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Measuring Subjective Resilience despite Adversity
due to Family, Peers and Teachers
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Abstract. The objective of this study is to develop and validate a scale of subjective resilience for students 12-17 years
old. Items covered adverse situations due to parents’, peers’ and teachers’ actions. The validation process included
the analysis on the generalizability of the factor structure and of relationships of resilience scores with different

kinds of protective and vulnerability factors -goal orientations and learning-oriented classroom motivational climate
(CMCQ)-. A total of 471 students answered four questionnaires. Confirmatory factor analyses, reliability analysis and
correlation and regression analyses were carried out. Results showed: (a) that factor structure was well defined; (b) that
resilience scale had good reliability; (c) that scores correlated as expected with protective-vulnerability factors such
as goal orientations and CMC defined by teachers’ teaching-patterns, and (d) that students’ attribution of perceived
change in resilience to teachers” work depended on the degree in which CMC was learning oriented. Theoretical and

practical implications are discussed.
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Resilience (RS) refers to positive adaptation or recov-
ery despite experiences of significant adversity, that is,
despite life situations that usually produce maladjust-
ment (Luthar, 2006). According to this author’s review
(2006), that covers five decades of research on resilience,
it is not unusual that children exposed to different
kinds of adversities and life stressors develop posi-
tive adaptation. Confronted with this fact, researchers
have recognized the importance of identifying which
environmental and personal factors are responsible of
such adaptation, in order to develop intervention pro-
grams aimed at promoting resilience. Three kinds of
protective factors had been identified: family, commu-
nity and personal factors (Luthar, 2006). However, the
different conceptual perspectives and methodological
strategies used in research make progress difficult,
unless some problems are solved (Luthar & Brown,
2007; Masten, 2007).

First, there is a conceptual problem. Resilience, com-
petence, ego-resilience and hardiness overlap in some
way, and it is necessary to decide whether they are
unique or redundant scientific constructs. With the
intent to clarify their similarities and differences, Luthar
(2006) relied on theoretical criteria. For her, resilience
implies two elements, positive adaptation and adverse
situations, whereas competence implies only the first.
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As for ego-resilience, it is considered a trait reflecting
general resourcefulness in response to varying situ-
ations, whereas resilience is a phenomenon. As for
hardiness, it is a general trait including three personality
dispositions: commitment (having a purpose, being
active, etc.), control expectancies, and challenge (Kobasa,
Maddi, & Kahn, 1982). Other authors even consider
that resilience is a personality super-factor including
different intermediate personality factors (Block, 2001).
For us, from a conceptual point of view, most per-
sonality traits need to be explained. Their identification,
in most cases, is the result of analysing self-report
measures describing and summarizing behavioural
tendencies resulting from the interaction between
temperament and environment conditions, but not
of the identification of the “personality processes”
underlying such tendencies. So, it might be the case
that such processes were common for resilience and
the personality factors mentioned. And the same hap-
pens to resilience. In fact, resilience -as a phenomenon-
needs to be explained (Leopold & Greve, 2009). So,
in order to determine in précis way which kinds of
factor contribute to resilience, or whether it is dif-
ferent or not from the characteristics referred to by
the personality constructs above mentioned, the phe-
nomenon itself needs to be measured in some way.
That is, it is necessary to state the degree of positive
adaptation in the face of conditions implying high
risk of developing maladjustment. However, risk and
positive adaptation are not “all or none” concepts.
As Luthar (2006) has pointed out, people can be
resilient when facing a kind of adversity, but not
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when facing others, and they can be resilient in dif-
ferent degree. Researchers, then, must determine what
can be considered an index of positive adaptation
when facing a specific “kind” of risk, that is, in a par-
ticular adverse context. Of course, there are processes
underlying resilience like, for example, the use of
coping strategies (Leopold & Greve, 2009; Reaching
In... Reaching out, 2010), but it is necessary to mea-
sure the phenomenon in order to validate the “process
models” that can be hypothesized to underlie resilience.
In the same way, there are “personal and contextual pro-
tective and vulnerability factors” that are intertwined with
each other and configure the processes that produce
resilience (Masten, 2007). However, even if previous
research has identified protective factors that favour
resilience, it is necessary to measure the phenomenon
to validate with greater accuracy protective “asset or
strength models” able to explain resilience. And finally,
without measuring the phenomenon, it is difficult to
differentiate on empirical grounds its similarities and
differences with personality constructs.

