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An Alternative to Likert Scale: Emoji
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Abstract

In the twenty-first century, the wide use of emojis in communication platforms has emerged. As a result, emojis
have started to be used in scales. However, there are a limited number of studies in the literature that focuses on
the effect of using emojis instead of Likert-type response categories in scales. Therefore, the focus of this study
is to examine the differences that may arise from using emoji and Likert-type response categories in scales. For
this purpose, the 3, 5, and 7-point Likert-type and 3, 5, and 7 emoji response categories Psychological Well-
Being Scale was applied to 341 students studying at two state universities located in different regions of Turkey.
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses and reliability analyses were carried out on the data of the
participants who answered the six forms with different response categories. As a result, it was determined that
there were no significant differences in exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses and reliability analyses.
However, when correlational analyses were examined, it was observed that as the number of reaction categories
increased, the correlation scores of emoji and Likert-type scales decreased.
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INTRODUCTION

Researchers frequently adopt scaling techniques such as Thurstone (1927), Guttman (1941), and Likert
(1932) when developing self-report scales (Dwyer, 1993). The Thurstone scale has a structure that
consists of many items, and the items are rated by experts. In this scale, participants indicate whether
they agree or disagree with each item (Payne & Payne, 2004). On the other hand, Guttman scaling
technique is a response-based technique, and people can respond to a large number of items. However,
they are evaluated according to the answer they give to the strongest item in terms of the feature
examined. Items are scaled according to the amount or importance of the feature being measured
(Price, 2017). Guttman scales differ from Thurstone scales in their cumulative aspect. In Guttman
scales, a positive response to one level of the scale demonstrates a positive response to all items below
that level, and with this aspect, it differs from Thurstone scales. Thurstone and Guttman scales are
prepared to represent all levels of the feature, but in Likert-type scales, the items are close to the
endpoints of the measured feature (Anderson, 1988/1991). In a Likert-type scale, which is a person-
oriented method, participants indicate their degree of agreement on many items. The rating can be
made as strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree (Price, 2017), and they can be
formed as three, four, five, and seven categories. In the scale, there may be an indecision option to
choose when there is no positive or negative emotion regarding the item. Likert-type scales do not
need an expert view in the scoring process contrary to the Thurstone scale. This situation allows for
eliminating errors caused by experts (Bayat, 2014). Likert-type scales are considered to be practical
and reliable. However, in recent years, as a reflection of digitalization, it has been observed that emojis
are used as reaction categories to the items in the scales. In emoji, e represents pictures, and moji
represents characters. When we look at the history of emojis, we see that they were created in 1998 by
a Japanese communicator, and the widespread use of them has been around since 2010. In 2015, an

emoji (face with tears of joy [€]) was chosen as the word of the year by the Oxford Dictionary, which
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demonstrates that emojis have gained an important place in communication and personal expression.
Hence, the increasing importance of emojis in social areas and communication has been
acknowledged, and emojis have become a new spelling code (Danesi, 2017). The reflection of this
trend in the digital world on scientific researches has been inevitable.

When the literature is examined, a limited number of studies were found on the use of emojis in scales.
Alismail and Zhang (2018) examined the use of emoji in electronic user experience in their research.
Deubler, Swaney-Stueve, Jepsen, and Su-Fern (2020), in consumers’ emotional response to products,
and Marengo, Giannotta, and Settanni (2017), on personality assessment, examined the effect of using
emojis instead of verbal response categories. Alismail and Zhang (2018) made inferences on the
advantages and difficulties of using emojis through semi-structured interviews. Marengo et al. (2017)
obtained concurrent validity between emojis and a personality test consisting of verbal response
categories. Deubler et al. (2020) made inferences about the validity of the scale data in which emojis
are used as response categories. When the studies of Marengo et al. (2017) and Deubler et al. (2020)
are considered, it can be understood that emojis can be used instead of verbal response categories.
Even though there is evidence relating to the validity of the data obtained with the use of emojis in
questionnaires, the studies are not sufficient. Besides, there is no study that compares verbal response
categories with emojis. Considering that the use of emojis provides important results about the
psychological states of individuals, it seems that more research is needed on the subject. For this
reason, this study focuses on the validity and reliability of data obtained with emoji and verbal response
categories. In this respect, it will provide inferences about the effects of using emojis. Also, using
instruments with 3, 5, and 7 Likert type verbal categories, there is a tendency to choose the highest or
lowest category, avoid choosing extreme categories, and respond similarly to items that have close
meaning (Albaum, 1997). It is important to determine the occurrence of the same situation when using
emojis. Seeing that there is no detailed research in the literature on this subject, this study aims to
examine whether the data obtained from scales with emoji and Likert-type response categories differ
from each other. Studies also stated that there was a difference between men’s and women’s emoji use
(see Chen et al., 2017; Prada et al., 2018). Therefore, it is important to examine whether the use of
emojis as a response category in the instruments makes a difference between men and women in terms
of the structure of the scale. Hence, this paper examines the following research questions:

1. Do the factor loadings and proportions of explained variance in the result of the exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) of the data obtained with 3-point, 5-point, and 7-point Likert-type
verbal response categories and emojis differ?

2. Do the factor loadings and model-data fit indexes in the result of confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) of the data obtained with the 3-point, 5-point, and 7-point Likert-type verbal
response categories and emojis differ?

3. How do the relationships between 3-point, 5-point, and 7-point Likert-type verbal response
categories and, respectively, 3-point, 5-point, and 7-point emojis differ according to gender?

4. What are the reliabilities of the data sets obtained with 3-point, 5-point, and 7-point Likert-
type verbal response categories and emojis?

METHOD

This study utilized a cross-sectional and non-experimental survey research design. In survey research,
data are collected from the sample in a single session. The main way to collect data is to ask questions,
and it is a method used to examine certain characteristics (belief, attitude, ability, etc.) (Fraenkel,
Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). In this study, different response categories of the questions asked students
about their psychological well-being were compared. Hence, the survey research method was adopted.
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Population and Sample

The accessible population of the research consisted of undergraduate students studying at two state
universities, one in the Southeastern Anatolia and the other in the Black Sea region. In the study, no
inference was made about the feature examined; only the use of emoji and verbal expressions as a
response category were compared. For this reason, the convenience sampling method was adopted. In
convenient sampling, a non-random sampling method, researchers reach out to the most accessible
participants in order to prevent excessive time and energy loss and to reduce study costs (Fraenkel et
al., 2012). The sample group consisted of 341 students, and the demographic characteristics of the
students were shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Students in The Sample

Variable f % Variable f %
Woman 252 73.9 Adiyaman University 165 48.4
Man 89 26.1 Bolu Abant izzet Baysal University 176 51.6
Faculty of Education 283  83.0 First Grade 66 19.4
Faculty of Science and Literature 15 4.4  Second Grade 148 434
Faculty of fine arts 11 3.2 Third Grade 63 18.5
Vocational School of Social Sciences 19 5.6  Fourth Grade 57 16.7
Other 13 3.8  Other 7 2.0
Sum 341 100

When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that 79.9% (n = 252) of the university students in the sample
were female and 26.1% (n = 89) were male. The ages of the participants range between 18 and 41,
with an average of 21.6 and a median of 21. Of all the participants, 83% (n = 283) studied at the faculty
of education, 5.6% (n = 19) at social sciences vocational school, 4.4% (n = 15) at the faculty of science
and literature, 3.2% (n = 11) at the faculty of fine arts, and 3.9% (n = 13) at other faculties (dentistry,
pharmacy, economics and administrative sciences, health sciences, tourism) and institutes (natural
sciences). The sample consisted of 19.4% (n = 66) first year, 43.4% (n = 148) second year, 18.5% (n
= 63) third year, 16.7% (n = 57) fourth year, and 2% (n = 6) other year (preparatory year and fifth
year) students.

