
A STUDY ON THE VALIDITY OF THE SHORTENED 

FORM OF THE ~lINNESOTA COUNSELING INVENTORY 

(MCI) I N TURKISH 

by 

Neylan Pekta~ Ozdemir 

B.A. in Pedagogy, Istanbul University, 1977 

Submitted to the Institute for Graduate Students ln 

Social Sciences in partial fulfillment -of 

the requirements for the degree of 

Master of Arts 

ln 

Educational Sciences 

Bogazici University Library 

11I1I11111111I1I1I1111111I1111111111111 ~ 
39001100317273 

Bogazici University 

1985 



1.1. 

This thesis, submitted by Neylan Pekta§ Ozdemir to the Faculty 

of Education, Department of Educational Sciences of Bogazi~i 

University in partial fulfillment of the requirements of the 

Degree of Master of Arts is approved. 

Thesis Advisor 

Meral Qulha, Ph.D. 

Committee Member 

Ali Baykal, Ph.D. 

Committee Member 

Necla oner, Ph.D. 

Date: 



iii 

A C K NOW LED G EM E N T S 

I would like to express my special thanks to Meral 

Culha, my thesis advisor, for her contributions and support 

throughout the study. Working with her was enriching for me, 

not only due to her valuable remarks concerning my thesis, but 

also due to warm understanding that arose between us. 

I am also grateful to Necla Oner, my committee member, 

whose continuous help has really been invaluable. I feel 

honoured to have had her constructive suggestions, genuine 

interest and organized assistance. 

My sincere thanks to Ali Baykal my committee member, 

for his assistance, particularly in the statistical organization 

of the study and for his efforts ~n the development of a new 

statistical approach. 

I would also like to thank all those at Robert College 

for their ready help in the application of the study, particularly 

to my colleagues Bike Edmonds and Nliket Atalay for their 

genuine assistance during the administration and to my students 

and teachers for their active participation. 

I have also received support from my friends during the 

study. I want to thank Ozana Ural who has been very helpful 

in preparing the tables containing additional data necessary 

for my thesis. I also thank my friends Deniz Kaymak, Dilek 

Arda\; and Belgin Dolay, not only for their help in the development 

of the thesis, but also for their support and willingness to 

share my feelings during my studies. 

Last but not least I appreciate the patience and under

standing I received from my husband and son who had to do 

without me during my heavy working days throughout my graduate 

education. 
~ ~ c? .,,1 "'~1 

• .i... Qj' !,.,}~} JL _~ 



~v 

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the present study was to obtain inform

ation on the validity of the shorthened form of the Minnesota 

Counseling Inventory (MCI) adapted in Turkey. The MCI is an 

in~entory which gives information about the personality 

structure and problems of American. adolescents. It was 

developed by Berdie and Layton (1957). The Turkish adaptation 

of the shorthened form of Mel in Turkey was accomplished by 

Akdag (1979). It has eight sub-scales which are Validity (V) 

Social Relationships (SR), Family Relationships (FR), 

Emotional Stability (ES), Conformity (C), Adjustment to 

Reality (R), Mood (M) and Leadership (L) scales. 

In the validation of these scales, teacher nominations, 

evaluations of the family and theSi scale of the MMPI were 

used as criterion measures. "Student Evaluation Forms" were 

developed for family evaluations and teacher nominations. Two 

"Student Evaluation Forms for Teachers" were established for 

each of the six scales including the SR, ES, C, R, M and L 

scales, one containing the descriptions of the negative 

characteristics of the particular scale, the other the 

positive characteristics. Using these descriptions, teachers 

prepared lists of nominations from which two groups (positive1y/ 

negatively nominated) of students were formed for each scale. 

The scores of the negatively and positively nominated groups 

were compared with each other as well as with an independent 

normal sample obtained from the Education Department of the 

Bogazi~i University. In the validation of the FR scale, 

"Student Evaluation Forms for Family" were developed and 

scores of this form were correlated with the scores of the 

FR scale. 



v 

Correspondance between teacher nominations and student 

scores on SR, ES, C, R, M and L scales were also investigated 

and the appropriatness of the scale means in discriminating 

students was tested. Additionally the SR scale was compared 

with the si scale of the MMPI whose validity on the Turkish 

samples is established. 

Findings of this study indicated that the SR, ES, L, R 

and C scales effectively discriminated between the students 

of low and high characteristics on these traits. The SR, ES, 

C, Rand L scales were particularly effective in discriminating 

the students with poor adjustment characteristics while only 

the SR and ES scales were effective in discriminating the 

students w~th poor adjustment characteristics from the normals. 

The mean scores of four of the scales were found appropriate 

as critical scores, but not those of the M and R scales. 

Additional analysis on the SR scale also showed that it 

measures more or less the same behavior characteristics as 

the Si scale of the MMPI. 

Lack of data on the validity/reliability of the teacher 

ratings and family evaluation forms including a well 

administered systematic teacher training for accurate observa

tions constitute a limitation of this study. The other 

important limitation is related to sampling. Only the ninth 

graders in a highly selective private high school were 

included in this study. Cross-Validation and use of different 

criterion measures were recommended for further research. 
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Bu ~a11§ma Tlirkiye'de adaptasyon ~a11§mas1 yap1lm1§ 

Minnesota Dan1§ma Envanteri K1salt1lm1§ Deneme Formu'nun (MDE) 

ge~erliligi konusunda veri toplamaY1 ama~lam1§t1r. MDE Ameri

kan gen~liginin ki§ilik yap1s1 ile, sorunlar1 hakk1nda bilgi 

veren bir envanterdir. Berdie ve Layton (1957) taraf1ndan ge

li§tirilmi§tir. Tlirkiye'de k1salt1lm1§ formu ve adaptasyonu 

Akdag (1979) taraf1ndan ger~ekle§tirilmi§tir. Bu envanterin 

sekiz alt ol~egi vard1r. Bunlar Ge~erlilik (GC), Sosyal ili§

ki (SI), Aile ili§kileri (AI), Duygusal Denge (DD), Uyma (U), 

Ger~ek~ilik (GR), An11k Psikolojik Durum (APD) ve Liderlik

dir (L). 

Bu ol~eklerin ge~erligini saptamak lizere ara§t1rmac1-

n1n geli§tirdigi ogretmen ve aileler i~in degerlendirme form

lar1 ile Minnesota Cok Yonlli Ki§ilik Envanterinin Sosyal 

i~edonlikllik ol~egi kullan1ld1. ogretmenlere verilmek lizere SI, 

DD, U, GR, APD ve L ol~ekl~rinin herbiri i~in iki degerlendirme 

formu haz1rland1. Bir tanesi soz konusu ol~egin olumsuz, di

geri olumlu ozelliklerini yans1tacak §ekilde dlizenlendi. Bu 

formlara gore ogretmenlerin olumlu ve olumsuz ozelliklere sa

hip ogrencileri belirlemesi istendi. Boylece iki Z1t .g-iup 

olu§tu. Bu gruplar1npuanlar1 hem birbiriyle hem de ayr1ca 

normal bir orneklem grubuyla kar§1la§t1r1ld1. Aile ili§kileri 

ol~eginin ge~erliginde ise, aileler i~in geli§tirilmi§ olan 

Ogrenci Degerlendirme Formu kriter olarak kullan1ld1. Ailele

rin bu degerlendirmesinden elde edilen puanlarla ogrencilerin 

AI ol~egine verdigi cevaplardan ~1kart1lan puanlar kar§1la§

t1r1ld1. Bunun yan1s1ra SI, DD, U, GR, APD, L ol~eklerinin 

ortalama puanlar1n1n ogrencileri olumlu ve olumsuz ki§ilik 
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oze11ik1erine gore aYLrd etmedeki uygun1ugu ogretmen deger-

1endirme1eri goz online a1Lnarak ara§tLrL1dL. Bun1ara ek ola

rak SI ol~eginin puan1arL, Tlirkiye'de ge~er1i1igi saptanmL§ 

Minnesota ~ok Yon1li Ki§i1ik Envanteri'nin Sosya1 i~edonlik1lik 

ol~egindeki puan1ar1a kar§L1a§tLrL1dL. 

Bu1gu1ar SI, DD, L, GR, U 01~ek1erinin ogrenci1eri bu 

01~ek1erde yansLtLlan ki§i1ik oze1liklerine gore olum1u ya da 

olumsuz olarak aYLrabi1digini gosterdi. AynL 01~ek1er olumsuz 

ki§ilik oze1likleri olan ogrencileri normal saYLlan ogrenci

lerden aYLrmada da etkili bulundu. Ancak yalnLz SI ve DD 01-

~ekleri olumlu ki§ilik aze1lik1erine sahip grubu normal grup

tan ayLrd etmede etki1i bulundu. 5l~eklerin ortalama puanlarL

nLn analizinde DD ve GR dL§Lndaki dart ol~egin ortalama puan

larL ogrencileri olum1u-olumsuz ki§ilik azellik1erine gore 

aYLrd etmede kritik nokta olarak uygun bulundu. Sosyal ili§

kiler i~in yapLlan diger bir analiz de bu al~egin Minnesota 

~ok Yonlli Ki§ilik Envanteri, Sosyal i~edonlikllik ol~egiyle ben

zer davranL§ ozel1iklerini yansLttLgLnL gosterdi. 

Kriter olarak hazLrlanan formlarLn ge~er1ik ve glive

nir1ik ~alL§ma1arLnLn yapLlamamasL, uygulama da Hgretmenlere 

iyi gozlem yapabilmeleri i~in sistemli bir ozel egitimin ve

rilememi§ olmasL, kul1anLlan orneklemin se~ici bir 1isenin 

yalnLzca dokuzuncu sLnLf seviyesini kapsamL§ olmasL, ara§tLr

manLn kLsLtlamalarLnL yansLtLr. ileride yapLlacak ~alL§ma1ar

da bu kLsLtlamalarLn mlimklin oldugunca dlizelti1mesi; benzer 

analizlerin geni§ ~aplL ve se~kisiz ornek1em1er ku1lanarak 

daha kontroilli kriter ol~limlerinden e1de edi1en veriler lize

rinde ger~ek1e§tirilmesi anerilmi§tir. 
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INTRODUCTION 



INTRODUCTION 

The major concern of counseling ~s to assist the client 

to attain greater self-understanding so that he can make 

better decisions about himself. One of the basic points in 

these efforts is the assesment of the client as an individual. 

In the fields of education and psychology many kinds 

of assesment techniques are developed. Some of these techniques 

are rather subjective. They are observation and interview 

techniques. Others, such as standardized psychological tests, 

are considered objective. Since World War I, the construction 

of standardized psychological tests has gained great importance 

and has become the most widely used technique. However, the 

psychometric qualities of these tests have not increased 

parallel to their frequency. In other words, many tests were 

developed and used no matter how technically adequate they 

were. 

The use of tests without technical psychometric 

considerations have caused mis-interpretations of these tests, 

and inadequate assesment of individuals (Anastasi, 1982; 

He1mstather, 1964). To prevent the detrimental effects of 

misinterpretatio~ the professionals in th~ United States have 

developed ethical standards for proper use and interpretation 

of psychological tests. A joint committee consisted of members 



from the American Psychological Association (APA) , the 

American Educational Research Association (AERA), and the 

National Council on Measurement in Education recognized the 

problems inherent in use of technically inadequate tests and 

reasoned that: 

"Psychological and educational tests are 
used in arriving at decisions which may 
have great influence on the ultimate 
welfare of the persons tested, on educa
tional points of view and practices, and 
on development and utilization of human 
resources. Test users, therefore, need to 
apply high standards of professional 
judgment in interpreting the tests, and 
test producers are under obligation to 
produce tests which can be of the greatest 
possible service" (APA, AERA and National 
Council on Measurement in Education, 
1974). 
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Psychometricians emphasizing the importance of che 

validity, reliability and normative information of tests, 

encourage the professionals to study and collect data on 

these standards (Messick, in Title, 1982-83; Anastasi, 1982). 

Although professionals recognized the psychometric 

qualities of a test as crucial, inadequate tests are still 

being used extensively in the United States and in Europe. In 

the study of Thorlow and Ysseldyke (in Ysseldyke and Marston, 

1982), it was found that among 30 tests used in Child Service 

Demonstration Centers, 83.3 % had inadequate norms, 66.6 % 

had inadequate reliability and 70 % had inadequate validity. 

Similarly in Turkey information about the psychometric 

characteristics of tests is inadequate. In her study ozge 

(1981) obtained exhaustive data on the psychological tests 

used in Turkey. This survey investigated the psychometric 

characteristics of these tests, whether they were original 

works developed in Turkey, a translation or an adaptation 
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of a foreign test. Information were obtained from 

academic thesis and publications as well as from a 

questionnaire specifically designed for this purpose and sent 

to psychological centers in Ankara, Istanbul and Izmir. A 

total of 126 tests were identified through this procedure. 

Among those reported in this study, 49 tests 'had claimed to 

have at least one of four (reliability, validity, standardiza

tion/normatization) psychometric characteristics. 8 % of these 

tests had data on validity, 26 % on reliability and 28 % on 

normatization. Among these 49 tests, 94 % of them had data on 

both validity and reliability/or normatization. 

The findings of this study revealed that there are not 

sufficient number of standardized tests, for use with normal 

youth in Turkey (ozge, 1981). In reviewing the reported tests 

only one such personality inventory was identified, the 

Minnesota Counseling Inventory (MCI), as being translated into 

Turkish, and a modified shorthened form was developed. This 

self-report personality inventory is used with adolescents 

and gives information about problems in seven areas of 

personality. Test like MCI help to obtain information about 

the problems of young people, and gives counselori the 

opportunity to assist students in achieving an understanding 

of themselves. Although the reliability of the shorthened 

Turkish form of the MCI was completed (Akdag, 1979), no data 

were available on its validity. Currently this test is used 

in some student counseling settings in Turkey. For adequate 

and veritable interpretation of scores obtained from this 

inventory, it needs to be validated. Correctness of the 

inferences that one makes on the basis of scores ~s reached 

when the validity of the scale is proven (Helmstather, 1964; 

Meehl, 1966 and Anastasi, 1982). Thus the need for research 

on the validity of the Mel seems unavoidable and necessary. 

This study is an attempt to fulfill such a need. 



The Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present study was to investigate 

the criterion-related validity of the shorthened form of the 

Minnesota Counseling Inventory adapted in Turkey. To achieve 

this aim the following were explored: 

1- The differences between the MCI scores of the two 

extreme (contrasted) groups identified by teachers. 

2- The relationship between the perception of parents 

and the students' scores on the "Family Relationships" (FR) 

scale. 
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3- The relationship between two social skills subscales, 

namely the "Social Relationships" (SR) scale of the MCI and 

the "Social Introversion Scale" (si) of the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). 

4- The agreement between teacher nominations and 

student MCI scores with subscale means used as cut-off scores. 
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BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In this chapter, a brief description and classification 

of personality inventories will be given so that the place of 

the Mcr among them can be seen clearly. Then related literature 

on the MCI will be reviewed. 

A Description of the Personality Inventories 

The need of expressing personality observations ~n 

terms of quantities stimulated the development of personality 

measurement techniques (K1einmuntz, 1967). The self-report 

personality inventory is one of these techniques. 

Personality inventories refer to a list of statements 

about personal characteristics, and the corresponding behavior 

that the individual decides on (Aiken, 1971). Among other 

personality assessment techniques such as observation, inter

view, and etc, self-report inventories can be readily normed 

and standardized. They cover a large number of items that 

relate to the concept or attitude measured (Aiken, 1971). 



Classification of the Personality Inventories 

Although there exists a mUltiple approach in the 

construction of inventories, they are usually classified 

according to.the theory and method used in developing items. 

These are: 

Content Validated Inventories 

Theory-based Inventories 

- Factor Analyzed Inventories 

6 

Criterion-Related Inventories-(Anastasi, 1982; Aiken, 

1971). 

Content Validated Inventories are those inventories 

consisting of items that represent the subject matter the test 

~s designed to measure. The procedure is to define characteristics 

to be measured and then select a representative sample of 

items from that content (Cronbach, 1960). Woodworth Personal 

Data Sheet was the first personality inventory developed by 

the content sampling method. Other examples are Mooney Problem 

Check List, California Test of Personality, and Omnibus 

Per son ali t y I nv e n tor i e s ( An as t as i, 19 8 2; Ai ken, . 19 71) 

Theory-based inventories consist of items which 

reflect a particular personality theory. The Edwards Personal. 

Preference Schedule is an example of theory-based inventory. 

Murray's need-press theory is the basis in the construction of 

this inventory. Personality Research Form also represents 

Murray's theory of personality (Anastasi, 1982). Myers-Brigss 

Type Indicator is based on Carl Jung's theory of personality 

types (Aiken, 1971). 

In the construction @f Factor Analyzed Inventories, 

items are chosen and scales are determined by the factor 

analytic method. Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey and 



Cattel's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire are among 

the inventories constructed by factor analytic method 

(Anastasi, 1981; Aiken, 1971). 
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In the Criterion-Related Inventories, after the 

selection of items from related descriptive statements, scores 

are correlated with external criteria groups to demonstrate 

the differential aspects of items (Aiken, 1971). Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) is the most well 

known of the inventories constructed by this method. Later 

many other personality inventories were derived from the MMPI. 

One of them is the Minnesota Counseling Inventory. Among 

others are the California Personality Inventory (CPI) and the 

Taylor Manifest Anxiety Inventory (MAS). 

The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory which 

was recently adapted into Turkish (Sava~1r, 1981) ~ It was 

also used as one criterion in the validation of a scale of 

the Turkish Minnesota Counseling Inventory. Therefore, ~ome 

basic pecularities of this widely-used inventory will be 

described in detail here. 

