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Abstract

This research aims to examine the mediating role of family support in the

relationship between prosocial behavior and intervention in bullying
About Article among children. This study was conducted using data obtained from a
o total of 373 children, 180 girls and 193 boys, aged between 10 and 12
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years old. Data were collected using the Family Relations Scale for
Acceptance: 06.08.2025 Children, the Prosociality Scale for Children, and the Bystander
Publication: 17.10.2025 Intervention in Bullying Scale. Statistical analyses were performed using

descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and mediation analysis. The

findings demonstrate a significant positive relationship between children's

prosocial behavior levels and their tendencies to intervene in bullying.

Furthermore, a significant positive relationship was identified between

Keywords Jfamily support and intervention in bullying. As a result of the mediation
Bystander intervention in bullying  analysis, it was found that family support plays a partial mediating role
Prosociality in the relationship between prosocial behavior and intervention in
Family relationships bullying. These findings indicate that prosocial behaviors and family

support are of critical importance in combating bullying. The research
may contribute to the development of school-based intervention programs.
In addition, it can serve as a guide for planning guidance services aimed
at strengthening family relationships and increasing children's social
skills. The results emphasize the necessity of a multi-dimensional
approach to fighting bullying.
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Mediation analysis

Introduction

Bullying is a widespread problem that can affect all people worldwide. Research on this issue provides
an important foundation for understanding the origins, effects, and prevention methods of bullying. A
commonly cited definition in research describes bullying as a single individual or group intentionally
and consistently harming others who are weaker than them (Olweus, 1993; Piskin, 2002). Bullying is
explained as a form of aggression (Olafsen and Viemero 2000). For an aggressive behavior to be defined
as bullying, it must involve the intent to cause harm, the behavior must be continuous, and there must
be a physical or psychological power imbalance between the bully and the victim (Olweus, 1999; Stein,
Dukes, and Warren, 2007). It is known that victims who are oppressed by bullies through this power
imbalance find it difficult to fight back against bullying (Kartal and Bilgin, 2009). Both bullies and
victims have personality traits that either facilitate bullying or make it harder to combat. It is stated that
bullies lack empathy and have low self-esteem and low levels of social acceptance (Vlachou, 2011).
Victims are reported to be sensitive, gentle, frequently anxious, and have low self-confidence
(Elliot,1997 as cited in Kepenekgi and Cinkir, 2003). Bully-victims, in addition to being at risk of being
both a bully and a victim, are noted to be more aggressive than bullies and have more difficulty in peer
relationships than both groups (Giirhan, 2017). Bullying has long-lasting negative effects on those who
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perpetrate the aggressive behavior (bullies), those who are subjected to it (victims), and those who
witness these behaviors (bystanders) (Arslan and Savaser, 2009). Due to the risk of these long-term
effects lasting a lifetime, bullying is a traumatic experience that poses a threat to the physical and
psychosocial health of children in particular (Olweus 1993; Due et al., 2005). Schools are prominent
environments where children can easily encounter bullying. In this regard, peer bullying is a public
health problem that can be seen in all schools and is drawing attention worldwide (Garmy et al., 2019).
It is claimed that the cause of peer bullying is not the reason for the bullying behavior, but the presence
of the victim. Therefore, the view that "if there is no victim, there is no bully" is supported (Olweus,
2003). In light of this view, the importance of protective factors that reduce the risk of victimization
increases. Prosocial behaviors, which have a protective effect against peer bullying, are thought to
enable children to form healthier relationships with their peers and reduce the risk of victimization
(Zorbaz et al., 2022). It is stated that bullying, which has specific effects on children, negatively impacts
not only the children who are bullies or victims but also the children who are bystanders, in terms of
their development (Pigkin, 2002). Bystander behaviors have the effect of either increasing or decreasing
bullying behavior (Chu, 2020). From this perspective, it is stated that bystander intervention against
bullying is one of the fastest and most effective ways to stop it (Salmivalli et al., 2011). Bystander
students are seen to have an 80% effect in preventing bullying (Polanin et al., 2012).

Prosocial behaviors are defined as voluntary actions that involve foregoing one's own benefit for the
well-being of others (Eisenberg et al., 2006). The foundation of prosociality consists of behaviors like
sharing, cooperation, helping, and comforting (Cubukcu, 2019). Considering the literature, there is a
positive relationship between prosocial behaviors and peer support (Sebanc, 2003). Within the scope of
peer support, there are views that defending a friend against bullying requires a high level of prosociality
(Pozzoli and Gini, 2010). In this regard, it is understood that the level of prosocial behavior has a
significant effect on intervening in bullying. According to studies addressing the relationship between
bullying and prosocial behavior, bullying behaviors are associated with low levels of prosociality
(Sourander et al., 2010). On the other hand, it is argued that bullying can be combated by developing
prosociality (Ellis et al., 2016). The development of prosocial behaviors is achieved through the presence
of appropriate models for children and children reflecting the attitudes and behaviors of these models
(Cubukcu, 2019). The experiences needed for the development of prosocial behaviors are acquired in
early childhood through the social skills that parents model for their children (Yavuzer, 1994). Based
on this information, the family has a significant effect on the development of children's prosociality. The
fact that the family has an impact on the child in many areas increases the importance of the relationship
between the family and the child (Cetin and Samur, 2018).

The family is defined as a social structure composed of individuals who are connected by a strong bond
and who influence each other (Fitzpatrick and Wambolt, 1990; Karacaoglu, 2019). It is stated that the
family is the first environment where an individual socializes and that the family is a factor for
socialization (Karacaoglu, 2019; Rigby, 1997). Children need to form good family relationships. Due to
unmet needs in family relationships, behaviors such as a lack of self-confidence and aggression can
develop in children (Kitahara, 1987). On the other hand, children who have good family relationships
develop problem-solving skills and can establish good relationships with their environment and peers
(Gladding, 2006; Ersanli, 1990; Hortagsu, 2003). In this regard, whether family relationships are good
or bad plays an active role as a risk or protective factor in children's lives (Karacaoglu, 2019). Given the
significant influence of the family, it is understood that the relationship is a determinant in whether
children become bullies or victims (Ozada and Duyan, 2018). It is inferred from research that children
who are bullies or victims have more conflict-ridden family relationships and are less supported by their
families than others (Demaray and Malecki, 2003; Stevens et al., 2002). Therefore, linking family
relationships with bullying in studies is important for understanding and preventing bullying.

When we look at the research on family relationships, prosociality, and intervention in bullying among
children, it is seen that there are studies examining the relationships between bullying and family
relationships, bullying and prosociality, and family relationships and prosociality (Cetin and Samur,
2018; Ozada and Duyan, 2018; Sourander et al., 2010). However, a study that addresses family
relationships, prosociality, and intervention in bullying variables together does not appear to exist in the
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literature. In this respect, the current study is important because it examines intervention levels in
bullying from a bystander's perspective and because it addresses the relationship of the three variables
together. This research may contribute to topics such as the prevention of bullying, the increase of
prosocial behaviors, and the improvement of family relationships. It may expand the theoretical
framework in the literature and allow for the development of new approaches to bullying intervention.
It may be effective in creating training and school-based programs for bullying intervention. In this
regard, the study is thought to provide both theoretical and practical contributions. The aim of the
research is to examine the relationship between prosocial behaviors and intervention in bullying among
children and the role of family support in this relationship.

Within the framework drawn so far, the hypotheses of the study are expressed below and Figure-1 is
shown.

H1 — There is a positive and significant relationship between prosocial behaviors and intervention in
bullying.

H2 — There is a positive and significant relationship between family support and intervention in bullying.
H3 — There is a positive and significant relationship between prosocial behaviors and family support.

H4 — Family support has a partial mediating role in the relationship between prosocial behaviors and
intervention in bullying.

Family Support

Prosocial Bullying
Behavior Intervention

A 4

Figure 1. Mediation Model of Family Support in the Relationship Between Prosocial Behavior and
Bullying Intervention

This figure illustrates the relationship between prosocial behavior, family support, and bullying
intervention in children. Prosocial behaviors directly and positively influence children's tendencies to
intervene in bullying, and family support plays a partial mediating role in this relationship.

