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Introduction

Psychological resilience has recently drawn much attention as an important issue. The term has to
do with positive psychology, which emerged in the 1940s and flourished as a continuation of the
humanist approach that gained momentum in the 1980s. Rather than what makes people sick in
psychological terms, positive psychology concentrates on what keeps them healthy, underlining the
concept of psychological resilience (Meredith et al., 2011). Psychological resilience highlights the
importance of focusing on people’s strengths (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Uniivar (2012) argues
that psychologically resilient individuals are those who live along the lines of Wilhelm Nietzsche’s quote
“that which doesn’t kill me makes me stronger”. Psychological resilience refers to the ability to remain
strong in the face of unfavorable experiences (Karairmak, 2006), easily bounce back to their normal
selves after being hurt (Earvolino-Ramirez, 2007), survive psychical of emotional hardships when faced
by stressful incidents (Atkinson et al., 2002), adjust and attain positive outcomes despite serious events
jeopardizing adaptation and improvement (Masten, 2001). It is a result of interplay between
environmental and personal factors (Glantz & Sloboda, 1999; Norman, 2000).

Psychological resilience results from the interaction between two preconditions, i.e. risk factors and
protective factors. Risk factors that are important for psychological resilience include adverse
environmental conditions and stressful life events that exacerbate individual vulnerability (Norman,
2000). Such factors involve genetic, biological, socio-cultural and demographic conditions or traits, and
are grouped into familial, individual and environmental risk factors vardir (Gizir, 2007; Terzi, 2008).
These factors could be exemplified by low individual self-esteem, lack of support from parents and
teachers, peer conflicts (Sun & Stewart, 2007), negative life experiences, lack of maternal care, exposure
to neglect, abuse and maltreatment during childhood, familial disturbances, psychopathological
problems in family history, familial deviations, history alcohol abuse in the family, high homicide
statistics in immediate vicinity, psychiatric complications in childhood, presence of any physical
disability, orphanage stays, homelessness, mental disorders, substance abuse, underweight birth,
poverty and exposure to life events such as calamities, natural disasters, war and terror (Karairmak,
2006; Levene, 2003; Windle, 1999).

On the other hand, protective factors that are important for psychological resilience act as a buffer
against difficulties (Masten, 2001). These include conditions facilitating constructive response to
negative experiences (Karairmak, 2006), and enhance personal resilience against risk factors and
disorders (Korkut, 2004). Alleviating the impact of an existing problem, they help individuals reinforce
behaviors, attitudes and knowledge that can promote their emotional and physical well-being (Romano
& Hage, 2000). Protective factors that play an important part in improving psychological resilience
involve familial support, school support, social support and peer support (Sun & Stewart, 2007). Such
protective factors include having affectionate parents (Levene, 2003) who establish positive
relationships and lend support (Graber, Pichon & Carabine, 2015) with proper education and occupation
(Murray, 2003); being around supportive adults (Kurt, 2013), teachers and friends (Graber, Pichon &
Carabine, 2015); enjoying socio-economic advantage and good education; being evaluated by
themselves and others in their areas of skill and achievement (Kurt, 2013); having autonomy, problem-
solving skills (Benard, 1991; Murray, 2003), self-competence, hope (Kurt, 2013), intellect, social skills
(Levene, 2003), positive temperament, internal locus of control, strong academic skills (Murray, 2003),
and vision for future (Benard, 1991). It is also important for an individual to participate in activities that
may promote their academic, social and emotional skills as well as strengthen their autonomy and
internal locus of control, and also to have access to social role models and mentors (Murray, 2003). The
more the protective factors in individuals’ lives, the higher their psychological resilience (Eryilmaz, 2013;
Gurgan, 2006).

As noted above, parental attitudes and behaviors (Gizir, 2007; Graber, Pichon & Carabine, 2015;
Karairmak, 2006; Kurt, 2013; Levene, 2003; Murray, 2003; Sun & Stewart, 2007; Terzi, 2008; Windle,
1999), teacher behaviors, peer behaviors and cultural values are predominant in the risk factors and
protective factors that are significant for psychological resilience (Graber, Pichon & Carabine, 2015). In
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addition to psychological resilience parental, teacher and peer behaviors as well as visual and printed
media also have crucial effects on gender roles and intercultural sensitivity. As far as parents are
concerned, their behaviors and child-rearing approaches affect the formation of gender roles (Arici,
2011) and the making of cultural stereotypes (Celik, 2008) or sensitivity. For as children grow, they are
influenced by the attitudes of their care-givers which are blended with their cultural environment
(Aksoy, 2005; Arslangiray, 2013; Yasin-Dokmen, 2015). Gender roles, on the other hand, begin to form
once parents give birth to a child (Vatandas, 2007). For instance, while girls are traditionally addressed
through words associated with gracefulness, tininess and tenderness; while words with connotations of
strength are predominant in boys’ care (Eser, 2010). Gender refers to the entire set of elements that
define how individuals are socially perceived based on their sex and the way males or females are
expected to perceive, think, feel, act, appear and dress (Akin & Demirel, 2003; Altinova & Duyan, 2013;
Polat, 2010; Yagan-Glider & Giiler-Yildiz, 2016).

Beside gender, families also use various definitions pertaining to different cultural values, which they
transmit to their children. They also adopt and pass on to their children traditional cultural patterns
peculiar to their localities. Education levels of family members and whether they have egalitarian
attitudes are important in this process (Aktas, 2013). Intercultural sensitivity is usually high among
children who are raised by families with high consideration for cultural differences and who receive such
messages from their teachers (Rengi & Polat, 2014). The concept of “cultural sensitivity” refers to the
diversity of individual characteristics (Karairmak, 2008). For instance, such characteristics include an
individual’s gender, gender role identity, age (Nelson-Jones, 2014), sexual orientation, religion, race,
ethnic origin, physical efficacy, socio-economic status (Corey, 2008), language, faith, social class,
absence or presence of disability, education (American Psychological Association-APA, 2002), place of
residence, formal or informal affiliations (Corey, Corey & Corey, 2010) etc. Intercultural sensitivity
requires learning about different views and opinions(Fritz, Mollenberg & Chen, 2002), acknowledging,
accepting and appreciating them without any prejudice (Chen & William, 1997), being respectful (Chen
& Starosta, 1996) and fostering positive thoughts and feeling about such views and opinions (Bennett,
1998).

Along with families, schools also play an important part in acquiring culture-related gender roles and
intercultural sensitivity. A culturally-sensitive educational environment is created in schools where
teachers, principals and psychological counselors accept the differences of all students; respect, value
and acknowledge their cultural history; approach them with positive attitudes and offer an atmosphere
of social interaction. In such settings, individuals naturally develop high cultural sensitivity (Basbay &
Bektas, 2009; Rengi & Polat, 2014). Likewise, teacher behaviors, textbooks (Esen & Bagli, 2002; Ginindi-
Ersdz, 2010; Helvacioglu, 1994; Kalayci & Hayirsever, 2014; Polat, 2010; Severge, 1998; Uluyagci &
Yilmaz, 2007) as well as visual and printed media (i.e. television, cinema, ads, newspapers, books,
cartoons, etc.) also play a crucial role in the formation of stereotypes associated with gender roles
(Celik, 2008; Sabuncuoglu, 2006; Sayin, 2007; Uluyagci &Yilmaz, 2007).

Given the above remarks; psychological resilience, gender roles and intercultural sensitivity of
individuals are favorably or adversely influenced by the teachings and modeling behaviors of parents,
teachers, school psychological counselors and the media. For instance, people raised in non-
discriminatory environments with a democratic and affectionate approach can easily grow into
culturally-sensitive adults with high psychological resilience who have egalitarian attitudes in terms of
gender roles. On the contrary, people raised in environments with predominantly authoritarian,
negatory, unaffectionate and discriminatory discourses are likely to develop low psychological
resilience, prejudice against different cultures and a traditional approach to gender roles.

Relevant literature reports that psychologically androgynous individuals with egalitarian attitudes
toward gender who combine the traits of both sexes in a balanced manner rather than simply
possessing the characteristics of either males or females (Burger, 2006; Bastug 2008) have parents with
relatively higher education levels (Arici, 2011), have positive internal experiences (Golding & Singer,
1983), enjoy higher sexual satisfaction (Yilmaz, 2014) and marital satisfaction (Curun, 2014), are more
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open to receiving psychological support (Ozdemir, 2012), display less psychopathological symptoms,
better seize the moment, work toward self-fulfillment, are more responsive to their needs and
emotions, spontaneously disclose their feelings, develop healthy communication and have higher levels
of self-acceptance (Nevill, 1977) and psychological well-being (Arici, 2011). Culturally-sensitive
individuals are reported to possess traits such as high self-esteem, self-control, empathy, open-
mindedness, lack of prejudice, and interactive participation (Chen &William, 1997).

Similarly to the traits of individuals with intercultural sensitivity and egalitarian attitudes toward
gender, individuals with psychological resilience also have high levels of self-confidence, self-efficacy,
self-esteem, social attractiveness (Masten & Coastworth, 1998), intelligence, achievement motivation,
special areas of interest (Ogiilmiis, 2001), communication skills (Ozcan, 2005), social competences,
problem-solving skills, independent action (Benard, 1991) and coping skills and competences (Dearden,
2004). Moreover, they also have hope (Benard, 1991), optimism, sense of humor (Ozcan, 2005), life
satisfaction, positive emotional traits (Karairmak, 2006) and supportive family relations (Ozcan, 2005).

Given all the above-mentioned traits, one could argue that gender, intercultural sensitivity, risk
factors and psychological resilience might be interrelated and that psychological resilience can be
predicted by gender, intercultural sensitivity and risk factors. The literature contains studies that
examine the relationship between various risk factors and psychological resilience (Cicchetti & Rogosch,
1997; Cataloglu, 2011; Gokgen, 2015; Giiney, 2016; Ozcan, 2005; Saglam, 2012; Turgut, 2015; Yilmaz-
Irmak, 2008) Most of the research on psychological resilience have focused on environmental risk
factors, protective factors, and predictive factors in individuals’ psychological resilience characteristics
(Kumpfer, 1999). The number of studies examining the relationship between gender and psychological
resilience is limited in the literature. Such studies (Lam & McBride-Chang, 2007; Teker-Atas 2015;
Werner, 1995) have found significant relationships between gender roles and psychological resilience.
On the other hand, no study could be found in the literature that analyze the relations between
intercultural sensitivity and psychological resilience. In all these respects, the present study is believed
to contribute to the literature to a certain extent. An analysis on whether gender roles, intercultural
sensitivity and risk factors are significant predictors of psychological resilience could provide more
insight into the psychological resilience of individuals. Hence, this study examines whether gender roles,
intercultural sensitivity, risk factors and personal variables predict psychological resilience.

Method

This is a descriptive and causal study intended to analyze whether psychological resilience levels of
university students are predicted by gender roles, intercultural sensitivity, risk factors and personal
variables.

Study Universe and Sample

The study universe consists of undergraduate students studying in Yildiz Technical University,
Istanbul, in the Spring Semester of the 2015-2016 academic year. The study sample is a cluster sample
(Yildirnm & Simsek, 2011). The faculties offering education for professions based on quantitative, verbal
and special talents were taken as clusters, from which the Faculties of Education, Engineering and Art &
Design were selected. The pre-test was administered to 523 voluntary participants studying in ten
different departments determined by lot out of the selected faculties (Psychological Counseling and
Guidance, Pre-School Teaching, English Teaching, Social Studies Teaching, Environmental Engineering,
Civil Engineering, Geomatic Engineering, Communication Design, Art Management, Auditory Arts
Design). Further, Sampling Table was also used to identify the sample size. When the significance level in
the “Sampling Table” was taken as 95.00% and significance range as .05 so that the sample can reflect
the universe (Yazicioglu & Erdogan, 2007), for a universe 24.114 individuals, the sample had to contain a
minimum of 381 people. Consequently, the study universe was formed by 519 students (313 female,
206 male) who thoroughly filled in the questionnaires among the 523 student volunteers.
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Data Collection Instruments

“Gender Role Attitudes Scale”, “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale”, “List for Identifying Risk Factors”,
“Psychological Resilience Scale” and a “Personal Information Form” were employed to obtain the study
data.

