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Abstract

behaviours demonstrated by students occasionally.
Resistance behaviours can generally be defined as the
behaviours aimed at resisting teaching-learning behaviours
knowingly and wilfully and even sometimes intentionally
and sabotaging the flow of learning and teaching in the
classroom. This concept typically refers to student
behaviours and reactions when students are angry,
disappointed, restrained, or isolated from the things going
on in that environment [1]. To Yüksel [2], students react to
cases that do not comply with their mentality, life styles,
interests and expectations. When there is no change in
these behaviours despite their reactions, students could turn
these reactions into resistance.
Giroux, like Apple, Freire, Macedo, Willis, and
McLaren is one of the pioneers of the “resistance” theory
and concept [3]. According to Giroux [4], who states that
the concept of resistance is theoretically and ideologically a
very valuable structure for analysing the relationship
between school and whole society, resistance has a
meaning much beyond resisting an authoritative
curriculum. Besides, understanding student resistance
requires historical, political, cultural, economic and
multiple point of views. To Giroux [4], schools are not
merely teaching areas, and it is important to make a good
and multidimensional analysis of school culture, which is
affected by all dynamics [5]. According to Field and
Olafsen [6], seeing student resistance as a struggle or
anxiety is very important for a more holistic understanding.
Such understanding helps us to see resistance as a
phenomenon which is produced by the combination of the
different factors related to each other.
By emphasizing that resistance behaviours are generally
Keywords Student Resistance, Resistance Behaviours,
related
to the individuals’ experiences and attitudes and
Scale Development
perceptions about these experiences, Miles [7] states that
resistant students may demonstrate any or all of the
following behaviours:

Refuses to fulfil routine social or occupational
tasks.
1. Introduction

Complains
of
being
misunderstood
or
One of the factors affecting students’ academic and
unappreciated.
social development in education environments is resistance

Is argumentative.

Student resistance, which can briefly be
defined as the tendency to resist teaching activities, is
student’s reacting to the teaching-learning activities,
teachers, or administrators knowingly and wilfully, many
times intentionally in various ways. Resistance behaviours,
which could be considered as the outpouring of the anger
created by the people or cases, have serious effects on the
student’s academic and social development. Therefore, it is
important to struggle with them in an effective way. The
first step of this struggle is surely identification of students’
resistance behaviours. This study derives from the need for
an instrument that can be used to measure students’
resistance behaviours at school according to teachers’
views. The study was conducted with 375 teachers from six
primary schools and six secondary schools. Data were
subjected to explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis,
which created a 25-item four-factor structure. These factors
are “Resistance to Teacher Authority”, “Hostile Attitudes
towards the Teacher” “Continuous Anger”, and “Passive
Resistance”. Analysis results indicate Student Resistance
Behaviours Scale for Teachers (SRBS-T) is a reliable and
valid tool to measure student resistance behaviours faced
by teachers in their classrooms. While this tool could be
used to identify student resistance behaviours encountered
at schools according to teachers, other tools could also be
developed to measure student resistance according to
student views. Therefore, it is recommended to conduct
studies that make statistical comparison of student and
teacher views about resistance behaviours and to find
solutions to the problems related to them.
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Is sullen.
Criticizes or disrespects authority
Expresses resentment towards others
Displays verbal or physical defiance
Is pessimistic
Displays a negative attitude (p.11)