The MMPI 1S a self-report instrument designed to 

provide information on some basic aspects of personality. The 

inventory is based on studies of personality deviates in 

mental hospitals. It consists of 550 statements. The items 

represent a variety of symptoms, traits and personal 

characteristics, both physical and psychological. It has 

three validity scales which are concerned with misunderstanding, 

carelessness, special response sets, and test taking 

attitudes. It has ten clinical scales.They are, Hypocondriasis, 

Depression, Hysteria, Psyhopathic Deviate, Masculinity

Femininity, Paranoia, Schizophrenia, Hypomania, Psychasthenia, 

and Social Introversion (Greene 1980). 
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In the construction of the MMPI scales, answers of the 

normal population for each scale were compared with the 

answers of the psychiatric patients in the clinics. Items 

that best differentiated those groups constituted the scales. 

Only 1n the construction of the Social Introversion (Si) 

scale a different procedure was used. Through an available 

psychological test two contrasted groups were identified. 

Items that differentiated these groups best were chosen to 

constitute the Si scale (Sava~1r, 1981). 

663 women and 1003 men who were not involved 1n any 

psychiatric treatment constituted the Turkish norms. The age 

range was 16 to 50. The largest group (93.75 %) of subjects 

fell between the ages of 16 and 30 in this normative sample 

(Sava~1r, 1981). Means and standard deviations of raw scores 

for each scale were computed according to gender, and these 

were then converted into standart scores. Means and standard 

deviations of Turkish norms were compared with the American 

and Pakistani norms. It was observed that there are more 

similarities between the American and Turkish norms than the 

American and Pakistani. In the adolescent group however there 

is a general increase in the scale means of the ,Turkish norms 

compared to American norms (Sava~1r, 1981). 

Test-retest reliability of the Turkish standardization~ 

sample over one week period intervals ranged between .51-.89 

(Erol, 1982). 

In the validity study (Erol, 1982) of the MMPI the 

discriminative power of each scale was investigated between the 

normals and the neurotic, or psychotic, personality disorder, 

and the borderline groups. A sample from the norm group 

Constituted the "normal groups". Other samples were chosen 

from among patinets in the psychiatric clinics of hospitals. 

Mean differences between normals and patients were significant 

(p<.Ol) in all the scales. 
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The Minnesota Counseling Inventory (MCI) 

The MCI was developed by Berdie and Layton in 1953 in 

the U.S.A. The purpose of the inventory was to provide 

information about the personality dynamics and the adjustment 

problems of school age youth in order to understand and assist 

them in school settings. It was primarily designed for 

students in grades 9 through 12 (Berdie and Layton, 1957). 

The inventory consists of 355 statements. Students are 

instructed to read each statement and decide whether it LS 

true or false as it applies to the individual. In the 

administration of the inventory, there is no exact time limit 

but it is generally completed in 50 minutes. 

The MCI is based upon two previously constructed 

personality inventories, the MMPI and the Minnesota 

Personality Scale. It has eight scales which are Family 

Relationships (FR), Social Relationships (SR), Emotional 

Stability (ES), Conformity (C), Adjustment to Reality (R), 

Mood (M), Leadership (L), and a Validity scale which helps to 

detect social desirabilitYY'The FR, SR and ES scales were 

derived from the Minnesota Personali~,y Scale and the remaining 

five were based on the MMPI~A question score which identifies 

the omitted number of items is also obtained. The allowed 

number of items for the question score is 50. The raw scores 

that are obtained from the scales are converted in standard 

scores. On all diagnostic scales high scores represent poor 

adjustment and low scores represent good adjustment. 

Description of the Scales 

Family Relationships (FR). Scores of this scale give 

information about the relationship between the student and 

his family. It tells about the student's feelings toward the 
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family members -whether or not the student feels affection 

towards them. It also tells about one's feelings in terms of 

his parents' demands on him- whether or not they are 

reasonable. 

Social Relationships (SR). Scores of this scale 

indicate the types of the social skills student has. It g1ves 
/ 

information about behavior in social settings - whether or not 

one gets involved in social activities, and interacts with 

other people. 

Emotional Stability (ES). Scores of this scale help to 

understand the types of emotional behavior the student has 

developed. It tells about the way the student behaves in 

emergencies, his self-confidence and whether or not he gets 

excited easily. 

Conformily (C). The scores on this scale indicate the 

student's behavior towards law and order in the society -

whether one adopts himself to the environment and shows 

responsibility or rebels against the rules and authorities 

and shows irresponsibility. 

Adjustment to Reality (R). Scores of this scale help 

to understand student's ways of dealing with reality -

whether he tries to master the threatening situations and 

shares feelings with others or has unreal thoughts and 

feelings, thus avoid reality. 

Mood (M). The scores of this scale give information 

about the morality of the student - whether or not he is cheer

ful, optimistic and easily recover when depressed. 

Leadership (L). Scores of this scale indicate the 

leadership skills of the individual; and whether or not the 
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student develops and carries out ideas and shows responsibility 

in the group, and is recognized by other people for these 

qualities. 

Validity Score (V). The scores of this scale give 

information about the degree of student's defensiveness in 

the testing situation. It tells about whether or not he tends 

to give socially acceptable (desirable) responses at the 

expense of truthfulness. 

Norms 

In the normative groups of the MCI scales, 1378 boys 

and 1562 girls in grades 9 and 10, and 1247 boys and 1256 girls 

in grades 11 and 12 were included from 25 schools of the 

states of Iowa and Minnesota. Raw scores for each scale were 

converted into standard scores and profile sheets were prepared 

for each sex at each grade. 

Two samples of 200 from each sex at each grade level 

were also drawn from the states, identified as "Phoenix" and 

"Non-Phoenix" groups. In order to investigate whether the 

norms can be used in wider geographic regions, the mean tables 

of the norm groups were compared with the means of the two 

samples of 200. In this comparison little differences were 

observed between the means of these groups (Berdie, and 

Layton, 1957). 

The college norms of the MCI were also established 

after the publication of the manual (Berdie, 1960). Norm 

groups consisted of 6507 freshmen from all colleges ~n 

Minnesota. Raw scores were converted into standard scores for 

each sex. 
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Mean scores of freshmen were compared with the high 

school norm groups. It was found that college freshmen 

differed significantly from high school students. In all 

scales, except the Validity scale the high school groups were 

lower than the college groups. 

Reliability 

. 
Odd-even and test-retest reliability coefficients were 

reported in the manual (Berdie and Layton, 1957). Odd-even 

numbered items of each scale were correlated for each sex 1n 

grades 9 and 10, and in grades 11 and 12. Correlation 

coefficients ranged from .56 to .95 on a sample of SOD cases. 

In grades 9 and 10 the lowest correlation was in the Mood 

scale, both for boys (.57) and girls (.62). The highest 

correlation was in the Social Relations scale. It was .93 

for boys and .94 for girls. In grades 11 and 12 the lowest 

correlation was in the Conformity scale for boys (.56), and 

in the Mood Scale for girls (.63). The highest correlation 

was found in the Social Relationships scale for both girls 

(.95) and boys (.94). Generally high coefficients were found 

in the Family Relationships scale (ranged from .S6 to .93), 

Social Relationships scale (ranged from .93 to .95), and 

Emotional Stability scale (ranged from .Sl to .S6). Mood 

(ranged from .57 to .66) and Conformity scales (ranged from 

.56 to .SO) had low correlations (Berdie and Layton, 1957). 

One-month and three-month interval test-retest 

reli~bilities for boys and girls in grade 12 were obtained. 

One-month interval test-retest reliabilities ranged from .73 

to .93. The lowest correlations were in the Conformity scale 

for boys, and in the Leadership scale for girls (.73). The 

highest correlations were in the Social Relationships scale 

for boys (.S6), and in the Family Relationships for girls 

(.93). Three-month interval test-retest coefficients were 
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between .56 to .86 for boys and girls, respectively. The 

lowest correlations were in the Mood Scale (~56) for boys 

and in the Family Relationships scale (.73) for girls. The 

highest correlations were in the Social Relationships scale 

for boys (.82) and girls (.86). Similar to the odd-even 

reliability coefficients the lowest correlations were 

observed in the Conformity (ranged from .71 to .78) and Mood 

Scales (ranged from .56 to .77). 

The average test-retest reliability at the Validity 

scale was .67 for boys, and .64 for girls. No time interval 

for this was reported in the manual (Berdie and Layton, 1957). 

Correlations between scales were also computed for 

samples of each sex and grade. It was found that the highest 

correlations existed between the Social Relationships and 

the Leadership scales (ranged from .80 to .85) as well as 

between the Emotional Stability and the Reality scales (ranged 

from .74 to.82). The lowest correlations were between Social 

Relationships and Conformity (ranged from .04 to .21), 

Conformity and Leadership (ranged from .12 to .26), Family 

Relationships and Social Relationships (ranged f~om .20 to 

.35), and Family Relationships and Leadership scales (ranged 

from .25 to .41). 

In addition to the one-month and three-month 

reliabilities in the manual, one-year test-retest reliability 

was also computed by its authors at a later date (Berdie and 

Layton 1960). Results showed relative stability of scores on 

the basic personality variables tapped by the scales. The 

correlations ranged from .35 (ES) to .80 (FR) in boys, and 

from .39 (M) to .76 (SR) in girls. The authors concluded that 

in the measurement of the MCI personality variables, differences 

between profiles obtained within three months and one year were 

detectable. 
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Validity 

In the validation of the seven scales of the MCI, 

ratings of teachers, counselors, school principles and nurses 

were used as criteria. Teachers identified what is known as 

the "teacher-nominated groups". They rated the students as 

either high or low on each of the psychological variables 

measured by the MCI. Two rating forms for each scale were 

developed for this procedure, one for negative and one for 

positive description of the behavior characteristics related 

to the psychological variable measured by a particular scale. 

Counselors, school principles and nurses identified what is 

known as the "Special nomination groups". They nominated the 

student leaders, delinquents or those with serious family 

problems for this special group. 

Two sample groups of students were studied separately. 

One included the students used in the original item analysis 

of the MCI from the high schools in Phoenix, Arizona. The 

second included the students from nine other states in the 

U. S .A. This group was named as the "Non-Phoenix" High School 

sample. Separate analyses were made for boys and girls in 

grades 9-10 and in grades 11-12, ~n the "Phoenix", as well as 

in the "Non-Phoenix" samples. 

Different comparisons of mean scores between the 

contrasted groups nominated by teachers as well as by 

counselors, school principles, and nurses were conducted. In 

some scales, scores of teacher nomination groups were compared 

with the scores of the special nomination groups. When these 

comparisons were not possible, a sample of 200 students, 

selected randomly from the total sample, and called the 

"sample of total population" was used as another comparison 

group. Means of this group were compared with the means of 

the teacher nominated groups. Mean differences and critical 
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ratios of these groups were also obtained. Findings were 

reported for each scale as follows (Berdie and Layton, 1957). 

The Family Relationships (FR) Scale: One compar1son 

was between the students nominated by teachers as having poor 

family adjustment with the normal sample of 200 students for 

each sex and grades in Phoenix and Non-Phoenix high schools. 

The other comparison included the students nominated by 

counselors as having poor family adjustment with the sample 

of the total population. Comparisons in grades 9 and 10 

showed significant differences for bo~h boys and girls, but 

not for boys in grades 11 and 12. 

The Social Relationships (SR) Scale: Comparisons were 

made between contrasted groups nominated by teachers as 

having good social adjustment and poor social adjustment. 

Each of the contrasted group was also compared with the normal 

sample of the total population. Comparisons for each sex and 

grade yielded significant differences between groups. 

Generally it was seen that this scale clearly differentiated 

the contrasted groups from each other, as well as each of 

these groups from the normals. 

The Emotional Stability (ES) Scale: Same compar1sons 

were made as in the SR scale. Contrasted group differences 

were all significant, except for boys in the Phoenix group 

for grades 9 and 10. Comparisons between the teacher nominated 

groups and the normal samples were non-significant for both 

sexes in the Phoenix high schools in grades 9 and 10, as well 

as for both sexes in grades 11 and 12. Generally this scale 

differentiated the contrasted groups well. It did not 

differentiate these groups, however, from the normal sample. 

The Conformity (C) Scale: Contrasted teacher nominated 

groups formed one kind of comparison. The other comparison 



16 

included the students identified by school principles as 

being in trouble with law or school regulations, with the 

students nominated by teachers as conformists. These two 

comparisons yielded significant differences between sex, grade 

and school groups. The comparisons between students nominated 

by teachers as conformists with the normal sample was non

significant. Generally this scale differentiated the confor

mists from the non-conformists, and the non-conformists from 

the normals. 

The Adjustment to Reality (R) Scale: Comparisons 

between the students nominated by teachers as "withdrawing" 

and the sample of the total population yielded non-significant 

differences, except for boys in Phoenix high schools, in 

grades 11 and 12. These results indicate that the scale fails 

to differentiate the normals from the students having diffi

culty in dealing with reality. 

The Mood (M) Scale: One of the compar1sons was between 

the cont ras ted group s nomina ted by teacher s as "op t imi s t s·" , 

and "pessimists". These groups were found to be significantly 

different from each other for both sexes in all grades and 

schools, except for 11-12 grade boys in the Phoenix high 

schools. The other two comparisons included each of the 

contrasted group separately with the normal sample. The 

compar1son between the "optimists" and the normal sample 

revealed significant differences only among 9-10th grade 

boys and 11-12th grade girls in the Phoenix high schools. 

The differences between the "pessimists" and the normal sample 

were generally significant. This scale showed to differentiate 

the pessimists from the optimists, and the pessimists from the 

normals. 

The Leaderships (L) Scale: One comparison included 

the students nominated by teachers as having leadership 
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characteristics with the normal sample. The other comparison 

was between the students nominated by counselors as leaders 

and the normal sample. All comparisons yielded significant 

differences between groups, indicating that this scale 

clearly differentiates the leaders from the normals. 

Research Conducted on the Psychometric 

Characteristics of the MCl 

Research conducted after the publication of the manual 

were reviewed by Berdie and Layton (1960). One of these was 

on the ~al_tgj,ty of the Conformity Scale (C). Two different 

student groups constituted the sample of this study, the 

"validity" group which was composed of the students 

participated in the original standardization study of the MCl 

and the "cross-validityll group which was composed of the 

students who participated in the study later on. During the 

standardization of the MCI, some of the students were 

identified as the "negative conformity nominees", and some 

as the "positive conformity nominees" by the counselors, teac

hers and principals depending on their behaviours in school. 

In this study the two contrasted student groups were used as 

criterion groups, and their mean scores on the seven scales 

of the MCI, omitting the V scale, were compared with those of 

the validity and the cross-validity groups taking sex and 

grades separately. A total of 56 different compar1sons were 

made, and the most significant differences were found for the 

Can dRs c a J. e s, bey 0 n d the . 0 0 1 1 eve 1. I twa s SQ.. n cJ_ld_(t~5i t hat 

the C scale differentiated the positive and negative nominees 

better than the other scales. This finding was regarded as 

evidence for differential validity of this scale. 

In another study MCI was administered to the 

Pennsylvania junior Republic School boys, aged 14 to 17, who 
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were referred by juvenile courts and other community agenc~es. 

The mean scores of those students on the Conformity and Mood 

scales were different from those of the norm groups. The means 

score on the FR, SR and L scales were close to the averages 

obtained from the normals (Berdie and Layton 1960). This 

research also showed that the Conformity scale differentiates 

the conformists and the non-conformists well. 

Brown (1960) studied the validity of the MCl in a 

college population. Rating scales used in the original validity 

study of Mcr were adopted and given to the dormitory counselors 

to nominate the students in the same way as reported in the 

manual. Analyses included the compar~son of the two contrasted 

groups with each other. These groups were also compared with 

the students who were not nominated. Results showed that the 

FR, SR, C and L scales significantly differentiated the 

contrasted groups from each other, and from the not-nominated 

groups. The ES and M scales differentiated only among the 

women groups. The Reality scale was found ineffective in almost 

all comparisons. 

Brown (1960) also investigated the relationship between 

the scores df the MCr and persistence in college. He compared 

the mean scores of the freshmen with the mean scores of the 

students who left school for other than academic reason. The 

results showed that although the mean scores of dropouts 

raised on several scales, there were sex differences. The 

males tended to be irresponsible and nonconforming while the 

females were more withdrown and depressed than the other 

students. Brown concluded that the scales of the MCl may 

help the counselors in understanding the students ' persistence 

in the college. 

A similar study was conducted by Scanlon (in Berdie, 

1960) on the male freshmen students. He compared the dropouts 

with the honor list students, and the students with scholastic 
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difficulties. Poor family relationships were observed Ln the 

dropouts. It was concluded that the honor list students were 

better adjusted as indicated by their low scores on the FR', 

ES, Rand SR scoles. 

The Adaptation of the Mel Ln Turkey 

The Turkish adaptation of the shorthened form of Mel 

Ln Turkey was accomplished by Akdag (1979). After the 

translation of the items, she administered the Mel scales to 

92 boys and 108 girls in the 8th and 9th grades of an Istanbul 

high school. Then item analyses were conducted for the seven 

diagnostic scales, but not the validity scale. As a result of 

the item analysis low discriminative items were eliminated and 

three shorthened forms of the test were developed. They were: 

1- Short version I, which consisted of the top two

thirds of the original items of each scale~ 

2- Short version I~ which consisted of the top half of 

the short version I. 

3- Short verSLon III, which consisted of the top one 

third of the original items of each scale. 