Method

Research Design

This study employs correlational survey design, a type of relational research model, to investigate the
relationships between bullying intervention, prosociality, and family relationships in children. The
correlational survey design is a quantitative research model that interprets the degree of relationship
between two or more variables through the correlation coefficient (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2008). The
dependent variable of the study is bullying intervention in children, while prosociality and family
relationships are treated as independent variables. The children's ages, grade levels, genders, academic
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achievement levels, and parents' educational backgrounds were determined as demographic variables to
be measured for the existence of differentiation.

Population and Sample

The sample of the study consists of a total of 373 children living in the provinces of Kirsehir and Kilis,
of whom 193 are boys (51.7%) and 180 are girls (48.3%). A convenience sampling method was used
for sample selection. In this method, data collection begins with individuals accessible to the researcher
and continues until the targeted sample size is reached (Karatas, 2015). When examining the data on the
participants' ages, it is seen that the ages range from 10 to 12; 33% are 10 years old, 35.1% are 11 years
old, and 31.9% are 12 years old.

Data Collection Tools
Family Relationships Scale for Children

The Family Relationships Scale for Children was developed by Demirtag-Zorbaz and Owen to assess
children's perceptions of their family relationships. Specifically designed for 4th and 5th-grade students,
the scale consists of a total of 20 items, with each item answered on a three-point Likert-type scale
("always," "sometimes," and "never"). The results of an exploratory factor analysis determined that the
scale has a two-factor structure. These factors were named "Supportive Family Relationships" and
"Hindering Family Relationships." The results of a confirmatory factor analysis showed that the scale's
model fit was at a good level. When the reliability of the scale was examined, it was found that the
internal consistency coefficients ranged from .76 to .84 for the Supportive Family Relationships
subdimension and from .82 to .84 for the Hindering Family Relationships subdimension. These findings
indicate that the scale has an adequate level of psychometric reliability. The scale has also been used by
its developers in family relationship-themed research.

Children's Prosociality Scale

The Children's Prosociality Scale was developed by Ata and Artan to assess children's prosocial
behaviors. The scale consists of a total of 20 items grouped into three subdimensions: "Helping,"
"Sharing," and "Empathy." Designed with a four-point Likert-type structure, the scale measures how
often children exhibit these behaviors. The results of a confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the
factor loadings of the items ranged from .311 to .668. The reliability of the scale was evaluated using
both Cronbach's Alpha and McDonald's Omega coefficients. The Cronbach's Alpha coefficients ranged
from .574 to .811, while the McDonald's Omega coefficients ranged from .583 to .817. These findings
show that the scale has an adequate level of validity and reliability.

Bystander Intervention in Bullying Scale

The Bystander Intervention in Bullying Scale was developed by Jenkins and Nickerson (2017), and its
Turkish adaptation was carried out by Demirbas and Oztemel. The scale has a Likert-type structure and
consists of a total of 16 items. As a result of structural validity analyses, the model fit of the scale was
determined to be at an acceptable level. Additionally, the reliability of the scale was evaluated using
both internal consistency coefficients and test-retest methods. The total internal consistency coefficient
of the scale was calculated as .88; the Cronbach's alpha values for the subdimensions were found to be:
"Noticing the event" .60, "Interpreting the event as an emergency" .78, "Assuming responsibility to
help" .67, "Deciding how to intervene" .75, and "Implementing the intervention decision" .78. The test-
retest reliability coefficient is .80. These findings show that the scale exhibits a consistent and reliable
structure over time. The scale was developed to assess the intervention tendencies of individuals in the
bystander position during bullying incidents, and it can be used as a valid and reliable measurement tool
for determining the bystander intervention levels of middle school students in particular.
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Personal Information Form

Information regarding the sociodemographic characteristics of the participants was obtained through
questions about gender, grade level, academic achievement level, and parents' educational backgrounds,
which were included in the personal information form developed by the researchers.

Data Collection and Analysis

In this study, a correlational research design was adopted to examine the relationships between variables.
Ethical approval for the research was obtained from the Kirsehir Ahi Evran University Ethics Committee
with a decision dated 25.04.2024 and numbered 2024/04/18. Before the data collection process, children
were provided with detailed information about the purpose of the study and the data collection tools to
be used. The application process was conducted directly by the researcher. To examine the relationships
between the variables, Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated. Descriptive statistics and all
analyses were conducted using the Jamovi software. Additionally, a mediation analysis was applied to
test the mediating role of family support in the relationship between prosocial behavior and bullying
intervention. In this context, a parametric bootstrapping technique with 5000 resamples at a 95%
confidence interval was used to evaluate the significance of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed
model.

Findings
This section of the article presents tables and interpretations of the findings obtained within the scope
of the research objectives.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, skewness, and kurtosis table

n Min Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Bullying Intervention 373 21 80 59.6 12.1 -.536 -.131
Family Support 373 14 30 25.8 3.72 =772 -317
Prosocial Behavior 373 29 80 61.2 10.7 -315 =577

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the main variables included in the study. Bullying intervention
scores ranged from 21 to 80, with a mean of 59.6 and a standard deviation of 12.1. In the supportive
family relationships subdimension, scores ranged from 14 to 30, with a mean of 25.8 and a standard
deviation of 3.72. Prosocial behavior scores, on the other hand, ranged from 29 to 80, with a mean of
61.2 and a standard deviation of 10.7. The skewness and kurtosis values for all variables are within the
+1 range, indicating that the data are suitable for normal distribution. This finding supports the
applicability of parametric analyses.

Table 2. Results regarding the relationship between bullying intervention, family support, and prosocial

behavior scores in children

Variable n Mean SD 1 2 3
1. Bullying Intervention 373 59.6 12.1 -
2. Family Support 373 25.8 3.72 A407* -
3. Prosocial Behavior 373 61.2 10.7 S75% 446%* -
*p<.01

Table 2 presents the correlational relationships between children's prosocial behaviors, family support,
and bullying intervention scores. According to the analysis results, a positive and significant relationship
was found between prosocial behavior and bullying intervention (r = .575, p < .01). This finding
indicates that children with higher levels of prosocial behavior also have a higher tendency to intervene
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in bullying. Similarly, a significant and positive relationship was found between family support and
bullying intervention (r = .407, p < .01). This suggests that as family support increases, children's
tendencies to intervene in bullying also increase. Furthermore, a significant positive relationship was
also found between prosocial behavior and family support (r = .446, p < .01). This result suggests that
children who receive family support may have higher prosocial behaviors. Overall, these findings
support that family support and prosocial behaviors play an important role in children's intervention in
bullying.

Family

/ Support \

0.45 0.19

/ N

Prosoc.lal . 0.49 Bullylng
Behavior Intervention

Figure 2. The mediating role of Family Support in the relationship between Prosocial Behavior and
Bullying Intervention

Figure 2 visually presents the results of the mediation model analysis applied to children. The findings
examine both the direct and indirect effects of prosocial behavior on bullying intervention. According
to the analysis results, the direct effect of prosocial behavior on bullying intervention was found to be
statistically significant (B = .556, p < .01). Furthermore, the effect of prosocial behavior on family
support (fp =.156, p <.01) and the effect of family support on bullying intervention (f =.612, p <.001)
are also statistically significant. In addition, the indirect effect of prosocial behavior on bullying
intervention through family support (B =.095, p <.01) is significant, indicating that family support plays
a partial mediating role in this relationship. Finally, the total effect of prosocial behavior on bullying
intervention ( = .652, p <.01) shows a strong effect.

