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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF PERCEIVED SOCIAL PROBLEM SOLVING,
NARCISSISM, SELF-ESTEEM AND GENDER IN PREDICTING
AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIORS OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

Temel, Digdem
M. S., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu Stimer
July, 2008, 96 pages

This study intended to investigate the role of perceived social problem
solving, narcissism, self-esteem, and gender in predicting aggressive
behaviors of high school students. The sample consisted of 825 participants
recruited from five high schools in Ankara. Buss-Perry Aggression
Questionnaire (BPAQ), D'"Zurilla and Maydeu-Olivares Social Problem
Inventory-Revised (SPSI-R), Ames, Rose, and Anderson Narcissistic
Personality Inventory (NPI), and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) were

used as the data collection instruments.

Standard Multiple Linear Regression Analyses were performed to
investigate predictive value of social problem solving (i.e., negative
problem orientation, rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness
style, and avoidance style), narcissism, self-esteem, and gender in
understanding high school students’ aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical

aggression, anger, hostility, and verbal aggression).

v



Results of the present study indicated that gender, narcissism,
impulsivity/carelessness style, negative problem orientation, and rational
problem solving were significantly related to adolescents’ physical
aggressive behaviors. However, self-esteem and avoidance style did not
significantly correlate with physical aggression. Moreover, negative
problem orientation, narcissism, impulsivity/carelessness style and gender
were significantly related to anger; conversely the relationship between
anger and self-esteem, rational problem solving, and avoidance style were
not significant. Furthermore, although there was a significant correlation
between hostility and negative problem orientation, self-esteem, narcissism,
and rational problem solving, there was no significant relationship between
adolescent hostile behaviors and avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness
style, and gender. Finally, impulsivity/carelessness style, narcissism,
rational problem solving, and gender were significantly related to
adolescents’ verbal aggressive behaviors, nevertheless self-esteem, negative
problem orientation, and avoidance style did not significantly correlate with
verbal aggression. Theoretical and practical implications and

recommendations for future research have been presented.

Keywords: Aggression, social problem solving, self-esteem, narcissism,

high school students
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ALGILANAN SOSYAL PROBLEM COZME, NARSIZM, BENLIK
SAYGISI VE CINSIYETIN LISE OGRENCILERININ SALDIRGAN
DAVRANISLARINI YORDAMADAKI ROLU

Temel, Digdem
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yard. Dog. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu Stimer
Temmuz, 2008, 96 sayfa

Bu calismada, lise Ogrencilerinin saldirgan davranislarint yordamada,
algilanan sosyal problem c¢dzme, narsizm, benlik saygist ve cinsiyetin
roliiniin incelenmesi amag¢lanmistir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemini, Ankara’daki
5 lisede 6grenim goren 825 Ogrenci olusturmustur. Bu arastirmada Buss-
Perry Saldirganlik Olgegi, D'Zurilla ve Maydeu-Olivares Sosyal Problem
Cozme Envanteri, Ames, Rose ve Anderson Narsistik Kisilik Envanteri ve

Rosenberg Benlik Saygis1 Olcegi veri toplama araci olarak kullanilmustir.

Sosyal problem ¢dzme (probleme olumsuz yaklasma, akilci problem ¢dzme,
diisiincesiz/dikkatsiz yaklasim, kacinmaci yaklagim), narsizm, benlik saygisi
ve cinsiyetin, lise Ogrencilerinin saldirgan davramiglarim  (fiziksel
saldirganlik, 6fke, diismanlik, sozel saldirganlik) ne derecede yordadigini

anlamak i¢in Standart Coklu Dogrusal Regresyon Analizi kullanilmustir.

Bulgular, Tiirk ergenlerinde, cinsiyet, narsizm, diisiincesiz/dikkatsiz
yaklasim, probleme olumsuz yaklasim ve akilci problem ¢6zmenin fiziksel

saldirganlikla anlamli derecede iligkili oldugunu, benlik saygis1 ile
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kacimaci yaklasimin ise anlamli derecede iliskili olmadigim1 gostermistir.
Ayrica, probleme olumsuz yaklagsma, narsizm, diisiincesiz/dikkatsiz
yaklasim ve cinsiyetin 6fkeyle anlamli derecede iliskili oldugu, ancak benlik
saygisi, akilc1 problem ¢ozme ile kaginmaci yaklasimi 6fkeyle anlaml
derecede iliskili olmadig1 bulunmustur. Probleme olumsuz yaklasma, benlik
saygisi, narsizm ve akilc1 problem ¢dzmenin diismanlik ile istatistiksel
olarak anlamli diizeyde iligkili oldugu bulunmasmna karsin, kacimmaci
yaklasim, diisiincesiz/dikkatsiz yaklasim ile cinsiyetin diismanlikla anlaml
derecede iligkili olmadigi  bulunmustur. Son olarak bulgular,
kacinmacy/dikkatsiz yaklasim, narsizm, akilci problem ¢dzme ve cinsiyetin
ergenlerin sozel saldirgan davraniglariyla anlaml derecede iligkili oldugunu,
ancak benlik saygisi, probleme olumsuz yaklagma ile kaginmaci yaklagimin
sozel saldirganlikla anlamli derecede iliskili olmadiginit gostermistir.
Kuramsal ve uygulama alanindaki dogurgular ve gelecekteki arastirmalar

icin Oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Saldirganlik, sosyal problem ¢6zme, benlik saygisi,

narsizm, lise 0grencileri

vii



To My Parents



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am grateful to many people who have assisted me in the various phases of

the completion of my thesis.

I would initially like to express sincere appreciation to my supervisor,
Assist. Prof. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu Siimer, for her valuable supervision,
support, and patience. Her constructive criticisms guided me at each stage of
my thesis. I would also like to thank my committee members, Prof. Dr.

Ayhan Demir and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu, for their contributions.

I am deeply indebted to my friend, Eylem Toker Arikan, for her support and
help from the beginning and to the last point of my thesis. Thanks also to
Vahab Yorgun and Pelin Saya for their help and suggestions. 1 would also

like to thank Emrullah for his suggestions regarding academic writing.
To my family and to my darling, Isa Giindiiz, I shall always be indebted.

They were a constant source of support and their love and concern were of

great importance to me during this period.

iX



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM
ABSTRACT

DEDICATION. ... .ttt
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF TABLES

CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background to the Study

1.2. Purpose of the Study

1.3. Research Question

1.4. Hypothesis

1.5. Significance of the Study

1.6. Definitions of the Terms

2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.1. Theories of Aggression

2.1.1. Psychoanalytic Theory...................c......
2.1.2. The Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis

2.1.3. Ethological Theories...................coeeee.
2.1.4. Social Learning Theory

2.2. Types of Aggression

2.3. Variables Associated with Aggression

2.3.1.GeNder. ...t
2.3.2. Self-Esteem

2.3.3. Narcissism

2.3.4. Social Problem Solving

X



3.METHOD. ...
3.1. Overall Design of the Study..............c..cooeiie.
3.2, PartiCIpants. .........ooueiiiii i
3.3. Data Collection Instruments.................cooevieininnn.
3.3.1. Aggression Questionnaire (AQ).................
3.3.1.1. Validity and Reliability of AQ...
3.3.2. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES).......
3.3.3. Narcissistic Personality Inventory
(NPI-16) .o,
3.3.3.1. Adaptation Study of NPI-16...
3.3.3.2. Validity and Reliability of

3.3.4. Social Problem Solving Inventory-Revised
(SPSI-R). i
3.3.4.1. Validity and Reliability of

3.5. Description of Variables............cccocivniinniennieennne.
3.6. Data Analysis Procedure..............cccccvniiinniienneennn.
3.7, LIMIEAtIONS. . oottt
4. RESULTS ..ot
4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Quantitative Predictor
(independents) and the Criterion (dependents) Variables
for the Total Sample...............oooiiiiiii
4.2. Bivariate Correlation Matrices of the Variables.........
4.2.1. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Physical
AZEIESSION. ..ttt
4.2.2. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Anger......
4.2.3. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Hostility...
4.2.4. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Verbal
AZEIESSION. ..ottt

4.3. Results of the Multiple Regression Analyses............

xi



4.3.1. Results of the Multiple Regression
Analysis Employed to Total Physical Aggression
Subscale Scores. ... ..coovviiiiiiiiiiii
4.3.2. Results of the Multiple Regression
Analysis Employed to Total Anger Subscale
SCOTES. et
4.3.3. Results of the Multiple Regression
Analysis Employed to Total Hostility Subscale
SCOTES. .t
4.3.4. Results of the Multiple Regression
Analysis Employed to Total Verbal Aggression

Subscale SCores......ovvviiiiiiii e,

S.DISCUSSION. ...t

5.1. Discussion of the Findings...........cccoovevniiinniennicennn.

5.1.1. Physical Aggression.............ccoeveeenenne.
S 120 ANGer. .o
S.1.3 Hostlity . .o
5.1.4. Verbal Aggression...............ccoeveeninnen.

5.2. Implications for Practice and Research....................
5.3. Recommendations. ..........c.ceveeiiiiiiniiininnennnnn
REFERENCES
APPENDICES (In Turkish)

Appendix C: ROSENBERG BENLIK SAYGISI

OLCEGI......iiiiii

Appendix D: SOSYAL PROBLEM COZME

ENVANTERI ..o,

Appendix E: MILLI EGITIM BAKANLIGI

ARASTIRMA IZNI........oooi

Xii

Appendix A: SALDIRGANLIK OLCEGI .................
Appendix B: NARSISTIK KISILIK ENVANTERI..........



LIST OF TABLES

TABLES

Table 3.1 Factor Loadings and Communalities of the Items of AQ
via Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation.............

Table 3.2 Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings of Four Factors of
Table 3.3 Factor Loadings and Communalities of the Items of NPI
via Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation.............
Table 3.4 Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings of Five Factors of
Table 3.5 Factor Loadings and Communalities of the Items of SPSI-
R via Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation..........
Table 3.6 Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings of Four Factors of
Table 4.1 Means and Standard Deviations of the Quantitative
Predictor Variables and the Criterion Variables..........................
Table 4.2 The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the
Predictor Variables and the Criterion Variable of Physical

AZEIESSION. ...ttt ettt e

Table 4.3 The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the
Predictor Variables and the Criterion Variable of Anger...............

Table 4.4 The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the
Predictor Variables and the Criterion Variable of Hostility.............

Table 4.5 The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the
Predictor Variables and the Criterion Variable of Verbal Aggression.

Xxiil

36

38

41

42

44

47

52

53

54

55

56



Table 4.6 The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to
Physical Aggression Subscale for Narcissism, Self-Esteem,
Negative Problem Orientation, Rational Problem Solving,
Avoidance Style, Impulsivity/Carelessness Style, and Gender.........

Table 4.7 The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to
Anger Subscale for Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative Problem
Orientation, Rational Problem Solving, Avoidance Style,
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style, and Gender........................c.....

Table 4.8 The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to
Hostility Subscale for Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative Problem
Orientation, Rational Problem Solving, Avoidance Style,
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style, and Gender..............................

Table 4.9 The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to
Verbal Aggression Subscale for Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative
Problem Orientation, Rational Problem Solving, Avoidance Style,
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style, and Gender.......................oo..ls

Xiv



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

Aggression has become a major social problem all around the world, in
Turkey as well (e.g., Dervent, 2007; Deveci, Karadag, & Yilmaz, 2008;
Turgut, Lagace, [zmir, & Dursun, 2006). Therefore, theorists, investigators,
mental health experts, physicians, and laypeople are reconciled in paying
their attention to aggression (Perez, Vohs, & Joiner, 2005). In addition to
this interest, aggression is also an all-pervasive concept, so it has been
defined in many different ways in the literature. Some theorists underline
the characteristics of aggressive behavior; on the other hand, some of them
emphasize the provocative factors of aggressive behavior and
accompanying emotions to it, or the intent of harmful actions (Bandura,

1973).

Buss (1961, p.17) describes aggression as “a response that delivers noxious
stimuli to another organism.” That dangerous reaction may be revealed in
three ways, such as physical against verbal aggression, active against
passive aggression, and direct against indirect aggression. According to
Crick and Dodge (1996), there are two types of aggression, proactive and
reactive. Proactive aggression consists of an intentional behavior, which is
performed, with the hope of gaining some reward; on the other hand,
reactive aggression is described as a self-acting emotional response that is
derived from a loss of self-control. Leadbeater, Boone, Sangster, and

Mathieson (2006) categorize aggression as overt physical aggression and
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covert or subtle types of aggression (relational, social, and indirect). They
also emphasize that covert type of aggression can be injurious and harmful

as the former.

Many different theoretical frameworks have been posited to reveal the
biological, environmental, psychological, cognitive, and social factors that
influence aggressive behavior (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). One of the
concepts that has been found to be related to cognitive underpinnings of
aggression is problem solving. The definition of problem solving has been
proliferated in the literature, emphasizing its different dimensions. For
instance, the information-processing model describes problem solving as
cognitive skills in problem identification, goal setting, finding suitable
solutions, and evaluating problem-solving outcomes (e.g., Logan, 1989; as
cited in Siu & Shek, 2005). According to Heppner and Krauskopf (1987,
p-375; as cited in McGuire, 2005), problem solving is “a goal-directed
sequence of cognitive and affective operations as well as behavioral
responses for the purpose of adapting to internal or external demands or
challenges.” Spivack, Platt, and Shure (1976, as cited in Dubow, Tisak,
Causey, Hryshko, & Reid, 1991, p.585) have expanded the definition of
problem solving to social situations and define it as “the ability to generate
alternative solutions to social interaction problems, evaluate the possible
consequences, and choose the most effective solution to the problem.”
Likewise, the social problem-solving model defines social problem solving
as “a construct that refers to problem solving as it occurs in the real world”
(Chang & D’Zurilla, 1996, p.185). This view broadens the definition of
social problem solving including motivational, affective and behavioral

domains of problem solving (Logan, 1989; as cited in Siu & Shek, 2005).

According to the social problem-solving model (D’Zurilla & Goldfried,
1971; D’Zurilla & Nezu, 1982; as cited in D’Zurilla, Nezu, & Maydeu-
Olivares, 2004), social problem solving includes two dimensions: problem

orientation and problem solving style. The problem orientation is the
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person’s cognitive-emotional reactions to the problem or his or her own
problem solving ability. Hence, it is important in terms of its motivational
effects, which can be positive or negative. In contrast, problem-solving style
consists of the cognitive and behavioral activities, which are done when
confronted with a problem. These styles are rational problem solving,
impulsivity/carelessness style, and avoidance style. Rational problem
solving involves in rational, regular, and effective approach to the
problematic situation. Impulsivity and carelessness style consists of
inadequate problem solving strategies and this kind of people attempts to
use problem solving strategies, but they are ineffective in producing
alternative solutions or finding the best solution. Finally, avoidance style is
another maladaptive strategy. The people who use this strategy try to avoid
dealing with problems as much as possible, and they expect problems to be

resolved without any effort by them.

Many research studies have focused on identifying aggressive behaviors of
adolescents (e.g., Hendel, 2006; Kim & Kim, 2007; Korkut, 2002;
Leadbeater et al., 2006) and its relationship with social problem solving
styles (e.g., Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 2001; Keltikangas-Jarvinen & Pakaslahti,
1999; Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen; 1997). These empirical studies
have demonstrated that aggressive and rejected adolescents are generally
more likely to apply aggressive problem solving strategies in social
interactions than non-aggressive adolescents. D’Zurilla, Chang, and Sanna
(2003) examined the relationships among self-esteem, social problem
solving ability, and aggression in university students, and found that three
ineffective problem-solving dimensions (negative problem orientation,
impulsivity/carelessness style, and avoidance style) were related to anger
more, especially impulsive/carelessness style was connected to aggression
that is more physical. Moreover, results supported the mediating role of
social problem solving (especially negative problem orientation) between
self-esteem and aggression. Results also showed that low self-esteem was

related to the affective and cognitive components of aggression (anger and
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hostility), but not to the instrumental components (physical and verbal

aggression).

