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According to Metacognitive Therapy, worry beliefs are an important concept, especially
in the formation of generalized anxiety disorder. This study aimed to develop a worry
belief scale for university students. The scale development process involved several key
steps to ensure its validity and reliability. Initially, qualitative interviews informed the
creation of an item pool, which was refined through expert feedback. The scale was
then administered, and Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to identify the factor
structure, followed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to validate this structure. After

Received: 02.12.2024 establishing structural validity, criterion validity was assessed, and reliability was
measured using an appropriate coefficient. Following these analyses, the Worry Belief
Accepted: 08.04.2025 Scale was finalized with 27 items across three dimensions, demonstrating strong
psychometric properties. The dimensions were named positive beliefs, dangerousness
Published: 30.06.2025 and harmfulness beliefs, and uncontrollability beliefs, respectively. The worry belief

scale was applied to a different sample and examined whether worry beliefs differed
according to the gender variable. A significant difference was found in the positive
beliefs dimension according to the gender variable. The findings obtained were
discussed in the light of the literature.
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Introduction

The future has not yet been lived and is unknown. This uncertainty, which is a feature of the changing and
developing world, can lead people to worry. Worry was first defined in a study examining the relationship
between worry and emotionality and performance expectancy (Liebert et al., 1967). In this definition, worry
was considered as any cognitive anxiety about one's own performance. Over the years, worry has been
discussed in many studies (Borkovec, 1985; Borkovec et al., 1983; Mathews & Funke, 2006; Robichaud, Dugas,
2015) and has been explained with various definitions. For example, Matthews and Funke (2006) defined
worry as a thought process that is difficult for the individual to control and contains negative content, while
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Robichaud and Dugas (2015) defined it as the process of making plans to try to predict what might happen
in the future and to produce various coping skills.

According to Metacognitive Therapy, which was developed on worry and constitutes the theoretical basis of
this research, worry is analyzed in two categories: Type 1 Worry and Type 2 Worry. According to Wells (2009),
one of the founders of the theory, Type 1 Worry is the thought process that occurs in response to negative
thoughts about the events or situations encountered, while Type 2 Worry is the metacognitive thought
process that includes positive (e.g. worrying protects me) and negative beliefs (e.g. worrying increases the
risk of heart attack or | cannot control my worrying) developed about the worrying process. Type 2 Worry can
predispose individuals to the development of psychopathologies, especially generalized anxiety disorder, as
it includes beliefs that worrying is dangerous or harmful and uncontrollable (Wells, 2005; Wells, 2009).

It is inevitable that worry manifests itself in various problems today. Individuals in the university period are
faced with many uncertainties. These uncertainties may be related to individual experiences, and
uncertainties related to factors such as obtaining a job, creating a social environment and establishing a
family may also cause the individual to feel worried. When some studies conducted in this age group were
examined, it was observed that the belief that “worry prevents dangerous consequences” differed
significantly according to gender in a study conducted on university students and that males scored higher
than females (Gog, 2017). In another study conducted on university students, Type 2 worry levels of female
individuals, also called pathological worry, were found to be higher than male individuals (Uzun, 2019). In
other similar studies conducted on university students, it was reported that women had higher levels of
worry than men (Kilit, 2019; Yilmaz, 2015).

In the literature review of this study, a number of studies on worry and worry beliefs were found (Bright,
2018; Boysan et al, 2008; Gog, 2017; Kelly & Kelly, 2007; Kilit, 2019; Meyer et al, 1990; Sari & Dag, 2009; Sica
et al, 2007; Uzun, 2019; Wells, 1995; Wells, 2005; Yilmaz et al, 2008; Yilmaz, 2015). When the related studies
are examined, it is seen that some of them aim to determine the situation, while others aim to develop or
adapt scales. According to a research conducted on university students, it was found that individuals with
high levels of worry believed more in the necessity of worrying to solve problems than individuals with low
levels of worry (Kelly & Kelly, 2007). In another study conducted with university students, it was found that
both positive and negative beliefs about worry increase intolerance to uncertainty (Karatas & Uzun, 2018).
According to a research conducted on adult individuals, a significant negative relationship was found
between positive and negative beliefs about worrying and social functioning (Bright, 2018). In a study
conducted on non-clinical adults, it was reported that positive beliefs about worrying contribute to the
continuation of maladaptive coping mechanisms in individuals (Sica et al., 2007). According to a research
conducted on adult individuals, it was stated that there was a positive relationship between Type 2 Worry
and generalized anxiety disorder (Wells, 2005). When scale development studies were examined, it was seen
that one of the most widely used scales in the literature is the Worried Thoughts Inventory. This scale consists
of content and process dimensions and was developed for adult individuals (Wells, 1995). Another scale is
the Penn State Worry Scale. This scale was developed for adults and has a two-factor structure (Meyer et al,
1990).

In the literature review, it is seen that only a few of the studies conducted on university students in the
Turkish sample (Gog, 2017; Karatas & Uzun, 2016; Kilit, 2019; Uzun & Karatas, 2020; Yilmaz, 2015) are scale
adaptation studies related to worry (Boysan et al., 2008; Sari & Dag, 2009; Yilmaz et al., 2008). As can be
understood from the mentioned studies, apart from the adaptation studies of the Penn State Worry Scale
(Yiimaz et al., 2008), the Consequences of Worry Scale and the Positive Beliefs About Worry Scale (Sari &
Dag, 2009), there is no Worry Beliefs Scale developed in the Turkish sample.

It is uniquely important for a psychological measurement instrument to be culturally specific in order to be
able to measure the intended psychological element in a valid and reliable manner. This can only be achieved
if the instrument is developed in that culture. For this reason, it was aimed to develop a Turkish culture-
specific Worry Beliefs Scale in order to see what kind of worry beliefs university students have. Through this
scale, individuals' worry beliefs can be identified before they develop various psychopathologies, university
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students' thought processes can be recognized through a scale developed in the Turkish sample, and they
can benefit from appropriate guidance and psychological counseling help processes.

Examining worry beliefs in terms of gender variable will enable a better understanding of worry beliefs in this
age group and may pave the way for planning preventive or interventionist studies for young people in this
group in the guidance and psychological counseling centers of universities. For all these reasons, the aim of
this study is to develop a Worry Beliefs Scale for university students and to examine their worry beliefs
according to the gender variable. Based on this purpose, answers to the following problem statements were
sought in the study:

1) Is the developed Worry Beliefs Scale valid and reliable?

2) Do worry beliefs differ according to gender variable?
Method

The ethical appropriateness of this research was evaluated by Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy University Non-
Interventional Clinical Research Ethics Committee and approved with the report dated 02.12.2020 and
decision number GO 2020/344.

Working Group

Within the scope of this research, which was conducted in two stages; all applications were carried out on
students studying at Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy University in 2021. The scale form developed in the scale
development study, which is the first step, was applied to 1100 people. 291 scale forms were not included in
the analysis process. There are 2 reasons why 291 scale forms were not included in the analysis process. First,
210 scale forms (186 of which were data obtained from a single class) had blank items. When the reason for
this situation was investigated, it was determined that in one of the classes where the implementation was
carried out, the students did not answer all the items on the scale form due to the necessity of catching up
with the lesson. Although the scale was administered to a class of 232 students, with a maximum of 54
students per session, the data from this group were excluded from the analysis. This exclusion occurred
because 186 of the completed scale forms contained missing responses, and the students provided relevant
explanations for these omissions. Secondly, in the data obtained from other classes, it was determined that
59 scale forms had blank items. The rate of blank items in these scale forms is more than 10%, and these data
were excluded from the analysis because the validity and reliability may decrease as the rate of blank items
increases (Kirsad, Nartgtin, 2015). The reason for this situation is that the students did not see one of the
pages in the application consisting of more than one page and did not make any marking on that page. It
was also determined that the 291 scale forms excluded from the analysis were not correlated with each other
and with other scales.

The distribution of 809 students included in the analysis process according to departments is as follows:
Primary Mathematics Teacher Education 44, Social Sciences Teacher Education 95, English Language
Teaching 60, Guidance and Psychological Counseling 92, Turkish Language Teaching 52, Preschool Teacher
Education 92, Science Teacher Education 71, Classroom Teaching 86 and Nursing Department 217 students.
Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted on 809 scale forms obtained from these students, and then the
scale form developed for Confirmatory Factor Analysis was applied to 250 students studying at Burdur
Mehmet Akif Ersoy University Faculty of Education in 2021. In addition, in order to evaluate the test-retest
reliability, the scale form was applied to 120 students studying at the same faculty in the same year.

