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Abstract 

Our research examined the relationship between immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, planned conscientious behavior and socially restricted 

behavior with a practice in which the ego resilience scale was used by international students for the first time in Turkey. In the study conducted 

between 04.01.2020-07.30.2020 during the covid-19 pandemic period, the ego resilience scale was used to measure the ability to adapt the level 

of ego control to different conditions. As a result of the study, on the ego resilience scale, women score more moderate and higher than men, in 

general, the ego resilience score gradually decreases as age progresses, and there is an inverse correlation between immeasurable (uninhibited) 

behavior and planned conscientious behavior and it has been found that immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially restrained behavior, and 

education affect planned conscientious behavior. 
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Introduction 

The reason why the concept of “personality”, which originated from the Latin word “persona” and is used in 

Western languages as “personality”, “personalität”, “personnalité” and “personality”, has many definitions in the 

literature is still not a single definition that psychologists and researchers agree on (Cüceloğlu, 2011: 403-405).  

Personality is the distinctive and persistent patterns of thoughts, emotions and behaviors that enable each individual 

to adapt to life's situations (Jani, 2011: 90). Personality also refers to  

qualities that distinguish a person from others, or reveal its similarity to them (McShane and Von Glinow, 2017: 

28-31). The ego, used in conjunction with the personality, is the whole of what the individual sees, learns, knows 

and thinks in this process, covering all the material and spiritual elements that make up society (Özen and Gülaçtı, 

2010: 22). 

 

In recent years, the person-centered perspective has been claimed to be an important complement to the more 

common feature-centered perspective in current personality research. In this context, new types such as flexible, 

over-controlled and controllable personality have been added to existing personality types (Alessandri vd., 2013). 

Therefore, personality types have begun to be combined with concepts such as control, resilience and flexibility 

(Yalcin, Seker & Bayram, 2014). 

 

According to the American Psychological Association (APA) definition, ego resilience is a personality trait 

consisting of the ability to adaptively change the degree to which a person blocks or expresses emotional impulses, 

depending on social demands, and a capacity that allows individuals to adapt to constantly changing environmental 

demands (Farkas and Orosz, 2015). 
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The study of personality by combining ego resilience with ego control as an effect processing system (Block, 2002) 

allows the internalization of the interaction between them. The ego resilience /flexibility capacity that a person has 

is the result of interactions between personal and environmental factors (Ungar et al., 2007). Resilient or flexible 

individuals with the ability to change adaptively; it can more easily adapt to acute stress, uncertainty or conflicts. 

It benefits individuals with low resilience levels to provide better psychological adaptation (Fredrickson, Tugade, 

Waugh and Larkin, 2003); Alessandri vd, 2013). 

 

Individuals ego resilience/resilience levels; their internalization and externalization problems (Hofer, Eisenberg, 

and Reiser, 2010), social competence (Block and Block, 2006), mental and related functions into account (Martel 

et al., 2007) is associated with academic achievement levels (Prince-Embury, 2015). 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Working Group 

Erciyes University staff and students were the participants of the study. Since the application part of the research 

began before the pandemic, some survey applications were conducted face-to-face. However, during the period of 

the covid-19 pandemic-era restrictions, surveys were conducted via online interviews or Google docs. Because the 

researchers were students in the field of health, some of the researchers ' teachers and friends actually served in 

hospitals during the pandemic period. July – April 2020 the number of samples was limited to 100 people due to 

the fact that the practice coincided with the pandemic process (April-July 2020). Of the 100 people who participated 

in the study, 54% were women and 46% were men. Information on the demographics of the Working Group is as 

follows. 

 Table 1. Frequency and percentage distribution of survey participants according to various variables. 

Variable Frequency Percantage (%) 

Gender 
Man 46 46 

Woman 54 54 

Age 

17-19 between the ages 2 2 

20-25 between the ages 38 38 

26-29 between the ages 20 20 

30-35 between the ages 11 11 

36-39 between the ages 4 4 

40-49 between the ages 19 19 

50-59 between the ages 6 6 

Education level 

Vocational High School students 20 20 

Undergraduate students 55 55 

Graduate students 15 15 

Academic 10 10 

  Total 100 100 
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Data Collection Tool 

 

The research aimed to measure the ability to adapt the level of ego control to different conditions (Letzring et al., 

2005), used the ego resilience scale developed by Block and Block (1980). The Cronbach alpha value and 

compliance indices for the scale are given in the table below. 

