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ABSTRACT

PSYCHOLOGICAL PROBLEMS OF PRISONERS
ON THE BASES OF THEIR UPON-RELEASE FUTURE EXPECTATIONS
AND PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS: THE IMPORTANCE OF BEING
PARENT
AND TIME LEFT BEFORE RELEASE

Karaca, Ozlem
M.S., Developmental Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Tiilin Gen¢oz

December 2010, 169 pages

The main purpose of the study was to obtain an estimate of Upon-Release Future
Expectations of prisoners, and to examine the associations between these
expectations and prisoners’ psychological problems. In addition, the effect of being
parent, and of time left before release on Upon-Release Future Expectations of
prisoners and their psychological problems were aimed to be examined. For these
purposes, firstly, Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale was developed, and its
reliability was investigated. Positive-Negative Affect Scale, Beck Depression Scale,
the Trait Form of State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, and Hopelessness Scale were used
to test its criterion-related validity. Then, in order to reveal the associations between
the variables, two sets of regression analyses were conducted. In the first regression
analysis, age, gender, time left before release, parental status (i.e., being a parent or
not), and scores of Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness Scale and Basic
Personality Traits Inventory were used as independent variables, and revealed factors
of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks, and
Confidence in Coping) were entered as dependent variables. In the second regression

analysis, besides the independent variables of the first analysis, factors of Upon-
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Release Future Expectations were used as independent variables, and depression,
trait anxiety, and hopelessness scores were entered as dependent variables. The
results did not reveal a main effect for time left before release and parental status.
Both the significant associations and the insignificant associations between the
dependent and the independent variables were discussed. The study was conducted

with 96 female and 84 male prisoners.

Keywords: Prisoners, Upon-Release Future Expectations, Basic Personality Traits,
Learned Resourcefulness
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TAHLIYE SONRASI GELECEK BEKLENTILERI VE
KISILIK OZELLIKLERI TEMELINDE HUKUMLULERIN
PSIKOLOJiK SORUNLARI: EBEVEYN OLMANIN VE
TAHLIYEYE KALAN SURENIN ONEMI

Karaca, Ozlem
Yiiksek Lisans, Gelisim Psikolojisi

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Tiilin Geng6z

Aralik 2010, 169 sayfa

Bu calismanin temel amaci, hiikiimliilerin tahliye sonrasi gelecek beklentilerine
iligkin bir 6l¢iim elde etmek ve bu beklentilerle hiikiimliilerin psikolojik yakinmalari
arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesidir. Bundan bagka, ebeveyn olmanin ve tahliyeye
kalan siirenin tahliye sonrasi gelecek beklentileri ve psikolojik sorunlari tizerindeki
etkilerinin incelenmesi de amag¢lanmistir. Bu amacgla 6ncelikle bir Tahliye Sonrasi
Gelecek Beklentileri Olgegi gelistirilmis ve ii¢ faktorlii bir yapr goriilmiistiir. Olgek
gecerlik ve giivenirligi bakimindan da incelenmistir. Olgiit-bagimli gegerlik
incelemesi Pozitif-Negatif Duygu Olgegi, Beck Depresyon Olgegi, Siirekli Kaygi
Olgegi ve Umutsuzluk Olgegi kullanilarak yapilmistir. Daha sonra calismanin
amaglart dogrultusunda oOncelikle yas, cinsiyet, ebeveyn olma durumu, tahliyeye
kalan siire, Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri ve Rosenbaum Ogrenilmis Giigliiliik
Olgegi'nden alman puanlar bagimsiz degiskenler, Tahliye Sonrasi Gelecek
Beklentileri Olgegi’nin faktdrleri bagimli degisken almarak regresyon analizi
yapilmistir. Ikinci bir regresyon analizi daha yapilmis ve bu analizde ilk analizde
kullanilan bagimsiz degiskenleri ile Tahliye Sonras1 Gelecek Beklentileri Olgegi’nin
faktorleri bagimsiz degisken, depresyon, siirekli kaygi ve umutsuzluk bagimh

degisken almmustir. Sonuglar, hiikiimliilerin gelecek beklentileri ya da psikolojik
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sorunlar1 iizerinde ebeveyn olma durumu ve tahliyeye kalan siireye ait belirgin bir
etki gostermemistir. Bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliskiye iliskin

sonugclar tartisilmigtir. Calisma, 96 kadin ve 84 erkek hiikiimlii ile yiirtitilm{istir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hiikiimliiler, Tahliye Sonras1 Gelecek Beklentileri, Temel Kisik
Ozellikleri, Ogrenilmis Giigliiliik
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CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION

Institualization aims to deter crime and to prevent recidivism (Lippke, 2002).
In order to fulfill the latter requirement, a succesful re-entry into society is
neccessary for the released inmates. Apart from the concern for ex-inmates, social
cohesion and community stability are also important issues underlying this aim
(Seiter & Kadela, 2003). This aim can be accomplished by preparatory and/ or
intervention programs or at best by programs specifically designed for re-entry.
There is increasing concern for the correction and rehabilitation of inmates, and
within this trend gender-specificity has emerged almost as a requirement for
correctional and rehabilitative programs (Ozkaya & Caglar, 2002). Kirshstein and
Best (as cited in Lichtenberger & Ogle, 2006) argue that, the effectiveness of
correctional programs needs to be evident by outcomes not only in terms of
preventing recidivism but also in terms of other attainments such as employment and
education, so that fundings on correctional programs can continue. Whatever the type
of program be, the issue of prediction underlies all of them, both in the process of
development and application and also before the evaluation of the program. Who is
to predict? Whose predictions should be taken into account? People involved in the
legal system, such as clinicians, probation officers, and parole judges are normally
responsible with prediction of risks to re-offence and of self-injurious behaviour.
Hart (2000), presents two types of risk predictors that clinicians, researchers and
probation officers can utilize to make predictions about the risk to recidivate. These
risk factors are grouped as static factors and dynamic factors. Gender and criminal
history are examples of static risk predictors. The dynamic type has two subfactors
called stable (e.g., personality disorder, deviant sexual preferences) and acute factors
(e.g., negative mood, intoxication) (Hanson & Haris, 1998 as cited in Hart, 2000).

Self-predictions of inmates should also be gained and assessed cautiously. In
fact, prediction is a bias prone task. Janis and Nock (2008) suggest making use of

social psychological literature on the biases and inaccuracies in predicting future



affect and behaviour while asking patients to forecast. There is no reason to disregard
this suggestion in studying self-prediction in any context. Prison setting is one where
self-prediction can provide valuable information for rehabilitative work and reentry

practice.

1.1. Widely Investigated Issues in Prediction

The lack of variance of well-being across situations has led some researchers
to conclude that it may not be a result of experience but rather a psychological
process dominated by a positive view of life. Hence, they referred its not changing as
a cognitive bias in relation to self-esteem, namely perceived control and optimism
(Cummins R. A., & Nistico H., 2002).

Shortly explained, in positive cognitive bias of control, success is attributed to
self whereas failure to other factors. However, this bias is utilized in chance tasks but
not in skill tasks. Besides, people experiencing threat do not utilize this bias, either
(Cummins R. A., & Nistico H., 2002).

Positive cognitive bias of optimism has been reported both for normal
populations and for those experiencing adversity (Cummins R. A., & Nistico H.,
2002). Unrealistic optimism (UOP) is defined as the tendency that people think they
are less likely than others to experience negative events and more likely to
experience positive events. For negative events, it has implications for risky and
precautionary behaviour (Helweg-Larsen & Shepperd, 2001). In Wiebe and Black’s
study (1997, as cited in Radcliffe & Klein, 2010) people with optimistic bias were
found to be more likely to avoid exposure to information if that information
implicated their risk. However, prior experience with a negative event may cause
people to overestimate the likelihood of its recurrance (Weinstein, 1989, as cited in
Helweg-Larsen & Shepperd, 2001).

Psychological health includes an accurate knowledge of one’s abilities,
limitations, true estimation of one’s degree of control, and a realistic consideration of
negative events that may eventuate. Thus, this argument has been challenged by the
link between positive cognitive biases and subjective well-being (Cummins &

Nistico, 2002). While a drop in the extent of positive cognitive bias activity below an



optimum level brings about association with depression, an increase above the
optimal causes delusional thoughts (Cummins & Nistico, 2002).

Self-enhancing beliefs are proposed to be dynamic constructs where their
expression and magnitude depend on situational factors (Klein W. M. P., Monin M.
M., & Steers-Wentzell K. L., 2006). In other words, people, in case of a recent
trauma (Weinstein, Lyon, Rothman & Cutie, 2000, as cited in Klein et al., 2006) or at
times experiencing sadness and anxiety are less self-enhancing (Salovey &
Birnbaum, 1989, as cited in Klein et al., 2006). Besides, Klein and colleagues have
suggested that people tend to be more self-enhancing on more ambiguous dimensions
and upon comparison with unambiguous targets such as best friends. Prior
experiences and belief systems may have an impact on self-related judgements
(Klein W. M. P., Monin M. M., & Steers-Wentzell K. L., 2006).

Klein and Helweg-Larsen (2002) report that unrealistic optimism can not be
investigated by looking at the difference between actual risk and perceived risk
because of the difficulty of assessing the actual likelihood of an event (Kreuter &
Stretcher, 1995; Rothman et al., 1996, as cited in Klein & Helweg-Larsen, 2002).
Therefore, direct (i.e., comparing one’s own perceived likelihood of experiencing a
negative event to a target’s ) or indirect (i.e., indicating one’s perceived risk and a
target person’s risk separately) methods (Weinstein, 1980 as cited in Aucote & Gold,
2005; Burger & Burns, 1988; Whitley & Hern, 1991 as cited in Aucote & Gold,
2005) are the commonly used ways to measure unrealistic optimism.

Theory of planned behaviour (TPB) is accepted as the most influential theory
for understanding and predicting behaviour in the last few decades. It is derived from
Fishbein’s theory of reasoned action. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen 1991,
as cited in Rhodes & Courneya, 2004) suggests that one’s intention is the proximal
determinant of the enactment of his/ her behaviour. According to this theory it is only
through intentions that attitudes (i.e. affective and instrumental evaluations of
performing the behaviour by the person), and subjective norms (i.e. social pressures
on the person to engage in or not to engage in a behaviour) can affect behaviour.
Ajzen claims that Theory of Planned Behaviour, only predicts voluntary behaviour,
so he suggests the use of perceived behavioural control (PBC)-“the extent to which a

person believes the behaviour is under his control”- in Theory of Planned Behaviour



(TPB) (Ajzen, 1988, as cited in Trafimow et al., 2002), and proposes it as the third
conceptually independent predictor of intention. Indeed, a study with 152 young
offenders revealed that attitude and perceived behavioural control are necessary
factors to predict intentions to re-offend (Kriakidis S. P., 2008). Helweg-Larsen and
Shepperd (2001) indicate that perceptions of control decline as estimates of personal
risks increase, and that in turn is related to a decrease in optimistic bias.

In the field of prediction, time has been questioned as an affecting factor.
Temporal Construal Theory provides a framework within which the effect of time
has been investigated. According to this theory, when people are asked to make
predictions, their construal of conditions vary on the basis of temporality (i.e.,
proximity vs distance in time). Their contstruals of distal conditons lack details and
are more abstract. This, may render their predictions bias prone. However, their
construals of proximal conditions have the details of the conditions and are more
concrete. Thus, they are more likely to be accurate in their predictions of proximal
conditions (Nussbaum S., Liberman N., & Trope Y., 2003; Bar-Anan Y., Liberman
N., & Trope Y., 2006). Even though, no measurement as to any bias-including
unrealistic optimism-will be done, in the present research which started with an
intention to reveal upon-release future expectations of prisoners, whether time (i.e.,
time left before release) would make a difference occured as the first part of the

study question.

1.2. Forecasts of Imprisoners Regarding Reentry

Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) in the U.S. funded
many programs the effectiveness of which was evaluated (Visher & Lattimore,
2008). The evaluation revealed what male and female incarcerates and juveniles
thought they would need after release. So far, only men’s responses have been
analysed. Education, general funding assistance, a driver’s license, job training and
employment were their most vital needs. Many reported transportation assistance,
better money-management skills and the basics (food, clothing and housing) as their
needs. Parenting classes, child care and help with resolving custody issues were

reported by men with young children.



A study by Naser and Vigne (2006) on 413 male prisoners, showed that even
though their post-release outcomes turned out to be far more below their pre-release
job and money expectations, housing and family support they received were above
their expectations and it was only these two factors which were indicated by the
majority of the respondents as helping them stay out of prison.

In addition to forecasts of needs and expectations after release, and post-
release outcomes, inmates’ forecasts of success at reentry were investigated (Dhami
et al.,, 2006). It was shown that inmates were unrealistically optimistic about the
subject. Hence, researchers of the study warn the field against prisoners’ forecasts
and remark that unless they are made taking into account the risks to recidivate they

can not reflect inmates’ post-release success accurately.

1.3. Gender-Specificity Issue in Intervention or Preparatory Programs

Training programs aim at successful re-entry of ex-offenders into society. A
highlighted issue for the efficiency of any intervention or training program is the
requirement of gender-specificity aspect especially for female offenders’ risk
assesment and applicability in different correctional settings like probation,
institutions and parole (Van Voorhis P., Salisbury E., Wright E., & Bauman A.,
2007). Research and assessments have shown gender-responsive factors in
institutional settings and community settings to be almost the same - depression,
relationship support, family support and family conflict. A traditional predictor,
criminal history, was reported to still be predictive of recidivism (Van Voorhis P.,
Salisbury E., Wright E., & Bauman A., 2007). In the relevant literature, the findings
show that children of incarcerated parents, compared to those of non-incarcerates, are
more likely to be involved in crime (Acoca, 2000; Acoca & Dedel, 1998; Reader
1995 as cited in Laughlin et al., 2008). There are more children affected by a father’s
incarceration than by a mother’s, since the number of men in prison outweighs that
of women. However, a mother’s incarceration has been suggested to be the most
threatening issue for a child’s stability, another argument underlying gender-
specificity (Moses, 2006). Different from male offenders, female offenders’ parental

rights are questioned because of having violated an idealization of women. Thus,



female offenders are likely to be labeled as “bad” mothers. This etiquette can also be
internalized by the female inmates (Schram, 1999).

As cited in Dickow A., Robinson L., and Copeland K., (2007), Goffman, E.
(1961) claimed that incarceration leads to disculturation- that is inmates lose or fail
to acquire some of the habits currently required in the wider society. For example,
male inmates are concerned about their feelings of a loss of power and independence
(Brennan, 2007). This is not surprising because “being in prison” means
“incorporating the norms of prison life into one’s habits, thinking, feeling and
acting”. Hence, re-entery into society is a challenging process (Dickow A., Robinson
L., & Copeland K., 2007).

Kim S. (2003), Lilly, Cullen, and Ball (1995) suggested that “female inmates
feel lack of control during incarceration due to the separation from society, mandated
uniformity, and the loss of physical freedom and the right for decision making”. Loss
of the latter for Turkish female imprisoners may not be a consequence of
incarceration to a similar extent as in the above-mentioned study by Lilly et al.
Interestingly, a study conducted in Izmir, Mugla and Odemis Prisons, based on the
feedback from female inmates indicated that 43.5% of them were decision makers
about their life before incarceration. For 22.4%, husbands used to give decisions, for
11.8% in case of conflict, husbands were the decision makers and for 24.4%, family
was the decision making unit (Ozkaya M. O., & Caglar A., 2002). Therefore, it can
be argued that for those who had not been decision makers even before
imprisonment, a succesful reentry into community is a hard task unless they would
be able to return to same people they used to live with. It can also be argued that not
only the loss of decision making rights but also never having had the chance to be
decision makers renders many women inmates in Turkey unable to control their
lives.

Brennan (2007) claims that family contact matters for male and female
offenders since both benefit from it. A finding that makes such visits promising as a
protective factor is the existence of higher probability of recidivism of incarcerates
without visitors (Laughlin J. S., Arrigo B. A., Blevins K. R., & Coston C. T.M.
2008). As a gender-specific factor however, subsequent visits of three or more

relatives were shown to lower recidivism rates of women. Contact with visitors is not



only important as a protective factor from recidivism but also as a well-being factor
for women. Maternal depressive symptoms were shown to increase with decreasing
visits from children and early loss of relationship and associated trauma (Poehlmann
J., 2005). Ozkaya and Caglar (2002) in their study, which was conducted in Izmir,
Mugla, and Odemis prisons on female inmates, provided a supportive suggestion
depending on their interviews with prison authorities. Incarcerates with regular
visitors were reported as not having involved in problems whereas others were
reported to suffer from loneliness. Parenting stress during incarceration-whether with
or without visitors not considered-was found to be associated with elevated anxiety,
depression and somatization in imprisoned mothers (Houck & Loper, 2002, as cited
in Poehlmann, 2005). Taken together, the results of the few studies contrasting prison
adjustment of mothers and non-mothers are inconclusive (Loper, 2006).

Arditti and Few claim that family support is an important factor in successful
re-entry of prisoners into society and mothers feel themselves as close to their
children as before incarceration (Arditti J. A., & Few A. L., 2006). Hagan and
Dinowitzer (1999, as cited in Arditti & Few, 2006) report that residing with their
children and resuming their mothering roles after release are the objectives of most
of the women (Arditti & Few, 2006). However, the findings of Arditti and Few’s
study also revealed a shift in self-perceived ability of mothering as a result of
incarceration and mother inmates reported themselves as not being good at
mothering (Arditti J. A., & Few A. L., 2006). Collectively, these findings were the
impetus to the present study, and with a need to look at a bigger picture that later
arose because of practicality concerns in the process of developing a scale in
prisoners sample, parenthood aspect was broadened to include fathers. Thus, “Do
parent and non-parent imprisoners differ?”” formed another part of the study question,

which was still incomplete.

1.4. Personality Characteristics
1.4.1. Basic Personality Traits in Delinquency Studies

Eysenck’s PEN model and Big Five model are two influential personality
theories. Neuroticism and Extraversion are the common traits in both models.

Different from Big Five, Eysenck’s PEN involves Psychoticism, whereas Big Five



involves Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Openness, which do not exist in PEN
(Van Dam C., Janssens J. M.A.M., & De Bruyn E. E.J., 2005). As shown by Roberts
et al. (as cited in Caspi et al., 2005) among the Big Five traits Agreeableness,
Conscientioussness, and Extraversion had a positive association with age, and they
positively correlated with increased personality consistency. The explanation brought
for the latter finding was less likelihood of change of these traits due to their aspects.

In various studies about the common traits of two models with nonclinical
samples, Neuroticism and Negative Emotion have been found to be related and stable
over time and in different situations. Though, not as well documented as the former
relation, Extraversion has been related to positive emotion (Spain J. S., Eaton L. G.,
& Funder D. C., 2000). Diener et al. (2003), have arrived at a different conclusion
about the results of studies examining the relation between positive affect and
Extraversion. They claim that a positive association between positive affect and
Extraversion were consistently shown as well as a positive association between
negative affect and Neuroticism by researchers. The relationship between personality
and well-being was examined using NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and
Beck Hopelessness Scale as study measures (Velting, 1999). Hopelessness was
found to be positively related to Neuroticism, but negatively related to Extraversion
and Conscientioussness. No relation between Hopelessness and Openness and
Agreeableness traits was revealed. NEO Personality Inventory was also used to study
the relationship between personality and depression (Chioqueta & Stiles, 2005). It
was shown that depression, as measured by Hopkin’s Symptom Checklist-25, was
positively related to Neuroticism and Openness traits, whereas negatively related to
Extraversion. In their examination of the relationship between personality and
hopelessness, the researchers obtained the same results as did Velting (1999) using
the same measures.

Recidivism has not been a common subject in studies relating personality to
delinquency (Van Dam C., Janssens J. M.A.M., & De Bruyn E. E.J., 2005). It is not
surprising, pointed at in the literature that the relationship between personality and
behaviour has been rarely evidenced because of the practical difficulties of assessing
behaviours (Heine & Buchtel, 2009). Formerly, Eysenck’s PEN, but not Big Five,

explicitly indicated a relation between personality traits and criminality. In studies



examining personality traits and criminality, data have been collected by referring to
official records or through self reports. These two different data collection methods
have revealed different results as to the relation between personality traits and
criminality, and when investigated within the framework of either of the models
(Van Dam C., Janssens J. M. A.M., & De Bruyn E. E.J., 2005). Considering the
findings of their own study and of those they had reviewed, Van Dam et al. (2005)
concluded that the percentage of explained variance of recidivism by personality
dimensions was small.

