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The purpose of this study is to develop a valid and reliable assessment scale
in order to determine protective factors that teachers have. The study was
conducted with 348 primary school teachers teaching at primary schools in
Aydin city Efeler district at 2017-2018 school year, fall semester. In the
study, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis
techniques were used for construct validity of the study. Within the context
of results obtained, the measurement scale developed could be defined as a
valid and reliable measurement scale to be used to determine protective
factors which primary school teachers have.
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Introduction

The most important professional element determining the functioning of education system and the quality
of service provided are teachers. Whether actions to be taken to improve quality will be successful or not will
be shaped depending on motivation and occupational skills of teachers. In order to raise healthy generations
and to be able to achieve success aimed at education, teachers are expected to have characteristics like having
peace in themselves, showing respect for their occupation, cope with difficulties and have characteristics like
being resilient and being open to new ideas (Kirrmoglu, Yildirrm & Temiz, 2010). Teachers should be aware of
the needs of students, create a positive and supportive classroom environment, have critical thinking and be
able to use different instructional techniques in the classroom, find solutions against problems (Beltman,
Mansfield & Price, 2011). Positive work conditions and a work environment based on cooperation and a strong
support from school administration would change school atmosphere especially in disadvantaged schools and
all efforts improving student-teacher relationship would provide benefit in increasing job satisfaction and
productivity of teachers (Gu & Day, 2013). Therefore, it is important to strengthen the teacher, who is the
building block of the system. Strengthening is used for making people working in an institution more energetic
and motivated (Dogan & Kilig, 2008). Strengthening aims individuals to gain necessary information, skills and
belief to cope with problems emerging in work environments (Altinkurt, Turkkas Anasiz & Ekinci, 2016). Short
(1994) states that it is possible to strengthen teachers by involving them in decision making processes, utilizing
from occupational development opprtunities, autonomy and having characteristics, like occupational self-
efficacy. Teachers will gain strength as they acquire new knowledge and experiences and as they transfer these
experiences and abilities to classroom environment.

As a starting point for teacher strengthening studies, it is an important requirement to increase resilience
characteristics of teachers. Resilience means the coping ability of individuals when they face with a problem
(Strumpfer, 2001). When the literature is reviewed, varying definitions of resilience can be found; a process
bringing coping skills against destructive, stressful or challenging life events (Richardson, Neiger, Jensen &
Kumpfer, 1990), the process of self-actualization and maturation (Higgins, 1994), capacity of resisting to
distress and self-perpetuating (Wolin & Wolin, 1993), individual’s ability to recover himself/herself after facing
difficulties, effectively managing stressful and risky conditions (Goldstein and Brooks, 2005), individuals’
successful recovery after negative effects of situations containing risk and ability of reinstatement (Masten,
2001). While the common point of those definitions is individual’s facing with distress and emphasizing the
coping ability with this stress; there are also definitions as being successful, easily adapting to new situations
and the skill of social adaptation (Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000), successful adaptation capacity of the individual
despite difficult or threatening conditions (Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990).

Although the structure of resilience is a structure which has been investigated since 1970s (Luthar, Cicchetti
& Becker, 2000), what attracts attention is that in studies examining resilience especially in the context of
disadvantaged groups and school, the concept of academic resilience is used. Within this context, in school-
based resilience studies, not only strengthening the resilience of the student but also strengthening the
resilience of the teacher along with a whole school approach comes to the forefront (Henderson and Milstein,
2003). Resilience of teacher is defined by Bobek (2002) as a dynamic process arising from the interaction of
teacher and environment over time. In another definition, Patterson, Collins and Abbott (2004) explain teacher
resilience as teachers’ use of occupational skills effectively despite difficult conditions in order to reach the
purposes of the school. Day and Gu (2014) explain that teacher resilience is not only a capacity to cope with
difficult conditions but also has a meaning of having characteristics necessary for strong commitment to
occupation, occupational self-efficacy and motivation to encourage students for achievement. Brunetti (2006)
defines teacher resilience as teachers’ continual commitment towards teaching process despite difficult
conditions. Henderson and Milstein (2003) describe teacher resilience as coping with stressful conditions and
capacity for adaptation, being able to improve social, academic and occupational competence when facing with
stressful conditions or under daily life stresses.

Studies related to resilience emphasize the necessity of investigating the risk factors that caus the negative
conditions in which the person faces and the protective factors which help the individual remain standing
under difficult conditions (Kumpfer, 1999; Luthar, Cicchetti & Becker, 2000; Rutter, 1990). Risk factors are
described as stressful situations increasing the possibility of emergence of negative conditions (Kumpfer, 1999;
Richardson, Neiger, Jensen & Kumpfer, 1990; Richman & Fraser, 2001). Risk factors could be biological or
genetic, but they can also arise from environmental factors and could also be the combination of both factors
(Richman & Fraser, 2001). Low socioeconomic level, poverty, domestic pressure and violence, educational level
of parents, structural disorders and disease symptoms in parents, premature birth, divorce, maltreatment,
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parenting at an early age, homelessness, natural disaster or war can be given as examples of risk factors
(Masten, 2001; 2014; Rutter, 1990; Werner & Smith, 1992; 2001). As examples of risk factors teachers face
with; disadvantaged students, negative student behaviors, having difficulty in classroom management, non-
supportive administration, insufficiency of equipment, negative relationships with parents of students and
colleagues, disadvantaged geographical location of the school, heavy work load and insufficient time can be
given (Beltman, Mansfield & Price, 2011; Day, 2012; Kaldi, 2009; Sinclair, 2008).

In resilience approaches, the focus point is on the description of protective factors which help to protect
individuals from negative effects of risk factors (Masten, Cutuli, Herbers & Reed, 2007). Protective factors are
described as situations which decrease negative effects of risk factors, increase welfare in stressful and tough
living conditions (Kiplinger & Browne, 2014) and at the same time developing healthy adaptation and
competences of individual (Masten, 1994). Individual characteristics which can be approached as protective
factors are characteristics like social competence, communication skills, sense of humor, internal locus of
control, self-efficacy, problem solving skills, autonomy, sense of future and purpose (Benard, 2004; Giirgan,
2006; Henderson & Milstein, 2003; Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990; Rutter, 1985; Waters & Sroufe, 1983).
Protective factors other than individual characteristics and related to the environment of the individual can be
given under the headings of family, school and society (Dryden, Johnson, Howard & McGuire, 1998; Masten,
Best & Garmezy, 1990; Rutter, 1985; Werner & Smith, 1992; 2001). According to Howard and Johnson (2004),
commitment to the institution, belief in self-efficacy, support of family, friend, colleague and administration
function as protective factors in teachers. Behaviors of administration and the work environment are stated to
have protective roles in the sustainability of teacher resilience (Brunetti, 2006; Riolli & Savicki, 2003). In easily
recovering from difficult conditions teachers face and their successful adaptation to changes, mutual
supportive personal, occupational and peer/colleague relationships play an important role (Sammons, Day,
Kington, Gu, Stobart & Smees, 2007). According to Howard and Johnson (2004), protective factors which affect
the lives of teachers have a learnable, sustainable and improvable characteristic. Teachers can have job
satisfaction and fulfill their responsibilities by this way (Brunetti, 2006).

The Necessity to Develop Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers

When related literature is reviewed, it can be seen that existing measurement tools focus on adults, family,
bilateral relations (couples relationships) or students and there are resilience measurement tools focusing on
the investigation of structure of resilience and can be used culturally in child and adolescent studies
(Arastaman, 2011; Aydogan, Terzi, Esici & Tomar, 2012; Gizir & Aydin, 2006; Ozcan, 2005), in couples and
families (Aydogan, 2014; Kaner & Bayrakl, 2010), in adults (Baruth & Carroll, 2002; Basim & Cetin, 2011;
Connor & Davidson, 2003; Glrgan, 2006; Savi Cakar, Karatas & Cakir, 2014; Terzi, 2006; Wagnild & Young,
1993). However, the measurement tools towards improving resilience characteristics of teachers are little if
any (Tagay & Demir, 2016).

In order for individuals to be successful in their occupational and private lives, it is important to know risks
and protective factors they have to show resilience characteristics. In this way, negative effects of risk factors
could be reduced; protective factor characteristics can be improved. Although there are no certain criteria that
could be used when defining a variable as a risk factor or as a protective factor, it can be seen that both
concepts are approached from individual, familial or environmental frames and their classifications look like
each other (Coleman & Hagell 2007). Cognitive, affective, environmental and social characteristics of the
individual all affect each other and they have a common effect on resilience (Hjemdal, 2007; Werner & Smith,
2001). In many studies, researchers mention about positive effects of individual, familial and social protective
factors under difficult conditions by taking ecological approach into consideration (Fraser, 1997; Pinheiro,
2006; Werner & Smith, 2001). Ecological system approach emphasizes reciprocal interaction of inner and outer
forces affecting behaviors of individuals (Danis, 2006). According to ecological model, in defining the concept of
resilience, environmental/social factors like family and friends take an important place (Ungar, 2013). Ungar
(2012) laid emphasis on approaching resilience with its individual, familial and social dimensions and stated
that the most effective way for the development of the individual is to understand the relationship between
the individual and the environment she/he lives in. Bronfenbrenner (1979) stresses the importance of planning
studies based on ecological approach towards increasing the resilience of individuals by taking into
consideration their values, attitudes and perceptions. Benard (2004) proposes that studies aiming to increase
resilience should be made by taking the interaction of individuals’ self-control mechanisms with environment
into account. It is necessary to determine factors affecting student-teacher resilience and providing a school
atmosphere that will improve this characteristic in order to obtain an effective education (Arastaman, 2011).
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It is obvious that based on the explanations in the related literature, when the social/ecological dimension
of the school is taken into account, interventions and approaches aiming to strengthen teachers could have an
effect directly on students. Accordingly, it is thought that strengthening both individual and environmental
resources of teachers would make an important buffering effect against negative effects of risks at school while
working under difficult circumstances and working with disadvantaged groups. In interventions towards
increasing teacher resilience, it is crucial to determine teachers’ past negative experiences or negative
consequences they are in at present and protective factors that help them cope with those negative
circumstances. In order to investigate and determine the variables which affect life quality of teachers in
individual, institutional and occupational dimensions, it was needed to develop a measurement tool. In this
respect, it is expected from the measurement tool to help determine protective factors which teachers have
and lead the way through increasing resilience for any interaction. The purpose of this study is to develop a
valid and reliable measurement tool in order to determine protective factors that the teachers have within the
context of cultural characteristics.

Method
In this study, the descriptive survey model was used. Survey models are research approaches aiming to
describe a situation or event much the same (Karasar, 2010). The descriptive survey model is a research model
examining the current situations and characteristics of events or entities under their own conditions (Kaptan,
1998). The information about participants, data collection tools and process steps of the study are presented
below.

