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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to develop a scale for determining the divergent thinking self-assessment
levels of adults over 18 years of age. In line with the aim of the present study, a 28-item-trial
form was applied to the participants. Exploratory factor analysis based on the method of oblique
rotation revealed that the scale had a 21-item and two-factor components structure. Sub-
dimensions are entitled as rationality and subjectivity. The eigenvalue of the rationality sub-
dimension was found to be 6.90. The eigenvalue of the subjectivity sub-dimension was found to
be 3.94. The total variance of the two-factor structure was found to be about 50.66%. The
Cronbach coefficient score for the whole scale was.91. The Cronbach coefficient reliability scores
for the sub-scales of rationality and subjectivity were .92 and .85, respectively. Moreover, item
correlation coefficients were above .50 for all the items of the form. Consequently, validity and
reliability analysis indicate that the final form can measure the levels of divergent thinking self-
assessment of the participants. The Divergent Thinking Self-Assessment Scale may provide an
opportunity to reveal whether there is a relationship between self-assessment scale and
performance assessment scale on divergent thinking, which can be a suggestion for further
studies. The Divergent Thinking Self-Assessment Scale is considered to contribute to the studies
related to creativity and divergent thinking.
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INTRODUCTION

Divergent thinking is associated with creativity (Ferrandiz et al., 2017; Heller, 2004). According to Siegel and
Bugg (2016), creativity is mainly measured with divergent thinking that assesses the potential for creative
thinking. Aslan (2001) states that creativity is mental processes that can come up with a product that has its
own characteristics and include the features for solving existing problems. Kaufman (2002) considers divergent
thinking as generating many new and different ideas by using available and existing knowledge. On the other
hand, Heller (2004) notes that divergent thinking is an indicator of creativity. Ferrandiz et. al., (2017) states that
divergent thinking skills are of top priority for creativity. In addition; Lee (2004) states that divergent thinking is
useful depending on the type of problems and divergent thinking skills have a close relationship with creativity

skills which includes the processes of creative thinking and coming up with new products or ideas.

Different tests have been developed to measure levels of divergent thinking skills in the literature. For
example, Guilford (1982) aimed to measure divergent thinking skills and developed The Alternative Uses Test.
The divergent thinking test of Guilford included 4 sub-dimensions: Fluency, Flexibility, Elaboration, and
Originality. Torrance also developed a test to measure divergent thinking skills. The test was named as ATTA,
which stands for the Abbreviated Torrance Test for Adults. Torrance developed the test following the approach
of Guilford and used elaboration, originality, fluency, and flexibility sub-dimensions in the test (Shen and Lai,
2014). Remote Associates Test developed by Mednick (1968) was also another measure of divergent thinking.
The test was developed in 1962 and consisted of 30 items. Bowden and Beeman (2003) improved the Remote
Associates Test and reformed it by using a total of 144 items. The Remote Associates Test is adapted to Turkish

by Ozen et. al. (2015).

In addition; there are different scales to measure creative thinking which related to divergent thinking. Lucas
(2016) defined three dimensions of power, width, and depth associated with the assessment of creativity.
Power is the level of independence that students demonstrate according to needs or appropriate conditions.
Width is the tendency to apply creativity in new contexts or a new field. Depth is complexity and time

management.

Hawthorne et al. (2016) have sought to objectively measure and develop an individual's creative capacity in a
real-world environment. They were also interested in basic features and changes in brain function as part of
the measurement. Similarly, they created three different evaluation versions, each consisting of twelve steps
and tasks. In these processes, design solutions, practical evaluation, needs recognition and adaptability were
evaluated. The Inventory of Creative Activities and Achievements (ICAA) is a broad-based and multifaceted
psychometric tool for assessing real-world creativity in various areas and levels of achievement (Diedrich et al.,
2018). The ICAA evaluate trends for future developments as well as evaluating creative activities and
achievements. It was proposed that the scale be adapted to the specific objectives of real-life creativity

research.
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When all these measurement tools were analyzed, it was discovered that all these measures are tools for
assessing performance based on the data obtained from norm groups. In other words, measures developed
within the scope of divergent thinking generally assess the level of these skills. However, to our knowledge,
there is not an assessment tool that aims to measure the self-assessment levels of the individuals related to
divergent thinking skills. The scale developed for this study does not offer a performance assessment. The scale
developed for this study aims to evaluate self-assessment levels of the individuals within the context of
divergent thinking. In this way, it was aimed to reveal to what extent the individuals consider themselves
sufficient in terms of divergent thinking. Divergent thinking is associated with coming up with creative, rational,
and original solutions to problems. Self-assessment levels about divergent thinking may be efficient in the
decision-making process of individuals. Reisman et al. (2016), suggest that individuals have developed
awareness about themselves while evaluating themselves during the measurement process. In this regard, it is
thought that the scales that allow evaluating the self-assessment levels of the individuals related to divergent

thinking will contribute to the decision-making process of the individuals.
METHOD
Research Group

This research was conducted with two different samples. The first group included 509 participants from 7
different regions of Turkey. Data from the first group was used for factor analyses and reliability analyses. The
second group included 86 female (%55.13) and 70 male (%44.87) university students (n=156). Data from the
second group was used for criterion validity. The demographic information of the first group participants is as

shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Distribution of Research Group by Age, Education, and Gender

Group 1
Variable Number Percentage (%)

Gender Female 245 48,13
Male 264 51.87
Age 18-30 312 61.29
31-52 197 38.71

Primary school 6 1.17

Secondary school 5 0.98
Education High school 68 13.35
Associate degree 52 10.21
Bachelor Degree 355 69.74

Postgraduate 23 452

Total 509 100
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Data Collection Tools
Thinking Style Scale (TSS)

The scale adapted to Turkish by Siinbiil (2004) was developed by Sternberg (1997). There are 5 factors in the
scale. In this study, the dimensions of authentic and irregular thinking styles which are thought to be related to
divergent thinking were used. While Cronbach's a internal consistency coefficient for authentic thinking style

has been .75, for irregular thinking style has been .68 in this study.