The frequency of exposure to stressors, the type of stressors experienced, and
appraisals are all claimed to be influenced by personality (Vollrath, 2001, as cited in
Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Since, the present study will be conducted with
inmates in prison- a stressful context-a six-factor model developed by Geng¢6z and
Onciil (under review) in Turkish population will be considered to investigate the
influence of personality traits on upon-release future expectations. Negative Valence

trait in addition to the traits of Big Five is incorporated into this model.

1.4.2. Locus of Control and Learned Resourcefulness

Locus of control has been extensively studied as an individual variable
associated with the symptoms of depression and anxiety and is significantly related
to prison life stress and associated symptoms directly. Senol-Durak E., and Gencoz
F., (2010), Benassi, Sweeney, and Dufour (1988); Lester, Castromayor, and Icli
(1991); and Takakura and Sakihara (2001) showed that external locus of control was
correlated with depression symptoms (as cited in Senol-Durak E., & Gencoz F.,
2010). Similar correlation with some types of anxiety disorders such as phobic
anxiety was shown by Hoffart and Martinsen (1991) as cited by Senol-Durak E., and
Gencoz F., (2010). External locus of control was also found to be related with
superstitious beliefs (Dag, 1999; Tobacyk, Nagot & Miller, 1988; as cited in Dag,
2002). On the other hand, the relevant literature documents an association between
internal locus of control and a better emotional adjustment (i.e., absence of
psychological problems), subjective well-being and a better coping with distress
(Dag, 1992; Hale & Cochran, 1987; Gomez, 1998; Klonowicz, 2001; Liu, Kurita,
Uchiyama et al., 2000; Peacock & Wong, 1996; Petrosky & Birkimer, 1991; Scheier



& Carver, 1987; Watson, 1998 as cited in Dag, 2002). Blatier (1999, as cited in
Blatier, 2000), in her study conducted with prisoners in France compared those
employed in outside buildings controlled by the penitentiary system with prisoners in
jail. It was found that as the time spent in prison increased their internality decreased,
and working outside contributed to regaining internal locus of control to some
degree.

The locus of control construct however, has met controversies one of which is
about the way the construct is operationalized (Rotter, 1975; as cited in Leone &
Burns, 2000). It has received criticisms on the grounds that sampling of the social
contexts was inadequate during its presentation to the field (Coombs & Schroeder,
1988; Piotrowski, Dunn, Sherry, & Howell, 1983, as cited in Leone & Burns, 2000).
Domain specificity of locus of control indices was another reason of controversy
(Rotter, 1975; as cited in Leone & Burns, 2000).

Rotter’s Internal-External Locus of Control Scale, a widely used measure of
locus of control has been adapted to Turkish norms, and its reliability and validity
have been shown (Dag 1991a, as cited in Dag, 2002). One of the measures of locus
of control has been developed by Dag (2002) in Turkish sample considering the
firstly mentioned controversy above. Different from Rotter’s which is a forced
choice type, the new scale is in 5-item Likert format. Thus, it seems to be a good
candidate both as a criterion related validity measure and as a variable in the present
study. However, since it has 47 items, with a worry about exhausting participants
further with already a laborious testing, it was not included. Moreover, the
examination of the construct was excluded from the study. This decision was also a
result of the preference for the inclusion of Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness
scale. It was thought that its results would be more potent to implications about how
to intervene than the assessment of locus of control would be. On Rosenbaum’s
Learned Resourcefulness scale, behaviours considered as reflections of learned
resourcefulness are rated to show the extent to which they are possessed. If they are
habits, then they will be readily accessible in memory and for the sake of time, the
behaviours true for each participant will be marked although there is still risk for
social desirability in participants’ answers. Items of Locus of Control Scale are more

like reflections of attitudes and may not be answered at the required abstraction level
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so as to reflect a reliable consistency. Furthermore, for some items to be answered,
participants may lack the required attitude.

Learned resourcefulness is the collection of acquired repertoire of behaviours
and skills (mostly cognitive) by which a person self-regulates internal responses
(such as emotions and cognitions) that regulate the execution of a target behaviour.
According to Learned Resourcefulness Theory, people high in learned
resourcefulness may have better performance than less resourceful individuals.
Underlying this suggestion is the expectancy that high resourcefulness can minimize
the negative effect of stress on their performance (Rosenbaum, 1990, as cited in
Akgiin, 2004). In her study conducted with 255 undergraduate students, Akgiin
(2004) found that those who were highly resourceful were more likely to use
problem-focused coping than avoidance coping compared with their less resourceful
counterparts, although the perceived stress level did not differ between the two
groups of subjects. According to this result (i.e., its being a resilient factor to
distress), it seems that learned resourcefulness is worth being tested in prison
population, where distressors are many, and unique. Unlike locus of control, which
has been tested with prison life stress as mediator (Senol-Durak & Gengoz, 2010),
and against the time served in prison, in Turkish sample and French sample (Blatier,
1999, as cited in Blatier, 2000) respectively, learned resourcefulness has not been
tested with these regards in the Turkish prisoners sample (i.e., no published study the

researcher knows of), so far.

1.5. Well-being

Identification, elimination and prevention of psychopathology has been one
major aim in the field of psychology since its foundation (Valle M. F., Huebner E. S.,
& Suldo S. M., 2006). Although well-being is one of the central issues in counseling
and is a reference to determine psychopathology, it is less popular as a study topic
compared to psychopathology (Christopher J. C., 1999). Judgements about life
satisfaction and the level of positive affect exceeding the level of negative affect are
accepted as two general (Christopher J. C., 1999) components of well-being, which
is commonly named as subjective well-being. It has been suggested that Positive

Affect can enhance problem solving and self-regulatory skills. This aspect is
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important for the present study, since the above mentioned skills are thought to be
useful in planning the future and through this way, they may lead to engagement in
coping behaviour (Aspinwall L. G., 2005). High levels of positive emotions is
regarded as a precursor to resilience by some researchers (Ong, Bergeman, Bisconti,
& Wallace, 2006, as cited in Hambrick & McCord, 2010).

Hopelessness is one measure of psychological well-being, and in the
conceptual sense it stands for feelings of pessimistic future expectancies (Beck et al.,
1974, as cited in Cashin, Potter & Butler, 2008). It has also been identified as an
important symptom of depression, suicidal ideation and completed suicide (Beck,
Weissman, Lester & Trexler, 1974, as cited in Cheavens et al., 2006), but as
measured by the Beck’s Hopelessness Scale, more so of the latter two.

The research literature about delinquency in the field of psychology is no
exception in its focus such that it presents itself with a main interest of
pscychological problems. Since, higher scores on hopelessness scales were obtained
by prisoners with a history of self-harm than demographic matched peers without
such history (Mills & Kroner, 2005; Palmer & Connoly, 2005 as cited in Cashin,
Potter & Butler, 2008) it is considered as an important issue related to prison
population. Among imprisoners, psychiatric disorders have also been reported as
prevalent (Bulten E., Nijman H., & Van der Staak C., 2009). The incidence of
depression in incarcerated individuals compared to the non-incarcerated public is
higher. Within the incarcerated population women’s incidence of depression exceeds
that of men’s (Laishes, 2002, as cited in Zust, 2009). Loucks and Zamble (1999, as
cited in Zust, 2009) using structured interviews also found moderate to severe
depression as more prevalent in women inmates than in men inmates. The prevalence
of depressive symptoms in clinical range among women inmates varied between
approximately 50%-%90 (Keaveny & Zauszniewski, 1999; Martin et al., 1995 &
McClellan et al., 1997 as cited in Poehlmann, 2005).

It is difficult to distinguish between depression and anxiety through empirical
means (i.e., use of clinicians’ ratings or self reports) despite their phenomenological
distinctiveness (Clark & Watson, 1991a, as cited in Crawford & Henry, 2004). This
difficulty is attributed to the measurement of a common factor-negative affectivity-

by most of the self-report scales measuring each construct (Watson & Clark, 1984, as
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cited in Crawford & Henry, 2004). Physiological hyperarousal is specific to anxiety,
while low positive affect is the differentiating component of depression.

In the present study, despite the main concern of assessing future
expectations of imprisoners Upon-Release, due to the need of relating the results of
considered assessments to a construct, psychological problems, specifically
Depression, Hopelessness and Trait Anxiety are included as dependent variables.
The reason of choice was, the presence of studies in prisoners population regarding
these psychological symptopathologies, besides the fact that many different theories
of depression (Beck, 1967 as cited in Bryant & Cvengros, 2004)- subjective well-
being (Bryant and Veroff, 1984, as cited in Bryant & Cvengros, 2004), and
generalized outcome expectancies (Rotter, 1954, as cited in Bryant & Cvengros,
2004) among them- incorporated into their frameworks individual differences in
future orientation (Bryant & Cvengros, 2004). Trait anxiety as well has been
examined in relation to future orientation. Helweg-Larsen and Shepperd (2001)
report the results of studies that they could find and decided to include considering
the method of the studies (the number of these studies was five and three
respectively) as the inclusion criterion. One of the studies (Welkenhuysen et al., as
cited in Helweg-Larsen & Shepperd, 2001) found no relation between trait anxiety
and optimistic bias. In two studies conducted by Butler and Mathews (as cited in
Helweg-Larsen & Shepperd, 2001), and Eysenck and Derakshan (as cited in Helweg-
Larsen & Shepperd, 2001) “anxious participants displayed less optimistic bias than
non-anxious participants did for all events” (Helweg-Larsen & Shepperd, 2001).

Scales of Depression, Hopelessness and Trait Anxiety will be used as
criterion-related measures in addition to Positive-Negative Affect Scale, because of
their well supported reliability and validity (Beck et al., 1974; Beck, Kovacks &
Weissman, 1979; Holden & Fekken, 1978, as cited in Velting, 1999). Hence, rather
than inflating the set of inventories with other scales, these problems will be used

both as dependent variables and as criterion-related measures.
1.6. Ways of Coping
Although it will not be included as a study variable, “coping” will be briefly

explained under a special title in this section of the present study in case referrals
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could be made in discussion because of its being an important consideration in
studying psychological distress (Ireland et al., 2006), especially in prisons since the
range of coping strategies is limited (Zamble & Porporino, 1988 as cited in Ireland et
al., 2006) despite many stressors (Ireland et al., 2005; Nieland et al., 2001 as cited in
Ireland et al., 2006).

A common definition for coping is “efforts to prevent or diminish threat,
harm, and loss, or to reduce associated distress” (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010).
According to one view, the quality, timing and contextual appropriateness of a
coping process determine its success (Lazarus, 1993, as cited in Brown & Ireland,
2006). Active attemps are helpful when confronted with controllable stressors, but
not against uncontrollable stressors. On the contrary, they may be harmful (Aldridge
& Roesch, 2007; Clarke, 2006, as cited in Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). In such
cases, emotional approach coping (e.g., self regulation and controlled expression) is
more beneficial (Austenfeld & Stanton, 2004, as cited in Carver & Connor-Smith,
2010). In the short-term, avoidance coping is regarded an effective strategy, whereas
it impedes psychological adjustment and increases distress symptoms in the long-
term. Depression is one such symptom (Rhode, Lewinsohn, Tilson & Seeley, 1990;
Bryant & Harvey, 1995; Holohan et al., 1995, as cited in Ireland & Ireland, 2005).

In line with another view concerning the determining factors of coping,
Connor-Smith and Flachsbart (2007, as cited in Geisler et al., 2009) conducted a
meta-analysis regarding the associations between personality and the differential use
of coping strategies. The associations were small to moderate. The results revealed
that there was a positive association between Extraversion, Openness to Experience,
Conscientioussness and Agreeableness and primary (i.e., efforts to change
conditions) and secondary control (i.e., efforts to change emotions) strategies. The
association of Agreeableness was smaller, though. Neuroticism was positively
associated with disengagement type coping, especially withdrawl, wishful thinking
and with negative emotion focus. The personality traits which were most strongly
associated with coping were Extraversion, Neuroticism and Conscientiousness.

Limitation of the range of coping strategies in prison, specifically avoidance-
focused coping, leads inmates to pursue emotional, rational and detached coping

strategies (Zamble & Porporino, 1988 as cited in Ireland et al., 2006). Changes
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toward detachment and away from emotion coping are regarded as reflections of a
prison culture characterized by values of self-reliance and the belief that emotional
expression represents weakness (Gullone et al., 2000; Nurse et al., 2003 & Winfree
et al., 2002, as cited in Brown & Ireland, 2006).

Apart from the above mentioned determining factors, positive affect has been
claimed to be related to coping. Gervey et al. (2005, as cited in Aspinwall, 2005)
cites in the experiments by Raghunathan and Trope (2002), Trope and Neter (1994),
and Trope and Pomerantz (1998) all of which demonstrate that in positive mood
people become more feedback-seeking about their weaknesses, yet they apply
usefulness of the feedback information as a criterion before they consider it. With the
combined focus of mood-as-resource theory and temporal construal theory
(Liberman & Trope, 1998, as cited in Aspinwall, 2005) the studies mentioned above
(Gervey et al., 2005, as cited in Aspinwall, 2005) suggest that positive affect
enhances high-level means-ends construals and the appropriate responses to task
goals. Furthermore, induced positive affect has recently been demonstrated to
promote enjoyment and persistence on interesting tasks, and when they are said to be
important even for less interesting tasks (Isen & Reeve, 2005, as cited in Aspinwall,
2005). In that recent study, response flexibility in determining goal priorities
according to the situation is also suggested as an important aspect of positive affect
(Aspinwall, 2005). In addition to this finding, Aspinwall (2005) reports that
Fredrickson and Joiner’s study (2002), reveals that “the relationship between positive
affect and more broad-minded forms of coping” is prospective and reciprocal over
time. Related with negative affect on the other hand, there is a trade-off of long-term
goals for short-term-thinking (Gray, 1999; Leith & Baumeister, 1996, as cited in
Aspinwall et al., 2005).

1.7. The Requirement for a Scale

There is no study or official record published so far on base rates of
successful re-entry of released Turkish prisoners into the society. This fact
necessitates the development of a scale which measures upon-release-expectations of
imprisoners. This would as well enable the determination of strengths and

weaknesses of inmates, risks they are vulnerable to and their awareness.
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In spite of the importance and indications of unrealistic optimism in
prisoners’ self-predictions, in the present study, the conclusions will be drawn
without information as to the presence or absence of optimistic bias in the responses
that will be given to the items of the newly developed scale. Ideally, conclusions
about the associations between the variables of the study should be drawn from bias
free results. However, it can not be ensured.

Past serves as the context in which people acquire knowledge about future
possibilities (Karniol & Ross, 1996). Osberg and Shrauger (1986, as cited in Gordon,
1990) found that people who tended to be more accurate in predicting their future
behaviour were those who relied on their past behaviour and personal disposition
information. Relying on these findings, in order to lead the respondents to give bias
free responses, items were tried to be phrased in a way to lead them to make use of
personal base rates and/ or present situation. Gordon’s study (1990) reveals that this
can be accomplished. In the study, intentions and expectations of undergraduate
students regarding social, academic, and health-related behaviours were examined.
Responses were made to a list of intention or expectation questions. Content analysis
of the subjects’ responses revealed that subjects who completed the expectation (self
prediction) questionaire referred to their past behavior (i.e., personal base rate
defined as “subject’s assesment of the past frequency with which the behaviour or
event occured”) and circumstance information (defined as “the likelihood that a
certain factor or condition would increase or decrease the probability of the
behaviour or event occuring”). The examples given for each kind of information
were “I’ve never done it before” and “I’m presently involved in a relationship”
respectively. Apart from item phrase manipulation, during the item theme
construction Ward’s (2002) suggestion that different from persistent offenders,
desisting individuals convey “a need to be embedded in the social network and to be
viewed as a reformed or a new person by members of the community” was taken into
account.

In their study Dhami et al. (2006) listed the findings of criminological
research about recidivism under three titles: Pre-prison, in-prison and post-prison
factors of recidivism. Criminal history, age, gender, marital status, education, which

were among the pre-prison factors, were included as demographic variables in the
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present study. Participating in prison activities such as education and employment,
which were labeled as in-prison activities, were also included as demographic
variables. Post-prison factors such as reestablishing personal relationships, finding
suitable accomodation, gaining employment were considered as domains of the
scale. Besides, Shivy et al. (2007) in their qualitative study, which investigates ex-
offenders’ reentry into workforce, determined offenders’ need domains. They were
about education, occupational possibilities, social networks, navigating the system,
recognizing stress, challenges and motivators, coming to terms with offender status,
dealing with substance abuse issues, addressing basic needs, having children and
looking to own spiritual side. Except from substance abuse issues and looking to own

spiritual side, their domains contributed to the construction of the present scale.

1.8. The Aim of the Present Study

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the psychological problems of
imprisoners and the influences of their upon-release-future expectations on them.

In accordance with the theoretical and methodological issues aforementioned, the
present study aims to investigate the associated factors to Upon-Release Future
Expectations and psychological problems of parent and non-parent imprisoners. The

specific aims are listed below:

I. The first aim of the study was to develop and to determine the factor structure
and psychometric properties of a scale to measure Upon-Release Future
Expectations of imprisoners

II. The second aim was to investigate the possible differences of different levels of
demographic and control variables on the measures of the study, via variance

analyses. The specific aims of these variance analyses were:
1. To investigate gender difference in terms of personality characteristics,

Upon-Release Future Expectations and psychological problems (i.e.,

Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).
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To investigate level of education differences in terms of personality
characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and psychological

problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate parental status difference in terms of personality
characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and psychological

problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate the differences of life partners before imprisonment in terms of
personality  characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and

psychological problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate past criminal record differences in terms of personality
characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and psychological

problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate the differences of the way of contact with people outside in
terms of personality characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and

psychological problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate the differences of hobbies in prison in terms of personality
characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and psychological

problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate the difference of information status (i.e., being informed vs
uninformed) about probation in terms of personality characteristics, Upon-
Release Future Expectations and psychological problems (i.e., Depression,

Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).
To investigate age differences in terms of Upon-Release Future Expectations
and psychological problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and

Hopelessness).
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I1I.

10.

11.

12.

13.

To investigate the differences of time left before release in terms of
personality  characteristics, Upon-Release Future Expectations and

psychological problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate marital status differences in terms of Upon-Release Future
Expectations and psychological problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and

Hopelessness).

To investigate the differences of number of children in terms of Upon-
Release Future Expectations and psychological problems (i.e., Depression,

Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

To investigate the differences of age of first criminal record in terms of
Upon-Release Future Expectations and psychological problems (i.e.,

Depression, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness).

This study also aimed to examine the path of demographic and control

variables linked with upon-release future expectations, which was also linked

with observed psychological problems as the consequences. Thus, severeal

regression analyses were conducted to examine this path with three global

steps. The specific aims of these regression analyses were:

1.

To investigate the association of age, gender, parental status, time left before
release, and personality characteristics variables with the factors of Upon-

Release Future Expectations Scale.

To investigate the association of factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations
variables with psychological problems (i.e., Depression, Trait Anxiety and
Hopelessness), after controlling for age, gender, parental status, time left
before release, and personality characteristics (i.e., basic personality traits,

and learned resourcefulness).
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CHAPTER 11

2. METHOD

2.1. Sample

The sample of the present study consisted of 180 participants from Ankara L
Type Closed Prisons, Ankara Sincan Detention House for Women, Denizli Bozkurt
Open Prison, Istanbul Bakirkdy Detention House for Women, and Pasakapis1 Prison.
Out of these participants 25% (n = 46) were from L Type Closed Prisons, 12% (n =
22) were from Ankara Sincan Detention House for Women, 24% (n = 39) were from
Denizli Bozkurt Open Prison, 19% (n = 35) were from Istanbul Bakirkdy Detention

House for Women and 21% (n = 38) were from Pasakapisi Prison.

2.1.1. General Characteristics

Out of the participants 53.3% (n = 96) were female and 46.7 % (n = 83) were
male. The ages of the participants ranged between 19 and 65 (M = 3549, SD =
10.18). Thus, in order to have comparable groups, participants were classified
according to their ages. These groups are presented in Table 2.1. Participants were
also grouped in terms of level of education (Table 2.2.) and marital status (Table
2.3.) for the same reason. The education levels were determined according to the last
level of education completed. Illiterates, literates, primary school graduates,
secondary school graduates, and those who left primary or secondary school were
included in the low-educated group. Participants who left high school or graduated
from high school or had a university degree were included in the highly educated
group. As to marital status, widows, divorced participants and those who did not
divorce but were apart were grouped as “once together”, married participants and
participants who were not married but lived with someone were grouped as “married
or has a partner” and singles remained as singles.