For every verSLon of each scale reliability coefficiants 

such as the Spearman Brown split-halves, Kuder-Richardson-20 

and Kuder Richardson-2l were'computed. These reliability 

coefficiencies were compared among versions in order to 

determine the most appropriate one. The overall results 

indicated the short version I to be the most reliable with 

coefficiencies ranging between .54 and .61. These were similar 

to the original Mel reliability coefficients which ranged 

from .50 to .68. 
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It was also observed that five scales (SR, C, R, M and 

L) of this short version I had even higher coefficients than 

the original long version of MCI. The author concluded that 

"this unusual result may be due to the fact that when the 

original MCI was shorthened, culturally biased items were 

discarded" (Akdag, 1981 p.41). 

The shorthened form of the MCI consists of 212 items 

(Appendix A and B), and the validity of this form was tested 

in the present study. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 
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MET HOD 

Selection of the Sample 

135 students of the ninth grade of Istanbul Amerikan 

Robert Lisesi participated in this study. This particular 

high school was s~lected be couse of practical reasons. The 

author had been working in this school as Lycee counselor, 

and she, therefore, knew the students and their teachers. 

Thus the communication problems were reduced to a m1n1mum 1n 

the administration process. 

Istanbul Amerikan Robert Lisesi 1S a private, foreign 

operated, and co-educational school. English and Turkish are 

used as languages of instruction. Students enter this school 

through central entrance examinations. Due to great demand 

only those who obtain very high scores in this examination 

are admitted. 

Subjects 

All sections of ninth grade were included 1n the 

study. These subjects were selected for age and grade 

equivalency to the original standardized group. Although all 

of the 135 ninth graders initially participated in this 

study, the answer sheets of 13 students were eliminated, 



22 

because the number of items they did not answer exceeded the 

upper limit allowed in the manual. Therefore the remaining 122 

students were accepted as subjects. Of these students 66 were 

boys, and 56 were girls. The average age was 15-0. Table 1 

shows the number of boys and girls according to their age and 

grade section. 

TABLE 1- Number of Male and Female Students and Age Groups 
Represented in Each Section of the ninth grade in 
Robert Lisesi 

S e c t ~ o n s 

Age A B C D 
'L: 

M F M F M F M F 

17-0 4 2 2 1 - - - - 9 

16-0 10 5 5 4 8 6 4 3 45 

15-0 4 8 9 7 9 9 8 10 64 

14-0 - - - 1 1 - 2 - 4 

L 18 15 16 13 18 15 14 13 122 

These students participated ~n the validation of the 

six scales o·f MCI which are Social Relaitonships (SR), 

Emotional Stability (ES), Conformity,,- (C), Mood (M), Adjustment 

to Reality (R), and Leadership (L). For the Family Relation

ships (FR) scale, 64 of the 122 students and their parents 

formed the subject groups. 

In addition to the main sample of the present study, 

another group of subjects taken from a normatization study of 

the scale (Oner, 1985) was used for comparative purposes and 

called as normal sample ~n this study. These subjects were 

343 ninth grade students from several high schools in Istanbul. 

There were 224 girls, and 96 boys. 
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Instruments 

Two different instruments were used in this study as 

criterion measures in validating the Turkish experimental 

short form of the MCI. They were the Student Evaluation Forms 

and the Social Introversion scale of the MMPI (Si). 

Student Evaluation Forms 

In the absence of technically adequate criterion 

measures for the MCI scales, the "nominating technique" was 

considered useful. This is "a method of studying social 

structure and personality in which group of individuals 

are asked to indicate the persons with whom they would like 

to do a certain thing, or the person(s) they feel have certain 

characteristics" (Aiken, 1971, p. ). Previous research with 

this kind of nominating technique demonstrated success (Kane 

and Lawler, in Anastasi, 1982). 

Two Student Evaluation Forms for teachers and families 

were developed for this study. 

Student Evaluation Form for Teacher Nominations. Two 

Student Evaluation Forms were developed for each of the S1X 

Mel scales (Appendix C). These were Social Relationships (SR), 

Emotional Stability (ES), Conformity (C), Mood (M), Adjustment 

to Reality (R) and Leadership (L) scales. One of the two 

evaluation forms consists of descriptions of poor adjustment 

characteristics of the trait measured by a particular scale. 

The other includes descriptions of good adj ustment characteristics 

of that trait. These behavior characteristics were mostly 

based on the descriptions of scales in the MCI manual. The 

"Student Evaluation Form" for the Conformity scale in the 

manual was taken as model in constructing the forms for this 

study. 
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In order to improve the accuracy of the nominations, 

traits were defined in concrete and operational terms. A two

week period of observation was allowed to the teachers. During 

the process of constructing the forms four faculty members of 

the Education Department at Bosphorous University were 

consulted. Then these forms were g~ven to the teachers to fill 

out. Although a systematic rater training was not carried out, 

the researcher supervised each teacher individually concerning 

the nomination process. Instructions were given verbally in 

detail. The teachers were told to: 

nominate the students in their own classess, only. 

- nominate the students who fit the given descriptions 

most. 

- try to nominate five boys and five girls. 

- report observations and not personal views or ideas. 

Student Evaluation Form for Families. This form was used 

in the validation of the Family Relationships (FR) scale. The 

families evaulated the students' perception of their parent

child relationship. This was used as the criterion measure. 

The FR scale consists of 24 items on the perceptions of 

students about their relationship with their families. In the 

construction of the criterion measure, 24 corresponding items 

to those of the FR scale were developed (Appendix D). It was 

basically the same items, but worded in such a way as to 

obtain the parents' perception of children's relationship 

with them. Again three members of the Education Department at 

Bosphorus University were consulted in developing and revising 

these items. An answer key which is parallel to the answer 

key of FR scale was developed. These evaluation forms were 

mailed to parents to be filled out and returned. 



The Social Introversion (Si) Scale of the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 

The Si scale of the MMPI measures effectivenes in 

social adjustment. Items of this scale tap introversion in 

social relations only. The Turkish adaptation of the MMPI, 

including the Si scale, has been standardized and validated 

(Sava~1r, 1981). Therefore, it was considered to be an 

appropriate criterion measure for use in the validation of 

the Social Relationships scale of the Turkish MCI. 
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In the validation of the Si scale in Turkey, patients 

diagnosed as neurotic, psychotic, character disorders and 

borderline cases were compared with normal groups. Differences 

between normals and patient groups were found significant at 

the .001 level. The two-week test-retest reliability of this 

scale was .89 (Erol, 1982). 

Procedure 

The Turkish form of the MCI was administered to 135 

ninth grade students by this researcher with three counselors 

assisting her during the guidance counseling hours. After one 

week of this application, the Si scale of the MMPI was also 

administered to the same students. 

Student Evaluation Forms were given to 11 ninth grade 

teachers and a counselor. They were asked to nominate the 

students in their class according to specific written 

instructions on the forms. Every section of the ninth grade 

was evaluated by six teachers, independently. The distribution 

of teachers according to sections is given in Table 2. 



TABLE 2- Distribution of Ninth Grade Teachers According to 
Class Sections 

~ A B C D 

Teachers 

History X X X X 

Literature I X 

Literature II X 

Literature III X X 

Math I X X 

Math II X X 

Biology I X X X 

Biology II X 

Physical .X X X X 
Educ I boys boys boys boys 

Physi cal X X 
Educ II girl s girls 

Physical X X 
Educ III girls girls 

Counselor X X X X 

E 6 6 6 6 
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Although "5 boys and 5 girls" were recommended to be 

included in the teacher nominations, this number was not 

strongly imposed in order to obtain valid information. The 

nomination of three students was the minimum number. When the 

evaluation forms were collected and found that some of the 

teachers nominated less then three students, they were 

returned the evaluation forms, and asked to complete three 

nominations. 

Student Evaluations Forms for families were mailed 

to parents of 122 students. In a few weeks 52 parents filled 

out and returned the forms. The follow up resulted in twelve 



27 

additional forms. Altogether 64 families responded, and these 

constituted the data used in the analysis. 

Analysis of Data 

The data used in validating the seven scales of the 

Turkish MCI were scores Ln the Family Relationships (FR) , 

Social Relationships (SR), Emotional Stability (ES), Conform

ity (C), Mood (M), Adjustment to Reality (R) and Leadership 

(L) scales; the si scores of the MMPI, the family evaluation 

scores and the teacher nominations. 

In the validation of the FR s~ale, scores of the 

Student Evaluation Forms for families were correlated with 

the students' scores obtained from the FR scales. The Pearson 

product moment correlation method was used. 

For the analyses of the six MCI scales, two nominee 

lists were prepared. These were a: 

1- List of students nominated by at least two or more 

teachers for having good adjustment characteristics of a 

particular trait. 

2- List of students nominated by at least two or more 

teachers for having poor adjustment characteristics of that 

particular trait. 

The students who were nominated as having good 

adjustment by some of their teachers, but as having poor 

adjustment by others were not included in these lists. Thus 

two contrasted (extreme) groups for each of the six scale were 

established. Data on these nominated groups were analyzed 

uS1ng t-test and Chi-square techniques. 
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The t-values of each scale were computed to investigate 

the significnace level of the mean differences of the two 

contrasted groups nominated by teachers. In addition to this 

analysis, comparisons were made between the contrasted groups, 

and a sample of normal population obtained from the Education 

Department of the Bosphorus University (Bner, 1985). The 

compar~son between the contrasted groups and the normal sample 

was to obtain additional data on the differentiating 

characteristic of the scales. Such comparisons were also 

reported in the MCI manual. 

Chi:... square analyses were used to determine the 

appropriateness of the mean scale score as the "critical" or 

the "cutoff" point. Accordingly "all applicants falling below 

a cuttoff score on a criterion are rejected, and all applicants 

falling at or above the cutoff score are accepted" (Aiken, 

1971,p. ). 

In the preparation of chi-square tables the following 

procedure was used: 

1- Scores of the negatively nominated students (if scores 

were above the mean) were tallied as "hits". 

2- Scores of the negatively nominated students (if 

scores were below the mean) were tallied as "misses". 

3- Scores of the positively nominated students, (if 

scores were above the mean), were tallied as "misses". 

4- Scores of the positively nominated students (if 

scores were below the mean) were tallied as "hits". 



29 

For the chi-square computation of the Conformity scale 

only, students nominated by one teacher were also included in 

the lists. This was done to obtain sufficient number of 

subjects for statistical analysis. 

For the validity of the SR scale, the scores obtained 

from this scale were also correlated with the Si scores of 

the MMPI. 



CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
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RESULTS 

The results are presented according to the main areas 

explored. These are the; 

1- Means and standard deviations of the sample used 1n 

this study. 

2- Correlations between the scores of the FR scale of 

the MCl and the scores of the student evaluation forms filled 

out by the family. 

3- Agreement between teachers nominations and students' 

score when the mean of each scale was taken as _critical score. 

4- Differences between contrasted groups as determined 

by teacher nominations on characteristics parallel to those 

included in the SR, ES, C, M, Rand L scales of the MCl. 

5- Correlations between the SR scale score of the MCl 

and the Si scale score of the MMPl. 

6- Comparisons between the contrasted groups and a 

sample of independent normal groups. 

Although the MCl was administered to all 122 students 

1n ninth grade only those nominated by their teachers were 



used ~n the analysis. For an overall picture, however, the 

means and standard deviations of the total sample are 
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presented in Table 3. The values for the validity (V) scale are 

also included in this table, but not used in the analysis 

anywhere in this study. 

TABLE 3- The Mel Scale Means and Standard Deviations Obtained 
From 122 Students 

Scales V FR SR ES e R M L 

Mean 4.14 7.81 15.63 12.80 7.17 12.52 9.40 9.27 

Stan.Dev. 1. 90 4.19 8.98 5.43 3.99 6.26 4.35 3.97 

The relationship of the FR scores with the criterion 

measure (obtained from parent evaluation forms) of 64 

students, was computed using the Pearson Product Moment 

correlation method. The correlation coefficient was found to 

be .39, significant at the .01 level. 

The chi-square results for testing the appropriatness 

of the scale means as critical scores for the SR, ES, M, e, R 

and L scales are shown in Table 4. 



TABLE 4-

Scales 

SR -' ... 
% 

ES ;t 

% 

C ;t 

% 

R ;t 

% 

M ;t 

% 

L ;t 

% 

Chi-square Values and Level of Significance 
Indicating the Agreement Between Teachers' 
Nominations and Student Scores on the SR ES 
M 

' , 
, L Scales of the MCI 

Hits No Hits Total Chi-square p 

44 18 
71 29 62 10.62 

33 15 
69 31 48 7.21 

57 32 
64 36 89 7 .11 

31 24 
56.4 43.6 55 0.67 

40 25 
61.5 38.5 65 3.81 

48 26 
64.9 35.1 74 6.55 
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C, R, 

value 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.50 

.10 

.025 

Correspondance between the students' scores and 

teacher nominations was significant at the .01 level for the 

SR, ES and C scales. In the area of social relations teachers 

nominated 62 students. 71 % of these nominations were ~n the 

same direction as the students' scores indicated when the 

mean was taken as the critical score (M = 15.71). In the area 

of Emotional Stability (ES) a total of 48 students were 

nominated by their teachers as either having favorable emo-

tional adjustment or poor emotional adjustment. 69 % of these 

nominations (called "hits") were in the same direction as the 

students' score indicated. The critical score for this scale 

was 12.81. For the Conformity scale, students nominated by at 

least one teacher were also included Ln this list, and 

accordingly 89 students were nominated. 64 % of these 

nominations showed correspondance with the students' score. 

The criticai score here was 7.16. 
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Chi-square results for the Leadership scale was 

significant at the .025 level. A total of 74 students were 

nominated by their teachers on this. 65 % of the nominations 

showed correspondance with the students' score on this scale. 

The critical score was 9.28. 

The significance level was .10 for the Mood Scale. In 

this area 65 students were nominated by their teachers. 62 % 

of these students showed correspondance with the scores on 

the Mood Scale. The critical score was 9.40. 

Results of the chi-square for the Adjustment to 

Reality scale was found significant at the .50 level only, 

and is the least significant. Of the 55 students nominated, 

about one half (56.4 %) of them were evaluated in the same 

direction ("hits ll
) as the students' scale scores indicated. 

From Table 4, it LS seen that the number of students 

nominated for positive characteristics ("Hits") are greater 

than the number of students nominated for negative characteris

tic s ( "No Hi t s " ) in a 1 mo s t all sea 1 e s . 

t-tests were performed for the mean differences of the 

two contrasted groups (positively v.s negatively evaluated 

groups) for each of the six scale of the MCl. Means, standard 

deviations, mean differences and t-values of these contrasted 

groups are presented in Table 5. 



34 

TABLE 5- Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences and t
values of the Contrasted Groups for the SR ES C
R, M, L Scales of the MCI ' , , 

pozitively Negatively 

Scales Nominated Group Nominated Group Mean t - value E.-value (PNG) (NNG) Difference -
N Mean Sd N Mean Sd 

SR 34 10.74 6.59 28 19.79 9.02 -9.05 4.57 .005 

ES 28 12.04 6.36 20 15.2 4.62 -3.16 1.85 .05 

C 46 6.11 3.45 14 10.14 4.50 -4.03 3.63 .005 

R 28 11.14 7.14 27 14.56 5.83 -3.42 1.48 .05 

M 38 8.79 4.4 27 10.41 4.21 -1.62 1.53 .10 

L 38 7.63 3.72 36 10.28 3.98 -2.65 3.08 .005 

Mean differences between the contrasted groups 1n the 

SR, C and L scales were found significant at the .005 level. 

The t-value was 4.57 for the SR scale, 3.63 for the C scale, 

and 3.08 for the L scale. 

The differences were significant at the .05 level in 

the ES and R scales. The t-values were 1.85 for the ES scale 

and 1.98 for the R scale. 

The least significant difference was 1n the M scale 

(t=1.53, p<.lO). 

In an additional analysis for the SR scale, scores of 

102 students were correlated with scores obtained from the Si 

scale of the MMPI. This correlation was found to be .60, 

significant at the .001 level. 
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In the comparison of the means of an independent 

normal group with those of the contrasted groups, firstly, 

students nominated by their teachers as having good adjustm~nt 

~haracteristics were included (Table 6). 

TABLE 6- The Comparison of the Means of a Normal Group with 
Positively Nominated Group Using Independent Sample 
t-test on the Six Scales of MCI. 

Groups Pozitively 
Nominated Group Normal Sample t-valve E. value 

( PNG) -

Scales N Mean Sd N Mean Sd 

SR 34 10.74 6.59 343 15.16 9 .75 2.6 .01 

ES 28 12.04 6.36 343 12.57 5.25 2.46 .02 

C 46 6.11 3.45 343 6.96 3.98 1. 37 .20 

R 28 11.14 7.14 343 11.49 2.30 0.60 -

M 38 8.79 4.4 343 9.58 4.77 0.98 -

L 38 7.63 3.72 343 8.11 4.04 0.70 -

In this comparison, the R, M and L scales did not show 

significant differences, indicating close similarity between 

students' nominated by teachers as having good adjustment 

characteristics and a sample of normals. In the SR scale, the 

two groups differed significantly from each other at the .01 

level. In terms of the ES scale the obtained t-value reached 

significance at the .02 level. For the Conformity scale 

however, the difference between the two groups could not be 

considered significant with a R value of .20. 

Secondly, students nominated by their teachers as 

having poor adjustment characteristics were compared with a 

normal sample group as shown in table 7. 
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TABLE 7- Comparison of the Means of N 1 . a orma Group w1th 
Negatively Nominated Group Using Independent Sample 
t-tests 

Groups Negatively 
Nominated Group Normal Group 

(NNG) (NG) t-value .E.-value -
Scales N Mean Sd N Mean Sd 

SR 28 19.79 9.02 343 15.16 9.75 2.42 .02 

ES 20 15.2 4.62 343 12.57 5.25 7.80 .001 

C 14 10.14 4.50 343 6.96 3.98 2.92 .01 

R 27 14.56 5.83 343 11. 49 2.30 5.67 .001 

M 27 10.41 4.21 343 9.58 3.43 0.87 -

L 36 10.28 3.98 343 8.11 4.04 3.06 .01 

The most significant differences between the negatively 

nominated and the normal groups were found on the ES and R 

scales (p<.OOl). Differences between these two groups on the 

C~ Land SR scales were also significant but at lower levels 

with .E. values of .01 and .02~ respectively. On the Mood 

scale the difference was not significant at all. 