Personal Information Form

The personal information form, developed by the researchers, include questions on gender, age, education.
Preparation of Scale Form

The scale developed in this research is associated with Guilford's theories about creativity and mental
processes. In addition; the special effort has been devoted to ensuring that the appropriate items have been
selected for the target group. According to Cohen and Swerdlik (2015) instructions, evaluation and application
of a powerful scale should be clear and understandable by everyone. To determine the items of divergent
thinking self-assessment scale, national and international articles on divergent thinking have been analyzed
(Guilford, 1982; Mednick,1968; Shen & Lai, 2014; Ozen et. al., 2015; Siinbiil, 2004). To provide validity of the
scale form, opinions were obtained from 4 experts who have Ph.D. degree in Clinical Psychology (n=1) and
Guidance and Psychological Counselling (n=3). The Davies technique was used in the process of obtaining
expert opinions. The measurement tool was designed as a four-point Likert type scale. According to this
technique, expert opinions rate the items on the following four-point basis: (a) relevant, (b) requiring minor
revision, (c) requiring major revision, and (d) not relevant. Index of Content Validity (CVI) is obtained by dividing
the number of the experts ranking (a) relevant and (b) requiring minor revision by the total number of the
experts. A CVI of .80 is acceptable (Davis, 1992; qtd. in Taskin & Akat, 2010). Then, a pilot interview was
conducted with a group of 10 people and the feedbacks about the comprehensibility of the items were
received from the participants in the face to face interview. A rating scale that is used in the Davies technique
was utilized in the feedback process. After all these steps, a 27-item trial form was obtained. The categories

used in the scale were "l do not agree", "partially agree", "mostly agree", and "completely agree".
Data analysis

First of all, the data of the study were analyzed and outliers are excluded from the study. Then, to determine
construct validity of the scale, explanatory factor analysis was conducted with half of the data set (n=254), and
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with the other half of the data set (n=255) from first participant
group. To determine the reliability of the scale, Cronbach a internal consistency coefficients and total item

correlations were calculated for the whole data set (n=509).
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FINDINGS (RESULTS)
Findings Related to the Construct Validity

First of all, explanatory factor analysis was carried out with half of the data set (n=254) in order to calculate the
construct validity of the Divergent Thinking Self-assessment Scale. The sample size of the current study was
tested by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy test to determine whether the data were
appropriate for factor analysis and this value was found to be .90. Such a result shows that the sample size of
the study was adequate for factor analysis (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Buylkoztiirk, 2014; Sencan, 2005). In
addition, the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was conducted to determine whether the data were appropriate for
component detection and the test indicated that factor analysis was useful with the data set (p<.001) (Cokluk,
Sekercioglu & Buyiukoztiirk, 2014; Sencan, 2005). Exploratory factor analysis was performed with the principal
component analysis method (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The principal component analysis which is one of the
most commonly used factor extraction techniques enables one to reveal the maximum variance in the data set
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Moreover, the oblique rotation method which simplifies the interpretation of
factors was used in the explanatory factor analysis (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, Blytkoztiirk, 2014). As the scale was a
multidimensional index type, exploratory factor analysis was performed with the Principal axis and oblique
rotation method. In the exploratory factor analysis process, the condition that factor load value should be over
.45 for each item and common factor variance should be over .45 was considered (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Theoretically provided a-four-factor analysis was conducted in the first explanatory factor analysis. However, as
a result of ongoing analyses, a two-factor component with eigenvalues greater than 1, which has 21 items, was
formed. Factor eigenvalue, variance and cumulative variance of the scale are as shown in table 2 and scree

plot of factor eigenvalue is as shown in figure 1 below.

Table 2. Eigenvalue, Variance and Cumulative Variance of the Factors

Factor Eigenvalue Variance Cumulative variance
1 6.90 37.54 37.54
2 3.74 13.11 50.66
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Figure 1. Scree Plot of Factor Eigenvalue

As shown in table 2, the two-factor component structure accounts for 50.66% of the total variance. The
eigenvalues of the factors are 6.90 and 3.74, respectively. The distribution of the scale items with regard to

factors is as shown in table 3 below.