Participants

The population of the study includes classroom teachers working at primary schools in Efeler District, Aydin
city center. While determining the sample size, the following dimensions were taken into account: When the
sample size is under 300, it should be 5-10 times more than the number of items, when the sample size
exceeds 300, stable results are achieved (Kass & Tinsley, 1979; cited in Can, 2016). Tabachnick and Fidell (1996)
suggest a sample size including at least 300 samples for factor analysis. As a result, reaching at least 300
teachers was aimed and without choosing a sample, the whole population was tried to reach. Totally, 348
teachers were included in the study. Primary school teachers were informed about the study and their consent
was obtained. Personal information about participant teachers was given in Table 1.
Table 1.
Personal Information about Participants.

f % X sd
Gender Female 196 56.30
Male 136 39.10
Total 332 95.40
Age 20-30 age 15 4.30
31-40 age 75 21.60
41-50 age 143 41.10 45.30 .90
51-60 age 96 27.60
Over the age of 61 11 3.20
Total 340 97.70
Professional 0-10 years 27 7.80
seniority 11-20 years 79 22.70
21-30 years 117 33.60 23.10 .94
31-40 years 68 19.50
Over 41 years 5 1.40
Total 296 85.10

When Table 1 is reviewed, in the category of gender, 196 of 332 respondent teachers (56.30 %) were
female, 136 (39.10 %) of them were male. When the age group is reviewed, the distribution is as follows;
between 20-30 age range there are 15 respondents (4.30 %), between 31-40 age range there are 75
respondents (21.60 %), between 41-50 age range there are 143 respondents (41.10 %), between 51-60 age
range there are 96 respondents (27.60 %) and over the age of 61, there are 11 respondents (3.20 %). The mean
age of the participants is x=45.30 and standard deviation is ss=.90. The professional seniority of teachers show
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a distribution as follows; between 0-10 years, there are 27 students (7.80 %), between 11-20 years there are 79
teachers (22.70%), between 21-30 years there are 117 teachers (33.60 %), between 31-40 years there are 68
teachers (19.50 %) and over 41 years there are 5 teachers (1.40 %). Mean professional seniority of participants
is X=23.10 and standard deviation is ss=.94. In the Risk Form applied to participants, there are possible risk
conditions teachers can face in their occupational life. Participants are asked to define risky conditions they
face if there any. The distribution of participants’ answers to the risky conditions they faced in the past about
their occupation is given in Table 2.

Table 2.
Risky Conditions the Teachers Faced in the Past about Their Occupation.
f %
District that threats the security 176 24.40
The school in a disadvantaged position 120 16.60
The students in a disadvantaged situation 97 13.40
The students speaking different languages 90 12.40
A long period of unemployment 69 19.50
Serious problems with parents of students 58 9.50
Serious problems with their colleagues 40 5.50
Frequent change in their place of duty 20 2.70
Damage to personal belongingness by students 20 2.70
Serious conflicts with school administration 9 1.20
Experiencing official investigation 6 .80
Violence from students 5 .60
Total 721 100

When Table 2 is examined, 176 teachers (24.40 %) stated that they worked in a district that threats the
security of teachers. While 120 teachers (16.60 %) stated that the school they work as a teacher has a
disadvantaged position, 97 teachers (13.40 %) stated that there are disadvantaged students in their school and
90 teachers (12.40 %) stated that there are students speaking different languages in their school. 69 teachers
(19.50 %) stated that they experienced a long period of unemployment, 58 (9.50 %) teachers stated they
experienced serious problems with parents of students and 40 (5.50 %) teachers said that they experienced
serious problems with their colleagues. In addition, teachers stated problems like frequent change in their
place of duty (20, 2.70 %), damage to personal belongingness by students (20, 2.70 %), serious conflicts with
school administration (9, 1.20 %), experiencing official investigation (6, .80 %) and experiencing violence from
students (5, .60 %).

Data Collection Tools

In this study, Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers, Risk Form and Personal Information Form
were used as data collection tools. The process steps related to development of the scale and information
about Risk Form and Personal Information Form are presented below:

The Process Steps
In the development process of the Protective Factor Scale, the steps taken are given below:
1. Description of the concept to be measured: Within the scope of this study, protective factor for teachers is
defined conceptually as characteristics which help teachers actualize their occupational purposes and minimize
the effects of negative work circumstances. In this research study, research findings explaining resilience in
teachers (Beltman, Mansfield & Price, 2011; Brunetti, 2006; Day, 2012; Day & Gu, 2014; Gu &Day, 2013;
Henderson & Milstein, 2003; Kaldi, 2009; Riolli & Savicki, 2003; Sinclair, 2008) in literature were used as a base
in defining protective factor characteristics of teachers.
2. Determining the purpose of measurement tool: The scale developed within the scope of the study aims to
determine protective factors that teachers possess.
3. Generating the item pool: While generating the item tool, first of all, protective factor characteristics which
teachers could have were screened using related literature within the scope of an ecological approach (Benard,
2004; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Ungar, 2012; 2013).

In the second phase, the measurement tools assessing protective factors were investigated. In this phase,
studies on related concepts like protective factors, risk factors, resilience, psychological resilience,
psychological hardiness, strength to recover and measurement tools used in these studies were investigated. In
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this context, Resilience Scale developed by Wagnild and Young (1993), Bruth Protective Factors Inventory
developed by Bruth and Carroll (2002), Connor and Davidson Resilience Scale (2003), California Resilience Scale
High School Verison adapted to Turkish by Ozcan (2005), Resilience Scale developed by Giirgan (2006), Child
and Youth Resilience Scale-CYRM 28 adapted by Aydogan, Terzi, Cakir and Tomar (2012), Student Resilience
Scale developed by Arastaman (2011), Family Resilience Scale developed by Kaner and Bayrakh (2010),
Psychological Resilience Scale for Adults developed by Friborg et. al. (2003) and adapted to Turkish by Basim
and Cetin (2011), Relational Resilience Scale developed by Aydogan (2014), Adult Resilience Scale developed by
Ryan and Caltabiano (2009) and adapted to Turkish by Savi Cakar, Karatas and Cakir (2014), Occupational
Resilience Scale developed by Tagay and Demir (2016) were utilized in the study.

In the third phase, the protective factors were tried to be described via interviews with teachers. 5 primary

school teachers were interviewed. In choosing teachers for interviews, having risk factors like working in
disadvantaged districts, having been investigated before were determined as criteria. Teachers were asked
about what kind of difficulties they have had in their lives and how they have coped with those difficulties.
According to the answers teachers gave, item writing process took place taking into account the difficulties
they have experienced, their coping methods and individual characteristics they have. After completing these
phases, the item pool constituted was placed logically according to literature and sent for expert opinion.
4. Expert Opinion: The content validity, comprehensibility and appropriateness of the items which took place in
the item pool, were investigated by expert opinions. The content validity is described as making a decision
about the representation level of the measurement tool (Tan, 2014, p.188); it is the indicator of whether the
items of a measurement tool are sufficient or not in terms of quantity and quality for measuring what is aimed
to be measured and it can be evaluated with expert opinion (Blyukoztiirk, 2012). For this purpose, opinions of
one assessment and evaluation, two psychological counselling and guidance, one Turkish education and five
curriculum development experts were obtained. In accordance with expert opinions, some items were
excluded from the scale and some items were edited. For example; items of “I can lead forth my students” and
“I feel confident about my occupational skills” were excluded and instead of the item “I have difficulty in
classroom management”, item “l may have difficulty in classroom management” was replaced. The draft scale
prepared was transformed into a 53-item form.

The evaluation of the items in the scale was made appropriate to a 7-point Likert type and graded as
follows; 1: strongly disagree, 2: disagree, 3: mildly disagree, 4: neither agrees nor disagrees, 5: mildly agree, 6:
agree, 7: strongly agree. 7-point Likert type was chosen because in the studies of Preston and Colman (2000),
scales including 2, 3 or 4 choices were found to have least, scales including 5 to 6 choices were found to have
middle and scales consisting of 7-10 choices were found to have highest validity, reliability and user choice
value.

An instruction including why the scale was prepared and answering choices were added and a draft scale
form was obtained. Together with the prepared scale form, Personal Information Form and Risk Form, in order
to determine the risk conditions which teachers have in their own lives were applied to the teachers.

Personal Information Form: In the Personal Information Form, which was prepared by the researchers of the
study, there are questions about gender, age, professional seniority, years of working at the school they are
currently working.

Risk Form: In the Risk Form developed by the researchers, there are risk conditions teachers could face in their
occupational lives. Participants are demanded to state the risky conditions they face if there is any. In order to
make them state how much they are influenced from each condition, a gradation was made (1: did not affect,
2: affected mildly, 3: neither affected nor not affected, 4: affected, 5: affected very much).

5. Conducting Trial Application: In order to conduct trial application of the 53-item draft prepared together
with the Personal Information Form and Risk Form in fall semester of the 2017-2018 education year, focus
group discussions were carried out with eight teachers doing doctorate at Adnan Menderes University
Curriculum and Teaching Doctoral Program. The articipants mainly consisted of primary school teachers.
Teacher interviews lasted about 30 minutes. Teachers were required to read and evaluate the draft form
carefully and according to their suggestions, the items which were difficult to understand were corrected. For
instance, in the Risk Form, some examples were added for some of the items, the statement “l am appreciated
by my students’ parents” was changed into “l win recognition of my students’ parents.”

6. Carrying out the actual application: This application was carried out on 348 primary school teachers. It was
targeted to make the data collection process in all primary schools taking place in Aydin city Efeler district and
totally 21 primary schools were included. All teachers in these schools were tried to reach by face to face
interactions or via school administrators.
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Data Analysis

The prepared draft scale form was applied to 354 primary school teachers working at primary schools of
Aydin city Efeler district in the fall semester of 2017-2018 education year. In the analysis of obtained data, SPSS
23.0 and AMOS 22.0 statistics package programs were used. 5 scales which were detected to be filled up
incompletely, wrongly or randomly were excluded from the study. By doing missing data analysis, the data was
completed with the method of mean value assignment. In order to examine outliers from data, the scores were
transferred into Z scores. A value out of a Z score between -3 and +3 range was excluded. As a result of
excluding totally 6 participants from the study, analyses were conducted with 348 participants. In order to test
validity of the scale, exploratory factor analysis and confirmative factor analysis were conducted. For criterion
validity, General Self-Efficacy Scale and the Pearson correlation coefficient in between were calculated and in
order to test reliability, Cronbach Alpha inner consistency coefficient was found and for test-retest reliability,
Pearson correlation coefficient between two calculations was calculated.

Findings
Findings Related to Construct Validity of Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers

The relevance of the research sample and for factor analysis were examined with Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
and Barlett Sphericity test. In order to evaluate the relevance of data structure for factor analysis, KMO is
expected to be over 0.60. The significance of chi-square statistic calculated is an indicator of the relevance of
data matrix (Blyukoztirk, 2012, p.126). The values obtained from the research is as follows; Kaiser Meyer Olkin
= .92, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity = 9799.75, df=1378. p=.00. In the light of this information, it can be said that
the data obtained is significant. The factors emerged out of the study were subjected to axis rotation. After
rotating the axis, while the load of items over a factor increases, their loads on other factors decrease. In this
way, they find items giving them high correlation and factors can be interpreted more easily (Blytkoéztirk,
2012, p.126). In order to determine factor structure related to the scale, principal components analysis and as a
rotation method, varimax out of vertical rotation methods were chosen.

In exploratory factor analysis, the principal components analysis out of the most used factoring techniques
was utilized. In determining the factor structure of the scale; the factor load value that is .45 or over, difference
between two load values that is at least .10, and eigenvalue of each factor at least 1 were taken into account
(Baylkoztirk, 2012 p.124-125). Besides that, some items were excluded from the scale because of their
insufficiency in terms of number under a factor (i13, i26) or placing the item under a theoretically inappropriate
dimension (i3, i33).

As a result of exploratory factor analysis based on these information, totally 35 items which were not
suitable to the criteria above or inconsistent with each other in terms of meaning or content were excluded
from the scale and the factor analysis was repeated. The scale emerged after exploratory factor analysis
consists of 18 items and explains 62.40 % of the total variance and consists of 4 dimensions. The scree plot
graphic of the scale can be seen in Figure 1.

Eigenvalue

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 a 3 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Component Number
Figure 1. Scree plot

The first dimension explains 20.40 of the total variance about the scale, the second dimension explains
15.07 % of the total variance related to scale, the third dimension explains 13.90 % of the total variance related
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to the scale and the fourth dimension explains 13.01 % of the total variance related to the scale. In multi-
dimensional research designs, it is accepted as sufficient for the explained variance to be in between 40 % and
60 % (Tavsancil, 2005). Within this frame, it could be seen that the contribution of the described factor to total
variance is sufficient. Their factor loads range from .47 to .83. As a result of exploratory factor analysis, in the
four factor scale, the distribution of items to factors was analyzed in terms of content and by taking expert
opinions into account they were named as individual characteristics, job satisfaction, institutional commitment
and perception of administrative support. The findings related to exploratory factor analysis are presented in
Table 3.