 

Table 2. Fit indices (Fit indices of scales) 

Indices Cronbach Alpha Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit 
Ego resilience 

scale 

RMSEA 

,738 

,000≤RMSEA≤,050 ,050≤RMSEA≤,080 ,033 

χ2/df ,000 ≤ χ2/df ≤ 2,000 2,000 ≤ χ2/df ≤ 3,000 1,109 

PCLOSE ≥,050 ,723 

RFI ,900<RFI≤1,000 ,850<RFI≤,900 ,873 

IFI ,950≤IFI≤ 1,000 ,900≤IFI≤,950 ,972 

NFI ,950≤NFI≤1,000 ,900≤ NFI≤,950 ,908 

TLI ,950≤TLI≤1,000 ,900≤TLI≤,950 ,962 

CFI ,970≤CFI≤1,000 ,950≤CFI≤,970 ,970 

Source: (Bayram et al., 2020) 

 

Hypotheses 

Hypotheses developed for the research are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: women have lower ego resilience than men. 

Hypothesis 2: as age increases, the ego resilience score decreases. 

Hypothesis 3: there is an inverse correlation between immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior and planned 

conscientious behavior. 

Hypothesis 4: immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially restricted behavior, age, gender, and education affect 

planned conscientious behavior. 

 

FINDINGS 

The findings of the research are presented below.    

Table 3. Distribution of sizes by gender 

immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior 

 Low Medium High Total 

Woman 12 28 14 54 

Man 13 18 15 46 

Total 25 46 29 100 

planned conscientious behavior 

 Low Medium High Total 
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Woman 11 15 21 47 

Man 11 18 24 53 

Total 22 33 45 100 

socially restrained behavior 

 Low Medium High Total 

Woman 15 26 13 54 

Man 14 25 7 46 

Total 29 51 20 100 

Ego resilience 

 Low Medium High Total 

Woman 0 41 13 54 

Man 2 34 10 46 

Total 2 75 23 100 

 

In the above table, we can say that women score more moderately than men (1.5 times as many as men), men score 

more moderately and highly than women in the planned conscientious behavior size, while women score higher in 

the socially restricted behavior size than men, and in particular, they feel more socially restricted than men (1.85 

times as many as men). Considering the average Ego resilience scale, it will be seen that women score more medium 

and higher than men. Women have an average ego resilience score of 1.2 times that of men. These results also 

mean that women are less egotistical than men. Therefore, " women have lower ego resilience than men." the 

hypothesis found in Proposition 1 is accepted. 

 

Table 4. Distribution of sizes by age 

immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior 

Age Group Low Medium High Total 

17-19 age 1 1 0 2 

20-25 age 10 15 13 38 

26-29 age 4 8 8 20 

30-35 age 2 8 1 11 

36-39 age 1 0 3 4 

40-49 age 5 11 3 19 

50-59 age 2 3 1 6 

total 25 46 29 100 

planned conscientious behavior 

Age Group Low Medium High  
20-25 age 4 8 15 14 

26-29 age 4 4 4 12 

30-35 age 4 5 4 13 

36-39 age 4 5 5 14 

40-49 age 6 7 11 24 

50-59 age 4 9 10 23 

total 26 38 49 100 

socially restrained behavior 
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Age Group Low Medium High  
17-19 age 1 1 0 2 

20-25 age 11 17 10 38 

26-29 age 5 12 3 20 

30-35 age 1 7 3 11 

36-39 age 1 2 1 4 

40-49 age 9 8 2 19 

50-59 age 1 4 1 6 

total 29 51 20 100 

Ego resilience 

Age Group Low Medium High Total 

17-19 age 0 2 0 2 

20-25 age 1 27 10 38 

26-29 age 0 17 3 20 

30-35 age 0 8 3 11 

36-39 age 0 2 2 4 

40-49 age 1 14 4 19 

50-59 age 0 5 1 6 

total 2 75 23 100 

 

When the above table is examined, immeasurable (uninhibited) behaviors are not more than 25 years and under 

(40%), but at least between 36-39 years (4%) and 50-59 years (5%).; it can be said that planned conscientious 

behavior increases as age progresses; socially restricted behavior increases at most at the age of under 30 (60%), 

and in general, the score of ego resilience gradually decreases as age progresses. Therefore, hypothesis 2, which 

offers the proposition that “as age increases, the ego resilience score decreases”, is accepted. 