Tables 6 and 7 show that almost all (except the M) MCI 

scales studied here differentiate the students with poor 

adjustment characteristics from the normal students. These 

scales do not differentiate students with good adjustment 

characteristics from the normal students so effectively. 

Table 8 is a combination of Tables 5~ 6 and 7 and shows 

var10US comparisons among the normal and the two contrasted 

groups. In reviewing this table~ each scale is presented 

separately, and the chi-square reslute, which are not included 

in this table, are also considered. 



TABLE 8- Comparisons of Criterion Groups on Six Scales 

Scales Criterion 
Group 

N Mean Sd 

SR PNG* 34 10.74 6.59 

NNG** 28 19.79 9.02 

NG*** 343 15.16 9.75 

ES PNG 28 12.04 6.36 

NNG 20 15.2 4.62 

NG 343 12.57 5.25 

C PNG 46 6.11 3.45 

NNG 14 10.14 4.50 

NG 343 6.96 3.98 

R PNG 28 11.14 7.14 

NNG 27 14.56 5.83 

NG 343 11.49 2.30 

M PNG 38 8.79 4.4 

NNG 27 10.41 4.21 

NG 343 9.58 4.77 

L PNG 38 7.63 3.72 

NNG 36 10.28 3.98 

NG 343 8.11 4.04 

* Positively Nominated Group 
** Negatively Nominated Group 

*** Normal Group 

Comparison of groups 

Groups t-value p - value 

PNG and NG 2.60 .01 

NNG and NG 2.42 .02 

PNG and NNG 4.57 .005 

PNG and NG 2.46 .02 

NNG and NG 7.80 .001 

PNG and NNG 1.85 .05 

PNG and NG 1.37 .20 

NNG and NG 2.92 .01 

PNG and NNG 3.63 .005 

PNG and NG 0.60 -
NNG and NG 5.67 .001 

PNG and NNG 1.98 .05 

PNG and NG 0.98 -
NNG and NG 0.87 -
PNG and NNG 1.53 .10 

PNG and NG 0.70 -
NNG and NG 3.06 .01 

PNG and NNG 3.08 .005 

Starting with the first raw in the table, it can be 

read that the: 
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Social Relationships (SR) scale discriminates 

significantly between both of the contrasted groups and the 

normals, as well as between the positively and the negatively 

nominated groups. The most significant discrimination was 
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between the contrasted groups. Items of this scale clearly 

differentiate the students of good social relations from the 

students of poor social relations (p<.005). It was also found 

that students who have good social relations are significantly 

different from the normal sample (p<.Ol). Students with poor 

social relations also differ significantly (p<.02) from the 

normals. The mean of this scale was found useful as the 

critical score (p<.Ol). Additional comparisons with a valid 

test as criterion supported these results. There was positive 

relationship between this scale with the Si scale of the MMPI 

which measures the social relations aspects of introversion 

(r=.60). 

The Emotional Stability (ES) scale has also proved to 

be adequately discriminating among the three comparison groups. 

The most significant comparison was between the negatively 

nominated and the normal groups (p<.OOl). Differences between 

the positively nominated and normal groups (p<.02)as well 

as between the two contrasted groups were also significant 

(p<.05). This scale has shown to differentiate the emotionally 

stable students from the emotionally unstable students. The 

chi-square analysis also indicated that mean of. this scale 

can be appropriately used as the critical score (p .01). 

The Conformity (C) scale discriminated the three 

comparLson groups significantly from each other. The most 

significant comparison was between the two contrasted groups 

(p<.005), indicating that this scale differentiates the 

students who are responsible and who respect rules and 

authority, from the students who are irresponsible, impulsive 

and disrespectful. Comparison between the negatively nominated 

and the normal groups showed significant differences (p<.Ol), 

but the positively nominated group was not too different from 

the normal group (p<.20). The chi-sqll.are analysis indicated 



that the mean of this scale can also be used as a valid 

critical score (p<.Ol). 

The Adjustment to Reality (R) scale proved to 

discriminate significantly between the two out of three 
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groups. The analysis indicated that this scale differentiates 

the contrasted groups from each other (p<.05), and the 

negatively nominated from the normal groups (p<.OOl). Non

significant difference between the positively nominated and 

the normal groups indicates that these two groups are similar 

and can not be differentiated from each other on the basis of the students' 

R scores. It can be said that this scale gives critical information only 

about the students who are not able to deal with reality effectively. The 

mean of this scale was not found useful as critical score (p<.50). 

The Mood (M) scale appeared to be the least discriminating 

scale. None of the differences between groups were significant. 

The one between the positively nominated and the normal groups 

somewhat approached significance (p<.lO). Accordingly then 

this scale doesn't give good information about the students' 

states of mind and feelings. Similar results were obtained 

(p<.lO) from the chi-square analysis on the appropriatness of 

the scale mean as a critical score. 

The Leadership (L) Scale was found to discriminate the ~ 

two comparLson groups. That is the positively nominated and 

the negatively nominated groups were different (p<.005) from 

each other on this scale. The negatively nominated and the 

normal groups also differed significantly (p<.Ol). These 

results show that this scale discriminates the students who 

do not possess leadership qualities better than those who do. 

The mean of this scale was found appropriate, as the critical 

score at the .02 level. , 
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The Family Relationships (FR) scale which is not 

included in Table 8 is validated by a different procedure. 

The students' FR scores were correlated with the scores 

obtained from the family evaluation forms which reflected 

their perception of parent-student relationships. A correlation 

coefficient of .39 (p<.Ol) was obtained. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of the study was to obtain information 

about the validity of the scales of the Turkish MCl. For this 

purpose teacher evaluations were used in identifying the low 

and high (contrasted) groups according to the characteristics 

identified by the scales (SR, ES, C, M, R, L) of the MCl. The 

scores of these nominated (contrasted) groups were compared 

with each other as well as each with an independent normal 

sample in order to see how well they discriminate. The means 

of each scale were also tested for appropriateness as critical 

scores 1n discriminating students with high or low character

istics of a given trait. For the validity of the Family 

Relationships (FR) scale, family evaluations were used as 

criteria. The Social Relationships (SR) scale was compared 

with the Si scale of the MMPl whose validity on the Turkish 

samples is established. 

Discussion 

Results of the comparisons between contrasted groups 

as well as between each of the contrasted groups with an 

independent normal sample will be discussed in this section. 

Findings of the contrasted group comparisons indicated 

that the Social Relationships (SR), Conformity (C) and the 
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Leadership (L) scales were most effective (p<.OOl) 1n 

differentrating the high and low scoring students in terms of 

the characteristics these scales claim to tap. This is simi

lar to what Berdie (1957) and Brown (1960) observed for the SR 

and C scales. No analyses for contrasted groups were reported, 

however, in the above studies for the L scale. 

The Emotional Stability (ES) and Adjustment to Reality 

(R) scales were also found effective (p<.05) in differentiat

ing the contrasted groups. In the original study Berdie 

(1957) found significant contrasted group differences 1n the 

ES scale at most of the grade levels. In grades 9 and 10, 

contrasted group differences among boys were not significant, 

however. Brown (1960) reported sex differences in the college 

population for this'scale. It differentiated the females more 

effectively than the males. No information was given by 

either of these studies on the contrasted group differences 

for the R scale. 

The Mood (M) scale was least effective (p<.10) 1n 

differentiating the contrasted groups in the present study. 

This is inconsistent with that of Berdie (1957} who reported 

significant differences between the contrasted groups. Only 

boys in grades 11 and 12 showed non-significant differences. 

In the Brown (1960) study sex differences were significant, 

with women being more effectively differentiated than men by 

this scale. 

The second type of comparison 1n this study was between 

each of the contrasted (positively and negatively nominated) 

groups and an independent normal sample. The positively no

minated groups were found to differ significantly from the 

normal sample in the SR (p<.Ol), and ES (p<.02) scales. Low 

significance was obtained, however, between these groups for 

the C scale (p<.20). The results on the SR scale were very 



43 

similar to those obtained in earlier studies by Berdie (1957) 

and Brown (1960), but different for the ES and C scales. In 

the original work on the validation of the MCI, Berdie (1957) 

obtained non-significant differences between these comparison 

groups for the ES scale in grades 9 and 10 for boys and girls, 

and in grades 11 and 12 for boys. In the Brown (1960) study 

this scale was effective in differentiating the women only. 

Although the lowest level of significance (p<.20) was found 

for the C scale in the present study. Brown (1960) obtained 

non-significant differences in the college sample. Berdie 

(1957) also found non-significant differences in most groups 

studied. 

The Land M scales did not prove effective in 

discriminating between the positively nominated group and the 

normal sample in the present study. This is inconsistent with 

Berdie (1957) and Brown (1960) findings on the L scale, but 

consistent on the M scale. 

The R scale, on which no analyses are reported by 

previous researchers, proved non-discriminating between the 

normal and the positively nominated groups. 

Comparisons between the negatively nominated and the 

normal groups yielded results to indicate that the ES and the 

R scales were most effective (p<.OOl) in differentiating such 

groups. These scales were non differentiating in other 

studies (Berdie, 1957; Brown, 1960). They reported sex 

differences in the ES scale, and it only differentiated the 

female subjects effectively. Moreover, they found that the R 

scale was ineffective in differentiating the negatively 

nominated groups from the normals. 

Significant differences between the negatively 

nominated and the normals were also obtained for the C 

(p<.Ol), SR (p<.02) and L (p<.Ol) scales. These data confirm 
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the earlier findings on the original SR and C scales. The M 

scale did not prove effective in discriminating the negatively 

nominated group from the normals as in the 11 and 12 grades 

of the Berdie (1957) samples, and in males 1n the Brown 

(1960) study. 

For the Family Relationships (FR) scale, the obtained 

correlation between scale scores and family evaluations was 

low (r=.39), indicating that students' perception of family 

relationships did not correspond so well with the parents' 

perception of the same relationship. In validating this scale 

Berdie (1957) used three criterion, groups such as the 

students nominated negatively by (1) teachers and (2) 

counselors and (3) the "sample of the total population". 

Students nominated by teachers and counselors were compared 

with the "sample of total population". He found that these 

compar1son groups were not significantly different from each 

other in grades 11 and 12 for boys. 

Conclusions 

The overall results of the study showed that most of 

the scales of the MCl have as much criterion validity as was 

reported by Berdie (1957), and Brown (1960) on the original 

from of the inventory. Similar comparison groups as in the 

original study were used in the present study. Contrasted 

groups of each scale, which were nominated by teachers as 

having poor adjustment and good adjustment characteristics on 

that scale, were compared with each other as well as between 

each of the contrasted group with an independent normal 

sample. In addition, mean score analyses of the scales, and a 

correlation of the SR scale with the si scale of the MMPl 

were conducted by the present researcher. 
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Findings indicated that the Social Relationships (SR), 

Emotional Stability (ES), Leadership (L), Adjustment to 

Reality (R) and the Conformity (C) scales effectively dis

criminate the students with low or high characteristics on 

these traits. The SR, ES, C, Rand L scales were particularly 

effective in discriminating the students of poor adjustment 

characteristics while only the SR and ES scales were also 

effective in discriminating the students of good adjustment 

characteristics from the normals. The Mood (M) scale was not 

effective in discriminating the groups used Ln this study. 

Students' scores on the FR scale correlated somewhat 

moderately low with the criterion measure. 

The results of these comparLsons were generally similar 

to those obtained from the original form of the MCl. The 

comparisons between the two contrasted groups as well as 

between the negatively evaluated and normal groups in the 

present study yielded better results on the SR, ES, C and R 

scales. They were, in fact, more discriminating than the 

origin~l scales. Similar to previous findings the M scale did 

not prove to be effective in differentiating the normals from 

the contrasted groups. This scale does a better job, however, 

in its English form in discriminating the two extreme 

(positive and negative) groups. 

The mean score analysis, which was not reported 

previously, indicated that among the SR, ES, C, R, M and L 

scales, the means of the Rand M scales are not effective as 

cut-off points, and, therefore, can not discriminate among 

students with varying levels of the characteristics these 

scales purport to measure. 

The additional analysis on the SR scale showed that it 

measures similar behavior characteristics to the Si scale of 

the MMPl. 



46 

Poor results on the M and FR scales, and inconsisten

cies in the R, C and L scale findings may be attributed to 

the inade~acy of teacher and family ratings rather than the 

test items. Behavior characteristics typical for the M and R 

scales seem especially difficult to observe and identify by 

teachers. These are less observable and more complex than 

characteristics tapped by the otherscales of the MCI. More 

suitable criterion measures such as peer nominations, psycho

logical tests, etc., may result in better outcome data 

validating these scales. 

In the present study no technically adequate criterion 

measure such as an all encompassing standardized test was 

available, hence development of the teacher ratings for 

student evaluations were carried out as in the original study. 

For the FR scale a separate Student Evaluation Form (for 

parents) was constracted. The latter was thought needed as 

teachers may not be able to effectively evaluate the students' 

relationship with their parents. Teachers ratings did not seem 

too appropriate, either, for validating the M and R scales. In 

absence of more suitable criterion measures, teachers ratings 

were used for these scales also. 

The preparation of these rating scales and teacher 

supervisions on student evaluations constituted the special 

projects for the present researcher during the course of this 

study. In the preparation of the rating scales special care 

was gLven to include the behavior characteristics based on 

the descriptions given in the MCI manual. The traits were 

defined in concrete and operational terms. 

In the supervision of the teachers, it was felt that 

communication was good. Every teacher was individually 

supervised and instructed on the evaluation process. They were 

explained that they try and be objective in reporting their 



views and perceptions of student characteristics being 

evaluated. 
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An interesting finding of this study was that the 

scales differentiated the poor adjustment characteristics 

more effectively than good adjustment characteristics when 

compared with the average. While only the SR and ES scales 

differentiated the good adjustment characteristics, the SR, 

ES, e,R and L scales differentiated the poor adjustment 

characteristics from the average. In the original study, the 

difference between normal and poor adjustment characteristics 

was seen only in the e scale and moderatly so in the M scale. 

This shorthened Turkish form of the Mel can be claimed to 

have better items as they discriminate the poor adjustment 

characteristics from the average (normal) more effectively 

than in the original form. 

In unstructured interviews with the students following 

testing where they were reported the Mel results, correspon

dence between these students scale scores and their observed 

attitudes were noted particularly for the SR, L, e, M and 

ES scales. This informal observation was interpreted as 

additional evidence for the validity of these scales. 

Although the objective of the study was largely met, 

the results must be considered in the context of the following 

limitations. 

Limitations 

Limitations of this study are related to sampling, 

criteria measures used (their development and application), 

and the exclusion of the V scale from the validation 

procedures. 



The sample of the study is not a good representative 

of the Turkish population. Only the ninth graders in a 

private and a highly selective high school were included 

here. 
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In previous studies sex differences were found in some 

scales, indicating that gender is important. In this study 

gender could not be considered because of the limited number 

of subjects in the contrast groups. Data on gender would be 

helpful in interpreting and comparing the results with other 

studies. 

The analysis of the FR scale was based on the 

responses obtained from parents of 64 students. Thus only 

52 % of the sample could be studied. 

Another limitation pertains to lack of data on the 

validity/reliability of the teacher ratings, and family 

evaluation forms which were used as criteria measures in 

assesing the validity of the scales. Although these instru

ments were prepared with utmost care, they were based on 

judges' evaluations and could not be empirically tested before 

using them. 

In the procedure, systematic training for accurate 

observation could not be conducted with the teachers because 

of time limitation and practical inconvenience. Although a 

two week opportunity to observe students were given to these 

teachers, longer time intervals with supervision would 

probably make them more sensitive and careful observers in 

evaluating the students' behaviors. Boredom and fatique were 

observed in some teachers who had to rate the students on six 

scales in three or four sections of the grade. This was a lot 

of work, demanding on teachers' time and energy. 
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The V scale was not included ~n the analyses of this 

study as it appeared that the issue of social desirability 

in the Turkish culture would need to be investigated syste

matically before going into the validation procedure of such 

a scale. 

Recommendations 

This study needs to be replicated and/or cross 

validated on representative random samples of Turkish students 

using different measures such as peer nominations, other valid 

tests, and objective observations. Gender should also be 

considered. 

Systematic rater training and sufficient time for 

observation should be allowed it evaluation forms are used. 

The Validity (V) Scale of the inventory should be 

assessed systematically for social desirability first, and a 

criterion score be established for a cut-off point. 

This study represents an initial attempt to obtain data 

on the validity of the Mel in Turkey. Further research will 

provide more data on and substantiate the validity of those 

scales and improve the accuratness of the scale interpreta

tions in counseling settings in Turkey. 
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MINNESOTA DANISMA ENVANTERI KISALTILMIS DENEME FORMU* 

Bu kitap~1R1ri gayesi sizin kendinizi daha iyi tan1man1za yar
d1mc1 01acakt1r. Kendinizi bir ki§i olarak daha iyi tan1d1k~a 
d~ha yar~r~1 planlar yapabilecek ve daha etkin olarak 6grene
b~1:ceks1n1z. Bu envanteri doldurman1z sonucunda 6gretmenle
r1n1Z ve dan1§manlar1n1z size daha iyi 6gretme ve daha yarar-
11 dan1§man11k yapabilme 01anag1 bulabileceklerdir. 