Second, there is a measurement problem. In person-
based analyses involving comparisons between children
who experience high risk and show high competence
for adaptation and children also experiencing high
risk but not such competence, once the risk group is
identified —for instance, children living in poverty
conditions-, competence for positive adaptation is
derived: (a) standardizing scores in scales assessing
different protective factors and adding them (Luthar &
Zelazo, 2003), or (b) stipulating cutoffs that represent
positive and negative adjustment in each indicator.
However, these procedures presuppose that resili-
ence is the result of summing up those characteristics
determining it —for example, sense of mastery, sense of
relatedness and emotional reactivity (Prince-Embury &
Courville, 2008) —, a supposition that must be dem-
onstrated. This problem could be solved if researchers
had a more direct measure of resilience, that is, of
positive adaptation in spite of adversity. This kind of
measure could be based on behaviours showing positive
adaptation (objective measure) or on the perception
of the usual way of reacting to adverse situations
(subjective measure). Each kind of measure has its own
advantages and drawbacks, but both are necessary,
as they show different facets of resilience. So, we
have decided to develop a measure of “subjective
resilience” -the subjective experience of not giving
up in front of adversity- and to carry out some analyses
aimed to test its validity.

From the contextual factors that can affect resilience
in a positive or negative way (Masten, 2007), those
related to family educational practices, to peer attitudes
and behaviours towards the child, and to instruc-
tors’ teaching and classroom management practices
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are especially important. This fact suggested us the
convenience of developing a scale including adverse
family, school and relation-to-peer conditions, and
of assessing the degree of resilience experienced
in such conditions. Before doing so, we tried to know
the state of the art in measuring resilience. Fortu-
nately, we found two very recent works dealing with
the topic. First, a systematic examination of concep-
tual and methodological problems on measuring
resilience carried out in the context of the project
“Reaching In... Reaching out” (2010), and second, a
recent methodological review of resilience measure-
ment scales carried out by Windle, Bennet, and Noyes
(2011). We found also some questionnaires not
included in these reviews. Main questionnaires and
scales cited in both studies or found later are pre-
sented in Table 1.

The “Reaching in...Reaching out” project exam-
ines a total of 38 assessment instruments intended to
measure resilience and related characteristics, such
as hardiness, as well as strengths and protective/risk
factors. However, all the measures, even those in-
cluded under the heading “resilience”, are centred
on factors favouring resilience, but do not measure
the phenomenon itself. The same seems to happen
with other measures not included in the review. For
example, Nickolite and Doll (2008) work with the Class-
Maps Consultation, a tool for assessing risk and pro-
tective factors examining six educational characteristics:
(a) academic self-efficacy; (b) behavioural self-control
(paying attention to teacher, interacting with peers in a
competent way, etc.); (c) academic self-determination
(fixing personal learning goals); (d) a warm relation
teacher-student; (e) supportive and rewarding friend-
ship with peers; and (f) home-school communication..
All these characteristics may favour resilience, but
“are not” resilience.

Windle et al. (2011), on their side, examined the
quality of nineteen resilience measures from a concep-
tual and methodological point of view. The criteria
used included content validity, internal consistency,
criterion validity, construct validity, reproducibility,
responsiveness to intervention, control of floor and
ceiling effects, and interpretability. Many of the
scales were the same included in the “Reaching in...
Reaching out” project. The results showed that the
conceptual and theoretical adequacy of most scales
was questionable. Also, that most of scales were in
the early stages of development, and that only three —
all for adults- were adequately rated based on their
psychometric properties. Besides, none of them was
designed for assessing the subjective perception of
resilience.

Since no questionnaire covered the gap we had
detected, it was decided to go on with the development
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Table 1. Main instruments for assessing resilience
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SCALE

AUTHORS

Adolescent Resilience Questionnaire

Adolescent Resilience Scale

Assessing Developmental Strengths questionnaires
Brief Resilience Coping Scale

Brief Resilience Scale

Child & Youth Resilience Measure

Chinese Resilience Measure for Children & Adolescents
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale

Devereux Early Childhood Assessment Program
Devereux Student Strengths Assessment

Ego Resilience 89 Scale

Ego Resilience

Ego Resilience

Psychological Resilience

Resilience and Youth Development Module
Resilience Scale

Resilience Scale for Adolescents

Resilience Scale for Adults

Resilience Attitudes and Skills Profile

Resilience Scale

Resilience Scale

Resilience Scales for Children & Adolescents
The Dispositional Resilience Scale

Gartland & al. (2006)

Oshio, Kaneko, Nagamine & Nakaya (2003)
Donnon & Hammond (2007)
Sinclair & Wallston (2004)

Smith & al. (2008)

Ungar & Leibenberg (2009)

Lee & al. (2010)

Connor & Davidson (2003)
LeBuffe & Naglieri (1998)
LeBuffe, Naglieri & Shapiro (2009)
Block & Kremen (1996)

Bromley, Johnson & Cohen (2006)
Klohnen (1996)

Windle. Markland & Woods (2008)
Constantine & Benard (2001)
Wagnild & Young (1993)

Hjemdal & al. (2006)