Table 3.
Findings Related to Exploratory Factor Analysis.
Individual Job Institutional Perception of Administrative
Dimensions Characteristics  Satisfaction Commitment Support
item35 .83
item34 77
item32 .59
item44 .79
item50 72
item19 .50
item17 .79
item39 A7
item18 .82
item23 .64
item31 .73
item48 .73
item51 .73
item24 .58
item12 77
item22 72
item4 .70
item11 .62
Explained Variance 20.40 15.07 13.90 13.01

Total Variance Explained: 62.40

In order to test four-factor structure obtained from Exploratory Factor Analysis, confirmatory factor analysis
was conducted. The first value to be investigated in the structure emerging as a result of the analysis is p-value.
Although this value is not desired to be significant, p value is usually significant because of the excess of the
number of samples or variables (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Buytikoztirk, 2010). Therefore, other goodness of fit
indices should be examined. When the ratio of chi-square value to the degree of freedom ( x?/sd) is examined,
this ratio is found as 3.54. If this ratio is in the range of 0-2, it means an excellent fit, if it is between 2 to 3, it
means a good fit and if it is between 3 to 5 it means an average (acceptable) fit (Cokluk et. al., 2010; Hooper,
Coughlan & Mullen, 2008). GFI and CFl value was found as .88, RMSEA value is found as .086. Although these
values are in an acceptable range (Hu & Bentler, 1999), in order to make factor structure fit better,
modification suggestions were examined. Modification suggestions give clues related to executable corrections
for the model to fit better (Kline, 2011, Meydan & Sesen, 2015). When the suggestions are examined,
appropriately to the theoretical structure, correction suggestions came up among error terms of some items
under the first factor (el and e2, el and e5) and among error terms of some items under the second factor (e7
and e9, e8 and el10) and a correction process was conducted. As a result of renewed confirmatory factor
analysis, four-factor structure is presented in Figure 2:
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis model

When values related to the model emerged after confirmative factor analysis were investigated, it was
found that correlation values range between .43 and .85 between items and the factors they are related with.
Goodness of fit indices related to the model (Bayram, 2013; Byrne, 1998; Cokluk et. al., 2010; Hooper et al.,
2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011; MacCallum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) is presented in Table 4:

Table 4.
Findings Related to Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
Statistics Perfect fit Good fit Pre-modification values Post-modification values
X2 /sd 0< x 2/sd<2 2<x 2/sd<3 3.54 2.95
RMSEA O<RMSEA<.05 .05<RMSEA<.08 .08 .07
GFI .95< GFI .90< GFI .88 .90
AGFI .90<AGFI<1 .85<AGFI<.90 .84 .85
IFI .95<IFI .90<IFI .88 91
CFI .95<CFI .90<CFI .88 91

P value of the model obtained as a result of confirmative factor analysis is significant at .00 level. x?/sd ratio
of the model was found as 2.95 (368.91/125 = 2.95). In this framework, because x2/sd ratio is under 3, it can
be said that the fit is at an appropriate level. When RMSEA is examined, a fit index at .07 level is obtained.
Because RMSEA is under .08, it is possible to evaluate fit as good (Cokluk et. al., 2010). A GFl value at .90 means
good fit and an AGFI value at .85 means an acceptable level of fit (Kline, 2011; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). IFI
and CFl values were calculated as .91 and their fit is accepted as good (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011).

Findings Related to Criterion Validity of Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers

In order to test the criterion validity, General Self-efficacy Scale adapted into Turkish by Aypay (2010) was
used. The relationship of the scale with the General Self-efficacy Scale was examined. The correlation values
between Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers and General Self-efficacy Scale are presented at
Table 5.
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Table 5.
The Correlation Values Between Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers and General Self-efficacy
Scale.

Individual Job Institutional Perception of Protective Factor
Characteristics  Satisfaction Commitment Administrative Scale Total
Support
General Self-efficacy e 3% 18 22% 35*
Scale
p<.01*

Pearson correlation coefficient between mean scores of these two scales was found significant with r=.35,
p<.01. This result means that this scale has a positive and significant relationship with General Self-efficacy
Scale. The highest level of correlation among dimensions was found (r=.44, p<.01) with sub-dimension of
individual characteristics of the scale. Positive, low and significant correlations were found with job satisfaction
sub-dimension at r=.23, p<.01, with institutional commitment sub-dimension at r=.18, p<.01 and with
administrative support dimension at r=.22, p<.01. Absolute value of the correlation coefficient between .70-
1.00 is defined as a high level correlation, between .70-.30 is defined as an average correlation and between
.30-.00 is defined as a low level of correlation (Blyukoztirk, 2012).

Findings Related to the Reliability of Protective Factor Scale for Primary School Teachers

In order to calculate the inner consistency of the scale, Cronbach Alpha values of the total scale and its sub-
dimensions and item total score coefficients were calculated. Cronbach alpha inner consistency coefficient was
calculated as .87 for the total score, .86 for the first sub-dimension, .74 for the second sub-dimension, .78 for
the third dimension and .72 for the fourth dimension. When corrected item total correlation was examined for
each item, it was seen that they ranged between .33 and .67. It can be asserted about item total score
correlation that the items at .30 or over can differentiate individuals at a desirable level (Blyukoéztiirk, 2012,
p.183).

Four weeks after the first application of the scale, it was applied to 38 teachers once again and test-retest
reliability coefficient was calculated for both tests. Test retest reliability coefficient was found .96. This
coefficient is expected to be over .80 or with a more flexible approach, not to be under .70 (Alpar, 2010).
Between two applications, when pearson correlation coefficients were examined for dimensions, it was found
.96 (p<.01) for the first sub-dimension, .98 (p<.01) for the second dimension, .94 (p<.01) for the third
dimension and .97 (p<.01) for the fourth sub-dimension. Thus, despite the time period passed, findings
obtained from the individuals were found to be consistent. Starting from these findings, it can be asserted that
the scale obtained is sufficiently reliable.

Validity and reliability analysis results of the scale show that the scale can be a measurement tool that can
be used to determine protective factors primary school teachers have. The scale consists of 18 items and has a
four-factor structure. These factors are named as individual characteristics (occupational self-perception and
perception of competence), job satisfaction, institutional commitment/belongingness, perception of
administrative support. The scale is a 7-point Likert-type degraded as 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
The lowest possible score of the scale is 18 and the highest possible score of the scale is 126. tem examples of
the dimensions are presented in Table 6:

Table 6.
Item Examples from the Scale.
Individual Characteristics: Occupational Self- | feel confident about my abilities. (item 44)
Perception and Perception of Competence | like the characteristics | have. (item 50)
Job Satisfaction | believe that the job | chose is appropriate to my personal
characteristics. (item 17)
I would choose the same job if | had to. (item 39)

Institutional Commitment/Belongingness | feel myself belonging to the school | work. (item 24)
| feel myself peaceful at my school. (item 51)
Perception of Administrative Support | receive feedback from school administration so that | can

improve myself. (item 4)
| feel fair when tasks are distributed at my school. (item 12)
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Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool in order to determine the
protective factors primary school teachers have. As a result of the analyses conducted, it was found that the
scale presents a four-factor-construct. These factors are titled as individual characteristics (occupational self-
perception and perception of competence), job satisfaction, institutional commitment/belongingness,
perception of administrative support. When similar measurement tools are examined, it can be seen that in
Resilience Scale developed by Giirgan (2006), an eight factor structure is noticeable including being strong,
being assertive, being optimistic, developing relationships, foresight, attaining goals, leading and being
investigator. In Bruth Protective Factors Inventory developed by Baruth and Carroll (2002), a four-protective-
factor- construct emerged including agreeable personality, supportive environment, less stress factors and
balancing experiences. In Psychological Resilience Scale for Adults adapted into Turkish by Basim and Cetin
(2011) consists of six sub-dimensions including self-perception, sense of future, structural style, social
competence, familial adjustment and social resources.

Individual characteristics dimension emerged in the scale structure (occupational self-perception and
perception of competence) come out as an important factor in teachers’ coping with stress and difficulties they
experience in school. In many research studies, it is emphasized that individual characteristics play an
important role in increasing resilience of individuals and individual characteristics like self efficacy, problem
solving skills and social competence have protective factor characteristics (Benard, 2004; Giirgan, 2006;
Henderson & Milstein, 2003; Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990). Teachers’ perception of competence related to
the occupation also functions as a protective factor to increase teacher resilience (Day & Gu, 2014; Howard &
Johnson, 2004). Perception of high competence about teaching and having self-confidence about teaching skills
also play an important role in teacher resilience (Mansfield, Beltman, Price & McConney, 2012). Tschannen-
Moran, Woolfolk Hoy and Hoy (1998) argues that whether it depends on an objective evaluation or not, when
teachers believe that they have effective teaching skills, their perception of professional competence and their
commitment to occupation becomes stronger.

Another sub-dimension of the scale appears as job satisfaction. Stanford (2001) states that resilient
teachers are individuals whose job satisfaction is high and can get support from the people around them.
According to Youssef and Luthans (2007), there are significant relationships between resilience and job
satisfaction. It is crucial for teachers to establish satisfying relationships in their job and in their family life to
get pleasure out of life and to look at the future with hope in order to have resilient individual characteristics
(Irmak & lIzgar, 2015). Teachers whose job satisfaction are high have a positive classroom climate and can cope
with difficult conditions more easily (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008).

It is supported by some studies that institutional commitment/belongingness characteristic, which is
another sub-dimension, functions as a protective factor. These studies reflect that there is a significant
relationship at the same direction between resilience of individuals and their institutional commitment (Geng,
2014; Howard & Johnson, 2004; Yelboga, 2006; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). It is argued that resilient individuals
can cope more easily with stressful conditions they face and their sense of commitment to their institutions will
be higher (Cetin & Basim, 2011).

Another factor structure emerging from the scale is the perception of administrative support. In many
studies, it is emphasized that teachers’ being in supportive relationships with their colleagues and
administration in the schools they work has a promoting effect on their occupational lives (Brunetti, 2006; Gu
& Day, 2013; Riolli & Savicki, 2003; Sammons, Day, Kington, Gu, Stobart & Smees, 2007). Howard and Johnson
(2004), in their studies, stated that teachers share not only their problems but also their life experiences with
their colleagues with whom they established a supportive relationship and this makes them feel relaxed during
the day and cope with the stress more easily. Tait (2008) underlines that social and emotional support and
communication skills have great importance in minimizing the negative effects of stress and developing
resilience. Sezgin (2012) states that teachers can show a higher level of resilience in a school environment that
ensures them to participate in decision making processes, based on trust and cooperation is supported.

In order to test the criterion validity, the relationship of the scale with the General Self-Efficacy Scale was
investigated and it was found that the scale had a positive and significant relationship with the General Self-
Efficacy Scale. The highest relationship between dimensions was about individual characteristics sub-
dimension. Because self-efficacy is an individual characteristic which has a protective function, it is an expected
result that it presents a higher relationship with individual characteristics. For the criterion validity, General
Self-Efficacy Scale was used because in many studies self-efficacy presents a protective function and self-
efficacy is higher in resilient individuals (Benard, 2004; Castro, Kelly & Shih, 2009; Gizir, 2004; Girgan, 2006;

93



Nurtag Ustiindag, Didem Aydogan, Ruken Akar Vural — Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari Dergisi, 8(1), 2018, 83-110

Henderson & Milstein, 2003; Masten, 2014; Masten, Hubbard, Gest, Tellegen, Garmezy & Ramirez, 1999;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Tait, 2008; Terzi, 2008).

When the analyses related to reliability of the scale were investigated, Cronbach alpha inner consistency
coefficient was found .87; test-retest reliability coefficient is found .96. As a result, it can be stated that the
scale obtained is a valid and reliable measurement tool for determining the protective factors teachers have.

