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ABSTRACT

RESPONSE BIAS IN PERSONALITY TESTS: THE EFFECT OF READING JOB
DESCRIPTIONS

CEYLAN, Elif Hazal
M.S., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Yonca TOKER GULTAS

October 2021, 79 pages

People are changing their jobs almost every 4 years. Everybody can find a job posting
on the Internet. Furthermore, companies are using personality test for hiring processes
and the candidates are generally reading the job descriptions before coming to the
testing session. However, the priming effect is a known fact; therefore, reading job
descriptions before the test might affect people’s responses. The current study aimed
to examine the effect of reading job descriptions on response bias in personality tests.
291 university student participants received two personality tests which were the Big
Five Inventory (BFI), some factors from the International Personality Item Pool; and
a spatial ability test. After the first test, participants were assigned to three groups. One
experimental group read a job description with job-related personality adjectives;
another experimental group read a job description with job-related behavioral
indicators, and the control group read an instruction stating that they should fill out the
tests as if they are applying for a job. After reading the materials all participants again
took the two personality tests. The results revealed reading job descriptions has no
effect on the response distortion on the BFI scores; however, for two of the IPIP
factors, reading the job descriptions resulted in more response distortion as compared

to the control group. For all factors from the two tests, the main effect of time was
v



significant meaning that participants distorted their responses when they imagined
applying for a job. The results were in line with the response bias literature.

Keywords: Response bias, personality, Big Five Inventory, IPIP, job description.



0z

KISILIK TESTLERIN TEPKI YANLILIGI: IS TANIMI OKUMANIN ETKIiSI

CEYLAN, Elif Hazal
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yéneticisi: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Yonca TOKER GULTAS

Ekim 2021, 79 sayfa

Insanlar neredeyse her 4 yilda bir islerini degistiriyor. Cogu kisi internette is tanimi
olan bir is ilanin1 kolayca bulabilir. Ayrica sirketlerin ¢ogu ise alim siire¢lerinde kisilik
testi kullaniyor ve adaylar genellikle basvurduklari rolii daha iyi anlamak igin
goriigmeye gelmeden Once is tanimlarini okuyorlar. Ancak, astarlama/hazirlama etkisi
(priming effect) literatiirde de genisge yer almis bir gercektir. Bu nedenle ise alim
kisilik testlerinden 6nce is ilanlarinda yer verilen is tanimlarinin okunmasi adaylarin
cevaplarint etkileyebilir. Mevcut c¢alisma, kisilik testi tamamlamadan once is
tanimlarin1 okumanin kisilik testlerinde yanit yanlili§i (response bias) iizerindeki
etkisini incelemeyi amaglamistir. Calismada, 291 {iniversite 6grencisi olan
katilimcilar, Bes Biiyiik Faktor Kisilik Testi ve [PIP'den bazi faktdrler olmak tizere iki
kisilik testi almistir. Bu testler arasinda bir uzamsal yetenek testini tamamlamislardir.
[1k testten sonra katilimeilar ii¢ gruba ayrilmustir. Birinci deneysel grup agirlikli olarak
kisilik sifatlariyla olusturulmus bir is tanimini; ikinci deneysel grup agirlikli olarak
davranigsal gostergeler ile olusturulmus bir is tanimini; kontrol grubu ise bir is
basvurusunda bulunuyormus gibi diisiinmelerini belirten bir ydnergeyi okumustur. Is

tanimlari/yonergeleri okuduktan sonra tiim gruplar Zaman 1’de doldurmus olduklar

vi



kisilik testlerini yeniden doldurmuslardir. Calismanin sonuclari, Bes Biiyiik Faktor
Kisilik Testini yanitlamadan once ig tanim1 okumanin tepki yanliliina yol agmadigin
ortaya koymustur; ancak, IPIP'deki iki faktor icin, kisilik envanterini doldurmadan
once is tanimin1 okumak, kontrol grubuna kiyasla, deneysel gruplarda daha fazla yanit
yanliligina neden olmustur. Iki testteki tiim faktdrler icin, zaman faktdriiniin ana etkisi
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Yani, katilimeilar bir is i¢in bagvurduklarini
hayal ettiklerinde kisilik testlerindeki yanitlarini ¢arpitmaktadirlar. Sonuglar, yanit
yanlilig1 literatiirii ile tutarlidir.

Anahtar kelimeler: tepki yanhiligi, kisilik, Biiyiik Bes Kisilik Olgegi, IPIP, is

tanimlari.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Personality is a popular topic in psychological research and in business life. Amongst
other tests such as cognitive ability assessments, personality measures are being used
in the organizations for selection purposes (Scroggins, Thomas, & Morris, 2009).
Nevertheless, it is also known that personality tests are susceptible to response
distortions (Hogan, 1991; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). Considering that applicants
prepare themselves for the job application process by getting to know the job and its
requirements, job descriptions that appear in job postings are an important source of
information for applicants. Many job postings also include required personality
characteristics of the job. Thus, an important question to research is whether or not
and the extent to which reading personality-related descriptions in job postings would

affect response distortion in personality tests.

This thesis project investigated the effect of reading job descriptions related to a sales
position on response bias in personality tests. First, I introduce the relevant personality
factors and facets followed by the overall relationship between personality and job
performance. Since I focused on a sales role, the relationship between sales roles
performance and personality is explained specifically. I continue with the concept of

response bias in terms of conscious distortion and unconscious distortion.

1.2 Defining Personality

Almost in every field of psychology, researchers can find a study related with

personality. There are studies related with relationship between personality and

1



psychological abnormalities, or even there are studies related with personality and
DNA. Each field of psychology contributed to the explanation and perspective of
personality. Different perspectives in the topic of personality brought up different
definitions of personality as well. One of the earliest definitions of personality belongs
to Gordon Allport, who defined personality as “the dynamic organization within the
individual of those psychophysical systems that determine his unique adjustments to
the environment” (Allport, 1937, p. 48). Almost a decade later, Cattell, who followed
the trait approach to personality, explains personality as “that which permits a
prediction of what a person will do in a given situation” (Cattell, 1950, p. 2). According
to Weinberg and Gould (1999), personality can be defined as the one or more
characteristics which make us different from everybody else. Even though there are
some different definitions of personality, after all these years, now we can define
personality as the sum of psychological traits and mechanism which affect a person’s
interactions with others, social environments and how that person behaves (Larsen &

Buss, 2018).

After defining personality, another question comes to the mind: How can we assess
personality? In order to assess personality, personality tests are being used widely by
researchers and of course, they are used by many of the organizations around the
world. In the field of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, just as in the other
fields of psychology, personality tests are used for research purposes. However, in
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, personality tests are used for many
purposes such as personnel selection and promotion (Morgeson et al., 2007). Personnel
selection and promotion are one of the most important topics for organizations. For
the purpose of making the biggest profit, organizations are trying to select the best
performers. They also try to select employees who would be the best fit for the job and
the organizational culture. In order to understand who is the best fit for a given job,
organizations use personality tests. Furthermore, organizations are using personality
tests for promotion purposes too as it is previously stated (Morgeson et al., 2007).
There are a lot of different personality tests in the literature: Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory-2 (Butcher, Dahlstrom, Graham, Tellegen, & Kaemmer, 1989),
and Big Five Model (Costa & McCrae, 1992) are some of the examples.



Between the different personality theories and different personality tests, the Industrial
and Organizational psychology literature has been greatly influenced by the Big Five
Model of personality structure (McCrea & Costa, 1987; Lee, Ashton, & de Vries,
2005). It is used in the organizations and research as a valid model (Helle, DeShong,

Lengel, Meyer, Butler, & Mullins-Sweatt, 2018).

1.3  Quick Overview of the Big Five Model

The Big Five Model or Five Factor Model is based on Cattell’s 16PF Model (Cattel,
1943). Fiske (1949) applied factor analysis to Cattell’s factors. Fiske consistently
ended up with five factors. After Fiske, other researchers like Norman (1963), found
a personality model which has five factors and his findings were known as Norman
Five: Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability and Culture.

The name “Big Five” was given by Goldberg (1981).

The Five Factor Model (FFM) has five traits and these are Openness to Experience
which is shown with appreciation of experience and willingness to endeavor new
experiences; Conscientiousness which can be indicated with being self-disciplined and
controlling impulses; Extraversion which can be marked with predisposition towards
being with other individuals, seeking excitement or being talkative; Agreeableness
which can be shown with altruistic and cooperative behavior; and Emotional Stability
(or Neuroticism) which is a predisposition involving experience positive feelings less
than negative ones such as sadness or embarrassment (Goldberg, 1993). Among the
trait theories, The Big Five Model or Five-Factor Model of personality is widely
known and acclaimed. According to the study of Salgado (2003), inventories which
are based on FFM have higher validities when they are compared to inventories which

are not based on FFM.

For some purposes like clinical or personnel selection purposes, traits may be too
broad and for that reason we have the concept of “facets”. Facets can be defined as the
unique aspects of a personality trait (McCrae & Costa, 2003). Since facets are more
specific, they can result in more specific criterion predictions. For example, even

though a personality factor is strongly associated with a construct such as job

3



performance, it doesn’t mean that all of the personality facets under that personality
factor will have high correlation with that construct which is job performance in this

casec.

Even though it might be good to use facets for research purposes, there are some
problems regarding facets. One of the most important problem is that there is no
consensus about the definitions and the number of the facets for each trait. According
to the theory of McCrae and Costa (2003), which is NEO-PI, there are six facets for
each trait; whereas, according to Lee and Ashton’s HEXACO model (2006), the
number of facets is ranging from three to five (also, there is an extra trait called

Honesty-Humility according to model of Lee and Ashton).

One of the best known and widely accepted theory is NEO-PI-R by McCrae and Costa.
According to their theory, each FFM factor has six facets (Costa & McCrae, 1995).
The facets which are under Emotional Stability factor are Anxiety, Angry Hostility,
Depression, Self-Consciousness, Impulsiveness and Vulnerability. Fantasy,
Aesthetics, Feelings, Actions, Ideas and Values are under the factor of Openness to
Experience. For Agreeableness there is Trust, Straightforwardness, Altruism,
Compliance, Modesty and Tender-Mindedness as facets. Under the Conscientiousness
factor, Competence, Order, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Self-Discipline and
Deliberation can be found. The last factor, which is Extraversion, has Warmth,
Gregariousness, Assertiveness, Activity, Excitement Seeking and Positive Emotions
as its facets. The IPIP also has facets equivalent to this model. Research has yielded

associations of job performance with the broad Big Five factors as well as the facets.

1.4  Overall Job Performance and Personality

As it is mentioned before, personality tests are used in organizational settings mostly
for selection. The reason we use personality tests in organizational settings is that, in
the literature, there is evidence which shows the relationship between personality and
job performance. Therefore, human resources personnel use predictions of applicants’
future performances before hiring them in order to avoid spending money on those

people.



Some of the evidence from the literature suggesting personality predicts performance
is as follows. A recent second order meta-analysis was conducted by He, Donnellan,
and Mendoza (2019). According to the results of the study, there is a statistically
significant relationship between performance and FFM. According to the relative
weights of FFM factors in the performance criteria, Conscientiousness accounts for
most of the variance in performance; from 50.86 to 61.08%, followed by Emotional
Stability (%R= 20.96 — 28.31), Agreeableness (%R’ = 13.54 — 14.15), Extraversion
(%R? = 3.5 — 4.95), and Openness to Experience (%R’ = .91 — 1.74). True correlation
estimates with performance and Agreeableness is p = .16, for both Openness to
Experience and Extraversion p = .07, for Conscientiousness it is p = .20, and for
Emotional Stability p = .13. In the same study, researchers looked at facets of the
personality traits as well. According to the results, the true correlation estimates of the
facet of Conscientiousness are between p = .09 and p = .23; for the facets of
Agreeableness they are between p = .03 and p = .13; for the facets of Emotional
Stability the lowest true correlation is p = -.01 and the highest one is p = -.14; for the
facets of Openness the values are between p = -.01 and p = .15; and lastly for

Extraversion facet the lowest one is o= -.03 and the highest one p=.16.

According to another meta-analytic study conducted by Salgado (1997),
Conscientiousness again has the highest validity for overall occupations with p = .25,
followed by Emotional Stability (p = .19) and Extraversion (o = .12). For the
relationship between training and personality Conscientiousness has the highest
relationship (o = .39), followed by Agreeableness (o = .31); Emotional Stability (p =
.27), and Openness to Experience (o = .26).

There are some studies which investigate more specific components of the personality
dimensions like facets. As it is stated before facets can be defined as the unique aspects
of a personality trait (McCrae & Costa, 2003). In their study Judge, Rodell, Klinger,
Simon, and Crawford (2013) looked at the relationship between NEO Sub-facets and
job performance. Like the previous studies, researchers found the highest correlation

with overall job performance with the Conscientiousness trait (o = .26) and the facets
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of Conscientiousness. According to the results of the study, achievement striving facet
has the highest correlation with p = .23, followed by dutifulness (o = .21), and self-
discipline (p = .19). Agreeableness also has a statistically significant correlation with
overall job performance (p = .17). From its facets, tender-mindedness (o = .18) and
compliance (p = .13) have statistically significant relationship with overall job
performance. Neuroticism has a relatively low correlation with overall job
performance with p =-.10. Impulsiveness facet has a correlation of p =-.13. Openness
trait has a correlation of p =. 11 with overall job performance. The highest correlated
facet is values (p = .15) followed by fantasy (p = -.14) and ideas (p =.10). Lastly,
with Extraversion trait, the overall correlation is p = .20. Positive emotions facet has
the same correlation (o = .20). It is followed by activity (o =.16), assertiveness (p =

.11) and gregariousness (p =.11) facets.

Another facet level study shows the true correlations between Conscientiousness and
overall job performance (r = .25); task performance (r = .28) (Salgado, Moscoso, &
Berges, 2013). Researchers found that even though conscientiousness is related with
sales performance with an average correlation of » = .23, achievement orientation facet
is related more with sales performance (average correlation is .27). In the same study,
the researchers found almost no correlation between extraversion and sales
performance (» = .08) which is a contradictive finding when the literature is
considered. However, when it is investigated at the facet level, it is demonstrated that
the potency facet of extraversion (» = .20) is more important than the affiliation facet

of extraversion (r = .05) (Warr, Bartram, & Martin, 2005).

In their study, Piedmont and Weinstein (1994), investigated the relationship between
supervisor ratings of performance and personality and they looked at facet level data
as well. Even though Agreeableness is not related with any of the supervisor ratings,
one of its facets - straightforwardness is related with overall ratings of supervisors (»
= -.19,); supervisor ratings of task orientation (» = -.14); and adaptive capacity (» = -
.21). For Conscientiousness, all facets are correlated with supervisory ratings in

different domains with correlations ranging from .14 to .28.