Devam eden sayfalarda kimimiz i~in ge~erli kimimiz i~in ise . . 
ge~er11 olmayan climleler yare Bu climlelere vereceginiz cevap 
sizin kendinizin hakk1nda daha ~ok §ey 6grenmenize yard1m 
edecektir. Bundan dolaY1 her climleyi a~1k kalplilikle ve dli
§linerek cevapland1rmak S1Z1n yarar1n1za 01acakt1r. Dogru veya 
yan11§ cevap yoktur. 

YONERGE: 

Kitap~1ktaki ilk climleyi okuyunca bunun sizin i~in uygun olup 
01mad1g1na karar verin ve cevab1n1z1 ayr1 cevap kag1d1na i§a
retleyin. ERer climle sizin i~in uygun veya genellikle uygun 
ise cevap kaR1d1nda bu maddenin kar§1l1R1 olan numaran1n ya
n1ndaki ve D harfinin alt1na gelen bo§lugu karalaY1n. Eger 
climle size g6re uygun deRil ise veya genellikle uygun degil 
ise, cevapkag1d1nda bu maddenin kar§1l1g1 olan numaran1n ya
n1nda ve Y harfinin alt1na gelen bo§luRu karalaY1n. 

A§ag1da bir cevap kag1d1 orneRi verilmi§tir. Madde lIe ceva
b1n "uygun ll olduRu kabul edilmi§. 1 rakkam1n1n yan1ndaki ve D 
harfinin alt1na gelen bo§luk karalanm1§t1r. Madde 2'ye ceva
b1n uygun olmad1g1 belirtilecek §ekilde 2 rakkam1n1n yan1nda
ki ve Y harfinin alt1ndaki bo§luk karalanm1§t1r. 

Cevap KaR1d1n1n bir k1sm1 

D Y D Y 

1 . II II 5l. /I /I 
2. II II 52. /I II 
3. I I II 53. /I II 

ERer bir climle sizin ~~in.ge?erli degil ise veya karars1zs~
n1Z cevap kag1d1na h1~ b1r 1§aret koymaY1n. Cevapland1rab1-
lec~giniz blitlin sorular1 cevapland1r1n ve mlimklin olduRu kadar 
az bo§ b1rak1n. .. ., 
* Bogazi~i Universitesi,Egit~m B6llimli.M~st~r Ogrenc1s1 Flisun 

Akdag taraf1ndan 1979 da T~rk?e~e§~1r~ld1kten sonra bu k1-
salt1lm1§ deneme formu ge11§t1r1lm1§t1r. 
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Kendiniz hakk1nda dli$lincelerinizi vermeyi unutmaY1n. Sorular1 
~abuk cevaplaY1n ve herhangi bir climle lizerinde fazla vakit 
sarfetmeyin. 

Cevap kag1d1na cevab1n1z1 i$aretlediginiz zaman maddenin numa
raS1 ile cevap kag1d1ndaki numaran1n ayn1 olmas1na dikkat 
edin. Koyu renk kur$un kalem ile i$aretleyin ve degi$tirmek 
istediginiz cevab1 tamamen silin. 

HER SORUYU CEVAPLANDIRMAYA CALISIN. 
ADINIZIN CEVAP KAGIDINDA OLMASINA DiKKAT EDiN. 
BU KiTAPCIGA HiC BiR iSARET KOYMAYIN. 

Simdi sayfaY1 ~evirin ve ba$laY1n. 
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1. Gecen birkac Y11da sag11g1m gene11ik1e iyi idi. 

2. Diger insan1ar kadar cabuk arkada~ edinirim. 

3. Ko1ay11k1a heyecan1an1r1m. 

4. Bazen 6fke1enirim. 

5. Zihnimi bir i~ lizerinde tutmak benim icin zordur. 

6. l1erde olabi1ecek k6tli olay1ar1 dli~linerek lizli1lirlim. 

7. Bir oyunda kazanmaY1 kaybetmeye tercih ederim. 

8. Insan1ar ko1ay11k1a sabr1m1 tliketir. 

9. Bir top1u1ugun ne~e kaynag1 olmak benim icin ko1ayd1r. 

10. Ai1em s1k s1k beraber do1a~t1g1m insan1ara kar~1 C1km1~t1r. 

11. Bazen biraz dedikodu yapar1m. 

12. Birkac 6nem1i ki~i tan1mak isterim, clinkli bu kendimi onem
Ii hissettirir. 

13. Eger bir top1u1uk s1k1C1 ise onu can1and1rmakta oncli1lik 
ederim. 

14. Fikir1erimi ko1ay11k1a aC1k1ar1m. 

15. Yeni insan1ar1a tan1~1rken utan1r1m. 

16. 11k tepki on1ardan ge1mezse uzun sliredir gorli~medigim kim
se1eri ya da oku1 arkada~lar1m1 gormemez1ikten ge1irim. 

17. Ba~ka1ar1na soy1emeyi istemeyecegim baZ1 sey1eri s1k s1k 
rliyamda g6rlirlim. 

18. Glirli1tli1er beni ko1ay11k1a uykumdan uyand1r1r. 

19. Oku1daki dU~lik not1ar1mdan do1aY1 kendimi k6tli hissetti-
gim olmustur. 

20. Ko1ay11k1a 6fke1enirim. 

21. Zihnimi tek bir sey lizerinde tutam1yorum. 

22. Bazen klifretmek isterim. 

23. Kendime olan glivenimi ko1ay11kla kaybederim. 

24. Bir toplulugun onlinde konu~mak benim icin cok zordur. 

25. Hayat1n bana adil davranmad1g1ndan em1n1m. 

26. Yapt1g1m ~eylerden pisman olurum. 

27. F16rt etmeyi severim. 

28. Eger bir sinemaya bilet almadan girebilecegim ve yakalan-
mayacag1ma emin olsam herhalde bunu yapard1m. 

29. Tan1mad1g1m herkesi sevmem. 

30. Baskalar1ndan daha sinirli olmad1g1ma 1nan1r1m. 

31. Oyunlar ya da diger organize faaliyetlere kat11mak icin 
gonli11li oldugumda utangac1 1k hissederim. 
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32. Evde iyi huylu davranmak benim icin zordur. 

33. Sokaktaki insanlar1n beni g6zetledigini san1r ve rahats1z 
olurum. 

34. Eger bir grup insan aras1nda bir konu~ma ba~latmam gerekir
se cok tedirgin olurum. 

35. Sosyal durumlarda tecrlibesiz oldugum 1C1n utan1r1m. 

36. Ailem bana kar~1 bir yeti~kinden cok bir cocukmu~um gibi 
davran1r. 

37. Cevremdeki bircoklar1 kadar yetenekli ve zeki olduguma 
1nan1r1m. 

38. Bir kriz veya zor durumla kar~1la~maktan kaC1n1r1m. 

39. insanlarla birlikte olsam bile cogu zaman kendini yaln1z 
hissederim. 

40. D1~ g6rlinli~lim ylizlinden rahats1z olurum. 

41. Ba~1na bir i~ gelmesin diye hemen herkesin yalan s6yleye-
bilecegine inan1r1m. 

42. G6zlerim 1~1ga kar~1 cok hassast1r. 

43. Kolay11kla lizlilurum. 

44. S1k s1k "Ke~ke yine kliclik bir cocuk olsayd1m", diye du~li
nlirlim. 

45. Arada s1rada konu~ulmayacak kadar k6tu ~eyler dli~unurum. 

46. S1n1fta derse kalkt1g1m zaman rahats1z olurum. 

47. Evdeki sofra adab1m ba~kalar1n1n yan1nda oldugum zamanlar 
kadar iyi degildir. 

48. Kimse beni anlam1yor. 

49. Hemen her gun beni korkutan bir ~ey olur. 

50. Yabanc1lar1n yan1nda kendimi rahats1z hissederim. 

51. Partilerde oldukCa iyi vakit geC1r1r1m. 

52. Buylidliglim halde ailem s1k s1k kendilerine itaat etmemi 
bekler. 

53. Yabanc1larla kar~1la~maktan cekinmem. 

54. Birisi benim k6tulliglimli istiyor. 

55. S1k s1k sebepsiz yere cezaland1r11d1g1m1 hissederim. 

56. Bazen burnuma tuhaf kokular gelir. 

57. KliClik dli~lirlicli olaylar beni co k uzun slire lizer. 

58. Cogu zaman kendimi dermanS1Z hissederim. 

59. A§1r1 derecede s1k11gan1m. 

60. Sabahlar1 kalkt1g1mda kendimi yorgun hissediyorum. 

61. Kolay11kla aglar1m. 

62. Trenlerde, otoblislerde vs. s1k s1k yabanc11arla konu~urum. 
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i c 1er kotu"ye gl.·tmeye ~ ba~laYl.nca i~imden hemen pes etmek 
ge1ir. 

63. 

64. Cogu zaman hayat benim i~in zor1uk1a do1udur. 

65. Bazen olaylarl.n ger~ek1iginden ~liphe ederim. 

66. Bir sorunun cevabl.nl. bi1meme ragmen, soru1dugu zaman, 
sl.nl.f onlinde konu~ma korkusuyla yanll.~ cevap verebilirim. 

67. Ai1em bende gereginden faz1a kusur bu1uyor. 

68. Bazl. zaman1ar 0 kadar iyi i~itirim ki rahatsl.z olurum. 

69. Eger fl.rsat veri1se dlinya i~in ~ok yarar11. ~eyler yapabi-
1irdim. 

70. Bliylik bir gergin1ik a1tl.nda ~all.~l.r~m. 

71. Ba~kalarl.n1n ya~adl.gl.nl. sandl.gl.m mutlu1uga ozen duyarl.m. 

72. Okudugumu eskisi kadar iyi anlayaml.yorum. 

73. Bazen bir tlirlli toparlanl.p i~lerime bakamadl.gl.m oyle do
nemler olmu~tur ki bunlar glinler, haftalar ya da aylarca 
slirebilir. 

74. En zor mlicadelelerim kendimle olanlardl.r. 

75. Evde sinirli olurum. 

76. Ba~kalarl. bakarken elimden gelenin en iyisini yapmak benim 
i~in zordur. 

77. Kafam dli~lince1erle 0 kadar doludur ki uyuyamam. 

78. Bazen kontro1 edemedigim glilme ve aglama krizlerim tutar. 

79. Clinlin sonuna dogru kendimi ~ok yorgun hissederim. 

80. Hayatl.ml. gerektigi ~eki1de slirdliremedim. 

81. Kimse beni anlaml.yor. 

82. Bazen hie sebepsiz yere hatta i~ler yo1unda degilken bile 
kendimi eok mutlu hissederim. 

83. Annem veya babam (veya her ikisi) ~ok sinirlidirler. 

84. Bazen soguk almadl.gl.m halde sesim kl.sl.ll.r. 

85. Cevremde olanlarl.n farkl.nda olmadLgl.m ve yaptl.gl.m i~in bir 
an i~in durdugu kopuk1uk nobetleri ge~irmigimdir. 

86. Arkadag edinmede ilk adl.ml. atmaktan ho g lanl.r1m. 

87. Elegtirilmek beni ~ok rahatsLz eder. 

88. Kendimi sinirli addederim. 

89. Kolay11.kla cesaretim kl.r1.1Lr. 

90. Cogu zaman olmek isterdim. 

Bazen evi terketmeyi ~ok istedim. 91. 
92. Yeni tanl.gtLrl.ldl.gl.m bir kimseyle konugacak bir konu bul

makta gliellik ~ekerim. 
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93. Ailemin fertleriyle ~ok az kavga ederim. 

94. Gazetedeki her makaleyi her gUn okumam. 

95. CORu zaman kendimi UzgUn hissederim. 

96. Arada s~rada bugUn yapmam gereken i§i yar~na b~rak~r~m. 

97. Bir i§e ba§lamakta gU~lUk ~ekerim. 

98. Evden ~~kt~R~m zaman kap~n~n iyi ki1itlenmemi§ ve pencere
lerin kapanmam~§ olduRunu dU§UnUp Uzlilmem. 

99. Dansa gitmeye bay~l~r~m. 

100. Bir grup insan~n onlinde konu§mak ho§uma gider. 

101. Ele§tirilmek ya da azarlanmak beni ~ok k~rar. 

102. Hi~ nobet ve havale ge~irmedim. 

103. Gorebi1eceRim tlim ilgiyi gorliyorum. 

104. Llizumsuz bir dli§lince durmadan akl~ma gelip beni tedirgin 
ediyor. 

105. ERer f~rsat verilirse iyi bir lider olabilirim. 

106. Olduk~a bag~ms~z ve aile bask~s~ndan ozgUrlim. 

107. Cok kuruntu yapar~m. 

108. Baz~ zaman1ar kendimi kesin1ik1e 1lizumsuz hissederim. 

109. Sagduyum buglin1erde her zamankinden daha iyi. 

110. His1erim ko1ay1~k1a incinir. 

111. Benim su~um olmad~g~ ha1de i§lerim ters gider. 

112. Annem-babam art~ko1gun bir insan oldugumu an1am~yor1ar 
ve bana ~ocuk muame1esi yap~yor1ar. 

113. Cogu kimsey1e konu§makta zor1uk ~ekerim. 

114. Diger ev1ere oran1a bizim evde ~ok az sevgi ve arkada§l~k 
var. 

115. Cogu gece1er fikir1er ve dli§lince1er beni rahats1z etmeden 
uyurum. 

116. Bir grup insan i~inde bi1digim bir konuda konu§ma ba§lat-
maktan veya fikrimi soy1emekten ~ekinmem. 

117. Glin1Uk ya§ant~m bana i1gin~ ge1en §ey1er1e do1udur. 

118. Cocukken bir ara baz~ §ey1er ~a1d~m. 

119. insan1ar beni s~k s~k dli§ k~r~k1~g~na ugrat~r. 

120. Ai1em mes1ek olarak sevdigim i§i veya se~meye niyet1endi
gim i§i sevmiyor. 

121. Bana zarar~ dokunmayacag~n~ bi1digim §ey1er ve kimse1er
den korktugum olmu§tur. 

122. Ai1em benden ~ok fazla §ey bekler. 
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123. Kendime hi~ glivenim yok. 

124. Haya1 kurar1m. 

125. Davran1§lar1m ba~ka1ar1 taraf1ndan ko1ay11k1a yan11§ an-
1a§11abi1ir. 

126. Sosya1 faa1iyet1erde herhangi bir insan kadar ba§ar111Y1m. 

127. Di1enci1ere sadaka veri1mesine kar§1Y1m. 

128. Bazen kendimi iyi hissetmedi~im zaman aksi olurum. 

129. Bazen a§a~111k duygusu ~ekerim. 

130. Benim hakk1mda konu§u1du~una eminim. 

131. Ko1ay11k1a utan1r1m. 

132. Ai1em bir1ikte gezdi~im arkada§lara itiraz etmi§tir. 

133. Bazen §a§1rt1c1 veya zarar verici bir §ey1er yapmak i~in 
dayan11maz bir istek duyar1m. 

134. Bir grup aras1ndaki konu§ma1arda soy1enecek uygun bir 1af 
bu1makta gli~llik ~ekerim. 

135. A§kta dli§ k1r1k11~1na u~rad1m. 

136. Ba§ka1ar1n1n bana kini olmasayd1 ~ok daha ba§ar111 olurdum. 

137. Hareket1erimi veya konu§mam1 kontro1 edemedi~im fakat et
raf1mda olup biten1erin fark1nda oldu~um tlirden nobet1er 
ge~irdim. 

138. i~tah1m iyidir. 

139. Evde diger yer1erde oldu~undan daha az an1aY1~ gorlirlim. 

140. Babam benim i~in ideal bir insand1r. 

141. Tan1d1g1m birinin ba~ar1s1n1 duymak benim ba~ar1s1z oldu-
gumu hissetmeme yo1 a~ar. 

142. Bir yabanc1 i1e konu~maY1 zor bu1urum. 

143. Ne annem ne de babam ko1ay11k1a ofke1enir. 

144. Top1u1uk1arda ka1aba11~a kat11maktansa, kendi kendime ya da 
tek bir ki~iy1e oturmam daha ola~and1r . 

. 145. Yabanc11ar1a ko1ay11k1a tan1~1r1m. 

146. Arada s1rada ai1emin sevdigim fert1erine kar~1 bir nefret 
duyar1m. 

147. Acaip ve kendime ozgli dli~lince1erim vard1r. 

148. Akraba1ar1ID1n hemen hemen hepsi bana yak1n11k gosterir1er. 

149. Ba~ka1ar1n1n top1anm1~ ve konu~uyor olduk1ar1 bir odaya gir
mekten ~ekinmem. 

150. Ya1n1z oldugum zaman1ar acaip ~ey1er i~itirim. 

151. Ne annem ne de babam istek1eri maku1 olsa da olmasa da 
itaat etmemde 1srar etmez1er. 
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Uykum rahats1z ve intizams1zd1r. 

Mes1ek se~iminde anne ve babam1a ayn1 fikirde degi1im. 

152. 

153. 

154. S1k s1k yan11~ ve kotli bir ~ey yapt1g1m his sine kap111r1m. 

155. Hasta11ga yaka1anmaktan korkmam. 

156. Yeni insan1ar1a tan1~1nca konu~acak konu bu1mak zoruma gider. 

157. Ak11m1 ka~1rmaktan korkuyorum. 

158. Bazen sevdigim insan1ar1 incitmekten zevk a11r1m. 

159. Her zaman dogruyu soy1emem. 

160. Dikkatimi top1amakta ba~ka1ar1ndan daha faz1a zor1uk ~eke
r1m. 

161. Oy1e an1ar1m olmu~tur ki baz1 faa1iyet1erde bu1undugum 
hal de sonradan ne yapt1g1m1 hat1r1ayamam1~1md1r. 

162. BaZ1 ~ey1erin ve olay1ar1n ger~ek olmad1g1 ku~kusundan 
rahats1z oluyorum. 

163. Hayat1n bana adi1 davranmad1g1ndan em1n1m. 

164. iyi beceremedigimden baz1 oyun1ar1 oynamaY1 reddederim. 

