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ABSTRACT

THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL PREDICTORS
OF PEDESTRIAN BEHAVIORS

Demir, Basar
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor  : Assoc. Prof. Tiirker OZKAN

May 2017, 138 pages

Pedestrian violations are a major traffic safety problem in low and middle-income
countries. Pedestrians have a high responsibility in accidents due to their unsafe behaviors.
The problem worsens further by the scarcity of theory-based research to improve our
understanding of pedestrian violations. The current behavioral classification on road user
behavior suggest that skill-based, rule-based, and knowledge-based performance levels lead
to violations, errors, and positive behaviors. These are distinct domains of behavior that can
be further divided into sub-dimensions. The theory of planned behavior (TPB) and the
prototype willingness model (PWM) are two leading decision-making frameworks that are
applied into a wide range of behaviors. These theories aim to capture the reasoned and social
reactive components in decision-making. The current study aimed to investigate whether the
taxonomy pedestrian violations, pedestrian lapses, and positive pedestrian behavior is valid
for Turkish pedestrians, and to compare the TPB and the PWM in terms of their predictive
power on these behaviors, using structural equation modeling. The data from 486 university
students, which is collected via paper-pencil method, was analyzed. The results revealed that

violation, lapse, and positive behavior classification fitted to the Turkish pedestrians.



Moreover, the TPB, the PWM, and the integrative models were highly relevant to the
pedestrian behaviors that happen mostly in asocial reactive way. The findings are discussed
in relation with the efficacy of the TPB and the PWM, theoretical implications, and applied

value for practitioners. Lastly, the limitations were provided.

Keywords: Intention, willingness, violation, pedestrian behavior
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YAYA DAVRANISLARININ SOSYAL PSIKOLOJIK
BELIRLEYICILERI

Demir, Basar
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Supervisor  : Dog. Dr. Tiirker OZKAN

May 2017, 138 pages

Yaya ihlalleri, diislik ve orta gelirli lilkelerde 6nemli bir trafik giivenligi sorunudur. Yayalar
giivenli olmayan davraniglarindan dolay1 kazalarda biiyiik sorumluluk tagir. Bu sorun, yaya
ihlalleri konusundaki kuramsal arastirmalarin azligiyla daha da kotiiye gitmektedir. Yol
kullanicis1 davramisindaki mevcut davranissal simiflandirma, beceri-temelli, kural-temelli ve
bilgi-temelli performans diizeylerinin ihlal, hata ve olumlu davraniglara yol agtigini
diisiindiirmektedir. Bunlar, alt boyutlara boliinebilen farkli davraniglardir. Planli davranig
teorisi (PDT) ve prototip isteklilik modeli (PIM), gesitli davranislara uygulanan iki 6nemli
karar verme yaklasimidir. Bu teoriler, karar vermede gerekgeli ve sosyal-tepkisel unsurlari
belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Yapilan ¢calisma, Tiirk yayalar i¢in yaya ihlali, yaya gecisi ve
pozitif yaya davraniglart smiflandirmasinin gecerli olup olmadigini arastirmay1 ve yapisal
esitlik modellemesi kullanarak PDT ve PIM’i bu davramslar iizerindeki yordama giicii
acisindan karsilastirmayr amaglamistir. Kagit-kalem yontemi ile toplanan, 486 {iniversite
ogrencisinden elde edilen veriler analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, Tiirk yayalarda ihlal, dalginlik
ve olumlu davranis siniflandirmasinin gecerli oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Ayrica, PDT,
PIM ve birlesik modeller, ¢ogunlukla sosyal-tepkisel bicimde meydana gelen yaya
davranislariyla oldukea yakindan iliskili bulunmustur. Bulgular, PDT ve PIM’in etkinligi ile

Vi



iligkili olarak kuramsal olarak ve uygulamacilara yonelik ¢ikarimlari baglaminda

tartisilmistir. Son olarak, ¢alismanin sinirliliklar belirtilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Niyet, isteklilik, ihlal, yaya davraniglari
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Statement of the Problem: Pedestrian Fatalities

Road traffic injuries are one of the leading causes of deaths worldwide, and the
number one reason for deaths in 15-29 age group (World Health Organization, 2015).
Despite the World Health Organization’s (WHQO) efforts to prioritize road traffic
deaths as a major health problem, each year more than 1.2 million people lose their
lives in accidents (WHO, 2015). Among these fatalities, the pedestrians create a
major risk group with constituting 22% of the all road traffic deaths. Being a
pedestrian does not necessitate any specific skill or a license, unlike the other groups
in the traffic environment. From the day we start walking, we all are counted as
pedestrians. Moreover, not having any protective equipment around them make
pedestrians more likely to lose their lives in a traffic accident. Furthermore, along
with being highly vulnerable to accidents, they also have a large proportion of
responsibility in accidents through committing violations (Taubman Ben-Ari &
Shay, 2012; Zhou & Horrey, 2010), besides many other contributing factors, such as
rapid motorization, lack of proper infrastructure, lack of national policies that protect
vulnerable road users, low level of compliance to traffic rules, and unsafe attitudes
(Simsekoglu, 2015).

Parallel to the global statistics, traffic fatalities are a major problem in Turkey, as
well. In 2015, 7530 people died in traffic accidents; and another 304,421 people were
injured. Overall, pedestrian deaths constitute around 24% of deaths in traffic
accidents in Turkey (Turkish Statistics Institute, 2016). Considering the relatively
young and mobile population of Turkey, understanding the psychological

mechanism behind the pedestrian behavior and developing effective interventions



for pedestrian safety are becoming a pressing issue. The problem would not improve
until theory-based research shed light into our current understanding of the

pedestrian behaviors, specifically violations.

Pedestrian-focused studies are scarce due to the researchers’ primary devotion to the
driver behaviors. Therefore, mainly, the theoretical approaches have been first tested
in the driver context, and then applied to other road users, like cyclist and pedestrians.
Previous studies on understanding the pedestrian were predominantly atheoretical to
the most extent. Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (TPB; 1991) is the only social
psychological theoretical approach applied to the pedestrian behavior. Over the last
20 years, in order to predict the intentions and the behaviors of the pedestrians,
researchers have applied the TPB successfully in various countries such as UK
(Evans, & Norman, 1998), Spain (Moyano-Diaz, 2002), and China (Zhou, Horrey,
& Yu, 2009), to different pedestrian behaviors, such as violations (e.g. Zhou, Romero
and Qin, 2016), walking when intoxicated (Haque, Clapoudis, King, Lewis & Hyde,
2012) and distracted walking (Barton, Kologi, & Siron, 2016).

Meanwhile, a rival socio-cognitive theory to the TPB, the prototype willingness
model (PWM; Gibbons, Gerrard, Blanton, & Russell, 1998), has started to get more
and more attention by the researchers in the recent years. The theory was originally
developed in order to explain risk-taking behaviors in adolescents but it turned into
a more general theory for understanding a wide range of risky behaviors. Recent
applications of the PWM show that the PWM provide a better predictive validity in
traffic behaviors, such speeding (Elliott, McCartan, Brewster, Coyle, Emerson, &
Gibson, 2016). Therefore, the PWM is a promising theory that awaits to be tested in

pedestrian behaviors.

A major development in the pedestrian research during the recent years was the
adaptation of the aberrant and positive behavior approach of driver behaviors to the

pedestrian behaviors. From the aberrant driving approach, Reason and his colleagues



showed that the errors and the violations have distinctive properties (Reason,
Manstead, Strandling, Boxter & Campbell, 1990). According to this classification,
violations are intentional behaviors, while errors are a broad category that includes
slips and lapses, and mistakes (Reason, 1990). Since Reason and his colleagues’
(1990) seminal article, this classification system became incredibly popular among
researchers, and their proposed distinction between errors and violations is supported
with cross-cultural research (e.g. Ozkan, Lajunen, Chliaoutakis, Parker, & Summala,
2006) and has shown good predictive validity (for a review see de Winter & Dodou,
2010). This good predictive validity for drivers led researchers apply this two-
domain multi-factor structure of driver behaviors to other road user behaviors.
Furthermore, subsequent researchers offered another domain of driver behavior
characterized by the positive behaviors (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005). Following this
line of research, the distinction between violations, errors, and positive behaviors has
been evidenced in pedestrian behaviors (Granié, Pannetier, & Gueho, 2013).
However, most researchers have focused on pedestrian violations, and left pedestrian

lapses and positive pedestrian behaviors as an area to be explored.

Based on the previous research, the primary aim of the current study is to examine
the utility of the TPB, the PWM, and an integrative model of TPB and PWM in
pedestrian behaviors. Following the taxonomy of pedestrian behaviors (Granié et al.,
2013), three behaviors were investigated in a population of university students:
pedestrian violation behavior (e.g. crossing the street in places other than the
pedestrian crossing, crossing the street while there is red light for pedestrians),
pedestrian lapse (e.g. forgetting to look before crossing while thinking about
something else), and positive pedestrian behavior (e.g. stopping to let another

pedestrian to walk first in a narrow pavement).



CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

2.1. Pedestrian Behaviors

The World Health Organization considers traffic accidents involving pedestrians as
a serious public health problem especially for low and middle-income countries
(2013). Yet, pedestrian behavior has not been investigated as intensive as the driver
behavior (Rosenbloom, Nemdorov, & Barkan, 2004). Many pedestrian-related
accidents occur due to not only drivers’ failure to see a pedestrian, but also
pedestrians’ violation of traffic rules and lapses while walking (Qu, Zhang, Zhao,
Zhang, & Ge, 2016). Even though there are safe passages for pedestrian crossings
(e.g., signalized crossings), most pedestrians have a tendency toward using the gaps
in traffic for crossing (Hamed, 2001). In addition, pedestrians have a tendency
toward mid-block crossing and diagonal crossing in order to save time and shorten
the distance (Baltes, Chu, & Guttenplan, 2003). Thus, understanding the
psychological antecedents behind the pedestrian behaviors is an important step

towards a safer traffic environment.

Pedestrian behavior investigations had been very rare until early 2000s. Similarly,
Rosenbloom and her colleagues suggest that pedestrian behaviors have received
unjustifiably less attention than driver behaviors (Rosenbloom, Nemrodov, &
Barkan, 2004). Yet, very recently, the interest in unsafe pedestrian behaviors has
started to rise (Qu, Zhang, Zhao, Zhang, & Ge, 2016).

Pedestrian behavior literature adapts the behavioral models offered for driver

behaviors to the most extend. Thus, it is essential to provide an overview of human



error (unsafe behavior) approach that dominated driver behavior research prior to
introducing pedestrian behavior taxonomies. Since the unsafe behaviors have a
stronger association with accidents, injuries, and road traffic deaths, differentiating
and identifying road user behaviors have been a central issue among traffic
researchers. The following subsection aims to provide an overview of Reason’s

aberrant behavior approach and Ramussen’s human performance model.

2.1.1. Human error and human performance levels. There are two main
approaches to human error: the person approach and the system approach (Reason,
2000). The system approach focuses on the context that individual’s performance
occur, and aims to build strategies to minimize unsafe acts. On the other hand, the
person approach mainly focuses on the individuals, and investigates the individual-
based aberrant mental processes, such as poor motivation or carelessness. The
system approach that corresponds to the city planning and urban design aspects in
understanding pedestrian behavior is outside the scope of current dissertation, since

those aspects are not directly guided by psychological research.

The person approach views the individuals as free agents, and capable of deciding
whether to involve in safe or unsafe behaviors. If something goes wrong, this is the
fault of the individual. Reason’s (1990) slips, lapses, mistakes, and violations
classification and Rasmussen’s (1983) skill, rule, and knowledge classifications are
two of the leading taxonomical approaches for human error (Oppenheim & Shinar,
2011). Specifically, Reason’s approach shaped the research programs on various
behaviors in traffic domain since the 90s. These approaches are complementary to
each other, rather than being rivalry. The main difference is that Reason’s approach
focuses on classifying outcomes, whereas Rasmussen’s approach focuses on the

process that leads to the outcome.

Rasmussen offered an influential cognitive framework for understanding the levels

of performance that lead to our safe and unsafe behaviors. Degree of conscious



attention given to the task at hand, and the degree of pre-programmed habituation
level, together, lead to the three levels of performance: skill-based, rule-based, and
knowledge-based (Reason, 2008). This framework was originally developed to
understand human performance in high-risk industries, such as aviation and nuclear.
In time, Reason’s approach is widely accepted and turned into a guiding method in

system reliability community (Reason, 1990).

In the skill-based level, an individual’s performance is determined by the stored
patterns. A behavior in skill-based level “represents sensorimotor performance
during acts or activities that, after a statement of an intention, take place without
conscious control as smooth, automated, and highly integrated patterns of behavior”
(Rasmussen, 1986, p. 100). The skill-based approach is considered as the primary
way of dealing with routine activities in familiar situations (Reason, 1990). Also, the
cognitive control mode is automatic at this level of performance (Reason, 2008). For
instance, walking is such an automated task that we almost never think on which foot
comes first when we start walking in green light. In this level, behavior occurs
without any conscious attention or control (Rasmussen, 1983).

The second level is the rule-based level. In this level, an individual’s behavior is
determined by the stored rules that are composed of if-then statements that have been
established by experiences or learnt through instructions (Rasmussen, 1983). This
kind of performance arise in situations where the individual needs to accommodate
the existing, mostly skill-based performance to changing circumstances (Reason,
2008). For instance, a pedestrian might conclude that crossing street between cars
during a traffic jam might be both safe and time saving. This may lead the pedestrian
create an if-then statement that suggests crossing street though cars during traffic
jam. Rasmussen suggests that in this phase, the best fitting rule carries itself to the
next encounter of similar situation and these rules reflect the environmental

constraints on behavior (1983).



The third level of performance is the knowledge-based level. This level of
performance is associated with the novel situations that demands high levels of
conscious effort and attention. Most human behavior require higher-level cognitive
processes such as identification, decision, and planning phases to achieve a desired
end. This level of performance is required especially in unfamiliar situations where
individual does not have any heuristic information. Despite its’ flexibility and high
degree of computational power, the knowledge-based performance is slow, tiring,
restricted, and not very favored by people (Reason, 2008).

Table 1

Rasmussen’s performance levels, and associated error and violation types.

Control Modes Associated Unsafe

Situation Behavior
Conscious Mixed Automatic Error Violation
Routine, Skill-based Slips & Routine
expected performance  lapses
Faf“"'ar or Rule-based Rule-based Sltuat|ona_|
trained-for X or thrill
performance mistakes .
problems seeking
cl}li(lzf\ﬁ:jl t or Knowledge- Knowledge-  Situational
dan ero,us based based or thrill
prolglems performance mistakes seeking

2.1.2. Behavior classification system in the traffic research. Unsafe
behaviors are generally classified into two major categories (Reason et al., 1990):
errors and violations. Reason and his colleagues define violations as “deliberate
(though not necessarily reprehensible) deviations from those practices believed
necessary to maintain the safe operation of a potentially hazardous system” (Reason
etal., 1990, p. 1316). On the other hand, errors are defined as “the failure of planned
actions to achieve their intended consequence” (p. 1315). Even if it is hard to
differentiate the errors from violations in some instances (e.g. when a violation is a

mistake), there are three essential differences between them: intentionality,



information versus motivation, and gender (Reason, 2003). Table 1 summarizes the
relationship between Rasmussen’s performance levels, and the corresponding error

and violation types in Reason’s taxonomy.

According to Reason, intentionality is the foremost important difference between
violations and error types (see Figure 1). Predominantly, violations are committed
intentionally, except for some rare cases where the behavior is so deep-rooted and
consequently has become automatic. On the contrary, errors are unintentional
aberrant behaviors. The second distinction between errors and violations is the
source of the behavior. While errors occur due to some problem in information
processing system, violations result from motivational factors, such as beliefs,
attitudes, and norms. Thus, investigating these factors is essential to reduce
violations. The last distinction is the gender differences between the actors of each
domain of behavior. Although males have higher tendency toward violations, no

differences exist for errors.

Intended Action r— Unintended Action ——
i
Error Types |
i
Violation Mistake Lapse Slip 5
1
1
i
Intentional Non- Rule-Based Mistakes . i
N . R . Attentional Failures
complience + Misapplication of good rule Memory Failures .
. S T . * Intrusion
* Routine * Application of bad rule *  Omitting planned item « Omi
*  Thrill seeking Knowledge-Based Mistakes * Forgetting intention . \;us:;on.
* Situational * Information overflow Misordering ete.

Figure 1. Classification of unsafe acts.

2.1.2.1. Violations. Reason makes a preliminary classification of violations
by stating the distinction between routine and exceptional violations (Reason, 1990).
In his subsequent studies, he offered additional forms of violations, such as thrill-



seeking or optimizing violations for different work environments (Reason & Hobbs,
2003). Specifically, the following types of violations are seemingly relevant for the
pedestrian context: routine violations, situational violations, and thrill-seeking or

optimizing violations.

Routine violations are the violations that a person commits in order to avoid
unnecessary effort and to complete task at hand in the quickest, and the most energy
saving way possible. These violations are rooted in skill-based level of performance
in Rasmussen’s hierarchy, and they are often corner-cutting violations that are
embedded in daily practice (Reason & Hobbs, 2003). The principle of least effort
and the indifferent environment (e.g. no punishment or reward for behavior) are the
driving forces behind these routine violations (Reason, 1990). For instance, when a
pedestrian crosses the street diagonally, she/he commits a routine violation that aims

saving time and distance, without being subject to any enforcement.

Thrill-seeking or optimizing violations mostly happen when an individual tries to
satisfy his/her sensation needs during some behavioral performance (Reason &
Hobbs, 2003). These additional motives create serious problems by leading people
to errors. Young males have a higher tendency to involve in this kind of violations
(Reason & Hobbs, 2003). For instance, while the main aim of driving is getting from
point A to point B, a driver might also satisfy his need for sensation seeking by
speeding. Just like the satisfaction achieved by speeding, a pedestrian might try to

cross the street in a gap in a heavy traffic, in order to satisfy his/her thrill seeking.

Situational or necessary violations largely happen because of the inadequacies of the
context that made it impossible to perform in the expected way (Reason, 1998;
Reason & Hobbs, 2003). Thus, the primary motivation is neither cutting corner nor
thrill seeking. Achieving the desired goal despite the situational problems is the
primary motivation behind these necessary violations. These violations are

corresponding behaviors to Rasmussen’s rule-based and knowledge-based



performance levels depending on the task demand. For instance, normally walking
on the street rather than the pavement is considered as violation for pedestrians. Yet,
if there are parked cars that make it impossible to walk on the pavement, walking on
the street should be considered as a situational violation.

2.1.2.2. Errors. Reason also offers a classification for errors depending on
their corresponding performance levels. These error types are slips, lapses, and
mistakes. Reason suggests that aberrant behavior classification is rooted in
Rasmussen’s skill/rule/knowledge framework (see Table 2). Each error type differs
on the type of activity, focus of attention, control mode, predictability of error types,
ratio of error to opportunity for error, influence of situational factors, ease of
detection, and relationship to change (for a detailed review see Reason, 1990). Yet,

the basic difference among these factors lies in their associated performance stage.

Skill-based errors that are caused by failures in information processing, specifically
attention, memory, and recognition result in slips and lapses (Reason & Hobbs,
2003). On the other hand, mistakes are associated with rule- and knowledge-based
performance levels. To put it differently, if there is something wrong with the
intention, the aberrant behavior is a mistake. If the problems is intention-action
disparity, it is a slip (Norman, 1983).

In order to test the validity of this error-violation taxonomy in driving context,
Reason and his colleagues developed an instrument that is known as driver behavior
questionnaire (DBQ) that assesses these distinct driver behaviors (1990).Their
results supported that violations (e.g., exceeding speed limit), dangerous errors (e.g.,
failing to check mirror while overtaking), and harmless lapses (e.g., exiting wrong
road from a roundabout) are distinct categories of driver behaviors. In addition to
these three, subsequent researchers suggested two other sets of driver behaviors:
interpersonally aggressive violations (Lawton, Parker, Manstead, & Stradling,
1997), and positive behaviors (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005).

10



Table 2

Example behaviors for Reason’s classification from driver and pedestrian

behaviors.

Aberrant Behavior Example

Slips Attempt to drive away from traffic lights in third gear.

Lapses Forget to look before crossing because of something in
mind.

Mistakes Underestimate the speed of an oncoming vehicle when
overtaking.

Violations Disregarding speed limit on a residential road.

2.1.2.3 Positive behaviors. Positive behaviors are important as they belong
to the opposite domain of aberrant behaviors. Ozkan and Lajunen provide an analysis
on Reason and his colleagues’ and suggest inclusion of positive behaviors in traffic
research for a more comprehensive depiction of behaviors (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005).
They argue that behaviors depicted in the DBQ are aberrant, consequently negative
behaviors. Therefore, they conclude that the DBQ is incomplete in reflecting our
everyday road behaviors as it lacks our intentionally polite and helpful behaviors that
can be classified under positive behaviors. In order to overcome this pitfall, they
suggest that positive behaviors should also be studied in traffic research and they

may relevant with improving traffic safety.

2.1.3. Classification and measurement of the pedestrian behaviors.
Parallel to the driver behaviors, the focus in pedestrian research has been unsafe
behaviors, such as red light violations, distracted walking, and pedestrian lapses. On
the other hand, there is no study investigating the positive behaviors, such as

stopping in order to let another pedestrian to walk, to the best of my knowledge.
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Based on the framework of the driver behavior classification, there had been attempts
toward a development of a pedestrian behavior measure. The majority of these scales
mainly measured pedestrian endangerment and transgression, excluding positive
behaviors, which were validated in different countries such as Turkey (Yildirim,
2007), Chile (Moyano-Diaz, 1997), France (Granié, 2009), and Brazil (Torquato &
Bianchi, 2010).

The earliest attempt to develop a pedestrian behavior scale was of Moyano Diaz
(1997), a Chilean researcher, who revealed that Reason and his colleagues’
framework is also relevant for pedestrian context. Another attempt to transfer the
aberrant behavior classification of drivers to pedestrian behaviors was Yildirim’s
(2007) master thesis. She developed a pedestrian behavior questionnaire based the
classification in the DBQ. Her results suggested a three-factor structure of pedestrian
behaviors, explaining 47.6% of the total variance. The emerging factors in her study
were errors, ordinary violations, and aggressive violations. She also found that
pedestrians’ aggressive violations are positively correlated with ordinary pedestrian

violations, and near accident involvement of pedestrians.

The study of Granié and colleagues (2013) can be considered as the most influential
study towards conceptualization of the pedestrian behaviors. These researchers
aimed to develop a comprehensive pedestrian behavior questionnaire based on the
conceptual framework of driver behaviors (including aggressive violations and
positive behaviors toward other road users). For this reason, they gathered the items
used in the previous attempts by other researchers to develop the pedestrian behavior
scale (PBS). Their study revealed a four-factor structure for the pedestrian behaviors
explaining 55.07% of the variance. The authors named these factors as
transgressions, aggressive behaviors, lapses, and positive behaviors. The PBS has a
slight difference from the DBQ. The transgression component of the PBS
incorporates some items that fall under the error factor of the DBQ. Nevertheless,

the transgression and violation terms refer to the same underlying construct to the
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most extent. Thus, the transgressive behaviors will be referred as violations in the

coming sections in order to prevent any confusion.

Nordfjaern and Simsekoglu (2013) modified the PBS in their study by adding items
reflecting the Turkish context. A principal components analysis revealed a 3-factor
structure (transgression, attention violations, and aggressive behavior), explaining
55% variance, that is similar to original factors in the PBS scale. More recently, the
PBS was validated in Serbia and China, as well (Antic, Pesic, Milutinovic, Maslac,
2016; Qu et al., 2016). Both versions supported the factor structure offered by the
original PBS. The Chinese version had four factors that explained 50.67% of the total
variance, whereas Serbian version had a five-factor structure (violations and errors
loaded to distinct factors), accounting 66.4% of total variance. To date, the PBS is
the most comprehensive self-report measure of the pedestrian behaviors.

2.1.4. Determinants of the pedestrian behaviors. Over the last two decades,
various contextual and personal factors related with the pedestrian behaviors have
been identified, such as pedestrian density, role of demographics and personality,
and attitudinal determinants of pedestrian violations. For instance, the demographic
factor of gender is shown to be an important predictor of the pedestrian violations.
In general, male pedestrians violate traffic rules more than females, and have higher
tendency to cross in risky situations (Moyano Diaz, 2002; Rosenbloom et al., 2004).
Moreover, a recent study in China indicated that males displayed significantly higher
frequency of aggressive pedestrian behaviors than females, whereas females
displayed higher positive behaviors than males (Qu et al., 2016). Interestingly, they
did not find any gender differences in violations and lapses. Age is also investigated
in the pedestrian context, and the younger pedestrians were found to have a higher
tendency toward violations (Granié et al., 2013). Moreover, young pedestrians have

a more positive attitude toward pedestrian violations than adults’ (Diaz, 2002).

13



In addition, the personality determinants of the pedestrian behaviors have been
explored. (Rosenbloom, 2006; Qu et al., 2016). Specifically, people high in sensation
seeking, normlessness, and anger exhibit a higher tendency toward red light
violations (Qu et al., 2013). On the other hand, people who have higher scores in
altruism show lower frequency of unsafe behaviors, and higher frequency of positive

pedestrian behaviors.