Parents made up 73.7% (n = 126) whereas non-parents made up 26.3% (n =
45) of the participants. The grouping of the parent subjects according to number of
children led to three groups presented in Table 2.4. The children’s age, gender and
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current residence varied for children of different birth orders, making it hard to have
comparable groups.

A comparable grouping for presence of life partners before entering prison
revealed a group of those who lived with spouse and child(ren) (if any) and which
consisted of 50.08% (n = 91), and a group of those which consisted of 49.02% (n =
88) of the participants who had life partners other than spouse and child(ren).

Former job experience examination showed that 24.8% (n = 41) of the
participants didn’t have a former job experience, 69.7% (n = 112) of the participants
had a job experience which was legal, and 7.3% (n = 12) of them had illegal job

experience.

Table 2.1. Age Group Characteristics of the Sample (n =179)

Source Frequency Percentage
19-29 years of age 61 34.1
30-39 years of age 59 33
40-65 years of age 59 33

Table 2.2. Level of Education Groups of the Sample (n = 180)

Source Frequency Percentage
Low 84 46.7
High 96 533

Table 2.3. Marital Status of the Sample (n = 180)

Source Frequency Percentage
Single 42 233
Married or has a partner 68 37.8
Once lived together 70 38.9

Table 2.4. Number of Children Groups of the Sample (n = 123)

Source Frequency Percentage
One child 45 36.6
Two children 48 39
More than two children 30 24.4
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2.1.2. Demographic Variables Related to Criminality and Residing in Prison

Parent participants’ views about re-uniting with their children after release
varied for children of different birth order. Participants were asked whether they had
a substitute in their pre-prison environment, fulfilling their roles and 76.7% (n = 138)
of them answered “not” while 23.3 % (n = 42) answered that they had a substitute.
The type of position filled/ roles fulfilled by subtitutes varied.

Regarding criminal history of the participants, 29.5% (n = 52) of them were
judged and released before, whereas 70.05% (n = 124) of them were not. Besides,
79.4% (n = 135) of the participants were not judged and sentenced before, whereas
5.9% (n = 10) of the participants had been sentenced to paying money, and 14.7% (n
= 25) had been sentenced to prison. Out of the participants who had been in prison
before and consisted 15% (n = 28) of all participants, 71.4% (n = 20) had completed
their sentence, whereas 28.6% (n = 8) had been released before their term. Here, it
should be noted that the reason of mismatch between the number of participants who
were sentenced to prison and of those who had been in prison before is that, among
the participants there were some who were in prison since they had not paid the
money fee. Although none of the participants responded with a need of clarification,
after data collection, it was noticed by the researcher that the question asking the age
of first crime had the potential to be understood both as the crime which did not
come to court and as the first time official criminal record. Since age of first crime
responses had a widespread distribution, they were grouped into 5 groups (see Table
2.5).

Type of crime led to different responses, so they were grouped. However, to
have comparable groups they were further grouped. The eventual groups are
provided in Table 2.6.

The time left before release ranged from 0 to 588 months. The grouping of
participants regarding the time left before release are presented in Table 2.7.

Out of the participants, 28.1% (n = 50) contacted with people outside through
their visitors, while 71.9% (n = 128) contacted through other means. Reading was a
hobby of 54.2% (n = 96) of the participants, while 45.8% (n = 81) of the participants
did not read. The groupings of participants according to their hobbies are presented

in Table 2.8. While 86% (n = 154) of the participants indicated that they were given
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preparatory education/ training, 14% (n = 25) indicated that they were not. 58.1% (n
= 104) of the participants were informed about probation whereas 41.9% (n = 75)

were uninformed.

Table 2.5. Age of First Crime Groups of the Sample (n = 139)

Source Frequency Percentage
12-18 years of age 25 18
19-22 years of age 27 19.4
23-29 years of age 32 23
30-37 years of age 28 20.1
38-62 years of age 27 19.4

Table 2.6. Crime Groups of the Sample (n = 129)

Source Frequency Percentage
Victims are people 56 43.4%
Property offended 73 56.6%

Table 2.7. Time Left Before Release Groups of the Sample (n = 156)

Source Frequency Percentage
0-2 months 23 14.7
3-5 months 21 13.5
6-10 months 22 14.1
11-18 months 20 12.8
19-31 months 24 154
32-52 months 22 14.1
53 < months 24 15.4

Table 2.8. Hobby Groups of the Sample (n = 177)

Source Frequency Percentage
Reading 96 54.2
Others 81 45.8
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2.2. Instruments

The instruments of the present study consisted of three parts. The first part
was a demographic information form which included questions concerning general
characteristics of the sample (e.g., age, gender, level of education, marital status,
number of children) and demographic variables related to criminality and residing in
prison. In the demographic information form, after a period of application,
explanations were added to some of the items because of their indiscriminating
nature which was not noticed until either one of the participant’s clarification seeking
question or the detection of conflicting information between related items by the
reseacher. The explanations are in bold in Appendix B.

The second part included six inventories; Hopelessness Scale (HS) to
measure hopelessness, Beck Depression Inventory to measure depression symptoms,
Trait Anxiety Inventory to measure the level of trait anxiety, Positive-Negative
Affect Scale to measure positive-negative affect, Basic Personality Traits Scale to
assess the level of exhibition of basic personality traits, Rosenbaum’s Learned
Resourcefulness Scale to measure the level of learned resourcefulness, Upon-Release
Future Expectations Scale to measure Upon-Release future expectations, Self-
Perception of Parental Role Scale to measure self-perception of parental role.
Hopelessness Scale, Beck Depression Inventory, Trait Anxiety Inventory and
Positive-Negative Affect Scale were also used to test the criterion related validity of
Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale.

Thoughts-About-Release Questionaire (Appendix K) was the third part of the
study instruments. It was an open-ended questionaire intended to direct participants
to think about life after release and to inspire them to generate their own answers so
that the results of Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale would be better
interpreted and that in turn could contribute to the development and / or to the
elaboration of the Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale by giving insight into the
imprisoners’ inner world. During the study, participants were reluctant to fill out the
form. Though incomplete, 139 participants filled it. The evaluation of the form
required application of a qualitative technique which would be demanding while

doing quantitative research. Thus, it was not used for the analyses.
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All the psychometric properties of the scales in the present study are
presented in the results section (Table 3.5) Criterion related validity measures and
information about the factor structure of Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale
(see Appendix J for URFES) are also presented in the results section (see also Table

3.1and 3.2).

2.2.1. Hopelessness Scale (HS)

Hopelessness Scale is a true-false self-report measure, originally developed
by Beck, Lesker and Trexler (1974) and its Turkish adaptation was made by Seber
(1991) and Durak (1993) in order to assess negative future expectations. It consists
of 20 items, 9 of which are reverse. Its internal consistency coefficient was found as
.93 and item-total correlations ranged between .39 and .76. Criterion related
correlation coefficient was .62. The Turkish Adaptation was conducted by Seber
(1991) and Durak (1993). Internal consistency coefficient of the adaptation was
found as .86 in a sample of 37 depressive patients and .85 in a sample of 373
depressive patients and a normal group. Seber found that item-total correlations
ranged between .07-.72 (1991) and Durak found that their range was between .31-
.67. (1994). Criterion related correlation coefficients with Beck Depression Inventory
and Rosenberg’s Self Respect Scale were .65 and .55 respectively. As to its construct
validity, it was found to discriminate patient and control groups significantly (see

Appendix C for HS).

2.2.2. Beck Depression Inventory (BDI)

BDI is a 21 item measure originally developed by Beck, Rush, Shaw and
Emery (1979) in order to measure somatic, emotional, cognitive and motivational
symptoms. Turkish adaptation was made by Tegin (1980) and Hisli (1988). It
consists of 21 items. Its test-retest reliability was found to be .74 and split half
reliability was found to vary between .60-.80 according to different studies.
According to Hisli’s study, its split half reliability was found as .74 in a sample of
university students. Its criterion related correlation coefficient with MMPI-D Scale
varied for different samples (i.e., .50 in a sample of university students, .47 in a

sample of university students), with the Trait Form of the State-Trait Anxiety
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Inventory (STAI-T) it was .55. It was .74 with Automatic Thoughts Scale (Sahin
et.al, 1992) (see Appendix D for BDI).

2.2.3. Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI-T)

Trait Anxiety Inventory is one of the two forms of State-Trait Anxiety Inventory
(STAI) , originally developed by Spielberger, Gorsuch and Lushene (1970) in order
to measure the level of state anxiety and trait anxiety both in normal and non-normal
individuals. As its name reveals, STAI-T is the form which measures trait anxiety. It
consists of 20 items, 7 of which are reverse. Applied in a sample of university
students, its test-retest reliability after 1 hour, 20 days, and 104 days intervals was
found to vary between .73 and .86. Its item-toal correlation in high school students,
university first grade students, and university students at other grades was found to
be .54, .46, and .53, respectively. Criterion related correlation coefficients of STAI-T
in samples of 126 female university students, 80 male university students, and of 60
psychiatric patients varied between .52 and .80, .58 and .79, and .77 and .84 for each
group, respectively. Test-retest reliability of its Turkish translation (LeCompte and
Oner, 1975), after 10, 15, 30, 120, and 365 days interval applied in five groups of
university students was found to vary between .71 and .86. Internal consistency
coefficient of STAI-T varied between .83 and .87. Item-total correlation ranged
between .34 and .72. Oner’s (1977) examination of the construct validity of STAI
with control group and with patients did not reveal a significant change in the level
of trait anxiety before and after stress evoking events, whereby the level of state
anxiety increased before such events, but decreased afterwards. These results were

regarded as indications of construct validity (see Appendix E for STAI-T).

2.2.4. Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS)

The scale was originally developed by Watson et al., (1988). The Turkish
adaptation of Positive-Negative Affect Scale, which was originally developed by
Watson and his colleagues, was done by Gengdz (2000). It has twenty items and 10
of the items were used to measure positive affect while the other ten items are used
to measure negative affect. Positive Affect measures level of willingness, activity,

and alertness. Negative Affect measures anger, exhaustion, guilt, and fear. Measures
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of its internal consistencies were .83 and .86; and test-retest reliability coefficients
were .40 and .54 sequentially. Regarding its criterion related validity, Positive
Affect’s correlation coefficients with Beck Depression Inventory and Beck Anxiety
Inventory were found as -.48 and -.22. For Negative Affect they were found as .51
and .47 respectively (see Appendix F for PANAS).

2.2.5. Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI)

BPTI was developed by Gengdz and Onciil (under review) in order to
determine basic personality traits in Turkish Culture. It has 45 items and its factor
structure was reported to have revealed 6 factors, namely Extraversion,
Conscientiousness, Agreeableeness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, and
Negative Valence. Internal consistency reliability of the factors were found as .89,
.85, .85, .83, .80, .71 respectively. Test-retest reliability coefficients of the factors
were reported as .84, .71, .80, .81, .83, and .72 respectively. Item-total correlations of
the factors ranged between .57 and 77, .49 and.66, .46 and.66, .43 and.72, .41 and.68,
and .32 and.54, respectively for each factor. As the construct validity, Scale’s
correlation coefficients with Rosenberg’s Self Esteem Scale, Liebowitz Social
Anxiety Scale- Fear/ Anxiety Dimension, Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale-
Avoidance Dimension, Beck Depression Scale, Reassurance Seeking Scale, State-
Trait Anxiety- Trait Anxiety Scale, State-Trait Anxiety- State Anxiety Scale, Locus
of Control Scale, Ways of Coping Inventory, Positive-Negative Affect Scale,
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support Scale were significant in the

expected direction (see Appendix G for BPTI).

2.2.6. Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness Scale (RLRS)

RLRS was originally develeoped by Rosenbaum (1980) to measure the extent
of individual’s use of cognitive strategies in coping with stress. It has 36 items.
Eleven of them are reverse items. Its internal consistency reliability was reported to
vary between .48 and .82. Its test-retest reliability was reported to vary between .77
and .86. Its Turkish Adaptation was made by Siva (1991) and Dag (1991) and found
its Cronbach Alpha as .78 and .79 in two different samples. Its item-total correlations

ranged between .11 and .51. The researchers found its test-retest reliability as .80
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(1991). Its criterion related correlation coefficient was reported as -.29 (see Appendix

H for RLRS).

2.2.7. Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale (SPPRS)

SPPRS was developed by MacPhee (1986) to measure self-perception of
parental role. It was translated into Turkish by Karacan (2007). It consists of 22
items and has four factors; namely Satisfaction, Competence, Integration, and
Investment. The correlation between Satisfaction and Competence ranges between
46 and .54. Its correlation with Positive Attitudes Subscale of Parent-Child
Relationship Inventory ranges between .60 and .65. These correlations indicate
convergent validity. Its correlation with 4 different measures about child rasing
attitudes range between .23 and .35. Construct validity for Satisfaction, Competence,
Integration and Investment were .80, .78, .76, .72 sequentially. Internal consistency
reliability of the factors were found as .80, .78, .76 and .72 respectively were .88, .86,
.92, .82 for the factors. Test-retest reliabilities after 21 days interval were .88, .86,
.92, .82. (see Appendix I for SPPRS)

2.3. Procedure

In order to conduct the study, formal permission was obtained from the
Ministry of Justice General Directorate of the Prisons and Detention Houses. In
accordance with the security policies of the General Directorate of the Prisons and
Detention Houses, the instruments were applied to the participants in a classroom or
in the library or in the dining hall of the prison, under the supervision of a
correctional officer. The supervising correctional officers were briefed about the
procedure and ethical demands of the study. The participants were taken into the
testing place in groups of three to ten, and were always from the same ward. Same
ward almost always meant the same crime group. Only in one of the prisons, the
consenting prisoner population filled out the forms at the same time together by the
permission of the director of the prison.

Firstly, the participants were presented Informed Consent (see Appendix A).
Then, those who consented were presented with the test instruments. After that, how

to fill out the forms was explained and participants were requested to start with the
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demographic information form and not to hesitate to ask questions about the forms.
Sometimes, depending on either group or participant needs, before answering the
questions of each scale, participants were lectured about the scale to come. Most
often, test instruments were filled out in the testing place and checked for missings.
On rare occasions, the study was interrupted because of illness of participants, visits
of relatives or friends or due to facility duties. In such cases, some of the participants
wanted to complete the task in their rooms and their request was accepted. Some of
them sent their set of inventories after completing, by the correctional officer or the
psychologist of the prison, and some dropped out. Illiterate subjects were interviewed
separately and their answers were marked on the inventories by the researcher. The
completion of the inventories and the demographic information form took 30 to 120

minutes.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

In the present study, data were analyzed through the Statistical Package of
Social Sciences (SPSS), independent samples t-test, some of the univariate variance
analysis, and some of the reliability analysis were done through version 13.0. Factor
analysis, some of the univariate variance analysis, some of the reliability analysis,
Pearson’s Correlation analysis, multivariate analysis, and regression analysis were
done through version 15.0. Participants who had more than pre-determined missing
cases in at least one of the inventories were excluded from the study. Except for Self-
Perception of Parental Role Scale, Conscientiousness factor of Basic Personality
Traits and Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale, 20% missing was allowed and
the average score of the cases for the instrument replaced with the remaining missing
data. The exception of the above mentioned scales might have resulted from a failure
in computing which went unnoticed until reporting. For Self-Perception of Parental
Role Scale and Conscientiousness factor of Basic Personality Traits no missing was
allowed. For Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale, out of 34 items 4 missing
cases were allowed. Due to an editing mistake not detected while checking print-outs
of instruments before reproduction, 18" item of Rosenbaum’s Learned

Resourcefulness Scale was left out.
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Prior to the main analysis, factor analyses were performed for the Upon-
Release Future Expectations Scale developed for the study purpose. Rosenbaum’s
Learned Resourcefulness Scale was also suggested to factor analyses to decrease the
number of its subscales. Reliability analyses of these scales and the other scales used
in the study were done. Afterwards, independent-samples t test was done to reveal
the differences of the two category demographic variables (i.e., gender, level of
education, parental status, presence of life partners, past criminal record, way of
contact with people outside, hobbies in prison and information status about
probation) on hopelessness, depression, trait anxiety, self-perception of parental role
and Upon-Release future expectations. Then, in order to reveal differences of
demographic variables with more than two categories (i.e., age groups, time left
before release, marital status and number of children) on hopelessness, depression,
trait anxiety, self-perception of parental role and Upon-Release future expectations,
one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted. Subsequently, to reveal
both the two category and more than two category variable differences on positive-
negative affect, basic personality traits, learned resourcefulness and factors of Upon-
Release future expectations, Multivariate Analysis of Variance was conducted.
Finally, associated factors of Upon-Release future expectations (i.e., future
conditions, perceived risks and confidence in coping) and psychological problems

were investigated through a series of hierarchical regression analysis.
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CHAPTER III

3. RESULTS

3.1. Factor Analysis for Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale

Initially whole scale’s (with 48 items) internal consistency coefficient was
examined. This examination led to the exclusion of 3 items due to some
comprehension problems. With the remaining 45 items the alpha coefficient was
found as .85. Initially, in order to verify the suitability of the data for factor analysis,
Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity values were checked out. Afterwards, these 45 items concerning
imprisoners’ Upon-Release future expectations were suggested to Principal
Component Factor Analysis with varimax-rotation. Based on scree-plot and
distribution of item loadings, 3-factor solution was determined. These 3 factors with
45 items explained 27.45 % of the total variance. The first factor accounted for 11.48
%, the second factor accounted for 8.10 %, and the third factor accounted for 7.87 %
of the variance. For the distribution of items through the factors, if the loading of an
item was .35 or higher than .35 under a component, the item was accepted under this
factor. As shown in Table 3.1., although three items were loaded under two factors
(i.e., had cross-loadings), the difference between the two loadings were not greater
than .10. These items were placed under the factor where it had the highest loading
considering the criterion mentioned above. This preference was also consistent with
semantic content of the items. Item 35 loaded under both factor 1 (with a loading of
45) and factor 2 (with a loading of .42). Item 36 also loaded under both factor 1
(with a loading of .38) and factor 2 (with a loading of .48), while Item 27 loaded
under both factor 1 (with a loading of .44) and factor 3 (with a loading of .47). Item
35 was included in factor 1, item 36 was included in factor 2, and item 27 was
included in factor 3. Nine items had loadings lower than .35, thus were not included
into these factors. Semantic content was considered in order to name the factors.
Factor 1 was named as “Assumptions about Future Conditions”, Factor 2 was named

as “Perceived Risks” and Factor 3 were named as “Confidence In Coping”.
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After the analyses of factors and loadings, reliability coefficients of these
factors were evaluated. For factor 1 Cronbach’s alpha was .84, for factor 2 it was .67
, and for factor 3 it was .73 (see Table 3.1.). Item-total correlation range for factor 1
was between .20 and .58, item-total-correlation range for factor 2 was between .25
and .53, and item-total-correlation range for factor 3 was between .22 and .52. Item-

total correlation range for the whole scale was between .04 and .60.

Table 3.1. Factor Analyses for Upon-Release Future Expectations of Imprisoners

Factors Factor 1 | Factor2 | Factor 3 | Cronbach’s Alpha
Loadings | Loadings | Loadings

Factor 1 (11.48 % of variance) .84

Assumptions about Future Conditions

(Eigenvalue = 5.17)

Item 5 43 .19 .09

Item 6 48 23 .09

Item 8 .64 .02 .07

Item 9 .64 .15 .14

Item 11 54 .07 -.01

Item 12 39 .10 22

Item 13 54 33 .20

Item 15 48 21 -.01

Item 17 57 13 -.07

Item 20 37 -.07 15

Item 23 44 .35 19

Item 25 48 29 29

Item 26 .59 A1 -.04

Item 32 46 -.15 .01

Item 35 45 42 A1

Item 48 48 -.18 -.01

Factor 2 (8.10 % of variance) 67

Perceived Risks

(Eigenvalue = 3.64)

Item 31 18 38 -.02

Item 34 -.05 71 -.14
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Table 3.1.Continued

Factors Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Cronbach’s
Loadings | Loadings | Loadings Alpha

Item 36 38 48 -.08

Item 37 .06 .56 10

Item 41 .20 53 .09

Item 42 13 .59 .10

Item 44 -.10 40 A1

Factor 3 (7.8 % of variance) 73

Confidence In Coping

(Eigenvalue = 3.54)

Item 4 .26 -.02 41

Item 7 -.12 .03 47

Item 14 .30 18 38

Item 16 .02 29 53

Item 19 25 24 50

Item 21 -.07 -.25 46

Item 22 A1 A1 52

Item 24 .01 27 45

Item 27 44 .09 47

Item 28 12 -.29 39

Item 30 -.03 =22 .49

Item 40 25 .14 .50

Item 43 -.07 .08 38

Note. Items 1, 2, 10, 18, 29, 33, 38, 45, 46 did not load under any of the factors with a loading higher than .35.