Table 3. Mediation Analysis Table on the Prediction of Bullying Intervention by Family Relationships
and Prosociality in Children

Lower Upper

Path Coefficient Sh Bound Bound P
Direct Effect
Prosocial Behavior = Bullying 5565 0597 4383 672 933 <00l
Intervention
Prosocial Behavior = Family Support 1555 .0176 1206 .190 8.84 <001
Family Support = Bullying 6116 1567 3091 923 390 <001
Intervention
Indirect Effect
Prosocial Behavior = Family Support 5, 0263 .0440 147  3.61 <.001
= Bullying Intervention
Total Effect
Prosocial Behavior = Bullying 6516 0499 5539 749 13.07 <.001

Intervention

The findings of the mediation model analysis reveal both the direct and indirect effects of prosocial
behavior on children's bullying intervention levels. As shown in the "Direct Effects" section of Table 3,
prosocial behavior has a statistically significant and positive direct effect on bullying intervention ( =
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.556, p <.01). This finding indicates that as children's prosocial behavior levels increase, their tendencies
to intervene in bullying also rise directly. Similarly, statistically significant and positive direct effects of
prosocial behavior on family support ( =.156, p <.01) and family support on bullying intervention (3
=.612, p < .01) were found. This suggests that family support is a factor that strengthens children's
capacity to intervene in bullying. When the "Indirect Effect" section is examined, a statistically
significant indirect effect of prosocial behavior on bullying intervention through family support was
identified (B = .095, p < .01). This result shows that prosocial behaviors not only directly influence
intervention but also indirectly encourage intervention behaviors by increasing family support. This
finding confirms that family support assumes a partial mediating role in the relationship between
prosocial behavior and bullying intervention. Finally, the "Total Effect" section reveals the overall
impact of prosocial behaviors on bullying intervention. Prosocial behaviors have a highly statistically
significant and strong total effect on bullying intervention (B = .652, p < .001). This coefficient
holistically expresses how prosocial behaviors influence bullying intervention both directly
(unmediated) and indirectly (mediated) through family support. Overall, these findings clearly
demonstrate that prosocial behaviors and family support play a critical role in increasing children's
participation in bullying intervention, through both direct and indirect pathways. These results
emphasize the importance of promoting prosocial behaviors and strengthening family support in the
fight against bullying.

Conclusion, Discussion and Recommendations

This study successfully validates the hypothesis of a combined examination of family relationships,
prosociality, and bullying intervention from the bystander perspective. The core findings of the research
reveal a positive and significant relationship between children's levels of prosocial behavior and their
tendencies to intervene in bullying. Furthermore, a positive and significant relationship was also found
between family support and bullying intervention. Most importantly, it was found that family support
plays a partial mediating role in the relationship between prosocial behavior and bullying intervention.
These findings reveal significant relationships among the three variables and highlight the critical role
of family support and prosocial behaviors, particularly in children's bullying intervention levels. This
approach allows us to understand the complex nature of combating bullying from a more holistic
perspective. This constitutes strong evidence supporting the importance of protective factors that reduce
the risk of victimization, in light of the view that "if there is no victim, there is no bully" (Olweus, 2003).
Indeed, the findings reinforce that the solution to a serious problem like peer bullying involves not only
the bully and the victim but also the proactive role of bystanders who can change the dynamics of the
event. The literature mentions the importance of research to understand and prevent the causes of
bullying (Olweus 1993; Due et al., 2005). The study's findings, by demonstrating that family
relationships and prosociality are related to bullying intervention, offer new approaches to bullying
prevention. When looking at sources that address the relationship between bullying and prosociality
(Olafsen and Viemero 2000), it is emphasized that an increase in prosociality can reduce bullying. The
positive relationship found in the study between prosociality and bullying intervention supports this
view. The findings show that there is a positive and significant relationship between prosocial behaviors
and bullying intervention in children, as expected. Thus, the findings in the literature that prosocial
behaviors reduce bullying (Sourander et al., 2010; Ellis et al., 2016) are supported. It is understood that
children with high prosociality are more likely to intervene in bullying. This suggests that children who
are empathetic, can feel the pain of others, and have a high sense of responsibility are more likely to
take action in the face of injustice. Prosocial behaviors serve as a key driving force in the transition from
passive spectatorship to active advocacy. When these findings are linked to the knowledge that bullies
lack empathy (Vlachou, 2011), it is emphasized that increasing prosociality will also increase bullying
intervention by developing empathic skills, which is one of its subdimensions. The positive relationship
between family support and prosocial behaviors strengthens the theoretical premise that the family is
the first and most effective environment for a child's socialization (Karacaoglu, 2019; Rigby, 1997). The
findings of this study also confirm a significant positive relationship between family support and
prosocial behaviors. It is understood that family support nurtures prosocial qualities in children, such as
helping others, cooperating, and empathizing. This, in turn, can increase the courage to support a victim
or intervene in a situation instead of remaining a passive bystander during bullying incidents. When the
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relationship between family relationships and bullying intervention is examined, it is seen that
supportive family relationships are positively related to bullying intervention. This finding is consistent
with the literature's findings that good family relationships positively affect children's social
relationships (Gladding, 2006; Ersanli, 1990; Hortagsu, 2003), while conflict-ridden family
relationships negatively affect children's peer relationships (Stevens et al., 2002). The study also found
that children with high academic achievement levels have higher levels of bullying intervention.
Considering this finding, it is understood that the results are parallel to studies examining the relationship
between bullying and academic achievement (Arslan and Savaser, 2009). This suggests that academic
achievement can often be associated with problem-solving skills and social awareness, and that these
skills can increase the ability to recognize and intervene in bullying situations. According to the findings,
the educational level of mothers and fathers is observed to be positively related to children's bullying
intervention levels. Findings in the literature that parents serve as models for children regarding
prosocial behaviors are important for bullying intervention (Cubukcu, 2019). When the findings of the
study are examined, it is seen that they largely overlap with the literature. However, it is noteworthy that
the participant children's average scores on the supportive subdimension of the family relationships scale
remained below average. This may suggest that children's bullying intervention levels are high despite
the lack of family support, or that they are developed through other protective factors. Therefore, new
research avenues are opened for a deeper examination of the complex interaction between family
support, children's prosocial behaviors, and their intervention tendencies. On the other hand, the study
is considered to be distinguished from the literature by examining the variables of family relationships,
prosociality, and bullying intervention together. The study presents an integrated model that brings
together the role of prosocial behaviors and family relationships in bullying intervention, moving beyond
traditionally bully and victim-focused research. In this regard, revealing that children's bullying
intervention levels are related to family relationships and prosociality is considered important for
possible research that will address bullying from a bystander's perspective. This integrated model
emphasizes the necessity of offering a broader perspective in the design of bullying prevention
programs, such as strengthening bystanders and supporting the family environment, instead of focusing
solely on victim and bully behaviors.

In this context, it has been understood how the support children receive from their families and their
prosocial tendencies contribute to their behavior in resisting and intervening in bullying. It is believed
that this research makes significant contributions to the development of anti-bullying strategies.
Understanding the effects of family relationships and prosocial behaviors on bullying intervention
provides important information to parents, educators, and policymakers on how to protect and support
children against bullying. According to the research findings, family relationships and prosociality in
children have a significant relationship with bullying intervention. As the level of family relationships
and prosociality increases, the level of bullying intervention increases. It is revealed that the family
relationships and prosocial behavior levels of children who are bystanders in bullying play a critical role
in their intervention. Furthermore, it is concluded that the demographic variables of the study, namely
gender, academic achievement level, and parents' educational backgrounds, are also related to children's
bullying intervention levels. The findings can guide the design of interventions aimed at improving
family relationships and children's social skills. Based on the research results, programs that promote a
culture of empathy, cooperation, and mutual help among children can be organized in schools to increase
bullying intervention. Through family interviews and activities that increase family interaction with the
child, awareness of the family's impact on the child can be raised. In group counseling practices,
guidance services can be offered to develop prosocial behaviors by drawing attention to them. Peer
support groups can be established in schools to increase bullying intervention in children. In addition,
student-led peer mediation programs can be created to encourage students to develop their own problem-
solving and intervention skills in bullying incidents. Regular training sessions and workshops for
teachers and school administrators can be planned on anti-bullying topics to increase their awareness
and intervention competencies. Furthermore, special support and counseling services can be developed
by school psychological counselors for students who are victims or bullies, as well as for those who
remain bystanders to bullying incidents. In conclusion, the research can help in the creation of long-
term strategies that will contribute to the development of healthier and more empathetic individuals in
society.
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Limitations

Several limitations of this study should be considered in terms of the generalizability and interpretability
of the findings. The correlational design of the research restricts making definitive causal inferences
about the relationships between the variables. Additionally, the use of a convenience sampling method
and the inclusion of only a specific age group of children limit the generalizability of the findings to
broader populations. The reliance on children's self-reports for data collection may make the findings
susceptible to confounding factors such as social desirability bias. The in-class and group application of
the instruments may have caused responses to be shaped by peer influence. Family relationships were
assessed solely based on children's perceptions, which overlooks the bidirectional nature of the
relationship by not including parental views. Furthermore, data was collected only from the provinces
of Kirsehir and Kilis. Therefore, similar studies conducted in different socio-cultural contexts are
important for testing the generalizability of the results. In future research, the direction of these
relationships could be more clearly established using longitudinal or experimental designs.
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Arastirma Makalesi

Cocuklarda Prososyal Davranis ile Zorbahga Miidahale
Arasindaki Iliski: Aile Desteginin Aracilik Rolii

Onder BALTACI!, Emine Ayzit CANKAYA?