Gender Role Attitudes Scale (GRAS): The scale was developed by Zeyneloglu and Terzioglu (2011) in
order to identify the attitudes towards gender roles among university students. It is a 38-item 5-point
Likert-type scale, which was subjected to validity and reliability tests. Content validity and construct
validity were analyzed as part of the validity tests for the scale. In the first step, item total test
correlations were examined in order to confirm construct validity. The second step involved the item
analysis, which revealed a statistically significant difference between the “t” values computed for the
lowest and the uppermost 27-percentile groups. As the third step, a factor analysis was performed, as a
result of which items with factor loadings below “.30” were removed from the scale. The finalized scale
was subjected to principal components analysis. It was found that item factor loadings ranged between
“.35 -.79”, and the scale consists of five dimensions. Calculated for the reliability test for the scale, the
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient was found to be .92 for 38 items; .78 for “egalitarian gender roles”, .80 for
“marriage gender roles” and .72 for “traditional gender roles”, which correspond to the scale’s
subdimensions (Zeyneloglu & Terzioglu, 2011).

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS): The Intercultural Sensitivity Scale was developed by Chen and
Starosta (2000) to measure intercultural sensitivity levels. It was adapted to Turkish by Ustiin (2011). It is
a 24-item 5-point Likert scale. High scores indicate high levels of intercultural sensitivity. Validity and
reliability tests were performed on the scale. Confirmatory factor analysis was carried out as part of
validity studies. Factor loadings for the items ranged between .19 and .81. One factor with a loading of
.19 was excluded from the scale. As part of the reliability test, total test Cronbach’s Alpha was computed
as .90. Item total correlation values (R) calculated for reliability study range between .21 and .70, which
indicates that the scale items are all related to the overall scale (Ustiin, 2011).

Resilience Scale (ARES): The Resilience Scale aims to identify the resilience levels of university
students. Devised by Wagnild and Young (1993), the scale was adapted to Turkish by Terzi (2006). In this
24-item, 7-point Likert-type scale, high scores indicate high resilience levels. This scale was also
subjected to validity and reliability tests. To confirm the scale’s validity, factor analysis was performed
and the Principal Components Analysis method was used for construct validity. The first factor analysis
carried out revealed that all scale items have factor loadings above .40. However, item 13 and 26 were
excluded from the scale as they had relatively higher loadings. Common variance of the factors on each
variable ranges between .47 and .74. The ARES was found to have 7 factors with eigenvalues above 1.
The Varimax Rotation Technique revealed that factor 1 consists of 6 items, factor 2 of 4 items, factor 3
of 5 items, factor 4 of 2 items, factor 5 of 3 items, factor 6 of 2 items and factor 7 of 2 items. As a result
of the Similar Scales Validity Test, a significant relationship was identified between the ARES and the
Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale (r =.83). Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient was calculated to be .82
for the reliability study while test-retest reliability coefficient was found to be r = .84 (Terzi, 2006).

List for Identifying Risk Factors: Developed by Terzi (2000), the List for Identifying Risk Factors
consists of 30 items and three domains. These include individual domain (history of a chronic disease,
low self-confidence), family domain (history of drug abuse among parents, domestic violence) and social
domain (low socio-economic level, migration).

Personal Information Form: Developed by the researcher, the Personal Information Form contains
guestions about the age, gender and faculty of participants. The form starts with an explanation of the
study purpose, followed by a warning not to specify the names as assessment would be collective rather
than individual.
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Data Analysis

SPSS 21 Software Package was used for data analysis. In order to ascertain whether the scores on the
“Psychological Resilience Scale”, “Gender Role Attitudes Scale” and “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale” are
normally distributed, the Skewness and Kurtosis coefficients were examined for the scores (Yildizoglu &
Burgaz, 2014).

Gender, intercultural sensitivity and risk factors were identified as the independent variables of the
study. First, the scores of students on the scales were coded as a dummy variable (Blyukoztlrk, 2002).
To this end, the mean score from the scales was computed. Scores above the mean value were coded as
1 (one), while those below the mean were coded as 0 (zero). Simple regression analysis was performed
so as to determine whether psychological resilience levels of the students are significantly predicted by
gender roles, intercultural sensitivity, risk factors and gender. Linear Regression Analysis refers to a
methodology when there is one dependent and one independent variable. During regression analysis,
Mahalanobis Distance Values were used to identify whether the variables had multivariate normal
distribution (BlyUkoztiirk, 2002). Similarly, the Tolerance Values and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
values were computed to detect multicollinearity, if any, between independent variables. Further, the
Durbin-Watson Test was performed to examine autocorrelation, which causes systemic errors (Kutsal &
Bilge, 2012). For in regression analysis, basic assumptions include normal distribution between residuals,
covariance with no interrelations and unrelated independent variables (Celik & Erar, 2013).

Percentile values were also calculated for the risk factors pertaining to the university students. The
Variance Analysis Technique was also applied in order to identify any significant difference between the
psychological resilience levels of university students according to their faculties. The significance level
was taken as .05.

Findings

This section presents the study results obtained through statistical analysis performed on the data
about the problematic of the study. In order to ascertain whether the scores on the “Psychological
Resilience Scale”, “Gender Role Attitudes Scale” and “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale” are normally
distributed, the Skewness and Kurtosis coefficients were examined for the scores, the results of which
are presented in Table 1.

Table 1.
Skewness and Kurtosis Values for the Scores on Gender Roles, Intercultural Sensitivity and Psychological
Resilience.

Variables n Skewness Kurtosis
Gender Roles 519 .82 .28
Intercultural Sensitivity 519 .26 11
Psychological Resilience 519 .78 .58

As seen in Table 1, the Skewness coefficients are .82 for the Gender Role Attitudes Scale, .26 for the
Intercultural Sensitivity Scale and .78 for the Psychological Resilience Scale. Kurtosis coefficients, on the
other hand, were computed to be .28 for the Gender Role Attitudes Scale, .11 for the Intercultural
Sensitivity Scale and .58 for the Psychological Resilience Scale. The scores display a normal distribution.
For any data set, Skewness and Kurtosis values not only in the -1.00, +1.00, range but also in the -2.00,
+2.00, range are acceptable (Arapkirlioglu & Tankiz, 2011).

During regression analysis, Mahalanobis Distance Values were used to identify whether the variables
had multivariate normal distribution (Buyikoztiirk, 2002). The multivariate normality assumption was
confirmed as the Mahalonobis Distance Value .99 was smaller than the x? table value (x2=9.49). As a
result of the analyses performed to identify multicollinearity, if any, between independent variables, the
Tolerance Values were computed to be =1.00 and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values to be =1.00. It is
statistically expected that the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values should not be above 10, and the
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tolerance values should not exceed 30 (Kutsal & Bilge, 2012). The analysis revealed no multicollinearity.
Furthermore, the Durbin-Watson Test was performed to examine autocorrelation, which causes
systemic errors. Usually a Durbin-Watson Test value of 1.50-2.50 indicates the lack of autocorrelation
(Tasdan & Erdem, 2010). The test results are DW=1.83 for Gender Roles and Psychological Resilience;
DW=1.81 for Intercultural Sensitivity and Psychological Resilience; DW=1.90 for Having/Not Having Risk
Factors and Psychological Resilience; DW=1.88 for Gender and Psychological Resilience, and DW=1.88
for Attended Faculty and Psychological Resilience. The Durbin-Watson Test also revealed no
autocorrelation. The risk factor and percentile values were also computed for the university students
and the results are given in Table 2.

Table 2.
The Risk Factors of Students and Their Percentages.
The risk factors n %
1) Premature birth 21 4.00
2) History of a chronic disease 42 8.10
3) Need for special education 5 1.00
4) History of academic failure 56 10.80
5) Exposure to violence 27 5.20
6) Exposure to sexual abuse 19 3.70
7) Substance (alcohol, drugs etc.) Abuse 66 12.70
8) Maternity at an early age 4 .80
9) Adoption by a foster family 0 .00
10) Presence of attention deficit and hyperactivity disorder 103 19.80
11) Pessimistic character 88 16.80
12) Low self-confidence 151  29.10
13) History of physical or psychological disorders among one or both parents 33 6.40
14) Divorce of parents 43 8.30
15) Living with a single parent 36 6.90
16) Living with step parents 5 1.00
17) Loss of parents 10 1.90
18) Extreme authoritarian attitudes by one or both parents 60 11.60
19) Criminal past of one or both parents 9 1.70
20) Substance (alcohol, drugs etc.) Abuse by one or both parents 29 5.60
21) Being member of a socially-excluded family 12 2.30
22) Low financial income 75 14.50
23) Having a parent or sibling needing special education 6 1.20
24) Having a friend circle with substance (alcohol, drugs etc.) Abuse 79 15.20
25) Having to work to earn money at school age 96 18.50
26) Exposure to natural disasters 36 6.90
27) Rejection by peers 23 4.40
28) History of migration 34 6.60
29) Problems about the place of residence (various threats such as violence or terror) 67 12.90
30) Other risk factors 11 2.10

As shown by Table 2, the risk factors of the students include the following: Premature birth 4.00%
(n=21), history of a chronic disease 8.10% (n=42), need for special education 1.00% (n=5), history of
academic failure 10.80% (n=56), exposure to violence 5.20% (n=27), exposure to sexual abuse 3.70%
(n=19), substance (alcohol, drugs etc.) abuse 12.70% (n=66), maternity at an early age .80% (n=4),
adoption by a foster family .00% (n=0), presence of attention deficit and hyperactivity disorder 19.80%
(n=103), pessimistic character 16.80% (n=88), low self-confidence 29.10% (n=151), history of physical or
psychological disorders among one or both parents 6.40% (n=33), divorce of parents 8.30% (n=43), living
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with a single parent 6.90% (n=36), living with step parents 1.00% (n=5), loss of parents 1.90% (n=10),
extreme authoritarian attitudes by one or both parents 11.60 % (n=60), criminal past of one or both
parents 1.70% (n=9), substance (alcohol, drugs etc.) abuse by one or both parents 5.60% (n=29), being
member of a socially-excluded family 2.30% (n=12), low financial income 14.50% (n=75), having a parent
or sibling needing special education 1.20% (n=6), having a friend circle with substance (alcohol, drugs
etc.) abuse 15.20% (n=79), having to work to earn money at school age 18.50% (n=96), exposure to
natural disasters 6.90% (n=36), rejection by peers 4.40% (n=23), history of migration 6.60% (n=34),
problems about the place of residence (various threats such as violence or terror) 12.90% (n=67) and
other risk factors 2.10% (n=11), respectively.

Linear regression analysis was performed to determine whether psychological resilience levels of the
students are significantly predicted by gender roles, intercultural sensitivity, risk factors and gender, and
the results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3.
Results of the Regression Analysis on the Prediction of the Psychological Resilience Levels among
University Students by Gender Roles, Intercultural Sensitivity, Risk Factors and Gender.

Predictors B Standardized Coefficients t P F P R R’
Constant 129.78 106.52 .00 10.36 .00 .14 .02
Gender Roles 5.21 .14 3.22 .00

Gender Roles n M DF
Traditional 218 129.78 19.87
Egalitarian 284 134.99 16.40
Predictors B Standardized Coefficients t P F P R R’
Constant 125.84 113.04 .00 7517 .00 37 .14
Intercultural 13.80 .37 8.67 .00

Sensitivity

Intercultural Sensitivity n M DF
Low 240 125.84 19.55
High 230 139.64 14.46
Predictors B Standardized Coefficients B P F P R R’
Constant 130.63 146.86 .00 1891 .00 .19 .04
Risk Factors 8.11 .19 4.35 .00

Risk Factors n M DF
Yes 401 130.63 18.13
No 118 138.74 16.69
Predictors B Standardized Coefficients t P F P R R’
Constant 133.05 129.90 .00 .80 37 .04 .00
Gender 1.46 .04 90 .37

Gender n M DF
Female 313 133.05 17.61
Male 206 131.59 18.87

Table 3 reveals that gender roles as a variable is a significant predictor for the psychological
resilience of students (R= .14, R’= .02, F=10.36, p <.00). Gender roles account for .02 % of the total
variance on psychological resilience. The mean psychological resilience score (n=284) for the university
students with egalitarian attitudes toward gender roles (M=134.99, DF= 16.40) is significantly higher
than the mean psychological resilience score (n=218) for their counterparts with traditional attitudes
toward gender roles (M =129.78, DF = 19.87).