Furthermore, attitudes, norms, and control perceptions were investigated in various
pedestrian behaviors. In an early study, Evans and Norman (2003) showed that
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control are important
predictors of pedestrians’ road crossing intentions. Recently, similar results were
found for red light violations (Zhou, Romero, & Qin, 2016). In addition, Nordfjaern
and Simsekoglu (2013) found that pedestrians’ attitudes toward general rule
violations and toward pedestrian safety are important determinants of pedestrian
behaviors. These socio-cognitive determinants of pedestrian behaviors will be

elaborated upon in behavior theories.

2.2. Behavior Theories

2.2.1. The reasoned action approach. Attitudes have been a major area of
research interest and controversy in the field of social psychology (Ajzen & Fishbein,
2005). Many researchers tried to understand the dynamics behind the weak attitude-
behavior relationship. For this purpose, various socio-cognitive models were
developed. Among those, the reasoned action approach, commonly known as the
theory of reasoned action (TRA; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) or the theory of planned
behavior (Ajzen, 1991), has arisen as a well working mediation model and
successfully applied to a variety of behaviors. This approach was specifically
designed to explain the volitional behaviors that usually happen through rational

decision-making processes.
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According to the early theorization, the theory of reasoned action, the closest
antecedent of a given behavior is the intention to perform that behavior. Intentions
are the reflection of a person’s readiness to perform a given behavior (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 2010). In other words, intentions are a person’s own estimate of the likelihood
of his or her performance of a given behavior. According to the TRA, people’s
intentions are determined by their attitudes toward performing a behavior and
subjective norms about the behavioral performance (see Figure 2). The TRA views
attitudes as the individual’s overall positive or negative evaluation of the behavior.
Subjective norms are the individual’s perception about the extent of social approval
or disapproval to be received from close others (e.g. family, peers) by performing
the behavior in question (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).

Attitude \

Subjective norm

Intention * Behavior

Figure 2. The theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).

2.2.2. Theory of planned behavior. Ajzen (1991) revised the TRA, and
offered the theory of planned behavior by incorporating the construct of perceived
behavioral control as an additional predictor of both intention and behavior.
According to the theory, there are three antecedents of intentions: attitude, subjective
norm, and perceived behavioral control. The attitude and subjective norm
components correspond to the same ones in the TRA. The new one, the perceived
behavioral control (PBC), is defined as a combination of perceived control and self-
efficacy the individual needs in order to perform the target behavior (Ajzen, 2002;
Conner & Sparks, 2005). Control refers to the degree of perceived controllability

over the behavior, whereas self-efficacy is the perceived ease or difficulty of
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performing the behavior. The TPB suggests that in addition to predicting the
intention, PBC can act as a direct predictor of the behavior itself by accurately
reflecting the actual control over the behavioral performance (see Figure 3).
Moreover, the PBC component increases the predictive power of the model for
behaviors that are not completely under volitional control (Ajzen, 1991; Madden,
Ellen, & Ajzen, 1992).

Attitude

Subjective norm Intention Behavior

Perceived
behavioral conirol

Figure 3. The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991).

The TPB has become a widely studied theory to understand behaviors in different
domains over time. The main reason of the widespread applications of TPB is its
ability to show a consistent explanatory power almost regardless of the domain. The
meta-analytic reviews in health psychology support the predictive power of the TPB
for health related behaviors. In their meta-analysis, Armigate and Conner found that
the TPB accounted for 27% of variance in behavior, and 39 % of variance in
intentions (2001). Similarly, McEachen and his colleagues’ review on the TPB
suggests that PBC and intentions are able to explain 19% of the variance in various
behaviors (McEachen, Conner, Taylor, & Lawton, 2011). Moreover, the same study
revealed that attitudes, subjective norm, and PBC accounted for 44% of variance in

intentions.
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Furthermore, the TPB is not only a successful tool for explaining behavior, but also
an effective model that guides interventions. A recent meta-analysis revealed that the
TPB based interventions had a mean effect size of .50 for changes in behavior
(Steinmetz, Knappstein, Ajzen, Schmidt, & Kabst, 2016). Besides, there are some
successful TPB-based interventions to change some traffic behaviors, such as
increasing the use of safety helmets and seat belts, and increasing compliance with
speed limits (Brijs, Danields, Brijs, & Wets, 2011, Elliott & Armigate, 2009).

The TPB is theoretically compatible with Rasmussen’s performance levels.
However, there is not any study that investigated the relationship between the TPB
and Rasmussen’s performance levels, to the best of my knowledge. Theoretically,
Rasmussen’s performance levels are located between intentions and behavior,
serving as the decision making center. In other words, it is likely that performance
levels mediate the links of intention-behavior and PBC-behavior. For instance, our
intentions might have strong effects in rule-based and knowledge-based performance
levels and guide the dominant behavioral response in these levels to some extent. In
a similar vein, the PBC might influence the development of if-then statements in
rule-based level, which may turn into skill-based routines in time. In addition, the
TPB might indirectly influence the type of behavioral output (error or violation). For
instance, the TPB would be a better predictor of intentional violations than
unintentional lapses as it is primarily influential on knowledge-based performance
acts. On the contrary, the TPB would provide little predictive value in lapses, as they

are associated with information processing problems rather than intentional action.

2.2.2.1. Applications of the TPB to pedestrian behaviors. The TPB has been
extensively studied to understand various driver behaviors in traffic psychology, for
instance, speeding (e.g., Elliott, Armigate, & Baughan, 2003), texting while driving
(Nemme & White, 2010), drinking and driving (Castenier, Deroche, & Woodman,
2013; Moan & Rise, 2011), dangerous overtaking and tailgating (Parker et al., 1992),
use of mobile phones (Zhou, Wu, Rau & Zhang; 2009), aggressive behaviors of
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drivers (Parker, Lajunen & Stradling, 1998), wearing seat belt (Brijs, Daniels, Brisjs
& Wets, 2011), and driving without a license (Tseng, Chang, & Woo, 2013).
Similarly, various researchers attempted to apply the TPB to the pedestrian behaviors
such as distracted walking (Barton, Kologi, & Siron, 2016), red light violations
(Zhou et al., 2016), and walking while intoxicated (Gannon, Rosta, Reeve, Hyde, &
Levis, 2014) and found that the TPB constructs have been effective in explaining

pedestrians’ behaviors and intentions.

Nevertheless, the applications of the TPB to pedestrian behaviors yielded mixed
results in terms of the significance of the predictors and the strength of the
relationships. For instance, in an early study, Evans and Norman (1998) investigated
the efficacy of the theory in predicting pedestrian violations in three different
scenarios: dual carriageway, pelican crossing, and residential street. Their results
suggest that the TPB was able to explain 39 to 52% variance in intentions toward
violation across scenarios, the PBC being the strongest predictor (f = .36 to .44).
However, later, Diaz (2002) tested a latent model of the TPB in pedestrian behaviors,
and found that the attitudes (B = .34) toward pedestrian violations is the strongest
predictor of the intentions, followed by the subjective norm (B = -.25) and the PBC
(B = -.23). Recently, Zhou and his colleagues investigated the TPB in relation to
pedestrians’ violating crossing behavior using structural equation modeling
approach (Zhou, Romero, & Qin, 2016). Their research showed that instrumental
attitudes (B = .08) and subjective norms (3 =.04) were weak but significant predictors
of violation intentions. However, the PBC was not found as significant predictor of
the violation intentions. They also tested an extended model of the TPB with
descriptive norms and showed that when the descriptive norms (3 = .22) was added
into model, the subjective norm component was not a significant predictor of

intentions anymore.

Overall, the applications of the TPB in pedestrian behaviors suggest that the TPB is

a useful but seemingly incomplete framework to understand pedestrian behavior. As
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suggested earlier, the theory successfully captures the knowledge-based and rule-
based levels of performance. However, the inconsistent findings across studies might
indicate that the theory fully encapsulate the skill-based routine level performance.
Moreover, the literature lacks behavior measurements in any form. To the best of my
knowledge, neither a self-report nor an observational measure of the behavior was

included by any study to the model.

Besides mostly supportive findings of the TPB, it is still a pressing issue for the TPB
research that whether our behaviors depend extensively on volition. Essentially, due
to Ajzen’s conceptualization of behavior as logical, rational, and planned to the most
extent, the theory is criticized for depending entirely on rational reasoning, and not
giving any value to unconscious or heuristic processes (Sheeran, Gollwitzer &
Bargh, 2013). Consequently, some researchers argue that the TPB’s predictive
validity decreases in spontaneous risk taking behaviors (Gibbons et al., 1998;
Gibbons, Houlihan, & Gerrard, 2009; Norman & Conner, 2005). For instance, a
person might have a negative view about pedestrian violations (i.e., negative
attitudes), but may be willing to perform it when they have opportunity (e.g., when
there is a gap in the traffic). Based on these criticisms, Gibbons and his colleagues
developed the prototype willingness model to explain young people’s health-risk
behaviors (e.g., smoking, binge drinking, reckless driving).

2.2.3. Prototype willingness model. Social cognitive models like the TPB
assume that a behavior is performed in a logical, rational, and planned way (Ajzen,
1991). However, this perspective falls short in predicting risky behaviors that are
driven by the person’s responses to a given situation, especially during adolescence
(Gibbons et al., 1998). Gibbons and his colleagues suggest that that young people
have a tendency to make poor decisions when they come across risky situations.
Departing from this point, Gibbons and his colleagues developed the prototype
willingness model (PWM; 1998) in order to address this limitation of the TPB, and

aimed to explain health risk behaviors performed by adolescents (Gibbons, Wills,
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Kingsbury, & Gerrard, 2011). In other words, this model aims to provide a better
understanding to unplanned behaviors occurring when people see an opportunity to

perform.

The PWM posits itself in a family of models generally known as the dual process
models. According to the PWM, there are two pathways for behavioral performance:
reasoned pathway and social reactive pathway (Figure 4). The reasoned pathway is
very similar to the TRA: Attitudes and subjective norms predict intention, and in
turn, intention predicts the actual behavior. On the other hand, the social reaction
pathway includes prototypes and willingness along with the TRA components. The
first, the prototypes are images of a typical person engaging in the target behavior,
shaped by the perceptions of similarity and favorability of the prototype to the
individual. The model proposes that prototype images influence the individual’s
willingness to engage in particular behavior when an opportunity arises. The second,
the behavioral willingness is a general tendency to perform a behavior when
facilitating situations present themselves. For example, when there is an opportunity
(e.g. no car is coming by), individuals might engage in behaviors that they do not
have a prior intention (e.g. cross the street while it is red for pedestrians). Thus, there
is a possibility of behavioral performance through willingness, even if intentions are
not favorable toward performance (Gerrard et al., 2008). In sum, the PWM proposes
that favorable prototype evaluation (e.g. a typical pedestrian who violates red light)
and higher similarity with the prototype, along with favorable attitudes and higher
social approval, would result in higher willingness toward behavioral performance.
Moreover, favorable attitudes and higher social approval would also lead to higher
intentions toward the behavior. Overall, the intentions and the willingness predict

the behavioral performance.
The PWM has been used to predict a range of behaviors, including unprotected sex

(Thornton et al., 2002), smoking (Hukkelberg & Dykstra, 2009), alcohol and illicit
drug use (Gibbons et al., 2004), and organ donation (Hyde, and White, 2010). The
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PWM framework also showed its utility in traffic behaviors such as speeding (Elliott,
McCartan, Brewster, Coyle, Emerson, & Gibson, in press), driving while intoxicated
(Rivis, Abraham, & Snook, 2011), and cycling to school (Frater, Kuijer, & Kingham,
2017). Still, the PWM awaits to be tested in the pedestrian behavior context.

The PWM might show higher predictive power than the TPB as pedestrian behaviors
may not be fully reasoned in nature, but may often be more reactive in response to
external circumstances. In addition, the PWM might have higher association with
the Rasmussen’s skill-based performance level, as willingness attempts to capture

opportunistic, and social reactive tendencies.

Attitude \
Intention
/ :
Subjective norm <7 Behavior
e . 4
E Willingness
Prototype
perceptions

— Reasoned pathway
= = =» BSocial reactive pathway

Figure 4. The prototype willingness model (Gibbons et al., 1998).

2.2.4. Merging the TPB with the PWM: The integrative model. Some
researchers attempted to incorporate the PWM with the TPB, which will be referred
as the integrative models in the current dissertation (see Figure 5). These studies
tested an integrative model in addition to the standard TPB and PWM models in their
statistical analysis. An early attempt of testing the integrative model was Rivis and
her colleagues’ study on health protective and health risk behaviors (Rivis, Shreeran
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& Armigate, 2006). They evaluated three behaviors for each category: exercise,
regular sleep, and having regular breakfast for health protective; and smoking,
drinking, and eating meals with high fat for health risk. The integrative model
accounted for 39% to 78% of variance in above-mentioned behaviors. Their findings
suggest that the PWM variables capture an important proportion of variance after

controlling for the TPB variables.

In another health behavior research, Hyde investigated the organ donation
registration and discussion intentions in her dissertation using the TPB and the PWM
frameworks (Hyde, 2009). A part of her dissertation included the model comparisons
of the TPB and the PWM, along with the integrative model. She found that the
integrative model was able to explain 65% and 41% of variance in people’s
registration intentions and willingness, respectively. Moreover, she also reported that
the integrative model provided a good fit to the data, and explained 63% and 31% of
variance in people’s discussion intentions and willingness, respectively. In addition,
organ donor prototypes’ similarity and favorability were significantly associated
with registering intentions. Moreover, Hyde’s study suggests that intention and

prototypes are associated even though the path is not provided by the standard PWM.

In a more recent study, Frater and her colleagues investigated adolescents’ cycling
to school behavior using the TPB and the PWM (Frater, Kuijer, & Kingham, 2017).
Their findings did not support Hyde’s findings in improving the explained variance
beyond the TPB. Specifically, they were not able to confirm the incremental value
of prototypes. They concluded that cycling to school is primarily an intentional

behavior rather than an opportunistic (based on willingness).

To conclude, the accumulated literature indicates that the utility of the integrative
models depends on the investigated behavior. An integrative model might enhance
our understanding in pedestrian behaviors better than the standard TPB and PWM.

First of all, the perceived control component of the TPB might not only predict
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intentions, but more importantly people’s willingness toward a pedestrian behavior
as well. Secondly, pedestrian behaviors might happen through a social-reactive path,
rather than the reasoned path stressed by the TPB. Overall, the current study is the
first study to examine the role of prototype perceptions as suggested in the PWM in

relation to the pedestrian behaviors.

Attitude

Subjective norm

Intention
Perceived Behavior
behavioral control \
Willingness
Prototype
perceptions

Figure 5. The integrative model.

2.3. The Present Study

| propose that the pedestrian behaviors may not be entirely reasoned, but may often
be more reactive in response to encountered situations. Thus, in the current
dissertation, | aimed to examine the predictive utility of the constructs specified by
the TPB and the PWM in relation to three pedestrian behaviors: violations, lapses,
and positive behaviors. Given that the TPB is the more prominent and well-
established framework, | treated it as a baseline model against which | tested the

utility of PWM and integrative model (see Figure 5 for integrative model). In
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addition, the current study aims to re-examine the factor structure of the pedestrian

behavior survey (Granié et al., 2013) in Turkish context.

Specifically, the following hypothesis were tested in the light of the previous

research:

Hypothesis 1a. The factor structure of the PBS would replicate in Turkish context
and provide good reliability. .

Hypothesis 1b. For all pedestrian behaviors analyzed, the corresponding PBS factor

would have significant direct relationship with intentions and willingness.

Hypothesis 1c. For all pedestrian behaviors analyzed, males are expected to have

higher mean scores for violations.

Hypothesis 2. The integrative model would account for a larger proportion of
variance than both the standard TPB and the standard PWM for all pedestrian

behaviors under investigation.

Hypothesis 3a. Consistent with the opportunistic nature of violations, behavioral
willingness would have a stronger relationship with behavior than intentions for

pedestrian violations.

Hypothesis 3b. Since performing positive behaviors require more rational reasoning,
behavioral intention would have a stronger relationship with behavior than

willingness for positive pedestrian behaviors.
Hypothesis 4. For all pedestrian behaviors analyzed, attitudes, subjective norms, and

prototype perceptions would have indirect effects on behavior through intentions and

willingness.
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Hypothesis 5a. For all pedestrian behaviors analyzed, intention to involve in a given
pedestrian behavior would be positively associated with positive attitudes, subjective

norms, perceived behavioral control, and behavior.
Hypothesis 5b. For all pedestrian behaviors analyzed, willingness to involve in a

given pedestrian behavior would be positively associated with attitudes, subjective
norms, and prototype perceptions.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD
3.1. Participants

After getting the approval from the Ethical Board at the Middle East Technical
University, the participants were recruited from the College of Humanities and
Social Sciences at Ankara Yildirnm Beyazit Univesity in May 2016. Participants
were recruited via in-class announcements, and they received extra course credit for

their participation. A total of 519 participants took the survey.

Prior to the analyses, accuracy of the data entry, outliers, and missing values were
inspected. In order to create age homogeneity within the sample, six participants
older than 25 were dropped. In addition, 27 participants who had more than 10
accidents (either active or passive) prior to the current study were excluded from the
analyses. In sum, all the statistical analyses were conducted with the remaining 486
participants. For this sample, the mean age was 20.77 years (SD = 1.68), and the
majority were female (N = 342; 70.4%), but six participants did not indicate their
gender (1.2%). A total of 94 participants indicated that they had an active accident
history, and another 166 participants indicated that they had a near miss history (see

Table 3 for demographic characteristics).

3.2. Procedure

After providing their consent, the participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire
to measure basic demographics, and the TPB (attitudes, subjective norm, PBC,

intention) and the PWM constructs (prototype similarity, prototype favorability,
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willingness) for each behavior under investigation (violations, lapses, positive
behaviors). Lastly, the participants were asked to fill out the pedestrian behavior
survey. After completing the measures, participants were thanked for their
participation and debriefed (see Appendix A for complete survey form).

Table 3
Demographic characteristics of the sample.
Variables Range M SD N %
Age 18-25 20.77 1.68
Gender
Female 342 70.4
Male 138 28.8
Most of live spent in
Village 44 9.1
County 94 19.3
Province 132 27.2
Metropolitan 215 44.2
Place of residence
With family 156 32.1
Dormitory 188 38.7
With Friends 126 25.9
Other 15 3.1
Daily time spent for walking
Less than 30 minutes 194 39.9
30-60 minutes 178 36.6
60-90 minutes 65 13.4
90-120 minutes 15 3.1
120 + minutes 11 2.3
Accidents
Accident involvement 0-7 40 1.05 94
Near miss 0-8 1.75 1.76 166
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3.3. Measures. The TPB and the PWM constructs were assessed in three separate
sections with the following order: violations, lapses, and positive behaviors. At the
beginning of each section, the behavior in question was defined in order to create a
common understanding among the participants (see Table 4). Then, the items
regarding each construct are asked in the following order: attitude, subjective norm,
PBC, intention, prototype similarity, prototype favorability, and willingness.
Measurement items, wording, and sentence structures were the same across
violations, lapses, and positive behaviors except for the tailored wording for the
specific behavior in question. In order to avoid repetition, only violation items are
reported in this section unless it is necessary to report the items of lapses and

positive behaviors (see Appendix A for items of lapses and positive behaviors).

Table 4
Definitions of violations, lapses, and positive pedestrian behaviors provided to the
participants.

Behavior Definition

“Pedestrian violation occurs when a pedestrian crosses a
roadway where regulations do not permit doing so. Exemplary
behaviors include pedestrian's crossing between intersections
without yielding to drivers and starting to cross a crosswalk at
a signalized intersection without waiting for a permissive
indication to be displayed.”

Violation

“Pedestrian lapses are defined as a pedestrian’s risky
behaviors due to an error, or absent-minded actions. For

Lapses instance, a pedestrian might cross in red traffic light while s/he
is occupied with his/her phone, or a pedestrian might cross
street without controlling for cars.”

“By positive pedestrian behavior, we mean the positive
actions a pedestrian present while s/he is in traffic. For
instance, stopping to let another pedestrian pass in a narrow
pavement, and walking in the right side of the pavement to not
come across with another pedestrian are considered as
positive pedestrian behaviors.”

Positive Behavior
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3.3.1.1. Attitudes. To measure attitudes toward violations, lapses, and
positive pedestrian behaviors, the participants were asked to complete the sentence
“For me, involving in a pedestrian violation would be...” with four semantic
differential items adapted from Rivis and colleagues (2006), responses ranging from
1 to 7: negative to positive, foolish to wise, bad to good, and unpleasant to pleasant.
Attitude scales showed very good reliability (Cronbach’s alphas were .92, .91, and

.87; for violations, lapses, and positive behaviors, respectively).

3.3.1.2. Subjective Norms. Subjective norms were measured by asking the
perceived social approval about the violations, lapses, and positive behaviors from
three referent groups: (a) close friends, (b) family, and (c) people who are important
for the participant. For this purpose, five items were asked to participants in a 5-point
Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items were “My
close friends do not bother with my pedestrian violation,” “People who are important
to me does not want me to involve in pedestrian violation,” “My family tolerates
about my pedestrian violation,” “People who are important to me are agree that
involving in a pedestrian violation is a bad thing,” and “People who are important to
me do not approve pedestrian violation.” Satisfactory reliabilities were found for
subjective norms in all three behaviors (Cronbach’s alphas were .71, .65, and .70,

violations, lapses, and positive behaviors, respectively).

3.3.1.3. Perceived behavioral control. Perceived behavioral control was tested with
three items. The items were “It is easy for me to involve in pedestrian transgression,”
“It is under my control whether or not to be involved in pedestrian violation,” and
“If 1 wish to, | can easily involve in pedestrian violation.” Yet, the reliability
coefficients were below the acceptable limits for all behaviors (a < .60). Ajzen
(2002) suggested that the self-efficacy component of the PBC has a strong and
significant relationship with Thus, the analyses regarding the PBC were conducted
with the item “It is easy for me to involve in pedestrian violation,” which is most

closely linked to self-efficacy for each behavior.
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3.3.1.4. Intention. To capture the participants’ intention to involve in
violation and positive behavior, three items for each were used: “Probably I will
involve in a pedestrian violation behavior,” “It is likely that | will attempt to cross
the street while the traffic light is red for pedestrians,” and “I intend to engage in a
pedestrian violation.” These measures were reliable (Cronbach’s alphas were .70 and

.71, for violations and positive behaviors, respectively).

It would be logically flawed to measure the intention for the erroneous and absent-
minded behaviors as they are unintended by definition. Thus, the participants were
asked about their perceived probability to be involved in lapses. This probability
component was assessed with two items: “I will probably fail to check the street
while crossing” and “It is likely that I will do erroneous and absent minded pedestrian

behavior.” Reliability coefficient of the measure was satisfactory (a = .79).

3.3.1.5. Prototype perceptions. Firstly, a description of prototypes, adapted
form Gibbons, Gerrard and McCoy (1995) was presented to participants. Then, their
perception of similarity to the prototypes, and their rating of the favorability of the

prototypes were asked for each behaviors (violations, lapses, and positive behaviors).

Prototype similarity was assessed using the following two items: “Do the
characteristics that describe the type of a pedestrian who violates the traffic rules also
describe you?” and “Do the characteristics of a typical violator also describe you?”
(1, definitely no, to 7, definitely yes). Reliabilities were good for the scale
(Cronbach’s alphas were .88, .89, and .88, for violations, lapses, and positive

behaviors, respectively).

Prototype favorability was measured with the two items for violations, and single-
item questions for lapses and positive behaviors. In these items, the participants were
asked to indicate their level of favorability by completing the given sentences (1 very

unfavorable, 7 very favorable).
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Prototype favorability for violations was measured with the following items: “My
view of pedestrians who cross the street while the traffic light is red for themis ...”
and “My view of pedestrians who cross street in places other than pedestrian crossing

is ...” The reliability of this two-item scale was satisfactory (o = .73).

Prototype favorability for lapses and positive behaviors were measured with the
following items, respectively: “My view of people who forget to check the road
while crossing is ...” and “My view of pedestrians who involve in positive behavior
is...”

3.3.1.6. Willingness. Participants’ willingness to commit target behaviors were

assessed using two scenarios for violations, and one scenario for positive behaviors
(based on Blanton, van den Eijnden, Buunk, Gibbons, & Gerrard, 2001; Gibbons et
al., 1995; Gibbons, Gerrard, & Lane, 2003; Zhou et al., 2016). Since nobody would
be willing to commit lapses, the likelihood of performing lapses was asked to
participants instead of their willingness. Participants responded to the willingness
items for each scenario (given at the end of each scenario) below, by rating the
probability that they would perform each item, from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very
likely).

e Willingness for violation, scenario 1. “Suppose you are walking to home,
school, or job; or you are out for getting something done; and you need to
cross the street. You are approaching the intersection and the traffic light is
red for pedestrians.”

(a) wait for green to cross street, and (b) use a gap in traffic flow and attempt
to cross street.

e Willingness for violation, scenario 2. “Suppose you are walking to home,
school, or job; or you are out for getting something done; and you need to
cross the street. The crosswalk is 50 meters away from you.” (a) cross street

diagonally to save time, (b) walk towards pedestrian crossing.
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e Likelihood of lapses. “Suppose you are walking to home, school, or job; or
you are out for getting something done; and you need to cross the street. You
approach an intersection or a pedestrian crossing.” (a) forget to control road
before crossing, (b) cross the road without controlling.

e Willingness to perform positive pedestrian behavior. “Suppose you are
walking to home, school, or job; or you are out for getting something done.
You come across with another pedestrian in a narrow pavement that it is hard
to walk for two people side by side.” (a) stop and wait other pedestrian to
walk through.