 

Table 5. Interdimensional correlation table 

  socially restricted behaviors 
planned conscientiousness 

behaviour 
planned conscientiousness 

behaviour 
,297** 

immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior ,099* -0,188** 

 

Looking at the above correlation table: a two-way and positive relationship between Planned conscientious 

behavior and Socially restricted behavior at 297**; a one-way and positive relationship between immeasurable 

(uninhibited) behavior and socially restricted behavior at 099* ; it will be seen that there is a bidirectional and 

negative -0.188* relationship between immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior and planned conscientious behavior. 

Therefore, hypothesis 3, which suggests that” there is an inverse correlation between immeasurable (uninhibited) 

behavior and planned conscientious behavior", is accepted. 
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Histogram Dependent variable: Planned 

conscientiousness behavior 

 

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent variable: Planned conscientious behavior 

 

Figure 1. Immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially restricted behavior, age, gender, and education levels that 

affect planned conscientious behavior histogram and normal distribution graph of stepwise regression analysis. 

 

One of the main assumptions in regression is that there is no relationship between error terms. The relationship 

between error terms reveals the existence of autocorrelation (Alkaya et al., 2016:10). The fact that the Durbin-

Watson value is close to 2.0 indicates that there is no autocorrelation between variables ((Draper and Smith, 1981). 

In our research, the Durbin-Watson value was calculated as 1,985. 

 

Table 6. Immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially restricted behavior, age, gender, and education levels that 

affect planned conscientious behavior stepwise regression table. 

Durbin-Watson  R R2 F 

1,985 0,421 0,177 6,886 

Independent variable B t Sig 

constant 3,422 8,784 0,000 

socially restricted behaviors 0,307 3,385 0,001 

immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior -0,177 -2,337 0,022 

Age 0,044 0,408 0,684 

Gender -0,141 -1,522 0,131 

Education -0,122 -2,190 0,031 

Sig<0,05 

 

Table 6, a regression form that shows the effect of immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially restricted 

behavior, age, gender, and educational level on planned conscientious behavior can be written as follows when 

examined in detail: 

Y=3,422+ 0,307(socially restricted behavior)- 0,177(immeasurable/uninhibited behavior)- 00,122 (education) 

Therefore, hypothesis 4, which includes the proposition that” immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially 

restricted behavior, age, gender and education affect planned conscientious behavior", is partially accepted. 

According to the analyses detailed above, the acceptance/rejection status of hypotheses is shown in table7. 



129 

 

  

Table 7. Acceptance/rejection of hypotheses 

No Hypothesis Acceptance/rejection 

1 Women have lower ego resilience than men. Accepted 

2 As age increases, the ego resilience score decreases. Accepted 

3 
There is an inverse correlation between immeasurable 

(uninhibited) behavior and planned conscientious behavior 
Accepted 

4 
Immeasurable (uninhibited) behavior, socially restricted behavior, 

age, gender and education affect planned conscientious behavior 
Partially Accepted 

 

 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

April 2020 July 2020 research data is limited to Erciyes University staff and students (100 people) during the covid-

19 pandemic period. It is estimated that there will be great benefits in conducting research in different sample 

groups at normal times without a pandemic. Research data was collected by international students within the scope 

of Presidency for Turks Abroad and Related Communities (YTB) Academy Kayseri activities. According to the 

data obtained, it examined the relationships between immeasurable (uninhibited) behaviors, planned conscientious 

behaviors, and socially restricted behaviors. Our research is also the first in Turkey in this sense. In addition, Erciyes 

University's leadership in domestic and National First covid-19 vaccine studies has increased the importance of the 

research once again. 

 

Considering the effect of Ego resilience levels on social competence (Block and Block, 2006) and academic 

achievement (Prince-Embury, 2015), it becomes clear how important it is to support this trait. When the research 

results were examined, the correlation values between the lower dimensions were consistent with the results 

obtained by Roger and Najarian (1989) and Selby et al (2016). The presence of small correlations between the 

lower dimensions has been found. The direction and intensity of interdimensional correlations gives us the 

consideration of what aspects we should pay attention to the management and behavioral characteristics of the 

institution or unit. If unit and institutional analyses can be carried out separately, it is possible to create more health 

for the department and inter-unit interaction 
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