Table 3 also shows that intercultural sensitivity is another significant predictor of psychological
resilience among university students (R= .37, R’= .14, F=75.17, p <.00). Intercultural sensitivity as a
variable accounts for .14 % of the total variance on psychological resilience. The mean psychological
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resilience score (n=230) for the university students with high levels of intercultural sensitivity (M
=139.64, DF = 14.46) was found to be significantly higher than the mean psychological resilience score
(n=240) of the students with low intercultural sensitivity levels (M =125.84, DF =19.55).

Table 3 similarly demonstrates that having risk factors as a variable is another significant predictor
for the psychological levels of students gériilmektedir (R= .19, R’= .04, F=18.91, p <.00). Having risk
factors accounts for .04 % of the total variance on intercultural sensitivity. The mean psychological
resilience score (n=401) of the university students with risk factors (M =130.63, DF=18.13) was found to

be significantly lower than the mean psychological resilience score (n=118) of the students lacking the
risk factors (M.=138.74, DF= 16.69).

Table 3 also suggests that the gender variable is not a significant predictor of psychological resilience
for students (R= .04, R’= .00, F= .80, p > .05). No significant difference was found between the mean
psychological resilience scores (n=313) for female students (M=133.05, DF= 17.61) and the mean
psychological resilience scores (n=206) for male students (M=131.59, DF= 18.87).

A variance analysis was performed to identify whether there was any significant difference among
the psychological resilience levels of the university students according to the faculties they attended
(Education, Engineering and Art & Design). The results of this analysis are given in Table 4, which also
shows the mean psychological resilience scores of the students attending the faculties of Education,
Engineering and Art & Design.

Table 4.
Results of the Variance Analysis on the Difference between the Psychological Resilience Levels of
University Students according to the Different Faculties Attended (Education, Engineering and Art &
Design).

Source Sum of Square DF Mean Squares F P
Between Groups 430.97 2 215.49 .66  328.65 .52
Within Groups 169584.32 516

Total 170015.29 518

Faculties n M DF

Education 221 132.74 19.20

Engineering 174 131.29 17.90

Art & Design 124 133.65 16.40

Table 4 reveals no significant difference between the psychological resilience levels of the university
students according to the different faculties they attended (F (, s16 = .66, p > .05). The students
attending the Faculty of Education (n=221) have a mean psychological resilience score of M =132.74
(DF= 19.20), the students attending the Faculty of Engineering (n=174) have a mean psychological
resilience score of M=131.29 (DF= 17.90), and the students attending the Faculty of Art & Design
(n=124) have a mean psychological resilience score of M=133.65 (DF= 16.40).

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

This study examines whether gender roles, intercultural sensitivity, risk factors and gender are
significant predictors of psychological resilience level among university students. It also investigates
significant differences, if any; among the psychological resilience levels of university students according
to the different faculties they attended (Education, Engineering and Art & Design).

The study results demonstrate that gender roles as a variable is a significant predictor of
psychological resilience levels among the university students. The university students with egalitarian
attitudes toward gender roles were found to have significantly higher mean psychological resilience
score than that of the students with traditional attitudes toward gender roles. Individuals who adopt the
androgynous gender role with egalitarian attitudes toward gender combining the traits of both sexes in

827



Suna GOKSEL-OFLAS, Fulya YUKSEL-SAHIN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 9(3), 2019, 819-848

a balanced manner rather than simply possessing the characteristics of either males or females (Bastug
2008) are shown to have high levels of psychological resilience (Norman, 2000). The relevant literature
reports that such individuals have positive internal experiences (Golding & Singer, 1983); enjoy higher
marital satisfaction (Curun, 2014) and sexual satisfaction (Yilmaz, 2014); are less prone to depression
and professional stress (Steenbarger & Greenberg, 1990); are more open to receiving psychological
support (Ozdemir, 2012); display less psychopathological symptoms, better seize the moment, are more
responsive to their needs, develop healthy communication and have higher levels of self-acceptance
(Nevill, 1977) higher levels of psychological well-being (Arici, 2011; Kim, 1998) and psychological
resilience (Teker-Atas, 2015), higher psychological adaptation levels (O'Heron & Orlofsky, 1990); and are
more psychologically resilient against stress (Lam & McBride-Chang, 2007). Individuals with egalitarian
gender roles were also found to have children who display high levels of psychological resilience
(Norman, 2000). Consequently, from a holistic perspective at the characteristics of individuals with
egalitarian attitudes toward gender roles and those with high psychological resilience, individuals
possessing both of these two traits are found to possess positive personality traits. The ability of
individuals with egalitarian attitudes toward gender roles to act independently from stereotypes that do
not comply with their own desires and needs and also their characteristics such as their productivity and
diligence as well as their ability to express themselves confidently and cater to their own needs are
believed to contribute to their psychological balance and resilience.

The study examined whether intercultural sensitivity is a significant predictor of psychological
resilience levels among university students. The results revealed that this variable is indeed a significant
predictor of psychological resilience for university students. The university students with high levels of
intercultural sensitivity were found to have a mean psychological resilience score significantly higher
than that of the students with low intercultural sensitivity. A review of the literature did not reveal any
research that either confirms or contradicts our findings. Individuals with intercultural sensitivity are
shown to have important characteristics such as high self-esteem, self-control, empathy skills, open-
mindedness, lack of prejudice and interactiveness (Chen &William, 1997). Similarly to the traits of
individuals with intercultural sensitivity, individuals with psychological resilience also have high levels of
self-confidence, self-efficacy, self-esteem, social attractiveness (Masten & Coastworth, 1998),
intelligence, achievement motivation, special areas of interest (Oglilmis, 2001), communication skills
(Ozcan, 2005), social competences, problem-solving skills, independent action (Benard, 1991) and
coping skills and competences (Dearden, 2004). Moreover, they also have hope (Benard, 1991),
optimism, sense of humor (Ozcan, 2005) and life satisfaction (Karairmak, 2006). Consequently,
considering the traits of interculturally sensitive individuals together with those of psychologically
resilient individuals, reports of the relevant literature confirm our study’s finding that intercultural
sensitivity is a predictor of psychological resilience. From a holistic perspective at the characteristics of
individuals with intercultural sensitivity and those with high psychological resilience, individuals
possessing both of these two traits are found to possess positive personality traits. Individuals with
intercultural sensitivity have high self-esteem, self-control, flexible and unbiased attitude, and effective
communication skills, which is believed to contribute to their psychological balance and resilience.

The study investigated whether having risk factors is a significant predictor of psychological
resilience levels of university students. The results revealed that having risk factors as a variable is
indeed a significant predictor of psychological resilience of students. The university students with risk
factors had a mean psychological resilience score significantly lower than the mean score of other
students who do not possess these risk factors. Psychological resilience is a product of the interaction
between risk factors and protective factors. Risk factors that are important for psychological resilience
are stressful life experiences and adverse environmental conditions (Norman, 2000). Examples of such
risk factors particularly include having uncaring, unloving, and unsupportive parents; low self-esteem;
peer conflicts; homelessness; substance abuse; poverty; and various disasters (Karairmak, 2006; Levene,
2003; Sun & Stewart, 2007; Windle, 1999). Protective factors that play a significant part in improving
psychological resilience are family support, school support, social support, and peer support (Sun &
Stewart, 2007). The more protective factors in an individual’s life, the more they can display
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psychological resilience (Girgan, 2006). Our study result that individuals with many risk factors have low
psychological resilience levels is compatible with the literature.

The relevant literature contains various studies that both confirm and contradict this finding. The
literature reports that children who have been victims of abuse (Cicchetti & Rogosch, 1997); adolescents
experiencing a major life event (loss of one parent, loss of a family member, parental divorce, history of
a serious disease, intercity migration and economic distress in the family) (Turgut, 2015); and students
with divorced parents (Ozcan, 2005) have low levels of psychological resilience. Also, victims of physical
abuse are more likely to display high risk-taking behaviors when compared to non-victims (Yilmaz-lrmak,
2008).

On the other hand, other research has revealed that no significant difference exists between the
psychological resilience levels of adolescents who have or have not experienced major health problems
(leukemia diagnosis) while parental divorce and loss of parents do not result in significant differences in
psychological resilience scores (Saglam, 2012). Similarly, there were no significant difference between
the psychological resilience levels of students with or without history of substance abuse (Gokgen,
2015). Hence, there are research findings that either corroborate to or contradict with the results of the
present study.

The study also investigated whether psychological resilience levels of university students are
significantly predicted by gender. The results revealed that the gender variable is not a significant
predictor of psychological resilience among university students. No significant difference was found
between the mean psychological resilience scores of female and male students. Individuals with
psychological resilience have high intelligence, motivation for success (Ogiilmiis, 2001), self-confidence
(Masten & Coastworth, 1998), hopes, problem-solving skills (Benard, 1991), optimism, communication
skills (Ozcan, 2005) and coping skills (Dearden, 2004). Our results suggest that genetics (i.e., intelligence)
and immediate environmental conditions (i.e., parental behaviors) are important in the development of
such traits while gender is not a determinant factor.

Also in such regard, the literature contains various reports that either confirm or contradict with the
finding that psychological resilience levels of university students do not differ with gender. The present
results are consistent with the research findings of Aydin (2010), Aydogdu (2013), Balci-Celik (2013),
Coskun, Garipagaoglu and Tosun (2014), Eryilmaz (2012), Gékgen (2015); Ozer (2013) and Terzi (2008).
On the other hand, Glingérmus, Okanli and Kocabeyoglu (2015) and Wasonga (2002) have concluded
that women tend to have higher psychological resilience than men do. In contrast, Bahadir (2009),
Campbell-Sills, Forde and Stein (2009), Erdogan (2015) and Tonga (2014) found higher psychological
resilience levels among men.

The study explored whether there was any significant difference between the psychological
resilience levels of university students based on the type of the faculty they attended (Education,
Engineering and Art & Design). The results showed no significant difference between the psychological
resilience levels of students according to their faculties (Education, Engineering and Art & Design). To
put it more clearly, no significant differences were identified between the mean psychological resilience
scores of the students who attended the Faculties of Education, Engineering and Art & Design. There are
differences in the skills of the students studying in the faculties mentioned in the study. We examined
whether such differences in skills are correlated with psychological resilience. However, the study
results showed that faculty is not a determinant variable. Rather, psychological resilience levels are
important for students to adapt to university life and cope with any academic, professional, emotional,
social, and economic problems they might have in a new environment.

Similarly, Coskun, Garipagaoglu and Tosun (2014), Erdogan (2015), Eryilmaz (2012) and Parlak (2014)
found in their research that psychological resilience levels of university students do not differ based on
the faculty variable. On the other hand, the literature contains other studies reporting that the variable
of different faculties has a significant impact upon the psychological resilience levels of university
students. For instance, it was found that students attending the faculties of Health Sciences and
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Medicine (Bahadir, 2009) and Science and Engineering (Gokgen, 2015) have higher psychological
resilience. However, the students studying in the departments of Guidance and Psychological
Counseling, Pre-School Teaching and Computer Teaching have higher levels of optimism, which is one of
the sub-dimensions of psychological resilience (Bolat, 2013).