In spite of the negativities teachers could face, resilience has an important function in ensuring
communication between teachers and their students, maintaining the education successfully and high
occupational performance teachers attain (Ocak & Guler, 2017). Just as mentioned in the literature, the
resilience of individuals is affected by many individual, familial and environmental factors. Individual and
occupational protective factor characteristics which they have are important in increasing resilience of
teachers. Therefore, in determining these characteristics of teachers, the developed measurement tool can be
used. It is thought to be important to develop programs which will increase teachers’ protective factor
characteristics and resilience, to conduct studies which reinforce teachers and to use measurement tools
developed to evaluate efficiency of those programs and studies.

Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Studies

This study was conducted with teachers working at primary schools in Aydin city Efeler district. Within the
scope of validity studies of the measurement tool which is planned to be developed, exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses were conducted with the same sample. Validity and reliability results obtained
from the study are limited to the sample of the study. Repeating validity and reliability analyses in studies
which will be conducted with teachers working in different branches and working conditions would contribute
to the understanding of teachers’ protective factor characteristics and conceptual structure of the teacher
resilience and to the increment of availability of the measurement tool.

The difficulty experienced in achieving teachers is another limitation of the study. In the study, it was aimed
to reach all primary schools in Aydin city Efeler district and about five hundreds forms were given to the
primary school teachers at 21 primary schools. While responses from some teachers were obtained through
face to face application of the scale and answers were taken spontaneously, others were reached through
school administrations. In both situations, some of the forms returned unanswered. Therefore, encouraging
teacher participation in studies regarding teachers might increase the efficiency of these studies. Finally,
although parent and student relationships are seen as an important dimension affecting occupational
motivation of teachers, no dimension measuring this characteristic emerged in the scale. So, the measurement
tools which will to be developed might focus on shareholder interactions.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris

Egitim sisteminin isleyisini ve verilen hizmetin niteligini belirleyen en 6nemli profesyonel 6ge
ogretmenlerdir. Niteligin gelistiriimesi i¢in atilacak adimlarin basariya ulasip ulasmamasi 6gretmenlerin
motivasyonlari ve mesleki becerilerine bagl olarak sekillenmektedir. Saghkli bireyler yetistirebilmek ve egitim
ogretimde hedeflenen basarilara ulasabilmek icin 6gretmenlerin kendileriyle barisik olmalari, mesleklerine
saygl duymalari, zorluklarla miicadele etmeleri, dayanikl, yeniliklere agik olma gibi 6zellikler tasimalari beklenir
(Kinmoglu, Yildinm & Temiz, 2010). Ogretmenler; dgrencilerin ihtiyaclarinin farkina varabilmeli, olumlu ve
destekleyici bir sinif ortami olusturabilmeli, elestirel diistinebilmeli ve sinifta farkli 6gretim tekniklerini
kullanabilmeli, problemlere ¢6ziim yollar gelistirebilmelidir (Beltman, Mansfield & Price, 2011). Olumlu ¢alisma
kosullari ve isbirligine dayanan calisma ortami ve gicli yonetim destegi, Ozellikle dezavantajli konumda
bulunan okullardaki okul iklimini ve 6grenci 6gretmen iliskisini gelistirici cabalarin tim{ 6gretmenlerin is
tatminini ve verimliligini artirmaya yarar saglamaktadir (Gu & Day, 2013). Bu nedenle sistemin yapitasi olan
o6gretmeni giglendirmek onemlidir. Gliglendirme, bir kurumda galisanlarin daha enerjik hale getirilmesi, motive
edilmesi anlaminda kullaniimaktadir (Dogan & Kilig, 2008). Guglendirme, bireylerin ¢alistiklari ortamlarda
ortaya c¢itkan sorunlarin Ustesinden gelmek igin gerekli bilgi, becerilere ve inanca sahip olmalarini
amaclamaktadir (Altinkurt, Ttirkkas Anasiz & Ekinci, 2016). Short (1994), 6gretmenlerin gii¢clendirilmesinin karar
alma sirecine katilim, mesleki gelisim olanaklarindan yararlanma, 6zerklik ve mesleki 6zyeterlik gibi 6zelliklere
sahip olmasiyla mimkin oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ogretmenler, yeni bilgi ve deneyimler edindikce, bu
deneyimleri ve yeteneklerini sinif ortamina aktardikca giiglenecektir.

Ogretmen giiclendirme ¢alismalari icin gikis noktasi olarak, gretmenlerin yilmazlik (resilience) dzelliklerini
artirmaya yonelmek énemli bir gereksinimdir. Yilmazlik, bireylerin bir sorunla karsi karsiya kaldiklarinda onunla
basa cikabilme kabiliyetini ifade eder (Strumpfer, 2001). Alanyazin incelendiginde, yilmazlikla ilgili, yikic, stresli
ya da zorlayici yasam olaylariyla bas etme becerisi kazandiran siire¢ (Richardson, Neiger, Jensen & Kumpfer,
1990), kendini gerceklestirme ve olgunlasma sireci (Higgins, 1994), sikintiya dayanma ve kendini yenileme
kapasitesi (Wolin & Wolin, 1993), bireyin yasaminda karsilastig1 gicliikler karsisinda kendini toparlayabilmesi,
stresli ve riskli durumlari etkili sekilde yonetebilmesi (Goldstein & Brooks, 2005), bireylerin risk iceren
durumlarla karsilastiklarinda bu durumun olumsuz etkilerinden basariliyla kurtulmalari ve 6énceki durumlarina
donebilme yetenegi (Masten, 2001) seklinde tanimlarin oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu tanimlarin ortak noktasi
bireyin bir sikintiyla karsilagsmasi ve bu sikintiyla bas edebilme yetenegini vurgulamasi iken; basarili olma, yeni
durumlara kolay adapte olma ve toplumsal uyum becerisi (Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000), zorlu veya tehdit edici
kosullara ragmen bireyin basarili uyum saglama kapasitesi (Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990) seklinde
tanimlamalar da yapilmaktadir.

Yilmazlik yapisi 1970’lerden bu yana incelenen bir yapi olmakla birlikte (Luthar, Cicchetti & Becker, 2000)
yilmazligi o6zellikle dezavantajli gruplar ile okul baglaminda inceleyen calismalarda akademik yilmazhk
kavraminin kullanildigi dikkat cekmektedir. Bu baglamda okul temelli yilmazlik g¢alismalarinda yalnizca
o6grencinin yilmazhgini giglendirme degil beraberinde tim okul yaklasimiyla 6gretmen yilmazligini gliclendirme
calismalari da 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Henderson & Milstein, 2003). Ogretmen yilmazhg Bobek (2002)
tarafindan, 6gretmen ile cevresinin zaman icindeki etkilesimi sonucu olusan dinamik bir slre¢ olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Bir diger tanimlamada ise Patterson, Collins ve Abbott (2004) 6gretmen yilmazligini,
ogretmenlerin zor kosullara ragmen mesleki becerilerini okulun amaclarina ulasmak icin etkili bir sekilde
kullanmalari olarak agiklamaktadir. Day ve Gu (2014) 6gretmen yilmazhiginin yalnizca zor kosullarla basa ¢ikma
kapasitesi degil ayni zamanda meslege glicli baghlik duyma, mesleki 6zyeterlik ve motivasyon gibi 6grencileri
basariya tesvik etmek icin gerekli 6zelliklere sahip olma anlamina geldigini ifade etmektedir. Brunetti’nin (2006)
tanimlamasinda 6gretmen yilmazligi, 6gretmenlerin zor kosullara ragmen 6gretme siirecine yonelik baglhligini
surdirebilmesi olarak ele alinmaktadir. Henderson ve Milstein (2003) 6gretmen yilmazhgini sikintili durumlarla
basa ¢cilkma ve uyum saglama kapasitesi, stresli durumlara maruz kaldiginda veya giinliik yasam stresi altinda
sosyal, akademik ve mesleki yeterligini gelistirebilme olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Yilmazlikla ilgili calismalar bireyin icinde bulundugu olumsuz kosullarin olusmasina veya devam etmesine
sebep olan risk faktorleri ile bireyin zor kosullar altinda ayakta kalabilmesine yardimci olan koruyucu faktorlerin
arastinlmasinin gerekliligine vurgu yapmaktadir (Kumpfer, 1999; Luthar, Cicchetti & Becker, 2000; Rutter,
1990). Risk faktorleri olumsuz bir durumun ortaya c¢ikma olasihigini artiran sikintih durumlar olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Kumpfer, 1999; Richardson, Neiger, Jensen & Kumpfer, 1990; Richman & Fraser, 2001). Risk
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faktorleri, biyolojik veya genetik olabilecegi gibi cevresel etmenlerden de kaynaklanabilir ve her iki etmenin
birlesiminden de meydana gelebilir (Richman & Fraser, 2001). Disik sosyoekonomik diizey, yoksulluk, aile igi
baski ve siddet, ebeveynlerin egitim seviyesi, yapisal bozukluklar ve anne babada gorilen hastalik belirtileri,
prematire dogum, bosanma, kétlii muamele, erken yasta anne baba olma, evsizlik, dogal felaket veya savas risk
faktorlerine ornek olarak verilebilir (Masten, 2001; 2014; Rutter, 1990; Werner & Smith, 1992; 2001).
Oretmenlerin karsi karsiya kaldiklar risk faktérlerine érnek olarak, dezavantajli durumda olan égrenciler,
olumsuz 6grenci davranislari, sinif ydonetiminde zorlanma, destekleyici olmayan yénetim, arag gereg yetersizligi,
velilerle ve meslektaslarla olumsuz iliskiler, okulun cografi konum dezavantaji, agir is ylikii ve zaman yetersizligi
(Beltman, Mansfield & Price, 2011; Day, 2012; Kaldi, 2009; Sinclair, 2008) verilebilir.

Yilmazlik yaklasimlarinda, bireyleri risk faktérlerinin olumsuz etkilerinden korumaya yardimci olan koruyucu
faktorlerin tanimlanmasina odaklaniimaktadir (Masten, Cutuli, Herbers & Reed, 2007). Koruyucu faktorler, risk
faktorlerinin olumsuz etkisini azaltan, stresli veya zorlu yasam sartlarinda refahi artiran (Kiplinger & Browne,
2014) ayni zamanda saglkh uyumu ve bireyin yeterliklerini gelistiren durumlar (Masten, 1994) olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Koruyucu faktérler olarak ele alinabilecek bireysel Ozellikler; sosyal yeterlilik, iletisim
becerileri, mizah duygusu, i¢ kontrol odagi, 6zyeterlik, problem ¢ézme becerileri, 6zerklik, gelecek ve amag
duygusu gibi ozellikler olarak belirtiimektedir (Benard, 2004; Giirgan, 2006; Henderson & Milstein, 2003;
Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990; Rutter, 1985; Waters & Sroufe, 1983). Bireyin kisisel 6zellikleri disinda kalan,
icinde bulundugu cevreye iliskin koruyucu faktorler ise; aile, okul ve toplum basliklari altinda toplanmaktadir
(Dryden, Johnson, Howard & McGuire, 1998; Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990; Rutter, 1985; Werner & Smith,
1992; 2001;). Howard ve Johnson’a (2004) gore kuruma baglilik, 6zyeterlik inanci, aile, arkadas, meslektas ve
yonetim destegi 6gretmenlerde koruyucu faktor olarak islev gérmektedir. Yonetimin davranislarinin ve ¢alisma
ortaminin 6gretmen yilmazhginin sirdirilebilmesinde koruyucu bir roli oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Brunetti,
2006; Riolli & Savicki, 2003). Ogretmenlerin karsilastiklari zor durumlardan ¢abuk toparlanma ve degisikliklere
basarili bir sekilde uyum saglamalarinda karsilikli destekleyici kisisel mesleki ve akran/meslektas iliskileri Gnemli
rol oynamaktadir (Sammons, Day, Kington, Gu, Stobart & Smees, 2007). Ogretmenlerin yasamlarina etki eden
koruyucu faktérler, Howard ve Johnson’a (2004) gore Ogrenilebilir, strdurilebilir ve gelistirilebilir 6zellik
gostermektedir. Ogretmenler bu sekilde mesleki doyuma ulasabilir ve sorumluluklarini yerine getirebilir
(Brunetti, 2006).

ilkokul Ogretmenleri icin Koruyucu Faktér Olgegi Gelistirme Gereksinimi

ilgili alanyazin incelendiginde, mevcut élgme araglarinin yetiskinler, aile, ikili iliskiler (cift iliskileri) veya
ogrencilere odaklandiklari, yilmazlk yapisini incelemeye yonelik kulturel olarak kullanilabilecek cocuk ve ergen
galismalarinda (Arastaman, 2011; Aydogan, Terzi, Esici & Tomar, 2012; Gizir & Aydin, 2006; Ozcan, 2005),cift ve
ailelerde (Aydogan, 2014; Kaner & Bayrakh, 2010), yetiskinlerde (Baruth & Carroll, 2002; Basim & Cetin, 2011;
Connor & Davidson, 2003; Girgan, 2006; Savi Cakar, Karatas & Cakir, 2014; Terzi, 2006; Wagnild & Young,
1993) yilmazlik 6lgme araglarinin bulundugu dikkat c¢ekmektedir. Ogretmenlerin yilmazhk &zelliklerini
guclendirmeye yonelik 6lgme araglarinin yok denecek kadar az oldugu (Tagay & Demir, 2016) goriilmektedir.