1.5  Sales Job Performance and Personality

From the previous meta-analyses mentioned above (He et. al, 2019; Judge et. al, 2013;
Salgado, 1997), it can be seen that Conscientiousness is an important factor in
predicting overall job performance. Rather than focusing on many occupations, I
focused on only one category which is sales. I focused on sales since people coming
from different educational backgrounds like engineering or business administration
can be selected to sales roles and by selecting this field, I can reach out to more sample.
Furthermore, in some job roles, along with Conscientiousness the role requires some
job specific personality factors. Sales is one of those roles; it requires Extraversion as
well. By doing so, I had a chance to see the effect of job description, Conscientiousness

as well as another trait.

There are studies which demonstrate a significant relationship with performances in
sales jobs and Conscientiousness as well as Extraversion. For example, in their meta-
analysis Hurtz and Donovan (2000) investigated the relationship between personality
and job performance of different occupations. According to their meta-analysis, sales
performance has the highest correlation with Conscientiousness (pcorrecred = .29) and
Extraversion (pcorrectea = .16). Conscientiousness and Extraversion are followed by
Emotional Stability (pcorreced = .15), Agreeableness (pcorrecred = .06) and Openness to

Experlence (pcorrected = .04).

With the evidence from the literature, in this study, to be specific, I focused on
Extraversion and Conscientiousness traits and job performance in sales jobs context.
The selection of sales employees with traits that influence market success is important
as well as a critical challenge (Harris & Lee, 2004). As it is stated before, extraverted
people can be described as liking spending time with others, seeking excitement and
being talkative. Those points that is mentioned can also describe an ideal sales
representative. Sales related jobs might require being assertive and sociable and
because of the nature of the job, sales representatives must be good at interpersonal
interactions with others and therefore a good sales representative profile can
correspond with the Extraversion trait (Furnham & Fudge, 2008). Extraversion is often

correlated with high energy and assertiveness which can be especially helpful for sales
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representatives since individuals who are high on the Extraversion trait feel more
relaxed and comfortable while interacting with strangers and love the diversity of

encounters that work provides them (Furnham & Miller, 1997).

There are similar studies with similar results. In the literature, the effect sizes for
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Openness, Extraversion and sales performance are
changing from .11 to .31 (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski,
2002; Conte & Gintoft, 2005; Hough, 1992; Vinchur, Schippmann, Switzer, & Roth,
1998; Yang, Kim, & McFarland, 2011). Related with this topic, Sitser, van der Linden,
and Born (2013) showed that Conscientiousness predicted achieving sales results

better than the other personality traits (f = .13, Hoteling’s ¢ = 3.85)

A meta-analysis on the predictors of the job performance of salespeople was conducted
by Vinchur et. al. (1998), in which researchers also looked at the facets of the FFM.
According to their results, achievement orientation which is a facet of
conscientiousness significantly predicted sales (7correcred = .41), followed by potency, a
facet of extraversion (rcomeciea = .26), dependability, a facet of conscientiousness,

(Fcorrectea = .18) and affiliation, a facet of extraversion (7corrected = .15).

While assessing personality, it is inevitable to use self-report measures like the ones
mentioned in this study. Self-report measures are very convenient; they are very easy
to use and quick. They do not require a lot of time and effort. If the timing is not
important, people can fill out those measures even in their home settings. Furthermore,

people are familiar with questionnaire type measures.

However, even though they are convenient, there are some problems with self-reports.
Some research indicated that, self-reports are self-presentations of people (Hogan,
Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). In addition to that, according to the research of Kroger and
Wood (1993), people might distort their answers based on the situational requirements.
What that means is that people or prospect employees may have an idea about an ideal
employee of that specific job, and they may try to change their answers in accordance
with the ideal employee that they have in mind. Even though one is not self-
disciplined, just because the job requires such a characteristic, they may answer the

8



questionnaire as if they are disciplined. Thus, the next section reviews the literature on

conscious response distortion.

1.6  Conscious Response Distortion in Self-Report Personality Tests

Various studies have demonstrated that if people want, they can distort their answers
to personality questionnaires intentionally in the direction that they want (Alliger &
Dwight, 2000; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). One might think that even if people can
distort their responses, it does not mean that they would distort their answers in an
actual hiring process. However, there are some evidence which demonstrate that
people actually do distort their answers in assessments used during the hiring
processes. For example, in a study conducted with real job applicants, it was shown
that when job applicants were assessed for their prior experiences with a checklist
including job-related tasks and bogus tasks, they reported having experience with
bogus items as well (Anderson, Warner, & Spencer, 1984). Pannone (1984) collected
data from real job applicants and added a ‘fake’ question which mentioned the usage
of an equipment that is not to be found in real life. According to the results, 65.2% of

the participants indicated they used that not-existing equipment before.

Studies including instructions to fake or respond honestly also signal the extent of
response distortion. For instance, in their study Douglas, McDaniel, and Snell (1996)
assigned 600 university students to “honest” and “faking” conditions and all of the
students received a personality instrument including the agreeableness and
conscientiousness factors. In the “honest” condition participants were instructed to
answer the questions as honest as they can; however, in the “faking” condition,
participants were asked to make a “favorable impression” while answering the
questions. They found that for the agreeableness factor, in the “honest” condition,
criterion related validity which is based on supervisor performance evaluation of the
participants, was .37; whereas, in the faking condition it was .00 for the agreeableness
factor. When they looked at conscientiousness, for the honest condition criterion
related validity was .24 and for the faking condition it was -.02. The average validity
of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness scales dropped from .26 to .04 when the

scales were answered by participants who are in the “faking” condition. Furnham
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(1997) also demonstrated that the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992) is susceptible to
faking. In the study, participants were instructed to fake good and fake bad. According
to results of the study, there were significant differences between fake good, fake bad
and control groups. The fake bad group scored higher on Neuroticism when they were
compared to other groups. The fake good group scored higher on three personality
factors which are Neuroticism, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness when they were

compared to control group.

All the examples that are given so far from the literature are conscious distortions.
What that means is that people are either instructed or motivated to fake good or fake
bad their responses and they were aware that they are distorting their responses.
However, response distortion can be unconscious as well which means people can
distort their responses without even noticing they are faking. In unconscious
distortions, a concept which is known as priming plays an important role (Krahe,

Becker, & Zollter, 2008).

1.7  Unconscious Response Distortion due to Priming Effects

Priming is defined as “...a non-conscious form of human memory which is concerned
with perceptual identification of words and objects...” (p.301) by Tulving and
Schacter (1990). In the context of social psychology related fields, priming is usually
defined as the effects of events or situations on activating the knowledge that we have
before (Higgins & Eitam, 2014). Storms (1958) has demonstrated that before a word
association test, presenting participants with one of the pair words increased the
responses for the other word of pairs. That means presenting one of the pair words
“primes” people and it increases the probability of recalling the other pair. This
phenomenon might occur between words which are related semantically. For example,
a study by Glaser and Diingelhoff (1984) demonstrated that people are recalling the
word “bread” more frequently when they are primed with the word “butter” rather than
the word “doctor” since the words “bread” and “butter” are semantically closer than

“bread” and “doctor”.

10



In the context of industrial and organizational psychology, priming is not a commonly
used method. However, one study done by Krahe, Becker, and Zollter (2008),
demonstrated that personality tests are susceptible to priming. In their study, they took
a student sample and divided them into 3 groups as the job label condition, the job
label and job description condition, and the control condition. In the control condition
participants were not aware of the study’s real purpose, they didn’t see any job
descriptions. In the job label condition, participants saw a job title of a journalism
related job. They chose journalism since in their pilot study, journalism was found to
be related with Extraversion. In the job label and job description condition participants
saw both the job title and job description about a journalism related job. The result
showed that, knowing that the job is about journalism primed participants, and both of
the experimental conditions had higher extraversion score when they were compared
to the control group. Also, there was no difference between two experimental
conditions. Moreover, this priming effect was only observed for the personality trait

of extraversion, and not the remaining four factors of the Big Five model.

In their second study, researchers showed that participants who were primed with a
stimulus which posits extraversion trait, scored high on the extraversion dimension
when they were compared to participants who were not primed. In that study, one
group of participants was primed with a video showing a person demonstrating
extraversion-related behaviors, one group of participants was primed with an extravert
description and one group received no input, but they only received the personality
test. Again, between the experimental groups, there was no statistically significant
difference. Also, experimental and control group differences were only observed on
the personality factor of extraversion. With this study, it is shown that unconscious

mechanisms can lead to response distortion.

In the current study, I expected to replicate the findings of Krahe, Becker, and Zollter
(2008) by using adjective-based and behavioral description-based job posting
examples. Therefore, it is expected that when students, who are not real job applicants,
see job requirements they would be primed and there would be a statistically
significant difference in personality tests scores between the primed student group and
unprimed student groups.

11



Hypothesis 1: Participants who are primed with job descriptions for a sales job
will score higher on the relevant personality factor only at Time 2 testing, as revealed

by an interaction effect between Time and priming conditions.

Hypothesis 1a: Participants who are primed with job descriptions for a sales
job will score higher on the extraversion factor when they are compared to the control

group of participants who only imagine applying for a job without a specific context.

Hypothesis 1b: Participants who are primed with job descriptions for a sales
job will score higher on conscientiousness when they are compared to the control

group of participants who only imagine applying for a job without a specific context.

1.8 Structure of Job Descriptions and Structure of Personality Test Items

In this study, effects of priming are investigated. Specifically, I wanted to see how job
descriptions would prime participants imagining applying for a job, before taking a
personality test. The purpose of this study is to investigate the degree of distortion in
personality inventories after reading the job descriptions. Real life job descriptions
convey required personality characteristics either by using personality adjectives or by
complete sentences of behavioral descriptions. Therefore, in this study, participants
saw two different job descriptions for the same job which is a sales-related role. In one
job description, job requirements are given in terms of adjectives (e.g., Strong
communication skills) and in the other job description, job requirements are given as
behavioral indicators (e.g., Will be able to offer fast and effective solutions with

customers by using their communication skills).

Just as job descriptions can convey the personality requirements by using adjectives
or behavioral descriptions of the job, personality tests also come in the forms of
adjective-based items (e.g., the Big Five Inventory, McCrea & Costa, 1987) and
behavioral description-based items (e.g., the NEO-PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1985; the
IPIP, Goldberg, 1992). Thus, in the present study after reviewing a job description, in

line with the related literature, participants completed the Big Five Inventory and items
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related to the facets of potency, affiliation, dependability, gregariousness and

achievement orientation from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP).

The match or mismatch between job descriptions’ structure and personality test
structure might affect the extent of the unconscious response distortion. Specifically,
just because the sentence structures are similar, participants who see the job
description with adjectives might be affected from the priming effect more when they
see the adjective-based BFI-2 rather than the behavioral description based IPIP. I

explored this issue with the following research question.

Research Question: Do the participants who see the job description which
consists of the same structure as the personality test items distort their

responses more?

To explore this question, I conducted a 2 (Time 1 and Time 2 — within groups) by 3
(control group, adjective-based job description, behavioral-indicator based job
description — between groups) ANOVAs on the BFI factor scores and IPIP factor
scores. If for instance, an interaction of time and group is observed such that the group
who saw the adjective job description increased their scores on Time 2 more so on the
BFI as compared to the IPIP, this would indicate that job description-personality test
structure match increases response distortion. The same would be true if the groups
who saw the behavioral indicator-based job description increased their scores on Time

2 on the IPIP with an effect size higher than that observed for the BFI.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Overview

The general purpose of this study is to test whether reading job descriptions before
taking a personality test affects responses on personality tests or not. In order to test
this research question, two different job descriptions are created and 2 different
personality tests which are the Big Five Personality Inventory-2 and some facets tests

of NEO-PI from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) are used.

2.2 Participants

In order to detect the minimum number of participants for the study, an a priori power
analysis with G Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) was conducted.
According to the results it required to have at least 90 participants to detect a power of
%99. In total 291 (221 females, 66 males and 4 people did not want to share their
gender information) participants completed tests across Time 1 and Time 2.
Participants are students from multiple universities from Turkey. 50% of the
participants are in faculty of arts and sciences, 17% are in faculty of engineering, %10
are in faculty of business, 6% are in faculty of medicine, 6% are in faculty of education,
4% are faculty of architecture, 2% are in faculty of communication and 5% are in other
faculties. Furthermore, 71% of the participants are continuing their Bachelor’s degree
(10% first year students, 36% second year students, 22% third year students and 32%

forth year students); 23% of them are continuing their Master’s degree (42% first year
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students and 58% second year students) and 6% are continuing their Doctoral studies

(62% first year students, 25% second year students and 13% third year students).

From 291 participants, 207 of them (71.1%) had at least an internship experience. 200
of them (68.7%) applied to at least one job including an internship. Almost half of
them (52.2%), indicated having a job interview experience. Of the participants 43%

indicated filling out at least one test in their application process.

I also would like to get an understanding of the participants’ intentions about job
application. That is why, they were asked if they are following any career websites
like kariyer.net. According to the results, 43% of the applicants are not checking any
career websites; 44.3% are checking career websites one or two times in a month;
%10.7 of the participants are checking career websites weekly; and only 2.1% of the

participants are checking career websites like kariyer.net on a daily basis.

The ethical approval for the experiments was granted by Middle East Technical

University Human Subjects Ethics Committee.

2.3 Procedure

The study was announced through Internet. I posted the announcement in social media
such as Facebook groups for students, Instagram and Linkedin. Also, I used SONA
System (It is a system of the Middle East Technical University where students can find
studies that they can participate as exchange of course credits) in order to reach
students from the Middle East Technical University. For their contribution to the
study, the students who fully participated in this study through SONA system received
1 extra credit for the course that they have chosen. For participants who are coming
from other universities, I drew lots for a gift card of D&R and 5 people received a gift

card from D&R which were worth 100 TL each.

For this experiment, first of all, participants signed an informed consent. The exact
nature and the aim of the study was not given to the participants to make the priming

work. They were told that the aim of the study was to simulate job interview processes

15



and they were informed that they were a part of “online job simulations”. Before
receiving questions regarding the study, demographics information (age, gender,

university, department, etc.) was collected.

The study has two main parts: Pre-test and post-test. During pre-test, all participants
received three tests: First a personality test (either the related facets from IPIP or The
Big Five Personality Inventory), then a cognitive test which consists of 20 questions
for distraction, and finally the second personality test (the one that they haven’t
completed). The order of the personality tests was counterbalanced among the

participants.

In this study, two different personality tests are used in a counterbalanced way. Even
though they both are personality tests, these tests are different in nature. First of all,
the Turkish version of The Big Five Personality Inventory — 2 (BFI-2) is used
(Cemalcilar, Siimer, Siimer, & Baruh, 2017). The items in BFI-2 consists of
adjectives. However, the other inventories from the International Personality Item
Pool (IPIP) consists of not adjectives but behavioral indicators. Thus, it may affect
the results of the study since this study involves priming and this is why

counterbalancing is used.