165. Herhangi bir hasta11k i~in doktora gitmek zorunda ka1d1g1m 
. zaman korkar1m. 

166. Ba~ka1ar1n1n gorlindligli kadar mut1u olmay1 isterdim. 

167. Anne ve babam ~ok modas1 ge~mi~ fikirlere sahiptirler. 

168. Haftada en az bir kez heyecan1an1r1m. 

169. Annemin, babam1n veya her ikisinin beni sinir1endiren ki
~isel a11~kan11klar1 var. 

170. BaZ1 konu1arda 0 kadar hassaS1m ki onlardan bahis bile 
edemem. 

171. Beni rahats1z edici glirli1tli olmamas1na ragmen uyumakta gli~-

1lik ~ekerim. 

172. Duygu1ar1m nedenleri belli olmadan iyiye ya da kotliye yone1ir. 

173. Anne ve babamdan birisinin davran1~lar1 bende bliylik korku 
uyand1rm1~t1r. 

174. Yetenegimi kli~limsedigim i~in bir ka~ kez bir ~ey yapmaktan 
vazge~ni~imdir. 

175. Ba~1m agr1r. 

176. Ailemden baz11ar1n1n yapt1k1ar1 ~eyler beni korkutmu~tur. 

177. Ba~ka1ar1y1a ~abuk ve iyi kayna~1r1m. 

178. Cogunluk1a ba~ka bir ~ey yapmaktansa oturup hayal kurmaY1 
yeg1erim. 

179. Kolay11k1a s1k11gan1a~1r1m. 

180. Sag11g1ID1 dikkat1e iz1emek geregini duyuyorum. 
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181. A~Lk sa~Lk hikaye1erden utanLrLm. 

182. Oku1da sLnLfLn onunde konu~maYL ~ok gu~ bulurum. 

183. Ev hayatLm di~er insanlarLnki kadar ho~tur. 

184. Onemli bir yemekte masadaki bir ~eyi uzatma1arLnL istemek
tense 0 ~eysiz yaparLm. 

185. Ba~kalar7 ~a~maya de~mez derlerse, yapmak istedi~im ~eyden 
vazge~ebL1LrLm. 

186. Partileri ve toplantLlarL severim. 

187. Ba~Lmdan ~ok acaip ve tuhaf olay1ar ge~mi~tir. 

188. Sosyal topluluklarda son derece iyi vakit ge~iririm. 

189. Co~u kimsenin yanLnda tedirgin ve sLkLlgan olurum. 

190. En ~ok evimde mutlu ve rahat olurum. 

191. Ne annem ne de babam davranL~Lmda bir hat a bulmuyorlar. 

192. Bir ~ok arkada~LmLn benimkinden daha mutlu bir ev hayat
larL oldu~unu hissettim. 

193. Kar~Lcinsle arkada~lLk temas1arLnda bulunmak benim L~Ln 
kolaydLr. 

194. Bir partide do~al davranmak benim i~in kolaydLr. 

195. insan1arla temas1arLmda ~ekingenim. 

196. Sosya1 i1i~ki1erin benim ho~lanaca~Lm kadar ciddi olmadL
~LnL hissettim. 

197. Ne annem ne de babam ko1aylLkia kLzmaz. 

198. Du~unce1er a~LsLndan bakLILrsa ailem ve ben ayrL dunyalar-
da ya~Lyoruz. 

199. ToplantL yada partilerde arka p1anda ka1LrLm; 

200. Ne annemin ne de babamLn beni anlamadLklarLnL hissettim. 

201. Umumi bir toplantLya herkes yerini aldLktan sonra girmek
ten utanLrLm. 

202. Gunde1ik sosya1 temas1ara kar~L kaYLtsLzLm. 

203. Parti1erdeki e~lenece1erde aktif bir rol a1LrLm . 

. 204. YakLn akraba1arLm arasLnda bir ~ok munaka~alar olmu~tur. 

205. Sosyal faa1iyet1er beni sLkar. 

206. Bir grup insanLn arasLndan ayrLlmak i~in izin isterken 
utanLrLm. 

207. Anne ve babam1a evdeki i~lerin nasLI yapLlmasL gerekti~i 
konusunda anla~maz1L~LmLz olmu~tur. 

208. Bir part ide iyi vakit ge~irmek benim i~in ko1aydLr. 

209. Bir odada bir grup insan oturmu~ konu~uyorsa tek ba§Lma i~e-
rL girmekte tereddut ederim. 

210. Ne annem ne de babam beni haksLZ yere ele~tiremez1er. 

211. ZamanLnda gereken ~eyleri soylemekte gli~luk ~ekerim. 

212. Bir ogretmen umulmadLk bir anda bana bir ~ey sorunca tela~lanLrLw. 



APPENDIX B 

ITEMS OF THE MCI ACCORDING TO THE SEVEN SCALES 



Validity 

Saru No 

4 Bazen ofke1enirim. 

7 Bir oyunda kazanmaYL kaybetmeye tercih ederim. 

11 Bazen biraz dedikodu yaparLm. 
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12 Birka~ onem1i ki~i tanLmak isterim, ~linkli bu kendimi 
onem1i hissettirir. 

22 Bazen klifretmek isterim. 

28 E~er bir sinemaya bi1et a1madan girebi1ece~ime ve ya
ka1anamayaca~1ma emin olsam herha1de bunu yapard1m. 

29 Tan1d1~1m herkesi sevmem 

45 Arada sLrada konu~u1mayacak kadar kotli ~ey1er dli~linli
rlim. 

47 Evdeki safra adab1m ba~ka1ar1n1n yan1nda oldu~um za
man1ar kadar iyi de~i1dir. 

94 Gazetedeki her maka1eyi herglin okumam. 

96 Arada S1rada buglin yapmam gereken i~i yarLna b1rak1-
rLm. 

128 Bazen kendimi iyi hissetmedigimzaman aksi olurum. 

156 Yeni insan1ar1a tanL~Lnca konu~acak konu bu1mak zo
ruma gider. 

159 Her zaman do~ruyu soy1emem. 



Family Relationships (FR) 

Soru No 

32 Evde iyi huylu davranmak benim i~in zordur. 
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52 Bliylidliglim ha1de ailem s1k s1k kendi1erine itaat etme
mi bekler. 

75 Evde sinirli olurum. 

83 Annem veya babam (veya her ikisi) ~ok sinir1idir. 

112 Annem babam art1k olgun bir insan oldugumu anlam1yor-
lar ve bana ~ocuk muame1esi yap1yor. 

122 Ai1em benden ~ok faz1a §ey bekler. 

132 Ai1em birlikte gezdigim arkada§lara itiraz etmi§tir. 

139 Evde diger yer1erde oldugundan daha az anlaY1p gorli-
rlim. 

140 Babam benim i~in ideal bir insand1r. 

143 Ne annem ne de babam ko1ay11kla ofke1enir. 

151 Ne ann em ne de babam istek1eri maku1 olsa da olmasa 
da itaat etmemde 1srar etmez1er. 

153 Mes1ek se~iminde anne ve babamla ayn1 fikirde degi1im. 

167 Anne ve babam ~ok mcdas1 ge~mi§ fikirlere sahiptirler. 

169 Annemin babam1n veya her ikisinin beni sinirlendiren 
ki§ise1 a11§kan11k1ar1 var. 

173 Anne ve babamdan birisinin davran1§lar1 ben de bliylik 
korku uyand1rm1§t1r. 

190 En ~ok evimde mut1u ve rahat olurum. 

191 Ne annem ne de babam davran1§lar1mda bir hata bulmu
yor1ar. 

192 Bir~ok arkada§1m1n benimkinden daha mutlu bir ev ha
yatlar1 oldugunu hissettim. 

197 Ne annem ne de babam ko1ay11kla k1zmaz. 

198 Dli§linceler a~1s1ndan bak1l1rsa ailem ve ben ayr1 dlin
ya1arda yap1yoruz. 

200 Ne annemin ne de babam1n beni anlamad1k1ar1n1 hisset
tim. 

204 Yak1n akraba1ar1m aras1nda bir~ok mlinaka§a1ar olmu§
tur. 

207 Anne ve babam1a evdeki i§lerin nas11 yap11mas1 gerek
tigi konusunda anla§maz11g1m1z olmu§tur. 

210 Ne annem ne de babam beni haks1Z yere e1e§tiremezler. 



~ocial Relationships (SR) 

Soru No 
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9 Bir toplulugun ne$e kaynag1 olmak benim i~in kolayd1r. 

13 Eger bir topluluk s1k1C1 ise onu canland1rmakta oncli-
llik ederim. 

14 Fikirlerimi kolay11kla a~ar1m. 

15 Yeni insanlarla tan1§1rken utan1r1m. 

23 Kendime olan glivenimi kolay11kla kaybederim. 

24 Bir toplulugun onlinde konu$mak benim i~in ~ok zordur. 

31 Oyunlar ya da diger organize faaliyetlere kat1lmak 
i~in gonlilili oldugumda utanga~11k hissederim. 

34 Eger bir grup insan aras1nda bir konu§ma ba§latmam 
gerekirse ~ok tedirgin olurum. 

35 Sosya1 durum1arda tecrlibesiz oldugum i~in utan1r1m. 

46 S1n1fta derse ka1kt1g1m zaman rahats1z olurum. 

50 Yabanc11ar1n yan1nda kendimi rahats1z hissederim. 

51 Partilerde olduk~a iyi vakit ge~iririm. 

66 Bir sorunun cevab1n1 bi1meme ragmen, soru1dugu zaman 
S1n1f onlinde konu§ma korkusuy1a yan11§ cevap vereb i-
1irim. 

76 Ba§ka1ar1 bakarken elimden ge1enin en iyisini yapmak 
benim i~in zordur. 

86 Arkada§ edinmede ilk ad1m1 atmaktan hO$lan1r1m. 

92 Yeni tan1§t1g1m bir kimsey1e konu§acak konu bulmada 
gli~llik ~ekerim. 

100 Bir grup insan1n onlinde konu$mak ho§uma gider. 

113 Cogu kimsey1e konu§makta zor1uk ~ekerim. 

126 Sosya1 faaliyet1erde herhangi bir insan kadar ba§ar1-
11Y1m. 

134 Bir grup aras1ndaki konu§ma1arda soy1enecek uygun bir 
laf bu1makta gli~llik ~ekerim. 

142 Bir yabanc~ ile konU$maY1 zor bu1urum. 

145 Yabanc11ar1a ko1ay11kla tan1§1r1m. 

179 Ko1ay11k1a s1k1IganIa§1r1m. 

184 onem1i bir yemekte masadaki bir §eyi uzatma1ar1n1 
istemektense 0 $eysiz yapar1m. 

188 Sosya1 topIu1ukiarda son derece iyi vakit ge~iririm. 

189 Cogu kimsenin yan1nda s1k11gan ve tedirgin olurum. 
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193 Kar~~ cins1e arkada~l~k temas1ar~nda bu1unmak benim 
i~in ko1ayd~r. 

194 Bir partide doga1 davranmak benim i~in ko1ayd~r. 

195 insan1ar1a temas1ar~mda ~ekingenim. 

196 Sosyal i1i~ki1erin benim ho~lanacag~m kadar ciddi 01-
mad~g~n~ hissettim. 

199 Toplant~ ya da partilerde arka planda kal~r~m. 

201 Umumi bir top1ant~ya herkes yerini a1d~ktan sonra 
girmekten utan~r~m. 

202 Gtinde1ik sosya1 temaslara kar~~ kay~ts~z~m. 

203 Partilerde eg1encelerde aktif bir rol al~r~m. 

205 Sosyal faaliyetler beni s~kar. 

206 Bir grup insan~n aras~ndan ayr~lmak i~in izin ister
ken utan~r~m. 

208 Bir partide iyi vakit ge~irmek benim i~in kolayd~r. 

209 Bir odada bir grup insan oturmu~ konu~uyorsa tek ba
~~ma i~eri girmekte tereddtit ederim. 

211 Zaman~nda gereken ~eyleri soylemekte gti~ltik ~ekerim. 

212 Bir ogretmen umulmad~k anda bana bir~ey sorunca te
la~lan~r~m. 



Emot'ional Stability (ES) 

Soru No 

3 KolaylLkla heyecanlanLrLm 
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6 ileride olabilecek kotli olaylarL dli§linerek lizlillirlim. 

19 Oku1daki dli§lik notlarLmdan dolaYL kendimi kotli his-
settigim olmu§tur. 

20 KolaylLkla ofke1enirim. 

26 YaptLgLm §eylerden pi§man olurum. 

33 Sokaktaki insanlarLn beni gozetledigini sanLrLm ve 
rahatSLz olurum. 

40 DL§ gorlinli§lim ylizlinden rahats1z olurum. 

42 Goz1erim L§Lga kar§L ~ok hassastLr. 

43 KolaylLkla lizli1lirlim. 

57 Kli~lik dli§lirlicli olay1ar beni ~ok uzun slire lizer. 

60 SabahlarL ka1ktLgLmda kendimi yorgun hissediyorum. 

71 Ba§ka1arLnLn ya§adLgLnL sandLgLm mutlu1uga ozen duya
rLm. 

77 Kafam dli§linceler1e a kadar do1udur ki uyuyamam. 

79 Glinlin sonuna dogru kendimi ~ok yorgun hissederim. 

87 E1e§tirilmek beni ~ok rahatsLz eder. 

88 Kendimi sinir1i addederim. 

89 Ko1ay1Lkla cesaretim kLrLlLr. 

104 Llizumsuz bir dli§lince durmadan aklLma ge1ip beni te-
dirgin ediyor. 

110 His1erim ko1ay1Lkla incinir. 

III Benim su~um olmadLgL halde i§lerim ters gider. 

124 Hayal kurarLm. 

129 Bazen a§agLlLk duygusu ~ekerim. 

162 BaZL §eylerin ve olaylarLn ger~ek olmadLgL ku§kusun
dan rahatsLz oluyorum. 

165 Herhangi bir hastalLk i~indoktora gitmek zorunda ka1-
dLgLm zaman korkarLm. 

171 Beni rahatsLz edici glirliltli olmamasLna ragmen uyumak
ta gli~llik ~ekerim. 

172 DuygularLm nedenleri belli olmadan iyiye ya da kotliye 
yonelir. 

175 Ba§Lm agrLr. 

180 SaglLgLmL dikkat1e izl~mek geregini duyuyorum. 



Conformity 

Soru No 

5 Zihnimi bir i§ lizerinde tutmak benim i~in zordur. 
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10 Ailem s~k s1k beraber dola§t1g1m insanlara kar§~ ~1k-
m1§t1r. 

25 Hayat1n bana adil davranmad1g1ndan eminim. 

54 Birisi benim k6tlilliglimli istiyor. 

67 Ailem bende gereginden fazla kusur buluyor. 

74 En zor mlicadelelerim kendimle olanlard1r. 

80 Hayat1m~ gerektigi §ekilde slirdliremedim. 

81 Kimse beni anlam1yor. 

91 Bazen evi terk etmeyi ~ok istedim. 

93 Ailemin fertleri ile ~ok az kavga ederim. 

106 01duk~a bag1ms1z ve aile bask1s1ndan 6zglirlim. 

114 Diger evlere oranla bizim evde ~ok az sevgi ve arka
da§11k var. 

118 Cocukken bir ara baz~ §eyler ~ald1m. 

120 Ailem meslek olarak sevdigim i§i veya se~meye niyet
lendigim i§i sevmiyor. 

125 Davran1§lar1m ba§kalar1 taraf1ndan kolayl1kla yanl1§ 
anla§11abilir. 

127 Dilencilere sadaka verilmesine kar§1Y1m. 

130 Benim hakk1nda konu§ulduguna eminim. 

135 A§kta dli§ k1r1kl1g1na ugrad1m. 

136 Ba§kalar1n1n bana kini olmasayd1 ~ok daha ba§ar111 
olurdum. 

148 Akrabalar1m1n hemen hepsi bana yak1n11k gosterir1er. 

154 S1k s1k yan11§ ve kotli bir §ey yapt1g1m hissine kap1-
l1r1m. 

166 Ba§kalar1n1n gorlindligli Kadar mutlu olmaY1 isterdim. 

183 Ev hayat1m diger insan1ar1nki Kadar ho§tur. 

187 Ba§1mdan ~ok acaip ve tuhaf olay1ar ge~mi§tir. 



Adjustment to Reality 

Soru No 
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17 Ba~kalar1na soylemeyi istemiyecegim baZ1 ~eyleri s1k 
s1k rliyamda gorlirlim. 

21 Zihnimi tek bir~ey lizerinde tutam1yorum. 

36 Ailem bana kar~1 bir yeti~kinden ~ok bir ~ocukmu~um 
gibi davran1r. 

39 insanlarla birlikte olsam bile ~ogu zaman kendimi 
yaln1z hissederim. 

