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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATION OF SOCIAL-COGNITIVE, EMOTIONAL AND
BEHAVIORAL VARIABLES

AS PREDICTORS OF SELF-FORGIVENESS

Bugay, Asli
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir

October 2010, 227 pages

The aim of the current study is to investigatertile of social-cognitive (locus of
control, rumination and socially-prescribed peifatsm), emotional (shame and
guilt), and behavioral (conciliatory behaviors)atans toward oneself in
predicting self-forgiveness based on Hall and Famels (2005) theoretical model.
The sample of this study was composed of 815 (ddatafe, 370 male) university
students attending five different faculty prograam$liddle East Technical
University (METU). Heartland Forgiveness Scale,ifT&name and Guilt Scale,
Socially-Prescribed Perfectionism Scale, Rumina®esponse Scale, The
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale and Dernapgic Information Form

were used in data collection.



In the current study, structural equation mode(ilB§M) was used primarily to
test the hypothesized modeiltegrating the effects of the social-cognitivec(le
of control, rumination and socially-prescribed petfonism), emotional (shame
and guilt), and behavioral (conciliatory behaviorajiables as determinants of

self-forgiveness.

The SEM results indicated that this model providegbod fit to the data in spite
of three non-significant paths, including the dineaths from (a) socially-
prescribed perfectionism to shame and guilt ando@)s of control to self-
forgiveness. Since some paths appeared to be goifisant, the hypothesized
model was trimmed. The result of the trimmed madged surpassed many of the
criteria for good fit. Overall, the total varianegplained by the finalized model in

self-forgiveness was .32.

Key words:Social-Cognitive Variables, Emotional VariableshBeioral

Variables, Self Forgiveness, Structural EquatiordMimg



0z

KENDINI AFFETMEYI YORDAYAN SOSYO-HLISSEL, DUYGUSAL,

DAVRANISSAL FAKTORLERIN INCELENMES

Bugay, Asli
Doktora, Eitim Bilimleri Bolimd
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir

Ekim 2010, 227 sayfa

Bu calsmanin amaci, Hall ve Fincham’in kuramsal modeliagasharak bireyin
kendini affetmesinde sosyo-B#iel (kontrol odal, ruminasyon ve &alarinca
belirlenen mikemmeliyetcilik), duygusal (utan¢ welslluk) ve davrasal (telafi
edici davranglar) dezisenler arasindaki yapisalskiyi ve bu dgiskenlerin
kendini affetmedeki katkilarini incelemektir. Atamaya, Orta Dgu Teknik
Universitesi’nin 5 fakiltesinde okumakta olan 8285 kiz, 370 erkek)gienci
gonulli olarak katilngtir. Arastirmada Heartland Affetme Olgie Surekli Utang
ve Sucluluk Olggi, Baskalarinca Belirlenen Mikkemmeliyetcilik Olgie
Ruminasyon Olga, Rotter'inig-Dis Kontrol Odal Olgesi- Kisa Form ve

Demografik Bilgi Formu veri toplama araci olarakl&ailmistir.

Sosyo-bilgsel (bakalarinca belirlenen mikemmeliyetcilik, ruminasyanic-ds

kontrol oda&!), duygusal (utan¢ ve sucluluk) ve davkaal (telafi edici

Vi



davranglar) desiskenlerin kendini affetme diizeyini ne dlclide acikian gormek
ve Onerilen modeli test etmek amaciyla ile Yapisalik Modeli (YEM) analizi
uygulanmgtir. Arastirmada 6nerilen model YEM analizi sonucuna goremy
indekslerinin kabul edilebilir dgerlerde oldgu ortaya ¢ikmytir; ancak model
batin olarak dgrulanmamgtir. Modeldeki anlamli olmayan ya da gatiayan (¢
yol modelden silinerek, yeni bir model elde edime tekrar test edilrgiir. Yeni
elde edilen modele #kin olarak ikinci kez yapilan YEM analizi, ikinci eadelin
veriye daha iyi uyum ggadigini gostermitir. Sosyo-bilgsel, duygusal ve
davrangsal degiskenler kendini affetmedeki toplam varyansin % 3#’si

aciklamaktadir.

Anahtar KelimelerSosyo-bilssel D&iskenler, Duygusal D&skenler,

Davrangsal Deiskenler, Kendini Affetme, Yapisalsilik Modeli

Vil



To my parents, Sevda Bugay
and

Haluk Bugay

viii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to express my special thanks to myesujsor Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir
for his tremendous effort, patience, wisdom, anidauce. He supported and
helped me grow personally and professionally ndg daring this research but
also throughout my graduate study. Without his ustdading, support and
encouragement, this dissertation would not have pessible. It was an honour

for me to have been his student.

I would like to acknowledge and thank my doctor@henittee, Prof. Dr. Esin
Tezer, Prof. Dr. Fidan Korkut Owen, Prof. Dr. Me@ileli, and Assoc. Prof. Dr.
Oya Yerin Guneri for their invaluable suggestiond aupport. | also appreciate
their insight, expertise, and time. | want to exktspecial thanks to Prof. Dr. Esin
Tezer who has been there for me as a teacher,,gundeole model. Her
consistent support and critical comments helpednmpeove myself as a student
and researcher during this procesaml very glad to have had the opportunity to

work with her.

| am especially indebted to Prof. Dr. Frank FinchHfansupervising me as a
visiting research scholar in Florida State Uniuvgrat Family Institute, and for his
invaluable suggestions regarding the hypothesizediehof self forgiveness

which was tested in this study. Furthermore, | @eplly grateful to Assist. Prof.



Dr. Raquel Delevi for her continuous assistancelems support, and for teaching

me the value of self-discipline and hard work.

I would like to express my deep gratitude to myifgnespecially my mother, my
father, and my aunt Sevtap and my cousin Ozlenegimey always provided
emotional support during my long periods of studgstly, | am truly grateful to
my friends; Aniket Ingrole, As§ahin Altunglu, Ayse Oztekin, Dan Lalande,
DeryaSen, Esma Emmigu, Memet Ucgul, Ozlem Karairmak, Seda Cagirin
Soyo6z, and Yeliz Temli for their frank support, enstanding, encouragement

and unconditional love during the completion obtkiudy.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM e enrnnnes iii
ABSTRACT e e v
SRS Vi
DEDICATION ... e e e e e e eenee viii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... iX
TABLE OF CONTENTS ... Xi
LIST OF TABLES ... e e Xiii
LIST OF FIGURES ... e eeemmme e Xiv
CHAPTER
1 INTRODUCTION ...ooiiiiiiiiiiiis e semmmm e e e e e e e eenn e e e e ennes 1
1.1Background tO the StUAY.........ceeeeiiie e 1
1.2Purpose of the StUdY ..........ooevvviiiiiiiicmmmmmn e 9
1.3Research Questions and Hypotheses........cccccceeeeiiiieeevevininnnnns 12
1.4 Significance of the Study ............oovviiiiceeemeiii e, 14
1.5Limitations of the Study...........cooeveviiiiiiiiiii e 17
1.6 Definitions of the TEermMS .........cccuviiiii i 18
2 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE......cooiiiiii e 20
2.1 Definitions of Forgiveness and Self-Forgiveness..................... 20
2.2 Theoretical Framework of the Study...........coeeeeriiiiiiiiiineeeen. 27
2.3Measurement of Forgiveness and Self-Forgiveness............... 48
2.4Research on FOrgivENESS...........uuuuueiieeeeeeeeiiiiieie e e e e e e e e eeaeeeeen 52
2.5Research on Self-FOorgiveness. .............uceeeemmeriiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee, 58

Xi



2.6 Forgiveness and Self-Forgiveness and Their Reltoisocial—

Cognitive, Emotional and Behavioral Variables....................... 65
R I - U1 [0 0 F= T | £ S 76
3.2INSITUMENTS ... 77
3.3Data Collection ProCedure ..............ooece e e e seivveeeee e 105
3.4Description of Variables ..............oovviivicemmmreiieiee e, 106
3.5Data ANAIYSES....uuuiiiii ittt 106
4 RESULTS ..o e e e e e e e ennes 114
4. 1Preliminary ANAlYSIS........ciiiiiiie e a e e 114
4.2Primary ANAIYSES ......cceveuuuuiiuiiiiiaeeeeemnemmasaaaaeeeeeeeaaeeeeeeeennnnnnnns 120
O DISCUSSION ..o rmmm e e e e e e eeeees 401
5.1 DISCUSSION ....tiiieee e ettt e e e 140
5.2Implications for Theory and Practice.......ccccccceeeeieiiiiieeeeennnne, 149
5.3Recommendations for Research and Practice..................... 153
REFERENCES. ... 157
APPENDICES ... e e e e eeees 180
A. Questionnaire BOOKIEt.............ccovvviiiiieeieieceeeeee e 180

B. Amos Estimates of Paramaters in Measurement Models

WItN T-VaAIUES .....oeiiiiiii e 188
C. The Descriptive StatiStiCS........ciiviiiiiieeeeeeiiiiiiiiiee e e, 196
D. TUurkiSh SUMMAIY .......ouuuuiiiiiiiii et e e e 204
B VI8 22

Xii



LIST OF TABLES

2.1 Enright (1996)’s Process of Forgiving Another............ccccccvviiiiiiennnnn. 30
2.2 Enright (1996)’s Process of Self-Forgiveness.............ccccooeeiiiiiiinnnnee. 36

3.1 The Distribution of the Participants In Ternfig=aculty and Gender........ 77

3.2 Factor Loadings and Communalities of Turkishsi@ of HFS .............. 81
3.3 Correlation Matrix of the HFS and SWLS............ccooiiiiiiiiiiieee 85
3.4 Factor Loadings and Communalities of Turkishsi@ of TSGS............ 89
3.5 Correlation Matrix of the TSGS and SWLS ... 92

3.6 Item Parceling and Item Numbers of the SociBHgscribed Subscale of
TUIKISN MPS L. et 95

3.7 Item Parceling and Item Numbers of the ShorsMe of Ruminative
RESPONSE SCAIE.......uiiiiiiiiie e eeeeee e 98

3.8 Factor Loadings and Communalities of IELOC-$Rkorm Items.......... 101

3.9 Item Parceling and Item Numbers of the Turkisihsion of

[ELOC-SNOI ... e ee e 104
4.1 Indices of Normality for Study Variables ................oiiiiiiiiiiin, 116
4.2 Means and Standard Deviations for the Studyages.......................... 117
4.3 Correlation Matrix of the Study Variables . ....ovveeiiiiiiiiii, 118
4.4 Item Parceling and Item NUMDbDEIS.........cooooiiiiiiiiii e 124
4.5 Fit Indices of Measurement Model ........ccceeeiieeeiiiiiiiiiiieiii e 124
4.6 Correlations among Latent Variables for the 8teament Model.......... 126
4.7 Squared Multiple Correlations for StructuralBGONS................cccceeee. 129
4.8 Squared Multiple Correlations for StructurabBfions........................... 139

Xiii



LIST OF FIGURES

1.1 The Conceptual Diagram of the Hypothesized Made......................... 11
2.1 Proposed Model of Self-Forgiveness by Hall Bmtham (2005)............ 44
2.2 The Section of Hall and Fincham’s Proposed M{RRO5)...................... 46

2.3 Rangganadhan and Todorov’s (2010) Proposed Idde
Self-FOIQIVENESS......coiiieeeeiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeennsnnnaarnne 47

3.1 The Coefficients in Standardized Values forkislr Version of HFS ...... 84

3.2 The Coefficients in Standardized Values forkislr Version of TSGS....91

3.3 The Coefficients in Standardized Values forkisir Version of

IELOC-SNOM ...ttt 103
4.1 Latent and Observed Variables in Measurememtdilo........................ 123
4.2 Measurement MOGEL.............uvviiieii s e 125
4.3 The Conceptual Diagram of the Hypothesized Made....................... 128

4.4 The Coefficients in Standardized Values forllypothesized Model.... 130
4.5 The Conceptual Diagram of the Trimmed Stru¢tMadel .................... 135

4.6 The Coefficients in Standardized Values forthenmed Model........... 137

Xiv



CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1Background of the Study

The theoretical and empirical research on forgigsrieas grown increasingly over
the last decades as it is related to individuadgcpological and mental health
benefits (Brown, 2003; Brown & Phillips, 2005; Majt Day, & Barber, 2004;
Maltby, Macaskill, & Day, 2001; McCullough & Witwit, 2002; Toussaint,
Williams, Musick, & Everson, 2001) as well as se@ther psychological
difficulties, including anger (Freedman & Enrigh§96; Thompson et al., 2005),
shame, guilt, perfectionism (McCann, 2009), rumora{Ysseldyk, Matheson, &

Anisman, 2007), depression and anxiety (Maltbyl.eQ01).

With increased interest in forgiveness, scholakgtefined it in a variety of

ways in the literature. The prominent researcherighit (1996) provided the

most common definition of forgiveness as “a willmggs to abandon one’s right to
resentment, negative judgment, and indifferent bienaoward one who unjustly
injured us, while fostering the undeserved quaibécompassion, generosity,
and even love toward him or her” (p.113). Thereftwegiveness refers to

consciously and willingly making an effort to desplpositive reactions such as



compassion, empathy or generosity instead of afigestration, and vengeance
towards an offender. What is more, it is a wayntwrease positive reactions such
as compassionate responses to a transgressori{:kigedman, & Rique, 1998;
Fincham, 2000; McCullough, Worthington, & Rachd&97Y). As can be seen in
the definitions, forgiveness and forgiveness otathhave often been used
interchangeably in the literature. Accordingly,sb@wo terms will be used

interchangeably throughout this dissertation.

As the earlier major theorists in the helping pssfens such as Freud, James,
Adler, Horney, and Frankl overlooked the concedbogiveness (Rotter, 2001, p.
174); there is a limited theoretical formulatioroabthis concept. Currently, few
theoretical models and guidelines have been praptmsenderstand this concept
and facilitate forgiveness interventions (e.g.,igmr&The Human Development
Study Group, 1991; Enright, 2001; Enright & Fitzgims, 2000; Ferch, 1998;
Gordon, Baucom, & Snyder, 2000; Malcolm & Greenb@@P0; Worthington,
1998). These intervention models emphasize thefibenéorgiveness on

individuals’ psychological health.

Although these forgiveness models suggest someaiartgnstructs related to
forgiveness, they share seven common componeptsding feelings of
resentment, bitterness, hostility or hatred, enipathderstanding towards
offender, deciding to forgive others, giving up linating negative emotions
related to the offender, deciding to forgive onkseid reconciling with the

offender (Walker & Gorsuch, 2004, p. 13). Enrig{t996) forgiveness model,



for instance, suggests that forgiveness is a hephcess which helps people
overcome their anger, frustration and revenge, lwvhegatively affect the
individual’'s wellbeing. As for Worthington (1998)Ryramid model, teaching
clients how to forgive others’ mistakes is the eiséway of dealing with
negative emotions and thoughts so as to keepwtatlibeing and repair their

social relationships.

Based on these models, some researchers have exiiineffect of forgiveness
invervention on health variables. One of thoseistudonducted by Al-Mabuk,
Enright, and Cardis (1995) investigated the immddnright’s process model on
forgiveness, attitude toward parents, hope, séffees, anxiety, and depression
level of college students who felt that they weeprived of parental love. Results
indicated that forgiveness intervention had an irtgpd influence on forgiveness,
attitude toward parents, hope, and self-esteemrvention studies also revealed
that forgiveness intervention can be a facilitdétoovercome some hurtful
experience in romantic relationships and/or maei@pyle & Enright, 1997;
DiBlasio & Benda, 2002; Reed & Enright, 2006; Ryele, 2005). Their findings
suggested that forgiving had a significant rolenereasing self esteem and
decreasing depression and post-traumatic strasdiinduals who had been
psychologically abused in a romantic relationshig/ar marriage. In general,
these intervention studies showed that forgivenaase used as a treatment in
mental health problems and it leads to positivesegnences on clients’ health
and well- being (Lawler et al., 2005; Maltby et @001; Witvliet, Ludwig, &

Vander Laan, 2001).



Forgiveness has also been studied in relationveriaty of physical and
psychological health variables. Considering physieaables, creating forgiving
imagery was found to be linked with lowered physgital reactivity such as
smaller corrugators electromyography (EMG), skinductance (Witvliet et al.,
2001) and lower blood pressure levels and decrdasad rates (Lawler et al.,
2005). Moreover, unforgiveness was reported todmmected with negative
physical symptoms, covering increased cardiovascetponses, decreased
immune system functioning, and greater muscle ¢&nisi the face and brow

(Witvliet et al., 2001), fatigue and somatic comipia (Lawler et al., 2005).

In terms of psychological variables, failure togiwe others was found to be
accompanied with depression (Maltby et al., 208dination (Ysseldyk et al.,
2007), vengeance, hostility, anger and anxiety (fjpgon et al., 2005). In
contrast, forgiveness was associated with positifert and life satisfaction
(Maltby et al., 2004) and subjective well-being gsychological well-being
(Lawler-Row & Piferi, 2006). To sum up, relatecetture showed that
forgiveness is connected with better physical asytipological variables than
failure to forgive (Berry & Worthington, 2001; Mal, Macaskill, & Day, 2001;
Rye et al., 2001; Rye & Pargament, 2002; Touss#iiitiams, Musick, &

Everson, 2001).

In addition to the physical and psychological hHeakriables, researchers have
examined the connection of forgiveness with denygravariables (e.g., Lawler

et al., 2003, Thompson et al., 2005, Toussaint €2@01), personality (Maltby et



al., 2001), empathy (Tangney, Wagner, Hill-Barldgrschall, & Gramzow,
1996), religious variables (Lawler-Row & Piferi,@®) and social desirability
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Mauger, et al. 1992). Trake a whole, their findings
suggest that forgiveness is significantly related wvariety of topics which

highlights the importance of forgiveness in psyolgatal assessment.

Even though forgiveness has been well establishedunseling and clinical
psychology over the last 20 years (e.g., Freedm&migght, 1996; McCullough,
Worthington & Rachal, 1997), few definitions andmrital studies vis-a-vis
self—forgiveness are found in the literature. Emirig. 996) offered a widely
known definition of self-forgiveness as “willingree® abandon self-resentment in
the face of one’s own acknowledged objective wravigle fostering
compassion, generosity and love toward oneself’1@). Hall and Fincham
(2005) also conceptualized self-forgiveness agadbmotivational changes
whereby one becomes decreasingly motivated to astwiaili associated with the
offense, decreasingly motivated to retaliate agdivesself (e.g., punish the self,
engage in self-destructive behaviors, etc.), anckasingly motivated to act
benevolently toward the self” (p. 622). Within thetefinitions, people first
change their negative thoughts about themselve$oang on their wrong
behaviors rather than transgressing themselvea.rAsult of being aware of the
meaning of their faults, they should take respdhsilof their past mistakes.
Only then, “true” self-forgiveness starts to ocand people can develop
compassion, generosity or love toward themselvieerahan self—hatred and

self-contempt (Hall & Fincham, 2005).



Similar to Enright’s definition, other researchbesre mainly emphasized self-
love and taking responsibility when describing d$etfjiveness (e.g. Conran,
1993; Flanigan; 1996; Hall & Fincham, 2005; Horgiiru1974). Some
researchers suggested that self-forgiveness mighhrguiltlessness and/or
narcissism due to the selflove component (e.gl&ty@007). However, some
others point out that taking responsibility for tnactions causes pain, guilt
and/or shame which are also the main conceptdfefiosgiveness (Conran, 1993;
Enright, 1991; Flanigan, 1996). Furthermore, altffowhether reconciliation is
essential for forgiveness is debatable, researchestly agree that self-
forgiveness cannot be possible without self-red@iiin (e.g. Conran, 1993;

Berecz, 1998; Enright, 1991; Halling, 1994).

The theoretical background of self-forgivenesst ljlxe forgiveness, was
neglected by the main theorists in psychology. &lzee still a few self-
forgiveness models and/or guidelines in the relitamature (Enright, 1996; Hall

& Fincham, 2005; Luskin, 2002). Like the forgivesesodels, self-forgiveness
models mostly propose that it is a healthy protestsoccurs step by step
(Enright, 1996; Luskin, 2002). Moreover, these nisdenfirm that “true” self-
forgiveness develops as a result of taking respditgifor past mistakes and self-
acceptance with negative aspects. Hall and Finch§20'05) self-forgiveness
model also suggested that self-forgiveness invathesges in emotional, social-
cognitive, behavioral, and offense-related reastimnvard oneself. Based on self-

forgiveness models, researchers conducted inteovestiidies and their results



support the facilitator role of self-forgivenesscimical interventions that target

alcoholism (Wang, 2006) and eating disorders (Wgt2607).

Since self-forgiveness is relatively new concephmmfield of psychology (Rotter,
2001); empirical research on this topic is insugint. Among these studies, few of
them have been conducted in order to understanéxgridre the self-forgiveness
process (Bauer et al., 1992; Hall & Fincham; 20@8grson-Dayton & Krause,
2005; Yamhure-Thompson, Robinson, Michael, & Snyd8©8). Qualitative
studies (Bauer et al., 1992; Ingerson-Dayton & ISegl2005) indicated that self-
forgiveness is a shift in social-cognitive, behaaipand emotional reactions
toward oneself, consistent with self-forgivenesslais (Enright, 1996; Hall &
Fincham, 2005; Luskin, 2002). To be more precisese studies highlighted that
in order to develop self-forgiveness, severityrafsgression, lessons learned
from mistakes (Ingerson-Dayton & Krause, 2005) selflacceptance (Bauer et
al., 1992) were essential. Another study condubtediamhure-Thompson et al.
(1998) investigated the process of self-forgiveripsmtitavely. Their results
showed that active coping, social support, self-simg and religion or faith
made this process easy. On the contrary, feelihgsilh, a sense of
worthlessness, self-blaming and rumination creditdulties in achieving self-

forgiveness.

Furthermore, Hall and Fincham (2008) reported setftforgiveness increased
over time from the baseline. To be more specigl;forgiveness was found to be

correlated negatively with guilt, the severity @rpeived transgression, and



conciliatory behavior toward a higher power, busipeely with perceived
forgiveness from the victim and a higher power eoxciliatory behavior toward
the victim. Like qualitative studies (Bauer et 4B92; Ingerson-Dayton &
Krause, 2005), their study proved that self-forgeses is a dynamic process,

involving social-cognitive, affective, and behawbfactors.

In the literature, self-forgiveness studies argdér surrounded by its relations
with physical and psychological health (Avery, 200®ates, 1997; Maltby &
Day, 2001; Maltby et al., 2001; Wilson, Milosevigarroll, Hart, & Hibbard,
2008; Witvliet, Phipps, Feldman & Beckha?004). Studies revealed that failure
to forgive oneself was positively related with nisgaoutcomes such as anxiety
and depression (Maltby et al., 2001), psychopatho{Mauger et al. 1992),
neuroticism (Fisher & Exline, 2006) and symptomgpas$ttraumatic stress
disorder (Witvliet et al., 2004). In contrast, sifgiveness was found to be
highly linked with positive consequences such #isesteem (Coates, 1997),
mental well-being (Jacinto, 2007) and life satiitat (Thompson et al., 2005). In
addition, self-forgiveness was found to be thergjest predictor of physical

health (Wilson et al., 2008).

Scholars have also examined the connection ofeejiveness with other
variables such as empathy (Barbette, 2002; Madablaltby & Day, 2002),
personality (Ross, Kendall, Matters, Wrobel, & R804; Butzen, 2009),
religious variables (Toussaint & Williams, 200&)ase and guilt (Fisher &

Exline, 2006; Rangganadhan & Todorov; 2010; Zecktee& Romero, 2002),



self-oriented perfectionism (McCann, 2009), atttitw style (Hall & Fincham,
2008), conciliatory behaviors (Hall & Fincham, 208&angganadhan & Todorov,
2010; Witvliet, Ludwig, & Bauer, 2002). In conclosi, empirical studies on self-
forgiveness provided evidence that it is an impuaneriable not only in
increasing physical and psychological health bst ainderstanding human
nature; and its underlying mechanism is vital #saarchers. However, in the
absence of a well-developed and empirically-sugabpisychological theory on
self forgiveness, there is insufficient knownledggarding the process of self

forgiveness and the variables that may facilitaig process.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The aim of the current study is to investigatertile of social-cognitive (locus of
control, rumination and socially-prescribed peifattsm), emotional (shame and
guilt), behavioral (conciliatory behaviors) reacisatoward oneself in predicting
self-forgiveness based on the Hall and Finchan08%2 theoretical model.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to exartteestructural relationships
among these variables and in addition their specdntributions to what extent
they account for the experience of self-forgivertegether. To be more precise,
this model tests not only the impact of combinatdmdependent constructs
(social-cognitive, emotional, and behavioral vadeapon self-forgiveness, but it
also tests the role of emotional variables (shantegailt) and behavioral variable
(conciliatory behaviors) as mediators between fegtfiveness and other

variables.



Additionally, this study examines direct paths freatial-cognitive variables
(locus of control, rumination and socially-preseudperfectionism) so as to
explore whether their relationship to self-forgieen is mediated by emotional
and behavioral variables, or whether they direbulted in self-forgiveness
independently. Figure 1.1 presents the conceptagraim of the hypothesized

model of the present study.

10
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Figure 1.1The Conceptual Diagram of The Hypothesized Model

*Note. Locus of control= The Internal-External LocusGuintrol Scale; Socially-Prescribed Perfectionisnosi8lly-Prescribed Perfectionism Scale; Ruminati®uminative Response Scale;
Shame = Shame Subscale of TSGS; Guilt = Guilt Suesf TSGS; Conciliatory Behaviors = The Tendeoc€onciliatory Behaviors; Self Forgiveness = Faegiess of Self Subscale of HFS



1.3. Research Questions and Hypotheses

According to proposed model presented before, et study aims at

answering the following research questions:

General research question:

To what extent do social-cognitive (locus of cohtremination and socially-
prescribed perfectionism), emotional (shame antf)gand behavioral

(conciliatory behaviors) variables predict selfgimeness?

1. To what extent do emotional (shame and guilt) \des mediate the potential
effect of social-cognitive (locus of control, rumtion and socially-prescribed

perfectionism) variables on self-forgiveness?

2. To what extent do social-cognitive (locus of cohtromination and socially

prescribed perfectionism) variables directly pcedelf-forgiveness?

3. To what extent do conciliatory behaviors mediatebtential effects of

guilt on self-forgiveness?
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To be more specific, the expected directions ofabsociations among variables

are as follows:

General Hypothesis:

The hypothesized structural integrating the effetthe social-cognitive (locus

of control, rumination and socially-prescribed petfonism), emotional (shame

and guilt), and behavioral (conciliatory behaviorajiables and proposed

relationships among these variables as determimduself-forgiveness will fit the

data.

Specific Hypotheses:

1. Social-cognitive (locus of control, rumination aswtially-prescribed

perfectionism) variables will influence emotionshéme and guilt) variables.

2. Locus of control will positively influence self-fgiveness whereas rumination

and socially-prescribed perfectionism will negatyvefluence self-forgiveness.

3. Shame and guilt will negatively influence self-fmgness.

4. Guilt will positively influence conciliatory belviors and conciliatory behaviors

will positively influence self-forgiveness.
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1.3. Significance of the Study

In the related literature, theorists and reseaschave paid more attention to
forgiveness of others than self-forgiveness (Fresed& Enright, 1996;
McCullough et al., 1997). In the absence of a wieleloped and empirically-
supported psychological theory on self-forgivengssy little is known about the
potential facilitators of self-forgiveness proceResearch supports that there is a
connection between physical and psychological healtiables and self-
forgiveness (Avery, 2008; Coates, 1997; Maltby &D2001; Maltby et al.,

2001; Wilson et al., 2008; Witvliet et al., 200@verall, self-forgiveness has such
benefits for individuals as increased self este€oafes, 1997), mental well-being
(Jacinto, 2007) and life satisfaction (Thompsoalgt2005). Besides, self-
forgiveness is proved to decrease the negativeoods such as anxiety and
depression (Maltby et al., 2001), psychopatholddsiger et al., 1992),
symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder (Witwdieal., 2004). In addition,
theoretical self-forgiveness models and guidelmesly suggested its healing
impact on individuals’ health not only psycholodigdut also physiologically
(Enright, 1996; Luskin, 2002). Based on these ngdbe results of the
intervention studies prove that self-forgivenesslitates interventions on health

problems (Wang, 2006; Watson, 2007).

Given the insufficient theoretical knowledge abth# very significant concept of

self-forgiveness, this study aims at investigatimgrole of social-cognitive,

emotional, and behavioral factors in predictindg-fmigiveness to provide
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empirical evidence for Hall and Fincham’s (200%dtetical model. More
specifically, the study examines the structuratiehships among these variables
and to what extent they specifically account fa& éxperience of self-forgiveness.
Thus, the main significance of the present studgeofrom its contribution of
theoretical knowledge by increasing the generaiedge about potential factors

that play a role in self forgiveness.

In addition to its theoretical contribution, thisidy might have some practical
implications as well. First of all, currently, tkeeis no published research in the
area of self-forgiveness in Turkey especially amooitege students. Thus,
conducting a study related to self-forgiveness agriurkish college students is
quite important in order to understand and devétepconcept of self-forgiveness
in the context of this culture. As a result of knogvthe characteristics of self-
forgiveness process in Turkish culture, researctemsconduct more reliable
empirical studies in this culture. For this reagbis study will be a first step

towards composing self-forgiveness literature ia thulture.

Considering university students, university lifaigransition period for students
from high school to college in which students mosttperienced some emotional
difficulties, including depression (Oliver & Paull995), anxiety (Andrews &
Wilding, 2004), and stress (Cahir & Moris, 1991idkonally, students have
mostly problems in family (Biggs, Najman, SchulAM#liams, 1991) and

romantic relationships (Overbey, Snell, & Calli®09) because of moving from
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home, separation from family and friends, the laissources of social support

and attempting to develop new social networks.

Regarding forgiveness intervention, previous stidé¥ealed that forgiveness
intervention can be a facilitator for universitydénts to overcome some hurtful
experience in romantic relationships (Rye & Pargatyi2002) and family (Al-
Mabuk et al., 1995). These studies showed thatiengss and mental health
significantly increase as a result of these intetioms. That is, these studies
already proved the healing power of forgivenessrirgntion on university
students. Yet, according to Hall and Fincham (2@0634) “there are no
empirically validated interventions designed spealfy to facilitate self-
forgiveness”. Therefore, the hypothesized modeletffforgiveness can
encourage counselors to the development of safivieness training programs
for university students that can be used by unityec®unseling centers. Thus, the
current study can have important implications foivarsity students who have

difficulty in family and/or romantic relationshi@s a result of unforgiveness.