Data Collection Tools

The data collection tools consisted of a questionnaire inquiring the participants about their genders,
universities, faculties, and years, as well as the Psychological Well-being Scale. The scale was
developed by Diener et al. (2010) and adapted to Turkish culture by Telef (2013). When the
psychometric properties of the Turkish form of the Psychological Well-Being Scale were examined,
it was seen that the scale was unidimensional, and the explained variance was 42%. The factor loadings
of the items varied between .54 and .76. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the scale scores
was .80, and the test-retest reliability coefficient was .86. In order to obtain evidence of criterion
validity, the correlation of a different psychological well-being and a needs satisfaction scale was
examined. As a result, correlation values of .56 and .73 were found with the psychological well-being
and needs satisfaction scales, respectively. The Psychological Well-Being Scale consists of eight
items, and the items are rated as 1 strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 slightly disagree, 4 neutral, 5
slightly agree, 6 agree, and 7 strongly agree.

Data Collection Procedure

The demographic information form and Psychological Well-Being Scale which was formed as 3-point
(disagree, neutral, agree), 5-point (strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree), and 7-
point (strongly disagree, disagree, slightly disagree, neutral, slightly agree, agree, absolutely agree)

Likert-type response categories and 3-point (%), @), ©), 5-point (@, ®, ®, ©, &), and 7-
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point (@), @, @, ®, ©, &, @) emoji reaction categories were turned into online forms and
applied to university students in a single session.

Data Analysis

Before the analysis, the data set was examined, and it was observed that there was no missing data.
This study was carried out to compare the results of the exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) of the scales with Likert-type and emoji response categories. First, it was analyzed
whether the data sets met the assumptions of the factor analysis. For that purpose, it was investigated
whether there were multivariate extreme values in the data set obtained with both Likert-type and
emoji response categories from 341 participants, and Mahalanobis distances were calculated. Among
the obtained Mahalanobis distances, those giving significant results at a = .001 were excluded from
the data sets. Also, whether there is multicollinearity in the data sets was examined through tolerance
value (TV), variance inflation factor (VIF), and condition index (CI) values. Whether the data sets
provided multivariate normality was analyzed through Mardia’s coefficient of multivariate kurtosis.
The suitability of the data sets for EFA was investigated through the use of KMO and Bartlett test of
sphericity. All values obtained according to the data sets regarding the assumptions were presented in
Table 2.

Table 2. Examination of Data Sets in Terms of Factor Analysis Assumptions

Response  Number of Number of 1Y VIF Cl Mardia’s Bartlett
Type Categories Multivarite (min-max) (min-max) (min-max) Kurtosis KMO Test
P g Outlier Coefficient

Likert 3 0 43 -.83 1.21-2.33 1-27.68 14.51* .85 1229.6*
5 10 .34 - .60 1.67-2.92 1-23.78 15.77* 92 1940.3
7 14 27 - .44 2.25-3.71 1-2547 20.56* .93 2318.0*

Emoji 3 5 43 -.83 1.21-2.33 1-27.68 14.51* .85 1403.0*
5 4 .37-.58 1.74-2.72 1-24.36 17.48* .91 1830.1*
7 15 .26 - .55 1.81-3.88 1-26.41 21.21* 91 2643.1*

*p <.05

In Table 2, it is seen that the number of multivariate extreme values in data sets varies between 0 and
15. These extreme values were extracted from the data sets of 341 people. It was observed that the
tolerance values of all data sets were greater than .01, the variance inflation factor was less than 10,
and the condition indexes were less than 30. Accordingly, it can be argued that there is no
multicollinearity in data sets (Kline, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). When KMO values and
Bartlett’s sphericity test results were examined, KMO values were between .85 and .93. The acceptable
minimum KMO value for factor analysis is specified as .60 (Kaiser, 1974). Accordingly, the data sets
have a sufficient sample size for EFA (Kaiser & Rice, 1974). Bartlett’s sphericity test results were
significant in all data sets. So, it can be said that the correlation matrices obtained from the data sets
were different from the identity matrix. Since the multivariate normal distribution assumption was not
provided to perform EFA, the stronger unweighted least squares (ULS) factor extraction method was
used against the violation of this assumption (Brown & Moore, 2012). In CFA, the mean and variance
adjusted unweighted least squares (ULSMV) estimation method was used. EFA and CFA were carried
out by using a polychoric correlation matrix. Factor 10.10.03 (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2020) was
used for the EFA, and Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2012) software was used for CFA.

Ethics Committee Approval

In this study, all rules stated to be followed within the scope of Higher Education Institutions Scientific
Research and Publication Ethics Directive were followed. None of the actions stated under the title of
Actions Against Scientific Research and Publication Ethics, were taken.
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RESULTS
In this section, findings were given according to the order in the research questions.

Comparison of EFA Results of Data Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Response Categories

EFA results of the data obtained from the scales with Likert-type and emoji response categories were
compared in terms of the variance ratio explained and the factor loadings of the items. The results
obtained were presented in Table 3.

Table 3. EFA Results of The Data Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Rating Scales
Number of Categories

3 5 7
Response Type
Item  Likert Emoji Likert Emoji Likert Emoji Likert Emoji  Likert Emoji  Likert Emoji
No Factor Loadings  Explained Variance Factor Loadings Explained Variance Factor Loadings Explained Variance
1 .86 .93 .90 .84 .89 .90
2 .66 73 .81 .85 .87 .88
3 .64 .66 © © .81 .79 © © .87 .88 © ©
4 .58 49 O% E\r 74 71 § % .78 .79 % ’é
5 .58 .61 < < .68 .75 ~ 5 .78 .84 ) 0
6 80 .75 ol 86 .85 © © 88 .94 ~ ~
7 .65 .70 .73 .67 .79 .69
8 .73 .63 .80 .75 .83 .85

In Table 3, factor loadings of the items in scales rated in emoji and Likert type were presented. When
EFA results of the data obtained from scales rated in Likert and emoji type were examined, it can be
said that the factor loadings were very close to each other, and the explained variance rates were very
similar. As the number of response categories increased, the explained variance rate increased.
However, the EFA results of the data obtained from the scales rated in Likert and emoji type with the
same number of categories were very similar.

The Wilcoxon signed-rank test was applied to examine whether the factor loadings of the data obtained
from scales rated in Likert and emoji type differ significantly or not. As a result, no significant
difference was found between the factor loadings of the data sets obtained with the Likert-type and
emoji response categories of both 3-point (Z = -.70, p = .94) and 5- point (Z = -.84, p = .40) as well as
7-point scales (Z =-1.40, p = .16).

Comparison of CFA Results of Data Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Response Categories

CFA results obtained from data sets whose response categories are Likert-type and emoji were
compared with regard to factor loadings of the items. Accordingly, the results obtained were presented
in Table 4.

When Table 4 is reviewed, the factor loadings of the scales with both Likert-type and emoji response
categories obtained from CFA results can be seen. Findings showed that the factor loadings of the data
obtained from the scales with the Likert-type and emoji response category with the same number of
categories were very similar.

ISSN: 1309 - 6575 Egitimde ve Psikolojide Olcme ve Degerlendirme Dergisi
Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology 186



Kilig, A. F., Uysal, i., Kalkan, B. / An Alternative to Likert Scale: Emoji

Table 4. CFA Factor Loading Results of Data Obtained From Emoji and Likert Type Rated Scales

Number of Categories

S 3 5 7
c Response Type
2 Likert Emoji Likert Emoji Likert Emoji
1 .86 .93 .90 .84 .89 .90
2 .66 73 81 .85 .87 .88
3 .64 .67 81 .79 .87 .88
4 .58 48 74 71 .78 .79
5 .58 .60 .68 .75 .78 .84
6 .80 .76 .86 .85 .88 .94
7 .65 .70 73 .67 .79 .69
8 73 .64 .80 75 .83 .85

The Wilcoxon signed-rank test was applied to examine whether the factor loadings differed in the data
obtained from scales rated in emoji and Likert type. As a result, it was found that Likert-type rating
with emoji does not reveal a significant difference between factor loadings for both 3-category (Z =
.00, p = 1.00) and 5-category (Z = -.84, p = .40) as well as 7-category scored scales (Z =-1.40, p =
.16). Table 5 included the fit indices obtained from CFA.