An analysis of these items stated by Miles might indicate
that these behaviours are problematic behaviours
frequently encountered in classroom environments. In fact,
resistance behaviours should not be confused with the
problematic behaviours students demonstrate in daily
school life. While problematic behaviours are generally
spontaneous reactions to various cases, resistance
behaviours are purposeful reaction behaviours that are
demonstrated knowingly, wilfully, and intentionally. As
stated by Yüksel [2], to show a resistant behaviour, the
students intentionally plan and repeat this behaviour
continuously when it is convenient. For instance, if a
student who reacts to his/her teacher about something does
not raise hand to answer the question even if s/he knows the
answer and avoids communicating with the teacher, this
should be considered as resistance behaviour. It is highly
important to distinguish resistance behaviours from
problematic behaviours so that they can be solved. These
kinds of behaviours are students’ logical reactions;
students might be experiencing feelings of anger and
revenge because they think that they are hard done by,
isolated, neglected, humiliated, and subject to
discrimination; their educational needs are not met; and
they find the curriculum and /or other teaching practices
boring. Resistance behaviours could be demonstrated as an
expression of these feelings.
Field and Olafsen [6] report that majority of teachers
viewed almost all resistant behaviours demonstrated by
students as negative. However, not all resistance
behaviours should be perceived negative. There are some
studies which classify these behaviours as constructive and
destructive resistance behaviours. For instance, Seidel and
Tanner [1] state that behaviours against teachers could be
addressed as constructive or destructive student behaviours;
and constructive resistance behaviours include asking
challenging questions, suggesting revisions, helping other
students without asking the teacher, and making
suggestions to the teacher about his/her development. In
other words, behaviours such as asking meaningful
questions and questions that ask about the process, working
on projects without approval of the teacher, making
explanations and revisions about the course materials, and
objecting teachers’ inappropriate teaching activities and
ideas are considered constructive and positive resistance
behaviours as they improve and deepen learning [8]).
Zhang [9], stating that teachers generally do not like
resistance behaviours, emphasizes that student resistance
could chance classroom environment dramatically, and
even fully disrupt and prevent the lesson.
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As it is seen in the studies in the literature, whether it is
perceived positive or negative, student resistance
behaviours could affect the quality of learning process
dramatically. Particularly destructive resistance behaviours
might cause serious problems in the learning process not
only for students themselves and their friends but also for
teachers. Presence of students who constantly resist
learning and reject teachers’ instruction could decrease the
teacher’s motivation and job satisfaction, which might
affect productivity in a negative way. While
Ruggeri-DiLello [10] reported results which indicated the
effects of students’ resistance behaviours on teacher
self-efficacy, Hastings and Bham [11] found that student
behaviours significantly predicted teacher burnout. In fact,
as stated by Beşdok [12], if the teacher does not enjoy
his/her work or feel excited about it, teaching becomes a
problematic occupation. Besides, if the teaching process is
not made enjoyable both for the teacher and the student,
behaviours that might emerge include resistance, low
motivation, short attention span, indifference, even anger
and getting rid of the system as soon as possible. From this
point of view, there seems to be a mutual relationship
between teacher motivation and student resistance
behaviours. While a cheerful, happy and self-confident
teacher creates a positive learning environment by
increasing motivation, opposite cases yield negative
outcomes [17]. Despite the importance it has, resistance
behaviours encountered by teachers seems to be one of the
topics neglected in the field. On the other hand, review of
the literature indicates that there are no measurement tools
available for identifying the existence and frequency of
resistance behaviours at schools. This study was designed
to meet the need and effort of a measurement tool to
identify the existence and frequency of resistance
behaviours according to teachers’ views.

2. Method
2.1. Research Design
This study attempts to develop a measurement tool
which identifies the existence and frequency of primary
and secondary school student resistance behaviours at
schools from teachers’ views.
2.2. Target Population and the Participants
Target population of the study was the teachers who
worked in primary and secondary schools in the central
towns of Adana in the 2016-2017 education year. Six
primary and six secondary schools were identified from
typical state schools in this target population, using random
cluster sampling method. The participants were 375
teachers who worked in these schools and volunteered to
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participate in the study. Of all the teachers, 183 were
primary school teachers, 192 were secondary teachers, 205
were female, and 168 were male. Explanatory factor
analysis (EFA) was conducted with the data obtained from
190 teachers. Of these teachers, 117 were primary school
teachers, 73 were secondary school teachers; 97 were
female, and 93 were male. Confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) for the Student Resistance Behaviours Scale for
Teachers (SRBS-T) was performed with data collected
from a different sample of 185 teachers. 66 of these
teachers in this sample were primary school teachers, 199
were secondary school teachers, 108 were female, and 75
were male.
2.3. Preparation Process for the Student Resistance
Behaviours Scale for Teachers (SRBS-T)
Steps to be followed for a scale development were
explained in various sources [14-17]. According to the
explanations in these references, development of SRBS
started with the literature review and clarification and
definition of the concepts. First of all, resistance theory and
student resistance definition, and theoretical explanations
about these concepts were examined; information was
obtained about the definition, features, sources and coping
strategies about student resistance behaviours. Following
this step, a pool was formed with 63 draft items. This item
pool was prepared for expert opinions, and it was examined
by six instructors working at Çukurova University
Education Faculty Educational Sciences Department and
five teachers. Some items were revised in line with their
views; five items were totally excluded, and two items
were added. As a result of these procedures, the 60-item
trial form was tested in terms of language and expression
by administering it to 20 teachers, 10 primary school
teachers, and 10 secondary school teachers. At the end of
this testing, there was no need to exclude any items; only
the statements in some items were revised. Data were
collected through this 60-item revised scale administered
to 375 teachers from 12 schools. These 375 teachers were
randomly divided into two groups. The data obtained from
190 teachers were subjected to explanatory factor analysis,
and the data obtained from 185 teachers were used for
confirmatory factor analysis.