In addition, in the absence of a cross-validatdéfdfesyiveness measure, there are
very few cross-cultural studies in related literatuAt this point, translating and
adapting the Heartland Forgiveness Scale into thkigh language and culture

can stimulate research on cross-cultural studies.
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1.4.Limitations of the Study

This study has some limitations as well as sonengths and the findings should
be evaluated by taking those limitations into cdesation. A major limitation of
the study was the use of a convenient samplingraltian random sampling to
collect the data from Middle East Technical UnivigtsAlthough this method of
sampling is a practical way to gather data, inraveaience sample one cannot
expects a highly representative sample. Therefoesiesults can be only

generalized for METU undergraduate university stisle

Another weakness was the use of self-report mesisuigathering data on the
role of emotional (shame and guilt), social-cogsitjlocus of control, rumination
and socially-prescribed perfectionism), behavigcahciliatory behaviors)
reactions toward oneself in predicting self-forgigss. In spite of its wide
applicability, the validity of the self report memss is limited because the
participants may not be giving honest responsesaltiee need for social

desirability.

The final shortcoming comes from the cross-sectinature of the study, namely
the data were carried out at one time point an@ g@vindication of the sequence
of events. Because of the nature of the crossosedtstudy, it would have been
more appropriate to use it in a descriptive studligr than in a study inferring
causality, and it restricted the researcher frorkingaany longitudinal prediction.

Thus, longitudinal studies are needed to testttiglgy of the results over time.
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1.5. Definition of the Terms

In the following section, the definitions of impant terms of the present study are

presented.

Forgiveness islefined as“a willingness to abandon one’s right to resentment
negative judgment, and indifferent behavior towamneé who unjustly injured us,
while fostering the undeserved qualities of comigaisgenerosity, and even love

toward him or her” (Enright, 1996, p.113).

Self-forgivenests defined a$ awillingness to abandon self-resentment in the
face of one’s own acknowledged objective wrong lefastering compassion,

generosity and love toward oneself’ (Enright, 1996,15).

Guilt is defined as “the emotion that an individual exgreces after committing
an act that violates one’s moral standards anithat&s responsibility for the

violation to oneself” (Bear, Uribe-Zarain, Manni&gShiomi, 2009, p.230).

Shamas defined as “the emotion that appears when arlates self-imposed

moral standards” (Bear et al., 2009, p.230).

Ruminationis defined as “focusing passively and repetitivatyone’s symptoms

of distress and the meaning of those symptoms wittaiing action to correct the

problems one identifies” (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1992 1%).
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Socially-prescribed perfectionisim defined as “one’s beliefs or perceptions that
entail the belief that others have perfectionisipectations and motives for

oneself” (Hewitt & Flett, 1991, p. 98)

Locus of controls a personality construct referring to an indixatls perception
of the locus of events as determined internallynisyher own behavior vs. fate,
luck, or external circumstances (Rotter, 1966)iMiddials with a high internal
locus of control believe that events result prityariom their own behavior and
actions. Those with a high external locus of cdriasieve that powerful others,

fate, or chance primarily determine events.

Transgressionare events that people perceive as violating theectations and
assumptions about how they, other people, or thiédwought to” be. When
people experience transgressions, they typicalglde negative thoughts (e.qg.,
“this has ruined my life”), feelings (e.g., angeor behaviors (e.g., seeking
revenge) related to the transgressor, transgressi@ssociated outcomes that
reflect how they are responding (cognitively, afifely, or behaviorally) to the

transgression (Thompson et al., 2005, p. 317).
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents the research literatureaptdo forgiveness and self-
forgiveness. The first section is devoted to thespntation of conceptualization
of forgiveness and self-forgiveness, and the measent of forgiveness and self-
forgiveness. The second section includes researdébrgiveness and self-
forgiveness. The third section reviews the assiociaif forgiveness and self-
forgiveness with social-cognitive (locus of controimination and socially-
prescribed perfectionism), emotional (shame antf)gand behavioral

(conciliatory behaviors) variables.

2.1 Definitions of Forgiveness and Self-forgiveness

In order to understand self-forgiveness, it is e8akto first investigate the
concept of forgiveness. Forgiveness is a compleabie and has a variety of
definitions in the literature (e.g. Benson, 199&right, 1996; Maltby et al., 2001,
Sells & Hargrave; 1998; Smedes, 2001). As Maltbgl e2001) defined
forgiveness as overcoming the hurting experienaeegative life events in
interpersonal relationships. Smedes (2001) viewegivfeness as a giving up

negative emotions and defined it as a “redemp#gponse to having been
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wronged or wounded” (p. 73). Benson (1992) clairffiechiveness has the power
to stop the reruns of the pain while releasinghblel one has to the offender” (p.
78). In the same way, Sells and Hargrave (199&r&ssthat the main component
of forgiveness is releasing negative emotions deoto develop positive or
neutral emotions. Finally, Enright (1996) defineddiveness as “a willingness to
abandon one’s right to resentment, negative judgnaewl indifferent behavior
toward one who unjustly injured us, while fosterthg undeserved qualities of
compassion, generosity, and even love toward hihedr(p.113). Among these
definitions, Enright’s definition of forgivenesstise widely accepted one in the
related literature. According to this definitiooydiveness is consciously and
willingly making effort to develop positive reacti® such as compassion,
empathy, generosity instead of anger, frustratrmh\@ngeance towards an
offender. Therefore, forgiveness refers to givipgiegative reactions such as
resentment and anger and increasing positivessuuésas compassionate
responses to a transgressor (Enright et al., 1®88ham, 2000; McCullough et

al., 1997).

In the related literature, several researchers hagepted that forgiveness has
three aspects: social-cognitive, emotional, ancgbienal (e.g., Enright, 1996;
Gordon & Baucom, 1998). The social-cognitive aspefsrs to developing
thought of respect instead of thought of condenanaiihe emotional aspect of
forgiveness refers to developing positive emotisunsh as compassion instead of
resentment. The behavioral aspect of forgivendsssréo acting toward an

offender with good intentions instead of gettingarge (Enright, 1996).
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However, some authors considered that the beh&agpact of forgiveness is not

required for forgiveness to occur for the individ(eag. Edwards et al., 2002).

Some researchers emphasized the emotional compgarfeotgiveness, such as
compassion or empathy toward an offender. McCuhoetgal. (2000) viewed
forgiveness as a process of changing resentmentearggtance with empathy and
compassion in order to improve the damaged relatidfithin this definition,
empathy and compassion have an important role oredging the motivation to
seek revenge and increasing the motivation of ¢iation and good intention
toward the offender. Correspondingly, McCullouglalet{1997) defined
forgiveness as “...the lay concept that people invokeescribe the
transformation that occurs when their motivatiamseek revenge and to maintain
estrangement from an offending relationship pastmierdiminish, and their
motivation to pursue conciliatory action increasgs”322). Even though
McCullough et al. (1997) highlighted only the ingersonal process, the
occurrence of an intrapersonal process of forgiseméthout any reconciliation
actions also an accepted process of forgivenese fangiveness researchers. As
Edwards et al. (2002) claimed that one who hadrdt@xperience does not
have to develop positive emotions toward an offeraled thus only the absence

of negative emotions is enough to mention forgigsne

Researchers mostly accepted that forgivenessriscass which will happen in

time (Strelan & Covic, 2006, p.1064). More speailig, Rotter (2001) asserted

that “forgiveness does not happen in a vacuumetlsea context and a process”
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(p. 176). According to Thompson et al. (2005), feegess refers to developing
new and positive perceptions to the self (victithg other (an offender), and the
world. They also warned that this process can samestbe stressful and require
time to change negative attitudes with more pasitiones particularly toward the
offender. Similarly, other researchers confirmedat forgiveness is a process and
coping with resentment and anger by means of nesitiyp® perspectives toward
an offender takes times (Hughes, 1993; Murphy & pitom, 1988; North, 1987).
According to Enright and Fitzgibbons (2000), in grecess of forgiveness one
who faced painful hurts of interpersonal transgoessneeds to learn some skills,
coping strategy and commitment in order to overcoesentment and anger (p.

35).

In view of the process of forgiveness, Enright #melHuman Development Study
Group (1991) claimed that forgiveness consist®of phases: uncovering,
decision, work, and deepening. In the uncoverirgsplone feels pain and
unfairness and understands how this pain affe@sedf In the decision phase,
one thinks about what forgiveness is, what theiptesbenefits of forgiveness
are, and what transgression means for oneselielmork phase, one tries to
understand the transgression and an offender frdiffiesent point of view, and
develop a more positive perspective by the effetempathy and compassion
emotions. In the deepening phase, with the newppetive that one consciously
quits anger, frustration and revenge that negatiaect the one’s health, one

makes new and positive inferences and draws lgssomthe pain and unfairness.
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Certainly, these phases are assumed to differ diogpto the characteristics of

transgression and the person who faced it.

Even though forgiveness has a lot of differentrdgdéns, it is regarded as a
process of changing negative thoughts, affectsoahaviors with more positives
ones as a results of gaining a new and more entgaghspective toward an
offender. Furthermore, forgiveness seems to havgdimiensional aspects:
social-cognitive, emotional, and behavioral (egright, 1996; Gordon &
Baucom, 1998). Given that this is the most commuateustanding of forgiveness,

the current study includes this particular compoméforgiveness.

The concept of forgiveness is complex and has iatyasf aspects. First of all, it
can be separated into two as dispositional and &iagiveness. Dispositional
forgiveness refers to trait- like qualities whi@nrain stable across time and
context (Worthington, 1998). According to this apgeh, forgiveness is
considered as a personal disposition to demongtrateendency of forgiveness.

In contrast, state forgiveness refers to forgivardgfinite hurtful event and can
fluctuate as a function of the situation or ottremtdrs. Researchers have reported
that dispositional forgiveness is more likely todoerelated with psychological
variables, including mental health and well-beiragher than forgiveness of
specific transgressions (Thompson et al., 2005;ddaet al., 1992). Due to these
findings, the current study examined the dispaséidorgiveness rather than state

forgiveness.

24



Secondly, whether forgiveness is an intrapersonahanterpersonal concept has
long been asked in the related literature. Whiterppersonal forgiveness or that of
others starts with being hurt by others, intrapeasor self-forgiveness begins
with hurting others. This distinction influencesthle process of forgiveness of
self and others. In forgiveness of others procass,has negative reactions
toward others; however, in the self process onenbgative reactions such as

anger, blame and hatred toward oneself.

The majority of the literature in this area hasused on understanding the
forgiveness of others (e.g., Freedman & Enrigh®6l®cCullough et al., 1997).
However, very limited definitions and studies oti-fargiveness are found in the
related literature. Researchers mostly emphasiiédose and self- respect in the
face of one’s own wrongdoing when describing setfiiveness. For example,
Horsbrugh (1974) conceptualized self-forgivenesa @isange in the thought of
self-hatred and self—contempt as a result of hyieimother with goodwill toward
the self. Bauer et al. (1992) defined self-forgeemas “the shift from
estrangement to being at home with oneself’ (p).1Bauer et al. (1992) asserted
that self-forgiveness occur when individuals untierd that to err is human and
transgressions are normal for all human beingdsNILO95) assumed that self-
forgiveness is a “primary intrapsychic act motiatait of conflict with moral
self-representation, [and] is the necessary pracessstaining a cohesive self-

image as a moral agent” (p. 405).
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According to Berecz (1998), self-forgiveness reter&ddisconnecting from the
shame, embarrassment, ridicule, and humiliatigorevious failures and mistakes
(p.128). Enright (1996) defined self-forgivenesadwillingness to abandon self-
resentment in the face of one’s own acknowledggelctibe wrong, while
fostering compassion, generosity and love towarsself” (p.115). Halling (1994)
also described self-forgiveness as an acceptanaiktbe parts of personality,
including previously assigned as unacceptable paseself. Conran (1993)
claimed that self-forgiveness can cause decreasiting possibility of using
psychological defenses such as projection, denthldéssociation due to
admitting guilt and taking the responsibility of@fise. Flanigan (1996) defined
four phases of self-forgiveness: “confronting yalf,sholding yourself
responsible, confessing your flaws, and transfaiona(p.59). According to this
definition, the main component of self-forgivenesself-worth and confronting
oneself and its fault openly. More recently, Haltld&incham (2005)
conceptualized self-forgiveness as a “set of mttwal changes whereby one
becomes decreasingly motivated to avoid stimubeissed with the offense,
decreasingly motivated to retaliate against thie(eed., punish the self, engage in
self-destructive behaviors, etc.), and increasimgbfivated to act benevolently

toward the self” (p. 622).

According to Enright (1996), self-respect is thstfstep in order to increase self-
forgiveness, involving a shift in thought of sel&tfed and self—contempt with
compassion, generosity or love toward oneself. Ise asserted that taking

responsibility of the actions causing pain andifegguilty and shameful are the
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main concepts of self-forgiveness. Therefore, felfiveness does not mean
guiltlessness and/or narcissism. In addition, hered that even though
reconciliation can possibly, but not necessarilguran forgiveness,

reconciliation is essential for developing selfgimeness. That is to say, self-
forgiveness is not possible without self-recontitia. However, reconciliation
with the self and developing compassion towards#iecan be a difficult aspect
of self-forgiveness since people’s tendency taatze themselves is higher than
their tendency to criticize others. Therefore, pedprgive others more often than

they forgive themselves.

In summary, there is still lack of empirical resgaand theory about both
forgiveness and self-forgiveness exists in the ipshpgical literature. Therefore,
very little is known about the process of forgivesand self-forgiveness and the
variables that may facilitate these processes. Ewaumgh, the concept of
forgiveness and self-forgiveness has a varietyefihdions, there is little
consensus within the related literature about vidr@giveness and self-forgiveness
encompasses and a dearth of studies investigat#utcpors of forgiveness and
self-forgiveness. Therefore, one of the aims «f gtudy is to enrich recent

knowledge with respect to self-forgiveness amonikiSt university students.

2.2. Theoretical Framework of the Study

Prior to examining the research studies on selfif@ness, it is important to

understand what self-forgiveness encompasses; leoywiew models and theories
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of self-forgiveness have been developed in theféasdecades. Therefore, in this
study forgiveness and self-forgiveness models avered together. Two
forgiveness models and three self-forgiveness nsaatel outlined which are
presented as the guiding theoretical models. Thmegkels can also be used as

clinical models to help people forgive others amehiselves.

2.2.1.1 The Process Model

The process model of forgiveness developed by Bhagd the Human
Development Study Group (1991) is used as oneeoifrthjor theoretical focus in
the current study. This model is a social-cognjthehavioral, and affective
psychodynamic approach based on psychologicaliggeof moral development
such as Kohlberg’'s moral reasoning developmentraaget's age-based stages
(Enright, Santos & Al-Mabuk, 1989; Enright and THeman Development Study

Group, 1991). Citing Sells and Hargrave (1998):

The process model of forgiveness was develope@dadntthe six stages of
Kohlberg's idea of justice as the following:

(1) Revengeful forgivenessates that forgiveness is possible only after
retaliation which parallels the person’s pain.

(2) Restitutional forgivenes3he granting of forgiveness to relieve guilt or
after restoration of that which was lost.

(3) Expectational forgivenesgtates that forgiveness occurs in response to

social pressure.
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(4) Lawful expectational forgivenesbBhe granting of forgiveness because
one submits to a moral code or authority suchrafigious conviction.

(5) Social harmonyForgiveness is granted as a means of reducingl soc
friction and to maintain peace.

(6) Forgiveness as an act of lavdurtful acts do not alter love commitment.

Forgiveness maintains the possibility for recoatidin (p. 27).

Enright (1996) defined forgiveness as “a willingaés abandon one’s right to
resentment, negative judgment, and indifferent ehaoward one who unjustly
injured us, while fostering the undeserved quaitécompassion, generosity,
and even love toward him or her” (p.113). This dighn refers to highest stages
of moral development (unconditional forgiveness)ohtoccurs from agape and

nothing is asked in return in order to establistiaddharmony.

The main concept of the process model of forgivemeshanging negative
thought, affect and, possibly, but not necessabaviors toward the offender.
Therefore, these change processes include threandions: feelings toward the
offender, thoughts about the offender, and actiaken toward the offender.
Based on the moral development theory, the inn@ngé or unconditional
forgiveness takes time and happens step by stapnm#ber of authors accepted
that forgiveness is a process and happens in defférelan & Covic, 2006,

p.1064).
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In view of the process of forgiveness, Enright @P8aimed that forgiveness
consists of four phases: uncovering, decision, wankli deepening. Table 2.2

illustrates Enright (1996) Process of Forgiving &rey (p.120).

Table 2.1

Enright (1996)’s Process of Forgiving Another

Uncovering Phase

1. Examination of psychological defenses.

2. Confrontation of anger; the point is to releamsx,harbor, the anger.
3. Admittance of shame, when this is appropriate.

4. Awareness of cathexis

5. Awareness of cognitive rehearsal of the offense.

[o2]

. Insight that the injured party may be compasatj with the injurer.
7. Realization that oneself may be permanently athkersely changed by the
injury.

8. Insight into a possibly altered "just world" wie

Decision Phase

9. A change of heart, conversion, new insights ttdtresolutionstrategies are
not working.
10. Willingness to consider forgiveness as an optio

11. Commitment to forgive the offender.
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Table 2.1

Enright (1996)’s Process of Forgiving Another (cont

Work Phase

12. Reframing, through role taking, who the wrongdis by viewing him or her
in context.

13. Empathy toward the offender.

14. Awareness of compassion, as it emerges, totardffender.

15. Acceptance, absorption of the pain.

Outcome Phase

16. Finding meaning for self and others in the exirfig and in the forgiveness
process.

17. Realization that self has needed others' fergsgs in the past.

18. Insight that one is not alone (universalitypsart).

19. Realization that self may have a new purpodigeilbecause of the injury.

20. Awareness of decreased negative affect andhapsy increased positive
effect, if this begins to emerge, toward the injurawareness of internal,

emotional release.

* From “Counseling within the forgiveness triad: €@mgiving, receiving forgiveness, and self forgiess, by R. D.
Enright, 1996Counseling and Values, @), p. 120.

In the uncovering phase one feels pain and unfssraad understands how this
pain affects oneself. In the decision phase, oim& tibout what the forgiveness
is, what the possible benefits of forgiveness adkwahat transgression means for
oneself. In the work phase, one tries to understiaadransgression and an

offender from a different point of view, and devyel more positive perspective
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by the effects of empathy and compassion emotiartbe deepening phase, with
the new perspective that one consciously quitsrafigestration and revenge that
negatively affect the one’s health, one makes nevpesitive inferences and
draws lessons from the pain and unfairness. Thesses are assumed to differ

according to the characteristics of transgressimmhthe person who faced it.

Following Enright (1996)’s process model, somerveation studies were
conducted to test the effectiveness of this mdeleledman and Enright (1996),
for instance, applied a process model of forgivemesn intervention with 12
female incest survivors. As a result of forgiveniessrvention, the experimental
group had significantly greater scores on hopefargiveness and lower scores
on anxiety and depression scales than control gidepl and Enright (1993) also
carried out a forgiveness intervention, based proaess model of forgiveness
with 24 elderly women. After 8-week program, theulkes showed that the
experimental group had significantly higher scaregorgiveness than control
group. Similarly, Al-Mabuk et al. (1995) examindgktinfluence of Enrigh’s
process model on college students who felt that Wexe deprived of parental
love. Their findings also proved positive effect¢hos model on forgiveness,
attitude toward parents, hope, and self-esteenselampirical studies
summarized the evidence supporting the effectiveenéa process model of

forgiveness in psychological intervention.
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2.2.1.2. The Pyramid Model (five steps to forgiverss)

Worthington (1998) developed a five-step model daseprevious studies
(McCullough, Worthington, 1995; McCullough et dl997) for how to forgive,
including emotional, social-cognitive and behavi@egeriences. The aim of the
pyramid model is to teach participants how to rexog, accept, and acknowledge
their feelings of anger, hurt, and/or revenge. lkenmrhore, this model intended to
teach participants empathy, genuineness, and yp®ségard (non-
judgmentalness) toward the offender. Empathy apgpeane the key component
in this forgiveness model. Creating a “state of athp’ for the offender is the
goal of this step (Worthington, 1998, p. 119). Timisdel is known as the pyramid
model to REACH Forgiveness. The Pyramid model vessghed to help
individuals who want to forgive but can not doTihe five stages of the cognitive-
behavioral affective REACH model are: (a) Recallihg hurt, (b) Empathizing
with the offender, (c) Accepting and understandhmgyaltruistic gift of
forgiveness, (d) Committing to forgive, and (e) #ia on to forgiveness, even if
additional forgiveness is necessary (Worthingt@®8). In this model of the
process of forgiveness, Worthington (2001) empleakibe role of empathy for

offender in the development of a commitment to ificeg

In the first stage, one recalls and faces thedwperience in the safe and
supportive environment. At this supportive and sdfeosphere, one can re-
experience a hurt, offense, rejection, or feelihopjustice without the need to be

defensive or fear that they will be re-offendedti#¢ second stage, one who
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experienced a hurtful and unfair event empathizés tive offender. According to
this model, the key concept of forgiveness is timglkabout what the other person
might have been thinking and feeling. McCullouglale{1997) found that
empathy mediates forgiveness, which creates nevii@mabreactions in the

body. Particularly, forgiveness reduces stressaauger, as well as lowers the risk

of cardiovascular problems (Worthington, 1998).

In the third stage, after making an effort to uistlend an offender’s actions from
his or her perspective, one can begin to cast ivegamnotions aside and develop
compassion towards the offender. As a result afphbcess, one can offer a gift
of forgiveness, then one can proceed to step fazgording to this model,
making some public commitment such as writing difosate stating the date can
facilitate the forgiveness process. Thereforehenfourth stage, one can make
such a public commitment to forgive and declaré tt@mmitment to re-
experience forgiveness in the future. The finajsteefers to holding on to
forgiveness instead of ruminating unforgiving eransi and thoughts. However,
this model warns that developing and sustainingif@ness is not an easy task.
Furthermore, some hurtful transgressions can bessible to forgive within an

ongoing relationship.

To sum up, Strelan and Covic (2006) explained tmmon perspective among
these forgiveness process models very lucidly e ¢kaim “forgiveness proceeds
in a generally sequential, stage-like manner, duwhich individuals must

adequately perform particular cognitive, affectisad behavioral tasks before
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they are able to move on the next stage” (p.108®)ough the above mentioned
models are developed to understand forgivenesggspthey can also carter for
understanding self-forgiveness process. The follgvwaart summarizes the three

main self-forgiveness models specifically develofmdhis issue.

2.2.2.1 Enright’s Four-Phase Model of Self-forgiveess

Enright (1996) defined self-forgiveness as a “wiiness to abandon self-
resentment in the face of one’s own acknowledggelctibe wrong, while
fostering compassion, generosity and love towaekeli” (p.115). Like this
definition, Enright (1996) adapted a process ofjife@ness model to self-
forgiveness. Similar to the forgiveness of othemlsl, self-forgiveness model
consists of four phases: uncovering, decision, wankli deepening. Table 2.2
represents a process of self-forgiveness, whichrapasses 20 units within four

phases (Enright, 1996, p.124).
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Table 2.2

Enright’s (1996) Process of Self-Forgiveness

Uncovering Phase

1. Denial. What | did to other or self is not sa@bbam not particularly hurt

2. Guilt (one's own sense of justice was violatedvhat one did) and remorse
(sadness). Perhaps self-anger is involved as dawwatedges wrong against self
or other(s)

3. Shame. A pervasive sense that others besidesfragademn me

4. Cathexis. Energy is consumed as | dwell on giglhorse, and shame (Units 2
and 3)

5. Cognitive rehearsal. Replaying the event overarer in my mind

6. Comparison of myself and other. If | hurt anotperson, | compare my more
fortunate state with their less fortunate statd. hurt myself, | compare myself
before and after the hurtful event(s)

7. Realization that the one | hurt (which couldadm®ther person or myself) may
be permanently and adversely changed, and in seases permanently, by my
actions

8. The sense of "who | am" may be altered. Reatimathat | am imperfect;
generalized self-criticism; perhaps self-condenomaind possibly lowered self-

esteem
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Table 2.2

Enright’s (1996) Process of Self-Forgiveness (gont.

Decision Phase

9. Change of heart or conversion. Realization déhat must change

10. Willingness to consider self-forgiveness as @ption. What is self-
forgiveness? Is it a worthwhile endeavor?

11. Commitment to forgive self. The person makes@mmitment to avoid self-

condemnation or even subtle self-revenge and bel$a

Work Phase

12. Refraining toward the self. One puts oneselfantext, seeing the pressures
one was under, past habits, or past responsesisTing done to shift the blame to
others or to the environment, but to see the selidnerable, imperfect

13. Affective self-awareness. Being more awaren&#®own suffering as a result
of what one had done

14. Compassion. Being willing to love oneself intespof one's actions and
subsequent suffering

15. Accepting the pain. Being willing to acceptlbttie pain of one's own actions
and the subsequent suffering, by accepting the gagndoes not then transfer the

pain to others
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Table 2.2

Enright’s (1996) Process of Self-Forgiveness (gont.

Outcome Phase

16. Finding meaning in the event of offense andeqbent suffering

17. Realization that self has forgiven others awtived forgiveness from others
in the past; thus, one could offer this now tosbl

18. Realization that one is not alone. There isas@upport and others have had
to forgive themselves

19. A new purpose may emerge. How one will live lifom this point may be
different, given the difficulties

20. Release. Outcome of relief from excessive guitt remorse

* From “Counseling within the forgiveness triad: @mgiving, receiving forgiveness, and self forgiess, by R. D.
Enright, 1996Counseling and Values, @), p. 124.

According to this model, in the uncovering phase taces and realizes his or her
pain which causes negative emotions such as deuiittl,or shame. The essential
component of this stage is assessing whether thmalroffense is directed at the
self or others. If the offense is directed at atheeceiving forgiveness as well as
self-forgiveness may be necessary components gbribeess. At this stage, one
realizes his/her imperfections which can be conrigrtbut this may also lead to
self-criticism, self-condemnation, or lower seléteem. In the second phase, one
thinks about what self-forgiveness is, what the spgie benefits of self-
forgiveness are, and what transgression meandrfghér. In this phase, making
a public commitment with respect to self-forgivenesn be useful and practical

to eliminate self-abuse, self-revenge, and selieamation.
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In the third phase, one takes responsibility aisgaession and accepts the pain of
the hurtful experience. The vital point of thisgaas that one should continue to
value and love herself/himself in spite of his er fulnerabilities and
imperfections. In the final phase, with the newspexctive that he/she has
developed, one consciously gives up anger, gughame feelings that negatively
affect one’s health. He/she makes a new and pesitierence from past hurtful
experience after developing self love and self cassn. Briefly, in Enright’s
view, the initial step of self-forgiveness beginshwealizing the effect of
transgression on victims and/or oneself. Afternigithe responsibility of negative
and hurtful experience, one tries to develop sateland compassion instead of
self-anger, guilt or shame. With this new perspectind emotions, self-
forgiveness occurs within a new understanding &ffeasceptance. Throughout
years, the units of this model have changed slighith different treatments.
Although it has been widely used in psychology sréashould keep in mind; this

model is just a hypothesi®t an empirically supported model.

2.2.2.2 Luskin’s HEAL Method of Self-forgiveness

Luskin (2002) created a self-forgiveness model thasethe HEAL method. This
model consists of four sequential stages: hope;adyaffirm, long-term. Hope
refers to a belief in a positive outcome relatedvents and circumstances in one's
life. In the first stage, counselor encouragesti¢o focus on hope statements
which are positive, personal, and specific (p. 2Mihdfulness can help clients

particularly when they do hurtful things and feelrp In the second stage,
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counselor teaches clients mindfulness, which iresugaching them a calm
awareness of one's body functions, feelings, comteconsciousness, or
consciousness itself. The aim of the third stage tevelop positive intentions
instead of wasting time to beat themselves upHeir imistakes. Creating positive
intentions helps clients to learn from their migtskThe last stage of this model
refers to holding onto forgiveness instead of ruatimg unforgiving emotions and
thoughts. In order to maintaining self-forgivendks, client should learn and
develop new skills: (a) taking something less peafig, (b) taking responsibility

for one’s feelings, and (c) telling a positive miien story.

According to this model, self-forgiveness beginthwaccepting being an

imperfect human. More specifically, anyone can nmak&akes and act in a

wrong way. As a result of this, one can feel gsittame or embarrassment toward
oneself. However, wasting time blaming themseleedHeir mistakes does not
facilitate the healing process and hold them oméoptast. This model suggests
that one should take responsibility for his/herad instead of ruminating the
past which allows us to draw lessons from mistakeBowing this, one can

create new and positive intentions in order tarabetter ways in the future.
Finally, creating a new positive story can help ooenect to the present time and

let them forgive themselves for what they did gpenenced in the past.
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2.2.2.3. Hall and Fincham’s Self-Forgiveness Model

Currently, Hall and Fincham (2005) presented ttat theoretical model of self-
forgiveness. They defined self-forgiveness as “watibnal change rests on the
assumption that the offender both acknowledges gdomg and accepts
responsibility. Without this assumption, there ba&mno motivational change, as
the offender is already motivated to act benevbldntvard the self” (p. 627).
That is, this model highlighted the importanceasfihg responsibility of past
mistakes or wrongdoing and without these a “triadf-forgiveness is out of
question. In view of that, their model mainly emgizad the distinction between
true and pseudo self-forgiveness. They claimedithatder to achieve true self-
forgiveness, people first recognize their wrongdaand than they should accept
the responsibility of their mistake as suggeste®ibpn (2001) and (Holmgren,
1998). Unlike “true” self-forgiveness, Hall and Eivam (2005) suggested that
“pseudo self-forgiveness occurs when an offendkr timacknowledge
wrongdoing and accept responsibility. In such aaion, one may indicate that
one has forgiven oneself when, in fact, one do¢®eleve one did anything

wrong” (p. 626).

Given this significant distinction, they develogbéir model to understand and
explore the underlying mechanism of “true” selfgimeness. They developed
their model based on the motivational changesudinl cognitive, affective, and
behavioral processes. Motivational change occuerwvthese processes are

completed and this leads to self-forgiveness. Adiogrto this model, self-
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forgiveness consists of shifts in emotional (esgame, guilt, and empathy),
social-cognitive (e.g., attributions, perceivedgiweness), behavioral (e.qg.,
conciliatory behavior), and offense-related vareahle.g., perceived transgression
severity) (Hall & Fincham, 2005, p.621). Their mbd@s presented in Figure 2.
1. More specifically, they hypothesized that unhdlpmotions such as guilt and
shame are negatively correlated with self-forgiasndo be more precise, while
the sense of guilt forces one to present concilydbehavior towards the victim,
the feeling of shame directs one to avoid actiovatals the victim due to
defensive intention for self. In addition, they egfed that the relationship
between guilt and self-forgiveness are mediateddmgiliatory behaviors or
empathic understanding. Considering social-cogmifispects of self-forgiveness,
they largely stressed that whether the offendebate his/her own behavior
externally or internally and adaptively or maladeglly has a great effect on self-
forgiveness process. In particular, they assehatiwhereas external attribution
about transgression may increase the possibiliselfifforgiveness; maladaptive

attribution can promote the feeling of guilt anélgag forgiveness (p. 632).