To sum up, an overall assessment of the study results demonstrates that the variables of gender
roles, intercultural sensitivity and having risk factors are significant predictors of psychological resilience
levels among university students. Given the research findings, the following suggestions could
contribute to further research:

e No such research has been found in Turkey that investigates the variables of psychological resilience,
gender roles, intercultural sensitivity and risk factors together. Therefore, further research is required
to generalize the study findings.

e The present study was conducted with university students. It would be useful to conduct further
research on individuals at different education levels from different professions and at different stages
of development.

e As one of the qualitative research methods, focus group research could be performed with regard to
the variables of psychological resilience, intercultural sensitivity, gender roles and risk factors.

e Psychological resilience has a character open to further improvement. Therefore, empirical studies will
be useful to develop programs aiming to improve psychological resilience in individuals.
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Tiirkce Suiriim

Giris

Psikolojik dayaniklilik, son yillarda 6nemli bir konu olarak dikkati cekmektedir. Psikolojik dayaniklilk,
1940’h yillarda ortaya ¢ikan ve 1980'li yillarda gliclenen hiimanist yaklasimin devami olarak gelisen,
pozitif psikolojiye ait olan bir kavramdir. Pozitif psikoloji insanlari psikolojik anlamda neyin hasta
ettiginden daha ¢ok, insanlari neyin saghkli tuttuguna odaklanarak, psikolojik dayaniklilik kavramini
vurgulamaktadir (Meredith et al., 2011). Psikolojik dayaniklilik, insanlarin gli¢lii yonlerinden hareket
etmenin 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Psikolojik olarak dayanikli
kisiler, Uniivar’a (2012) gére, Wilhelm Nietzche’nin “beni 6ldiirmeyen, beni daha giiclii yapar” séziine
ornek olan kisilerdir. Psikolojik dayaniklilik, olumsuz yasantilar karsisinda glicli kalabilmek (Karairmak,
2006), incindikten sonra onceki haline kolayca dénebilmek (Earvolino-Ramirez, 2007), stres yaratan
biylk olaylar karsisinda fiziksel ya da duygusal bozukluga ugramamak (Atkinson et al., 2002), uyuma ve
gelisime karsi ciddi tehlikelere ragmen uyum sergileyebilmek ve olumlu sonuglara ulasabilmek (Masten,
2001) olarak tanimlanir. Cevresel ve kisisel faktorlerin etkilesiminin sonucudur (Glantz & Sloboda, 1999;
Norman, 2000).

Psikolojik dayanikhlik, iki sartin etkilesiminden olusur. Bunlar, risk faktorleri ve koruyucu faktorlerdir.
Psikolojik dayaniklilikta 6énemli olan risk faktorleri, bireylerin kirllganhgini arttiran olumsuz cevresel
kosullar ve stresli yasam olaylaridir (Norman, 2000). Risk faktorleri genetik, biyolojik, sosyo-kiiltiirel ve
demografik kosullari ya da 6zellikleri icerir. Ailesel risk faktorleri, bireysel risk faktorleri ve gevresel risk
faktorleri vardir (Gizir, 2007; Terzi, 2008). Bireyin distik benlik saygisina sahip olmasi, anne-baba ve
O0gretmenden alinan destegin az olmasi, akranlarla gatisma (Sun & Stewart, 2007), olumsuz yasam
deneyimleri, annenin ¢ocuga bakmamasi, ¢ocugun ihmale, istismara ve kot davranislara maruz kalmasi,
aile dizensizlikleri, ailede olan psikopatolojik sikintilar, ailevi sapmalar, ailenin alkoliklik ge¢misi, yakin
cevredeki cinayet istatistikleri, cocukluktaki psikiyatrik sorunlar, fiziksel engele sahip olmak, yetistirme
yurtlarinda yasama, evsizlik, zihinsel hastaliklar, madde kullanimi, disik kilolu dogum, fakirlik, maruz
kalinan felaketler, tabi afetler, savas, terér gibi yasam olaylar risk faktorlerine 6rnek gosterilebilir
(Karairmak, 2006; Levene, 2003; Windle, 1999).

Psikolojik dayaniklilikta 6nemli olan koruyucu faktorler ise zorluklar karsisinda tampon gorevi
gorirler (Masten, 2001). Yasanan olumsuz deneyime karsl bireyin yapici etki vermesini kolaylastiran
(Karairmak, 2006), risk faktorlerine ve hastaliklara karsi kisinin direncini iyilestirici kosullardir (Korkut,
2004). Var olan sorunun etkisini azaltarak, bireyin duygusal ve fiziksel iyi olusunu arttiracak davranislari,
tutumlari ve bilgileri gliclendirmesine yardimci olurlar (Romano & Hage, 2000). Psikolojik dayaniklilgi
gelistirmede 6nemli rol oynayan koruyucu faktorler aile destegi, okul destegi, toplum destegi ve akran
destegidir (Sun & Stewart, 2007). Sevgi ile yaklasan (Levene, 2003), olumlu iliski kuran, destek olan
(Graber, Pichon & Carabine, 2015), egitimli ve isi olan bir ebeveyne sahip olmak (Murray,2003);
destekleyici yetiskinlere (Kurt, 2013), 6gretmenlere ve arkadaslara sahip olmak (Graber, Pichon &
Carabine, 2015); sosyo-ekonomik yonden avantajli olmak, iyi okullarda 6grenim goérmek, kendileri ve
diger insanlar tarafindan yetenekli ve basarili olduklari alanlara gore degerlendirilmek (Kurt, 2013),
ozerklige, problem ¢ozme becerilerine (Benard, 1991; Murray, 2003), 6zyetkinlige, umut duygusuna
(Kurt, 2013; Masten 1994), zekdya, sosyal becerilere (Levene, 2003), pozitif mizaca, i¢sel kontrol
odagina, glicli akademik becerilere (Murray, 2003), gelecek i¢in amaca sahip olmak (Benard, 1991)
koruyucu faktorlerdir. Bireyin akademik, sosyal ve duygusal becerilerini gelistirici etkinliklere katilmasi,
ozerkligi ve igsel kontrol odagini gelistirmeye yonelik etkinliklere katilmasi, toplumda rol modellerine ve
mentorlere erisebilmesi de onemlidir (Murray, 2003). Bireyin yasaminda ne kadar fazla koruyucu
faktorler varsa, o kadar ¢ok psikolojik dayaniklilik gésterebilir (Eryilmaz, 2013; Glirgan, 2006).
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Yukarida belirtildigi gibi, psikolojik dayaniklilikta 6nemli olan risk faktorleri ve koruyucu faktorler
icinde, agirhkh olarak ebeveyn tutum ve davraniglari (Gizir, 2007; Graber, Pichon & Carabine, 2015;
Karairmak, 2006; Kurt, 2013; Levene, 2003; Murray, 2003; Sun & Stewart, 2007; Terzi, 2008; Windle,
1999), 6gretmen davranislari, akran davranislari ve kiiltiirel degerler bulunmaktadir (Graber, Pichon &
Carabine, 2015). Ebeveyn, 6gretmen ve akran davranislari ile gorsel ve yazili medyanin psikolojik
dayanikliigin yanisira, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri ve kiiltiirlerarasi duyarliik Gzerinde de 6nemli etkileri
vardir. Ebeveyn davranislari agisindan bakildiginda, ebeveyn davranislari ve gocuk yetistirme tutumlari,
toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin edinilmesini (Arici, 2011) ve farkh kulturlere yonelik kalip yargilarin (Celik,
2008) ya da duyarliligin olusmasini etkiler. Cunki, ¢ocuklar blyirken kendilerini blylten ailelerinin
icinde yasadiklan kiiltlirle harmanlanan tutumlarindan etkilenirler (Aksoy, 2005; Arslangiray, 2013;
Yasin-Dékmen, 2015). Toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri de ebeveynlerin ilk ¢ocuk sahibi olduklari zamandan
itibaren baslar (Vatandas, 2007). Ornegin, kiz cocuklar zarifligi, minikligi ve hassasligi vurgulayan
kelimelerle sevilirken, erkek cocuklar daha ¢ok giglulik ifade eden kelimelerle sevilirler (Eser, 2010).
Toplumsal cinsiyet, bir kisinin cinsiyetinden 6tird toplum tarafindan nasil algilandigini; erkegin ya da
kadinin nasil algilamasi, disinmesi, hissetmesi, davranmasi, goérinmesi ve giyinmesi gerektigini
tanimlayan bilesenlerin timudur (Akin & Demirel, 2003; Altinova & Duyan, 2013; Polat, 2010; Yagan-
Guder & Giiler-Yildiz, 2016).

Aileler cinsiyetin yanisira, farkli kiltlrel degerlerle ilgili cesitli tanimlamalar yaparlar ve bu bilgileri
cocuklarina aktarirlar. Ayrica, bulunduklari bolgeye 6zgli geleneksel kiltiir kaliplarini da benimseyerek
cocuklarina aktarirlar. Bu konuda, aile Uyelerinin egitim dizeyi ile esitlik¢i bir tutuma sahip olup
olmadiklari 6nemli faktorler olarak ortaya gikar (Aktas, 2013). Kulturel farkliliklarin dikkate alindigi ve
duyarl olundugu bir ailede biyliyen, okuldaki 6gretmenlerinden bu sekilde mesajlari alan gocuklarin
kalturlerarasi duyarliligl da yiksek diizeyde olur (Rengi & Polat, 2014). “Kiltire duyarh olmak” kavrami
ile séylenmek istenilen, bireyin 6zelliklerindeki cesitliliktir (Karairmak, 2008). Ornegin; bireyin cinsiyeti,
cinsiyet rol kimligi, yasi (Nelson-Jones, 2014), cinsel yonelimi, dini, irki, etnik kokeni, fiziksel yeterliligi,
psikolojik yeterliligi, sosyo-ekonomik durumu (Corey, 2008), dili, inan¢ bicimi, sosyal sinifi, engelli olup
olmadigi, egitimi (American Psychological Association-APA, 2002), yasadigi yer, formal ya da informal
yelikleri (Corey, Corey & Corey, 2010) ve bu gibi 6zellikler seklindedir. Kultlrlerarasi duyarlihk, farkh
goris ve dustnceleri tanimayi, 6grenmeyi (Fritz, Mollenberg & Chen, 2002), anlamayi, kabul etmeyi,
takdir etmeyi, 6n yargili olmamayi (Chen & William, 1997), saygi duymayi (Chen & Starosta, 1996) ve
onlara karsi olumlu distince ve duygulara sahip olabilmeyi gerektirir (Bennett, 1998).

Kiltirle iliskili toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin ve kdltirlerarasi duyarliigin kazanilmasinda ailenin
yanisira okul da 6nemli bir faktor olarak ortaya cikar. Okulda, 6gretmenlerin, midirlerin ve okul
psikolojik danismanlarinin bitiin 6grencilerinin farkhhklarini kabul etmeleri, kiltiirel gegmislerine saygi
duymalari, deger vermeleri, anlamalari, olumlu duygularla yaklasmalari ve birbirleri ile sosyal etkilesim
ortamini saglamalar ile kultire duyarh bir egitim ortami olusur. Bu ortamda bulunan bireylerin
kiiltUrlerarasi duyarhihgl da fazla olur (Basbay & Bektas, 2009; Rengi & Polat, 2014). Yine, toplumsal
cinsiyet rolleri ile ilgili kalipyargilarin olusumunda 6gretmen davranislarinin, ders kitaplarinin (Esen &
Bagl, 2002; Glnindi-Ers6z, 2010; Helvacioglu, 1994; Kalayci & Hayirsever, 2014; Polat, 2010; Severge,
1998; Uluyagcl & Yilmaz, 2007) ve gorsel ve yazil kitle iletisim araglarinin (6rnegin; televizyon, sinema,
reklamlar, gazeteler, kitaplar, karikatlrler vb.) 6nemli bir yeri vardir (Celik, 2008; Sabuncuoglu, 2006;
Sayin, 2007; Uluyagci & Yilmaz, 2007).