Friborg & al. (2003)

Hurtes & Allen (2001)

Jew, Green & Kroger (1999)

Sun & Stewart (2007)
Prince-Embury (2006)

Bartone (2007)

of a questionnaire of perceived or subjective resilience.
It should cover answers to adversity due to family,
peer and teacher actions. The main indicator of
resilience —or of the lack of it- is the degree in which
people react showing positive attitudes in adverse sit-
uations. So, items making reference to positive or
negative reactions exhibiting such attitudes were
designed. Several analyses were carried out in order to
determine its factor structure and internal consistency.
However, the main problem was to decide how to
determine the validity of the new measure. Several
steps and strategies were possible. A first step was to
determine the cross-validity of the questionnaire factor
structure. Beyond this analysis, how could we deter-
mine construct and predictive validity? Given that
our main research project focuses on the study of
classroom motivational climate effects on motiva-
tion (Alonso-Tapia & Ferndndez, 2008, 2009; Ames,
1992; Midgley et al., 2000), we decided to start testing
several hypotheses relating goal orientations, resili-
ence and classroom motivational climate in the way
presented in Figure 1.

In the first place, as it can be seen in the left part
of the figure, goal orientations (GO) are considered
personal protective or vulnerability factors affecting
resilience. This supposition receives support from
the work by Good and Dweck (2006). These authors
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suggested that self-theories on intelligence and goal
orientations foster the resilience that contributes to
shape personality. According to their theory and to
studies supporting it, students confront challenges
or obstacles that are often experienced as adver-
sities: they have worked on difficult problems, navi-
gate school transitions, are presented with challenging
course work, or are members of stereotyped groups
and thus, are vulnerable to stereotype-induced per-
formance deficits. When confronting these adversities,
they do it with an entity or incremental self-theory
of intelligence and with a learning or performance
goal-orientation (self-theories and goal orientations
are very closely related). However, in the studies car-
ried out or revised by Good and Dweck, self-theories
and goal orientations —not initial ability differences—
distinguished between those who succumbed to adver-
sity and those who thrived. So it could be expected that
goal orientations and resilience, as measured by the new
questionnaire, will correlate in the direction hypothe-
sized by Good and Dweck: As students’ learning goal
orientation increased, so would do resilience, whereas
as students’” performance or avoidance goal orienta-
tion increased, resilience would decrease. If this was
the case, it would be adequate to intervene on the
coping and self-regulation processes underlying goal
orientations in order to promote resilience.
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Figure 1. Hypothesized relations between goal orientations, resilience, classroom motivational climate and positive personal

changes attributed to teacher’s work.

In the same figure it follows that resilience predicts
the degree in which students perceive that classroom
motivational climate (CMC) is learning oriented, and
next, that CMC relates to the degree in which stu-
dents attribute perceived changes in interest, perceived
ability, effort, success expectancies and resilience to
their teacher’s work. Where do these predictions come
from?

Goal orientations are personal characteristics that
can favour resilience. Nevertheless, as Luthar (2006)
pointed out, resilience seems to depend mainly on
environmental characteristics —or situational factors-.
One of these factors can be the classroom motivational
climate configured by the set of teaching patterns
of teachers, such as Ames (1992) coined the term.
According to achievement goal theory (Elliot, 2005;
Alonso-Tapia, Huertas, & Ruiz, 2010), positive and neg-
ative patterns of cognition and affect, defining mastery/
learning, performance-approach or performance-
avoidance goal orientations can be elicited by different
situational factors and instructional demands. Hence,
researchers have studied which variables configure
the classroom motivational climate “that most favour
interest and effort to learn”. Alonso-Tapia and Pardo
(2006), in line with Ames, summarized a set of teaching
strategies that could be organised around different
points along the learning sequence-before, during and
after instruction-, and whose effectiveness for enhancing
learning motivation had been pointed out by research.
Building on this work, Alonso-Tapia & Fernandez
(2008, 2009) developed the Classroom Motivation
Climate Questionnaire (CMCQ). This questionnaire —
described below- assesses the degree in which stu-
dents declare that different teaching patterns contribute
to create a classroom motivational climate favouring
their motivation to learn. Studies carried out with
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this questionnaire have produced two kinds of results
that provide the base for the two hypotheses previ-
ously mentioned.

First, it has been found that goal orientations (GO)
moderate scores on perceived CMC, that is, the
degree in which students consider that the “CMC
is learning oriented “ relates positively to the degree
of learning orientation (LO) they had when they entered
to classroom, and negatively, to the degree of their
performance or avoidance orientation (PO, AO). This
could be attributed to the coherence of teaching pat-
terns -or the lack of it- with students’ expectancies.
At the same time, Good and Dweck (2006) have shown
that GO contribute to resilience, as GO imply different
ways of coping with difficulties and failures. So, it may
be that the general perceived resilience that students
have when they enter to classroom moderates also
scores on perceived CMC, as SRS is the result of similar
coping processes.