Table 3. The Distribution of Items with regard to Factors and Common Factor Variance

Common Total item

Item Factor 1 Factor2  factor correlations
variance

21. | can find a solution to a problem faster than anybody else .78 .61 .67

20. It is easy for to understand complex events .76 .59 .73

19. If there is a problem, | can solve it soon .75 .57 .70

15. It is easy for me to find a way out against uncertainties .70 .52 .65

28. If there is a problem, | find more solutions than others .69 .52 .65

27. 1 can always sum something up very quickly .68 .46 .62

17. | fully understand the causes of an event in a short time .67 47 .62

16. | notice if there is even a slight similarity between the two 66 50 .64

situations ' )

22. | can quickly estimate the results of an event .65 42 .61

26. | can develop a number of solutions to a problem .65 .54 .57

18. It is almost impossible to deceive me .63 41 .56

14. | understand if there is even a slight difference between the 59 47 .60

two situations ' ’

2. There is no problem in my life that | cannot cope with .57 .32 .48
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25. | can make more than one question sentence for an answer .55 41 .57
24. | can add a third opinion against two opposing views .52 .38 .53
13. | can see other perspectives of an event that no one can see 48 .35 .50
8. | can pay attention to ideas that no one cares about .81 .66 .66
10. | can see similarities between what is thought to be different .78 .67 .65
7. My feelings and thoughts may be different from the majority in 76 58 .66
the face of an event ' )

11. | can see differences between situations considered to be 76 65 .69
similar ' )

6. Things that are worthless to the majority can be valuable to me 73 .54 .61

Faktorl: Rationalism, Faktor2: Authenticity.

As seen in table 2, factor load values of the items ranged from .48 to .81. and common factor variances ranged
from .35 to .67. The items found in the first factor constitute rationality sub-dimension and the items found in

the second factor form subjectivity sub-dimension of the scale.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The validity of 21-item and 2-component factor formed after the explanatory factor analysis was tested with
the Confirmatory Factor Analysis. In this phase, first-order confirmatory factor analysis was carried out with the
other half of the data set (n=255) without making any modifications. In the confirmatory factor analysis,
theoretically acceptable modifications that can significantly contribute to X? values appeared to be between
the items of 6. “Things that are worthless to the majority can be valuable to me.” and 7. “My feelings and
thoughts may be different from the majority in the face of an event.” And the items; 14. “I understand if there is

”

even a slight difference between the two situations. ” and 16. “I notice if there is even a slight similarity
between the two situations.” The model was modified with the output of the modification indices and it was
found that there is a certain degree of latent correlation between the pair of items 6 and 7; and 14 and 16. The

goodness of fit indices are as shown in Table 4, and structural equation model is as shown in Figure 2.

Table 4. The Goodness of Fit Indices

Indices Acceptable fit Model indices
X2

P >.05 (Hair et. al., 2006) .01
x2/ sd <5 (Stimer, 2000) 3.39
RMSEA <.08 (Hair et. al., 2006) .09
SRMR <.08 (Hair et. al., 2006) .08
NFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .92
NNFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .94
CFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .95
GFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .80
AGFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .08
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Figure 2. Standard Values after Modification

Table 4. t and R?Values of the Items

Iltem tvalue R2
21. 1 can find a solution to a problem faster than anybody else 12.96 0.52
20. It is easy for to understand complex events 13.89 0.57
19. If there is a problem, | can solve it soon 13.59 0.56
15. It is easy for me to find a way out against uncertainties 12.96 0.51
28. If there is a problem, | find more solutions than others 12.91 0.51
27. | can always sum something up very quickly 11.31 0.42
17. I fully understand the causes of an event in a short time 11.60 0.44
16. I notice if there is even a slight similarity between the two 1291 0.43
situations '

22. 1 can quickly estimate the results of an event 10.33 0.36
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26. | can develop a number of solutions to a problem 12.56 0.49
18. It is almost impossible to deceive me 8.90 0.28
14. | understand if there is even a slight difference between the 1127 0.37
two situations '

2. There is no problem in my life that | cannot cope with 8.24 0.25
25. | can make more than one question sentence for an answer 10.55 0.37
24. | can add a third opinion against two opposing views 9.79 0.32
13. I can see other perspectives of an event that no one can see 8.95 0.27
8. | can pay attention to ideas that no one cares about 10.24 0.33
10. | can see similarities between what is thought to be different 17.71 0.82
7. My feelings and thoughts may be different from the majority in 9.91 0.31
the face of an event '

11. | can see differences between situations considered to be 17.5 0.81
similar '

6. Things that are worthless to the majority can be valuabletome  8.32 0.22

Criterion Validity

In order to determine the criterion validity, the relationship between DTSA and TSS was examined. For this

purpose authentic thinking and irregular thinking sub-scales was used, which are belong to TSS.

Table 5. Corelation between DTSA and TSS Sub-scales.

Factorl Factor2 Divergent total Irregular Authentic
Factorl 1
Factor2 ,450™ 1
Divergent total ,958" ,686" 1
Irregular 487" ,455" ,542™ 1
Authentic ,521™" 417 ,558™" ,393™ 1

** (p<.01).

In the present study, the DTSA was investigated in relation to irregular and authentic thinking styles. Significant

correlations were found between the scores of the DTSA and other relevant constructs as shown in Table 5.

Reliability

To assess the validity of the sub-scale and the total scale, Cronbach a internal consistency was computed for
each subscale and for the total scale. Cronbach a internal consistency values for sub-scales and for the total

scale are presented in Table 5 below.

Table 5. Cronbach a Values for Sub-scales and for the Total Scale

Factor Cronbach a
The total scale .92

Factorl 91

Factor2 .85
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As shown in Table 5 above, the internal consistency for the sub-scales and for the whole scale was above .80.
Such a result was generally accepted as reliable in the literature (Hair et. al., 2006). Total item correlations

(Table 2) were found to be above .50, which indicates that the scale has internal validity.
CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

As a result of exploratory factor analysis based on the method of oblique rotation, a 2-factor component
emerged. These factors are called subjectivity (5 items) and fluency (16 items). Factor loads for items ranged
from .48 to .81 and the scale has a variance of 50.66%. Furthermore, the CFA results are acceptable.
Correlations between the DTS and irregular thinking styles, authentic thinking styles were .54, .56 respectively
(p<.01). Considering the data of this study, it may be interpreted that the scale can measure the level of

divergent thinking self-assessment of adult individuals.