For the post-test, participants received the final part which contains the manipulation
of the study after 30 days. The final part consists of the same test with the previous
one. However, in addition it contains job descriptions which are presented to the
participants before and the Time 2 personality tests. Two different job descriptions
were created. One job description has behavioral indicators as requirements and the
other one has adjectives as requirements for the same job (Appendix B and Appendix

C). The job descriptions are taken from www.kariyer.net which is one of the largest

online recruitment websites in Turkey

(https://www kariyer.net/kurumsal/hakkimizda). One third of the participants saw the

job description which includes job requirements that are expressed in terms of
adjectives (e.g., Active, has strong social relationship, (in Turkish: aktif, sosyal
iligkileri giiglii,)); whereas, another one third saw the job description in which job
requirements are expressed in terms of behavioral indicators (e.g., Maintaining
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existing customer relations by calling/visiting customers, (in Turkish: mevcut miisteri
iligkilerini miisterileri arayarak/ziyaret ederek devam ettirebilecek)). Those groups

were given the following instruction:

Please think of yourself as taking a recruitment test for a sales position. You
have just finished college and applied for a sales position. Among the
applications, you are told that you and 5 other candidates passed the first stage
and were taken to the second stage, which consists of recruitment tests. In the
second stage, you were asked to fill out standardized tests. As stated here, first,
read CAREFULLY the job description of the position you are applying for. After
that, you are expected to complete standardized tests in a motivated manner like
a real job applicant.

Primarily, please read the job description that you applied for. After that, you

will be given three tests.

The remaining participants served as the control group. Right after seeing job
descriptions, all participants completed the same personality tests as before. The
control group completed only the personality tests and were not presented with any
job description, nevertheless they were again instructed to imagine applying for a job.

The control group was given the following instruction:

Please think of yourself as taking a recruitment test for a position. You have just
finished college and applied for a position. Among the applications, you are told
that you and 5 other candidates passed the first stage and were taken to the
second stage, which consists of recruitment tests. In the second stage, you were
asked to fill out standardized tests. You are expected to complete standardized
tests in a motivated manner like a real job applicant.

Two personality tests and one general aptitude test will be given after this

instruction.

Between the personality tests, all of the participants completed the same cognitive
ability tests again as distractions. The order of the personality tests is counterbalanced
for each group including the control group.
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2.4 Materials

2.4.1 Job Descriptions

As it is stated before, job descriptions were chosen from www .kariyer.net. Kariyer.net

is a website in Turkey for both the people who seek jobs and for the companies that
are hiring: Employees can upload their CVs and search jobs; and organizations can
post job descriptions and search through the CV database. One job description related
with sales was selected from kariyer.net job advertisement section. One suitable job
advertisement which has a relatively greater number of and clearer indicators and
adjectives was selected (see Appendix B). Participants are instructed to read the job
description carefully. Job description/requirements with behavioral indicators can be

found in Appendix C.

2.4.2 Personality Tests

2.4.2.1 IPIP Items

Based on their definitions, potency, affiliation, dependability, and achievement
orientation is matching with the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992) facets of
assertiveness, gregariousness, dutifulness, and rule conscientiousness. In this study,
items which are corresponding with related NEO-PI-R facets from IPIP are used.

Please refer to the Appendix D in order to see the all the items.

Rule consciousness, dutifulness, assertiveness and gregariousness facets of NEO-PI-
R are taken from the IPIP. Giiltas (2014) translated “rule consciousness”,
“dutifulness”, “assertiveness” and ‘“‘assertiveness and exhibition” facets from IPIP. In
this paper, items translated by Giiltas and those that were retained based on IRT
analyses are used. Each scale has a different number of items rated on a five-point

Likert-type scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. For the
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gregariousness facet, back-to-back translation was done with the researcher and a

certified translator. The items were rated by a bilingual rater.

Rule consciousness sub-scale (o = .73) has 7 items; however, in his study, Giiltas
(2014) kept 2 items and eliminated remaining 5 items due to the Item information
function (IIF). “I stick to the rules (Kurallara baglh kalirim.)” can be given as an
example for this facet. Based on the nature of the items remaining, this facet will be

named Rule-consciousness.

Dutifulness sub-scale (o =.77) has 8 items and due to the IIF, 4 items were eliminated.
Remaining 4 items were used in the current study. “I misrepresent the facts when

necessary (Gerektiginde gercekleri saptiririm.)” is an example item.

Assertiveness sub-scale (a =.73) has 5 items and due to IIF, 2 items were eliminated
and 3 of the items are used in the current study. An example item is “I am not afraid

of providing criticism (Elestirilerimi dile getirmekten ¢ekinmem.)”.

Assertiveness and exhibition sub-scale (a = .82) has 8 items and due to IFF, 6 items
are used in the current study. “I am good at making impromptu speeches (Dogaglama

konugmalar yapmakta iyiyimdir)” can be given as an example item.

As it is stated before, gregariousness sub-scale is translated from IPIP. The writer and
a certified translator completed the translation of the items. After the translation
process, a bilingual rater rated the items. The original gregariousness sub-scale (o =
.79) has 10 items including 5 reversed items and “I enjoy being part of a group” is an

example item from the scale. Original and translated items can be seen in Appendix E.

Furthermore, unrelated facets with the job description are included as measures.
Translated items of Giiltas (2014) are used. From agreeableness, “altruism”,
“compliance” and “trust”; from openness to experience “openness to ideas”; from
conscientiousness “order”; and from extraversion “excitement seeking” facets are

used.
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Altruism sub-scale (« = .85) has 13 items and due to IIF, 5 items were eliminated and
7 of them are used in the study. An example item for this scale is “I like to be of service

to others (Diger insanlara yardimimin dokunmasini severim)”.

Compliance sub-scale (o =.72) has 5 items and 2 of the items were eliminated due to
IIF and 3 items are used in the current study. “I have a sharp tongue (Sivri bir dilim

vardir)” can be given as an example item.

Trust sub-scale (a = .78) has 6 items and 3 of the items were eliminated due to IIF. “I
believe that others have good intentions (Diger insanlarin niyetlerinin iyi olduguna

inantyorum)” is an example item.

Openness to ideas sub-scale (« = .81) has 12 items and only 5 of the items were used
in current study due to IIF. An example item is “I love to read challenging material

(Beni zorlayan metinleri okumay1 severim)”.

Order sub-scale (a = .82) has 4 items and “I am not bothered by messy people (Daginik

insanlar beni rahatsiz etmez)” can be given as an example item.

Lastly, excitement seeking sub-scale (o = .80) has 12 items and 6 of the items were
eliminated due to the IIF. “I am willing to try anything once (Her seyi bir kere

denemeye goniilliiyiim)” is an example item.

2.4.2.2 The Big Five Inventory - 2

The Turkish version of The Big Five Inventory — 2 (BFI — 2) is also used in the current
study (Cemalcilar et al., 2017). BFI — 2 scale has 59 items and 29 of them are reversed
on a five-point Likert-type from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”. This scale has
five sub-dimensions: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Negative
Emotion and Open-Mindedness. Each sub-dimension has 12 items. However, since
one item is eliminated Negative Emotion sub-dimension has 11 items. All items can

be found in Appendix F.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Pre-Eliminary Analysis

Before pre-eliminary analysis, a total of 295 participants from Turkish universities
completed both Part 1 and Part 2. In order to eliminate outliers, Mahalanobis Test is
used. Mahalanobis test is conducted for all the groups separately for Time 1 and Time

2. After the analysis, a total of 291 cases were left.

After outliers were eliminated, a reliability analysis is conducted for the Time 1 data
only, since Time 2 data was collected after the manipulations. Reliability analysis was

conducted for the factors and the facets separately.

For the FFM factors, Cronbach alpha reliabilities changed from .79 to .88
(Extraversion o = .88, k = 12; Agreeableness o = .80, N = 12; Conscientiousness a =
.86, N = 12; Negative Emotion o = .88, N = 12; Openness to Experience o = .78, N =
11).

For the IPIP facets, reliabilities changed from .73 to .88. (Rule Conscousness a = .82,
N = 2; Dutifulness o = .82, N = 4; Assertiveness o = .73, N = 3; Assertiveness and
Exhibition o = .86, N = 6; Gregariousness o = .88, N = 10; Altruism a = .79, N=7;
Compliance a = .82, N = 3; Trust o = .81, N = 3; Openness to Ideas o = .73, N =5;
Order a = .81, N = 4; Excitement Seeking o = .83, N =6).

In order to see if there is a priming effect, I grouped participants who saw a behavioral

based job description or an adjective based job description, to form the “experimental
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group”. I conducted a 2 [time (pre-test vs. post-test) - within] by 2 [job description
(primed group vs. control group - between)] ANOVA. For the means and standard

deviations of Time 1 and Time 2 of the Experimental and Control groups see Table 1.

Table 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Time 1 and Time 2 for the Experimental

Group and Control Group

Scales and Factors

XTime1 OTimel XTime2 OTime?2

FFM — Extraversion (total) 3.39 .65 3.55 .68
Experimental 342 .67 3.57 72
Control 3.33 .63 3.50 .60

FFM — Conscientiousness (total) 3.60 .60 3.88 .65
Experimental 3.63 .58 394 .62
Control 3.52 .63 3.78 .70

FFM — Agreeableness (total) 3.81 A48 399 .52
Experimental 3.81 A48 4.00 .51
Control 3.81 48 396 .53

FFM — Openness (total) 3.93 49 4.09 .54
Experimental 3.97 48 412 .55
Control 3.84 52 4.01 Sl

FFM — Negative Effect (total) 2.97 .70 2.60 75
Experimental 294 .69 257 .77
Control 3.02 72 2.71 .70

IPIP — Extraversion (total) 3.63 .50 3.74 Sl
Experimental 3.65 49 3.74 52
Control 3.60 .50 3.73 49

IPIP — Conscientiousness (total) 3.78 .58 3.91 .56
Experimental 3.78 .56 3.91 54
Control 3.78 .62 3.91 .60

IPIP — Agreeableness (total) 3.63 49 3.76 .49
Experimental 3.60 .49 376 48
Control 3.70 .50 3.76 51
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Table 1 (Continued)

XTime1 OTimel XTime2 OTime?2

IPIP — Openness to Ideas (total) 3.65 .70 3.81 71
Experimental 3.63 73 3.83 71
Control 370 .65 3.76 .69

IPIP — Assertiveness and Exhibition (total) 3.55 72 3.73 .70
Experimental 3.60 .72 3.77 .70
Control 3.43 .69 3.67 .69

IPIP — Excitement Seeking (total) 3.78 .67 3.83 .68
Experimental 3.74 .69 3.73 .69
Control 3.86 .63 394 .60

IPIP — Gregariousness (total) 3.17 .77 334 .77

Experimental 3.21 76 3.38 17
Control 3.11 .80 3.28 76
IPIP — Assertiveness (total) 4.03 .62 4.05 .62
Experimental 4.04 .63 4.05 .64
Control 4.00 .60 4.05 .58
IPIP — Order (total) 3.55 91 3.72 .86
Experimental 3.55 .93 3.72 .86
Control 3.54 .86 3.71 .86
IPIP — Dutifulness (total) 3.65 81 3.80 81
Experimental 3.63 .79 3.79 .80
Control 3.68 .84 3.82 .85
IPIP — Rule Conscientiousness (total) 4.15 .64 4.21 .60
Experimental 417 .57 4.22 .59
Control 4.11 75 4.20 .61
IPIP — Altruism (total) 4.25 46 4.33 46
Experimental 424 46 4.35 48
Control 4.27 46 4.30 42
IPIP — Compassion (total) 3.34 .89 3.49 .85
Experimental 330 .88 3.47 .88
Control 3.43 92 3.52 81
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Table 1 (continued)

XTime1 OTimel XTime2 OTime?2

IPIP — Trust (total) 3.30 73 3.46 74
Experimental 3.25 74 346 .74
Control 3.40 .68 3.47 73

Note. X = mean, ¢ = standard deviation.

Furthermore, I conducted a 2 [time (pre-test vs. post-test) - within] by 3 [job
description (behavioral based job description group vs. adjective based job description
group vs. control group - between)] ANOVA to examine the research question. For

the means and standard deviations of Time 1 and Time 2 of the groups see Table 2.

Table 2 Means and Standard Deviations of Time 1 and Time 2 for the Behavioral
Based Job Description Group, Adjective Based Job Description Group and the
Control Group.

Scales and Factors

XTime1 OTimel XTime2 OTime?2

FFM — Extraversion (total) 3.39 .65 3.55 .68
Adjective 347 .63 3.64 .70
Behavioral 3.38 1 3.50 73
Control 3.33 .62 3.50 .59

FFM — Conscientiousness (total) 3.60 .60 3.88 .65
Adjective 3.63 61 4.00 .55
Behavioral 3.63 57 3.87 .67
Control 3.53 .63 3.78 .70

FFM — Agreeableness (total) 3.81 A48 3.99 52
Adjective 3.82 48 4.03 46
Behavioral 3.80 49 3.96 55
Control 3.81 49 3.96 54

FFM — Openness (total) 3.93 49 4.09 54
Adjective 4.00 .51 419 53
Behavioral 3.95 45 4.05 .55
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Table 2 (Continued)

XTime1 OTimel XTime2 OTime2

Behavioral 3.95 45 4.05 .55
Control 3.84 52 4.02 Sl

FFM — Negative Effect (total) 2.97 .70 2.60 75
Adjective 2.93 .65 247 .73
Behavioral 2.95 72 2.62 .80
Control 3.01 72 2.70 .70

IPIP — Extraversion (total) 3.63 .50 3.74 Sl
Adjective 3.64 .50 3.75 .53
Behavioral 3.65 .50 3.74 Sl
Control 3.60 .50 3.73 49

IPIP — Conscientiousness (total) 3.78 .58 3.91 .56
Adjective 3.78 .55 3.92 .50
Behavioral 3.79 57 3.89 57
Control 3.78 .61 3.92 .60

IPIP — Agreeableness (total) 3.63 49 3.76 .49
Adjective 357 48 3.79 47
Behavioral 3.62 .50 3.72 49
Control 3.70 49 3.76 .50

IPIP — Openness to Ideas (total) 3.65 .70 3.81 71
Adjective 3.73 .76 394 71
Behavioral 3.53 .69 3.72 .70
Control 3.69 .65 3.76 .69

IPIP — Assertiveness and Exhibition (total) 3.55 72 3.73 .70
Adjective 3.65 .72 3.71 72
Behavioral 3.55 72 3.73 .69
Control 3.45 .70 3.67 .68

IPIP — Excitement Seeking (total) 3.78 .67 3.83 .68
Adjective 3.66 .69 3.73 .69
Behavioral 3.81 .69 3.89 73
Control 3.87 .62 3.94 .60
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Table 2 (continued)

XTime1 OTime! XTime2 OTime2
IPIP — Gregariousness (total) 3.17 77 334 .77
Adjective 320 .73 336 .77
Behavioral 3.22 .79 3.41 78
Control 3.10 .79 3.27 76
IPIP — Assertiveness (total) 4.03 .62 4.05 .62
Adjective 4.06 .68 4.09 .64
Behavioral 4.03 .58 4.01 .62
Control 4.00 .60 4.06 .59
IPIP — Order (total) 3.55 91 3.72 .86
Adjective 3.54 .99 3.75 .83
Behavioral 3.56 .88 3.68 .90
Control 3.54 .86 3.71 .86
IPIP — Dutifulness (total) 3.65 81 3.80 81
Adjective 3.62 .79 3.78 .74
Behavioral 3.63 .80 3.79 .84
Control 370 .85 3.83 .86
IPIP — Rule Conscientiousness (total) 4.15 .64 4.21 .60
Adjective 4.18 .55 4.23 .58
Behavioral 4.17 .56 4.21 .61
Control 4.10 .76 4.21 .61
IPIP — Altruism (total) 4.25 46 4.33 46
Adjective 422 47 4.41 44
Behavioral 4.27 46 4.28 52
Control 428 .46 431 43
IPIP — Compassion (total) 3.34 .89 3.49 .85
Adjective 329 %4 347 92
Behavioral 3.30 81 3.54 .83
Control 3.44 .92 3.53 81
IPIP — Trust (total) 3.30 73 3.46 74
Adjective 3.21 75 348 .73
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Table 2 (continued)

XTime1 OTimel XTime2  OTime2
Behavioral 3.30 72 3.44 75
Control 3.38 .70 3.45 74

Note. X = mean, ¢ = standard deviation.