Moreover, three items (i.e., items 3, 39 and 47) were excluded due to some comprehension problem.

3.2. Criterion Related Validity Measures of Upon-Release Future Expectations

Scale

In order to measure the criterion related validity of the Upon-Release Future
Expectations Scale, Pearson’s correlations of the whole scale and the scale’s revealed
3 factors were examined. Accordingly, Pearson’s correlations among the whole scale
and the scale’s revealed 3 factors and Hopelessness (Hopelessness Scale), Positive-
Negative Affect (PANAS), Trait Anxiety (Trait Form of the State-Trait Anxiety

Scale) and Depression (Beck Depression Inventory) were examined. Correlations

were found in line with the expectations (Table 3.2).
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Table 3.2. Pearson’s Correlations of Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale and Its

Factors with Positive Affect, Negative Affect, Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness

Variables URFE FA1 FA2 FA3
H -47* -.39% 30* -.34*
PA 26% .19 -.06 31*
NA -.49* -48* 42% -.16
TA -.52% -47* 43* -.24*
D -.56* -46* A44* -33*

Notel.*p <.001. Note2. H: Hopelessness (N = 180), PA: Positive Affect (N = 179), NA: Negative Affect (N =
179), TA: Trait Anxiety (N = 180), D: Depression (N = 180), URFE: Upon-Release Future Expectations (N =
180), FA1: Future Conditions (Factor 1 of Upon-Release Future Expectations) (N = 180), FA2: Perceived Risks
(Factor 2 of Upon-Release Future Expectations) (N = 180), FA3: Confidence in Coping (Factor 3 of Upon-
Release Future Expectations) (N = 180). Note 3. The correlation coeffcients that were higher than .20 are in bold.

3.3. Factor Analysis for Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness Scale

In the present study, 38 items of the Learned Resourcefulness, were suggested
to Principal Component Factor Analysis with varimax-rotation. Initially, in order to
verify the suitability of the data for factor analysis, Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity values were checked
out. Based on scree-plot and distribution of item loadings 2-factor solution was
determined. These factors explained 29.78 % of the total variance. Factor 1
accounted for 19.76 % and Factor 2 accounted for 10.02% of the total variance. The
eigenvalues of Factorl and Factor 2 were 6.92 and 3.51, respectively. In order to
examine the items under these two components, rotated component matrix was
analysed and loadings of the items were examined. For the distribution of items
through the factors, if the loading of an item was .35 or greater than .35 under a
component, the item was accepted under this factor. None of the items had cross-
loadings. Thus, each item was accepted under the factor where it had the highest
loading. Two items had loadings lower than .30, thus they were not included in either
of the factors. Semantic content was considered in order to name the factors. Factor 1
was named as “Internally-Generated Resources” and Factor 2 was named as
“Externally-Generated Resources”.

After the analyses of factors and loadings, reliability coefficients of these

factors were evaluated. For Factor 1 Cronbach’s alpha was .89 and for Factor 2 it
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was .76. (see Table 3.3.). Item-total-correlation range for Factor 1 was between .31

and .63 and for Factor 2 it was between .28 and .62.

Table 3.3. Factor Analyses for Learned Resourcefulness of Imprisoners

Factors Factor 1 Factor 2 Cronbach’s
Loadings | Loadings Alpha

Factor 1 (11.48 % of variance) .89

Assumptions about Future Conditions

(Eigenvalue = 6.92)

Item 1 38 .06

Item 2 54 -.01

Item 5 55 .01

Item 7 .65 .02

Item 10 50 .29

Item 11 53 .10

Item 12 .64 11

Item 13 .69 -.04

Item 15 52 27

Item 17 55 .19

Item 21 52 11

Item 22 36 12

Item 23 50 28

Item 24 .65 13

Item 25 .67 -.06

Item 26 .59 -.12

Item 27 .55 -.12

Item 29 54 .07

Item 30 47 11

Item 31 43 -.17

Item 32 50 -.06

Item 33 .53 -.02

Factor 2 (8.10 % of variance) .76

Perceived Risks (Figenvalue = 3.51)

Item 4 -.07 43

Item 6 .09 .49

Item 8 -.12 .38

Item 14 -.01 52

Item 16 -.11 .53

Item 18 17 .65

Item 19 .29 48

Item 20 .07 .62

Item 28 .01 40

Item 34 .08 .74

Item 35 .30 37

Note. Items 3 and 9 did not load under any of the factors.

3.4. Descriptive Information for The Measures of The Study
In order to examine the descriptive characteristics of the measures means,
Standard deviations and minimum-maximum ranges were provided for Hopelessness

Scale (HS); Beck Depression Inventory (BDI); Stait-Trait Anxiety Inventory Trait
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Form (STAI-T); Self Perceptions of The Parental Role Scale (SPPRS-Short Form);
Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) with subscales of Negative Affect and
Positive Affect; Self Generated Resources Subscale and Externally Generated
Resources Subscale-two subscales of Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness Scale
(RLRS) revealed by factor analysis; Subscales of Basic Personality Traits Scale-
Extraversion, Conscientiouesness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to
Experience and Negative Valence; Upon-Release Future Expectations Scale
(URFES) and its subscales (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and Confidence
in Coping) (See Table 3.4.) and open-ended Thoughts Concerning Release

Questionaire, which will be discussed further.

Table 3.4. Descriptive Information for the Measures

Min-Max
Measures N Mean SD Values

HS 180 4.43 4.29 0-19
BDI 180 17.40 9.79 0-45
STAI-T 180 46.82 9.69 24-76
SPPRS 126 19.82 4.61 8-25
PANAS

Positive-Affect 179 33.35 7.50 14-48

Negative-Affect 179 23.85 7.71 10-47
RLRS

Self-Generated Resources 179 79.35 15.14 37-110

Externally-Generated Resources 179 27.75 8.42 11-54
BPTI

Extraversion 179 29.11 6.97 8-40

Conscientiousness 180 26.14 3.78 9-30

Agreeableness 180 36.36 3.31 26-40

Neuroticism 179 24.30 8.02 9-42

Openness to experience 180 24.58 3.48 11-30

Negative Valence 179 8.79 2.68 6-22
URFES

Whole Scale 179 135.24 19.47 81-175

Future Conditions 180 59.64 11.96 24-80

Perceived Risks 180 17.69 6.26 7-35

Confidence in Coping 180 51.26 7.70 28-65

Note. HS: Hopelessness Scale, BDI: Beck Depression Inventroy, STAI-T: Stait-Trait Anxiety Inventory- Trait
Subscale, SPPRS: Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale, PANAS: Positive-Negative Affect Scale, RLRS:
Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness Scale, BPTI: Basic Personality Traits Inventory, URFES: Scale.
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3.5. Psychometric Properties of The Scales
Regarding the psychometric properties of the measures, internal consistency
(alpha) coefficients and range for item total correlations were computed for all scales

and subscales (see Table 3.5.).

3.5.1. Psychometric Properties of the Hopelessnes Scale (HS)
The alpha coefficient for the Hopelessness Scale was found to be .89, and

item-total correlations ranged between .24 and .73.

3.5.2. Psychometric Properties of the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI)
The alpha coefficient for the Beck Depression Inventory was found to be .85,

and item-total correlations ranged between .22 and .63.

3.5.3. Psychometric Properties of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory-Trait Form
(STAI-T)
The alpha coefficient for the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory-Trait Form was

found to be .85, and item-total correlations ranged between .22 and .65.

3.5.4. Psychometric Properties of the Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale
(SPPRS)
The alpha coefficient for the Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale was

found to be .70, and item-total correlations ranged between .39 and .50.

3.5.5. Psychometric Properties of the Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS)
The alpha coefficients for the Positive-Affect Subscale and Negative-Affect

Subscale were found to be .76 and .75 respectively. For the Positive-Affect Subscale

item-total correlations ranged between .26 and .72. The range of item-total

correlations for the Negative-Affect Subscale was .26 and .53.
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3.5.6. Psychometric Properties of the Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness
Scale (RLRS)

Two newly revealed subscales for the study’s aim were Self-Generated
Resources Subscale and Externally-Generated Resources Subscale. The former
subscale’s alpha coefficient was .89 and its item-total correlations ranged between
31land .63. Alpha coefficient for the Externally-Generated Resources Subscale was

.76 and item-total correlations ranged between .28-.62.

3.5.7. Psychometric Properties of the Basic Personality Traits Scale (BPTS)
Basic Personality Traits Scale had six subcales. Their names and the
respective alpha coefficients were for Extraversion .80, for Conscientiousness .74,
for Agreeableness .70, for Neuroticism .83, for Openness to experience .60, and for
Negative Valence .46. Item-total correlations for the subscales ranged between .35
and .69, .28 and .58, .28 and .58, .28 and .68, .10 and .51, .14 and .42 respectively for
Extraversion, for Conscientiousness, for Agreeableness, for Neuroticism, for
Openness to experience, and for Negative Valence. Since the scale didn’t have a total
score alpha coefficient and item-total correlations range were not computed for the

total scale.

Table 3.5. Psychometric Properties of the Measures Used in the Study

Internal Consistency Item-Total
Measures (alpha) Coefficients Correlations Range

HS .89 .24-.73
BDI .85 .22-63
STAI-T .85 .22-.65
SPPRS .70 .39-.50
PANAS

Positive-Affect .76 26-.72

Negative-Aftect 75 .26-.53
RLRS

Self-Generated Resources .89 31-.63

Externally-Generated Resources .76 .28-.62
BPTI

Extraversion .80 .35-.69

Conscientiousness .74 .28-.58

Agreeableness .70 .28-.58

Neuroticism .83 .28-.68

Openness to experience .60 .10-.51

Negative Valence 46 .14-.42
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Table 3.5. Continued

Internal Consistency Item-Total
Measures (alpha) Coefficients Correlations Range
URFES  Whole Scale .85 .04-.60
Future Conditions .84 .20-.58
Perceived Risks .67 .25-53
Confidence in Coping 73 22-.52

Note. HS: Hopelessness Scale, BDI: Beck Depression Inventroy, STAI-T: Stait-Trait Anxiety Inventory- Trait
Subscale, SPPRS: Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale, PANAS: Positive-Negative Affect Scale, RLRS:
Rosenbaum’s Learned Resourcefulness Scale, BPTI: Basic Personality Traits Inventory, URFES: Scale.

3.6. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on the Measures
of the Study

In order to determine whether the categories of demographic variables have
different effects on the dependent variables (i.e., the measures of the study),
independent samples t-test, univariate analysis of variance, and multivariate analysis
of variance were done where appropriate. Demographic variables were categorized
and as a result of this categorization the number of categories for different variables
changed and depending on the number of categories for the independent variables
and the nature of the scale (with or without subscales) the appropriate analysis were
conducted. Categorizations of demographic variables, number of cases in each
category and and their percentages were given in Table 3.6. Differences of these
categorized variables were examined on hopelesness, depression, anxiety, self-
perception of parental role, positive-negative affect, learned resourcefulness, Turkish

personality chracteristics, and Upon-Release future expectations.

Table 3.6. Categorization of the Demograhic Variables

Variables n %
Gender
Female 96 53.3
Male 84 46.7

Level of Education
Left High School, High School Graduate

and University Graduate 84 46.7

Graduate of Secondary School or below 96 533
Parental Status

Non-parent 45 26.3

Parent 126  73.7
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Table 3.6. Categorization of the Demograhic Variables

Variables n %

Presence ofLife Partners Before Imprisonment

Spouse and child(ren) (if any) 91 50.8
People other than spouse and child(ren) 88 492
Past Criminal Record
Judged and released 52 295
Not judged and released 124 70.5
Way of Contact with People Outside
Visits of people outside 50 281
Not visits Visits of people outside 128 719
Hobbies In Prison
Reading books 96 542
Other than reading books 81 458
Information Status About Probation
Not informed/ Not heard about before 104  58.1
Informed/ Heard about before 75 419
Age Group
19-29 years of age 61 341
30-39 years of age 59 33
40-65 years of age 59 33
Time Left Before Release
0-2 months 23 14.7
3-5 months 21 13.5
6-10 months 22 14.1
11-18 months 20 12.8
19-31 months 24 154
32-52 months 22 14.1
53 months < 24 154
Marital Status
Single 42 233
Married or has a life partner 68  37.8
Once lived together 70 389
Number of Children
One child 45  36.6
Two children 48  39.0
Three and more children 30 244
Age of First Criminal Record
12-18 years of age 25  18.0
19-22 years of age 27 194
23-29 years of age 32 23.0
30-37 years of age 28  20.1
38-62 years of age 27 19.4

3.6.1. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Hopelesness
Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,

way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
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probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and

age of first criminal record on hopelessness were examined.

3.6.1.1. The Effect of Gender on Hopelessness
In order to examine the effect of gender on hopelessness, Independent
Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed there that was no significant

difference between female and male subjects, t (178) =-0.52, ns.

3.6.1.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of level of education on hopelessness,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed there was no
significant difference between low-educated subjects and high educated subjects, t

(178) = 0.67, ns.

3.6.1.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of parental status on hopelessness, Independent
Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant
difference between parents and non-parents, t (169) = -0.66, ns.
3.6.1.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on
Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of presence of life partners before
imprisonment on hopelessness, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The
analysis revealed that there was no significant difference between the subjects who
used to live with their spouse and child(ren) (if any) before imprisonment and the
subjects who used to live with people other than spouse and child(ren) , t (177) = -
0.46, ns.

3.6.1.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of past criminal record on hopelessness,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no
significant difference between the subjects who had been judged and released, and

those who had not been judged and released, t (174) =-1.10, ns.
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3.6.1.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Hopelessness
In order to examine the effect of way of contact with people outside on

hopelessness, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that

there was no significant difference between the subjects who contacted with people

outside through their visits and those who contacted with people outside through

different means, t (176) = 1.70, ns.

3.6.1.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of hobbies in prison on hopelessness,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no
significant difference between the subjects whose hobbies included reading books

and the subjects who did not read in prison, t (175) = 1.13, ns.

3.6.1.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of information status about probation on
hopelessness, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that
the subjects who were not informed/ had not heard about probation (M = 5.07) had
significantly higher hopelessness scores than those who were informed/ had heard

about probation (M = 3.57),t(177) =2.33, p <.05.

Hopelessness

Not informed Informed

Figure 3.1. Main Effect for Information Status about Probation in Terms of

Hopelessness
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3.6.1.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Hopelessness

In order to examine the effect of age groups on hopelessness, one-way
ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant
difference between the younger group and other age groups. The difference between
the contextually middle aged group and the older group was not significant either, F

(2, 176) = 0.16, ns.

Table 3.7. Analysis of Variance for Hopelessnes

Source df SS MS F n
Age 2 5.75 2.87 1.55 .01
Error 176 3271.96 18.59

3.6.1.10. The Effect of Time Left Before Release on Hopelessness
In order to examine the effect of time left before release on hopelessness,
one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (6, 149) = 1.71, ns.

Table 3.8. Analysis of Variance for Hopelessnes

Source df SS MS F n
Time Left Before Release 6 175.21 29.20 1.71 .07
Error 149 2537.87 17.03

3.6.1.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Hopelessness
In order to examine the effect of marital status on hopelessness, one-way
ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (2, 177) = 0.08, ns.

Table 3.9. Analysis of Variance for Hopelessnes

Source df SS MS F 'S
Marital Status 2 2.98 1.49 0.08 .01
Error 177 3286.55 18.57
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3.6.1.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Hopelessness
In order to examine the effect of number of children on hopelessness, one-
way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (2, 120) = 1.84, ns.

Table 3.10. Analysis of Variance for Hopelessness

Source df SS MS F n
Number of Children 2 78.00 39.00 1.84 .03
Error 120 2539.95 21.17

3.6.1.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Hopelessness
In order to examine the effect of age of first criminal record on hopelessness,
one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (4, 134) = 0.65, ns.

Table 3.11. Analysis of Variance for Hopelessnes

Source df SS MS F "
Age of First Criminal 4 47.18 11.80 0.65 .02
Record
Error 134 2438.31 18.20

3.6.2. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Depression
Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,
way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and

age of first criminal record on depression were examined.

3.6.2.1. The Effect of Gender on Depression
In order to examine the effect of gender on depression, Independent Samples
t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference

between female and male subjects, t (178) = 0.64, ns.
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3.6.2.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Depression

In order to examine the effect of level of education on depression,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that low-educated
subjects (M = 19.17) had higher depression scores than highly educated subjects (M
=15.85),t(178)=2.30, p <.05.

Depression

Low High

Figure 3.2. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of Depression

3.6.2.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Depression
In order to examine the effect of parental status on depression, Independent
Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between parents and non-parents, t (169) = -1.30, ns.

3.6.2.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on
Depression

In order to examine the effect of presence of life partners before
imprisonment on depression, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The
analysis revealed that there was no significant difference between the subjects who
used to live with their spouse and child(ren) (if any) before imprisonment and the
subjects who used to live with people other than spouse and child(ren), t (177) = -
0.63, ns.

3.6.2.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Depression

In order to examine the effect of past criminal record on depression,

Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no
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significant difference between the subjects who had been judged and released and

those who had not been judged and released, t (174) =-1.54, ns.

3.6.2.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Depression

In order to examine the effect of way of contact with people outside on
depression, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that
there was no significant difference between the subjects who contacted with people
outside through their visit and those who contacted with people outside through

different means, t (176) = 0.69, ns.

3.6.2.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Depression

In order to examine the effect of hobbies in prison on depression, Independent
Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that the subjects who did not
read in prison (M = 19.01) had significantly higher depression scores than those who
preferred reading as one of their hobbies (M = 15.83) in prison, t (175) = 2.17, p <
.05.

Depression

Reading Others

Figure 3.3. Main Effect for Hobbies In Prison in Terms of Depression

3.6.2.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Depression
In order to examine the effect of information status about probation on
depression, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that the

subjects who were not informed/ had not heard about probation (M = 19.20) had
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significantly higher depression scores than those who were informed/ had heard

about probation (M = 14.92), t (177) =2.94,p < .01.

Depression

Informed  Not informed

Fgure 3.4. Main Effect for Information Status about Probation in Terms of

Depression

3.6.2.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Depression

In order to examine the effect of age groups on depression, one-way ANOVA
was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference
between the younger group and other age groups. The difference between the
contextually middle aged group and the older group was not significant either, F (2,

176) = 1.35, ns.

Table 3.12. Analysis of Variance for Depression

Source df SS MS F n’
Age 2 258.45 129.23 1.35 .02
Error 176 16834.82 95.65

3.6.2.10. The Effect of Time Left Before Release on Depression

In order to examine the effect of time left before release on depression, one-
way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that the subjects who had 3 to 5
months left before release (M = 12.92) had significantly lower depression scores than

the subejects who had 6 to 10 months left (M = 22.37) and those who had to wait 53
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months or more (M = 21.64) before release, F (6. 149) = 2.86, p < .05. There was no

significant difference between other groups of subjects.

Table 3.13. Analysis of Variance for Depression

Source df SS MS F W
Time Left Before Release 6 1606.70 267.78 2.86* .10
Error 149 13937.84 93.54
*p <.05
25,00+
20,00+

Depression

15,00

10,00

5,00+

0,00+
0--2 3-5 6-10 11-18 19-31 31-52  53<

Figure 3.5. Main Effect for Time Left Before Release (in months) in Terms of

Depression

3.6.2.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Depression
In order to examine the effect of marital status on depression, one-way
ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (2,177) = 1.09, ns.

Table 3.14. Analysis of Variance for Depression

Source df SS MS F n
Marital Status 2 207.82 103.91 1.09 .01
Error 177 16940.54 95.71

3.6.2.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Depression
In order to examine the effect of number of children on depression, one-way

ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that the depression scores of the
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subjects with one child (M =20.81) had significantly higher depression scores than
the subjects with two children (M =15.56), F (2,120) = 3.09, p < .05. The difference

between other groups was not significant.