In the second stage of the study, the Worry Beliefs Scale was applied to 517 students studying at Burdur
Mehmet Akif Ersoy University in 2021 to determine whether there is a gender difference in terms of worry
beliefs. Demographic information about the students who participated in the research in the second step is
presented in the table below.
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Table 1. Distribution of Participants According to Socio-Demographic Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics  Groups n %
Gender Female 385 74.5
Male 132 25.5
18 and below 28 54
19 74 14.3
Age 20 161 31.1
21 129 25.0
22 and above 125 24.2
PCG 50 9.7
Pre-school teaching 55 10.6
Social studies teaching 60 11.6
Department Classroom teaching 52 10.1
Science teaching 50 9.7
Turkish language teaching 45 8.7
Primary school mathematics teaching 40 7.7
English language teaching 45 8.7
Nursing 120 23.2

Measurement (Data Collection) Tools Used in the Study and Data Collection Process

In the first phase of the study, participants completed the Demographic Information Form, the Positive
Beliefs About Worry Scale (Davey & Capuzzo, 1996), and the Consequences of Worry Scale (Freeston et al,
1994), as well as a scale developed by the researchers. In the second phase, participants completed the
Beliefs of Worry Scale and the Demographic Information Form, both developed by the researchers. The data
for the first step of the study were formed from the responses of 809 students studying at Burdur Mehmet
Akif Ersoy University in 2021 to the scale items and the data obtained were used for Exploratory Factor
Analysis. In this step, 250 students studying at the same university in 2021 were applied for Confirmatory
Factor Analysis. In the second step of the research, the application was carried out on 517 students studying
at the same university in 2021.

Consequences of Worry Scale (COWS)

This scale, which aims to measure the individual's ideas about the consequences of worry, was developed by
Davey and Capuzzo (1996) and its Turkish validity and reliability study was conducted by Sari and Dag (2009).
The Turkish version of the scale consists of 29 five-point Likert-type items and these items are distributed in
two factors (positive evaluations of worry and negative evaluations of worry). In this study, the Cronbach
Alpha value of the scale was found to be .901.

Positive Beliefs About Worry Scale (PBWS)

This scale, which aims to measure the individual's positive beliefs about worry, was developed by Freeston et
al. (1994) and adapted to Turkish by Sari and Dag (2009), and its validity and reliability study was conducted.
The Turkish form of the scale consists of 25 items in a five-point Likert type and has a three-factor structure
(worrying helps solve problems and is a source of motivation, worrying prevents dangerous and negative
outcomes, worrying protects against negative emotions). In this study, the Cronbach Alpha value of the scale
was determined as .949.

Worry Beliefs Scale (WBS)

The Worry Beliefs Scale is a scale developed in Turkish Culture with this research, unlike the Worry
Consequences Scale and the Worry-Related Positive Beliefs Scale. The WBS is a five-point Likert-type scale,
distributed in 3 factors, and consists of 27 items. Statistical information about the scale is presented in the
findings section.
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Data Analysis

SPSS 26.0 and AMOS programs were used in data analysis. EFA and CFA were performed to determine the
construct validity of the developed scale. The Positive Beliefs About Worry Scale and the Consequences of
Worry Scale were used to determine the criterion validity. The following order was followed while performing
the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) process.

« Examining the suitability of the data set for factor analysis
« Determining the factor loadings of the factors and items

- Rotation study regarding the factors and using the “direct oblimin” rotation method in the analysis
process.

In addition, .30 was determined as the criterion for total item correlations; .45 was determined as the criterion
for examining factor loadings. After EFA, CFA was performed to calculate x?/sd and RMSEA, CFl, and GFI fit
significance tests were examined. In the second stage of the application after the scale development process,
normality analysis was first performed to see whether the data were distributed normally and it was seen that
the data were normally distributed (1st Dimension, Skewness: .905, Kurtosis: .561; 2nd Dimension, Skewness: -
.044, Kurtosis: -.740, 3rd Dimension, Skewness: .387, Kurtosis: -.928). Then, independent samples t-test was
used to determine the difference between the variables. .05 (p<.05) was accepted as the significance criterion
in the analysis process. Before all analyses, a Z test was performed to determine univariate extreme values,
and since the sample size was over 100, the reference range of Z scores was accepted as -4.00 to +4.00
(Mertler and Vannatta, 2016). According to the results obtained from the analyses, no data outside the
reference range was found in the data sets. In order to determine multivariate extreme values in the data
obtained from the study groups, the Mahalanobis distance coefficient test was performed, and no data
containing extreme values was found (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013).

Ethical Disclosure

Ethics Committee Approval: This research was conducted with the permission obtained by the Burdur
Mehmet Akif Ersoy University Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Social and Human Sciences Board's
decision dated 02/12/2020 and numbered GO 2020/344.

Results

When writing the scale items, the literature was first reviewed. Then, a qualitative interview form consisting of
8 qualitative questions such as “What is anxiety?” and "What does it mean for you to worry in life?” was
applied to 30 students studying at the Faculty of Education at Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy University, and a
scale item pool consisting of 60 items was created based on the responses of the students and the literature.
This scale form was sent to 4 experts (one faculty member from the guidance and psychological counseling
department, two faculty members from the adult psychiatry department, and one faculty member from the
child and adolescent adult psychiatry department) for expert opinion, and as a result of the experts’
feedback, the scale was ready for application with 55 trial items.

Total Item Correlations

The relationship of the scale items with the entire scale is accepted as an indicator of the extent to which the
scale correlates with its purpose (Tezbasaran, 2008). A total item correlation of .30 and above is an indicator
of discrimination, and it is recommended that items with a total item correlation below .30 be removed from
the scale (Items with total item correlations between .20 and .30 can remain in the scale in cases of necessity
or by correction) (Blyukoztlrk, 2014). Total item correlations were calculated for all items in the 55-item
scale, and it was decided to remove 8 items (m4, m9, m16, m20, m31, m41, m46, m47) from the scale
because they had values below .30.

Evaluation of the Suitability of Data for Factor Analysis

Following Gorsuch's (1983) recommendation to apply the scale items to at least 15 times the number of
items, the scale was administered to 1,100 participants. Of these, 809 completed scales were included in the
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analysis. In order to test the adequacy of the sample size, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was calculated
and the relevant value was found to be .93, and this value was interpreted as "very good" according to the
literature (Blylkoztiirk, 2014).

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

In the first EFA conducted on the scale, it was seen that the scale items were distributed in 10 factors and the
total explained variance value was 63.376%. Direct oblimin was performed four times and 28 items were
removed from the scale (19 items because they had a factor loading below .45, and 9 items because they had
factor loadings for two factors and these loadings were below .10). As a result of this analysis, Exploratory
Factor Analysis of the Worry Beliefs Scale was completed with 3 factors and 27 items, and the variance values
are presented in Table 2:

Table 2. Variance Values of the Scale

Iltems Total Variance% Cumulative% Total Variance% Cumulative%
1 74 27.5 27.5 74 27.5 27.5
2 6.5 24.3 51.8 6.5 24.3 51.8
3 2.0 7.5 59.3 2.0 7.5 59.3
4 9 35 62.9
5 .8 3.0 65.9
6 i 2.7 68.6
7 .6 2.5 711
8 .6 2.3 735
9 5 2.1 75.6
10 5 2.0 776
11 5 1.9 79.5
12 .5 1.8 814
13 4 1.7 83.2
14 4 1.7 84.9
15 4 1.6 86.5
16 4 1.5 88.0
17 3 14 89.4
18 3 1.3 90.8
19 3 1.3 92.1
20 3 1.2 934
21 3 1.1 94.5
22 3 1.1 95.6
23 2 1.0 96.7
24 2 9 97.7
25 2 9 98.6
26 A i 99.3
27 A .6 100.0

According to Table 2, it is seen that there are 3 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1, and factors with
eigenvalues 1 or greater than 1 are considered important factors in the literature (Blylkoztlrk, 2014). For
this reason, the Worry Beliefs Scale was accepted as a 3-factor scale. According to Table 2, it was seen that
these three factors explained 59.3% of the total variance, and based on the literature (Wells, 2009), it was
decided to name the factors as “Positive Beliefs About Worry” (PBW), “Belief That Worry Is Dangerous or
Harmful” (BWDH) and “Belief That Worry Cannot Be Controlled” (BWCC), respectively.

Eigenvalue Graph

The eigenvalue graph of the Worry Beliefs Scale is presented in Figure 1:
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Figure 1. Eigenvalue Graph of the Worry Beliefs Scale
Figure 1 shows that the graph exhibited three steep declines, followed by a horizontal plateau after the third
decline. This pattern indicates that the first three declines correspond to the three factors identified in the
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA).

Factor Loadings of Scale Items

The distribution of the 27-item Worry Beliefs Scale, consisting of 3 factors, according to factor loadings is
presented in Table 3:

Table 3. Distribution of Scale Items by Factor

Items F1 F2 F3
1.23 .81
1.25 .79
1.24 77
1.22 .76
1.26 75
1.11 1
1.28 71
1.6 1
1.8 .68
1.3 .67
1.29 .67
1.13 .67
1.27 .64
1.36 .80
1.39 .79
1.42 a7
1.35 75
1.44 71
1.34 71
1.37 .70
1.38 .70
1.40 .69
1.50 .89
1.49 .89
1.51 .85
1.52 .79

1.48 71
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Correlations between Factors of WBS
The correlation between the factors of WBS is presented in Table 4:

Table 4. Correlation Between Factors

Factor F1 F2 F3
F1 -.05* .20*
F2 -.05* A43*
F3 .20* A43*

**p<.01, *p<.05

F1: Positive Beliefs About Worrying

F2: Belief That Worrying Is Dangerous or Harmful
F3: The Belief That Worrying Cannot Be Controlled

According to Table 4, a negative significant relationship was found between F1 and F2 (r=-.05, p<.05), a
positive significant relationship between F1 and F3 (r=20, p<.05), and a positive significant relationship
between F2 and F3 (r=.43, p<.05). The low relationship between the factors indicates that the scale can be
used by taking the total score at the factor level without taking the total score on the scale.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

CFA is a statistical method used to test a hypothesis or theory (Blyukoztirk, 2014). In this step of the
research, it was aimed to test the 3-dimensional Worry Beliefs Scale obtained with EFA. In the CFA process, x
values and degrees of freedom were proportioned, and RMSEA, GFl, NFI and CFl values were calculated,
respectively. For CFA, WBS was applied to 250 students studying at Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy University in
2021.