45 Arada s1rada konu~ulmayacak kadar kotli ~eyler dli~linli
rlim. 

48 Kimse beni anlam1yor. 

49 Hemen herglin beni korkutan bir ~ey olur. 

55 S1k s1k sebepsiz yere cezaland1r1ld1g1m1 hissederim. 

56 Bazen burnuma tuhaf kokular gelir. 

64 Cogu zaman hayatbenim i~in zorluklarla doludur. 

65 Bazen olaylar1n ge~erliginden ~liphe ederim. 

68 BaZ1 zamanlar 0 kadar iyi i~itirim ki rahats1z olurum. 

72 Okudugumu eskisi kadar iyi anlayam1yorum. 

73 .Bazen bir tlirlli toparlan1p i~lerime bakamad1g1m oyle 
donemler olmu~tur ki bunlar glinler, haftalar ya da ay
larca slirebilir 

78 Bazen kontrol edemedigim glilme ve aglama krizlerim 
tutar. 

84 Bazen soguk almad1g1m halde sesim k1s1l1r. 

85 Cevremde olanlar1n fark1nda olmad1g1m ve yapt1g1m 
i~in bir an i~in durdugu kopukluk nobetleri ge~irmi
~imdir. 

90 Cogu zaman olmek isterdim. 

95 Cogu zaman kendimi lizglin hissederim. 

97 Bir i~e ba~lamakta gli~llik ~ekerim. 

103 Gorebilecegim tlim ilgiyi gorliyorum. 

121 Bana zarar1 dokunmayacag1n1 bildigim ~eyler ve kim
selerden korktugum olmustur. 

133 Bazen ~a~1rt1c1 veya zarar verici bir ~eyler yapmak 
i~in dayan1lmaz bir istek duyar1m. 

137 Hareketlerimi veya konu~mam1 kontrol edemedigim fakat 
etraf1mda olup bitenlerin fark1nda oldugum tlirden no-
betler ge~irdim. 
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146 Arada s1rada ailemin sevdigim fertlerine kar§1 bir 
nefret duyar1m. 

147 Acaip ve kendime ozgli dli§lincelerim vard1r. 

150 Yaln1z oldugum zamanlar acaip §eyler i§itirim. 

158 Bazen sevdigim insanlar1 incitmekten zevk al1r1m. 

160 Dikkatimi toplamakta ba§kalar1ndan daha fazla zorluk 
~ekerim. 

161 Oyle an1ar1m olmu§tur ki baz1 faaliyet1erde bulundu
gum ha1de sonradan ne yapt1g1m1 hat1rlayamam1§1md1r. 

163 Hayat1n bana adil davranmad1g1ndan eminim. 

164 iyi beceremedigimden baz1 oyun1ar1 oynamaY1 reddede
rim 

168 Haftada en az bir kez heyecan1an1r1m. 

170 BaZ1 konularda 0 kadar hassaS1m ki on1ardan bahis bi
le edemem. 

176 Ai1emden baz11ar1n1n yapt1klar1 §eyler beni korkut
mu§tur. 

178 Cogun1uk1a ba§ka bir§ey yapmaktansa oturup haya kur
maY1 yeg1erim. 



Mood (M) 

S~ru No 

1 Ge~en bir ka~ Y1lda sa~11~1m genellikle iyi idi. 

5 Zihnimi bir i§ lizerinde tutmak benim i~in zordur. 
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16 ilk tepki onlardan gelmezse uzun sliredir gorli§medi~im 
kimseleri ya da okul arkada§lar1m1 gormemezlikten ge
lirim. 

18 Glirliltliler beni kolay11kla uykumdan uyand1r1r. 

22 Bazen klifretmek isterim. 

27 Flort etmeyi severim. 

30 Ba§kalar1ndan daha sinirli oldu~uma inanar1m. 

37 Cevremdeki bir~oklar1 kadar yetenekli ve zeki oldu~u
ma inan1r1m. 

58 Co~u zaman kendimi dermanS1Z hissederim. 

61 Kolay11kla a~lar1m. 

70 Bliylik bir gerginlik alt1nda ~a11§1r1m. 

72 Okudu~umu eskisi kadar iyi an1ayam1yortim. 

73 Bazen bir tlir1li topar1an1p i§lerime bakamad1~1m oy1e 
donem1er olmu§tur ki bun1ar glin1er, hafta1ar ya da 
ay1arca slirebilir. 

82 Bazen hi~ sebepsiz yere hatta i§lBr yo1unda de~i1ken 
bile kendimi ~ok mut1uhissederim. 

97 Bir i§e ba§lamakta gli~llik ~ekerim. 

98 Evden ~1kt1g1m zaman kap1n1n iyi ki1it1enmemi§ ve pen-
cere1erin kapanmam1§ oldugunu dli§linlip lizli1m~m. 

101 E1e§tiri1mek ya da azar1anmak beni ~ok k1rar. 

102 Hi~ nobet ve hava1e ge~irmedim. 

107 Cok kuruntu yapar1m. 

108 BaZ1 zaman1ar kendimi kesin1ik1e 1lizumsuz hissederim. 

109 Sa~duyum buglinlerde her zamankinden iyi. 

115 Co~u gece1er fikirler ve dli§lince1er beni rahats1z et-
meden uyurum. 

117 Glin1lik ya§ant1m bana i1gin~ ge1en §eylerle doludur. 

123 Kendime hi~ glivenim yak. 

138 i§tah1m iyidir. 

152 Uykum rahats1z ve intizams1zd1r. 

155 Hasta11ga yaka1anmaktan korkmam. 

157 Ak11m1 ka~1rmaktan korkuyorum. 

166 Ba§ka1ar1n1n gorlindli~li kadar mut1u olmaY1 isterdim. 

177 Ba§kalar1yla ~abuk ve iyi kayna§1r1m. 



Leadership (L) 

Soru No 

2 Diger insan1ar kadar ~abuk arkadag edinirim. 

8 insan1ar ko1ay11k1a sabr1m1 ttiketir. 
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38 Bir kriz veya zor durum1a karg11agmaktan ka~1n1r1m. 

41 Bag1nabir i g ge1mesin diye hemen herkesin ya1an s6y-
1eyebi1ecegine inan1r1m. 

44 S1k s1k "ke gke yine kti~tik bir ~ocuk olsayd1m" diye 
dtigtintiriim. 

53 Yabanc11ar1a karg11agmaktan ~ekinmem. 

59 Ag1r1 derece de s1k11gan1m. 

62 Tren1erde, otobtis1erde v.s. s1k s1k yabanc11ar1a ko
nugurum. 

63 i g1er k6ttiye gitmeye ba g 1aY1nca i~imden hemen pes et
mek ge1ir. 

69 Eger f1rsat veri1se dtinya i~in ~ok yarar11 gey1er ya
pabi1irdim. 

84 Bazen soguk a1mad1g1m ha1de sesim k1s111r. 

99 Dansa gitmeye baY111r1m. 

105 Eger f1rsat veri1irse iyi bir 1ider olabi1irim. 

116 Bir grup insan i~inde bi1digim bir konuda konugma 
ba g1atmaktan veya fikrimi s6y1emekten ~ekinmem. 

119 insan1ar beni s1k s1k dti g k1r1k11g1na ugrat1r. 

131 Ko1ay11k1a utan1r1m. 

141 Tan1d1g1m birininbagar1S1n1 duymak benim bagar1S1Z 
oldugumu hissetmeme yo1 a~ar. 

144 Top1uluk1ara, ka1abal1ga kat11maktansa, kendi kendime 
ya da tek bir ki g iy1e oturmam daha olagand1r. 

149 Ba gka1ar1n1n top1anm1g ve konuguyor olduk1ar1 bir 
odaya girmekten ~ekinmem. 

174 Yetenegimi kti~timsedigim i~in bir ka~ kez bir gey 
yapmaktan vazge~migimdir. 

181 A~1k sa~1k hikaye1erden utan1r1m. 

182 Oku1da s1n1f 6ntinde konUgmaY1 ~ok gti~ bu1urum. 

185 Ba gka1ar1 yapmaya degmez der1erse, yapmak istedigim 
geyden vazge~ebi1irim. 

186 Parti1eri ve top1ant11ar1 severim. 



APPENDIX C 

STUDENT EVALUAT ION FORMS 

FOR TEACHERS I N TURK I SH AND IN ENGLI SH 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Social Relationships) 

Which of the Lycee L students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 
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This student is gregar~ous, socially mature individual. 

He/She usually appears to be happy and comfortable when with 

groups of students or adults. He/She appears to enjoy talking 

with others and is interested what others say. This student 

seems to have a gonuine liking for others and is well-liked 

by them. He/She conducts himself/herself appropriatly in 

social situations. For example this student may: 

1- Easily attend school functions. 
2- Answer the ques comfortably in class. 
3- Easily ask questions and express his/her opinions. 
4- Take the lead in popping the group up, if a group 

is dull. 
5- Not be embarrassed to be called upon to start a 

discussion or give an opinion about something he/she 
knows well. 

6- Usually preffers group activities. 
7- Be comfortable, when he/she meets new people. 
8- Not have difficaltyin starting converiation and 

making friends. 
9- Have no dread of going into a room or class by 

himself/herself where other people have already 
gathered and are talking. 

10- Not be embarrassed when he/she has to ask permission 
to leave a group of people. 

11- Not get upset when a teacher calls on him/her 
unexpectedly. 

12- Volunteer to answer questions in class. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 • 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Social Relationships) 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

72 

This student is socially inopt or under-socialized 

person. He/She often seems to be unhappy and uncomfortable 

when with groups of students or adults. He/She does not enjoy 

talking or associating with others. He/She has difficulty to 

be involved in the new social relations. For example this 

student may: 

1- Refuse to attend school functions. 
2- Know the answer to a question, but fail when called 

upon because of fear of speaking before the class. 
3- Not ask questions and express ideas easily. 
4- Find it very hard to talk and to be with others. 
5- Have difficulty speaking before groups of people. 
6- Prefer activities he/she can be alone or do alone. 
7- Not feel comfortable when meets new people. 
8- Find difficult to start a conversation. 
9- Hesitate to enter a room or class, when a group of 

people are sitting around the room talking. 
10- Be embarressed when must ask permission to leave 

a group of people. 
11- Get upset when a teacher calls on him/her unexpectedly. 
12- Be embarrassed to answer questions in class. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
S. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Emotional Stability) 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 
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This student is frequently unhappy. In general he/she 

appears to be emotionally unstable. Thisstudent often overals 

emotionally to what appears to be trivial situations. He/she 

appears tense or anxious. For example this student may. 

1- Epts exhausted easily. 
2- Be depressed and cries easily because of getting 

low marks in the school. 
3- Worry over humuliating experiences, get discouraged 

a disappointed easily. 
4- Be either fearful and timid or overaggress~ve ~n new 

situations. 
5- Cry under stress or complex situations. 
6- Not like to be critisized. 
7- Often complain about physical disturbance. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4 . 
5 . 

Girls 
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
4. 
5 . 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Emotional Stability) 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

This student seidom vorr1es. He/she is not likely to 
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be self-conscious or lacking in self-confi-nece, tends to be 

calm and relaxed most of the time. Rarely asking advice he/she 

is capable of making his/her own decisions. For example this 

student may: 

1- Not get excited easily. 
2- Not have been depressed because 6f low marks he 

gets in school. 
3- Not get angry or upset easily. He may not worry too 

much over the humuliating experiences. He may not 
get disappointers or discouraged easily. 

4- Not show fear or aggressiveness in new circumstances 
or strange situations and usually behaves efficiently 
in emergences. 

5- Not cry easily. 
6- Be open to criticisms and discussions and these 

does not disturb him at all. 
7- Not complaine about physical disturbances. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2 . 
3. 
4 . 
5 . 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Emotional Stability) 

Which of the Lyce~ I sttudents that you know conform 

best to this description? 
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This student is reliable and responsible, confirming to 

rules and behaviour codes even when he/she may not agree with 

them. Instead of rebelling against such regulations, this 

student attempts to have them changed through orderly procedures. 

He/she ordinarily shows respect to persons ~n authority. 

Although not necessarily doule nor overly submissive, they 

understand the reed for social organization. This student 

causes little disturbance in school. For example this student. 

may. 

1- Not commit the same offense repeatedly. 
2- Rarely have unexcused absences 
3~ Complete assignments on time. 
4- Not be noisy and rowdy in class or study hall. 
5- Behave properly, does not receive warnings. 
6- Not be sent to the discipline committee. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2 . 
3 • 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Conformity Scale) 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 
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This student is irresponsible and impulsive, perhaps 

expressing much feeling and evolution but really experiencing 

very little. He/she is somewhat superficial, learns little 

from experience, and unreliable. He/she tends to resist 

conforming to rules and regulations, is rebellious against 

authority, and is self-centered and individualistic, causing. 

Difficulty in class and likely to get into frequent trouble. 

For example, this student may: 

1- Commit the same offnes repeatedly even though 
vertally acknowledging it is wrong. 

2- Frequently have unexcused absences. 
3- Not complete assignments on time, or at all. 
4- Be noisy and roady in class or study hall. 
5- Be warned frequently by teachers and administration, 

due to his behaviour. 
6- Be sent to the principal frequently. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Adjustment to Reality) 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 
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Thisstudent has difficulty in mak-ng friends and 

establishing relationships with groups. He/she reveals little 

emotion. He/she is often secretive, withdrawn, shy sensitive 

and easily embarrassed. He/she withdraws from threatening 

situations in order to avoid them. He/she may daydream frequently. 

This student is very oftne the inc who escapes the counselor's 

or teacher's attention because their withdrawing behavior is 

inconspicious and awes little trouble for anyone else. For 

example this student may: 

1- Ramble and introduce irrelevant details in sqeaking. 
2- Shun competition, although he/she daydreams of success. 
3- Have more trouble in consantrating than others seem 

to have. 
4- Have had blank spells in which his/her activities 

were interrupted and he/she didn't know what was 
going on around him/her. 

5- Write add themes or work on peculior inventions or 
h"obbies. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Adjustment to Reality) 

78 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

This student is able to make friends and establishing 

relationships with groups. He/she has little difficulty in 

communicating with others and do not fear sharing his/her 

emotional experiences. He/she seems to deal rather effectively 

with reality. For example this student may. 

1- Not introduce irrelevant details when speaks about 
a certain topic. 

2- Frequently wellcome competition. 
3- Easily consentrate on a subject or a task for a 

long time. 
4- Control his/her movements or speech. 
5- Approaches threatening situations in order to master 

them. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4 . 
5. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Mood) 

Which of teh Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

This student has poor morale. He/she seems to be 

depressed and "blue" most of the time. This student lacks 

self-confidence. For example this student may: 

1- Not comfortable in his/her relations most of the 
time. 
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2- Complain of the hopelessness of trying to do thi~gs. 
3- Not preserve with scholastic tasks very long. 
4- Frequently finds himself/herself worrying about events. 
5- Become easily discouraged and distracted, he/she 

lacks hope in the future. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girl s 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Mood) 

80 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

This student maintains good or appropriate morale. He/ 

she is cheerful most of the time. Being self-confident, he/she 

regard the future optimistically and makes long-range plans. 

Furthermore he/she is enthusiastic and optimistic about the 

plans of others. For example this student may: 

1- Quickly recover, when depressed or discouraged 
2- Frequently smile and laugh. 
3- Tries to keep high morale even things don't go 

right. 
4- Mix with others well and easily. 
5- Have plans for the future, he/she LS an optimist. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Leadership) 

81 

Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

This student is often inept in social situations and 

likely to avoid participation in groups. Even if he/she 

participates, he cannot show initiative in developing and 

carrying out ideas. 

For example this student may: 

1- Not initiate conversation in a group. 
2- Frequently stay in the background at parties or 

social gatherings. 
3- Iry to avoid difficult situations. 
4- Apt to pass up something he/she wants to do when 

others feel that it isn't worth doing. 
5- Give up easily when things go wrong. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Girls 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
S. 



STUDENT EVALUATION FORM 
(Leadership) 
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Which of the Lycee I students that you know conforms 

best to this description? 

This student has outstanding leadership skills and in 

general knows how to work well with others. He/she readily 

assumes responsibilities in groups to which he/she delongs and 

shows initiative in developing and carry1ng out ideas. Other 

students frequently recognize such qualities placing this 

student in positions of leadership, such as school activities 

and activity offices. For example this student may: 

1- Initiate conversation in a group. 
2- Be responsible for making plans and directing the 

actions of other people and friends. 
3- Overcome the difficulties, give suggestions and 

persuade other people. 
4- Not pass up something when others feel that it isn't 

worth doing. 
5- Not give up quickly when things go wrong. 

Boys 
-1-.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 

Girls 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENCt DEGERLENDtRME FORMU 
(Social Relationships) 
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Sizce Lise I ogrencileriniz aras1ndan hangileri a~ag1-

daki tarife en fazla uymaktad1r? 

Toplulukla birlikte olmaY1 seven, sosyal bir 5grenci

dir. Grup i~inde de mutlu ve rahatt1r. Ba~kalar1 ile birlikte 

olmaktan, onlarla sohbet etmekten ho~lan1r. Ayn1 ~ekilde ba~

kalar1n1n soylediklerine de ilgi duyar, onlar taraf1ndan da 

ayn1 ~ekilde sevilir. Sosyal ili~kilerinde uygun ~ekilde dav

ran1r, giri~kendir. 5rnegin bu 5grenci: 

1- Okuldaki grup faaliyetlerine ~ekinmeden kat1labilir. 
2- S1n1fta soru soruldugu zaman rahat11kla cevaplar. 
3- Kendisi de ko1ay11k1a soru sorabi1ir, fikir1erini 

rahat11k1a i1eri sUrer. 
4- S1k1C1 ve durgun bir gruba kat11d1g1 zaman hareket 

ve can1111k getirebilir. 
5- Bir topluluk onUnde konu~mak onun i~in ko1ayd1r. Ko

nu~acak konu bulmada gU~lUk ~ekmez. Rahat11kla soh
bete ba~lar ve sUrdUrUr. 