3.2  Exploratory Factor Analysis

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the IPIP facets and The Big Five
factor scores. Principal components analysis with Varimax rotation was used and as

expected 4 interpretable factors were obtained (See Table 3).

Factor 1 was comprised of 5 items and explained 25% of the variance. For Factor 1,
loadings were ranging from .567 to .868 and it included Assertiveness and Exhibition,
Gregariousness, Excitement Seeking, Assertiveness factors from IPIP, and the

Extraversion factor from FFM. This factor was named Extraversion.

Factor 2 has 4 items and this factor explained 18% of the variance. The factor loadings
were changing from .459 to .838 for Rule Conscientiousness, Dutifulness, Order from
IPIP factors; and Conscientiousness from FFM. This factor was named

Conscientiousness.

Factor 3 has 4 items and this factor explained 11% of the variance. The factor loadings
were changing from .375 to .784. Altruism, Trust, Compliance factors from IPIP, and

Agreeableness from FFM. This factor was named Agreeableness.

The last factor which is Factor 4 has 2 items. Those items were Openness to Experience
from FFM and Openness to Ideas from the IPIP factors. The factor loadings were .677
and .613 and this factor explained 8% of the variance. This factor was named

Openness.
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Table 3 Results from the Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Scales from IPIP and
FFM

Scales Factors
1 2 3 4

FFM — Extraversion .864
IPIP — Assertiveness and Exhibition 725
IPIP — Excitement Seeking .601
IPIP — Gregariousness 567
IPIP — Assertiveness 448 -.404
FFM — Conscientiousness .838
IPIP — Order 706
IPIP — Dutifulness 504
IPIP — Rule Conscientiousness 459
IPIP — Altruism .429 420
FFM — Agreeableness .809
IPIP — Compassion 651
IPIP — Trust 494
FFM — Openness to Experience 677
IPIP — Openness to Ideas 613

3.3  Hypothesis Testing

According to the results of the 2 [time (pre-test vs. post-test) - within] by 3 [job
description (behavioral based job description group vs. adjective based job description
group vs. control group - between) ANOVA, hypothesis 1 was not supported for the
BFI factors of extraversion and conscientiousness. Participants who were primed with
job descriptions did not score higher on the relevant personality factor at Time 2 testing
when they were compared to the unprimed group, which is the control group on
Extraversion (F= (1, 289)=.156, p =.69) and Conscientiousness (¥ = (1, 289) =.526,
p = .46).

There was no statistical difference of the Time 2 scores between the primed group and

the control group on any of the FFM factors. However, interestingly, for all of the FFM
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factors, the main effect of time was significant (See Table 4). To be specific, all of the
FFM factors results, except for the Negative Effect factor, tended to increase in Time
2 measures. For the Negative Effect factor, all three groups scored significantly less

than the Time 1 measurement.

Table 4 Results of 2 (Time) x 2 (Job Description Type) ANOVA for FFM Factors

Factor df F p n?
Extraversion Time 1 32.443 .000 101
Time * JD Type 1 156 693 .001
Agreeableness Time 1 40.851 000 .124
Time * JD Type 1 .640 424 .002
Conscientiousness Time 1 63.466 .000  .180
Time * JD Type 1 526 469  .002
Openness Time 1 38.582 .000  .118
Time * JD Type 1 180 672 .001
Negative Effect Time 1 74.163 .000 204
Time * JD Type 1 930 336 .003

Note. df = degrees of freedom, n?> = eta squared.

From the IPIP factors, for Conscientiousness and Extraversion factors, there was no
statistical difference of the Time 2 scores of primed group and control group. For the
IPIP Agreeableness factor, as well as the main effect of Time, the interaction effect
(Time x Job Description) was marginally significant F(1,289) = 3.988, p = .047
meaning that experimental group scored significantly higher than control group for the
Time 2 scores. IPIP Openness to Ideas factor had a similar result. The main effect of
time was significant, so was the interaction effect (F(1,289) = 4.339, p = .038). It
means that the experimental group scored significantly higher than control group for

the Time 2 scores. All the F scores can be found in Table 5.
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Table 5 Results of 2 (Time) x 2 (Job Description Type) ANOVA for IPIP Factors

2

Factor df F p !
Extraversion Time 1 24.662 .000 .079
Time * JD Type 1 712 399 .002
Agreeableness Time 1 23.001 .000 074
Time * JD Type 1 3.988 047 014
Conscientiousness Time 1 22.270 .000 072
Time * JD Type 1 .003 959  .000
Openness to Ideas Time 1 13.953 000  .046
Time * JD Type 1 4.338 .038 015

Note. df = degrees of freedom, n?> = eta squared.

3.3.1 Exploratory Facet Analysis

For exploratory analysis, facets of IPIP were analyzed separately. For each facet, 2

[time (pre-test vs. post-test) - within] x 2 [job description (primed group vs. control

group - between)] mixed subject design ANOV As were conducted (See Table 6).

For Rule Consciousness, Excitement Seeking and Assertiveness facets, the main effect

of Time was not significant. However, the main effect of time was found for

Dutifulness, Order, Assertiveness & Exhibition, Gregariousness, Altruism, Trust, and

Compliance facets. Furthermore, interaction effect was not found for any of the IPIP

facets.
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Table 6 Results of 2 (Time) x 2 (Job Description Type) ANOVA for IPIP Facets

2

Factor df F p !
Assertiveness and Time 1 33.211 .000 103
Exhibition Time * JD Type 1 967 326 .003
Gregariousness Time 1 26.723 .000  .085
Time * JD Type 1 .008 930  .000
Excitement Seeking Time 1 2.161 143 .007
Time * JD Type 1 378 539 .001
Assertiveness Time 1 .665 415 .002
Time * JD Type 1 271 .603 .001
Rule Time 1 3.142 077 011
Conscientiousness Time * JD Type 1 .194 .660 .001
Dutifulness Time 1 11.322 .000 .050
Time * JD Type 1 .004 952 .000
Order Time 1 15.108 000  .056
Time * JD Type 1 .691 708 .002
Altruism Time 1 5.902 016  .020
Time * JD Type 1 1.676 197 .006
Trust Time 1 9.859 002 .033
Time * JD Type 1 2.548 112 .009
Compassion Time 1 11.192 .001 .037
Time * JD Type 1 763 383 .003

Note. df = degrees of freedom, n?> = eta squared.
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3.3.2. Additional Exploratory Analyses

Additionally, analyses were carried out to see if hypotheses would hold amongst 4™
grade students as they might be more motivated to apply for a real job. Nevertheless,

results did not change.

Finally, analyses were conducted to see if controlling for prior job/internship
experience would make a difference in results, using the entire sample. Prior
job/internship experience was entered in the analyses as a covariate. Among the Big
Five factors, for Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Negative Effect the interaction
effect for Time and prior job/internship experience was found to be significant
indicating that those who had prior experience inflated their scores on these factors
more at Time 2. Nevertheless, results regarding the experimental and control group
manipulation and time were the same as in analyses without the covariate. For all IPIP
factors no Time and prior job/internship experience interaction effect was found.
Furthermore, for the facets, this significant effect was found for Dutifulness and

Assertiveness and Exhibition facets only. Time and group interactions was not found.

3.4. Testing for Job Description and Personality Test Structure Match

In order to test for the research question, 2 [time (pre-test vs. post-test) - within] x 3
[job description (adjective based job description vs. behavioral indicator-based job

description vs. control group - between)] ANOV As were conducted.

For all of the FFM factors, the main effect of Time was statistically significant.
However, according to the ANOVA results, no interaction effect was found for any of

the FFM factors (see Table 7).
For the IPIP factors, the 2x3 ANOVA results demonstrated statistically significant

main effects of Time for all the IPIP factors like the Big Five Factors. Interestingly,

there was one significant interaction effect for Agreeableness factor (F(2,288) =4.251,
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p = .01). However, post hoc test for the interaction revealed non-significant results.

Other than Agreeableness factor, no interaction effect was found for the IPIP factors.

Table 7 Results of 2 (Time) x 3 (Job Description Type) ANOVA for FFM Factors

Factor df F p n?
Extraversion Time 1 34.608 .000 107
Time * JD Type 2 299 742 .002
Agreeableness Time 1 49.268 .000 146
Time * JD Type 2 508 561 .004
Conscientiousness Time 1 75.376 .000  .207
Time * JD Type 2 1.514 222 .010
Openness Time 1 41.036 000  .125
Time * JD Type 2 1.156 316 .008
Negative Effect Time 1 89.183 .000 236
Time * JD Type 2 1.465 233 .010

Note. df = degrees of freedom, n?> = eta squared.

Table 8 Results of 2 (Time) x 3 (Job Description Type) ANOVA for IPIP Factors

Factor df F p n?
Extraversion Time 1 24.289 .000 .078
Time * JD Type 2 373 .689 .003
Agreeableness Time 1 33.668 .000 105
Time * JD Type 2 4.251 015 .029
Conscientiousness Time 1 24.476 .000 .078
Time * JD Type 2 208 812 .001
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Table 8 (Continued)

2

Factor df F p n
Openness to Ideas Time 1 21.746 .000 .070
Time * JD Type 2 1.587 206 .011

Note. df = degrees of freedom, n?> = eta squared.

Lastly, I analyzed the facets of the IPIP with the three between groups. Results

revealed that there were no main effects of Time for Excitement Seeking,

Assertiveness, and Rule Consciousness facets. However, there was the main effect of

Time for Assertiveness and Exhibition, Gregariousness, Dutifulness, Order, Altruism,

Trust, and Compassion facets like the prior analyses. Moreover, the interaction effect

was significant only for the Altruism facet of Agreeableness (See Table 9). However,

similar to the other interaction post hoc analysis, the analysis demonstrated non-

significant result.

Table 9 Results of 2 (Time) x 3 (Job Description Type) ANOVA for IPIP Facets

Factor df F p n?
Assertiveness and Time 1 32.731 .000 102
Exhibition Time * JD Type 2 271 763 .002
Gregariousness Time 1 29.372 .000  .093
Time * JD Type 2 0.052 950  .000
Excitement Seeking Time 1 1.757 186 .006
Time * JD Type 2 752 472 .005
Assertiveness Time 1 442 507 .002
Time * JD Type 2 450 .638  .003
Rule Time 1 2.891 090  .010
Conscientiousness Time * JD Type 2 420 .657 .003
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Table 9 (continued)

Factor df F p n?
Dutifulness Time 1 13.223 000  .044
Time * JD Type 2 .040 961 .000
Order Time 1 16.929 .000  .056
Time * JD Type 2 .691 708 .002
Altruism Time 1 9.306 002 .031
Time * JD Type 2 4.849 .008  .033
Trust Time 1 15.077 .000  .050
Time * JD Type 2 2.041 132 014
Compassion Time 1 14.737 .000  .049
Time * JD Type 2 S14 598 .004

Note. df = degrees of freedom, n?> = eta squared.

To sum up, the results of the IPIP scales, all of the personality factors had the main
effect of Time. Different from the results of the Big Five Personality Inventory, two
factors from the IPIP, which are the Agreeableness factor and Openness to Ideas factor,
have statistically significant interaction effects. However, even though the Omnibus
test was significant, post hoc analysis resulted in a non-significant result. For the
Openness to Ideas factor, the results are similar to the Agreeableness factor. Even
though Omnibus test revealed a significant interaction effect, the post hoc analysis

demonstrated in a non-significant result.

Another significant interaction effect was found in 2x3 ANOVA results as well for the
IPIP Agreeableness factor only. 2x3 ANOVA results for the IPIP Openness to Ideas
factor resulted in no interaction effect. Again, post hoc analysis showed a non-
significant result. For Altruism, 2x2 ANOVA resulted in a non-significant interaction
effect; however, 2x3 ANOVA resulted in a significant interaction effect. Similar to the

other interaction effect results, post hoc analysis revealed no significant results.
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From the statistically significant factors, Openness to Ideas IPIP factor consists of only
one facet which is the factor itself; however, under the Agreeableness factor of IPIP
there are Altruism, Compassion and Trust facets. Interestingly, except for the Altruism
facet, none of the facets has statistically significant interaction effect. As it is
mentioned above, the post hoc tests for Altruism facet yielded a non-significant result.
For all the significant interaction effects, post hoc analyses yielded a non-significant

result. It might be due to the small effect sizes.
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CHAPTER 4

GENERAL DISCUSSION

4.1 Interpretation of Results and Theoretical Explanations

The current thesis project examined if there was an effect of reading the job
descriptions before taking a personality test. Furthermore, this project also examined
if the job description wording had an effect on the personality test responses.
According to the results of the current study, the only effect found was the Time effect;
that is, when participants were instructed to respond to the measures as if they were
applying for job, they yielded biased responses that would show themselves more
favorable. Reading job descriptions did not have an effect on the personality test
answers as compared to the control condition which was also instructed to imagine
applying for a job. Moreover, job description wording did not have any effect on

personality test response distortion either. Two personality tests are examined below.

First, I would like to mention the results of the Big Five Personality Inventory.
According to the results, reading a job description does not have any effect at all. Only
the time effect is found for both 2x2 and 2x3 ANOVA results (See Table 4 and Table
7).

The analysis of the facets revealed different results. According to the results of the
analysis of the personality factors, the main effect of Time was found for all of the
factors. However, for the facets of the IPIP, the results are not very consistent. For
example, analyses (2x2 ANOVA and 2x3 ANOVA) revealed that, there was no main
effect of Time for the Excitement Seeking, Assertiveness, and Rule Consciousness

facets. For the other facets (Assertiveness and Exhibition, Gregariousness,
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Dutifulness, Order, Altruism, Trust, and Compassion) analyses revealed the main

effect of Time.

In any case, the Time effect was significant for all of the factors and most of the facets
even if it was not significant for only three facets. There were 30 days between the
Time 1 assessment and Time 2 assessment. Since individuals’ personalities are mostly
stable over time (Costa & McCrae, 1997), it can be said that change is due to the
instructions which were given to the participants. All of the participants were asked to
fill out the Time 2 assessments as if they were in a real job assessment. Social
desirability bias, which is a response bias type, might be a reason for such changes in
responses. Social desirability is defined as a “tendency to admit to socially desirable
traits and behaviors and to deny socially undesirable ones” (Krumpal, 2013).
According to Krumpal (2013), answering in a socially desirable way can be a short-
term coping strategy for the inventories given to participants. Therefore, it can be said
that the significant main effect of Time can be the result of the instruction given to the

participants.