Ozet
Bu aragtirma, ¢ocuklarda prososyal davrams ile zorbaliga miidahale
arasindaki  iliskide aile desteginin aract roliinii  incelemeyi

Makale Hakkinda amaglamaktadir. Bu calisma, 10-12 yas araliginda yer alan 180’i kiz,
Gelis Tarihi: 13.06.2025 193" erkek olmak iizere toplam 373 cocuktan elde edilen verilerle
Kabul Tarihi: 06.08.2025 gerceklestirilmistir. Veriler, Cocuklar I¢cin Aile lligkileri Olgegi, Cocuk

Prososyallik Olgegi ve Zorbalikta Seyirci Miidahale Olcegi kullanilarak
toplanmistir. Istatistiksel analizler betimsel istatistikler, korelasyon
analizi ve aracilik analizi ile yiiritilmiistiiv. Bulgular, c¢ocuklarin
prososyal davranis diizeyleri ile zorbaliga miidahale egilimleri arasinda
porzitif ve anlamly diizeyde iliski oldugunu géstermektedir. Ayrica, aile
destegi ile zorbaliga miidahale arasinda da pozitif yonde anlamly bir iligki
saptanmustir. Aracilik analizi sonucunda, aile desteginin prososyal

Yayin Tarihi: 17.10.2025

Anahtaf Kelime{er ) . _davram ile zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki iligkide kismi aract rol
Zorbahga  seyirci  miidahalesi oynadigr bulunmustur. Bu bulgular, prososyal davramislarin ve aile
Prososyallik desteginin zorbalikla miicadelede kritik Oneme sahip oldugunu
Aile iliskileri gaostermektedir. Arastirma, okul temelli miidahale programlarinin
Aracilik analizi gelistivilmesine  katki  saglayabilir.  Ayrica, aile i¢i iliskilerin

giiclendirilmesi ve ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerinin artirilmasina yonelik
rehberlik hizmetlerinin planlanmasinda yol gésterici olabilir. Sonuglar,
zorbalikla  miicadelede ¢ok boyutlu bir yaklasimin  gerekliligini
vurgulamaktadir.

Baltac1, O. & Cankaya, E. A. (2025). Cocuklarda prososyal davranis ile
.. zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki iliski: Aile desteginin aracilik rolii. MSKU
Auf I¢in Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 12(2), 273-294. DOI: 10.21666/muefd.1718949

Giris

Zorbalik, tiim insanlari etkileyebilen ve diinyada yaygin olarak goriilen bir sorundur. Bu sorunla ilgili
yapilan arastirmalar, zorbaligin kokenlerini, etkilerini ve dnleme yollarin1 anlamak adina énemli bir
zemin olusturmaktadir. Arastirmalarda ortak olarak deginilen tanima gdre zorbalik; bir bireyin veya
grubun kendilerinden gii¢siiz olan digerlerine kasith ve siirekli olarak zarar vermesidir (Olweus, 1993;
Piskin, 2002). Zorbalik, saldirganligin bir formu seklinde agiklanmaktadir (Olafsen ve Viemero 2000).
Saldirgan bir davranigin zorbalik olarak tanimlanabilmesi i¢in kasitli zarar verme amaci tagimasi,
davranmigin siireklilik gostermesi, zorba ile zorbalia maruz kalan kurban arasinda fiziksel veya
psikolojik bir gii¢ dengesizliginin var olmas1 gerekmektedir (Olweus, 1999; Stein, Dukes ve Warren,
2007). Gii¢ dengesizligi araciligiyla zorbalardan baski goren kurbanlarin, zorbalikla miicadele etmekte
zorlandiklar1 bilinmektedir (Kartal ve Bilgin, 2009). Zorbalarin ve kurbanlarin zorbaliga zemin
olusturan veya miicadeleyi zorlastiran kisilik 6zellikleri bulunmaktadir. Zorbalarin empati becerisinden
yoksun, 6z saygilarinin ve sosyal kabul diizeylerinin diisiik oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Vlachou, 2011).
Kurbanlarin duyarli, nazik, siklikla kaygili ve Ozgiivenleri diisiik bireyler oldugu aktarilmaktadir
(Elliot,1997 akt. Kepenekei ve Cinkir, 2003). Zorba/magdurlarin ise, hem zorba hem magdur olma riski
tagimanin yani sira, zorbalara gore daha saldirgan ve iki gruba gore akran iliskilerinde daha ¢ok zorlanan
yapida olduklar1 belirtilmektedir (Giirhan, 2017). Zorbalik, saldirgan davranista bulunan (zorba), bu
davraniglara maruz kalan (kurban) ve bu davraniglara sahit olan (izleyiciler) i¢in uzun siireli olumsuz
etkiler birakmaktadir (Arslan ve Savaser, 2009). Neden olabilecegi uzun siireli etkiler, yasam boyu
siirme riski tagimasi sebebiyle zorbalik, 6zellikle gocuklarin fiziksel ve psikososyal sagligi igin tehdit
olusturan bir travma niteligi tasimaktadir (Olweus 1993; Due vd., 2005). Cocuklarin zorbalikla

284



A ( ’ MSKU Journal of Education
¥ ISSN 2148-6999 Volume 12, Issue 2, (2025) November

kolaylikla karsilagabilecegi ortamlar arasinda okullar 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu bakimdan akran zorbaligi,
tiim okullarda goriilebilen ve diinya genelinde tizerinde dikkat ¢ekilen bir halk saglig1 sorunudur (Garmy
vd., 2019). Akran zorbaliginin nedeninin zorbalik davranisinin sebebine degil kurbanin varligina bagh
oldugu iddia edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla “kurban yoksa zorba da yoktur” goriisii desteklenmektedir
(Olweus, 2003). Bu goriis 1s1g¢1nda kurban olma riskini azaltan koruyucu faktorlerin nemi artmaktadir.
Akran zorbaligina karst koruyucu etkiye sahip olan prososyal davranislarin, ¢ocuklarin akranlariyla
daha saglikli iliskiler kurmasinm saglayacagi ve kurban olma riskini azaltacag: diisiiniilmektedir (Zorbaz
vd., 2022). Cocuklar iizerinde belirli etkileri bulunan zorbaligin yalnizca zorba veya kurban olan
cocuklar1 degil, zorbaliga seyirci olan ¢ocuklar1t da gelisimleri bakimindan olumsuz etkiledigi ifade
edilmektedir (Piskin, 2002). Seyirci davraniglari, zorbalik davranigini artirma veya azaltma etkisine
sahiptir (Chu, 2020). Bu yonden zorbaliga karsi seyirci miidahalesinin, zorbaligi durdurmanin en hizli
ve etkili yollarindan biri oldugu belirtilmektedir (Salmivalli vd., 2011). Zorbaliga seyirci 6grencilerin
zorbalig1 dnlemede %80 oraninda etkisi oldugu goriilmektedir (Polanin vd., 2012).

Prososyal davranislar, bagkalarinin iyiligi i¢in kendi yararindan vazge¢meyi iceren goniillii eylemler
seklinde tanimlanmaktadir (Eisenberg vd., 2006). Paylasimcilik, is birligi, yardim etme, teselli etme
davraniglart prososyalligin temelini olusturmaktadir (Cubukcu, 2019). Literatiir g6z Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, prososyal davranislar ile akran destegi arasinda olumlu bir iliski oldugu
anlagilmaktadir (Sebanc, 2003). Akran destegi kapsaminda zorbaliga kars1 arkadasinin hakkini savunma
davranisinin yiiksek prososyallik gerektirdigine iliskin goriisler bulunmaktadir (Pozzoli ve Gini, 2010).
Bu bakimdan zorbaliga miidahalede prososyal davramis diizeyinin belirgin bir etkisi oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Zorbalik ve prososyal davranis iligkini ele alan ¢alismalara gore zorbalik davranislari,
prososyalligin diisiik diizeyde olmasi ile iliskilendirilmektedir (Sourander vd., 2010). Diger yandan
prososyalligi gelistirme yoluyla zorbalikla miicadele edilebilecegi goriisii savunulmaktadir (Ellis vd.,
2016). Prososyal davraniglarin gelisimi, ¢ocuklar i¢in uygun modellerin varlig1 ve ¢ocuklarin bu
modellerin tutum ve davranislarini yansitmasiyla saglanmaktadir (Cubukcu, 2019). Prososyal
davranislarin gelisimi ic¢in ihtiyag duyulan deneyimler, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklara model olarak
kazandirdig1 toplumsal becerilerle erken cocuklukta edinilmektedir (Yavuzer, 1994). Bu bilgilere
dayanarak cocuklarin prososyalliklerinin gelisiminde ailenin anlamli diizeyde etkisi bulunmaktadir.
Ailenin cocuk iizerinde pek cok alanda etkiye sahip olmasi, aile ile ¢ocugun iligkisinin dnemini
artirmaktadir (Cetin ve Samur, 2018).