The divergent thinking self-assessment scale, which was developed as a self-assessment tool, has two sub-
dimensions as subjectivity and rationality. On the other hand, flexibility and elaboration sub-dimensions do not
take place on the scale, which may be accepted as a limitation of the scale. Because, in the literature, the
divergent thinking self-assessment scale of Guilford (1982), developed as a performance assessment scale,

included rationality, flexibility, originality, and elaboration sub-dimensions.

The scale obtained from this study allows individuals to assess their divergent thinking skills. In particular,
increasing the number of measurement tools that assess divergent thinking skills in relation to creativity may
allow the development of models and theories related to the subject. The contribution of the psychometric
approach should be provided to improve creativity (Zeng et al. 2011). In addition to the performance tests
developed for divergent thinking skills, self-assessment tools can also contribute to the theories of creativity.
Some studies showed that there is a strong correlation between self-assessment and performance assessment
(Pintrich & Groot, 1990) while some others showed that there is no correlation between self-assessment and
performance assessment (Brackett et al. 2006). The Divergent Thinking Self-Assessment Scale may provide an
opportunity to reveal whether there is a relationship between self-assessment scale and performance
assessment scale on divergent thinking, which can be a suggestion for further studies. The Divergent Thinking

Self-Assessment Scale is considered to contribute to the studies related to creativity and divergent thinking.
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IRAKSAK DUSUNME OZ DEGERLENDIRME OLCEGI’NIN GELISTIRILMESI

0z

Bu arastirmanin amaci, 18 yas Ustd, yetiskinlerin iraksak diisinme 6z degerlendirme diizeylerini
belirlemeye yonelik bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Iraksak disinme becerileri, yaratici disinme
ve yenilikler uretme ile iliskilidir. Iraksak dugslincenin degerlendirilmesi igin gelistirilmis farkl
testler bulunmaktadir. Bu arastirmada gelistirilen 6lgme aracinda, birey kendisini
degerlendirmektedir, kisiler kendilerini iraksak dusince baglaminda ne dlzeyde yeterli
gordiklerini ortaya koymaktadir. Calismanin amaglari dogrultusunda 28 maddeden olusan
deneme formu katiimcilara uygulanmistir. Oblik dondirme yéntemine dayali agimlayici faktor
analizi galismalar 6lgegin 21 maddeli, iki faktorli bir yapiya sahip oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Alt
boyutlar; akicilik ve 6znellik olarak adlandiriimistir. Olgegin akilcilik alt boyutunun 6zdegeri 6.90,
Oznellik alt boyutunun 6zdegeri 3.94 olarak bulunmustur. Elde edilen iki faktorli yapinin toplam
varyansi % 50.66 diizeyindedir. Olgegin tamamina ait cronbach a giivenirlik katsayisi .91 iken alt
boyutlara ait cronbach a glivenirlik katsayisi akilcilik igin .92 6znellik igin .85’dir. Ayrica madde
toplam korelasyonlari tiim maddeler icin .50’nin zerindedir. Sonug olarak gecerlik ve glvenirlige
iliskin bulgular ulasilan nihai formun, iraksak dislince 6z degerlendirme diizeyini 6lgebilecegine
isaret etmektedir. Bu calismadan elde edilen 6lgek, bireylerin iraksak dislinme becerilerini
degerlendirmelerine olanak saglamaktadir. Iraksak disiinme gibi farkli diisinme becerilerini
degerlendiren 6l¢iim araglarinin sayisinin arttiriimasi, konu ile ilgili modellerin ve teorilerin
gelistiriimesine olanak saglayabilir. Iraksak Diisiinme Oz Degerlendirme Olgegi'nin yaraticilik ve
iraksak dislinme ile ilgili calismalara katki saglayacagi dusiniimektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Iraksak diisiinme, Iraksak diisiinme 6z degerlendirme, Olgek gelistirme.
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Iraksak diisinme yaraticilik becerileriyle iliskilidir (Ferrandiz ve digerleri, 2017; Heller, 2004). Aslan (2001)
yaraticiligin, kendine has oOzellikleri olan bir Griin ortaya koyabilen ve var olan sorunlarin ¢éziimiine yonelik
ozellikleri igeren zihinsel suregler oldugunu belirtmektedir. Siegel ve Bugg’a (2016) gore, yaraticilik bilimsel
arastirmalarda agirlikli olarak yaratici diisiince potansiyelini degerlendiren iraksak disiinceyle élguliir. Kaufman
(2002) mevcut verilerden yola gikarak yeni, farkli ve ¢ok sayida fikirler gelistirilmeyi iraksak diisinme (divergent
thinking) olarak degerlendirmektedir. Heller (2004) iraksak duslincenin bir yaraticilik géstergesi oldugunu ifade
etmektedir. Ferrandiz ve digerleri (2017) vyaraticilikta iraksak diisinme becerilerinin 6ncelikli oldugunu
disinmektedir. Lee ise bunlara ek olarak (2004) iraksak dislinmenin, problemin tiriine gore ise yarar
taraflarinin oldugunu ve iraksak disiinme becerilerinin yaratici diisinme ve yeni bir fikir veya riin ortaya

koymaya yonelik tretkenlik becerileriyle yakindan iliskili oldugunu belirtmektedir.