3. Findings
3.1. Findings Obtained from Explanatory Factor
Analysis and Reliability Analyses
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Barlett
Sphericity test results were analysed in order to find out if
the data given at the beginning of factor analyses were
appropriate for analysis; these values were found to be
statistically significant (KMO = 0.93; Barlett Sphericity
test χ2 = 3705.317, df = 406, p<.001). In addition, skewness
and kurtosis coefficients, item-total correlations,
communalities, factor loads (min. 40) and differences
between the factors loaded to more than one factor
(min .20) were analysed. As a result, it was decided that 31
items should be excluded from the scale. These procedures
were performed using principal components factor
exclusion analysis and orthogonal (varimax) rotation.
Criteria to be used for the identification of the number of
total factor include Eigen value, contribution rate to total
variance, and scree plot [14-20]. Beside these, having
significant and sufficient number of appropriate items
could be another criterion. First analysis results showed
that the scale included 7 factors that had Eigen value of
over 1.00. However, an analysis of the items that were
loaded below the factors showed that the last two
dimensions had one item in each; and the items in one
dimension were loaded above .30 under other factors, too;
the loads under two factors were close to each other.
Besides, variance rates explained by the last three factors
were found to decrease significantly. An analysis of the
scree plot obtained in this analysis indicated a significant
decline between the third and fifth factors. Büyüköztürk
[18] reports that the factor that has high acceleration with
low decline in scree plot gives the number of important
factor. In this regard, analyses continued after the factor
number was decided to be four.
Figure 1 demonstrates the scree plot analysed in these
analyses.

2.4. Analysis of the Data
For reliability and validity purposes, Cronbach’s alpha
analysis was performed for reliability; expert opinions
were analysed for content validity; and explanatory and
confirmatory analysis (EFA and CFA) was performed for
construct validity. Besides, arithmetic mean scores and
standard deviation values and item-total correlations were
analysed.

Figure 1.

Scree Plot obtained in EFA
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The factor analysis resulted in a four factor structure
with 29 items reached in six iterations. Table 1
demonstrates factors, factor loads, factor eigenvalues,
variance ratios explained by factors and Cronbach’s Alpha
internal consistency coefficients in explanatory factor
analysis and reliability analyses conducted in the study,
revised item-total score correlations (r), communalities and
arithmetic mean, and standard deviation values of the
items.
As it is seen in Table 1, the first factor obtained from the
explanatory factor analysis is "Resistance to Teacher
Authority", which expresses students' disobedience to the
teacher's authority. This factor involves 11 items such as
"some students in my school / class do not tolerate being
under control, they act as if they are constantly trying to
discourage the teacher; they consciously do not bring the
necessary materials needed in the class. Factor loads of
these items are between .58 and .76; Item-total score
Table 1.
Old No
36
56*
35
38
57*
37
39*
58
34
52
44
23*
32
10
60
55
41
22
50
18
27
29
28
26
2
1
3
11
12

New No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
Eigenvalue
Variance %
Cronbach’s Alpha

F1
.76
.72
.71
.71
.66
.64
.63
.63
.63
.61
.58
.356
.377
.395

correlations are between .64 and .77; and Cronbach’s
Alpha internal consistency coefficient is .93.
The second factor of the SRBS is “Hostile Attitudes
towards the Teacher" dimension which has 9 items such as
“Some students in my school / class show with their
behaviours that they do not like their teachers, they
constantly criticize the teacher's instruction”. Factor loads
of the items listed here are between .56- and 76; Item-total
score correlations are between .52 and .75. Cronbach’s
alpha internal consistency coefficient of this factor is .90.
“Continuous anger” is the third factor of SRBS, and it
consists of four items such as “Some students in my
school/class are always straight-faced, they are always
ready for arguments and fights”. Factor loads range
between .62 and .75, and item-total correlations are
between .61 and .78. Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency
coefficient is .86.