Aile, giiclii bir bag ile birbirine bagli olan ve ayn1 zamanda birbirlerini etkileyen bireylerden olusan
sosyal yapi seklinde tanimlanmaktadir (Fitzpatrick ve Wambolt, 1990; Karacaoglu, 2019). Bireyin
sosyallestigi ilk ortamin aile oldugu ve ailenin sosyallesme icin etken oldugu aktarilmaktadir
(Karacaoglu, 2019; Rigby, 1997). Cocuklar iyi aile iligkileri kurmaya ihtiya¢c duymaktadir. Aile
iligkilerinde karsilanmayan ihtiyaglardan dolay1 ¢ocuklarda 6zgiivensizlik, saldirganlik gibi davraniglar
olusabilmektedir (Kitahara, 1987). Diger yandan iyi aile iliskilerine sahip olan ¢ocuklarda problem
¢Ozme becerileri gelismekte, cocuklar ¢evreyle ve akranlariyla iyi iligkiler kurabilmektedir (Gladding,
2006; Ersanli, 1990; Hortagsu, 2003). Bu bakimdan aile iliskilerinin iyi veya koétii olusu, ¢ocuklarin
yasaminda risk veya koruyucu faktdr olarak etkin bir rol oynamaktadir (Karacaoglu, 2019). Ailenin
belirgin etkisi dikkate alindiginda iliskinin, ¢ocuklarm zorba veya kurban olmasinda bir belirleyici
oldugu anlasiimaktadir (Ozada ve Duyan, 2018). Arastirmalardan ¢ikarimla zorba veya kurban olan
cocuklarin digerlerine gore catismali aile iligkilerine sahip oldugu, aileleri tarafindan daha az
desteklendikleri ifade edilmektedir (Demaray ve Malecki, 2003; Stevens vd., 2002). Dolayisiyla
caligmalarda aile iliskileri ile zorbalig iligskilendirmek, zorbalig1 anlama ve dnleme konularinda 6nem
tagimaktadir.

Cocuklarda aile iligkileri, prososyallik ve zorbaliga miidahale degiskenleriyle ilgili arastirmalara
bakildiginda, zorbalik ile aile iligkileri, zorbalik ile prososyallik ve aile iliskileri ile prososyallik
degiskenlerinin iligkisini ele alan arastirmalar oldugu gériilmektedir (Cetin ve Samur, 2018; Ozada ve
Duyan, 2018; Sourander vd., 2010). Ancak aile iliskileri, prososyallik ve zorbaliga miidahale
degiskenlerinin bir arada ele alindig1 bir aragtirmanin alanyazinda bulunmadigi goriilmektedir. Bu
bakimdan ilgili ¢aligma, zorbalig1 seyirci rolii iizerinden miidahale diizeylerinin incelenmesi ve {i¢
degiskenin iligkisinin bir arada ¢aligmada ele alinmasi dolayisiyla 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu arastirma
zorbaligin 6nlenmesi, prososyal davraniglarin artirilmasi, aile iliskilerinin iyilestirilmesi gibi konularda
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katki saglayabilir. Literatiirdeki teorik cerceveyi genisleterek zorbaliga miidahalede yeni yaklasimlar
gelistirilmesine olanak saglayabilir. Zorbaliga miidahaleye iliskin egitim ve okul bazli programlar
olusturulmasinda etkili olabilir. Bu bakimdan gergeklestirilen ¢alismanin hem teorik hem de pratik
anlamda katkilar saglayacag: diisliniilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci, ¢ocuklarda prososyal davraniglar
ve zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki iliskiyi ve bu iligkide aile desteginin roliini incelemektir.

Buraya kadar ¢izilen ¢ergevede ¢alismanin hipotezleri asagida ifade edilmis ve sekil-1 gosterilmistir.
H1 — Prososyal davraniglar ile zorbaliga miidahale arasinda pozitif ve anlaml bir iligki vardir.

H2 — Aile destegi ile zorbaliga miidahale arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir iliski vardir.

H3 — Prososyal davraniglar ile aile destegi arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir iligki vardir.

H4 — Prososyal davranislar ve zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki iliskide aile desteginin kismi araci rolii
vardir.

Aile Destegi

Prososyal Zorbaliga
Davranig Miidahale

A 4

Sekil 1. Zorbaliga Miidahale ve Prososyal Davrams Arasindaki Iliskide Aile Desteginin Aracilik Modeli

Bu sekil, ¢ocuklarda prososyal davranis, aile destegi ve zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki iliskileri
gostermektedir. Prososyal davraniglar gocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale etme egilimlerini dogrudan pozitif
yonde etkilemektedir ve aile destegi bu iliskide kismi araci bir rol oynamaktadir.

Yontem

Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu c¢alismada ¢ocuklarda zorbaliga miidahale, prososyallik ve aile iliskileri degiskenleri arasindaki
iligkileri arastirmak icin iligkisel arastirma modellerinden olan korelasyonel tarama tiiriinden
yararlanilmaktadir. Korelasyonel tarama tiirii, iki ya da daha fazla degiskenin iliski derecesini
korelasyon katsayisi araciligiyla anlamlandiran nicel bir arastirma modelidir (Biiyiikoztiirk vd., 2008).
Arastirmanin bagimli degiskeni ¢ocuklarda zorbaliga miidahale iken, prososyallik ve aile iliskileri
bagimsiz degiskenler olarak ele alinmaktadir. Cocuklarm yaslari, sinif diizeyleri, cinsiyetleri, cocuklarin
akademik basar1 diizeyleri ve ebeveynlerinin egitim durumlar1 farklilasmanin varliginin 6lgiilecek
oldugu demografik degiskenler olarak belirlenmistir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin 6rneklemini, Kirgehir ve Kilis illerinde yasayan, 193’0 erkek (%51.7) ve 180’1 kiz (%48.3)
olmak iizere toplam 373 gocuk olusturmaktadir. Orneklem segiminde kolayda 6rnekleme yontemi
kullanilmigtir. Bu yontemde, arastirmacinin ulasabildigi bireylerden baslanarak, hedeflenen 6rneklem
bliytikliigiine ulasilana kadar veri toplanmasi esas alinmaktadir (Karatag, 2015). Katilimcilarin yaslarina

iligkin veriler incelendiginde, yaslarin 10 ile 12 arasinda degistigi; %33 {iniin 10 yasinda, %35.1’inin 11
yasinda ve %31.9’unun 12 yasinda oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Veri Toplama Araglar
Cocuklar I¢in Aile Tliskileri Olgegi

Cocuklar i¢in Aile iliskileri Olgcegi, Demirtas-Zorbaz ve Owen tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, ¢ocuklarin
aile iliskilerine dair algilarini degerlendirmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. Ozellikle 4. ve 5. smif
Ogrencilerine yonelik olarak gelistirilen bu 6lgek, toplam 20 maddeden olusmakta ve her madde tiglii
Likert tipi bir formatta (“her zaman”, “bazen” ve “hi¢bir zaman”) yanitlanmaktadir. A¢imlayici faktor
analizi sonucunda, 6lgegin iki faktorlii bir yapiya sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu faktorler “Destekleyici
Aile iliskileri” ve “Engelleyici Aile Iliskileri” olarak adlandirilmistir. Dogrulayic1 faktdr analizi
sonuglar;, olgegin model uyumunun iyi diizeyde oldugunu gostermistir. Olgegin giivenirligi
incelendiginde, i¢ tutarlilik katsayilarmin Destekleyici Aile iliskileri alt boyutu igin .76 ile .84,
Engelleyici Aile Iliskileri alt boyutu igin ise .82 ile .84 arasinda degistigi goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgular,
olgegin psikometrik acidan yeterli diizeyde giivenirlige sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Olgek,
gelistiricileri tarafindan aile iligkileri temal1 aragtirmalarda da kullanilmistir.

