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Abstract

Purpose of the research: it is aimed to examine whether the levels of altruism of Physical Education and sports
teachers differ according to some variables. This research consists of a total of 126 teachers, 35 women and 91
men, who work as physical education and sports teachers at primary education secondary grade and secondary
schools in Kiitahya province. In the research, ‘Personal Information Form’ developed by the researcher and the
20-item Altruism scale, which consists of two factors and was formed by Ersanli and Cabuker (2015) with the aim
of developing a measurement tool that can measure the individual’s level of altruism and that is suitable for
Turkish society and culture. In reliability validity analysis, Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was
found as a=.76.The analysis related to the questionnaire form used in the research and the scale was done through
the SPSS 22 program. Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal Wallis test were conducted for more than two
independent sample groups. As a result of the research; when the results were analyzed according to gender, age,
place of duty, school type, year variables of teachers working as physical education and sports teachers, no
significant difference was seen due to the high level of teachers’ altruism points.
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1. Introduction

It is possible to see the definitions of altruism as different terms in many fields of education and other social
sciences. While solidarity and helping are defined as altruism, ‘being altruist’, altruist is defined as ‘trying to be
useful to someone without personal benefit’ (TDK).The main task has been attributed to helping others by ignoring
our own interests. While altruism was as old as human history, studies related to altruism began when people’s
attitude and understanding of helping people in the murder of Kitty Genovese surprised several social scientists
(Bilgin, 1988). Undoubtedly, the human is at the top step of the world of beings. The correct existence of man and
maintaining his existence healthily depend on the communication and interaction with each other and the others.
The communication network of people with each other is based on the qualities that make people human and
acquires quality. The features that make people human come from the principle of ‘to exist to exist’. The essence of
this principle is to love, to respect, not to marginalize, to share, to realize its responsibilities in this regard and to
fulfil its needs on the ground of tolerance. When all these are taken into consideration, we can say that the essence
of the point is to give willingly, that is, altruism (Ersanli, 2012). First of all, in order to reveal the most basic
definition, the definition in the Turkish Language Institution dictionary should be addressed. Considering this
definition, it is seen that altruism has two main features: to be helpful/help others, not to expect
rewards/benefits/interests for yourself. In the next definitions, analysis was made on the basis of the features apart
from these two basic features. Altruism as the term of education “(1) moral attitude and view that adopts sacrifice
as a principle for the sake of others, regardless of interest; (2) The moral view of A. Comte and Spencer, based on
the idea that each person’s main obligation is to devote himself to others, to society ” (Oguzkan, 1974). When it is
considered as the term of philosophy, it is seen that it has the definition of “the view that makes the principle of
living and acting for the good of others” (Akarsu, 1975). A more philosophically more detailed definition is
Cevizci’s (1999) definition.

The definition is as follows: “loving people without interest, an attitude of one to dedicate himself to the welfare
and general well-being of other people and society, the moral understanding that underpins the well-being of
others, emphasizes being benevolent, tolerant and helpful towards other people, suggests to behave according to
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the formula of living for someone else: as an opinion against selfishness and individualism, the doctrine, which
states that an individual should dedicate himself to the needs and interests of others without any interest. From this
definition, it is seen that altruism is associated with values of goodwill, benevolence and tolerance. When
examined from a sociological point of view, it should be stated firstly that the concept of altruism was born with
sociology, but research has progressed in different fields (Karadag & Mutafgilar, 2009). In terms of sociological
definition, “the pioneers of sociology have defined altruism as a tendency or desire (Comte) for others to act
voluntarily without personal interest (Durkheim)” (Topses, 2012). It also has a sociological definition in the
glossary of sociological terms referred to by the Turkish Language Institution as ‘being ready to give up personal
interests for others’ benefit, to help others with selfless motives (Ozankaya, 1975). Based on these definitions,
getting beyond thinking personal benefit and giving up personal interests can be added to the features of altruism.
The definition of the altruism value in terms of educational sciences is as follows: “Morality attitude and view that
adopts self-sacrifice as a principle for the good of others regardless of interest” (Oguzkan, 1974). When people
behave, they make two kinds of choices. They either work for their own interests or make the choice that can
benefit other people without thinking of themselves. The first of these is egoism and the other type of behaviour is
accepted as altruism (Yildiz et al., 2012). Altruism, which includes many positive social behaviors such as
helping, sacrifice, taking responsibility, donating, shows itself in every area of life (Akbaba, 1994). Organizational
citizenship behavior is also defined by Organ (1988) as voluntary or extraordinary behaviours that are not directly
or identified in the official reward system and contribute to the organization as a whole. Altruism is also acceptable
as one of the moral principles. Helping covers moral principles of helping, helping people is one of conscience and
religious duties.