EFA and reliability analysis results conducted for SRBS-T
F2

F3

F4

.398
.384
.426
.377

.384

.351
.363
.761
.661
.659
.654
.652
.643
.624
.619
.562
.352
.415

.353

.498
.417
13.62
46.98
.93
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1.98
6.83
.90

.354

.756
.712
.656
.623

1.55
5.36
.86

.762
.631
.630
.607
.528
1.10
3.80
.78

r
.74
.72
.64
.77
.76
.75
.77
.75
.72
.73
.73
.66
.71
.52
.75
.67
.72
.68
.68
.61
.70
.78
.75
.61
.46
.59
.43
.69
.63

Communality
.71
.66
.59
.66
.71
.64
.70
.66
.60
.60
.62
.63
.62
.53
.65
.59
.63
.56
.56
.47
.72
.76
.72
.60
.60
.55
.47
.69
.61
Total
62.97
.95

Mean
2.65
2.37
2.68
2.28
2.21
2.24
2.18
2.15
1.84
2.27
2.11
1.45
1.60
1.41
1.74
1.96
1.72
1.75
1.64
1.78
2.06
2.10
2.01
2.40
2.57
2.39
2.32
2.47
2.31

*These items needed to be excluded from the scale as a result of CFA
r: Item-total correlations
Note: Factor loads less than .30 are not shown on the table for readability
F1: Resistance to Teacher Authority; F2: Hostile Attitudes towards the Teacher; F3: Continuous Anger; F4: Passive Resistance

Sd
1.12
1.04
1.17
1.08
1.02
1.05
1.01
.98
.88
1.06
.99
.74
.76
.74
.88
.90
.88
.88
.80
.89
.95
.97
.86
1.00
.89
.93
.87
1.00
1.08
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The fourth factor of the SRBS is the "Passive
Resistance" dimension which includes behaviours such as
students’ putting distance between their teachers, keeping
communication channels closed, and do not care about
what is going on in the class. This 5-item factor includes
items such as "Some students in my school / class do not
want to raise their hand although they know the answer;
they knowingly try to avoid the teacher’s notice". Factor
loads of these five items are between .52 and.76; Item-total
correlations are between .46 and .69; and Cronbach’s alpha
internal consistency coefficient is .78.
Four subscales obtained from the factor analysis explain
62.97% of the total variance. Cronbach’s Alpha internal
consistency coefficient for the total scale is .95. Guttmann
Split Half values were also examined to analyse the
stability of the scale or the stability between the two halves.
Accordingly, Guttmann split half values were .92 for the
first factor, .89 for the second factor, .86 for the third
factor, .77 for the fourth factor, and.91 for the whole scale.
The arithmetic mean of the remaining 29 items range
between 1.45 and 2.68, and the standard deviations range
between .74 and 1.17. An analysis of Table 2 in terms of
factor loads indicate that all items have a factor load of
over .50, and that they were loaded significantly under the

relevant factors. However, items 11 and 12 under the fourth
factor do not meet the rule of "there should be at least .20
differences between the loads under two factors", they
were found to load above .40 in the first factor. However,
an analysis of the expressions of these two items shows that
they are composed of the items "they try to avoid the
teachers notice knowingly" and "although they want to
learn the topic, they prefer to sit at the back of the class and
/ or not to attend the lesson"; both items should be under the
"Passive Resistance" factor in terms of meaning. Moreover,
both items under this factor were loaded.50. On the other
hand, there are also some sources indicating that it is
sufficient if the difference between the loads under two
factors is at least .10 [14,19-20]. In addition, when these
two items were excluded from the "passive resistance"
factor in the reliability tests, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of .78 was found to decrease to .59. As a result
of all these analyses, it was decided that these two items
should remain in the scale and be included in the "passive
resistance" subscale.
Table 3 demonstrates correlation matrix and associated
arithmetic mean and standard deviation values in relation
to Student Resistance Behaviours Scale (SRBS) total
scores and subscales.

Table 2. Criteria for Goodness-of- fit Indices and Fit Indices obtained in the Study
Fit Measure

Good fit

Acceptable fit

Values obtained

X2/sd

0≤ X2/df ≤2

2≤ X2/df ≤3

1.50

P value

.05< p ≤1

.01≤ p ≤ .05

.00

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)

0≤ RMSEA ≤ .05

.05≤ RMSEA ≤ .08

.052

NFI (Normed Fit Index)

.95≤ NFI ≤1.00

.90≤ NFI ≤ .95

.97

NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index)

.97≤ NNFI ≤1.00

.95≤ NNFI ≤ .97

.99

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)

0≤ SRMR ≤.05

.05≤ SRMR ≤ .10

.046

GFI (Goodness of Fit Index)

.95≤ GFI ≤1.00

.90≤ GFI ≤.95

.85

AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index)

.90≤ AGFI ≤1.00

.85≤ AGFI ≤.90

.82

CFI (Comparative Fit Index)