Bireylerin mesleki ve 6zel yasamlarinda basarili olabilmeleri, yilmazhk 6zelligi gésterebilmeleri igin sahip
olduklar risk ve koruyucu faktorlerinin bilinmesi 6nemlidir. Boylece risk faktorlerinin olumsuz etkileri
azaltilabilir, koruyucu faktor ozellikleri gelistirilebilir. Bir degiskeni risk faktérii veya koruyucu faktor olarak
tanimlarken kullanilabilecek kesin bir kriter bulunmamakla birlikte, her iki kavramin da bireysel, ailesel ve
cevresel acgilardan ele alindigl ve yapilan siniflamalarin birbirine benzer oldugu gorilmektedir (Coleman &
Hagell 2007). Bireyin bilissel, duyussal, cevresel ve sosyal olarak tim 6zellikleri birbirini etkilemektedir ve
yilmazlik Gzerinde ortak bir etkiye sahiptir (Hjemdal, 2007; Werner & Smith, 2001). Bircok calismada
arastirmacilar; ekolojik yaklasimi da g6z 6niinde bulundurarak bireysel, ailevi ve toplumsal koruyucu faktorlerin
zor kosullar altindaki olumlu etkilerinden s6z etmektedirler (Fraser, 1997; Pinheiro, 2006; Werner & Smith,
2001). Ekolojik sistem yaklasimi, bireylerin davranislarina etki eden i¢ ve dis kuvvetlerin karsilikli etkilesimlerine
vurgu yapmaktadir (Danis, 2006). Ekolojik modele goére, yilmazlik kavraminin tanimlanmasinda aile, arkadas gibi
cevresel/toplumsal faktorler 6nemli yer tutmaktadir (Ungar, 2013). Ungar (2012) yilmazligin bireysel, ailesel ve
toplumsal boyutlariyla ele alinmasi gerektigine vurgu yapmis ve bireyin gelisimi icin en etkili yolun birey ile
cevresi arasindaki iliskiyi anlamak oldugunu belirtmistir. Bronfenbrenner (1979), bireyin yilmazligini artirmaya
yonelik calismalarin ekolojik yaklasima dayali olarak, ¢alisma yapilacak bireylerin degerleri, tutumlari, algilari ve
inanglari géz 6ninde bulundurularak planlanmasinin gerekliligi Gzerinde durmaktadir. Benard (2004) yilmazligi
artirmaya yonelik calismalarin, bireylerin 6z kontrol mekanizmasinin gevresiyle etkilesimi dikkate alinarak
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yapilmasini 6nermektedir. Okullarda 6grenci-6gretmen yilmazligina etki eden faktorlerin saptanmasi ve bu
ozelligi gelistirecek okul ikliminin saglanmasi etkili bir egitim 6gretim icin gereklidir (Arastaman, 2011).

ilgili alanyazindaki aciklamalar temel alinarak, okulun sosyal-ekolojik boyutu gdz 6niine alindiginda,
O0gretmenleri guglendirmeye yonelik midahale ve yaklagimlarin dogrudan &grenciler Uzerinde etkisinin
olabilecegi aciktir. Dolayisiyla 6gretmenlerin zor sartlar altinda ve dezavantajli gruplar ile birlikte calisirken hem
bireysel hem de gevresel kaynaklarini gliclendirmenin okulda bulunan risklerin olumsuz etkilerine karsi dnemli
bir tampon gorevi yapacagl disuniilmektedir. Ogretmen yilmazligini artirmaya yonelik olarak yapilacak
girisimlerde 6gretmenlerin gegmiste gegirdikleri olumsuz yasantilar ya da su anda igcinde bulunduklari olumsuz
kosullar ile bu olumsuz kosullarla bas etmelerine yardimci olan koruyucu faktorleri belirlemek 6nem
tasimaktadir. Ogretmenlerin yasam kalitesini etkileyen degiskenlerin bireysel, kurumsal ve mesleki boyutlarda
incelenerek belirlenmesi amaciyla 6lgme aracini gelistirme gereksinimi duyulmustur. Bu anlamda, gelistirilen
olgme aracinin 6gretmenlerin sahip oldugu koruyucu faktorleri belirlemeye yardimci olmasi ve yilmazhgi artirici
her tirla etkilesim adina yol géstermesi beklenmektedir. Bu arastirmanin amaci, kiltirel 6zellikler baglaminda
ogretmenlerin sahip oldugu koruyucu faktorleri belirlemek amaciyla gecerli ve gilvenilir bir 6lgme araci
gelistirmektir.

Yontem

Bu arastirmada betimsel tarama modeli kullaniimigtir. Tarama modelleri, bir durum veya olayi oldugu gibi
betimlemeyi amaclayan arastirma yaklasimlaridir (Karasar, 2010). Betimsel tarama modeli, olay veya varliklarin
mevcut durum ve ozelliklerini kendi kosullarinda inceleyen arastirma modelidir (Kaptan, 1998). Arastirmanin
calisma grubu, veri toplama araglari ve islem basamaklarina iliskin bilgilere asagida yer verilmistir.
Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin evrenini Aydin ili merkez Efeler ilgesi ilkokullarinda ¢alisan sinif 6gretmenleri olusturmaktadir.
Orneklem biiyiikliigi belirlenirken su 6lgiitler dikkate alinmistir: Orneklem sayisi 300’iin altindaysa madde
sayisinin 5 ila 10 kati arasinda olmasi gerektigi, 6rneklem sayisi 300’U gectiginde kararli sonuglara ulagildig
belirtiimektedir (Kass & Tinsley, 1979; cited in Can, 2016). Tabachnick ve Fidell (1996) tarafindan da faktor
analizi icin en az 300 6rneklem sayisina ulasiimasi 6nerilmektedir. Bu nedenle calismada en az 300 68retmene
ulasmak hedeflenmis ve 6rneklem secimine gidilmeden evrenin tamamina ulasilmaya calisiimistir. Arastirmaya
toplam 348 6gretmen dahil edilmistir. Sinif 6gretmenleri ¢alismaya yonelik olarak bilgilendirilmis ve gondlla
katilimlarinin saglanmasina 6zen gosterilmistir. Calismaya katilan 6gretmenlere ait kisisel bilgiler Tablo 1'de
sunulmustur.
Tablo 1.
Katiimcilara iliskin Kisisel Bilgiler.

f % X SS
Cinsiyet Kadin 196 56.30
Erkek 136  39.10
Toplam 332 95.40
Yas 20-30 yas 15 4.30
31-40 yas 75 21.60
41-50 yas 143 4110 4530 .90
51-60 yas 96 27.60
61 yas ve Ustl 11 3.20
Toplam 340 97.70
Mesleki 0-10 yil 27 7.80
Deneyim 11-20 yil 79 22.70
21-30yil 117 33.60 23.10 .94
31-40yil 68 19.50
41 yil ve Gstl 5 1.40
Toplam 296 85.10

Tablo 1 incelendiginde cinsiyet kategorisine yanit veren 333 6gretmenden 196’sinin (56.30%) kadin,
136’sinin (39.10%) erkek oldugu gorilmektedir. Yas grubu kategorisi incelendiginde dagilimin 20-30 yas
araliginda 15 (4.30%), 31-40 yas araliginda 75 (21.60%), 41-50 yas araliginda 143 (41.10%), 51-60 yas araliginda
96 (27.60%) ve 61 yas ve Usti 11 (3.2%) seklinde oldugu gorilmektedir. Katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi x=45.30 ve
standart sapmasi ss=.90’dir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki deneyimleri ise; 0-10 yil araliginda 27 (7.8%), 11-20 yil

97



Nurtag Ustiindag, Didem Aydogan, Ruken Akar Vural — Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari Dergisi, 8(1), 2018, 83-110

araliginda 79 (22.70%), 21-30 yil arahiginda 117 (33.60%), 31-40 yil araliginda 68 (19.50%) ve 41 yil ve Ustl 5
(1.40%) seklinde dagilim gostermektedir. Katilimcilarin mesleki kidem ortalamasi X=23.10 ve standart sapmasi
ss=.94'dir. Katiimcilara uygulanan Risk Formu’nda 6gretmenlerin mesleki yasamlarinda karsilasabilecekleri risk
durumlari yer almaktadir. Katihmcilardan karsilastiklari riskli durumlar var ise onlari belirtmeleri istenmektedir.
Katilimcilarin daha 6nce yasadiklarini belirttikleri meslege yonelik riskli durumlara verdikleri yanitlarin dagilimi
Tablo 2.’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2.
Ogretmenlerin Okul ve Mesleki Baglamda Karsi Karsiya Kaldiklari Risk Durumlari.
f %

Guvenligi tehdit eden bir bolgede galisma 176 24.40
Gorev yapilan okulun dezavantajli konumda 120 16.60
olmasi
Dezavantajli durumda 6grencilerin olmasi 97 13.40
Farkh dilde konusan 6grencilerin olmasi 90 12.40
Uzun sire issiz kalma 69 19.50
Velilerle ciddi sorunlar yasama 58 9.50
Meslektaslarla ciddi catismalar yasama 40 5.50
Gorev yapilan yerin ¢ok sik degismesi 20 2.70
Kln;:lsel 'e§yalar|n Ogrenciler tarafindan zarar 20 270
gérmesi
Okul yonetimiyle ciddi catismalar yasama 9 1.20
Adli sorusturma gegirme 6 .80
Ogrencilerden siddet gérme 5 .60
Toplam 721 100