In terms of behavioral component of self-forgives)dbey offered conciliatory
behavior as a mediator role between guilt andfsetfiveness as mentioned
before. Moreover, they supposed that perceivedvengss from both the victim
and a higher power are connected with higher seffifeness. In contrast, they
expected that severity of the offense is negatilieked with self-forgiveness.
Although their model attempted to understand smifizeness process with

severity of variables, they accepted that othelabéas such as relationship-level
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factors (e.g., was the victim a loved one or asea?) and personality-level
factors (e.g., neuroticism) can also influence phecess considerably. Therefore,
even though there are lots of other variables pdoeg self-forgiveness process,
they admitted the proposed model is limited onljhiese variables. Finally, they
suggested that this theoretical model can stimtteelevelopment of self-
forgiveness intervention, which is a largely netgecarea among health

professionals.
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Figure 2.1Proposed Model of Self-Forgiveness by Hall and framae (2005, p. 630)



Following this, Hall and Fincham (2008) conductadeanpirical study in order to
test their theoretical model. They investigated fsaf-forgiveness process
changes over time from the baseline (i.e., the tifitbe transgression). They
hypothesized that it would increase after a tragsgion similar to forgiveness of
others as reported by McCullough et al. (2003prbter to examine their
hypotheses, they designed a longitudinal courseléfforgiveness within
emotional (e.g., shame, guilt, empathy), socialrdog (e.g., attributions,
perceived forgiveness), behavioral (e.g., conaitbehavior), and offense—
related variables (e.g., perceived transgressioargg). For this aim, they
measured 148 university student’s self-forgiverlegsl over a 7-week period
from the baseline. The fact that variations in-@ifjiveness were connected to
fluctuation in 6 time-changing covariates and el of self-forgiveness rose

linearly over time beyond what was suggested biyfsgdiveness course.

Furthermore, they reported that while self-forgeesnwas negatively correlated
with guilt, perceived transgression severity, aodailiatory behavior toward a
higher power, it was positively correlated with gaved forgiveness from the
victim and a higher power and conciliatory behavavard the victim. These
findings provided an evidence of Hall and Fincha(@805) theoretical model of
self—forgiveness which suggests that self-forgigerie a dynamic process,

including social-cognitive, affective, and behawioaispects.

More recently, Rangganadhan and Todorov (2010)echaut an empirical study

in order to test the effect of personality traitldrehavioral factors on the self-
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forgiveness tendency rooted in the section of Hiadl Fincham’s (2005)
theoretical model (Figure 2.2.). Firstly, this stwdas investigated the structural
relationships among empathy, guilt, shame and Gatary behaviors as
determinants of dispositional self forgiveness.iffiedings indicated an
inadequate model fit for the original section ofll&d Fincham’s (2005)

theoretical model.

Figure 2.2The Section of Hall and Fincham’s Proposed Mode0&, p.4) Most
Relevant to a Dispositional Self-Forgiveness Focus.
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Unlike the given prediction that empathy and coatoky behaviors would have a
mediator role between guilt and self-forgivenelsirtstudy was not confirmed.
In addition, a path directly or indirectly betwegmilt and self-forgiveness was

found nonsignificant.

Seconly, an alternative model (Figure 2.3.) was @sted by removing no
significant path between other-oriented empathysatiforgiveness. A new
model confirmed that participants with a high shaoere had high scores on
personal distress empathy and low scores on dispuai self-forgiveness.
Finally, when comparing these two models, an adiiva model indicated better

fit indices than the original section of Hall andh¢ham’s (2005).

Figure 2.3Rangganadhan and Todorov’s (2010, p.6) ProposeteMy Self-
Forgiveness
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To sum up, these forgiveness and self-forgivenextets were preferred as the
theoretical framework of the study because theyigeocomprehensive structure
and a framework for assessing a wide range of tiegnemotional and
behavioral factors that can account for one’s fetjiveness. This study
represents a partial test of the modified selfii@@gess model proposed by Hall
and Fincham (2005) as related to these followingabes: locus of control,
rumination, socially-prescribed perfectionism, gushame and conciliatory
behaviors. Finally, this study focuses on the cigri emotional and behavioral
determinants of dispositional self-forgivenesseast of situational self-

forgiveness due to their previous connection tdtheariables.

2.3. Measurement of Forgiveness and Self-Forgiverses

Forgiveness and self-forgiveness have been defimadariety of ways so there

is not a great consensus within the related liseeadbout what they encompass
and how they can be measured. Because of the abstaavidely accepted
definition of these concepts, many researchers tlaveloped a lot of different
self-report measures in order to measure and shahy. First of all, within the
variety of different conceptualizations of forgiwss, the Human Development
Study Group, (1991) claimed that in order to measuue forgiveness”,
forgiveness scales should ask not only the absafnoegative effects but also
positive effects toward some transgressor. In #meesway, the Forgiveness Scale
(FS; Rye et al., 2001) and the Enright Forgiveregsntory (EFI; Subkoviak et

al., 1995) were developed to measure both positinknegative effect of

48



forgiveness together. In contrast, Edwards eP&l02) asserted that one who had
a hurtful experience does not have to develop ipessimotions toward an
offender, and thus measuring only the absencegsdtive emotions is enough to

assess forgiveness.

Secondly, based on the related literature, forgigercan be separated into two as
dispositional and state forgiveness. Dispositidoajiveness refers to trait-like
qualities which remain stable in time and differeantexts (Worthington, 1998).
On the contrary, state forgiveness refers to fangia definite hurtful event and
can fluctuate depending on the situation or othetdrs. Based on this distinction,
while some researchers developed the scales tauneestate forgiveness in order
to assess offense-specific forgiveness (e.g., ldaeg& Sells, 1997; McCullough
et al., 1998; Pollard, Anderson, Anderson, & Jegsjri998; Subkoviak et al.,
1995), some others developed them to assess dispatsiorgiveness in order to
measure individual’s tendency to forgiaeother. (e.g., Berry, Worthington,
Parrott, O’'Connor, & Wade, 2001; Hebl & Enright, 9B Mauger et al., 1992;
Mullet, Houdbine, Laumonier, & Girard, 1998; TangnEee, Reinsmith, Boone,

& Lee, 1999).

Thirdly, forgiveness can be divided into two grouipsrapersonal or interpersonal
forgiveness. While interpersonal or others’ forgigss starts with being hurt by
others, intrapersonal or self-forgiveness begirth Wirting others. This
distinction influences all the process of forgivemef self and others. In

forgiveness of others process, one has negatieéiona toward others; however,
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in the self process one has negative reactionsauahnger, blame and hatred
toward oneself. The majority of measures have fedus only assessing the
forgiveness of others (e.g., Enright Forgivenesgmory, Forgiveness
Likelihood Scale). Yet, few forgiveness scales ha@en interested in the
multidimensional construct of forgiveness, one bich is Forgiveness of Self
and Forgiveness of Others Scales (Mauger et @2)1i®at consists of two 15-
item sub-scales in order to assess forgivenesgeddlf in addition to forgiveness
of others. The Forgiveness of Others Scale asseagésnegative attitudes such
as revenge, frustration and grudges toward an déie he forgiveness of self
scale assesses one’s negative attitudes suchras,sipailt and sinful toward the
self. Another one is Multidimensional Forgivenesegdntory (Tangney et al.,
1999) which measures a tendency to forgive otlzetsndency to ask for
forgiveness from others and a tendency to forgale $he Multidimensional
Forgiveness Inventory (MFI) describes 16 seriesitaftions 8 of which is from
the perspective of the victim of the transgressind the other 8 from the

perspective of the perpetrator.

Another recent measure, the Heartland Forgivenesle $HFS; Thompson et al.,
2005), was developed in order to assess the digpuaiforgiveness in the
multidimensional way which was used in the cursgntly. HFS consists of three
subscales with six items each: forgiveness of gmifliveness of others, and
forgiveness of situation. Forgiveness of self saattudes items about negative
attitudes such as shame, guilt and sin towarddtieForgiveness of others scale

includes items about negative attitudes such ange; frustration and grudges
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toward an offender. Forgiveness of situations idetuitems related to blaming or
accepting uncontrollable circumstances and negatreats (e.g., an illness or
natural disaster). Higher scores on each subsetdetra higher level of
forgiveness in each domain. HFS has been repastkdve adequate
psychometric properties for university studentpri@vious studies (Thompson et
al., 2005). HFS correlated positively with cogretiftexibility, positive effect, and
distraction while it correlated negatively with riumation, vengeance, and
hostility. Besides, HFS predicted four componeiitgssychological well-being

(i.e. anger, anxiety, depression, and satisfaatidim life).

When Turkey is taken into consideration, in theealoge of a well-known Turkish
version of forgiveness measures, very little iswn@bout the process of
forgiveness and the variables that may facilitaig process in this culture. A
single-item measure of forgiveness (i.e., “I foghim/her for what he/she did to
me”) was utilized in a few of the Turkish studywever, this one item scale was
quite limited in determining the underlying mectsamiof forgiveness. More
specifically, for both a psychometric and a theoedtviewpoint, single—item
measures are inadequate in explaining forgivemess &ll dimensions. Thus,
translating and adapting the forgiveness and setfifeness scales into Turkish
language and culture is quite important to undacsend develop the
multidimensional construct of forgiveness in raatio this culture. Most of the
scales are originally developed and used amongdingjbeaking countries.
Therefore, testing cross-cultural equivalence f $lsale can contribute to the

understanding of cross-cultural similarities witle goal of stimulating research
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on the topic. For these reasons, in the currediystdeartland Forgiveness Scale

was translated and adapted into Turkish.

2.4.1. Research on Forgiveness

In the literature several variables have been stlt the relation to forgiveness.
This review of forgiveness literature was presembaihly in three categories:
demographic variables (gender and age), interverstiadies, relation to the
health studies. In terms of demographic variatMadtby et al., (2001) revealed
that there was gender difference with respectrgifeness of others. Holbrook,
White, and Hutt (1995) also demonstrated that manted to take revenge more
than women. In another study, Lawler-Row & Pif@0Q6) found that women
had higher scores in forgiving personality scantimen’s scores. However,
some researches indicated no significant differemntéorgiveness scores between
men and women (for example; Lawler et al., 2003yrifipson et al., 2005). As a
result of this, whether there is a significant eliéfince or not between genders in

forgiveness is a debated issue based on the literat

Concerning age difference in forgiveness scoreas3aint et al., (2001) found
that middle and old age adults have higher forgegsrscores than young adults.
In addition, middle and old age adults’ forgiveness more likely to be
connected with mental and physical health than gadults’ forgiveness. Some
other studies also reported older people had higtmes on forgiveness

measures than younger ones (Girard & Mullet, 198a&lker & Gorsuch, 2002).
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Therefore, forgiveness level seems to vary depgnaiinage as a result of life

experience and maturity.

In terms of the intervention studies, Wade and Wington, (2005) asserted that
forgiveness can be used as a treatment in ordacildate forgiving a past hurtful
experience. Forgiveness therapy can also helpli@ to cast negative emotions
and thoughts aside without act of mercy towardraféz. In the related literature,
intervention studies have been designed in a yaofetvays depending on
different sample characteristics or different aigts, For example, Al-Mabuk et
al. (1995) conducted two experimental studies édlege students who felt that
they were deprived of parental love. These intetiges developed were based on
the Enright’s process model in order to examinefitsct on forgiveness, attitude
toward parents, hope, self-esteem, anxiety, ancedsion. The result of the study
indicated that this intervention had positive efffec forgiveness, attitude toward
parents, hope, and self-esteem. Correspondingdgdrnan and Knupp (2003)
examined the impact of forgiveness interventioradalescent adjustment to
parental divorce. As a result of forgiveness ingaition, the treatment group had
better scores on state anxiety, depression, afrdselem than control group;

however, no significant differences were found lestwthese groups.

Many intervention studies have focused on treatrababme hurtful experience
in romantic relationships and marriage. For exarnipiBlasio and Benda (2002)
investigated the impact of forgiveness treatmerskiff-esteem of spouses who did

not have a severe personality disturbance. Althdbghreatment group has
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higher self esteem score than control group, tfierdnces between groups were
not significant. Similarly, Reed and Enright (20@&amined the effect of
forgiveness treatment on women who had been psygiwallly abused in a
romantic relationship. The result of study showt & significantly positive

effect on the treatment group, including increaselflesteem and decreased
depression and posttraumatic stress. Rye et &5f2)so investigated the impact
of forgiveness intervention on divorced adults vilaol a hurtful experience due to
divorce and an act of ex-spouse. Results revehldnhile treatment group had
higher scores on forgiveness of an ex-spouse,ithdyower scores on depression
than the control group. Another study was condubte@oyle and Enright (1997)
to help the post abortion men who experienced hiugtlings due to the abortion
decision of a partner. The findings of this stublgwed that while forgiveness
intervention increased the forgiveness levels ofigpants, it decreased some

negative emotions such as anger, anxiety and grief.

Intervention studies mostly showed that forgiverezssbe used as a treatment in
mental health problems and it has positive effentslients’ health and well

being. Since intervention studies suggested forgigs has health benefits;
researchers have investigated the relationshipdstviorgiveness and such health
correlates as physical and psychological. For exanvitvliet et al. (2001)
conducted an initial experimental study in ordeunalerstand the possible links
between physiological variables and forgivenesshéir study, participants
recalled hurtful experience and imagined actintheoevent in forgiving. The

findings showed that creating forgiving imagery v@asociated with lowered
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physiological reactivity such as smaller corrugateMG, skin conductance, and
heart rate. In contrast, they also reported th&drgiveness was linked with
negative physical symptoms, covering increased@aadcular responses,
decreased immune system functioning, and greatsclmtension in the face and
brow. Lawler et al. (2005) also examined the asgmn of forgiveness and
physiological variables such as blood pressurehaadit rates. For this aim, they
interviewed participants about the hurtful and urgaperience in interpersonal
relationship. During the interviews, participarti®od pressure and heart rate
were recorded in order to explore the possible geain their physiological
reaction as a result of talking about past eveait¢hused some hurt feelings.
Their findings showed that forgiveness was podiicerrelated with physical
health, including lower blood pressure levels aedréased heart rates. Moreover,
while forgiveness was negatively correlated witmpyoms such as fatigue, and

somatic complaints, it was positively linked witlfseports of sleep quality.

Forgiveness has also been studied with a varigpgythological health variables.
For instance, Maltby et al. (2001) designed a ¢ation study in order to
investigate the association of forgiveness to petfity and general health
variables. They reported that failure to forgiveess was correlated negatively
with extraversion scores for men and positivelyhvgbcial dysfunction and
psychoticism for women. Moreover, failure to forgiethers was positively
correlated with depression scores in a universitglent sample. In a follow-up
research, Maltby et al. (2004) also examined thiebetween forgiveness and

psychological health variables which were measbgedeneral health, stress,
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positive and negative affect and life satisfacsoales. Results showed that while
forgiveness was negatively correlated with a necissh-coping factor, it was
positively connected with positive mental healtlicomes such as positive affect

and life satisfaction.

Likewise, Thompson et al., (2005) found that widlegiveness was positively
linked with cognitive flexibility, positive effecand distraction whereas it was
negatively related with rumination, vengeance, laostility. Furthermore, they
reported that forgiveness was predictive of lowrdsgion, low anger, low
anxiety, and high satisfaction with life. In anatiséudy, Lawler-Row and Piferi
(2006) demonstrated that forgiveness was in relatwith stress, subjective well-
being, psychological well-being, and depressioreyTalso reported that the
relationship between forgiveness and depressionateedby healthy behaviors,

social support, and existential and religious vieling.

Ysseldyk et al. (2007) also conducted a meditatisnaly to investigate the
mediation role of rumination between forgivenesd tre psychological health.
Their findings indicated that forgiveness was datesl positively with life
satisfaction, but negatively with depression afféticontrast, vengefulness was
related positively with depression, but negatiwglih life satisfaction. In terms of
the mediational role of rumination, the result i@ee that the relationship
between forgiveness and psychological health wegafa mediated by brooding

ruminative style.
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Although in the related literature, researchersehago investigated the
association of the forgiveness to other variablet s empathy (Tangney et al.,
1996), religious variables (Lawler-Row and Pif@006) and social desirability
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Mauger, et al. 1992), ttegiew of forgiveness
literature mainly focuses on the relationship bemvéorgiveness and physical and
psychological health variables in order to indidaie significant effect of
forgiveness on health. In fact, the above mentidogglveness studies are mainly
examined to understand the forgiveness processegsan also facilitate for

exploring the components of self-forgiveness.

Considering Turkey, only two published studies wietend regarding forgiveness
of others.To illustrate, Taysin (2007) conducted one of thi#al forgiveness
studies in the Turkish culture in order to inveategthe impact of marital
adjustment, causal and responsibility attributiohwives and husbands on
marital forgiveness. As expected, the findingsdatid that marital adjustment
and attributions had a significant effect on foegiess level of couples. In
addition, more severe transgression was found tmlrelated with lower
forgiveness. Another study conducted by Alpay (3G080 examined the
predictive role of jealousy stimuli, empathy, pgrtien of injured and self-esteem
on forgiveness in romantic relationships. This gtrgported that second type
jealousy stimuli (partners sexual relationship veéittother), empathy, perception
of injured and self-esteem had significant influemon forgiveness. Even though
these two studies were quite important role tooohiice the concept of forgiveness

in Turkey, they had some limitations mainly dueising a single-item measure of
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forgiveness (i.e., “I forgive him/her for what hieésdid to me”). In order to get rid
of this problem, this study focuses on translating adapting the Heartland
Forgiveness Scale into Turkish language and cuttuexamine the
multidimensional construct of forgiveness in raatto this culture. The
following part summarizes the main self-forgivenstsglies specifically

conducted for this issue.

2.4.2.Research on Self-Forgiveness

The concept of self-forgiveness is rather new floagiveness of others and there
is very limited empirical research on this topia(H Fincham, 2005). Few
studies have been conducted in order to understati@xplore the concept of
self-forgiveness. For example, Bauer et al. (12@2)ducted a qualitative study
with seven adult participants in order to undergtédre self-forgiveness process.
The findings showed that the first step of selgfeeness was to have an
awareness of their mistakes and its effect on te&ms and victims. The second
step was described by participants as feeling haegainotions such as shame,
guilt and loneliness. Participants revealed thatrtrer to overcome these negative
emotions they preferred to blame their fate, whialleved them from the sense of
self pity. As in Enright’'s model, the final step svio accept oneself with negative
aspects and create a new-self perception. Pamisipaported that self-

forgiveness can arise as a result of self-acceptanc
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In addition, Ingerson-Dayton and Krause (2005) giesil a qualitative study with
129 older adults to improve understanding of seifiiveness. This study asked
participants whether they forgive themselves feirtpast mistakes. Participants’
answers provided evidence that self-forgivenessahaatiety of components,
including social-cognitive, behavioral, and emo#breactions as suggested by
self-forgiveness models (Enright, 1991; Hall & Fiaen, 2005; Luskin; 2002).
Their results also revealed that severity of traesgjon, people’s relationship
with God and lessons learned from mistakes hatbhrale in achieving self-
forgiveness. In the same way, Yamhure-Thompsoh €1$08) assessed factors
that make it easy or difficult to develop self-fimgness. Their findings indicated
that active coping, social support, self-empatimg geligion or faith facilitated

this process. However, guilt feelings, a senseathilessness, self-blaming and

rumination make it difficult to develop self-forgimess.

More recently, Hall and Fincham (2008) conducte@mpirical study in order to
test their theoretical model. They investigated fsaf-forgiveness process
changes over time from the baseline (i.e., the tifitbe transgression).
According to their hypothesis, self-forgiveness ldancrease after a
transgression like interpersonal forgiveness regboty McCullough et al. (2003).
In order to examine their hypotheses, they designiedgitudinal course of self—
forgiveness within emotional (e.g., shame, guitipathy), social-cognitive (e.g.,
attributions, perceived forgiveness), behavioraj.(eonciliatory behavior), and
offense-related variables (e.g., perceived trassge severity). For this aim,

they measured 148 university student’s self-fongess level over a 7-week
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period from the baseline. They found that variaionself-forgiveness were
connected to fluctuation in 6 time-changing covasaand the level of self-
forgiveness rose in proportion to time beyond whas$ suggested by self-
forgiveness course. Furthermore, they reportedvthateas self-forgiveness was
negatively correlated with guilt, perceived traresgion severity, and conciliatory
behavior toward a higher power, it was positivedyrelated with perceived
forgiveness from the victim and a higher power eoxciliatory behavior toward
the victim. These findings provided evidence follldad Fincham’s (2005)
theoretical model of self-forgiveness, which suggdsat self-forgiveness is a

dynamic process, including social-cognitive, affextand behavioral aspects.

Even though the component of self-forgiveness m®tas not been fully
explored by empirical studies, the health benefitself-forgiveness have been
consistently demonstrated. To illustrate, Maugeal f1992) conducted one of
the initial self-forgiveness studies in order teestigate the relation between
forgiveness and health. Their findings showed tivatiack of forgiveness of
others and self-forgiveness were highly relateisti¢oeased amounts of
psychopathology, such as depression, anxiety, agdtive self-esteem. Another
study conducted by Enright (1996) also revealetigbki-forgiveness was more
correlated with psychological well-being than faxgness of others. Self-
forgiveness was also found more related to intege&al conflict than forgiveness

of others.
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Similarly, Coates (1997) examined the linked betwieegiveness of self,
forgiveness of others and mental health variahlek as hostility, depression,
anxiety, self-esteem, well-being, physical symptoohsse relationships, self-
activity, and social activity, in a population aepiously battered women. The
results indicated that all variables significardbrrelated with forgiveness of self
and others. In particular, self esteem was fougrkatest single predictor of self-
forgiveness. Maltby and Day (2001) also investigdte relationship between
forgiveness of self, forgiveness of others, andqeality and general health.
Their findings showed that failure to forgive onéseas correlated with
neuroticism, depression and anxiety. Furthermorait et al., (2001) showed
failure to forgive oneself tends to predict depi@ssanxiety, distrust, low self-

esteem, and social introversion.

Moreover, Witvliet et al. (2004) examined the asatan of dispositional
forgiveness to mental and physical health corrslatel religious coping
responses in 213 help-seeking veterans diagnogbgwst traumatic stress
disorder. Their results indicated that difficultyforgiving oneself and negative
religious coping were related to depression, agxeetd post traumatic stress
disorder symptom severity. Another study conduttethgersoll-Dayton and
Krause (2005) found that for older people, selfyfeeness may play an important
role in decreasing guilt and increasing self-acaeqe. Additionally, Thompson et
al. (2005) asserted that forgiveness correlateld positively cognitive flexibility,
positive effect, and distraction, but negativelyhwiumination, vengeance,

hostility and symptoms of post traumatic stressrdier. Forgiveness of self also
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predicted low depression, anger, anxiety, and liiglsatisfaction more than

forgiveness of others.

In addition, Fisher and Exline (2006) found thdf-f&rgiveness was associated
with greater well-being, high self-esteem, positeotions, lack of shame, low
neuroticism, and low anxiety and depression. Seljiteness was positively
related with friendliness, lack of hostility, andrasting attitude. Self-forgiveness
was also found more important than forgivenesgtuérs in terms of reducing
mental health problems. Furthermore, Avery (20@8gstigated the connection
between forgiveness of others, forgiveness ofasadf mental and physical health,
empathy and religiosity. The results yielded tled#-Brgiveness was positively
linked with both of physical and mental health ssaduch as the general health
and bodily pain subscales. However, empathy wasddo be unrelated with
forgiveness of self and others. While religiositgsaassociated with other
forgiveness, it was not correlated with self-foegiess. To be more precise, these
results highlighted the important effect of selfgfiveness on mental health,

general health, and social functioning variables.

Furthermore, Wilson et al. (2008) examined theti@iahip between forgiveness
of self, forgiveness of others and health. Reslitaved that these dimensions of
forgiveness were positively related to perceivegsptal health. More

specifically, self-forgiveness was the strongestifmtor of physical health and
accounted a significant amount of the variance.eMtecently, Jacinto (2007)

investigated the association of skdfgiveness to adaptive coping,

62



religious/spiritual practices, social support, fraad mental well-being. These
findings were also provided evidence for the ligkvieen self-forgiveness and

psychological health variables.

Since the relevant literature has proved a strasga@ation of self-forgiveness to
physical and psychological health, interventiordsts have begun to focus on the
topic of self-forgiveness. Exline et al. (2005); iiastance, examined the effect of
taking responsibility and releasing negative emion the ability of self-
forgiveness. In this study, participants completdive-step imagery task in order
to improve their self-forgiveness ability. In thest step, participants recalled a
hurtful event caused by others or themselves.drsdtond one, participants were
aware of their role in the experience and took@asjbility. In the third stage,
participants tried to find a lesson learned frohuetful situation and the ways in
order to make up for a wrongdoing. In the fourtle gmarticipants were
emphasized on putting negative emotions asidedardo develop self-
forgiveness. In the final step, participants trie@dvercome their self hatred
emotions by such imagery techniques as cuttingffoee ropes of guilt. The

result of the study showed the essential role tefrugntion on improving self-
forgiveness. This study also suggested that legrsetf-forgiveness intervention
for psychologists and counselors might be importatielp clients who are not

able to forgive themselves.

Scholars have also examined the therapeutic ubfigelf-forgiveness in alcohol

and substance abuse treatment and eating disoFaderexample, Wang (2006)
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investigated the effect of 12-Step process onfeeffiveness and treatment
variables for alcoholics anonymous. The resultsv&bthe level of treatment
group (early, intermediate, and advanced) corrélatiéh self-forgiveness. To be
more specific, alcoholics anonymous participantsaaly steps had lower score in
self-forgiveness measure than alcoholics anonymatgcipants at intermediate
and advanced steps. Watson (2007) also exploressgueiation of lack of self-
forgiveness to eating disorders. Results yieldedgative relationship between
self-forgiveness and the degree of eating disasgeptoms. After forgiveness
treatment, treatment group showed higher positinaage with respect to eating
disorders than the control group. This finding gisoved the facilitator role of

self-forgiveness intervention on health problems.

Although self-forgiveness literature has mostly edon the relationships
between self-forgiveness and physical and mentditheesearchers have also
investigated the association of self-forgivenessther variables such as empathy
(Barbette, 2002; Macaskill et al., 2002), persdapdButzen, 2009; Ross et al.,
2004), and religious variables (Toussaint & Willer2008). More specifically,
Barbette (2002) and Macaskill et al. (2002) repbtteat self-forgiveness was
unrelated with empathy. Besides, Ross et al. (2@i#)d that self-forgiveness
was negatively correlated to neuroticism. Butzed0@ also reported that
neuroticism had a significantly predictive rolelank of self-forgiveness. In
terms of religious variables, Toussaint & Willia2908) investigated differences
among Protestant, Catholic, and nonreligious gragpsidering dimensions of

forgiveness. Findings showed that although Pratestad Catholic groups had
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higher score on forgiveness of others, feelingifang by God, and seeking
forgiveness than the nonreligious group; no sigaiit difference was found

among all groups with respect to self-forgiveness.

When Turkey is taken into consideration, no puldéhesearch study was found
on self-forgiveness. Thus, conducting a study wegpect to self-forgiveness in
Turkish culture is quite important in order to urstand and develop the concept
of forgiveness in relation to this culture. Forstheéason, this study will be a first

step towards composing self-forgiveness literatureurkish culture.

2.5. Forgiveness and Self-Forgiveness and Their Relatierio Social—

Cognitive, Emotional and Behavioral Variables

Review of literature demonstrated that the assiociadf forgiveness or self-
forgiveness with guilt, shame, locus of contromioation, socially-prescribed
perfectionism, conciliatoripehaviors variables was established by empirical or
theoretical studies. However, no research exantimeske variables together.
Therefore, in proceeding sections, the findingstatlies which investigate these

relationships were summarized for each variable.

2.5.1. Locus of Control

The concept of locus of control is defined as ape's belief about whether or not

internal or external factors cause their succeddatures (Rotter, 1966). Internal
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locus of control refers to individual's belief thaitcome events are shaped by
themselves (own action or behavior). On the otla@dhexternal locus of control
refers to individual’s belief that outcome everitdd or chance) mainly determine
their life. Locus of control type motivates peofaake their responsibility of
success and failures. In this line, self-forgiveni®orists suggested that people
in an offender role should firstly take the respbitity of their mistakes before
trying to develop self-forgiveness (Dillon, 2001akigan, 1996; Hall & Fincham,
2005; Holmgren, 1998, 2002; Snow, 1993). Therefibre offender’s locus of
control type might be a significant effect on delfgiveness process. However,

no empirical research has studied this possibkeldetween them yet.

Only few researchers have investigated the relddeiween self-forgiveness and
a closely related the topic of locus of controltsas attribution style or taking
responsibility of previous mistakes. For examphgerson-Dayton and Krause
(2005) designed a qualitative study with 129 olal#ults to improve
understanding of self-forgiveness. This study agiaticipants whether they
forgive themselves for their past mistakes. Paudiots’ answers provided such
evidence that taking responsibility for previoustakes was the main factor of
self-forgiveness process. In addition, Hall andcham (2008) examined the
association of self-forgiveness and attributiortestyhich is closer to the concept
of locus of control. They expected that externaktable, and specific attribution
would be positively correlated with self-forgivesedn contrast, internal, stable,
and global attribution would be negatively correthto self-forgiveness. In spite

of their expectation, the findings showed that¢hsas a weak relationship
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between attribution style and the level of seligigeness. Since the association of
locus of control to self-forgiveness has been deuntgd area in relevant research,
one of the aims of the current study is to prowad®irical evidence given the

theoretical link between locus of control and detfjiveness.

2.5.2. Rumination

Rumination can be defined as “focusing passivet/rapetitively on one’s
symptoms of distress and the meaning of those symptvithout taking action to
correct the problems one identifies” (Nolen-Hoekag@998, p. 216).
Researchers have revealed that rumination is atedaivith a variety of
maladaptive outcomes such as anxiety (Cox, Ennisaygor, 2001; Nolen-
Hoeksema, 2000), worry (Segerstrom, Tsao, Alde@r&ske, 2000), PTSD
(Nolen-Hoeksema & Morrow, 1991); and in particulzepression (Nolen-
Hoeksema, Parker, Larson, 1994; Treynor, Gonz&&len-Hoeksema, 2003).
Based on the literature, researchers seem to agrdee harmful effect of

rumination on psychological health and well being.

Forgiveness theorists also suggested that theinegstect of rumination on
forgiveness. For example, the Pyramid model (Waogtdn, 1998) recommends
holding on to forgiveness instead of ruminatingangiving emotions and
thoughts. That is, this model highlights that teeential role of quelling

rumination for the occurrence long-term forgivenégereover, forgiveness and
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self-forgiveness intervention mostly emphasizedreefit of giving up thinking

past events or mistakes repetitively and passively.