The association between individuals’ self-views and aggression has been the
focus of numerous empirical inquires, and also of debate. As Salmivalli,
Kaukiainen, Kaistaniemi, and Lagerspetz (1999, p.1268) puts it, self-esteem
is “a person’s global, evaluative view of himself or herself is a crucial
aspect of an individual’s personality.” They argue that self-esteem is the
core component of individual’s psychological well-being and social
functioning. Although the relationships between individuals’ self-esteem
and their thoughts, feelings, and actions have been analyzed extensively,
some recent findings are ambiguous and inconsistent. Particularly its
relationship with aggression is still unresolved. Several theorists attempt to
clarify the roots of the relations between self-esteem and aggression. There
are two competitive viewpoints linking aggression to low or high self-

esteem presented in the literature.

Based on the first view, a group of theorists argues that people who are
deficient in self-esteem level try to enhance it by aggressively dominating
others (e.g., Jankowski, 1991; Toch, 1969). Great deal of evidence shows
that low self-esteem is associated with more aggressiveness and violence

(e.g., Anderson, 1994; Gondolf, 1985; Long, 1990; Toch, 1969).

On the other hand, second view researchers argue that high self-esteem is
related to aggressive behaviors more (e.g., Baumeister & Tice, 1985;
Baumeister, Tice, & Hutton, 1989; Tice, 1991). Baumeister, Smart, and
Boden (1996) put forward that the results of the empirical studies about the
relationship between low self-esteem and aggression are uncertain and
contradictory. The authors suggest that high self-esteem is a source of
aggression, which is labeled threatened egotism. Further, they describe

egotism as



Favorable appraisals of self and the motivated preference for
such favorable appraisals, regardless of whether they are
valid or inflated, also assumption or belief that one is a
superior being, or any broadly favorable assessment of self
(especially in comparison with other people) (Baumeister et

al., 1996, p.6).

According to Baumeister et al. (1996), the expectation of winning a fight is
higher among egoists (narcissistics), so they are more inclined to start a
fight. Moreover, Baumeister et al. (1989) argue that low self-esteem is
related to risk-taking avoidance, self-protectiveness, and lack of confidence.
In a similar vein, Tice (1991) argues that self-enhancement incentives are
the features of high self-esteem, not low self-esteem; on the contrary,
individuals with low self-esteem avoid the situations, which strengthen their
self-esteem (De La Ronde & Swann, 1993; as cited in Papps & O’Corroll,
1998).

Consequently, there is no consensus on the relationship between aggressive
behavior and self-esteem. Essentially, beyond the relationship between self-
esteem and aggression, a growing interest to understand the relationship
between adolescents’ aggressive behavior and narcissism has been
demonstrated in the literature. According to Bushman and Baumeister
(1998; as cited in Barry et al., 2007) narcissism is one’s affective endeavour
in forming one’s superiority, but that has not been actualized in one’s
feeling. Although findings of the studies about the relation between
narcissism and aggression are contradictory, most of the studies suggest that
narcissism is significantly related to aggression (e.g., Ang & Yusof, 2005;
Barry, Frick, & Killian, 2003; Barry, Frick, Adler, & Grafeman, 2007;
Papps & O’Carroll, 1998; Sullivan & Geaslin, 2001). Empirical evidence
also emphasized the role of narcissism in understanding aggressive
behaviors of high school students (e.g., Barry, Chaplin, & Grafeman, 2006;
Barry et al., 2007).



As for the individual differences, studies have suggested that gender has a
substantial effect on aggression. Nevertheless, many studies of gender
differences with respect to aggression and also its types demonstrated
conflicting results (e.g., Connor, Steingard, Anderson, & Melloni, 2003;
Efilti, 2006; Korkut, 2002; Santisteban, Alvarado, & Recio 2006). For
instance, in a recent cross-sectional study with 2,100 Korean adolescents,
Kim and Kim (2007) reported that gender was one of the significant factors
that affected aggression, and male adolescents had more aggressive
behaviors than female adolescents. According to Toldos (2005), physical
and verbal aggressions were used much more among males than females,
but on indirect aggression, there were no gender differences. Like Toldos
(2005), pointing to the type of the aggression Leadbeater et al. (2006)
asserted that males reported higher levels of relational and physical
aggression. Conversely, Pompili et al. (2007) found that physical aggression
was utilized mostly among males, but males and females were not different

in terms of overall verbal aggression and hostility.

To date, attempts have been made empirically to understand the major
factors contributing to aggressive behaviors of Turkish adolescents.
Majority of these studies have focused on aggression and its relationship
with self-disclosure (Aglamaz, 2006; Demirhan, 2002), attachment styles,
interpersonal schemas (Celik, 2006), participation to sport activities
(Dervent, 2007), locus of control (Efilti, 2006), self-acceptance (Giimiis,
2000), parental attitudes (Hatunoglu, 1994; Tuzgdl, 1998), and playing
computer games (Merttiirk, 2005). Moreover, western literature suggests
that it might be of considerable value to examine the role of certain
personality traits and dispositional variables in understanding adolescents’
aggressive behaviors in different cultures. Indeed, no study examined the
role of gender, self-esteem, narcissism, and social problem solving (i.e.,
positive problem orientation, negative problem orientation, rational problem

solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and avoidance style) in explaining



adolescent aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical aggression, anger, hostility,

and verbal aggression) in Turkey.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The aim of this study is to investigate the role of perceived social problem
solving (i.e., negative problem orientation, rational problem solving,
impulsivity/carelessness style, and avoidance style), self-esteem, narcissism,
and gender in predicting aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical aggression,

anger, hostility, and verbal aggression) of Turkish high school students.

1.3. Research Question

How well do perceived social problem solving (i.e., negative problem
orientation, rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and
avoidance style), self-esteem, narcissism, and gender predict physical
aggression, anger, hostility, and verbal aggression of Turkish high school

students?

1.4. Hypothesis

Based on the literature, in the present study, it was hypothesized that high
levels of self-esteem, narcissism, ineffective social problem solving styles
(i.e., negative problem orientation, impulsivity/carelessness style, and
avoidance style), and being male would be linked to increased physical
aggression, anger, hostility and verbal aggression among Turkish

adolescents.

1.5. Significance of the Study

Adolescence is a transition period from childhood to adulthood in which

many changes in physical, social, affective and cognitive development are
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manifested. These rapid changes may bring some challenges as well as
some problems. This period is not only a hard time for the adolescents but
also difficult for their families, teachers, and peers. In Turkey, aggressive
behaviors demonstrated by youths, particularly in school environment, have
become a major concern of society and particularly of people who work in
the field of education. In addition, studies indicated that effective
intervention techniques or programs could reduce or prevent aggressive
behaviors among adolescents (e.g., Ando, Asakura, Ando, & Simons-
Morton, 2007; Boxer & Butkus, 2005; Cappella & Weinstein, 2006; Siitcii
2006; Yu, Harris, Solovitz, & Franklin, 1986). Therefore, identifying the
most important factors that contribute to aggressive behavior among
adolescents may provide useful information for parents, educators, school

counselors and planning appropriate prevention and treatment strategies.

In relation this, understanding the factors, which contribute to aggression
seem necessary for planning school counseling programs and designing
guidance activities that address adolescents’ needs. For instance, Lucas
(2004) assumes that one’s perceptions about solving problems might be
initial step in counseling, and emphasizes that social problem solving has
significant role in counseling. Likewise, according to Aldwin (1994; as cited
in Frye & Goodman, 2000), adolescence is a crucial time in terms of the
proficiency of social problem solving. It can be said that social problem
solving abilities of adolescents is not negligible to overcome this period
easily and to form these abilities. If the empirical link between aggression
and social problem solving was found, school counselors could design
group guidance and counseling programs for improving problem solving

abilities to cope with aggressive behavior.

Moreover, Wells and Marwell (1976) pointed out that for understanding a
wide variety of behaviors and attitudes of adolescents, self-esteem has been
found a valuable concept. In addition, according to Baumeister et al. (1996),

self-esteem is an important personality trait that has been linked to
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aggression. It is therefore reasonable to expect that the development of
adolescents’ self-esteem would be related to aggression. Furthermore,
narcissism is related to a series of behaviors that have a negative influence
on both individual performance and social outcomes. Hence, discovering its
relationship with aggression can be useful in planning interventions to
minimize adolescents’ aggressive behaviors (Campbell, Brunell, & Finkel,
2006). Contrary to the prevailing opinion, instead of using self-esteem
enhancement techniques, self-esteem balancing techniques might be used

for reducing aggressive behaviors.

Although there are many systematic research studies that examine the
relationships among problem solving, self-esteem, narcissism, and
aggression in western countries (e.g., D’Zurilla et al., 2003; Lochman,
1985), there have been few studies in Turkey (e.g., Damisik, 2005;
Kurtyilmaz, 2005; Sahan, 2007). Hence, investigating the role of these
variables in predicting aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical aggression, anger,
hostility, and verbal aggression) of high school students can shed light on

the problem for further research and intervention studies.

1.6. Definitions of the Terms

Aggressive behavior: “Any behavior directed toward another individual
that is carried out with the proximate (immediate) intent to cause harm”

(Anderson & Bushman, 2002, p.28).

Physical aggression: “An assault against an organism by means of body

parts (limb, teeth) or weapons (knife, club, gun)” (Buss, 1961, p.4).

Anger: “An emotional reaction with prominent autonomic and skeletal-

facial components” (Buss, 1961, p.9).



Hostility: “An implicit verbal response involving negative feelings (ill will)

and negative evaluations of people and events” (Buss, 1961, p.12).

Verbal aggression: “A vocal response that delivers noxious stimuli to

another organism” (Buss, 1961, p.6).

Problem solving: “The self-directed cognitive, behavioral process by which
an individual, couple or group attempts to identify or discover effective
solutions for specific problems encountered in everyday living” (D’Zurilla

& Goldfried, 1971; as cited in D’ Zurilla et al., 2004, p.12).
Social problem solving: “The process of problem solving as it occurs in the
natural environment or real world” (D’Zurilla & Nezu, 1982; as cited in

D’Zurilla et al., 2004, p.11).

Self-esteem: “A positive or negative attitude toward the self” (Rosenberg,

1965, p.30).

Narcissism: “A highly positive or inflated self-concept” (Campbell,
Rudich, & Sedikides, 2002, p.359).
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents the research literature most relevant to the aim of this
study. This chapter includes three sections. In the first section, major
theories of aggression were represented. In the second section, types of
aggression and related empirical studies were presented. In the third section,

variables associated with aggression were presented respectively.

2.1. Theories of Aggression

In this part, the main theories, Psychoanalytic Theory, the Frustration-
Aggression Hypothesis, Ethological Theories, and Social Learning Theory

that were developed to explain aggression were presented.

2.1.1. Psychoanalytic Theory

Freud (1954) in early writings assumes that aggression is a first response to
the behavior of obstructed pleasure seeking or pain avoiding and he did not
conceive of aggression. He believed that aggression is necessarily a product
of the frustration of pleasure seeking. Then Freud realizes that his ideas are
insufficient in explaining behaviors that consist of drive effects, and sadism.
Therefore, he develops instinctual theory and introduces the concepts of life
instincts (Eros) and death instincts (Thanatos) which seek relief from
excessive tension. In this final conceptualization, aggression is an innate
drive, which originates from death instincts. In other words, aggression is
impelled by a constantly driving internal force w hose energy must be

released. He argues that aggressive energy which originates within the body
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leads to destructive attacks to the self or other people until its discharge in
some socially acceptable way. According to Freud (1969), every human
being perpetuates self-destructiveness, which is fueled by Thanatos, or the
death instinct, which must destroy things and other people to survive.
Therefore, aggression is inescapable, but intension and style of its
expression can be changed with the help of the life instincts. Trying to block

it evokes behavior that is much more aggressive.

2.1.2. The Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis

Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, and Sears (1939; as cited in Berkowitz,
1962, p.26) describe that frustration is “an interference with the occurrence
of an instigated goal-response at its proper time in the behavior sequence”
and according to them, frustration-aggression hypothesis supposes a
universal causal relation between frustration and aggression. According to
Berkowitz (1969), this concept refers to either the outer instigating
condition or response of the organism to this condition. Kaufmann (1970)
asserts that this theory posits a causal relationship between frustration and
aggression, and learned or innate behaviors are not taken into consideration.
The Frustration-Aggression theory postulates that aggression is always the
result of the frustration and occurrence of aggressive behavior always

necessitates the presence of frustration.

Conditions, which lead to aggression, depend upon the strength of
frustration. According to Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, and Sears (1939;
as cited in Buss, 1961), the intensity and frequency of aggression is
determined by the strength of frustration which may consist of the strength
of the response tendency being blocked, the degree of interference, and the

number of frustration sequences.
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2.1.3. Ethological Theories

According to Lorenz (1966), aggression originates from an instinctual
system, not from an external stimulant. Motivation of fighting accumulates
until the proper stimulus appears. This internal stimulant condition also

displays its threat and unchangeability.

Lorenz (1966) stresses that the place of the human beings is within the
animal kingdom and described aggression as a behavior initiated by
particular external stimuli, which subsequently grow up energy within the
person. The energy reduces after the aggression and new rising starts after
that discharge. Although those processes are obtained from non-human
species, it is argued that similar processes are valid for human beings
(Lorenz, 1966). On the other hand, Lorenz asserts that man, differently from
animals, lacks aggression-inhibiting mechanisms, which prevent him from
destroying members of his own species. On the other hand, man’s capacity
for thought and verbal communication prevent him following his instincts

with impunity.

2.1.4. Social Learning Theory

According to Bandura (1978), aggression, which is a large concept, includes
many determinants and purposes. Bandura (1973) considers human being
who has cognitive abilities like thinking owns the power of self-direction.
They can guide their actions or problems by using former representations of
external influences. With the help of his or her mental process, far-sighted
behaviors can be seen. In this theory, inward power and environmental
factor do not represent human behavior by oneself. Hence, there is a

reciprocal relationship between environment and behavior.
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In the growing of new behavior patterns, direct experience or observation of
others has major effects (Bandura, 1973). According to the social learning
theory, human aggression is learned via stimulus, reinforcement, and
cognitive control like other social behaviors. Bandura (1973) asserts that
environmental stimuli, such as oral transmission, pictorial cues, particular
people, places, and things are the source of information about potential
results. He also puts forward that same acts generate different results related
to the time, place or etc. Furthermore, reinforcement can receive its source
from outside or inside. Especially rewarding and punishing results are
effective, but they are not sufficient. Early experiences, scolding, care,
acknowledgements of others, refusal have strong reinforcing functions.
Finally, cognitive potential of human being affects the information that is
acquired. Later these guides of outer world shape the overt acts as the time

goes by.

As a result, considering how major theories explain aggression,
psychoanalytic theory asserts that aggressive behaviors came out innately as
the outcomes of instincts. On the other hand, biological theories emphasize
the effects of instincts on aggressive behaviors, but, they do not accept it
only as a source of aggression rigidly like Freud. Unlike these theories, for
the social learning theory, aggressive behaviors are acquired via society.
Moreover, as a drive theory, frustration-aggression hypothesis emphasizes

the importance of both environment and instincts on aggression.