Tablo 2 incelendiginde 176 (24.40%) 6gretmenin glivenligini tehdit eden bir bolgede calistigini belirttigi
gorilmektedir. 120 (16.60%) 0gretmen gorev yaptiklari okulun dezavantajli konumda oldugunu belirtirken 97
(13.40%) 68retmen calistiklari okulda dezavantajli durumda 6grencilerin oldugunu, 90 (12.40%) 6gretmen farkli
dilde konusan 6grencilerin oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. 69 (19.50%) 6gretmen uzun siire issiz kalma sikintisi
yasadiklarini, 58 (9.50%) 6gretmen velilerle ciddi sorunlar yasadiklarini, 40 (5.5%) 6gretmen meslektaslarla ciddi
sorunlar yasadiklarini belirtmislerdir. Bunlarin yaninda 6gretmenler, gorev yapilan yerin ¢ok sik degismesi (20,
2.70%), kisisel esyalarin 6grenciler tarafindan zarar gérmesi (20, 2.70%), okul yonetimiyle ciddi ¢atismalar
yasama (9, 1.20%), adli sorusturma gegirme (6, .80%) ve 6grencilerden siddet gérme (5, .60%) seklinde sikintilar
yasadiklarini belirtmislerdir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Bu calismada veri toplama araci olarak ilkokul Ogretmenleri icin Koruyucu Faktér Olcegi, Risk Formu ve
Kisisel Bilgi Formu kullaniimistir. Olgegin gelistiriimesine iliskin islem basamaklari ile Risk Formu ve Kisisel Bilgi
Formu’na iliskin bilgiler asagida yer almaktadir:

islem Basamaklari

ilkokul Ogretmenleri icin Koruyucu Faktér Olcegi’nin gelistiriime siirecinde asagidaki islem basamaklar takip
edilmistir:
1.0l¢iilecek kavramin tanimlanmasi: Bu arastirma kapsaminda kavramsal olarak 6gretmenlerde koruyucu
faktor, 6gretmenlerin mesleki amaclarini gergeklestirebilmesine ve olumsuz calisma kosullarinin etkilerini en
aza indirebilmesine yardimci olan oOzellikler seklinde tanimlanmistir. Arastirmada 6gretmenlerin koruyucu
faktor ozelliklerinin tanimlanmasinda ilgili literatiirde 6gretmenlerde yilmazhgi agiklayan arastirmalar (Beltman,
Mansfield & Price, 2011; Brunetti, 2006; Day, 2012; Day & Gu, 2014; Gu &Day, 2013; Henderson & Milstein,
2003; Kaldi, 2009; Riolli & Savicki, 2003; Sinclair, 2008) temel alinmistir.
2.0Icme aracinin amacinin belirlenmesi: Arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen dlcek, 6gretmenlerin sahip olduklar
koruyucu faktorleri belirlemeyi amaclamaktadir.
3.Madde havuzunun olusturulmasi: Madde havuzu olusturulurken ilk olarak 6gretmenlerin sahip olabilecegi
koruyucu faktor ozellikleri, ekolojik yaklasim baglaminda ilgili alanyazin (Benard, 2004; Bronfenbrenner, 1979;
Ungar, 2012; 2013) taranarak incelenmistir.
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ikinci asamada koruyucu faktorleri degerlendiren 6lgme araglari incelenmistir. Bu asamada koruyucu
faktorler, risk faktorleri, yilmazlik, psikolojik saglamlik, psikolojik dayaniklilik, kendini toparlama giici gibi iligkili
kavramlara iliskin ¢alismalar ve bu calismalarda kullanilan 6lgme araglari incelenmistir. Bu baglamda, Wagnild
ve Young (1993) tarafindan gelistirilen Psikolojik Dayanikliik Olgegi, Baruth ve Carroll (2002) tarafindan
gelistirilen Bruth Koruyucu Faktérler Envanteri, Connor ve Davidson Yilmazlik Olgegi (2003), Ozcan’in (2005)
Tiirkge’ye uyarlamasini yaptigi California Yilmazlik Degerlendirme Olgegi Lise Versiyonu, Giirgan’in (2006)
gelistirdigi Yilmazlik Olcegi, Aydogan, Terzi, Cakir ve Tomar (2012) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye uyarlanan Cocuk ve
Gengler igin Yilmazlk Olgegi, Arastaman’in (2011) gelistirdigi Ogrenci Yilmazhigi Olcegi, Kaner ve Bayrakl (2010)
tarafindan gelistirilen Aile Yilmazlik Olcegi, Friborg ve arkadaslari (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen, Basim ve Cetin
(2011) tarafindan Tiirkge’ye uyarlanan Yetiskinler icin Psikolojik Dayanikhlik Olcegi, Aydogan (2014) tarafindan
gelistirilen iliskisel Yilmazlik Olgegi, Ryan ve Caltabiano (2009) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Savi Cakar, Karatas ve
Cakir (2014) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye uyarlanan Yetiskin Yilmazlik Olcegi, Tagay ve Demir (2016) tarafindan
gelistirilen Ogretmenler icin Mesleki Dayaniklilik Olgegi’nden faydalaniimistir.

Ugilincti asamada ise dgretmenler ile yapilan gdriismeler araciigiyla koruyucu faktérler tanimlanmaya
cahsiimistir. 5 sinif 6gretmeniyle gériismeler yapilmis, gorisme yapilacak 6gretmenlerin se¢ciminde daha 6nce
dezavantajli bolgelerde ¢alismis olma, sorusturma gecgirme gibi risk faktorlerine sahip olmalar 6l¢iit olarak
alinmistir. Ogretmenlere yasamlarinda ne gibi zorluklarla karsilastiklari ve bu durumlarla nasil basa ciktiklarina
yonelik sorular yoneltilmistir. Ogretmenlerin verdikleri yanitlara gére, yasamig olduklar giicliikler, bu
gicliiklerle basa ¢ikma yontemleri, sahip olduklari bireysel 6zellikler de dikkate alinarak madde yazim sireci
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu asamalarin tamamlanmasiyla birlikte olusturulan madde havuzu alanyazina uygun
sekilde mantiksal olarak yerlestirilmis ve uzman goriisiine sunulmustur.
4.Uzman gériisii: Madde havuzunda yer alan maddelerin kapsam gecerligi, anlasilabilirligi ve uygunlugu uzman
gorisleri ile incelenmistir. Kapsam gecerliligi, 6lgme aracinin temsil etme dizeyi hakkinda bir karara varma
(Tan, 2014, p.188) olarak tanimlanir, bir 6lgme aracinin maddelerinin 6lgilmek isteneni 6lgmede nicelik ve
nitelik olarak yeterli olup olmadiginin géstergesidir ve uzman goérisliyle degerlendirilebilir (Buylikdztirk, 2012).
Bu amacla bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme, iki psikolojik danisma ve rehberlik, bir Tiirkce egitimi ve bes program
gelistirme uzmaninin gorisiine basvurulmustur. Uzman gorisleri dogrultusunda bazi maddeler olgekten
ctkarilmis bazi maddelerde ise diizeltmeler yapilmistir. Ornegin; “6grencilerime liderlik edebilirim” ve “mesleki
becerilerim yoniinden kendime glvenirim” maddeleri c¢ikartilmis, “sinif yonetimini saglamakta zorlanirim”
yerine “sinif yonetimini saglamakta zorluk yasayabilirim” ifadesi kullanilmistir. Hazirlanan taslak o6lgek 53
maddelik bir forma donusturialmustir.

Olgekteki maddelerin degerlendirilmesi 7’li likert tipine uygun olarak 1: tamamen katiimiyorum, 2:
katilmiyorum 3: az katilmiyorum, 4: ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum, 5: az katiliyorum, 6: katiliyorum, 7:
tamamen katiliyorum seklinde derecelendirilmistir. 7’li likert tipinin tercih edilmesinde Preston ve Colman’in
(2000) arastirmalarinda 2, 3 ve 4 secenekten olusan olceklerin en distk, 5 ve 6 secenekten olusan oOlgeklerin
orta, 7-10 secenekten olusan 6lgeklerin ise en yiksek gecerlik, glvenirlik ve kullanici tercihi degerlerine sahip
olduklari belirtiimektedir.

Olgegin ne amagla hazirlandigini igeren bir yénerge ve cevaplama secenekleri eklenerek taslak dlcek formu
olusturulmustur. Hazirlanan o6lgek formu ile birlikte Kisisel Bilgi Formu ve 6gretmenlerin kendi yasam
alanlarinda sahip olduklari risk durumlarini belirlemek tizere Risk Formu 6gretmenlere uygulanmigtir.

Kisisel Bilgi Formu: Arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan Kisisel Bilgi Formu’nda 6gretmenlerin cinsiyeti, yasi,
mesleki kidemi, bulunduklari okulda kag yildir gérev yaptiklari sorulari yer almaktadir.

Risk Formu: Arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen Risk Formu’nda mesleki yasamlarinda karsilasabilecekleri risk
durumlari yer almaktadir. Katilimcilardan karsilastiklari riskli durumlar var ise onlari belirtmeleri istenmektedir.
Her bir durumun karsisinda onlari ne kadar etkiledigini belirtmeleri amaciyla derecelendirme yapilmistir (1: hig
etkilemedi, 2: az etkiledi, 3: ne etkiledi ne etkilemedi, 4: etkiledi, 5: ¢cok etkiledi).

5.Deneme uygulamasinin yapiimasi: Olusturulan 53 maddelik taslagin, Kisisel Bilgi Formu ve Risk Formu ile
birlikte deneme uygulamasi icin 2017-2018 egitim 6gretim yili giiz yariyihinda Adnan Menderes Universitesi
Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Doktora Programi’nda &grenim gérmekte olan sekiz 6gretmenle odak grup
goriismesi yapilmistir. Katiimcilar agirlikli olarak ilkokul égretmenlerinden olusmaktadir. Ogretmenlerle yapilan
goriisme yaklasik olarak 30 dakika stirmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin taslak formu dikkatlice okuyup degerlendirmeleri
istenmis ve Onerileri dogrultusunda anlasiimasinda zorluk yasanan maddelerde dizeltmeler yapilmistir.
Ornegin, risk formunda bazi ifadelerin yanina érnekler eklenmis, “velilerim tarafindan takdir goriirim” ifadesi
“velilerim tarafindan takdir edilirim” seklinde degistirilmistir.
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6.Asil uygulamanin yapilmasi: Bu uygulama 348 sinif 6gretmeni Uzerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Veri toplama
surecinin Aydin ili Efeler ilgesi sinirlari igerisinde yer alan tim ilkokullarda gergeklesmesi hedeflenmis ve
toplamda 21 ilkokula ulasiimistir. Bu okullarda gérev yapan tiim ilkokul 6gretmenlerine yiz yiize ve okul
idarecileri araciligiyla ulagiimaya gahsiimistir.

Veri Analizi

Hazirlanan taslak 6lgek formu 2017-2018 egitim 6gretim yili gliz yariyilinda Aydin ili Efeler ilgesinde yer alan
ilkokullarda gorev yapan 354 sinif 6gretmenine uygulanmistir. Elde edilen verilerin analizinde SPSS 23.0 ve
AMOS 22.0 paket programlari kullanilmistir. Eksik, hatali veya rastgele dolduruldugu tespit edilen 5 6lgek
arastirmadan gikarilmistir. Eksik veri analizi yapilarak ortalama deger atama yontemiyle veriler tamamlanmistir.
Veriler Gizerinde aykiri degerleri incelemek icin puanlar Z puanina gevrilmistir. Z puani -3 ile +3 araliginin disinda
olan bir deger veri setinden ¢ikarilmistir. Toplamda 6 katiimcinin arastirmadan gikarilmasi sonucu 348 katilimci
ile analizler yapiimistir. Olgegin gecerligini test etmek amaciyla agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktér analizi
uygulanmistir. Olgiit gecerligi icin Genel Ozyeterlik Olgegi ile arasindaki pearson korelasyon katsayis,
guvenirligini test etmek amaciyla Cronbach alpha ig¢ tutarlilik katsayisi ve test-tekrar-test givenirligi igin iki
olciim arasindaki pearson korelasyon katsayisi hesaplanmistir.

Bulgular
ilkokul Ogretmenleri igin Koruyucu Faktor Olgegi’nin Yapi Gegerliligine Ait Bulgular

Arastirma o6rnekleminin faktor analizi icin uygunlugu Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve Barlett (Sphericity)
kiresellik testi ile incelenmistir. Faktor analizi icin veri yapisinin uygunlugunu degerlendirmek icin KMO’nun
.60’dan yilksek c¢ikmasi beklenir. Hesaplanan ki-kare istatistiginin anlamli ¢ikmasi, veri matrisinin uygun
oldugunun bir gostergesidir (Bliylikoztirk, 2012, p.126). Arastirmada elde edilen degerler Kaiser Meyer Olkin =
.92, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity= 9799.75, df=1378. p= .00 seklindedir. Bu bilgiler 1s1ginda elde edilen degerlerin
anlamli oldugu soylenebilir. Arastirmada ortaya c¢ikan faktorler eksen doéndirmesine tabi tutulmustur.
Eksenlerin dondurilmesi sonrasinda maddelerin bir faktérdeki yliku artarken, diger faktorlerdeki yikleri azalir.
Boylece faktérler, kendileriyle yiiksek iliski veren maddeleri bulurlar ve faktérler daha kolay yorumlanabilir
(Buylkoztiirk, 2012, p.126). Olcege iliskin faktér yapisini belirlemek amaciyla temel bilesenler analizi ve
doéndirme yontemi olarak da dik dondirme yontemlerinden varimax segilmistir.