Empirical researches findings also proved the Hygtatal links between
forgiveness and rumination. For instance, theahékperimental study of
forgiveness and rumination conducted by McCulloaghl. (1998) indicated that
a decrease in rumination predicted forgivenesstadrs. In addition, McCullough
et al. (2001) showed that unforgiveness, revendgeasnidance after a
transgression were significantly associated wighrtiminative response style. To
be more precise, change in rumination were fourtzetoorrelated with shift in

these negative consequences.

Some studies also focused on the possible conndmtibveen rumination and
unforgiveness regarding personal traits (Berry.e£801; Thompson et al., 2005;
Walker & Gorsuch, 2002). Overall, they reported thait measures of
unforgiveness were highly related with trait measusf rumination. Consistently,
Berry, Worthington, O’Connor, Parrott, and WadeQ20found that dispositional
forgiveness of others was negatively correlateth witmination. In another study,
Ysseldyk et al. (2007) conducted a mediationalystaodnvestigate the mediation
role of rumination between forgiveness and the lpsiagical health. Their
findings indicated that forgiveness was correlgtesitively with life satisfaction,
but negatively with the influence of depressiorpenson. In contrast,
vengefulness was related positively with depresdianhnegatively with life

satisfaction. In terms of the mediational role whination, the result revealed that
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the relationship between forgiveness and psychcdbgiealth was partially

mediated by brooding ruminative style.

Considering self-forgiveness, very little is knowalmout its relationship with
rumination. Few researchers have conducted emipstigdies to test the possible
relationship between them. For example, duringdheelopment the Heartland
Forgiveness Scale (HFS), Thompson et al. (2005) usmination scale to test the
convergent validity of this scale. They reportealt tHeartland Forgiveness Scale
was negatively correlated with rumination scaleaflib to say, participants with a
low rumination score tended to obtain high scorethe HFS. Given the
insufficient empirical findings, the aim of thiusly is to expand the

understanding of the relationship between rumimadiod self-forgiveness.

2.5.3. Socially-PrescribedPerfectionism

Although researchers have not fully explored whiegiegfectionism is adaptive or
maladaptive, the negative effect of perfectionismaa individual’s health and
well- being has been supported with quite a Iadtatlies. More specifically,
researchers found that perfectionism was correhatddseveral such
psychological problemasself-loathing (Blatt, D'Afflitti, & Quinlan, 1976),
distress (Frost et al., 1995), depression (Povizensff, & Topciu, 2004),
anorexia in young adults (Tyrka, Waldron, GrabeB&oks-Gunn, 2002), and
bulimia in women with low self-esteem (Vohs, Bardpdoiner, Abramson, &

Heatherton, 1999).

69



In terms of forgiveness, the relevant theoristxdiesd perfectionism as a barrier
that makes it difficult to develop forgiveness ttfiers and oneself. According to
Enright’s (1996) process model, people shouldlfirstcept their imperfections in
order to improve self-forgiveness. Moreover, pegbieuld continue to value and
love themselves in spite of their vulnerabilitieslamperfections. Following the
same thread of thought, Luskin’s model suggestats#if-forgiveness begins
with acceptance of being an imperfect human. Itiqdar, anyone can make
mistakes and act in an inappropriate way. As atre$this, one can feel guilt,
shame or embarrassment toward oneself. Howevetingdsne blaming
themselves for their mistakes does not facilitageltealing process and hold them

onto the past.

Recently, McCann (2009) investigated the aforenoeeti theoretical link
between perfectionism and forgiveness of the self@hers in order to provide
empirical evidence for forgiveness research. Tmbee specific, the aim of this
study was to show the associations between shariie pgrfectionism, pride and
the forgiveness of the self and others. This sagbumed that self-oriented
perfectionism would mediate the relationship betwgeilt and self-forgiveness.
Unexpectedly, guilt did not influence self-forgivess through the mediating
effect of self-oriented perfectionism. Consisteithvihe estimation, self-oriented
perfectionism was found to be negatively linkedwgelf-forgiveness.
Consequently, this finding confirmed that havingthstandards for the self was

an obstacle in the development of self-forgiveness.
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When perfectionism having such broad implicatiassklf-forgiveness is
considered; it is surprising that there are onfigva studies to show the relation
between self-forgiveness and perfectionism empiyicBor that reason, one of
the purposes of this study is to explore the retetnip between socially-

prescribed perfectionism and self-forgiveness.

2.5.4. Guilt and Shame

Guilt can be defined as “the emotion that an irdlial experiences after
committing an act that violates one’s moral staddand attributes responsibility
for the violation to oneself’ (Bear et al., 2002 30). In the vein of guilt, shame

is also an emotion that appears when one violaté$nsposed moral standards
(Bear et al., & Shiomi, 2009, p.230). Even thougiit@and shame are mostly
considered together and used interchangeablyHelgitzelle, 1987; Marschall,
Sanftner, & Tangney, 1994; Tangney, Wagner & GramZ®89), a well-known
difference between the two was established ovelatelecades. For instance,
Gehm and Scherer (1988) asserted that “shame alyidependent on the public
exposure of one’s frailty or failing, whereas guilay be something that remains a
secret with us...” (p. 74). According to Lewis (1971 guilt, the self is not the
central object of the negative evaluation, buteathe thing done or undone is the
focus” (p. 30). Tangney, Miller, Flicker and Barld996) showed this
differentiation by defining same as “...a global nagafeeling about the self”,

and reffering guilt as “.a negative feeling about a specific event rathan th

about self” (p.1257).
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Recently, Tangney and Dearing (2002) assertedithidé guilt appears after a
specific bad and immoral experience, shame hapgeagesult of an awareness
of one’s inadequacy, impropriety or dishonor. Tisabne feels guilt when they
perceive the specific event as a fault or somethsgyrong; however, ones
experience shame when they totally perceive themsels bad or immoral.
Furthermore, this distinction can be seen in irdiigls’ approach toward
repairing their offenses in which guilt makes peogdmage the relationship;
however, shame drives individuals to act in a dafenmanner by hiding their
flow against any threat of the self (Tangney et196; Tangney & Dearing,
2002). In spite of these distinctions between @l shame, they have mostly
been studied together and several researcherdeaeped scales to assess
these two emotions at the same time (e.g, Chedkpdan, 1983; Hoblitzelle,

1987; Diener, Smith, & Fuijita, 1995).

In terms of self-forgiveness, even though its refatvith guilt and shame has
been suggested in theoretical studies, there arerfgpirical findings regarding
the contribution of guilt and shame to self-forgiess. A study by Zechmeister
and Romero (2002), for instance, indicated selfiif@ness and guilt were
negatively correlated. More specifically, partiaymwith a high self-forgiveness
score tended to obtain low scores on the guilies¢asher and Exline (2006) also
reported that self-forgiveness was negatively ¢ated with shame and well
being, but not guilt. Hall and Fincham (2008) swgigd that shame and guilt
would be the main emotional covariates of self—fgggess. They hypothesized

that while shame and guilt might reduce over tifokbowing this self-forgiveness

72



may rise linearly. As hypothesized, they found thatease in guilt over time was
correlated with decreases in self-forgiveness. Hawneghey reported that shame
was not significantly correlated with self-forgivess. In contrast, Rangganadhan
and Todorov (2010) found that while shame was Saamtly highly associated
with low self-forgiveness, guilt was not signifi¢gnrelated with self-forgiveness.
Interestingly, Webb, Colburn, Heisler, Call, anddRiering, (2008) reported that
whereas shame was negatively related with forgiseiéthe self and others,
guilt was positively linked with forgiveness of teelf and others. To sum up, in
the related literature, inconsistent and inadedfilatngs exist regarding whether
or not guilt and shame are the main emotional ¢ates of self-forgiveness.
Therefore, another aim of this study is to enretent knowledge with respect to

the relation of guilt and shame to self-forgivenassng Turkish students.

2.5.5. Conciliatory Behaviors

In the literature, conciliatory behaviors referstmme behaviors such as
apologizing, making restitution, or seeking forgiess which are used to make
the situation right and facilitate overcoming niagaemotions toward self and
increasing the possibility of self-forgiveness (HaFincham, 2005;
Rangganadhan & Todorov, 2010). According to Hatl Bimcham’s (2005)
theoretical model, conciliatory behaviors are petsti to play a mediator role
between guilt and self-forgiveness. Besides, thdehbypothesizes that
conciliatory behaviors contribute significantlyttee achievement of self-

forgiveness. In the relevant literature, this idees further confirmed by the
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majority of empirical studies. One such example feasd in Zechmeister and
Romero (2002)’s study, where presenting apologielsnaaking amends to the
victim was positively associated with the offenddevel of self-forgiveness.

Likewise, Witvliet et al. (2002) found that visuahg seeking forgiveness from

victim increased the offender’s self-forgivenesd aroral emotions.

In addition, Hall and Fincham (2008) reported aati#g correlation between self-
forgiveness and guilt, perceived transgressionrgggyand conciliatory behavior
toward a higher power; while they found a positeerelation between self-
forgiveness and perceived forgiveness from bottvittén and a higher power as
well as conciliatory behavior toward the victim.dantrast, Rangganadhan and
Todorov (2010) did not confirm these findings aaittistudy found neither direct
nor indirect significant relation between conciigt behaviors and dispositional
self-forgiveness. Furthermore, their study, conddatith an Australian sample,
could not reproduce the findings related to the adlconciliatory behaviors as a
mediator between guilt and self-forgiveness whiall heen suggested by Hall
and Fincham (2005). Due to the insufficient anamsistent empirical findings,
as well as the absence of a study conducted witkiStusample, one of the aims
of the current study is to examine the role of daatory behaviors in predicting
one’s dispositional self-forgiveness. In order stablish this, both the mediator

role of conciliatory behaviors and its direct irdhce on self-forgiveness is tested.

As mentioned before, there are few theoretical risoaled empirical studies

regarding self-forgiveness in the current literatand none specific to the Turkish
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context. Therefore, in the light of the gaps in therent body of research, the
main goal of this study is to examine the strudtretationships among social—
cognitive (locus of control, rumination and sogighrescribed perfectionism),
emotional (shame and guilt), and behavioral (caatoity behaviors) variables as
determinants of self-forgiveness as well as toueatal to what extent they account
for the experience of self-forgiveness togethexddition to their specific
individual contributions. Furthermore, studyingfdefrgiveness based on Hall
and Fincham’s (2005) theoretical model in the Tshilgulture aims to contribute
to enriching the understanding of this model. Trethudology used in the study

is presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHOD

This chapter includes description of the methodickigprocedures of the study.
First section describes the sample of present siltly second section presents
the data collection instruments of the study wiitirt reliability and validity
processes. The third section introduces data ¢mfeprocedure. The final

section presents data analyses procedures.

3.1. Participants

The data for the current study were collected fB38 university students
attending five different faculty programs at Middlast Technical University
(METU). After conducting the missing value analysiglained in the results
section, 815 participants remained; thus, the samsipke of the present study was
accepted as 815. In order to reach the participritse study, convenient
sampling method was utilized. Sample consisted6f(%4.6 %) female and 370
(45.4 %) male students. Students represented ftfaresht grade levels. More
specifically, 276 participants (39.9 %) were freemn297 (36.6 %) were
sophomores, 93 (11.4 %) were juniors and 146 (%).%ere seniors students.
Their mean age was 20.60 ye@®®E 2.07). Considering the distribution of

participants by faculty, 256 students (31.4 %) wesen the Faculty of Education,
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178 (21.8 %) students were from the Faculty of Artd Sciences, 93 (11.4 %)
students were from the Faculty of Architecture, {141 %) students were from
the Faculty of Economics and Administration, an@ (B0 %) students were from
the Faculty of Engineering. The distribution of 8tadents in terms of faculty and

gender is presented in Table 3.1.

Tablo 3.1

The Distribution of the Participants In Terms ofdeity and Gender

Faculty Female Male Total
Education 206 60 266
Arts and Sciences 92 86 178
Architecture 49 44 93
Economics & Administration 38 77 115
Engineering 56 107 163
Total 441 374 815

3.2. Instruments

Six instruments, which were all self-report measuweere used in this study.
These instruments are: Heartland Forgiveness fd&l®; Thompson et al., 2005)
to measure self-forgiveness, Trait Shame and Gudle (TSGS; Rohleder, Chen,
Wolf, & Miller, 2008) to measure guilt and shamectlly-Prescribed

Perfectionism Scale (SPPS; Hewitt & Flett, 199 1niasure socially-prescribed
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perfectionism, Ruminative Response Scale (RRS;rnegt al., 2003) to measure
rumination and The Internal-External Locus of Coh8cale (IELOCRotter,

1966) to measure locus of control and Demograpti@nation Form (DIF) to
obtain demographic information and to measuredhddncy of conciliatory

behaviors. The Turkish forms of all the measureskbmseen in Appendix A.

3.2.1. Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS)

The Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS) developethbynpson et al. (2005) is a
self-report measure of dispositional forgivenesth B items. It consists of three
subscales with six items each: forgiveness of(geff., “Although | feel bad at
first when | mess up, over time | can give myselhe slack.”, forgiveness of
others (e.g., “I continue to punish a person whedmne something that | think is
wrong.”, and forgiveness of situation (e.g., “WHhhimgs go wrong for reasons
that can’t be controlled, | get stuck in negativeughts about it.”). In this
measure participants are asked to respond in suety ghat it reflects how they
would typically respond to transgressions by usingpoint rating scale, ranging
from a 1 as Almost Always False of Me to a 7 as @dtmAlways True of Me.
Higher scores on each subscale reflect a highet té\forgiveness in each
domain. To get an overall score in HFS, all itemestataled after having items 2,

4,6,7,9, 11, 13, 15, and 17 reversely scored.

As for the psychometric properties, Thompson et(2005) reported that internal

consistencyoefficient were .75 for forgiveness of self suthsc@9 for
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forgiveness of others subscale, .79 for forgiverésstuation subscale and .87
for overall HFS scores. The test-retest relialb#itwere reported as .72, .73, .77.
and .83 with a three-week interval, respectivelye HFS were found to be
related with the Enright Forgiveness Inventory (eSgibkoviak et al., 1995;
Thompson et al, 2005) and the McCullough et al.398), Transgression-Related
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM; Thompsetnal., 2005). The
translation and adaptation of HFS were carriedHs study. Translation
procedures and factor analyses, validity and riiipistudies are presented in the

following section.

3.2.1.1. Translation studies of the Heartland Forgiveness %de

In the present study, the following necessary stegre implemented in order to
ensure equivalency of meaning and prevent anyralilias. Scale was firstly
translated from English to Turkish by five counsslaith PhD degree and who
were fluent in English independently. Secondly, fitie translated versions of
HFS and its English version were given to 3 facalgmbers at the psychological
counseling and guidance department to choose #iditimg translation for each
item. Thirdly, in order to ensure the equivalentélbS in two languages, the
Turkish translation of the HFS was given to two Estglanguage teachers with
M.S. degree. Fourth, the final version of HFS wasawed by a Turkish
language teacher to check in terms of the accuwB€urkish language. After all
modifications were made, the final version of ttatisn was used in order to test

the factor structure, validity and reliability d¢fi$ scale in the pilot study.
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3.2.1.2. Factor analyses, validity and reliability studiesof Turkish version of

the Heartland Forgiveness Scale

A pilot study was carried out to test reliabilityglidity and factor structure of
Turkish version of HFS. Subjects were 376 (196 femE80 male) students from
different grade levels enrolled in different fagestof Middle East Technical
University, Turkey. Their mean age was 20.93 y€aB= 1.55). 96 participants
(25.5%) were freshmen, 99 (26.3 %) were sophon@&€22.9%) were junior and
95 (25.3%) were senior students. The participantsived in the pilot study were
not included in the sample of the actual studyaDat the pilot study were

collected though convenient sampling method byaieser in September 2009.

In order to determine the factor structure of Tsinkversion of HFS, Maximum
Likelihood with Varimax rotation was performed fibis study. The resulting
factor loadings are shown in the Table 3.3. An @ration of the Eigenvalues

and Scree test suggested a three-factor solutisngggested. Examination of
factor loadings over .30 suggested each scale doad@ single factor. According
to Varimax rotation results, these three factoroanted for 45.46 % of the
variance in the data set. The first factor (forgess of self) accounted for 25.01
%; the second factor (forgiveness of others) erpldil1l.57 %; and the third
factor (forgiveness of situation) explained 8.8 0Pthe total variance.
Eigenvalues related with factors were 4.50; 2.08; 559, respectively. As can be
seen in Table 3.3., all items of three subscaladdd in an expected manner, as in

the original scale proposed by Thompson et alQ%20
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Table 3.3

Factor Loadings and Communalities of Turkish Varsid HFS

ltem Number  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Communality
1 321 199 .203 315
2 .545 357 -.187 .459
3 354 161 .040 234
4 617 .388 -.167 .560
5 .365 199 -.141 .293
6 .543 195 -.226 514
7 -.259 516 -.316 434
8 -.343 577 -.185 .563
9 -.393 .634 -.280 701
10 -.320 .540 -.078 AT74
11 -.208 577 -.156 524
12 -.299 574 .043 420
13 .283 .030 545 444
14 -.071 154 .566 532
15 -.062 .296 .665 534
16 .326 .013 .615 485
17 147 216 499 352
18 212 .023 .615 .548
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Since there were clear a priori models establisied the previous literature, in
order to provide evidence of construct validity andest the factor structure of
Turkish version of HFS, Confirmatory Factor Analyg€FA) were calculated for
university sample. AMOS Version 16.0 software (Askle, 2007) was used to
perform CFA. Maximum likelihood was the estimatimethod and covariance
matrices were analyzed in order to test the orlghmae-factor of the Turkish
version of HFS. The fit of the model was evaluaisthg multiple criteria: Chi
square/df ratio, the goodness of fit index (GFOmparative fit index (CFI) and
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSHAE following criteria
were used to indicate goodness of fit: GFI and @Bland higher, RMSEA .08 or
lower and Chi-square/df ratio 3 or lower (BentlE990). First of all, the original

three factor model was evaluated.

Results of the confirmatory factor analysis in ttisdy indicated an inadequate
model fit for original three factor structure okthlieartland Forgiveness Scale for
the present samplg?[(132) = 468.24 p =.00; x?/df- ratio= 3.54; GFI = .86, CFI
=.79, RMSEA = .08]. Therefore, modifications susfgel by program were
conducted so correlations were added between tbeterms: item 1- item 5,

item 2-item6, item 7-item 8, and item13-item 15e3& correlated errors might
cause items with similar wordings as suggestedigKley, Cote, & Comstock,
1990; Green & Hershberger, 2000). The new reshtisved a good fit for Turkish
sample f2 (124) = 289.49 p = .00;3/df- ratio= 2.33; GFI = .92, CFIl = .90,
RMSEA = .06]. The results suggested that the dirghbdified three factor

structure of the Heartland Forgiveness Scale waBroted with the present data
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providing evidence for the construct validity ofrkish version of HFS. Figure
3.1 represents the coefficients in standardizedesafor Turkish Version of HFS.
Unstandardized coefficients with factor correlaed t-values for the model were

given in Appendix B (Figure B 1.1).
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Figure 3.1The Coefficients in Standardized Values for Turki&rsion of HFS
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In order to examine convergent validity of Turkisgdrsion of HFS, Pearson
correlation coefficients were calculated. The datren between Heartland
Forgiveness Scale and The Satisfaction with Lifal S¢SWLS) showed
significantly high positive correlation (for forgmess of self subscale= .205,p
<.001; for forgiveness of other subscake.145,p <.001; for forgiveness of
situation subscale= .381,p <.001, and total HFS score= .324p <.001).
Participants with a high forgiveness score tendeabtain high scores on the

SWLS (see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2

Correlation Matrix of the HFS and SWLS

1 2 3 4 5
1. Self-forgiveness -
2. Others forgiveness .150** -
3.Situation forgiveness 387** 446 -
4 HFS total 621** 774  831** -
5. Life satisfaction 205*  .145**  381**  .324**

*Note. Self Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self Salesof HFS; Others Forgiveness = Forgiveness @rstBubscale of
HFS; Situation Forgiveness = Forgiveness of SitmaBubscale of HFS; HFS total = total score of HE@nination:
Ruminative Response Scale; Life Satisfaction: Tagstaction with Life Scale

*p <.05, **p <.001

The internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach a)plias calculated for the score
reliability of Heartland Forgiveness Scale. Crorba@lpha for total HFS score
wasa = .81, for forgiveness of self subscale .64, for forgiveness of other

subscaler = .79, and for forgiveness of situation subseate.76. The aim of the
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study was to understand the effect of some varsatrheself-forgiveness.
Therefore, in this study only the Heartland Selgfeeness subscale (items 1-6)

was used and Cronbach alpha level was found as .71.

3.2.2. Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS)

Trait Shame and Guilt Sca[€SGS)was originally developed by Marschall,
Saftner, and Tangney (1994) to assess one’s gid& phame, and guilt levels as
a State Shame and Guilt Scale (SSGS). SSGS coofkidistems of which five
items each measure pride (e.g., “| feel proudhame (e.g., “I feel humiliated,
disgraced”), and guilt (e.g., ‘I feel remorsegret”). It is a 5-point Likert-type
scale ranging from “not feeling this way at alig “feeling this way very
strongly”. Higher scores on each subscale refielsigher level of shame, guilt
and pride in each domaifihe SSG3as been reported to have adequate
psychometric properties with Cronbach’s as of .88, and .87 in previous

studies (Tangney & Dearing, 2002).

The modified version of SSGS was created by Rohledal. (2008) in order to
measure trait shame, guilt and pride by askinggpaints about how they felt
during the past few months. Because of this chathgg,called it as the Trait
Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS). A sample items ofifieddversion of shame
subscale reads as “I've wanted to sink into therfend disappear,” “I've felt like
| am a bad person,” and “I've felt humiliated, disged”. The modified version of

guilt subscale reads as “I've felt tension aboumstiing | did,” “I've felt
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remorse, regret,” and “I've felt like apologizingpnfessing.” The modified
version of pride subscale reads as “I felt gooduaboyself”, “I felt proud’ and “I
felt pleased about what | had done.” The modifietsion has been reported to
have adequate psychometric properties (Rohleddr,&008). The subscales of
TSGS have satisfactory internal reliability witho@bach’s alphas ranging from

.74 10 .76 (Rohleder et al., 2008).

In current study, the modified version of SSGS Whigfers to the Trait Shame
and Guilt Scale (TSGS) was used to measure longé&perience of shame, guilt
and pride level of Turkish university students. Tfamnslation and adaptation of
Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS) were conducyetid reseacher. Translation
procedures and factor analyses, validity and riiialscores are given in the

following section.

3.2.1.3. Translation studies of the Trait Shame and Guilt Sale

In the first step of translation procedure, fiveiaselors with PHD degree and
who know English well translated this scale intakish independently. Later, the
five translated versions of TSGS and its Englistsieem were given to three
academics at psychological and counseling depatttoeinoose the best fitting
translation for each item. After they selectedlikst translation among them, the
Turkish translation of the TSGS was given to twa@lish language teachers with
M.S. degree in order to ensure the equivalences@9 in two languages. Then, a

Turkish language teacher evaluated the final fomoh lzer suggestions were
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incorporated into translation. The Turkish transkabf the TSGS was tested in a
convenience sample of 25 students from METU in otdeheck the
understandability of the items. Based on the feeklb& students, the final version

of translation was created which was used in tha piudy.

3.2.1.4. Factor analyses, validity and reliability studiesof Turkish version of

the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale

A pilot study was conducted to examine reliabilitglidity and factor structure of
Turkish version of TSGS. Sample consisted of 3@b female, 136 male)
students from different grade levels enrolled iifiedent faculties of Middle East
Technical University, Turkey. Age of the studersaged from 18 to 24 with the
mean of 20.883D = 2.18). In the sample, there were 89 (29.5% hire=n, 90
(29.8%) sophomores, 55 (18.2%) juniors and 68 (@2 £enior students.
Convenience sampling was used to collect the & participants involved in

the pilot study were not included in the sampl¢hefactual study.

The validity evidence of the Turkish version of TSGvas assessed by
explanatory and following confirmatory factor arsdg for the present study.
Maximum Likelihood with a with Varimax rotation ugj Kaiser Normalization
revealed three factors accounting for 63.52 percénthe total variance. An

examination of the Eigenvalues and Scree test gaapa three-factor solution.
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The results of EFA showed that the first factorafele) accounted for 23.59 %;
the second factor (guilt) explained 20.19 %; aredtthird factor (pride) explained
19.72 % of the total variance. Eigen values relatgd factors were 6.08; 2.38;
and 1.13, respectively. Table 3.5 presents thefdaadings and communalities
of the factor analysis performed on the individiteains in the Turkish version of
TSGS. All items of three subscales loaded in ameséd way, as in the original

scale proposed by Rohleder et al. (2008).

Table 3.5

Factor Loadings and Communalities of Turkish Varsab TSGS

ltem Number  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Communality
2 .678 312 -.114 .570
5 .706 191 -.299 .625
8 470 225 -.151 424
11 .808 103 -.094 .672
14 .756 .295 -.244 .718
3 323 .652 -.069 .609
6 175 72 -.107 .639
9 .053 .793 -.170 .660
12 185 476 .063 379
15 .368 .746 -.226 .743
1 -.258 -.081 .738 617
4 -.167 -.021 .836 27
7 -.116 -.110 .839 .730
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10 -.040 -.070 .861 . 748
13 -.146 -.300 47 . 669

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results for tineee factor model of the
Turkish version TSGS yielded following goodnessitohdices: [? (87) =

218.33,p =.00; ?/df- ratio= 2.62; GFI = .92, CFIl = .94, RMSEA = .06]. These
findings suggested that the original three-facfdhe TSGS was confirmed with
the present data, providing evidence for crossicallequivalence of the Turkish
version of TSGS. Figure 3.2 represents the coeffisiin standardized values for
Turkish version of TSGS. Unstandardized coeffigenith factor correlates and t-

values for the model were given in Appendix B (FegB 1.2).
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Figure 3.2The Coefficients in Standardized Values for Turki&rsion of TSGS
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Criterion-related validity of the scale was studteded on the correlation of the
TVRRS with The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWL&)d it was examined with
convergent validity procedures (see Table 3.4yal established by calculating a
Pearson correlation coefficient between the pawicis’ TSGS scores and SWLS
scores. In current study, there were significandgative correlation between
shame subscale of TSGS and SWLS scares (48,p <.01) and between guilt
subscale of TSGS and SWLS scores (.46,p <.01) suggesting participants with
a high shame and guilt score tended to obtain tawes on the SWLS. In
contrast, there was significantly positive correlatbetween pride subscale of
TSGS and SWLS scores=£ .39,p <.01) indicating participants with a high pride

score had a high scores on the SWLS.

Table 3.4

Correlation Matrix of the TSGS and SWLS

1 2 3 4
1. Shame -
2. Guilt .650** -
3. Pride -.418* -.320%* ;
4. SWLS - 481% - 462 387+ -

Note: Shame = shame subscale of TSGS; Guilt = guiltcaleof TSGS; Pride = pride subscale of TSGS; SW®e
Satisfaction with Life Scale
*p < .05, *p < .001

In order to provide an evidence of score reliapilihe internal consistency
coefficient (Cronbach alpha) was calculated folhesaubscale of TSGS. The
results showed that Cronbach’s alpha w88for shame subscale, .81 for guilt

subscale, and .87 for pride subscale. In the ptesedy, only shame and guilt
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subscales were used and the internal reliabiligffment was found as for shame

subscales .84 and for guilt subscales .86.

3.2.1.5. The Multiple Perfectionism Scale

The Multiple Perfectionism Scale developed by Heaiid Flett (1991) assesses
three dimensions of perfectionism with 15 itemsdach of the aspects: self-
oriented perfectionism (SOP; e.g., “One of my gial® be perfect in everything
| do.”), other-oriented perfectionism (OOP; e.df,|‘ask someone to do
something, | expect it to be done flawlessly.”)d @ocially-prescribed
perfectionism (SPP; e.g., The people around meatxpe to succeed at
everything | do.”). Each item is rated with a 7mdiikert-scale, ranging from

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

The MPS provides three separate scores for eaagtndion of perfectionism.
Higher scores on each subscale reflect a highet &f\perfectionism in each
domain. Responses are summed to obtain a totad mosocially-prescribed
perfectionism subscale after having items 9, 13abd 15 reversely scored. The
MPS has been reported to have adequate psychoipetperties in previous
studies. Internal consistency alphas were repase8&6 for SOP, .82 for OOP,
and .87 for SPP. Test-retest reliabilities of thremnths intervals reported the r
values were .88 for SOP, .85 for OOP, and .75 RI? 8 college sample.
Significant correlation coefficients were foundween Socially-prescribed

perfectionism and fear of negative evaluatior (46,p <.01), anxiety(=.30,p
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<.01), and self-blame & .30,p <.01), providing evidence for criterion-related
validity (Hewitt & Flett, 1991). The MPS was adagiato Turkish by Oral
(1999) and the inter-item reliability of the scalas found high internal

consistency range from .73 to .91.

Only the socially-prescribed subscale of Turkish9ikas used in the present
study. For the current study, a confirmatory faetoalysis was conducted with
the technique of parceling items to examine thdilapof the items. Item
parceling technigue defines as summing or averatgny scores from two or
more items from the same scale and using theselmarares in place of the item
scores in an SEM analysis (Bandalos, 2008, p.2Batkeling has been widely
used to obtain more continues and normally disteibwata, to reduce the number
of model parameters and to get more stable paramsienates among the SEM
community (Bandalos, 2002; Bandalos & Finney, 2084gtvet & Nasser, 2004;
Hall, Snell, & Singer-Foust, 1999; Kim & HagtveQ)@3; Landis, Beal, & Tesluk,
2000; Nasser & Takahashi, 2003). Based on its ddgas, the technique of
parceling items was utilized for locus of contqmrfectionism and rumination
variables in their CFA process (see Table 3.6) bmtilecrease the number of
indicators of lengthy scales and to improve fitttd CFA model suggested by
Bandalos and Finney, (2001). This procedure diccoatluct for shame, guilt,
conciliatory behaviors and self-forgiveness scdlgsto having few numbers of

items.

94



A confirmatory factor analysis with the technigueparceling items was
conducted in order to determine the factorial vafidf the socially-prescribed

subscale of Turkish MPS for the present study.

Table 3.6

Item Parceling and Item Numbers of the Sociallyseribed Subscale of Turkish

MPS

Item numbers Skewness Kurtosis
Perfect 1 1,2,3,9 .190 -.343
Perfect 2 4 5 6,13 -.295 -.467
Perfect 3 7, 8,10, 14 .188 -.290
Perfect 4 11, 12, 15 161 .093

Item parceling and item numbers are presentedlieTa6. Results confirmed
the uni-factorial nature of the instrumeng (2) = 70.42, p =.00;2/df-ratio =
2.31; GFI = .95, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .06]. The caménts in standardized and
unstandardized values for the socially-prescrihdassale of Turkish MPS were
illustrated in Appendix B (Figure B 1.3 and 1.4).the current study, the alpha
value for this measure was found to be .84 whidicated good internal

consistency.