Table 3.15. Analysis of Variance for Depression

Source df SS MS F n
Number of Children 2 641.89 320.94 3.09% .05
Error 120 12447.06 103.73

*p <.05

25,001

20,001

15,00

Depression

10,00+

1 2 3=<

number of children

Figure 3.6. Main Effect for Number of Children in Terms of Depression

3.6.2.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Depression
In order to examine the effect of age of first criminal record on depression,
one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (4,134) = 1.42, ns.

Table 3.16. Analysis of Variance for Depression

Source df SS MS F n
Age of First Criminal 4 563.66 140.92 1.42 .04
Record
Error 134 13275.39 99.07

49



3.6.3. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Trait
Anxiety

Differences between gender, level of education, parental status, presence of
life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record, way of contact with people
outside, hobbies in prison, information status about probation, age group, time left
before release, marital status, number of children and age of first criminal record on

anxiety levels were examined.

3.6.3.1.The Effect of Gender on Trait Anxiety
In order to examine the effect of gender on trait anxiety, Independent Samples
t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference

between female and male subjects, t (178) = 0.57, ns.

3.6.3.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Trait Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of level of education on trait anxiety,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that low educated
subjects (M = 48.98) had higher anxiety scores than highly educated subjects (M =
44.93),t(178) =2.85, p<.01.

49,00

48,00
47,00
46,00
45,00
44,00
43,00

Trait Anxiety

42,00

Low High

Figure 3.7. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of Trait Anxiety

3.6.3.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Trait Anxiety
In order to examine the effect of parental status on trait anxiety, Independent
Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between parents and non-parents, t (169) = 0.32, us.

50



3.6.3.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on Trait
Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of presence of life partners before
imprisonment on trait anxiety, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The
analysis revealed that there was no significant difference between the subjects who
used to live with their spouse and child(ren) (if any) before imprisonment and the
subjects who used to live with people other than spouse and child(ren), t (177) = -
0.14, ns.

3.6.3.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Trait Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of past criminal record on trait anxiety,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that the subjects
who had been judged and released (M = 49.72) had significantly higher anxiety
scores than those who had not been judged and released (M = 45.74), t (174) = -2.52,
p <.05.

Trait Anxiety

Judged and  Not Judged
Released and Released

Figure 3.8. Main Effect for Past Criminal Record in Terms of Trait Anxiety

3.6.3.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Trait Anxiety
In order to examine the effect of way of contact with people outside on trait
anxiety, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there

was no significant difference between the subjects who contacted with people outside
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through their visit and those who contacted with people outside through different

means, t (176) = 1.70, ns.

3.6.3.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Trait Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of hobbies in prison on trait anxiety,
Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no
significant difference between the subjects who preferred reading as one of their

hobbies in prison and those who did not read in prison, t (175) = 0.80, ns.

3.6.3.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Trait Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of information status about probation on trait
anxiety, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that the
subjects who were not informed/ had not heard about probation (M = 48.62) had
significantly higher anxiety scores than those who were informed/ had heard about

probation (M = 20.58),t (177) = 2.92, p< .01.

Trait Anxiety

Not Informed  Informed

Figure 3.9. Main Effect for Information Status About Probation in Terms of Trait
Anxiety

3.6.3.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Trait Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of age groups on trait anxiety, one-way
ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that the younger group (M = 49.34)
had significantly higher anxiety scores than the older group (M =44.14), F (2, 176) =
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4.55, p < .05.The difference between the contextually middle aged group did not

differ from either of other two groups significantly.

Table 3.17. Analysis of Variance for Trait Anxiety

Source df SS MS F W
Age 2 815.37 407.68 4.55%* .05
Error 176 15760.37 89.55

*p<.05

Trait Anxiety

19-29 30-39 40-65

Figure 3.10. Main Effect for Age Groups in Terms of Trait Anxiety

3.6.3.10. The Effect of Time Left Before Release on Trait Anxiety
In order to examine the effect of time left before release on trait anxiety, one-
way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (6, 149) = 1.23, ns.

Table 3.18. Analysis of Variance for Trait Anxiety

Source df SS MS F W
Time Left Before Release 6 654.88 109.15 1.23 .05
Error 149 13217.97 88.71
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3.6.3.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Trait Anxiety
In order to examine the effect of marital status on trait anxiety, one-way
ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (2, 177) = 0.39, ns.

Table 3.19. Analysis of Variance for Trait Anxiety

Source df SS MS F n
Marital Status 2 72.74 36.71 0.36 01
Error 177 16723.74 94.48

3.6.3.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Trait Anxiety
In order to examine the effect of number of children on trait anxiety, one-way
ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant

difference between either of the groups, F (2, 120) = 2.56, ns.

Table 3.20. Analysis of Variance for Trait Anxiety

Source df SS MS F n
Number of Children 2 478.16 239.08 2.56 .04
Error 120 11216.23 93.47

3.6.3.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Trait Anxiety

In order to examine the effect of age of first criminal record on trait anxiety,
one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that the anxiety scores of
the subjects who had commited crime for the first time between ages 23 and 29 (M =
50.18) had significantly higher anxiety scores than the subjects who had committed
crime for the first time between ages 30 and 37 (M = 43.06), F (4, 134) =2.46, p <
.05 The anxiety scores of the subjects who had commited crime for the first time
between ages 23 and 29 did not differ from other groups significantly. There was not

a significant difference between other groups of subjects.
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Table 3.21. Analysis of Variance for Trait Anxiety

Source df SS MS F n

Age of First Criminal 4 881.57 220.39 2.46 .07
Record
Error 134 12023.56 89.73

*p<.05

52,00+
50,00+
48,00+
46,00+
44,00+
42,00+
40,00+
38,00+

Trait Anxiety

\\\\\

12-18 19-22 23-29 30-37 38-62

Figure 3.11. Main Effect for Age of First Criminal Record in Terms of Trait Anxiety

3.6.4. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Self-

Perception of Parental Role

Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,

parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,

way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about

probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children, and

age of first criminal record on self-perception of parental role were examined.

3.6.4.1. The Effect of Gender on Self-Perception of Parental Role

In order to examine the effect of gender on self-perception of parental role,

Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no

significant difference between female and male subjects, t (124) = -0.18, us.
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3.6.4.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Self-Perception of Parental Role
In order to examine the effect of level of education on self-perception of
parental role, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that

there was no significant difference between low-educated subjects and high educated

subjects, t (124) = 1.45, ns.

3.6.4.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Self-Perception of Parental Role
In order to examine the effect of parental status on self-perception of parental
role, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was

no significant difference between parents and non-parents, t (124) = 0.85, ns.

3.6.4.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on Self-
Perception of Parental Role

In order to examine the effect of presence of life partners before
imprisonment on self-perception of parental role, Independent Samples t-test was
conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference between the
subjects who used to live with their spouse and child(ren) (if any) before
imprisonment and the subjects who used to live with people other than spouse and

child(ren) , t (177) =-0.82, ns.

3.6.4.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Self-Perception of Parental Role
In order to examine the effect of past criminal record on self-perception of

parental role, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that

there was no significant difference between the subjects who had been judged and

released and those who had not been judged and released, t (120) = 1.16, ns.

3.6.4.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Self-
Perception of Parental Role

In order to examine the effect of way of contact with people outside on self-
perception of parental role, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis

revealed that there was no significant difference between the subjects who contacted
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with people outside through their visit and those who contacted with people outside

through different means, t (176) = -1.53, ns.

3.6.4.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Self-Perception of Parental Role
In order to examine the effect of hobbies in prison on self-perception of
parental role, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that
there was no significant difference between the subjects who preferred reading as
one of their hobbies in prison and those who did not read in prison, t (175) = -0.27,

ns.

3.6.4.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Self-Perception of
Parental Role

In order to examine the effect of information status about probation on self-
perception of parental role, Independent Samples t-test was conducted. The analysis
revealed no significant effect between the subjects who were not informed/ had not

heard about probation and those who were informed/ had heard about probation, t

(123)=-1.62, ns

3.6.4.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Self-Perception of Parental Role

In order to examine the effect of age groups on self-perception of parental
role, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no
significant difference between the younger group and other age groups. The

difference between the contextually middle aged group and the older group was not

significant either, F (2, 122) = 0.88, ns.

Table 3.22. Analysis of Variance for Self-Perception of Parental Role

Source df SS MS F "
Age of 2 37.42 18.71 0.88 .01
Error 122 2591.12 21.24
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3.6.4.10. The Effect of Time Left Before Release on Self-Perception of Parental
Role

In order to examine the effect of time left before release on self-perception of
parental role, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was

no significant difference between the groups, F (6, 101) = 0.91, us.

Table 3.23. Analysis of Variance for Self-Perception of Parental Role

Source df SS MS F 'S
Time Left Before Release 6 115.95 19.33 0.91 .05
Error 101 2138.36 21.17

3.6.4.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Self-Perception of Parental Role
In order to examine the effect of marital status on self-perception of parental
role, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no

significant difference between the groups, F (2, 123) = 0.86, ns.

Table 3.24. Analysis of Variance for Self-Perception of Parental Role

Source df SS MS F W
Marital Status 2 36.41 18.21 0.86 .01
Error 123 2619.22 21.29

3.6.4.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Self-Perception of Parental Role
In order to examine the effect of number of children on self-perception of
parental role, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that there was

no significant difference between the groups, F (2, 116) = 1.45, ns.

Table 3.25. Anaysis of Variance for Self-Perception of Parental Role

Source df SS MS F n
Number of Children 2 63.74 31.87 1.45 .02
Error 116 2555.53 22.03
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3.6.4.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Self-Perception of
Parental Role

In order to examine the effect of age of first criminal record on self-
perception of parental role, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed

that there was no significant difference between the groups, F (4, 91) = 0.17, ns.

Table 3.26. Analysis of Variance for Self-Perception of Parental Role

Source df SS MS F 'S
Age of First Criminal 4 14.89 3.72 0.17 .01
Record
Error 91 1971.20 21.66

3.6.5. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Positive-
Negative Affect

Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,
way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and

age of first criminal record in Positive-Negative affect were examined.

3.6.5.1. The Effect of Gender on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Gender on subscales of Positive-Negative
Affect (i.e. Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was conducted.
According to the results, there was no main effect of Gender [Multivariate F (2,
176) = 0.08, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, n>= .01] on Positive-Negative Affect. Since,

the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.27. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Gender

Multivariate Univariate
2 Ez
£ s = e =Y =Y =
= 2 = = .
& % -
GENDER 1.00 0.08 2,176 .01
Positive Affect 0.10 1,177 .01
Negative Affect 0.08 1,177 .01

3.6.5.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Level of Education on subscales of Positive-
Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was
conducted. The results revealed a significant main effect of level of education
[Multivariate F (2, 176) = 7.33, p < .01, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.92, n* = .08 ] on
Positive-Negative Affect.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant level of education main effect with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .03 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/2 = .025 and rounded up to .03) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results
indicated Level of Education main effect only for Negative Affect, F (1, 177) = 1.00,
p < .03, 0 = .05. Accordingly, low-educated participants (M = 25.76) had higher
Negative Affect scores than highly-educated participants (M = 22.20).
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Table 3.28. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Level of Education

Multivariate Univariate
=
fgn 5 § o = o =
g g Z & = . & s A
o w»
o o .

LEVEL OF EDUCATION 0.92 7.33*% 2,176 .08 - - -
Positive Affect 2.14 1,177 .01

Negative Affect 1.00%* 1,177 .05
*p<.01,**p<.03

Negative
Affect

Low High

3.12. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of Positive-Negative Affect

3.6.5.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Parental Status on subscales of Positive-
Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of Parental Status
[Multivariate F (2, 167) = 0.21, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, n2 = .01] on Positive-
Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.
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Table 3.29. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Parental Status

Multivariate Univariate
=
- a = s =
S EF = = Lo = .
g g2
t--)
PARENTAL STATUS 1.00 0.21 2,167 .01 - - -
Positive Affect 0.32 1, 168 .01

Negative Affect 0.18 1,168 .01

3.6.5.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on

Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of presence of Life Partners Before
Imprisonment on subscales of Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and
Negative Affect) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no
main effect of Life Partners Before Imprisonment [Multivariate F (2, 175) = 0.02, ns,
Wilks” Lambda = 1.00, 0= .01] on Positive-Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate

F was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.30. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Presence of Life Partners

Before Imprisonment

Multivariate Univariate
=
g) 5 g (=% i —r =
- = ; 'ﬂ Py N '1 -, ™
g 2%
&
LIFE PARTNERS BEFORE 1.00 0.02 2,175 .01 - - -
IMPRISONMENT
Positive Affect 0.02 1,176 .01
Negative Affect 0.02 1,176 .01

62



3.6.5.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Past Criminal Record on subscales of
Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of Past Criminal
Record [Multivariate F (2, 172) = 1.90, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, n° = .02] on
Positive-Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate

analyses were not examined.

Table 3.31. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Past Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate

w =

S g =

= £z = 5 4 = 5 A

e 2 2

i

PAST CRIMINAL 1.00 1.90 2,172 .02 - - -
RECORD
Positive Affect 0.77 1,173 .01
Negative Affect 2.40 1,173 .01

3.6.5.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Positive-
Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on
subscales of Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect)
MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of the
Way of Contact With People Outside [Multivariate F (2, 174) = 1.66, ns, Wilks’
Lambda = 1.00, n> = .02] on Positive-Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F was

not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.32. MANOVA for

Positive-Negative Affect and Way of Contact With

People Outside
Multivariate Univariate
=
: tE I s =
= = = e = ™ = =N ™
8 2“9
&0
WAY OF CONTACT 1.00 1.66 2,174 .02 - - -
WITH PEOPLE OUTSIDE
Positive Affect 1.23 1,175 .01
2.66 1,175 .02

Negative Affect

3.6.5.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of the Hobbies In Prison on subscales of

Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was

conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of the Hobbies In

Prison [Multivariate F (2, 173) = 2.94, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, n2 = .03] on

Positive-Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate

analyses were not examined.

Table 3.33. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and the Hobbies In Prison

Multivariate Univariate
=
£ &z o s =
g s = = = “ = = ~
e 2«
o
HOBBIES IN PRISON 0.98 2.94 2,173 .03 - - -
Positive Affect 1.73 1,174 .01
3.00 1,174 .02

Negative Affect
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3.6.5.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Positive-Negative
Affect

In order to examine the effect of Information Status About Probation on
subscales of Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect)
MANOVA was conducted. The results revealed a significant main effect of
Information Status About Probation [Multivariate F (2, 175) = 3.53, p < .05, Wilks’
Lambda = 0.96, n> = .04] on Positive-Negative Affect.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Information Status About Probation effects with Bonferroni correction.
Thus, for the univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .03 (found by
dividing alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/2 = .025 and rounded up to
.03 ) were considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction,
the results indicated Information Status About Probation main effect only for
Negative Affect, F (1, 176) = 7.06, p < .03, n° = .04. Accordingly, participants who
were not informed about probation (M = 25.17) had higher Negative Affect scores
than informed participants (M = 22.10).

Table 3.34. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Information Status About

Probation
Multivariate Univariate
=
$ 5z a = a =
: 2 - s 4 0= 5 A
& 2
&
INFORMATION 0.96 3.53% 2,175 .04 - - -
STATUS ABOUT
PROBATION
Positive Affect 0.47 1,176 .01
Negative Affect 7.06** 1,176 .04

*p < .05, **p < .03
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Not Informed Informed

Figure 3.13 Main Effect for Information Status about Probation in Terms of Negative

Affect

3.6.5.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Age Groups on subscales of Positive-
Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was
conducted. The results revealed a significant main effect of Age Groups
[Multivariate F (4, 348) = 2.87, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.94, n* = .03 ] on
Positive-Negative Affect.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Age Groups effects with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the univariate
analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .03 (found by dividing alpha level by
the number of subscales, i.e., .05/2 = .025 and rounded up to .03) were considered to
be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results indicated Age
Groups main effect only for Negative Affect, F (2, 175) = 3.70, p < .03, n *= .04.
According to the post-hoc comparisons conducted with Tukey’s HSD, participants
who were between 19 to 29 years of age (M = 25.72) had higher Negative Affect
scores than participants who were aged between 40 to 65 years of age (M = 21.98).
Participants aged between 30 to 39 years of age (M = 24.03) did not differ from the

two other age groups in terms of their Negative Affect scores.
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Table 3.35. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Age Groups

Multivariate Univariate

2 Ez

E 2B & g A "fi g8 A

g £°%

=

AGE GROUPS 0.94 2.87* 4, 348 .03 - - -
Positive Affect 2.72 2,175 .03
Negative Affect 3.70%* 2,175 .04

*p <.05, ** p<.03

26,00+

25,004

24,00+

23,004 Negative Affect

22,00+

21,00+

20,00+
19-29 30-39 40-65

Figure 3.14. Main Effect for Age Groups in Terms of Negative Affect

3.6.5.10. The Effect of the Time Left Before Release on Positive-Negative Affect
In order to examine the effect of the Time Left Before Release on subscales
of Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA
was conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of the Time Left
Before Release [Multivariate F (12, 294) = 1.16, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.91, n* =
.05] on Positive-Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant

univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.36. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and the Time Left Before

Release
Multivariate Univariate

w =

S 2 =

E" 5" ; = E; :“ = & :N

e 2 2

i

TIME LEFT BEFORE 0.91 1.16 12, 194 .05 - - -
RELEASE
Positive Affect 1.30 6,148 .05
Negative Affect 1.15 6,148 .05

3.6.5.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Marital Status on subscales of Positive-
Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of Marital Status
[Multivariate F (4, 350) = 0.61, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, n* = .01] on Positive-

Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.

Table 3.37. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Marital Status

Multivariate Univariate
.
g & Z
g 5 B & & = = = =,
8 e A
=0
MARITAL STATUS 0.98 0.61 4,350 .01 - - -
Positive Affect 0.86 2,176 .01
Negative Affect 0.35 2,176 .01
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3.6.5.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Positive-Negative Affect

In order to examine the effect of Number of Children on subscales of
Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA was
conducted. The results did not reveal a significant main effect of Number of Children
[Multivariate F (4, 238) = 2.32, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.93, n2 = .04] on Positive-
Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.

Table 3.38. MANOVA for Positive-Negative Affect and Number of Children

Multivariate Univariate
=
S &z = =
g S E = & o = = o
g £7
&
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0.93 232 4,238 .04 - - -
Positive Affect 2.19 2,120 .04
Negative Affect 332 2,120 .05

3.6.5.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Positive-Negative Affect
In order to examine the effect of Age of First Criminal Record on subscales
of Positive-Negative Affect (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect) MANOVA
was conducted. The results did not reveal a significant main effect of Age of First
Criminal Record [Multivariate F (8, 264) = 0.58, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, n2 =.02]
on Positive-Negative Affect. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate

analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.39. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Age of First Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate

m r

S 2=

= Eg & S 5 4

8 2«

&

AGE OF FIRST 1.00 0.58 8, 264 .01 - - -
CRIMINAL
RECORD
Positive Affect 0.60 4,133 .02
Negative Affect 0.60 4,133 .02

3.6.6. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Basic
Personality Traits

Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,
way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and

age of first criminal record on Basic Personality Traits were examined.

3.6.6.1. The Effect of Gender on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Gender on subscales of Basic Personality
Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness
to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was conducted. According to the
results, there was a main effect of Gender [Multivariate F (6, 172) = 3.22, p < .05,
Wilks’ Lambda = 0.90, n2 =.10] on Basic Personality Traits. However, following the

Bonferroni correction univariate analyses did not reveal any significant outcomes.
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Table 3.40. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Gender

Multivariate Univariate
=
GENDER 0.90 3.22*% 6,172 .10 - - -
Extraversion 1.67 1,177 .01
Agreeableness 0.79 1, 177 .01
Conscientiousness 5.26 1, 177 .03
Neuroticism 0.06 1, 177 .01
Openness to Experience 0.71 1,177 .01
Negative Valence 0.01 1,177 .01

*p<.05

3.6.6.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Level of Education on subscales of Basic
Personality — Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. The results revealed a main effect of level of education [Multivariate F
(6, 172) = 6.04, p < .001, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.83, n2 = .17] on Basic Personality
Traits.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Level of Education effects with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .01 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/6 = .008 and rounded up to .01) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results
indicated Level of Education main effect for Extraversion, F (1, 177) = 13.47, p <
.001, n? = .07. Accordingly, participants who were highly educated (M = 30.82) had

higher Extraversion scores than participants who were low educated (M = 27.12). In
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addition, a significant main effect was found for Agreeableness, F (1, 177) = 9.81, p
< .01, n* = .05, which indicated higher Agreeableness scores for low educated
participants (M = 37.19) than for highly educated participants (M = 35.67). The

groups did not differ on the basis of other subscales.