Acimlayic faktor analizinde, en sik kullanilan faktérlesme tekniklerinden biri olan temel bilesenler analizi
tekniginden vyararlaniimistir. Olcegin faktdér yapisinin belirlenmesinde; faktér yiik degerinin, .45 ya da daha
yiksek olmasi, iki yiik degeri arasindaki farkin en az .10 olmasi, her bir faktériin 6z degerinin en az 1 olmasi
(Buyukoztiirk, 2012, p.124-125) dikkate alinmistir. Bunun yaninda, bir faktoriin altinda yeterli sayida madde
toplanmadigi (m13, m26), maddenin kuramsal olarak uygun olmayan bir boyuta yerlesmesi gerekgesiyle bazi
maddeler (m3, m33) dlcekten c¢ikariimistir.

Bu bilgilere dayanarak yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda, yukaridaki élgitlere uymayan, anlam ve
icerik acisindan birbiri ile tutarh olmayan toplam 35 madde 6lgekten cikarilarak faktor analizi tekrarlanmistir.
Yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda elde edilen 18 maddelik 6lgek toplam varyansin % 62.40°ini
aciklamakta ve 4 boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olgcegin scree plot grafigi Sekil 1’de yer almaktadir.

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 B 3 7 8 @ 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Madde Numarasi

Ozdeger

Sekil 1. Scree plot grafigi.
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Birinci boyut 6lgege iliskin toplam varyansin % 20.40"ini, ikinci boyut olgege iliskin toplam varyansin %
15.07’sini, lglincl boyut dlgege iliskin toplam varyansin % 13.90'in1, dérdiincli boyut toplam varyansin %
13.01'ini agiklamaktadir. Cok faktorli desenlerde agiklanan varyansin % 40 ila % 60 arasinda olmasi yeterli kabul
edilir (Tavsancil, 2005). Bu cergevede, tanimlanan faktorlerin toplam varyansa yaptigi katkinin yeterli oldugu
gorilmektedir. Faktor yukleri .47 ile .83 arasinda yer almaktadir. Yapilan acimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda 4
faktorli bir yapiya sahip olan 6lgekte maddelerin faktorlere dagihmi icerik agisindan analize tabi tutulmus ve
uzman gorisleri dikkate alinarak bireysel 6zellikler, mesleki doyum, kurumsal baghhk ve yonetsel destek algisi
olarak isimlendirilmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizine iliskin bulgular Tablo 3’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 3.
Acimlayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Bulgular

Bireysel Kurumsal Yonetsel Destek
Boyutlar Ozellikler Mesleki Doyum Baghhk/Aidiyet Algisi
m35 .83
m34 77
m32 .59
m44 .79
m50 72
m19 .50
m17 .79
m39 A7
m18 .82
m23 .64
m31 73
m48 73
m51 73
m24 .58
m12 77
m22 72
m4 .70
m11 .62
Aciklanan varyans 20.40 15.07 13.90 13.01

Aciklanan toplam varyans: 62.40

Acimlayici faktor analizinde elde edilen dort faktorli yapiyr test etmek amaciyla dogrulayici faktor analizi
yapilmistir. Analiz sonucu ortaya ¢ikan yapida incelenmesi gereken ilk deger p degeridir. Bu degerin manidar
cikmasi istenmemekle birlikte, p degeri 6rneklemin veya degisken sayisinin fazlaligindan dolayi genellikle
manidar ¢ikmaktadir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Blyukoéztirk, 2010). Bu nedenle diger uyum iyiligi indeksleri
incelenmelidir. Kikare degerinin serbestlik derecesine orani ( x?/sd) orani incelendiginde bu oranin 3.54 oldugu
gorilmustdr. Bu oranin 0-2 arasinda olmasi miikemmel uyuma, 2-3 arasinda olmasi iyi uyuma ve 3-5 arasinda
olmasi orta diizeyde (kabul edilebilir) uyuma isaret eder (Cokluk et al., 2010; Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen,
2008). GFI ve CFI degerinin .88, RMSEA degerinin ise .086 oldugu gorilmustir. Bu degerler kabul edilebilir
sinirlar igerisinde yer almasina ragmen (Hu ve Bentler, 1999) faktor yapisinin daha iyi uyum saglamasi amaciyla
modifikasyon 6nerileri incelenmistir. Modifikasyon 6nerileri modelin daha iyi uyum saglamasi icin yapilabilecek
diizeltmelere iliskin ipuclari vermektedir (Kline, 2011, Meydan & Sesen, 2015). Oneriler incelendiginde
kuramsal yapiya uygun olarak; birinci faktér altinda yer alan bazi maddelerin hata terimleri arasinda (h1 ve h2,
h1l ve h5) ve ikinci faktér altinda yer alan bazi maddelerin hata terimleri arasinda (h7 ve h9, h8 ve h10)
dizeltme oOnerileri ortaya c¢ikmis ve dizeltme islemleri yapilmistir. Yenilenen dogrulayici faktér analizi
sonucunda dort boyutlu yapi Sekil 2’de sunulmustur:
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Sekil 2. Dogrulayici faktor analizi 6l¢iim modeli

Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan modele iliskin degerler incelendiginde maddeler ile iliskili
olduklar faktorler arasindaki korelasyon degerlerinin .43 ile .85 arasinda degistigi gorilmustiir. Modele iligkin
uyum iyiligi indeksleri (Bayram, 2013; Byrne, 1998; Cokluk et al., 2010; Hooper et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999;
Kline, 2011; MacCallum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996)
Tablo 4’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 4.
Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi Bulgulari.

Modifikasyon Modifikasyon
istatistikler Miikemmel uyum iyi uyum Oncesi Degerler Sonrasi Degerler
X2 /sd 0< x 2/sd<2 2<x 2/sd<3 3.54 2.95
RMSEA 0<RMSEAZ<.05 .05< RMSEA<.08 .08 .07
GFI .95< GFI .90< GFI .88 .90
AGFI .90<AGFI<1 .85<AGFI<.90 .84 .85
IFI .95<IFI .90<IFI .88 91
CFI .95<CFI .90<CFI .88 .91

Dogrulayici faktdr analizinde elde edilen modelin p degeri .00 diizeyinde manidardir. Modele ait x%/sd orani
2.95 (368.91/125 = 2.95) olarak bulunmustur. Bu cercevede x2/sd oraninin 3’iin altinda olmasi nedeniyle
uyumun iyi oldugu ifade edilebilir. RMSEA incelendiginde .07 diizeyinde bir uyum indeksi elde edilmistir.
RMSEA'nin .08’den kiiglik olmasi nedeniyle uyumun iyi olarak degerlendirilmesi mimkindir (Cokluk et al.,
2010). GFI degerinin .90 olmasi iyi uyuma, AGFIl degerinin .85 olmasi kabul edilebilir diizeyde uyuma isaret
etmektedir (Kline, 2011; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). IFl ve CFl degeri .91 olarak hesaplanmis olup uyumun iyi
oldugu gorilmektedir (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011).
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ilkokul Ogretmenleri igin Koruyucu Faktér Olgegi’nin Olgiit Gegerliligine Ait Bulgular

Olgiit gecerligini sinamak amaciyla Aypay’in (2010) Tiirkge’ye uyarlamasini yaptigi Genel Ozyeterlik Olcegi
kullanilmistir. Olgegin Genel Ozyeterlik dlgegi ile iliskisi incelenmistir. ilkokul Ogretmenleri icin Koruyucu Faktor
Olgegi ile Genel Ozyeterlik Olgegi arasindaki korelasyon degerleri Tablo 5’te sunulmustur.
Tablo 5.
ilkokul Ogretmenleri igin Koruyucu Faktér Olgedi ile Genel Ozyeterlik Olcedi Arasindaki Korelasyon Dederleri.

Bireysel Mesleki Kurumsal Yonetsel Destek  Koruyucu Faktor
Ozellikler Doyum Baghlik Algisi Olgegi Toplam
Genel Ozyeterlik Olcegi 44* .23* .18* 22 .35%

* p<.01*

iki 6lgegin ortalama puanlari arasindaki pearson korelasyon katsayisi r=.35, p<.01 manidar bulunmustur. Bu
sonug 6lcegin Genel Ozyeterlik Olgegi ile pozitif ve anlaml bir iliskisinin oldugunu gdstermektedir. Boyutlar
arasinda en yuksek iliskinin 6lgegin bireysel 6zellikler alt boyutuyla (r=.44, p<.01) oldugu gorilmustir. Mesleki
doyum alt boyutuyla r=.23, p<.01, kurumsal baghlik alt boyutuyla r=.18, p<.01 ve yonetsel destek algisi
boyutuyla r=.22, p<.01 olmak lzere pozitif yonde, disik ve anlaml iligskiler bulunmustur. Korelasyon
katsayisinin mutlak deger olarak .70-1.00 arasinda olmasi ylksek, .70-.30 arasinda olmasi orta,.30-.00 arasinda
olmasi diistik diizeyde iliski olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Blylkoztirk, 2012).

ilkokul Ogretmenleri igin Koruyucu Faktor Olgegi’nin Giivenirligine Ait Bulgular

Olgegin ic tutarligini hesaplamak amaciyla toplam ve alt boyutlarin Cronbach Alpha degerleri ile madde
toplam puan katsayilari hesaplanmistir. Cronbach alpha i¢ tutarllik katsayisi 6lgegin tamami igin .87, ilk alt
boyut icin .86, ikinci alt boyut i¢in .74, lglnci alt boyut igin .78, dordinci alt boyut icin .72 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Her bir maddenin duzeltilmis madde toplam korelasyonu incelendiginde .33 ile .67 arasinda
degistigi gortlmistir. Madde toplam puan korelasyonu ile ilgili olarak .30 ve daha yiiksek olan maddelerin
bireyleri iyi derecede ayirt ettigi sdylenebilir (Blylukoztirk, 2012, p.183).

Olgegin ilk uygulanisindan dért hafta sonra 38 6gretmene yeniden uygulanmasi sonucu bu iki teste iliskin
test tekrar test glivenirlik katsayisi hesaplanmistir. Test tekrar test glivenirlik katsayisi .96 olarak bulunmustur.
Bu katsayinin .80’in lizerinde olmasi daha esnek olarak, 70’in altina diismemesi beklenir (Alpar, 2010). iki
uygulama arasinda alt boyutlarin pearson korelasyon katsayilari incelendiginde, birinci alt boyut igin .96 (p<.01),
ikinci alt boyut igin .98 (p<.01), lglinci alt boyut igin .94 (p<.01) ve dérdiinci alt boyut igin .97 (p<.01) oldugu
gorilmugtir. Boylece kisilerden elde edilen bulgularin gegen zamana nazaran tutarh oldugu gorilmustir. Bu
bulgulardan hareketle elde edilen 6lgegin yeteri derecede giivenilir oldugu ifade edilebilir.

Olcege iliskin gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizi sonuglari dlgegin ilkokul 6gretmenlerinin sahip oldugu koruyucu
faktorleri belirlemede kullanilabilecek bir 8lcme araci oldugunu géstermektedir. Olgek 18 maddeden olusmakta
olup 4 faktorli bir yapiya sahiptir. Bu faktorler bireysel 6zellikler (mesleki benlik algisi ve yeterlik algisi), mesleki
doyum, kurumsal baglilik/aidiyet, ydnetsel destek algisi olarak isimlendirilmistir. Olgek 1 (tamamen
katiimiyorum) ve 7 (tamamen katiliyorum) seklinde derecelendirilen 7’li likert tipi bir 8lgme aracidir. Olgekten
alinabilecek en diisiik puan 18, en yiliksek puan ise 126’dir. Boyutlara iliskin madde 6rnekleri Tablo 6'da
sunulmustur:

Tablo 6.
Olcege iliskin Grnek Maddeler.