3.2.2. Ruminative Response Scale

Ruminative response scale was originally construbteNolen-Hoeksema and

Morrow (1991) as a subscale of Response StylestQuraires (RSQ). The
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original RSQ consisted of four different subscalgh a total of 71-items:
Distracting Response Scale, Problem-Solving S€degerous Activities Scale,
and Ruminative Response Scale. Among these stladeBuminative Response
Scale appeared to be more reliably as it was fooithe correlated to several
psychological problems such as anxiety (Cox e28l01; Nolen-Hoeksema,
2000), worry (Segerstrom et al., 2000), PTSD (Nétereksema & Morrow,
1991); and in particular, to depression (Nolen-Hmeka et al, 1994; Treynor et

al., 2003).

Ruminative response scale consisted of 22-iteny;oint Likert-style scale
ranging from 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost alwagsneasure self-focused (e.g., |
think, “Why do | react this way?”), symptom foced (e.g., “think about your
feelings of fatigue”), and focused on the causes eonsequences of the mood
(e.g., “I am embarrassing to my friend/family/ peer”). Higher scores on RRS
indicate a higher tendency of rumination. The RRS thigh internal reliability

with Cronbach’s alpha .88 (Luminet, 2004). A straest-retest reliabilityr(=

.80) of six months interval was reported by Nolemeklsema et al. (1994).

The short version of Ruminative Response S¢H)atems) created by Treynor, et
al. (2003) by removing the similar items to BeckpBession Inventory. It has two
factors called Brooding and Reflection and eachheffactors contains 5 items.
Reflection items (e.g., “Write down what you arénking and analyze it” and
“Go someplace alone to think about your feelingsife “neutrally valenced” and

describes engaging in contemplation to alleviatgatiee mood. In contrast, the
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items of the Broodinge.g., ‘Think “Why do | always react this way?” afidink
“Why do | have problems other people don’t havdidye a negative connotation

and described “moody pondering”.

The RRS was translated into Turkish by Erdur (2G0%) the inter-item reliability
of the scale was found high internal consistenBy Several other Turkish studies
also used the scale and reported high internalliéitly coefficients ranging from
.86 t0 .90 (e.g., Erdur, 2002; Erdur-Baker, 2008re recently, Erdur and Bugay
(2010) examined structural validity and reliabildlyshort version of The
Ruminative Response Scale (RRS) developed by Trestrad. (2003). They
tested Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), Inter@ainsistency Coefficient
(Cronbach Alpha), and Convergent validity in ortteassess cross-cultural
equivalence of this particular instrument. Themdings revealed that the short
version of RRS appears to have valid and reliatdéesscores when applied to

Turkish samples.

In current study, only total score of the shortsi@n of RRS was used and its
Cronbach’s alpha was=.77. Additionally, a confirmatory factor analysvith
the technique of parceling items was performedssto &est the construct validity
of the short version of Ruminative Response Saalé¢hie current study. Item

parceling and item numbers are presented in Table 3
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Table 3.7

Item Parceling and Item Numbers of the Short VersioRuminative Response

Scale

Item numbers Skewness Kurtosis
Rum 1 1,2,3 A72 -.140
Rum 2 4 5 6 .902 .934
Rum 3 7,8,9, 10 .362 -.008

Results confirmed single underlying factor of thetitument, 2 (2) = 17.02, p
=.00;y?/df- ratio = 2.11; GFI = .98, CFl = .98, RMSEAG®G4]. Standardized and
unstandardized coefficients with factor correlapd t-values for the model were

given in Appendix B (Figure B 1.5 and 1.6).

3.2.3. The Internal-External Locus of Control Scale

The Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (IELOf&as developed by Rotter
(1966) in order to assess a person's belief abbather or not internal or external
factors cause their success and failures. Thie smaisists of 29 items with
scoring range 0 (internality) to 23 (externalityckiding 6 buffer items. Score
one point for each of the following: 2 =a,34bsb,5=b,6=a,7=a,9 =a,
10=b,11=b,12=b,13=Db,15=Db,16 =4, 4748 =a, 20 = a, 21=a, 22 =D,
23=a,25=a, 26 = b, 28 = b, 29 = a. Samplestehexternal locus of conrol
reads as “Many of the unhappy things in people&sliare partly due to bad luck”,

“Most students don't realize the extent to whiakirtiyrades are influenced by
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accidental happenings”, and “Sometimes | feel klgain't have enough control
over the direction my life is taking”. Sample itewfsnternal locus of control
reads as “Becoming a success is a matter of harkt Wk has little or nothing

to do with it”, “The idea that teachers are untfaistudents is nonsense” and
“People's misfortunes result from the mistakes tiheke”. Higher scores on the
scale are associated with the belief that extdanaés (e.g. fate, luck, chance,
authorities) are the primary determinants of oifeg¢inforcements. Rotter
(1966) reported test-retest reliabilities for IELGEale ranged from .49 to .83 and
Spearman-Brown split-half reliabilityoefficients for IELOC scale ranged

from.65 to .79.

The Turkish adaptation study of the IELOC had &lsen done previously and it
was concluded that the Turkish version of the sbatésufficient reliability and
criterion-related validity. Internal consistencfesthe Turkish version of IELOC
scale were found .70 ([3a1991). Test-retest reliabilities of this scalesviund
.83. Even though Rotter (1966) suggested the shagter structure for the
IELOC, Dag; (1991) reported seven factors solution for thekiBlr version of this
scale, explaining a total 47.1% of the variancewkler, following this study,
Dag (1997) re-examined the factor structure of thekighr version of IELOC
scale and confirmed the five factors solution far Turkish version of this scale,
explaining a total 52.1 % of the variance: (1) Whjworld (or Socio—political
control) (13.9 %), (2) Personal control (7.0 %), Cdntrol in Achievement
Situations (6.9 %), (4) Chance and Fate (5.5 %),(&hInterpersonal Control

(5.3 %).
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Due to the purpose of quick and practical admiaigin, the short version of
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale created®gtter, 1966) was used in
current study. The short version consists of 1@sevith scoring range 0
(internality) to 13 (externality) items. Among thaginal 29-item, the items 2, 3,
4,5,6,7,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 28 reprebenshort version. Score one point
for each of the following: 2=a,3=b,4=b, b6 =a,7=a,9=a, 10=Db, 11=
b, 12=Db, 13=b, 15= b and 28=b. A low score iaths an internal control while
a high score indicates external control. Reliapaihd the factor structure studies

of the short version of IELOC are presented inftilewing section.

3.2.3.1. Reliability and Factor Structure of IELOC-Short

Prior to using IELOC-Short for the main study, bpstudy was carried out so as
to examine the usability of the scale among Turkisiversity students. In this
pilot study, a sample of 149 students (70 femal@snales) was selected from

different faculties of METU.

To test the construct validity and the factor simoe of the scale, the items of
IELOC-Short were subjected to exploratory factaoalgsis with maximum
likelihood. The analysis revealed only one factdhvan eigenvalue greater than
unity, and thus indicated that the scale assesgg®pe dimension as suggested
by Rotter (1966). The eigenvalue associated wehattquired one factor was
2.27, accounted for 18 % of the variance in paénts’ responses. Thus, the

findings indicated the uni-dimensionality of thels; consistent result with the
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original IELOC suggested by Rotter (1966). Factadings and communality

values of each item are presented in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8

Factor Loadings and Communalities of IELOC-ShortriRdtems

ltem Number Factor Loadings Communality
1 .609 371
5 453 .205
6 .148 .022
7 245 .060
2 371 138
3 272 074
4 -.009 .013
8 463 215
9 451 204
10 402 162
11 .588 .346
12 .489 .239
13 .488 .238

As can be seen in Table 3.8, all items of IELOC+8ERorm loaded in an expected
direction, except for Item 4 and 6 which faileddad on factor. Without these

two items, split-half reliability coefficients wefeund to bex = .62. Based on the
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results, in the current study, the Turkish versdfELOC-Short was used as a

uni-dimensional scale, without item 4 and 6.

Following explanatory factor analyses, confirmattagtor analyses was
conducted in order to provide further information €onstruct validity and factor
structure of Turkish version of IELOC-Short. CFAuds for the 11 items
(without 4 and 6 items) single factor model of Thekish version IELOC-Short
indicated following goodness of fit indiceg? [44) = 45.026p =.429;y2/df- ratio
=1.02; GFl = .95, CFl = .99, RMSEA = .01]. Findingelded that the single
factor of the IELOC-Short was confirmed with thegent data, providing
evidence for cross-cultural equivalence of the ®irkersion of IELOC-Short.
Figure 3.3 represents the coefficients in standacdivalues for Turkish version of
IELOC-Short. Unstandardized coefficients with faatorrelates and t-values for
the model were given in Appendix B (Figure B 1A3.a result, the single factor
structure was verified both the results of explamagnd confirmatory factor
analyses. In order to obtain evidence for religbihf the scale, a Spearman-
Brown split-half reliability coefficient was calatied. The result showed that

split-half reliability coefficients waa = .65.
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Figure 3.3 The Coefficients in Standardized Values for Turkigbrsion of

IELOC-Short

In the present study, a confirmatory factor analygih the technique of parceling
items was conducted to examine the factor struatitiee Turkish Version of
IELOC-Short for this study. Item parceling and itaombers are presented in
Table 3.9. CFA results proved the single factor ehdor the instrumentyf (2) =

4.85, p =.08y3/df- ratio = 2.47; GFIl = .99, CFIl = .98, RMSEAG4).
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Table 3.9

Item Parceling and Item Numbers of the Turkish Mersf IELOC-Short

[tem numbers Skewness Kurtosis
Locus 1 1,2,3 -.060 -.891
Locus 2 4.5 6 -.160 -.647
Locus 3 7,8,9 .070 -.449
Locus 4 10, 11, 12, 13 -.084 -.811

Standardized and unstandardized coefficients waittof correlates and t-values
for the model were presented in Appendix B (Figaire.8 and 1.9). For the
Turkish Version of IELOC-Short, the internal relilitly coefficient was .69 for

the present study.

3.2.6. Demographic Data Form

In order to obtain related information from thetpapants, demographic data
form was developed by the researcher. Demogragtécfdrm included several
questions about participants’ background infornmatach as gender, grade, and
department. In addition, following questions wes&exl to examine the tendency
of conciliatory behaviors as determinants of seffyiveness: “When you make a
mistake, how the availability of the mistake comgmion affects to forgive
yourself?”, “When you make a mistake, knowing ymistake forgiven how
much influence you to forgive yourself?” and “Whgyu make a mistake,

apologize for it how much influence you to forgiyeurself?”
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3.3.Data Collection Procedure

Before administering the instruments, firstly nesagg permissions were obtained
from the METU Human Subjects Ethics Committee (HEH®en the directors

of each faculty and the instructors of each clasgewisited and the aim, method
and the procedure of the study was explained tm ted their collaborations
were asked. After obtaining their cooperation, ivey packet that contained all
mentioned instruments and a cover sheet describengature and aims of the
study was given to each participant during regalassroom hours. In addition to
detailed instructions with regard to the scales,students were also given
standart information about the purpose of the studthe researcher in each

classroom where data were collected.

Considering confidentiality of the data, data odilen was anonymous as
participants were not asked to disclose any idgntifinformation. Participants
were also guaranteed anonymity of their responseésanfidentiality of the data
during the data collection. The participation waikty voluntary, and there was
not any compensation associated with taking theesuiData for the pilot study
were collected by the researcher in September 2@68%ata for main study were
gathered in November 2009. The questionnaires acimanistered in the
following order: Heartland Forgiveness Scale, T&iame and Guilt Scale,
Ruminative Response Scale, The Internal-Externals®f Control and Socially-

Prescribed Perfectionism Scale. The completiom®furvey took approximately
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20-25 minutes. After the participant completeddbestionnaires, they were

thanked for their participation in the study.

3.4. Description of Variables

Self-forgivenessThe scores of the Self-forgiveness Subscale dfiSluversion
of HFS.

ShameThe scores of the Shame Subscale of Turkish verfid SGS.

Guilt: The scores of the Guilt Subscale of Turkish vereibTSGS.

Socially-Prescribed Perfectionisnihe scores of the socially-prescribed subscale
of Turkish MPS.

Ruminative Response Styldie total scores of the short version of Ruminative
Response Scale.

The Internal-External Locus of Contrdlhe total scores of short version of The
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale.

Conciliatory behaviorsThe total scores of the questions asking for ¢éneéncy
of Conciliatory behaviors.

Gender:A dichotomous variable with categories of (1) feenahd (2) male.

3.5. Data Analyses

In analyzing the data using a SEM approach, fapsstvere taken: descriptive
statistics, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), égonftory factor analysis (CFA)

and structural equation modeling (SEM). The fitspsof the analyses was started
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with data cleaning and assumptions testing for@nfgal statistical analysis. Then
the relationship between the demographic variadohelsthe main variables was
examined by correlation coefficients. Furthermdine,age and gender mean
differences on self-forgiveness were tested byiasef independent t-tests. In
the second step, confirmatory factor analysis ve&siuo confirm the
measurement model was summarized previously. Goafory factor analysis
plays an essential role in structural equation rng¢o assess the role of
measurement error in the model, to validate a faatorial model, and to
determine group effects on the factors. Only thiea final step, structural

equation modeling was conducted to examine thetsiral model.

In the current study, structural equation mode(ilB§M) was used primarily to
test the models and to define and estimate caelsgianships among latent
variables (Klem, 2000). In other words, the purpokesing SEM was to examine
complex relationships among variables, where scani@bles can be hypothetical
or unobserved. Since SEM is a superior alternaigéhod to multiple regression,
path analysis, factor analysis, time series arglgsid analysis of covariance, it
was utilized in this study. SEM can be viewed astiseses of path and
measurement models”. As in path analysis, the fpation of an SEM allows
tests of hypotheses about patterns of causal effédnlike path models, though,
these effects can involve latent variables becanseEM also incorporates a
measurement model that represents observed variabli@dicators of underlying

actors, just as in confirmatory analysis” (KIined30 p. 209).
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The data analysis was carried out using SPSS gtal@quation modeling
software, Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) vansl6.0 (Arbuckle, 2007).
Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) was used inigsiting structural
coefficients in SEM. This method was chosen toudate the estimates based on
maximizing the probability that the observed coaaces are drawn from a
population assumed to be the same as that reflected observed data (Pampel,
2000). In SEM, latent variables refer to the unobse variables or constructs or
factors which can be independent, mediating, apemlgent variables.
"Exogenous” variables can be viewed as indepengeiables which have no
prior causal variable. “Endogenous variables” carnbmediating variables role
and/or in dependent variables role. That is, endogg variables are affected by
one or more latent variables (Kline, 2005). Accogly, in this study, the
endogenous variables are the emotional (shameualy behavioral

(conciliatory behaviors) variables and the selfyfeeness. Social-cognitive (locus
of control, rumination and socially-prescribed petfonism) variables are the
exogenous variables of this study. Lastly, basethearetical grounds and
previous literature, demographic variables suchesgler and age were

considered as potential control variables.

Briefly, in analyzing the data using an SEM applosiarted with preliminary
analyses to detect missing data, outliers, skewanedskurtosis. Then, bivariate
correlations among variables were examined in ddetect significant
associations among variables and any possibilipaficollinearity. Next, the

model for SEM was specified and evaluated baseatieoretical background and
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previous literature. Lastly, based on the modettii revision of the model was
considered. The results of these analyses weremqiegkin the next chapter. For
explaining, some useful terms vis-a-vis SEM analysre described below.
Structural Equation Modeling (SEMiefined as examination of a set of
relationships between one or more independenthagaeither continuous or
discrete, and one or more dependent variablegraitintinuous or discrete”
(Ullman, 1996, p.714). These models represent tmgus of path analysis and
confirmatory factor analysis” (Kline, 2005, p. 209)ike path analysis, SEM can
be used to determine the patterns of causal effeatthermore, as in
confirmatory factor analysis, it includes observadables as indicators of

underlying factors.

Measurement modetiefined as “the set of connections between therobd
(measured) and unobserved (latent) variables” &IRDO5, p. 165). Measurement
model should be calculated previous to the stratmodel is conducted in order
to test the model fits. Like any other SEM modeé measurement model is

estimated by utilizing goodness of fit measures.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA3 a type of factor analysis which is utilized
S0 as to test the number of factors and the loaddhgariables. CFA has a
significant role in structural equation modelinggluding testing the role of
measurement error in the model, confirming a madtidrial model, assessing

group effects on the factors.
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Item parceling techniqudefines as summing or averaging item scores fromn t
or more items from the same scale and using the®elpscores in place of the
item scores in an SEM analysis (Bandalos 2008,2). Harceling has been
widely used to obtain more continues and normasrithuted data, to reduce the
number of model parameters and to get more stabeneter estimates among
the SEM community (Bandalos, 2002; Bandalos & Fin2001; Hagtvet &
Nasser, 2004; Hall et al., 1999; Kim & Hagtvet, 3pDandis et al., 2000; Nasser

& Takahashi, 2003).

Model trimmingis a strategy in SEM which is used so as to firedrtiore
parsimonious model. In model trimming process, significant path/paths in
SEM is deleted to determine a better fit modehdata by examining the
difference in their Akaike Information Criteria (8) and/or chi-square difference

statistic.

Model buildingis a technique in SEM which is used in order nal fihe more
parsimonious model. Model building refers to addoaths one at a time to verify

a better fit model to the data after model trimmpmgcess.

Exogenous variables a variable in SEM which is not caused by anotfagiable

in the model. Exogenous variable usually affeces @nmore variables in the

model.
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Endogenous variableefers to mediating causal variables and dependgeiables

in SEM which is caused by one or more variabldarhodel

Mediator (Intervening endogenous variable) is a variablelwindicates the
underlying mechanism between two variables (Bardfe&ny, 1986). Therefore,
the association between the exogenous and endageanables can be affected
by the mediator variable. In SEM, both incoming anitgoing causal arrows

refers to mediator variable.

Path coefficient/path weigld a standardized regression coefficient (betaf) th
refers to the direct effect of an exogenous vagial an endogenous variable in

SEM.

Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE used in estimating structural coefficients
in SEM. This method is chosen to calculate theregtes based on maximizing
the probability that the observed covariances eaeva from a population
assumed to be the same as that reflected in tleva@usdata (Pampel, 2000). In
order to evaluate the results of the structural ehagse of multiple indices was
recommended (Kline, 2005; Klem, 2000; Thompson(2@&ihce a single index
shows only one aspect of model fit. Therefore niwelel fit of the current models
were evaluated using a number of fit indexes ardi#tails of these terms are

given below.
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Chi Square%): A significanty® value refers to the significant difference between
the observed and estimated matrices. In contrastnasignificant’ value

indicates the non-significant difference betweea tmatrices (Schumacker &
Lomax, 1996). As a general rule, while a smallsdpirare value refer to good fit

model, a large chi-square means a bad fit modghta.

Ratio of Chi-Square to Degrees of Freedgfiy @f) refers to the difference
between known values and unknown value estimatesthe ratio of;” / df
determines the identification of a model. Valueshafy? / dfless than 3 are

generally considered acceptable (Kline, 2005)

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSisAJefined as “a measure of
the mean absolute value of covariance residuatéed®enodel fit is indicated by
RMSEA = 0, and increasingly higher values indicatese fit (i.e., itis a

badness-of-fit index)" (Kline, 2005, p. 141).

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)measure of the mean
absolute correlation residual, the overall diffe®between the observed and
predicted correlations. Values of the SRMR less thf are generally considered

favorable (Kline, 2005, p. 141).

Goodness of Fit Index (GFi§ defined as “a kind of matrix proportion of
explained variance” (Kline, 2005, p. 145). Valué$#| greater than .90 point

out a good fit to the data (Kelloway, 1998).
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Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFéjers to the adjusted GFI for the degrees
of freedom of a model relative to the number ofalales (Schumacker & Lomax,
1996). Like GFI, values of AGFI greater than .90ioate a good fit to the data

(Kelloway, 1998).

Comparative fit index (CFlis a measure that is directly based on the non-
centrality measure. Values of CFI greater thann@icate a good fit to the data

(Schumacker & Lomax, 1996).
Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFdalculates the estimated model by

comparingy® value of the model to the value of the independence model.

Values of NFI higher than .90 indicate a gooddithe data (Loehlin, 2004).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter contains two parts. First, preliminanglyses are presented
including a discussion on missing data, outlidrs,test of normality and the
descriptive statistics, gender differences in teofnstudy variables, and bivariate
correlations among the study variables Secondeghdts of the full SEM model

testing the research hypotheses is presented.

4.1. Preliminary Analyses

4.1.1. Missing Data

Before analyzing the data, missing value was @ingicked for the current data. In
order to handle missing data, several conventiapptoaches such as listwise and
pairwise deletion, mean substitution were recomradr{é.cock, 2005; Little &
Rubin, 2002). In the current study cases with mgsialues more than 5 % were
deleted (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). After this eksdn, 815 subjects remained

for analyses among 833 patrticipants. Furthermoceck (2005) suggested that
when data is missing completely at random (MCAR) when there are few

missing values, conventional techniques such as m@astitution is appropriate.
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Accordingly, in order to prevent additional subjkxgs, mean substitution was

used for cases with missing data less than 5 %eiptesent study.

4.1.2. Outliers

The current statistical tests are based on thergdsan that the data follow a
normal distribution. Before applying these tedigs assumption was checked to
examine outliers that might influence the analysise Skewness and Kurtosis
tests for study variables were computed by usingSSPASW. If Skewness and
Kurtosis scores are close to “0” and the shapbehistogram is bell shaped, it
means that the distribution of population sampleoisnal. The Kurtosis and
Skewness values indicated that all scales followranal and symmetrical
distribution (Muthén & Kaplan, 1985). Accordingfre results showed no
presence of any outliers. As can be seen in Taltléhé normality assumption has
not been violated for study variables. In additithe, Kurtosis and Skewness
values of the observed variables were presentégpendix C (Table C 1.1 and

1.2).
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Table 4.1

Indices of Normality for Study Variables

Variable Skewness Kurtosis
Self-forgiveness -.192 -.004
Locus of control -.126 -.331
SP perfectionism .043 .086
Rumination .528 242
Guilt 422 -.498
Shame 1.088 .593
Conciliatory Behaviors -.496 -.169

*Note.Self-Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self SulescBHFS; Locus of control = The Internal-Exterhaktus of Control
Scale; SP Perfectionism= Socially-Prescribed Pgdigism Scale; Rumination= Ruminative ResponseeS¢alilt = Guilt
Subscale of TSGS; Shame = Shame Subscale of TS@Siliatory Behaviors = The Tendency of ConciligtBehaviors

4.1.3. Descriptive Statistics and Gender Differense

The means and standard deviations of the varidiylgender and for the total

sample were computed and these statistics arenpeelsie Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2

Means and Standard Deviations for the Study Vaegbl

Female Male Total

(n = 445) (n=370) (n = 815)
Variable M SD M SD M SD
Self-forgiveness 26.855.33 2753 549 27.16 541
Locus of control 6.89 233 6.63 254 6.77 2.43
SP perfectionism 54.7714.47 56.34 13.02 55.48 13.85
Rumination 21.87 4.86 21.51 5.30 21.70 5.06
Guilt 13.35 4.89 1297 4.86 13.18 4.88
Shame 999 485 967 444 985 4.67
Conciliatory behaviors 11.552.31 11.39 256 11.47 2.49

*Note.Self-Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self SulescBHFS; Locus of control= The Internal-Exterhakus of Control
Scale; SP Perfectionism= Socially-Prescribed Pgdigism Scale; Rumination= Ruminative ResponseeS¢alilt = Guilt
Subscale of TSGS; Shame = Shame Subscale of TS@S8ili@tory Behaviors = The Tendency of ConciligtBehaviors

Gender differences on study variables were aldeddsy a series of independent
t-tests. According to the results, there were gaicant difference between the
mean scores of females and males on forgivenesslfdt (815) = -1.78p = .07],
locus of control{ (815) = 1.54p = .12], socially-prescribed perfectionisin [
(815) = -1.61p = .10}, rumination{(815) = 1,p = .31}, quilt f (815) = 1.10p =
.26] and shamd [815) = .98p = .32] and conciliatory behaviors(B15) = 6.79,

p = .12 ]. Furthermore, the descriptive statistmsthe observed variables were

provided in Appendix C (Table C 1.3 and 1.4).
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4.1.4. Multicollinearity

The bivariate correlations were computed in ordeddtermine any
multicollinearity issue among all of the study \adnies. The correlation matrix
showing the correlations among the research vasdiok the entire sample is
presented in Table 4.3. According to Tate (1998)redations above .70 would
suggest multicollinerity. Based on the resultsatelation matrix, it can be

concluded that multicollinearity was not an issu¢hie current data analyses.

Table 4.3

Correlation Matrix of the Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Self-forgiveness -
2 Locus of control .26**
3 SP perfectionism - 24%* - 26**
4 Rumination -32% - 41% 33 -
5 Guilt -32%*  -28* 25% . 48**
6 Shame -.38** -.38** .28** .54** 67**

7 Conciliatory behaviors  .32**  49** .22  -38 -27 -.39* -

*Note.Self-Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self SulescBHFS; Locus of control= The Internal-Exterhakus of Control
Scale; SP Perfectionism= Socially-Prescribed Pgoigiem Scale; Rumination= Ruminative ResponseeSealilt = Guilt
Subscale of TSGS; Shame = Shame Subscale of TS@8iliatory Behaviors = The Tendency of ConciligtBehaviors
*p < .05, **p <.001

4.1.5. Bivariate Correlations

Before the primary analysis of the current studyabate correlations were

calculated to show the correlations among the rekeariables (see Table 4.3).
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Furthermore, the estimated correlations among ¢pemddent observed variables
and the independent observed variables were givéppendix C (table C 1.5,
1.6, 1.7 and 1.8). Results indicated that theseelaiions were mostly in the
expected direction, offering several interestingjghts regarding the study
hypotheses. More specifically, the dependent viisélf-forgiveness was
negatively related socially-prescribed perfection(s = -.24, p < .01), rumination
(r=-.32, p <.01), guilt (r =-.32, p <.01), agldame (r =-.38, p <.01). Thatis to
say, participants with high scores on socially-priéed perfectionism,
rumination, guilt and shame score tended to olitainself-forgiveness score. In
contrast, self-forgiveness was positively correlatgth external locus of control
(r=.26, p <.01) and conciliatory behaviors (132, p >.01). Specifically,
participants with high scores on external locusasftrol and conciliatory

behaviors score tended to obtain high self-forgagsrscore.

Considering to the associations between the madiatal the exogenous
variables, the findings showed that guilt was pesiy correlated with socially-
prescribed perfectionism (r = .25, p <.01) andination (r = .48, p <.01) and
shame (r = .67, p <.01); however negatively relatéh locus of control (r = -
.28, p <.01) and conciliatory behaviors (r = -.2%.01). In the same line, shame
was positively correlated with socially-prescriljgetfectionism (r = .28, p <.01)
and rumination (r = .54, p < .01) and quilt (r .. < .01); conversely,
negatively with locus of control (r = -.38, p < )@&nd conciliatory behaviors (r =
-.39, p >.01). These findings revealed that higtiadly-prescribed perfectionism

and rumination were associated with greater gait shame. Inconsistent with
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the expectation, conciliatory behaviors was fouadatively related with the
shame and guilt. Overall, these correlations pmw@htative evidence for
proposed relationships among social-cognitive, @nat and behavioral

variables as determinants of self-forgiveness m®ce

4.2. Primary Analyses

Based on these promising bivariate correlatiors sthdy hypotheses were
examined with structural equation modeling (SEMhg#AMOS (Analysis of
Moment Structures) version 16 (Arbuckle, 2007). Maxm likelihood estimation
(MLE) was used in estimating structural coefficeeimt SEM. This method was
chosen to calculate the estimates based on marignize probability that the
observed covariances are drawn from a populatisunasd to be the same as that

reflected in the observed data (Pampel, 2000).

In order to evaluate the results of the structoratlel, use of multiple indices was
recommended (Kline, 2005; Klem, 2000; Thompson(2@&ihce a single index
shows only one aspect of model fit. Therefore nitwelel fit of the current models
were evaluated using a number of fit indexes: Tdwdgess-of-fit index (GFl,
value above.90), the comparative fit index (CFlueaabove .80), the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA, value smdhan .10) and the
standardized root mean square error of approximg@8&MSEA, value smaller
than .10) are suggested as criteria for acceptatjigrowne & Cudeck, 1993;

Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). A common guideline faerpreting RMSEA and
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SMSEA is that a value of .05 or less indicateselits a value of .08 or less
indicates reasonable fit and a value of .10 ortgraéadicates poor fit (Bentler,
1990; Kline, 2005). Furthermore, Hoelter’s critidais used in order to evaluate
whether sample size is adequate. Hoelter’s critical200 refers to s adequate
ample size. In the current study, SEM was condgaising a two stage process,
involving measurement models and structural eqoatiodeling (SEM)
suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). Furthernaomodel comparison

procedure was utilized to find the better modeh®data with mediating effect.

4.2.1. Measurement Model

In the first step, measurement models represettimtptent variables were
conducted using confirmatory factor analysis witl technique of parceling
items. Item parceling technique defines as sumrmirayeraging item scores from
two or more items from the same scale and usingetharcel scores in place of
the item scores in an SEM analysis (Bandalos 20@8,2). Parceling has been
widely used to obtain more continues and normasijrihuted data, to reduce the
number of model parameters and to get more stabeneter estimates among
the SEM community (Bandalos, 2002; Bandalos & Fin2001; Hagtvet &
Nasser, 2004; Hall, Snell, & Singer-Foust, 1999nk& Hagtvet, 2003; Landis,

Beal, & Tesluk, 2000; Nasser & Takahashi, 2003).