2.2. Types of Aggression

Research on the general construct of aggression has revealed many
distinctions between different types of aggressive behavior. Some of these
distinctions are related to the conditions involving the aggressive acts (e.g.,
its underlying motives) (Salmivalli, 2001). For instance, aggression has
been classified into affective versus instrumental (Geen, 2001), or proactive

versus reactive (Crick & Dodge, 1996) aggression. In affective aggression,
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the main motive for the act is harming the victim accompanying strong
negative emotional states. Anger can mostly be thought instigator condition
of this type aggression. However, instrumental aggression does not consist
of strong emotions (Geen, 2001). On the other hand, according to Dodge
and Coie (1987, p.1147)

Aggression that appears to be a response to antecedent
conditions such as goal blocking and provocation, and
responses that are primarily interpersonal and hostile in
nature can be considered reactive; in contrast, aggression that
occurs in anticipation of self-serving outcomes can be called

proactive.

Moreover, proactive aggression does no require anger or provocation

whereas reactive aggression does.

Furthermore, other differentiations are related to the nature of act itself, such
as physical versus verbal (Buss, 1961), or overt versus covert (relational,
social, subtle) (Leadbeater et al., 2006) aggression. As explained earlier,
aggression is defined as ““a response that delivers noxious stimuli to another
organism” (Buss, 1961, p.17), and according to Buss, noxious stimuli can
occur in the context of different kinds of aggressive responses, such as
physical, and verbal. Physical aggression is described as “an assault against
an organism by means of body parts (limb, teeth) or weapons (knife, club,
gun)” (Buss, 1961, p.4). There may be two kinds of outcomes of assault.
The first one contains removing obstacle and putting an end to the source of
noxious stimulation. Moreover, the second kind of outcome of physical
aggression includes pain or injury (not always) to another organism. On the
other hand, verbal aggression is defined as “a vocal response that delivers
noxious stimuli to another organism™ and compared to physical aggression,
noxious stimuli appeared in verbal aggression are rejection and threat (Buss,

1961, p.6). Rejection can be verbal or nonverbal and there are three types of
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verbal rejection; the first one is direct and unvarnished dismissal, the second
one is a hostile remark, and the third one is criticism, derogation, and

cursing.

Furthermore, Buss (1961) asserts that anger, hostility, and aggression are
three concepts referring to emotion, attitudes or cognitions, and behavior,
respectively. He also puts forward that although these three concepts often
get together, in terms of expositional purposes, they are used separately.

According to Kassinove and Sukhodolsky (1995, p.7) anger is

A negative phenomenological (or internal) feeling state
associated with specific cognitive and perceptual distortions
and deficiencies (e.g., misappraisals, errors, and attributions
of blame, injustice, preventability, and/or intentionality),
subjective labeling, psychological changes, and action
tendencies to engage in socially constructed and reinforced

organized behavioral scripts.

Moreover, Buss (1961, p.9) describes anger as “an emotional reaction with
prominent autonomic and skeletal-facial components” and explains that
although the skeletal and facial aspects of anger are changed and prohibited
by society, the autonomic aspects of anger remain unaffected. He also
emphasizes that diffuseness, energizing aspects, and tension are the main
characteristics of anger. Furthermore, according to Buss (1961), anger may
be considered as a drive state; however it is not the drive for aggression, all
the time. Rather, it can be considered as one of the drives that lead to

aggression, and it does not always result in aggression.

Hostility is defined as “an implicit verbal response involving negative
feelings (ill will) and negative evaluations of people and events” (Buss,
1961, p.12). The hostile response, compared to physical aggression, verbal

aggression, and anger, is not instrumental or autonomic. On the contrary, it
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includes assessment and evaluation of stimuli, and these negative
assessments did not have influence upon other people unless they are

verbalized (Buss, 1961).

As aresult, it can be concluded that aggression is a comprehensive construct
with different forms, and there are many dispositional (personality) and
situational (environmental) factors that can influence its different types. For
instance, Weiss et al. (2005) examined the association between hostility,
level of depressive symptoms, and smoking in a sample of 1699 ethnically
diverse students, and found out that the relationship between hostility and
smoking was stronger for students reporting higher levels of depressive
symptoms. Furthermore, Muris, Meesters, Morren, and Moorman (2004)
found that both attachment status and parental rearing behaviors accounted
for a unique and significant proportion of the variance in adolescent’s
anger/hostility. In an another study, Moses (1999) investigated the
relationship between exposure to violence and symptoms of depression,
gender, and hostility among 337 high school students, and found that
exposure to violence was predictive of hostility for both gender groups, and

predictive of depression for females.

Moreover, Loveland, Lounsbury, Welsh, and Buboltz (2007) examined the
role of the Big Five personality traits and physical aggression in predicting
the grade point averages of 992 adolescent students and found negative
relationship between physical aggression and the grade point averages of
students. In another study with 1155 adolescents, Hildyard (1999) explored
the prevalence rates and gender differences in physical aggression and
relational aggression in dating relationships and reported that almost 20% of
participants used physical aggression, 50% of the participants used
relational aggression in their relationships. Results also indicated that
physical aggression was used more among females than males, and both
forms of aggression were found to be related to social and psychological

maladjustment, for both females and males.
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Furhermore, Wolf and Foshee’s (2003) study with 1965 adolescents,
indicated that adolescents exposed to family violence learn anger expression
styles that put them at risk of being perpetrators of dating violence. In
another study with 216 high school students and 96 adolescents detained in
a juvenile detention center, Gunderson (2006) investigated the effects of real
life and media violence exposure, and found that real life and media
violence were significantly related to increased aggression, increased hostile
attributions, and decreased empathy for the high school students, on the
other hand, for the detained adolescents, exposure to real life violence was
positively related to aggression, but was not significantly related to hostile
attributions and empathy. Besides, media violence was not related to none

of them.

2.3. Variables Associated with Aggression

2.3.1. Gender

Gender is one of the demographic factors, which has been found to associate
with aggression. Studies which investigated gender differences concerning
aggression have suggested that males are mostly more aggressive than
females, especially physically, and the types of the aggression vary in terms

of gender.

For example, Connor et al. (2003) explored the gender differences related to
proactive and reactive aggression with 323 clinically referred children and
adolescents (68 females and 255 males). In this cross-sectional study, the
results illustrated that there were no gender differences in proactive and

reactive aggression.

In another non-experimental study with 653 Spanish adolescents, Toldos

(2005) observed no gender difference in terms of indirect aggression. On the
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other hand, physical and verbal aggressions were observed more frequently

among males than among females in all age groups (14, 15, 16, and 17).

In the same vein, Santisteban et al. (2007) reported that males used more
physical and verbal aggression than females in their correlational study with
2208 pre-adolescents and adolescents. Using self-report questionnaires (984
males and 1224 females) the researchers found no gender differences in
terms of hostility, but the anger scores of females were higher than the anger

scores of males.

Likewise, Leadbeater et al. (2006), using youth’s self-reports in their
correlational study with a sample of 455 adolescents (eighth to tenth-grade
students), observed that males had higher levels of relational and physical
aggression than females. Furthermore, in a sample of 1478 junior and senior
secondary school students (ages ranging between 12 and 20 years) in
Botswana Malete (2007) found that males perceived themselves more

aggressive than females.

Literature has also demonstrated the relationship between aggression and
gender in university samples. For example, Pompili et al. (2007), in a
correlational study with 300 Italian university students (141 males, 159
females), reported that males reported higher physical aggression than
females, although males and females did not differ in overall, verbal
aggression and hostility scores. In another study with 134 university
students, Burton, Hafetz, and Henninger (2007) found that males used more
physical aggression than females, but no gender difference was observed on

relational aggression.

In Turkey, studies have also demonstrated contradictory results. For
instance, in a comparative study with 127 high school and 43 university
students, Korkut (2002) discovered that females showed more expressive

aggression than males. In contrast, in another study with 271 female and
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216 male university students, Celik (2006) found that male students showed
more physical, verbal, and relational aggression, but there were no gender
differences in anger and hostility. Similarly, in a study with 246 female and
334 male high school students, Efilti (2006) observed that males were more
aggressive than females. However, Aglamaz (2006) argued that aggression
levels of high school students (577 female and 646 male) did not

differentiate in terms of gender.

In sum, both western and Turkish literature indicates inconsistent findings
regarding the role of gender in aggression. Although in some studies males
have demonstrated more aggression than females, in some studies, no

significant gender difference has been observed.

2.3.2. Self-Esteem

According to Rosenberg (1965, p.30), self-esteem is “the individual’s over-
all level of self-acceptance or self-rejection.” Two aspects of self-esteem are
mentioned by Rosenberg, high and low self-esteem. Individuals with high
self-esteem feel respectable, worthy, but not superior; on the other hand,
individuals with low self-esteem do not satisfy themselves, and reject their

selves.

Literature also reports contradictory results about the associations between
self-esteem and aggression. Whether low or high self-esteem is the better
predictor of aggression is disagreement point of that issue. Some researchers
argue that both low and high self-esteem increase aggression; some supports
low self-esteem and aggression relationship, while the others emphasize the

importance of stability of self-esteem, not level of it.

For instance, Fling et al. (1992), in their study with adolescents ages 11-14,

found negative relationship between self-reported self-esteem and
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aggression. On the contrary, teacher ratings demonstrated positive

relationship between self-esteem and aggression.

In a cross-sectional design study, Esposito, Kobak, and Little (2005)
examined self-esteem reactivity and aggressive behavior by using a diary
design in children included 23 boys and 18 girls, ranging in age from 10 to
13 years. The results indicated that level of self-esteem was not related to
aggressive behavior, but aggressive children’s self-esteem was more
reactive to negative peer events and less reactive to negative interactions
with adults. The researchers claimed that aggressive children were more
sensitive to the problems in their relationships with adults than the problems

in their relationships with their peers.

Perez et al. (2005), in a descriptive study with 140 undergraduate university
students, investigated the relationship between both high-low self-esteem
and self-reported physical aggression. The results indicated that very low
and very high self-esteem people were apt to use physical aggression than
reasonable self-esteem people. The results also indicated that men used

more physical aggression than women.

Donellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, Moffitt, and Caspi (2005) conducted both
cross-sectional and longitudinal study with 11-14 year-old 292 participants
(studyl), 11-13 year-old 1548 participants (study2), and 3143 undergraduate
students (study3). The researchers observed that there was a strong relation
between low self-esteem and internalizing problems such as aggression,
antisocial behavior, and delinquency under the control of potential
confounding variables like supportive parenting, parent-child and peer
relationships, achievement-test scores, socioeconomic status, and IQ.
Furthermore, the results suggested that low self-esteem and narcissism were
independent in terms of their effects on aggression, and the researchers
claimed that low self-esteem and narcissism were on the opposite ends of

the same continuum.
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In another longitudinal study with 842 middle school children, Taylor,
Davis-Kean, and Malanchuk (2007) examined the influences of self-esteem
and self-concept on aggression in a school environment. No relation was
discovered between self-esteem and aggression. Moreover, the results
showed that students with low self-concept in their scholastic abilities
behaved more aggressively than those with high self-concept in their
scholastic abilities, and threatened academic self-esteem was not related to

aggression at school.

Turkish literature presents very limited number of studies regarding self-
esteem and aggression relationship among adolescent population. For
instance, in a recent descriptive study conducted with 538 high school
students, Sahan (2007) examined the role of the problem solving, self-
esteem, and peer pressure on aggression; and he explored the relationships
between aggression and some demographic variables, such as gender, and
class level. The results revealed that aggression levels of male students were
higher than female students. Besides, low peer pressure, high self-esteem
level, and problem solving ability were found to be related to low

aggression level.

On the contrary, self-esteem and gender relationship have mostly been
studied in Turkey. These studies usually demonstrate that no gender
difference exist in terms of self-esteem level of adolescents. For example,
Balat and Akman (2004), in their study with 482 Turkish high school
students, found that self-esteem level did not differentiate between genders.
Yenidiinya (2005) did not observe any significant difference between
female (n = 230) and male (n = 228) high school students in terms of their
self-esteem level. Likewise, Cigdemoglu (2006) did not report any gender-
self esteem association among 600 high school students. In the same line,
Cevik’s (2007) study has indicated that self-esteem levels of high school

students (n = 532) did not differentiate in terms of gender.
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Consequently, it can be said that the literature review indicates controversial
findings regarding self-esteem and aggression relationship. Although some
studies demonstrated no relationship between self-esteem and aggression,

some others supported low self-esteem and aggression relationship.

2.3.3. Narcissism

Recent literature has suggested a potential role for narcissism as a predictor
of aggression. Majority of these studies have been conducted to differentiate
the concept of narcissism and high self-esteem concepts (e.g., Raskin and
Terry, 1988), and their relationship with aggression in different populations.
For instance, Papps and O’Carroll (1998), in their study with 338 university
students, investigated the level of self-esteem and narcissism in expressing
and experiencing anger. Subjects were divided into four groups according to
their extreme scores on self-esteem and narcissism for comparing scores on
anger scales of subjects. The results showed that high narcissism-high self-
esteem individuals were more related to experience and express anger than
low narcissism-high self-esteem individuals. High self esteem-low
narcissism individuals had fewer tendencies to experience or express anger.
There was a relationship between low self-esteem and anger less than the
level associated with high narcissism-high self esteem, but greater than the

level associated with low narcissism-high self-esteem.

Likewise, in Sullivan and Geaslin’s (2001) correlational study with 235
undergraduate psychology students, the relationships among narcissism,
self-esteem, irrational beliefs and aggression were investigated. The results
of the study showed that students with higher scores on NPI (Narcissistic
Personality Inventory) were more aggressive, there was a strong relationship
between narcissism and especially instrumental (overt; such as verbal and
physical) behavioral aspect of aggression. Males also reported higher
aggression scores than females. Moreover, a negative relationship between

self-esteem and aggression was observed.
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In accordance with the previous study, Rozenblatt (2002) examined the
relationships among self-esteem, narcissism, and aggressive behavior in
undergraduate students (70 female, 33 male). The results indicated that
unstable self-esteem was associated with anger, but not physical aggression,
verbal aggression, and hostility. The results also revealed that stable self-
esteem was less related to physical and verbal aggression, anger, and
hostility than unstable high self-esteem and low self-esteem. Pathological
narcissism such as exploitativeness and entitlement was related to hostility,
physical, and verbal aggression, but not related to anger. In addition, healthy
narcissism such as superiority, exhibitionism, vanity, self-sufficiency, and
leadership had significant correlations with physical and verbal aggression,
but not with anger and hostility. Pathological narcissism and low self-
esteem were found to be related to aggression. The findings also indicated

that self-esteem and narcissism were independent concepts.

Recent experimental studies have also provided additional support that
narcissism appears to be an important variable in understanding the
aggressive behaviors of individuals. For example, Barry et al. (2006), in
their study with 120 undergraduates, explored the relationship between
narcissism and aggression following the negative feedback, and reported
that after negative feedback narcissism was related to increased aggression
among males than females. Moreover, positive feedback did not increase

aggression.

Similarly, Twenge and Campbell (2003) examined whether narcissists
reacted to social rejection with increased anger in a four consecutive
experimental study with undergraduate students. Study 1 indicated that
narcissism was related to more anger and fewer internalized negative
emotions after a part episode of social rejection related in a narrative. Study
2 showed that narcissism was associated with more anger and fewer
internalized negative emotions in terms of manipulated social rejection in a

laboratory. In study 3, behavioral measure of aggression was added, and
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narcissists behaved more aggressively against to the rejecter. In study 4,
displaced aggression was measured after social rejection, and narcissism
was found to be related to this form of displaced aggression after a rejection
experience. Nevertheless, the results did not support the relationship
between narcissism and aggression or anger after social acceptance. Authors
claimed that self-esteem played little role in predicting aggression in
response to rejection. In general, the overall results indicated that narcissists
were more angry and aggressive than non-narcissists in terms of social

rejection.