In sum, four items in two scenarios were used to assess willingness toward violation;
another two items were used to measure likelihood of lapses, and a single-item
measure was used for willingness for positive pedestrian behaviors. Reliabilities
were acceptable for multi-item scales (Cronbach’s alphas were .68 and .73, for

violations and lapses, respectively).

3.3.1.7. Pedestrian behavior. Self-reported pedestrian behaviors were
measured with a Turkish translation of the pedestrian behavior scale. The original
scale was developed by Grani¢ and her colleagues (2013) based on the driver
behavior questionnaire, and offers a four-factor scale, measuring transgressions (8
items), lapses (4 items), aggressive behaviors (4 items), and positive behaviors (4
items) dimensions. Sample items include “Sometimes I see small gap in traffic and
go for it,” “Sometimes I forget to look properly because I am thinking about

something else,” and “I get angry with another road user and insult him/her.”

The PBS was already adapted to Turkish by Nordfjaern and Simsekoglu (2013).
However, their adaptation did not include positive behavior component of the
original scale. Moreover, the factor structure of the scale was not very clear; seven
items had a cross-loading problem. Thus, for the purposes of the current study, their

adaptation was not used. A two-step approach was employed for the current
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translation of the scale. In the first step, two independent Ph.D. students translated
the scale items. In the second step, the items were compared and finalized in a group
discussion with the dissertation advisor. Participants rated the scale items in a 7-point
Likert scale, higher scores indicating higher tendency to perform the behavior

described in the factor.

3.3.1.8 Demographics. Besides the common demographics of age and
gender, the participants reported with whom they are living, where do they spent
most of their lives (village, county, province, or metropolis), the frequency of their
use of various transportation options (public transportation, driver in a personal
vehicle, bicycle, motorcycle or other 2-3 wheeler, and pedestrian), duration they
spent in each medium per day, and their involvement in active or near miss accidents

in the last 3 years.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1. Data Analytic Plan

The data analytic plan of the current study was threefold. First, the factor structure
of the Turkish translation of PBS (TPBS) was examined with SPSS 23. It was
expected that the factor structure in the current study would match the original factor
structure of the TPBS. Second, the descriptive statistics, correlations, and potential
gender differences in pedestrian behaviors were explored. For coherence, response
distributions of individual TPBS were reported in this part. Lastly, a series of path
analyses were conducted via the SEM module of STATA 14.3 to evaluate the path
models for violations, lapses, and positive behaviors of pedestrians from the TPB,
the PWM, and the integrative model.

Some variables exhibit some skewness and kurtosis, yet most variables did not show
severe non-normality. Since it is suggested that a sizable sample should produce
appropriate standard error estimates based on the central limit theorem (Gravetter &
Wallnau, 2009), conducting the statistical tests based on the assumption of normality

was reasonable.

In the path analysis, the maximum likelihood method was used for the estimations.
Model fits were evaluated based on the following indicators: chi square tests, root-
mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFl), and
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI). Besides the model fit statistics, the standardized path
coefficients and r? values were also investigated in order to determine the predictive
power and the parsimony of the given models. For each behavior, three decision-

making models were compared: the baseline TPB, the baseline PWM, and the
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Integrative model in order. For every model, the suggested modification indices were

accepted if they were justified (i.e., theoretically sensible, logical).

4.2. Principle Component Analysis of the TPBS

A principal component analysis with the VVarimax rotation was performed to assess
the underlying structure for the 20-item Turkish pedestrian behavior scale. The
assumptions were met, as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure for sampling adequacy was
.878, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (df = 190, p <.001). The scree
plot and the eigenvalues suggested a four-factor solution, supporting the Hypothesis
1a. None of the items had cross-loading or low-loading (i.e., below .4) problems (see
Table 5). The first factor accounted for 24% of the variance, the second factor
accounted for the 15.85% of variance, the third factor accounted for 15.20 % of the

variance, and the last factor accounted for the 10.78 % of the variance.

The first factor was composed of eight items. The items of violation factor of the
original PBS scale loaded on this factor, with the loadings ranging from .68 to .82.
Among these eight items, the items “Yaya gegidinden karsiya gegmeye baslayip
zaman kazanmak i¢in ¢apraz devam ederim” and “Zaman kazanmak i¢in yolu ¢apraz

gegerim” had the highest loadings. Overall, the factor had high reliability (o = .90).

The second factor also matched the lapses factor in the original scale with loadings
ranging between .78 to .86. Four items loaded to this factor as in the original scale,
and the factor had high reliability (o =.90). The item with the highest loading on the
factor was “Yolun karsisinki birine yetismek icin karsiya gecerken yola bakmayi

unuturum.”
Other four items were loaded to the third factor, corresponding to the “aggressive

behaviors” factor of the original scale. All item loadings ranged between .71 to .87.

In addition, factor showed good reliability (o = .88). The item with the highest
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loading was “Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriicii, bisikletli vb.) ve ona

bagiririm.”

The last factor was loaded with four items that corresponds to the “positive behavior”
factor of the original PBS scale. The loadings varied between .41 to .73. The item
17, “Yol hakki bende oldugu halde, eger arkasinda baska ara¢ yoksa arabaya yol
veririm” seemed as a weak item with low communality (.21) and relatively lower
loading (.41) to the factor. However, the item was kept in order to match the original
factor structure of the PBS. Thus, the final factor included four items with a

satisfactory reliability (a = .68).

Overall, the principal component analysis revealed a clear structure without any
cross-loaded items, and matched the original scale with 65% explained variance.
Moreover, both the explained variance and the reliability coefficients went beyond
the original scale, indicating the TPBS is a good measurement tool for Turkish
pedestrians. In addition, the positive behavior factor that had unsatisfactory
reliability in the original scale (o = .53) showed satisfactory reliability in the current

study. That is, the hypothesized expectations in Hypothesis 1a were fully met.
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Table 5

Factor loadings from the principal component analysis with Varimax rotation for
a four-factor solution for the TPBS. .

ltems Com Factor
: 1 2 3 4
1. Zaman kazanmak i¢in yolu capraz gecerim. 64 78 .07 .17 .05

2. Yaya ge¢idi 50 metre kadar yakin olsa bile yaya gegidi
kullanmadan karsiya gecerim.

3. Yayalara kirmizi yansa bile karsidan karsiya gegerim. .66 .77 .20 .13 -.11
4. Tasitlara hala yesil yanarken kargidan karsiya gegerim. .58 .69 .25 .17 -.07
5. Park etmis arabalarin arasindan karsiya gecerim. 56 73 .11 .05 .06
6. Yaya gegghnden karsiya gegmeye baglayip zaman 71 8 19 09 .05
kazanmak i¢in gapraz devam ederim.

7. Trafik sikisikken arabalarin arasindan karsiya gegerim. .55 .74 .07 .01 .01
8. Arkadaslarlmlq yiirtirken ya da on'}n.p('l'en yavagyliriiyen poa o0 55 18 (g
yayay1 ge¢mek i¢in tasit yolundan yiiriiriim.

9. Bagka bir sey diisiindiigiim zamanlarda karsiya
gecerken yola bakmay1 unuturum.

10. Yolun karsisinki birine yetismek i¢in karsiya gegerken
yola bakmay1 unuturum.

11. Birileriyle yiiriirken karsidan karsiya gectigimde yola
bakmadan karsiya gecerim.

12. Trafige dikkat etmeden bir siirii sokak ve kavsak
gectigimi fark ederim.

13. Baska bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siriici,
bisikletli vb.) ona hakaret ederim.

14. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriicii,
bisikletli vb.) ve ona bagiririm.

15. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriicii,
bisikletli vb.) ve ona el hareketi yaparim.

16. Siirticiilere sinirlenir ve arabalara vururum. .60 .07 31 .71 .00
17. Yol hakki bende oldugl.l halde, eger arkasinda bagka 21 10 12 11 41
ara¢ yoksa arabaya yol veririm.

18. Yanimda bagka yayalar oldugu zaman, karsilagtigim
yayalar1 rahatsiz etmemek i¢in tek sira ylriirim.

19. Kars1 karstya geldigim yayalara durarak yol veririm. .70 -.06 -.03 -.03 .83
20. Diger ya}/etlafl rahatsiz etmemek i¢in kaldirimin sag 60 -0l -08 -08 77
tarafindan ylriirim.

63 .75 .14 19 -10

78 23 83 .16 .01

83 24 86 .20 -.02

78 .21 .82 .24 -06

70 24 78 .19 -03

g7 .19 15 84 .05

83 20 .16 .87 .02

79 .19 15 86 -01

68 -07 -11 .02 .81

Eigenvalues 70 23 22 16
% of Variance 24.0 15.8 15.2 10.8
Cronbach’s Alpha 90 90 .88 .68

Note. Loadings above .40 are marked with bold. Com. = Communalities.
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4.3. Basic Analysis

4.3.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations. First, the frequencies of the
TPBS items were examined in order to understand which specific behaviors were
most common among pedestrians (see Table 6). The results suggest that the most
frequent pedestrian behaviors were “Park etmis arabalarin arasindan karsiya
gegerim,” “Trafik sikigikken arabalarin arasindan karsiya gecerim” from the
violations factor, and “Yanimda baska yayalar oldugu zaman, karsilastigim yayalar1
rahatsiz etmemek i¢in tek sira yiiriiriim,” “Kars1 karsiya geldigim yayalara durarak
yol veririm,” “Diger yayalar1 rahatsiz etmemek i¢in kaldirimin sag tarafindan
yuriirim” from the positive behavior factor, with mean scores above 4 (range 1-7).
The least frequent behaviors were, “Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, Siiriicii,
bisikletli vb.) ve ona el hareketi yaparim.” and “Siiriiciilere sinirlenir ve arabalarina

vururum” from the aggressive violations factor.

Distributions suggest that around 30 percent of the participants involve in various
violation behaviors occasionally or more frequently. More than 70% of the
participants indicated that they rarely or less frequently do lapses. Around 40% of
the participants indicated that they have never showed any form aggressive behaviors
included in the current study. Moreover, more than 60% of the participants indicated

that they do positive pedestrian behaviors on a frequent basis.
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Table 6

The TPBS items: Means, standard deviations, and distribution of responses.

1. Zaman kazanmak i¢in yolu ¢apraz gecerim.

2. Yaya ge¢idi 50 metre kadar yakin olsa bile yaya gecidi
kullanmadan karsiya gecerim.

3. Yayalara kirmizi yansa bile karsidan karsiya gecerim.

4. Tasitlara hala yesil yanarken karsidan karsiya gegerim.
5. Park etmig arabalarin arasindan karsiya gecerim.

6. Yaya gecidinden karsiya gegmeye baslayip zaman
kazanmak i¢in ¢apraz devam ederim.

7. Trafik sikigsikken arabalarin arasindan karsiya gegerim.
8. Arkadaslarimla yiiriirken ya da 6niimden yavasg yiiriiyen
yayay1 geemek i¢in tasit yolundan yiiriiriim.

9. Bagka bir sey diisiindiigiim zamanlarda karsiya gegerken

yola bakmay1 unuturum.

486

485

485
482
481

483

486

485

484

3.64

3.17

297
2.66
4.01

3.58

412

3.36

2.56

SD
1.54

1.53

1.53
1.50
1.49

1.59

1.63

1.61

1.36

Distribution of responses (%)

o Never

17.3
24.7
3.5

116

6.4

13.8

221

& Very Rarely

30.5
33.0
15.8

18.2

15.2

23.9

38.8

151
13.7
16.2

15.3

10.3

134

13.6

& Occasionally

(¢,

20.4
16.0
25.8

26.1

241

22.3

15.7

5 Frequently

10.5
8.1
21.0

151

22.8

16.7

6.6

5 Very
\l

Freniientlv
w Alwa

41
2.3
141

11.8

15.0

7.6

2.3

ys

21
2.3
3.5

1.9

6.2

2.3

0.8
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Table 6 (continued)

10. Yolun karsisindaki birine yetismek i¢in karsiya
gecerken yola bakmay1 unuturum.

11. Birileriyle yiiriirken karsidan karsiya gectigimde yola
bakmadan karsiya gegerim.

12. Trafige dikkat etmeden bir siirii sokak ve kavsak
gectigimi fark ederim.

13. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriici,
bisikletli vb.) ona hakaret ederim.

14. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriicii, bisikletli
vb.) ve ona bagiririm.

15. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriicii, bisikletli
vb.) ve ona el hareketi yaparim.

16. Siirticiilere sinirlenir ve arabalaria vururum.

17. Yol hakk: bende oldugu halde, eger arkasinda baska
ara¢ yoksa arabaya yol veririm.

18. Yanimda baska yayalar oldugu zaman, karsilagtigim
yayalar1 rahatsiz etmemek i¢in tek sira yiiriirim.

19. Kars1 karsiya geldigim yayalara durarak yol veririm.

20. Diger yayalar1 rahatsiz etmemek i¢in kaldirimin sag

tarafindan yiiriirim.

486

485

485

486

484

483

483

483

483

480

486

2.28

2.25

2.27

2.38

2.17

1.73

1.53

3.09

4.62

4.56

4.82

1.29

131

1.40

1.64

1.52

1.33

1.21

1.64

1.57

1.41

1.42

31.7

34.4

37.7

41.4

47.7

66.5

77.0

211

41

2.9

2.9

37.2

34.6

29.5

25.3

23.8

17.2

9.7

20.7

8.9

7.3

5.3

12.8

12.4

13.0

9.7

8.5

5.0

4.3

17.6

9.3

10.2

7.6

10.7

11.3

115

111

11.0

4.3

4.3

20.7

17.0

221

19.5

5.8

4.9

4.7

5.8

4.5

3.9

2.3

10.6

28.4

31.0

28.2

14

1.9

2.7

3.7

2.3

1.9

0.8

7.0

234

20.8

28.4

0.4

0.4

0.8

3.1

2.3

1.2

1.4

2.3

8.9

5.6

8.0




The means, standard deviations, distributional properties of skewness and kurtosis,
and the correlations of the variables for each behavior in consideration are shown
separately in Table 7, Table 8, and Table 9 for violations, lapses, and positive
pedestrian behaviors, respectively. All bivariate correlations are significant except

rare cases involving positive pedestrian behaviors.

In support of the Hypotheses 1a and 1b, the correlation tables suggest that there is a
significant relationship between the participants’ intentions and willingness towards
behavior, and the corresponding self-report measure of behavior. The strongest
relationship between intentions and behavior was evidenced in violation behavior (r
=.62, p <.01). For the lapses and positive pedestrian behaviors, there were moderate
relationships between intentions and behaviors (r = .35, r = .31, p < .01,
respectively). In addition, there were strong relationships between willingness and
behavior measures in violation behaviors and lapses (r = .74, r = .60, p < .01,
respectively), and moderate association for the positive pedestrian behaviors (r = .36,
p <.01).
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Table 7

Bivariate correlations, means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis for the predictor and the dependent variables for violations.

4%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Attitudes
2. Sub. Norm -.35%*
3.PBC 35** -.32%*
4. Prototype Sim. A43** -.33** S1**
5. Prototype Fav. 26%* -.30** 33** A45*%*
6. Intention 33** - 27** B1**  62**  48**
7. Willingness 29** -.28** AT S** S1** 61**
8. Violation Beh. 30** -.24** H52**  BgF*  BOoR*  Gxx T 4x*
9. Lapse Beh. 12** -11* 22%*  27**  34** 6% 33F*F 48**
10. Aggressive Beh. 10* - 16** 22%*% 2% *%  26%*  21%*  28%%  3@**F  47**
11. Positive Beh. -.06 15" -09"  -13"  -09"  -03 -.08 -.08 13" -.06
Mean 2.35 3.79 2.83 3.09 2.77 3.03 3.43 3.44 2.34 1.95 4.67
Standard D. 1.39 .65 1.13 1.42 1.09 .89 1.16 1.19 1.18 123 121
Skewness .94 -.20 19 .36 A1 .00 .04 34 .96 1.68 -53
Kurtosis .28 -.20 -.78 -.50 -.63 -.23 -.23 -.24 45 2.63 .16

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 8
Bivariate correlations, means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis for the predictor and the dependent variables for lapses.

10. Aggressive Beh.

1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9

. Attitudes

. Sub. Norm

. PBC

. Prototype Sim.
Prototype Fav.
. Intention

. Willingness

. Violation Beh.
. Lapse Beh.

11. Positive Beh.
Mean
Standard D.

Skewness

Kurtosis

1

-.25**
21%*
18**
33**
18**
21%*
20**
23**
14%**
- 15%*
2.29

1.23

1.06

.93

2

-.20%*
-.18**
-.20**
-.14%*
-.12**
-.19**
-.20%*
- 24%*
16**
3.87
.63
-.36
.53

3

26%*
5H2**
60**
34**
34**
39**
23**
-.07
2.78
.96
.26
-51

4

29**
23**
A5**
31**
A46**
26**
-.12%*
2.28
1.24
73
-.28

5

54
36%*
A+
A43%*
26%*
-.07
2.89
1.39
47
-.60

6

34
39**
35**
21%*
-.05
2.67
94
21
-.30

7

30**
.60**
27**
-.07
2.24
1.22
94
.29

8

A48**
38**
-.08
3.44
1.19
34
-.24

9

AT**
- 13**
2.34
1.18
.96
45

10

-.06
1.95
1.23
1.68
2.63

11

4.67
1.21
-.53
.16

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01.
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Table 9

Bivariate correlations, means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis for the predictor and the dependent variables for positive

pedestrian behaviors.

1

1. Attitudes

2. Sub. Norm A7
3. PBC A13**
4. Prototype Sim. 24%*
5. Prototype Fav. 25%*
6. Intention 15**
7. Willingness A1*
8. Violation Beh. -.19%*
9. Lapse Beh. -.25%*
10. Aggressive Beh. -.19**
11. Positive Beh. 14**
Mean 5.91
Standard D. 1.55
Skewness -1.57
Kurtosis 1.57

2

38**
23**
36**
A1**
27**
- 18**
-.23**
- 22%*
23**
4.08
.63
-.57
46

3

A4**
32%*
60**
20**
-.18**
- 24%*
-.20%*
A7**
4.05
15
-.96
2.23

4

52**
A3**
31**
-.35**
-.34**
-17**
20%*
5.20
1.18
-42
-.24

5

40**
26%*
-.23**
-.26**
- 24%*
15%*
5.96

1.11

-1.15
1.00

6

A4**
- 19**
-.28**
-22%*
31**
4.14
.60
-97
2.65

7

- 16**
-.23**
-.19**
.36**
5.39
1.29
-.92
.80

8

A8**
38**
-.08
3.44
1.19
34
-24

9

AT**
-.13**
2.34
1.18
.96
45

10

-.06
1.95
1.23
1.68
2.63

11

4.67
1.21
-.53
16

Note. *p <.05, **p < .0L.



4.3.2. Group comparisons on the TPBS. A series of independent sample t-
tests were conducted for item and factor level scores of the TPBS in order to
investigate the gender differences (see Table 10). Supporting the Hypothesis 1c,
inspection of the group mean differences indicates that in general males had
significantly higher unsafe behavior scores than the females with low to moderate
effect sizes. Contrarily, females had higher positive pedestrian behavior mean scores
than males. Factor level comparisons reveal that males had higher mean scores than
females for all factors except the positive behaviors, where there was not any
significant gender difference. Item level comparisons reveal that the biggest
difference between males and females was in violations and aggressive violations

with d scores exceeding .50.

Another series of independent sample t-test were conducted in order to compare the
group differences in TPBS factors according to accident experiences. The results
suggest that the mean-difference between active accident experienced and non-
experienced participants did not reach statistical significance for violation,
aggressive violation, and positive behavior factors. However, t-statistics was found
to be significant for lapses with a moderate effect size suggesting that accident
experienced participants have a higher mean scores than participants who did not
experienced accident, t(484), p < .001, d = .53. Same analysis was run for
investigating group differences for near miss accidents, as well. The results were
similar to the one’s found in active accidents. There was no group difference in
violations, aggressive violations, and positive pedestrian behavior. However,
participants who had a near miss history had higher mean score of lapses than
participants who had not, t(484), p < .05, d = .24.
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Table 10

Comparison of male and female participants using independent sample t-test on

item and factor levels of the TPBS.

t statistic df p di f'\f/é fzrr:ce Cohen'sd
Violation =5.0051 478 <.001 —0.5893 —0.5048
Lapses —3.17122> 478 0.002 —0.3757 —0.3198
ggﬁress“’e ~6.6529% 478  <.001  —0.7935 ~0.6709
pove 16335 478 0103  0.1984 0.1647
Violation items
Item 1 —2.0813 478 0.038 —0.3228 —0.2099
Item 2 —5.0599 477 <.001 —0.7643 —0.5105
Item 3 —4.9743 477 <.001 —0.7479 —0.5019
Item 4 —6.0576 2 474 <.001 —0.8891 —0.6119
Item 5 —1.4867 473 0.138 —0.2252 —0.1509
Item 6 —3.2928 475 0.001 —0.5274 —0.3325
ltem 7 —2.8337 478 0.005 —0.4654 —-0.2858
Item 8 —4.8929 477  <.001 —0.7823 —0.4947
Lapse items
Item 9 —2.7530 476 0.006 -0.3761 —0.2779
Item 10 —3.75052* 478 <.001 -0.4814 —0.3782
Item 11 —2.2113 477 0.027 —0.2917 —0.2236
Item 12 —2.40192 477 0.017 —0.3399 —0.2429
Aggressive violation items
Item 13 —4.88002 478 <.001 —0.7900 —0.4921
Item 14 =5.6946  A77 <.001 —0.8473 —0.5745
Item 15 =7.00402 475 <.001 —0.9003 —0.7088
Item 16 —5.5431* 475 <.001 —0.6608 —0.5597
Positive pedestrian behavior items
Item 17 —2.4646 475 0.014 —0.4063 —0.2489
Item 18 2.2816 475 0.023 0.3593 0.2304
Item 19 —0.0994 472 0.921 —0.0142 —0.0101
Item 20 1.7437 478 0.082 0.2484 0.1758

Note. 2 Levene's test is significant (p<.05), suggesting a violation of the assumption of equal
variances. A negative mean difference indicates that males have higher scores in that item.
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4.4. Path Analyses

Path analyses were conducted via the SEM module of STATA to test the hypotheses
2, 3a, 3b, 4, 5a, and 5b. Three models predicting violations, lapses, and positive
behaviors of pedestrians were compared. The summary of the model fit indices are
presented in Table 11. In addition, the direct and indirect effects for each model were

reported.

4.4.1. Violations: Predicting Intentions, Willingness, and Behavior

4.4.1.1. Model 1 — The theory of planned behavior. In support of Hypothesis
1, the standard model had a good fit to the data (y*df = 3.95/2, RMSEA = .045, CFI
=.996, TLI = .986). As suggested by the theory, attitudes (f =.12) and PBC (B =
.56) predicted intentions, significantly. Moreover, intentions (p = .46) and PBC (f =
.25) predicted behavior, significantly. The path between subjective norm and
intentions was insignificant. The variance explained in intentions and violations were

39% and 42%, respectively (see Figure 6).

Attitude

12

Subjective norm ---- 04 -------- " Intention —— 46** — Violation

—

25%*

S6%*
Perceived /

behavioral control

Figure 6. The TPB model for violations. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.
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4.4.1.2. Model 2 — The prototype willingness model. The standard PWM was
not able to provide a good fit to the data (y*/df = 152.40/6, RMSEA = .227, CFIl =
863, TLI = .657). Thus, among the suggested modifications, the theoretically
reasonable paths were added to the hypothesized model. These modifications were
omission of the paths from attitudes and subjective norms to the willingness, and
inclusion of the paths from prototype favorability and similarity to violation
intention, and a direct path between prototype favorability and violation. After these
modifications, the model provided a good fit to the data supporting Hypothesis 1
(x¥/df=19.54/5, RMSEA = .078, CFI = .986, TLI =.959), and was able to explain a
notable proportion of variance in intentions (50%), willingness (39%), and violations
(65%). Willingness (B = .53) was a stronger predictor of violations than intentions
(B =.18). The results also suggest that, prototype similarity is the strongest predictor
for intention (p = .36) and willingness (B = .41; see Figure 7.)

Attitude ——

04%*

Intention \

Subjective
A8
norm
il
Violation
24%%
.
Prototype
P 53%*
Favorability
3= /
/> Willingness
A1%*
Prototype
Similarity

Figure 7. The PWM for violations. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.

4.4.1.3. Model 3 — The integrative model. The initial model was not a good
fit to the data (y?/df = 240.61/10, RMSEA = .222, CFI =.802, TLI = .644). Thus, the
modification indices were evaluated. In addition to modifications suggested in
Model 2 (omitting the paths from attitudes and subjective norms to the willingness,

including the paths from prototype favorability and similarity to violation intention,
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and from prototype favorability to violation), another path from PBC to willingness
was added. The modified integrative model had a good fit to the data (y*/df = 12.49/5
RMSEA =.057 CFI =.994, TLI =.977), and explained 56%, 44%, and 66% variance
in intentions, willingness, and violations, respectively. In support of Hypothesis 2
and Hypothesis 3a, the explained variance in the integrative model exceeded the
standard TPB and the standard PWM (see Figure 8).

Attitude -
ol
- Intention \
02 -
Subjective - 10%
norm '
26%* 24%*
31T gee
PBC 14%* Violation
24%s |
Prototype 51k
Favorability 22%*
30%* /
> Willingness
J1**
Prototype
Similarity

Figure 8. The integrative model for violations. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.