Table 3.41. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Level of Education

Multivariate Univariate

m r

S 2 =

= EE & s A - 5 =

8 2«

=

LEVEL OF 0.83 6.04* 6,172 17 - - -
EDUCATION
Extraversion 13.47* 1,177 .07
Agreeableness 9.81%* 1, 177 .05
Conscientiousness 3.95 1,177 .02
Neuroticism 0.05 1,177 .01
Openness to 0.28 1,177 .01
Experience
Negative Valence 0.15 1,177 .01

*p <.001, **p <.01

31,00+

30,00+

29,00+

Extraversion

Low High

Figure 3.15. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of Extraversion
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37,50
37,00
36,50
36,00
35,50+
35,00+
34,50-

Agreeableness

Low High

Figure 3.16. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of Agreeableness

3.6.6.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Parental Status on subscales of Basic
Personality  Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of Parental Status
[Multivariate F (6, 163) = 1.48, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.95, 1> = .05] on Turkish
Personality Characters. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate

analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.42. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Parental Status

Multivariate Univariate
.
EJ § g o = =y =
S EF = = g = = .
5 S«
=
PARENTAL 0.95 1.48 6,173 .05 - - -
STATUS
Extraversion 0.13 1,168 .01
Agreeableness 0.05 1, 168 .01
Conscientiousness 4.47 1, 168 .03
Neuroticism 4.07 1, 168 .02
Openness to 0.74 1, 168 .01
Experience
Negative Valence 0.15 1,168 .01

3.6.6.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on Basic
Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of presence of Life Partners Before
Imprisonment on subscales of Basic Personality Traits (i.e., Extraversion,
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and
Negative Valence) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no
main effect of Life Partners Before Imprisonment [Multivariate F (6, 171) = 0.18, ns,
Wilks” Lambda = 1.00, n*=.01] on Basic Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate

F was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.43. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Presence of Life Partners

Before Imprisonment

Multivariate Univariate

w =

S R

= £% = = A - 5 =

g g2

t]

PRESENCE OF LIFE 1.00 0.18 6,171 .01 - - -
PARTNERS BEFORE
IMPRISONMENT
Extraversion 0.15 1,176 .01
Agreeableness 0.06 1,176 .01
Conscientiousness 0.38 1,176 .01
Neuroticism 0.10 1,176 .01
Openness to Experience 0.10 1,176 .01
Negative Valence 0.13 1,176 .01

3.6.6.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Past Criminal Record on subscales of Basic
Personality — Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, a main effect of Past Criminal Record
[Multivariate F (6, 168) = 3.00, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.90, n* = .10] on Basic
Personality Traits was found.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Past Criminal Record effects with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .01 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/6 = .008 and rounded up to .01) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results

did not indicate Past Criminal Record main effect for any of the subscales.
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Table 3.44. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Past Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate
m r
= 2=
= Eg & - 5 4
8 &«
}-Y]
PAST CRIMINAL 0.90 3.00* 6,168 .10 - - -
RECORD
Extraversion 1.62 1,173 .01
Agreeableness 4.21 1,173 .02
Conscientiousness 0.22 1,173 .01
Neuroticism 443 1,173 .03
Openness to 0.87 1,173 .01
Experience
Negative Valence 5.93 1,173 .03
*p <.05

3.6.6.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Basic
Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on
subscales of Basic Personality Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence)
MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of the
Way of Contact With People Outside [Multivariate F (6, 170) = 1.18, ns, Wilks’
Lambda = 0.96, 1> = .04] on Basic Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate F was

not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.45. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Way of Contact With People
Outside

Multivariate Univariate

w v

=) R

= £ & S 5 4

g g9

t-

WAY OF CONTACT 0.96 1.18 6,170 .04 - - -
WITH PEOPLE
OUTSIDE
Extraversion 2.77 1,175 .02
Agreeableness 1.27 1,175 .01
Conscientiousness 0.03 1,175 .01
Neuroticism 1.26 1,175 .01
Openness to Experience 2.26 1, 175 .01
Negative Valence 2.20 1,175 .01

3.6.6.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of the Hobbies In Prison on subscales of Basic
Personality  Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of the Hobbies In
Prison [Multivariate F (6, 169) = 1.88, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.94, n2 =.06] on Basic
Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.
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Table 3.46. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Hobbies In Prison

Multivariate Univariate
=
: i s = o
= > = = - ~ = =N 8
8 2«
}-)
HOBBIES IN 0.94 1.88 6, 169 .06 - - -
PRISON
Extraversion 2.96 1,174 .02
Agreeableness 1.75 1,174 .02
Conscientiousness 4.44 1,174 .03
Neuroticism 0.08 1,174 .01
Openness to 0.60 1,174 .01
Experience
Negative Valence 0.47 1,174 .01

3.6.6.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Basic Personality

Traits

In order to examine the effect of Information Status About Probation on

subscales of Basic Personality Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness,

Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to

MANOVA was conducted. The results did not reveal a significant main effect of
Information Status About Probation [Multivariate F (6, 171) = 1.16, ns, Wilks’
Lambda = 0.96, 1> = .04] on Basic Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate F was

not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.47. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Information Status About

Probation
Multivariate Univariate
w v
= 2 =
= 2§ - T LT
g g 2
t-
INFORMATION 0.96 1.16 6,171 .04 - - -
STATUS ABOUT
PROBATION
Extraversion 0.49 1,176 .01
Agreeableness 0.80 1,176 .01
Conscientiousness 1.15 1,176 .01
Neuroticism 0.36 1,176 .01
Openness to 0.32 1,176 .01
Experience
Negative Valence 0.24 1,176 .01

3.6.6.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Age Groups on subscales of Basic
Personality Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. The results revealed a significant main effect of Age Groups
[Multivariate F (12, 340) = 2.11, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.87, n*>= .07] on Basic
Personality Traits.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Age Groups effect with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the univariate
analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .01 (found by dividing alpha level by

the number of subscales, i.e., .05/6 = .008 and rounded up to .01) were considered to
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be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results indicated Age
Groups main effect only for Neuroticism, F (2, 175) = 10.75, p < .001, n2 = .11.
Accordingly, participants who were between 19 to 29 years of age (M = 27.76) had
higher Neuroticism scores than participants who were aged between 30 to 39 years of
age (M = 21.35) and participants aged between 40 to 65 years of age (M = 23.86).
Participants who were aged between 30 to 39 years of age (M = 21.35) and
participants aged between 40 to 65 years of age (M = 23.86) did not differ in terms of

Neuroticism.

Table 3.48. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Age Groups

Multivariate Univariate

m r

S 2 =

E‘ 5‘ % & E; :N = & '=~

8 2«

}Y)

AGE GROUPS 0.87 2.11%* 12, 340 .07 - - -
Extraversion 4.36 2,175 .05
Agreeableness 0.93 2,175 .01
Conscientiousness 1.86 2,175 .02
Neuroticism 10.75%* 2,175 11
Openness to 1.19 2,175 .01
Experience
Negative Valence 1.88 2,175 .02

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

Neuroticism

19-29 30-39 40-65

Figure 3.17. Main Effect for Age Groups in Terms of Neuroticism
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3.6.6.10. The Effect of the Time Left Before Release on Basic Personality Traits
In order to examine the effect of the Time Left Before Release on subscales
of Basic Personality Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of the Time Left
Before Release [Multivariate F (36, 630.72) = 0.77, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.83, n2 =
.03] on Basic Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant

univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.49. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Time Left Before Release

Multivariate Univariate
=
2]
: 5z & = & =
= > = = - ~ = =N 8
(<] o @«
o <y -

TIME LEFT BEFORE 0.83 0.77 36, 630.72 .03 - - -

RELEASE

Extraversion 1.37 6, 148 .05
Agreeableness 0.25 6, 148 .01
Conscientiousness 0.91 6, 148 .04
Neuroticism 1.37 6, 148 .05
Openness to Experience 0.67 6, 148 .03
Negative Valence 0.94 6, 148 .04

3.6.6.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Marital Status on subscales of Basic
Personality — Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. According to the results, there was no main effect of Marital Status
[Multivariate F (12, 342) = 0.95, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.94, n2 = .03] on Basic
Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.
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Table 3.50. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Marital Status

Multivariate Univariate
=
g S g o o =
S EF = 5 = = 5 A
8 2
&0
MARITAL STATUS 0.94 0.95 12, 342 .03 - - -
Extraversion 1.23 2,176 .01
Agreeableness 0.82 2,176 .01
Conscientiousness 342 2,176 .04
Neuroticism 0.20 2,176 .01
Openness to Experience 1.52 2,176 .02
1.44 2,176 .02

Negative Valence

3.6.6.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Number of Children on subscales of Basic

Personality Traits (i.e. Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism,

Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was conducted. The

results did not reveal a significant main effect of Number of Children [Multivariate F

(12, 230) = 1.34, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.87, nz = .07] on Basic Personality Traits.

Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.51. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Number of Children

Multivariate Univariate

=

s
NUMBER 0.87 1.34 12,230 .07 - - -
OF CHILDREN
Extraversion 1.73 2,120 .03
Agreeableness 0.05 2,120 .01
Conscientiousness 1.48 2,120 .02
Neuroticism 5.00 2,120 .08
Openness to Experience 0.19 2,120 .01
Negative Valence 1.47 2,120 .02

3.6.6.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Basic Personality Traits

In order to examine the effect of Age of First Criminal Record on subscales
of Basic Personality Traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative Valence) MANOVA was
conducted. The results did not reveal a significant main effect of Age of First
Criminal Record [Multivariate F (24, 447.75) = 1.30, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.79, nz =
.06] on Basic Personality Traits. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant

univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.52. MANOVA for Basic Personality Traits and Age of First Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate
=
72 5 <
= i - 5 % = & %
8 2«
}-\)
AGE OF FIRST 0.79 1.30 24, 447.75 .06 - - -
CRIMINAL RECORD
Extraversion 1.82 4,133 .05
Agreeableness 1.10 4,133 .03
Conscientiousness 0.75 4,133 .02
Neuroticism 1.74 4,133 .05
Openness to Experience 0.25 4,133 .01
Negative Valence 1.49 4,133 .04

3.6.7. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Learned
Resourcefulness

Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,
way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and

age of first criminal record on Learned Resourcefulness were examined.

3.6.7.1. The Effect of Gender on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Gender on subscales of Rosenbaum’s
Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main
effect of Gender [Multivariate F (2, 176)= 1.84, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, > = .02]
on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate

analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.52. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Gender

Multivariate Univariate
m h
S & é
E EE = 2 = - s =
g 2«
&
GENDER 0.98 1.84 2,176 .02 - - -

Self-Generated Resources 0.77 1,177 .01

Externally-Generated Resources 2.10 1,177 .01

3.6.7.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Level of Education on subscales of Learned
Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) MANOVA was conducted. The results did not reveal a main effect of
level of education [Multivariate F (2, 176)= 2.28, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, n2 =

.03] on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant

univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.53. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Level of Education

Multivariate Univariate
=
g & Z
S & F & = =. & & =
g & 2
-]
LEVEL OF EDUCATION 0.98 228 2,176 .03 - - -

Self-Generated Resources 2.28 1,177 .01

Externally-Generated Resources 3.29 1,177 .01

3.6.7.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Parental Status on subscales of Learned

Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
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Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main
effect of Parental Status [Multivariate F (2, 167) = 1.76, ns, Wilks” Lambda = 0.98,
n® = .02] on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant

univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.54. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Parental Status

Multivariate Univariate

m r

S ® =

= §F " & =% 7 &5 A

5 &«

}-]

PARENTAL STATUS 0.98 1.76 2,167 .02 - - -
Self-Generated Resources 3.32 1,168 .02
Externally-Generated Resources 0.01 1,168 .01

3.6.7.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on
Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on
subscales of Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and
Externally-Generated Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the
results, there was no main effect of Life Partners Before Imprisonment [Multivariate
F (2, 175) = 1.40, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, n° = .02] on Learned Resourcefulness.

Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.

86



Table 3.55. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Life Partners Before

Imprisonment
Multivariate Univariate

m r

= 5 =

E EE = g2 = = 5 =

8 2«

o

LIFE PARTNERS BEFORE 0.98 140 2,175 .02 - - -
IMPRISONMENT
Self-Generated Resources 020 1,176 .01
Externally-Generated Resources 2.16 1,176 .01

3.6.7.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Past Criminal Record on subscales of
Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, a main effect of
Past Criminal Record [Multivariate F (2, 172) = 3.38, p <.05, Wilks’ Lambda =
0.96, n° = .04] on Learned Resourcefulness was found.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Past Criminal Record effects with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .03 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/2 = .025 and rounded up to .03) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results
indicated Past Criminal Record main effect only for Externally-Generated Resources,
F (1, 173)= 5.18, p < .03, n* = .03, indicating that the participants who had been
judged and released before (M = 30.10) were more external reource seeking than the

participants who had not been judged and released (M = 26.91).

87



Table 3.56. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Past Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate

m r

= 2 =

= g§F =7 &8 =& =& S

b <IN

}-)

PAST CRIMINAL RECORD 0.96 3.38% 2,172 .04 - - -
Self-Generated Resources 0.42 1,173 .01
Externally-Generated Resources 5.18¥% 1,173 .03

*p <.05, **p <.03

Externally-Generated
Resources

Judged and Not Judged and
Released Before Released Before

Figure 3.18. Main Effect for Past Criminal Record in Terms of Externally-Generated

Resources

3.6.7.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Learned
Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on
subscales of Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and
Externally-Generated Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the
results, there was no main effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside
[Multivariate F (2, 174) = 0.10, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.0, 112 = .01] on Learned
Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.
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Table 3.57. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Way of Contact With

People Outside
Multivariate Univariate
wn . 2
(=) 1)
: 5E = 8 A 0= 5 A
8 a4
WAY OF CONTACT WITH 1.00 0.10 2,174 .01 - - -
PEOPLE OUTSIDE

Self-Generated Resources 0.14 1,175 .01

Externally-Generated Resources 0.11 1,175 .01

3.6.7.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of the Hobbies In Prison, specifically book
reading, on subscales of Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources
and Externally-Generated Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the
results, there was no main effect of the Hobbies In Prison, specificly book reading
[Multivariate F (2, 173) = 0.50, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, n* = .01] on Learned

Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses

were not examined.

Table 3.58. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Hobbies In Prison

Multivariate Univariate
=
- 8 = s =
= > = = - ™ = = N
g £4
t=-)
HOBBIES IN PRISON 1.00 0.50 2,173 .01 - - -

Self-Generated Resources 0.85 1,174 .01

Externally-Generated Resources 0.21 1,174 .01
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3.6.7.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Learned
Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Information Status About Probation on
subscales of Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and
Externally-Generated Resources) MANOVA was conducted. The results revealed a
significant main effect of Information Status About Probation [Multivariate F (2,
175) =3.60, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.96, n2 =.04] on Learned Resourcefulness.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Information Status About Probation main effect with Bonferroni
correction. Thus, for the univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than
.03 (found by dividing alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/2 = .025 and
rounded up to .03) were considered to be significant with this correction. Based on
this correction, the results indicated Information Status about Probation main effect
only for Externally-Generated Resources, F (1, 176) = 5.70, p < .03, n* = .03.
Accordingly, participants who were not informed about probation (M = 29.06)
seeked Externally-Generated Resources more than participants who were informed

about (M = 26.06).

Table 3.59. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Information Status About

Probation
Multivariate Univariate

z 5 =

£ =E - g A & g 4

& 2“2

-]

INFORMATION STATUS 0.96 3.60% 2,175 .04 - - -
ABOUT PROBATION
Self-Generated Resources 0.43 1,176 .01
Externally-Generated 5.70%* 1,176 .03
Resources

*p < .05, **p < .03
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29,50+
29,00+
28,50+
28,00+
27,50+
27,00+

26,50-/

Externally-Generated
Resources

Informed Not Informed

Figure 3.19. Main Effect for Information Status about Probation in Terms of

Externally-Generated Resources

3.6.7.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Age Groups on subscales of Learned
Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) MANOVA was conducted. The results did not reveal a significant main
effect of Age Groups [Multivariate F (4, 348) = 1.59, ns, Wilks” Lambda = 0.96, n° =
.02] on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F' was not significant

univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.60. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Age Groups

Multivariate Univariate
=
72
¢ z 2 s = s =
5 =E 7 = 8 = = 8
(<] o @«
o ) »

AGE GROUPS 0.96 1.59 4,348 .02 - - -
Self-Generated Resources 1.68 2,175 .02
Externally-Generated Resources 0.80 2,175 .01
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3.6.7.10. The Effect of the Time Left Before Release on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of the Time Left Before Release on subscales
of Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-
Generated Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there
was no main effect of the Time Left Before Release [Multivariate F (12, 294) =
1.60, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.88, n2 = .06] on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the

Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.61. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Time Left Before Release

Multivariate Univariate
=
72
= 5 g o = =9 =
= T x & = ~ & = &
(<] 7]
e g' -

TIME LEFT BEFORE 0.88 1.60 12,294 .06 - - -
RELEASE

Self-Generated Resources 1.44 6, 148 .06
Externally-Generated Resources 2.00 6, 148 .08

3.6.7.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Marital Status on subscales of Learned
Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was a main
effect of Marital Status [Multivariate F' (4, 350) = 2.42, p <. 05, Wilks’ Lambda =
0.95, n>=.03] on Learned Resourcefulness.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant Marital Status main effect with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .03 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/2 = .025 and rounded up to .03) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results

did not indicate Marital Status main effect for any of the participant groups.
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Table 3.62. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Marital Status Release

Multivariate Univariate
m h
S & 2
: EE = 2 a4 w3 3
b e @,
&
MARITAL STATUS 0.95 2.42% 4,350 .03 - - -

Self-Generated Resources 3.10 2,176 .03

Externally-Generated Resources 0.88 2,176 .01

*p<.05

3.6.7.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Learned Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Number of Children on subscales of Learned
Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) MANOVA was conducted. The results did not reveal a significant main
effect of Number of Children [Multivariate F (4, 238) = 2.10, ns, Wilks’ Lambda =
0.93, 112 = .03] on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the Multivariate F was not

significant univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.63. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Number of Children

Multivariate Univariate
=
$ iZ s = s =
= == = = ~ & = &
g g2
t-)
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0.93 2.10 4,238 .03 - - -

Self-Generated Resources 0.36 2,120 .01

Externally-Generated Resources 340 2,120 .05
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3.6.7.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Learned

Resourcefulness

In order to examine the effect of Age of First Criminal Record on subscales
of Learned Resourcefulness (i.e., Self-Generated Resources and Externally-
Generated Resources) MANOVA was conducted. The results did not reveal a
significant main effect of Age of First Criminal Record [Multivariate F (8, 264) =
1.50, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.92, n2 = .04] on Learned Resourcefulness. Since, the

Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.64. MANOVA for Learned Resourcefulness and Age of First Criminal

Record
Multivariate Univariate
2 Lz
= §F * & S 7 5 S
() o«
o = -

AGE OF FIRST CRIMINAL 0.92 1.50 8,264 .04 - - -

RECORD
Self-Generated Resources 1.66 4,133 .05
Externally-Generated Resources 1.20 4,133 .04

3.6.8. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on Upon-
Release Future Expectations

Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,
way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and

age of first criminal record on Upon-Release Future Expectations were examined.

3.6.8.1. The Effect of Gender on Upon-Release Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of gender on the Upon-Release Future

Expectations (i.e., Total Expectations Score), Independent Samples T-test was
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conducted. The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference between

female and male subjects, t (177) = -0.23, ns.

3.6.8.2. The Effect of Level of Education on Upon-Release Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of level of education on the Upon-Release
Future Expectations, Independent Samples T-test was conducted. The analysis
revealed that highly educated subjects (M = 138.59) had sinificantly higher Future
Expectations total scores than low educated subjects (M = 131.38), t (177) =-2.51, p
<.05.

140,00+

Upon Release
Future Expectations

Low High

Figure 3.20. Mean Scores for Level of Education in Terms of Upon-Release Future

Expectations

3.6.8.3. The Effect of Parental Status on Upon-Release Future Expectations
In order to examine the effect of parental status on the Upon-Release Future
Expectations, Independent Samples T-test was conducted. The analysis revealed that

there was no significant difference between parent and non-parent subjects, t (177) =

-.26, ns.