Literature has also presented contradictory findings regarding narcissism
and aggression, and several studies did not represent a link between
threatened egotism (narcissism) and aggression. For example, Schreer
(2002) explored whether narcissism, inflated views of the self, is connected
to aggressive driving behavior such as tailgating, obscene gestures, flashing
the high beams, obstructing the path of other vehicles, and intentionally
trying to injure or assault another driver in a sample of 99 undergraduates.
In this study narcissism was defined by using two subcomponents: non-
defensive self-esteem (authority, self-sufficiency, vanity, and superiority),
and defensive self-esteem- aggression (exhibitionism, exploitativeness, and
entitlement). Although no relationship was found between total NPI scores
and aggressive driving behavior, the results indicated that higher levels of
exhibitionism revealed higher levels of aggressive driving behavior, and
higher levels of superiority revealed lower levels of aggressive driving
behavior. However, no correlation between exploitativeness and aggressive
driving behavior was found. Additionally, no significant gender difference

was found in aggressive driving behavior.

Furthermore, in a recent experimental study, Martinez, Zeichner, Reidy, and
Miller (2008) explored the association between narcissism and displaced
aggression (DA). Ninety-two undergraduate male students voluntarily

participated in the study. After they completed the self-report questionnaires
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and sample writing, participants were assigned to the following three
experimental conditions: positive (n = 32), negative (n = 30), and delayed (n
= 30) assessment on writing skills. DA was determined by phony electric
shocks, which were administered to unconcerned people about the
evaluation. The results indicated that narcissism was not significantly
related to DA following negative and positive assessments. However, there
was a strong effect of narcissism on DA in the delayed feedback condition.
The researchers argued that this condition was frustrating because of

ambiguity or delayed gratification about their performance.

Studies regarding the relationship between narcissism and aggression
among children have revealed results that are rather more consistent. For
example, Barry et al. (2003) investigated the relations among narcissism,
self-esteem, CU (callous-unemotional, e.g. absence of guilt, limited
emotional behaviors, lack of empathy) traits, and conduct problems in 98, 9-
15 years old children. Results indicated that narcissism and self-esteem had
low correlations, and their correlations with the conduct problems were at
the opposite ends of the same continuum. High narcissism and low self-
esteem were connected with high levels of conduct problems. Results also
showed that a maladaptive dimension of narcissism was positively
correlated with conduct problems and CU traits, and negatively correlated
with self-esteem. There was no significant interaction between narcissism
and CU traits. Moreover it was found that males who showed maladaptive

aspects of narcissism employed more conduct problems than females.

In a comparative study with 370 Asian children and adolescents, Ang and
Yusof (2005) studied the relationships among aggression, narcissism, and
self-esteem. The results indicated that aggressive students reported
considerably higher narcissism scores than non-aggressive students, but
there is no difference between aggressive and non-aggressive students in

terms of their self-esteem scores. The investigators claimed that results
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provide empirical evidence that high self-esteem and narcissism are

different constructs.

In a descriptive study with 233, 5™-8" grade students at three inner-city
schools, Washburn, McMahon, King, Reinecke, and Silver (2004) found
positive  relationship ~ between  narcissistic ~ features, especially
exploitativeness and self reported proactive aggression (purposeful
aggressive behavior), and between exhibitionism and internalizing
symptoms. The results showed that females had higher scores on the NPI
Adaptive Narcissism factor than males, whereas males had higher scores on
the Teacher Checklist-Aggression Scale than females. The interaction
between narcissism and self-esteem was only found in teacher-reported

aggression, and in self-reported internalizing symptoms.

Barry, Frick et al. (2007), in their longitudinal study with 98 children,
ranging in age from 9 to 15 years, found that maladaptive aspects of
narcissism (exploitativeness, entitlement, exhibitionism) was a significant
predictor of delinquency up to two years later even when controlling other
interpersonal risk factors for conduct problems (e.g., callous-unemotional
traits, impulsivity), parenting practices, earlier conduct problems; and
delinquency in early years of life was a more consistent and unique
predictor of delinquency in further ages. They also observed that adaptive
narcissism (authority, self-sufficiency) was related to maladaptive

narcissism, but not related to delinquency.

In the same vein, Barry et al. (2007) conducted an experimental study to
investigate the role of psychopathy-linked narcissism in predicting proactive
and reactive aggression and conduct problems of 160 aggressive children.
The results indicated that males had higher levels of narcissism than
females, and narcissism was related to reactive aggression, proactive
aggression, and conduct problems. The researchers claimed that narcissism

and self-esteem were unrelated since no correlation between them was
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found. The results also indicated that higher narcissism was related to higher
proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and conduct problems. When the
control variables, such as narcissism, were entered into equation, no
relationship was found between low self-esteem and high aggression and

conduct problems.

Furthermore, Sandstrom and Herlan (2007) investigated the association
between egotism and aggressive behavior of, 4™ grade children in two
consecutive studies. In the first study, participants were 392 children.
Sociometric interviews were conducted and results showed that children,
who overestimated their social acceptance, were scored high on both overt
and relationally aggressive behavior by their peers. In the experimental
study, participants were 94 children. Participants, after receiving positive or
negative feedback from a peer about their performance in a class speech,
were given a chance to behave aggressively toward the valuator for
assessing the retaliation in reply to provocation. The results showed that
children who had an exaggerated status among peers did not respond
aggressively toward criticism coming from their peers. On the contrary,
children who are considered more positive by their peers than their
perceptions behave aggressively in response to criticism. The results also
showed that low levels of self-esteem were associated with high levels of
retaliatory behavior regardless of peer feedback. On the other hand, high
levels of self-esteem was connected to low levels of retaliatory behavior in
response to praise, and high levels of retaliation in response to peer

criticism.

In summary, the literature review demonstrates that a considerable number
of studies on narcissism and aggression relationship have been mostly
carried out with university students and children abroad. Moreover,
empirical evidence has not consistently suggested a link between narcissism

and aggression particularly for university population. In addition, there
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exists no study that explores the predictive value of narcissism on

aggressive behaviors of high school students in Turkey.

2.3.4. Social Problem Solving

Throughout the day, people face many problems, and try to solve them at
home, at school, at work, even at the market. However, some problems can
be very challenging and require more thought and emotion. The way in
which people handle these problems can play an important role in daily life,
so it requires some skills. According to D’Zurilla and Nezu (1999; as cited
in McMurran, Fyffe, McCarthy, Duggan, & Latham, 2001) social problem
solving is the application of these skills in daily life. On the other hand,
deficiencies in these abilities might lead to aggressive solutions. Studies
abroad also have yielded that aggressive children and adolescents found less
solutions to problems and have chosen more aggressive behaviors than non-
aggressive ones (e.g., Akhtar & Bradley, 1991; D’Zurilla, Chang, & Sanna,
2003; Jaffee & D’Zurilla, 2003; Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 1997;
Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986).

For example, Pakaslahti and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1997), in a study with
780, 14- year-old adolescents, demonstrated that “the approval of aggression
as a way of coping with social problems because of existing excuses” was
positively associated with aggressive behavior. “Completely negative
attitudes towards aggression” and “Aggression as an unacceptable way of
coping with social conflict situations” were associated negatively with
aggressive behavior. Furthermore, the researchers found a support for the
mediating role of social acceptance in relation to aggressive problem

solving strategies and aggressive behavior.

Likewise, Jaffee and D’Zurilla (2003), in their descriptive study with 117
high school students and their mothers (n = 83) and fathers (n = 73),

investigated the relationships among adolescents’ and their parents’ social
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problem solving abilities, aggression and delinquency. Results of the study
indicated that social problem solving abilities of adolescents were
significantly related to aggression and delinquency. Moreover, aggression
was related to more negative problem orientation and avoidance style; and
delinquency = was related to more avoidance style and
impulsivity/carelessness style. It was also found out that mothers’ problem
solving skills were related to children’s aggressiveness; but father’s problem

solving skills were not associated with aggression.

Similarly, McMurran, Blair, and Egan (2002) found that there was a
negative relation between social problem solving and aggression in British
undergraduate and postgraduate male students (n = 70). It was also found
that problem solving ability had a mediating role between impulsivity and
aggression. The authors suggested that teaching problem solving skills

could be beneficial in order to reduce aggression.

In a recent study with 108 psychology undergraduates, Ramadan and
McMurran (2005) reported that impulsiveness was linked to aggression, and
social problem solving had a mediating role in this relationship in both
males and females. However, in a correlational study with incarcerated male
offenders, Derkzen (2007) found that social problem solving did not act as a
mediating role in the relationship with impulsivity and aggression. The
results also indicated that higher levels of impulsivity and alcohol
dependency and lower levels of social problem solving were related to

higher levels of aggression.

Studies regarding the relationship between problem solving and aggression
have recently been appeared in the Turkish literature. In a descriptive study
conducted with 538 high school students, Sahan (2007) examined the role of
the problem solving, self-esteem, and peer pressure on aggression. Results
revealed that low peer pressure, high self-esteem level, and problem solving

ability were the indicators of low aggression. Likewise, in an adult sample,
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Kurtyilmaz (2005) investigated the 853 teacher trainees’ aggressive
behaviors in terms of various variables. Results indicated that men were
more aggressive than women were, and when the negative perceptions to

problem solving ability increased, aggressive behaviors increased, too.

Although less research is available on the relationship between problem
solving and aggression in Turkish samples, there have been several studies
on the relationship between gender and problem solving. In general,
literature indicated inconsistent findings about the effect of gender on
problem solving. Although in some studies, males perceived themselves
more confident than females in problem solving (e.g., Aksan, 2006; Aslan,
2007; Korkut, 2002), some of them showed that females were more
confident in their problem solving abilities than males (e.g., Cam &
Tiimkaya, 2006; Danmisik, 2005; Derin, 2006), and in others, no significant
gender difference was found (e.g., Batigiin & Sahin, 2003; Cilingir, 2006;
Taylan, 1990; Tiimkaya & Iﬂazoglu, 2000).

For example, Tiimkaya and Iflazoglu (2000), in their correlational study,
found that social problem solving perceptions of 443 undergraduate students
did not differentiate in terms of gender. Similarly, Taylan (1990), in his
study with 226 university students also observed no interaction between
problem solving and gender. Likewise, Batigiin and Sahin (2003), in their
correlational study with 619 individuals (aged 14 to 62), reported no gender
differences in problem solving ability. Moreover, in a descriptive study with
400 high school students, Cilingir (2006) found no significant gender effect

on problem solving.

In a descriptive study with 623 graduate and undergraduate students, Cam
and Tiimkaya (2006) found that female students had more negative way of
approaching problems and they used more insistent-persevering approach
than male students. Moreover, Derin (2006), in her study with 434

secondary school students, indicated that females perceived themselves
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better than males in problem solving abilities. On the contrary, in Korkut’s
study (2002) with 239 high school students, males reported more confident
perception in terms of problem solving abilities than females. Likewise,
Aslan (2007), in a descriptive study, investigated self-perceptions of 270
undergraduate students in terms of problem solving, and found that males
had more confidence in problem solving than females. Similarly, Aksan
(2006), in a correlational study with 111 university students, demonstrated

that males had more confidence than females in problem solving abilities.

In summary, literature review indicates that gender, self-esteem, narcissism,
and social problem solving appear to be important factors that influence or
impact aggression in children, adolescents, and young adults. However, a
precise understanding of each factors’ contribution to aggression is still
unknown. To date, it is also evident that no study has explored the gender,
self-esteem, narcissism, and social problem solving (i.e., negative problem
orientation, rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and
avoidance style) variables concomitantly to predict aggressive behaviors
(i.e., physical aggression, anger, hostility, and verbal aggression) among

Turkish adolescents.
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CHAPTER 111

METHOD

In this chapter, methodological process of the study is presented. In the first
section, the overall design of the study is presented. Details about the
participants are explained in the second section. Data collection instruments
used in the present study and their validity and reliability studies are
presented in the third section. The data collection procedure is described in
the fourth section. The fifth section presents description of variables. Data
analysis procedure is explained in the sixth section. The last section presents

the limitations of the study.

3.1. Overall Design of the Study

The purpose of this correlational study is to investigate the role of perceived
social problem solving (i.e., negative problem orientation, rational problem
solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and avoidance style), self esteem,
narcissism, and gender in predicting aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical

aggression, anger, hostility, verbal aggression) of high school students.

Participants were 825 adolescents (aged 14-18) from five state high schools
located in Ankara. Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (AQ), Rosenberg
Self-Esteem Scale (RSES), Ames, Rose, and Anderson Narcissistic
Personality Inventory (NPI-16), and D"Zurilla and Maydeu-Olivares Social
Problem Solving Inventory-Revised (SPSI-R) were administered to

participants in a single session.
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Four separate standard multiple regression analyses were conducted to
examine the role of perceived social problem solving (i.e., negative problem
orientation, rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style,
avoidance style), self-esteem, narcissism and gender in predicting
aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical aggression, anger, hostility, verbal

aggression) of high school students.

3.2. Participants

Convenient sampling method was used as a sample selection procedure.
Eight hundred and twenty-five volunteer high school students were recruited
from two Anatolian high schools (Ankara High School, and Ankara Atatiirk
High School) (n = 400), one general lycee (Ahmet Yesevi High School) (n =
150), one Anatolian vocational high school (Anafartalar Anatolian
Vocational High School) (n = 75), and one multi programmed lycee
(Dogantepe Multi Programmed Lycee) (n = 200) in Ankara. Of participants,
58.2% were female (n = 480) and 41.8% were male (n = 345).

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

Four self-report instruments, namely Aggression Questionnaire (Can, 2002),
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Cuhadaroglu, 1986), Narcissistic Personality
Inventory (Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006), and Social Problem Solving
Inventory-Revised (Dora, 2003) were used as data collection instruments in

the present study.

3.3.1. Aggression Questionnaire (AQ)

Buss and Perry (1992) revised “the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory” and
developed “Aggression Questionnaire” to measure the aggression level of
healthy and unhealthy children and adolescents aged 9-18. It consists of 34

items, which are scored along a 5 point- Likert scale, with 1 showing “very
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often applies to me” and 5 showing “never or hardly ever applies to me”.
The item of 19 is scored in a reverse manner. Aggression Questionnaire
includes five subscales; Physical Aggression (9 items), Verbal Aggression
(5 items), Anger (7 items), Hostility (8 items), and Indirect Aggression (5
items). Internal consistency reliability of the original questionnaire was
found to be .89 for the total scale, .85 for Physical Aggression, .72 for
Verbal Aggression, .83 for Anger, .77 for Hostility, and .72 for Indirect
Aggression subscales. Moreover, test-retest reliability for the total scale was
.80; for the subscales of Physical Aggression, Verbal Aggression, Anger,
Hostility, and Indirect Aggression were .80, .76, .72, .72, .74, respectively.
Additionally, Harris (1997), in his reliability and validity study of AQ,
found that Cronbach’s Alpha Correlation Coefficient was .76 for the total
scale. The internal consistency of the subscales ranged between .70 and .75

(as cited in Can, 2002).

AQ was adapted to Turkish population by Can (2002) (see Appendix A).
Self-report data were obtained from 300 healthy and voluntary people (ages
18 and above) in psychiatry service. The Turkish version of the instrument
has a high internal consistency. Cronbach Alfa coefficient was found to be
.92 for the total scale, and internal consistencies of the subscales ranged
from .54 to .83. Test-retest reliability for the total scale was .86, for the
subscales of physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, hostility, and
indirect aggression were .85, .70, .75, .81, and .74, respectively. The three
subscales of the Spielberg’s State Trait Anger Scale, continual anger, anger-
into, and anger-out had positive relationship with AQ (correlation
coefficients ranged from -.53 to .75); whereas anger control subscale had a

negative relationship (r = -.28) with AQ.