4.4.2. Lapses: Predicting Probability, Likelihood, and Behavior

4.4.2.1. Model 1 — The theory of planned behavior. The standard TPB-based
model was not a good fit to the data (y?/df = 15.09/2, RMSEA = .117, CFI = .958,
TLI =.850), and none of the modification suggestions did improve the model fit (see
Figure 9).

49



Attitude

05

Subjective norm

Perceived
behavioral control
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Figure 9. The TPB for lapses. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.

4.4.2.2. Model 2 — The prototype willingness model. Similar to model 1,
neither the standard (y¥df = 224.04/7, RMSEA = .255, CFI = .638, TLI =.225) nor
the modified PWM (y?/df = 61.50/4, RMSEA = .174, CFl = .904, TLI = .641) with

suggested modifications were a good fit to the data (see Figure 10).

Attitude

Subjective
norm

Prototype |-
Favorability

Prototype
Similarity

02 -

0y Tl
\ e,
. o .
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N
.

N 02 4

Probability

15**

S

Likelihood

e

le**

Lapses

S4%*

Figure 10. The PWM for lapses. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.

4.4.2.3. Model 3 — The integrative model. The initial integrative model was
not a good fit to the data (y?/df = 110.84/7, RMSEA = .177, CFI = .850, TLI = .615),
but with the suggested modifications a good fit was captured (y*/df = 14.00/4,
RMSEA = .073, CFI = .986, TLI =.935). Conducted modifications were providing
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paths from prototype favorability and similarity to both probability and likelihood
constructs. In the final model, the path from probability to lapse behavior, and the
paths from subjective norm and attitude to probability and likelihood were
insignificant (see Figure 11). The results suggest that the perceived likelihood is the
primary determinant of the lapses. This final model was able to explain 43%, 26%,

and 44% variance in probability, likelihood, and lapses respectively.

Attitude
-04 _
Probability
Subjecti N 00 ~
ubjective 41+ 00
norm \ : .
02 31** 09*
\k: .
PBC d1** Lapses
|— 21%*
EE*
Prototype
Favorability / A
Prototype Likelihood
Similarity

Figure 11. The integrative model for the lapses. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.

4.4.3. Positive Behaviors: Predicting Intentions, Willingness, and
Behavior

4.4.3.1. Model 1 — The theory of planned behavior. The standard TPB model
was a good fit to the data in explaining intentions and positive behaviors (y*df =
9.78/3, RMSEA = .068, CFl = .977, TLI = .946). All the proposed paths were
significant except for the path between attitudes and intentions. The model was able
to explain 40% of variance in intentions and 9% of variance in positive pedestrian

behaviors (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12. The TPB for positive behaviors. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.

4.4.3.2. Model 2 — The prototype willingness model. The standard PWM was
not a good fit to the data (y*/df = 60.43/6, RMSEA = .138, CFI = .850, TLI =.625).
Thus, the modification indices were evaluated. In order to improve the model fit,
paths from prototype similarity and favorability to intention were added (see Figure
13). This final model showed a good fit to the data (y*/df = 7.85/4, RMSEA = .045,
CFI =.989, TLI =.960), and was able to explain 37% of variance in intentions, 14%

of variance in willingness, and 15% of variance in positive behaviors.

Attitude )
N ) B
., a4 Intention \
. 5%
Subjective | _—~_
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24%*
Prototype
Similarity

Figure 13. The PWM for positive behaviors. Dashed paths indicate non-significant associations.
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4.4.3.3. Model 3 — The integrative model. The initial integrative model
showed acceptable fit to the data (y*/df = 24.11/7, RMSEA = .072, CFI =.964, TLI
=.907). Still, the modification suggestions were evaluated for further improvements
in fit indices. Conducted modifications were providing paths from prototype
favorability and similarity to intention (see Figure 14). This final model was a better
fit to the data (y?/df = 8.34/6, RMSEA = .029, CFI = .995, TLI = .985), and able to
explain 50%, 14%, and 15% variance in intentions, willingness, and positive
pedestrian behaviors, respectively. Willingness ( =.27) was a stronger predictor of
positive behaviors than intentions (f = .18). In partial support of Hypothesis 2, the
integrative model explained more variance than the standard TPB, but explained

almost equal variance as the PWM. However, Hypothesis 4b was not supported.

Attitude

Intention

Subjective
norm

Positive
behavior

PBC N S

Prototype J
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Figure 14. The integrative model for positive behaviors. Dashed paths indicate non-significant
associations.
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Table 11

Goodness of fit test results and squared multiple correlations for each model.

y2 (d.f) P CFl TLI RMSEA R¥Int) R%Will)  R?*Beh)
Violation
Standard TPB 3.949 (2) 139 996 .986 .045 .39 42
Standard PWM 152.407 (6) 000 .863 .657 227 40 40 .60
Modified PWM 19.54(5) 002 986 .959 .078 .50 .39 .65
Integrative Model 240.609(10) 000 .802 .644 222 40 40 61
Modified Integrative Model 12.49(5) 029 994 977 .057 .56 44 .66
Lapses
Standard TPB 15.089(2) 001 958 .85 117 .36 .18
Standard PWM 224.037(7) 000 .638 .225 .255 .04 27 .34
Modified PWM 61.496(4) 000 904 641 174 31 .26 .37
Integrative Model 110.840(7) 000 .850 .615 177 .36 26 37
Modified Integrative Model 14.004(4) 007 .986 .935 .073 43 .26 44
Positive Behavior (N = 479)
Standard TPB 9.783(3) 021 977 946 .068 40 .09
Standard PWM 60.433(6) 000 .850 .625 .138 .29 14 15
Modified PWM 7.846(4) 097 989 .960 .045 37 14 15
Integrative Model 24.110 (7) 001 964 .907 .072 .48 14 15
Modified Integrative Model 8.34(6) 210 995 985 .029 .50 14 15

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Squared Error Approximation.



4.4.4. Direct effects, indirect effects, and total effects. For the purpose of
decomposing various effects in each hypothesized model, tests of direct effects,
indirect effects, and total effects were conducted in STATA. The direct effects were
also presented in figures of the tested models.

The standard TPB, the standard PWM, and the integrative models offer a mediational
model between attitudes, subjective norms, PBC, and prototype perceptions, and
behavior, through intentions and willingness constructs. Thus, it was necessary to
evaluate whether these distal predictor variables indirectly predicted behavior via the
hypothesized mediational processes. The direct, indirect, and total effects in the
tested models are presented in Table 12, Table 13, and Table 14.

Attitude (B = .05, p < .01) and perceived behavioral control (B = .25, p < .01)
indirectly predicted violation behavior in the standard TPB model (see Table 12). In
the modified PWM model, prototype similarity (B = .13, p < .01) and prototype
favorability (B =.10, p < .01) had indirect effects on intentions. Moreover, prototype
similarity ( = .30, p <.01), prototype favorability (f = .21, p <.01), and willingness
(B=.06, p <.01) indirectly predicted violation behavior. Indirect effects observed in

modified integrative model of pedestrian violations. Perceived behavioral control (3

.05, p <.01), prototype similarity (p = .08, p <.01), and prototype favorability (3

.07, p < .01) indirectly predicted higher pedestrian violation intentions.
Furthermore, perceived behavioral control (f = .15, p <.01), prototype similarity (3
=.19, p <.01), prototype favorability (B = .17, p < .01), and willingness ( = .02, p
<.01) each indirectly predicted higher violation behavior among pedestrians.

Similar direct and indirect effect analysis was conducted for lapses (see Table 13).
Perceived behavioral control (B = .10, p < .01) was the only indirect predictor of
lapses in the standard TPB model. Prototype similarity (f = .04, p < .01) and
prototype favorability (f = .06, p < .01) had indirect effects on perceived probability
of lapses in modified PWM model. Moreover, prototype similarity (p = .22, p <.01),
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prototype favorability (B =.21, p <.01), and likelihood (B =.02, p <.01) had indirect
effects on lapse behaviors for the modified PWM model. Lastly, prototype similarity
(B =.02, p <.05) and prototype favorability (f = .03, p <.05) had indirect effects on
intentions in the modified integrative model. Furthermore, prototype similarity (B =
.10, p < .01) and prototype favorability (B = .14, p < .01) had significant indirect

effect on lapses in the integrative model.

The same direct and indirect effects were examined for positive pedestrian behavior
models (see Table 14). Subjective norm (B = .06, p < .01) and perceived behavioral
control (B =.15, p <.01) had indirect effects on behavior in the standard TPB model.
In the PWM model, prototype similarity (B = .07, p < .01) had indirect effect on
intentions. Also, subjective norm (f = .11, p < .01), prototype similarity (B =.12, p
< .01), prototype favorability (f = .04, p < .05), and willingness (p = .05, p < .01)
had indirect effects on positive behaviors in the PWM model. In the last integrative
model, subjective norm (B = .05, p <.01) and prototype similarity (B =.07, p <.01)
indirectly predicted positive behavior intentions. Lastly, subjective norm ( = .08, p
<.01), perceived behavioral control (B =.07, p < .01), prototype similarity (f = .09,
p < .01), prototype favorability (B = .04, p <.05) and willingness (B = .05, p <.01)

each indirectly predicted positive pedestrian behaviors in the integrative model.

Next, the aggregate influence of direct and indirect effects, the total effects, were

determined for intentions, willingness, and behavior components.
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Table 12

Direct and indirect effects in path models of pedestrian violation behaviors.

Intention

Direct Indirect Total

Willingness Behavior

Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total

TPB
Attitude J2%*
S. Norm -.04
PBC 56**
Intention

PWM
Attitude 04**
S. Norm -.02

P. Similarity  .36**
P. Favorability .14**
Willingness 32%*

Intention

Integrative M.

Attitude .01
S. Norm .02
PBC 31**

P. Similarity  .26**
P. Favorability .14**
Willingness 24%*

Intention

A3
10**

05**
.08**
07**

A2%*
-.04
56**

.04**
-.02

A49**
24%*
32%*

.01
.02
37
33**
21%*
24%*

06** .05**

-.02 -.03
25%* 26%*  51**
A6** A46**

.01 .01

.00 .00
A41%* A1 30**  .30**
33** 33F* 24 21%* 45**

53** .06**  .59**

18** 18**

.00 .00

.00 .00
22%* 22%*  14%* 15%*  20%*
31 31 J9** 19**
30** B0** 24%*  1T7F* 41%*

S1** 02**  53**
10* J10*

N =478, *p < .05, ** p <.01. The standardized effect sizes reported.
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Table 13

Direct and indirect effects in path models of lapses.

Probability Likelihood Behavior
Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total
TPB
Attitude .05 .05 .01 .01
S. Norm .01 .01 .00 .00
PBC 58** 58** 30** 10*%*  .40**
Probability A7 A7**
PWM
Attitude -02 .01 -.02 .07 .07 .04 .04
S. Norm -02 .00 -.02 .01 .01 .00 .00
P. Similarity ~ .48** .04**  52** = 25*%* 25** 22%*  22%*
P. Favorability .02  .06** .08 .36** .36** 21%*  21%*
Likelihood 15** 15** 54*x*  02*%*  56**
Probability 16** 16**
Integrative

Attitude -04 01 .03 .07 .07 .03 .03
S. Norm .00 .00 .00 .01 .01 .00 .00
PBC A1*x* A1 JA11** .00 A1
P. Similarity =~ .31** .02*  .33**  24** 24%*  18**  10** .28**
P. Favorability .03*  .03* .36** 36**  21**  14**  35%*
Likelihood .09* 09** 40** .00 A0**
Probability .00 .00

N =473, *p < .05, **p < .01. The standardized effect sizes reported.
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Table 14

Direct and indirect effects in path models of positive pedestrian behaviors.

Intention Willingness Behavior

Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total

TPB

Attitude .05 .05 .02 .02

S. Norm 20%* 20%* 06** .06**
PBC S1** S1** -02 .15**  15%*
Intention 31** 31**

PWM

Attitude 01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .00 .00

S. Norm 25%* .05 30**  19** 19** A1** 11%*
P. Similarity ~ .23** .07** .29** = 24** 24%* A2%%  12%*
P. Favorability .12** .02 d4** 06 .06 04*  .04*
Willingness ~ .28** 28** 27%*% 05** . 32**
Intention 19%* 19**

Integrative

Attitude .00 .00 .00 01 01 .00 .00

S. Norm A2%*% 5% 17**  19** 19** .08** .08**
PBC A3** A3** 24%* 24*%% 01 .07** .08**
P.Similarity .07  .07** .14** 06 .06 09*%*  .09**
P. Favorability .10** .02 2% 04*  .04*
Willingness ~ .27** 27%* 27**% 05** . 32**
Intention A18** A18**

N =478, *p < .05, **p < .01. The standardized effect sizes reported.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1. General Discussion

The current research primarily investigated the social psychological factors
associated with three domains of pedestrian behaviors among university students,
using two commonly used decision-making frameworks in social psychology: the
theory of planned behavior and the prototype willingness model. Specifically, the
TPB, the PWM, and the integrative model incorporating the former two theories
were compared, using the TPB as a reference model, for pedestrian violation,
pedestrian lapse, and positive pedestrian behavior. The investigated pedestrian
behaviors (pedestrian violation, pedestrian lapses, and positive pedestrian behavior)
were based on the broad taxonomy of pedestrian behaviors that reflected the aberrant
driver classification of Reason and his colleagues (1990) and the performance level

approach of Rasmussen (1983).

Earlier research on pedestrian behaviors had implicated that the TPB would be an
appropriate framework for investigating pedestrian behaviors. However, previous
studies were mostly focused on the violations factor, and did not include behavioral
measures in their investigations. As a result, two gaps remained in the pedestrian
behavior research. First, the intention-behavior relationship was not established for
pedestrian behaviors. Second, neither lapses nor positive pedestrian behaviors had
been investigated by previous researchers using the TPB. Here, in the current
research, the TPB provided the initial theoretical framework, and the path analysis
approach allowed me to compare the alternative models with the TPB. In the
following subsections, the validity of the Turkish pedestrian behavior scale, the

predictive validity of the TPB and the PWM constructs on behavior in pedestrian
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context, the theoretical and applied implications of the current findings, and the

limitations will be discussed.

5.2. Pedestrian Behavior Scale

The findings of the present dissertation suggested that the PBS has a clear factor
structure, and high item loadings, each item loading on a single factor. Moreover,
the original four-factor structure was also replicated identically with acceptable
reliability scores for each factor in the Turkish university student sample. These
results indicate that the Turkish pedestrian behaviors have a similar underlying
pattern as the French pedestrians. As their French counterparts, the Turkish
pedestrians regard violations and errors alike. That is, pedestrians have a tendency
toward not differentiating legal rules (e.g., using crosswalk to cross street) and rules
of caution (e.g., not crossing diagonally) as suggested by Granié¢ and her colleagues
(2013). This, convergence in factor structure suggests that the taxonomy is robust to
the changes in environment and culture. One reason for this might be individuals’
performance in skill-based and rule-based levels in Rasmussen’s performance levels.
Thus, in these lower levels of performance, behaviors mostly occur based on pre-

programmed sequences to familiar environmental stimulus.

In addition to having the similar factor structure, the findings regarding the
relationship between the positive and aberrant behavior dichotomy also worth
mentioning. These two domains of behaviors showed negative association in the
driving context (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005). However, it seems like the positive and
the aberrant pedestrian behaviors are not associated in the pedestrian context. In the
current study, the positive pedestrian behaviors had small, significant relationship
with lapses (B = .13, p < .01), but no relationship with neither pedestrian violations
nor aggressive pedestrian behaviors. Previous findings are also in line with the
current study in this regard by not finding any relationship between the positive
pedestrian behavior and the aberrant pedestrian behavior domains except for the
lapses (Granié et al., 2013).
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The investigation of response distributions and t-tests suggest that males have a
higher tendency to commit violations, lapses, and aggressive violations than females
both in individual item and factor level analyses. However, no gender differences in
positive pedestrian behaviors were evidenced. These findings are partially in line
with Reason and Hobbs’ (2003) claim about gender differences that while males
would be more likely to commit violations, there would be no gender differences for
lapses. While supporting their prediction about violations, the current study found
conflicting results with theirs for lapses, as males were also more likely to commit
for lapses. That is, it seems like men’s tendency toward unsafe behavior is not limited

with the violations, but also extended to lapses.

5.3. Utility of the TPB, the PWM, and the Integrative Model

Although the results suggest that the TPB and the PWM are highly relevant
frameworks for understanding pedestrian behaviors, the relationship between these
constructs differs across three distinct behaviors investigated in the current
dissertation. An examination of the model fit indices suggests that the standard TPB
was the best fitting model to the data for the pedestrian violation behaviors and the
positive behaviors in terms of parsimony by having the lowest number paths. Along
with the baseline TPB model, the revised PWM and the modified integrative model
also showed a good fit for the data, except for the lapses. These modified models
were better than the standard TPB in terms of the explained variance. On the other
hand, the modified integrative model was the only model that provided good fit to
lapses. Thus, lapses will be discussed separately at the end of each subsection.

5.3.1. Utility of the TPB. The path analysis showed that the TPB accounted
for 39% of variance in intention, and 42% variance in behavior for violations; 36%
of variance in intention, and 18% of variance in behavior for lapses; 40% of variance
in intention, and 9% of variance in behavior for positive pedestrian behaviors. The
current results regarding the TPB are in line with the majority of the previous studies

that utilized the TPB in their investigation of the pedestrian behavior (Barton,
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Kologi, & Siron, 2016; Evans & Norman, 1998, 2003; Holland & Hill, 2007, Xu et
al., 2013, Zhou & Horrey, 2010).

First of all, among the TPB constructs, the perceived behavioral control emerged as
the most important predictor of the violation intentions and positive behavior
intentions. Moreover, the total of direct and indirect effect sizes of perceived
behavioral control also emerged as the most important predictors of the pedestrian
violation behavior among the other TPB variables. Previous researchers suggest that
pedestrian crossing behavior is a mundane task (e.g. Barton et al., 2017; Evans &
Norman, 1998). That is, crossing street and committing violation are relatively easy
tasks for most adults. Coupled with the sample’s young age, the ease of behavior
emerges as the strongest predictor. | suggest that this perceived ease and mundane
task explanations are also valid for positive pedestrian behaviors. Similarly, it is
possible that individuals operate in skill-based and rule-based levels of performance
while walking except for the rare instances, which require higher order knowledge-
based performance. In the same vein, probably our walking behavior is guided by a

large set of if-then statements that has been established through experience.

An alternative explanation for the high effect sizes of the perceived behavioral
control in pedestrian violations and positive pedestrian behaviors might be the self-
report measurement of both behaviors. Armigate and Conner’s (2001) meta-analysis
suggest that the PBC was a better predictor of self-reported behavior than observed
behavior. Additionally, the same meta-analysis reports that self-efficacy
subcomponent of the PBC explains more variance in intentions than the composite
PBC (perceived control and self-efficacy together), and suggests the use of self-
efficacy in the TPB research. Perceived ease, a sign of self-efficacy, was assessed in
the current research as the indicator of the PBC. In sum, measuring self-efficacy and
taking self-report behavioral measurement of behavior might have caused the strong

relationship between PBC, intentions, and behavior in current investigation.
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Contrary to the PBC, attitudes and subjective norms did not emerge as consistent
predictors of intention and behavior across different behaviors. Attitudes had a small,
but significant association with violation intentions and behaviors, but for positive
pedestrian behaviors, it did not emerge as a significant predictor of neither the
intentions nor the self-reported behaviors. Subjective norms showed a moderate,
significant association of positive pedestrian intentions and positive pedestrian
behaviors. However, it was not significantly associated with pedestrian violation
intentions and behaviors. Thus, the current results on attitudes and subjective norms
did not provide a complete support for the previous findings, which revealed
relatively robust, small to moderate effect sizes for attitudes and subjective norms in
predicting intentions (e.g., Evans & Norman, 1998, 2003; Zhou et al., 2009). This
slight inconsistency between the previous and the current research might arise from
the difference in measurement specificity. In the current study, the behaviors were
more broadly defined, and the measurement tools were designed toward more
general attitudes and subjective norms, compared to previous research where the
researchers assessed specific attitudes and subjective norms, such as violation in a
busy road or street bend (Holland & Hill, 2007), or violation against signal alone
(Evans & Norman, 1998; Zhou et al., 2009). Similarly, in another study, researchers
showed that the instrumental attitude, subjective norm, and PBC are significantly
associated with pedestrian red light violations, and they are the strongest predictors
of violation intentions (Zhou, Romero, & Qin, 2016)

As mentioned earlier, it would be illogical to measure intention construct for lapses
due to the behavior’s unintentional nature. Thus, the current study utilized a parallel
construct, named perceived probability, instead of intention, as the mediating
construct between the TPB predictors and the lapses. However, this standard TPB
model did not provide a good fit to the data. This insignificant result supports the
idea that the lapses are unintentional because of their nature. However, in a recent
study, Barton, Kologi and Siron (2016) found that the TPB variables were

significantly associated with intentions toward distracted walking that can be
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considered as lapses. There might be three possible explanations for the
inconsistency between two studies. First, Barton and his colleagues aimed to predict
intentions in their investigation, whereas the current study tested a model including
self-reported behaviors. Thus, the model difference might be one source of
inconsistency. Another source of the difference might be the level of specificity in
measurements. Barton and his colleagues measured participant’s distracted walking
intentions in specific scenarios, whereas the current investigation requested
participants to indicate their general probability of performing lapse behavior, after
providing a general description of lapses to them. Third, the current investigation
might have failed to properly measure the TPB variables while attempting to

establish identical measurement items to violations and positive behaviors.

5.3.2. The PWM and the integrative model. The PWM and the integrative
models both provided good fit to the data after modifications for violation and
positive pedestrian behaviors. The results revealed that, across all pedestrian
behaviors, willingness was a better predictor of behavior than intentions. The
modified PWM and the integrative models explained more variance than the
standard TPB. These revised models also explained additional 11% to 17% variance
in violation intentions, and 23% of variance in violation behaviors. Interestingly, the
integrative model did not explain additional variance than the model than modified
PWM. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported for violations. These revised PWM and
the revised integrative models provided good model fit for positive pedestrian
behaviors as well, and explained an additional 10% of variance in intentions and an
additional 6% in the behavior. Therefore, the most important finding of the current
study is that the pedestrian behaviors seem to be performed through the social
reactive path rather than the reasoned path. Gibbons and her colleagues (1998)
originally argued that the social-reactive pathway would be more appropriate in risk-
taking behaviors. However, the current findings also suggest its utility in positive
pedestrian behaviors. Moreover, higher beta weights of willingness over the
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intentions in predicting behaviors indicate that walking requires a reactive decision-

making process to deal with the changing environmental demands.

The current findings on significance of both intentions and willingness are in
agreement with the previous studies on the PWM in health behaviors (e.g. Gibbons
etal., 1998a, 2004; Hyde & White, 2010). However, in a recent study, Elliott and his
colleagues evidenced that willingness has significantly larger effect than behavioral
intention on speeding, although both willingness and intention are significant
predictors, as shown in the current investigation (Elliott et al., in press). Specifically,
together with this speeding study, the results of the current study indicate the
reactive, heuristic processes might be the primary determinant of traffic behaviors
rather than intentional, systematic processes.

In addition to willingness, prototype favorability and prototype similarity emerged
as stronger predictors of behavior in each behavior, than the TPB components except
for the PBC. The direct influence of prototype perceptions (prototype similarity and
prototype favorability) on pedestrian behaviors suggest that people who viewed the
type of person who does transgressive or positive pedestrian behaviors as very
similar to the self were more likely to perform target pedestrian behavior. These
findings are mostly consistent with Gerrard and his colleagues (2008) proposition
that prototype perceptions exert effect on behavior through reactive decision-
making. However, the current study also revealed that the prototype perceptions
were significant predictors of intentions indicating that the reactive path interferes
with the planned path in the PWM. The relationship between prototypes and
intentions was also reported in a previous study examining organ donation
registration intentions and willingness (Hyde and White, 2010). Even though the
theoretical approach suggests no connection between prototype perceptions and
intentions, the empirical findings suggest the contrary. Ajzen (2014) suggested that
intentions and willingness share the same underlying construct of readiness toward

behavioral performance. Consequently, for some behaviors, higher agreement
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between intentions and willingness (as evidenced with higher bivariate correlations)

might lead to a direct link between prototype perceptions and intentions.

5.4. Theoretical Contributions

The current dissertation makes important contributions to our current understanding
of the individual decision-making process for major aspects of the pedestrian
behaviors —pedestrian violations, lapses, and positive pedestrian behaviors— by
comparing the reactive and reasoned pathways. Overall, by its successful application
of the two leading socio-cognitive models, the TPB and the PWM, the present
dissertation shows evidence about the utility of these models as guiding theoretical

frameworks for future studies on pedestrian behaviors.

Second, the current study identifies willingness a more important predictor of
behavior than intentions. Willingness significantly improves the predictive power of
the models in all pedestrian behaviors inspected. Even if willingness is based on the
same underlying construct with intention, as Ajzen (2012) suggests, it provides a
higher utility in predicting behavior. There are two potential explanations for this
finding. On one hand, willingness measurement would be better in capturing Ajzen’s
(2012) underlying readiness for behavior than intention measurement. On the other
hand, willingness might be more than a complementary construct that increases
TPB’s predictive power. It would serve as a primary predictor for some automatized

behaviors that are executed in skill-based, and rule-based levels of performance.