Table 5. CFA Fit Indices

Fit Indexes Fit Indexes Criterion

< 3 perfect fit

X'/sd 203 < 5 acceptable fit
N .
> . i
<. i

RUSEA o < 08 scceptoble f
N :

According to Table 5, as a result of the CFA conducted on WBS, Xz/sd=1.81 <3, CFI=.95>.95, RMSEA=.05<.05
values were obtained. These data show that the model provides excellent fit (Schumacker, Lomax, 1996;
Stimer, 2000). NFI=.90>.90 showed that it provided acceptable fit (Schumacker, Lomax, 1996; Stimer, 2000).
The CFA graph of WBS is presented in Figure 2:
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According to Figure 2, the factor loading values range from . 61 to . 83 for F1; from . 66 to . 84 and from . 69
to . 92 for F2. Based on the relationships seen in Figure 2, a second-level CFA was performed and the ability
to calculate the total score was evaluated. However, since the goodness-of-fit values were outside the
acceptable criteria in the literature (x2/sd=6.29, GFl=. 84, CFl=. 80, RMSEA=. 09, NFI=. 81), it was understood
that the total score could not be calculated. Considering the statistical analyses and Wells's (2009) model, it
was decided to use the WBS by obtaining the total score at the F1, F2 and F3 levels in applications and
research.

WBS Criterion Validity

Examining the correlation of test scores with external criteria provides data on criterion validity (Blyikoztirk,
2014). In order to see to what extent the criterion validity of the WBS was achieved, the relationship between
the Consequences of Worry Scale and the Positive Beliefs About Worry Scale was examined with Pearson
correlation analysis. The factors of the developed Worry Beliefs Scale are theoretically related to some
dimensions of the WBS and PBWS. For this reason, the relationship between all dimensions of the WBS and
all dimensions of the WBS and PBWS was not examined. A relational examination was conducted between
the dimensions that were theoretically consistent and the obtained data are presented in Table 6:

Table 6. WBS Criterion Validity Values

Factors COWS-Negative Reviews COWS-Positive Reviews  Positive Beliefs About Worry Scale
F1 70” 75"
F2 64"
F3 64"

**p<.01, *p<.05

COWS: Consequences of Worry Scale

F1: Positive Beliefs About Worrying

F2: Belief That Worrying Is Dangerous or Harmful
F3: The Belief That Worrying Cannot Be Controlled
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According to Table 6, a significant positive relationship was found between F1 and the dimension of positive
evaluations related to worry of COWS (r=.70, p<.01). Similarly, a significant positive relationship was found
between F1 and PBWS (r=.75, p<.01). A significant positive relationship was also found between F2 and the
dimension of negative evaluations related to worry of COWS (r=.64, p<.01). A significant positive relationship
was found between F3 and the dimension of negative evaluations related to worry of COWS (r=.64, p<.01).
As a result of these data obtained, it is possible to say that all dimensions of WBS provide criterion validity.

WBS Reliability Analysis

To evaluate the reliability of WBS, Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient and McDonald reliability
coefficient were calculated and reliability was examined by performing test-retest on a study group of 120
people. While the Cronbach's alpha value for the scale was calculated as (.89), this value was calculated as
(F1=.92, F2=90, F3=.92) for the dimensions. While the McDonald value for the scale was calculated as (.83),
this value was calculated as (F1=.90, F2=87, F3=.89) for the dimensions. The test-retest reliability coefficient
was calculated as 0.859. These values are above the .70 threshold determined for reliability (Hair et al., 2014).

Results Regarding the Gender Variable

To see whether worry beliefs differ according to the gender variable, a t-test for independent samples was
applied to the data set and the findings are presented in Table 7:

Table 7. Independent Samples t Test Results Applied to Worry Belief Scores in Terms of Gender

Factor W/M n X S Sd. T p

W 378 233 8.58

F1 504 -5.01** .00
M 128 28.02 10.73
W 378 28.2 9.75

F2 504 1,47 .81
M 128 26.7 9.93
W 378 13.1 6.07

F3 504 .70 .07
M 128 12.7 5.46

**p<.07

F1: Positive Beliefs About Worrying
F2: Belief That Worrying Is Dangerous or Harmful
F3: The Belief That Worrying Cannot Be Controlled

According to Table 7, it was seen that the positive beliefs of male and female about worry differed
significantly in favor of males (x=28.02 - x=23.32) (t(504)=-5.01, p<.01). It was determined that there was no
significant difference in other dimensions.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

This study aimed to develop a Worry Beliefs Scale that can be used for university students and to examine
worry beliefs according to the gender variable.

In the study, the Worry Beliefs Scale that can be used with university students was first developed. The Worry
Beliefs Scale that was developed consisted of 27 items in a three-dimensional structure based on the EFA and
CFA conducted with the literature (Wells, 2009). These dimensions are; positive beliefs about worrying, the
belief that worrying is dangerous or harmful, and finally the belief that worrying cannot be controlled. The
construct validity of the scale was ensured with the EFA and CFA, and the criterion validity was ensured with
the correlation examinations conducted with the Consequences of Worry Scale and the Positive Beliefs About
Worry Scale. The reliability of the scale was evaluated by examining the Cronbach Alpha (.89, F1=.92, F2=90,
F3=.92 for the entire scale), McDonald (.83, F1=.90, F2=87, F3=.89 for the entire scale) and test-retest
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reliability (0.859) values and since the values obtained were above the reference values (.70 and above)
(Landis & Koch, 1977), it was determined that the developed scale was a reliable scale. Since the correlation
values between the factors of the scale were low and based on Wells' (2009) Metacognitive Therapy, it was
decided to use the scale by taking the total score at the factor level instead of taking the total score. In this
direction; the developed scale is valid and reliable as a result of the findings obtained and is suitable for use
in both psychological counseling practices and screening studies.

In the second stage of the study; the developed Worry Beliefs Scale was used as a measurement tool and
worry beliefs were examined in terms of gender variable. It was observed that positive beliefs about worrying
of females and males differed significantly in favor of males. This finding is an indication that positive beliefs
about worrying, which is one of the metacognitive beliefs, differ according to gender. The reason for this
difference may be that males use worrying as a solution method more than females and develop the belief
that this method is useful. This finding is consistent with a study conducted on university students in a
Turkish sample. In the relevant study, it was reported that males scored significantly higher than females in
the belief that “worrying prevents dangerous outcomes” (Gog, 2017). On the other hand, in another study
conducted on university students in a Turkish sample, pathological worry levels (Type 2 Worry) of female
individuals were found to be higher than males (Uzun, 2019). In addition, other studies conducted in Turkiye
reported that females anxiety levels were higher than males anxiety levels (Yilmaz 2015; Kilit, 2019). Previous
studies conducted internationally with university students have found that females tend to experience higher
levels of anxiety than males (Robichaud et al., 2003; Bottesi et al., 2018). When comparing the findings from
this study with those of earlier research, it becomes evident that positive beliefs about worry are distinct from
pathological worry and anxiety levels. Positive beliefs about worrying are a belief about the benefits of
worrying (Wells, 2005), while pathological worry is defined as Type 2 worry. Type 2 worry includes both
positive and negative beliefs about worrying (Wells, 2009). The level of worry is the intensity of trying to
predict what might happen in the future and making plans to produce various coping skills (Robichaud,
Dugas, 2015). In line with this research, consistent results were obtained with the research conducted by Go¢
(2017).

As a result, in this study, the Worry Beliefs Scale was developed and the worry beliefs of university students
were examined according to the gender variable. The Worry Beliefs Scale is a valid and reliable scale that can
be used with university students. In the examinations made in terms of the gender variable, a significant
difference was found in favor of males in the dimension of positive beliefs about worry. According to the
results of the research, the following recommendations can be listed:

It is recommended that the scale developed within the scope of the research be used by calculating the total
score at the dimension level without calculating the total score, and that the validity and reliability of the
scale be tested in different developmental periods and different regions other than university students.

Preventive and protective psychological counseling services can be provided to individuals with high worry
belief levels in the gender variable at the guidance and psychological counseling centers of universities. This
scale can be included in screening studies conducted at universities to determine the individuals to whom
this service will be provided.

Further research can be conducted to explore the findings from the difference analysis. Additionally, studies
could be carried out in university counseling and psychological support centers to investigate the reasons
behind the development of positive beliefs about worry among males.