Yukaridaki agiklamalar temel alindiginda, ebeveynlerin, &gretmenlerin, okul psikolojik
danismanlarinin, kitle iletisim araglarinin aktarimlari ve model olmalari sayesinde, bireylerin psikolojik
dayanikliliklarinin, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin ve kultiirlerarasi duyarhliklarinin olumlu ya da olumsuz
etkilenmesi séz konusu olacaktir. Ornegin, genel olarak demokratik ve sevgi dolu bir tutumla,
ayrimciligin olmadigr ortamlarda biyiyen bireyler, psikolojik dayanikhligi yiksek, kultare duyarli ve
toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri agisindan esitlik¢i tutuma sahip olabileceklerdir. Otoriter, reddedici, sevgisiz ve
ayrimcl soéylemlerin oldugu ortamlarda biiyliyen bireyler ise psikolojik dayanikliigl dusik, cesitli
kilturlere onyargili yaklasan ve toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri agisindan geleneksel yaklasimci tutuma sahip
olabileceklerdir.
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Yapilmis olan gesitli arastirmalarda, cinsiyete esitlikgi tutumla yaklasan ve yalnizca kadin ve erkek
ozelliklerini tek basina tagimayan, ikisinin 6zelliklerini de dengeli bicimde birlestiren, psikolojik androjen
bireylerin (Bastug, 2008; Burger, 2006; Freedman, Sears & Carlsmith, 1981) anne-babalarinin egitim
dizeylerinin daha yiksek oldugu (Arici, 2011), pozitif i¢ yasantilara sahip olduklari (Golding & Singer,
1983); cinsel doyumlarinin (Yilmaz, 2014) ve evlilik doyumlarinin daha yiiksek oldugu (Curun, 2014);
psikolojik yardim almaya daha acik olduklari (Ozdemir, 2012), daha az psikopatolojik belirtiler
gosterdikleri, yasadiklari anin daha iyi farkinda olduklari, kendini gerceklestirme yolunda ilerledikleri,
gereksinimleri ve duygularn konusunda daha duyarli olduklari, duygularini spontan bir bicimde
acikladiklari, saghkh iletisim kurduklari, kendini kabul dizeylerinin (Nevill, 1977) ve psikolojik iyi olus
diizeylerinin daha yiiksek oldugu (Arici, 2011) gorilmektedir. Kaltlrlerarasi duyarliliga sahip olan
bireylerin de yiksek benlik saygisi, 6zdenetimi, empati kurma becerisi, acik goriigli olma, dnyargili
olmama ve etkilesime katilim gibi 6zelliklere sahip olduklari gérilmektedir (Chen & William, 1997).

Kiltirlerarasi duyarliliga ve cinsiyete esitlik¢i tutumla yaklasan bireylerin 6zelliklerine benzer bir
bicimde, psikolojik dayanikhliga sahip olan bireylerin de, kendine giivenleri, 6z yeterlilikleri, benlik
saygilari, sosyal gekicilikleri (Masten & Coastworth, 1998), zekalari, basari giidiileri, dzel ilgileri (Ogiilmiis,
2001), iletisim becerileri (Ozcan, 2005), sosyal yeterlilikleri, sorun ¢6zme becerileri, bagimsiz davranma
(Benard, 1991) ve zorluklarla bas etme beceri ve yeterlilikleri yiksek diizeydedir (Dearden, 2004). Ayrica,
umut (Benard, 1991), iyimserlik, mizah (Ozcan, 2005), yasam doyumu, olumlu duygusallik 6zellikleri
(Karairmak, 2006) ile destekleyici aile iliskilerine sahiptirler (Ozcan, 2005).

Yukarida agiklanan bitin bu o6zellikler agisindan degerlendirildiginde, toplumsal cinsiyet,
kilturlerarasi duyarlilk, risk faktorleri ve psikolojik dayaniklilik arasinda iliskilerin olabilecegi; toplumsal
cinsiyetin, kiltirlerarasi duyarhhgin ve risk faktorlerinin, psikolojik dayanikliigi yordayacagi
diistinilmektedir. Alanyazinda, gesitli risk faktorlerinin psikolojik dayaniklilikla olan iligkisini inceleyen
arastirmalar (Cicchetti & Rogosch, 1997; Cataloglu, 2011; Gékcen, 2015; Giiney, 2016; Ozcan, 2005;
Saglam, 2012; Turgut, 2015; Yilmaz-lIrmak, 2008) vardir. Psikolojik dayanikhlik kavramini temel alan
arastirmalar, daha c¢ok cevredeki risk ve koruyucu faktorler ile bireyin psikolojik dayaniklilik
ozelliklerindeki yordayici faktérlere odaklanmistir (Kumpfer, 1999). Alanyazinda, toplumsal cinsiyet ile
psikolojik dayaniklihk arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen sinirli sayida arastirma vardir. Yapilmis olan bu
arastirmalarin sonucunda (Werner, 1995; Lam & McBride-Chang, 2007; Teker-Atas 2015), toplumsal
cinsiyet rolleri ile psikolojik dayanikhlik arasinda anlamli diizeyde iligkiler oldugu bulunmustur. Ancak,
alanyazinda, klturlerarasi duyarlilik ve psikolojik dayaniklilik arasindaki iliskiyi arastiran arastirmalara ise
rastlanilamamistir. Bu agilardan da bakildiginda, bu arastirmanin alanyazina bir dlciide de olsa katki
saglayacag diisiinilmektedir. Toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin, klltiirlerarasi duyarhihgin ve risk faktorlerinin
psikolojik dayanikliigin anlamli yordayicilari olup olmadigini arastirmak, bireylerin psikolojik
dayanikliliklarina iliskin biraz daha bilgi edinilmesini saglayabilecektir. Bu arastirmada, bu distinceden
hareketle, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin, kiltlrlerarasi duyarliigin, risk faktorlerinin ve Kkisisel
degiskenlerin psikolojik dayanikliligi yordayip yordamadigi incelenmistir.

Yontem

Arastirma, Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik dizeylerinin toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine,
kilturlerarasi duyarliliga, risk faktorlerine ve kisisel degiskenlere gére yordanmasini amaglayan betimsel
ve nedensel bir calismadir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Bu arastirmanin calisma evrenini, Istanbul ilindeki Yildiz Teknik Universitesi’nin 2015-2016 bahar
yarlyilinda 6grenim gérmekte olan lisans 6grencileri olusturmaktadir. Arastirma evreninin Yildiz Teknik
Universitesi’/nden segilme nedeni, arastirmacilarin bu iiniversitede ¢alisiyor ve dgrenim gériiyor olmasi;
fakiltelere ulasmada ve izin almada kolayligin saglanacagi goriisiinden dolayidir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemi
ise kiime orneklemidir. Kiime orneklemi, calisilabilir evrende dogal olarak olusmus ya da degisik
amaglarla yapay olarak olusturulmus, kendi icinde belirli 6zellikler agisindan benzerlikler gosteren degisik
gruplarin olmasi durumunda kullanilir (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2011). Arastirmada da sayisal, sozel ve 6zel
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yetenege dayali mesleklerin olusturdugu fakilteler, kiimeler olarak distinilerek bu kiimelerden Egitim
Fakultesi, Mihendislik Fakiiltesi, Sanat ve Tasarim Fakdllteleri secilmistir. Secilen fakdiltelerden, kura
usulii ile belirlenen 10 farkh bélimde (Psikolojik Danisma ve Rehberlik, Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi,
ingilizce Ogretmenligi, Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi, Cevre Mihendisligi, insaat Miihendisligi, Harita
Miihendisligi, iletisim Tasarimi, Sanat Y®netimi, Duysal (Ses) Sanatlari Tasarimi) égrenim gdren 523
gonalla katihmciya uygulama yapilmistir.

Ayrica, érneklem sayisinin belirlenmesinde Orneklem Tablosundan da yararlaniimistir. rneklemin
evreni yansitmasi igin, “Orneklem Tablosu”nda yer alan anlamhlik diizeyi % 95.00; ve anlamlilik aralig
.05 olarak alindiginda, evreni 24.114 igin, 6rneklemin en az 381 kisinin katihmina ihtiya¢ bulundugu
(Yazicioglu & Erdogan, 2007) gorilmistir. Sonug¢ olarak, arastirmanin 6rneklemini 523 gonilli
Gniversite 6grencisinden, Olcekleri tam olarak isaretleyen 519 6grenci (313 kadin, 206 erkek)
olusturmustur.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada gerekli verileri elde etmek icin, “Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum Olgegi”, Kiltiirlerarasi
Duyarlilik Olgegi”, “Risk Faktorlerini Belirleme Listesi”, “Kendini Toparlama Giicii Olgegi (Psikolojik
Dayanikhlik Olgegi)” ve “Kisisel Bilgiler Formu” kullaniimistir.

Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum Olgegi: Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum Olgegi, iniversite
6grenimi goren o6grencilerin toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine iliskin tutumlarini belirlemek amaciyla
Zeyneloglu &Terzioglu (2011) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olcek, 38 maddelik 5'li Likert tipidir. Olcekten
alinan en yuksek deger, bireyin toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine iliskin esitlik¢i tutuma sahip oldugunu, en
diisiik deger ise geleneksel tutuma sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Olcegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik
galismalari yapilmistir. Olgegin gegerlik calismasi igin kapsam gegerligi ve yapi gecerligine bakilmistir.
Yapi gegerligi icin deneme Olceginde yer alan 48 maddeden hangilerinin isledigini belirlemek amaciyla
korelasyonlara dayali madde analizi yontemi ile Olgekteki her madde igin madde toplam test
korelasyonlari hesaplanmistir. Deneme 0Olceginin madde toplam test korelasyonlari incelendiginde,
korelasyon katsayilarinin bir madde disinda kalan maddeler arasinda (r= .25 - .70) istatistiksel olarak
anlamli dizeyde fark oldugu belirlenmistir. Bir tane madde toplam test korelasyonu “.25”den kiguk
oldugu icin 6lcekten cikariimistir. ikinci asamada yapilan madde analizi sonucuna gore, % 27.00’lik alt ve
st gruplar igin hesaplanan “t” degerleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamh dizeyde fark oldugu
bulunmustur. Uglincli asamada yapilan faktér analizinde faktér yiikii “.30”un altinda olan maddeler
Olgekten cikarilarak oOlcege son sekli verilmistir. Son sekli verilen 38 maddeden olusan olgegin,
birbirinden bagimsiz anlamh faktérlere ayrilip ayrilmadiginin belirlenebilmesi icin asal eksenlere gore
dondirilmis temel bilesenler analizi uygulanmistir. Bu analiz sonucuna gore, maddelerin faktor
yiklerinin “.35 - .79” arasinda oldugu ve 6lcegin bes boyuttan olustugu saptanmistir (Zeyneloglu, 2008).
Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum Olceginin giivenirlik calismasi icin hesaplanmis olan Cronbach Alfa
Katsayisi 38 madde igin .92; alt boyutlari igin esitlikgi cinsiyet roli icin .78, evlilikte cinsiyet roli igin .80
ve geleneksel cinsiyet roll igin .72 saptanmistir (Zeyneloglu & Terzioglu, 2011).