Based on its advantages, the technique of parcieings was utilized for locus of

control, socially-prescribed perfectionism and mation variables in their CFI
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process (see Table 4.4) both to decrease the nuwhimglicators of lengthy scales
and to improve fit of the CFA model suggested bypdgdos and Finney, (2001).
This procedure did not conduct for shame, guilbadicatory behavior and self-
forgiveness scales due to having few numbers wistd he latent and observed
variables in measurement which was used in thetsiial models were
summarized in Figure 4.1. The unstandardized aoefii with t-values for the

measurement model was provided in Appendix D (Fedurl.1).
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Figure 4.1Latent and Observed Variables in Measurement Model
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Table 4.4

Item Parceling and Item Numbers

Item number: Skewnes: Kurtosis
Locus 1 1,2,3 -.060 -.891
Locus 2 4,5,6 -.160 -.647
Locus 3 7,8,9 .070 -.449
Locus 4 10,11, 12,1 -.084 -.811
Perfect 1 1,2 3¢ .190 -.343
Perfect 2 4,5, 6, 1 -.295 -.467
Perfect 3 7,8, 10, 1« .188 -.290
Perfect 4 11, 12, 1t 161 .093
Rum 1 1,2,3 A72 -.140
Rum 2 4,5,6 .902 .934
Rum 3 7,8,9, 1( .362 -.008

The result of the measurement model indicated dibtnlthe datajf? (384) =
968.75, p = .00x3/df- ratio = 2.52; GFI = .92, CFl =.91, RMSEA #4,(6RMR =
.04 and Hoelter's N = 380] (Table 4.5). The measanet model which was used

in the structural models is presented in Figure 4.2

Table 4.5

Fit Indices of Measurement Model

a df RMSEA SRMR GFlI CFI

Fit indices 968.75 384 .04 .04 .92 91
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Figure 4.2Measurement Model

*Note.Self-Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self SulescBHFS; Locus of control= The Internal-Exterhakus of Control
Scale; SP Perfectionism= Socially-Prescribed Pgdigism Scale; Rumination= Ruminative Responsees¢alilt = Guilt
Subscale of TSGS; Shame = Shame Subscale of TS@jli@tory Behaviors = The Tendency of Conciligt8ehaviors
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All of the measured variables significantly loadedthe latent variables. Thus,
the latent variables found to be adequately meddayéheir respective

indicators. In addition, the estimated correlatiansong the independent latent
variables, the mediator latent variables, and #peddent latent variable were

statistically significant (see Table 4.6).

Table 4.6

Correlations among Latent Variables for the Measueat Model

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Self-forgiveness -
2 Locus of control 31 -
3 SP perfectionism -.30%* - 27** -
4 Rumination -51** - 52**  37** -
5 Guilt S48 3% 26%  BLM -
6 Shame S 53% L 4B 28 BB 82

7 Conciliatory behaviors .40** .62** -23* -50 -.36* -.48** -

*Note.Self-Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self SulescBHFS; Locus of control= The Internal-Exterhakus of Control
Scale; SP Perfectionism= Socially-Prescribed Pgdigism Scale; Rumination= Ruminative ResponseeS¢alilt = Guilt
Subscale of TSGS; Shame = Shame Subscale of TS@Sili@tory Behaviors = The Tendency of ConciligtBehaviors
*p < .05, **p <.001
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4.2.2. Hypothesized Structural Model

The hypothesized model integrating the effecthefdocial-cognitive (locus of
control, rumination and socially-prescribed peifattsm), emotional (shame and
guilt), and behavioral (conciliatory behaviors) iabtes and proposed
relationships among these latent variables, agrdetants of self-forgiveness
tested to investigate the hypotheses of the stlioig. full model also examined
the relationship between social-cognitive (locusaftrol, rumination and
socially-prescribed perfectionism) variables areltdndency of self-forgiveness,
as mediated by emotional (shame and guilt) vargalteaddition, this model
investigated the mediation role of conciliatory aeiors between guilt and self-
forgiveness. The causal relations proposed in ypetheses are presented in

Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3The Conceptual Diagram of the Hypothesized Model

Note.Self-Forgiveness = Forgiveness of Self SulksaBHFS; Locus of control = The Internal-Exterhatus of Control Scale; SP Perfectionism = SociBltgscribed Perfectionism Scale; Rumination =
Ruminative Response Scale; Guilt = Guilt SubschESE&5S; Shame = Shame Subscale of TSGS; Concili#ehaviors = The Tendency of Conciliatory Behasior




The structural model used to test these hypottemmenstrated good fit to the
data |2 (388) = 979.3, p =.0@2/df- ratio = 2.52; GFI = .93, CFI =.92 and
RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .04, Hoelter's N = 379]. Fig4r& represents the
coefficients in standardized values, significata¢k arrows) and non-significant
paths (red arrows). The non-significant paths weeedirect paths from (a)
socially-prescribed perfectionism to shame and guidl (b) locus of control to
self-forgiveness, shown in red lines in the Figli#e The unstandardized
coefficients with t-values for the hypothesizedisturalmodel were given in
Appendix D (Figure F 1.2). Therefore, the resutsved overall support for

general hypotheses.

All the R? values for the structural equations used in thdehwere listed in
Table 4.7. These social-cognitive variables acceaifar 62 % of the variance in
shame and for 60 % of the variance in guilt. Initold, social-cognitive variables
and guilt accounted for 17 % of the variance inaidlcatory behaviors. In general,
the total variance explained by the hypothesizedehm self-forgiveness was
.31. Details related to test of each specific higpsis regarding the hypothesized

model are described in the following part.

Table 4.7

Squared Multiple Correlations for Structural Equats

Shame Guilt Conciliatory behaviors Self-forgivemes

R® .62 .60 17 31
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4.2.3. The Specific Hypothesis

Hypothesis 1 and 2 stated ttsaicial—cognitive variables (locus of control,
rumination and socially-prescribed perfectionisnowd influence emotional
variables (shame and guilt); locus of control wopigitively influence self-
forgiveness whereas rumination and socially-presdriperfectionism would
negatively influence self-forgiveness. Overall sdypotheses were partially
confirmed and the results clearly indicated thabagnsocial-cognitive variables,
rumination showed a strong impact on emotionalaldes.In particular, the paths
from rumination to shame and guilt had significpath coefficients (.77 and .76
respectively)Locus of control also had a significant negatiieefboth on shame
and guilt. The standardized path coefficients wel® and -.13 for shame and guilt
respectively. In contrast, the path coefficientrireocially-prescribed perfectionism
to guilt (.03) and shame (.03) were not significémterms of direct paths from
social-cognitive variables to self-forgiveness, mation (-.26) and socially-
prescribed perfectionism (-.13) had significantatag paths pointing to self-
forgiveness. Surprisingly, the path indicating le@i control had a non-significant
direct effect on self-forgiveness produced a vevwy $tandardized path coefficient (-

.01).

Considering indirect effects, rumination and loofisontrol had indirect influence on

conciliatory behaviors (-.32 and .05) and self-feegess (-.24 and .06 respectively).
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However, socially-prescribed perfectionism had a-significant indirect impact on
self-forgiveness (.01). Consequently, the modepsued that rumination influenced
self-forgiveness both directly and through the ragdg effect of shame, guilt and
conciliatory behaviors. Locus of control also imhced self-forgiveness only through
the mediating effect of shame, guilt and concilptoehaviorsHowever, socially-

prescribed perfectionism led only direct negatitfeat on self-forgiveness.

Hypothesis 3 and 4 proposed tisfiame and guilt would negatively influence self-
forgiveness; guilt would positively influence colietiory behaviors and conciliatory
behaviors would positively influence self-forgivese This model supported that
shame and guilt had a significant negative diréfeceon self-forgivenesS hat is,
shame was the significant predictors of self-foegi@ss (.19). Surprisingly, guilt has
rather a small direct effect on self-forgivenes88g} in this model. In the final part of
the model, the direct path from guilt to conciligtbehaviors and conciliatory
behaviors to self-forgiveness were estimated. Tridirfgs indicated that the path
indicating guilt had a strong negative direct effec conciliatory behaviors (-.42).
Moreover, the direct path from conciliatory behasito self-forgiveness had
significant path coefficients (.15). In additiohetmodel estimated indirect
relationships between guilt and self-forgivenesdemtonciliatory behaviors were a
mediator. Result indicated that guilt had a siguaifit indirect effect which goes
through conciliatory behaviors (-.09). Thereforeiltgnfluenced self-forgiveness

both directly through the mediating effect of cdiatory behaviors.
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To sum up, based on the testing specific hypothasisng social-cognitive
variables, rumination appeared to be the strordptstrminants of self-forgiveness
both directly and indirectly in this model. Incostgint with the expectation, locus of
control influenced self-forgiveness only througk thediating effect of shame and
guilt; in contrast, socially-prescribed perfectemiinfluenced self-forgiveness just
directly. In addition, while shame had only a direct effettself-forgiveness, guilt
had rather a small but significant effect on setigfveness both directly through the
mediating effect of conciliatory behaviors. Thewref, shame, guilt and conciliatory
behaviors played significant mediational roles leswexogenous and endogenous
variables. Since these hypotheses were partiglig@ted and some paths were
found non-significant, model trimming was used idey to create an alternative

model which explains the dependent variable better.

4.2.4. Model Trimming

Based on the specific hypothesized results regauttiie hypothesized model, some
paths appeared to be non-significant. As a regtlti®, the hypothesized model was
trimmed by deleting the direct paths from (a) skgiprescribed perfectionism to
shame and guilt and (b) locus of control to seffiieeness. In brief, three non-
significant paths were removed from the hypothekimedel in order to develop a
better fitting, parsimonious model. A new nestedielavas generated and tested,

including all the significant paths pointing to @éeplent and independent latent
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variables in the hypothesized model stayed inrih@ied model. The conceptual

path diagram of the trimmed model is presenteddare 4.5.

The result of the trimmed model was surpassed roathe criteria for good fit)p
(364) = 910, p =.00¢2/df- ratio = 2.50; GFI = .93, CFI = .92, RMSEAG5, SRMR

= .04, Hoelter's N = 385]. All the estimated paraeng indicated significant t-values
and the ratio between chi-square dhdas within the acceptable limits (see Figure
4.6). Furthermore, the goodness of fit statistmisied out that the model did fit well
to the data. All standardized structural path est#® were significant in the predicted
direction, ranging from .08 to .78 (p < .01). Thamslardized coefficients were
presented in Figure 4.6 for the trimmed model. Gihstandardized coefficients with

t-values for the trimmed model were illustratedijppendix D (Figure F 1.3).
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Since both the trimmed model and the hypothesizedemwvere nested in sequence,
these two models were compared to determine whathehwas a better fit to the data
by examining the difference in their Akaike Infortima Criteria (AIC), the lower AIC
reflects the better-fitting model. The trimmed miodEC value of 1133.33 was smaller
than the hypothesized model AIC value of 1153.8fjgesting that the trimmed model
demonstrated better fit. Furthermore, the chi-sgaiference statistigp? was used to
test the statistical significance of the improvefarfit as paths were deleted
(Kelloway, 1998). Given the both models results, ¢hi-square difference was found
¥p? (26) = 979.3-910= 69.3, p< .001, showing the aldit of the trimmed model with
an removed paths was statistically better thanttfeahypothesized model at .001. Based
on these results, the trimmed model will be ca#ledinalized model in the subsequent

sections.
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In this finalized model, when either direct or iretit effects of latent variables
were taken into consideration all the path coedfits indicated considerable
impacts and, the magnitude of those paths were kmgugh, as expected
direction.The highest magnitude was .78 which demonstrastbag
relationship between rumination and shame. Thedowee was -.08 which
demonstrated a weak relationship between guiltsatfdorgivenessTo be more
specific, the paths from rumination to shame arnt gad significant path
coefficients (.78 and .76 respectively). The patéficient from locus of control
to guilt -.13 and shame -.17 were also significdhe paths from rumination and
socially-prescribed perfectionism to self-forgivesavere -.30 and -.1Besides,
this model supported that shame and guilt wersitj@ficant predictors of self-
forgiveness (-.19 and -.08spectively) The standardized path coefficient from
guilt to conciliatory behaviors was -.42. In adaolitj the direct path from

conciliatory behaviors to self-forgiveness was .16.

Regarding its indirect effects, only ruminationgus of control and guilt had
significant indirect effect on self-forgivenessriRailarly, rumination and locus

of control had indirect influence on and conciligtbehaviors (-.32 and .05) and
self-forgiveness (-.24 and .05 respectively). Aiddially, guilt had a significant
indirect effect on self-forgiveness while concitigt behaviors were a mediator (-
.07). Therefore, consistent with the estimatiorthmfinalized model, shame, guilt

and conciliatory behaviors were mediators betwagnt variables.
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Table 4.8

Squared Multiple Correlations for Structural Equais

Shame Guilt Conciliatory behaviors Self-forgivemes

R® .64 .62 .20 .32

These social-cognitive variables accounted for 6df %he variance in shame and
for 62 % of the variance in guilt. In addition, gumpacted self-forgiveness
through the mediating effect of conciliatory belwasi In addition, the indirect
effect of rumination, locus of control and the direffect of guilt accounted for
20 % of the variance in conciliatory behaviors. @llethe total variance
explained by the finalized model in self-forgivesegas .32. All the Rvalues for

the structural equations used in the model wetedis Table 4.8.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

5.1. Discussion

The aim of the current study was to investigateptteglictors of self-forgiveness
based on Hall and Fincham’s (2005) theoretical rhadeng Turkish university
students. In particular, this study examined thecstiral relationships among
social-cognitive (locus of control, rumination asatially-prescribed
perfectionism), emotional (shame and guilt), ankidvéoral (conciliatory
behaviors) variables as determinants of self-fagess and evaluated how
together, they account for the experience of slfieness in addition to their
specific contributions. The hypothesized structanablel was tested by using
SEM and as the findings summarized in the prevemaesion revealed, several
patterns appeared. Discussions regarding the sesujplications and

recommendations are presented in this chapter.
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5.1.1. Discussion Regarding the Hypothesized Modahd the Specific

Hypothesis

This study examined the hypothesized model, cogdhie impacts of the social-
cognitive (locus of control, rumination and sogighrescribed perfectionism),
emotional (shame and guilt), and behavioral (caatoity behaviors) variables and
proposed relationships among these latent variahtedeterminants of self-
forgiveness. The SEM results indicated that thisi@h@rovided a good fit to the
data in spite of three non-significant paths, idolg the direct paths from (a)
socially-prescribed perfectionism to shame and guidl (b) locus of control to
self-forgiveness. Therefore, these findings esshklil great support for general
hypotheses. Furthermore, findings provided someirgsapsupport for the
section of Hall and Fincham’s (2005) theoreticaldeloIn general, the total
variance explained by the hypothesized model iilfegdiveness was .31.

Detailed discussions related to each specific thgsi$ are described below.

Hypotheses 1 and Zhese hypotheses predicted that social-cogniaviables
(locus of control, rumination and socially-preseudperfectionism) would affect
emotional variables (shame and guilt). In additiwhile locus of control would
positively affect self-forgiveness, rumination aswtially-prescribed

perfectionism would negatively influence self-forgmess. These hypotheses were
moderately supported by the data from the Turkrskarsity students due to the
few non-significant paths. This study revealed samportant findings. First, the

findings indicated that rumination had a stronduefce on both emotional
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variables (shame and guilt) and self-forgivenessitTs, the model confirmed that
rumination affected self-forgiveness both direethd through the mediating
effect of emotions in the expected directions. 8madly, high ruminative
response style resulted in increased negative enssiuch as guilt and shame
and decreased the tendency of self-forgivenesgeidre, the impact of
rumination on self-forgiveness was found to be radi by guilt and shame as
well as its noteworthy direct influence on selfgimeness. Likewise, several
studies have already found that rumination causeatiaty of negative outcomes
such as anxiety (Cox et al., 2001; Nolen-Hoeks&@@a0), worry (Segerstrom et
al., 2000), Post TSD (Nolen-Hoeksema & Morrow, 19@hd depression (Nolen-
Hoeksema et al, 1994; Treynor et al, 2003). In Vit these studies, researchers
have previously shown the inverse relationship betwrumination and

forgiveness of others (Berry et al., 2005; McCufjbiet al., 1998).

Concerning self-forgiveness, there are few studigish explored the link
between rumination and self-forgiveness. For irgaithompson et al. (2005)
found that self-forgiveness was negatively coreglavith ruminative response
style. Thus, this result regarding the negative aflrumination in guilt, shame
and self-forgiveness is consistent with previousligts (e.g. Thompson et al.,
2005). Definitely, rumination played a significante in experiencing guilt,

shame and self-forgiveness both directly and imtlye

In addition, the results revealed that sociallysprided perfectionism had only a

direct influence on self-forgiveness; thereforaydis not mediated by emotions,
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contrary to our hypothesis. Self-forgiveness mo¢elg. Enright, 1996; Luskin,
2002) mainly draw attention to the negative impqgterfectionism on self-
forgiveness. In fact, they describe perfectionisnaia obstacle that hinders the
development of forgiveness of others and onese$épie the strong hypothetical
link between perfectionism and forgiveness, emairstudies investigating this
association between them was limited. More receMbCann (2009) provided
empirical evidence for the aforesaid theoreticalnxtion between
perfectionism and forgiveness of the self and atharticularly, the role of self-
oriented perfectionism in self-forgiveness was kny revealed in the current
study conducted with Turkish sample as well. Thas;ng high standards for
oneself rooted in self-oriented or socially-presed perfectionism was an

obstacle in the development of self-forgiveness.

Furthermore, the model indicated that locus of dmtbfluenced self-forgiveness
only through the mediating effect of shame andtgthat is to say, it had no
direct impact on self-forgiveness. In the literatuthere is no empirical research
regarding to the relationships between locus ofroband self-forgiveness. Only
a few researchers examined a topic closely relatélae locus of control such as
attribution style or taking responsibility for pieus mistakes. For instance,
Ingerson-Dayton and Krause (2005) revealed thatdgalesponsibility for
previous mistakes was the main determinant of élfef@rgiveness process
(Ingerson-Dayton & Krause, 2005). In addition, Halld Fincham (2008) found
that external, unstable, and specific attributi@s\wositively correlated with self-

forgiveness. On the contrary, internal, stablé, giobal attribution would be
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negatively correlated with self-forgiveness. Howeteey reported a weak
relationship between attribution style and the le¥eelf-forgiveness. In the
current study, the result regarding locus of cdntras found to be consistent with
these empirical studies in that there was no st influence of locus of
control on self-forgiveness. Since the associadiolocus of control to self-
forgiveness has been a neglected area in reless@anch, it made it difficult to

discuss and interpret the result evidently.

Hypotheses 3 and Zhese hypotheses predicted that shame and guiltdwo
negatively influence self-forgiveness; guilt wogldsitively influence conciliatory
behaviors and conciliatory behaviors would posiyivefluence self-forgiveness.
As in Hypotheses 1 and 2, these hypotheses weyelyaralidated by reason of a
few non-significant paths. In particular, the catrstudy revealed that while
shame had a direct negative effect on self-forgrgenguilt influenced self-
forgiveness both diretly and through the mediaéffgct of conciliatory
behaviors. In other words, the results regardiegitypothesized model showed
that shame and guilt played significant mediationéds between exogenous and
endogenous variables. Considering shame and muittnsistent and inadequate
findings exist regarding whether or not guilt ahdmme are the main emotional
determinants of self—forgiveness. Particularly, e@tudies found inverse
relationships only between shame and self-forgisenleut not guilt (Fisher &
Exline, 2006; Rangganadhan and Todorov, 2010). &fallFincham, (2008),
however, found that increase in guilt over time waselated with decreases in

self—forgiveness. Yet, they reported that shameneasignificantly correlated
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with self-forgiveness. Surprisingly, Webb et a2008) reported that whereas
shame was negatively associated with forgivenesiseaelf, guilt was positively
linked with it. Regarding the direct effects of sf@and guilt, this result is in line
with the previous studies which have shown thernseeelationships between
shame, guilt and self-forgiveness (Fisher & ExI2@06; Rangganadhan and
Todorov, 2010). This study also proved the indiregiact of guilt on self-

forgiveness through the mediating effect of coatilry behaviors.

Conciliatory behaviors, in the present study, predi self-forgiveness with a
significant effect size, suggesting that some bemawuch as apologizing,
making restitution, or seeking forgiveness incresepossibility of self-
forgiveness. Therefore, this study conducted Wiitkish sample, provided
empirical evidence for Hall and Fincham’s (200%dtetical model which
suggests that conciliatory behaviors are preditigday a mediator role between
guilt and self-forgiveness. In addition, this résadnfirmed findings from
previous research supporting the role of the c@toily behaviors as a
determinant of self-forgiveness (Zechmeister & Rom2002; Witvliet et al.,
2002). Therefore, conciliatory behaviors playedsigant mediational roles
between exogenous and endogenous variables. Tagumthe current study,
these hypotheses were partially validated sinceeguaths were found to be non-
significant. Hence, the model trimming method wasd with the aim of
constructing an alternative model which enlightéresdependent variable in a
better way. The discussion regarding the modelntiimg results as a finalized

model is given next section.
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5.1.3. General Discussion Regarding the Finalized ddlel

The results indicated that some paths were nonfsignt regarding the
hypothesized model. Therefore, it was trimmed dgtdey the direct paths from
(a) socially-prescribed perfectionism to shame guitt and (b) locus of control to
self-forgiveness. The trimmed model surpassed roathye criteria for goodness
of fit. Given both the trimmed model and the hymsized model results, the
overall fit of the trimmed model with removed patias found to be statistically
better than the hypothesized model. Based on tiessdts, the trimmed model is

called thefinalized modein this study.

The finalized model robustly confirmed the notibattrumination is such a
crucial component in both negative emotional vdesliguilt and shame) and
failure to forgive oneself. Indeed, there werepbsitive relationships between
rumination and emotional variables (guilt and shaamel the inverse association
with self-forgiveness. That is, higher ruminati@sults in guilt and shame, which
hinders the improvement of self-forgiveness. Ireothords, the effect of
rumination was found to be mediated by guilt anahsé over and above its
significant direct impact. This finding is consistevith the proposition of
forgiveness theorists (Luskin, 2002; Worthingto®98) regarding the negative
effect of rumination on forgiveness. Particulathe Pyramid model
(Worthington, 1998) recommends holding on to foegiess instead of ruminating
on unforgiving emotions and thoughts. To be exaes, model highlights the

essential role of quelling rumination for the ocemce long-term forgiveness.
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Moreover, forgiveness and self-forgiveness intetieenmodels mostly emphasize
the benefit of giving up thinking about past evemtsnistakes repetitively and
passively (e.g., Enright, 1996; Luskin, 2002). Rartnore, the strong association
found between rumination and self-forgiveness rss@ient with findings

reported by Yamhure-Thompson et al. (1998). In, fdnetir study showed that
guilt, a sense of worthlessness, self-blaming anadnmation created difficulties in

achieving self-forgiveness.

In addition, the findings showed that socially-présed perfectionism was

another direct predictor of self-forgiveness. Cstesit with self-forgiveness
models (e.g. Enright, 1996; Luskin, 2002), percegvihat others have high
standards for oneself leads to decreased seliviemgss. That is to say, there were
negative relationships between socially-prescripedectionism and self-
forgiveness. This finding is in line with the preus study which reported self-
oriented perfectionism was determinant of self-ficggess (McCann, 2009).
Therefore, having high expectations for oneselfuathers or oneself made it

difficult to improve self-forgiveness.

Considering emotional variables, shame was foundde important rather than
guilt as determinants of self-forgiveness. As prtsdl, they were negatively
correlated with self-forgiveness. Therefore, theense relationship between
shame, guilt and self-forgiveness was in the exgokdirections as reported in
previous studies (Fisher & Exline, 2006; Ranggaaadf Todorov, 2010). When

considering the indirect influences proposed byntioelel, shame and guilt
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mediated the effect of rumination and locus of oardn self-forgiveness.
Specifically, external locus of control resulteddiecreased shame and guilt which
caused higher self-forgiveness. Similar resultsevadatained in a previous study
(Hall and Fincham, 2008) which reported that exdemnstable, and specific
attribution was positively correlated with self-greness. On the contrary,
internal, stable, and global attribution would legatively correlated with self-
forgiveness. In term of rumination, this study répd that individuals with high
ruminative response style felt high shame and,guhiich led to unforgiveness.
Overall, this study ascertained the meditationkd od shame and guilt between

social cognitive variables and self-forgiveness.

Furthermore, the contribution of conciliatory beivas to self-forgiveness is not
surprising taking into consideration the assumptibHall and Fincham’s (2005)
theoretical model. To put it differently, individsawith the willingness to
undertake conciliatory behaviors such as apologjzimaking restitution or
seeking forgiveness have a tendency for higheffgadfveness. This assumption
was shown by other studies in which conciliatorigdgors were found to be
positively related with the offender’s self-forgness level (Hall & Fincham,
2008; Witvliet, Ludwig, & Bauer, 2002; Zechmeis&iRomero, 2002). In terms
of indirect effects, guilt seems to have a mediorpact on self-forgiveness
though conciliatory behaviors. Tangney et al. ()996)gested that guilt drives
individuals to adopt conciliatory behavior with thien of the repairing the
damaged relationship. That is, a positive relatignsvas expected between guilt

and conciliatory behaviors. Surprisingly, guilt waegatively associated with
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conciliatory behaviors in this study. Particulaggrticipants with a high guilt

score tended to obtain low scores on the conailfdtehaviors scale.

To sum up, consistent with the estimation, in thalized model, shame, guilt and
conciliatory behaviors were mediators between emogs and endogenous
variables. In addition, all latent variables hathei direct or indirect effects on
self-forgiveness in the expected directions. Thal teariance explained by the
finalized model in self-forgiveness was .32. Theref these findings provided
support for Hall and Fincham’s (2005) theoreticaldal of self-forgiveness

which suggests that self-forgiveness is a dynamicgss, including cognitive,

affective, and behavioral aspects.

5.2. Implications for Theory and Practice

Given the insufficient theoretical and empiricabliriedge about the very
significant concept of self-forgiveness, this stualyestigated the role of social-
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral variables eteigminants of self-forgiveness
to provide evidence for Hall and Fincham’s (200%dretical model. This study
partially confirmed that self-forgiveness is a dyma process, including
cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects agassigd by Hall and Fincham
(2005). Therefore, studying self-forgiveness basethe Hall and Fincham’s
(2005) theoretical model in the Turkish culture matonly enrich the
understanding of this model but also be informategarding cross-cultural

applicability of it among Turkish university studsrsince the self-forgiveness
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model has only been tested in United States (H&lr&ham, 2008) and Australia
(Rangganadhan & Todorov, 2010) until now. Furtheemthe results from the
present study can contribute to the attempts ieldging self-forgiveness theory

by exploring the underlying mechanism of self-foggiess.

In addition to its theoretical contribution, theswués of the present study produce
important empirical findings regarding the predietrole of several variables on
self-forgiveness process as well. Firstly, thiglgtindicates that among social-
cognitive variables, rumination is a key factobwth negative emotional
variables (guilt and shame) and failure to forgineself. Due to these significant
associations, an application of an intervention #ti@mpts to decrease one’s
ruminative response style can be of great ber@fithfe individuals who have a
difficulty engaging in self-forgiveness. Along tekame line, forgiveness theorists
highlight the essential role of quelling ruminati@mn the occurrence of long-term
forgiveness. (e.g. Worthington, 1998). Moreovergieeness and self-forgiveness
interventions mostly emphasize the benefit of givip thinking about past events
or mistakes repetitively and passively. Thus, treseirical findings indicate the
hypothetical links between rumination and self-feegess which can suggest

significant direction for future research.

Furthermore, results confirm that low socially-pr@sed perfectionism is another
direct predictor of self-forgiveness. In the sareeythe relevant theorists
describe perfectionism as a barrier that hindexgltvelopment of self-

forgiveness (e.g. Enright, 1996; Luskin, 2002).tieatarly, in order to improve
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self-forgiveness, one should first accept theirenfgctions. Although
perfectionism has such broad implications for sa&iffiveness, there are only a
few studies to show the relation between self-fergess and perfectionism
empirically (McCann, 2009). Therefore, this studgyne@nhance the recent
knowledge vis-a-vis the link between them which akso help practitioners
understand the clients who have a problem withfseffiveness as a result of

having unrealistic standards of social behavior.

The current study also found that shame made dastzd contribution to the
development of self-forgiveness. However, guilt bat small effect on self
forgiveness directly and/or indirectly. In the tela literature, whether or not guilt
and/or shame have a predictive role in self-fongess is not free from
controversy. Specifically, some studies were fotirad only shame was
significantly correlated with self forgiveness (fés & Exline, 2006;
Rangganadhan & Todorov, 2010); in contrast, sorperted that only guilt had
significant impact on self forgiveness (Hall & Fivaan, 2008). Hence, it is
considered that this result regarding shame ariti@an contribute to the existing
debate considering which emotional variables Igrgdéluence the tendency of

self-forgiveness.

In addition, the results regarding shame and gualy possibly be a reflection of
Turkish cultural values and norms that affect tlag Wweople experience these
moral emotions. Turkey has been referred to adlectiwist culture by many

scholars (Hofstede, 1980, Goregenli, 1997amaslu, Killer, imamalu, &
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Kdaller, 1993). According to Bedford and Hwang (2RQ30ple may be more
likely to experience guilt in individualistic cultes since this emotion develops
based on a general code of ethics. In contrastjichahls may be more likely to
experience guilt in individualistic cultures sintés emotion develops based on a
general code of ethics in collectivist culturestascrease rooted in a code of
ethics that varies by situations and relationshiss finding could have been
affected by family and relatives’ attitudes for steaand guilt regarding self-
forgiveness. Consequently, family and relativestwades on these self conscious
emotions and self-forgiveness could be an intergdtctor that needs to be

acknowledged in future research.

Regarding conciliatory behaviors, the current stuelyfied the important role of
apologizing, making restitution, or seeking forgiess in increasing the
possibility of self-forgiveness as documented irearlier study (Zechmeister &
Romero, 2002; Witvliet et al., 2002). Hence, usamfntervention that tries to
increase one’s conciliatory behaviors can be hefpfuthe individuals who have
a difficulty in the use of self-forgiveness. Mongesifically, practitioners in
counseling can teach clients some useful socili gkiincrease the possibility of

conciliatory behaviors towards themselves or tlodmis.

Finally, given the healing power of forgivenessmention on university students
(Al-Mabuk et al., 1995; Rye & Pargament, 2002),lexpg the determinants of
the self-forgiveness process in Turkish culture camtribute to the development

of self-forgiveness training programs for universtudents that can be used by
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university counseling centers. The hypothesizedehofiself forgiveness can
also be used as a guide for the practitioners sigdang appropriate intervention
and training programs that help clients overconed thegative reactions toward
themselves as a result of unforgiveness. More fpaity, based on the result of
the present study, self forgiveness training cadeaeloped to reduce shame,
guilt, and rumination. Additionally, self forgivese training can be used to
increase the possibility of conciliatory behaviorglaily living in order to
facilitate the self forgiveness process. To suntlg results of the present study
can stimulate counselors to utilize self-forgivenas a tool in counseling.
Moreover, learning self-forgiveness interventioriglmbe important for
psychologists and counselors to help clients wieanat able to forgive

themselves as suggested by Exline et al. (2005).

5.3. Recommendations for Research and Practice

As self-forgiveness is a quite new concept in Tyrleenumber of
recommendations for future research are possibig. &d foremost, this study
makes valuable contributions by investigating thle of some social-cognitive,
emotional and behavioral variables in the tendarigelf-forgiveness. However,
there may be other intrapersonal (e.g. other—@tampathy) and offense—
related factors (e.g. severity and frequency ofdffiense) which may explain the
individual differences in self-forgiveness develanh Therefore, for the future
research, it is important to determine other relatriables to provide further
information in explaining self-forgiveness from dimensions. Since Turkey has

been referred to as a collectivistic culture (Gérdg 1997; Hofstede, 1980;
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Imamaslu et al., 1993), one’s self-forgiveness mechariam be affected by
family and relatives’ approval and attitudes. Thhese key factors should be

incorporated into future studies.