The main effect of Time was significant for all of the personality factors regardless of
the scales; and it was significant for most of the scales except for Excitement Seeking,
Assertiveness and Rule Consciousness, interestingly. Actually, it makes sense for
Excitement Seeking to show a non-significant effect since according to the meta-
analysis of Judge et all. (2013), job performance and Excitement Seeking show almost
no correlations (7 = -.05). Since increased Excitement Seeking doesn’t make people to
look like as if they are performing well, it can be understandable that people didn’t

care about faking on this facet.

The results for Assertiveness facet are interesting since literature indicates a
relationship between Assertiveness and especially sales performance (» = .11) (Judge
et all. 2013). However, the scale that we use has only three questions (I can defend
myself when necessary, I am not afraid to voice my criticisms, I say what I think); and
those questions might be understood differently in the Turkish culture. The attributes
which were asked can be considered socially undesirable in workplaces or they can be
considered even rude. Giiltas (2014) also found a similar result in Turkish culture and
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he argued that this non-significant result might be related to power distance. Power
distance defined as “the extent to which a society accepts the fact that power in
institutions and organizations is distributed unequally” by Hofstede (1980, p. 45).
Since Turkey is a high power-distance country, the items in the questionnaire can be
seen as desirable. Therefore, that might be the reason of non-significant mean effect

of Time.

Lastly, the analysis for Rule Consciousness revealed a non-significant main effect of
Time. Again, the number of items is not enough for assessment of this facet: two items
only which are “I do things according to the rules” and “I stick to the rules”. However,
in sales roles people sometimes break the rules in order to sell to the customers. If the
script they have is not working, they can leave their script in order to sell or they can
do things like discounts or ease of payment. Therefore, the items in this facet can be
considered as not relevant to the sales role. Further research can measure this facet

with enough number of questions and with another job role.

4.2  Implications of the Results

According to the results of the study, we can say that reading job descriptions before
taking a personality test has no effect on the response bias for the factors of the Big
Five Inventory and the IPIP. Participants who imagined they were applying for a job
distorted their responses regardless of the personality-related requirements mentioned

in the job descriptions.

For both the Big Five Inventory and the IPIP factors, the main effect of Time factor
was important. This effect was found even in the student sample used. Students were
not applying to a real job; thus, the testing session was not a high-stakes context.
Nevertheless, they responded to the personality items thinking how they would do so
when they were applying for a real job. The implication is that when individuals would
be in a real job application context and know that they are being evaluated for a job,
they would still distort their answers, and perhaps even more so. Both of the
experimental groups and the control group distorted their responses by decreasing their
scores on the Negative Effect factor and increasing their scores on the other factors
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whereby they tried to look good for the job. Whether the job description is being
written with lots of adjectives or with lots of behavioral indicators, the response
distortion is due to the Time factor. However, it makes a difference for people to know
that they will be evaluated so they distort their answers, and they are giving socially
desirable answers. In today’s world, having a job is very crucial in order to sustain
somebody’s life and the market is very competitive. Therefore, it is understandable
that people would like to present themselves better than they actually are with the
decreased Negative Effect scores and increased Openness, Conscientiousness,

Extraversion and Agreeableness scores.

The present study results have an important implication for human resource
applications. The results demonstrated that whether job descriptions are written using
adjectives or behavioral indicators would make no difference in terms of the response
distortion on personality assessments. Therefore, it might be a good advice that the
human resources personnel should focus more on how to reduce response biases or
detect socially desirable responding (though also see Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss,
1996 for a counter argument on detecting socially desirable response distortion) rather
than focusing on the wording of the job descriptions. On one hand, in the literature
there are studies showing that response bias might indicate other things as well. For
example, Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reiss (1996) conducted a study and the results
demonstrated that people who can answer the personality test in a sociable desirable
manner are those who score high on Emotional Stability and Conscientiousness. They
also found that social desirability did not predict constructs related with on-the-job
behaviors such as job performance. On the other hand, as it is mentioned in chapter
one, there are studies showing that the validities of the scales are dropping when people

are faking (Douglas et. al., 1996).

4.3  Limitations and Suggestion for Further Research

The main effect of the Time factor for the control group as well can be explained by
the instructions given to the control group before taking the Time 2 personality tests.

The instruction for the control group was to consider themselves as if they are a job
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applicant for a job. Further research can add another control group to the study that is

not instructed to imagine applying for a job and analyze the results accordingly.

Secondly, the study was conducted with students. Students may not have the same
motivation for job applications as real job seekers. Participants continue different
degrees; therefore, their motivation to seek and/or find a job is not equal either. An
analysis with participants who are senior students was done but the same pattern was
found. Even though the participants were asked to complete the assessments as they
would do during an actual job application, still it might not capture the real motivation
of applying a specific role. Furthermore, since the data collected from a student
sample, the age range is limited and they are young when they are compared to
working population. This is important since in the literature there is a study which
found a relationship between age and social desirability; those constructs are positively
related (Soubelet & Salthouse, 2011). Furthermore, due to the age differences, I expect
the distortion would be more on a real job applicant sample. A suggestion for the
further research is that the participants can be chosen from the real job applicants in

order to get their real motivated answers if it is possible.

In order to sum up, the purpose of this research was to see if there is an effect of reading
job descriptions before taking personality tests. According to the analysis, it can be
concluded that there is no effect of reading job descriptions; however, there is an effect
of filing out a personality test for a job application; when participants imagined they
are applying for a role, they distorted their answers. This research is conducted with a
student sample, future research can investigate this topic with a real job applicant

sample.
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B. JOB DESCRIPTION FOR ADJECTIVE BASED GROUP

Istanbul Avrupa Yakasinda bulunan firmamizin “Satis Departmani” igin satis

temsilcisi aramaktay1z.

Aranan Nitelikler:
e Istanbul Avrupa Yakasinda ikamet eden,
e Japon Ticari ara¢ grubunda bilgi ve deneyim sahibi,
e Pazarlama ve satig stratejileri konularinda deneyimli,
e Piyasa ve pazar algilamasi giicli,
e Aktif, sosyal iligkileri giiclii,
e Ideal diisiinebilen
e Yeni fikirler liretebilecek,
e Ekip caligmasina uyumlu,
e Bilgisayar Ofis programlar1 kullanabilen,
e Siiriicii belgesi olan etkin sekilde ara¢ kullanabilen,
e Dogru ve hizli karar verebilen,
e Planlama ve organize etme kabiliyeti olan
e Ikna kabiliyeti olan,
e Etkileme ve iletisim giicii yliksek,
e Pozitif, giiler yiizlii, enerjisi yiiksek,
¢ Dinamik, insan iligkilerinde basarili, sonug ve siire¢ odakli,
e Diksiyonu diizgiin,
e Miisteri hizmet odakli ¢alisacak, azimli,
e Askerligini tamamlamas,
e Piyasa kurallarini bilen,

Satis Pazarlama temsilcisi aranmaktadir.
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C.JOB DESCRIPTION FOR BEHAVIORAL INDICATOR BASED GROUP

Istanbul Avrupa Yakasinda bulunan firmamizin “Satis Departmani” igin satis

temsilcisi aramaktay1z.

Aranan nitelikler:

Satis hedeflerini gergeklestirecek, satis hacmimizi artirabilecek stratejiler
gelistirebilecek,

Pazardaki bosluklar1 goriip degerlendirebilecek,

Yaptig1 analizler ile mevcut pazarlarda etkinlik ve derinligimizi artirabilecek,
Uriinlerimizin teknik &zelliklerini iyi algilayip anlatabilecek,

Satis hedeflerini gergeklestirebilecek,

Mevcut miisteri iligkilerini miisterileri arayarak/ziyaret ederek devam
ettirebilecek,

Yeni miisteri kazanimi saglayacak,

Miisteriler ile yasanabilecek sorunlarda iletisim becerisi sayesinde hizli ve
etkili ¢dzlimler sunabilecek,

Miisterilerden gelen siparis, proje ve bilgileri ilgili planlama ve tiretim
boliimleriyle goriiserek koordine edebilecek,

Insan iliskilerinde basarili,

Farkli departmanlar ile satig departmani arasindaki yazili ve sozlii iletisimi
yonetecek,

Yogun is temposuna uyum saglayabilecek,

Riskleri ve firsatlar1 ayirabilme becerisine sahip,

Satis Pazarlama temsilcisi aranmaktadir.
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D. NEO-PI-R FACETS FROM THE IPIP

Liitfen asagidaki ciimleleri dikkatle okuyunuz. Her ciimlenin size ne kadar uygun

oldugunu isaretleyiniz.

1-Kesinlikle katilmryorum
2-Katilmiyorum
3-Kararsizim
4-Katiltyorum

5-Kesinlikle katiliyorum

Otoriteye saygi duyarim.

Kendim ve digerleri i¢in yiiksek standartlar belirlerim.
Isleri kuralia gére yaparim.

Kurallara bagl kalirim.

Performansimla digerlerini gegmeye caligirim.

En iyisi olmak isterim.

Otoriteye direnirim.

Benim olmayan esyalar1 asla almam.

A S R AR B o

One gegmek igin hile yapabilirim.

[S—
=]

. Bagim1 beladan kurtarmak i¢in yalan sdylerim.

—
—

. Glivenin temelinin diiriistliik olduguna inanirim.

[S—
N

. Yalan sdylemeyi veya hile yapmay1 diistinemem bile.

[S—
(98]

. Kendi islerimi bagkalarina yaptirmaya caligirim.

[
AN

. Gerektiginde gergekleri saptiririm.

[S—
9]

. Kurallarin etrafindan nasil dolanacagimi bilirim.

[S—
[©)

. Goriislerimi kendime saklarim.

[S—
3

. Gerektiginde kendimi savunurum.

[S—
(0]

. Bana patronluk taslanmasina ses ¢ikarmam.

[S—
\O

. Elestirilerimi dile getirmekten ¢ekinmem.
54



20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

41

Diislindiigimii sdylerim.

Diger insanlar1 bir isi yapmaya ikna edebilirim.
Dogaclama konugmalar yapmakta iyiyimdir.
Diger insanlar1 idare etmek bana zor gelir.
Diger insanlarin onciiliik etmesini beklerim.
Dikkati iizerime ¢gekmeyi sevmem.

Kendimi kolayca 6ne ¢ikartabilirim.
Kendimi rahatca ifade edebilirim.
Kararlarin alinmasini bagkalarina birakirim.
Biiytik partileri severim.

Partilerde bir ¢ok farkli insanla konugurum.
Bir grubun pargasi olmaktan zevk alirim.
Diger insanlar1 yaptigim seye dahil ederim.
Stirpriz partileri severim.

Yalniz olmay1 tercih ederim.

Yalniz birakilmay1 isterim.

Kalabalik etkinlikleri sevmem.
Kalabaliklardan kagmirim.

Sessizlik ararim.

Rekabetten ziyade isbirligine deger veririm.

Diger insanlarla isbirligi yapabilirim.

. Memnun edilmesi kolay bir insanim.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

Diger insanlarin goriislerini goz ard1 ederim.
Kendimden bagkalarin1 da umursarim.

Eski tanidiklarimla baglantimi koparmam.
Ortamin huzurunu korumaya ¢aligirim.

Diger insanlara yardimimin dokunmasini severim.
Bagkalarinin ihtiyaclartyla ugragamam.

Diger insanlarin duygularina kayitsizimdir.
Diger insanlar i¢in vakit ayirmam.

Insanlara ictenlikle karsilandiklarini hissettiririm.
Diger insanlarin ¢ikarlarini1 géz 6niine alirim.
Insanlarla zitlasmaktan hoslanmam.
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53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
&4.
85.

Sivri bir dilim vardir.

Diger insanlarla zitlagirim.

Bana yapilan haksizliklar1 kimsenin yanina birakmam.
Insanlara bagiririm.

Bagkalarinin gizli niyetleri oldugundan siiphelenirim.
Diger insanlarin niyetlerinin iyi olduguna inaniyorum.
Insanlarin sdylediklerine giivenirim.

Insanlarin temelde diiriist olduguna inanryorum.

Her seyin iyi neticelenecegini diigiiniiyorum.

Kin tutarim.

Derin diislincelere dalmay1 severim.

Beni diisiinmeye sevk eden filmleri severim.

Bilgi dagarcigimi genigletmek isterim.

Agir okumalardan uzak dururum.

Karmagik problemler iizerinde ¢alismay1 severim.
Kuramsal tartigmalar ilgimi ¢gekmez.

Detaylar1 nadiren fark ederim.

Beni zorlayan metinleri okumay1 severim.

Soyut fikirler ilgimi ¢ekmez.

Zengin bir kelime haznesine sahibimdir.

Soyut fikirleri anlamakta zorlanirim.

Felsefi tartigmalardan kaginirim.

Diizensizlik beni rahatsiz etmez.

Daginik insanlar beni rahatsiz etmez.

Ortalig1 toparlamay1 severim.

Cogunlukla egyalar1 olmasi gereken yere geri koymay1 unuturum.
Her zaman hareket halindeyim.

Yeni yerleri gezip gormekten keyif alirim.

Ilgi duydugum birgok degisik sey vardir.

Yeni seylere baglamaktan keyif alirim.
Degisikliklerden hoslanmam.

Yeni yemekler denemekten hoslanmam.

Asla paraslit veya bungee jumping yapmaya gitmem.
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86. Alisildik yontemlere bagliyimdir.

87. Cesitliligi siradan islere tercih ederim.
88. Her seyi bir kere denemeye goniilliiytiim.
89. Macera ararim

90. Risk alirim
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E. TRANSLATION OF GREGARIOUSNESS

ORIGINAL ITEMS

A S R AR B o A A

Love large parties.

Talk to a lot of different people at parties.
Enjoy being part of a group.

Involve others in what I am doing.

Love surprise parties.

Prefer to be alone. (R)

Want to be left alone. (R)

Don't like crowded events. (R)

Avoid crowds. (R)

10. Seek quiet. (R)

*R = Reversed coded item

First Translation:

1.

2
3
4
5
6.
7
8
9

Biiytik partileri severim.

. Partilerde bir ¢ok farkli insanla konusurum.
. Bir grubun parcasi olmaktan zevk alirim.

. Diger insanlar1 yaptigim seye dahil ederim.

Siirpriz partileri severim.

Yalniz olmay1 tercih ederim.

. Yalniz birakilmay1 isterim.
. Kalabalik etkinlikleri sevmem.

. Kalabaliklardan kaginirim.

10. Sessizlik ararim.

Second Translation:

1.

Love big parties.
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Talk to lots of different people at parties.
Enjoy being part of a group.

Include other people in my activities.
love surprise parties.

Would rather be alone.

Want to be left alone.

Do not like crowded activities.

A A AT A e

Abstain from crowd.