3.3.1.1. Validity and Reliability of AQ

Exploratory factor analysis was performed to obtain construct validity

evidence for the AQ (n = 825). Results of the principal component analysis
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with varimax rotation revealed 8 factors explaining 51.14% of the total
variance with Eigenvalues of 7.31, 2.04, 1.80, 1.52, 1.39, 1.17, 1.14, and
1.02 respectively. However, it was observed that most of the items did not
cluster according to a theoretically meaningful factor structure. Since the
original AQ has five factors, 5 - factor orthogonal solution was selected.
The five factor solution explained 41.62% of the total variance with
Eigenvalues of 7.40, 2.00, 1.83, 1.52, and 1.39 respectively. It was also
observed that several items did not load strongly on any factors (item 16), or
highly loaded on at least two factors (item 22, 17, 14, 33, 9, 15, and 32). In
addition, items of Indirect Aggression factor loaded on other factors. It was
also noticed that almost all of Indirect Aggression items’ loadings (except
item 13) were quite low. Therefore, item 26, 28, 34, 20, 18, and 30 were
dropped from the further analysis. Finally, the results of the principal
component analysis with varimax rotation revealed four factors with
Eigenvalues of 5.38, 1.69, 1.52, and 1.13, respectively, explaining 48.60%
of the total variance. This four-factor consisted of 20 items of AQ. Except
item 13, which loaded highly on Physical Aggression factor not on Indirect
Aggression; factor loadings approximated those of the original study. Factor
loadings of four-factor solution for the AQ are presented in Table 3.1
Additionally Eigenvalues and percentages of the explained variance of the

four components are shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.1
Factor Loadings and Communalities of the Items of AQ via Principal
Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

Item  Items of AQ Com FI F2 F3 F4
No
11 Someone has pushed me so far that hit .60 .76
him or her
27 If I have to resort to violence to protect .52 .72
my rights, I will
25 If somebody hits me, I hit back S22 71
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Table 3.1 Continued

Item  Items of AQ Com FI F2 F3 F4
No
23 At times I can't control the urge to hit S1 .65
someone
8 I may hit someone if he or she 46 .64
provokes me
10 I have threatened people I know 41 54
24 I get into fights more than most people .46 .53
13 If I'm angry enough, I may mess up 31 .49
someone's work
19 I'm a calm person 52 .67
7 At times I get very angry for no good .50 .65
reason
12 I have trouble controlling my temper .55 .58
3 I flare up quickly, but get over it 33 55
quickly
29 At times | feel like a bomb ready to 41 47
explode
21 I sometimes feel that people are .60 74
laughing at me behind my back
31 I know that 'friends' talk about me .56 .68
behind my back
5 At time I feel I have gotten a raw deal .50 .64
out of line
2 Other people always seem to get the 41 57
breaks
4 I often find myself disagreeing .64 75
1 My friends say that I argue a lot Sl .67
6 I can't help getting into arguments 42 .59

when people disagree with me

Note. Com=Communality; Fl=Physical Aggression subscale; F2=Anger
subscale; F3=Hostility subscale; F4=Verbal Aggression subscale.
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Table 3.2
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings of Four Factors of AQ

Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %
Physical aggression 5.38 18.25 18.25
Anger 1.69 10.36 28.61
Hostility 1.52 10.14 38.75
Verbal aggression 1.13 9.85 48.60

Internal consistency of AQ was assessed by computing Cronbach Alpha
Coefficient (n = 825). The reliability coefficient alpha was found .85 for the
total scale, .82 for Physical Aggression, .67 for Anger, .64 for Hostility, and
.64 for Verbal Aggression subscales.

3.3.2. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES)

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale was developed by Rosenberg (1965) for
measuring global self-esteem levels of adolescents. RSES is a Gutman-type
scale with four response options ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly
disagree (4), and consists of 10 items, 5 positively scored and 5 negatively
scored. RSES includes such statements as the following: “I do not have
much to be proud of”, “I am proud of myself”, and “I take a positive attitude
toward myself”. Reverse items are 3, 5, 8, 9, 10. The possible total score
obtained from the scale ranges between 0-40. The higher score indicates the

higher self-esteem (Schmitt & Allik, 2005).

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale was adapted to Turkish adolescents by
Cuhadaroglu (1986) (see Appendix B). The correlation coefficient between
psychiatric interview scores and scores of RSES was found .71
(Cuhadaroglu, 1986). Besides, in a recent study with 837 high school
students, Cronbach Alpha Correlation Coefficient computed for RSES was
found .81 (Ozmen, 2006).
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In the present study, internal consistency of RSES was computed by
Cronbach Alpha Coefficient (n = 794). For the total scale, the Cronbach
Alpha Correlation Coefficient was found .79.

3.3.3. Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI-16)

Narcissistic Personality Inventory originally was developed by Raskin and
Hall (1979, as cited in Raskin & Terry, 1988), and then revised by Raskin
and Terry (1988) and Emmons (1987, as cited in Ames et al., 2006). Short
measure of narcissism (the NPI-16) was developed by Ames et al. (2006)
(see Appendix C). Ames, Rose, and Anderson (2006), in their five studies
(776 undergraduate university students in the first study, 167 MBA students
in the second study, 158 undergraduate students in the third study, 176
undergraduate students in the fourth study, and 43 MBA students in the last
study) found that NPI-40 and NPI-16 scale were significantly and positively
correlated (r = .90). Test-retest reliability of NPI-16 over a 5 week interval
showed stable scores; o0 was .69 at Time 1, .78 at Time 2, and internal
consistency estimated by Cronbach Alpha Correlation Coefficient was .85.
Furthermore, NPI-16 and NPI-40 indicated similar moderate and significant
correlations with Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (r = .30, and .38,
respectively). Additionally, the NPI-16 was found to be positively correlated
with openness, extraversion, self-esteem, self-monitoring, and expectations
subscales of the longer version of NPI in Emmons’ study (1984; as cited in
Ames et al., 2006). However, short form was not significantly correlated

with dispositionism subscale.

Scoring is done via computing proportion of narcissism. Narcissist items
were scored as 1, and non-narcissist items were scored as 0. The possible
maximum score obtained from the scale is 16 and minimum is 0. A higher

scores obtained from the inventory indicates higher level of narcissism.
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3.3.3.1. Adaptation Study of NPI-16

First translation study of the NPI-16 was implemented. Original form of the
NPI-16 was translated to Turkish by two academicians from Middle East
Technical University and one guidance counselor from Baskent University
who had a good command of English and Turkish. The translated form was
also examined by one instructor working at Academic Writing Center in
Middle East Technical University. Afterwards the researcher and her
supervisor evaluated the Turkish translations of the NPI-16, and then the

final form of the NPI-16 was obtained.

3.3.3.2. Validity and Reliability of NPI-16

Exploratory factor analysis was performed for the NPI-16 in this study (n =
825). The results of the Principal components analysis with varimax rotation
yielded five factors with Eigenvalues over 1, explaining 47.84% of the total
variance. It was observed that item 11, item 7, and item 3 loaded on other
factors as well. Therefore, these items were removed from the further factor
analysis. In the second run results revealed five factors explaining 55.65%
of the total variance with Eigenvalues of 2.71, 1.26, 1.17, 1.08, and 1.01
respectively. Factor loadings of five-factor solution for the NPI are given in
Table 3.3. Additionally Eigenvalues and percentages of the explained

variance of the five components are presented in Table 3.4.

Since the original NPI-16 was developed as a unidimensional scale, and
several factors (i.e., F3, F4, and F5) obtained from the Principal components
analysis included two items, it was decided to utilize the total score of NPI

in the subsequent multiple regression analyses.
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Table 3.3
Factor Loadings and Communalities of the Items of NPI via Principal

Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

Item
No

Items of NPI

Com FI F2 F3 F4 F5

2

10

16

13

12

15

14

I am no better or no worse than
most people

I think I am a special person

I am going to be a great person

I hope I am going to be successful
I am much like everybody else

I am an extraordinary person

I am more capable than other
people

There is a lot that I can learn from
other people

I don't mind following orders

I like having authority over people
Being an authority doesn't mean
that much to me

People always seem to recognize
my authority

I don't like it when I find myself
manipulating people

I find it easy to manipulate people
I really like to be the center of
attention

It makes me uncomfortable to be
the center of attention

I like to be the center of attention
I prefer to blend in with the crowd
I usually get the respect that I
deserve

I insist upon getting the respect
that is due me

I expect a great deal from other
people

I like to do things for other people
I try not to be a show off

I am apt to show off if I get the
chance

I know that I am good because
everybody keeps telling me so
When people compliment me I
sometimes get embarrassed

.59

.55

.60

41

57

49

Sl

74

.62

.62

52

52

Sl

70

.68

.66

57

.38

.66

.62

.60 .39

.85

13

16

.66

.68

.67

Note. Com=Communality; F1 = Factor 1; F2 = Factor 2; F3 = Factor 3; F4 =
Factor 4; F5 = Factor 5.
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Table 3.4
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings of Five Factors of NPI

Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %
Factor 1 2.71 14.01 14.01
Factor 2 1.26 11.71 25.71
Factor 3 1.17 10.99 36.71
Factor 4 1.08 9.55 46.26
Factor 5 1.01 9.39 55.65

The internal consistency of NPI-16 was calculated by Cronbach Alpha
Correlation Coefficient (n = 790). The correlation coefficient .65 was

obtained for the overall scale.

3.3.4. Social Problem Solving Inventory-Revised (SPSI-R)

Social Problem Solving Inventory, which was a theory based instrument,
was developed to measure the social problem solving components.
According to the social problem solving theory, social problem solving
includes two dimensions, problem orientation and problem solving style and
these two dimensions have also subscales in themselves (D’Zurilla & Nezu,

1990; as cited in Maydeu-Olivares, & D’Zurilla, 1996).

The revised version of SPSI consists of 52 items. This self-report inventory
has five subscales; Positive Problem Orientation (PPO), Negative Problem
Orientation (NPO), Rational Problem Solving (RPS),
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style (ICS), and Avoidance Style (AS). Rational
Problem Solving Scale also contains four subscales: Problem Definition and
Formulation, Generation of Alternatives, Decision-Making, and Solution
Implementation and Verification (Maydeu-Olivares & D’Zurilla, 1996).
SPSI-R is a 5 point Likert type scale, ranging from “not at all true of me
(0)” to “extremely true of me (4)”. Total score from the SPSI-R can be
obtained, and subtests can also be scored, separately. D’Zurrilla, Nezu, and
Maydeu-Olivares (1996; as cited in Dora, 2003), in their study with 1635
university students, 100 middle-aged and 100 elderly people, found that

correlation coefficient alphas for the five major scales of SPSI-R ranged
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between .69 and .95. Test-retest reliability reported for a sample of 359
university students ranged between .72 and .88. For the construct validity of
SPSI-R, the factor structures was assessed with a sample of university
students (n = 1053) and the results yielded five factors, as consistent with
the social problem solving theory. The reliabilities reported for the
individual scales in a university sample ranged between -.49 and .75.
Furthermore, it was found that the subscales of SPSI-R and Problem
Solving Inventory correlated significantly, and correlation coefficients
ranged from -.58 to .69. Moreover, significant correlations were found
between the subscales of SPSI-R and self esteem (correlation coefficients
ranged between -.51 and .35) (D’Zurrilla et al., 1996; as cited in Dora,
2003).

SPSI-R was adapted to Turkish culture by Dora (2003). After translation
and back translation procedures, Turkish and English forms of the inventory
were administered to ten students, and correlation coefficient was found .82.
Turkish form of SPSI-R was also subjected to factor analysis, and items
with factor loadings below .30 were excluded (items 4, 10, 15, 19, 22, 34,
38, 42, and 51) from the scale. The final form of Turkish SPSI-R consists of
43 items and has five subscales. Furthermore, the correlations among the
subscales of SPSI-R ranged from .49 (between Positive Problem Orientation
and Rational Problem Solving subscales) to -.15 (between Positive Problem
Orientation and Impulsivity/Carelessness Style subscales). The correlation
between the scale scores of SPSI-R and score obtained from another
measure of problem solving inventory was computed and Cronbach alpha
coefficients ranged from -.44 to .59. The internal consistency of the total
inventory estimated by Cronbach alpha was found .74. For the subscales,

Cronbach alphas ranged from .60 to .90 (Dora, 2003).
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3.3.4.1. Validity and Reliability of SPSI-R

Exploratory factor analysis was performed to obtain construct validity
evidence for the SPSI-R (n = 825). Results of the principal component
analysis with varimax rotation yielded nine factors explaining 50.01% of the
total variance with Eigenvalues over 1. However, it was observed that
several items did not load strongly on any factors (i.e., item 10) or highly
loaded on at least two factors (i.e., item 18, item 43, item 46, item 26, item
27, item 2, item 36, item 22, item 45, item 51, and item 52). These items
were excluded from the subsequent analysis. A series of principal
component analyses with varimax rotation were carried out by considering
the original SPSI-R factor structures. During this process, item 7, item 9,
item 19, item 28, and item 38, which loaded highly on rational problem
solving factor not on positive problem orientation were also dropped. The
final rotated solution yielded four meaningful factors explaining 43.78% of
the total variance with Eigenvalues of 7.77, 4.17, 1.92, and 145
respectively. Factor loadings of four-factor solution for the SPSI-R are
presented in Table 3.5. Eigenvalue and percentage of the explained variance

of SPSI-R are given in Table 3.6.

Table 3.5
Factor Loadings and Communalities of the Items of SPSI-R via Principal
Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

Item Items of SPSI-R Com FlI F2 F3 F4
No

48 When I am attempting to solve a problem, .50 .70
I approach it from as many different
angles as possible.

40 When I have a decision to make, I weigh S50 .70
the consequences of each option and
compare them to each other.
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Table 3.5 Continued

Item Items of SPSI-R

No

Com FI F2

F4

44

39

49

29

37

33

35

47

24

20

11

25

When I have a problem to solve, |
examine what factors or circumstances in
my environment might be contributing to
the problem.

When I am trying to solve a problem, I
think of as many options as possible until
I cannot come up with any more ideas.
When I am having trouble understanding
a problem, I try to get more specific and
concrete information about the problem to
help clarify it.

When I have a problem to solve, one of
the things I do is try to get as many facts
about the problem as possible.

After carrying out a solution to a problem,
I try to evaluate as carefully as possible
how much the situation has changed for
the better.

Before I try to solve a problem, I set a
specific goal so that I know exactly what I
want to accomplish.

When the outcome of my solution to a
problem is not satisfactory, I try to find
out what went wrong and then I try again.
When I am trying to solve a problem, I
keep in mind what my goal is at all times.
When making decisions, I consider both
the immediate consequences and long-
term consequences of each option and
compare them to each other.

When I am attempting to solve a problem,
I try to be creative and think of new or
original solutions.

When I have a problem to solve, one of
the things I do is analyze the situation and
try to identify what obstacles are keeping
me from getting what I want.

When I am trying to solve a problem, I
often think of different solutions and then
try to combine some of them to make a
better solution.

After carrying out my solution to a
problem, I analyze what went right and
what went wrong.