Second, studies revised by Good and Dweck (2006)
had shown that changing goal orientations contribute
to change resilience —as LO increases, so does RS, and
the opposite happens as PO and AO increase-, and our
own studies cited in this work had shown that CMC
scores predict the degree in which students” subjective
changes in interest, effort, perceived ability, success
expectancies and satisfactions are attributed to the
way teachers conduct their classrooms. So, following
the reasoning of Good and Dweck, if teaching pat-
terns (CMC) contribute positively to change variables
related to learning motivation —the ways of coping
with difficulties and failures- and if these processes
underlie resilience (Leopold & Greeve, 2009), it can
be expected that CMC will improve resilience, and
that the perception of this change -if produced- would
relate positively to CMC. The hypothesis about the
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relationship between the attribution of changes in
motivational variables and resilience with students’
satisfaction is based in the same line of reasoning
and in evidence gathered in previous studies (Alonso-
Tapia & Fernandez, 2008, 2009; Alonso-Tapia & Moral,
2010).

Method
Participants

Several public schools in Madrid (Spain) voluntarily
accepted to participate in the study. A total of 471 stu-
dents from them formed the sample. There were 231
females and 240 males. The age range for which the
questionnaire was developed is that of the sample, stu-
dents from 12 to 17 years old (M = 15.3; SD = 1.56). The
sample was randomly divided in two sub-samples
with almost equal number of subjects. The first sample
was used for carrying out the initial analysis and the
second sample, for cross-validating the results. Only
subjects without missing values were used for the
analyses.

Materials

In order to test our hypotheses, the following instru-
ments were used.

Subjective Resilience Questionnaire (SRSQ)'.

This questionnaire contains 30 items describing posi-
tive (resilient) and negative reactions related to adverse
events experienced by the students when relating with
their teachers, peers and parents —or surrogates, the
adult persons they live with- as, for example: “Though
sometimes I'm not appreciated by my teachers due to my
limitations and errors, in these occasions I do not discour-
aged, and go on trying to learn”; “If my peers leave me alone
when doing a task, I lose my motivation even if I like very
much the task”; “Despite the fact that my parents do not
give support to me when I need their help, I do not allow
difficulties to overwhelm me”. One of the objectives of
this study is to determine the structure of this ques-
tionnaire and its reliability, and to test the hypotheses
formulated on their content and predictive validity.
Items had to be answered in a 5-point Likert scale. Item
scores were added to obtain the scale scores.

“Motives and expectancies” questionnaire (MEVA3).

This is an abbreviated version of the MEVA question-
naire (Alonso-Tapia, 2005). It includes two parts. The

IThe questionnaire can be found in English, Spanish and French
in: http:/ /sohs.pbs.uam.es/test/resiliencia (Spanish), http:/ /sohs.pbs.
uam.es/test/frances/rsq (French), and http://sohs.pbs.uam.es/
test/resiliencia_ingles (English)
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first is composed by three scales that allow assessing
the three main goal orientations described in the litera-
ture (Elliot, 2005): learning (a = .79), performance (o = .74)
and avoidance (0. = .75). The second is formed by two
scales for assessing self-efficacy expectancies (o = .68),
and control expectancies (o= .80). Goal orientations were
used to test the hypothesized relations between these
variables and resilience (Good & Dweck, 2006). They
were also used to gauge their relative weight in pre-
dicting the degree of perceived change in resilience
and motivational variables, such as interest, perceived
efficacy, effort, success expectancies and satisfaction
attributed to teacher’s work. We had not specific
hypotheses about the role of expectancies. However,
we decided to include the expectancy scales to explore
their potential role as moderator variables in the dif-
ferent predictions being tested.

The Classroom Motivation Climate Questionnaire
(CMCQ) (Alonso-Tapia & Fernandez, 2008).

This questionnaire was designed to cover sixteen
kinds of teaching strategies or patterns that, accord-
ing to the theoretical review, could affect positively
the student motivation to learn. Two items were written
to assess each kind of pattern. To avoid acquiescence
effects, one was positive and the other negative. Each
item had to be answered in a five-point Likert scale,
so the score of each pattern ranged from one to ten.
Table 2 shows the sixteen variables and examples of
the items. The questionnaire has only one scale, Class-
room Motivation Climate oriented to learning (reliability
a = .93). This scale was used to test, first, whether
resilience, as a more or less stable perceived personal
characteristic, moderates the student’s perception of
the classroom motivational climate; and second, to
exam whether the degree in which students attribute
resilience to teacher’s work depends mainly on class-
room motivational climate or is moderated by other vari-
ables such as previous subjective resilience -measured
by the SRSQ- or student’s expectancies.