2. Materials and Methods

It consists of a total of 126 people, 35 of whom are women and 91 are men who work as physical education and
sports teachers working in the city of Kiitahya.

3. Data Collection

First of all, the current information about the purpose of the research was systematically given by reviewing the
literature. Thus, a theoretical framework was created on the subject. The Personal Information form prepared by
the researcher to determine the demographic characteristics was developed by Ersanli and Cabuker (2015) to
develop a measurement tool suitable for the Turkish society and culture that can measure the individual’s level of
altruism.

The reliability study was conducted on the data obtained from the sample group of 369 participants and the
sample group of 271 participants. According to the analysis on the data obtained from 369 participants, the
internal consistency coefficient of the scale was found as a =.89.In the reliability analysis on the sample of 271
people, Cronbach Alpha internal coefficient of consistency was found as a =.76.Reliability values according to
factors for self-sacrifice and selfishness factors are relatively .87 and .77.Accordingly, the scope validity and
construct validity studies were carried out in accordance with the scale development steps, and the validity and
reliability of the scale were determined with the data obtained from 369 students for exploratory factor analysis
and 271 students for confirmatory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis results showed that the scale has a
two-factor structure.

Fifteen items collected in the first factor were collected under the title of “devotion”, and five items collected in
the second factor were collected under the title of “selfishness”. The contribution of thelst factor to the explained
total variance is 34.51%, and that of the 2nd factor is 8.455%.The total variance explained by the 20-item scale
consisting of two factors is 42.967%.Whether the two-factor scale structure showed similar results in different
samples was evaluated by confirmatory factor analysis. In line with the obtained fit indices, as a result of the
confirmatory factor analysis, it is seen that the structure of the two-factor scale gives acceptable and valid results.
It was concluded that the scale has structural validity because the values were statistically significant, the error
variances were low and the factor load values were high. The lowest score that can be obtained from altruism
scale obtained as a result of the necessary validity and reliability analysis is -10 and the highest score is 70.The
lowest and highest scores that can be obtained on the basis of factors are respectively 15-75 for the 1% factor
and5-25 for the 2™ factor. As the contents of these two factors are taken into account, the individual’s level of
altruism is determined by subtracting two factor total scores from each other.

4. Data Analysis

The data analysis related to the questionnaire form used in the research as a result of the scale application and to the
scale was made through using the SPSS 22 program. Firstly, some tests were carried out to determine whether the
dataset was normally distributed. The normality tests of the data set are understood by looking at the
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Kolmogorov-Simirnov and Shapiro Wilk tests. Shapiro Wilks test is used when the number of observations is less
than 29, and Kolmogorov-Simirnov (Lilliefors) test is used when the number of observations is more than 29
(Kalayci, 2008). Since the number of data is 126, the results of the Kolmogorov-Simirnov (Lilliefors) test were
examined, and in-group comparisons, the number of some groups was below 29 and both values were examined.
In both values, the significance value of the altruism level data was obtained as 0.000.

Since the data set does not conform to normal distribution, the Mann-Whitney U test (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2005), which
tests whether the scores obtained from two independent samples differ significantly from each other, was applied
to the Kruskal Wallis test for more than two independent sample groups.

5. Findings
Finding analyses obtained in this part of the study are presented in a table and interpreted.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics information of physical education teachers participating in the research

Variables Groups Frequency Percentage % Min. score Max. Score
Male 91 722 8 70
Gender Female 35 27.8 -9 70
Total 126 100 -9 70
23-30 25 19.8 36 70
Age 31-40 57 452 -9 70
41 + 44 349 8 70
Total 226 100 -9 70
District 50 39.7 27 70
Work Location Province 76 63.3 -9 70
Total 126 100 -9 70
Secondary School 58 46.0 -9 70
School Degree High school 68 54.0 8 70
Total 126 100 -9 70
1-5 30 23.8 36 70
o 6-10 39 31.0 27 70
Year of Seniority
11+ 57 452 -9 70
Total 126 100 -9 70

According to the descriptive statistical data of the research, the physical education teachers who participated in the
research consisted of a total of 126 people, 72.2% of them were men and 27.8% of them were women. When we
look at the age ranges, 19.8% of them are between the ages of 23-30, 45.2% of them are between the ages of 31-40
and 34.9% of them are between the ages of 41 and over. According to the work place, 39.7% of them work in
district and 63.3% of them work in province. According to the degree of school they work, 46.0% of them work in
secondary school, 54.0% of them work in high school. When we look at the year of seniority, it is seen that 23.8%
of them have been working for 5 years, 31.0% of them have been working for 6-10 years and 45.2% of them have
been working for 11 years or more.