43

43

42

42

42

41

40

43

40

.38

36

.36

.38

.65

.65

.64

.64

.63

.62

.61

.61

.60

58

58

58

.56
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Table 3.5 Continued

Item Items of SPSI-R Com FI F2 F3 F4
No
12 When my first efforts to solve a problem 55 73
fail, I get very frustrated.
17 Difficult problems make me very upset. 47 .68
50 When my first efforts to solve a problem .47 .66
fail, I get discouraged and depressed.
41 I become depressed and immobilized 46 .65
when I have an important problem to
solve.
6 I feel nervous and unsure of myself when .43 .64
I have an important decision to make.
13 When I am faced with a difficult problem, .42 .62
I doubt that I will be able to solve it on
my own no matter how hard try.
32 When I am trying to solve a problem, I 45 .59
get so upset that I cannot think clearly.
1 I spend too much time worrying about my .40 .56
problems instead of trying to solve them.
31 I spend more time avoiding my problems .56 12
than solving them.
14 When a problem occurs in my life, I put .57 1
off trying to solve it for as long as
possible.
30 I put off solving problems until it is too .56 1
late to do anything about them.
16 I go out of my way to avoid having to .52 .66
deal with problems in my life.
23 I prefer to avoid thinking about the .48 .64
problems in my life instead of trying to
solve them.
42 When I am faced with a difficult problem, .23 42
I go to someone else for help in solving it.
21 When I am trying to solve a problem, I go .62 7
with the first good idea that comes to
mind.
8 When I am attempting to solve a problem, .59 76
I act on the first idea that occurs to me.
15 After carrying out a solution to a problem, .33 45
I do not take the time to evaluate all of
the results carefully.
34 When I have a decision to make, I do not .35 42

take the time to consider the pros and
cons of each option.
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Table 3.5 Continued

Item Items of SPSI-R Com FI F2 F3 F4
No
4 When I have decision to make, I fail 31 40

consider the effects that each option is
likely to have on well-being of other
people.
3 When making decisions, I do not evaluate .32 .35
all my options carefully enough.

Note. Com=Communality; FI=Rational Problem Solving subscale;
F2=Negative Problem Orientation subscale; F3=Avoidance Style subscale;
F4=Impulsivity/Carelessness Style subscale.

Table 3.6

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings of Four Factors of SPSI-R
Component Eigenvalue % of Variance = Cumulative

%

Rational Problem Solving .77 17.48 17.48
Negative Problem Solving 4.17 10.62 28.11
Avoidance Style 1.92 9.87 37.98
Impulsivity/Carelessness 1.45 5.80 43.78
Style

Internal consistency of SPSI-R was calculated by Cronbach Alpha
Coefficient (n = 798). The Cronbach Alpha Correlation Coefficient was
found .77 for overall scale, .89 for Rational Problem Solving, .82 for
Negative Problem Orientation, .80 for Avoidance Style, and .67 for
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style. These results indicate that SPSI-R has
satisfactory internal consistency for the subscales as well as for the overall

scale.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

After obtaining permission from the Middle East Technical University
Human Subjects Ethics Committee and the Ministry of Education (see
Appendix E), school principals were visited for explaining the purpose of
the study and asking their collaboration. After school principals accepted to
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cooperate, five schools were selected. A set of instruments consisting of five
scales (AQ, RSES, NPI, and SPSI-R), parent approval and student consent
forms were prepared to collect the data. At the last week of 2007, after
informing the students about the study, parent approval forms were
delivered to the students through the collaboration with school counseling
services, and administration day was announced for bringing the forms back
at this time. After the student consent forms were collected, administration
was made during the last two weeks of the first semester in the class
sessions by the researcher. Detailed instructions about answering the
instruments were given. Volunteer students completed the instruments in

thirty minutes.

3.5. Description of Variables

Physical Aggression: The sum of scores as measured by Physical

Aggression Subscale of Aggression Questionnaire.

Anger: The sum of scores as measured by Anger Subscale of Aggression

Questionnaire.

Hostility: The sum of scores as measured by Hostility Subscale of

Aggression Questionnaire.

Verbal Aggression: The sum of scores as measured by Verbal Aggression

Subscale of Aggression Questionnaire.

Self-Esteem: The sum of scores as measured by Rosenberg Self-Esteem

Scale (RSES).

Narcissism: The sum of scores as measured by Narcissism Personality

Inventory-16 (NPI-16).
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Rational Problem Solving: The sum of scores as measured by Rational

Problem Solving Subscale of Social Problem Solving Inventory-Revised.

Negative Problem Orientation: The sum of scores as measured by
Negative Problem Orientation Subscale of Social Problem Solving

Inventory-Revised.

Avoidance Style: The sum of scores as measured by Avoidance Style

Subscale of Social Problem Solving Inventory-Revised.

Impulsivity/Carelessness Style: The sum of scores as measured by
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style Subscale of Social Problem Solving

Inventory-Revised.

Gender: A dichotomous variable with categories of (1) female and (2)
male. For multiple regression analysis, this variable was dummy coded as 0

for females and 1 for males.

3.6. Data Analysis Procedure

To investigate the role of perceived social problem solving styles (i.e.,
negative problem orientation, rational problem solving,
impulsivity/carelessness style, and avoidance style), self esteem, narcissism,
and gender in predicting aggressive behaviors (i.e., physical aggression,
anger, hostility, verbal aggression) of high school students, four separate
standard multiple regression analyses were conducted. SPSS 11.5
(Statistical Package for Social Sciences) for Windows was run to carry out

all the analyses.

49



3.7. Limitations

There are certain limitations of the current study. First of all, this study was
limited with the data collected from high schools located in Ankara, and
sample selection was based on the convenient sampling. Thus, the
generalizability of the results is limited with the 14-18 year old urban
students at these high schools in Ankara. Secondly, the design of the present
study is correlational; hence, no causal relationship can be depicted. Finally,
self-report inventories were used, so responses to the questions could be
perfunctory, wrong, or false. Social desirability or negative affectivity might

confound to the results.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the statistical analyses are presented. This
chapter includes three main sections. In the first section, the means and
standard deviations of the quantitative predictor and criterion variables are
reported. In the second section, the correlations among the predictor
variables and criterion variables are presented. Last section is devoted to the
presentation of the results of four standard multiple regression analyses that
were applied separately to Physical Aggression, Anger, Hostility, and

Verbal Aggression subscale scores of the Aggression Questionnaire.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Quantitative Predictor (independents) and

the Criterion (dependents) Variables for the Total Sample
Prior to regression analyses, descriptive characteristics of the sample were

investigated. Table 4.1 presents the means and the standard deviations of the

quantitative predictor and the criterion variables.
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Table 4.1
Means and Standard Deviations of the Quantitative Predictor and the
Criterion Variables

Variables M SD n

Criterion Variables
(Aggressive Behaviors)

1.Physical Aggression* 18.71 6.65 803
2.Anger* 13.44 4.21 814
3.Hostility* 11.02 3.58 815
4.Verbal Aggression* 6.83 2.68 814
Predictor Variables
1.Negative Problem Orientation™* 12.95 6.60 821
2.Avoidance Style** 5.86 4.72 819
3.Impulsivity/Carelessness Style** 7.71 4.26 819
4.Rational Problem Solving** 36.22 10.74 809
5.Narcissism 4.52 2.59 790
6.Self-esteem 30.50 4.68 794

Note. * = subscales of Aggression Questionnaire; ** = subscales of Social
Problem Solving Inventory-Revised.

4.2. Bivariate Correlation Matrices of the Variables

Before conducting the regression analyses, Pearson correlation coefficients
for all predictor (independent) variables with each criterion (dependent)
variable were computed.

4.2.1. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Physical Aggression

The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the predictor variables

and the criterion variable of physical aggression are presented in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2
The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the quantitative
predictor variables and the criterion variable of physical aggression

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.PA -

2.NPO A3F*F

3.AS 21%F 0 48%*k

4.1ICS 24%% 0 35kE - ARFE

5.RPS .03 - 5%k L33k DYEE

6.Narcissism .17** -.03 .04 08 0% -
7.Self-esteem -.07  -.43%* -35%% _20%* 20%k 8k -
8.Gender J30#x - 15k Q7R 20%*  -.04 .03 -.00 -

Note. **p< 0.01; * p<0.05

PA=Physical = Aggression; = NPO=Negative  Problem  Orientation;
AS=Avoidance Style; ICS=Impulsivity/Carelessness Style; RPS=Rational
Problem Solving

As indicated in Table 4.2, the correlations among variables ranged from -.00
to .48. Any extreme correlation among the predictor variables was not
detected. The highest significant correlation was observed between negative
problem orientation and avoidance style. The results also showed low to
moderate correlations between physical aggression and predictor variables.
Physical aggression was found to significantly and positively correlate with
negative problem orientation, avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness
style, narcissism, and gender. Moreover, rational problem solving and self-

esteem did not significantly correlate with physical aggression.

4.2.2. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Anger

The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among predictor variables and

the criterion variable of anger are presented in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3
The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the quantitative
predictor variables and the criterion variable of anger

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Anger -

2.NPO 25%*% -

3.AS .09%* A8F* -

4.ICS Jd6%*F 35%E - ARk -

5.RPS .01 S 5%k L33k Tk

6.Narcissism .15%*  -.03 .04 08% 10+ -
7.Self-esteem - 12%% - 43%% 35k 0¥k 9%k ]8E -
8.Gender - Ak 5k Q7R 200 -.04 .03 -.00 -

Note. **p< 0.01; * p<0.05
NPO=Negative Problem Orientation; AS=Avoidance Style; RPS=Rational
Problem Solving; ICS=Impulsivity/Carelessness Style

As seen in Table 4.3, anger was significantly and positively correlated with
negative problem orientation, avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness
style, and narcissism; negatively correlated with self-esteem, and gender.
Moreover, rational problem solving did not significantly correlate with

anger.

4.2.3. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Hostility

The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the predictor variables

and the criterion variable of hostility are presented in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4
The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the quantitative
predictor variables and the criterion variable of hostility

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Hostility -

2.NPO A0** -

3.AS 25%% 0 48F* -

4.1ICS 22%% 0 35kE ARFE

5.RPS -.03 - 5%k L 33FEk DYk

6.Narcissism .10*%*  -.03 .04 08% 10+ -
7.Self-esteem -.34%% - 43%% 35k 0¥k 29%k 18k -
8.Gender -.03 - 15 a7 200 -.04 .03 -.00 -

Note. **p< 0.01; * p<0.05
NPO=Negative Problem Orientation; AS=Avoidance Style; RPS=Rational
Problem Solving; ICS=Impulsivite/Carelessness Style

As seen in Table 4.4, hostility was significantly and positively correlated
with negative problem orientation, avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness
style, and narcissism; negatively correlated with self-esteem. Furthermore,
rational problem solving and gender negatively but not significantly

correlated with hostility.

4.2.4. Bivariate Correlation Matrix for Verbal Aggression

The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the predictor variables

and the criterion variable of verbal aggression are presented in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5
The Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients among the quantitative
predictor variables and the criterion variable of verbal aggression

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.VA -

2.NPO .06 -

3.AS .05 A8F* -

4.1ICS A7E*F S 35%E - ARFEE

5.RPS JA0F*F - 15%*F S 33k 7Rk

6.Narcissism .18%* -.03 .04 08%  10%* -
7.Self-esteem -.00  -.43%* -35%% _20%* 20%k @k -
8.Gender A3k 15k Q7R 200 .04 .03 -.00 -

Note. **p< 0.01; * p<0.05

VA=Verbal  Aggression;  NPO=Negative  Problem  Orientation;
AS=Avoidance Style; ICS=Impulsivity/Carelessness Style=ICS;
RPS=Rational Problem Solving

As seen in Table 4.5, verbal aggression was significantly and positively
correlated with impulsivity/carelessness style, rational problem solving,
narcissism, and gender. However, negative problem orientation, avoidance

style, and self-esteem did not significantly correlate with verbal aggression.

4.3. Results of the Multiple Regression Analyses

Four separate standard multiple regression analyses were conducted to see
how well gender, NPI scores, RSES scores, and the subscale scores of SPSI-
R predicted the physical aggression, anger, hostility, and verbal aggression
subscales scores of AQ. As is customary, categorical predictor, gender, was
dummy coded. Results of the analyses were presented in the following

sections.

Prior to conducting multiple regression analysis, major assumptions were
tested. For testing normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity, descriptive
statistics, histograms, residual scatterplots, and normal p-p plots were
controlled. Results indicated that normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity

were not violated. In order to check the assumption of no multicollinearity,
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bivariate correlation coefficient, tolerance, VIF and CI values were
examined. Correlations among independent variables were tested and no
intercorrelation above .80 was found. Tolerance values were not low than
.20. VIF values were not above 1. CI values were not above 3 (Field, 2000;
2003). As a result, it can be said that multicollinearity was not detected for

the present data.

4.3.1. Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis Employed to Total

Physical Aggression Subscale Scores

A standard multiple regression carried out to examine how well narcissism,
self-esteem, negative problem orientation, rational problem solving,
avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender predicted the

total physical aggression scores of Turkish adolescents.

Table 4.6

The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to Physical Aggression
Subscale for Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative Problem Orientation,
Rational Problem Solving, Avoidance Style, Impulsivity/Carelessness Style,
and Gender

Predictor Variables B SE )i t
Constant 9.87 2.05 - 482
Narcissism .39 .09 16 4.48%%*
Self-Esteem -.04 .06 -.03 -.65
Negative Problem Orientation 12 .04 A2 2.73%*
Rational Problem Solving .08 .02 A3 3.57%**
Avoidance Style A1 .06 07 1.70
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style 19 .06 A2 3.06%*
Gender 3.92 A48 30 8.11%*%*

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

Results showed that multiple regression coefficients (R) were significant for

the equation model and combination of the seven variables explained 19%

of the total variance (R = .44, R’ = .19, F,os =24.29, p = .00). Table 4.6
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shows the summary of the multiple regression analysis predicting the total

physical aggression scores of the sample.

As seen in Table 4.6, alteration in gender produced 3.92 points increase in
the total scores of physical aggression (f = 8.11, p = .00). In other words,
being male increased the total physical aggression scores. Additionally,
every one point rising in the scores of narcissism, impulsivity/carelessness
style, negative problem orientation, and rational problem solving, increased

.39, .12, .08, and .19 points of the total scores of physical aggression (f, =

4.48; p = .00; 1,,= 3.06, p = .00, t,,= 273, p = .01; 1, = 3.51; p = .00;

npo
respectively). Moreover, change in the scores of self-esteem and avoidance
style did not significantly contribute to the total scores of physical

aggression, respectively (¢ ,=-.65, p = .52; ¢t =1.70, p = .09). In respect to

standardized regression coefficients, results indicated that the most
predictive variables of the total scores of physical aggression were gender,
narcissism, rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and
negative problem orientation. Furthermore, as seen in Table 4.6, gender
predicted the total scores of physical aggression almost two times more than

narcissism, rational problem solving, and impulsivity/carelessness.

4.3.2. Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis Employed to Total

Anger Subscale Scores

A standard multiple regression employed to examine how well narcissism,
self-esteem, negative problem orientation, rational problem solving,
avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender predicted the

total anger scores of Turkish adolescents.
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Table 4.7

The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to Anger Subscale for
Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative Problem Orientation, Rational Problem
Solving, Avoidance Style, Impulsivity/Carelessness Style, and Gender

Predictor Variables B SE )] t
Constant 11.56 1.35 - 8.58
Narcissism 24 .06 A5 4.12%%*
Self-Esteem -.07 .04 -.07 -1.80
Negative Problem Orientation 14 .03 22 4.89%%*
Rational Problem Solving .02 .02 06 1.44
Avoidance Style -.07 .04 -.08 -1.71
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style 12 .04 A2 2.80%*
Gender =71 32 -.08 -2.21%*

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Results showed that multiple regression coefficients (R) were significant for

the equation model and combination of the seven variables explained almost

11% of the total variance (R = .33, R*= .11, F, ,,, = 12.20, p = .00). Table

4.7 shows the summary of the multiple regression analysis predicting the

total anger scores of the sample.

As seen in Table 4.7, alteration in gender produced -.71 points increase in
the total anger scores (¢ = -2.21, p = .03). In other words, being female
increased the total anger scores. Moreover, every one point rising in the
scores of  narcissism, negative problem orientation, and
impulsivity/carelessness style increased .24, .14, and .12 points of the total

scores of anger, respectively (z,=4.12, p = .00; 7, ,= 4.89, p = .00; 7, =

2.80, p = .01). Moreover, change in the scores of self-esteem, rational
problem solving, and avoidance style did not significantly contribute to the

total scores of anger, respectively (z,,= -1.80, p =.07; 7, = 1.44, p = .15;

t,,=-1.71, p =.09). Standardized regression coefficient results showed that

the most predictive variables of the total scores of anger were negative
problem orientation, narcissism, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender.