Goruldagi tzere iraksak dislince problemlere karsi yaratici akilcl ve 6zglin ¢6zim yollari 6nerebilmek ile
iliskilidir. Bireylerin iraksak dastince ile ilgili 6z yeterlikleri karar alma sireglerinde etkili olabilir. Bu kapsamda
degerlendirildiginde raksak dusiinmeyle ilgili bireylerin 6zyeterliklerini degerlendirmeye imkan saglayan

Olgeklerin bireyle ilgili karar alma sireglerine katki saglayacagi dislinilmektedir.

Iraksak diisiincenin dlglimlenmesi amaci ile farkl testler gelistirilmistir. Ornegin Guilford (1982) farkh diisiinme
becerilerini 6lgmeyi amaclayarak Alternatif Kullanim Testi’ni (The Alternative Uses Test) gelistirmistir. Guilford
iraksak distinme testinde akicilik, esneklik, ayrintilandirma ve 06zgilinlik olarak dort farkl alt boyuta yer
vermistir. lraksak dislinmeyle ilgili test gelistiren bir diger arastirmaci ise Torrance’dir. Gelistirilen testin adi ilk
harflerin kisaltmasiyla ATTA (Abbreviated Torrance Test For Adults) olarak belirlenmistir. Torrance, Guilford’un
yaklasimina gore bir model olusturmus ve gelistirdigi testte akicilik, esneklik, ayrintilandirma ve 6zgunliik olarak

dort alt boyuta yer vermistir (Shen ve Lai, 2014).

Iraksak dusinmeyle ilgili gelistiren bir diger test olan Uzak Baglantilar Testi (Remote Associates Testi) Mednick
(1968) tarafindan 1962 yilinda, toplamda 30 madde olarak gelistirilmistir. Bowden ve Beeman (2003) Uzak
Baglantilar Testi'ni genisleterek 144 maddeden olusan bir test formu olusturmuslardir. Uzak Baglantilar Testi

Ozen ve digerleri (2015) tarafindan Tirkceye uyarlanmustir.

Alanyazinda yer alan tim bu 6lgme araglarina baktigimizda, 6lgeklerin performans olglimine yonelik aracglar
oldugu ve norm gruplarindan elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda degerlendirmeler yapildigi gorilmektedir. Baska
bir ifade ile iraksak diisiince kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lgme araglari genel olarak bu becerilerin diizeyini
olgmektedir. Ancak bilindigi kadari ile iraksak diisiince konusunda bireylerin 6z yeterliklerini 6lgmeyi amacglayan
bir 6lgme araci bulunmamaktadir. Bu arastirmada gelistirilen 6lcek bir performans 6lgimi yapmamaktadir.
Arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lgegin amaci bireylerin iraksak disiince baglaminda 6z yeterlik diizeylerinin
degerlendirilmesidir. Bu sayede bireylerin kendilerini iraksak diislince baglaminda ne diizeyde yeterli gérdikleri

ortaya konulmaya c¢ahlisiimistir.
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YONTEM
Arastirma Grubu

Arastirma iki farkli grupla ydrattlmistar. Birinci grup Tarkiye'nin 7 farkh bolgesinden 509 katilimcidan
olusmaktadir. Birinci gruptan toplanilan veriler faktér analizleri ve giivenirlik analizi igin kullamlmistir. ikinci
arastirma grubu ise 86 kadin (%55.13) ve 70 erkek (%44.87) Universite 6grencisinden olusmaktadir (n=156).
ikinci arastirma grubundan toplanilan veriler 8lgiit gegerligi icin toplanmistir. Birinci arastirma grubuna ait

demografik bilgiler Tablo 1 de géruldigu gibidir.

Tablo 1. Birinci Arastirma Grubuna Ait Yas, Egitim ve Cinsiyet Bilgileri.

Grup 1
Degisken Say! Yuzde (%)
Cinsiyet Kadin 245 48,13
Erkek 264 51.87
18-30 312 61.29
Yas
31-52 197 38.71
ilkokul 6 1.17
Ortaokul 5 0.98
Egitim ) Lise 68 13.35
Universite 6grencisi 52 10.21
Lisans mezunu 355 69.74
Lisansistu 23 4.52
Total 509 100

Veri Toplama Araglari
Diisiince Stilleri Olgegi

Sternberg (1997) tarafindan gelistirilen Olcegin Tiirkge uyarlama calismalari Stnbll (2004) tarafindan
gerceklestirilmistir. Olcek 5 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Bu arastirma kapsaminda 6lgegin yalnizca 6znellik ve
ayirt edicilik alt boyulari kullanilmistir ve Cronbach's a degeri 6znellik boyutu igin .75, ayirt edicilik boyutu igin

.68 olarak bulunmustur.