Table 2. The results of Mann-Whitney U test between the total scores of altruism scale of physical education
teachers according to gender variable

Gender N  Rank Avg. Rank Top. U Z P
Male 91 63.39 5768.50
Female 35 63.79 2232.50

1582.50 -.055 .957

When the table is analyzed, according to the survey conducted to determine the level of altruism, which consists of
two parts as self-sacrifice and selfishness, the sum of self-sacrifice scores is calculated as the selfishness score.
Since the dedication score is minimum 15 maximum 75, the ego score is minimum 5 maximum 25, we can say that
the one with the highest altruism level will be 70 and the lowest will be -10.In the table, we can say that the
altruism level of physical education teachers is quite high, considering the highest score is 70 according to the
mean data of Male and Female. In terms of gender variable of physical education teachers, there is no significant
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difference between altruism scores p>0.05.

Table 3. Kruskal-Wallis test results among the total scores of altruism scale of physical education teachers
according to age variable

Age N  Rank Avg. X2 df p
23-30 25 53.82
31-40 57 68.32 2777 2 249
41+ 44 62.75

When the table is analyzed, there is no significant difference between altruism total scores of physical education
teachers in terms of age variable p>0.05.

Table 4. Mann-Whitney U test results between altruism scale total scores of physical education teachers according
to the duty place variable

Work Location N  Rank Avg. Rank Tp. U Z p
District 50 59.51 2995.50
Province 76 65.86 5005.50

1720.5 -896 .370

When the table is analyzed, there is no significant difference between altruism total scores of physical education
teachers in terms of work location variable p>0.05.

Table 5. Results of Mann-Whitney U test between the total scores of altruism scale of physical education teachers
according to the school type variable

Type of School N  Rank Avg. Rank Top. U Z P
Secondary School 58 58.02 3365.0
High school 68 68.18 4636.0

1654 -1.558 .119

When the table is analyzed, there is no significant difference between the altruism scores of physical education
teachers in terms of school type variable p>0.05.

Table 6. Kruskal-Wallis test results among the total scores of altruism scale of physical education teachers
according to the seniority year variable

Year of Seniority N Rank Avg. X2 df P

1-5 years 30 56.15
6-10 years 39 68.50 1.960 2 375
11+ 57 63.95

When the table is analyzed, there is no significant difference between altruism scores of physical education
teachers in terms of seniority year variable p>0.05.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

The universe of the study was reviewed and the related literature was researched and the result was interpreted and
evaluated. In order to measure the effect on altruism levels in the research, when the results were analyzed
according to gender, age, duty place, school type, year variables of teachers working as physical education and
sports teachers, there was no significant difference due to the high level of teachers’ altruism.

When it is analyzed by gender, which is one of the variables examined in the study, it is seen that women have
higher levels of altruism than men. Some studies (Furco, 1996) emphasize that altruism is inherent in volunteering,
one of the types of experiential education that is usually service oriented. While it was observed that there was no
difference between the gender, sports status, disability degree, education and sports branch and self-level of the
hearing impaired, there was a relationship between incomes and self-esteem levels. Ismen and Yildiz (2005) state
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that in their study named “Investigation of Attitudes Towards Teaching in Terms of Altruism and Assertiveness
Levels”, women have higher altruism scores than men. In the study conducted by Polat and Celep (2008), it was
determined that teachers’ perceptions about their personal characteristics (gender, age, seniority, branch, duration
of service in the last school they worked at) and school characteristics (school type, number of teachers in school)
did not make any significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of organizational citizenship behavior and
behaviors in their sub-dimensions. In another study, it was observed that none of the teacher candidates had
negative effects on the altruism value during seven-week period, and that there were positive impacts from the first
week and even in some weeks there was a high level of impact. The point to be noted here is not that teacher
candidates did not experience any problems in the process, but that there were not any negative effects on their
altruism values. As Marchel (2003) emphasizes, the challenging moments in the service experiences are essential
for the development of altruism. In the results related to social problem solving skill, it was stated that teacher
candidates encountered many problems. This study, like Marchel’s (2003) study, gave important clues that there is
a real positive impact on altruism in these problems. Altruism motivation can be defined as “the desire to increase
the well-being of others, even though it has harm to one’s own well-being”; altruism behaviour can also be defined
as “an action of an altruism motivation that provides sufficient reason” (Elster, 2007). It has been observed that
individuals with self-concept have a lower level of making mistakes and exhibiting aggressive attitude (Yigit,
Yilmaz, Acar, & Dalbudak, 2019).

According to Wangyal (2001), although altruism should be effective in conveying traditional values such as duty,
responsibility and reciprocity, modern education is not enough to convey these values. The change that comes with
modernization has damaged traditional values. As a result, the literature was examined and it was revealed that the
results showed parallelism in the same direction.
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