Furthermore, as seen in the table, negative problem orientation predicted the
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total scores of anger more than narcissism and impulsivity/carelessness

style.

4.3.3. Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis Employed to Total

Hostility Subscale Scores

A standard multiple regression utilized to examine how well narcissism,
self-esteem, negative problem orientation, rational problem solving,
avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender predicted the

total hostility scores of Turkish adolescents.

Table 4.8

The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to Hostility Subscale for
Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative Problem Orientation, Rational Problem
Solving, Avoidance Style, Impulsivity/Carelessness Style, and Gender

Predictor Variables B SE )] t
Constant 11.72 1.06 - 11.07
Narcissism 19 .05 14 4.13%%*
Self-Esteem -.18 .03 =24 -6.26%%*
Negative Problem Orientation 16 .02 30 7.28%%*
Rational Problem Solving .03 01 10 2.70*
Avoidance Style .03 .03 .04 1.05
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style .05 .03 07 1.68
Gender .08 25 01 .33

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Results showed that multiple regression coefficients (R) were significant for

the equation model, and combination of the seven variables explained
almost 25% of the total variance (R = .50, R’ = .25, F ., =33.97, p=.00).

Table 4.8 indicates the summary of the multiple regression analysis

predicting the total hostility scores of the sample.

As seen in Table 4.8, every one point rising in the scores of narcissism,

negative problem orientation, and rational problem solving increased
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.19;.16, and .03 points of the total hostility scores, respectively (¢, = 4.13, p
=.00;7,,="7.28; p=.00;1,,= .03, p=.01). However, every one point

increase in the self esteem scores decreased .182 point of the total hostility

scores (t,= -6.26, p = .00). Moreover, change in the scores of avoidance

style, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender did not significantly

contribute to the total scores of hostility, respectively (¢, = .03, p = .30;
ti=-05p=.0971,,=.08, p=.74). In terms of standardized regression

coefficients, results indicated that the most predictive variables of the total
scores of hostility were negative problem orientation, self-esteem,
narcissism, and rational problem solving. Furthermore, as seen in Table 4.8,
negative problem orientation predicted the total scores of hostility almost

two times more than narcissism.

4.3.4. Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis Employed to Total

Verbal Aggression Subscale Scores

A standard multiple regression performed to examine how well narcissism,
self-esteem, negative problem orientation, rational problem solving,
avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender predicted the

total verbal aggression scores of Turkish adolescents.
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Table 4.9
The Multiple Regression Analysis Results Applied to Verbal Aggression
Subscale for Narcissism, Self-Esteem, Negative Problem Orientation,

Rational Problem Solving, Avoidance Style, Impulsivity/Carelessness Style,
and Gender

Predictor Variables B SE )i t
Constant 3.92 .88 4.49
Narcissism A7 .04 16 4.39%%*
Self-Esteem -.01 .02 -.02 -40
Negative Problem Orientation .03 .02 .07 1.49
Rational Problem Solving .03 01 A3 3.35%*
Avodance Style -.03 .03 -.05 -1.15
Impulsivity/Carelessness Style 10 .03 A7 3.91%**
Gender 57 23 A1 2.75%

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Results indicated that multiple regression coefficients (R) were significant

for the equation model and combination of the seven variables explained

almost 9% of the total variance (R = .29, R” = .09, Fio5 =9.64, p =.00).

Table 4.9 indicates the summary of the multiple regression analysis

predicting the total verbal aggression scores of the sample.

As seen in Table 4.9, alteration in gender produced .57 points increase in the

total scores of physical aggression (¢ , = 2.75, p = .01). Specifically, being

gen
male increased the total verbal aggression scores. Besides, every one point
rising in the scores of narcissism, rational problem solving, and
impulsivity/carelessness style increased .17, .03 and .10 points of the total

scores of verbal aggression, respectively (f, = 4.39; p =.00; ¢, =335, p =

s
.00; ¢, = 3.91, p = .00). Moreover, change in the scores of self-esteem,

negative problem orientation, and avoidance style did not significantly

contribute to the total scores of verbal aggression, respectively (¢ , = -.40, p
=.09;7,,= 149, p = .14; ¢ .= 1.15, p = .25). Standardized regression

coefficient results indicated that the most predictive variables of the total
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scores of verbal aggression were impulsivity/carelessness style, narcissism,

rational problem solving, and gender.

In summary, the first multiple regression analysis indicated that except self-
esteem and avoidance style, other variables such as gender, narcissism,
rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style and negative
problem orientation contributed to the explanation of physical aggressive
behavior of adolescents. This result suggests that narcissist male adolescents
who have negative problem orientation, impulsivity/carelessness style, and
contrary to expectations, rational problem solving have displayed more
physical aggressive behaviors. Moreover, the results of the second multiple
regression analysis demonstrated that except avoidance style, rational
problem solving, and self-esteem, other variables (negative problem
orientation, narcissism, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender)
contributed to the explanation of anger of adolescents. This result
demonstrates that narcissist female adolescents who have negative problem
orientation and impulsivity/carelessness style are disposed to show angry
behavior. Furthermore, the third multiple regression analysis indicated that
except avoidance style, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender, other
variables such as negative problem orientation, self-esteem, narcissism, and
rational problem solving accounted for hostile behaviors of adolescents.
This result suggests that narcissist adolescents with low self-esteem who
have negative problem orientation and rational problem solving have more
hostile behavior. Finally, the fourth multiple regression analysis revealed
that except avoidance style, negative problem orientation, and self-esteem,
other variables (impulsivity/carelessness style, narcissism, rational problem
solving, and gender) helped to explain verbal aggressive behavior of
adolescents. This result suggests that narcissist male adolescents who have
impulsivity/carelessness style and rational problem solving display more

verbal aggressive behaviors.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the discussion of the results, their implications and

recommendations for future research studies.

5.1. Discussion of the Findings

The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of perceived social
problem solving styles, narcissism, self-esteem, and gender in predicting
Turkish adolescents’ aggressive behaviors. More specifically, how well
positive problem orientation, negative problem orientation, rational problem
solving, 1impulsivity/carelessness style, avoidance style, self-esteem,
narcissism, and gender predict physical aggression, verbal aggression,
anger, and hostility scores of Turkish adolescents were examined. Hence, in
the following four subsections, discussion regarding the results of physical

aggression, anger, hostility, and verbal aggression are presented separately.

5.1.1. Physical Aggression

The results of the standard multiple regression analysis predicting the
quantitative scores of physical aggression revealed that the independent
variables collectively explained 19% of the total variance. Results indicated
that gender, narcissism, rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness
style, and negative problem orientation were important predictors of
physical aggression, whereas self-esteem and avoidance style did not
contribute to predicting physical aggression scores of Turkish adolescents.

In other words, narcissistic male adolescents who had rational problem
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solving, negative problem orientation and impulsivity/carelessness style

were more likely to demonstrate physical aggression.

Gender alone accounted for approximately 9% of the variance of physical
aggression scores of Turkish adolescents. It can be said that gender is one of
the most significant predictors of physical aggression among Turkish
adolescents. This finding is in line with the numerous research findings in
the literature that males are mostly more aggressive, especially physically,
than girls. For example, in a recent study, Pompili et al. (2007) found that
males reported higher physical aggression than females.  Similarly,
Leadbeater et al. (2006), in their study with 455 adolescents, found that
males had higher levels of physical aggression than females. Huesman and
Eron (1989) state that males are generally more aggressive than females,
and they also argue that in the expression of aggression, socialization has a
significant role. Eron also points out that if a woman is aggressive, she may
be socialized like in the same manner with males (1980; as cited in
Huesman & Eron, 1989). Furthermore, according to Campbell and Muncer,
males are apt to see their aggressive behavior as a socially helpful means for
controlling others; on the other hand, females perceive their aggressive
behavior as a loss of self-control. Moreover, they found that women felt
guiltier than men after displaying aggressive behavior (1987; as cited in
Driscoll, Zinkivskay, Evans, & Campbell, 2006). Thus, it appears that
cultural norms and social values are important in expressing physical
aggression. Therefore, one possible explanation of the current study finding
might be related to the social-psychological context in which male and
female children are socialized. Males, especially in Turkish culture, seem to
be encouraged to display more physically aggressive behaviors and these
behaviors can even be perceived as a source of proud and honor. On the
other hand, expression of aggression by females, especially physically, is
not socially desirable. Indeed, a study conducted in Turkey indicated that
men were expected to be more assertive, strong, brave, free, fighter, and

strict; on the other hand, women were expected to be more emotional,
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selfless, good-natured, polite, patient, obedient, and submissive (Dokmen,

2004).

Moreover, results indicated that narcissism alone accounted for
approximately 2% of the variance of physical aggression scores of Turkish
adolescents. The finding that there is a positive relationship between
narcissism and physical aggression is also in line with the result of earlier
research (Sullivan & Geaslin, 2001) indicating that narcissism was strongly
associated with the instrumental domain (i.e., physical and verbal
aggression) of aggression. Similarly, Rozenblatt (2002) found that the sub-
dimensions of pathological narcissism such as exploitativeness, and
entitlement, were related to physical, verbal aggression, and hostility, but
not to anger. This finding may reflect the personality traits of narcissists.
For example, Morf and Rhodewalt (2001) assume that narcissistic
individuals have a highly inflated and vulnerable self. They also assert that
narcissistic people engage in maintaining their inflated self-esteem through
many kinds of interpersonal ways. Thus, they may use aggression to protect

their inflated self-beliefs.

Furthermore, another result of the present study revealed that self-esteem
was not significantly associated with self-reported physical aggression. The
role of self-esteem in explaining adolescent aggressive behaviors is a
controversial issue in the literature. While several researchers suggest that
low or high self-esteem is linked to physical aggression (e.g., Washburn et
al., 2004; Perez et al., 2005) several researchers argue that self-esteem is not
correlated with aggression (e.g., Taylor et al, 2007; Webster, 2007).
Webster (2007) also suggests that the relationship between self-esteem and
aggression is dynamic and depends on various moderating variables. One
possible explanation of not finding a significant contribution of self-esteem
to physical aggressive behaviors of Turkish adolescents might have been

related to one of the limitations of the present study. In the present study,
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information about background characteristics of the participants that could

mediate with self-esteem was not collected.

Rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and negative
problem orientation were other significant but low accounted predictors of
adolescent’s physical aggressive behaviors in this study. Rational problem
solving alone accounted for approximately 2%, impulsivity/carelessness
style alone accounted for approximately 1%, and negative problem
orientation alone accounted for approximately 1% of the variance of
physical aggression scores of Turkish adolescents. Results also indicated
that rational problem solving, impulsivity/carelessness style, and negative
problem orientation were positively correlated with physical aggression.
The results of the current study partially supported by the earlier findings
indicating that impulsivity/carelessness style was more related to physical
aggression (D’Zurilla et al., 2003), and aggression was associated with more
negative problem orientation (Jaffee & D’Zurilla, 2003). According to Nezu
and Nezu (2001), people who use an impulsivity/carelessness style in
solving their problems, suffer from ambiguity, self-bothering, and similar
negative feelings. Therefore, when they face a problem, they may engage in
aggressive behaviors rather than socially acceptable ones. Furthermore,
negative problem orientation is a disruptive attitude toward problems that
consists of negative beliefs in problem solving ability, the tendency to be
pessimistic about the outcome, perceiving problems as a threat to well-being
(Nezu & Nezu, 2001). For this reason, when an individual confronts a
problem, these kinds of stressful feelings may be revealed aggressively. An
additional and somewhat surprising finding of the present study was that the
relation between rational problem solving and physical aggression.
Although the magnitude of this correlation was relatively low, one possible
explanation of this controversial finding could be related to the physically
aggressive adolescents’ problem solving schema that can be influenced by
social norms. In other words, generation of effective solutions, evaluation of

each potential solution and appropriateness of behaviors are also affected by
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numerous environmental and experiential factors (Fontaine, 2005). Hence,
these factors may lead individuals to choose aggressive behavior, and to

think that the best solution of a problem is displaying an aggressive attack.

5.1.2. Anger

Results of the analysis showed that negative problem orientation,
narcissism, impulsivity/carelessness style, and gender were the significant
predictor variables of anger among Turkish adolescents. All these variables
collectively accounted for 11% of the total variance of anger. On the other
hand, self-esteem, rational problem solving, and avoidance style did not
significantly contribute to Turkish adolescents’ anger scores. In other words,
results indicated that narcissistic female adolescents who had a negative
problem orientation and impulsivity/carelessness style were more likely to

express anger.

Negative problem orientation alone accounted for approximately 5%,
impulsivity/carelessness style alone accounted for approximately 1% of the
variance of anger dimension of aggression questionnaire scores of Turkish
adolescents. These results indicated that negative problem orientation was
one of the significant predictors of adolescent anger behavior. This finding
is consistent with the finding of Kurtyilmaz (2005) that when the negative
perceptions to problem solving ability increased, aggressive behaviors
increased as well. Likewise, earlier research indicates that
impulsivity/carelessness style was related to anger more (D’Zurilla et al.,
2003). According to Buss (1961), anger which is a concept related to
aggression, consists of emotional reactions. On the other hand,
impulsivity/carelessness style includes active attempts to solve problems;
however, these attempts are limited, uncompleted, hurried, and careless.
Therefore, it can be speculated that impulsive/careless style and anger may
trigger each other. Furthermore, the more impulsive/careless styles are

generated, the more ineffective solutions are. This may lead to more
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behaviors that are full of anger. On the other hand, the more these behaviors
are displayed, the more impulsive/careless styles are displayed and less
effective solutions to the problems are. Another possible explanation of
these findings would be associated with the negative perceptions about
problems. Since an individual has no confidence in his/her abilities to solve
problems successfully (Nezu & Nezu, 2001), he or she may choose to
behave angrily. Moreover, according to Nezu and Nezu (2001), negative
problem orientation includes low frustration tolerance, and when an
individual faces a problem, he or she becomes easily disappointed and
upset. As a result, individuals who have negative problem orientation

toward problems may display angry behaviors.

Narcissism was also found to be a significant but low accounted predictor of
adolescent anger. Narcissism alone accounted for approximately 2% of the
variance of anger scores of Turkish adolescents. This finding is inconsistent
with Rozenblatt’s (2002) finding that there was no significant relationship
between narcissism and anger. On the other hand, Twenge and Campbell
(2007) reported that narcissists were more angry and aggressive than non-
narcissists in terms of social rejection. Similarly, Papps and O’Carroll
(1998) demonstrated that individuals with high narcissism-high self-esteem
tended to display more anger than individuals with low narcissism-high self-

esteem individuals.

Gender was also found to be another significant but low accounted predictor
of adolescent anger. Gender alone accounted for approximately 1% of the
variance of anger scores of Turkish adolescents. This finding is consistent
with the findings of Santisteban et al., (2007) that anger scores of females
were higher than anger scores of males. A possible explanation of this
finding would be that aggression is strongly associated with gender role
socializations. For example, according to Kinney, Smith, and Donzella
(2001), gender is one of the concepts on which social forces are mostly

influential, especially in terms of beliefs and behaviors. Moreover, they
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assert that sex roles related to the social expectations may be associated with
expression of anger and verbal aggression. Thus, it can be concluded that
the results of the current study may reflect the different socialization of

Turkish male and female adolescents.