As with every study, this study also has some limitations. The scale development study was conducted in a
state university in a city in the Mediterranean Region. Since the study group consisted of students at a state
university, the generalizability of the results to different demographic and cultural groups is limited.
Conducting the study in different cultural environments may make the generalizability of the study possible.
In addition, the use of self-report scales in the data collection process is a limitation that may cause
misleading errors.
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Use of the Worry Beliefs Scale (WBS): The Worry Beliefs Scale (WBS) may be used without obtaining any
permission from the authors by referencing this article. You can access the scale and application instructions
in the appendix section of this article.
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ANNEX-1

WORRY BELIEFS SCALE
By reading the items in the scale, you can indicate to what extent you
agree with the given statement with a cross (X).

Not
suitable at

Very little

suitable

Moderately

suitable

Mostly
suitable

Totally

suitable

1. Endiselenmek beni basarili kilar.

[~

Endiselendigimde daha mantikl kararlar aldigima inanirim.

Endiselenmek gelecekte kendimi su¢lamami engeller.

| w

Endiselenmemin olaylar Gizerindeki kontrolimi arttirdigina inanirim.

Endiselenmemin belirsizlik yasamami azalttigina inanirm.

Endiselenmek tehlikeyi azaltir.

Endiselenmemin, beni glivende tutacagina inanirim.

N W

Olumsuz bir durum 6ncesinde endiselenince, islerimin daha iyiye
gidecegine inanirim.

9. Endiselenmemin, beni hata yapmaktan koruduguna inanirim.

10.Endiselenerek her an tetikte olmanin beni olasi olumsuz durumlardan
koruduguna inanirim.

11.Ne kadar ¢ok endiselenirsem olabilecek koti seyleri o kadar ¢ok
engelleyebilecegime inanirim.

12.0labilecek koti seylere iliskin ne kadar cok endiselenirsem o kadar ¢cok
cevap Uretebilecegime inanirm.

13.Endiselenerek olabilecek olumsuz durumlari her acidan tasarlamanin beni
koruduguna inanirim.

14.Endiselenmek bedenime zarar verebilir.

15.Endigselenmemin kalp krizi riskini arttiracagina inanirim.

16.Cok endiselenirsem, sonunda saglik problemi yasayabilirim.

17.Endiselendigimde ¢evreme zarar verebilecegime inanirim.

18.Endiselenmek kisiligime zarar verebilir.

19.Endiselenmemin ruh saghgima zarar verebilecegine inanirm

20.Gelecekte olabilecekler hakkinda stirekli endiselenmek beni delirtebilir.

21.Endiselenmemin beni hasta edecegine inanirim.

22.Endiselenmemin beynime bir glin zarar verecegine inanirim.

23.Endiselenmeye basladigimda kendimi durduramam.

24.Ben istemesem de zihnim endiselenmeyi tercih eder.

25.Endiselenmemek elimde olmadigi icin endiselenirim.

26.Endiselenmekten kendimi alamiyorum.

27.Yararini gérmesem de kendimi endiselenirken bulurum.
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Instructions: The Worry Beliefs Scale is a scale that can be used at the factor level without obtaining total

scores. The items covered by the factors are listed below and there are no reverse items in the scale:
Factor 1 (Positive Beliefs About Worry): 1, 2,3, 4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11,12, 13
Factor 2 (Belief That Worry Is Dangerous or Harmful): 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22

Factor 3 (Belief That Worry Is Uncontrollable): 23, 24, 25, 26, 27
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Endise (zerine gelistiriimis olan ve bu arastirmanin kuramsal temelini olusturan Ustbilissel Terapi'ye
(Metakognitif Terapi) gore ise endise, Tip 1 Endise ve Tip 2 Endise olmak Uzere iki kategoride incelenmistir.
Kuramin kurucularindan olan Wells'e (2009) gore Tip 1 Endise, karsilasilan olaylara veya durumlara iliskin
olumsuz duslincelere yanit olarak ortaya ¢ikan distince siireci iken Tip 2 Endise, endiselenme sirecine iliskin
gelistirilen olumlu (6rnegdin; endiselenmek beni korur) ve olumsuz inanglar (6rnedin; endiselenmek kalp krizi
riskini arttirir veya endiselenmemi kontrol edemem) barindiran Ustbilissel dislince strecidir. Tip 2 Endise,
endiselenmenin tehlikeli veya zararli oldugu ve kontrol edilemez oldugu ydniindeki inanclar icermesi
nedeniyle, bireylerde 6zellikle yaygin kaygi bozuklugu gibi psikopatolojilerin gelisimine zemin hazirlayabilir
(Wells, 2005; Wells, 2009).

Endisenin giiniimiizde cesitli sorunlar ile kendini géstermesi kacinilmazdir. Universite dénemindeki bireyler
bircok belirsizlikle karsi karsiyadir. Bu belirsizlikler bireysel yasantilara bagli olabilecedi gibi is edinme, sosyal
cevre olusturma ve aile kurma gibi faktorlere iliskin belirsizlikler de bireyin endise duymasina neden
olabilmektedir. Bu yas grubunda yapilan bazi ¢calismalar incelendiginde Universite 6grencileri izerinde yapilan
bir arastirmada “endise tehlikeli sonuglari 6nler” inancinin cinsiyete gore anlaml sekilde farkhlastigi ve
erkeklerin kadinlara gére daha yiiksek puanlar aldiklari gérilmistir (Gég, 2017). Universite dgrencileri
Uzerinde yapilan baska bir calismada ise kadin bireylerin patolojik endise de denilen Tip 2 endise diizeyleri
erkeklere gére daha yiksek bulunmustur (Uzun, 2019). Universite dgrencileri lizerinde yapilan baska
arastirmalarda ise kadinlarin erkeklere gére daha yuksek endise dizeyine sahip oldugu bildirilmistir (Kilit,
2019; Yilmaz, 2014).

Bu calismanin alanyazin taramasinda endise ve endise inanclar hakkinda yapilan birtakim calismalara
rastlanmistir (Bright, 2018; Boysan ve digerleri, 2008; Gog, 2017; Kelly ve Kelly, 2007; Kilit, 2019; Meyer ve
digerleri, 1990; Sari ve Dag, 2009; Sica ve digerleri, 2007; Uzun, 2019; Wells, 1995; Wells, 2005; Yilmaz ve
digerleri, 2008; Yilmaz, 2014). ilgili calismalar incelendiginde, bazilarinin durum belirlemeye, bazilarinin ise
dlcek gelistirme veya uyarlama amaci tasidigi gérilmektedir. Universite &grencileri (izerinde yapilan bir
arastirmada; ylksek endise dizeyine sahip bireylerin, distk endiseli bireylere gore sorunlari ¢dzmek igin
endiselenmenin gerekliligine daha ¢ok inandiklari tespit edilmistir (Kelly ve Kelly, 2007). Yine Universite
ogrencileriyle yapilan baska bir calismada endise ile ilgili hem olumlu hem de olumsuz inanclarin belirsizlige
olan tahammdlstizligl artirdi@i anlasilmistir (Karatas ve Uzun, 2018). Yetiskin bireyler tizerinde yapilan bir
arastirmada ise endiselenmeye dair gelistirilen olumlu ve olumsuz inanglar ile sosyal islevsellik arasinda
anlamli negatif iliski tespit edilmistir (Bright, 2018). Klinik olmayan vyetiskin kisiler Uzerinde yapilan bir
calismada ise endiselenmeye dair olumlu inanglarin bireydeki uyum bozucu basa ¢ikma mekanizmalarinin
devam etmesine katkida bulundugu bildirilmistir (Sica ve digerleri, 2007). Yetiskin bireyler Gzerinde yapilan bir
arastirmada da Tip 2 Endise ile yaygin kaygi bozuklugu arasinda pozitif iliski oldugu ifade edilmistir (Wells,
2005). Olcek gelistirme calismalari incelendiginde ise alanyazinda en cok kullanilan &lceklerden birinin
Endiseli Distinceler Envanteri oldugu gortlmustir. Bu &lgek, igerik ve siire¢ boyutlarindan olusmakta olup
yetiskin bireyler icin gelistirilmistir (Wells, 1995). Bir diger dlcek ise Penn State Endise Olcegidir. Bu 6lcek
yetiskin bireyler icin gelistirilmis olup iki faktorll bir yapidadir (Meyer ve digerleri, 1990).

Alanyazin incelemesinde Tirkiye 6rnekleminde Universite 6grencileri Gizerinde yapilan calismalardan durum
belirlemeye yonelik calismalar dikkat ¢ekerken (Gog, 2017; Karatas ve Uzun, 2016; Kilit, 2019; Uzun ve Karatas,
2020; Yilmaz, 2014) calismalardan sadece birkaginin endise ile ilgili olcek uyarlama calismasi oldugu
gorulmektedir (Boysan ve digerleri, 2008; Sari ve Dag, 2009; Yilmaz ve digerleri, 2008). Belirtilen calismalardan
da anlasilabilecedi gibi Penn State Endise Olcegi (Yilmaz ve digerleri, 2008), Endisenin Sonuclari Olcegi ve
Endise ile ilgili Olumlu inanclar Olcedi (Sar ve Dag, 2009) uyarlama calismalarinin disinda, Turkiye
érnekleminde gelistiriimis Endise inanclari Olcegi'ne rastlanmamistir.