Six independent scales for assessing the Perceived
teacher’ role in changing student’s resilience, interest, per-
ceived ability, effort expenditure, success expectancies and
satisfaction with teacher work were also used. The per-
ceived change in resilience scale has eight items and
a reliability index, (opcrs = .83). The following four
scales have three items and their reliabilities are:
(arnt = .75); (apap = .72); (agrr = .69); asyc = .66).
Finally, the satisfaction scale has four items with reli-
ability (asar = .72). Table 3 includes item examples of
these scales. They were used for examining whether
the degree in which students attribute resilience and
motivational changes to teacher work depends mainly
on classroom motivational climate or on the potential
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Table 2. Teaching patterns assessed by the CMCQ with item-examples

CMCQ Variables

Teacher makes use of novelty. This teacher (T) presents often new information that increases our interest.
Teacher assesses previous knowledge. This T explores what we know on a subject before explaining it.
Teacher relates different topics. This T tries to help us to relate new ideas with what we already know.
Teacher induces public participation. This T likes us to participate, listen to us and answer to our questions
Teacher” messages orient to learning. This T likes us to enjoy learning new things.

Learning objectives are clearly stated. (-) This T changes from a moment to the next, and this is confusing.
Classroom activity is well organized. In this class, task instructions are clear, so that we know what to do.
Teacher supports autonomy. (-) This T does not allow the freedom of choosing how to work or with whom.
Teacher teaches to work step by step. This T explains step by step, and so it is easier to understand.

Teacher uses many examples. (-) This teacher gives almost no examples: so it is difficult to understand.
Classroom rhythm is adequate. This T adapts to our learning rhythm: he/she gives us time to think.
Teacher use feedback that help to learn from errors. This T makes feel you that you can learn from errors.

Teacher assesses “for” learning. (-) This T gives exams that have little to do with classroom work.

Teacher praises student’s progress. This T praises our effort to learn at every occasion.
Teacher treats pupils with equity. (-) This T pays more attention to most intelligent pupils.
Teacher cares from each pupil. (-) Few pupils ask questions because this T is aloof and do not help.

Table 3. Item examples of scales assessing the role attributed to teacher in perceived resilience and motivational change

Resilience
in my studies

Interest

Perceived ability

Effort

Success expectancies

Satisfaction

The way this teacher helps us to cope with difficulties makes me no to discourage when I experience failures

If I am very interested in this subject, it is due to the way we work with this teacher.

A good quality of this teacher is that she makes me feel able enough to learn by myself.

Thanks to the way this teacher encourages me, I try to learn more and more.

Taking into account the way in which this teacher teaches, it is unlikely for me to get good marks. (-)

If one could choose the teacher, I would suggest my peers to choose my own one without doubting it at all.

moderating role of goal orientations, expectancies and
general perceived resilience. All these scales had been
developed and used in previous studies (Fernandez,
2009), except the scale measuring perceived change in
resilience. This scale, with eight items, was developed
for this study?.

Procedure

The students filled in the questionnaires in two sessions
of 50 minutes. When items referred to parents, they
were told to think in persons developing their role if
they did not live with their real parents. They answered
the MEVA and the SRSQ), and then each group of stu-
dents was instructed to fill in the CMCQ and the final
scales in relation to the teacher of one of the academic
subjects selected randomly. Once the questionnaires
were filled, the following analyses were carried out.

2The questionnaire can be found in English, Spanish and French in:
http:/ /sohs.pbs.uam.es/test/resiliencia_ECP (Spanish), http://sohs.
pbs.uam.es/test/resiliencia_ECP_frances (French), and http://sohs.
pbs.uam.es/test/resiliencia_ECP_ingles (English).
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In order to determine the SRSQ factorial structure,
two confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were carried
out. First, In in order to test whether resilience could
be considered a general characteristic manifesting in
a similar way in all the items, a one-factor structure
was used as baseline model to be estimated with confir-
matory techniques (CFA-1) using the AMOS program
(Arbuckle, 2003). Estimates were obtained using the
maximum likelihood method. Absolute fit indexes
(%%, ¥*/df, GFI), and non-centrality fit indexes (CFI,
RMSEA) were used to assess model-fit, as well as cri-
teria for acceptance or rejection based on the degree of
adjustment described by Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson,
and Tathan (2006). Second, a structure derived from
one of the theoretical considerations described in the
introduction —the existence of three main external types
of factors affecting resilience (teachers, peers and
family)- was used as competing model (CFA-2), and
the same estimation procedures were used. Third, in
order to cross-validate the results of the analysis with
best fit, a multiple group confirmatory analyses was
carried out using the two validation sub-samples
(CFA-3). The theoretical model was used, individually, as
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the base for comparison without any restriction for
parameter equality between samples. Against each
model, several models were compared, in which equality
between the groups was imposed for different sets of
parameters. The relative decline in goodness-of-fit was
assessed by means of the difference in the chi-square
statistic between the model with restrictions imposed
and the model without restrictions.