.97 ≤ CFI ≤ 1.00

.95≤CFI≤.97

.99

Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, [25].
Table 3. Correlation matrix, arithmetic mean and standard deviation values in relation to Student Resistance Behaviours Scale (SRBS) total scores
and subscales.
1
1. Resistance to Teacher Autonomy

2

3

4

-

2. Hostile Attitudes towards the Teacher

.73**

-

3. Continuous Anger

.72**

.69**

-

Mean

Sd

2.27

.82

1.67

.62

2.14

.80

4. Passive Resistance

.64**

.55**

.50**

-

2.41

.70

5. SRBS Total Scores

.94**

.87**

.82**

.74**

2.09

.64

N= 190, **p<0.01
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As it is shown in Table 3, the four subscales of SRBS-T
showed significant relationships with each other and with
the total score (p <0.01). Significant relationships were
noted for Resistance to Teacher Authority subscale .73, .72
and .64 respectively with other subscales and.94 with total
score; Hostile Attitudes towards the Teacher .69 with
Continuous Anger subscale; .55 with Passive Resistance
subscale, and .87 with total scores; Passive resistance
subscale .50 with Continuous Anger subscale and .82 with
total scores. The arithmetic mean values of subscales and
total scores of the scale were between 1.67 and 2.41;
standard deviations range from .62 to .82.
3.2. Findings Obtained from Confirmatory Factor
Analysis
After the exploratory factor analyses were completed,
confirmatory factor analyses were performed on the data
collected from a different sample of 185 teachers.

In this analysis process, Item number 2 (former no:56), 5
(former no:57), 7 (former no:39) and 12 (former no: 23)
needed to be excluded from the scale; and the 25-item
model which included the same factors was found to have
the best fit indices values (χ2=405.04, df=269, p=.000, χ2
/sd=1.50).
Table 2 demonstrates comparative analysis of fit indices
obtained as a result of CFA with values taken as criteria.
An analysis of goodness indices for SRBS-T in Table 2
shows that the criteria indicated in the literature [20, 25-27]
were generally met. However, the GFI value, which is
recommended to be at least .90, was .85 and AGFI valuewhich is recommended to be at least .85, was .82. As these
values are quite close to the acceptable values and as
almost all the other fit indices indicated perfect fit, these
two values were accepted, indicating that the scale has a
good fit. Figure 2 demonstrates the path diagram in relation
to this model.

Chi-Square=405.04, df=269, p-value=0.00, RMSEA=0.052
Figure 2.
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Path diagram of the CFA solution for SRBS-T
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After the confirmatory factor analysis was completed, reliability analysis was renewed for the 25-item structure of the
four-factor scale. According to this analysis, while Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient for the whole scale
was .95, it was .91 for the eight-item "Resistance to Teacher Authority" subscale; .89 for the eight-item "Hostile Attitudes
towards the Teacher" subscale, .85 for the four-item "Continuous Anger" subscale, and .79 for the five-item “Passive
Resistance” subscale.
Responding and Scoring Student Resistance Behaviours Scale for Teachers (SRBS-T)
SRBS-T is a 5 point Likert type (1. Never; 2. Rarely; 3. Sometimes; 4. Very Often; 5. Always) tool for teachers which
can be used for the identification of the existence and frequency of primary and secondary school students’ resistance
behaviours according to teachers’ views. Each of the 25 items in the scale is related to different resistance behaviour, and
the teachers were asked to identify the frequency of observing these behaviours at their school. A Sample about teachers’
responses is as follows:
Some students in my school / class;

1. Never

2. Rarely

3. Sometimes

4. Very Often

5. Always

Do not tolerate being under control
Act as if they are constantly trying to discourage the teacher

No conversion is required for the items. Higher scores
indicate more frequently encountered resistance
behaviours in school environments. Scores to be obtained
from SRBS-T range between 25 and 125. Scoring based on
the subscales indicates that scores range between 8 and 40
in the 8-item “Resistance to Teacher Authority” and
“Hostile Attitudes towards the Teacher” subscales,
between 4 and 40 in the 4-item “Continuous Anger”
subscale, and between 5 and 25 in the 5-item “Passive
Resistance” subscale. However, to make it easier to
interpret, each scale score can be converted into 1 to 5 scale
by dividing it by the number of items covered.