Table 5. Fit Indices in CFA of Data Sets Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Rating Scales

8 ®
ST g -
> 198 = 5 <
g Q _ R S 5 S g e
S g T 5 3 2 4 2 2 2 = s ¢
5 & o 3 = > > E S I 2 a S
s @ o < © 0 5 = &
a @ S o S f

E 4 =
e O
3 Likert .98 04 97 06 .05 03 .03-.08 .38 39.29 1.96 .01
3 Emoji .94 ’ .92 ’ .09 ' .06-.11 .00 69.39 3.47 .00
5 Likert .97 00 .96 00 13 00 A1-.16 .00 137.24 6.86 .00
5 Emoji .97 ’ .96 ’ 13 ' A1-.16 .00 140.27 7.01 .00
7 Likert .98 o1 .98 o1 12 00 10-.14 .00 6116.71 305.84 .00
7 Emoji .98 ) .97 ) 17 ) 15-.19 .00 8834.76 441,74 .00

When the scales rated with Likert and emoji had 3 categories, CFl values were obtained as .98 for
Likert-type and .94 for emoji. It is stated that the CFI change is important when the difference between
these two CFI values is greater than .01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).
Hereunder, when examined in terms of the CFI index, a 3-point Likert-type rating fits the data better
than a 3-point emoji rating. However, when the ACFI values are examined for the 5 and 7-point, it is
observed that these values are less than .01.

When examined in terms of RMSEA, it is stated that the difference is important when the value of
ARMSEA is greater than .01 (Chen, 2007). Accordingly, in terms of RMSEA, it can be concluded that
the Likert-type 3-point rating fits the data better than the 3-point emoji rating. There are no similar
comparisons for TLI and Chi-Square (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). On the other hand, statistics
obtained from Likert and emoji type scales are not at a level that will affect the model-data fit decision.
In other words, if the model-data fit is provided in the data set obtained from Likert-type scales, it is
also provided in the data set obtained from emoji type scales. Similarly, if the model-data fit is not
provided in the Likert-type scale, it is not provided in the emoji-type scale, as well. For instance, when
the results obtained from 3-point data sets are compared, while the CFI value for the emoji type scale
is .94, for the Likert-type scale, it is .98. Since it is stated that CFl and TLI are greater than .90 indicates
that model-data fit is achieved (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000),
it does not affect the decision about whether model-data fit is achieved in emoji or Likert type scales.
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Investigation of The Relationships Between the Scores Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type
Response Categories

The relationships between the scores obtained from the data sets, the reaction categories of which are
Likert-type and emojis, were examined by gender. Results were presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Correlation Between Scores Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Rated Scales According
to Gender

Women (n = 252) Man (n = 89)
Response Type 3 Categories 5 Categories 7 Categories 3 Categories 5 Categories 7 Categories
Emoji Emoji Emoji Emoji Emoji Emoji
3 Categories o ) i o
Likert 75 80
5 Categories o ) ) o
Likert 69 81
7 Categories _ Hk R -
Likert .54 72
** p < 01

In Table 6, the correlations between the scores obtained from the emoji and Likert type rated scales
varied between .54 and .75 for females and .72 and .80 for males. It can be stated that as the number
of categories increases for both males and females, the correlations between the scores obtained from
emoji and Likert type rating scales decrease.

Comparison of Reliability of Scores Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Response Categories

The Cronbach Alpha coefficients obtained from the data sets whose response categories are Likert-
type and emojis were presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Cronbach Alpha Coefficients of Data Obtained from Emoji and Likert Type Rated Scales

Response Type Cronbach Alfa Coefficient
3 Categories Likert 81
3 Categories Emoji 81
5 Categories Likert .90
5 Categories Emoji .89
7 Categories Likert .93
7 Categories Emoji .93

Table 7 shows the Cronbach Alpha coefficients of the data obtained from emoji and Likert-type rated
scales. It can be stated that as the number of categories increases, the reliability coefficient increases,
and this is already an expected result. It can also be indicated that the reliability of the scores obtained
from the Emoji and Likert type rating scales is very close to each other.

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

The current study was conducted to examine the structures of scales consisting of Likert and emoji
response categories. It was observed that the structures were similar as a result of EFA and CFA
obtained from the data of scales with the same number of categories. As the number of categories
increased as a result of EFA, the variance rate also increased. However, similar results were obtained
from emoji and Likert type data. When EFA was conducted to see factor loads, there was not enough
evidence that the factor loads were statistically significantly different from each other. Therefore, the
construct validity of the scales consisting of Likert and emoji response categories in terms of EFA was
found to be sufficient. Based on this result, it can be argued that emoji response categories can be used
instead of Likert response categories.
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When CFA was conducted, results showed that fit indices were sufficient for both emoji and Likert
type scale data. However, the fit indices decreased as the number of categories increased. Moreover,
the number of categories of fit indices has changed, but the differences between Likert and emoji type
response categories were not significant. When CFA factor loadings were examined, results showed
that the factor loads obtained from the emoji and Likert type data did not differ significantly. Therefore,
the current study results showed that the construct validity of the data obtained from both scale types
was sufficient.

When the correlations of emoji and Likert type scales were examined, it was seen that the correlation
scores decreased with the increase in the number of categories. Results also showed that the highest
correlation indicated a moderate relationship. Therefore, the same scale in Likert and emoji categories
may not measure the same structure, or it may cause different reactions in participants. In particular,
when female participants’ seven-category Likert and emoji scales data were examined, the correlation
decreased to .54, suggesting that different characteristics are measured with the same items. Similar
results were found by Setty, Srinivasan, Radhakrishna, Melwani, and Dr (2019) when they used 3
different scales (emoji scale, Venham picture test, and facial image scale) to measure dental anxiety
in children aged 4-14. The correlation between the emoji scale and the Venham Picture test was .73,
and the correlation with the facial image scale was .87. Unlike these findings, Swaney-Stueve, Jepsen
and Deubler. (2018) compared liking and emotions and stated that the correlation between 9-point
Likert and 7-point emoji scale was .99. This difference may have occurred since the comparison was
made on different scales. Also, since the comparison was carried out with individuals in the 8-14 age
group, the difference with the current study results may be occurred due to population and age
differences. On the other hand, in a study conducted by Alismail, and Zhang (2018), it was stated that
individuals interpreted the same emojis differently. For instance, some individuals rated the neutral
facial expression ((2)) as sad. The number of emoji used increases with the increase in the number of
categories. Therefore, it can be stated that individuals do not perceive emojis in the same way as Likert-
type verbal expressions. As a result, low correlation results were found.

According to the research findings, there is no obstacle to the use of emoji type response categories in
scales. It was observed that scales with the same number of categories were very similar in terms of
reliability coefficients of construct validity and internal consistency. Therefore, emoji type response
categories can also be used in scale development studies. However, the relationships between the total
scores were at a medium level. These differences may be because of differences in measured structures
or because the reaction categories of emoji and Likert-type caused different reactions in individuals.
In the current study, it is seen that 3-emoji reaction categories can be used instead of 3-Likert response
categories. However, the correlation results of the 5 and 7 emoji and Likert response categories were
different. Since the use of emoji response categories is still new, in order to contribute to the literature
and practitioners, the similarities or differences of the results obtained from the present study should
be compared with samples from different age groups and different scales. Based on the findings of the
current study, it can be stated that the data obtained from university students with Likert type or emoji
response categories have similar construct validity. However, it should be acknowledged that this
study is limited to the instrument and the sample used.

According to the present study findings, when the results obtained from the scales consisting of 3, 5
and, 7 emoji and Likert response categories are examined, it was seen that women and men attribute
different meanings to the same emoji. In future studies, research should be conducted to examine the
reasons for those attributions. In addition, this differentiation can be examined in depth with different
age groups and equal/close numbers of gender groups. However, it should be kept in mind that this
study is limited to the data obtained from the Psychological Well-Being Scale.