In the present study, the Heartland Forgiveneske Seastranslated and adapted
into Turkish, which can play a facilitating roletime development of self-
forgiveness literature in this culture. In thergtire, forgiveness can be separated
into to dispositional and state forgiveness. Digpw®al forgiveness refers to a
trait- like qualities which remain stable in timedadifferent contexts
(Worthington, 1998). In contrast, state forgivenessrs to forgiving a definite
hurtful event and can fluctuate depending on theason or other factors. As a
result of this main distinction, some researclienrgeloped the scales to measure
state forgiveness in order to assess offense-gpémifiveness (e.g., Hargrave &
Sells, 1997; McCullough et al., 1998; Subkoviaklet1995; Pollard et al., 1998),
while some others developed them to assess digp@giforgiveness in order to
measure individual’s tendency to forgive other peofe.g., Berry et al., 2001,
Hebl & Enright, 1993; Mauger et al., 1992; Mullétad, 1998; Tangney et al.,
1999). Within this difference, the Heartland Forgiess Scale gives scores
regarding dispositional forgiveness which refergadt- like qualities. Therefore,
in order to assess offense-specific forgivenesslid and reliable instrument is
needed. Moreover, the family forgiveness scaleraadiage forgiveness scale
should be developed and/or adapted into Turkistuto understand the role of
forgiveness in family and marriage, which can hlaraader implications for a

family counselor.
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In addition, some recommendations need to be ceresidegarding the sample.
To begin with, the present research was carrieavibta sample of Turkish
undergraduate university students which limitsgbeeralizability of the findings
only to similar populations. Similarly, most of teidies with regard to self-
forgiveness were conducted with undergraduate sss{plg., Fisher & Exline,
2006; Hall & Fincham, 2008; Strelan, 2007). Howewased on Erikson's Theory
of Psychosocial Development, older adults can beeriicely to suffer from the
failure of self-forgiveness. Thus, future reseasbbuld focus on more diverse
populations such as different ages which could awerthe understanding of self-
forgiveness regarding different developmental stalyereover, in the current
study a convenience sampling procedure was useerrdtan random sampling,
which restricted the possibility the sample beiegresentative of the population.
Thus, future research can reinforce this resulh wimore representative sample.
Furthermore, due to the limitations of the crossiiseal nature of this study,

longitudinal studies are needed to test the stglufithe results over time.

Finally, this study carries the limitations of thge of self-report measures as in
many correlation studies. In spite of its conveneand wide applicability,
controlling for some confounding variables can b&adlt in non-experimental
studies based on self report measures. Theref@ectual reason of the
underlying mechanism of the associations betwekicggiveness and several
variables can remain unclear. In order to tendhi®limitation, experimental
research is required to test cause-effect relabenhseen self-forgiveness and

other psychological constructs.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE BOOKLET

DEMOGRAFIK BILGi TOPLAMA FORMU

Seuvgili Ggrenciler,

Bireyin kendisini olumlu ve olumsuz yonleriyle kdbuve gecmgte
yaptgl hatalari affedip, sahip olgu potansiyeli en iysekilde kullanmasi ggikh
gelisimi acisindan 6nemli gorulmektedir. Bu gata, Universite grencilerinin
kendilerini affetmelerini etkileyen g@eskenleri anlamak amaciyla yapiimaktadir.
Sizden istenen sagidaki sorulari ve olceklerdeki tum maddeleri gercek
durumunuzu belirtecekekilde yanitlamanizdir. Agirma sonugclari grup olarak
degerlendirilecginden kimliginizle ilgili bilgileri yazmaniza gerek yoktur.
Yanitlariniz kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve sadecerasarma kapsaminda
kullanilacaktir.

Katkilarinizdan dolawimdiden tgekkir ederim.

Ara Gor. Asli BUGAY
Egitim Fakultesi, Eitim Bilimleri Bolumu
Tel: 210 40 42 e-mail: bugay@metu.edu.tr

1. Yasiniz..........

2. Cinsiyetiniz: K() E()

3. BOIUMUNGZ: ...

4. Sinifiniz: 1. () 2.() 3.() 4.()

5. Bir hata yaptinizda hatanin telafi edilebilifi kendinizi affetmenizi ne

Olclude etkiler?

a) Hic b) Biraz c) Kismen d) Olduk¢ca e) Tamamen
6. Bir hata yapttinizda hatanin affedilgini bilmek kendinizi affetmenizi

ne olgude etkiler?

a) Hic  b) Biraz c) Kismen d) Olduk¢ca e) Tamamen

7. Bir hata yapt@inizda 6ziur dilemek kendinizi affetmenizi ne dlgide
etkiler?
a) Hic  b) Biraz c) Kismen d) Olduk¢ga e) Tamamen
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HAO

Hayatimiz boyunca, kendi davrglarimiz, bakalarinin davraglari veya
kontrolimuz dyindaki durumlar nedeniyle olumsuz olaylasggabiliriz. Bu
olumsuz yaantilarin ardindan belli bir zaman gectikten sokemdimiz, dger
insanlar veya yganan durumlar hakkinda olumsuz duygu veygiddelerimiz
olabilir. Bu tir olumsuz olaylara genel olarak ha&spki verdginizi disinintiz ve
asagida verilen her ifadenin yanina, tarif edilen olumsluruma genellikle nasil
tepki verdginizi ifade eden sayiyi §agidaki 7’li degerlendirme 6lcgine gore)
yaziniz. Verecg@niz yanitlarda dgru veya yank cevap yoktur. Litfen

yanitlarinizda olabilgiince durist ve samimi olunuz.

1---emmmemeee- 2-mmmemmmeeen 3--mmmemeeees T Bemmmeeee e 6-------------- 7
Beni hig Beni pek Beni biraz Beni tamamen
yansitmiyor yansitmiyor yansitiyor yansitiyor

___1l.sleri berbat etiimde 6nce kotu hissetmemeznaen zamanla kendimi
rahatlatabilirim.

____ 2. Yaptgim olumsuzeyler icin kendime kin tutarim.

___ 3. Yaptgim kotuseylerden grendiklerim onlarla bgetmemde bana
yardimci olur.

___4.sleri berbat etgiimde, kendimi kabul etmek benim icin gergekten
cok zordur.

____ 5. Yaptgim hatalara, zamanla daha angayolurum.

____ 6. Hissetgiim, disundigum, sOylediim ya da yapfiim olumsuzeyler icin

kendimi elgtirmeyi durduramam.
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uso

Asagida gecen ay suresince kendinizle ilgili hislenintanimlamaya
yonelik ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Bu ifadelerin sizin sure icindeki duygularinizi
ne oOlciide anlatip anlatmadhi her bir ifade icin 5’li derecelendirme 6fgei

kullanarak belirtiniz.

g (O — y RS T— B  RUSUSUE———— 5
Bu sekilde Byekilde Bunu ¢ok
gucli hissetmedim hissegiim oldu. birsekilde hissetttim

1. Yerin dibine girip, yok olmak istedim.

2. Kendimi 6nemsiz hissettim.

3. Kendimi kot bir kiymis gibi hissettim.

4. Kendimi gagllanms ve rezil olmyg hissettim.

5. Kendimi dgersiz ve glgsuz hissettim.

6. Vicdan azabi vegpnanlik hissettim.

7. Daha Once yapim seylerle ilgili gerginlik hissettim.

8. Yaptiklanimla ilgili dgtinmekten kendimi alikoyamadim.
9. Kendimi o6zur diliyor ve itiraf ediyormugibi hissettim.

10. Yaptiklarim hakkinda kendimi kot hissetti
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RS

Insanlar koti bir deneyim yadiklarinda bir sirii farkkey yapar ya da
distnurler. Lutfen gagidaki cumleleri okuyup, son iki hafta icinde, belenleri
ne kadar siklikta yagiinizi isaretleyin. Lutfen, ne yapmaniz gergkti degil,
gercekte ne yaginizi belirtin.

1 = Higbir Zaman, 2 = Bazen, 3 =agunlukla, 4 = Her Zaman

1.
2.

____"Bunu hak etmek i¢in ne yaptim” diye ne kad&rdiklintyorsun?
_____Son zamanlardagadgin olaylari analiz edip “Kendimi niye
____“Neden hep bgekilde bir tepki gosteriyorum?” diye ne kadar sik
distndyorsun?

____ Bir k&eye cekilip “neden bgekilde hissediyorum” diye ne kadar
sik dgundyorsun?

____Ne kadar sik, guncelerini yazip, ¢cozimlemeye ve anlamaya
calislyorsun?

____Son zamanlardagadgin bir olay hakkinda “kgke daha iyi
sonuclansaydi” diye ne kadar siksddiyorsun?

____“Niye benim problemlerim var da,gdr insanlarin yok” diye ne
____"Neden olaylari daha iyi idare edemiyorum” dingekadar sik
disundyorsun?

___Kisilik 6zelliklerini analiz edip, “Kendimi niye boylézgin

hissediyorum” diye ne kadar sikgliniyorsun?

10. __ Ne kadar sik, tek b@a bir yere gidip duygularini anlamaya

calislyorsun?
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RiDKOO

Bu dlcek bazi 6nemli olaylarin insanlari etkilemeitini bulmayi

amaclamaktadir. Her maddede “a” ya da “b” harflergtsterilen iki secenek

bulunmaktadir. Litfen her secenek ciftinde sizindiegorilinlize gore gerge

yansittgini en ¢ok inanginiz cimleyi seciniz ve bir yuvarlak igine aliniz.

. a)insanlarin ygamindaki mutsuzluklarin go, birazdasanssizliklarina gidir.

b) insanlarin talihsizlikleri kendi hatalarinin sonucud

. a) Savglarin baglica nedenlerinden biri, halkin siyasetle yeterithggenmemesidir.

b) Insanlar sava 6nlemek icin ne kadar ¢aba harcarsa harcasirzamean sava
olacaktir.

. a)Insanlar bu diinyada hak ettikleri saygiy! er ge¢idér.

b) insan ne kadar ¢abalarsa ¢abalasin ne yazikskridgenellikle anlgiimaz.

. a) Geretmenlerin grencilere haksizlik yagh fikri sagmadir.

b) Osrencilerin ¢cgu, notlarinin tesadiifi olaylardan etkilepidii fark etmez.

. a) Kaullar uygun degilse insan bgarili bir lider olamaz.

b) Lider olamayan yetenekli insanlar firsatlargeidendiremensi kisilerdir.

. a) Ne kadargrassaniz da bazi insanlar sizderslaomazlar.

b) Kendilerini bgkalarina sevdiremeyensiler, bakalariyla nasil gecinilegni

bilmeyenlerdir.

. a) Birseyi olacaksa eninde sonunda @idna sik sik tanik olmgumdur.

b) Ne yapacama kesin karar vermek kadere giivenmekten daima igahr.

. a)lyi hazirlanmg bir égrenci igin, adil olamayan bir sinav hemen hemen sz

konusu olamaz.

b) Sinav sonuclari derstganenlerle ¢cgu kez o kadar igkisiz oluyor ki, ¢calgmanin

anlami kalmiyor.

. a) Baarli olmak ¢cok cabmaya bglidir; sansin bunda pay! ya hi¢ yoktur ya da ¢ok

azdir.

b) Iyi bir is bulmak, temelde, dgu zamanda du yerde bulunmaya Badir.

10. a) Hukumetin kararlarinda sade vatarataetkili olabilir.

b) Bu dinya guc sahibi bir kagsktarafindan yonetiimektedir ve sade vatagnddu
konuda yapabile@efazla birsey yoktur.
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11. a) Yaptgim planlari yuratebilegegmden hemen hemen eminimdir.
b) Cok uzun vadeli planlar yapmak her zaman igllblmayabilir, ctinki
bircoksey zaten iyi ya da kotgansa bglidir.
12. a) Benim agimdan istégni elde etmenin talihle bir ilgisi yoktur.
b) C@u durumda yazi-tura yaparak da isabetli kararlaeériz.
13. a) Baima ne gelmise, kendi yaptiklarimdandir.
b) Yasamimin alacg yon Uzerine bazen yeterince kontrolimun

olmadgini hissediyorum
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BBMO

Asagida, kiilik 6zelliklerinizle ilgili 15 madde verilmgtir. Lutfen her maddeyi
okuyarak, bu maddelere ne boyutta kagilaizi, verilen 7’li derecelendirme
sistemine gore yanitlayiniz.

1 = Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum 2 =Katiimiyorum
3 = Bir Miktar Katilmiyorum 4 = Kararsizim
5 = Biraz Katiliyorum 6 = Katiliyorum

7 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

l.Yaptgim bir sey kusursuz dglse ©®© @ ® ® & ® @
cevremdekiler tarafindan yetersiz bulunur.

2. Insanlar benden, verebilggaden fazlasini @ | @ @ ® & ® | @
beklerler.

3. Insanlar benden, mikemmeldesagasini ©® @ ©® ® | ® ® @
kabul etmezler.

4. Ailem benden mikemmel olmami bekler. O 1@ & e | 6 & ©

5. Bir isi ne kadar iyi yaparsam cevremdekile®d 1@ & @® | &  ® | ©
daha da iyisini yapmami beklerler.

6. Cevremdekiler yagtim her seyde bganh | © | @ @ ® & ® | @
olmami beklerler.

7. Bakalarinin benden colksey bekledgini | © [ @ [ ®@ | ® | ® ® | @
distindyorum.

8. Baarl, bakalarini memnun etmek i¢in daha® | @ | ® ® | &® | ® | ©
da ¢ok cahmam gerekgi anlamina gelir.

9. Her konuda Ustin kari gostermesem de® | @ © ® & ® | @
baskalari benden htanacaktir.

10. Yakinlarimin hata yapmasini géormeyéd @ ® @ & ® @
tahammul edemem.

11. Bakalarinin  benden  beklentilerini ® | @ | ® ® & ® | ®
kargilamakta guclik cekerim.

12. Bana goOstermeseler bile, hata yapu | ® @ | @ | ® [ ® | ® | @
zaman dier insanlar ¢cok bozulurlar.

13. Baarisiz oldgum zamanlar bile gagalan © @ & ® & ® @
yeterli old@gumu digunar.

14.Cevremdekiler benim de hata yapabiggeee © @ & @ & ® @
kolaylikla kabullenirler.

15. Hata yapsam bile, insanlar yeterli véD @ | @ | ® [ ® | ® | ®
becerikli oldgumu diindrler.
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APPENDIX B

AMOS ESTIMATES OF PARAMATERS IN MEASUREMENT MODELS
WITH T-VALUES

Figure B 1.1. Amos Estimates of Parameters in Measement Model of
Turkish Version of HFS with T-Values
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Figure B 1.2. Amos Estimates of Parameters in Measement Model of
Turkish Version of TSGS with T-Values
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Figure B 1.3. The Coefficients in Standardized Vales for the Socially-
Prescribed Subscale of Turkish MPS
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Figure B 1.4. Amos Estimates of Parameters in Measement Model of the
Socially-Prescribed Subscale of Turkish MPS with Tvalues
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Figure B 1.5. The Coefficients in Standardized Vales for the Short Version
of Ruminative Response Scale
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Figure B 1.6. Amos Estimates of Parameters in Measement Model of the
Short Version of Ruminative Response Scale with T-Mues
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Figure B 1.7. Amos Estimates of Parameters in Measement Model of
Turkish Version of IELOC-Short with T-Values
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Figure B 1.8. The Coefficients in Standardized Vales for Turkish Version of
IELOC-Short.
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Figure B 1.9. Amos Estimates of Parameters in Measement Model of
Turkish Version of IELOC-Short with T-Values
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APPENDIX C

THE DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
Table C 1.1.

Indices of Normality for the Dependent Observedaldes

Latent variable Observed Variable Skewness Isisto

Self forgiveness Selfl -.640 .081
Self2 -.464 -.739
Self3 -.918 .863
Self4 -.030 -935
Self5 -.285 -.687
Selfé .548 -.619
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Table C 1.2.

Indices of Normality for the Independent Observadables

Latent variable Observed variables Skewnes: Kurtosis

Locus of control

Locusl -.060 -.891
Locus?2 -.160 -.647
Locus3 .070 -.449
Locus4 -.084 -.811
Rumination
Rum1 AT72 -.140
Rum2 .902 .934
Rum3 .362 -.008
Socially-prescribed perfectionism
Perfectl .190 -.343
Perfect2 -.295 -.467
Perfect3 .188 -.290
Perfect4 161 .093
Guilt
TSGS3 .629 -.796
TSGS6 125 -.967
TSGS9 -.206 -.869
TSGS12 .988 -.183
TSGS15 510 -.795
Shame
TSGS2 .205 .267
TSGS5 721 -.528
TSGSS8 .362 132
TSGS11 711 1.062
TSGS14 .969 -.169
Conciliatory behaviors
C.B1 -.626 -.142
C.B2 -.479 -.596
C.B3 -.435 -473
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Table C 1.3.

The Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Olesbiariables

Latent variable Variable Mean SD

Self forgiveness Selfl 5.04 1.43
Self2 4.81 1.77
Self3 5.64 1.29
Self4 411 1.74
Self5 4.33 1.62
Self6é 3.17 1.73
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Table C 1.4.

The Descriptive Statistics for the Independent @leskVariables

Latent variables Observed variabl Mean SD
Locus of control
Locusl 1.60 .93
Locus2 1.65 .87
Locus3 1.42 91
Locus4 2.07 1.15
Rumination
Rum1 6.60 1.99
Rum2 5.35 1.83
Rum3 9.74 2.37
Socially-prescribed perfectionis
Perfectl 13.82 4.64
Perfect2 17.57 4.85
Perfect3 15.21 3.76
Perfect4 11.63 2.68
Guilt
TSGS3 2.34 1.35
TSGS6 3.06 1.27
TSGS9 3.27 1.37
TSGS12 2.03 1.27
TSGS15 2.46 1.30
Shame
TSGS2 1.91 1.26
TSGS5 2.20 1.23
TSGS8 2.00 1.20
TSGS11 1.65 1.09
TSGS14 2.08 1.27
Conciliatory
behaviors C.B1 3.93 .97
C.B2 3.59 1.12
C.B3 3.50 1.20
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Table C 1.5.

The Correlations among Dependent Observed Variables

Self forgiveness 1 2 3 4 5
1. Selfl -

2. Self2 21 -

3. Self3 18%*  2@** .

4. Self4 26% 48 5%k .

5. Selfs 24%% 13 17 32k

6. Self6 20% A0 27% 40 34%

Note. *p < .05, **p <.001
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Table C 1.6.

The Correlations among Independent Observed Vagbl

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Locusl )
2. Locus2 S0 B
3. Locus3 D9 AT -
4. Locus4 B1* A48 50+ -
5. Ruml =327 -24% - 417 - 28%* -
6. Rum2 -20% - 21% - 31% - 20% .36 -
7 Rum3 S27* - 25% .38k 3% B1** 51x* -
8. Perfectl SA7F - 15% S 21% - 20%* .26%** A7 .28 -
9. Perfect2 - 12% - 11% - 15% - 13%* 22%% L15%* .20%* .B63%*

10. Perfect3 -14% - 13 - 10**  -.08** .16** A3 5% .38**

11. Perfects -1 -1l 127 - 14% A7 .18** .16** 24%*

=23 - 14*%* - 26% - 20%* .26** 29%* 34 2%

12. TSGS3

13. TSGS6 =18 -13** -26% - 19* .30** .28** 37 2%
14. TSGS9 =10 - 11%* -18% - 09* .30** 23%* .38** 3%
15. TSGS12 - 14% L 12% - 12% - 14% 4% 21% 22% 16%*
16. TSGS15 -25% - 15% .31 - 23* 33%* .35%* A4 2%
17. TSGS2 =217 - 197 - 34% - 20%* 31 .33* 34** .18**
18. TSGS5 -28%  -21% 38 -21% A40** .30** A0 A2+
19. TSGS8 -19** - 15% - 25%  _18** 32%* 24%* 32%* 4%
20. TSGS11 =21 - 17 - 317 - 19% 32%* .30%* 31x* .20%*
21 TSGS14 =27 - 19% 37 - 21% A2%* .36** I gl 16%*
22 C.B1 32%* .30** AT 32%* -34x 27 - 35% - 20%*
23 C. B2 .35 .26** A0 .30** =28 - 16 -28% -14*
24l C. B3 33%* 23%* A1x* 30 =30 - 133%™ .27 - 12%

Note. *p < .05, **p < .001
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Table C 1.6.

The Correlations among Independent Observed Vasafdont.)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
9. Perfect2 -

10. Perfect3 37 -
11. Perfect4 23** A40** -
12. TSGS3 15%* A1 .18** -
13. TSGS6 18** .08** 13** A5** -
14. TSGS9 207 13% 12% 42%F 47 -
15. TSGS12 A3 09*  10**  .38* . 32%  28% -
16. TSGS15 A3 .09*  20%  .62**  .52**  Bl*  43* -
17. TSGS2 .16** 16%* A7 58** .34** 32%* 31** .50**
18. TSGS5 2% .10** 13** A1 .35%* .30** .25%* A8**
19. TSGSS8 15%* .08** .10** A9** .36%* .34** 27** .50**
20. TSGS11 A4 14 21%% 43 26%% 27 42%  48%
21. TSGS14 A7+ A1 .20%* A8F* .36** 37 .34* 55%*
22.C.B1 - A3 Q4% 18 - 20% - 21 S 19% 1R 27
23 C. B2 -11** -.08** -.09** -17** -16** -14* -10** - 23*
24 C.B3 -.08**  -.09** -08** -19** -14** -15%* -07** - 24*

Note. *p < .05, *p < .001
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Table C 1.6.

The Correlations among Independent Observed Vasafdont.)

17 18 19 20 21 22 23
17.7SGS2 -

18. TSGS5 A7 * -

19. TSGS8 40" 41 -

20. TSGS11 B2 AT 40% -

21. TSGS14 B2 66 46 5% -

22.C.B1 S30% 31 .18 -20% .33 .

23.C. B2 S24%  2Q% L 16% - 18  -20%  Bgm .
24.C. B3 S19% 26 -20% - 19% .28 53 55

Note. *p < .05, *p < .001
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APPENDIX D

TURKISH SUMMARY

TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

Affetme ile ilgili bilimsel argtirmalar ve kuramsal ¢amalar son yillarda hizh bir
artis gostermektedir (Orrgn Freedman ve Enright, 1996; Girard ve Mullet, 199
McCullough, Pargament, ve Thoresen, 2000; McCuloug ark., 1998). Aggirma
bulgulari, affetme ile bireyin psikolojik ve akédi gl arasinda guicli bir gki

oldugu yonundedir (Brown, 2003; Brown ve Phillips, 200&ltby, Macaskill, ve
Day, 2001; McCullough ve Witvliet, 2002). Ayricdfetme ile 6fke (Freedman ve
Enright, 1996; Thompson ve ark., 2005), ruminasisseldyk, Matheson, ve
Anisman, 2007), utang, sucluluk ve mukemmelliygtgiMcCann, 2009), depresyon
ve endse (Maltby ve ark., 2001) gibi psikolojik durumlarmia iliskili oldugu

gorilmektedir.

Affetmeye yonelik bilimsel ilginin artmasiyla biklie, affetme tanimi dnemli bir hale

gelmekte ve agtirmacilar affetme kavramini farkli bigcimlerde tantamaktadirlar.

Bu alanda 6nde gelen at@macilardan olan Enright (1996) affetmeyi "binni
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haksiz yere inciten kka birine kagi, sevgi, comertlik ve merhamet gibi hak
edilmeyen hislerin tvik edilmesiyle, kizma, olumsuz yargilama ve ilgidavranma
gibi hisleri isteyerek terketmesi” (p. 113) olamkklamaktadir. Yaygin olarak kabul
goren bu tanima gore, affetme; kizginlk, hayakkigl ve cezalandirma gibi
olumsuz tepkiler yerine, merhamet, empati ve coikegibi olumlu sonuclara yol
acabilecek tepkilerin isteyerek ve bilincli olargdlistiriimesi icin caba géstermektir.
Bu tanima benzer olarak bazignanacilar affetmeyi kiinin kendisine ve ¢evresine
zarar veren olumsuz duygulardan vazgecmesi olarakitamaktadir. Orrign,
McCullough ve ark. (2000) affetmeyi, zarar goresgkilyi dizeltmek amaciyla
bireyin intikam duygularini hgori ve empati duygulariyla gigtirme sireci olarak
Hargrave ve Sells (1997) ise affetmeyi, hata ydpsgipe kal olan kizginlik ve 6¢
alma duygusunu birakarak skileri yeniden tamir etmeyi ve i¢sel duygusal yarai

iyilesmesi olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Psikoloji alaninin 6énculerinden Freud, James, Ad#erney ve Frank gibi

kuramcilar affetme kavramini g6z ard ettiklerni¢Rotter, 2001, p. 174), bu kavram
ile ilgili kuramsal bilgi yeterli dgildir. GUnimuzde, bu kavrami anlamak i¢in bazi
kuramsal modeller 6ne surulgtir (e.g., Enright ve The Human Development Study
Group, 1991; Enright, 2001; Enright ve Fitzgibba2800; Ferch, 1998; Gordon,
Baucom, ve Snyder, 2000; Malcolm ve Greenberg, 200frthington, 1998). Bu
modeller, genel olarak insanlarin psikolojilgsal icin affetmenin gerekli oldguna

dikkat cekmektedir.
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Bu affetme modellerinin her biri affetmeye yondiigndine 6zgu bir yakiamda
bulunmy olmasina ramen, bu modellerin bazi benzer yonleri de buluniaodiki
Genel olarak benzerliklere bakiggnda bu modellerin kizginlik hissi, acl,
saldirganlik ve nefret (Enright ve the Human Depeient Study Group, 1991,
Worthington, 1998), empatik anlayiEnright ve The Human Development Study
Group, 1991, 1996; Fitzgibbons, 1986; Smedes, 1946thington, 1998),
baskalarini affetmeye karar verme (Enright ve The Horbavelopment Study
Group, 1991; 1996; Fitzgibbons, 1986), olumsuzehtn vazgecme (Fitzgibbons,
1986; Smedes, 1984; 1996; Stanley, 1987), kendisi@imeye karar verme
(Cunningham, 1985; Donnelly, 1982; Pingleton, 198¥ sucugleyenle ile uzlama
(Enright ve The Human Development Study Group, 19&kgrave ve Sells, 1997,

Stanley, 1987) gibi yedi ortak noktasi bulunmaktadi

Enright'in (1996) affetme modeline gore de affetnsanlarin kizginlik, hayal
kirikligr ve intikam gibi hisleri atlatmalarina yardimcanlsglikli bir stregtir.
Ayrica, Worthington (1998)'un Piramit modeline gdlansanlara bgkalarinin
hatalarini affetmeyi gretmek, olumsuz hisler ve glincelerle baetme ve onlarin

iyilik halini korumalari ve sosyal gkilerini tamir etmeleri icin 6nemli bir yoldur.

Arastirmalar, affetmenin zihinsel gk problemlerinde tedavi edici 6zedinin
oldugunu ve hastalarin gbk ve iyilik hallerine yol acacani géstermektedir
(Lawler ve ark., 2005; Maltby ve ark., 2001; Wistli Ludwig, ve Vander Laan,

2001). Al-Mabuk, Enright ve Cardis (1995) tarafindapilan argtirmada Enright'in
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affetme Uzerine stire¢ modelinin aile sevgisindehmma kalms Universite
ogrencilerinin aile, umut, kendine saygl, eggdve depresyon seviyeleri Gizerine
etkileri incelenmektedir. Sonuclar, affetme mudabadin aile, umut ve kendine
sayglya yonelik dGnemli bir olumlu etkisinin olglunu géstermektedir. Ayrica
affetme terapisinin romantik skilerde veya evliliklerde bazi Giztici deneyimleri
atlatmak icin kolaylstirici etkisi oldgu go6zlemlenmektedir (Coyle ve Enright,
1997; DiBlasio veBenda, 2002; Reed ve Enright, 260 ve ark., 2005). Bulgular,
affetmenin bireylerin kendine olan saygisini artay depresyonu azaltma ve
romantik iliskilerde ve evliliklerde psikolojik olarak kéttye kanilmiglk sonrasi

hissedilen stresi azaltma tzerindeki 6nemli etkigdstermektedir.

Ayrica argtirmalar affetmenin bir ¢ok fiziksel ve psikolojgeslik degiskenleri ile
ilgili oldugunu gostermektedir. Fiziksel gigkenler gz 6ntine alinginda, bakasini
affetmeyle ilgili bir hayal kurmanin kan basincingakalp aginda dgus salama
gibi bazi olumlu fiziksel tepkilere sebep oflugorilmektedir (Lawler ve ark.,
2005). Dger taraftan, asdirmalar affetmemenin ise zayiflagrbgsisiklik sistemi,
yuzde ve alindasarl kas gerginki (Witvliet ve ark., 2001), yorgunluk ve uyku
sikayetleri gibi olumsuz fiziksel belirtiler ile il oldugunu gorulmektedir (Lawler

ve ark., 2005).

Psikolojik degisenler acisindan, bikalarini affedememenin ruminasyona (Ysseldyk

ve ark., 2007), intikam, saldirganlik, kizginlhk eediseye (Thompson ve ark., 2005)

ve hatta depresyona (Maltby ve ark., 2001) nedacagl ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bunun
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tam tersi, affetme yam doyumu (Maltby ve ark., 2004), psikolojik iyiliali gibi
olumlu degiskenler ile iliskilendirilmektedir (Lawler-Row ve Piferi, 2006).
Ozetlemek gerekirse, bu konu tizerine yapilagtainaalar affetmenin daha iyi;
affetme de bgarisizlgin ise daha zayif fiziksel ve psikolojik glgkenler ile iligkili
oldugunu gostermektedir (Berry ve Worthington, 2001; tidal Macaskill, ve Day,
2001; Rye ve ark., 2001; Rye ve Pargament, 200@sgaint, Williams, Musick, ve

Everson, 2001).

Psikolojik ve fiziksel sglik degisenlerine ek olarak, agarmacilar affetmenin
demografik dgisenler (Orngin; Lawler ve ark., 2003, Thompson ve ark., 2005,
Toussaint ve ark., 2001),sKik 6zellikleri (Maltby ve ark., 2001), empati (Thgney,
Wagner, Hill-Barlow, Marschall, ve Gramzow, 199@ini dezisenler (Lawler-Row
ve Piferi, 2006) ve sosyal genirlik (Crowne ve Marlowe, 1960; Mauger, ve ark.
1992) gibi baka desisenlerle ilgkisini de incelemektedirler. Butlinuyle ele
alindginda, bulgular affetmenin bir¢ok psikolojik yape ilgili oldugunu ve affetme

ile ilgili yapilacak ¢algmalara ihtiyac oldgunu gostermektedir.