Third, with the aim of testing not whether there
are differences in scores between men and women,
but whether gender had a significant effect on the
structure of the resilience questionnaire, the sample
was divided by gender in two sub-samples, and a
re-estimation by groups was carried out.

Forth, the reliability of the SRSQ was calculated.

Fifth, in order to get initial information on the external
validity of the SRSQ, correlation analyses between
scores on all the general scales used in the study were
computed using the whole sample. Moreover, four
regression analyses were estimated. In the first one,
goal orientations were used as predictors and sub-
jective resilience as criterion to test the Good-Dweck
hypothesis. In the second one, subjective resilience,
goal orientations and expectancy scores were used as
predictors, and the score in the CMCQ as criterion to
test the second hypothesis. In the third, goal orienta-
tions, expectancies, resilience and perceived classroom
motivational climate were used as predictors, and the
scales assessing the role attributed to the teacher in
the degree of improvement experienced in resilience,
as criterion. Finally, in the fourth, the same variables
were used again as predictors, and satisfaction with
teacher’s work as criterion.

Results

Subjective Resilience Questionnaire (SRSQ): Confirmatory
factor analyses.

Table 4 shows the fit statistics of the proposed models
(CFA-1, CFA-2). In both models all the estimated load-
ings (L) were significant (p < .001). The adjustment in
both cases was very similar, though slightly better for
model CFA-2. Figure 2 shows the corresponding stan-
dardized estimates for this last analysis as well as
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correlations between first-order factors. Chi-square
statistic was significant, probably due to sample size,
but the adjusted ratio y?/df = 1.91 < 5 and RMSEA = .06
< .08 (root mean square error of approximation) were well
inside the limits that allow the model to be accepted.
The remaining fit indexes fell slightly short on the
standard limits of acceptance: GFI (goodness of fit index)
= .80; CFI (comparative fit index) = .69.

Multi-group cross-validation analyses (CVA).

In order to test the validity of the model, a multi-group
analysis was carried-out. In the validation of model
CFA-3, the fit indexes were inside acceptable limits,
though CFI fell slightly short on accepted cut-off points
(see Table 4, CFA-3). Nevertheless, the model compar-
ison statistics presented in Table 5 (CFA-3 CVA) show
that fit is not reduced significantly even if restrictions
on measurement weights, structural weights, structural
covariances, structural residuals and measurement
residuals are imposed.

Testing gender effects on goal structure: Multi-group
analysis by gender.

The second multi-group analysis tests the validity of
the identified structure as a function of gender. As it
can be seen again, the adjustment indexes are inside
acceptable limits thought GFI and CFI fell slightly
short on accepted cut-off points (see Table 4, CFA-4
Males-Females). Again, however, the model compar-
ison statistics presented in Table 5 (CFA-4: Males-
Females) show that fit is not reduced significantly
when considering the different restrictions imposed.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the model is valid
for males and females and should not be rejected.

SRSQ Reliability.

Before studying the external validity of the SRSQ,
Cronbach-a coefficients were computed for this and
the remaining scales used in the study. Results are
shown in Table 6. The reliability index of SRSQ is excel-
lent (.85). The indexes of the scales of the remaining
questionnaires are good enough to be accepted for the
aims of our study.

Table 4. Goodness of fit statistics for CFA of base model, of multi-group cross-validation analysis, and of multi-group analysis by gender

2 Df p 2/ df GFI CFI RMSEA
CFA-1 (N=232) One factor 805.69 405 001 1.99 79 66 06
CFA-2 (N=232) Three factors 771.42 402 001 1.91 80 69 06
CFA-3. CVA (N=232 / 239) 1625.43 804 001 2.02 79 68 04
CFA-4. Males-Females (N= 240 /231) 1725.58 806 001 2.14 77 64 04

Note: CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CVA = Cross-Validation Analysis.
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Table 5. CFA-2 Cross validation of the model using multi-group analyses with two samples. Chi-square differences for model comparison
against the unconstrained multi-sample model

Analysis Model DF Chi-square 4

CFA-3: CVA! (Three factors) Measurement weights 27 37.666 .083
Structural weights 29 38.967 102
Structural covariances 30 39.481 115
Structural residuals 33 43.375 .107
Measurement residuals 63 62.738 486

CFA-4: Males-Females Measurement weights 27 24.139 401
Structural weights 29 25.331 186
Structural covariances 30 25.482 216
Structural residuals 32 27.604 255
Measurement residuals 62 61.374 .398

Notes: ! CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis, 2 CVA = Cross-Validation Analysis.