3.6.8.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on Upon-
Release Future Expectations
In order to examine the effect of presence of life partners before

imprisonment on the Upon-Release Future Expectations, Independent Samples T-test
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was conducted. The analysis did not a reveal a significant difference between the
subjects who used to live with their spouse and child(ren) and those who used to

have life partners other than spouse and child(ren), t (176) =-1.10, ns.

3.6.8.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of past criminal record on the Upon-Release
Future Expectations, Independent Samples T-test was conducted. The analysis did
not reveal a significant difference between the subjects who had been judged and

released before and those who had not, t (173) = 1.38, ns.

3.6.8.6. The Effect of the Way of Contact With People Outside on Upon-Release
Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of way of contact with people outside on the
Upon-Release Future Expectations, Independent Samples T-test was conducted. The
analysis revealed that the subjects who had contact with people outside through their
visits (M = 138.75) had sinificantly higher Future Expectations total scores than the
subjects who had contact with people outside through other means (M = 125.97), t
(175)=-4.05, p <.001.

Upon Release
Future Expectations

Visits Other than
Visits

Figure 3.21. Mean Scores for Way of Contact in Terms of Upon-Release Future

Expectations
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3.6.8.7. The Effect of the Hobbies In Prison on Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of hobbies in prison on the Upon-Release
Future Expectations, Independent Samples T-test was conducted. The analysis
revealed that there was not a significant difference between the subjects who read

and those who did not, t (174) =-1.25, ns.

3.6.8.8. The Effect of Information Status About Probation on Upon-Release
Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of information status about probation on the
Upon-Release Future Expectations, Independent Samples T-test was conducted. The
analysis revealed that the subjects who were informed (M = 139.65) had sinificantly
higher Future Expectations total scores than the uninformed subjects (M = 132.10), t
(176) =-2.58, p < .05.

Upon Release
Future Expectations

Informed Not Informed

Figure 3.22. Mean Scores for Information Status about Probation in Terms of Upon-

Release Future Expectations

3.6.8.9. The Effect of Age Groups on Upon-Release Future Expectations
In order to examine the effect of age groups on Upon-Release Future
Expectations, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis did not reveal a

significant differerence between either of the groups, F (2, 175) =-.66, ns.

97



Table 3.65. Analysis of Variance for Upon-Release Future Expectations

Source df SS MS F n
Age 2 507.83 253.92 0.66 .01
Error 175 66937.09 382.50

3.6.8.10. The Effect of the Time Left Before Release on Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of time left before release on the Upon-Release
Future Expectations, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that
Future Expectations total scores of the subjects who had 3 to 5 months left before
relase (M = 144.77) were significantly higher than the subjects who had a 32 to 58
months waiting time before release (M = 126.19), F (6, 148 )= 2.73, p < .05. There

was not a significant difference between other groups of subjects.

Table 3.66. Analysis of Variance for Upon-Release Future Expectations

Source df SS MS F 'S
Time Left Before Release 6 6025.86 1004.31 2.73% .10
Error 148 54395.14 367.54
*p<.05
145,00+

140,00

135,00+
Upon-Release Future

Expectations

130,004

125,00

120,004

115,004
0-2 3-5 6-10 11-18 19-31 31-52 53<

Figure 3.23. Mean Scores for Time Left Before Rlease (in months) in Terms of

Upon-Release Future Expectations
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3.6.8.11. The Effect of Marital Status on Upon-Release Future Expectations
In order to examine the effect of marital status on Upon-Release Future
Expectations, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that the

difference between none of the groups was significant, F (2,176 )= 2.32, ns.

Table 3.67. Analysis of Variance for Upon-Release Future Expectations

Source df SS MS F n’
Marital Status 2 1729.86  864.93 2.32 .03
Error 176 65748.38  373.57

3.6.8.12. The Effect of Number of Children on Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of number of children on Upon-Release Future
Expectations, one-way ANOVA was conducted. Although the analysis indicated a
significant difference between the groups, F (2, 119) = 3.50, p < .05, Multiple

Comparisons did not reveal that.

Table 3.68. Analysis of Variance for Upon-Release Future Expectations

Source df SS MS F n’
Number of Children 2 243128  1215.64 3.50 .06
Error 119 41282.16 34691

3.6.8.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of first criminal record on Upon-Release Future
Expectations, one-way ANOVA was conducted. The analysis revealed that the

difference between none of the groups was significant, F (4, 133) = 2.36, ns.
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Table 3.69. Analysis of Variance for Upon-Release Future Expectations

Source df SS MS F n
Age of First Criminal Record 4 3537.59 884.40 2.36 .06
Error 133 49931.47 375.43

3.6.9. Differences Among Categories of Demographic Variables on The Factors
of Upon-Release Future Expectations

Differences between different categories of gender, level of education,
parental status, presence of life partners before imprisonment, past criminal record,
way of contact with people outside, hobbies in prison, information status about
probation, age group, time left before release, marital status, number of children and
age of first criminal record on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations were

examined.

3.6.9.1. The Effect of Gender on The Factors of Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of Gender on the factors of Upon-Release
Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and Confidence in
Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main
effect of Gender [Multivariate F (3, 176) = 0.51, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.99, n*=.01]
on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since, the Multivariate F was

not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.70. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Fututre Expectations and
Gender

Multivariate Univariate

w v

S R

= §F =7 8 & 75 S

e 2“2

t-

GENDER 0.99 0.51 3,176 .01 - - -
Future Conditions 0.35 1,178 .01
Perceived Risks 0.43 1,178 .01
Confidence in Coping 0.03 1,178 .01

3.6.9.2. The Effect of Level of Education on the Factors of Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of level of education on the Factors of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks, Confidence in
Coping) MANOVA was conducted. The results revealed a significant main effect of
level of education [Multivariate F (3, 176) = 10.66, p < .001, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.85,

n®=.15] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant level of education main effect with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .02 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/3 =.016 and rounded up to .02) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results
indicated Level of Education main effect both for Future Conditions, F (1, 178) =
6.62, p < .02, 1> = .04 and for Perceived Risks F (1, 178)=26.08, p <.02, n°=.13.
Accordingly, low-educated participants (M = 57.22) had significantly lower Future
Conditions (i.e., Factor 1 of ) scores than highly-educated participants (M = 61.25),
but their scores (M = 20.07) for Perceived Risks were significantly higher than those
of highly educated (M = 15.60). The two groups did not differ significantly in terms

of Confidence in Coping.
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Table 3.71. MANOVA for the Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Level of Education

Multivariate Univariate
=
72
£ &z & = & =
s EF = = = = = .
Q- w
o ) .

LEVEL OF EDUCATION 0.85 10.66* 3,176 15 - - -

Future Conditions 6.62%* 1,178 .04

Perceived Risks 26.08** 1,178 13

Confidence in Coping 2.12 1,178 .01

*p <.001, **p <.02

62,00
61,00
60,00
59,00
58,00
57,00
56,00
55,00
54,00

Future
Conditions

Low High

Figure 3.24. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of the Future Conditions

Factor of Upon-Release Future Expectations

Perceived
Risks

Low High

Figure 3.25. Main Effect for Level of Education in Terms of the the Perceived Risks

Factor of Upon-Release Future Expectations
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3.6.9.3. The Effect of Parental Status on the Factors of Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of parental status on the factors of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and
Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there
was no main effect of parental status [Multivariate F (3, 167) = 1.09, ns, Wilks’
Lambda = 0.98, 1= .02] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since,

the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.72. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Parental Status

Multivariate Univariate

w .

S 5 =

= §£E¢ - & =% = &5 =

& & “

i

PARENTAL STATUS 0.98 1.09 3,167 .02 - - -
Future Conditions 0.14 1, 169 .01
Perceived Risks 1.86 1, 169 .01
Confidence in Coping 0.05 1, 169 .01

3.6.9.4. The Effect of Presence of Life Partners Before Imprisonment on the
Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of presence of life partners before
imprisonment on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future
Conditions, Perceived Risks and Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted.
According to the results, there was no main effect of life partners before
imprisonment [Multivariate F (3, 175) = 0.62, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.99, n° = .01]
on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since, the Multivariate F was

not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.73. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Fututre Expectations and

Life partners Before Imprisonment

Multivariate Univariate

w v

S 2 =

E" E" ; = E; :“ = E; :N

8 2

t-

PRESENCE OF LIFE 0.99 0.62 3,175 .01 - - -
PARTNERS BEFORE
IMPRISONMENT
Future Conditions 1.50 1,177 .01
Perceived Risks 1.18 1,177 .01
Confidence in Coping 0.01 1,177 .01

3.6.9.5. The Effect of Past Criminal Record on the Factors of Upon-Release
Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of past criminal record on the factors of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks, Confidence in
Coping) MANOVA was conducted. The results revealed a significant main effect of
past criminal record [Multivariate F (3, 172) =3.73, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.94,
n®=.06] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant past criminal record main effect with Bonferroni correction. Thus, for the
univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than .02 (found by dividing
alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/3= .016 and rounded up to .02) were
considered to be significant with this correction. Based on this correction, the results
indicated past criminal record main effect only for Perceived Risks, F (1, 174 ) =
10.05, p < .02, n* = .02. Accordingly, the participants who had been judged and
released before (M = 19.95) had significantly higher Perceived Risks scores than the
participants who had not (M = 16.78).
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Table 3.74. MANOVA for the Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and Past

Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate
=
z 5 =
s E = S = = 5| =3 =
= = == b == e
[} 7.}
& g-' -

LEVEL OF EDUCATION 0.94 3.73% 3,172 .06 - - -

Future Conditions 1.27 1,174 .01
Perceived Risks 10.05** 1,174 .02
Confidence in Coping 0.49 1,174 .01

*p <.05, ¥*p <.02

Perceived
Risks

Judged and Not Judged and
Released Released
Before Before

Figure 3.26. Main Effect for Past Criminal Record in Terms of the the Perceived

Risks Factor of Upon-Release Future Expectations

3.6.9.6. The Effect of Way of Contact with People Outside on the Factors of

Upon-Release Future Expectations
In order to examine the effect of way of contact with people outside on the
factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived

Risks, Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. The results revealed a
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significant main effect of way of contact with people outside [Multivariate F (3,
174) = 6.34, p < .001, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.90, n> = .10] on the factors of Upon-
Release Future Expectations.

Following multivariate analyses, univariate analyses were performed for
significant way of contact with people outside main effect with Bonferroni
correction. Thus, for the univariate analyses, the alpha values that were lower than
.02 (found by dividing alpha level by the number of subscales, i.e., .05/3= .016 and
rounded up to .02) were considered to be significant with this correction. Based on
this correction, the results indicated way of contact with people outside main effect
for Future Conditions F (1, 176) = 17.72, p < .02, n* = .09. Accordingly, the
participants who contacted with people outside through their visits (M = 61.88) had
significantly higher Future Conditions (Factor 1 of ) scores than the participants who
contacted with people outside by other means and those who did not contact at all (M
= 53.81). Based on Bonferroni correction the results also indicated a main effect for
Perceived Risks, F (1, 176) = 9.18, p < .02, n* = .05. Accordingly, the participants
who contacted with people outside through their visits (M = 16.90) had significantly
lower Perceived Risks scores than the participants who contacted with people outside

by other means and those who did not contact at all (M = 19.98).

Table 3.75. MANOVA for the Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and
Way of Contact with People Outside

Multivariate Univariate
=
g &gz
= EE = 5 3 = 8 4
(<] o«
e = -

WAY of CONTACT with 0.90 6.34* 3,174 .10 - - -

PEOPLE OUTSIDE

Future Conditions 17.72%* 1,176 .09
Perceived Risks 9.18%** 1,176 .09
Confidence in Coping 1.50 1,176 .01

*p<.001, **p < .02
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Figure 3.27. Main Effect for Way of Contact with People Outside in Terms of the

Future Conditions Factor of Upon-Release Future Expectations

20,00
19,50
19,00
18,50
18,00

17,50 1
17,00 Perceived

16,50 Risks
16,00
15,50
15,00

Visits Other than
Visits
Figure 3.28. Main Effect for Way of Contact with People Outside in Terms of the

Perceived Risks Factor of Upon-Release Future Expectations

3.6.9.7. The Effect of Hobbies in Prison on the Factors of Upon-Release Future
Expectations

In order to examine the effect of hobbies in prison on the factors of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and

Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there
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was no main effect of hobbies in prison [Multivariate F (3, 173) = 2.62, ns, Wilks’
Lambda = 0.96, n* = .04] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since,

the Multivariate F' was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.

Table 3.76. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Hobbies in Prison

Multivariate Univariate

m r

S 2 =

= §F "7 &8 = = & S

b TS

=

HOBBIES in PRISON 0.96 2.62 3,173 .04 - - -
Future Conditions 2.88 1,175 .02
Perceived Risks 4.62 1,175 .03
Confidence in Coping 1.17 1,175 .01

3.6.9.8. The Effect of Information Status about Probation on the Factors of
Upon-Release Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of information status about probation on the
factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived
Risks and Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. Although Multivariate
F was significant according to the results, following the Bonferroni correction
univariate analyses did not reveal a significant main effect for any of the factors
[Multivariate F (3, 175) = 3.30, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.95, n° = .05] of Upon-

Release Future Expectations.
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Table 3.77. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Information Status About Probation

Multivariate Univariate
w =
$ g Z & = o
= > = = — > = = w
(<] =9 7]
(¢ Iy -

INFORMATION STATUS 0.96 262 3,173 .04 - -
ABOUT PROBATION

Future Conditions 2.30 1,177
Perceived Risks 1.83 1,177
Confidence in Coping 8.81 1,177

.01

.01

.05

3.6.9.9. The Effect of Age Groups on the Factors of Upon-Release Future

Expectations

In order to examine the effect of age groups on the factors of Upon-Release

Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and Confidence in

Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main
effect of age groups [Multivariate F (6, 348) = 1.35, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.96, n2 =

.02] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since, the Multivariate F

was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.78. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Age Groups
Multivariate Univariate
=
g E § =y = =9 =
= T = & = ~ & = &
g 7
AGE GROUPS 0.96 1.35 6, 348 .02 - - -

Future Conditions 0.51 2,176 .01

Perceived Risks 2.49 2,176 .03

Confidence in Coping 0.10 2,176 .01

3.6.9.10. The Effect of Time Left Before Release on the Factors of Upon-Release

Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of time left before release on the factors of
Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and
Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there
was no main effect of time left before release [Multivariate F (18, 416.26) = 1.60,
ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.83, 0> = .06] on the factors of Upon-Release Future

Expectations. Since, the Multivariate FF was not significant univariate analyses were

not examined.
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Table 3.79. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Time Left Before Release

Multivariate Univariate
.
: iE a =2 o
S 2F 7 = .o B 8
e 2
i
TIME LEFT BEFORE 0.83 1.60 18,416.26 .06 - - -
RELEASE
Future Conditions 1.52 6,149 .06
Perceived Risks 3.55 6,149 13
Confidence in Coping 097 6,149 .04

3.6.9.11. The Effect of Marital Status on the Factors of Upon-Release Future

Expectations

In order to examine the effect of marital status on the factors of Upon-Release

Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and Confidence in

Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there was no main
effect of marital status [Multivariate F (6, 350) = 1.28, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.96, n2

=.02] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since, the Multivariate F

was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.80. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and
Marital Status

Multivariate Univariate

» =

S 2 =

g 2 = e g = 0= = 3,

g £2

i

MARITAL STATUS 0.96 1.28 6,350 .02 - - -
Future Conditions 2.19 2,177 .02
Perceived Risks 1.26 2,177 .01
Confidence in Coping 1.03 2,177 .01

3.6.9.12. The Effect of Number of Children on the Factors of Upon-Release

Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of number of children on the factors of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and
Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there
was no main effect of number of children [Multivariate F (6, 236) = 1.26, ns, Wilks’
Lambda = 0.94, 1> = .03] on the factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Since,

the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses were not examined.
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Table 3.81. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and

Number of Children
Multivariate Univariate
=
£ 3z s = s =
g = = & =~ ~ & —- w
(<) (=]
o Iy -

NUMBER OF CHIILDREN 0.94 1.26 6,236 .03 - - -

Future Conditions 2.27 2,120 .04
Perceived Risks 2.76 2,120 .04
Confidence in Coping 0.82 2,120 .01

3.6.9.13. The Effect of Age of First Criminal Record on the Factors of Upon-

Release Future Expectations

In order to examine the effect of age of first criminal record on the factors of
Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e. Future Conditions, Perceived Risks and
Confidence in Coping) MANOVA was conducted. According to the results, there
was no main effect of age of first criminal record [Multivariate F (12, 349.53) =
1.44, ns, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.88, n2 = .04] on the factors of Upon-Release Future

Expectations. Since, the Multivariate F was not significant univariate analyses were

not examined.
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Table 3.82. MANOVA for The Factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations and
Age of First Criminal Record

Multivariate Univariate
=
- s = & 3
g $E ™ = 8 = = 8
g £
&
AGE OF FIRST CRIMINAL 0.88 1.44 12, 349.53 .04 - - -
RECORD
Future Conditions 1.72 4,134 .05
Perceived Risks 2.11 4,134 .06
Confidence in Coping 1.53 4,134 .04

3.7. Inter-correlations Between Groups of Variables

Before the Regression Analyses, in order to examine the relationship between
depression, anxiety, hopelessness, self-perception of parental role, Basic Personality
Traits subscales, Positive-Negative Affect subscales, Learned Resourcefulness
subscales, Upon-Release Future Expectations subscales and the whole scale, Pearson
correlation analyses were carried out.

Considering the large sample size, among the significant correlations only
those having a correlation coefficient larger than .20 were interpreted. According to
the results shown in Table 3.83. Hopelessness indicated significant negative
correlations with Positive Affect (r =-.26, p <.001), Self-Generated-Resources (r = -
.30, p < .001), Self-Perception of Parental Role (r = -.21, p < .05), Upon-Release
Future Expectations Total (r = -.47, p < .001), Upon-Release Future Expectations
Factor 1 (i.e., Future Conditions) (r = -.39, p < .001), Factor 3 (i.e., Confidence in
Coping) (r =-.34, p <.001), Extraversion (r = -.39, p <.001), Conscientiousness (r =
-.24, p < .001) and Opennes to Experience (r = -.30, p < .001); significant positive
correlations with Negative Affect (r = .34, p < .001), Externally-Generated
Resources (r = .25, p <.001), Trait Anxiety (r =.57, p <.001), Depression (r = .51, p
<.001), Upon-Release Future Expectations Factor 2 (i.e., Perceived Risks) (r = .30,
p < .001) and Neurotisicm (r = .28, p < .001). Thus, as Hopelessness increased

Negative Affect, Externally-Generated Resources, Trait Anxiety, Depression,
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Perceived Risks and Neuroticism also increased, however Positive Affect, Self-
Generated Resources, Self-Perception of Parental Role, Upon-Release Future
Expectations, Future Conditions, Confidence in Coping, Extraversion,
Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience decreased.

According to the results shown in Table 3.83 Trait Anxiety indicated
significant negative correlations with Self-Perception of Parental Role (r = -.20, p <
.05), Upon-Release Future Expectations Total (r = -.52, p < .001), Factor 1 of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions) (r = -.47, p <.001), Factor 3 of
Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Confidence in Coping) (r = -.24, p < .001),
Extraversion (r = -.49, p <.001), Conscientiousness (r =-.22, p <.005) and Openness
to Experience (r = -.39, p < .001); significant positive correlations with Depression (r
= .58, p < .001), Factor 2 of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Perceived
Risks) (r = .43, p <.001), Neuroticism (r = .45, p < .001) and Negative Valence (r =
32, p < .001). Thus, as Trait Anxiety increased Depression, Perceived Risks,
Neuroticism and Negative Valence also increased, however Self-Perception of
Parental Role, Upon-Release Future Expectations, Future Conditions, Confidence in
Coping, Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience decreased.

According to the results shown in Table 3.83 Depression indicated significant
negative correlations with Self-Perception of Parental Role (r = -.32, p < .001),
Upon-Release Future Expectations Total (r = -.56, p < .001), Factor 1 of Upon-
Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions) (r = -.46, p <.001), Factor 3 of
Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Confidence in Coping) (r = -.33, p <.001),
Extraversion (r = -.38, p < .001) and Openness to Experience (r = -.21, p < .01);
significant positive correlations with Factor 2 of Upon-Release Future Expectations
(i.e., Perceived Risks) (r = .44, p < .001), Neuroticism (r = .32, p < .001) and
Negative Valence (r = .30, p < .001). Thus, as Depression increased Confidence in
Coping, Neuroticism and Negative Valence Hopelessness also increased, however
Self-Perception of Parental Role, Upon-Release Future Expectations, Future
Conditions, Confidence in Coping, Extraversion, and Openness to Experience
decreased.