Considering that the use of emoji response categories in scales is new, future studies need to be
conducted to examine whether the situations of indecision, which can be experienced in scales with 7
or more Likert response categories (verbal and numerical), can be prevented. Moreover, preschool and
primary school students’ literacy level and limitations need to be considered, and it should be
investigated whether a more valid result can be obtained by using emoji reaction categories among
these populations. Additionally, questions may also be read to illiterate individuals, and researchers

ISSN: 1309 - 6575 Egitimde ve Psikolojide Olcme ve Degerlendirme Dergisi 189
Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology



Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology

may ask them to indicate the answers by showing emojis to obtain first-hand data. This is because it
is easier to collect data from these individuals and the validity and reliability of the collected data can
be increased.
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Oz

Yirmi birinci yiizyi1lda emojilerin iletisim platformlarinda genis bir kullanim alani olugmustur. Bunun bir sonucu
olarak emojiler Olgeklerde kullanilmaya baglanmistir. Ancak oOlgeklerde emojilerin Likert tipi tepki
kategorilerinin yerine kullanilmasinin etkisi {izerine incelenen alanyazinda kisith sayida arastirma oldugu
gozlenmigtir. Buradan hareketle gerceklestirilen bu arastirmanin odak noktasi 6lgeklerde emoji ve Likert tipi
tepki kategorileri kullanilmasinin ortaya ¢ikarabilecegi farkliliklar1 incelemektir. Bu amagla Tiirkiye’ nin farkli
bolgelerinde yer alan iki devlet {iniversitesinde dgrenim goéren 341 dgrenciye 3’1, 5°li ve 7°li puanlanan Likert
tipi ve emoji tepki kategorilerinden olusan Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olgegi uygulanmustir. Tepki kategorileri
farklilasan alt1 forma cevap veren katilimeilarin verileri iizerinde agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizleri ile
giivenirlik analizleri gerceklestirilmistir. Sonugta acimlayict ve dogrulayici faktor analizleri ile giivenirlik
analizlerinde anlamli farkliliklar bulunmadigi belirlenmistir. Ancak korelasyonel analizler incelendiginde,
ozellikle tepki kategori sayisi arttikca emoji ve Likert tepki kategorilerinden elde edilen verilerin korelasyonunun
azaldigini1 gdzlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Emoji, likert tipi 6lgek, olgek gelistirme, tepki kategorisi, gegerlik ve giivenirlik.

GIRIiS

Aragtirmacilar 6z-bildirim 6lgeklerini gelistirirken siklikla Thurstone (1927), Guttman (1941) ve
Likert (1932) gibi olgekleme tekniklerine bagvururlar (Dwyer, 1993). Thurstone 6lgegi ¢ok sayida
maddeden olusan ve maddelerin uzmanlar tarafindan derecelendirildigi bir yapiya sahiptir. Bu dlgekte
katilimcilar her bir maddeye katilma ve katilmama durumlarim belirtirler (Payne & Payne, 2004).
Guttman 6l¢ekleme teknigi ise cevap temelli bir tekniktir. Kisiler ¢ok sayida maddeye cevap verebilir.
Ancak incelenen 6zellik bakimindan en giiglii maddeye verecekleri cevap {lizerinden degerlendirilirler.
Maddeler oOlgiilen 6zelligin miktarina ya da 6nemine gore Olgeklenmistir (Price, 2017). Guttman
Olcekleri birikimlilik 6zelligiyle Thurstone 6l¢eklerinden farklilagir. Guttman 6lgeklerinde 6lgegin bir
seviyesine verilen olumlu bir tepki o seviyenin altindaki tiim maddelere olumlu tepki verildigini
gosterir ve bu yoniiyle Thurstone dl¢eklerinden ayrilir. Thurstone ve Gutmann 6lgekleri 6zelligin tim
seviyeleri temsil edilerek hazirlanir ancak Likert tipi ol¢eklerde maddeler Olgiilen 6zelligin ug
noktalarina yakindir (Anderson, 1988/1991). Kisi odakli bir yontem olan Likert tipi olgeklerde
katilmcilar ¢ok sayida maddeye katilma derecelerini belirtmektedirler. Derecelendirme islemi
kesinlikle katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, kararsizim, katiliyorum ve kesinlikle katiliyorum seklinde
yapilabilir (Price, 2017). Derecelendirmeler iig, dort, bes ve yedi kategorili olarak yapilabilir. Olgekte
onermeye iligkin pozitif ya da negatif bir duygu beslenmediginde secilebilecek bir kararsizlik segenegi
bulunabilir. Likert tipi 6lgekler Thurstone 6l¢eginde oldugu gibi puanlama isleminde uzman kanilarina
ihtiyag duymaz. Bu durum uzmanlardan kaynakli hatalar1 ortadan kaldirmay1 saglar (Bayat, 2014).
Likert tipi 6l¢eklerin pratik ve giivenilir oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ancak son yillarda dijitallesmenin
bir yansimasi ile Olceklerdeki maddelere tepki kategorileri olarak emojilerin yerlestirildigi
goriilmektedir. Emoji kelimesindeki e resim, moji ise karakter anlamimna gelmektedir. Emojiler 1998
yilinda Japon bir iletisimci tarafindan olusturulmustur. Emojilerin yaygin bir sekilde kullanimi 2010

yilindan itibaren gergeklesmistir. 2015 yilinda bir emoji (face with tears of joy [€)]) Oxford sozliigii
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tarafindan yilin kelimesi se¢ilmistir. Bunun yaninda emojilerin sosyal ve iletisim alanlarinda artan
onemi fark edilmistir. Emojiler yeni bir yazim kodu haline gelmistir (Danesi, 2017). Dijital diinyada
yasanan bu gelismenin bilimsel arastirmalara da yansimasi kaginilmazdir.

Emojilerin 6l¢eklerde kullanimiyla ilgili incelenen alanyazinda kisith sayida arastirmaya rastlanmistir.
Alismail ve Zhang (2018) arastirmalarinda elektronik ortamda kullanici deneyimine yonelik
anketlerde emoji kullanimini incelemistir. Deubler Swaney-Stueve, Jepsen ve Su-Fern (2020)
tiiketicilerin riinlere duygusal tepkilerinde, Marengo, Giannotta ve Settanni (2017) kisilik
Olciimlerinde emojilerin sozel tepki kategorileri yerine kullaniminin etkisini incelemistir. Alismail ve
Zhang (2018) yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismelerle emojilerin kullaniminin avantajlari ve zorluklari
lizerine ¢ikarimlar yapmistir. Marengo ve digerleri (2017) sozel tepki kategorilerinden olusan bir
kisilik testi ile emojiler arasinda es zamanli gegerlik kanitlari elde etmistir. Deubler ve digerleri (2020)
emojilerin tepki kategorisi olarak kullanildig1 Olgek verilerinin gecerligine iligskin ¢ikarimlarda
bulunmustur. Marengo ve digerleri (2017) ve Deubler ve digerlerinin (2020) arastirmalari ele
alindiginda emojilerin szel tepki kategorileri yerine kullanilabilecegi goriilmektedir. Her ne kadar
emojilerin anketlerden kullanimiyla elde edilen verilerin gegerligine iliskin kanit toplanmis olsa da bu
arastirmalar yeterli sayida degildir. Ayrica sozel tepki kategorileri ve emojiler ayni calismada
kargilagtirilmamistir. Emojilerin  kullanimi ile elde edilecek sonuglarin bireylerle ilgili 6nemli
kararlarda kullanilabilecegi diistiniildiigiinde bu konuda daha fazla sayida arastirmaya ihtiyag
duyuldugu goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle yiiriitiilen bu aragtirma emojiler ile sdzel tepki kategorilerinden
elde edilen verilerin gegerlik ve giivenirlik kanitlarina odaklanmaktadir. Bu yoniiyle emojilerin
kullaniminin etkilerine yonelik ¢ikarim saglanacaktir. Ayrica 3’li, 5’li ve 7°li Likert tipi sozel
kategorili Olceklerle gerceklestirilen ¢alismalarda en yiiksek ya da en diisiik kategoriyi se¢me, asiri
kategorileri segmekten kaginma ve birbirine yakin 6gelere benzer yanit verme egilimi olugmaktadir
(Albaum, 1997). Aym1 durumun emojiler kullanildiginda da ortaya ¢ikma durumunun belirlenmesi
onemlidir. Bu konuda incelenen alanyazinda detayli bir arastirmanin olmadigi géze carpmaktadir.
Alanyazindaki arastirmalar (bkz. Chen ve digerleri, 2017; Prada ve digerleri, 2018) cinsiyete gore
emoji kullaniminda bir farklilik olduguna isaret etmektedir. Buradan yola ¢ikildiginda emojilerin
Olceklerde tepki kategorisi olarak kullaniminin kadin ve erkekler arasinda 6l¢egin yapisi agisindan
farklilik gosterip gostermedigini incelemek onem tagimaktadir. Bu dogrultuda arastirmanin amaci
emoji ve Likert tipinde tepki kategorileri igeren 6l¢eklerden elde edilen verilerin birbirinden farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini incelemektir. Bu amagla asagidaki arastirma sorularina yanit aranmistir.