Kisisel Bilgi Formu

Arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen bu formda cinsiyet, yas ve egitim bilgilieri alinmistir.
Olgek Formunun Hazirlanmasi

Bu arastirmada gelistirilen 6lcek model olarak Guilford’un yaraticilik ve zihinsel sireglerle ilgili teorileriyle

iliskilendirilmektedir. Ayrica gelistirilen maddelerin 6lgme yapilacak gruba uygun olarak belirlenmesi yéniinde
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caba gosterilmistir. Cohen ve Swerdlik’e (2015) gore glgli bir dlcekte talimatlar, degerlendirme ve uygulama
herkes tarafindan agik ve anlasilir olmalidir. Iraksak Diisinme Oz Yeterlik Olgegi formunda yer alacak
maddelerin olusturulmasi amaciyla; iraksak disiinmeye iliskin ulusal ve uluslararasi ¢alismalar incelenmistir
(Guilford, 1982; Mednick,1968; Shen and Lai, 2014; Ozen ve dig.,2015; Siinbiil, 2004). Olgek formunun
gegerliginin saglanmasi amaciyla Klinik Psikoloji (n=1) ve Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danismanlik (n=3) alanlarinda
doktora derecesine sahip olan 4 uzmandan gériis alinmistir. Olgme araci, 4 kategorili likert tipi 6lgek seklinde

tasarlanmistir. Olgek kategorileri; “Katilmiyorum (1)”, “Kismen Katiliyorum (2)”, “Cogunlukla Katiyorum (3)” ve

“Tamamen Katiliyorum (4)” olarak belirlenmistir.
Veri analizi

Arastirmada oncelikle veri seti incelenmis ve aykiri ug degerler veri setinden gikarilmistir. Ardindan 6lgegin yapi
gegerliginin ortaya konulmasi amaci ile 509 kisilik veri setinin yarisi ile (n=254) agimlayici faktor analizi; diger
yarisi ile (n=255) dogrulayici faktér analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Glvenilirlik analizi kapsaminda ise veri setinin

tamami ile (n=509) cronbach a i¢ tutarlk katsayilari ve madde toplam korelasyonlari incelenmistir.
BULGULAR
Yapi Gegerligine Ait Bulgular

IDODO’nin yapi gecerligini incelemek icin 6ncelikle veri setinin yarisi ile (n=254) acimlayici faktér analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Verilerin faktor analizine uygun olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla 6rneklem bayaklGga
Kaiser- Meyer-Olkin (KMOQ) 6rneklem yeterligi testi ile analiz edilmistir ve bu deger .90 olarak bulunmustur. Bu
durum iyi bir 6rneklem buyukligine ulasildigini gostermektedir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Buyukoztirk, 2014;
Sencan, 2005). Bununla birlikte veri setinin faktér ¢cikarmaya uygun bir veri seti olup olmadiginin belirlenmesi
amaci ile yapilan Bartlett kiresellik testi sonuglari veri setinin faktor ¢cikarmaya uygun oldugunu géstermektedir

(p<.001) (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Buyukoztirk, 2014; Sencan, 2005).

Acimlayici faktor analizi temel bilesenler analizi yéntemi (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007) ile yapilmistir. En sik
kullanilan faktorlestirme tekniklerinden olan temel bilesenler analizi veri setinden en yiksek varyansi ortaya
¢ilkarmaya olanak verir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Ayrica agimlayici faktér analizinde faktorleri
isimlendirmede kolaylik saglayan oblik dondirme yontemi (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, Blyukoztirk, 2014)
kullanilmistir. Bu asamadaa oblik dondiirme ydnteminin kullanilmasinin nedeni boyutlarin birbiri ile iligkili
olmasidir géstermesidir. Agimlayici faktér analizi sirecinde her bir madde igin faktor yik degeri >.45, ortak
faktor varyansi >.30 kosullari gozetilmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Agimlayici faktor analizi yapilirken ilk
olarak kuramsal olarak ongoriilen 4 faktorle analiz gergeklestirilmistir. Ancak devam eden analizler sonucunda
Ozdegerleri (eigenvalue) 1’den biiyiik olan iki faktorli ve 21 maddelik bir yapiya ulasiimistir. Elde edilen 6lgegin

faktor 6z degerleri, varyans ve yigimli varyans degerleri Tablo 2‘de yamacg birikinti grafigi Sekil 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Faktér Oz Degerleri, Varyans ve Yigimli Varyans Degerleri

Faktor Ozdeger Varyans Yigimh varyans
1 6.90 37.54 37.54
2 3.74 13.11 50.66
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Sekil 1. Faktorlerin Oz Degerleri

Tablo 2’de goriuldiigu gibi iki faktorll yapi toplam varyansin %50.66’sin1 agiklamaktadir. Faktorlerin 6z degerleri
ise sirasi ile 6.90 ve 3.74 seklindedir. Olgekte yer alan maddelerin faktérlere dagilimi ise Tablo 2’de gériildigi

gibidir.
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Tablo 3. Maddelerin Faktorlere Dagilimi ve Ortak Faktor Varyanslari