Third, the subjective norm component of the TPB was previously criticized for
having weak association with intentions than other components of the model in a
meta-analysis (Armigate & Conner, 2001). Subsequent researchers tested alternative
conceptualizations of normative components, such as moral norm (e.g. Hyde &
White, 2010) and descriptive norm (e.g. Qu et al., 2016). The current findings
indicate that the subjective norm has nonsignificant relationship with unsafe

behaviors (e.g. violations and lapses) and weak but significant relationship with safe,
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positive behaviors. Thus, in line with the previous findings, subjective norm
conceptualization fell short in capturing the normative influences. In a recent study,
Zhou and his colleagues showed that descriptive norm is a way better predictor of
behavioral intention in pedestrian violations (Zhou, Romero & Qin, 2016).
Together, these findings might indicate that the descriptive norms have a higher
influence on behaviors that are primarily determined by skill-based and rule-based
performance levels. In such behaviors, the descriptive norms would create a baseline
for social comparison processes and if-then statements. Consequently, they would

have a strong impact on behavior.

Fourth, despite the original theorizing of the PWM, the current results indicated that
prototype similarity and favorability were not only associated with willingness, but
also they are associated with intentions and behaviors. This surprising finding highly
overlaps with the findings of a recent meta-analysis on the PWM (van Lettow, de
Vries, Bordorf, & van Empalen, 2016). Based on 80 different samples, these authors
found that prototype perceptions are associated with not only willingness, but also
intentions and behaviors. Therefore, they suggested adding these paths to original
PWM model. These findings were also supported in the current study. Based on these
empirical findings, the PWM would benefit from some revisions in terms of

suggested paths.

Fifth, the pedestrian behavior scale was adapted to Turkish as a part of the study, and
cross-cultural support for the factor structure of the original pedestrian behavior scale
was provided. Lastly, the current study was the first study that attempted to measure
the pedestrian behavior in the TPB research. None of the previous studies used the
behavioral outcome measures in their model tests. In line with the theoretical
suggestions, the current study supports the hypothesized relationships of intention-

behavior and willingness-behavior links.
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Taken together, the importance of PBC, willingness, and prototype perceptions, and
the validity of the PBS in Turkish context suggest that pedestrian behaviors occur
through skill-based and rule-based levels in Rasmussen’s performance framework.
That is, our behaviors as pedestrians are habituated and routine behaviors that are
mainly guided by if-then statements in most situations. In addition, the inconsistent
and insignificant beta weights regarding attitudes and subjective norms, related to
behavior, intention, and willingness suggest that higher order, knowledge-based
level of performance might have a very low impact on pedestrian behaviors. That is,
pedestrian behaviors occur through a heuristic route, and systematic thinking does

not interfere in most cases.

In the light of above-mentioned reasoning and the current findings, | propose a
simpler model incorporating the current findings with the previous literature for the

pedestrian behavior researchers (see Figure 15).

Rasmussen’s Performance
PBC Levels
| i
Intention
= et
Similarity
Willingness . Positive
‘ Skill-based ‘ .
Behaviors
Prototype
Favorability

Figure 15. Proposed model for practitioners.

5.5. Applied Implications

The current study has significant implications for practitioners focusing on behavior
change towards a safer traffic environment, and municipality officials concerned
with urban design, in the following aspects. First of all, the results suggest that
willingness, prototype perceptions, and perceived behavioral control are important
predictors of intentions, willingness, and consequently, behavior. Thus, the

interventions focusing on these factors rather than the usual attitude and subjective
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norm components are promising in facilitation of behavior change in pedestrian

behaviors.

Moreover, willingness and perceived behavioral control have implications for
aberrant and positive behaviors. According to the findings, taking away the
opportunity for unsafe behaviors and facilitating control beliefs for positive
behaviors are fundamental towards the desired behavior change. On one hand,
applied researchers might consider focusing on reducing pedestrian’s perceived
control, and limiting the opportunity for transgressive behaviors in their
interventions. For instance, putting physical barriers can be utilized for this type of
interventions. Barriers took away the control beliefs for the behavioral performance
from the pedestrians right away. Moreover, these barriers also hinder the arousal of
willingness by inhibiting the opportunity of behavior. On the other hand, the same
findings have different implications for positive pedestrian behaviors. Enhancing
pedestrian’s beliefs about performing positive behaviors might increase the chances
of performing it, as it is the most important predictor of both intentions and
behaviors.

In addition, prototype perceptions were robust predictors of willingness, intentions,
and behavior. Thus, interventions focusing on prototypes might also facilitate
behavior change. In line with this claim, Blanton and his colleagues suggest that
individuals’ have a strong motive toward acting in a deviant manner (e.g. Blanton &
Christie, 2003; Blanton, Stuart, & Van den Eijnden, 2001). Blanton and Christie
suggest in the deviance regulation theory (DRT) that people have a tendency to
perform counter-normative behaviors if it is appraised by the group. Taken together
with current findings, the DRT suggests that public service announcements for
pedestrians should focus on negative framing of the violator prototypes. If
pedestrians identify a typical violator with negative attributes, their likelihood to
behave in a similar way would decrease. On the other hand, for positive behaviors,
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positive framing of the prototype might increase pedestrians’ motivation to behave

in a similar way.

Another applied implication concerns the municipality and government officials.
The current investigation suggests that the road infrastructure should be compatible
with pedestrian’s behavioral tendencies. That is, if the duration of red light for
pedestrians is too long, pedestrian has a higher likelihood of attempting illegal
crossing. Similarly, if the pedestrian crossing or overpass is not on the pedestrian’s
optimal walking route to the most extent possible, pedestrian violations are almost
inevitable. Thus, it is essential to investigate the traffic infrastructure from the
pedestrians’ point of view while choosing designs that concern them. If it is
impossible to optimize the route of the pedestrian, barriers that prevent illegal
crossing might be a useful option. For instance, in a few years back, Ankara
municipality cancelled pedestrian crossing in signalized intersection at Kizilay
Square, and forced pedestrians to use underpass. For this purpose, they put concrete
barriers to prevent pedestrians from illegal crossing. However, the pedestrians could
not adapt to crossing through the underpass, and many pedestrians were injured
during their attempt to illegal crossing. After a series of incidents and protests, the
municipality had to re-establish the pedestrian crossing in that area. Therefore, it is
clear that the compatibility between the infrastructure and the pedestrian’s behavioral

tendencies should be of the utmost importance for practitioners.

Lastly, government and government officials need to make sure that there is a proper
walking space in the highly populous urban areas. To be precise, officials should
have a strict policy about cars parking in pavements that force pedestrians to expose
themselves to the cars on the road. Parking cars on a pavement not only effect
pedestrians on behavioral performance during walking, but also facilitate adaption
of unsafe if-then cognitions in the Rasmussen’s rule-based level. These unsafe if-

then statements might easily be transferred to other walking related behaviors.
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5.6. Limitations

The current study is not free from limitations as any other study. First of all, there
are limitations regarding the sample. The majority of the sample is consisted of
females, who are known to behave less aberrant than males. It might have affected
the beta weights in the model test. Moreover, participants were primarily university
students with a mean age of 20.77. Previous research indicate that intentions become
a more important predictor of behaviors than willingness, as people age (Pomery,
Gibbons, Reis-Bergan, & Gerrard, 2009). Thus, future researchers are advised to be

cautious about their interpretations of the current findings.

The current study had a cross sectional approach in general and the direction of
causality is an important problem in this kind of studies. Thus, the results should be
interpreted carefully. A past behavioral performance would strengthen the PBC, and

consequently it might have emerged as the most important predictor.

The original PWM includes past behavior as the precursor of attitudes, subjective
norms, and prototype perceptions. However, it was not included in the current
models, in order to keep the standard TPB as a comparison base. Incorporating it in

the models would have improved the PWM model’s performance.

An additional limitation was regarding the measurement tools, such as PBC and
prototype favorability. Even though single-item measures have been getting support,
and have already been used in some previous studies, multi-item scales would

increase the robustness of the findings in the future studies.

Another limitation is that even though PBC measures had the same wording in each
behavior, their meanings might have differed. For instance, PBC item clearly
measures ability in violation behavior. However, the same wording might have
suggested participant’s perception of probability of involvement in lapse behavior.

Thus, the PBC measures might not assess the same underlying construct.
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A further limitation was that the current study did not include any personality
variables in the models. However, personality variables like sensation seeking and
impulsivity might be important predictors that facilitate unsafe behaviors. Thus,
controlling those variables would have provided a clearer picture about the current

findings.

Finally, the current study did not fully apply Ajzen’s suggestion of providing specific
definitions in target behavior, action, context, and time of the target behavior (2013).
Pedestrian behavior is hard to define in terms of these elements, as it is a daily
activity for almost all of us without any extra effort. Thus, I believed that a general
measurement would be more appropriate for the pedestrian context. Still, in order to
create a common understanding among participants, specific definitions of each
behavior was provided. Nonetheless, the current findings require confirmation with

more specific measurements in the future studies.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: SURVEY FORM

BIiLGILENDIRILMiS ONAM FORMU

LUTFEN BU DOKUMANI DIKKATLICE OKUMAK iCiN ZAMAN AYIRINIZ

Sizi Bagar Demir tarafindan yiiriitiilen “Yaya Davramslarinin Psikolojik Belirleyicileri” baglikli
doktora tez arastirmasina davet ediyoruz. Bu aragtirmaya katilip katilmama kararimi vermeden once,
aragtirmanin neden ve nasil yapilacagim bilmeniz gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle bu formun okunup anlagilmasi
biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. Eger anlayamadiginiz ve sizin igin agik olmayan seyler varsa, ya da daha fazla bilgi
isterseniz bize sorunuz.

Bu c¢alismaya katilmak tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Calismaya katilmama veya
katildiktan sonra herhangi bir anda c¢alismadan ¢ikma hakkinda sahipsiniz. Calismayi yanitlamaniz,
arastirmaya katihm icin onam verdiginiz bi¢iminde yorumlanacaktir. Size verilen formlardaki sorulari
yanitlarken kimsenin baskisi veya telkini altinda olmayin. Bu formlardan elde edilecek bilgiler tamamen
arastirma amaci ile kullanilacaktir.

1. Arastirmayla lgili Bilgiler:

a. Arastirmanmn Amact: Cesitli yaya davranislarinin hangi sosyal psikoloji
teoriyle daha iyi agiklanabildigini belirlemek.

b. Arastirmanin Icerigi: Kisisel bilgi icermeyen, yaya davranislarina iliskin

¢esitli sorulardan olusan anket formu.

Arastirmanin Nedeni: o Bilimsel arastirma X Tez ¢alismasi

Aragtirmanin Ongoriilen Siiresi: 5 ay. (May1s 2016-Ekim 2016)

Arastirmaya Katilmasi Beklenen Katilimc1/Goniilli Sayisi: 550

Arastirmanin Yapilacag Yer(ler): YBU Etlik Yerleskesi

-® a0

2. Calismaya Katihm Onay:

Yukarida yer alan ve aragtirmadan once katilimciya/goniillilye verilmesi gereken bilgileri okudum ve
katilmam istenen g¢alismanin kapsamini ve amacini, goniillii olarak {izerime diisen sorumluluklari tamamen
anladim. Calisma hakkinda yazih ve sozlii aciklama asagida adi belirtilen arastirmaci tarafindan yapildi,
soru sorma ve tartisma imkam buldum ve tatmin edici yamitlar aldim. Bana, cahsmanin muhtemel riskleri
ve faydalar sozlii olarak da anlatildi. Bu ¢alismayi istedigim zaman ve herhangi bir neden belirtmek zorunda
kalmadan birakabilecegimi ve biraktigim takdirde herhangi bir olumsuzluk ile karsilagmayacagimi anladim.

Bu kosullarda s6z konusu arastirmaya kendi istegimle, higbir baski ve zorlama olmaksizin katilmay1 kabul
ediyorum.
Katihmcimm

Imzasi:
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Yaya Anketi
Yas:
Cinsiyet: O Kadin

O Erkek

Son 3 yil i¢inde, yaya olarak aktif (sizin sebep oldugunuz) ya

da pasif (sizin sugunuz olmadan) ka¢ kazaya karistiniz? kere

4. Son 3 yil icinde, yaya olarak kag kez kaza tehlikesi (baska

. . kere
bir yol kullanicisinin neredeyse size ¢arpmast) atlattiniz?

Ihlalde bulunan yayalara karst tutumlariniz ve diisiincelerinizi anlamak igin
asagidaki sorulari cevaplamanizi istiyoruz. Yaya ihlali, bir yayanin kurallarin izin
vermedigi yerde karsidan karstya gecmesidir. Ornek olarak, yayanin yaya gecidi
olmayan bir yerde ya da trafik isiklarinda yayalara kirmizi 1tk yanmasina ragmen
yoldaki boslugu degerlendirip karsiya gegmesi verilebilir.

Asagidaki ctimleyi tamamlamak i¢in altinda verilen sifatlardan hangi taraftaki sizin
gorustinizi daha ¢ok yansitiyorsa, yansitma giiciine uygun olan say1yt isaretleyiniz.

Bence yaya ihlali yapmak; .........cccoennee. >dur.
Negatif 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Pozitif
Aptalca 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Akillica
Kota 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Iyi
Hos degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Hos
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Asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lgiide katilip ne dlgiide katilmadiginiz: belirtiniz.
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1. Yakin arkadaslarim yaya ihlali 1 2 3 4
yapmami sorun etmez.
2. Onem verdigim insanlar yaya ihlali 1 2 3 4
yapmami istemez.
3. Ailem, yaya ihlali yapmami hosgorur. 1 2 3 4
4. Onem verdigim insanlarin ¢ogu yaya
ihlali yapmanin kéti oldugunda 1 2 3 4
hemfikirdir.
5. Onem verdigim insanlarin cogu yaya
o IO 1 2 3 4
ihlali yapilmamasi gerektigini diigtiniir.
6. Cogu insan yaya gecidi olmayan
1 2 3 4
yetlerden karstya geger.
7. Cogu insan yaya 1s181nin yesile 1 2 3 4
donmesini beklemeden karstya gecer.
8. Kolayca yaya ihlali yapabilirim. 1 2 3 4
9. Yaya ihlalinde bulunup
bulunmayacagim benim 1 2 3 4
kontrolimdedir.
10. Eger istersem yaya ihlali yapabilirim. 1 2 3 4
11. Buyuvk ithtimalle, yaya ihlali 1 2 3 4
yapacagim.
12. Buytk ihtimalle, yayalara kirmizt
yandiginda yol uygunsa karstya gecmeyi 1 2 3 4

deneyecegim.

13. Biytik ihtimalle, yaya gecidi yakinda
olsa bile onu kullanmadan karstya 1 2 3 4
gecmeyl deneyecegim.
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Asagidaki bolimde, sizin insanlar hakkindaki imgelerinize dair sorular
bulunmaktadir. Burada bizim ilgilendigimiz ihlal yapan yaya hakkindaki
dusuncelerinizdir.

Ornegin, hepimizin tipik bir film yildiz1 ya da tipik bir anneanneye iliskin fikirleri
vardir. Bu kisileri tanimlamamiz istendiginde, film yildizinin giizel ya da zengin,
anneannenin ise sevimli ve narin oldugunu séyleyebiliriz. Bitiin film yildizlarinin ya
da bitiin anneannelerin ayni oldugunu séylemiyoruz ama bir ¢ogu belirli
karakteristik 6zellikleri paylasirlar.

Ihlal yapan yayanin 6zellikleri size de uyuyor mu?

Kesinlikle Hayir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Kesinlikle
Evet

Genel olarak ihlal yapan yayalara ne kadar benziyorsunuz?

NeredeyseHi¢c 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Cok
Benzemiyorum Benziyorum

Asagida bazi1 davraniglari yapan insanlar tanimlanmastir. Bu insanlara dair
genel degerlendirmenizi, aklinizdakini en iyi yansitan segenegi isaretleyiniz.

Cok Ne Olumlu Cok
Olumsuz Ne Olumsuz Olumlu
Yayalar i¢in kirmizi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

yanarken karsidan karstya
gecen insanlar

Yaya gecidi disinda bir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
yerden karsidan karsiya
gecen insanlar
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Asag verilen durumlarda ilgili davraniglar: yapma olasiliginizi belirtiniz.

Eve, ise veya okula gittiginizi ya da bir isinizi halletmek i¢in disartya ¢iktiginizt ve
yolun karsisina gegmeniz gerektigini distiniin. Kavsaga yaklastyorsunuz ve yayalar
icin kirmiz1 yantyor. Asagida verilen davranislart yapma olasiliginiz nedir?

Hig Olas1 Ne Olast Cok
Degil Ne Degil Olas1
Karstya gecmek icin yesili
beklemek 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Trafikteki bir bosluktan
yararlanip karstya gecmeye 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
calismak

Eve, ise veya okula gittiginizi ya da bir isinizi halletmek i¢in disartya ¢iktiginiz1 ve
yolun karsisina ge¢cmeniz gerektigini distiniin. Yaya gecidi 50 metre kadar
uzaginizda. Asagida verilen davranislart yapma olasiliginiz nedir?

Hig Olas1 Ne Olast Cok
Degil Ne Degil Olas1
Zaman kazanmak i¢in yolu 1 5 3 4 5 6 -
capraz gecmek
Yaya gecidine dogru yurtimek 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Asagida baz1 davraniglar yapan insanlar tanimlanmastir. Bu insanlara dair
genel degerlendirmenizi, aklinizdakini en iyi yansitan segenegi isaretleyiniz.

Cok Ne Olumlu Cok
Olumsuz Ne Olumsuz Olumlu
Karsidan karsiya gecerken etrafa 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

bakmay1 unutanlar
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Hatal1 veya dalgin yaya davraniglarina kars: tutumlarinizt ve diistincelerinizi anlamak
icin asagidaki sorulart cevaplamanizi istiyoruz. Hatali veya dalgin yaya davranigi ile
bir yayanin farkinda olmadan ya da dalginlik sonucu riskli yaya davranislarinda
bulunmasint kastediyoruz. Ornek olarak, telefonla ilgilenirken yayalara kirmizi yandigint
fark etmeden karsiya gecmek veya yanindaki kisiyle konugurken yolu kontrol etmeden
karstya ge¢mek gibi durumlar verilebilir.

Asagidaki cimleyi tamamlamak i¢in altinda verilen sifatlardan hangi taraftaki sizin
gorusiniizii daha ¢ok yansitiyorsa, yansitma giiciine uygun olan sayiy1 isaretleyiniz.

Bence hatali veya dalgin yaya davraniginda bulunmak; ...........eeeene. >dur.
Negatif 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Pozitif
Aptalca 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Akillica
Koti 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lyi
Hos degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Hos
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Asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lglide katilip ne 6lgiide katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.
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1. Yakin arkadaslarim hatali veya dalgin
yaya davranisinda bulunmami sorun 1 2 3 4 5
etmez.
2. Onem verdigim insanlar hatali veya
dalgin yaya davranisinda bulunmami 1 2 3 4 5
istemez.
3. Ailem, hatali veya dalgin yaya
- 1 2 3 4 5
davranisinda bulunmami hogsgorir.
4. Onem verdigim insanlarin ¢ogu hatali
veya dalgin yaya davranisinda
. b 1 2 3 4 5
bulunmanin kott oldugunda
hemfikirdir.
5. Onem verdigim insanlarin ¢ogu hatalt
veya dalgin yaya davranisinda 1 2 3 4 5
bulunulmamasi gerektigini distntr.
6. Cogu insan karsidan karstya gecerken
) 1 2 3 4 5
yolu kontrol etmeyi unutur.
7. Cogu insan telefonuyla ilgilenirken,
yada birileriyle konusurken yolu 1 2 3 4 5
kontrol etmeden karstya gecer.
8. Kolayca hatali veya dalgin yaya 1 2 3 4 5
davranisinda bulunabilirim.
9. Hatali veya dalgin yaya davranisinda
bulunup bulunmayacagim benim 1 2 3 4 5
kontrolimdedir.
10. Biytik ihtimalle, hatali veya dalgin 1 2 3 4 5

yaya davranisinda bulunacagim.
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11. Buyuk ihtimalle, 6nimizdeki
giinlerde karsidan karsiya gecerken

birileriyle konusmaktan yolu kontrol 1 2 3 4 5
etmeyi unutacagim.
g :
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12. Biiyiik ihtimalle, hatalit veya dalgin
yaya davranisinda bulunarak karsidan 1 2 3 4 5
karstya gecmemem gerekir.
13. Yurtrken dikkatimi dagitacak seyler
yaparak (6rn. cep telefonuyla 1 2 3 4 5

oynayarak) karsidan karstya gecmek
ilkelerime aykiridir.
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Asagidaki bolimde, sizin insanlar hakkindaki imgelerinize dair sorular bulunmaktadir.
Burada bizim ilgilendigimiz hatali veya dalgin yaya davraniginda bulunan kisiler
hakkindaki distincelerinizdir.

Simdi hatal1 veya dalgin yaya davranisinda bulunan tipik bir yayay1 distinmenizi
istiyoruz. Agagida verilen sifatlar bu insani ne kadar tanimlarlar?

Hatali veya dalgin yayanin 6zellikleri size de uyuyor mu?

Kesinlikle Hayrr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Kesinlikle Evet

Genel olarak hatali veya dalgin yayaya ne kadar benziyorsunuz?

Neredeyse Hi¢ Benzemiyorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 CokBenziyorum

Hatalt veya dalgin davranista bulunan yayalar hakkinda olumlu gériise sahibim.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

Eve, ise veya okula gittiginizi ya da bir isinizi halletmek i¢in disartya ¢iktiginizt ve yolun
karsisina ge¢gmeniz gerektigini dustiniin. Kavsaga ya da yaya gecidine geldiniz. Asagida
verilen davraniglart yapma olasiliginiz nedir?

Hig Olasi Ne Olasi Cok
Degil Ne Degil Olast
Kar§1y.a gecerken yolu kontrol 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
etmeyi unutmak
Yolu kontrol etmeden karstya 1 5 3 4 5 6 7

gecmek
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Olumlu yaya davraniglarina karsi tutumlarinizi ve distincelerinizi anlamak icin
asagidaki sorulari cevaplamanizi istiyoruz. Olumlu yaya davranigiyla, bir yayanin
trafikte sergiledigi olumlu davranislari kastediyoruz. Ornek olarak, dar kaldirimda
karsidan gelen yayalara yol vermek, yolun sagindan yiriiyerek diger yayalarla karst
karstya gelmemeye calismak veya yol hakki kendisindeyken araglara yol vermek gibi
davransslar verilebilir.

Asagidaki cimleyi tamamlamak i¢in altinda verilen sifatlardan hangi taraftaki sizin
gorisiiniizii daha ¢ok yansitiyorsa, yansitma giiciine uygun olan sayiy yuvarlak igine
alintz.

Bence olumlu yaya davranisinda bulunmalk; ............ceeu... ’dur.
Negatif 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Porzitif
Aptalca 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Akillica
Koti 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lyi
Hos degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Hos
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Asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lgiide katilip ne 6lgiide katilmadiginizi
belirtiniz.

10.

11.

12.

Yakin arkadaslarim olumlu yaya
davranisinda bulunmamu ister.

Onem verdigim insanlar olumlu yaya
davranisinda bulunmami istemez.

Ailem, olumlu yaya davranisinda
bulunmamu ister.

Onem verdigim insanlarin cogu olumlu
yaya davranisinda bulunmanin iyi
oldugunda hemfikirdir.

Onem verdigim insanlarin ¢ogu olumlu
yaya davranisinda bulunulmasi gerektigini
dusuntr.

Cogu insan yurtrken olumlu yaya
davranisinda bulunur.

Onem verdigim insanlarin cogu olumlu
yaya davranisinda bulunur.

Kolayca olumlu yaya davranisinda
bulunabilirim.

Olumlu yaya davranisinda bulunup
bulunmayacagim benim kontrolimdedir.

Eger istersem olumlu yaya davranisinda
bulunabilirim.

Biytik ihtimalle, olumlu yaya
davranisinda bulunacagim.

Buytk ihtimalle, dar kaldirimda baska bir
yayayla karsilastigimda ona yol veririm.
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Asagidaki bolimde, sizin insanlar hakkindaki imgelerinize dair sorular bulunmaktadir.
Burada bizim ilgilendigimiz olumlu yaya davraniginda bulunan yaya hakkindaki
distincelerinizdir.

Simdi kisa bir siire olumlu yaya davranisinda bulunan tipik bir yayay1 disiinmenizi
istiyoruz. Asagida verilen sifatlar bu insani ne kadar tanimlarlar?

Olumlu davranista bulunan yayanin 6zellikleri size de uyuyor mu?

Kesinlikle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Kesinlikle Evet

Hayir
Genel olarak olumlu davranista bulunan yayalara ne kadar benziyorsunuz?
Neredeyse Hig 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok Benziyorum
Benzemiyorum

Asagida bazi1 davraniglar yapan insanlar tanimlanmastir. Bu insanlara dair genel
degerlendirmenizi, aklinizdakini en iyi yansitan segenegi isaretleyiniz.

Cok Ne Olumlu Cok
Olumsuz Ne Olumsuz Olumlu
Olumlu yaya 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

davranisinda
bulunan insanlar

Asagi verilen durumlarda ilgili davraniglar1 yapma olasiliginizi belirtiniz.