Psikolojik 6lgme aracinin kiltirlerin 6zelligini tasimasi, 6lglilmesi amaglanan psikolojik unsurun gecerli ve
glvenilir bir bicimde élcilebilmesi adina benzersiz bir 5nemdir. Olcme aracinin bu ézelligi tagimasi da ancak
o kiltirde gelistiriimesi durumunda saglanabilir. Bu nedenle; Universite dgrencilerinin endise inanclarinin
hangi tiirden oldugunu gérebilmek icin Tirkiye kiltirine 6zgli Endise inanglar Olcegi gelistirmek
amagclanmistir. Bu olcek araciligiyla bireylerin cesitli psikopatolojiler gelistirmeden dnce endise inanglari tespit
edilebilecek, tniversite 6grencilerinin dislince surecleri Turkiye drnekleminde gelistirilmis bir 6lcek vasitasiyla
taninabilecek ve uygun rehberlik ve psikolojik danisma yardim siireclerinden faydalanmalari saglanabilecektir.
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Endise inanclarinin cinsiyet degiskeni acisindan incelenmesi, bu yas grubunda endise inanglarinin daha iyi
anlasilmasina olanak saglayacak ve bu grup icinde bulunan genclere, Universitelerin rehberlik ve psikolojik
danisma merkezlerinde onleyici ya da miidahale edici calismalar planlanmasinin 6niini acabilecektir. Butiin
bu nedenlerle birlikte bu calismanin amaci; Gniversite dgrencilerine yénelik Endise inanclarn Olcegi
gelistirilmesi ve endise inanclarinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore incelenmesidir. Bu amactan hareketle
arastirmada asagidaki problem climlelerine cevap aranmistir:

1) Gelistirilen Endise inanclar Olcegi gecerli ve giivenilir midir?
2) Endise inanclari cinsiyet degiskenine goére farklilasmakta midir?

Yontem

Calisma Grubu

iki asamada gerceklestirilen bu arastirma kapsaminda; tim uygulamalar Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy
Universitesinde 2021 yilinda 6grenim géren 6grenciler lzerinde gerceklestirilmistir. Birinci basamak olan
Olcek gelistirme calismasinda gelistirilen 6lgek formu 1100 kisiye uygulanmistir. 291 6lgcek formu analiz
strecine dahil edilmemistir. 291 6lcek formunun analiz sirecinde dahil edilmemesinin 2 nedeni
bulunmaktadir. Birincisi, 210 (186's1 tek bir siniftan elde edilen verilerdir) 6lgek formunda bos maddeler
bulunmaktadir. Bu durumun nedeni arastinldiginda, uygulamanin gergeklestirildigi siniflardan birinde,
ogrencilerin derse yetisme zorunlulugu nedeniyle Olcek formundaki tim maddeleri yanitlamadiklari
belirlenmistir. Uygulamalar bu sinif disinda, en fazla 54 6grenciden olusan siniflarda gerceklestirilmisken bu
sinifta 232 6grenciye uygulama yapilmistir. Bu siniftan elde edilen 6lgek formlarinin 186'sinda bos maddeler
bulunmasi ve 6grencilerin ilgili sebebi nedeniyle 232 6grenciden elde edilen verilerin higbiri analiz siirecine
dahil edilmemistir. ikincisi, diger siniflardan elde edilen verilerde de 59 &lcek formunda bos maddelerin
bulundugu tespit edilmistir. Bu 6lcek formlarindaki bos madde orani %10'dan fazladir ve bos madde orani
arttikca gecerlik ve guvenilirligin disebilecedi nedeniyle bu verilerde analiz disi birakilmistir (Kirsad, Nartgin,
2015). Bu durumun sebebi ise 6grencilerin birden fazla sayfadan olusan uygulamada, sayfanin birisini
goérmeyip o sayfada hig isaretleme yapmamalaridir. Analiz disi birakilan 291 6lgek formunun birbiriyle ve diger
Olcekler ile iliskinin olmadigi da tespit edilmistir.

Analiz siirecine dahil edilen 809 &grencinin bolimlere gére dagiimi su sekildedir: ilkégretim Matematik
Ogretmenligi 44, Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi 95, ingilizce Ogretmenligi 60, Rehberlik ve Psikolojik
Danismanlik 92, Tirkce Ogretmenligi 52, Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi 92, Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi 71, Sinif
Ogretmenligi 86 ve Hemsirelik Bélimii 217 égrenci. Bu égrencilerden elde edilen 809 élcek formu lzerinde
Acimlayici Faktor Analizi gerceklestirilmis, ardindan Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi yapmak amaciyla gelistirilen
olgek formu, 2021 yilinda Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesinde &grenim géren 250
o6grenciye uygulanmistir. Ayrica, test-tekrar test guvenilirligini degerlendirmek icin 6lcek formu ayni yil
icerisinde ayni fakiltede 6grenim géren 120 6grenciye uygulanmistir.

Arastirmanin ikinci asamasinda ise endise inanclari ile ilgili olarak cinsiyet acisindan farklilik olup olmadigini
belirlemek icin Endise inanclari Olcegi Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesinde 2021 yilinda égrenim géren
517 dgrenciye uygulanmustir. ikinci basamakta arastirmaya katiim saglayan 6grencilere iliskin demografik
bilgiler asagidaki tabloda sunulmustur.



U. Aydogdu & Z. Karatas 104

Tablo 1. Katiimcilarin Sosyo-Demografik Ozelliklerine Gére Dagilimi

Demografik Ozellikler Gruplar n %
Cinsiyet Kadin 385 74.5
Erkek 132 255

18 ve alti 28 54

19 74 14.3

Yas 20 161 311
21 129 25.0

22 ve Uzeri 125 24.2

PDR 50 9.7

Okul Oncesi Ogr. 55 10.6

Sosyal Bilgiler Ogr. 60 11.6

Sinif Ogr. 52 10.1

Bolim Fen Bilgisi Ogr. 50 9.7
Tirkce Ogr. 45 8.7

ilkdgretim Mat. Ogr. 40 7.7

ingilizce Ogr. 45 8.7

Hemsirelik 120 23.2

Calismada Kullanilan Olgme (Veri Toplama) Araglan ve Veri Toplama Siireci

Aragtirmanin ilk basamaginda arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen Demografik Bilgi Formu, Endise ile ilgili
Olumlu inanglar Olcegi (Davey ve Capuzzo, 1996) ve Endisenin Sonuclari Olcedi (Freeston vd. 1994)
kullanilmis olup ikinci basamakta arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen Endise inanclan Olcegi ile Demografik
Bilgi Formu kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin ilk basamagi icin veriler Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesinde
2021 yilinda 6grenim goren 809 6grencinin dlcek maddelerine verdikleri cevaplardan olusturulmus ve elde
edilen veriler Agimlayici Faktér Analizi icin kullanilmistir. Bu basamakta Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi igin ayni
Universitede 2021 yilinda o6grenim goéren 250 O&grenciye uygulama yapilmistir. Arastirmanin ikinci
basamaginda ise yine ayni Universitede 2021 yilinda 6grenim goren 517 &grenci Uzerinde uygulama
gerceklestirilmistir.

Endisenin Sonuclart Olcegi (ESO)

Bireyin, endisenin sonugclari hakkindaki fikirlerini 6lgmeyi amaclayan bu 6lcek Davey ve Capuzzo (1996)
tarafindan gelistiriimis ve Sari ve Dag (2009) tarafindan Turkce gegerlik ve glvenilirlik ¢alismasi yapilmistir.
Olcegin Turkce formu besli Likert tipinde 29 maddeden olusmakta ve bu maddeler iki faktérde (endise ile
ilgili olumlu degerlendirmeler ve endise ile ilgili olumsuz degerlendirmeler) dagilim gdéstermektedir. Bu
arastirmada 6lcegin Cronbach Alpha degeri .901 olarak tespit edilmistir.

Endise ile ilgili Olumlu inanglar Olgegi (EOIO)

Bireyin endise hakkindaki olumlu inanglarini 6lcmeyi amaglayan bu o6lcek, Freeston ve arkadaslar (1994)
tarafindan gelistirilmis ve Sari ve Dag (2009) tarafindan Tlrkgeye uyarlanarak gecerlik ve giivenilirlik calismasi
yapilmistir. Olcegin Tirkce formu besli Likert tipinde 25 maddeden olusmaktadir ve (g faktérli (endiselenmek
problem ¢6zmeye yardimci olur ve motivasyon kaynagidir, endiselenmek tehlikeli ve olumsuz sonuglari
engeller, endiselenmek olumsuz duygulara karsi korur) bir yapidadir. Bu arastirmada 6lcedin Cronbach Alpha
degeri .949 olarak tespit edilmistir.

Endise inanglan 6lcegi (EIO)

Endise inanclar Olcegi, Endisenin Sonuclar Olcegi ve Endise ile ilgili Olumlu inanclar Olcegi'nden farkli olarak
Tirk Kiltirinde, bu arastirma ile gelistirilen bir dlcektir. EiO, begli Likert tipinde olup 3 faktérde dagilim
g6stermekte ve 27 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olcege iliskin istatistiki bilgiler bulgular kisminda sunulmustur.