Ortak Toplam madde
ltem Faktor 1 Faktor 2 faktor korelasyonlari
varyanslari
21. Bir problem karsisinda ¢6ziim yolunu herkesten daha hizli .67
e .78 .61
bulabilirim
20. Karmasik olaylari anlamak benim igin kolaydir .76 .59 .73
19. Bir sorun olusursa onu kisa zamanda ¢6zebilirim .75 .57 .70
15. Belirsizlikler karsisinda bir ¢ikis yolu bulmak benim igin kolaydir .70 .52 .65
28. Bir sorun karsisinda baskalarindan daha fazla ¢6ziim yollar 69 52 .65
bulurum ' )
27. Bir durumu her zaman ¢ok ¢abuk kavrayabilirim .68 46 .62
17. Bir olayin nedenlerini kisa zamanda tam olarak anlarim .67 47 .62
16. iki durum arasinda ¢ok az bile olsa benzerlik varsa onu fark 66 50 .64
ederim ' ’
22. Bir olayin sonuglarini hizli bir sekilde tahmin edebilirim .65 42 .61
26. Bir probleme ¢ok sayida ¢6ziim yollari gelistirebilirim .65 .54 .57
18. Beni kandirmak neredeyse imkansizdir .63 41 .56
14. iki durum arasinda ¢ok az bile olsa farklilik varsa onu anlarim .59 47 .60
2. Bugiine kadar hayatimda bas edemedigim sorun yoktur .57 .32 48
25. Bir cevap i¢in birden daha fazla soru ctimlesi kurabilirim .55 41 .57
24. iki karsit gériise karsi Gglinci bir goriis ekleyebilirim .52 .38 .53
13. Bir olayin kimsenin géremedigi yonlerini gorebilirim 48 .35 .50
8. Kimsenin deger vermedigi fikirlere Gnem verebilirim .81 .66 .66
10. Farkli oldugu disiinilen seyler arasinda benzerlikler gérebilirim .78 .67 .65
7. Bir olay karsisinda duygu ve disiincelerim ¢ogunluktan farkli 76 58 .66
olabilir ' ’
11. Benzer oldugu disunilen durumlar arasinda farkhhklar 76 65 .69
gorebilirim ) ’
6. Cogunluga gore degersiz olan seyler benim icin degerli olabilir 73 .54 .61

Faktorl: Rasyonellik, Faktor2: Otantiklik.

Tablo 3’de gorildiigi gibi maddelerin faktor yik degerleri. 48 ile .81arasinda, ortak faktor varyanslari ise. 35 ile
.67 arasinda degismektedir. Olcekte yer alan birinci faktérde bulunan maddeler Akilcilik Boyutu, ikinci faktér ise

oznellik boyutu olarak isimlendirilmistir.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi

AFA analizlerinin ardindan ortaya ¢ikan 2 faktorli 21 maddelik yapinin gegerligi Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi ile
sinanmistir. Bu asamada veri setinin diger yarisinda yer alan 255 kisilik veri seti lzerinde hicbir modifikasyon
yapilmadan birinci diizey DFA analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Gergeklestirilen DFA analizinde 6. “Cogunluga gore
degersiz olan seyler benim icin degerli olabilir.” Ve 7. “Bir olay karsisinda duygu ve diisiincelerim ¢ogunluktan
farkli olabilir.” Madde; 14. “iki durum arasinda ¢ok az bile olsa farklilik varsa onu anlarim.” ve 16. “iki durum
arasinda ¢ok az bile olsa benzerlik varsa onu fark ederim.” Maddeler arasinda modelin X2 degerine oldukca
anlamh katki saglayabilen ve kuramsal agidan kabul edilebilir bir modifikasyon onerileri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu
oneriler dikkate alinarak madde 6 ve 7 ile madde 14 ve 16 arasindaki iliski serbest birakilmistir. DFA sonucunda

elde edilen uyum iyiligi indisleri Tablo 4, yapisal esitlik modeli ise Sekil 2’de sunulmaktadir.
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Tablo 4. Uyum lyiligi Degerleri

Kabul edilebilir degerler Modele ait degerler

X2
P >.05 (Hair et. al., 2006) .01
x%/ sd <5 (Stimer, 2000) 3.39
RMSEA <.08 (Hair et. al., 2006) .09
SRMR <.08 (Hair et. al., 2006) .08
NFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .92
NNFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .94
CFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .95
GFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .80
AGFI >.90 (Hair et. al., 2006) .08

Chi-Sguare=€20 .27, df=185, F-value=0.00000, BMIEA=0.0S5E

Sekil 2. Modifikasyon sonrasi standart degerler
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Tablo 4 . t ve R?degerleri

Madde t degeri R2

21. Bir problem karsisinda ¢6ziim yolunu herkesten daha hizli 0.52
e 12.96

bulabilirim

20. Karmasik olaylari anlamak benim igin kolaydir. 13.89 0.57

19. Bir sorun olusursa onu kisa zamanda ¢6zebilirim. 13.59 0.56

15. Belirsizlikler karsisinda bir ¢ikis yolu bulmak benim igin 0.51

12.96

kolaydir.

28. Bir sorun karsisinda baskalarindan daha fazla ¢6ziim yollari 12.91 0.51

bulurum. '

27. Bir durumu her zaman g¢ok gabuk kavrayabilirim. 11.31 0.42

17. Bir olayin nedenlerini kisa zamanda tam olarak anlarim. 11.60 0.44

16. iki durum arasinda ¢ok az bile olsa benzerlik varsa onu fark 1221 0.43

ederim. '

22. Bir olayin sonuglarini hizl bir sekilde tahmin edebilirim. 10.33 0.36

26. Bir probleme ¢ok sayida ¢6ziim yollari gelistirebilirim. 12.56 0.49

18. Beni kandirmak neredeyse imkansizdir. 8.90 0.28

14. iki durum arasinda ¢ok az bile olsa farklilik varsa onu anlarim. 11.27 0.37

2. Bugiine kadar hayatimda bas edemedigim sorun yoktur. 8.24 0.25

25. Bir cevap icin birden daha fazla soru cimlesi kurabilirim. 10.55 0.37

24. iki karsit gdriise karsi Giglincii bir gériis ekleyebilirim. 9.79 0.32

13. Bir olayin kimsenin géremedigi yonlerini gérebilirim. 8.95 0.27

8. Kimsenin deger vermedigi fikirlere 6nem verebilirim. 10.24 0.33

10. Farkh oldugu distinilen seyler arasinda benzerlikler 17.71 0.82

gorebilirim. )