10. Seek silence and quiet.
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F. THE TURKISH VERSION OF THE BIG FIVE INVENTORY -2

Asagida sizi kismen tanimlayan (ya da pek tanimlayamayan) bir takim 6zellikler
sunulmaktadir. Ornegin, baskalari ile zaman gecirmekten hoslanan birisi oldugunuzu

diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Liitfen asagida verilen o6zelliklerin sizi ne oranda yansittigin1 ya da yansitmadigin
belirtmek icin sizi en iyi tanimlayan ifadeyi igaretleyiniz.

Kendimi ........ biri olarak goriiyorum.

1-Hi¢ katilmiyorum

2-Biraz katilmiyorum

3-Ne katiliyorum ne de katilmiyorum
4-Biraz katiliyorum

5-Tamamen katiltyorum

Disadoniik, sosyal

Sefkatli, yumusak kalpli

Daginik olma egiliminde

Rahat, stresle bas edebilen

Sanatsal ilgileri az olan

Atilgan, girisken

Saygili, bagkalarina saygili davranan

Tembellige egilimli

X 2N bk WD =

Bir aksilik yasadiginda iyimserligini koruyan

[S—
=]

. Farkl1 bir¢ok seye merak duyan

—
—

. Nadiren heyecanlanan ya da heveslenen

[S—
N

. Bagkalarinda hata arama egiliminde olan

[S—
(98]

. Giivenilir, istikrarli

—
AN

. Dakikas1 dakikasina uymayan, ruh hali inisli ¢ikislt
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15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

Yaratict, bir isi yapmanin akillica yontemlerini bulan
Sessiz olmaya egilimli

Bagkalarinin halinden pek anlamayan
Sistemli, her seyin diizenli olmasini seven
Gergin olabilen

Sanat, miizik ya da edebiyatla ¢ok ilgili
Baskin, lider gibi davranan

Bagkalar ile tartisma baslatan

Ise baslamakta zorlanan

Giivenli, kendiyle barisik

Entelektiiel, felsefi tartismalardan kaginan
Baskalarindan daha az hareketli

Affedici bir yapis1 olan

Biraz 6zensiz olabilen

Yaratict yonii zayif olan

Bazen utangag, ice doniik

Yardimsever, bencil olmayan

Etrafini1 temiz ve derli toplu tutan

Cok endigelenen

Sanata ve estetige deger veren
Baskalarini etkilemede zorlanan

Zaman zaman bagkalarina kaba davranan
Verimli, is bitiren

Sikea {izgiin hisseden

Cok yonlii, derin diisiinen

Enerji dolu

Bagkalariin iyi niyetinden siiphe eden
Soziinde duran, baskalarinin giivenebildigi
Duygularini kontrol altinda tutan

Zihinde canlandirma yapmada zorlanan
Konusgkan

Soguk ve baskalarini umursamayan
Arkasini toplamayan, daginik birakan
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48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

Nadiren kaygilanan ya da korkan

Siir ve tiyatroyu sikici bulan

Kararlar1 baskalarinin vermesini tercih eden
Kibar, baskalarina nezaketle yaklasan
Kolay vazge¢meyen, isin sonunu getiren
Depresif, hiizlinlii hissetmeye egilimli
Soyut konulara az ilgi duyan

Cosku dolu

Baskalar1 hakkinda hep iyi diisiinen
Bazen sorumsuzca davranan

Degisken mizagli, ¢abuk sinirlenen

Ozgiin, yeni fikirler iireten
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G. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET
1. GIRiS

Kisilik, psikolojik arastirmalarda ve is hayatinda popiiler bir konudur. Bazi
organizasyonlarda ve sirketlerde ise alim ve terfi amaciyla kisilik Ol¢iimleri
kullanilmaktadir (Scroggins, Thomas ve Morris, 2009). Adaylarin isi ve is gereklerini
anlayarak ve is tanimlar1 {izerinde c¢alisarak kendilerini is bagvuru siirecine
hazirladiklar1 diistiniildiigiinde, is ilanlarinda yer alan is tanimlar1 adaylar i¢in 6nemli
bir bilgi kaynagidir. Birgok is ilani, is i¢in gerekli kisilik 6zelliklerini de igerir. Bu
nedenle, arastirilmasi gereken 6nemli bir soru, is ilanlarinda kisilikle ilgili agiklamalari
okumanin kisilik testlerinde yanit ¢arpitmasini etkileyip etkilemeyecegi ve ne 6l¢iide

etkileyecegidir.

Bu tez ¢aligmasi, bir satis pozisyonuyla ilgili is tanimlarini okumanin kisilik testlerinde
tepki yanlilig1 iizerindeki etkisini arastirdi. 11k olarak, ilgili kisilik faktorleri, ardindan
kisilik ve ig performansi arasindaki genel iliski aciklanmistir. Daha sonrasinda, bu
calismada satig roliine odaklanildigi i¢in satis rollerinin performans: ile kisilik
arasindaki iliski 6zel olarak agiklanmistir. Bilingli ¢arpitma ve bilingsiz ¢arpitma

acisindan tepki yanliligi kavramlari ile devam edilmistir.

1.1 Kisilik ve is Performansi

Kisiligin baz1 farkli tanimlar1 olsa da, kisilik, kisinin baskalariyla etkilesimlerini,
sosyal ¢evrelerini ve o kisinin nasil davrandigini etkileyen psikolojik 6zelliklerin ve

mekanizmalarin toplami olarak tanimlanabilir (Larsen ve Buss, 2018).

Kisiligi degerlendirmek igin, kisilik testleri hem aragtirmacilar tarafindan hem de
organizasyonlar ve sirketler tarafindan yaygin olarak kullanilmaktadir (Morgeson ve
digerleri, 2007). Literatiirde pek ¢ok farkli kisilik testi bulunmaktadir: Minnesota Cok
Yonlii Kisilik Envanteri-2 (Butcher, Dahlstrom, Graham, Tellegen ve Kaemmer,

1989) ve Biiyiik Bes Modeli (Costa ve McCrae, 1992) érneklerden bazilaridir.
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Farkli kisilik teorileri ve farkli kisilik testleri arasinda, endiistri ve orgiit psikolojisi
literatiirii, Biiyilk Bes Modeli'nden (BBM) biiyiik olgiide etkilenmistir (Ornegin,
McCrea ve Costa, 1987; Lee, Ashton ve de Vries, 2005). BBM gegerli bir model olarak
sirketlerde ve arastirmalarda da kullanilmaktadir (Helle, DeShong, Lengel, Meyer,
Butler ve Mullins-Sweatt, 2018). BBM’de bes kisilik faktorii vardir: Agiklik,
Sorumluluk, Disadoniiklikk, Uyumluluk ve Duygusal Denge (Goldberg, 1993).
Aciklik, deneyimin takdir edilmesi ve yeni deneyimler denemeye isteklilik ile;
Sorumluluk faktorii disiplinli olma ve diirtiileri kontrol etme ile; Disadontikliiliik diger
insanlar ile birlikte olmaya, heyecan aramaya veya konuskan olmaya yatkinlikla,
Uyumluluk fedakar ve igbirlik¢i davraniglar ile; Duygusal Denge ise iizlintii veya utang
gibi olumsuz olanlardan daha az olumlu duygular yasamayi iceren bir yatkinlik ile

tanimlanabilir.

Bazen kisilik faktorleri baz1 amaglar i¢in ¢ok genis kalabilir. Bu durumda kisilik
faktorlerinin “alt-faktorleri” kullanilir. Alt faktorler, bir kisilik faktoriiniin benzersiz
yonleri olarak tanimlanabilir (McCrae ve Costa, 2003). Ornegin, bir kisilik faktorii ve
is performansi arasinda giiclii bir iligski olsa da bu kisilik faktorii altindaki tiim alt

faktorler is performansi ile ayni derecede iliskili olmayabilir.

Kisiligin ve is performansi arasindaki iliskiyi gosteren bir meta-analiz He, Donnellan
ve Mendoza (2019) tarafindan yapilmistir. Caligmanin sonuglarina gére performans
ile BBM arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliski vardir. Performans
kriterlerindeki BBM faktorlerinin goreceli agirliklarina gore, Sorumluluk faktorii
performanstaki varyansin ¢ogunu agiklar (%50.86 - %61.08), ardindan Duygusal
Denge (%R?*=20.96 — 28.31), Uyumluluk (%R?= 13.54 — 14.15), Disadéniikliik (%R>
=3.5-4.95) ve A¢iklik (%R? = .91 — 1.74) takip eder. Performans ve Uyumluluk ile
gercek korelasyon tahminleri p = .16, hem Ag¢iklik hem de Disadoniikliik i¢in p= .07,
Sorumluluk i¢in p = .20 ve Duygusal Denge i¢in p = .13'tlir. Ayn1 ¢alismada, kisilik
ozelliklerinin ¢esitli yonlerine de bakilmistir. Sonuglara gére, Sorumluluk faktoriiniin
gercek korelasyon tahminleri p = .09 ile p = .23 arasindadir; Uyumluluk faktori icin
p = .03 ile p = .13 arasindadir; Duygusal Denge faktorii icin en diisiik gergek
korelasyon p=-.01 ve en yiiksek korelasyon p = -.14'tlir; Aciklik faktorii i¢in degerler
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p=-.01 ve p=.15 arasindadir; ve son olarak Disadoniikliik yonii i¢in en diigiik olan1

p=-.03 ve en yliksek p=.16'd1r.

Literatiirde alt faktorlerle ilgili ¢aligmalar da vardir. Ornegin Judge, Rodell, Klinger,
Simon ve Crawford (2013) yaptiklar1 caligmada alt-faktorler ile is performansi
arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmislardir. Onceki ¢alismalarda oldugu gibi, Sorumluluk
faktorii (o= .26) ve onun alt-faktorleri genel is performansi ile en yliksek korelasyona
sahip olarak bulunmustur. Basar1 ¢abas1 alt-faktorii (p = .23) en yiiksek korelasyona
sahip alt-faktordiir; onu sorumluluk bilinci (p = .21) ve 6z disiplin (p = .19)
izlemektedir. Uyumluluk faktorii de genel is performansi ile istatistiksel olarak anlaml
bir iliskiye sahiptir (o =.17). Alt-faktorlerinden hassas fikirlilik (o= ".18) ve uyum alt-
faktorii (p = .13), genel is performans: ile istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskiye
sahiptir. Duygusal denge (p = -.10) genel is performans: ile nispeten diisiik bir
korelasyona sahiptir. Diirtiisellik alt-faktorii p = -.13'lik bir korelasyona sahiptir.
Agiklik genel is performansi ile p= .11’lik bir iligki vardir. Deger alt-faktorii Agiklik
faktoriinde en yiiksek iliskiye sahiptir (p = .15); ardindan fantezi (p = -.14) ve fikirler
(p=".10) takip etmektedir. Son olarak, Disadoniikliik faktorii ile genel is performansi
korelasyonu p = .20'dir. Olumlu duygular alt-faktorii de ayn1 korelasyona sahiptir (o
=.20). Bunu aktivite (p=.16), atilganlik (p=".11) ve giriskenlik (o= .11) alt-faktorleri

1izlemektedir.

1.2 Kisilik ve Satis Isleri Performansi

Bu ¢aligmada birgok farkli meslege odaklanmak yerine sadece bir kategori olan satisa
odaklanilmistir. Sadece satisa odaklanilmasinin bir nedeni satig rollerine mithendislik
veya igletme gibi farkli egitim gegmislerinden gelen kisilerin secilebilmesidir. Bdylece
bu calisma icin daha fazla katilimciya ulagsmak hedeflenmistir. Ayrica, bazi is
rollerinde Sorumluluk faktorii ile birlikte o role 6zgii bazi kisilik faktorlerini de
kullanmak gerekir. Satis bu rollerden biridir; ayn1 zamanda Disadoniikliik faktoriini
de kullanmak gerektirir. Boylece is taniminda hem Sorumluluk hem de bir baska

faktoriin etkisini gorme sansi elde edilmistir.
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Satis islerindeki performans ile Sorumluluk ve Disadoniikliik arasindaki iligkiyi
gosteren ¢aligmalar vardir. Ornegin, Hurtz ve Donovan (2000) meta-analizlerinde
farkli mesleklerin kisilik ve is performanslari arasindaki iligkiyi aragtirmiglardir. Meta-
analizlerine gore, satis performansi Sorumluluk (paizeriimis = .29) ve Disadoniikliik
(pdiizelriimis = .16) ile en yiiksek korelasyona sahip iki faktordiir. Bu iki faktorii, Duygusal
Denge (pdizeitiimis = .15), Uyumluluk (paizerimis = .06) ve Ag¢iklik (paizeriimis = .04)
izlemektedir. Literatiirden elde edilen bulgular ile, bu ¢alismada spesifik olarak, satis
isleri baglaminda Digsadoniikliik ve Sorumluluk kisilik faktorlerine ve is performansina
odaklanilmistir. Literatiirde Sorumluluk, Uyumluluk, Aciklik ve Disadoniikliik
faktorlerinin satis performansi igin etki biiytikliikleri .11 ve .31 arasinda degigsmektedir
(Barrick ve Mount, 1991; Barrick, Stewart ve Piotrowski, 2002; Conte ve Gintoft,
2005; Hough, 1992; Vinchur, Schippmann, Switzer ve Roth, 1998; Yang, Kim ve
McFarland, 2011).

1.3 Kisilik Testlerinde Tepki Yanhhg:

Kisiligi degerlendirirken 6zbildirim Glgiitlerinin kullanilmast kaginilmazdir ¢linkii
kullanimlar1 ¢ok kolay ve hizlidir, ¢ok fazla zaman ve ¢aba gerektirmezler. Ayrica,
insanlar bu tip anketlere aginadir. Bu noktalara ragmen, 6zbildirim 6l¢iitlerinin bazi
sorunlar1 da vardir. Kroger ve Wood'un (1993) arastirmasina gore, insanlar durumsal
gereksinimlere gore 6zbildirim sorularina verdikleri cevaplari ¢arpitabilirler. Bunun
anlami, kisilerin akillarindaki ideal calisan Ornegine gore kendi test cevaplarini
degistirmeye calisabilecekleridir. Kisi disiplinli olmasa da is boyle bir o6zellik

gerektirdigi i¢in disiplinliymis gibi ankete cevap verebilir.

Cesitli aragtirmalar, insanlarin isterlerse kisilik anketlerine verdikleri cevaplari kasitlt
olarak istedikleri yonde c¢arpitabileceklerini gostermistir (Alliger ve Dwight, 2000;
Viswesvaran ve Ones, 1999). Insanlar yanitlarini garpitabilseler bile, bunun gercek bir
ise alim siirecinde yanitlarini ¢arpitacaklari anlamina gelmedigi diisiiniilebilir. Ancak,
ise alim stireglerinde kullanilan degerlendirmelerde insanlarin cevaplarini gergekten
carpittigini gdsteren bazi kamitlar vardir. Ornegin, gergek ise bagvuranlarla yapilan bir
caligmada, is basvurusunda bulunanlarin isle ilgili gorevler ve sahte gorevler igeren
bir kontrol listesi verilmistir ve hangi islerde deneyim sahibi olduklar1 sorulmustur.
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Katilimcilar, sahte dgelerle de deneyim sahibi olduklarini séylemislerdir (Anderson,

Warner ve Spencer, 1984).