Kiiltiirlerarasi Duyarlilik Olgedi: Kiltiirlerarasi Duyarliik Olcegi, kiltiirlerarasi duyarlihk diizeylerini
dlgmek icin, Chen ve Starosta (2000) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Tirkce uyarlama calismasi, Ustiin (2011)
tarafindan yapilmistir. Olgek, 24 maddelik 5’li Likert tipidir. Yiksek puan, kiiltirlererasi duyarlilik
diizeyinin yiiksek olduguna isaret etmektedir. Olcegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismalar yapilmistir.
Gegerlik calismasi kapsaminda dogrulayici faktér analizi yapilmistir. Maddelerin faktor yik degerleri .19
ile .81 arasinda degisen degerlerde c¢ikmistir. Bir tane maddenin faktér yik degerinin .19 olmasi
nedeniyle bu madde &lgekten cikarlmistir (Ustiin, 2011). Olgegin giivenirlik calismasi amaciyla
hesaplanan toplam test Cronbach Alfa katsayisi .90 olarak bulunmustur. Guvenirlik ¢alismasi
kapsaminda, madde toplam puan korelasyonu da hesaplanmistir. Madde toplam korelasyon degerlerinin
(R) .21 ile .70 arasinda olmasi, Olcekte yer alan maddelerin dlgegin bitlndyle iliski gosterdigine isaret
etmektedir (Ustiin, 2011). Bu bulgular, Kiiltiirlerarasi Duyarhlik élceginin gecerli ve giivenilir oldugunu
gostermektedir.
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Kendini Toparlama Giicii Olcegi (Psikolojik Dayanikhihk Olgegi): Kendini Toparlama Giicii Olcegi,
Universite 6grencilerinin kendini toparlama gucli duzeylerini belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Wagnild &
Young (1993) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lcegin Tirkceye uyarlamasini Terzi (2006) yapmistir. Olcek, 24
maddeli 7’li Likert tipindedir. Yiksek puan, kendini toparlama glci dizeyinin yiksek olduguna isaret
etmektedir. Olgegin, gecerlik ve giivenirlik calismalari yapilmistir. Olgegin gecerligi icin, yapi gecerligi ve
benzer olgekler gegerligine bakilmistir. Yapi gecerligi, faktor analizi ile saptanmustir. Faktor analizinde ise
Temel Bilesenler Analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Yapilan ilk faktor analizinde, 6lcekte yer alan biitin
maddelerin faktor yik degerlerinin .40’dan yiiksek oldugu, ancak 13. ve 26. maddelerin iki faktorde de
goreli olarak yiksek yukdegerine sahip olduklari ortaya ¢ikmistir ve bu maddelerin 06lgekten
¢ikartilmasina karar verilmistir. Faktorlerin her bir degisken Uzerindeki ortak varyansi .47 ile .74
arasindadir. KTGO’nin &zdegeri 1’den biyik olan 7 faktér verdigi belirlenmistir. Varimax eksen
dondirme teknigi sonrasinda birinci faktoriin 6 maddeden, ikinci faktériin 4 maddeden, Gglincl faktérin
5 maddeden, dordinci faktérin 2 maddeden, besinci faktériin 3 maddeden, altinci faktorin 2
maddeden ve yedinci faktériin 2 maddeden olustugu belirlenmistir. Yapilan benzer olgekler gecerligi
galismasinda ise Kendini Toparlama Giicii Olgegi ile Genellestirilmis Ozyeterlik Olcegi arasinda anlamli bir
iliski bulunmustur (r = .83). Olgegin giivenirlik calismasi yapilmistir. Olgegin Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik
katsayisi .82; test-tekrar test glvenirlik katsayisi r = .84 olarak saptanmistir (Terzi, 2006). Bu bulgular,
Kendini Toparlama Giicii Olceginin gecerli ve giivenilir oldugunu géstermektedir.

Risk Faktérlerini Belirleme Listesi: Risk Faktoérlerini Belirleme Listesi, Terzi (2000) tarafindan
gelistirilmistir. Liste, 30 maddeden ve (i¢ alandan olusmaktadir. Bu alanlar: bireysel (kronik bir hastaliga
sahip olma, kendine glivenin az olmasi gibi), aile (anne/babanin uyusturucu kullanmasi, ailede siddet
gbérme gibi) ve toplumsal (duslik sosyoekonomik dlizey, gog gibi) alanlardir.

Kisisel Bilgi Formu: Kisisel Bilgi Formu, arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Formda, katilimcilarin
cinsiyetine ve 6grenim gordikleri fakilteye iliskin sorular vardir. Formun basinda arastirmanin amacina
yer verilmis olup degerlendirmenin bireysel sekilde degil toplu yapilacagi agiklanarak isim yazilmamasi
belirtilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin ¢dzimlenmesinde, SPSS 21 Paket Programi’ndan yararlaniimistir. Problemin ¢6ziimi igin
oncelikle “Psikolojik Dayaniklilik Olcegi”, “Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum Olgegi”, “Kiiltiirlerarasi
Duyarlilik Olgegi”nden elde edilen puanlarin normal dagihm gosterip gdstermedigini belirlemek igin
alinan puanlarin garpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarina bakilmistir (Yildizoglu & Burgaz, 2014).

Arastirmada, toplumsal cinsiyet, kiltlrlerarasi duyarhlk ve risk faktérleri bagimsiz degiskenler olarak
ele alinmistir. Oncelikle, 6grencilerin dlgeklerden elde ettikleri puanlar, dummy (kukla) degiskeni olarak
kodlanmistir (Buytkozturk, 2002). Bunun igin, bu o&lgeklerden elde edilen puanlarin ortalamalari
bulunmustur. Ortalamanin lizerinde olan puanlar 1 (bir), ortalamanin altinda olan puanlar 0 (sifir) olarak
kodlanmistir. Arastirmada, liniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhlik diizeylerinin toplumsal cinsiyet
rollerine, kultlrlerarasi duyarliliga, risk faktorlerine ve cinsiyete gbére anlamli bir bicimde yordanip
yordanmadigini belirleyebilmek i¢in Basit Regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Regresyon analizi, aralarinda bag
olan iki ya da daha fazla degiskenden birinin bagimli degisken, digerlerinin bagimsiz degiskenler olarak
ayirimi ile aralarindaki bagin bir matematiksel esitlik ile agiklanmasi siirecini anlatir. Bagimh degisken bir,
bagimsiz degisken bir ise kullanilan yonteme “Basit Dogrusal Regresyon Analizi” denir. Regresyon
analizinde, degiskenlerin ¢ok degiskenli normal dagihm gosterip gdstermedigine iliskin inceleme,
Mahalanobis Uzaklik Degerleri kullanilarak yapilmistir (Buyikoztiirk, 2002). Yine, bagimsiz degiskenler
arasinda ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in Tolerans Degerlerine ve VIF-Varyans Artis
Degerlerine de bakilmistir. Ayrica, sistematik hatalara neden olan otokorelasyonun olup olmadigini
gormek icin de Durbin-Watson Testi de yapilmistir (Kutsal & Bilge, 2012). Clink, regresyon analizinde
artiklarin normal dagilmasi, es varyansli ve aralarinda iliskisiz olmasi, bagimsiz degiskenlerin baglantisiz
olmasi temel varsayimlardir (Celik & Erar, 2013).
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Universite 6grencilerinin sahip olduklari risk faktérlerinin yiizdelik degerleri de hesaplanmustir.
Arastirmada ayrica, 6grenim gorilen fakiltelere gore liniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhhk
diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olup olmadigini belirlemek igin Varyans Analiz Teknigi
kullaniimistir. Arastirmada, anlamlilik diizeyi .05 olarak alinmustir.

Bulgular

Arastirmada ele alinan problem durumunun g¢oziimiine yonelik toplanan verilerin istatistiksel
¢6ziimlemesi ile ulasilan sonuglara dair elde edilen bulgular bu béliimde yer almistir.

Problemin ¢6ziimii icin éncelikle “Psikolojik Dayanikhlik Olcegi”, “Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum
Olgegi”, “Kulturlerarasi Duyarliik Olcegi”’nden elde edilen puanlarin normal dagiim gdsterip
gostermedigini belirlemek igin alinan puanlarin garpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarina bakilmis ve sonuglari

Tablo 1’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1.
Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri, Kiiltiirlerarasi Duyarllik ile Psikolojik Dayanikhilik Puan Ortalamalari, Carpiklik
ve Basiklik Degerleri.

Degiskenler n Carpikhik Basiklik
Toplumsal Cinsiyet 519 .82 .28
Kdltirlerarasi Duyarlilik 519 .26 11
Psikolojik Dayanikhhk 519 .78 .58

Tablo 1’de gorildugi gibi, carpiklik katsayilarina bakildiginda, Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum
Olgegi icin .82, Kiltirlerarasi Duyarlilik Olcegi icin .26 ve Psikolojik Dayanikhlik Olgegi icin .78 olmustur.
Basiklik katsayilarina bakildiginda, Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri Tutum Olgegi icin .28, Kdltiirlerarasi
Duyarlilik Olgegi icin .11 ve Psikolojik Dayanikhilik Olgegi icin .58 olmustur. Bu puan dagilimlari, normal
dagilim gostermektedir. Herhangi bir veri grubunda garpiklik ve basiklik degerinin -1.00, +1.00 araliginda
olmasinin normal dagihm igin kabul edilebilir diizeyde olmasinin yani sira, bu degerin -2.00, +2.00
araliginda olmasi da genellikle kabul edilebilir bir durum olarak goériilmektedir (Arapkirlioglu & Tankiz,
2011).

Regresyon analizinde, degiskenlerin ¢ok degiskenli normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigine iliskin
inceleme Mahalanobis Uzaklik Degerleri kullanilarak yapilmistir (Blyukoztirk, 2002). Mahalonobis
Uzaklik Degeri= .99, x? tablo degerinden (x?=9.49) kiguk ¢iktigi icin, cok degiskenli normallik varsayimi
karsilanmistir. Bagimsiz degiskenler arasinda ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olup olmadigini belirlemek igin
yapilmis olan analizler sonucunda, Tolerans Degerleri=1.00, VIF-Varyans Artis Degerleri=1.00 olarak
bulunmustur. VIF-Varyans Artis Degerlerinin 10’dan biylk olmamasi, tolerans degerlerinin 30 degerini
gecmemesi istatistiksel olarak beklenir (Kutsal & Bilge, 2012). Analizler sonucunda, ¢oklu baglanti
sorununun olmadig gorilmustir. Ayrica, sistematik hatalara neden olan otokorelasyonun olup
olmadigini géormek icin, Durbin-Watson Testi de yapilmistir. Genellikle, 1.50-2.50 Durbin-Watson Testi
degeri, otokorelasyon olmadigini gosterir (Tasdan & Erdem, 2010). Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Psikolojik
Dayanikhhk icin DW=1.83; Kdulturlerarasi Duyarliik ve Psikolojik Dayaniklilik i¢cin DW=1.81; Risk
Faktorlerine Sahip Olmak/Olmamak ve Psikolojik Dayanikhlik icin DW=1.90; Cinsiyet ve Psikolojik
Dayaniklilik icin DW=1.88 ve Ogrenim Goriilen Fakiilte ve Psikolojik Dayaniklilik icin DW=1.88'dir. Durbin-
Watson Testi sonucunda da otokorelasyon olmadigi gérilmustar.

Arastirmada, Universite 6grencilerinin risk faktorleri ve yizdelik degerleri belirlenmis ve sonuglari
Tablo 2’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2
Ogrencilerin Sahip Olduklari Risk Faktérleri ve Yiizdesi.
Risk Faktorleri n %
1)Erken dogmus olma 21 4.00
2)Kronik bir hastaliga sahip olma 42 8.10
3)Ozel egitime muhtac olma 5 1.00
4)Akademik basarisizlik yasama 56 10.8
5)Siddete maruz kalma 27 5.20
6)Cinsel istismara maruz kalma 19 3.70
7)Alkol, uyusturucu vb. madde kullanma 66 12.70
8)Erken yasta ¢ocuk sahibi olma 4 .80
9)Evlatlik olarak bir ailenin yaninda yetisme 0 .00
10)Dikkat daginikligi ve hiperaktivite sorunu yasama 103 19.80
11)Koétumser bir kisilik yapisina sahip olma 88 16.80
12)Kendine glivenin az olmasi 151 29.10
13)Anne ve/veya babanin fiziksel ya da ruhsal bir hastaliga sahip olmasi 33 6.40
14)Anne ve babanin bosanmasi 43 8.30
15)Tek ebeveynle yasama (anne ya da babayi kaybetmis olma) 36 6.90
16)Uvey anne/baba ile yasama 5 1.00
17)Anne ve babayi kaybetmis olma 10 1.90
18)Anne ve/veya babanin asir otoriter tutumu 60 11.60
19)Anne ve/veya babanin sug islemesi 9 1.70
20)Anne ve/veya babanin alkol, uyusturucu vb. madde kullanmasi 29 5.60
21)Toplum tarafindan dislanan bir aileye sahip olma 12 2.30
22)Diisiik maddi gelire sahip olma 75 14.50
23)Ozel egitime muhtag anne / baba / kardese sahip olma 6 1.20
24)Alkol, uyusturucu vb. madde kullanan arkadas ¢evresine sahip olma 79 15.20
25)Okul dénemi icinde para kazanma amach ¢alismak zorunda kalma 96 18.50
26)Dogal afetlere maruz kalma 36 6.90
27)Arkadaslar tarafindan reddedilme 23 4.40
28)Gog yasama 34 6.60
29)Oturulan yerlesim yerinin sorunlari (siddetin, terorin, farkli tehlikelerin olmasi gibi) 67 12.90
30) Diger 11 2.10