7. Bir olay karsisinda duygu ve dusilincelerim ¢cogunluktan farkh 991 0.31

olabilir. ’

11. Benzer oldugu disunilen durumlar arasinda farkhiliklar 17.52 0.81

gorebilirim. )

6. Cogunluga gore degersiz olan seyler benim icin degerli olabilir. 8.32 0.22

Olgiit Gegerligi

Olgiit gecerligini belirlemek igin, gelistirilen dlgek ile Diisiinme Stilleri Olgegi’nin dznellik ve ayirt edicilik alt

boyutlari arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir.

Tablo 5. Olcekler Arasi Korelasyonlar

Faktorl Faktor2 Toplam Ayirt edicilik Oznellik
Faktorl 1
Faktér2 ,450" 1
Toplam ,958™ ,686" 1
Ayirt edicilik 487" ,455™ ,542™ 1
Oznellik ,521" LA17" ,558" ,393" 1

** (p<.01).

Goruldagi Gzere gelistirilen olgegin tim alt boyutlari ve toplam puanlari 6l¢it gegerligi icin kullanilan Diisiinme

Stilleri Olgegi’nin alt boyutlari ile iliskilidir.
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Giivenirlik

Olgegin giivenirliginin degerlendirilmesi icin Cronbach a degerleri hesaplanmistir. Cronbach o degerleri Tablo

5’'de goruldagi gibidir.

Tablo 5. Cronbach Alfa Degerleri

Faktor Cronbach a
Toplam Puan .92

Faktorl 91

Faktor2 .85

Tablo 5’de gorildigi gibi alt boyutlar ve 6lgegin geneli bazinda, ig tutarlik katsayilarinin .80 ve Ulzerinde oldugu
gorilmektedir. Bu durum alan yazinda kabul edilebilir bir glivenirlige isaret etmektedir (Hair ve digerlei, 2006).
Elde edilen diizeltiimis madde-toplam korelasyonlari da (Tablo 2) .50 ve Uzerinde bulunmustur. Bu durum ig

tutarhginin varligina ayri bir kanit olusturmaktadir.

SONUC ve TARTISMA

Egik rotasyon yontemine dayanan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda 2 faktorli bir bilesen ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu
faktorler otantiklik (5 madde) ve rasyonellik (16 madde) olarak tanimlanmistir. Maddeler igin faktor yiikleri .48
ile .81 arasinda degismektedir ve Olgek % 50.66'lik bir varyansa sahiptir. Dogrulayici faktér analizi sonucunda
elde edilen sonugclar kabul edilebilir seviyededir. Gelistirilen Olcegin oOlcut gecerligi sonuglari incelendiginde
sonuglarin anlamh diizeyde oldugu goérUlmistir (p<.01). Tum bu veriler bir arada degerlendirildiginde

gelistirilen 6lgegin yetiskin bireylerin iraksak diistinme egilimlerini 6l¢tiigli yorumu yapilabilir.

Bir 6z-degerlendirme araci olarak gelistirilen iraksak dislinme 6z-degerlendirme 6lgeginin otantiklik ve
rasyonellik olarak iki alt boyutu vardir. Ote yandan, &lcek tizerinde esneklik ve detaylandirma alt boyutlari yer
almamakta olup, bu durum 6lgegin bir sinirlamasi olarak kabul edilebilir. Clinki literatiirde Guilford'un (1982)
performans degerlendirme 0&lcegi olarak gelistirilen farkli disiinme 6z degerlendirme olgegi rasyonellik,

esneklik, otantiklik ve detaylandirma alt boyutlarini igermektedir.

Bu calismadan elde edilen &lcek, bireylerin iraksak diisiinme becerilerini degerlendirmelerini saglar. Ozellikle,
yaraticilik ile ilgili farkli distinme becerilerini degerlendiren 6lglim araglarinin sayisinin arttirilmasi, konu ile ilgili
modellerin ve teorilerin gelistirilmesine olanak saglayabilir. Yaraticiigin gelistirilmesi icin psikometrik yaklasimin
katkisi saglanmalidir (Zeng ve ark. 2011). Farkli diisinme becerileri icin gelistirilen performans testlerine ek
olarak, 6z degerlendirme araglari da yaraticilik teorilerine katkida bulunabilir. Bazi ¢alismalar 6z degerlendirme
ve performans degerlendirmesi arasinda gicli bir korelasyon oldugunu gostermistir (Pintrich ve Groot, 1990),
bazilari ise 6z degerlendirme ve performans degerlendirmesi arasinda bir korelasyon olmadigini géstermistir

(Brackett ve ark. 2006). Daha sonraki calismalarda Iraksak Disiinme Oz Degerlendirme Olcegi ile iraksak
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dislinme Gzerine performans degerlendirme 6lcekleri arasinda bir iliski olup olmadigi ortaya konulabilir. Iraksak
Diisiinme Oz Degerlendirme Olgegi'nin yaraticilik ve iraksak diisiinme ile ilgili calismalara katkida bulunacagi

disinilmektedir.

ETIK
Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina

uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tirli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazarlara aittir.
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