1. 3’li, 5°’li ve 7’li Likert tipi sozel tepki kategorileri ve emojilerle elde edilen verilerin
agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) sonucundaki faktor yiikleri farklilik gostermekte midir?

2. 3’14, 5’li ve 7°1i Likert tipi sozel tepki kategorileri ve emojilerle elde edilen verilerin
dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) sonucundaki faktor yiikleri ve model-veri uyum indeksleri
farklilik gostermekte midir?

3. 3’14, 5°li ve 7°1i Likert tipi sozel tepki kategorileri ile sirasiyla 3°li, 5°li ve 7°li emojiler
arasindaki iligkiler cinsiyete gore nasil degigsmektedir?

4. 3’l4, 5’li ve 7’1i Likert tipi sozel tepki kategorileri ve emojiler ile elde edilen veri setlerinin
giivenirlik diizeyleri nedir?

YONTEM

Arastirma tarama tiirlindedir. Tarama arastirmalarinda evrenin bir parcasi olan 6rneklemden tek bir
seferde ve zamanda veri toplanir. Veri toplamada temel yol sorular sormaktir ve birtakim 6zelliklerin
(inang, tutum, yetenek vb.) incelenmesi i¢in bagvurulan bir aragtirma yontemidir (Fraenkel, Wallen, &
Hyun, 2012). Bu arastirmada dgrencilere sorulan sorularla psikolojik iyi oluslari iizerinde caligilarak
farkli tepki kategorileri karsilastirildigindan tarama yontemine bagvurulmustur.
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Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin ulasilabilir evrenini Giineydogu Anadolu ve Bati Karadeniz bolgesinde yer alan iki
devlet {iniversitesinde lisans &grenimi gdren iiniversite 0grencileri olugturmaktadir. Arastirmada
dogrudan incelenen ozellikle ilgili ¢ikarim yapilmamakta tepki kategorisi olarak emoji ve sozel
ifadelerin kullanimi karsilastirilmaktadir. Bu nedenle uygun 6rnekleme yontemine bagvurulmustur.
Seckisiz olmayan bir 6rnekleme yontemi olan uygun drneklemede aragtirmacilar ¢ok fazla zaman ve
enerji kaybin1 6nlemek, maliyeti azaltmak amaciyla en ulagilabilir katilimcilara ulasir (Fraenkel ve
digerleri, 2012). Orneklemde 341 &grenci yer almakta olup dgrencilerin demografik 6zellikleri Tablo
1’de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 1. Orneklemde Yer Alan Ogrencilerin Demografik Ozellikleri

Degisken F % Degisken f %
Kadin 252 739 Adiyaman Universitesi 165 484
Erkek 89 261 Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi 176  51.6
Egitim Fakdiltesi 283 83 1. Simif 66 194
Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi 15 44 2. Simif 148 434
Giizel Sanatlar Fakiiltesi 11 32 3. Smif 63 18.5
Sosyal Bilimler Meslek Yiiksekokulu 19 5.6 4. Smif 57 16.7
Diger 13 3.8 Diger 7 2.0
Toplam 341  100.0

Tablo 1 incelendiginde drneklemde yer alan tiniversite 6grencilerinin %79.9’unun (n=252) kadin ve
%26.1’inin (n=89) erkek oldugu goriilmektedir. Orneklemdeki dgrencilerin yaslar1 18 ile 41 araliginda
degismekte olup yas ortalamasi 21.6, ortancasi 21°dir. Arastirmaya katilan iiniversite 6grencilerinin
%8311 (n=283) egitim fakiiltesinde, %5.6’s1 (n=19) sosyal bilimler meslek yiiksekokulunda, %4.4’i
(n=15) fen-edebiyat fakiiltesinde, %3.2’si (n=11) giizel sanatlar fakiiltesinde, %3.9’u (n=13) diger
fakiilteler (dis hekimligi, eczacilik, iktisadi ve idari bilimler, saglik bilimleri, turizm) ve enstitiide (fen
bilimleri) 6grenim gérmektedir. Ogrencilerin %19.4’ii (n=66) 1. simifta, %43.4’ii (n=148) 2. sinifta,
%18.5’1 (n=63) 3. sinifta, %16.7’si (N=57) 4. smifta ve %2’si (n=6) diger siniflarda (hazirlik ve 5.
sinif) 6grenim gormektedir.

Veri Toplama Araclart

Demografik bilgi formu ve Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olgegi arastirmada veri toplama araglar olarak
kullanilmigtir. Demografik bilgi formu iiniversite 6grencilerinin cinsiyet, tiniversite, bolim ve sinif
bilgilerini edinmeye yéneliktir. Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olgegi, Diener ve digerleri (2010) tarafindan
gelistirilmistir. Olgegin Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlamasi Telef (2013) tarafindan yapilmustir. Psikolojik Iyi
Olus Olgeginin Tiirk¢e formuna ait psikometrik dzellikler incelendiginde 6lgegin tek boyutlu oldugu
ve agiklanan varyansin %42 oldugu goriilmektedir. Maddelerin faktor yiikleri .54 ile .76 araliginda
degismektedir. Olgek puanlarina iliskin Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .80, test tekrar-test
giivenirlik katsayis1 .86 olarak bulunmustur. Olgiit gecerligine iliskin kanit elde etmek icin farkli bir
psikolojik iyi olus ve ihtiya¢ doyumu 6l¢egi arasindaki korelasyon incelenmistir. Sonugta psikolojik
iyl olus ve ihtiya¢ doyumu Olgekleri ile sirasiyla .56 ve .73 korelasyon degerlerine ulagilmustir.
Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olgegi 8 maddeden olusmakta olup maddeler 1 kesinlikle katimiyorum, 2
katilmiyorum, 3 biraz katilmiyorum, 4 kararsizim, 5 biraz katiliyorum, 6 katilyyorum ve 7 kesinlikle
katiliyorum seklinde puanlanmaktadir.

Verilerin Elde Edilmesi

Demografik bilgi formu ve Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olgeginin 3’lii (katilmiyorum, kararsizim, katiliyorum),
5°1li (kesinlikle katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, kararsizim, katiliyorum, kesinlikle katiltyorum) ve 7°1i
(kesinlikle katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, biraz katilmiyorum, kararsizim, biraz katiliyorum,

katiliyorum, kesinlikle katiliyorum) Likert tipi tepki kategorileriyle hazirlannus hali ve 3°1i ((2), ®),
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@), 5°li (@, @, @, @, @) ve 7’li (@, , @, @, @, @, @) emojilerle hazirlanmig hali

cevrimici formlar haline getirilip, liniversite 6grencilerine tek oturumda uygulanmustir.