Cocuk Prososyallik Olcegi

Cocuk Prososyallik Olcegi, Ata ve Artan tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, ¢ocuklarin prososyal
davramiglarini degerlendirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Olgek, “Yardim Etme”, “Paylasma” ve “Empati”
olmak iizere {i¢ alt boyutta toplanan toplam 20 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Dort dereceli Likert tipi bir yapi
ile tasarlanan 6lgek, ¢ocuklarin bu davraniglari ne siklikla gosterdiklerini 6l¢mektedir. Dogrulayici
faktor analizi sonucglari, maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin .311 ile .668 arasinda degistigini ortaya
koymustur. Olgegin giivenirligi hem Cronbach's Alpha hem de McDonald's Omega katsayilar1 ile
degerlendirilmistir. Cronbach's Alpha katsayilari1 .574 ile .811 arasinda, McDonald's Omega katsayilari
ise .583 ile .817 arasinda degismektedir. Bu bulgular, 6lgegin yeterli diizeyde gecerlilik ve giivenilirlige
sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Zorbalikta Seyirci Miidahale Olcegi

Zorbalikta Seyirci Miidahale Olgegi, Jenkins ve Nickerson (2017) tarafindan gelistirilmis; Tiirkceye
uyarlama galismasi ise Demirbas ve Oztemel tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Likert tipi bir yaprya sahip
olan olgek, toplam 16 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Yap1 gegerligi analizleri sonucunda 6l¢egin model
uyumunun kabul edilebilir diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir. Ayrica 6lgegin giivenirligi hem i¢ tutarlilik
katsayilar1 hem de test-tekrar test yontemleriyle degerlendirilmistir. Olgegin toplam i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi
.88 olarak hesaplanmus; alt boyutlara iliskin Cronbach alfa degerleri ise sirasiyla, “Olay1 fark etme” .60,
“Olay1 acil olarak yorumlama” .78, “Yardim etme sorumlulugunu kabul etme” .67, “Nasil miidahale
edilecegine karar verme” .75 ve “Miidahale kararini uygulama” .78 olarak bulunmustur. Test-tekrar test
giivenirlik katsayis1 .80°dir. Bu bulgular, 6l¢egin hem zamana karsi tutarli hem de giivenilir bir yap1
sergiledigini gdstermektedir. Olcek, zorbalik olaylarinda seyirci konumundaki bireylerin miidahale
egilimlerini degerlendirmek amaciyla gelistirilmis olup, Ozellikle ortaokul Ogrencilerinin seyirci
miidahale diizeylerini belirlemede gecerli ve gilivenilir bir 6l¢me araci olarak kullanilabilir niteliktedir.

Kisisel Bilgi Formu
Arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen kisisel bilgi formunda yer alan cinsiyet, siif diizeyi, akademik
basar1 diizeyi, anne ve baba egitim durumlar1 sorular1 araciligiyla katilimcilarin sosyodemografik
ozelliklerine dair bilgiler edinilmistir.
Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi
Bu c¢alismada, degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri incelemek amaciyla korelasyonel arastirma deseni
benimsenmistir. Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesi Etik Kurulu'nun 25.04.2024 tarihli ve 2024/04/18 sayili

karariyla arastirma i¢in etik onay alinmigtir. Verilerin toplanma siirecinden once, ¢ocuklara ¢aligmanin
amaci ve kullanilacak veri toplama araglar1 hakkinda detayli bilgilendirme yapilmistir. Uygulama siireci
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dogrudan arastirmaci tarafindan yiiriitiilmiistiir. Calismada degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri incelemek
amaciyla Pearson korelasyon katsayilart hesaplanmistir. Betimsel istatistikler ve tiim analizler Jamovi
yazilimi araciliftyla yiiriitiilmiistiir. Ayrica, prososyal davranis ile zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki
iligkide aile desteginin araci roliinii test etmek amaciyla aracilik analizi uygulanmistir. Bu kapsamda,
onerilen modele ait dogrudan ve dolayl etkilerin anlamliligin1 degerlendirmek amaciyla %95 giiven
araliginda 5000 yeniden 6rnekleme ile parametrik bootstrapping teknigi kullanilmistir.

Bulgular

Makalenin bu boliimiinde, arastirmanin amaglar1 ¢ercevesinde ulasilan bulgulara iligskin tablolar ve
yorumlari verilmektedir.

Tablo 1. Betimsel istatistikler, carpiklik ve basiklik tablosu

n Min Max Ort. Ss Carpikhik Basikhik
Zorbaliga Miidahale 373 21 80 59.6 12.1 -.536 -.131
Aile Destegi 373 14 30 25.8 3.72 =772 -317
Prososyal Davranis 373 29 80 61.2 10.7 -.315 =577

Tablo 1'de arastirmada yer alan temel degiskenlere iliskin betimsel istatistikler verilmistir. Zorbaliga
miidahale puanlar 21 ile 80 arasinda degismekte olup, ortalamasi 59.6 ve standart sapmasi1 12.1°dir.
Destekleyici aile iligkileri alt boyutunda puanlar 14 ile 30 arasinda degismis, ortalama 25.8 ve standart
sapma 3.72 olarak hesaplanmistir. Prososyal davranig puanlari ise 29 ile 80 arasinda degismekte,
ortalamas1 61.2 ve standart sapmasi 10.7°dir. Tiim degiskenlere ait carpiklik (skewness) ve basiklik
(kurtosis) degerleri 1 araliginda yer almakta olup, verilerin normal dagilima uygun oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, parametrik analizlerin uygulanabilirligini desteklemektedir.

Tablo 2. Cocuklarda Zorbaliga Miidahale, Aile Destegi ve Prososyal davranis puanlari arasindaki
iligkiye yonelik sonuglar

Degisken n Ort. Ss 1 2 3
1. Zorbaliga Miidahale 373 59.6 12.1 -
2. Aile Destegi 373 25.8 3.72 A407* -
3. Prososyal Davranig 373 61.2 10.7 ST75% 446%* -
*p<.01

Tablo 2, cocuklarin prososyal davraniglari, aile destegi ve zorbaliga miidahale puanlari arasindaki
korelasyonel iligkileri sunmaktadir. Analiz sonuglarina goére, prososyal davranis ile zorbaliga miidahale
arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir iligki bulunmustur (r =.575, p <.01). Bu bulgu, prososyal davranis diizeyi
yiiksek olan ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale etme egilimlerinin de yiiksek oldugunu isaret etmektedir.
Benzer sekilde, aile destegi ile zorbaliga miidahale arasinda da anlamli ve pozitif bir iligki tespit
edilmistir (r = .407, p < .01). Bu durum, aile destegi arttik¢a ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale etme
egilimlerinin de arttigin1 gdstermektedir. Ayrica, prososyal davranis ile aile destegi arasinda da anlamh
bir pozitif iliski bulunmaktadir (r = .446, p < .01). Bu sonug, aile destegi alan ¢ocuklarin prososyal
davranislarinin daha yiiksek olabilecegini diisiindiirmektedir. Genel olarak, bu bulgular aile destegi ve
prososyal davramislarin gocuklarin zorbaliga miidahalesi {izerinde Onemli bir rol oynadigini
desteklemektedir.
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Sekil 2. Prososyal Davranis ve Zorbaliga Miidahale iliskisinde Aile Desteginin Araci Rolii

Sekil 2, ¢ocuklara uygulanan aracilik modeli analizinin sonuglarini gorsel olarak sunmaktadir. Bulgular,
prososyal davramigin zorbalikk miidahalesi iizerindeki hem dogrudan hem de dolayh etkilerini
incelemektedir. Analiz sonuclarina gore, prososyal davranisin zorbalik miidahalesi tizerindeki dogrudan
etkisi istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (B = .556, p < .01). Ayrica, prososyal davranisin aile
destegi tizerindeki etkisi (f =.156, p <.01) ve aile desteginin zorbalik miidahalesi {izerindeki etkisi (B
=.612, p < .01) de istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir. Bunun yani sira, prososyal davranisin aile destegi
araciligryla zorbalik miidahalesi iizerindeki dolayli etkisi (B =.095, p <.01) anlamli olup, aile desteginin
bu iliskide kismi bir aracilik rolii iistlendigini gdstermektedir. Son olarak, prososyal davranigin zorbalik
miidahalesi {izerindeki toplam etkisi (B = .652, p <.01) giiclii bir etki ortaya koymaktadir.