Veri Analizi

Veri analizinde SPSS 26.0 ve AMOS programlari kullanilmistir. Gelistirilen 6lgegin yapi gecerligi tespit etmek
amaciyla AFA ve DFA yapilmistir. Olciit gecerliginin belirlenmesinde ise Endise ile ilgili Olumlu inanclar Olcegi
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ve Endisenin Sonuclan Olcegi kullaniimistir. Acimlayici Faktér Analizi (AFA) siireci gerceklestirilirken asagidaki
siralama takip edilmistir.

e Veri setinin, faktor analizine uygunlugunun incelenmesi
e Faktorlerin ve maddelerin faktor yiklerinin tespit edilmesi

e Faktorlere iliskin rotasyon calismasi ve analiz siirecinde “direct oblimin” déndirme ydnteminin
kullaniimasi

Ayrica toplam madde korelasyonlarinda .30; faktor yiklerinin incelenmesinde ise .45 6lglt olarak
belirlenmistir. AFA'nin ardindan DFA yapilmis ve x%/sd hesaplanmis, RMSEA, CFl ve GFI uyum anlamhlik
testleri incelenmistir. Olcek gelistirme siirecinin ardindan ikinci basamakta yapilan uygulamada verinin normal
dagilp dagilmadigini gérmek icin ilk olarak normallik analizi yapilmis ve verilerin normal dagildig
gorilmustir (1. Boyut, Carpiklik: .905, Basiklik: .561; 2. Boyut, Carpiklik: -.044, Basiklik: -.740, 3. Boyut,
Garpikhk: .387, Basiklik: -.928). Ardindan degiskenler arasi farki belirlemek icin bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi
kullanilmistir. Analiz stirecinde anlamlilik kriteri olarak .05 (p<.05) kabul edilmistir. Tim analizler 6ncesinde tek
degiskenli uc degerleri belirlemek amaciyla Z testi yapilmis ve 6rneklem sayisi 100'lin lzerinde oldugundan Z
puanlarinin referans araligi -4,00 ile +4,00 olarak kabul edilmistir (Mertler ve Vannatta, 2016). Analizlerden
elde edilen sonuglara gore veri setlerinde referans araliginin disinda kalan veriye rastlanmamistir. Calisma
gruplarindan elde edilen verilerde cok degiskenli u¢ dederleri belirlemek amaciyla Mahalanobis uzaklik
katsayisi testi yapilmis ve ug deger iceren veriye rastlanmamistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013).

Etik Bildirim
Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler kurulunun 02/12/2020 tarihli GO 2020/344 sayili karari ile alinan izinle yrttilmustur.

Bulgular

Olcek maddeleri yazilirken ilk olarak alanyazin taranmistir. Ardindan “Endise nedir?”, “Hayatta endise duymak
sizin icin ne anlama geliyor?” gibi 8 nitel sorudan olusan nitel goériisme formu Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy
Universitesi Egitim Fakdltesinde 6grenim géren 30 égrenciye uygulanmis ve dgrencilerin verdikleri yanitlar ile
alanyazindan hareketle 60 maddeden olusan 6lcek madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Bu 6lcek formu, 4 uzmana
(bir rehberlik ve psikolojik danismanlik anabilim dalindan 6gretim Uyesi, iki yetiskin psikiyatrisi anabilim
dalindan 6gretim Uyesi ve bir cocuk ve ergen yetiskin psikiyatrisi anabilim dalindan 6gretim Uyesi) uzman
gorusu almak icin gonderilmis ve uzmanlarin geri donusleri neticesinde 6lcek 55 deneme maddesi ile
uygulamaya hazir hale gelmistir.

Toplam Madde Korelasyonlari

Olcek maddelerinin; dlcegin tamami ile iliskisi, 6lcegin amaci ile ne orantida korelasyon kurdugunun bir
gostergesi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Tezbasaran, 2008). Toplam madde korelasyonun .30 ve lzerinde olmasi
ayirt ediciliginin bir gostergedir ve .30'un altindaki toplam madde korelasyonu olan maddelerin &lcekten
ctkarilmasi 6nerilmektedir (Toplam madde korelasyonlari .20 ile .30 araliginda olan maddeler zorunlu hallerde
veya duzeltilerek Olcekte kalabilir) (Buyukoztirk, 2014). 55 maddelik 6lcekteki tim maddeler icin toplam
madde korelasyonlari hesaplanmis ve 8 maddenin (m4, m9, m16, m20, m31, m41, m46, m47) .30'un altinda
deger almasi nedeniyle 6lgekten ¢ikarilmasina karar verilmistir.

Verilerin Faktor Analizine Uygunlugunun Degerlendirilmesi

Olcek maddelerinin érneklem (zerinde uygulamasinda, madde sayisinin 15 kati kadar kisiye uygulanmasi
kurali tercih edilmis (Gorsush, 1983), 6lcek 1100 kisiye uygulanmis, 809 6lcek, analiz siirecine dahil edilmistir.
Orneklem biyukliginin uygunlugunu test etmek icin Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degeri hesaplanmis ve ilgili
deger .93 olarak bulunmus ve bu deger alanyazina goére “cok iyi” olarak yorumlanmistir (Blytikoztirk, 2014).

Acimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA) Bulgulan

Olgek tizerinde yapilan ilk AFA'da 6lcek maddeleri 10 faktérde dagilim gésterdigi ve toplam aciklanan varyans
degerinin %63.376 oldugu gorilmustir. Dort kez déndirme islemi (direct oblimin) yapilmis ve 28 madde
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Olcekten cikariimistir (19 madde .45'lik faktor yikinln altindan deder almasi nedeniyle, 9 madde ise iki faktor
icin faktor yikinln olmasi ve bu yiklerin .10'un altinda deger almasi nedeniyle). Bu analiz sonucunda Endise
inanclari Olcegi'nin 3 faktér ve 27 madde ile Agimlayici Faktdr Analizi tamamlanmis, varyans degerleri Tablo
2'de sunulmustur:

Tablo 2. Olcegin Varyans Degerleri

Maddeler Toplam Varyans% Birikimli% Toplam Varyans% Birikimli%
1 74 27.5 27.5 74 27.5 27.5
2 6.5 243 51.8 6.5 243 51.8
3 20 7.5 59.3 2.0 7.5 59.3
4 9 3.5 62.9
5 8 3.0 65.9
6 7 2.7 68.6
7 6 2.5 71.1
8 6 23 735
9 5 2.1 75.6
10 .5 2.0 77.6
11 5 1.9 79.5
12 5 1.8 81.4
13 4 1.7 83.2
14 4 1.7 84.9
15 A4 1.6 86.5
16 4 1.5 88.0
17 3 1.4 89.4
18 3 1.3 90.8
19 3 1.3 92.1
20 3 1.2 934
21 3 1.1 94.5
22 3 1.1 95.6
23 2 1.0 96.7
24 2 9 97.7
25 2 9 98.6
26 N 7 99.3
27 N 6 100.0

Tablo 2'ye gore 6zdederi 1'den blylk olan 3 faktér oldugu gorilmekte olup 6zdegeri 1 veya 1'den blyik
olan faktorler alanyazinda onemli faktorler olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Blylkoztirk, 2014). Bu nedenle
Endise inanclan Olcegi 3 faktorli bir dlcek olarak kabul edilmistir. Tablo 2'ye gére bu (¢ faktériin toplam
varyansin  %59.3'ni  agikladigr  gorilmdis, alanyazindan (Wells, 2009) hareketle faktorlerin sirasiyla;
“Endiselenmeye Dair Olumlu inanclar” (EOI), “Endiselenmenin Tehlikeli veya Zararli Oldugu inancl” (ETZi) ve
“Endiselenmenin Kontrol Edilemeyecegi inanci” (EKEMI) olarak adlandiriimasina karar verilmistir.

Oz Deger Grafigi

Endise inanclari Olceginin 6z deger grafigi Sekil 1'de sunulmustur:
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Component Number
Sekil 1. Endise inanclar Olceginin Oz Deger Grafigi

Sekil 1'e gore grafigin ¢ kez dik bir dists yasadigi, Gglinct distsiin ardindan yatay bir cizgide devam ettigi
gorulmus; ilk g dustsin AFA'dan elde edilen ¢ faktor oldugu anlasiimistir.