Eve, ise veya okula gittiginizi ya da bir isinizi halletmek i¢in disartya ¢iktiginizt dar bir
kaldirimda yuraduginiizi ve iki kisinin yanyana gecemeyecegi bir noktada baska bir
yayala karsilastiginizi dustiniin. Asagida verilen davranislart yapma olasiliginiz nedir?

Hig Olas1 Ne Olas1 Cok

Degil Ne Degil Olas1
Karsidan gelen yayaya yol vermek 1 2 3 4 5 0 7
Gegmeye calismak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Yaya olarak agagida verilen davraniglar1 ne siklikla yapiyorsunuz.

1. Zaman kazanmak i¢in yolu ¢apraz
gecerim.

2. Yaya gecidi 50 metre kadar yakin olsa
bile yaya gecidi kullanmadan karsiya
gecerim.

3. Yayalara kirmiz1 yansa bile karsidan
karstya gecerim.

4. Tasitlara hala yesil yanarken karsidan
karstya gecerim.

5. Park etmis arabalarin arasindan
karstya gecerim.

6. Yaya gecidinden karstya ge¢meye
baslayip zaman kazanmak icin ¢apraz
devam ederim.

7. Trafik sikisikken arabalarin arasindan
karstya gecerim.

8. Arkadaslarimla yurirken ya da
onimden yavas yuriyen yayayt ge¢mek
icin tasit yolundan yurtirim.

9. Baska bir sey diisindigiim
zamanlarda karstya gecerken yola
bakmay1 unuturum.

10. Yolun karsisindaki birine yetismek
icin karstya gecerken yola bakmay1
unuturum.

11. Birileriyle yurtrken karsidan karstya

gectigimde yola bakmadan karsiya
gecerim.

12. Trafige dikkat etmeden bir siirti
sokak ve kavsak gectigimi fark ederim.

Higbir Zaman

p—
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13. Baska bir yol kullanicisina kizar
(vaya, suiriict, bisikletli vb.) ona
hakaret ederim.

14. Baska bir yol kullanicisina kizar
(yaya, strtict, bisikletli vb.) ve ona
bagiririm.

15. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar
(vaya, stiriict, bisikletli vb.) ve ona el
hareketi yaparim.

16. Suirtculere sinitlenir ve arabalarina
vururum.

17. Yol hakk: bende oldugu halde, eger
arkasinda baska ara¢ yoksa arabaya yol
veririm.

18. Yanimda baska yayalar oldugu
zaman, karsilastigim yayalart rahatsiz
etmemek icin tek sira yiririm.

19. Kars1 karsiya geldigim yayalara
durarak yol veririm.

20. Diger yayalart rahatsiz etmemek icin
kaldirimin sag tarafindan yiririm.

21. Keyif icin yirarim.

22. Toplu tasima kullanirim (otobiis,
metro, tramvay vb.)

23. Yurumekten baska secenegim
olmadigy i¢in yiirtirim.

24. Gegen ay ne kadar yaya ihlalinde
bulundunuz?

Higbir
Zaman

p—
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Aragtirma Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirmamizin amact,
yaya ihlal, thmal ve hatalarini ve olumlu yaya davranislari ile yayalarin bu davranislarda
bulunmalarina iliskin niyet ve isteklilikleriyle iliskili sosyal psikoloji teorileri arasindaki
iligkiyi arastirmaktir.

Bu baglamda, kisilerin tutumlari, gesitli norm algilart (tanimlayict norm, 6znel
norm, beklenen norm, ahlaki norm) ve algilanan davranissal kontrolleri ile yukarda adi
gecen davranis bigimleri arasindaki iliskiye bakmak tizere doldurdugunuz anket formu
hazirlanmustir. Ek olarak, katilimcilardan ilgili davranislarda bulunan tipik bir bireyi
degerlendirmeleri istenerek prototip benzerligi ve prototip olumlulugunu ve davranist
yapma isteklilikleri arasindaki iliski olup olmadigr arastirlmaktadir. Bu ana degiskenlerin
yaninda, biyiik 5’i olarak adlandirilan, sorumluluk, yeni deneyimlere aciklik, disadoniiklik,
duygusal denge ve uyumluluk kisilik 6zellikleri ve katihimecilarin dncelikli degerleri,
algiladiklar risk ve gesitli demografik bilgiler alinarak s6z konusu ana degiskenlere ek
yordama gticleri olup olmadigi incelenecektir.

Arastirma baglaminda sizden herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi alinmadigi ve sagladiginiz
bilgilerin tamamen gizli tutulacagini hatirlatiriz. Bu agidan giveniniz icin tesekkir
ederiz. Yine de arastirmamiza sagladiginiz bilgilerin hicbir sekilde kullanilmasini
istemiyorsaniz bunu arastirmactya belirtebilirsiniz. Bu durumda sagladiginiz bilgiler

kullanilmayacaktir. Eger arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz varsa basardemirr(@gmail.com
adresinden sorularinizi iletebilirsiniz.

Arastirmanin sagliklt yapilabilmest i¢in bu sayfada okudugunuz bilgileri arastirmaya katilma
ithtimali olan arkadaslarinizla paylamamanizi rica eder, katiliminiz igin tekrar tesekkir
ederiz.

Bagar Demir

Psikoloji Bolumu
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APPENDIX C: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

YAYA iIHLALLERININ SOSYAL PSIKOLOJIK BELIRLEYIiCIiLERIi
1. Giris

1.1. Sorun Tespiti: Yaya Oliimleri

Karayolu trafik kazalar diinyanin her yerinde 6nde gelen 6liim nedenlerinden biridir ve
15-29 yas grubundaki &liimlerin en dnemli sebebidir (Diinya Saglik Orgiitii, 2015).
Diinya Saglik Orgiitii'niin (DSO) yol trafigi 6liimlerini éncelikli bir saglik sorunu olarak
tanimlama c¢abalarina ragmen, her yil 1.2 milyondan fazla kisi kazalarda hayatini
kaybetmektedir (DSO, 2015). Bu 6liimler arasinda yayalar, trafik kazalarina bagli tiim
oliimlerinin % 22'sini olusturan 6nemli bir risk grubudur. Yaya olmak trafik ortamindaki
diger gruplarin aksine belirli bir beceri veya lisans gerektirmez ve yayalarin bedenlerinin
etrafinda herhangi bir koruyucu ekipman bulunmamasi, kazalarda hayatlarini kaybetme

thtimallerini arttirmaktadir.

Kiiresel istatistiklere paralel olarak, trafik kazalar1 Tiirkiye'de de biiyiik bir sorundur.
Ornegin, 2015'te trafik kazalarinda 7530 kisi 6ldii ve 304.421 kisi yaralandi. Aym yil
trafik kazalarinda dlenlerin yaklasik % 24'i yayalardan olusmaktadir (Tiirkiye Istatistik
Kurumu, 2016). Tiirkiye'nin nispeten geng ve hareketli niifusu géz oniine alindiginda,
yaya davraniginin arkasindaki psikolojik mekanizmanin anlagilmasi ve yaya giivenligine
yonelik etkin miidahalelerin gelistirilmesi ¢ok 6nemli bir konudur. Teoriye dayali, yaya
davraniglart ve ozellikle yaya ihlalleri konusundaki mevcut bilgimizi genisletecek

caligmalara ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.
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Alandaki arastirmacilarin ilgi odaginda siiriicii davranislart olmasindan 6tiirii, yaya
davraniglariyla ilgili ¢alisma sayist olduk¢a kisitlidir. Bu nedenle, o6zellikle teorik
yaklagimlar ilk olarak siirlicii davranislarinda g¢alisilmis ve daha sonra bisikletliler ve
yayalar gibi diger yol kullanicilarina uygulanmistir. Yayalara iliskin mevcut ¢aligmalar,
bliyiik 6lclide ateorik temellidir. Bununla birlikte, Ajzen'in planli davranis teorisi (PDT;
1991) yaya davranisina uygulanan tek sosyal psikolojik teorik yaklasimdir.
Arastirmacilar, son 20 yilda yayalarin niyet ve davranislarini tahmin edebilmek icin
Ingiltere (Evans ve Norman, 1998) ve Ispanya (Moyano-Diaz, 2002) gibi ¢esitli
iilkelerde PDT'yi yaya ihlalleri, alkolliiyken yiirlimek, dalgin yiiriimek gibi farkli yaya
davraniglarina basariyla uyguladilar (Barton, Kologi ve Siron, 2016; Haq, Clapoudis,
King, Lewis ve Hyde, 2012; Zhou, Horrey ve Yu, 2009; Zhou, Romero ve Qin, 2016).

Prototip isteklilik modeli (PIM) PDT'ye rakip bir sosyo-bilissel model olarak son
yillarda arastirmacilar tarafindan gittik¢e daha fazla ilgi gérmeye baslamistir (Gibbons,
Gerrard, Blanton ve Russell, 1998). Teori baslangigta ergenlik ¢agindaki risk alma
davraniglarint agiklamak icin gelistirilse de ¢ok ¢esitli riskli davraniglari anlamak igin
daha genel bir modele doniismiistiir. PIM'in hiz yapma gibi baz trafik davramislarindaki
uygulamalari, PDT’den daha iyi yordama giiciine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir
(Elliott, McCartan, Brewster, Coyle, Emerson ve Gibson, 2016). Bu nedenle PIM, yaya

davraniglarinda test edilmeyi bekleyen umut verici bir teori olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Son yillarda yaya arastirmalarinda yasanan bir diger 6nemli bir gelisme de siiriicii
davraniglarindaki sapkin ve olumlu davranis yaklagiminin yaya davranislarina
adaptasyonudur. Reason ve arkadaslar1 sapkin siiriiciilik yaklagiminda, hatalarin ve
ithlallerin farkli 6zelliklere sahip olduklarini gosterdiler (Reason, Manstead, Strandling,
Boxter ve Campbell, 1990). Bu smiflamaya gore, ihlaller kasitli davraniglar oldugu
halde, hatalar, ihmal, dalginlik ve yanligliklar1 (hatalar1) iceren daha genis bir kategoridir

(Reason, 1990). Reason ve meslektaslarinin (1990) makalesinden sonra bu siniflandirma
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sistemi arastirmacilar arasinda oldukea popiiler hale geldi ve hatalarla ihlaller arasindaki
onerilen ayrim, kiiltiirleraras1 arastirma ile desteklenip (6rn. Ozkan, Lajunen,
Chliaoutakis, Parker ve Summala, 2006) iyi tahmin gecerliligi gosterdi (derleme
makalesi i¢in bakiniz Winter ve Dodou, 2010). Daha sonraki arastirmacilar olumlu
davranislar ile karakterize edilen bir baska siiriicii davranis alam onerdi (Ozkan &
Lajunen, 2005). Ardindan, siiriicii davraniglarindaki bu ayrimlarin yaya davraniglarinda
da gecerli oldugu gosterildi (Granié, Pannetier, & Gueho, 2013). Bununla birlikte,
arastirmacilarin ¢ogu yaya ihlallerine odaklanmis, dalgin yaya davraniglari ve olumlu

yaya davranislart heniiz incelenmemistir.

Bu ¢alismanin temel amaci, PDT'nin, PIM'in ve ikisinin birlesimine dayanan karma
modelin yaya davranislarinda ne derece yordama giicli oldugunu incelemektir. Granié
ve arkadaglarinin (2013) yaya davranislari siniflnadirmasini temel alarak iiniversite
ogrencileri 0rnekleminde {i¢ davranis incelenmistir: yaya ihlali davraniglar1 (6rn. yaya
gecidinin disindaki bir yerden karsiya gecilmesi, yayalar i¢in kirmizi 1s1k yanarken
karsiya gecilmesi), dalgin yaya davranisi (0rn. bagka bir sey diislinlirken karsiya
gecerken yolu kontrol etmeyi unutmak) ve pozitif yaya davraniglart (6rn. dar bir

kaldirimda bir bagka yayaya yol vermek).

2. Arkaplan

2.1. Yaya Davramslan

Diinya Saglik Orgiitii, yaya kazalarin1 6zellikle diisiik ve orta gelir diizeyindeki iilkeler
icin ciddi bir halk saglig1r sorunu olarak gormektedir (2013). Bununla birlikte, yaya
davraniglart stirticii davraniglart kadar derinlemesine arastirilmamistir (Rosenbloom,
Nemdorov ve Barkan, 2004).Yayalarin karistig1 bir¢ok kaza, siiriiciilerin yayalari
gérmemesinin yani sira yayalarin ylirlirken trafik kurallarini ihlal etmeleri sebebiyle de
olmaktadir (Qu, Zhang, Zhao, Zhang ve Ge, 2016). Yayalar i¢in giivenli gegitler olsa da
(6rn. sinyalize gegisler), ¢ogu yaya karsiya gecerken trafikteki bosluklari kullanma
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egilimindedir (Hamed, 2001). Buna ek olarak, yayalar zaman kazanmak ve mesafeyi
kisaltmak i¢in blok ortasi gecis ve capraz gecis egilimi tagir (Baltes, Chu ve Guttenplan,
2003). Boylece, yaya davranislarinin arkasindaki psikolojik onciillerin anlagilmasi, daha

giivenli bir trafik ortamina dogru atilmis 6nemli bir adimdir.

Yaya davranis literatiirli genellikle siiriicti davranislari i¢in sunulan davranis modellerini
yaya baglamma uyarlama {izerine kuruludur. Bu nedenle, yaya davranis
siniflandirmalarin1 sunmadan Once siiriicti davranis arastirmalarinda hakim olan insan
hatas1 (gilivensiz davranig) yaklagimina genel bir bakis saglamak esastir. Gilivensiz
davraniglar; kazalar, yaralanmalar ve trafik kazalarina baglh Sliimlerle yakin iliskiye
sahip oldugundan, trafik arastirmacilari arasinda yol kullanicis1 davraniglarint ayirt

etmek ve tanimlamak temel bir sorundur.

2.2. insan Hata ve insan Performansi Diizeyleri

Insan hatasia iki temel yaklasim vardir: birey odakli yaklasimi ve sistem yaklasimi
(Reason, 2000). Sistem yaklasimi, bireyin performansinin ortaya ¢iktigi baglam
tizerinde durur ve giivensiz davranislar1 en aza indirgemek i¢in stratejiler gelistirmeyi
amaglar. Ote yandan, birey odakl1 yaklasim, esas olarak bireylere odaklanir ve yetersiz
motivasyon veya dikkatsizlik gibi bireysel temelli anormal zihinsel siiregleri arastirir.
Yaya davraniglart baglaminda sistem yaklasimi sehir planlama ve kentsel tasarim
yonlerine karsilik geldigi ve bu yonler dogrudan psikolojik ¢alismalarla

yonlendirilmediginden, sistem yaklagimi giincel tezin kapsami disindadir.

Kisi yaklasiminda bireyler Ozgiir karar vericiler olarak giivenli veya giivensiz
davraniglara dahil olup olmamaya karar verebilir. Bir seyler ters giderse, bu kisinin
sorumlulugundadir. Reason’in (1990), ihmaller, hatalar ve ihlaller siniflandirmasi ve
Rasmussen'in (1983) beceri, kural ve bilgi siniflandirmalari, insan hatasi i¢in 6nde gelen

siniflandirma yaklagimlardan ikisidir (Oppenheim ve Shinar, 2011). Ozellikle Reason'm
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yaklasimi, 90'lh yillardan beri trafik alanindaki g¢esitli davranislar {lizerine arastirma
programlarini sekillendirdi. Bu yaklagimlar rakip olmaktan ziyade birbirlerini
tamamlayici niteliktedir. Aralarindaki temel fark, Reason'in yaklagimini davranigsal
cikt1 smiflandirilmasina odaklandigr halde Rasmussen'in yaklasimi, ¢iktiya gotiiren

surece odaklanmaktadir.

Rasmussen, giivenli ve giivensiz davraniglara neden olan performans diizeylerini
anlamak i¢in etkili bir bilissel ¢ergeve onerdi. Bu ¢ergeveye gore, eldeki goreve verilen
bilingli dikkat derecesi ve Onceden programlanmis aligkanlik diizeyi ii¢ seviyeli
performansa neden olur: beceri-temelli, kural-temelli ve bilgi-temelli (Reason, 2008).
Bu cerceve aslen havacilik ve niikleer gibi yiiksek riskli sanayilerde insanin
performansin1 anlamak i¢in gelistirildigi halde zaman i¢inde daha farkli alanlara da

uygulanmistir.

Beceri-temelli diizeyde, bir kisinin performansi oriintiilerle belirlenir. Beceri diizeyinde
bir davranis "niyet beyanindan sonra, bilingli kontrol olmadan akic1, otomatiklestirilmis
ve yiiksek diizeyde biitiinlesmis davranis bigcimleri olarak gerceklesen eylemler ya da
etkinlikler sirasinda algilayict motor performansini temsil eder" (Rasmussen, 1986, s.
100). Beceri-temelli yaklasim, tanidik durumlarda rutin faaliyetlerle basa ¢ikmanin
birincil yolu olarak diistiniiliir (Reason, 1990). Ayrica, bilissel kontrol bu performans
seviyesinde otomatiktir (Reason, 2008). Mesela, yiirlimeye baslayacagimizda hangi
ayagin once geldigini hi¢ diislinmedigimiz otomatik bir gérevdir. Bu seviyede, davranis

bilingli bir dikkat ya da kontrol olmaksizin ortaya ¢ikar (Rasmussen, 1983).

Ikinci seviye, kural-temelli seviyedir. Bu seviyede, bir bireyin davranis1, tecriibelerle
kurulan ya da talimatlar vasitasiyla ogrenilen sartli ifadelerden (if-then statements)
olusan kurallarla belirlenir (Rasmussen, 1983). Bu tiir bir performans, ¢ogunlukla,

bireyin beceri-temelli mevcut performansimi degisen kosullara uyarlamasi gereken
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durumlarda ortaya ¢ikar (Reason, 2008). Ornegin, bir yaya, trafik sikisikken arabalar
arasindan karsiya gegmenin gilivenli ve zaman kazandirict olacagii diistinebilir ve
benzer durumlari kapsayan bir sart/i ifade olusturabilir. Rasmussen (1983), bu asamada,
duruma en iyi uyan kuralin kendisini ilerideki benzer durumlara tasidigin1 ve bu

kurallarin ¢evresel kisithliklar1 yansittigini belirtmektedir.

Uciincii performans seviyesi, bilgi-temelli seviyedir. Bu performans seviyesi bilingli
caba ve dikkat gerektiren yeni ve 6zgilin durumlarla ilgilidir. Cogu insan davranisi,
istenen bir sonuca ulagmak icin tanimlama, karar verme ve planlama gibi iist diizey
bilissel siirecleri gerektirir. Bu diizeydeki performans 6zellikle, bireysel olarak herhangi
bir kisayol bilgisi bulunmayan alisilmadik durumlarda gereklidir. Esnekligi ve yiiksek
biligsel giiciine ragmen, bilgi-temelli performans, yavas, yorucu, kisitlanmis ve insanlar

tarafindan pek tercih edilmeyen bir performans seviyesidir. (Reason, 2008).

2.3. Trafik Arastirmalarinda Davramis Siniflandirma Sistemi

Giivensiz davraniglar genel olarak iki ana kategoriye ayrilir (Reason ve arkadaslari,
1990): hatalar ve ihlaller. Reason ve arkadaslari, ihlalleri, “sistemin giivenli bir sekilde
islemesine engel olabilecek kasitli sapmalar” olarak tanimlarlar (Reason ve digerleri,
1990, s. 1136). Ote yandan, hatalar "planlanan eylemlerin amaglanan sonuglara
ulasmamasi1" olarak tanimlanmaktadir (s.1315). Hatalar1 baz1 durumlarda ihlallerden
ayirmak zor olsa da (Orn. ihlal, hata temelli oldugunda), aralarinda ii¢ temel farklilik
vardir: bilinglilik, bilgi ya da motivasyon temeli ve cinsiyet (Reason, 2003). Tablo 1°de,
Rasmussen'in performans seviyeleri ile Reason'in siiflandirmasinda karsilasilan hata

ve ihlal tiirleri arasindaki iliski 6zetlenmektedir.
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Tablo 1

Rasmussen'in performans seviyeleri ve iliskili hata ve ihlal tiirleri.

Kontrol Modlari [liskili Giivensiz Davranis
Durum ) _
bilingli 9124 Karisgtk  Otomatik Hata Ihlal
) Beceri- ] o
Rutin, ] Dikkatsizlik )
temelli Rutin
beklenen Dalginliklar
performans
Tanidik
_ Kural- .
veya Kural-temelli _ Istifade
o temelli )
ogrenilmis performans edilen
hatalar
durumlar
Ozgiin,
zor veya Bilgi-temelli Bilgi-temelli _
. Gerekli
tehlikeli performans hatalar
sorunlar

Reason’a gore, ihlaller ile hata tiirleri arasindaki en 6nemli fark niyettir (bkz. Sekil 1).

Davranislarin ¢ok koklii oldugu ve bunun sonucunda otomatik hale geldigi nadir

durumlar harig, ihlaller kasith olarak islenir. Ote yandan, hatalar kasitsiz anormal

davranislardir. Hatalar ve ihlaller arasindaki ikinci ayrim, davranisin kaynagidir. Bilgi
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isleme sistemindeki birtakim sorunlardan dolayi hatalar meydana gelirken; ihlaller,
inanglar, tutumlar ve normlar gibi motivasyon faktorlerinden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla ihlalleri azaltmak i¢in bu faktorlerin arastirilmasi esastir. Son ayrim, her
davranig alanmin aktorleri arasindaki cinsiyet farkliliklaridir. Her ne kadar erkekler

ihlallere kars1 daha egilimli olsa da, hatalar i¢in farkliliklar yoktur.

2.3.1. Thlaller. Reason, rutin ve istisnai ihlaller arasindaki ayrimi belirterek bir
siniflandirma yapar (Reason, 1990). Sonraki calismalarinda, heyecan arayisi veya
optimizasyon amagli ek ihlal sekilleri dnermistir (Reason ve Hobbs, 2003). Ozellikle, su
ihlal tiirleri yaya baglamiyla iligkili goriilebilir: rutin ihlaller, durumsal ihlaller ve

istifade eden ihlaller.

Rutin ihlaller, bir kisinin gereksiz ¢caba gostermemek ve eldeki gérevi miimkiin olan en
hizl1 ve en az enerji harcayacak sekilde tamamlamak icin isledigi ihlallerdir. Bu ihlaller
Rasmussen'in hiyerarsisinde beceri-temelli performans seviyesine dayanip, genellikle
giinliik davranislarimizdaki ihlallere karsilik gelmektedir (Reason ve Hobbs, 2003).
Minimum ¢aba ve kayitsiz cevre ilkesi (ceza veya davranis 6diilii gibi) bu rutin ihlallerin
arkasindaki itici giigtiir (Reason, 1990). Ornegin, bir yaya sokagi ¢apraz olarak
gectiginde, herhangi bir yaptirirma maruz kalmadan zamandan ve mesafeden tasarruf

etmeyi amaglayan rutin bir ihlali islemektedir.

Istifade eden ihlalerse kisinin davramigsal performans vasitasiyla heyecan arama gibi
bazi ihtiyaglarini karsilamay1 denediginde gerceklesir (Reason ve Hobbs, 2003). Geng
erkeklerin bu tiir ihlallere egilimi daha yiiksektir (Reason ve Hobbs, 2003). Ornegin,
ara¢ kullanmanin ana amac1 A noktasindan B noktasina gitmekken, siiriicli hiz yaparak
heceyan arama ihtiyacini da karsilayabilir. Benzer sekilde yayalar da, hizli akan trafikte
araclar arasi1 bosluklarda hizlica karsiya geg¢meye calismak da heyecan arama

ithtiyaglari karsilayabilir.
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Durumsal ya da gerekli ihlaller baglamsal yetersizliklerden dolay1 davranigin beklenen
sekilde gergeklestirilmesinin imkansiz hale gelmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir (Reason,
1998; Reason ve Hobbs, 2003). Durumsal zorluklara ragmen hedefe ulagmak bu
ihlallerin arkasindaki ana motivasyondur. Bu ihlaller, gorev talebine bagli olarak
Rasmussen'in kural-temelli ve bilgi-temelli performans diizeylerine karsilik gelen
davramglardir. Ornegin, kaldirim yerine sokakta yiiriimek yayalar icin ihlal olarak
degerlendirilir, fakat kaldirima park edilmis araclardan dolayr yayanin kaldirimda
yuriimesi miimkiin degilse, sokaktan yiirimek durumsal bir ihlal olarak

degerlendirilmelidir.

2.3.2. Hatalar. Reason, ilgili performans diizeylerine bagli olarak hatalar i¢in de
bir simiflandirma sunar: ihmaller, dalginliklar ve yanlislar (1990). Reason, anormal
davranis siniflandirmasinin Rasmussen'in beceri, kural ve bilgi ¢cercevesine dayandigini
belirtmektedir (bkz. Tablo 2). Her hata tiirii, etkinlik tiiriine, dikkat odagina, kontrol
moduna, hata tiirlerinin 6ngdriilebilirligine, hata i¢in hata firsati oranina, durumsal
faktorlerin etkisine ve algilama kolaylig1 gibi faktorlere gore farklilik gostermektedir
(bkz. Reason, 1990). Yine de, hata tiirleri arasindaki temel fark dayandiklar1 performans

asamalaridir.