5.1.3. Hostility

Results of the analysis predicting the quantitative scores of hostility
revealed that the independent variables collectively explained the 25% of
the total variance. Results also displayed that negative problem orientation,
self-esteem, narcissism, and rational problem solving were important
predictors of hostility scores. However, impulsivity/carelessness style,
avoidance style and gender did not contribute to predicting hostility scores
among Turkish adolescents. Negative problem orientation was the
significant predictor of adolescent hostility tendencies. Negative problem
orientation alone accounted for approximately 9% of the variance of
hostility scores of Turkish adolescents. Although modest, positive
correlation between negative problem orientation, and hostility was found.
The finding of the current study are consistent with the finding of D’Zurilla
et al., (2003) that ineffective problem solving dimensions were associated
with hostility; however, the results of the current study did not support the
findings of the earlier research indicating that effective problem solving
dimensions were negatively correlated with hostility. According to Buss
(1961), hostility is “an implicit verbal response involving negative feelings
and negative evaluations of people and events” (p.12). In a similar sense,
negative problem orientation consists of negative evaluations (Nezu &
Nezu, 2001). Hence, this finding might be related to personality
characteristics, because individuals who have a general pessimistic approach
toward others or oneself, and have negative approach to problems may
encounter negative results and this may lead to more hostile behaviors

towards others.

70



As mentioned before, self-esteem and narcissism were the other predictors
of hostility tendencies of adolescents. Self-esteem alone accounted for
approximately 6%, narcissism alone accounted for approximately 2% of the
variance of hostility scores of Turkish adolescents. The findings indicated
that highly narcissist adolescents who have low self-esteem level tended to
be more hostile. This result is consistent with the result of earlier research
indicating that low self-esteem was related to the affective and cognitive
components of aggression (anger and hostility) (D’Zurilla et al., 2003), and
hostility negatively correlated with self-esteem, and positively correlated
with narcissism (Sullivan & Geaslin, 2001). Likewise, Barry et al., (2003)
found that adolescents who reported high levels of narcissism and low levels
of self-esteem had the greatest number of conduct problems. The finding of
the present study can be discussed according to the threatened egotism
theory. Threatened egotism theory asserts that when faced an ego threat,
narcissist individuals who have fragile and unstable self-esteem may use
aggression to reestablish their self-esteem and/or punish the source of the
threat (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; as cited in Washburn et al., 2004).
Therefore, narcissist people may feel hostile towards the source of threat to

their ego.

5.1.4. Verbal Aggression

Results of the analysis showed that impulsivity/carelessness style,
narcissism, rational problem solving, and gender were significant predictors
of verbal aggression among Turkish adolescents. All these variables
collectively accounted for almost 9% of the total variance of verbal
aggression. On the other hand, self-esteem, avoidance style, and negative
problem orientation did not significantly contribute to Turkish adolescents’
verbal aggression scores. Impulsivity/carelessness style alone accounted for
approximately 3%, and rational problem solving alone accounted for
approximately 2% of the variance of verbal aggression scores of Turkish

adolescents. Although modest, results indicated that impulsive and careless

71



male adolescents who perceived themselves as rational problem solvers
were more likely to use verbal aggressive behaviors. This finding is
inconsistent with the finding of D’Zurilla et al., (2003) that there was no
significant relationship between verbal aggression and impulsivity
carelessness style. Although less research has examined the direct effects of
rational problem solving on verbal aggression, studies generally support the
relationship between social problem solving and aggression. For example,
according to McMurran et al. (2002), effective social problem solving was
negatively related to aggression. On the contrary, the results of the present
study are consistent with the results of earlier research indicating that verbal
aggression was not significantly related to avoidance style and negative

problem orientation (D’Zurilla et al., 2003).

Narcissism alone also accounted for approximately 3% of the variance of
verbal aggression scores of Turkish adolescents. Findings demonstrated that
there was a positive relationship between narcissism and verbal aggressive
behaviors of adolescents. This finding is supported with previous research
finding that instrumental domain of aggression (physical and verbal
aggression) was positively and significantly related to narcissism (Sullivan
& Geaslin, 2001). This can be explained by the characteristics of narcissist
individuals. According to, Bushman and Baumeister (1998) narcissist
individuals try to gain superiority and dominance over others as they want
their unrealistic self-perceptions to be approved. Moreover, they argue that
when narcissist individuals feel a threat to their self-worth, they may react
aggressively (as cited in Sullivan & Geaslin, 2001). Therefore, verbal

aggressive behaviors can be used for dominating other people.

Results of the present study demonstrated that gender alone accounted for
approximately 1% of the variance of verbal aggression scores of Turkish
adolescents. This outcome is consistent with Toldos’ (2005) finding that
physical and verbal aggressions were used more among male adolescents

than female adolescents. The current result appears to support and highlight
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the importance of social roles, particularly gender roles, on individuals’
behaviors (Richardson & Hammock, 2007). Similarly, according to Bern
(1981), in many societies, caring and nurturing qualities for girls are
encouraged; on the other hand, boys are expected to be more dominant,
autonomous, and aggressive. Moreover, Kinney et al., (2001) found that
gender roles had an important effect on verbal aggression and
outward/suppressed expression of anger. The researchers also found that
there was a positive relationship between verbal aggression and outward

expression of anger, and masculine characteristics.

5.2. Implications for Practice and Research

Several practical implications can be made based on the findings of the

present study.

In general, results of the study indicate that perceived social problem
solving styles, narcissism, and gender are important predictors of Turkish
adolescents’ aggressive behaviors. Therefore, having knowledge about
aggressive adolescents’ characteristics could be useful to identify risk
groups, particularly in high schools, for aggression. School counselors may
take these findings into consideration when they design effective preventive
and treatment interventions for aggressive adolescents. On the bases of the
present findings, the components of those trainings should aim to improve
effective social problem solving skills and decrease highly inflated self-
concept of adolescents. By putting emphasis on deficient skills, positive
outcomes can be gained. Furthermore, Sandstrom and Herlan (2007) suggest
that in addition to traditional intervention programs such as anger
management and prosocial skills training, programs should also put in
practice cognitive restructuring strategies for replacing perceptual

distortions with more accurate self-portrayals.
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Moreover, in line with the earlier findings (e.g., Leadbeater et al., 2006;
Santisteban et al., 2007; Toldos, 2005), results of the present study yielded
that being male appeared to be a risk factor for physical and verbal
aggression. Consequently, it can be suggested that school counselors should
devote particular attention to male students, who can be good candidates for

prevention and intervention programs.

Furthermore, findings of the study pointed out that the role of self-esteem in
understanding hostile behaviors of adolescents should not be disregarded.
The results also suggest that prevention and intervention programs for
hostile adolescents should include the dual goals of improving self-esteem
and decreasing narcissistic tendencies. As Ang and Yusof (2005) states that
if further enhancement is practiced to the aggressive child and adolescent
who have a highly inflated, distorted, and unrealistic self-perceptions, it may
give a greater harm. In addition, Rosenberg (1965) puts forward that “when
we deal with self-esteem, we are asking whether the individual considers
himself adequate —a person of worth— not whether he considers himself
superior to others” (p.62). Therefore, a distinction between healthy self
regard and narcissistic self-views in prevention and intervention programs

should be drawn.

5.3. Recommendations

Several recommendations for future research can be made based on the
findings of the present study. First of all, the examined variables which are
perceived social problem solving, self-esteem, narcissism, and gender
accounted for less than 25% of the total variance in predicting aggressive
behaviors (physical, anger, hostility, and verbal) of Turkish adolescents.
This can be explained that other factors such as family environment, other
personality traits, and peer relationships may also play an important role in
aggressive behavior of high school students. For example, in a recent study,

Eldeleklioglu (2007) found that peer pressure and parental attitudes had an
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important effect on aggression. For this reason, other variables, which can
be associated with aggression and related constructs with aggressive

behaviors, should be investigated in the future studies.

Secondly, validation study of narcissism measure utilized in the present
study may be replicated with other samples. In the same way, new

instruments that measure narcissism may be developed.

Thirdly, due to the fact that aggression is socially undesirable, individuals’
appraisals of themselves can sometimes be misleading. Hence, other
assessment techniques such as peer-estimated, parent-estimated, or teacher-
estimated should be used for determining the aggressive behavior of high
school students. Likewise, data can be gathered from various sources for
narcissism, self-esteem, and social problem solving in order to see the

consistency between self-reports and reports of other sources.

Fourth, participants of the current study were selected from five high
schools in Ankara. Hence, to reach more generalizable findings,
comparative studies can be conducted in the other regions of Turkey.
Furthermore, this study can also be replicated with other age groups such as

children and university students.
Lastly, this study is correlational in nature and did not establish causal

relationships between variables. Thus, in the future efforts, experimental

studies can be carried out to determine causality.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

SALDIRGANLIK OLCEGI (Sample Items)

KARAKTERINIZE EN UYGUN OLAN

= = =
. = N = Q
YANITI (X) SEKLINDE 2E 5§88 % | 55
. . >89S d/mgd < | EZ
=] — = < A
ISARETLEYINIZ o S | &
1 | Arkadaslarim ¢ok miinakasaci

oldugumu soylerler.

4 | Kendimi sik sik diger insanlarla
tartisirken bulurum.

5 | Bazen hayatin bana adaletli
davranmadigini diistintirtim.

7 | Bazen ortada hi¢bir neden yokken
parlarim.

12 | Ofkemi kontrol etmekte zorluk
cekerim.

18 | Bazen sevmediklerim hakkinda
dedikodu yayar, camur atarim.

24 | Pek cok insandan daha sik kavga
ederim.

27 | Haklarimi korumak i¢in siddete
basvurmam gerekirse, hi¢ cekinmem.

31 | Arkadaslarimin, arkamdan, benim

hakkimda konustuklarini bilirim.
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APPENDIX B

NARSISTIK KiSiLIK ENVANTERI (Sample Items)

1. Ilgi odag1 olmayi gercekten severim.
Ilgi odag1 olmaktan rahatsizlik duyarim.

4. Hak ettigim saygiy1 genellikle goriirtim.
Hak ettigim sayginin gosterilmesinde 1srar ederim.

7. Insanlar anlattiklarima bazen inanirlar.
Herhangi bir kisiyi inanmasini istedigim herhangi bir seye
inandirabilirim.

10. Ben herkes gibi birisiyim.
Ben olagandis1 biriyim.

14. iyi oldugumu biliyorum c¢iinkii herkes siirekli 6yle soyliiyor.
Insanlar bana iltifat ettiginde bazen utanirim.

16. Bagkalarindan daha yetenekliyimdir.
Bagkalarindan 6grenebilecegim ¢ok sey var.
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APPENDIX C

ROSENBERG BENLIK SAYGISI OLCEGI (Sample Items)

A 2 = >~
2 8 5
O O
1  Kendimi en az diger insanlar kadar
degerli buluyorum (a) (b) (c) (d)
3 Genelde kendimi basarisiz biri olarak
gorme egilimindeyim. (a) (b) (c) (d)
4 Ben de diger insanlarin bir cogunun
yapabildigi kadar bir seyler yapabilirim. (a) (b) (¢) (d)
9  Bazen kesinlikle bir ise yaramadigimi
diisiiniiyorum. @ o © @@
10 Bazen kendimin hi¢ de yeterli bir insan
olmadigini diisiiniiyorum. (a) (b) () (d)
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APPENDIX D

SOSYAL PROBLEM COZME ENVANTERI (Sample Items)

Bana hic
uygun degil

Bana ¢ok az

uygun

Bana kismen

uygun

Bana ¢ok

uygun

Bana
tamamen

Problemlerimi ¢c6zmek yerine,
endiselenerek cok zaman harcarim.

Karar verirken tiim seceneklerimi
yeteri kadar dikkatli
degerlendirmem

Karar verirken her bir secenegin
diger insanlarin yararma olup
olmadigini diisiinmem.

Onemli bir karar verirken
endiselenirim ve kendimden emin
olamam.

23

Problemleri ¢ozmek yerine, onlar1
diisiinmekten kaginmay1 tercih
ederim.

24

Karar verirken her secenegin hem
anlik hem de uzun donemli
sonuglarin1 géz Oniine alirim.

27

Bir problemimi ¢6zmeden 6nce
basar1 sansimu arttirmak icin ¢oziim
yolumu denerim.

31

Problemlerimden kaginmaya,
cozmekten daha ¢cok zaman
harcarim.

34

Bir karar vermek zorunda
kaldigimda, her secenegin avantaj
ve dezavantajlarini diistinmek i¢in
zaman harcamam.

42

Gii¢ bir problemle karsilastigimda,
baskalarina ¢ozdiirtiriim.

45

Karar verirken her secenegin
sonuglar1 hakkinda ¢ok fazla
diisiinmeksizin i¢imden geldigi
gibi davranirim.
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APPENDIX E

MILLi EGiTiM BAKANLIGI ARASTIRMA iZNi

T.E
CANKAYA KAYMAKAMLIGI
flge Milli Egitim Miidiirligi

BOLUM  :  Strateji Gelistirme "
SAYI © B.084.MEM.4.06.02.11.312/ 0725:.2008+ |
KONU : Didem TEMEL Arastirma lzni

ATATDLR LT3ES!
D@ 2'DuAR BTN LS MUDURLUGUNE ;\

ligi:  a) Ankara Valiligi Milli Egitim Miidirligintn 28/12/2007 tarihli ve 312/1269 sayili yazis.
b) 24/12/2007 tarihli ve 1214 sayili Valilik Onayi.

DDTU Egitim Bilimleri Ana Bilim Dali Yiksek Lisans Ogrencisi Didem TEMEL' in “Algilanan Sosyal
Problem Cozme Bicimleri Narsizim, Ozsaygi ve Cinsiyet Lise Ogrencilerinin Saldirgan Davramglanimi Yordamdaki
Roli” konulu tezi ile ilgili anketini okulunuzda uygulamasinin uygun gérildiigiine iliskin ilgi (b) Valilik Onay: ekte
gonderilmistir.

Mihiirlii anket 6megi aragtrmaciya {1 Milli Egitim Mudiirligince ulastinlms olup, uygulama vapilacak
sayida tarafindan gogaltilarak, arastirmanin gonillilik esasma dayall olarak yénerge esaslari gercevesinde
uygulattiriimast hususunda geregini rica ederim,

Ek: I Valilik Onay

Adres :
3.Cadde Kumrular Sokak No: 7/B Tel :4186875-4188458  Web  : http://www.cankaya-meb.gov.tr
Kizilay / ANKARA Faks: 4192784 - §5 e-posta : cankaya@cankaya-meb.gov.tr
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T.C.
ANKARA VALILIGI
Milli Egitim Miidiirligii

BOLUM : Strateji Gelistirme
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ALTNDRE KAYMAKAMLIGINA
(1ge Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii)

llgi: a) M.E.B. Bagh Okul ve Kurumlarda Yapilacak Arastirma ve Arastirma Destegine
Yonelik Izin ve Uygulama Y&nergesi.
b) 24.12.2007 tarih ve 1214 sayih Valilik Oluru.
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Ogrencilerinin Saldirgan Davramslarim Yordamadaki Rolii ” konulu tezi ile ilgili. anket
calismalarim ek listede adi bulunan [lgeniz okullarinda yapabilme istegi ilgi (b) Valilik oluru
ile uygun goriilmuistir.

Miihiirlii anket Srnekleri ( Sosyal Problem Cézme Envanteri 2 sayfa, 52 soru), (
Saldirganlik Olcegi 2 sayfa, 34 soru). ( Rosenberg Benlik Sayeist Olgedi 1 sayfa, 10 soru).
(Narsist Kisilik Envanteri 1 sayfa. 16 sorudan olusan) arastirmaciya ulagtinilmis olup.
uygulama yapilacak sayida arastirmac tarafindan ¢ogaltilarak, arastirmanin ilgi (a) ybnerge
esaslan gercevesinde goniilliiliik esasina dayali olarak uygulattirilmas: hususunda bilgilerinizi

ve geregini rica ederim. !
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