Tablo 3. Cocuklarda Aile Iliskileri ile Prososyalligin Zorbaliga Miidahaleyi Yordamasma Iliskin
Aracilik Analizi Tablosu

Alt Ust

Yol Katsay: Sh Simr Simr z P
Dogrudan Etki
Prososyal Davranis = Zorbalik 5565 .0597 4383 672 933  <.001
Miidahale
Prososyal Davranis = Aile Destegi 1555 .0176 .1206 .190 8.84  <.001
Aile Destegi = Zorbalik Miidahale 6116 1567 3091 .923 3.90 <.001
Dolayh Etki
Prososyal Davranig = Aile Destegi =
Zorbalik Miidahale .0951 .0263 .0440 147 3.61 <.001
Toplam Etki
Prososyal Davranis = Zorbalik 6516 0499 5539 749 13.07 <.001
Miidahale

Aracilik modeli analizinin bulgulari, prososyal davranisin ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeyleri
iizerindeki dogrudan ve dolayli etkilerini ortaya koymaktadir. Tablo 3'teki "Dogrudan Etkiler"
bolimiinde goriildigii lizere, prososyal davranisin zorbalik miidahalesi {izerinde istatistiksel olarak
anlamli ve pozitif bir dogrudan etkisi bulunmaktadir ( =.556, p <.01). Bu bulgu, ¢ocuklarin prososyal
davranmis diizeyleri arttikca dogrudan zorbaliga miidahale etme egilimlerinin de yiikseldigini
gostermektedir. Benzer sekilde, prososyal davranisin aile destegi iizerinde (f = .156, p < .01) ve aile
desteginin zorbaliga miidahale lizerinde (B = .612, p < .01) istatistiksel olarak anlamli ve pozitif
dogrudan etkileri saptanmistir. Bu durum, aile desteginin ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale kapasitesini
gliclendiren bir faktdr oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. "Dolayli Etki" boliimii incelendiginde, prososyal
davranisin aile destegi araciligiyla zorbaliga miidahale lizerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir dolayli
etkisi oldugu tespit edilmistir (p =.095, p < .01). Bu sonug, prososyal davraniglarin yalnizca dogrudan
miidahaleyi etkilemekle kalmayip, ayn1 zamanda aile destegini artirarak dolayli yoldan da miidahale
davraniglarimi tesvik ettigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, aile desteginin prososyal davranis ile zorbaliga
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miidahale arasindaki iliskide kismi bir arac1 rol iistlendigini teyit etmektedir. Son olarak, "Toplam Etki"
boliimii, prososyal davranislarin zorbaliga miidahale tizerindeki genel etkisini gozler 6niine sermektedir.
Prososyal davraniglarin zorbaliga miidahale iizerinde istatistiksel olarak yiiksek derecede anlamli ve
giiclii bir toplam etkisi (B = .652, p < .01) bulunmaktadir. Bu katsayi, prososyal davraniglarin hem
dogrudan (aracisiz) hem de aile destegi lizerinden dolayli (aracili) yollarla zorbaliga miidahaleyi ne denli
etkiledigini biitiinciil bir sekilde ifade etmektedir. Genel olarak, bu bulgular prososyal davraniglarin ve
aile desteginin ¢ocuklarin zorbalik miidahalesine katilimini artirmada hem dogrudan hem de dolayh
yollarla kritik bir rol oynadigini net bir sekilde ortaya koymaktadir. Bu sonuglar, zorbalikla miicadelede
prososyal davranislarin tegvik edilmesi ve aile desteginin giiclendirilmesinin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu calisma, aile iligkileri, prososyallik ve zorbaliga miidahale degiskenlerinin seyirci rolii izerinden bir
arada incelenmesi hipotezini basariyla dogrulamaktadir. Arastirmanin temel bulgulari, ¢ocuklarin
prososyal davranis diizeyleri ile zorbaliga miidahale egilimleri arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir iligki
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Ayrica, aile destegi ile zorbaliga miidahale arasinda da pozitif yonde
anlamli bir iligki saptanmigtir. En 6nemlisi, aile desteginin prososyal davranis ile zorbaliga miidahale
arasindaki iliskide kismi arac1 rol oynadigi bulunmustur. Bu bulgular, ilgili {i¢c degisken arasinda anlamli
iligkiler oldugunu ortaya koyarak, 6zellikle cocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeylerinde aile destegi ve
prososyal davraniglarin kritik roliinii vurgulamigtir. Bu yaklasim, zorbalikla miicadelenin karmasik
dogasini daha biitiinciil bir perspektiften anlamamiza olanak tanimaktadir. Bu, "kurban yoksa zorba da
yoktur" (Olweus, 2003) goriisii 15181nda, kurban olma riskini azaltan koruyucu faktorlerin 6nemini
destekleyen giiclii bir kanit 6zelligi tasimaktadir. Nitekim, akran zorbaligi gibi ciddi bir sorunun
¢Oziimiinde yalnizca zorba ve magdurun degil, ayn1 zamanda olayin dinamiklerini degistirebilecek
izleyicilerin proaktif roliiniin oldugu bulgularla pekismektedir. Literatiirde zorbaligin nedenlerini
anlamak ve Onlemek i¢in yapilan aragtirmalarin 6neminden s6z edilmektedir (Olweus 1993; Due vd.,
2005). Calismanin bulgulari, aile iliskilerinin ve prososyalligin zorbaliga miidahale ile iliskili oldugu
ortaya konarak zorbaligin 6nlenmesine yonelik yeni yaklasimlar sunmaktadir. Zorbalik ile prososyallik
iliskisini ele alan kaynaklara (Olafsen ve Viemero 2000) bakildiginda, prososyalligin artmasinin
zorbalig1 azaltabilecegi iizerinde durulmaktadir. Calismadan elde edilen prososyallik ile zorbaliga
miidahale arasindaki pozitif iliski, bu gorisii desteklemektedir. Elde edilen bulgular, g¢ocuklarda
prososyallik davraniglari ile zorbaliga miidahale arasinda beklendigi gibi pozitif yonde anlamli bir iligki
oldugunu gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla literatiirdeki prososyal davraniglarin zorbaligi azalttigi yoniindeki
bulgular (Sourander vd., 2010; Ellis vd., 2016) desteklenmektedir. Prososyalligi yiiksek olan ¢ocuklarin
zorbaliga miidahale etme egiliminin daha fazla oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu durum, empatik olabilen,
bagkalarinin acisini hissedebilen ve sorumluluk bilinci yiiksek cocuklarin, bir haksizlik karsisinda
harekete gegme olasiliklarinin daha yliksek oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Prososyal davraniglar, pasif
seyircilikten aktif savunuculuga geciste temel bir itici giic gorevi gormektedir. Zorbalarin empati
becerisinden yoksun oldugu bilgisiyle (Vlachou, 2011) bu bulgular iliskilendirildiginde, prososyalligi
artirmanin alt boyutlarindan biri olan empatik becerileri de gelistirmesi dolayisiyla zorbaliga
miidahaleyi artiracagi iizerinde durulmaktadir. Aile destegi ile prososyal davranislar arasindaki pozitif
iligki, ailenin ¢ocuklarin sosyallesmesindeki ilk ve en etkili ortam oldugu (Karacaoglu, 2019; Rigby,
1997) teorik Onermesini giiclendirmektedir. Bu c¢alismanin bulgular1 da aile destegi ile prososyal
davraniglar arasinda anlamli pozitif bir iliski oldugunu teyit etmektedir. Aile desteginin, ¢cocuklarin
bagkalarina yardim etme, is birligi yapma ve empati kurma gibi prososyal ozelliklerini besledigi
anlasilmaktadir. Bu da zorbalik olaylarinda pasif kalmak yerine magdura destek olma veya duruma
miidahale etme cesaretini artirabilir. Aile iligkileri ile zorbaliga miidahale arasindaki iligki
incelendiginde, destekleyici aile iligkilerinin zorbaliga miidahale ile pozitif yonde iligkili oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu, literatiirdeki iyi aile iligkilerinin ¢ocuklarin sosyal iligkilerini olumlu etkiledigi
(Gladding, 2006; Ersanli, 1990; Hortagsu, 2003), catismali aile iligkilerinin ise ¢ocuklarin akran
iligkilerini olumsuz etkiledigi (Stevens vd., 2002) bulgulariyla tutarli bulunmaktadir. Arastirmada,
akademik basar1 diizeyi yiiksek ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeylerinin de daha yiiksek oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Bu bulgu dikkate alindiginda, zorbalik ile akademik basari arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen
caligmalarla (Arslan ve Savaser, 2009) bulgularin paralellik gosterdigi anlasilmaktadir. Akademik
basarmin genellikle problem ¢dzme becerileri ve sosyal farkindalikla iligkili olabilecegini ve bu
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becerilerin zorbalik durumlarini tanima ve miidahale etme yetenegini artirabilecegini diigiindiirmektedir.
Elde edilen bulgulara gore anne ve baba egitim diizeyinin ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeyleriyle
pozitif yonde iligkili oldugu goézlenmektedir. Literatiirde ebeveynlerin ¢cocuklara prososyal davranislar
ile iligkili model olmasimi igeren bulgular, zorbaliga miidahale bakimindan 6nem tasimaktadir
(Cubukcu, 2019). Calismanin bulgular1 incelendiginde, literatiirle ©Onemli oOlgiide Ortlistiigi
goriilmektedir. Ancak aile iliskileri Ol¢eginin destekleyici alt boyutunda katilime1 ¢ocuklarin
ortalamanin altinda kalmas1 dikkat ¢gekmektedir. Bu durum, ¢ocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeylerinin
yiiksek olmasina ve bu miidahalede aile destegi eksikli§ine ragmen veya baska koruyucu faktorler
sayesinde gelistigini diisiindiirebilir. Dolayisiyla, aile destegi ile ¢ocuklarin prososyal davraniglar ve
miidahale egilimleri arasindaki karmasik etkilesimi daha derin bir inceleme igin yeni aragtirma yollari
acilmaktadir. Diger yandan caligsmay1 literatiirden ayiran aile iliskileri, prososyallik ve zorbaliga
miidahale degiskenlerinin bir arada incelenmesi olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Calismada, geleneksel
olarak zorba ve kurban odakli arastirmalarin Gtesinde, prososyal davranislarin ve aile iliskilerinin
zorbaliga miidahaledeki roliinii bir araya getiren entegre bir model sunulmaktadir. Bu bakimdan
cocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeyleri ile aile iligkilerinin ve prososyalligin iliskili oldugunun ortaya
konmasi, zorbalig1 seyirci rolil iizerinden ele alacak olasi aragtirmalar icin 6nemli goriilmektedir. Bu
entegre model, zorbalik 6nleme programlarinin tasariminda yalnizca magdur ve zorba davranislarina
odaklanmak yerine, izleyicilerin gii¢lendirilmesi ve aile ortaminin desteklenmesi gibi daha genis bir
perspektif sunmanin gerekliligini vurgulamaktadir.