Literatiirden bugiine kadar verilen tiim Ornekler bilingli carpitmalardir: Kisilere
yanitlarini sahte olarak iyi ya da kotli gdstermeleri i¢in talimat verilmistir ya da kisiler
yanitlarini1 ¢arpittiklarinin farkindadirlar. Bununla birlikte, yanit ¢arpitmasi bilingsiz
de olabilir; bu, insanlarin, sahte yanitlar verdiklerinin farkina bile varmadan yanitlarini
carpitabilecekleri anlamina gelir. Bilingdisi ¢arpitmalarda, “hazirlama” olarak bilinen
bir kavram 6nemli rol oynar (Krahe, Becker ve Zollter, 2008). Hazirlama, olay veya
durumlarin daha 6nce sahip oldugumuz bilgileri harekete ge¢irme tlizerindeki etkileri
olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Higgins ve Eitam, 2014). Storms (1958), bir kelime
iligkilendirme testinden Once, katilimcilara kelime ciftlerinden birinin sunulmasinin,
diger kelime ¢iftlerine verilen yanitlar arttirdigini géstermistir. Glaser ve Diingelhoff
(1984) tarafindan yapilan bir arastirma, “ekmek” kelimesini hatirlama oranlarinin,
“tereyag1” kelimesi ile hazirlama yapildiginda, hazirlamanin “doktor” kelimesi ile
yapilmasina kiyasla daha yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Yani “ekmek ve
tereyagl” kelimeleri, “ekmek ve doktor” kelimelerine kiyasla semantik olarak daha

fazla iliskilidir.

Endiistri ve orgiit psikolojisi baglaminda, “hazirlama” yaygin olarak kullanilan bir
yontem degildir. Ancak Krahe, Becker ve Zollter (2008) tarafindan yapilan bir
calisma, kisilik testlerinin “hazirlamadan” etkilendigini gostermistir. Calismada bir
ogrenci orneklemi kullanilmigtir. Katilimcilar is etiketi grubu, is etiketi ve is tanimi1
grubu ve son olarak kontrol grubu olarak tige ayrilmistir. Kontrol grubunda
katilimcilar ¢alismanin gercek amacini bilmemektedir ve herhangi bir is tanimi
okumamuslardur. Is etiketi grubunda, katilimcilar gazetecilikle ilgili bir isin is unvanin
gordiiler. Is etiketi ve is tanimi grubundaki katilimcilar, gazetecilikle ilgili bir isle
unvani ve is tamiminm gordiiler. Sonug, isin gazetecilikle ilgili oldugunu bilmenin
katilimcilar1 hazirladigini ve her iki deney kosulunun da kontrol grubuna gore daha
yiiksek disadontikliik puanina sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Hazirlama etkisi, BBM’nin

kalan dort faktorii icin degil, yalnizca disadoniikliik kisilik 6zelligi icin gozlenmistir.
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Arastirmacilar ikinci ¢aligmalarinda yine {i¢ gruba ayirdiklart 6grenci 6rneklemini
kulland1. Bir grup katilimci, disadoniikliikle ilgili davraniglar sergileyen bir kisiyi
gosteren bir video izledi, bir grup katilimci, disaddniik ile ilgili bir yaz1 okudu ve bir
gruba herhangi bir yonerge verilmedi; bu grup yalnizca kisilik testi tamamladi. Yine
deney gruplart kontrol grubundan anlamli bir sekilde disadontikliik faktoriinde
farklilik gosterdi. Bu c¢alisma ile bilingsiz mekanizmalarin tepki bozulmasina yol

acabilecegi gosterilmistir.

Bu caligmada, Krahe, Becker ve Zollter'in (2008) bulgularini farkli is tanimlar (sifat
temelli ve davranigsal tanim temelli) ilizerinden tekrarlamak amaglanmistir. Bu
nedenle, aslinda gercek is bagvurusunda bulunmayan o&grenci katilimeilar, is
tanimlarin1 gordiiklerinde, is tanimlarimin katilimcilar “hazirlamasi” ve “hazirlanan”
ve “hazirlanmayan” 6grenci gruplarinin kisilik testlerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli

bir fark olmas1 beklenmistir.

Hipotez I: Bir satis isi icin gorev tanimlari ile “hazirlanan” katilimcilar, ardil
testlerinde iligkili kisilik faktoriinde zaman-hazirlama etkilesim etkisi ile kontrol

grubuna kiyasla daha yiiksek puan alacaklardir.

Hipotez 1a: Bir satis isi i¢in is tanimlariyla “hazirlanan” katilimcilar, belirli bir
baglami1 olmayan bir ise bagvurmay1 hayal eden kontrol grubuyla karsilagtirildiginda,

disadoniikliik faktoriinde daha yiiksek puan alacaklardir.

Hipotez 1b: Bir satis isi i¢in is tanimlariyla “hazirlanan” katilimcilar, belirli bir
baglami1 olmayan bir ise bagvurmay1 hayal eden kontrol grubuyla karsilagtirildiginda,

Sorumluluk faktoriinde daha yiiksek puan alacaklardir.

Bu calismada, bir kisilik testi tamamlamadan 6nce, is tanimlarinin bir ise bagvurmay1
hayal eden katilimcilari nasil “hazirlayacagini” arastirilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, is
tanimlarin1 okuduktan sonra kisilik envanterlerindeki tepki yanliligini aragtirmaktir.
Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada katilimeilara, satigla ilgili ayni is i¢in iki farkli is tanimi
gosterilmistir. Bir ig taniminda is gereksinimleri sifatlarla (6rnegin, gilicli iletisim
becerileri) verilirken, diger is taniminda is gereksinimleri davranigsal gostergeler
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olarak verilmistir (6rnegin, miisterilere iletisim becerilerini kullanarak hizli ve etkin

coziimler sunabilecek).

Calismada, ilgili literatiir dogrultusunda bir is tanimimi gozden gegirdikten sonra,
katilimcilar BBM envanteri ve Uluslararas1 Kisilik Oge Havuzundan (IPIP) giic,
baglilik, giivenilirlik, sosyallik ve kural bilinci alt-faktorleri ile ilgili maddeleri

tamamladilar.

Is tanimlarmin yapisi ile kisilik testi yapisi arasindaki uyum veya uyumsuzluk,
bilingsiz tepki ¢arpikliginin derecesini etkileyebilir. Spesifik olarak, ciimle yapilari
benzer oldugu i¢in, is tanimint sifatlarla géren katilimcilar, davranigsal tanimlamaya
dayali IPIP'den ziyade, sifat tabanli BBM envanterini (BFI-2) gordiiklerinde hazirlama
etkisinden daha fazla etkilenebilirler. Bu ylizden asagidaki aragtirma sorusu ¢aligsmaya

dahil edildi.

Aragtirma Sorusu: Kisilik testi maddeleri ile semantik a¢idan ayni yapida olan

is tanimin1 goren katilimeilar tepki yanliligindan daha fazla etkilenir mi?

Bu soruyu aragtirmak icin 2(6n test ve ardil test — gruplar i¢inde) x 3 (kontrol grubu,
sifat temelli is tanimi, davranigsal gostergeye dayali i tanimi — gruplar aras1)) ANOVA

analizi BFI-2 faktor puanlari ve IPIP faktorii izerinden yapildu.

2. YONTEM

2.1 Orneklem

Toplam 291 (221 kadin, 66 erkek ve 4 kisi cinsiyet bilgilerini paylasmak istemedi)
katilimet 6n test ve ardil testleri tamamladi. Katilimeilar Tiirkiye'de 6grenim géren
tiniversite Ogrencileridir. Katilimeilarin %50'si fen-edebiyat fakiiltesinde, %17'si
miithendislik fakiiltesinde, %10'a isletme fakiiltesinde, %6's1 tip fakiiltesinde, %6's1
egitim fakiiltesinde, %4'0 ise egitim fakiiltesinde, %2’si mimarlik fakiiltesinde, %2'si
iletisim fakiiltesinde ve %5'1 diger fakiiltelerde okumaktadir. Ayrica, katilimeilarin
%71'1 lisans egitimine devam etmektedir (%10 birinci sinif 6grencisi, %36 ikinci sinif
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ogrencisi, %22 liclincii sinif 6grencisi ve %32 dordiincii sinif 6grencisi); %23" yiiksek
lisans (%42 birinci sinif dgrencisi ve %58 ikinci siif 6grencisi) ve %6's1 doktora
egitimine devam etmektedir (%62 birinci sinif dgrencisi, %25 ikinci sinif 6grencisi ve

%13 ti¢iincii sinif 6grencisi).

291 katilimeilarin %71,1°1 en azindan staj deneyimine sahiptir. %68,7’si daha 6énceden
staj dahil en az bir ise bagvurmustur. Katilimcilarin %52,2’si is goriismesi deneyimine
sahip oldugunu belirtmistir ve %43'i bagvuru siirecinde en az bir tane ige alim testi

doldurdugunu belirtmistir.

Katilimcilara kariyer.net gibi kariyer sitelerini takip edip etmedikleri sorulmustur.
Sonuglara gore, bagvuranlarin %43'ii herhangi bir kariyer web sitesini kontrol etmiyor;
%44,3"i ayda bir veya iki kez kariyer sitelerini kontrol ediyor; %10,7's1 haftalik olarak
kariyer sitelerini kontrol etmektedir; katilimcilarin sadece %2,1'i kariyer.net gibi

kariyer sitelerini giinliik olarak kontrol etmektedir.

2.2 Islem

Arastirma internet lizerinden sosyal medyada duyuruldu. Ayrica Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi 6grencilerine ulasmak i¢in SONA Sistemi kullamldi. SONA sistemi
iizerinden bu ¢alismaya tam olarak katilan 6grenciler, ¢alismaya katkilarindan dolay1
sectikleri ders i¢in 1 ekstra kredi aldilar. Diger liniversitelerden gelen katilimcilar i¢in
D&R hediye ¢eki icin kura ¢ekildi ve 5 kisiye D&R'dan her biri 100 TL degerinde
hediye ceki verildi.

Bu ¢alisma i¢in, her seyden once, katilimcilar bilgilendirilmis bir onam imzaladilar.
Katilimcilara ¢aligmanin tam dogasi ve amaci verilmemistir. Arastirmaya iliskin
sorular alinmadan 6nce demografik bilgiler (yas, cinsiyet, liniversite, bolim vb.)

toplanmustir.

Calisma iki ana béliimden olusmaktadir: On test ve ardil test. On test sirasinda, tiim
katilimeilara ii¢ test uygulandi: Once bir kisilik testi (IPIP veya BFI), ardindan dikkati
dagitmak i¢in 20 sorudan olusan biligsel bir test ve son olarak ikinci kisilik testi
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(tamamlamadiklar1 kisilik testi). Kisilik testlerinin siras1 katilimeilar arasinda
dengelenmistir. Her ikisi de kisilik testleri olsa da, bu testler dogas1 geregi farklidir.
Oncelikle Bes Biiyiik Kisilik Envanteri — 2'nin (BFI-2) Tiirk¢e versiyonu kullanilmigstir
(Cemalciler, Stimer, Stimer ve Baruh, 2017). BFI-2'deki maddeler sifatlardan
olusmaktadir. Ancak Uluslararast Kisilik Oge Havuzu’ndaki (IPIP) maddeler

davranigsal gostergelerden olugsmaktadir.

Ardil test icin katilimcilara, ¢alismanin manipiilasyonunu igeren boliim 6n testten 30
giin sonra gonderilmistir. Son kisim, bir dncekiyle ayni testten olugmaktadir. Ancak
buna ek olarak katilimcilara gérev tanimlarr gonderilmistir. Iki farkli gorev tanimi
olusturulmustur. Bir is taniminda gereksinimler olarak davranigsal gostergeler,
digerinde ise ayni is i¢in gereksinimler olarak sifatlar bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin
licte biri, sifatlarla ifade edilen is gereksinimlerini iceren is tanimini gordii (Ornegin,
aktif, sosyal giiclii,); iicte biri ise, is gereksinimlerinin davranigsal gostergeler
cinsinden ifade edildigi is tammim gérdii (Ornegin, mevcut miisteri iliskilerini
miisterileri arayarak/ziyaret ederek devam ettirebilecek). Kalan katilimecilar kontrol
grubu olarak tanimlandi. Kontrol grubuna sadece kisilik testlerini tamaladi ve herhangi

bir i tanim1 okumadi. Ancak yine de bir is bagvurusunu hayal etmeleri istendi.

2.3 Materyaller

2.3.1 Kisilik Envanterleri

2.3.1.1 IPIP Maddeleri

Kural bilinci, goreve baglhilik, girigkenlik, atilganlik ve gosteris, fedakarlik, uyum,
giiven, fikirlere aciklik, diizen, heyecan arama ve girginlik alt-faktorleri kullanilmigtir.
Bu calismada Giiltas (2014) tarafindan terciime edilen ve IRT analizlerine dayali
olarak elde tutulan 6l¢cek maddeleri kullanilmistir. Giriskenlik alt-faktorii icin yeminli
terciiman esliginde arka arkaya ceviri yapilmistir. Ogeler iki dilli bir degerlendirici

tarafindan derecelendirilmistir.

2.3.1.2 BBM Maddeleri
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The Big Five Inventory — 2'nin (BFI — 2) Tiirk¢e versiyonu kullanilmistir (Cemalcilar
ve arkadaslar1, 2017). Olcek 59 maddeden olusmaktadir.

3. BULGULAR

3.1 On Eleme

On eleme analizi 6ncesinde toplamda 295 katilimei iki asamay1 da tamamlamisti.
Aykirt degerleri ortadan kaldirmak icin Mahalanobis Testi kullanildi. Analiz

sonucunda geriye toplam 291 veri kalmstir.

BBM faktorleri i¢in, Cronbach alfa giivenilirlikleri .79 - .88 arasinda degiskenlik
gostermistir. IPIP alt-faktorleri icin giivenilirlikler .73 - .88 arasinda degiskenlik

gostermistir

3.2 Aciklayic1 Faktor Analizi

IPIP alt-faktorler ve BBM faktor puanlari tizerinde agiklayict bir faktor analizi yapildi.
Varimax dondiirme ile temel bilesenler analizi kullanildi ve beklendigi gibi 4
yorumlanabilir faktor elde edildi.

Faktor 1, 5 maddeden olugmakta ve varyansin %25'ini a¢iklamaktadir ve yiikler .567
ile .868 arasinda degisiklik gostermektedir. Bu faktdr Disadoniiklik olarak

adlandirilmistir.

Faktor 2'de 4 madde bulunmaktadir ve bu faktdr varyansin %18'ini agiklamaktadir.
Faktor yiikleri .459 ve .838 arasindadir. Bu faktore Sorumluluk adi verildi.