Olcek Maddelerinin Faktor Yiikleri

3 faktérden olusan 27 maddelik Endise inanclar Olcegi'nin faktér yiiklerine gére dagilimi Tablo 3'de
sunulmustur:

Tablo 3. Olcek Maddelerinin Faktére Goére Dagilimi

Maddeler F1 F2 F3
m.23 .81
m.25 .79
m.24 g7
m.22 76
m.26 75
m.11 1
m.28 71
m.6 1
m.8 .68
m.3 .67
m.29 .67
m.13 .67
m.27 .64
m.36 .80
m.39 79
m.42 77
m.35 .75
m.44 71
m.34 71
m.37 .70
m.38 .70
m.40 .69
m.50 .89
m.49 .89
m.51 .85
m.52 .79

m.48 71
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EiO’nin Faktorleri Arasindaki Korelasyonlari
EiO’'niin faktérleri arasindaki korelasyonu Tablo 4'de sunulmustur:

Tablo 4. Faktorler Arasindaki Korelasyon

Faktor F1 F2 F3
F1 -.05* .20*
F2 -.05* A43*
F3 .20* 43*

**p<.01, *p<.05

F1: Endiselenmeye Dair Olumlu inanglar

F2: Endiselenmenin Tehlikeli veya Zararlt Oldugu inanct
F3: Endiselenmenin Kontrol Edilemeyecedi Inanct

Tablo 4'e gore F1 ile F2 arasinda negatif anlamli iliski (r=-.05, p<.05), F1 ile F3 arasinda pozitif anlamli iliski
(r=20, p<.05) ve F2 ile F3 arasinda pozitif anlamli iliski tespit edilmistir (r=.43, p<.05). Faktorler arasindaki
iliskinin dustk olmasi, Olcekte toplam puan alinmadan faktorler diizeyinde toplam puan alinarak 6lcegin
kullanilabileceginin gostergesidir.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi Bulgular (DFA)

DFA, hipotezin veya kuramin test edilmesi amaciyla kullanilan istatistiksel bir yontemdir (Blytkdztirk, 2014).
Arastirmanin bu basamaginda AFA ile elde edilen 3 boyutlu Endise inanclari Olcegi'nin test edilmesi
amaclanmistir. DFA siirecinde sirasiyla; x* degerleri ile serbestlik derecesi oranlanmis, RMSEA, GFI, NFI ve CFI
degerleri hesaplanmistir. DFA icin Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesinde 2021 yilinda égrenim géren 250
dgrenciye EIO uygulanmistir.

Tablo 5. DFA Uyum indeksleri

Uyum indeks. Uyum indeks. Kriter

< 3 mukemmel u.

2
e 203 < 5 kabul edilebilir u.
GFI 92 > .90 kaFJuI edilebilir u.
> .95 mikemmel u.
CFI 92 > .90 ka.l.oul edilebilir u.
> .95 mikemmel u.
< .05 mikemmel u.
e o7 < .08 kabul edilebilir u.
NFI 91 > .90 ka.l.oul edilebilir u.
> .95 mikemmel u.

Tablo 5'gére EiO Uzerinde yapilan DFA sonucunda x?/sd=1.81<3, CFI=.95>.95, RMSEA=.05<.05 degerleri elde
edilmistir. Bu veriler modelin miikemmel uyum sagladigini géstermektedir (Schumacker, Lomax, 1996; Stimer,
2000). NFI=.90>.90 ise kabul edilebilir uyum sagladigini gostermistir (Schumacker, Lomax, 1996; Simer,
2000). EiO’'nin DFA grafigi Sekil 2'de sunulmustur:
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Sekil 2. DFA Grafigi

Sekil 2'ye gore faktorlerin yik degeri; F1 icin . 61 ile .83; F2 icin .66 ile .84 ve .69 ile .92 arasinda
degismektedir. Sekil 2'de gorilen iliskilerden hareketle ikinci dizey DFA yapilmis, toplam puan
hesaplanabilme durumu dederlendirilmistir. Ancak uyum iyiligi degerlerinin literatlirdeki kabul edilir 6lgut
degerlerin (x%/sd=6,29, GFI=.84, CFI=.80, RMSEA=.09, NFI=.81) disinda olmasi nedeniyle toplam puan
hesaplanamayacagi anlagiimistir. istatiksel analizler ve Wells'in (2009)'in modeli dikkate alindiginda uygulama
ve arastirmalarda EiO'niin F1, F2 ve F3 diizeyinde toplam puan alinarak kullaniimasina karar verilmistir.

EiO Olciit Gegerligi

Test puanlarinin, dis olcutler ile korelasyonunu incelemek, 6lgut gegerligine iliskin veri saglamaktadir
(Buyukoztirk, 2014). EIO'nin élcit gegerligini ne élgiide sagladigini gérmek icin Endisenin Sonuglari Olcegi ile
Endise ile ilgili Olumlu inanclar Olcegi arasindaki iliski Pearson korelasyon analizi ile incelenmistir. Gelistirilen
Endise inanclar Olcegi'nin faktorleri teorik olarak ESO ve EOIO'niin bazi boyutlari ile iliskilidir. Bu sebeple
EiO’niin tim boyutlarinin, ESO ve EQIO'niin tim boyutlari ile iliskisi incelenmemistir. Teorik olarak tutarli olan
boyutlar arasinda iliskisel inceleme yapilmis ve elde edilen veriler Tablo 6'da sunulmustur:

Tablo 6. EiO Olciit Gecerligi Degerleri

Boyutlar ESO-Olumsuz ESO-Olumlu Endise ile ilgili Olumlu
Degerlendirmeler Degerlendirmeler Inanclar O.
F1 70" 757
F2 64"
F3 64"

**p<.01, *p<.05

ESO: Endisenin Sonuclart Olcegi

F1: Endiselenmeye Dair Olumlu Inanclar

F2: Endiselenmenin Tehlikeli veya Zararli Oldugu Inanct
F3: Endiselenmenin Kontrol Edilemeyecegi inanct

Tablo 6'ya gére F1 ile ESO'niin boyutlarindan olan endise ile ilgili olumlu degerlendirmeler boyutu arasinda
anlaml pozitif iligki tespit edilmistir (r=,70, p<.01). Yine F1 ile EOIO arasinda anlamli pozitif iliski tespit
edilmistir (r=,75, p<.01). F2 ile ESO'nin endise ile ilgili olumsuz degerlendirmeler boyutu arasinda da anlamli
pozitif iliski oldugu gérilmistir (r=,64, p<.01). F3 ile ESO'niin boyutlarindan olan olumsuz degerlendirmeler
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boyutu ile anlamli pozitif iliski bulunmustur (r=.64, p<.01). Elde edilen bu veriler neticesinde EiO'nin tiim
boyutlarinin 6l¢lt gecerligini sagladigini séylemek mimkuindiir.

EiO Giivenilirlik Analizi

EiO'niin guvenilirligini degerlendirme icin Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi ile McDonald giivenilirlik
katsayisi hesaplanmis ve 120 kisilik bir calisma grubunda test tekrar test yapilarak gtvenilirlik incelenmistir.
Olcek icin Cronbach alfa degeri (.89) olarak hesaplanirken boyutlarda bu deger, (F1=.92, F2=90, F3=.92)
olarak hesaplanmistir. Olcek icin McDonald degeri (.83) olarak hesaplanirken boyutlarda bu deger (F1=.90,
F2=87, F3=.89) olarak hesaplanmistir. Test-tekrar test glvenirlik katsayisi ise 0.859 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu
degerler glivenirlik igin belirlenen .70 esiginin Gzerindedir (Hair vd., 2014).

Cinsiyet Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

Endise inanglarinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini gérmek igin veri setinde bagimsiz
orneklemler icin t testi uygulanmis ve elde edilen bulgular Tablo 7'de sunulmustur:

Tablo 7. Cinsiyet Acisindan Endise inanclari Puanlarina Uygulanan Bagimsiz Orneklemler icin t Testi Bulgulari

Faktor K/E n x S Sd. T p

K 378 23.3 8.58

F1 504 -5.01** .00
E 128 28.02 10.73
K 378 28.2 9.75

F2 504 1,47 .81
E 128 26.7 9.93
K 378 13.1 6.07

F3 504 .70 .07
E 128 12.7 5.46

**p<.01

F1: Endiselenmeye Dair Olumlu Inanclar
F2: Endiselenmenin Tehlikeli veya Zararli Oldugu inanct
F3: Endiselenmenin Kontrol Edilemeyecedi Inanci

Tablo 7'e gore kadin ve erkelerin endiselenmeye dair olumlu inanglarinin erkekler lehinde (x=28.02 - x=23.32)
anlaml sekilde farklilastigi gorilmustir (tsos=-5.01, p<.01). Diger boyutlarda ise anlamli bir farkhlasmanin
olmadigi tespit edilmistir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu calismada (niversite 6grencilerine yénelik kullanilabilecek Endise inanclari Olcegi gelistirilmesi ve endise
inanclarinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore incelenmesi amaglanmistir.

Arastirmada ik olarak (niversite dgrencilerinde kullanilabilecek Endise inanclari Olcegi gelistiriimistir.
Gelistirilen Endise inanclari Olcegi alanyazin (Wells, 2009) ile yapilan AFA ve DFA'dan hareketle tic boyutlu bir
yapida 27 maddeden olusmustur. Bu boyutlar sirasiyla; endiselenmeye dair olumlu inanglar, endiselenmenin
tehlikeli veya zararli oldugu inanci ve son olarak endiselenmenin kontrol edilemeyecegdi inancidir. Yapilan AFA
ve DFA ile dlcegin yapi gecerligi, Endisenin Sonuglar Olcegi ve Endiseye ile ilgili Olumlu inanglar Olcegi ile
yapilan korelasyon incelemeleri ile ise dlclt gecerligi saglanmistir. Olgegin guvenilirligi, Cronbach Alpha
(6lcegin tamami igin .89, F1=.92, F2=90, F3=.92) , McDonald (6l¢cegin tamami icin .83, F1=.90, F2=87, F3=.89)
ve test tekrar test glvenilirlik (0.859) degerleri incelenerek degerlendirilmis ve elde edilen degerlerin referans
degerlerin (.70 ve (zeri) (Landis ve Koch, 1977), lzerinde olmasi nedeniyle gelistirilen dlcegin glvenilir bir
dlcek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Olcegin faktorleri arasindaki korelasyon degerlerinin diisiik olmasi ve Wells
(2009)'in Ustbilissel Terapi'sinden hareketle dlcegin toplam puan alinmadan, faktérler diizeyinde toplam puan
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alinarak kullanilmasina karar verilmistir. Bu dogrultuda; gelistirilen 6lcek, elde edilen bulgular neticesinde
gegerli ve glvenilir olup hem psikolojik danisma uygulamalarinda hem de tarama calismalarinda kullanima
uygundur.