Tablo 2’de gorlldiigi gibi, 6grencilerin sahip olduklari risk faktorleri sirasi ile erken dogmus olma %
4.00 (n=21), kronik bir hastaliga sahip olma % 8.10 (n=42), 6zel egitime muhta¢ olma % 1.00 (n=5),
akademik basarisizlik yasama % 10.80 (n=56), siddete maruz kalma % 5.20 (n=27), cinsel istismara maruz
kalma % 3.70 (n=19), alkol, uyusturucu vb. madde kullanma % 12.70 (n=66), erken yasta ¢ocuk sahibi
olma % .80 (n=4), evlatlik olarak bir ailenin yaninda yetisme % .00 (n=0), dikkat daginikligi ve
hiperaktivite sorunu yasama % 19.80 (n=103), kotimser bir kisilik yapisina sahip olma % 16.80 (n=88),
kendine glivenin az olmasi % 29.10 (n=151), anne ve/veya babanin fiziksel ya da ruhsal bir hastaliga
sahip olmasi % 6.40 (n=33), anne ve babanin bosanmasi % 8.30 (n=43), tek ebeveynle yasama (anne ya
da babayi kaybetmis olma) % 6.90 (n=36), livey anne/baba ile yasama % 1.00 (n=5), anne ve babayi
kaybetmis olma % 1.90 (n=10), anne ve/veya babanin asiri otoriter tutumu % 11.60 (n=60), anne ve/veya
babanin sug islemesi % 1.70 (n=9), anne ve/veya babanin alkol, uyusturucu vb. madde kullanmasi % 5.60
(n=29), toplum tarafindan dislanan bir aileye sahip olma % 2.30 (n=12), disiik maddi gelire sahip olma %
14.50 (n=75), 6zel egitime muhta¢ anne/baba/kardese sahip olma % 1.20 (n=6), alkol, uyusturucu vb.
madde kullanan arkadas ¢evresine sahip olma % 15.20 (n=79), okul dénemi iginde para kazanma amagli
¢alismak zorunda kalma % 18.50 (n=96), dogal afetlere maruz kalma % 6.90 (n=36), arkadaslar
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tarafindan reddedilme % 4.40 (n=23), go¢ yasama % 6.60 (n=34), oturulan yerlesim yerinin sorunlari
(siddetin, teroriin, farkh tehlikelerin olmasi gibi) % 12.90 (n=67) ve diger risk faktérleri % 2.10 (n=11)"dir.

Arastirmada, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin, kilturlerarasi duyarliligin, risk faktorlerine sahip olmanin
ve cinsiyetin Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik diizeylerini anlamli bir bicimde yordayip
yordamadigini belirlemek icin dogrusal regresyon analizi yapilmis ve sonuglari Tablo 3’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 3.
Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rollerinin, Kiiltiirlerarasi Duyarliligin, Risk Faktérlerinin ve Cinsiyetin Universite
Ogrencilerinin Psikolojik Dayaniklilik Diizeylerini Yordamasina liskin Regresyon Analizi Sonuglari.

Yordayici Degiskenler B Standart t P F P R R’
Sabit 129.78 106.52 .00 1036 .00 14 .02
Toplumsal Cinsiyet 5.21 .14 3.22 .00

Toplumsal Cinsiyet R. n x Ss
Geleneksel 218 129.78 19.87
Esitlikgi 284 134.99 16.40
Yordayici Degiskenler B Standart t P F P R R’
Sabit 125.84 113.04 .00 75.17 .00 37 14
Kulturlerarasi Duyar. 13.80 .37 8.67 .00

Kiilturlerarasi Duyar. n x Ss
Dusik 240 125.84 19.55
Yiksek 230 139.64 14.46
Yordayici Degiskenler B Standart t P F P R R’
Sabit 130.63 146.86 .00 1891 .00 19 .04
Risk Faktorleri 8.11 .19 4.35 .00

Risk Faktorleri n x Ss
Var 401 130.63 18.13
Yok 118 138.74 16.69
Yordayici Degiskenler B Standart t P F P R R’
Sabit 133.05 129.90 .00 .80 .37 .04 .00
Cinsiyet A6 .04 .90 .37

Cinsiyet n x Ss
Kadin 313 133.05 17.61
Erkek 206 131.59 18.87

Tablo 3’e bakildiginda, toplumsal cinsiyet roller degiskeninin, 6grencilerin psikolojik dayanikhliginin
anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu goriilmektedir (R= .14, R’= .02, F=10.36, p <.00). Psikolojik dayanikliigina
iliskin toplam varyansin % .02’sinin, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri ile aciklandig! ifade edilebilir. Toplumsal
cinsiyet rollerine iliskin esitlik¢i tutuma sahip olan Universite 6grencilerinin (n=284) psikolojik dayanikllik
puan ortalamasi (¥=134.99, Ss= 16.40), toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine iliskin geleneksel tutuma sahip olan
6grencilerin (n=218) psikolojik dayanikhlik puan ortalamasindan (¥=129.78, Ss= 19.87) anlaml dizeyde
yuksek bulunmusgtur.

Tablo 3’e bakildiginda, kultirlerarasi duyarlilik degiskenin, 6grencilerin psikolojik dayanikliliginin
anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu goriilmektedir (R= .37, R’= .14, F=75.17, p <.00). Psikolojik dayanikliigina
iliskin toplam varyansin % .14’Gnln, kaltdrlerarasi duyarhhk ile agiklandigi ifade edilebilir. Yuksek
Kiltirlerarasi duyarhlik diizeyine sahip olan lniversite 6grencilerinin (n=230) psikolojik dayaniklilik puan
ortalamasi (¥=139.64, Ss= 14.46), kilturlerarasi duyarlihk dizeyi disik olan 6grencilerin (n=240)
psikolojik dayaniklilik puan ortalamasindan (¥=125.84, Ss= 19.55) anlamli diizeyde yuksek bulunmustur.

Tablo 3’e bakildiginda, risk faktorlerine sahip olma degiskeninin, 0Ogrencilerin psikolojik
dayanikhiliginin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu goérilmektedir (R= .19, R’= .04, F=18.91, p <.00).
Kaltdrlerarasi duyarhhga iliskin toplam varyansin % .04’Gnin, risk faktériine sahip olma ile agiklandigl
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ifade edilebilir. Risk faktorlerine sahip olan Universite 6grencilerinin (n=401) psikolojik dayaniklilik puan
ortalamasi (¥=130.63, Ss= 18.13), risk faktorlerine sahip olmayan 6grencilerin (n=118) psikolojik
dayaniklilik puan ortalamasindan (x¥=138.74, Ss= 16.69) anlamli diizeyde disik bulunmustur.

Tablo 3’e bakildiginda, cinsiyet degiskeninin, 6grencilerin psikolojik dayaniklihginin anlamli bir
yordayicisi olmadigi gériillmektedir (R= .04, R*= .00, F= .80, p> .05). Kadin 6grencilerin (n=313) psikolojik
dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi (¥=133.05, Ss= 17.61) ile erkek 6grencilerin (n=206) psikolojik dayaniklilik
puan ortalamasi (X¥=131.59, Ss= 18.87) arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamistir.

Arastirmada, farkli faklltelerde (Egitim, Muhendislik ve Sanat Tasarim) 6grenim goérmeye gore
Giniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilk dizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olup olmadigini
belirlemek igin varyans analizi yapilmis ve sonuglari Tablo 4’de gosterilmistir. Ayrica, Tablo 4’de, Egitim,
Mihendislik ve Sanat Tasarim Faklltelerinde 6grenim goren 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik puan
ortalamalari da verilmistir.

Tablo 4.
Farkll Fakiiltelerde (Egitim, Miihendislik ve Sanat Tasarim) Odrenim Gérmeye Gére Universite
Ogrencilerinin Psikolojik Dayanikhilik Diizeyleri Arasindaki Farkhiliga iliskin Varyans Analizi Sonuglari.

Kaynak Kareler Toplami Sd Kareler Ortalamasi F P
Gruplar arasi 430.97 2 215.49 .66  328.65 .52
Gruplar igi 169584.32 516

Toplam 170015.29 518

Fakiilteler n x Sd

Egitim 221 132.74 19.20

Muihendislik 174 131.29 17.90

Sanat Tasarim 124 133.65 16.40

Tablo 4’e bakildiginda, farkli fakiltelerde 6grenim gérmeye gore Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik
dayanikliik dizeyleri arasinda anlamh bir farkhligin olmadigi gorilmektedir (F= .66, p> .05). Egitim
Fakiltesi Ogrencilerinin (n=221) psikolojik dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi (¥=132.74, S$d=19.20),
Mihendislik Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin (n=174) psikolojik dayaniklihk puan ortalamasi (¥=131.29, Sd=17.90)
ve Sanat Tasarim Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin (n=124) psikolojik dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi (¥=133.65,
Sd=16.40)'dir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Arastirmada, Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhilk dizeylerinin toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine,
kilturlerarasi duyarhhga, risk faktorlerine ve cinsiyete gére anlamli bir bicimde yordanip yordanmadigi
incelenmistir. Ayrica arastirmada, farkl fakiltelerde (Egitim, Mihendislik ve Sanat Tasarim) 6grenim
gormeye gore Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhlik diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olup
olmadigI da incelenmistir.

Arastirmanin sonucunda, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri degiskeninin, tiniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik
dayaniklilik diizeylerinin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu gorilmustir. Toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine iliskin
esitlik¢i tutuma sahip olan Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikliik puan ortalamasi, toplumsal
cinsiyet rollerine iliskin geleneksel tutuma sahip olan 6grencilerin psikolojik dayaniklilk puan
ortalamasindan anlaml diizeyde yiuksek bulunmustur. Cinsiyete esitlik¢i tutumla yaklasan ve yalnizca
kadin ve erkek ozelliklerini tek basina tasimayan, ikisinin 6zelliklerini de dengeli bicimde birlestiren,
androjen cinsiyet rollinii benimseyen bireylerin (Bastug 2008) psikolojik dayaniklilik diizeylerinin yiiksek
oldugu gorilmektedir (Norman, 2000; Werner & Smith, 1982). Yapilan arastirmalarda, bu bireylerin
olumlu i¢ yasantilara sahip olduklar (Golding & Singer, 1983); evlilik doyumlarinin (Curun, 2014) ve
cinsel doyumlarinin daha yiiksek oldugu (Yilmaz, 2014); daha dusilik dizeyde depresyona ve mesleki
strese sahip olduklar (Steenbarger & Greenberg, 1990); psikolojik yardim almaya daha agik olduklari
(Ozdemir, 2012); daha az psikopatolojik belirtiler gdsterdikleri; yasadiklari anin farkinda olduklari,
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gereksinimleri konusunda daha duyarh olduklari, saghkli iletisim kurduklari, kendini kabul diizeylerinin
(Nevill, 1977); pozitif i¢ yasantilarinin (Golding & Singer, 1983); psikolojik iyi olus diizeylerinin (Arici,
2011; Kim, 1998); psikolojik uyum dizeylerinin (O'Heron & Orlofsky, 1990); ve psikolojik dayaniklilik
dizeylerinin (Teker-Atas, 2015) daha yiksek oldugu; strese karsi daha fazla psikolojik dayaniklilik
gosterdikleri (Lam & McBride-Chang, 2007) gorilmistir. Esitlikci cinsiyet rollerine sahip olan bireylerin
cocuklarinin psikolojik dayanikhlik diizeylerinin de yiiksek oldugu gorilmistir (Norman, 2000). Sonug
olarak, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine iliskin esitlik¢i tutuma sahip olan bireylerin 6zellikleri ile psikolojik
dayanikliigi yiksek olan bireylerin 6zellikleri birlikte degerlendirildiginde, her iki 6zellige sahip olan
bireylerin olumlu kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip olduklari goériilmektedir. Esitlik¢i tutuma sahip olan bireylerin,
kendi istek ve ihtiyaglarina gore dogrulugu olmayan kalipyargilardan bagimsiz sekilde davranabilmeleri,
guvenli bir bicimde kendisini ifade edebilmeleri, ihtiyaclarini karsilayabilmeleri, ¢alismalari ve Uretken
olmalar gibi 6zelliklere sahip olmalari, psikolojik yénden daha dengeli ve dayanikli olmalarina katki
getirecegi dusinilmektedir.