Faktor 3'iin 4 maddesi vardir ve bu faktor varyansin %]11'ini agiklamaktadir. Faktor

yiikleri .375'ten .784'e degismektedir. Bu faktore Uyumluluk adi verilmistir.
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Son faktdr olan Faktor 4 ise 2 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Bu maddeler BBM’den Agiklik
ve IPIP faktorlerinden Fikirlere Ac¢ikliktir. Faktor yiikleri .677 ve .613 olup bu faktor
varyansin %8'ini agiklamaktadir. Bu faktore Aciklik adi verilmistir.

3.3 Hipotez Testleri

2 [zaman (0n test vs. ardil test) — grup i¢i] ile 3 [is tanim1 (davranigsal temelli ig tanim1
grubu - sifat temelli is tanim1 grubu - kontrol grubu — gruplar arasi) ANOVA
sonuclarina gore, Hipotez 1 Disadoniiklik ve Sorumluluk faktorleri igin
desteklenmedi. “Hazirlama” grubundaki katilimeilar ilgili kisilik faktorlerinde kontrol
grubuna kiyasla ardil testte yliksek puan almadilar [Disadoniikliik i¢in (£ = (1, 289) =
156, p =.69), Sorumluluk i¢cin(F = (1, 289) = .526, p = .46)].

BBM faktorleri i¢in gruplar arasinda ardil test puanlarinda istatistiksel bir fark
goriilmemistir. Ancak, ilging bir sekilde, tim BBM faktorleri i¢in zamanin ana etkisi
anlamli ¢itkmigtir. Spesifik olmak gerekirse, Duygusal Denge faktorii hari¢ tim BBM
faktorleri sonuglart ardil test 6l¢iimlerinde artma egilimindeydi. Duygusal Denge

faktorii icin, li¢ grubun tiimii 6n test 6l¢limiinden 6nemli Sl¢iide daha az puan aldi.

IPIP faktorlerinden, Sorumluluk ve Digadoniikliik faktorleri i¢in, “hazirlanan” grup ve
kontrol grubunun ardil test puanlar1 arasinda istatistiksel bir fark goriilmedi. IPIP
Uyumluluk faktdrii i¢in zaman faktdriiniin ana etkisi ve Zaman x Is Tanimu etkilesim
etkisi marjinal olarak anlaml ¢ikmistir [F(1.289) = 3.988, p = .047]. Bu sonug, ardil
testte deney grubunun kontrol grubundan 6nemli Ol¢lide daha yiiksek puan aldig:
anlamma gelir. IPIP Fikirlere Agiklik faktoriinde de benzer bir sonug¢ goriildii.
Zamanin ana etkisi ve etkilesim etkisi istatistiksel olarak dnemli sonug verdi [F(1.289)
= 4.339, p = .038)]. Bu, ardil test puanlari i¢in deney grubunun kontrol grubundan

onemli dl¢iide daha yiiksek puan aldig1 anlamina gelir.

3.3.1 Alt-Faktor Kesif Analizi
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Bu analizde IPIP'nin alt-faktorleri ayr1 ayri analiz edildi. Her bir alt-faktor igin, 2
[zaman (On test ve ardil teste) — grup i¢i] x 2 [is tanimi (is tanim1 grubu ve kontrol

grubu — gruplar arasinda)] karma denek tasarimi ile ANOVA analizleri yapilmistir.

Kural bilinci, heyecan arayis1 ve giriskenlik faktorleri i¢in, zaman faktoriiniin ana
etkisi bulunamadi. Ancak, goreve baghlik, diizen, atilganlik ve gosteris, giriskenlik,
fedakarlik, gliven ve uyum alt-faktorleri i¢in zamanin ana etkisi bulundu. Ayrica, IPIP

alt-faktorlerinin higbiri i¢in etkilesim etkisi bulunmadi.

3.3.2 Ek Kesif Analizi

Ek olarak, 4. simf Ogrencilerinin gercek bir ise bagvurmak i¢in daha motive
olabilecekleri varsayimlarinin gegerli olup olmayacagimi goérmek icin analizler

yapilmustir, ancak sonuglar degismemistir.

Son olarak, tiim 6rneklem kullanilarak dnceki ig/staj deneyiminin kontrol edilmesinin
sonuglarda bir fark yaratip yaratmayacagini gérmek icin analizler yapilmistir. Onceki
is/staj deneyimi ortak degisken olarak analizlere girilmistir. Bes Biiyiik faktorden
Sorumluluk, Digsadéniikliik ve Duygusal Denge icin, Zaman ve dnceki ig/staj deneyimi
etkilesim etkisinin anlamli oldugu tespit edildi. Tiim IPIP faktorleri i¢in Zaman ve
onceki ig/staj deneyimi etkilesim etkisi bulunmadi. Ayrica, alt-faktorler icin, bu
anlamli etki yalnizca atilganlik ve gosteris, ve gorev bilinci i¢in bulunmustur. Zaman

ve grup etkilesimleri bulunamamustir.

3.4. Is Tanim ve Kisilik Testi Yapisi Eslesmesi Testi

Arastirma sorusunu test etmek icin, 2 [zaman (6n test vs. ardil test) — grup iginde] x 3
[is tanimi (s1fat bazli is tanimi vs. davranigsal gosterge bazli is tanimi vs. kontrol grubu

— gruplar arasinda) ] ANOVA analizleri yapildi.

Tiim BBM faktorleri i¢in, zaman faktoriiniin ana etkisi istatistiksel olarak anlamliyd.
Ancak, ANOVA sonuglarma gore, FFM faktorlerinin higbiri icin etkilesim etkisi
bulunmadi.
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IPIP faktdrleri igin, 2x3 ANOVA sonuglar, tiim IPIP faktorleri icin zaman faktoriiniin
istatistiksel olarak dnemli ana etkilerini gdstermistir. Ilging bir sekilde, uyumluluk
faktorii icin 6nemli bir etkilesim etkisi vardi (£(2,288) = 4.251, p = .01). Bununla
birlikte, etkilesim igin post hoc testi, anlamli olmayan sonuglar ortaya cikardi.
Uyumluluk faktorii disinda, IPIP faktorleri igin herhangi bir etkilesim etkisi
bulunmamistir. Heyecan arama, giriskenlik ve kural bilinci alt-faktorlerinde zaman
faktorlinlin higbir ana etkisi goriilmedi. Ancak, diger alt-faktorlerde zaman ana etkisi
goriildli. Ayrica, etkilesim etkisi yalnmzca fedakarlik alt-faktorii icin anlamliydi.

Bununla birlikte, post hoc testi anlamli olmayan sonuglar ortaya koydu.

4. TARTISMA

4.1 Sonuclarin Yorumlanmasi ve Teorik A¢iklamalar

Mevcut ¢alisma, kisilik testi tamamlamadan dnce is tanimlarini okumanin bir etkisi
olup olmadigini inceledi. Bu c¢alisma ayni zamanda is tanimlarinda kullanilan
kelimelerin kisilik testi yanitlar1 lizerinde bir etkisi olup olmadigini da incelemistir.
Sonuglara gore, bulunan tek etki zaman etkisidir; yani, katilimcilara is bagvurusu
yapiyormus gibi yanit vermeleri talimati verildiginde, katilimcilar kendilerini daha
olumlu gosterecek yanitlar verdiler. Is bagvurusunu hayal etme talimati verilen kontrol
grubuna kiyasla, is tanimlarinin okunmasi kisilik testi cevaplari lizerinde bir etkiye
sahip degildi. Ayrica, is tanimi ifadesinin de kisilik testi yanit carpitmasi iizerinde

herhangi bir etkisi olmamugtir.

BBM sonuglarina gore is tanimi1 okumanin higbir etkisi ¢ikmamistir. Hem 2x2 hem de
2x3 ANOVA sonuglari i¢in sadece zaman etkisi bulunmustur. Alt-faktor analizi farkli
sonuclar ortaya koymustur. Kisilik faktorlerinin analizinin sonuglarina gore, tiim
faktorler icin zamanin ana etkisi bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte, IPIP'nin alt-faktorleri

icin sonuglar ¢ok tutarl degildir.
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Her durumda, zaman etkisi tiim faktorler ve yonlerin ¢ogu icin anlamli ¢ikmistir, ancak
yalnizca ii¢ alt-faktor icin durum farklidir. Bireylerin kisilikleri zaman iginde
cogunlukla sabit oldugundan (Costa ve McCrae, 1997), iki test degisimin katilimcilara
verilen talimatlardan kaynaklandigi sOylenebilir. Tiim katilimcilardan ardil testleri
gercek bir is degerlendirmesindeymis gibi doldurmalari istendi. Bir tepki yanlilig: tiirii
olan sosyal istenirlik yanlilig1, yanitlardaki bu tiir degisikliklerin bir nedeni olabilir.
Sosyal istenirlik, “sosyal olarak arzu edilen 6zellik ve davraniglar1 kabul etme ve
sosyal olarak istenmeyenleri reddetme egilimi” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Krumpal,
2013). Dolayisiyla Zaman'in énemli ana etkisinin katilimcilara verilen talimatlarin

sonucu olabilecegi soylenebilir.

Zaman faktoriinlin ana etkisi, 6l¢ceklerden bagimsiz olarak heyecan arayisi, giriskenlik
ve kural bilinci alt-faktorleri disinda tiim kisilik faktorleri icin anlamli ¢ikmustir.
Ashinda, Jugde ve arkadaslarinin (2013) meta-analizine gore heyecan arayisi alt-
faktoriinde anlamli olmayan bir etki gostermesi mantiklidir ¢iinkii is performansi ve
heyecan arama neredeyse hi¢ korelasyon gostermemektedir (r = -.05). Artan heyecan
arayisl, insanlar iyi performans gosteriyormus gibi gostermedigi icin, insanlarin bu

konuda yanit ¢arpitmay1 umursamamalar1 anlagilabilir.

Giriskenlik boyutu i¢in sonuglar ilgingtir c¢iinkii literatiir giriskenlik ile satig
performansi arasinda bir iligki oldugunu gosterir (r = .11) (Judge ve digerleri. 2013).
Ancak kullandigimiz 6l¢egin yalnizca ii¢ sorusu vardir ve bu sorular Tiirk kiiltiiriinde
farklh sekilde anlasilabilir. Sorulan nitelikler igyerlerinde sosyal olarak istenmeyen
veya kaba olarak kabul edilebilir. Giiltag (2014) da benzer bir sonucu Tiirk kiiltiirtinde
bulmustur ve bu anlamli olmayan sonucun gii¢ mesafesi ile ilgili olabilecegini

savunmustur.

Son olarak, kural bilinci i¢in yapilan analiz, zaman faktoriiniin 6nemli olmayan bir ana
etkisini ortaya ¢ikardi. Yine bu yonii degerlendirmek icin madde sayisi yeterli degildir,
Olcek iki sorudan olusmaktadir. Ayrica, satis rollerinde insanlar bazen miisterilere satis
yapmak ic¢in kurallar1 ¢ignerler. Bu nedenle, bu alt-faktordeki 6geler satis roliiyle
ilgisiz olarak kabul edilebilir. Daha fazla arastirma, bu alt-faktorii yeterli sayida soru
ile dl¢ebilir.

76



4.2 Sonuclarin Uygulanmasi

Arastirmanin sonuglarina gore, kisilik testi yapmadan 6nce is tanimlarin1 okumanin
yamt yanhiligmna etkisi olmadigi sdylenebilir. Is basvurusunda bulunduklarini
zanneden katilimcilar, is tamimlarinda belirtilen kisilikle ilgili gerekliliklerden

bagimsiz olarak yanitlarini ¢arpitmislardir.

Zaman faktoriiniin ana etkisi 6nemli olarak bulunmustur. Calismada 6grenciler gercek
bir igse basvurmuyorlardi; bu nedenle, test oturumu yiiksek riskli bir baglam degildi.
Bireyler gergek bir is basvurusu yaptiklarina ve bir is icin degerlendirildiklerini
bildiklerinde, cevaplarmi yine de garpitacaklardir. Is tanimi ister ¢ok sayida sifatla,
ister ¢cok sayida davranig gostergesiyle yazilmis olsun, yanit bozulmasi zaman
faktoriinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, insanlarin degerlendirileceklerini

bildiklerinde cevaplarini ¢arpittilar ve sosyal olarak arzu edilen cevaplar verdiler.

Mevcut calisma sonuclari, insan kaynaklari uygulamalari icin 6nemli bir etkiye
sahiptir. Sonugclar, is tanimlarinin sifatlar kullanilarak mi1 yoksa davranigsal gostergeler
kullanilarak mi1 yazildiginin, kisilik degerlendirmelerinde tepki ¢arpitmasi agisindan
bir fark yaratmayacagini gostermistir. Bu nedenle, insan kaynaklar1 personelinin yanit
onyargilarinin nasil azaltilacagina veya sosyal olarak arzu edilen yanitlarin nasil tespit

edilecegine daha fazla odaklanmasi iyi bir tavsiye olabilir.

4.3 Smirlamalar ve ileri Arastirmalar Icin Oneriler

Kontrol grubunda zaman faktoriiniin ana etkisi, ardil testteki talimatlar ile
aciklanabilir. Kontrol grubu i¢in verilen talimat, kendilerini bir is i¢in bagvuranlar gibi
gormeleriydi. Daha fazla arastirma, hi¢ bir talimat okumayan bir kontrol grubunu

caligmaya dahil edebilir.

Bu calisma dgrencilerle yapilmistir. Ogrenciler, is bagvurularinda gercek is arayanlarla
ayni motivasyona sahip olmayabilir. Ayrica katilimcilar farkli siniflara devam
etmektedir; bu nedenle is arama ve/veya bulma motivasyonlar1 da esit olmayabilir.
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Son smif Ogrencisi olan katilimcilarla bir analiz yapilmis ancak ayni Oriintiiye
rastlanmigtir. Katilimcilardan gercek bir is bagvurusu sirasinda yapacaklart gibi
degerlendirmeleri tamamlamalar1 istense de, ger¢ek motivasyonunu yakalanmamis
olabilir. Ayrica, bir 6grenci 6rnekleminden toplanan verilerden dolay1 yas araligi
smirlidir ve calisan niifusa gore gengctirler. Literatiirde yas ile sosyal begenirlik
arasinda pozitif iliski bulan bir ¢calisma vardir (Soubelet ve Salthouse, 2011). Daha
ileri aragtirmalar, miimkiinse katilimcilarin ger¢ek motivasyonunu yakalamak icin

gercek is bagvurusunda bulunan katilimeilardan 6rneklem secebilir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, bu arastirmanin amaci kisilik testlerine girmeden once is
tanimlarini1 okumanin bir etkisi olup olmadigini gérmektir. Analize gore is tanimlarin
okumanin etkisinin olmadigi; ancak, bir is basvurusu i¢in kisilik testi yaptirmanin bir
etkisi vardir; katilimcilar bir rol i¢in bagvurduklarini diisiindiiklerinde cevaplarini
carpittilar. Bu arastirma bir 68renci 6rnegi ile yiritiilmiistiir, gelecekteki arastirmalar

bu konuyu gergek bir is bagvurusu 6rnegi ile arastirabilir.
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