Bilgi isleme siireglerindeki beceri-temelli, dikkat, bellek ve tanima sorunlari, ihmal ve
dalgmliklara neden olur (Reason ve Hobbs, 2003). Ote yandan, yanlislar kural ve bilgiye
dayali performans diizeyleriyle iligkilendirilir. Diger bir deyisle, niyet ile ilgili bir sorun
varsa, anormal davranis bir yanlistir; ve niyet-davranis farkliligi thmal ya da dalginliktir

(Norman, 1983).

Stirticiiliik baglaminda bu hata-ihlal ayriminin gegerliligini incelemek i¢in Reason ve

arkadaslar1 (1990), farkli stiriicti davraniglarini degerlendiren siiriicli davraniglar 6l¢egi

109



(SDO) olarak bilinen bir ara¢ gelistirdiler. Bulgular, ihlaller (6rn. hiz sinirmi1 asma),
tehlikeli hatalar (6rn. sollama sirasinda aynayi kontrol etmeme) ve zararsiz dalginliklar
(6rn. kavsagin yanlis tarafindan ¢ikma) arasinda ayrim oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
ticlii ayrima ek olarak, takip eden arastirmacilar iki yeni siiriicii davranis1 boyutu daha
Onerdi: kisilerarasi saldirgan ihlaller (Lawton, Parker, Manstead ve Stradling, 1997) ve

olumlu davramislar (Ozkan ve Lajunen, 2005).

Tablo 2

Nedeni stiriicti ve yaya davranislarindan siniflandirma igin érnek davranislar.
Sapkin Davranig Ornek

[hmal Trafik 1siklarinda tigiincii vitesle arabay hareket

ettirmeye ¢aligmak.

Dalginlik Karsidan karsiya gecerken yola bakmay1 unutmak.

Yanlis Sollarken arkadan gelen aracin hizini yanlig
hesaplamak.

Ihlal Yerlesim bolgelerinde hiz sinirina uymamak.

2.3.3 Olumlu davramslar. Olumlu davraniglar, anormal davraniglarin tam tersi
bir yerde konumlandiklar1 i¢in 6nemlidir. Ozkan ve Lajunen, Reason ve
meslektaglarinin siniflandirmasinin eksik kaldigini vurgulayarak, siiriicli davraniglarinin
daha kapsamli anlagilabilmesi i¢in olumlu davraniglarin da incelenmesi gerektigini
onermislerdir (2005). SDO’de incelenen davranislarm sapkin oldugunu ve nihai olarak
olumsuz davranislar oldugunu, bu yiizden de Olgegin olumlu davranislar altinda
siiflandirilabilecek bilingli yapilan kibar ve yardimsever davraniglart yansitmadigi
sonucuna varmiglardir. Bu eksikligi gidermek i¢in, trafik arastirmalarinda olumlu

davranislarin da incelenmesi gerektigini belirtmektedirler.
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2.4. Yaya Davramslarimin Smiflandirilmasi ve Olgiimii

Siiriicii davraniglarina paralel olarak, yaya arastirmalarinin odagi da kirmizi isik ihlalleri,
dikkatsiz yiirime ve dalginlik gibi giivensiz davranislar olmustur. Siiriicii davranis
smiflandirmasina dayanarak, Tirkiye (Yildirim, 2007), Sili (Moyano-Diaz, 1997),
Fransa (Grani¢, 2009) ve Brezilya gibi farkli iilkelerde yaya davranig Olgegi

gelistirilmesine yonelik farkli girisimler olmustur.

Yaya davraniglar1 6lgegi gelistirmeye yonelik ilk girisim, Silili arastirmact Moyano-
Diaz (1997) tarafindan yapilmis ve arastirmada siiriicii davranislar1 siniflandirmasinin
yayalar icin de gecerli oldugu gosterilmistir. Bir diger girisim Yildirim'in (2007), SDO
siiflandirmasina dayali bir yaya davranislart Olgegi gelistirdigi yiiksek lisans tez
calismasidir. Calismada yanliglar, siradan ihlaller ve saldirgan ihlaller ayrimini

bulguladi.

Granié ve arkadaglarinin ¢alismasi (2013), yaya davranislarinin kavramsallagtirilmasina
yonelik en etkili ¢aligma olarak diisiiniilebilir. Bu aragtirmacilar, siirlicii davranislarinin
kavramsal c¢ercevesine dayali, kapsamli bir yaya davranislari Olgegi gelistirmeyi
amagcladilar. Bulgular, yaya davranislari i¢in dort faktorlii bir yapr ortaya koymustur.
Yazarlar bu faktorleri, ihlaller, saldirgan davranislar, dalginliklar ve olumlu davraniglar
olarak adlandirdi. Nordfjaern ve Simsekoglu (2013), Granie ve arkadaslarinin
gelistirdigi 6lgege Tiirk baglamini yansitan 6geler ekleyerek Tiirk yayalar i¢in bir 6l¢ek
gelistirdiler. Temel bilesenler analizi, Granie ve arkadaslarinin 6lg¢egindeki 6zgiin
faktorlere benzeyen 3 faktorlii bir yapi ortaya koymustur. Sirbistan ve Cin'de yapilan
caligmalar da Granie ve arkadaslarinin siniflandirmasini desteklemektedir (Antic, Pesic,

Milutinovic ve Maslac, 2016; Qu ve digerleri, 2016).
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2.5. Yaya Davramslarinin Belirleyicileri

Son 20 yilda yapilan aragtirmalar yaya yogunlugu, demografik ve kisilik 6zellikleri ve
tutumlar gibi yaya davranislariyla ilgili ¢esitli baglamsal ve kisisel faktorlerin oldugunu
gostermistir. Ornegin, yaya cinsiyeti, yaya ihlallerinin énemli bir yordayicisi olarak
gosterilmektedir. Genel olarak, erkek yayalar trafik kurallarin1 kadinlardan daha fazla
ihlal eder ve riskli durumlarda yolu ¢apraz ge¢cme egilimi gosterirler ( Moyano-Diaz,
2002; Rosenbloom ve ark. 2004). Cin'deki yakin tarihli bir arastirma, erkeklerin,
saldirgan davraniglar1 kadinlara gore anlamli derecede yiiksek siklikta gosterdiklerini
ortaya koymaktadir (Qu ve ark., 2016). Yas da yaya baglaminda arastirilmis ve geng
yayalarin ihlal yapmaya daha yatkin oldugu bulunmustur (Granié ve ark., 2013). Ayrica
geng yayalarin yaya ihlallerine karsi tutumlari yetiskinlerden daha olumludur (Diaz,

2002).

Bunlara ek olarak, yaya davraniglariyla iligkili kisilik oOzellikleri arastirilmistir
(Rosenbloom, 2006; Qu et al., 2016). Ozellikle, heyecan arayan, kuraltanimaz ve dfkesi
yiiksek olan bireyler, kirmiz1 151k ihlaline daha yatkindirlar (Qu ve ark., 2013). Ote
yandan, yardimsever insanlar daha az giivensiz davranis sergileyip daha ¢ok pozitif yaya

davraniglarinda bulunmaktadir.

Cesitli yaya davraniglarinda tutum, norm ve kontrol algilar1 da arastirilmistir. Evans ve
Norman (2003), tutum, 6znel normlar ve algilanan davranis kontroliiniin yayalarin
karsidan karsiya gegcme niyetlerinin 6nemli yordayicilart oldugunu gosterdi. Son
zamanlarda, kirmizi 1s1k ihlalleri i¢in de benzer sonuglar bulundu (Zhou, Romero, ve
Qin, 2016). Buna ek olarak, Nordfjaern ve Simsekoglu (2013) yayalarin genel kural
ithlallerine ve yaya giivenligine yonelik tutumlarmmin yaya davraniglarinin 6nemli
belirleyicileri oldugunu buldular. Yaya davraniglarinin bu sosyo-biligsel belirleyicileri
davranis teorileri iizerinden ele alinacaktir.

2.6. Davranis Teorileri
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2.6.1. Gerekgeli davramis yaklasimi. Tutumlar, sosyal psikoloji alaninda
aragtirmacilarin 6nemli ilgi ve tartisma alanlarindan biri olmustur (Ajzen ve Fishbein,
2005). Birgok arastirmaci zayif tutum-davranis iligkisinin arkasindaki dinamikleri
anlamaya c¢alismig, bu amagla c¢esitli sosyo-biligsel modeller onermistir. Bunlarin
arasinda, gerekceli davranis teorisi (GDT; Ajzen ve Fishbein, 1980) ve planli davranis
teorisi (PDT; Ajzen, 1991) ile bilinen gerekceli eylem yaklagimu literatiirde yaygin kabul
gormiis ve farkli alanlarda bircok davranisa uygulanmistir. Bu yaklagim 6zellikle akilci
karar verme siiregleri yoluyla gergeklesen, kisinin kontrolii altindaki, iradesine dayali

davranislar1 agiklamak i¢in Onerilmistir.

[k kavramsallastirmaya gore, gerekcekli davranis teorisi, belirli bir davranisin en yakin
yordayicisinin, bu davranigi yapmaya yonelik niyet oldugunu belirtmektedir. Niyet,
kisinin davranis1 yapmaya ne kadar hazir oldugunun gostergesidir (Fishbein ve Ajzen,
2010). Bagka bir deyisle niyet, bir kisinin belirli bir davranis1 yapip yapmayacagina
iliskin kendi tahminidir. GDT'ye gore, insanlarin niyetleri bir davranisa iligkin
tutumlarma ve davranisla iligkili 6znel norm algilarina baghdir (bkz. Figiir 1). GDT,
tutumlar: bireyin davranisa iligkin genel olarak olumlu veya olumsuz degerlendirmeleri
olarak goriir. Oznel normlar, sz konusu davranisi gerceklestirmenin, diger kisiler (6rn.
aile, akranlar) tarafindan ne derecede sosyal onay veya red gordiigiine iliskin kisinin

algisidir (Ajzen ve Fishbein, 1980).

Tutum \
/ Niyet

Oznel norm

Davranig

Figiir 1. Gerekgeli davranis teorisi (Fishbein ve Ajzen, 1975).
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2.6.2. Planh davrams teorisi. Ajzen (1991), GDTyi revize edip algilanan
davranigsal kontrol olarak adlandirdigi ek bir degiskeni hem davranigsal niyetin, hem de
davranigin yordayicisi olarak gerekegeli davranig teorisine dahil ederek planli davranis
teorisini onerdi. Teoriye gore, niyetlerin ii¢ yordayicist vardir: tutum, 6znel norm ve
algilanan davranig kontrol. Tutum ve 6znel norm bilesenleri, GDT'deki ayni isimli
degiskenlere karsilik gelir. Algilanan davramis kontrol (ADK), bireylerin hedef
davranisi  gergeklestirmek igin algiladiklart  kontrol ile Oz-yeterlik olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Ajzen, 2002; Conner ve Sparks, 2005). Kontrol, davranis lizerinde
algilanan kontrol edilebilirlik derecesine karsilik gelirken, 6z-yeterlik algilanan kolaylik
veya davranigt yerine getirme zorlugu anlamima gelir. PDT, ADK’nin sadece niyeti
yordamadigini, gercek davranigsal kontrolii yansittigi olgiide davranisi da dogrudan

yordayacagini ongdrmektedir (bkz. Figiir 2).

Tutum

Oznel norm Nivet Davranisg

Algilanan
davramgsal kontrol

Figiir 2. Planli davranis teorisi (Ajzen, 1991).
PDT zaman i¢inde farkli alanlardaki davranislari anlamak i¢in yaygin kullanilan bir teori

haline gelmistir. PDT'nin yaygin uygulanmasinin baglica nedeni, tutarli sekilde

gosterdigi yordama giictidiir. Saglik psikolojisindeki meta-analitik derlemeler, PDT'nin
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saglikla ilgili davranislardaki yordama giiciinii desteklemektedir. Ornegin, Armigate ve
Conner’in (2001) yaptig1 meta-analiz, PDT'nin davranigtaki varyansin % 27'sini ve
niyetlerdeki varyansi %39'unu agikladiginmi gostermistir. PDT davranislar1 agiklamak
i¢in basaril1 bir model olmanin yaninda, miidahale programlarin1 da yonlendirmektedir.
Yakin tarihli bir meta-analiz c¢aligmasi, PDT'ye dayali midahalelerin davranis
degisikligi sagladigini bulgulamistir (Steinmetz, Knappstein, Ajzen, Schmidt ve Kabst,
2016). Trafik alaninda, kask ve emniyet kemeri kullaniminin artirilmast ve hiz
simnirlarina uyma gibi bazi trafik davramislarina yonelik PDT temelli miidahale
programlar1 bulunmaktadir (Brijs, Danields, Brijs ve Wets, 2011; Elliott ve Armigate,
2009).

2.6.2.1. PDT'nin yaya davramiglarina uygulanmasi. PDT, hiz yapma (Elliott,
Armigate ve Baughan, 2003), arag¢ siirerken mesajlasma (Nemme ve White, 2010),
alkollii ara¢ kullanma (Castenier, Deroche ve Woodman, 2013), ara¢ kullanirken cep
telefonu kullanimi1 (Zhou, Wu, Rau ve Zhang; 2009), saldirgan siiriicii davranislari
(Parker, Lajunen ve Stradling, 1998), emniyet kemeri takma (Brijs, Daniels, Brisjs ve
Wets, 2011) ve ehliyetsiz ara¢ kullanma (Tseng, Chang ve Woo, 2013) gibi cesitli
stirticli davraniglarina uygulamislardir. Benzer sekilde, cesitli arastirmacilar, dikkatsiz
yiirlime (Barton, Kologi & Siron, 2016), kirmiz1 151k ihlalleri (Zhou ve digerleri, 2016)
ve sarhos yaya davraniglarina (Gannon, Rosta, Reeve , Hyde ve Levis, 2014) PDT'yi
uygulamaya calistilar. Yapilan ¢alismalar PDT nin yayalarin davranig ve niyetlerini

aciklamada etkili oldugunu gostermistir.

2.6.3. Prototip isteklilik modeli. PDT gibi sosyal bilissel modeller, davranigin
mantikli ve planl bir sekilde yapildigin1 varsaymaktadir (Ajzen, 1991). Bu yaklagim,
ozellikle ergenler gibi, davranislar1 tepkilsel olarak sekillenen gruplarin riskli
davraniglarin1 yordamakta eksik kalmaktadir (Gibbons ve ark., 1998). Gibbons ve

arkadaslari, bu noktatadan hareketle, ergenlerdeki riskli saglik davraniglarini agiklamak
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amaciyla prototip isteklilik modelini gelistirdiler (PIM; 1998). Baska bir deyisle, bu
model insanlarin gerceklestirme firsati gordiigii zaman yaptiklari, Onceden

planlanmamis davraniglara agiklama saglamay1 amaglamaktadir.

PiM'e gére davranisin yapilmasi icin iki rota vardir: gerekceli yol ve sosyal tepkisel yol
(bkz. Figiir 3). Gerekgeli yol GDT'ne ¢ok benzer: Tutumlar ve 6znel normlar niyeti
yordar; ve niyet de davranislar1 yordar. Ote yandan, sosyal tepkisel yol, GDT bilesenleri
ile birlikte prototipler ve isteklilik degiskenlerini igerir. Prototipler, bireyin davranisi
yapan tipik bir bireye iliskin, benzerlik ve olumluluk degiskenlerinden olusan
imgeleridir. PIM’e gére protototip imgeleri, bireylerin uygun kosullar olustugunda
davranigi yapmaya yonelik istekliliklerini sekillendirmektedir. Model baglaminda
isteklilik, bireylerin uygun kosullar olusursa davranis1 yapma egilimini olarak
tamimlanmaktadir. Ornegin, yolda, gelen arag olmadigin1 géren bir yaya (uygun kosul),
kendisi i¢in kirmizi yanmasina ve 6nceden bdyle bir niyeti olmamasina ragmen karsiya
gecebilir. Yani, davranisin yapilmasi dnceden olusturulmus bir niyete bagli olmayabilir
(Gerrard ve ark., 2008). Ozetle, PIM’e gére, prototiplerin olumlu degerlendirilmesi,
kisinin kendini prototiplere benzer gérmesi, davranisa iliskin olumlu tutum ve yiiksek
sosyal onayla (6znel norm) birlestiginde yiiksek diizeyde davranissal isteklilik olusmasi
beklenmektedir. Benzer sekilde, olumlu tutum ve artan sosyal onayla davranisa iliskin
daha giiglii bir niyet ortaya ¢ikmasi beklenmektedir. Sonug olarak, niyet ve isteklilik de

kisinin davranigsal performansin1 yordamaktadir.

PIM, korunmasiz cinsel iliski (Thornton ve ark. 2002), sigara kullanim1 (Hukkelberg ve
Dykstra, 2009), alkol ve yasadis1 uyusturucu kullanimi (Gibbons ve ark., 2004) ve organ
bagisi (Hyde ve White, 2010) da dahil olmak {iizere bir dizi davranisa basariyla
uygulanmistir. Ayrica, PIM hiz yapma (Elliott, McCartan, Brewster, Coyle, Emerson ve
Gibson, yayin asamasinda), alkollii ara¢ kullanma (Rivis, Abraham, & Snook, 2011) ve
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okula bisikletle gitmek (Frater, Kuijer, & Kingham, 2017) gibi trafik davranislarina

uygulanmasina ragmen, heniiz yaya davraniglarina uygulanmamastir.

Yaya davraniglar1 tamamen rasyonel (gerekgeli) bir bicimde ger¢eklesmedigi, duruma
kars1 tepkisel olarak da gerceklesebildigi i¢in PIM, PDT'den daha yiiksek yordama

giiciine sahip olabilir.

Tutum \

Niyet
. \
&
/
1\

Oznel norm r Davrams

F - - -

isteklilik

Prototip

—— Gerekgeli vol
— — —» Sosyal tepkisel yol

Figiir 3. Prototip isteklilik modeli (Gibbons ve digerleri, 1998).

2.6.4. PDT'nin PiM ile birlestirilmesi: Birlesik model. Baz1 arastirmacilar
PDT ve PIM' birlestirip mevcut tezdeki adiyla birlesik modeli farkli isimlerle
calismalarinda test etmeye ¢alistilar (bkz. Figiir 4). Ornegin, Rivis ve arkadaslar1 saglig1
koruyucu ve saghk riski davranislariyla ilgili c¢alismalarinda birlesik modeli
degerlendirdiler (Rivis, Shreeran ve Armigate, 2006). Bulgular, PDT degiskenlerini
kontrol ettikten sonra PIM degiskenlerinin hala anlamli bir varyans agikladigini ortaya

koymaktadir.

117



Bir baska arastirmada, Hyde kayitli organ bagiscisi olma niyeti ve organ bagislama
istegini digerleriyle paylasma niyetini arastirdign doktora tezinde PDT ve PIM’i
kullanmistir (Hyde, 2009). Bulgularina gore, birlesik model dataya uyum saglamakta ve
niyetteki varyansin %63’linii, isteklilikteki varyansin %31’ini ag¢iklamaktadir. Ek
olarak, Hyde organ bagiscisi protototip benzerligi ve olumlulugunun kayit olma

niyetleriyle anlamli iligkisi oldugunu bulmustur.

Daha yeni bir aragtirmada, Frater ve arkadaslari, ergenlerin okula bisikletle gitme
davraniglarinda PDT ve PIM’i test etmistir (Frater, Kuijer ve Kingham, 2017). Bulgular,
Hyde’m bulgularindan farkli olarak, PIM’in PDT’ye ek bir varyans agiklamadigini
gostermistir.  Bu  arastirma,  Ozellikle, prototiplerin  yordayici  degerini
dogrulayamamistir. Arastirmacilar, okula bisikletle gitmenin, firsat¢1 olmaktan ziyade

kasitl bir davranis oldugunu sonucuna ulastilar.

Sonug¢ olarak, yapilan caligmalar birlesik modellerin yordayiciliginin arastirilan
davranisa bagli oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Birlesik model, yaya davraniglarint PDT
ve PIM'den daha iyi yordayabilir. PDT'nin algilanan kontrol bileseni, yalnizca niyetleri
degil, ayn1 zamanda insanlarin yaya davranisina kars: istekliliklerini de 6ngorebilir.
Ayrica, yaya davraniglari, PDT'nin vurguladigi gerekgeli yol yerine, sosyal tepkisel bir
yolla da gergeklesiyor olabilir. Bu ¢alisma, PIM'de yaya davramslariyla iliskili olarak

prototipleri inceleyen ilk ¢aligmadir.
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Tutum

Oznel norm \
Yoy Niyet
Algilanan /

davramgsal kontrol o

Davranig

Fmmd---

1 isteklilik

Prototip |-

—— Gerekgeli yol
— — —» Sosyal tepkisel yol

Figiir 4. Birlesik model.

2.7. Cahsmaya Genel Bakis

Yaya davraniglarinin tamamen gerekgeli olmayabilecegi, hatta daha ¢ok karsilasilan
durumlara tepki olarak yapilmasi olasiligindan hareketle bu tezde, Reason’in
smiflandirmasindaki 3 yaya davramisinda PDT ve PIM ile birlesik modelin yordayiciligi
incelenmistir. Incelenen yaya davranislari, ihlaller, dalgmliklar ve olumlu yaya
davraniglaridir. Buna ek olarak, bu ¢alisma, yaya davranis siniflandirmasinin (Granié ve
digerleri, 2013) Tiirk 6rneklemde yeniden incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Asagidaki hipotezler test edilmistir:

Hipotez la. Yaya davraniglart smiflandirmasinin boyutlarinin, Tiirk Srnekleminde

orijinaline benzer bir 6riintli géstermesi beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 1b. Analiz edilen tiim yaya davranislar igin, ilgili yaya davranis1 boyutu ile

ilgili niyet ve isteklilikle dogrudan anlaml iliskiye sahip olmasi beklenmektedir.
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Hipotez 1c. Analiz edilen tiim yaya davranislari igin, erkeklerin kadinlara gore daha

fazla ihlal yapmasi beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 2. Birlesik model, incelenen tiim yaya davranislari i¢in hem PDT'den hem de

PiM'den daha fazla varyans agiklar.

Hipotez 3a. ihlallerin firsat¢1 dogasina uygun olarak davranissal isteklilik, niyete gore

ihlal davranistyla daha giiglii bir iligkiye sahiptir.

Hipotez 3b. Olumlu davranislar, daha akilc1 gerekgelere ihtiyag duydugundan,
davranigsal niyetin pozitif davranmislarla iliskisi, istekliligin pozitif davranislarla

iliskisinden daha giicliidiir.

Hipotez 4. Analiz edilen tiim yaya davranislari i¢in tutumlar, 6znel normlar ve prototip

algilar1 davranislar iizerinde niyet ve isteklilik yoluyla dolayli etkiye sahiptir.

Hipotez 5a. Analiz edilen tiim yaya davraniglari i¢in belirli bir yaya davranigi yapma
niyeti pozitif tutumlar, 6znel normlar, algilanan davranis kontrolii ve davranis ile pozitif

yonde iliskilendirilir.

Hipotez 5b. Analiz edilen tiim yaya davranislar1 igin, belirli bir yaya davranigina doniik

isteklilik, tutumlar, 6znel normlar ve prototip algilariyla pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

3. Yontem
Etik onaylar alindiktan sonra AYBU ITBF 6grencilerinden simif i¢i duyurular ve ek not
karsiliginda 519 katilimcidan veri toplandi. Katilimcilar bilgilendirilmis onam formunu

onayladiktan sonra, temel demografik bilgilerini, tutumlarini, 6znel normlarini,
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algilanan davranigsal kontrollerini, prototip benzerligini, prototip olumlulugunu,
istekliligi ve yaya davramiglart 6lgegini doldurdular. Anket sonunda, katilimcilara
calismaya katkilar1 igin tesekkiir edildi ve calismanin amaci hakkinda detayh

bilgilendirme yapilda.

4. Bulgular

4.1. Temel Bilesenler Analizi

Varimax dondiirme metodu ile temel bilesenler analizi yapilarak 20 maddelik Tiirkge
Yaya Davramis Olgeginin (TYDO) boyutlar1 incelenmistir. Gerekli varsaymmlar
kargilanmistir. Analiz sonuglari, 1a hipotezini dogrulayarak 4 temel boyutun varligina
isaret etmektedir. Ortaya c¢ikan faktorler, ihlaller (8 madde), dalginliklar (4 madde),
saldirgan davraniglar (4 madde) ve olumlu davranislar (4 madde) olarak isimlendirilmis

toplamda %65 varyans aciklamistir. Faktor yiikleri Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 3
TYDO ’nin Temel Bilesen Analizi Faktor Yiikleri..

Faktor

Maddeler Com.