Arastirmada, kalturlerarasi duyarhhigin Gniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhlk dazeylerini
anlamli bir bicimde yordayip yordamadigl incelenmistir. Arastirmanin sonucunda, kiiltirlerarasi
duyarlilik degiskeninin, tGniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilk diizeylerinin anlamli bir yordayicisi
oldugu gorilmustir. Kulturlerarasi duyarlilik dizeyi yliksek olan Universite &grencilerinin psikolojik
dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi, kulturlerarasi duyarlilik diizeyi dusiik olan 6grencilerin psikolojik dayanikhlik
puan ortalamasindan anlamli diizeyde yiliksek bulunmustur. Alanyazinda arastirmamizi desteleyen ya da
desteklemeyen arastirmalara rastlanilamamistir. Kiltlrlerarasi duyarlihiga sahip olan bireylerin, yliksek
benlik saygisi, 6zdenetimi, empati kurma becerisi, agik gortsli olma, onyargilh olmama ve etkilesime
katilm gibi 6zelliklere sahip olduklari goérilmektedir (Chen & William, 1997). Kiilturlerarasi duyarliliga
sahip bireylerin 6zelliklerine benzer bir bicimde, psikolojik dayanikhliga sahip olan bireylerin de, kendine
glvenleri, 6z yeterlilikleri, benlik saygilari, sosyal gekicilikleri (Masten & Coastworth, 1998), zekalari,
basari giidiileri, 6zel ilgileri (Ogiilmiis, 2001), iletisim becerileri (Ozcan, 2005), sosyal yeterlilikleri, sorun
¢6zme becerileri, bagimsiz davranma (Benard, 1991) ve zorluklarla bas etme beceri ve yeterlilikleri
yiksek diizeydedir (Dearden, 2004). Ayrica, umut (Benard, 1991), iyimserlik, mizah (Ozcan, 2005) ve
yasam doyumlari yiksektir (Karairmak, 2006). Sonug olarak, kultirlerarasi duyarliliga sahip olan
bireylerin  oOzellikleri ile psikolojik dayanikhliga sahip olan bireylerin  6zellikleri  birlikte
degerlendirildiginde, arastirma bulgumuz olan, kdltirlerarasi duyarliligin psikolojik dayaniklilig
yordamasi sonucu, alanyazindaki bilgilerle 6rtiismektedir. Kiltiirlerarasi duyarliliga sahip olan bireylerin
ozellikleri ile psikolojik dayanikliligi yiiksek olan bireylerin 6zellikleri birlikte degerlendirildiginde, her iki
ozellige sahip olan bireylerin olumlu kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip olduklari goérilmektedir. Kaltirlerarasi
duyarliliga sahip olan bireylerin yiiksek benlik saygisina, 6zdenetime, esnek gorusli olmaya, 6nyargili
olmamaya ve etkili iletisim kurma becerilerine sahip olmalarinin, psikolojik yonden daha dengeli ve
dayanikli olmasina katki getirecegi distiniilmektedir.

Arastirmada, risk faktorlerine sahip olmanin (niversite 0Ogrencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik
dizeylerini anlamli bir bigcimde yordayip yordamadigl incelenmistir. Arastirmanin sonucunda, risk
faktorlerine sahip olma degiskeninin, Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik diizeylerinin anlaml
bir yordayicisi oldugu gortlmustiir. Risk faktorlerine sahip olan Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik
dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi, risk faktorlerine sahip olmayan 6grencilerin psikolojik dayanikhlik puan
ortalamasindan anlamh diizeyde distik bulunmustur. Risk faktorlerinin ve koruyucu faktorlerin etkilesimi
ile psikolojik dayaniklilik olusur. Psikolojik dayaniklilikta dnemli olan risk faktorleri, stresli yasam olaylari
ve olumsuz gevresel kosullardir (Norman, 2000). Ozellikle ilgisiz, sevgi gdstermeyen ve destek vermeyen
bir anne ve babaya sahip olmak, disik benlik saygisi, akranlarla ¢atisma, evsizlik, madde kullanimi,
yoksulluk, maruz kalinan felaketler risk faktorlerine 6rneklerdir (Karairmak, 2006; Levene, 2003; Sun &
Stewart, 2007; Windle, 1999). Psikolojik dayanikhhgi gelistirmede énemli rol oynayan koruyucu faktorler
ise aile destegi, okul destegi, toplum destegi ve akran destegidir (Sun & Stewart, 2007). Bireyin
yasaminda ne kadar fazla koruyucu faktorler varsa, o kadar cok psikolojik dayanikllik gosterebilir
(Girgan, 2006). Arastirmamizin sonucunda, risk faktorleri ¢cok olan bireylerin psikolojik dayanikhlik
dizeylerinin dusik ¢ikmasi bulgusu, alanyazinla 6rtismektedir.
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Alanyazinda arastirma bulgumuzu destekleyen ve desteklemeyen arastirmalar mevcuttur. Yapiimisg
olan arastirmalarda, istismara ugrayan cocuklarin (Cicchetti & Rogosch, 1997); 6nemli yasam olayi
yasayan (anne ve babadan herhangi birinin hayatini kaybetmesi, aileden birinin hayatini kaybetmesi,
anne ve babanin bosanmasi, 6nemli bir hastalik gecirme, sehirlerarasi go¢ etme, ailece ekonomik sikinti
yasama) ergenlerin (Turgut, 2015); bosanmis ebeveyne sahip olan dgrencilerin (Ozcan, 2005), psikolojik
dayaniklilik diizeylerinin disik oldugu; fiziksel istismara ugrayan grubun, ugramayanlara gore yiiksek risk
alma davranisi sergiledigi (Yilmaz-Irmak, 2008) bulunmustur.

Ancak yapilmis olan bazi arastirmalarin sonucunda, ciddi saglik sorunu (I6semi tanisi alma) yasayan
ve yasamayan ergenlerin psikolojik dayanikliliklari arasinda anlamli bir farkliigin bulunmadigi; ebeveyn
bosanmasinin, anne ve baba vefatinin psikolojik dayaniklilik puanlarinda anlamli bir fakhlk gostermedigi
(Saglam, 2012); madde kullanan ve kullanmayan 6grencilerin psikolojik dayanikliliklari arasinda anlamli
bir farklilik bulunmadigi (Gokgen, 2015) goriilmistiir. Sonug olarak, arastirma bulgumuzu destekleyen ve
desteklemeyen arastirma bulgulari bulunmaktadir.

Arastirmada, cinsiyetin Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhlik diizeylerini anlamli bir bicimde
yordaylp yordamadigl incelenmistir. Arastirmanin sonucunda, cinsiyet degiskeninin, (Universite
ogrencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhlik dizeylerinin anlamli bir yordayicisi olmadigi gorilmistir. Kadin
Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi ile erkek 6grencilerin psikolojik
dayaniklilik puan ortalamasi arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamistir. Psikolojik dayanikhhga sahip
olan bireylerin zekalari, basari gidileri (Ogiilmiis, 2001), 6zgiivenleri (Masten & Coastworth, 1998),
umutlari, sorun ¢ézme becerileri (Benard, 1991), iyimserlikleri, iletisim becerileri (Ozcan, 2005) ve
zorluklarla bas etme becerileri (Dearden, 2004) yiiksektir. Bu 6zelliklerin olusumunda, genetik (6rnegin,
zeka) ve agirlikh olarak gevresel kosullarin (6rnegin, anne-baba davranislari) 6nemli oldugunu; cinsiyetin
ise belirleyici olmadigini arastirma bulgumuza gore sdylemek mimkindiir.

Alanyazinda, arastirmanin bulgularini destekleyen ve desteklemeyen arastirmalar mevcuttur. Bu
arastirmada, Universite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik duzeylerinin cinsiyete gore farklilagsmadig
bulgusu Aydin’in (2010), Aydogdu’nun (2013), Balci-Celik’in (2013), Coskun, Garipagaoglu ve Tosun’un
(2014), Eryilmaz’in (2012), Gékcen’in (2015), Ozer (2013) ve Terzi’nin (2008) arastirma bulgulari ile
tutarhlik gostermektedir. Ancak, Gilngdrmis, Okanli ve Kocabeyoglu (2015) ile Wasonga (2002)
yaptiklari arastirmalarda, kadinlarin psikolojik dayanikliliklarinin erkeklerden anlamh olarak yiksek
oldugu sonucuna ulagsmislardir. Bahadir (2009), Campbell-Sills, Forde ve Stein (2009), Erdogan (2015) ve
Tonga (2014) ise arastirmalarinda erkeklerin psikolojik dayaniklilik dizeylerini daha yiksek bulmuslardir.

Arastirmada, farkli fakilltelerde (Egitim, Mihendislik ve Sanat Tasarim) 6grenim goérmeye gore
Gniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik dizeyleri arasinda anlamh bir farklilik olup olmadigi
incelenmistir. Arastirmanin sonucunda, farkh fakiltelerde (Egitim, Mihendislik ve Sanat Tasarim)
o6grenim goérmeye gore lniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik dizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir
farkhlik olmadigi gorilmustir. Arastirmada ele alinan fakiltelerde 6grenim goren 06grencilerin
yetenekleri birbirlerinden farkhlik gostermektedir. Bu yetenek farkliliklari ile psikolojik dayanikhihgin
iliskili olup olmadigi distnilmistir. Ancak, arastirma sonucunda, fakilte degiskeninin belirleyici
olmadigl goriilmustiir. Universite &grencilerinin (iniversite yasamina uyum saglamalari, yeni ortamda
karsilastiklari akademik, mesleki, duygusal, sosyal ve ekonomik sorunlarla basa ¢ikabilmelerinde,
psikolojik dayaniklilik diizeyleri 6nemli bir etmendir.

Alanyazinda, benzer sekilde Coskun, Garipagaoglu ve Tosun (2014), Erdogan (2015), Eryilmaz (2012)
ve Parlak (2014) yaptiklar arastirmalarda, tniversite 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayaniklilik diizeylerinin
fakilte degiskenine gore farkhlasmadigini bulmuslardir. Alanyazinda, farkh fakilte degiskeninin
Giniversite Ogrencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhhk dizeyleri Uzerinde anlamh etkisinin bulundugu
arastirmalar da mevcuttur. Ornegin; Saghk Bilimleri ve Tip (Bahadir, 2009); Fen ve Miihendislik (Gokgen,
2015) Fakultesi 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhiliklarinin daha yiiksek oldugu; Rehberlik ve Psikolojik
Danismanlik, Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi ve Bilgisayar Ogretmenligi 6grencilerinin psikolojik dayanikhlik alt
boyutlarindan iyimser olma dizeylerinin daha yiksek oldugu (Bolat, 2013) gorilmistdr.
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Genel olarak, arastirma sonuglari bir bitiin olarak degerlendirildiginde, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri,
kiltarlerarasi duyarlilk ve risk faktorlerine sahip olma degiskenlerinin, Universite 6grencilerinin
psikolojik dayanikhlk diizeylerinin anlamli yordayicilari oldugu gorilmustiir. Arastirma sonucunda
ulasilan bulgular dikkate alinarak, daha sonra yapilabilecek arastirmalara katki saglayabilecek 6neriler
asagida belirtilmistir:

e Tirkiye’de psikolojik dayaniklilik, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri, kultlrlerarasi duyarlilik, risk faktorleri
degiskenlerinin birlikte arastirildigi baska bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamistir. Bu nedenle, arastirmanin
sonuglarinin genellenebilirligi icin yapilacak yeni arastirmalara ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.

e Bu arastirma, Universite 6grencileriyle gergeklestirilmistir. Aragtirmanin farkli 6grenim dizeylerinde,
farkli mesleklerde ve farkli gelisim evrelerindeki bireylerle de yapilmasi yararli olacaktir.

e Psikolojik dayanikhhk, kultirlerarasi duyarhlik, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri ve risk faktorleri
degiskenleriyle ilgili olarak nitel ¢calisma yontemlerinden odak grup calismalari yapilabilir.

e Psikolojik dayanikhhk gelistirilebilir 6zellik tagimaktadir. Dolayisiyla bireylerde psikolojik dayanikliligi
arttiracak programlar gelistirebilmek icin deneysel ¢calismalarin yapilmasi yararh olacaktir.
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