Verilerin Analizi

Analize baglamadan once veri seti incelendiginde kayip veri bulunmadigi gézlenmistir. Emoji ve
Likert tipinde tepki kategorileri igeren olceklerden elde edilen verilerin birbirinden farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini incelemek amaciyla 6lgeklerden elde edilen verilerin agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA)
ve dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) sonuglar1 karsilastirilmistir. Bu nedenle ilk olarak veri setlerinin
faktor analizinin varsayimlarini karsilayip karsilamadigi incelenmistir. Bu amagla hem Likert tipindeki
hem de emoji tepki kategorileriyle elde edilen 341 kisilik veri seti iizerinde dncelikle ¢cok degiskenli
u¢ deger bulunup bulunmadig arastirilmistir. Bu amagla mahalanobis uzakliklar: hesaplanmistir. Elde
edilen mahalanobis uzakliklarindan a = .001 diizeyinde manidar sonug verenler veri setlerinden
cikarilmistir. Ayrica veri setlerinde ¢oklu dogrusal baglanti problemi olup olmadig: tolerans degeri
(tolerance value-TV), varyans genislik faktorii (variance inflation factor-VIF) ve kosul indeksi
(condition index-CI) degerleri araciligiyla incelenmistir. Veri setlerinin ¢ok degiskenli normalligi
saglayip saglamadigi ise Mardia’nin ¢cok degiskenli basiklik katsayis1 araciliiyla incelenmistir. Veri
setlerinin AFA agisindan uygun olup olmadigi ise Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve Bartlett kiiresellik
testiyle arastirtlmistir. Veri setlerinden varsayimlara yonelik elde edilen tim degerler Tablo 2°de
sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Veri Setlerinin Faktor Analizi Varsayimlar1 A¢isindan Incelenmesi

Tepki Kategori Cok Degiskenli TV VIF Cl Mardia’nin Basliklik KMO Bartlett
Kategorileri Sayist Ug Deger Sayist  (min-mak) (min-mak) (min-mak) Katsayist Testi
Likert 3 0 .43-.83 121-233 1-27.68 14.51* .85 1229.6*
5 10 .34-.60 167-292 1-23.78 15.77* .92 1940.3
7 14 27- .44 225-371 1-2547 20.56* .93 2318.0*
Emoji 3 5 43-.83 121-233 1-27.68 14.51* .85 1403.0*
5 4  37-.58 174-272 1-24.36 17.48* .91 1830.1*
7 15 .26-.55 1.81-388 1-2641 21.21* .91 2643.1*
*n< .05

Tablo 2’de veri setlerindeki ¢ok degiskenli u¢ degerlerin sayisinin O ile 15 arasinda degistigi
gorlilmektedir. Bu u¢ degerler 341 kisilik veri setlerinden ¢ikarilmistir. Tiim veri setlerinin tolerans
degerlerinin .01’den biiyiik, varyans genislik faktoriiniin 10°dan kiiclik ve kosul indekslerinin ise
30°dan kiiclik oldugu gozlenmistir. Buna gore veri setlerinde ¢oklu dogrusal baglanti problemi
olmadig1 sdylenebilir (Kline, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Veri setlerinden elde edilen KMO
degerleri ve Bartlett kiiresellik testi sonuglar1 incelendiginde KMO degerlerinin .85 ile .93 araliginda
oldugu gozlenmistir. Faktor analizi igin kabul edilebilir minimum KMO degeri .60 olarak
belirtilmektedir (Kaiser, 1974). Buna gore veri setlerinin AFA i¢in iyi diizeyde drneklem biiyiikliigline
sahip oldugu soylenebilir (Kaiser & Rice, 1974). Bartlett kiiresellik testi sonuglar1 ise tim veri
setlerinde anlamli ¢ikmustir. Buna goére veri setlerinden elde edilen korelasyon matrislerinin birim
matristen farkli oldugu soylenebilir. AFA gerceklestirmek icin ¢ok degiskenli normal dagilim
varsayimi saglanmadig1 i¢in bu varsayimin ihlaline kars1 daha giiglii olan agirliklandirilmamis en
kiiciik kareler (unweighted least squares-ULS) faktor ¢ikarma yontemi kullanilmistir (Brown &
Moore, 2012). DFA’da ise ortalama ve varyanslarin diizeltildigi agirliklandirilmamus en kiigtik kareler
(mean and variance adjusted unweighted least squares-ULSMV) kestirim yontemi kullanilmistir. AFA
ve DFA polikorik korelasyon matrisi kullanilarak gergeklestirilmistir. A¢imlayici faktor analizi i¢in
Factor 10.10.03 (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2020), DFA igin ise Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2012)
yazilimi kullanilmastir.
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Etik Kurul Izni

Yapilan bu calismada Yiiksekdgretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi
kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii olan Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yaym Etigine Aykiri Eylemler bashgi altinda belirtilen eylemlerden higbiri
gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi = Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi Sosyal Bilimlerde Insan
Aragtirmalart Etik Kurulu

Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi = 15.04.2020 (2020/03)
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numaras1 = 2020/81

BULGULAR

Bu boliimde arastirma problemlerindeki siraya gore bulgulara yer verilmistir.

Emoji ve Likert Tipi Tepki Kategorilerinden Elde Edilen Verilerin AFA Sonuglarinin
Karsilastirilmast

Tepki kategorileri Likert tipi ve emojiler olan &lgeklerden elde edilen verilerin AFA sonuglari,
aciklanan varyans oranlari ve maddelerin faktor yiikleri karsilastirilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar Tablo
3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Emoji ve Likert Tipi Derecelendirilen Olceklerden Elde Edilen Verilerin AFA Sonuglar

Kategori sayisi

3 5 7
Tepki Kategorileri
Likert Emoji  Likert Emoji  Likert Emoji  Likert Emoji  LikertEmoji Likert Emoji
Faktor Yiiki Agiklanan Faktor Yiiki Agiklanan b o vk A¢'klanan Varyans
Madde No Varyans Orani Varyans Orani Oram
1 .86 .93 .90 .84 .89 .90
2 .66 73 81 .85 .87 .88
3 64 66 o~ 81 79 o« 87 .88 o o
™ <t Te) ™ < N
: s s B 3 e o5 & 8 gsom 2
6 80 75 s ° 8 .85 s 9 88 .94 s ®
7 .65 .70 73 .67 79 .69
8 .73 .63 .80 .75 .83 .85

Tablo 3’te emoji ve Likert tipinde derecelendirilen dlgeklerde bulunan maddelerin faktor yiikleri
sunulmustur. Likert ve emoji tipinde derecelendirilen 6lgeklerden elde edilen verilerin AFA sonuglari
incelendiginde faktor yiiklerinin birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugu ve agiklanan varyans oranlarinin da gok
benzer oldugu soylenebilir. Tepki kategori sayisi arttikga aciklanan varyans orani da ylikselmistir.
Yine de ayni kategori sayisina sahip Likert tipinde ve emojilerle derecelendirilen dl¢eklerden elde
edilen verilerin AFA sonuglarinin ¢ok benzer oldugu sdylenebilir.