1 2 3 4
1. Zaman kazanmak i¢in yolu ¢apraz gecerim. .64 78 .07 .17 .05
2. Yaya ge¢idi 50 metre kadar yakin olsa bile yaya gecidi 63 75 14 19 -10
kullanmadan karsiya gecerim.
3. Yayalara kirmiz1 yansa bile karsidan karsiya gecerim. .66 J7 20 13 -11
4. Tasitlara hala yesil yanarken karsidan karsiya gecerim. .58 69 25 .17 -07
5. Park etmis arabalarin arasindan karsiya gecerim. .56 73 .11 .05 .06
6. Yaya geglfimden karsiya gegmeye baslayip zaman 71 8 19 09 .05
kazanmak i¢in capraz devam ederim.
7. Trafik sikisikken arabalarin arasindan karsiya gecerim. .55 g4 07 01 .01
8. Arkadaslarlm.la_ yiiriirken ya da or{ul'l'lc.l‘en yavas ylriiyen g 68 28 18 .09
yayay1 gecmek i¢in tasit yolundan yiiriiriim.
9. Bagka bir sey diisiindiiglim zamanlarda karsiya gecerken 78 23 83 16 .01
yola bakmay1 unuturum.
10. Yolun karsisindaki birine yetismek i¢in karstya 83 24 86 20 -02
gecerken yola bakmay1 unuturum.
11. Birileriyle yiiriirken karsldan karsiya gectigimde yola 78 21 8 24 -06
bakmadan karsiya gegerim.
12. T{gﬁge dikkat e.:tmeden bir siirii sokak ve kavsak 70 24 78 19 -03
gectigimi fark ederim.
13. Bagka bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriict,
bisikletli vb.) ona hakaret ederim. 1 AL I
14. Baska bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, siiriici,
bisikletli vb.) ve ona bagririm. 83 20 .16 87 02
15. Baska bir yol kullanicisina kizar (yaya, striici, )
bisikletli vb.) ve ona el hareketi yaparim. 79 19 15 8 01
16. Siiriiciilere sinirlenir ve arabalarina vururum. .60 07 31 71 .00
17. Yol hakk: bende oldugg halde, eger arkasinda bagka 91 10 12 11 41
ara¢ yoksa arabaya yol veririm.
18. Yanimda bagka yayalar. qldugu zamafl,.k%rsllastlglm 68 07 -11 02 81
yayalar1 rahatsiz etmemek i¢in tek sira ylriiriim.
19. Kars1 karsiya geldigim yayalara durarak yol veririm. .70 -06 -03 -03 .83
20. Diger ya‘yatlafl rahatsiz etmemek igin kaldirimin sag 60 -0l -08 -08 77
tarafindan ylriiriim.
Eigenvalues 7.07 235 218 157
Varyans % 24 159 152 10.8
Kronbach Alfa 90 90 .88 .68

Com. = Communalities.
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4.2. Temel Analizler

4.2.1. Grup Karsilastirmalar:

Cinsiyet farklarini incelemek i¢in bir dizi t-testi yapilmistir. T-testi sonuglar1 erkeklerin
kadinlara nazaran giivensiz davramiglar1 anlamli derecede daha fazla yaptigini
gostermektedir. Diger yandan, kadinlar erkeklerden daha fazla olumlu davranista
bulunmaktadir. Madde diizeyindeki karsilastirmalar 6zellikle ihlal ve saldirgan

davraniglarda cinsiyetler-arasi farkin daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir.

4.3. Yol Analizi
STATA programimin SEM modiilii ile 2, 3a, 3b, 4, 5a ve 5b hipotezleri test edilmistir.
Her davranis icin PDT, PIM, ve birlesik modeller test edilmistir. Modellerin uyum

endeksleri Tablo 4’de verilmistir.
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1£4"

Tablo 4

Test edilen modellerin model uyum endeksleri ve niyet, isteklilik ve davranista agiklanan varyanslar

x2 (d.f) p CFl  TLI RMSEA R2(Niy.) R2(ist.) R%(Dav.)
Ihlal
Standart PDT 3.949 (2) 139 996 986  .045 .39 42
Standart PIM 152.407 (6) .000 .863 .657 .227 40 40 .60
Modifiye PIM 19.54(5) .002 986 .959 .078 .50 .39 .65
Birlesik Model 240.609(10) .000 .802 .644 222 40 40 .61
Modifiye Birlesik Model 12.49(5) 029 994 977  .057 .56 44 .66
Dalginlik
Standart PDT 15.089(2) .001 958 .85 117 .36 .18
Standart PIM 224.037(7) .000 .638 225 .255 .04 27 .34
Modifiye PIM 61.496(4) .000 904 641 .174 31 .26 .37
Birlesik Model 110.840(7) .000 850 .615 .177 .36 .26 37
Modifiye Birlesik Model 14.004(4) .007 986 .935 .073 43 .26 44
Olumlu Davranislar
Standart PDT 9.783(3) 021 977 946 .068 40 .09
Standart PIM 60.433(6) .000 .850 .625 .138 .29 14 A5
Modifiye PIM 7.846(4) 097 989 960 .045 37 14 A5
Birlesik Model 24.110 (7) .001 964 907 .072 48 14 15
Modifiye Birlesik Model 8.34(6) 210 995 985 .029 .50 14 A5

Not. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Squared Error Approximation.



4.3.1. Thlaller: Niyet, Isteklilik ve Davranmisin Yordanmasi

PDT, PIM ve birlesik modellerin hepsi veriye iyi uyum gostermistir. PDT modelinde
algilanan davranigsal kontrol en 6nemli yordayic1 degisken olarak one ¢ikmaktadir.
Test edilen modeller ve standardize edilmis beta degerleri figlir 5, 6 ve 7’de

verilmistir.

Tutum \

Oznel norm  f---- 04 ------- > Niyet —— 46%F — ihlal

S6**
Algilanan /

davramssal kontrol

Figiir 5. Thlaller icin PDT. Noktal1 yollar anlaml1 olmayan iliskileri belirtmektedir.

Tutum

Oznel norm

8%

ihlal

Prototip .
olumlulugu ~3

Prototip
benzerligi

Figiir 6. ihlaller icin PIM. Noktali yollar anlaml1 olmayan iliskileri belirtmektedir.
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Tutum -

ol .
- Niyet
} 02 - \
Oznel norm -~~~ 10*
26%* 24x*
AU e
Algilanan 14% ihlal
dav. kontrol
24**
Prototip 5]
olumlulugu 22 /
a0**
> isteklilik
Prototip L
benzerligi

Figiir 7. Thlaller igin birlesik model. Noktal1 yollar anlamli olmayan iliskileri belirtmektedir.

4.3.2. Dalginliklar: Olasilik, Ihtimal ve Davranmisin Yordanmasi

Dalginlik davranisina iliskin model testlerinde TPB ve PWM modelleri veriye uyum

saglamamis, sadece birlesik model veriye uyum saglamistir. Thtimal degiskeni
gl s, sad birlesik del iye uyu glamistir. Th 1 degisk

dalginliklarin yordayicist olarak 6ne ¢ikmis ve birlesik model olasilikta %43,

ihtimalde %26 ve dalginliklarda %44 varyans agiklamistir. Test edilen modeller ve

standardize edilmis beta degerleri figiir 8, 9 ve 10°da verilmistir.

17—

Dalginhk

Tutum .
035
Oznelnorm |- 0l —----- | Olasihk
Sgxx 307
Alglanan /
davramssal kontrol

—

Figiir 8. Dalginliklar i¢in PDT. Noktal1 yollar anlaml1 olmayan iliskileri belirtmektedir.
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Tutum .

Olasihk

Oznel norm A6
5%
Dalginhk

Prototip 54+

olumlulugu /
ihtimal
Prototip
benzerligi

Figiir 9. Dalgmlik icin PIM. Noktal1 yollar anlamli olmayan iliskileri belirtmektedir.

Tuatum P
h 04 L
_,:: - Olasihik
B 00 7 g T
Oznel norm f;-~7" . Al% 7 00
LT 02 31 09*
" e ..
Algilanan AR A1 —4 Dalginlk
dav. kontrol ‘
| — 21%*
1B**
Prototip
olumlulugu / 40%*
benzerligi

Figiir 10. Dalgmlik icin birlesik model. Noktali yollar anlamli olmayan iliskileri
belirtmektedir.

4.3.3. Olumlu Davramslar: Niyet, isteklilik ve Davramisin Yordanmasi
Olumlu davranislara iliskin model testlerinde, PDT, PIM ve birlesik model veriye
iyl uyum saglamistir. Test edilen modeller ve standardize edilmis beta degerleri

Figiir 11, 12 ve 13’de verilmistir. ihlallerden farkli olarak, modeller niyet ve
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isteklilikteki varyansi yliksek diizeyde agiklamasina ragmen, davranista agikladiklari

varyanslar diisiik kalmistir. PDT nin davranista acikladigi varyans %9, PIM’in %15

ve birlesik modelin acikladig1 varyans %15’tir.

davramssal kontrol

Figiir 11. Olumlu davraniglar igin

belirtmektedir.

Oznel norm

Prototip
olumlulugu

Prototip
benzerligi

Tutum .

Tutum “
035
Oznel norm 20%* Niyet
S1%* e 02
Alglanan e

Olumlu davrams

PDT. Noktali yollar anlamli olmayan iligkileri

Sges - Niyet \
19%*
1g¥* 23w IREE
"ol

2%
- 4 ‘2':.“1

06

= Dtentilik e

245+

Olumlu
davrams

Figiir 12. Olumlu davranislar igin PIM. Noktali yollar anlamli olmayan iligkileri

belirtmektedir.
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Tutum Fom e

Oznel norm 18%*
Algilanan |~ S o T Olumlu
dav. kontrol davrams

Prototip
olumlulugu

2T**

o N dstetaik /

.06

Prototip R
benzerligi

Figiir 13. Olumlu davranislar icin birlesik model. Noktal1 yollar anlamli olmayan iliskileri

belirtmektedir.

4.3.4. Dogrudan, Dolayh ve Toplam Etkiler

Dogrudan, dolayli ve toplam etkilerin ilgili analizleri STATA’da hesaplanmustir.
Dogrudan etkiler ayrica test edilen modellere iliskin figiirlerde de verilmistir.
Ihlaller, dalgin davranislar, ve olumlu davramslara iliskin dogrudan, dolayli ve

toplam etki tablolar1 Tablo 5, Tablo 6, ve Tablo 7°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 5

Ihlal davramslar icin dogrudan ve dolayli yol modelleri.

Dogr.
PDT
Tutum A2%*

Oznel norm -.04

ADK 56**
Niyet

PiM
Tutum 04**

Oznel norm  -.02

P. benzerligi .36**
P.

olumlulugu .14**
Isteklilik 32%*
Niyet

Birlesik M.

Tutum .01

Oznel norm .02
ADK 31**

P. benzerligi .26**
P.

olumlulugu .14**
Isteklilik 247%*
Niyet

Niyet
Dol.

A3**

10+

.05**
.08**

07**

Topl.

Dogr.

2%
-.04
56**

04>
-.02
A49**

24%*

32%*

.01
.02
37+

33**

21%*

24%*

A41x*

33**

22%*
31**

30**

Isteklilik

Dol. Topl.

A1x*

33**

22%*
31**

30**

Dogr.

25**
A6**

24%*
S53**
18**

47>

24%*

S1**

10*

Davranis
Dol.

.06**
-.02
26**

.01
.00
30**

21%*

.06**

.00
.00
15**
9%

A7**

02%*

Topl.

.05**
-.03

S1x*
A46**

.01
.00
30**

A5**
59**
18**

.00
.00
29**

9%

A1F*
53**
10*

N =478, *p < .05, ** p <.01. Standardize etki biiyiikliikleri raporlanmistir. Dogr. = Dogrudan;

Dol. = Dolayli; Topl. = Toplam, ADK = Algilanan davranigsal kontrol.
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Tablo 6

Dalginliklar i¢in dogrudan ve dolayli yol modelleri.

PDT

Tutum
Oznel norm
ADK
Niyet
PiM

Tutum
Oznel norm
P. benzerligi
P. olumlulugu
[htimal
Olasilik

Birlesik M.
Tutum
Oznel norm
ADK
P. benzerligi
P. olumlulugu
[htimal

Olasilik

Dogr.

.05
.01

S58**

-.02
-.02
48+
02

5%

-.04
.00
A41**

31x*

.09*

Olasihik

Dol.

.01
.00
.04**

06**

.01

.00

.02*

.03*

Topl.

.05

.01

58**

-.02

-.02

52**

.08

15%**

.03

.00

A1**

33**

.03*

09**

[htimal

Dogr. Dol.

.07

.01

25

36%*

.07

.01

24%*

.36**

Topl.

.07

.01

25

36%*

.07

.01

24%*

.36**

Dogr.

30**

A7

S4**

16**

A1
18**

21%*
A40**

.00

Davranis

Dol.

.01
.00

J0**

.04
.00
22%*
21%*

02**

.03
.00
.00
10**
d4**

.00

Topl.

.01

.00

A40**

A7

.04

.00

22%*

21%*

56**

d6**

.03

.00

A1

28**

35**

A40**

.00

N =473, *p < .05, **p <.01. Standardize etki biiyiikliikleri raporlanmistir. Dogr. = Dogrudan,

Dol. = Dolayli; Topl. = Toplam, ADK = Algilanan davranissal kontrol.
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Tablo 7

Olumlu yaya davraniglart i¢in dogrudan ve dolayli yol modelleri.

PDT
Tutum
Oznel norm
ADK
Niyet

PiM
Tutum
Oznel norm
P. benzerligi
P. olumlulugu
Isteklilik
Niyet

Birlesik M.

Tutum
Oznel norm
ADK
P. benzerligi
P. olumlulugu
Isteklilik

Niyet

20%*

51

25**

23**

2%

28**

.00

2%

A3**

.07

10**

27

Niyet

ol.

.00

.05

07**

.02

.00

.05**

07**

.02

Topl.

.05

20%*

51

.01

30**
29**
4%

28**

.00

A7**

A3**

14%**

2%

27

Dogr.

.01
19**
24

.06

.01

19**

24

.06

Isteklilik

Dol.

Topl.

.01
J9**
24%*

.06

.01

19**

4%

.06

Dogr.

-.02

S1**

27

9%

.01

27**

A18**

Davranis

Dol.

.02
.06**

15

.00
A1x*
2%
.04*

.05**

.00
.08**
07>
09**
.04*

.05**

Topl.

.02

.06**

15

31x*

.00

A1x*

2%

.04*

32**

19+

.00

.08**

.08**

09**

.04*

32%*

18>

N =478, * p < .05, **p < .01. Standardize etki buyiikliikleri raporlanmistir. Dogr. = Dogrudan,

Dol. = Dolayl,

Topl. = Toplam, ADK = Algilanan davranigsal kontrol.
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5. Tartisma

5.1. Genel Tartisma

Bu tezde, ti¢ farkli yaya davraniglariyla iligkili sosyal psikolojik degiskenler planl
davranis teorisi ve prototip isteklilik modeli baglaminda irdelenmistir. Ozellikle,
PDT’yi referans alarak, PIM ve birlesik modellerin ihlal, dalginlik ve olumlu

davranislart yordama giicii incelenmistir.

Daha 6nce yapilan arastirmalar, PDT nin yaya davraniglarini anlamak igin iyi bir

cerceve sundugunu gostermisti. Ote yandan, daha once yapilan calismalar,
davranigsal dl¢iimlere yer vermemisgler ve genellikle ihlallere odaklanmislardi. Bu
yiizden yazinda iki onemli kisithlik olusmustu. Ilk olarak, niyet-davranis iliskisi yaya
davranislarinda incelenememis, ikinci olarak da dalginliklar ve olumlu yaya
davraniglart PDT baglaminda ele alinmamisti. Bu calismada, bu kisitliliklar
giderilmeye calisilmig, PDT ve yol analizi (path analysis) yontemiyle alternatif
modeller karsilastirilmistir. ilerleyen alt boliimlerde, Tiirkge yaya davramislari
olgeginin (TYDO) gegerliligi, PDT ve PIM degiskenlerinin yaya baglamindaki
onemleri, teorik katkilar1 ve uygulamacilar i¢in tavsiyeler ele alinacak; ve son olarak

calismanin kisitliliklar: belirtilecektir.

5.2. Tiirkc¢e Yaya Davranislar Olgegi

Bu galismada, TYDO niin fakt6r yapisinin orijinal dlgekle ayn1 oldugu bulunmus ve
her bir maddenin tek bir boyuta yiiksek yiiklerle yiiklendigi goriismiistiir. Her alt
boyutun giivenilirlik degerleri arzu edilen seviyededir. Bu bulgular, Tiirk yayalarin
Fransiz yayalara benzer bir davranis oriintiisiine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.
Erkeklerin kadinlara nazaran hem faktor diizeyinde, hem de madde diizeyinde daha
fazla ihlal, saldirgan davranis ve dalginlik yaptig1 bulunmustur. Reason ve Hobbs un
(2003) iddiasinin tersine, cinsiyet farkliliklar1 dalginliklarda da goriilmiistiir.
Anlagilan o ki, yaya baglaminda erkeklerin giivensiz davranislara yatkinlig1 sadece

ihlallerle sinirli kalmamaktadir.
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5.2. Planh Davrams, Prototip Isteklilik ve Birlesik Modellerin Yordayicilig

Her ne kadar PDT ve PIM’in yaya davranislariyla fazlasiyla iliskili oldugu goriilmiis
olsa da her davramis icin bilesenler arasi iliskiler farklilagsmaktadir. Uyum
endekslerine gore kisitlilik ilkesi g6z oniine alindiginda PDT nin eldeki veriye en iyi
uyan model oldugu gériilmektedir. Fakat, PIM ve birlesik modeller davranista

aciklanan varyans ac¢isindan PDT’den daha iyi performans gostermislerdir.

5.3.1. PDT’nin yordayicihigi. Yol analizlerine gére PDT ihlallerde niyetin
%39 ve davranisin %42; dalginliklarda niyetin %36 ve davranisin %18; ve olumlu
davraniglarda niyetin %40 ve davranisin %9 oraninda varyansini agiklamaktadir.
Mevcut calismanin PDT ile ilgili bulgulart daha dnceki yaya ¢alismalariyla oldukca
uyumludur (Barton, Kologi ve Siron, 2016; Evans ve Norman, 1998, 2003; Holland
ve Hill, 2007, Xu ve ark., 2013, Zhou ver Horrey, 2010).

PDT degiskenlerinden algilanan davranigsal kontrol en 6nemli yordayici olarak 6ne
cikmaktadir. Daha oOnceki arastirmacilar, karsidan karsiya ge¢gme davranisinin
giinlik ve siradan bir davranis oldugunu (6rn. Barton ve ark., 2017; Evans ve
Norman, 1998), bu yiizden de ihlallerde bulunmanin ¢ogu yetiskin i¢in oldukca
kolay oldugunu onermistir. Bu nedenle bireylerin davranista bulunmasindaki en
onemli belirleyici olarak algilanan davranigsal kontrol 6ne ¢ikmis olabilir. Diger
yandan, tutumlar ve O6znel normlar davranisi tutarli bir sekilde yordamamustir.
Tutumlar, ihlal davranisinda zayif ama anlamli bir yordayici olarak 6ne ¢ikmisken
olumlu davranislarda anlamli yordayicilik gdstermemistir. Oznel normlar ise olumlu
davraniga iligkin niyetlerle orta diizeyde anlamli iligki gostermelerine ragmen, diger

davranisglara iligkin niyetlerle anlaml iliski gostermemistir.

5.3.2. PIM ve birlesik modelin yordayicihigi. PIM ve birlesik model olumlu
davraniglar ve ihlallerde modifikasyonlar yapildiktan sonra veriye iyi uyum
saglamiglardir. Bulgular, biitiin davranislarda istekliligin niyetlerden daha giiglii bir
davranis yordayicist oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica, PIM ve birlesik modeller
PDT’den daha yiiksek diizeyde varyans aciklamustir. Ilging bir sekilde, birlesik

model ve PIM’in agikladiklar varyans neredeyse aymdir. Bu yiizden 2 numarali
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hipotezin desteklendigini sdylemek giictiir. Istekliligin niyetlere gore davranisla
daha giiclii iliskiye sahip olmasi, yaya davranislarinin gerekgeli bir eylem olmaktan

ziyade sosyal-tepkisel olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Isteklilise ek olarak, prototip olumlulugu ve prototip benzerligi de PDT
bilesenlerinden kontrol digindakilerden daha giiclii yordama giicli gostermistir. Bu,
yayalarin davranista bulunan tipik bireylerle 6zdesim kurdugunu ve bu 6zdesimin

hareketleri iizerinde belirleyici rol aldigini isaret etmektedir.

5.4. Teorik Katkilar

Bu tezin teorik katkilarini altt maddede toplamak miimkiindiir. flk olarak, bu ¢alisma
PDT ve PIM’in yaya davranislarin1 anlamamiza yardimci olacak teoriler oldugunu
gdstermistir. Ikinci olarak, istekliligin niyetlerden daha énemli oldugu bulunmustur.
Ucgiincii olarak, dznel normlarin yaya davramslarinda ¢ok da etkili olmadigini
gostererek betimleyici norm ya da ahlaki norm gibi alternatif norm
kavramsallastirmalarinin yaya baglaminda daha agiklayici olabilecegine isaret
etmektedir. Dérdiincii olarak, PIM’in orijinal iddiasinda yer almamasina ragmen,
prototiplerin niyetler lizerinde de anlamli etkiye sahip olduguna isaret etmektedir.
Besinci olarak, YDO’niin Tiirkce adaptasyonu yapilarak dlgegin kiiltiirleraras:
gecerliligine katki yapilmistir. Son olarak, bu tez caligmasi PDT’yi yaya baglaminda
davranigsal oOl¢limlerle iliskili olarak inceleyen ilk c¢aligma olup, niyet-davranis

arasindaki iliskiyi de 6zellikle ihlal davranisgi i¢in géstermistir

5.5. Uygulamaya Doniik Katilar

Bu tezin daha giivenli bir trafik ortami saglanmasi i¢in uygulamacilara yonelik
birtakim katkilar1 vardir. Oncelikle, bulgular prototip algilar1 ve davranigsal
kontroliin niyetler, isteklilik ve davranisin en onemli yordayicilari oldugunu
gostermektedir. Buradan hareketle, miidahale programlarinin geleneksel bicimde
tutumlara ya da 6znel normlara degil, bu bilesenlere odaklanmasi yayalarda davranis

degisikligini hizlandirabilir.
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Ikinci olarak, isteklilik ve algilanan kontroliin giivensiz ve olumlu davranislar icin
cikarimlari bulunmaktadir. Bulgulara gore, insanlardan gilivensiz davranislarda
bulunma firsatini almak ve olumlu davraniglara yonelik kontrol inanglarini
giiclendirmek davranis degisimine yol acabilir. Ote yandan, ozellikle giivensiz
davraniglarda fiziksel bariyer koymak gibi 6nemlerle yayalarin kontrol algilarinm

degistirmek, yayalarin bu davraniglarda bulunmasini biligsel olarak da ketleyebilir.

Bir diger uygulamaya doniik 6neri de belediyelere yonelik olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
Yol altyapisi, yayalarin davranigsal egilimleriyle uyumlu olmalidir. Uyumlu
olmadig1 durumlarda, yayalarin kurala uymasi beklenmemelidir. Ornegin, kirmizi
1s1kta bekleme siiresi yayalar i¢in ¢ok uzunsa, trafikteki bosluklar1 degerlendirip
yayalarin karsiya gegmeye calisma ihtimali artar. Benzer sekilde, yaya gecidi ya da
list gecit yayanin yliriiylis yoluna uygun degilse, erisimi zorsa, yaya o giivenli
gecisleri kullanmak yerine, gilivensiz bir sekilde karsiya gegmeye calisabilir. Bu
yiizden trafik sistemini yayalar goziinden de inceleyip yaya davraniglarina gore
optimize etmek gerekmektedir. Eger optimize etmek miimkiin degilse, bariyerler

yoluyla yayalarin karsiya gecisi engellenmelidir.

Son olarak, yogun yaya trafigi olan alanlarda, kent yoneticilerinin yayalar i¢in uygun
yiiriiyiis alanlarmin  birakildigindan emin olmalar1 gerekir. Ozellikle, bu tiir
bolgelerde kaldirnma park eden araclara miisamaha gosterilmemelidir. Ciinkd,
yayalar1 ara¢ yolundan yliriimeye zorlamak, yayalarin ilerleyen zamanlarda arag
yolundan yiiriimenin kotii bir sey olmadigina dair sarth ifadeler olusturmalarina yol

agabilir.
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APPENDIX D: ETHIC BOARD APPROVAL

UYGULAMALI ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZI "\ ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
AREROETHICERESEAMCHLRITER / MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

DUMLUPINAR BULVAR

ueamdlm

.-s%.-wg‘?gg‘ezasféﬂ Ab

03 MAYIS 2016
Gonderilen: Dog.Dr. Tiirker OZKAN

Psikoloji Boliimii
Gonderen: Prof. Dr. Canan SUMER

insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Bagkani

llgi: Etik Onayi

Sayin Dog.Dr. Tirker OZKAN'In danismanligini yaptigi Basar DEMIR’in  “Yaya ihlallerinin Psikolojik
Belirleyicileri” baslikli aragtirmasi insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun gorilerek gerekli

onay 2016-S0S-090 protokol numarasi ile 28.05.2016-31.12.2016 tarihleri arasinda gecerli olmak
Uzere verilmistir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunarim.

Prof. Dr. Canan SUMER

insan Aragtirmalan Etik Kurulu Bagkani
Prof. Dr. Meliha ALTUNISIK Prof. Dr. Ayha'SOL
IAEK Uyesi ) IAEK Uyesi

Prof. Dr. Mlehmet UTKU Prof. Dr. Ayhar] Giirbiiz DEMIR
IAEK Uyesi IAEK Uyesi

1
Yrd .Dog .Dr. Pindr KAYGAN

- Dog. Dr. Emre SELCUK
IAEK Uyesi IAEK Uyesi
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APPENDIX E: TEZ FOTOKOPISi iZiN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisti

Enformatik Enstittisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi

YAZARIN

Soyadi : DEMIR

Adi : BASAR
Bolimii : PSIKOLOJI

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL
PREDICTORS OF PEDESTRIAN BEHAVIORS

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil stireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHI:
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