Bireysel Ozellikler: Mesleki Benlik Yeteneklerime giivenirim. (madde 44)

Algisi ve Yeterlik Algisi Sahip oldugum ozellikleri begenirim. (madde 50)

Mesleki Doyum Sectigim meslegin kisilik 6zelliklerime uygun olduguna inanirim. (madde
17)
Se¢me sansi verilse yine ayni meslegi secerim. (madde 39)

Kurumsal Baglilik/Aidiyet Kendimi ¢alistigim okula ait hissederim. (madde 24)
Okulumda kendimi huzurlu hissederim. (madde 51)

Yonetsel Destek Algisi Okul yonetiminden kendimi gelistirebilecek geri bildirimler alirim.
(madde 4)
Okulumda goérev dagihmi yapilirken adil davranildigini hissederim.
(madde 12)
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Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu galismanin amaci 6gretmenlerin sahip oldugu koruyucu faktorleri belirlemek lizere gegerli ve glivenilir bir
o6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda o6lgegin dort faktorli bir yapi sergiledigi sonucu elde
edilmistir. Bu faktorler; bireysel 6zellikler (mesleki benlik algisi ve yeterlik algisi), mesleki doyum, kurumsal
baglilik/aidiyet ve yonetsel destek algisi olarak isimlendirilmistir. Benzer 6lgme araglarn incelendiginde;
Giirgan’in (2006) gelistirdigi Yilmazlik Olcegi’nde giiclii olma, girisimci olma, iyimser olma, iliski kurma, éngér,
amaca ulasma, lider olma ve arastirici olma olmak Uzere 8 faktorli bir yapi elde ettigi gériilmektedir. Baruth ve
Carroll'in (2002) gelistirdigi Bruth Koruyucu Faktorler Envanteri’'nde uyumlu kisilik, destekleyici ¢evre, az stres
faktorleri, dengeleyici deneyim olmak tzere dért koruyucu faktér yapisi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Basim ve Cetin (2011)
tarafindan uyarlanan Yetiskinler icin Psikolojik Dayanikhlik Olgegi, kendilik algisi, gelecek algisi, yapisal stil,
sosyal yeterlik, aile uyumu ve sosyal kaynaklar olmak Uzere alti alt boyuttan olugmaktadir.

Olgek yapisinda ortaya cikan bireysel 6zellikler (mesleki benlik algisi ve yeterlik algisi) boyutu égretmenlerin
okulda yasadigl zorlanmalar ve guglikler ile basa c¢ikabilmelerinde 6nemli bir faktér olarak karsimiza
cikmaktadir. Birgok arastirmada bireysel 6zelliklerin bireylerin yilmazhigini artirmada 6nemli bir role sahip
oldugundan bahsedilmekte ve Ozyeterlik, problem ¢dzme becerileri, sosyal yeterlilik gibi bireysel 6zelliklerin
koruyucu faktor 6zelligi gosterdigi ifade edilmektedir (Benard, 2004; Girgan, 2006; Henderson & Milstein,
2003; Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990). Ogretmenlerin meslege yonelik yeterlik algisi da 6gretmen yilmazligini
artirmaya yonelik koruyucu faktér olarak islev gérmektedir (Day & Gu, 2014; Howard & Johnson, 2004).
Ogretmenlige iliskin yiiksek yeterlik algisi ve dgretmenlik becerilerine yénelik 6zgiivene sahip olmanin da
o6gretmen yilmazlhiginda 6nemli bir rolii oldugu belirtilmektedir (Mansfield, Beltman, Price & McConney, 2012).
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy ve Hoy (1998), objektif bir degerlendirmeye gore etkili olsun veya olmasin,
ogretmenler, etkili 6gretmenlik becerilerine sahip olduklarina inanirlarsa mesleki yeterlik algilarinin ve meslege
baghliklarinin daha gii¢lii oldugunu savunmaktadirlar.

Olgegin diger alt boyutu mesleki doyum olarak karsimiza gikmaktadir. Stanford (2001) yilmaz égretmenlerin
mesleki doyumlari ylksek, cevresindeki insanlardan destek alabilen bireyler oldugunu belirtmektedir. Youssef
ve Luthans’a (2007) gére de, yilmazlikla mesleki doyum arasinda anlamli iliskiler bulunmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin
mesleginde ve aile yasaminda doyum saglayici iliskiler kurabilmeleri, yasamdan keyif almalari ve gelecege
umutla bakmalari yilmaz bir birey 6zelligi tasimalari icin dnemlidir (Irmak & Izgar, 2015). is doyumu yiiksek olan
ogretmenler calisma ortamlarinda olumlu bir sinif iklimine sahiptir ve zorlu durumlarla daha kolay basa
¢ikabilmektedir (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008).

Olgegin diger alt boyutu olan kurumsal baglilik/aidiyet 6zelliginin koruyucu faktér islevi gérdigii goriisi
cesitli arastirmalarda desteklenmektedir. Bu galismalar bireylerin yilmazligi ile kurumsal baghhklari arasinda
ayni yoénla ve anlamli iliskinin bulundugunu ifade etmektedir (Geng, 2014; Howard & Johnson, 2004; Yelboga,
2006; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Yimaz bireylerin karsilastiklari stresli durumlarla daha kolay basa
cikabilecekleri, gorev yaptiklari kurumlara baglilik hissinin de yiiksek olacagl savunulmaktadir (Cetin & Basim,
2011).

Olgekte ortaya cikan bir diger faktdr yapisi ise yonetsel destek algisidir. Bircok arastirmada égretmenlerin
cahstiklari kurumlarda meslektaslariyla ve yoénetimle destekleyici iliskiler icerisinde olmalarinin mesleki
yasamlarini kolaylastirici bir etkiye sahip oldugu vurgusu yapilmaktadir (Brunetti, 2006; Gu & Day, 2013; Riolli &
Savicki, 2003; Sammons, Day, Kington, Gu, Stobart & Smees, 2007). Howard ve Johnson (2004) ¢alismalarinda,
ogretmenlerin destekleyici iliski kurduklari meslektaslariyla yalnizca sorunlarini degil, ayni zamanda yasam
deneyimlerini de paylastiklarini, bunun da kendilerini giin icinde rahatlamis hissetmelerini, stresle daha kolay
basa cikmalarini sagladigini belirtmektedirler. Tait (2008), sosyal ve duygusal destek ile iletisim becerilerinin
stresin olumsuz etkilerini en aza indirmek ve yilmazligi gelistirmek icin blyik 6neme sahip oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Sezgin (2012), 6gretmenlerin karar siireglerine katilmalarini saglayan, glivene dayali, isbirligi
ile desteklenen bir okul ortaminda 06gretmenlerin daha ylksek diizeyde yilmazlik gosterebilecegini
belirtmektedir.

Olciit gecerligini test etmek amaciyla dlgegin Genel Ozyeterlik lgegi ile iliskisi incelenmis ve 6lgegin Genel
Ozyeterlik Olcegi ile pozitif ve anlamli bir iliskisinin oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Boyutlar arasinda en yiiksek
iliskinin bireysel 6zellikler alt boyutuyla oldugu gériilmistiir. Ozyeterligin koruyucu islevi olan bireysel bir 6zellik
olmasi dolayisiyla bireysel 6zellikler alt boyutuyla daha yiiksek iliski vermesi beklenen bir sonuctur. Olgiit
gegerligi icin Genel Ozyeterlik Olcegi’nin kullaniimasinin nedeni, pek cok arastirmada 6zyeterligin koruyucu
faktor islevi gordugi ve yilmaz bireylerin 6zyeterliginin yiksek oldugu belirtiimektedir (Benard, 2004; Castro,
Kelly & Shih, 2009; Gizir, 2004; Giirgan, 2006; Henderson & Milstein, 2003; Masten, 2014; Masten, Hubbard,
Gest, Tellegen, Garmezy & Ramirez, 1999; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Tait, 2008; Terzi, 2008)
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Olgegin giivenirligine iliskin analizler incelendiginde Cronbach alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .87, test tekrar test
glvenirlik katsayisi .96 olarak hesaplanmistir. Sonug olarak elde edilen 6lgme aracinin, 6gretmenlerin sahip
olduklari koruyucu faktorleri belirlemeye yonelik olarak kullanilabilecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci
oldugu ifade edilebilir.

Karsilasabilecekleri olumsuzluklara ragmen 6gretmenler ve egitim verdikleri 6grenciler arasindaki iletisimin
saglanmasi, egitimin basarili bir sekilde siirdlrilmesi ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki performanslarinin yiliksek
olmasinda 6gretmen yilmazliginin 6nemli bir islevi oldugu dusinilmektedir (Ocak & Giiler, 2017). Bireylerin
yilmazligi ilgili alanyazinda da bahsedildigi gibi bireysel, ailesel ve ¢evresel pek ¢ok faktérden etkilenmektedir.
Ogretmenlerin yilmazliginin artmasinda sahip olduklari bireysel ve mesleki koruyucu faktér 6zellikleri dnem
tasimaktadir. Dolayisiyla 6gretmenlerin bu o6zelliklerinin belirlenmesinde gelistirilen 6lgme aracindan
yararlanilabilir. Ogretmenlerin koruyucu faktér 6zelliklerini ve yilmazligini artirici programlarin gelistiriimesi,
ogretmenleri glclendirme calismalarinin gerceklestiriimesi ve bu programlar ile calismalarin etkililiginin
degerlendirilmesinde gelistirilen 6lgme aracinin faydali olacagi disinilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Sinirliliklan ve Gelecek Arastirmalar igin Oneriler

Bu galisma Aydin ili Efeler ilgesinde yer alan ilkokullarda gorev yapan ilkokul 6gretmenleriyle ylruttilmustir.
Gelistirilmesi planlanan 6lgme aracinin gegerlik ¢alismalari kapsaminda agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizi
ayni orneklemde gergeklestirilmistir. Calismada elde edilen gegerlik ve glvenirlik sonuglar calismanin
ylrataldigu érneklemle sinirhdir. Farkh branslarda ve farkh calisma kosullarinda gérev yapan 6gretmenlerle
ylritilecek ¢alismalarda gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerinin yenilenmesi, 6gretmenlerin sahip oldugu koruyucu
faktor ozelliklerinin  ve 6gretmen yilmazliginin kavramsal yapisinin anlasilmasina, Olgme aracinin
kullanilabilirliginin artmasina katki saglayacaktir.

Ogretmenlere ulasmada yasanan zorluk calismanin diger sinirliigi olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Calismada
Aydin ili Efeler ilgesinde yer alan tim ilkokullara ulasiimaya galisilmis ve 21 ilkokulda yaklasik olarak bes yiz
form ilkokul 6gretmenlerine dagitilmistir. Ogretmenlerin bir kismindan yiiz yiize uygulama yapilarak aninda
yanit alinmis, bir kismina okul idarecileri araciligiyla ulasilmistir. Her iki durumda da formlarin bir kismi yanitsiz
olarak geri donmistiir. Ogretmenlerle yiiriitilmesi planlanan calismalarda 6gretmenlerin katilimini tesvik
etmek calismalarin verimliligini artirmada yararl olabilir. Son olarak, veli ve 6grenci iliskileri 6gretmenlerin
mesleki motivasyonlarini etkileyen onemli bir boyut olarak gérilmekle birlikte 6lgekte bu oOzelligi 6lgmeye
yonelik bir boyut ortaya ¢ikmamistir. Bu nedenle gelistirilecek d6lgme araglarinin paydas iliskileri boyutuna
odaklanmasi énerilebilir.

Bilgilendirme

Bu calisma birinci yazarin doktora tezinden tlretilmistir. Bu calisma XV. European Conference on Social and
Behavioral Sciences’ta sozIi bildiri olarak sunulmustur.
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