Likert tipinde ve emojilerle derecelendirilen Olgeklerden elde edilen verilerin faktor yiiklerinin
manidar diizeyde farklilasip farklilagmadigini incelemek amaciyla Wilcoxon isaretli sira testi
(Wilcoxon signed rank test) uygulanmistir. Bunun sonucunda hem 3 kategorili (Z = -.70, p = .944),
hem 5 kategorili (Z = -.84, p=.401) hem de 7 kategorili 6lgekler (Z = -1.40, p = .161) i¢in emoji ile
Likert tipinde tepki kategorileriyle elde edilen veri setlerinin faktor yiikleri arasinda manidar farklilik
bulunmamustir.
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Emoji ve Likert Tipi Tepki Kategorilerinden Elde Edilen Verilerin DFA Sonuclarinin
Karsilastirilmast

Tepki kategorileri Likert tipi ve emojiler olan veri setlerinden elde edilen DFA sonuglar1 maddelerin
faktor yiikleri agisindan karsilagtirilmigtir. Buna gore elde edilen sonuglar Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Emoji ve Likert Tipi Derecelendirilen Olgeklerden Elde Edilen Verilerin DFA Faktor Yiikii

Sonuglari
Madde No Kategori say1st
3 5 7
Tepki Kategorileri

Likert Emoji Likert Emoji Likert Emoji
1 .86 .93 .90 .84 .89 .90
2 .66 73 .81 .85 .87 .88
3 .64 .67 .81 .79 .87 .88
4 .58 48 74 71 .78 .79
5 .58 .60 .68 .75 .78 .84
6 .80 .76 .86 .85 .88 .94
7 .65 .70 .73 .67 .79 .69
8 .73 .64 .80 .75 .83 .85

Tablo 4 incelendiginde hem Likert tipi hem de emoji tepki kategorilerine sahip olgeklerdeki
maddelerin DFA sonucunda elde edilen faktor yiikleri goriilmektedir. Ayni kategori sayisina sahip
Likert tipi ve emoji tepki kategorisindeki dlgeklerden elde edilen verilere ait faktor yiiklerinin ¢ok
benzer oldugu sdylenebilir. Faktor yiiklerinin emoji ve Likert tipinde derecelendirilen dlgeklerden elde
edilen verilerde farklilagip farklilasmadiginin incelenmesi amaciyla Wilcoxon isaretli sira testi
uygulanmistir. Bunun sonucunda hem 3 kategorili (Z = .00, p = 1.00), hem 5 kategorili (Z=-.84,p =
401) hem de 7 kategorili puanlanan olgekler (Z = -1.40, p = .161) i¢in emoji ile Likert tipinde
derecelendirme yapilmasinin faktor yiikleri arasinda manidar bir farklilik ortaya g¢ikarmadigi
bulunmustur. Tablo 5’te ise DFA sonucunda elde edilen uyum indeksleri yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5. Emoji ve Likert Tipinde Derecelendirilen Olgeklerden Elde Edilen Veri Setlerinin DFA
Sonucunda Elde Edilen Uyum Indeksleri

=z g
£ 5 5 & o
7 g% : E s 3 B & £2 <35 g 3
g @ 2 (@) < - & S = g 0y = g 5}
&0 = 2 < < o ~ < S N = ]
5 N < = @ X
N %
3 Likert .98 04 97 06 .05 .03 .03-.08 .38 39.29 1.96 .01
3 Emoji .94 ' .92 ' .09 ' .06-.11 .00 69.39 3.47 .00
5 Likert .97 00 .96 00 13 00 11-.16 .00 137.24 6.86 .00
5 Emoji .97 ' .96 ' 13 ' 11-.16 .00 140.27 7.01 .00
7 Likert .98 01 .98 01 12 00 10-.14 .00 6116.71 305.84 .00
7 Emoji .98 ' .97 ' 17 ' .15-.19 .00 8834.76 441,74 .00

Likert ve emoji ile derecelendirilen 6l¢ekler 3 kategorili oldugunda CFI degerleri Likert tipi igin .98,
emoji i¢in .94 olarak elde edilmistir. Bu iki CFI degeri arasindaki fark .01’den biiyiik oldugu durumda
CFI degisiminin 6nemli oldugu belirtilmektedir (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance,
2000). Buna gore CFI indeksi agisindan incelendiginde Likert tipindeki 3 kategorili derecelendirme, 3
kategorili emoji derecelendirmesine gore veriye daha iyi uyum saglamistir. Ancak 5 ve 7 kategoriler
icin ACFI degeri incelendiginde bu degerlerin .01 den kiiciik oldugu gozlenmistir.

RMSEA agisindan incelendiginde ARMSEA degeri .01’den biiyiik oldugunda bu farkin 6nemli oldugu
belirtilmektedir (Chen, 2007). Buna goére RMSEA agisindan Likert tipindeki 3 kategorili
derecelendirmenin, 3 kategorili emoji derecelendirmesine gore verilere daha iyi uyum sagladigi
sOylenebilir. TLI ve ki kare i¢in benzer karsilastirmalar bulunmamaktadir (Vandenberg & Lance,
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2000). Diger taraftan Likert ve emoji tipindeki 6lgeklerden elde edilen istatistikler model-veri uyumu
kararin etkileyecek diizeyde degildir. Diger bir deyisle model veri uyumu Likert tipindeki 6l¢eklerden
elde edilen veri setinde saglaniyorsa emoji tipindeki Ol¢eklerden elde edilen veri setinde de
saglanmaktadir. Benzer sekilde Likert tipindeki Ol¢ekte model-veri uyumu saglanmiyorsa emoji
tipindeki Slgekte de saglanmamaktadir. Ornegin 3 kategorili veri setlerinden elde edilen sonuglar
incelendiginde emoji tipi 6lgek i¢in CFI degeri .94 iken Likert tipi 6l¢ek icin .98’dir. CFI ve TLI’nin
.90’dan biiyiik olmasinin model veri uyumunun saglandigina isaret ettigi belirtildiginden (Hair, Black,
Babin, & Anderson, 2009; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) emoji ya da Likert tipindeki 6l¢eklerde model-
veri uyumunun saglanip saglanmadigiyla ilgili karar1 etkilememektedir.

Emoji ve Likert Tipi Tepki Kategorilerinden Elde Edilen Puanlar Arasindaki Tliskilerin
Incelenmesi

Tepki kategorileri Likert tipi ve emojiler olan veri setlerinden elde edilen puanlar arasindaki iligkiler
cinsiyete gore incelenmistir. Sonuglar Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Cinsiyete gdére Emoji ve Likert Tipi Derecelendirilen Olceklerden Elde Edilen Puanlar
Arasmdaki Korelasyon

Tepki Kadm (n = 252) Erkek (n =89)

Kategorileri 3 Kategori Emoji5 Kategori Emoji7 Kategori Emoji3 Kategori Emoji5 Kategori Emoji7 Kategori Emoji
3 Kategori Likert .75** - - .80** - -

5 Kategori Likert - .69** - - 81** -

7 Kategori Likert - - 54** - - 72

** p < 01

Tablo 6’da emoji ve Likert tipi derecelendirilen Ol¢eklerden elde edilen puanlar arasindaki
korelasyonlarin kadinlar igin .54 ile .75; erkekler i¢in .72 ile .80 arasinda degistigi goriillmektedir. Hem
kadim hem de erkekler i¢in kategori sayisi arttik¢a emoji ve Likert tipindeki dlgeklerden elde edilen
puanlar arasindaki korelasyonlarin azaldigi belirtilebilir.

Emoji ve Likert Tipi Tepki Kategorilerinden Elde Edilen Puanlarin Giivenirliklerinin
Karsilagtirilmasi

Tepki kategorileri Likert tipi ve emojiler olan veri setlerinden elde edilen Cronbach alfa katsayilar
Tablo 7°de sunulmustur.

Tablo 7. Emoji ve Likert Tipi Derecelendirilen Olgeklerden Elde Edilen Verilerin Cronbach Alfa

Katsayilar

Tepki Kategorileri Cronbach Alfa
3 Kategori Likert 81
3 Kategori Emoji .81
5 Kategori Likert .90
5 Kategori Emoji .89
7 Kategori Likert .93
7 Kategori Emoji .93

Tablo 7°de emoji ve Likert tipi derecelendirilen 6l¢eklerden elde edilen verilerin Cronbach Alfa
katsayilar1 goriilmektedir. Kategori sayis1 arttikga giivenirlik katsayisinin arttig1 ancak bunun zaten
beklenen bir durum oldugu belirtilebilir. Emoji ve Likert tipi derecelendirilen 6lgeklerden elde edilen
puanlarin giivenirliklerinin de birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugu ifade edilebilir.
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SONUCLAR ve TARTISMA

Emoji ve Likert tipinde tepki kategorileri iceren dl¢eklerden elde edilen verilerin birbirinden farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini incelemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen bu ¢aligmada ayni kategori sayisina sahip
Olgeklerin verilerinden elde edilen AFA ve DFA sonucunda Likert ve emoji tepki kategorilerinden
olusan Olceklerin yapilarinin benzer oldugu gézlenmistir. AFA sonucunda kategori sayisi arttikca
aciklanan varyans orani artmistir. Ancak emoji ve Likert tipindeki verilerden benzer sonuglar elde
edilmistir. AFA faktor yiikleri agisindan incelendiginde de faktdr yiiklerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli
diizeyde birbirinden farkli olduguna dair yeterli kanitin bulunmadig1 sdylenebilir. Buna gore AFA
acisindan Likert ve emoji tepki kategorilerinden olusan 6lceklerin yap1 gegerliklerinin yeterli diizeyde
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulguya dayanarak emoji tepki kategorilerinin Likert tepki kategorileri yerine
kullanilabilecegi sdylenebilir.