4. Discussion, Conclusion and
Recommendations
This study attempts to develop a scale which could be
used to identify existence and frequency of resistance
behaviours demonstrated by primary and secondary school
students in the education environments. A 4-factor,
25-item tool was obtained from the analyses. The factors in
the Student Resistance Behaviours Scale included
“Resistance to Teacher Autonomy”, “Hostile Attitudes
towards the Teacher”, “Continuous Anger” and “Passive
Resistance”. These factors are parallel to the resistance
behaviour types explained in the studies about student
resistance behaviours [7, 8, 28]. The values in the validity
and reliability studies of the SRBS-T indicate strong
evidence that the scale is appropriate to use. The high total
variance value explained in the scales indicates that the
concept or structure is well-measured [23]. Sheskin [29]
states that factors obtained from this concept show how
much it can explain the change in the data. While some
researchers indicate that they are looking for at least 70%
of the explained variance, there are no certain rules as to
how much of the total variance should be explained. The

four factors in SRBS-T explain 62.97% of the total
variance. As stated by Sheskin [29], although there are
some researchers who claim that the total explained
variance should be over 70%, there are also some
explanations indicating that over 30% is generally
acceptable for Social Studies. For instance, Tavşancıl [16]
states that rates between 40% and 60% could be accepted
as sufficient for Social Studies. Büyüköztürk [23] states
that 30% is considered adequate for one-factor scales in
behavioural sciences, but higher ratios are expected for
multi-factor scales. In this case, the ratio of variance
explained by the SRBS-T is adequate. Thus, this tool is
considered to measure the students' resistance behaviours
at a satisfactory level.
Factor analysis results showed that the factor loads of all
items in four factors were higher than .50. Factor load
values indicate the correlation between the variable (item)
and factor; and these values are expected to be high. Load
values between .30 and .59 are considered to be at
moderate level, load values above .60 are considered to be
high [20].
An analysis of the explanations in the literature shows
that factor loads over .30 are accepted to be adequate [16,
29-30]. All but three factors in SRBS-T were found to be
loaded over .60; in other words, the items had strong
relationships with the factor they belonged to.
As a result of reliability analysis for SRBS-T,
Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficients were
found to be between .78 and .93 for the subscales and .95
for the scale total scores. In addition, confirmatory factor
analysis was repeated on the data collected from a different
sample for confirmatory factor analysis, and the
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient was .95
for the total scale, and ranged between .79 and .91 for the
four subscales. These values are above .70, which is
indicated adequate in literature [14-19, 31-32]. Based on
this evidence, SRBS-T is considered to be a highly reliable
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tool with high internal consistency. Another indicator of
high internal consistency is the high item-total score
correlations belonging to the items. Only two out of 25
items in the scale were found to have a total correlation
below .50. Büyüköztürk [23] states that items with
correlations over .30 have higher distinguishing power.
Based on this, all the items in SRBS-T are considered to be
appropriate both in terms of distinguishing features and in
terms of internal consistency. In conclusion, values
obtained from the reliability and validity analyses show
that SRBS-T is a valid and reliable tool that can be used in
similar studies.
Following recommendations have been made in line
with the explanations above;

Although statistical analyses show that SRBS-T is
an appropriate tool to use, it has an important
limitation; presence of resistance behaviours,
which have internal and subjective features, is
assessed by teachers rather than students
themselves. Resistance behaviours, the outpouring
of internal negative feelings against any component
of students’ learning process (mainly teacher or
education program), are many times planned
beforehand and demonstrated. Observable parts of
these behaviours by teachers are limited. Therefore,
it is recommended that SRBS-T, which is prepared
for teachers, should be adapted to students’ level.

Quantitative data collection methods have an
important advantage; they enable to obtain
generalizable data from large groups. However, in
depth and quantitative measurement of resistance
behaviours which have highly intensive nature in
terms of their intrinsic aspect as well does not seem
to be possible by simply applying a questionnaire
or scale. For this reason, when using a
measurement instrument such as SRBS-T , due to
its nature of the issue, the nature of resistance
behaviours could be explored in depth and in a
more detailed way by gathering qualitative data.

The SRBS-T developed in this study is for primary
and secondary school levels. Considering that each
level might demonstrate different resistance
behaviours, different scale versions could be
developed for primary, secondary, high school, and
university levels.

This study aims to develop a tool. Therefore, only
validity and reliability findings are accessed, and it
was considered to be adequate. SRBS-T could be
used as a data collection tool in other studies, and
student resistance behaviours could be investigated
in large groups.

Other variables which might be associated with
resistance behaviours in other studies could also be
included in the studies, and sources of these
behaviours and coping strategies could be
investigated together.
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