Goruldigu gibi affetme kavrami psikolojik dagma ve klinik psikoloji alanlarinda
son 20 yildir artan bir ilgi ile cglimaktadir (e.g., Freedman ve Enright, 1996;
McCullough, Worthington ve Rachal, 1997). Ancakndimi affetme kavrami ile
ilgili cok az tanim ve bilimsel agarma bulunmaktadir. Enright (1996) kendini
affetmeyi “bireyin kendi yap# hata ile ylzlgmesi sonucu kendine kahissettgi

kizginhk yerine kabul, comertlik ve sevgi gibi allu duygular gektirmeye istek
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duymasidir” (p. 1153ekilde tanimlamaktadir. Hall ve Fincham (2005)ksadini
affetmeyi "birinin; kendine kar kiskuinluk, kendini cezalandirma ve kendini yikan
davranglari azaltmasi ve kendine kadaha insani olan davrafari arttirmasi ile

ilgili motivasyonel dgisimler " olarak kavramsalirmaktadir (p. 622). Bu tanima
gore, insanlar ilk 6nce kendileri ile ilgili olumzswaistinceleri dgistirirler ve
kendilerinden ¢ok olumsuz davraaiodaklanmakta ve hatalarinin farkinda olma
yoluyla, gecmy hatalarinin sorumlugunu tzerlerinde hissetmektedirler. Ancak
bundan sonra, "gercek" kendini affetme meydana gielenve insanlar kendi

kendinden nefret etmek yerigefkat, comertlik ve sevgi hislerini gglirmektedirler.

Enright ve Hall ve Fincham'in tanimlarina bengkilde, argtirmacilar kendini
affetmeyi tanimlarken 6zellikle “kendini sevme” \@orumluluk almanin” 6nemini
vurgulamaktadirla(Conran, 1993; Flanigan; 1996; Hall ve Fincham,3200
Horsbrugh 1974). Ancak bazi eiiamacilar kendini affetmenin sucluluk duymama
ve kendini sevme sebebiyle narsislik anlamina geldone strmektedirler (Strelan,
2007). Fakat, bazi aftarmacilar sorumluluk almanin zor bir siire¢ gddou ve bu
surecin kgide sucluluk ve utanma gibi olumsuz duygulara sellefasindan dolayi
narsislik ile kendini affetmenin ¢ok farkli olgunu belirtmektedirler (Conran, 1993;
Enright, 1991; Flanigan, 1996). Ayrica, suclu il#gagmanin affetme icin dnemli
olup olmadg tartsmaya acgik olsa da, bircok amamaci i¢csel uzlgma olmadan
kendini affetmenin mumkin olmagdikonusunda fikir birgine varmaktadirlar (e.g.

Conran, 1993; Berecz, 1998; Enright, 1991; Hallit@04).
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Tipki affetme kavraminda ol@u gibi kendini affetme de daha 6nce adi gecen birco
kuramci tarafindan ihmal edilmekte ve ginimuzde yeni kendini affetme
modellerinin 6nerildii gorilmektedir. Affetme modelleri gibi, kendinifatme
modellerinin ¢gu da kendisini affetmenin adim adim gerce&tesaglikl bir sirec
oldugunu 6ne surmektedirler (Enright, 1996; Luskin, 20@@ahasi, "gercek”
kendini affetmenin gecmihatalarin sorumlugunu alma ve olumsuzluklari kabul
etme sonucunda ggiigini 6nermektedirler. Hall ve Fincham’in (2005), kiem
affetme modelinde, bu siirecin duygusal, sosygdsilj davrarnysal tepkileri
icerdigini 6ne surmektedirler. Kendini affetme modelingal@arak yapilan
argtirmalar, kendini affetmenin alkolizm (Wang, 200@) yeme bozukligu
(Watson, 2007) gibi gk problemlerinde tedavi olarak kolaytaici etkisi

oldugunu onaylamaktadirlar.

Kendini affetme psikoloji alaninda yeni bir kavradugu igin, bu alanda yapilan
bilimsel argtirmalar yeterli bir seviyede d#dir. Yapilan aratirmalardan bazilan
kendini affetme sirecini anlamak vestetmek tzerinedir (Bauer ve ark., 1992; Hall
ve Fincham, 2008, Ingerson-Dayton ve Krause, 28@/hure-Thompson,
Robinson, Michael, ve Snyder, 1998). Bu gaklarin dnculerinden Bauer ve ark.
(1992) ve Ingerson-Dayton ve Krause (2005) ‘de ikqot nitel calgmalarda,

kendini affetmenin, kendini affetme modelleriyleumylu olarak (Enright, 1996;
Luskin, 2002; Hall ve Fincham, 2005) kdel, davrargsal ve duygusal bir giesim
sureci oldgunu d@rulamaktadirlar. Bu ¢caima sonuglarina gore, kendini

affedebilmek i¢in hatalardan alinan ders (IngerBayton ve Krause, 2005) ve
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kendini kabul etme (Bauer ve ark., 1992) 6nemlugiaektedir. Nicel olarak kendini
affetme siureci Yamhure-Thompson ve ark. (1998¥itastan incelenmekte ve
aratirma sonuclari, aktif Ba cikma, sosyal destek, empati, din ve inanciniioecs
hizlandirdgini géstermektedir. Bunun tam aksine, suclulukinagssersizlik

anlaysl, kendini suclama kendini affetme surecini zgrkanaktadir. Ayrica, Hall ve
Fincham (2008) kendini affetmeningiengic noktasindan itibaren zamanla gntai
belirtmektedir. Daha acik olmak gerekirse, kendifétme sucluluk, hatangiddeti
ile ters orantil, telafi edici davraghrla dgzru orantili bulunmaktadir. Nitel
aratirma sonuclariyla benzeekilde (Bauer ve ark., 1992; Ingerson-Dayton ve
Krause, 2005), bu aglarma kendini affetmenin bisel, duygusal ve davrasal

etmenleri iceren dinamik bir siire¢ ofglinu ispatlanmaktadir.

Ilgili alanyazinda kendini affetmenin genellikleikgel ve psikolojik sglik ile

ili skili oldugu gorulmektedir (Avery, 2008; Coates, 1997; MaldeyDay, 2001;
Maltby ve ark., 2001; Wilson, Milosevic, Carrolla, ve Hibbard, 2008)\itvliet,
Phipps, Feldman ve Beckha2004). Argtirmalar, kendini affetmede kari1sizIgin;
endse ve depresyon@altby ve ark., 2001), zihinsel ya da daveabozukliguna
(Mauger ve ark. 1992), norotik (Fisher ve Exlin@08) ve travma sonrasi stres
bozukluyzu belirtilerine WVitvliet ve ark, 2004) yol acgiini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir.
Bunun tam tersine, kendini affetmenin kendine s&@gates, 1997), zihinsel iyilik
hali (Jacinto, 2007) ve yam doyumu ile (Thompson ve ark., 2005killi oldugu
belirtimektedir. Bunlara ek olarak, kendini affegmn fiziksel sgligin en dnemli

habercisi oldgu gortulmektedir (Wilson ve ark., 2008).
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Ayrica argtirmacilar, kendini affetmenin empati (BarbetteQ20Macaskill, Maltby
veve Day, 2002), kilik 6zellikleri (Ross, Kendall, Matters, Wrobele\Rye, 2004;
Butzen, 2009) ve dini ggskenlerle (Toussaint ve Williams, 2008%Kisini
incelemektedirler. Bulgular kendini affetmenin erip@ dini degiskenlerle ilskisi
olmadgini gostermektedir. Bunlarin yaninda, kendini affehin nerotik kgilik
Ozelligi ilgili oldu gu gorulmektedir. Sonug olarak, kendini affetme ieer
arastirmalarin sadece fiziksel ve psikolojikgh icin degil, ayni zamanda insan

dogasini anlamak icin de dnemli olgluinu ortaya konulmaktadir.

Ozet olarak, kendini affetme alaninda yapilataraalarin yetersiz okundan
otura, kendini affetme sirecini etkileyengtikenler hakkinda cok agy
bilinmektedir. Ancak, kendini affetme kavrami boilgpsikolojik deiskenle olan
ili skisinden dolay! argirmacilar icin dnemli bir kavramdir (Avery, 2008pates,
1997; Maltby ve Day, 2001; Maltby ve ark., 2001;I8%n ve ark., 2008)Vitvliet ve

ark.,2004)ve bu sirecin altinda yatangigkenlerin aratirilmasi gerekmektedir.

Calismanin Amaci

Bu calsmanin amaci, Hall ve Fincham’in (2005) kuramsal eliog@ dayanarak
bireyin kendini affetmesinde sosyo-kdel (kontrol odai, ruminasyon ve
baskalarinca belirlenen mikemmeliyetcilik), duygusaiafc ve sucluluk) ve
davrangsal (telafi edici davraglar) desisenler arasindaki yapisalgskiyi ve bu

degiskenlerin kendini affetmedeki katkilarini incelemekBu model yalnizca
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bagimsiz yapilarin (sosyo-bssel, duygusal ve davrasal degisenler) birlgiminin
etkisini degil, ayni zamanda kendini affetme veger degisenler arasinda duygusal
(utanc ve sucluluk) ve davrasal dgisenlerin (telafi edici davraglar) ara dgisken

rolind de 6lgcmektedirSekil 1.1, sayfa 20).

Diger bir degisle, genel olarak bu agarma gagida verilen soruya cevap

aramaktadir:

» Kendini affetme; sosyo-biisel (kontrol odai, ruminasyon ve &alarinca

belirlenen mikemmeliyetcilik), duygusal (utanc welsluk) ve davrasal

degiskenler (telafi edici davraglar) tarafindan ne o6lgtide yordanmaktadir?
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YONTEM

Orneklem

Arastirmaya, Orta Dgu Teknik Universitesi’nin 5 farkl fakiiltesinde akiakta olan
445 kiz ( % 54.6) ve 370 erkek (% 45.4) olmak tUzepéam 815 @grenci gonullu
olarak katiimgtir. 276 (% 39.9) grenci birinci sinif, 297 (% 36.6)gdenci ikinci
sinif, 93 (% 11.4) grenci Uguncl sinif ve 146 (17.9 %@rénci son sinif olduklarini
belirtmislerdir. Calsmaya katilan grencilerin ya ortalamasi 20.60°dir (SS = 2.07).
256 (% 31.4) grenci eitim fakiltesi, 178 (21.8 %)gdienci fen edebiyat fakultesi,
93 (% 11.4) grenci mimarlik fakultesi, 115 (14.1 %gkenci iktisadi ve idari

bilimler fakiltesi, ve 163 (20 %)gdenci muhendislik fakultesigiencisidir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada Heartland Affetme Olge Surekli Utang ve Sucluluk Olgg
Baskalarinca Belirlenen Mukemmeliyetcilik Olgie Ruminasyon Olgé, Rotter'in
ic-Dis Kontrol Oda Olgesi- Kisa Form ve Demografik Bilgi Formu veri toplama

araci olarak kullanilngtir.

Heartland Affetme 6lgg: Arastirmada universite@encilerinin kendilerini affetme

diuzeyini 6lgmek amaciyla, Thompson ve ark. (20@Egftndan gettirilen 7’li
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Likert tipi 18 maddelik Heartland Affetme Olgiekullaniimistir. Olgezin kendini,
baskalarini ve durumu affetmek olmak lizere (¢ alt hoyaulunmaktadir. Olggn
gecerlik ve gluvenir§i icin yapilan cakmalar sonucunda, test tekrar test katsayisi
kendini affetme alt 6lgé icin .83, bakasini affetme icin .72, durumu affetme alt
boyutu icin .73 ve toplam puan icin .77 olarak Idaamstir. Cronbachx katsayilari
da sirasiyla .75, .78, .79 ve toplam puan icinol@@ak rapor edilngtir. Ayrica
Olcegin olcut balantih gecerlgini hesaplamak icin kullanilan 6lgceklerle arasinda
anlamh bir iliski oldugu géralmitar. Buna gére affetme ruminasyonsaianlk ve

oc alma ile negatif igkili bulunmustur (Thompson ve ark., 2005).

Heartland Affetme Olggé’nin Turkiye igin ceviri ve uyarlama c¢aimasi bu ¢agima
kapsaminda bir pilot uygulama ile yapijm. Bu uygulamaya ODTU’den segcilgi
ve esas calmaya dahil edilmeyen 376 (196 kiz, 180 erkekledci katiimstir.
Olgegin Turkge formunun glivenigi icin Cronbachn katsayisi hesaplangnwe
kendini affetme alt olga icin .64, bakalarini affetme alt 6lgg icin .79 ve durumu
affetmek alt 6lggi icin .76 bulunmgtur. Olcesin toplam puani igin Cronbaah
degeri .81 olarak hesaplanghr. Ayrica 6l¢egin orijinal 3 faktorlu yapisinin Turk
orneklemi icin uygunlgu test etmek amaciyla Acgiklayici ve gualayici Faktor
Analizi yapiimstir ve uyum dgerleri yeterli dizeyde bulunngtur. Bu aratirmada
Heartland Affetme Olgg'nin kendi affetme alt 6lgg kullaniimis ve Cronbachn

katsayisi .71 bulunngtur.
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Surekli Utang ve Sucluluk Olgie Rohleder, Chen, Wolf ve Miller (2008) tarafindan
utanc ve sucluluk@limini 6lcmek amaciyla gedtirilen bu 6lgcek 15 maddelik 5’li
Likert tipi bir 6lgektir. Olggin utanma (“yerin dibine girip yok olmak istedim”)
sucluluk (“vicdana azabi vegmanlik hissettim”) ve gurur (“kendimle gurur
duydum”) olmak Uizere (¢ alt boyutu bulunmaktadice@in psikometrik analizleri,

ic tutarligin alt 6lcekler icin 85-87 arasindagigigini gbstermektedir (Tangney ve

Dearing, 2002).

Surekli Utang ve Sucluluk Olgénin Tlrkce'ye cevirisi ve adaptasyonu ise
argtirmaci tarafindan yapilgtir. Olgek 6nce Turkce’ye uzmanlar tarafindan
cevirilmis, daha sonra ol@n glvenirlik ve gecergini belirlemek Gizere esas
calismaya dahil edilmeyen 302 (166 kiz, 136 erkek) OD5Exencisi ile bir pilot
uygulama yapilngtir. Olgesin i¢ tutarliligl utang alt 6lggi icin .83, sucluluk alt
Olcegi icin .81 ve gurur alt olga .87 olarak hesaplangtir. Aciklayici ve d@rulayici
faktor analizleri yapilarak olgen faktor yapisinin Turk kdlttrine uygugu test
edilmis ve orjinal 3 boyutlu modelin agarmada kullanilabilirlgine dair kanitlar
sglanmstir. Bu argtirmadasadece utang ve sucluluk alt boyutlar kullanglire

Cronbachy katsayilar sirasiyla .84 ve .86 bulungtuu.

Baskalarinca Belirlenen Mukemmeliyetcilik OfgeKatilimcilarin bakalarinca

belirlenen mikemmeliyetcilikderecelerinblgmek icin literatiirde oldukca sik

kullanilan Bakalarinca Belirlenen Mikemmeliyetcilik Olgiekullaniimstir. Olgesin
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adaptasyon c¢aimasi Oral (1999) tarafindan yapiktm. Bu ¢alsma icin Cronbach

katsayisi .84 olarak hesaplagtm

Ruminasyon Olgg: Bu argtirmada, @rencilerin bir olay: tekrar tekrar diinme
egilimlerini 6lcmek amaciyla 10 maddelik Ruminasyoltégi'nin kisa formu
kullanilmistir. Olgesin Tirkceye gevirisi Erdur (2002) tarafindan vekpsietrik
calismasi ise Erdur ve Bugay (2010) tarafindan yaptimiOlgesin bu aratirma igin

Cronbachu katsayisi .77 olarak hesaplagtmi

Rotter'in/c-Dis Kontrol Odasi Olgesi- Kisa Form:Arastirmada 13 maddelik
Rotter'inig-Dis Kontrol Oda& Olgesi’'nin kisa formu (Rotter, 1966) kullanilgtir.
Olgek’'ten alinan yiiksek puansddisiik puan ise i¢ kontrol ogani gostermektedir.
Olgegin 29 maddeden ofan uzun formu icin Turkiye ceviri ve adaptasyd@ag

(1991) tarafindan yapilmve olgein gecerli ve givenilir oldgu rapor edilmgtir.

Olcesin kisa formu icin gecerlik, giivenirlik ve faktoagisi cakmalar argtirmaci
tarafindan yapilngtir. 149 (70 kiz, 79 erkek) ODT Ustencisinin katilimiyla bir pilot
uygulama yapilarak, olgen ic tutarliligi ve faktor yapisina dair veriler@anmstir.
Olgegin pilot calsma icin ic tutarlgl .65 olarak bulunmyiur. Ayrica yapilan
aciklayici ve dgrulayici faktor analizleri olgan tek boyutlu yapisinin Turk
orneklemi icin uygunlgunu onaylamgtir. Olgesin bu aratima icin Cronbach

katsayisi .69 olarak hesaplagtm
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Islem

Arastirmada kullanilan ol¢eklergiencilere sinif ortaminda tGniversite V@ étim
elemanlarindan gerekli etik izinler alindiktan soaygulanmgtir. Uygulama
oncesinde grencilere argtirmanin amaci hakkinda bilgi verilgnve aratirmaya
katilmaya gonullt oland@encilere dlgekler uygulanstir. Uygulama yaklgk olarak

20-30 dakika arasinda gigmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmanin ilk basamanda @renci profilini ve @rencilerinin kendilerini affetme
dizeyini betimlemek amaciyla siklik, yizdelik véatema gibi tanimlayici istatistik
analizi kullaniimstir. Ikinci asamada ise bigsel (bakalarinca belirlenen
mikemmeliyetcilik, ruminasyon ve i¢gdkontrol od&l), duygusal (utang ve
sucluluk) ve davragsal (telafi edici davraglar) desiskenlerin kendini affetme
dizeyini ne Olcide aciklagini gdormek ve dnerilen modeli test etmek amaciyla

AMOS 16.0 programi ile YapisakHik Modeli (YEM) analizi uygulanmgtir.

BULGULAR

Arastirmada dnce betimsel analiz yontemi kullanilaredstaema degiskenlerinin

ortalamalari ve standart sapmalari hesaplgBkz. Tablo 4.1), daha sonra

degiskenlerin birbiriyle olan ilgkileri korelasyon analizi yapilarak Tablo 4.3.’de

rapor edilmgtir. Bu argtirmada onerilen kendini affetme modelini test ekngen
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Yapisal Ekitlik Modeli (YEM) analizi kullaniimstir. Bu analiz yonteminin ¢aima
verilerine olan uygunigunu gormek icin ¢gtli uygunluk 6lcttleri hesaplanrstir ve

bu sonuclar Tablo 4.1 ve Tablo 4.3'de belirtgtii

Arastirmada dnerilen model YEM analizi sonucuna géremiyndekslerine kabul
edilir dezerlerde oldgu ortaya ¢ikmytir (Tablo 4.1 ve Tablo 4.3). Modelin ki kare
I/serbestlik derecesi oranlari 3 veya daha az, GFl,dezerleri .90’dan buyik ve
RMSEA dgeri .08’in altinda, SRMSEA deri ise .10'un altinda bulunngtur.
Ancak modeldeki hipotetik olarak glantili olabilecgi distintlen butin yollar
anlamh ¢cikmamtir. Diger bir deygle, model biitiin olarak goulanmamgtir.
Modeldeki anlamli olmayan ya da gahayan tc¢ yol modelden silinerek; yeni bir
model elde edilmive tekrar test edilngiir. Yeni elde edilen modele gkin olarak
ikinci kez yapilan yapisakglik modeli analizi, ikinci modelin dataya daha iyyum

saladigini gostermgtir (Sekil 4.2).

ikinci ve son modeldeki standardize ediroeta yiiklerine gore, en yiikselkski
ruminasyon ve utang arasinda gidwgoralmigtar (.78), en dgik iliski ise sucluluk
ve kendini affetme arasinda gorulgtiir (-.08). Onerilen modele gore, olumsuz
duygular (utan¢ ve sugluluk) ruminasyon tarafindamlu yonde, kontrol oda
tarafindan ise olumsuz yonde yordanmaktadir. Aysasyo-bilgsel

degiskenlerinden ruminasyon ve $ialarinca belirlenen mikemmelliyetcilik kendini
affetmeyi d@rudan ve olumsuz yonde yordgdgoriulmektedir. Buna gore

ruminasyon kendini affetmeyi hem gladan hemde olumsuz duygular aragiile
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dolayli yonden etkilemektedir. Ayrica sucluluk, kiem affetmeyi ve telafi edici
davranglari olumsuz yonde yordarken, telafi edici davgamkendi affetmeyi
olumlu yénde yordamaktadir. Buna gore telafi edairanglar sucluluk ve kendini
affetme arasinda bir aragigken gorevi gérmektedir. Yani, suclgun kendini
affetme Uzerindeki etkisi hem gilmdan hem de telafi edici davralar aracilgi ile

dolayli olmaktadir.

Utang, sucluluk, telafi edici davraiar ve kendini affetme icin elde edilen regresyon
esitlikleri ve R? sonuclari Tablo 4.8'de gosterilgti. Sonuc olarak, ruminasyon ve
konrol od& utanctaki toplam varyansin % 64'0n0; sucluluktaiilam varyansin %
62’sini; sucluluk telafi edici davragtaki toplam varyansin % 20’sini ve sosyo-
bilissel, duygusal ve davrasal dgiskenler kendini affetmedeki toplam varyansin

% 32’sini aciklamaktadir.

TARTI SMA

Arastirmadan elde edilen sonugclara balgidda, ruminasyonun hem olumsuz
duygusal dgiskenlere hem birini affetmedeki farisizlikta dnemli bir dgsken
oldugunu d@rulamaktadir. Ruminasyon ve duygusagidkenler arasinda olumlu,
ruminasyon ve kendini affetme arasinda ise olunilsgkd bulunmaktadir. Yani
ruminasyon sonucu adan sucluluk ve utang gibi olumsuz duygular birggemdini

affetmesini engel okiurmaktadir. Bgka bir deysle, ruminasyonun kendini affetme
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Uzerinde ki dgrudan ve olumsuz etkisiginda, ruminasyon kendini affetmeyi

sucluluk ve utang dgskenleri aracilglyla da olumsuz bigekilde etkilemektedir.

Bu bulgu, affetme lzerine ¢gdin teorisyenlerin ruminasyonun kendini affetme
Uzerine olumsuz etkisiyle ilgili gosieriyle tutarlilik gostermektedir (Luskin, 2002;
Worthington, 1998). Ozellikle Pramid modeli uzumein affetme olgumunda
ruminasyonun énemli bir roli olgunu vurgulamaktadir. Bu modele gore,
gecmiteki hatay surekli ve tekrar tekrargdiinmek kgiye zarar vermekte ve kendini
affetmesini engellemektedir. Benzer olarak, Yamhtitempson, Robinson,

Michael, ve Snyder (1998) catinasinda da kendini affetme ve ruminasyon arasinda
gucla bir iliski oldugunu ve kendini dgersiz hissetme, kendini suclama ve
ruminasyonun bireyin kendini affetmeyidaamada ortaya c¢ikarglizorluklari

gostermektedir.

Ayrica argtirma sonugclari, lxkalari tarafindan belirlenen mikemmelliyetgih
kendini affetmenin d@er bir belirleyicisi oldgunu gostermektedir. Kendini affetme
modelleriyle benzer olarak (e.g. Enright, 1996;kins2002) bireyin bgkalari
tarafindan belirlenen yiksek standartlara sahimelrkendini affetmeyi
azaltmaktadir. Cger bir deysle, bakalari tarafindan belirlenen miukemmelliyetgilik
ve kendini affetme arasinda ters yonlu bikilivardir ve bu bulgu McCann (2009)

tarafindan yapilan ¢camayla da tutarliik géstermektedir.
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Arastirma bulgularinda goruldii gibi, kendini affetmenin énemli bir klea
belirleyicisi de utang’dir. Ongorilgi gibi utang duygusu kendini affetme ile
olumsuz bir ilgki icerisindedir. Tangney ve Dearing’e (2002) ginsanlar kendi
yetersizliklerinin, eksikliklerinin ve uygunsuzlwdinin farkina varmalari sonucunda
utanirlar. Bu da insanlarin utandiklari zaman kiemidii tamamen kotl ya da
ahlaksiz algilamalarina yol acar. Dahasi, utareyleri herhangi bir tehdit keuisinda
kendi eksiklerini saklayarak savunmaci dawkamnigostermeye sevk etmektedir. Bu
yuzden, alanyazinda da belirtgglgibi utanc ve kendini affetme arasinda beklgndi
gibi ters bir ilski gorilmektedir. Kendini affetme Uzerinegtadan etkisine ek

olarak utang sosyal bibel dgiskenler ve kendini affetme arasinda argigken rolu

ustlenmektedir.

Model tarafindan 6nerilen dolayli etkiler g6z 6niaedginda; utang ve sucluluk
ruminasyon ve kontrol ogaarasinda bir ara @skendir. Yani yuksek @sal kontol
oda disuk duzeyde utanca ve suclgauyol agmakta ve bu da yuksek affetme
dizeyine sebep olmaktadir. Hall ve Fincham (20@®}tiklari argtirmada benzer
sonugclar elde etrgler ve hataya ifikin i¢csel, sabit/istikrarli atiflarin kendini affee
ile olumsuz ilski icinde old@gunu gostermierdir. Ruminasyon agisindan bu
calisma, yuksek oranda ruminayon yapan bireylerin yukketleyde utang ve
sucluluk ygadiklarini ve bunun da kendini affetmeyi azgitii gostermektedir.
Sonug olarak, bu ¢ama, utang ve suclugun; bgkalarinca belirlen
mikemmelliyetcilik dgindaki dger sosyo-bigsel degiskenler ve kendini affetme

arasindaki ara gesken old@gunu gostermektedir.
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Ayrica, sonuclar telafi edici davratarin da Hall ve Fincham’in (2005) kuramsal
modelindeki varsayimlarla tutarh olarak kendirfietfine Gzerinde dnemli bir etkisi
oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. B&a bir deysle, telafi edici davraslar ile kendilerini
affetme arasinda olumlu yonde bigkii bulunmaktadir. Bu sonuclar, telafi edici
davranglar ile kendini affetme arasindakiskiyi gosteren dier calsmalarla da
tutarlihk géstermektedir (Hall ve Fincham, 2008itWet, Ludwig, ve Bauer, 2002;
Zechmeister ve Romero, 2002). Sonuclar, ayricé tdiici davranglarin sucluluk ve
kendini affetme arasinda bir aragtgken gorevi gordgini de desteklemektedir.
Tagney ve arkadgtari (2002) suclulgun bireyleri zarar gérmili skileri onarma
amacl telafi edici davraglara adapte egtini ileri sirmektedirler. Yani, sucluluk ve
telafi edici davrarglar arasinda olumlu bir gki beklenmektedir. Bu ¢caimada
sucluluk telafi edici davrasglar ile olumsuz il§ki oldugu bulgusu ilgingtir. Ozellikle
yuksek duzeyde suclululgéimli katilmcilarin telafi edici davragta bulunma

ihtimallerinin diUk olduzu gorulmektedir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, varsaygdgibi sosyo-bisel, duygusal ve davrasal
degiskenler kendini affetme sirecini etkilemektedir gplam varyansin kendini
affetme igin % 32 gibi 6nemli bir kismini aciklanadtir. Ayrica argtirmadan elde
edilen bulgular, Hall ve Fincham (2005)'1n kendafietmenin bilsel, duygusal ve
davrangsal boyutlari olan dinamik bir stre¢ olarak ongrrdiodelini desteklegi

gorilmektedir.
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Kuramsal ve Uygulamaya Yonelik Oneriler

Ilgili alan yazinda kendini affetme sureci ile ilgibk az kuramsal bilgi
bulunmaktadir. Yakin zamanda Hall ve Fincham (2@0t8tmenin duygusal, bisel
ve davrargsal yonleri iceren dinamik bir stire¢ ofglinu iddia eden bir model
onermektedir. Turk kilturinde ilk kez yapilan bligaa hem Hall ve Fincham
(2005)'In kuramsal modeline ampirik desteklaamakta, hem de bugine kadar
sadece Amerika (Hall ve Fincham, 2008) ve AvusagRangganadhan ve Todorov,
(2010) o6rneklemlerinde callan bu modelin kiltirlerarasi uygulanabilli
konusunda da bilgilendirici olmaktadir. Ayrica nasairmadan elde edilen
sonugclarin, kendini affetmenin altinda yatagigleenleri ortaya cikararak katki

sglayacal disunulmektedir.

Kendini affetme kavrami, psikolojik dagma ve rehberlik alaninda yeni bir konu
oldugu icin bu konu tzerine yapilan bilimsel gtremalar yetersizdir. Bu nedenle, bu
calismanin sonuglari kendini affetmenin farkligiikenlerle olan igkisi ve bu
degiskenlerin kendini affetme surecini yordamasi ilelilgnemli ampirik bulgular
ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Sonuglar, ruminasyorskbkrinca belirlenen
mukemmeliyetcilik, sucluluk ve utancin kendini affeeyi engellediini gosterirken,
telafi edici davrarglarin ve dgsal kontrol odginin kendini affetmeyi olumlu yénde

etkiledigi gorulmektedir.
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Yurtdisinda oldgu gibi Turkiye’'de de kendini affetme konusu hen@niyyeni
gelismektedir. Bu nedenle, Turk kiltirinde kendini affetlizerine bir agiirma
gerceklgtirmek ve bu kavrami tanitmak olduk¢ca 6nemli goréktedir. Bu nedenle,
bu argtirmanin, Turk kultirtinde kendini affetme giremalarina 6ncl olaga
umulmaktadir. Heartland Affetme Okgignin Turkce’ye cevrilmesi de bu sireci

baslatarak, argtirmacilarin bu konuya olan ilgisini arttiragavarsayilmaktadir.

Kuramsal katkilari yaninda, bu bulgularin, psikidajansma uygulamalari igin
yararl olabilecgi dustinilmektedir. Ozellikle alanda ¢gdn psikolojik
dansmanlarin; kendini affetme sirecinin Tark kaltartkdézelliklerini, hangi
degiskenlerin kendini affetmeyi zorgairip, hangilerinin kolaylgtirdigini
anlamalarinin uygulamalarinda yaraglagabilecgi varsayilmaktadir. Kendini
affetme ile ilgili sorun ygayan darganlara yonelik psikolojik dagma oturumlarini
bu bilgiler siginda hazirlamanin daganlarin kendini affetmelerini
kolaylastirabilecezi dustlmektedir. Ayrica, Turk kultiinde yapilan bu gala
sonugclarinin, tniversite rehberlik birimleri taredan kullanilabilecek kendini
affetme gitim programlarinin gegtiriimesine katki sglayabilecgi umulmaktadir.
Ozetlemek gerekirse, bu gahanin sonugclari, daganlarin kendilerine yonelik
olumsuz tepkilerini azaltmalari icin ggirilen egitim programlarinin
gelistiriimesinde yardim mesleklerinde ganlar uzmanlara yardimci olaga

varsayllmaktadir.
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