DFA acisindan incelendiginde kategori sayisi arttikca uyum indeksleri azalmig olmasina ragmen hem
emoji hem de Likert tipindeki Olgek verileri i¢in uyum indekslerinin yeterli diizeyde oldugu
sOylenebilir. Uyum indeksleri kategori sayisina gore degismesine ragmen, Likert ve emoji tipindeki
tepki kategorileri arasindaki farklar onemli diizeyde degildir. DFA faktor yiikleri agisindan
incelendiginde ise emoji ve Likert tipindeki verilerden elde edilen faktor yiiklerinin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli diizeyde farklilagmadig1 gézlenmistir. Buna gore her iki 6lgek tipinden elde edilen verilerin
yap1 gegerliginin yeterli diizeyde oldugu sdylenebilir.

Emoji ve Likert tipindeki olgeklerden elde edilen puanlar arasindaki korelasyonlar incelendiginde
kategori sayisinin artmasiyla puanlar arasindaki korelasyonlarin diistiigii gézlenmistir. En yiiksek
korelasyonun bile orta diizeyde bir iligkiye isaret etmesi Likert ve emoji tipindeki Slgegin ayn1 yapiy1
olemedigi, en azindan katilimecilarda farkli tepkilere neden oldugu sdylenebilir. Ozellikle kadin
katilimcilarda 7 kategorili 6lgekler kullanildiginda korelasyonun .54’e kadar inmesi ayn1 maddelerle
farkli 6zelliklerin 6l¢iildiigiint diisiindiirmektedir. Benzer sonuglar Setty, Srinivasan, Radhakrishna,
Melwani ve Dr (2019) tarafindan gergeklestirilen ¢alismada da bulunmaktadir. Setty ve digerleri
(2019) 4-14 yas araligindaki ¢ocuklara dis¢i kaygisin1 6lgmek igin 3 farkli 6lgek kullanmis (emoji
6lgegi, Venham resim testi ve Gorsel Yiiz Skalasi-Face-Image Scale), emoji dl¢egi ile Venham resim
testi arasindaki korelasyonun .73, Gorsel Yiiz Skalasi ile korelasyonun ise .87 oldugunu raporlamistir.
Bu bulgulardan farkli olarak Swaney-Stueve, Jepsen ve Deubler (2018) tarafindan gergeklestirilen
caligmada 9’lu Likert ile 7°li emoji 6l¢egi arasindaki korelasyonun .99 oldugu belirtilmistir. Swaney-
Stueve ve digerlerinin (2018) arastirmasinda hoslanma ile duygular karsilastirilmigtir. Ayni 6lgek
iizerinden karsilastirma gerceklestirilmediginden bu farklilik olusmus olabilir. Ayrica karsilastirma 8-
14 yas grubundaki bireylerle gerceklestirildiginden mevcut ¢alisma sonuglariyla farklilik géstermesi
buradan da kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Diger taraftan Alismail ve Zhang (2018) tarafindan gercgeklestirilen
caligmada bireylerin ayn1 emojileri farkli sekilde anlamlandirdiklart belirtilmistir. Bazi bireyler notr
yiiz ifadesini ((®)) iizgin olarak degerlendirmistir. Bu agidan bakildiginda kategori sayisinin
artmasiyla kullanilan emoji sayis1 artmaktadir. Bu nedenle bireylerin emojileri Likert tipindeki s6zel
ifadelerle ayn1 sekilde algilamadigi, bundan dolay korelasyonlarin diisiik ¢iktig1 belirtilebilir.

Arastirma bulgularina gére emoji tipindeki tepki kategorilerinin 6lgeklerde kullanilmasinin 6niinde bir
engel olmadig: sdylenebilir. Yap1 gegerligi ve i¢ tutarlik anlamindaki giivenirlik katsayilar1 agisindan
ayn1 kategori sayisina sahip 6lgeklerin ¢ok benzer oldugu gozlenmistir. Buna gore emoji tipindeki
tepki kategorilerinin de 6l¢ek gelistirme ¢aligmalarinda kullanilabilecegi sOylenebilir. Ancak toplam
puanlar arasindaki iligkilerin orta diizeyde olmasi dlciilen yapilarin birbirinden farklilastigi ya da emoji
ve Likert tipindeki tepki kategorilerinin bireylerde farkli tepkiler olusmasina neden oldugu
sOylenebilir. Mevcut ¢aligmada 3’lii emoji tepki kategorilerinin 3’lii Likert tepki kategorileri yerine
kullanilabilecegi goriilmektedir. Ancak 5°1i ve 7’li emoji ve Likert tepki kategorileri kullanildiginda
elde edilen korelasyonlar farklilik gostermektedir. Emoji tepki kategorilerinin kullanimi heniiz yeni
oldugundan, alanyazina ve uygulayicilara katki getirmesi igin ileriki ¢aligmalarda farkli yas grubundan
orneklemlerle ve farkl dlgeklerle mevcut arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglarin benzerligi veya farklilig
karsilastirilmalidir. Bu ¢alisma bulgularina gore {liniversite dgrencilerinden Likert tipi ya da emoji
tepki kategorileriyle elde edilen verilerin benzer yap1 gecerligine sahip oldugu ifade edilebilir. Ancak
bu ¢alismanin kullanilan 6l¢me araci ve 6rneklemle sinirli oldugu géz 6niinde bulundurulmalidir.
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Mevcut arastirma bulgularina gore 3°li, 5’li ve 7°1i emoji ve Likert tepki kategorilerinden olusan
Olceklerden elde edilen sonuglara bakildiginda, kadin ve erkeklerin ayni emojilere farkli anlamlar
atfettigi goriilmiistiir. ileriki ¢alismalarda bu farkin neden kaynaklandig iizerine arastirma yapilabilir.
Ayrica bu farklilasmanin nedeni farkli yas gruplartyla ve esit/esite yakin sayida kadin ve erkek
gruplartyla derinlemesine incelenebilir. Cinsiyetlerin gorsel tepki kategorilerine farkli tepki
vermelerinin nedenleri ve sonuglari nitel aragtirmalarla desteklenebilir. Ancak bu arastirmanin
Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olgeginden elde edilen verilerle sinirli oldugu goz 6niine alinmalidir.

Olgeklerde emoji tepki kategorilerinin kullaniminin yeni oldugu goz éniine alindiginda, ézellikle yedi
ve iizerinde Likert tepki kategorilerine (sdzel ve sayisal) sahip Olceklerde yasanabilen kararsizlik
durumlarinin 6nlenip Onlenemeyecegi yeni arastirmalarla ortaya ¢ikarilmalidir. Ayrica, okul
oncesinde ve ilkokulun ilk yillarinda egitim goren Ogrencilerin okuma-yazmadaki sinirliliklar
diisiiniildiigiinde, emoji tepki kategorileri kullanilarak daha gegerli sonug elde edilip edilemeyecegi de
arastirilmalidir. Bunun yaninda okuma-yazma bilmeyen bireylerden de ilk elden veri elde edebilmek
amaciyla, sorularin sozel olarak ifade edilip cevaplarin katilimcilardan emojileri gostererek belirtmesi
de istenebilir. Bu sekilde hem bu bireylerden veri toplamak kolaylagir hem de toplanan verilerin
gecerlik ve giivenirligi yiikselebilir.
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