6- Genellikle grup faaliyetlerini tercih eder. 
7- Yabanc1lar1n ya da yeni tan1d1g1 kimselerin yan1nda 

rahatt1r. -
8- Arkada~ edinmede, konu~malar1 ba~latmada ilk ad1m1 

o atabilir. 
9- S1n1fa veya kalabalk1 bir toplant1ya herkes yerini 

ald1ktan sonra girdiginde utanga~11k ve ~ekingenlik 
gostermez. 

10- S1n1ftan ya da ka1aba11k bir toplant1dan ayr11mak 
i~in izin isterken de ~ekingenlik g5stermez, rahat
t1r. 

11- Umulmad1k bir anda kendisine bir ~ey soruldugunda 
heyecanlanmaz, ~ekinmez. 

12- S5z1U yoklama1arda kendi istegi i1e derse ka1kar. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

K1Z 
-r:-

2. 
3 • 
4. 
5. 



OGRENCl DEGERLENDiRME FORMU 
(Social Relationships) 
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Sizce Lise I ogrencilerinizden hangileri a~ag1daki tari

fe en fazla uymaktad1r? 

Sosyal ili§kilerde beceriksizdir. Arkada~ veya bliylik

lerle beraber oldugu zaman genellikle kendini rahats1z hisse

der, oldugu gibi gorlinmekte zorluk ~eker. Grup i~inde sohbet

lere kat1lmaz. Cekingendir. Yeni ili§kileri girmekte gli~llik 

~eker. 6rnegin bu ogrenci: 

1- Okulda gruplar halinde yap1lan faaliyetlere katLl
maY1 red edebilir. 

2- S1n1fta kendisine soz hakk1 verildiginde, sorunun 
cevab1n1 bilse bile cevap vermeye ~ekinebilir. 

3- Kendisi de s1n1fta rahat~a soru soramaz, fikirleri
ni rahat11kla ileri sliremez. 

4- Ba§kalar1 ile birlikte olmaktan, konu§maktan ka~1-
n1r. 

5- Bir toplulugun onlinde konu§maktan zorluk ~eker. 
6- Genellikle yaln1z ba~1na yap1lacak faaliyetleri 

tercih eder. 
7- Yabanc1lar1n ya da yeni tan1d1g1 kimselerin yan1nda 

rahat degildir. 
8- Konu§maY1 ba§latmada ilk ad1m1 0 atamaz. 
9- S1n1fa veya birtoplant1ya tek ba§1na i~eri girmesi 

gerektiginde de ~ekinir ve tereddlit eder. 
10- S1n1ftan veya bir toplant1dan tek ba§1na ayr1lmak 

i~in izin istemege ~ekinir ve utan1r. 
11- Umulmad1k anda kendisine bir ~ey soruldugunda heye

canlan1r. 
12- Sozlli yoklamalarda haz1r olsa bile, kendi istegi 

ile derse kalkmaz. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

K1Z 
1:"" 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENCt DEGERLENDIRME FORMU 
(Emotional Stability) 
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Sizce Lise I ogrencilerinin aras~ndan hangileri a9ag~

daki tarife en fazla uymaktad~r? 

Bu ogrencinin kendisine gliveni vard~r. S~k~lgan degil

dir. Cogu zaman sakin ve rahatt~r. Ani duygusal degi9iklikler 

gostermez. Mutludur. Cogunlukla kendi kararlar~n~ kendi verir, 

ba9kalar~ndan nadiren yard~m ister. Ornegin bu ogrenci: 

1- Kolay heyecanlanmaz. 
2- Okulda dU$lik not ald~g~ zaman a9~r~ derecede lizUntU

sUnU belli etmez, aglamaz. 
3- Cesareti kolay kolay k~r~lmaz, kolay incinip, sinir

lenmez. Olaylar~n uzun sUre etkisinde kalmaz. 
4- Acil ve yeni durumlarla kar9~la9t~g~ zaman ani kor-

kakl~k, lirkeklik ya da sald~rganl~k gostermez. 
5- Kolay aglamaz. 
6- Ele9tiriye ac~kt~r. Ele9tirilmek onu rahats~z etmez. 
7- S~k s~k fiziksel rahats~zl~klardan yak~nmaz. 

Erkek 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 • 

K~z 

1:" 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENCt DEGERLENDtRME FORMU 
(Adjustment to Reality) 
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Sizce Lise I agrencileriniz aras1ndan hangileri a§ag1-

daki tarife en iyi uymaktad1r? 

Bu agrenci bir grupta ki§iler araS1 ili§ki kurmada gli~

llik ~ekebilir. Duygular1n1 ve dli§lincelerini a~1ga vurmaz. i~i

ne kapan1k ~ekingen, korkak ve utanga~ bir agrencidir. Tehdit 

edici durumlardan ka~ar. Rayal aleminde ya§1yor gibidir. Genel-

1ik1e agretmenlerin dikkatinden ka~may1 ba§ar1r. ~linkli i~ine 

kapan1k davran1§lar1 ile pek gaze ~arpmaz. Hrnegin bu agrenci: 

1- Konu§urken konuyu dag1t1r, ilgisiz ayr1nt11ar lizerin
de durur. 

2- Ba§ar1l1 olabilme haya11erine kar§111k gayret gas
termez. 

3- Bir i§e ba§lamakta ve dikkatini bir i§ lizerinde top
lamakta zorluk ~eker. 

4- Etraf1nda olup bitenlerin fark1nda o1mad1g1 kriz ve 
nabet1er ge~irmi§tir. 

5- A11§11m1§1n d1§1nda garip garlinen konular hakk1nda 
fikir ylirlitlir, ya da bu tlir konular1 kaleme a11r. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 • 

K1Z 
-r.-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENC t DEG ER LENDit RME FORMU 
(Adjustment to Reality) 
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Sizce Lise I ogrencileriniz aras~ndan hangileri a$ag~

daki tarife en iyi uymaktad~r? 

Bu ogrenci ~evresiyle iyi ili$kiler kurabilir. Duygu

lar~n~, dU$uncelerini a~~ga vurur, digerleri ile payla$~r. 

Ger~ek d~$~ kavram dU$unce ve hareketlerle ilgilenmez. Ger

~ek~idir. Anlams~z, nedensiz korkular~ ve endi$eleri yoktur. 

ornegin bu ogrenci: 

1- Bir konuda konu$urken 0 konuyla ili$kisi olmayan 
detaylara girmez. 

2- Ba$ar~l~ olabilmek i~in gayret eder, ba$kalar~yla 
rekabete giri$mekten ka~~nmaz. 

3- Dikkatini kolayl~kla ve uzun sure bir i$in uzerinde 
tutabiiir. 

4- Hareketlerini ve konu$mas~n~ kontrol edebilir, etra
f~nda olup bitenlerin fark~ndad~r. 

5- Y~ld~r~c~ ve tehdit edici durumlarda gu~luklerin 
ustesinden gelmeye~al~$~r. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

K~z 

1": 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENC t DEGERLEND 1 RME FOR~1U 
(Mood) 

89 

Sizce Lise I ogrencileriniz aras1ndan hangileri a$ag1-

daki tarife en fazla uymaktad1r~ 

Bu Ogrenci iyi bir maneviyat ve moral icindedir, cogu 

zaman ne$elidir. Cogu zaman kendine gUveni vard1r. Gelecege 

ve olaylara gUvenle ve iyimser olarak bakar. Cevresindekile

rin gelecekleri ile de ilgilenmeye heveslidir. Beden ve ruh 

sag11g1n1n yerinde olduguna inan1r. Ornegin bu ogrenci: 

1- Kederli ve UzUntUlU oldugu zaman veya hayal k1r1k11-
g1na ugradLg1 zaman, kolay11kla eski haline doner, 
cesareti kolay k1r1lmaz. 

2- GUIer yUzlUdUr. 
3- i$leri yolunda olmad1g1 zamanlar bile o-lar1n Uste

sinden gelmek iciu Caba sarfeder, moralini bozmaz. 
4- Ba$kalar1 ile cabuk ve iyi kayna$1r. 
5- Gelecege ait planlar1 vard1r, iyimserdir. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3 • 
4. 
5. 

K1Z 
--y:-

2. 
3 . 
4. 
5 . 



OGRENCi DEGERLENDtRME FORMU 
(Mood) 

90 

Sizce Lise I H~rencileriniz aras1ndan hangileri a~a~1-

daki tarife en iyi uymaktad1r? 

Bu H~renci ~o~u zaman can1 s1k11m1~ ve kederli bir 

haldedir. Ne~esizdir. Kendisine gliveni yoktur. Orne~in bu H~-

renc1: 

1- Ba~kalar1 ile ~abuk ve rahat ili~ki kuramaz. 
2- BaZ1 zamanlar bir tlirlli toparlan1p i~leri ve gHrev-

leri ile me~gul olamaz. 
3- Bir i~e ba~lamakta gli~llik ~eker. 
4- Olaylar1 ~ok dli~linlir ve kuruntu eder. 
5- Cesareti ~abuk k1r111r. Gelecekten limitsizdir. 

Erkek 
1 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

K1Z 
1-:-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENCt DEGERLENDtRME FORMU 

(Conformity) 

Sizce Lise I o~rencileriniz aras~ndan hangileri a$a

~~daki tarife en fazla uymaktad~r? 

91 

Glivenilir ve sorumlu bir o~rencidir. Kabul etmese bile 

kurallara ve yap~lmas~ gereken davran~$lara uyar. Kurallar~ 

isyankarl~k gostermeden normal bir dlizen i~inde de~i$tirmeye 

~al~$~r. Sayg~l~dr. Fazlaca boyun egen, itaatkar bir o~renci 

olmamakla birlikte, sosyal ya$amdaki kurallar~n gereklilikle

rini ve buna olan ihtiyac~ anlar. Onaylamad~g~ kurallara kar$~ 

isyankarl~k gostermez, okuldaki otoriteye kar$~ da sayg~ gos

terir. Okulda sorunlara ~ok nadir neden olur. Ornegin bu o~-

renc~: 

1- Yapt~g~ bir kusuru veya su~u tekrarlamaz. 
2- Nadiren ozlirsliz devams~zl~klar yapar. 
3- Verilen odevleri zaman~nda tamamlar. 
4- S~n~fta veya ~al~$ma s~ras~nda etraf~ rahats~z edi

ci hareketler yapmaz. 
5- o~retmenlerinden veya idareden ikazlar almaz. 
6- Disiplin kuru luna ~~kacak davran~$laraa bulunmaz. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

K~z 
---y:-

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
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OGRENCt DEGERLENDtRNE FORfviU 

(Conformity) 

Sizce Lise I ogrencileriniz aras~ndan hangileri a§ag~

daki tarife en fazla uymaktad~r? 

Sorumsuzdur ve dli§lincesizce hareket eder. Kay~ts~zd~r. 

Ya§ad~g~ tecrlibelerden bir§ey ogrenmez. Glivenilir bir ki§i de

gildir. Dlizene ve kurallara uymamaya egilimlidir. Otoriteye 

kar§~ isyankard~r. Rep kendini dli§linlir, bireyseldir. S~n~fta 

s~k s~k zorluklara ve rahats~zl~klara neden olur. 5rnegin bu 

ogrenci; 

1- Dogrulugunu sozlli olarak kabul etse bile ayn~ kusu-
ru ya da su~u tekrarlar. 

2- S~k s~k ozlirsliz devams~zl~klar yapar. 
3- Verilen odevleri zaman~nda yapmaz, ya da hi~ yapmaz. 
4- S~n~fta veya bir ~al~§ma s~ras~nda glirliltli yapar ve 

kar~§Lkl~k ~~karmaya meyillidir. 
5- Rahats~z edici davranL§lar~ ile s~k s~k ogretmen

lerden veya idareden ikazlar al~r. 
6- S~k s~k disipline ~~kar. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 

K~z 

1."" 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



OGRENCt DEGERLENDtRME FORMU 
(Leadership) 
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Sizce Lise I ogrencileriniz arasLndan hangileri asagL

daki tarife en fazla uymaktadLr? 

Bu ogrencinin liderlik becerileri vardLr ve baskalarL 

ile nasLl ~a11~LlacagLnL iyi bilir. Ait oldugu grupta sorum

luluk almaya haz1rd1r. Grupta fikirlerin geli~tirilmesinde ve 

ylirUtlilmesinde te~vki edici, baslatLcL rol oynar. Diger ogren

ciler onun bu ozelliklerini sayar, kabul eder ve onu idareci 

durumuna getirirler. 5rnegin bu ogrenci: 

1- Bir grup i~inde konusmaY1 baslatLr. 
2~ Okuldaki sosyal faaliyetlere katL1Lr, hatta bunlarL 

organize edip ylirlitebilir. 
3- Zor durumlarLn listesinden gelmeyi becerir. Fikirler 

ortaya atar, bu fikirlerin ylirlitlilmesinde onderlik 
eder. 

4- Ba~kalarLnLn sozli ile ,yapmak istedigi isten vaz ge~
mez. 

5- Ba~lad1gL i~ kotliye gitse bile hemen pes etmez; ug
ra§1r, Ustesinden gelmeye ~alLSLr. 

Erkek 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

KLZ 

1:-
2. 
3. 
4 . 
5. 



OGRENCt DEGERLENDiRME FORMU 
(Leadership) 
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Sizce Lise I ogrencilerinin aras1ndan hangileri a~ag1-

daki tarife en fazla uymaktad1r? 

Bu ogrenci sosyal ili§kilerde beceriksizdir. Gruplara 

kat1lmaktan ka~1n1r. Kat1lsa bile bir grubun idare edilmesin

de, faaliyetlerin planlan1p ylirlitlilmesinde onderlik edemez. 

ornegin bu ogrenci: 

1- Bir grup i~inde konu~ma ba~latmakta onclillik edemez. 
2- Kalabal1k ile birlikte olmak veya bir faaliyete ka

t1lmaktansa tek ba§1na ya da bir-iki ki§iyle olmay1 
tercih eder. 

3- Zor durumlarla kar~1la§maktan ka~1n1r. 
4- Yapmak istedigi i~lerden ba~kalar1n1n sozli ile ya da 

kendini yeterli bulmad1g1 i~in vaz ge~ebilir. 
5- i~ler kotliye gitmeye ba~laY1nca hemen pes eder. 

Erkek 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
S. 

K1Z 

1:"" 
2. 
3 • 
4 . 
S. 
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Sevgili Anne ve Baba 

Elinizdeki bu form yap1lmakta olan bir aragt1rmaya hizmet etmek amac1yla ha
z1rlanm1 gt1r. Agag1daki maddelerde kimimiz icin gecerli, kimimiz icinse ge
cerli olmayan climleler vard1r. Hic birinin dogru veya yan11g kesin bir ceva
b1 oyktur. Gercek gorlig ve izlenimlerinizi cocugunuz .••.•••.•.•.•...••••••• 
y1 goz onlinde tutarak doldurunuz. 

Her bir ctimleyi okuduktan sonra, eger ctimle sizin icin uygun veya genellikle 
uygun ise bu climlenin yan1ndaki "Dogru" slitununun alt1na gelen bog1ugu kara-
1aY1n. Eger bu climle size gore uygun degil veya gene11ik1e uygun degil ise 
bu clim1enin yan1ndaki "Yan11g" slitununun a1t1na ge1en boglugu kara1aY1n. So
rular1 cevapS1Z b1rakmamaya ca11g1n. 

Bir hafta icinde bu formu do1durup bize posta1aman1z, do1duramayacag1n1z 
takdirde bizi haberdar etmeniz aragt1rman1n sag11k11 ylirtimesi bak1m1ndan 
onemlidir. 

1- <;;ocugumuz evde iyi huylu davranmakta zor1uk cekiyor. 

2- <;;ocugumuz ne kadar bliylirse bliylislin onun bize itaatkar 
liyoruz. 

3- <;;ocugumuz evde genellikle sinirlidir. 

4- Ben ya da eg1m evde genellikle s1n1r11 davran1yoruz. 

5- Onu bu yagta henliz 01gunlagm1g sayamay1z. 

6- Ondan bir cok bek1enti1erimiz vardu. 

davranmas1n1 bek-

7- <;;ocugumuzun birlikte gezdigi insan1ara itiraz1m1z 01mam1 gt1r. 

8- <;;ocugumuz bagkalar1n1 bizden daha an1aY1 g11 bu1ur. 

9- Onun icin ideal bir insan oldugumuzu san1yoruz. 

10- Kolay ko1ay ofke1enmeyiz. 

11- isteklerimiz makul olsa da, onu itaat etmeye zorlamaY1z. 

12- Meslek seciminde bizimle ayn1 yonde dliglinmliyor. 

13- Simdiki anlaY1g, dliglince ve fikir1eri yad1rg1Yoruz. 

14- Bizim baz1ki gise1 a11gkan11klar1ID1za sinir1eniyor. 

15- Onda bliylik korku uyand1racak davran1 glar1m1z olmugtur. 

16- <;;ocugumuz en cok evimizde mutlu ve rahatt1r. 

17- Onun davran1glar1nda bir hata bulmuyoruz. 

18- Bir cok arkadag1n1n kendisininkinden daha mut1u bir ev hayat1 oldugunu 
dliglinliyor. 

19- Ne ben ne de egim ko1ay ko1ay k1zmaY1z. 

20- Dliglinceler aC1s1ndan onun1a fark11 dlinya1arda yag1YoruZ. 

21- Onu anlayamad1g1m1z1 zannediyor. 

22- Zaman zaman aile icinde mlinakagalar1m1z olmu gtur. 

23- Bazen evdeki iglerin yap11mas1 konusunda onun1a an1agmaz11ga dligtligtimliz 
olur. 

24- Onu haks1z yere e1egtirmeyiz. 

Bu form kim taraf1ndan do1c.uru1mu gtur: 
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