Arastirmanin ikinci basamaginda; gelistirilen Endise inanclarn Olcegi dlcme araci olarak kullanilmis ve endise
inanclari cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan incelenmistir. Kadin ve erkeklerin endiselenmeye dair olumlu
inanclarinin erkekler lehinde anlamli sekilde farklilastigi gorilmustir. Elde edilen bu bulgu, Ustbilissel
inanclardan olan endiselenmeye dair olumlu inanclarin cinsiyete gore farklilastiginin bir gostergesidir. Bu
farkliligin sebebi erkeklerin, kadinlara kiyasla endiselenmeyi daha ¢ok ¢6zim yontemi olarak kullanmalari ve
bu yéntemin faydali olduguna dair inang gelistirmeleri olabilir. Elde edilen bu bulgu, Tirkiye 6rnekleminde
tniversite 6grencileri lizerinde yapilan bir arastirma ile tutarlidir. ilgili arastirmada, “endise tehlikeli sonuclari
onler” inancinda erkeklerin anlamli bigcimde kadinlardan daha yiksek puan aldigi bildirilmistir (Gog, 2017).
Diger yandan Tirkiye ornekleminde Universite 6grencileri lzerinde yapilan baska bir ¢alismada ise kadin
bireylerin patolojik endise diizeyleri (Tip 2 Endise) erkeklere gore daha ylksek tespit edilmistir (Uzun, 2019).
Ayrica Turkiye'de ydritilen baska arastirmalarda da kadinlarin endise dizeylerinin erkeklerin endise
dlzeylerinden ylksek oldugu bildirilmistir (Yilmaz 2014; Kilit, 2019). Yurtdisinda Universite 6grencileri
Uzerinde yapilan bazi arastirmalarda da kadinlarin endise dizeylerinin erkeklere oranla daha yiksek oldugu
tespit edilmistir (Robichaud vd., 2003; Bottesi vd. 2018). Bu arastirmadan elde edilen bulgu ve gegmis
arastirmalardan elde edilen bulgular birlikte degerlendirildiginde, endiselenmeye dair olumlu inanglarin,
patolojik endise ve endise diizeyinden farkli oldugudur. Endiselenmeye dair olumlu inang, endisenin faydasi
hakkindaki bir inang (Wells, 2005) iken patolojik endise Tip 2 endise olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Tip 2 endise ise
endiselenme hakkindaki hem olumlu hem de olumsuz inanglar kapsamaktadir (Wells, 2009). Endise dlzeyi
ise gelecekte neler olabilecegini kestirmeye calismanin ve ¢esitli basa ¢ikma becerileri Gretmek igin planlar
yapmanin bir yogunlugudur (Robichaud, Dugas, 2015). Bu arastirma ile ayni dogrultuda Go¢ (2017) tarafindan
yUritillen arastirma ile de tutarli sonuclar elde edilmistir.

Sonug olarak bu arastirma ile Endise inanclari Olcegi gelistirilmis ve Gniversite égrencilerinin endise inanclari
cinsiyet degiskenine gére incelenmistir. Endise inanclari Olcegi, tniversite dgrencilerinde kullanilabilecek
gecerli ve gulvenilir bir dlgektir. Cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan yapilan incelemelerde ise endiselenmeye dair
olumlu inanglar boyutunda, erkekler lehine anlamli farklilik tespit edilmistir.

Arastirmanin sonugclarina gore su Oneriler siralanabilir:

Arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lcedin; toplam puan hesaplanmadan boyutlar diizeyinde toplam puan
hesaplanarak kullaniimasi, 0Olcegin Universite 6grencileri disinda farkli gelisim dénemlerinde ve farkli
bolgelerde gegerlik ve guvenilirliginin sinanmasi dnerilmektedir.

Cinsiyet degiskeninde endise inang¢ dizeyi ylksek cikan bireylere Universitelerin rehberlik ve psikolojik
danismanlik merkezlerinde ©nleyici ve koruyucu psikolojik danisma hizmeti sunulabilir. Bu hizmetin
sunulacagi bireyleri belirlemek icin Gniversitelerde yapilan tarama calismalarina bu dlcek dahil edilebilir.

Fark analizince elde edilen bulgular (izerine daha ileri arastirmalar yapilabilir ve erkeklerin endiselenmeye dair
olumlu inang gelistirmelerinin nedenleri hakkinda Universitelerin rehberlik ve psikolojik danismanlik
merkezlerinde arastirmalar yapilabilir.

Her calismada oldugu gibi bu calismanin da birtakim sinirhliklari mevcuttur. Olcek gelistirme calismasi;
Akdeniz Bolgesi'nde yer alan bir sehirdeki devlet Universitesinde yirutilmastir. Calisma grubu, bir devlet
Universitesindeki  6grencilerden olustugu icin sonuglarin  farkli demografik ve kultlrel gruplara
genellenebilirligi sinirlidir. Arastirmanin farkli kilturel gevrelerde yiritilmesi, calismanin genellenebilirligini
mumkdin kilabilir. Ayrica veri toplama stirecinde 6z bildirim 6lceklerinin kullanilmasi, yaniltma hatasina sebep
olabilecek bir sinirliliktir.

Endise inanglart Olgeginin (EIO) Kullanimi: Bu makaleye atif yaparak Endise inanclari Olcegi (EiO)
yazarlardan herhangi bir izin alinmadan kullanilabilir. Olcege ve uygulama talimatina bu makalenin ekler
boéliminden ulasabilirsiniz.
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ENDISE INANCLARI OLCEGI
Olcekte yer alan maddeleri okuyarak; verilen ifadeye hangi diizeyde
katildiginizi carpi (X) isareti ile belirtebilirsiniz.

Hig uygun
degil

Cok az uygun

Orta diizeyde

uyqgun

Cogunlukla

uvaun

Tamamen

uygun

1. Endiselenmek beni basarili kilar.

Endiselendigimde daha mantikh kararlar aldigima inanirim.

Endiselenmek gelecekte kendimi su¢lamami engeller.

Hlw N

Endiselenmemin olaylar tzerindeki kontrolimi arttirdigina inanirim.

wv

Endiselenmemin belirsizlik yasamami azalttigina inanirm.

Endiselenmek tehlikeyi azaltir.

Endiselenmemin, beni glivende tutacagina inanirim.

®I N

Olumsuz bir durum 6ncesinde endiselenince, islerimin daha iyiye
gidecegine inanirim.

9. Endiselenmemin, beni hata yapmaktan koruduguna inanirim.

10.Endiselenerek her an tetikte olmanin beni olasi olumsuz durumlardan
koruduguna inanirim.

11.Ne kadar ¢ok endiselenirsem olabilecek koti seyleri o kadar ¢ok
engelleyebilecegime inanirim.

12.0labilecek kotu seylere iliskin ne kadar cok endiselenirsem o kadar cok
cevap Uretebilecegime inanirim.

13.Endiselenerek olabilecek olumsuz durumlari her agidan tasarlamanin beni
koruduguna inanirim.

14.Endiselenmek bedenime zarar verebilir.

15.Endiselenmemin kalp krizi riskini arttiracagina inanirim.

16.Cok endiselenirsem, sonunda saglik problemi yasayabilirim.

17.Endiselendigimde ¢evreme zarar verebilecegime inanirim.

18.Endiselenmek kisiligime zarar verebilir.

19.Endiselenmemin ruh sagligima zarar verebilecegine inanirm

20.Gelecekte olabilecekler hakkinda stirekli endiselenmek beni delirtebilir.

21.Endiselenmemin beni hasta edecegine inanirim.

22.Endiselenmemin beynime bir glin zarar verecegine inanirim.

23.Endiselenmeye basladigimda kendimi durduramam.

24.Ben istemesem de zihnim endiselenmeyi tercih eder.

25.Endiselenmemek elimde olmadigi icin endiselenirim.

26.Endiselenmekten kendimi alamiyorum.

27.Yararini gérmesem de kendimi endiselenirken bulurum.
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Talimat: Endise inanclar Olcegi toplam puanlar alinmadan, faktérler diizeyinde kullanilabilecek bir dlcektir.

Faktorlerin kapsadigi maddeler asagida belirtilmis olup 6lcekte ters madde bulunmamaktadir:
Faktor 1 (Endiselenmeye Dair Olumlu inanglar): 1,2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13
Faktor 2 (Endiselenmenin Tehlikeli veya Zararh Oldugu inanci): 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22

Faktor 3 (Endiselenmenin Kontrol Edilemezligi inanai): 23, 24, 25, 26, 27
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