Correlation and regression analyses.

Table 6 shows also the correlations between SRSQ and
the remaining scales used in the study. Several results
deserve to be pointed out.

First, correlations between goal orientations and
SRSQ are as expected, a fact that gives support to our
first hypothesis. Moreover, as it is shown by the regres-
sion analysis presented in Table 7, the three GO con-
tribute in a significant way as predictors of SRSQ.
Control expectancies also contribute to this predic-
tion in a significant way. No prediction had been made
concerning this result. It may be that the positive atti-
tude underlying subjective resilience entails positive
control expectancies.

Second, according also to our second prediction
SRSQ and CMC correlate positively and in a signifi-
cant way. Besides, as it is shown by the regression
analysis presented in Table 8, SRSQ is the main pre-
dictor of the degree in which students perceived the
CMC as learning oriented. Only control expectancies
add a significant weight to this prediction.

Third, also as expected, CMC correlates in a signif-
icant way with the degree in which students attribute
perceived changes in motivational variables and in
resilience to the work of their teachers. Moreover,
though SRSQ correlates in a significant way with the
perceived change in resilience (PCRS) (see table 6),
only CMCQ -not SRSQ- contributes in a high and
significant way to this result (R? = .422***; CMCQ
regression weight = .649***). This result highlights
the importance of creating a learning oriented CMC
for favouring resilience improvement.

Finally, perceived changes in all motivational var-
iables and in resilience correlate as expected with satis-
faction with teacher’s work, and most important, as
it is shown by the regression analysis presented in
Table 9, all of them contribute in a significant and
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similar way, together with CMC, to students’ satisfac-
tion with teacher’s work, reaching very high value in
the amount of explained variance (R? = .740).

Discussion and Conclusions

The main objective of this paper was to develop a
measure of subjective resilience for adolescents, and
to provide initial evidence on its validity. What kind
of contributions has our study made in relation to it?

First, our work has introduced the concept of “sub-
jective resilience”, that is, “the subjective experience
of not giving up in front of adversity”. This concept
has not been dealt with before in the resilience liter-
ature. However, it should be taken into account that
subjective experience is important for three reasons:
(a) because this experience is a “facet” of resilience
that might play a role in helping people to decide how
to act in front of adversity; (b) because measuring it
could help to study the relationships between resilience
and personality constructs related to it, and (c) because if
measures of it were developed, they would simplify
the process of validating models related to protective
and vulnerability “factors” underlying resilience, the
process of validating models related to the “pro-
cesses” that make possible resilience (Leopold &
Greve, 2009), and the evaluation of the efficacy of
intervention programs aimed at favouring resilience.
As resilience is not an “all or none” phenomenon —
people may be more or less resilient, or may be
resilient in one context but not in others (Luthar,
2006; Masten, 2007)-, “subjective resilience” might be
more sensitive to educational interventions in the
short run (people may feel secure and prone to act in
a resilient way before acting in such a way) than ob-
jective measures based on behavioural observed in-
dexes that may manifest resilience in the middle or
long run. Of course, subjective resilience measures
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Table 6. Correlations and internal consistency of the scales (Whole sample)’-2

Classroom motivational climate oriented to learning (CMC)

Interest attributed to teacher wok (INT)
Success expectancies attributed to teacher wok (SE)

Perceived ability attributed to teacher wok (PA)
Effort disposition attributed to teacher wok (EF)
Satisfaction with teacher work (SAT)

Performance orientation (PO)
Avoidance orientation (AO)
Control expectancies (CE)

Efficacy expectancies (EE)
Subjective Resilience (SRSQ)

Learning orientation (LO)

N =452
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Perceived Change in Resilience Attributed to teacher work (PCRS)

Note: 1 ** Correlations significant at 0.01 level; * Correlations significant at 0.05 level. 2 Reliability indexes (o) are shown in the diagonal.

should be compared in the long run with more objec-
tive measures in order to test their validity.

Second, our results have shown that the question-
naire has a well defined structure, cross-validated in
different groups —either established by random, or as
a function of gender-, and the SRS has very good reli-
ability. However, two considerations have to be made
in relation to the structure found.