Bu baglamda cocuklarin ailelerinden aldiklar1 destek ve prososyal egilimlerinin zorbaliga karsi koyma
ve miidahale etme davranislarina nasil katkida bulundugu anlagilmistir. Bu arastirmanin, zorbalikla
miicadele stratejilerinin gelistirilmesine énemli katkilar sagladig1 diistiniilmektedir. Aile iliskileri ve
prososyal davraniglarin zorbaliga miidahale {izerindeki etkilerini anlamak, ebeveynlere, egitimcilere ve
politika yapicilara ¢ocuklari zorbaliga karsi koruma ve destekleme konusunda o&nemli bilgiler
sunmaktadir. Arastirma bulgularina gore, cocuklarda aile iligkileri ve prososyallik, zorbaliga miidahale
ile anlamli bir iligkiye sahiptir. Aile iligkileri ve prososyallik diizeyi arttikca zorbaliga miidahale diizeyi
artmaktadir. Zorbalikta seyirci olan cocuklarin aile iligkileri ve prososyal davrams diizeylerinin
zorbaliga miidahale etmelerinde kritik bir rol oynadigi ortaya konmaktadir. Ayrica, c¢alismanin
demografik degiskenlerinden olan; cinsiyet, akademik basar1 diizeyi, anne ve baba egitim durumlarinin
da gocuklarin zorbaliga miidahale diizeyleriyle iliskili oldugu sonucuna ulagilmaktadir. Bulgular, aile
ici iliskilerin ve ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerinin gelistirilmesine yonelik miidahalelerin tasarlanmasinda
rehberlik edebilir. Arastirma sonuglarina dayanarak, ¢ocuklarda zorbaliga miidahaleyi artirmak
amaciyla okullarda prososyal davraniglar gelistirmeye yonelik ¢cocuklar arasi empati kurma, is birligi
ve yardimlagsma kiiltiiriinii tesvik eden programlar diizenlenebilir. Aile goriismeleri ve aile ailenin
cocukla etkilesimini artiran etkinlikler araciligiyla aileye ¢ocuk iizerindeki etkisine dair farkindalik
kazandirabilir. Grup rehberligi uygulamalarinda prososyal davramislara dikkat ¢ekilerek bu davranislar
gelistirici rehberlik hizmetleri sunulabilir. Cocuklarda zorbaliga miidahaleyi artirma amaciyla okullarda
akran destek gruplar kurulabilir. Buna ek olarak, 6grenci liderligindeki akran arabuluculuk programlari
olusturularak, zorbalik olaylarinda 6grencilerin kendi aralarinda ¢6ziim {iretme ve miidahale becerilerini
gelistirmeleri tesvik edilebilir. Zorbalikla miicadele konularinda 6gretmenlere ve okul idarecilerine
yonelik diizenli egitimler ve atdlye galigmalari planlanarak, bu konudaki farkindaliklar1 ve miidahale
yetkinlikleri artirilabilir. Ayrica, okul psikolojik danmigmanlar1 tarafindan, zorbalik magduru veya
zorbaca davraniglar sergileyen Ogrencilerin yani sira, zorbalik olaylarina seyirci kalan Ogrencilere
yonelik 6zel destek ve danigmanlik hizmetleri gelistirilebilir. Sonug¢ olarak, arastirma, toplumda daha
saglikli ve empatik bireylerin yetismesine katkida bulunacak uzun vadeli stratejilerin olusturulmasina
yardimci olabilir.

Siirhhiklar

Bu caligmanin bazi sinirliliklari, elde edilen bulgularin genellenebilirligi ve yorumlanabilirligi agisindan
dikkate alinmalidir. Arastirmanin korelasyonel bir desende yliriitiilmiis olmasi, degiskenler arasindaki
nedensel iliskiler hakkinda kesin ¢ikarimlar yapilmasini kisitlamaktadir. Ayrica, 6rneklemin kolayda
ornekleme yontemiyle secilmis olmasi ve sadece belirli bir yas grubundaki ¢ocuklari kapsamasi,
bulgularin daha genis popiilasyonlara genellenebilirligini sinirlamaktadir. Verilerin yalnizca ¢ocuklarin
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0z-bildirimine dayali olmasi, sosyal begenirlik yanlilig1 gibi yaniltic1 faktorlere agik hale getirebilir.
Uygulamanin sinif ortaminda ve toplu yapilmasi, yanitlarin akran etkisi altinda sekillenmesine neden
olmus olabilir. Aile iligkileri yalmzca ¢ocuklarin algilarina gore degerlendirilmistir; ebeveyn goriislerini
icermemesi, iliskinin ¢ift yonlii dogasim goz ardi etmistir. Ayrica, veriler sadece Kirsehir ve Kilis
illerinden toplanmistir. Bu nedenle, farkli sosyo-kiiltiirel baglamlarda yapilacak benzer calismalar,
sonuglarin genellenebilirligini test etmek agisindan Onem tasimaktadir. Gelecek arastirmalarda
uzunlamasina ya da deneysel desenler kullanilarak bu iliskilerin yonii daha net bigimde ortaya konabilir.
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