duygularini incitmemeye ¢aligirim.
B. Profesorii kendi pozisyonumun faydalarina inandirirdim.
17. A. Kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B Gereksiz gerginlikten kaginmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapardim
18. A. Profesorii mutlu ediyorsa goriislerini devam ettirmelerine izin
verebilirim.
B. Eger profesor benim durusumu sergilememe izin verirse, onunda kendi
durusunu sergilemesine izin veririm.
19. A. Endiselerimi ve sorunlarimi ortaya koymay1 denerim.
B. Sorunu diisiinecek vaktimin oldugu bir zamana ertelemeyi denerdim.
20. A. Farkliliklarimiz {izerine hemen bir ¢alismaya baslarim.
B. Kayiplar ve edinimler iizerine ortak ¢ikarlarimi goz ardi ederim
21. A. Anlagmaya varirken, digerlerinin duygularini g6z ardi ederim.
B. Problem iizerine miinakasaya yogunlagirim.
22. A. Kendim ve profesor i¢in ortak yol bulmay1 denerim.
B. Isteklerimi bildiririm.
23. A. Blyuk ihtimalle kendi isteklerimi yerine getirmekle mesgul olurum.
B. Profesoriin problemi ¢6zmesi i¢in sorumluluk almasina izin verirdim.
24. A. Profesoriin durumu onlar icin dnemliyse, isteklerini yetirene getirmeye
caligirim.
B. Profesorii uzlastirmaya caligirim.
25. A. Profesore benim diisiincemin mantigini ve faydalarin1 géstermeye
caligirim.
B. Anlagmaya varirken, profesoriin isteklerini degerlendirmeyi denerim
26. A Ortak anlasma zemini saglardim
B. Biiyiik ihtimalle kendi isteklerimi yerine getirmekle mesgul olurum.
27. A. Tartisma yaratacak konumlardan kaginabilirim.
B. Eger diger kisiyi mutlu ediyorsa, goriislerini stirdiirmelerine izin
verebilirim.
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28. A. Biiylik ihtimalle kendi hedeflerinin pesinde kosarim.
B. Farkliliklarin derde deger oldugunu sanmiyorum.
29. A. Ortak anlagma zemini saglardim
B. Farkliliklarin derde deger oldugunu sanmiyorum.
30. A. Digerlerinin duygularini incitmemeye c¢aligirim.
B. Problemi ¢ozebilmek adina diger kisiyle paylasirdim
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