1) In the first place, first order factors measuring the
reactions in front of teachers’, peers” and parents’
harmful behaviours relate in significant way to the
general second order factor of subjective resilience.
This fact has important implications for clarifying
the relation between “resilience” and personality
factors as, for example, “ego-resilience” (Eisenberg
et al., 2004). As previously stated, some authors
consider that these constructs point to different real-
ities (Luthar, 2006): Resilience is a phenomenon in
which positive adaptation happens in front of adver-
sity due to coping processes favoured by contextual
factors, and ego-resilience is considered a personality
trait or disposition reflecting general resourceful-
ness, sturdiness and flexibility in response to dif-
ferent situations, that is to say, that reflect personal
coping processes. However, our results suggest
that, though resilience —as a phenomenon- may vary
from one kind of environment to other, adaptive or
non-adaptive processes producing resilience or the
lack of it tend to generalize across harmful environ-
ments. This generalization implies the possibility that
common specific processes underlie positive adaptation
in front of adversity in different contexts -resilience-,
and may be that these processes are the same under-
lying ego-resilience, as this is a characteristic usually
measured through self-report —a subjective measure-,
though not in relation to adversities. This is a ques-
tion open to future research.

2)In the second place, the results of the initial pro-

cess of testing the external validity of the scale has
important implications for guiding interventions
aimed at favouring processes underlying resilience.
After reviewing the personal characteristics that seem
to favour resilience, Masten and Wright (2009) point
out the importance of favouring: attachment rela-
tionships, agency and mastery motivation systems,
executive functioning and problem solving, self-
regulation of thinking, emotion and behaviour,
and making meaning. These are important objec-
tives to achieve in order to help people to act in a
resilient way. However, which educational pro-
cesses can favour their acquisition? The extant lit-
erature on resilience demonstrating the efficacy of
specific instructional actions is very scarce, though
some important interventions had been carried
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Table 7. Regression analysis. Criterion: Subjective Resilience (SRSQ)

Predictors. Standardized Regression Coefficients

Learning Performance-approach Performance- avoidance Control Efficacy
R? 4 Orientation Orientation orientation Expectancies Expectancies
242 .001 .300%** -.093* —.145%* 71 NS

Note: *** p <.001; ** p <.01; * p <.05.
Table 8. Regression analysis. Criterion: Perceived Learning Classroom Motivational Climate (CMC)
Predictors. Standardized Regression Coefficients
Learning Performance-approach ~ Performance- avoidance  Control Efficacy

R? P Resilience  Orientation  Orientation orientation Expectancies  Expectancies
226 .000  .370*** NS NS NS 2044 NS

Note: *** p <.001; ** p < .01; * p < .05.

Table 9. Regression analysis. Criterion: Satisfaction Attributed to teacher’s work

Predictors. Standardized Regression Coefficients

R? p CMC Interest Perceived ability

Effort Success expectancies Change in resilience

.740 .001 .233%** 2144 .206%**

.102%* 1497 .089**

Note: *** p <.001; ** p < .01; * p <.05.

out (Forgatch & DeGarmo, 1999; Wolchick et al.,
2002). Nevertheless, our results suggest a possible
line of action. According to them, resilience seems
to depend positively on mastery goal orientation,
a result in line with the ideas of Good and Dweck
(2006) and Prince-Embury and Courville (2008).
Associated to and underlying mastery goal orien-
tation, there are specific self-regulatory processes
related to academic tasks, social interactions and
personal emotions —self-messages, self-instructions,
self-reinforcements, etc.- that can be taught and
learned (Alonso-Tapia et al., 2010; Alonso-Tapia &
Panadero, 2010; Alonso-Tapia & Pardo, 2006;
Leopold & Greve, 2009; Panadero, Alonso-Tapia, &
Huertas, 2012). So, promoting the acquisition of such
processes may favour the development of resili-
ence. However, how can it be done?

Our work has shown that motivational variables
associated to goal orientation —interest, perceived
ability, effort and success expectancies- tend to increase
as teachers’ teaching patterns configure a classroom
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motivational climate oriented to learning, and perceived
changes in resilience that take place in parallel are
also attributed to such climate. These facts imply that
the classroom motivational climate, as conceptualized
and assessed through the CMCQ in line with the
original ideas of Ames (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer,
1988), is a powerful protective factor favouring at
least subjective resilience. Besides, what is most impor-
tant, the items of the CMCQ point to “specific teaching
processes” that can be learned by teachers and that, if
it were applied, could favour the development of
specific processes that allow students to self-regulate
the cognitions, emotions and behaviours which can
produce resilience. So, interventions should try to help
teachers to acquire teaching patterns in line with those
suggested by the CMCQ in order to help children to
become resilient. Of course, we are aware that the
hypotheses we are suggesting are based on correla-
tional data. So, experimental interventions aimed at
improving objective and subjective resilience through
changes in the CMC created by teachers’ teaching
patterns are needed.
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Some limitations of our work deserve additional
considerations. First, our validation process has focused
on the relationship between resilience and the class-
room motivational climate. This option does not mean
that family and peers do not play an important role
as protective or vulnerability external factors, but
their relation to subjective resilience would be deal
with in future studies. Second, the SRSQ was devel-
oped in Spanish, and the study was carried out with
a sample of Spanish students. Our results should be
validated in other countries.
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