According to the results shown in Table 3.83 Factor 1 of Upon-Release

Future Expectations (i.e., Future Conditions) indicated significant negative
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correlations with Factor 2 of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Perceived
Risks) (r = -.49, p < .001) and Negative Valence (r = -.32, p < .001) ; significant
positive correlations with Factor 3 of Upon-Release Future Expectations (r = .28, p <
.001), Extraversion (r = .39, p <.001) and Openness to Experience (r = .21, p <.01) .
Thus, as Future Conditions increased Confidence in Coping, Extraversion and
Openness to Experience also increased, however Perceived Risks and Negative
Valence decreased.

According to the results shown in Table 3.83 Factor 2 of Upon-Release
Future Expectations (i.e., Perceived Risks) indicated a significant negative
correlation only with Extraversion (r = -.33, p < .001); significant positive
correlations with Neuroticism (r = .26, p < .001) and Negative Valence (r = .36, p <
.001). Thus, as Perceived Risks increased Neuroticism and Negative Valence also
increased, however Extraversion decreased.

According to the results shown in Table 3.83 Factor 3 of Upon-Release
Future Expectations (i.e., Confidence in Coping) did not indicate any significant
negative correlations with any of the scales; it indicated significant positive
correlations with Extraversion (r = .20, p < .01), Agreeableness (r = .21, p < .005),
Conscientiousness (r = .25, p <.001) and Openness to Experience (r = .33, p <.001).
Thus, as Confidence in Coping increased Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience also increased.

The results of the Pearson’s correlation analyses, together with Pearson’s
coefficients between Upon-Release Future Expectations Total and the other
variables, and the inter correlations among positive-negative affect, among Self-
Generated Resources and Externally-Generated Resources, and among six basic

personality traits are provided in Table 3.83.
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Table 3.83. Pearson’s Correlations between Hopelessness, Positive-Negative Affect, Learned Resourcefulness, Trait Anxiety, Self-

Perception of Parental Role and Upon-Release Future Expectations

Variables H PA NA SGR EGR TA SPPR URFE FAl FA2 FA3
H 1 L26EEEE  Jgkkxk  _ J(REEE PSEkkE  GTHAwE _21% = _34rrE
PA 1 - 18%* RyAkad -.13 -3gw .16 26% 19% -.06 ) R
NA 1 -.07 I X A b -22% S 4QEEEE - AREkEE gRkwk -.16*
SGR 1 23%%% - 18%* 11 19% .06 .04 X 1| i
EGR 1 Sk -22% S 28FHERE L Jgkkwk FFkkwk .07
TA 1 -.20% Sy AN kA A X ki =24k
D L3RR L GEREEE L gGEERE gqkr 33w
SPPR 1 24%* .16 -11 25%%*
URFE 1 JOFFEE QT FIEE G2 FFE*
FA1 1 - 4QFEEE - PREHEE
FA2 1 -.12
FA3 1
EXT
AGR
CON
NEU
OPE
NV

Notel. ****p < .001, ***p <.005, ** p <.01, * p <.05. Note2. H: Hopelessness, PA: Positive Affect, NA: Negative Affect, SGR: Self-Generated Resources, EGR: Externally-
Generated Resources, TA: Trait Anxiety, D: Depression, SPPR: Self-Perception of Parental Role, URFE: Upon-Release Future Expectations, FA1: Future Conditions (Factor 1
of Upon-Release Future Expectations), FA2: Perceived Risks (Factor 2 of Upon-Release Future Expectations), FA3: Confidence in Coping (Factor 3 of Upon-Release Future
Expectations), EXT: Extraversion, AGR: Agreeableness, CON: Conscientioussness, NEU: Neuroticism, OPE: Openness to Experience, NV: Negative Valence Note 3. The
correlation coeffcients that were higher than .20 are in bold.



Table 3.83. Continued

Variables EXT AGR CON NEU OPE NV

H - 39%%x% -.05 -24% %% 28FHx% =30 % A7*

PA IR R IR R 36FHx* - 17% ATEEE -.14

NA - 44wk .06 -.13 B2 wHExk -21%* IRE R

SGR 24%%%% 2Tk Ry Ak =20%%* JF -.03

EGR = 2Tk .10 -12 2Tk -.02 A%k

TA - 49% %% .01 =22 %% A5FAEx% =39k 32wk

D - 38FHx% .02 -12 J2wEx% -21%%* ]| Rt

SPPR 17 11 18%* -24%* 17 -.17

URFE 2 FFAE .08 2% - 25% k% 29k =30%Fx%
FA1 R .01 .14 - 19%* 21%* =32k %
FA2  -33#%%%* .05 -.10 20%%%* -.07 36
FA3 20%* 21 %% 25k -11 33k .05

EXT 1 5% 20%* =39% % X R I K i

AGR 1 R i -.14 ) i - 17%

CON 1 -.19% ] | il -.09

NEU 1 LY EETT A3

OPE 1 .01

NV 1

Notel. ****p < 001, ***p < .005, ** p <.01, * p <.05. Note2. H: Hopelessness, PA: Positive Affect,
NA: Negative Affect, SGR: Self-Generated Resources, EGR: Externally-Generated Resources, TA:
Trait Anxiety, D: Depression, SPPR: Self-Perception of Parental Role, URFE: Upon-Release Future
Expectations, FAl: Future Conditions (Factor 1 of Upon-Release Future Expectations), FA2:
Perceived Risks (Factor 2 of Upon-Release Future Expectations), FA3: Confidence in Coping (Factor
3 of Upon-Release Future Expectations), EXT: Extraversion, AGR: Agreeableness, CON:
Conscientioussness, NEU: Neuroticism, OPE: Openness to Experience, NV: Negative Valence Note
3. The correlation coeffcients that were higher than .20 are in bold.
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3.8. Two Sets of Hierarchical Linear Regressions

Two sets of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine the
associations among the variables of the study. Hierarchical regression analyses were
performed in two sets to reveal the associates of the (i) Upon-Release future

expectations and (ii) psychological Problems.

3.8.1. Variables Associated with Upon-Release Future Expectations

Separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to reveal the
significant associates of Upon-Release future expectations; namely, future
conditions, perceived risks and confidence in coping.

Variables were entered into the equation in two steps. In order to control for
the possible effects of demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, parental status and
time left before release), they were entered (via stepwise method) into the equation in
the first step. After controlling for the significant demographic variables, as the
personal characteristics factors of basic personality traits and factors of learned

resourcefulness were hierarchically entered into the equation in the second step.

3.8.1.1. Variables Associated with Future Conditions

Hierarchical regression analysis run for the future conditions factor (see Table
3.84/A) revealed that, control variables did not have any significant associations with
future conditions. Among the factors of basic personality traits Extraversion [ = .42,
t (142) = 5.52, p < .001, pr = .42] had a significant positive association with Future
Conditions and this variable explained 18 % of the variance (F change [1, 142] =
30.44, p < .001). After controlling for this factor, among the factors of basic
personality traits, negative valence [ =-.22, t (141) =-2.86, p <.005, pr =-.23 ] had
a significant negative association with Future Conditions and this variable increased
explained variance to 22 % (F change [1, 141] = 8.16, p <.005).

Totally two variables, namely Extraversion and Negative Valence were found
to be significantly associated with Future Conditions. As Extraversion increased
positive expectations about Future Conditions also increased. As Negative Valence

increased positive expectations about Future Conditions decreased.
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3.8.1.2. Variables Associated with Perceived Risks

Hierarchical regression analysis run for the Perceived Risks factor (see Table
3.84/B) revealed that, among the control variables, Age had a significant negative
association [ =-.17, t (142) = -2.07, p < .05, pr = -.17] with Perceived Risks, and
this variable explained 3 % of the variance (F change [1, 142] = 4.30, p <.05). After
controlling for this variable, among the factors of learned resourcefulness, externally
generated resources [B = .32, t (141) = 4.04, p < .001, pr = .32] had a significant
positive association with Perceived Risks and increased explained variance to 13 %
(F change [1, 141] = 16.28, p < .001). After controlling for this variable, among the
factors of basic personality traits, Extraversion [ =-.20, t (140) =-2.44, p < .05, pr =
-.20] had a significant negative association with Perceived Risks and increased
explained variance to 17 % (F change [1, 140] = 5.95, p < .05). After controlling for
this variable, among the factors of basic personality traits, negative valence [ = .17,
t(139)=1.99, p <.05, pr=.17] had a significant positive association with Perceived
Risks and increased explained variance to 19 % (F change [1, 139] = 3.96, p <.05).

Totally four variables, namely Age, Externally-Generated Resources,
Extraversion and Negative Valence were found to be significantly associated with
Perceived Risks. As Age and Extraversion increased positive expectations about
Perceived Risks decreased. As Externally-Generated Resources and Negative

Valence increased Perceived Risks also increased.

3.8.1.3. Variables Associated with Confidence in Coping

Hierarchical regression analysis run for the Confidence in Coping factor (see
Table 3.84/C) revealed that, among the control variables only Time Left Before
Release [B = -.17, t (142) = -2.07, p < .05, pr = -.17] had a significant negative
association with Confidence in Coping and explained 3 % of the variance (F change
[1, 142] = 4.30, p < .05). Among the factors of Basic Personality Traits only
Openness to Experience [ = .36, t (141) = 4.69, p <.001, pr = .37] had a significant
positive association with Confidence in Coping factor and this variable explained 16
% of the variance (F change [1, 141] = 21.95, p < .001). After controlling for this
factor, among the factors of Learned Resourcefulness, Self-Generated Resources [§ =

25,1 (140) = 3.08, p < .005, pr = -.25 ] had a significant positive association with
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Confidence in Coping factor and this variable increased explained variance to 21 %
(F change [1, 140] =9.47, p <.005).

Totally three variables, namely Time Left Before Release, Openness to
Experience and Self-Generated Resources were found to be significantly associated
with Confidence in Coping factor. As Time Left Before Release increased
Confidence in Coping factor decreased. As Openness to Experience and Self-

Generated Resources increased Confidence in Coping also increased.

Table 3.84. Variables Associated with Upon-Release Future Expectations

Echange df I} ! (Withln set) R2

A. Dependent Variable
Future Conditions
Step 1: Control Variables

Step 2: Personal
Characteristics
Extraversion 30.44%*** 1,142 42 5.5 %%k 18

Negative Valence 8.16%*#* 1, 141 =22 -2.86%** 22

B. Dependent Variable

Perceived Risks

Step 1: Control Variables

Age 4.30* 1,142 -.17 -2.07* .03

Step 2: Personal

Characteristics

Externally-Generated 16.28%%** 1, 141 .32 4.04% % 13
Resources

Extraversion 5.95% 1,140 -20 -2.44%* 17

Negative Valence 3.96* 1, 139 17 1.99%* 19

C. Dependent Variable

Confidence in Coping

Step 1: Control Variables

Time Left Before Release 4.30%* 1, 142 -.17 -2.07* .03

Step 2: Personal
Characteristics
Openness to Experience 21.95% % 1,141 36 4.69%*H* .16

Self-Generated Resources Q.47%*% 1, 140 25 3.08%** 21
Note. ****p <.001, ***p < .005, **p < .01, *p < .05
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3.8.2. Variables Associated with Psychological Problems

Separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to reveal the
significant associates of Psychological Problems; namely, depression, trait anxiety
and hopelessness.

Variables were entered into the equation in three steps. In order to control for
the possible effects of demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, parental status and
time left before release), they were entered (via stepwise method) into the equation in
the first step. After controlling for the demographic variables, personality
characteristics (i.e., factors of basic personality traits and factors of learned
resourcefulness) were entered into the equation in the second step. After controlling
for these variables, factors of Upon-Release Future Expectations (i.e., Future
Conditions, Perceived Risks and Confidence in Coping) were hierarchically entered

into the equation in the third step.

3.8.2.1. Variables Associated with Depression

Hierarchical regression analysis run for the Depression (see Table 3.85/A)
revealed that, none of the control variables had a significant association with
Depression. Among the factors of Learned Resourcefulness, Externally-Generated
Resources [ = .40, t (142) = 5.14, p < .001, pr = .40] had a significant positive
association with Depression and this variable explained 16 % of the variance (F
change [1, 142] = 26.46, p < .001). After controlling for this factor, among the
factors of basic personality traits Extraversion [ = -.29, t (141) = -3.68, p < .001, pr
= -30 ] had a significant negative association with Depression and this variable
increased explained variance to 23 % (F change [1, 141] = 13.57, p < .001). After
controlling for this factor, among the factors of Future Expectations both Perceived
Risks [B = .35, t (140) =4.60, p <.001, pr = .36] and Confidence in Coping [ = -.26,
t (139) = -3.87, p < .001, pr = -.31] had a significant association with Depression.
Perceived Risks increased explained variance to 33 % (F change [1, 140] = 21.15, p
<.001) and Confidence in Coping increased explained variance to 40 % (F change
[1,139]=14.97,p <.001)

Totally four variables, namely Externally-Generated Resources, Extraversion,

Perceived Risks and Confidence in Coping were found to be significantly associated
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with Depression. As Externally-Generated Resources and Perceived Risks increased
Depression also increased. However, as Extraversion and Confidence in Coping

increased Depression decreased.

3.8.2.2. Variables Associated with Trait Anxiety

Hierarchical regression analysis run for the Trait Anxiety factor (see Table
3.85/B) revealed that, among the control variables only Age [B = -.21, t (142) = -
2.61, p < .01, pr = -.21] had significant associations with Trait Anxiety and this
variable explained 5 % of the variance (F change [1, 142] = 6.81, p < .01). After
controlling for this variable, among the factors of Learned Resourcefulness,
Externally-Generated Resources [ = .63, t (141) = 9.86, p < .001, pr = .64] had a
significant positive association with Trait Anxiety and this variable increased
explained variance to 44 % (F change [1, 141] = 97.21, p < .001). After controlling
for this factor, among the factors of basic personality traits both Openness to
Experience [ = -.34, t (140) =-5.83, p <.001, pr = -.44 ] and Extraversion [ = -.19,
t (139) =-2.89, p <.005, pr = -.24 ], had a significant negative association with Trait
Anxiety. Openness to Experience increased explained variance to 55 % (F change [1,
140] = 34.04, p < .001) and Extraversion increased explained variance to 57 % (F
change [1, 139] = 8.33, p < .005). After controlling for these variables, among the
factors of Learned Resourcefulness, Self-Generated Resources [ = -.13, t (138) = -
2.21, p <.05, pr = -.19] had a significant negative association with Trait Anxiety and
and this variable increased explained variance to 59 % (F change [1, 138] =4.89,p <
.05). After controlling for this variable, among the factors of Upon-Release Future
Expectations, Future Conditions [B = -.19, t (137) = -3.23, p < .005, pr = -.27]
showed a significant negative association with Trait Anxiety and this variable
increased explained variance to 62 % (F change [1, 137] = 10.43, p <.005).

Totally six variables, namely Age, Externally-Generated Resources,
Openness to Expereince, Extraversion, Self-Generated Resources and Future
Conditions were found to be significantly associated with Trait Anxiety. As
Externally-Generated Resources increased Trait Anxiety also increased. However, as
Age, Openness to Expereince, Extraversion, Self-Generated Resources, Future

Conditions increased Trait Anxiety decreased.

123



3.8.2.3. Variables Associated with Hopelessness

Hierarchical regression analysis run for the Hopelessness factor (see Table
3.85/C) revealed that, none of the control variables had a significant association with
Hopelessness. Among the factors of basic personality traits, both Extraversion [ = -
38, t (142) = -4.96, p < .001, pr = -.38] and Openness to Experience [} = -.26, t
(141) = -3.08, p < .005, pr = -.25] had significant negative associations with
Hopelessness. Extraversion explained 15 % of the variance (F change [1, 142] =
24.56, p < .001) and Openness to Experience increased explained variance to 20 %
(F change [1, 141] =9.47, p < .005). After controlling for these variables, among the
factors of Learned Resourcefulness, Self-Generated Resources [ = -.18, t (140) = -
2.33, p <.05, pr = -.19] had a significant negative association with Hopelessness and
it increased explained variance to 23 % (F change [1, 140] = 5.42, p < .05). Among
the factors of Learned Resourcefulness, Externally-Generated Resources [ = .24, t
(139) = 297, p < .005, pr = .24] had a significant positive association with
Hopelessness and it increased explained variance to 28 % (F change [1, 139] = 8.82,
p < .005). After controlling for these variables, among the factors of Upon-Release
Future Expectations, Confidence in Coping [B = -.20, t (138) =-2.58, p < .05, pr = -
.22] had a significant negative association with Hopelessness and it increased
explained variance to 31 % (F change [1, 138] = 6.66, p <.05).

Totally five variables, namely Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Self-
Generated Resources, Externally-Generated Resources and Confidence in Coping
were found to be significantly associated with Hopelessness. As Externally-
Generated Resources increased Hopelessness also increased. However, as
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Self-Generated Resources and Confidence in

Coping increased Hopelessness decreased.

Table 3.85. Variables Associated with Psychological Problems

F df B t (within set) R’

change

A. Dependent Variable
Depression
Step 1: Control Variables

Step 2: Personal

Characteristics

Externally-Generated 26.46%*** 1,142 40 5.14%H% .16
Resources
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Table 3.85. Continued

Fchange df B t (within set) R’
Extraversion 13.57**%* 1, 141 -29 -3.68%*** 23
Step 3: Upon-Release Future
Expectations
Perceived Risks 21.15%*** 1,140 .35 4.40%*** 33
Confidence in Coping 14.97%%** 1, 139 -.26 -3.87kA* 40
B. Dependent Variable
Trait Anxiety
Step 1: Control Variables
Age 6.81%* 1,142 -21 -2.61%* .05
Step 2: Personal
Characteristics
Externally-Generated 97.21%%** 1, 141 .63 9.86%*** 44
Resources
Openness to Experience 34.04%*%* 1, 140 -.34 -5.83%¥%* .55
Extraversion 8.33%** 1,139 -.19 -2.89%** 57
Self-Generated Resources 4.89%* 1,138 -.14 -2.21% .59
Step 3: Upon-Release Future
Expectations
Future Conditions 10.43%** 1,137 -.19 -3.23%%* .62
C. Dependent Variable
Hopelessness
Step 1: Control Variables
Step 2: Personal
Characteristics
Extraversion 24 . 56%*** 1,142 -.38 -4 96%*** 15
Openness to Experience 9.47%** 1, 141 -.26 -3.08%** 20
Self-Generated Resource 5.42% 1, 140 -.18 -2.33% 23
Externally-Generated 8.82%** 1, 139 24 2.97%** 28
Resources
Step 3: Upon-Release Future
Expectations
Confidence in Coping 6.66* 1, 138 -.20 -2.58* 31

Note. ****p < 001, ***p <005, **p < .01, *p < .05
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Table 3.86. General Summary of Differences of Variables on the Measures of the

Study
Upon-Release Future Psychological
Expectations Sypmtopathologies
b 2 |3
2| o 2 g = g
o o )5y ‘7 o %)
o E| 2 = 4 < L
=8| @ v | .8 e - o
SE| 52| E8|l5 |E | B
fo| & |00 | A = T
Predictors
Gender
2
=
2.5 Age - _
S 9
on . X
g 5 Time Left Before Release -
o >
A Parental Status
Extraversion + - - - -
8 Conscientiousness
7
§ Agreeableness
Q
£ Neuroticism
5
> Openness to Experience + - -
E Negative Valence - +
o
w
E Self-Generated Resources + - -
Externally-Generated Resources + + + +
Future Conditions -
2 ©n
< g
L2 +
s 3 g Perceived Risks
£ 2
=) o
& ﬁ _ _
- Confidence in Coping
. . 22 1 21 40 .62 31
Total Explained Variance ? 6 3
Note. “+”: Positive association. “-”: Negative association.
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Table 3.87. General Summary of Differences of Demographic Variables on the
Measures of this Study

Demographic Variables
Gender |Level of Parental |Life Partners
Education | Status Before
Imprisonment
Extraversion ns L<H ns ns
L ns ns ns ns
Conscientiousness
v
2
2 Agreeableness ns L>H ns ns
8
5]
s Neuroticism ns ns ns ns
<
=
o . ns ns ns ns
> Openness to Experience
E
2 Negative Valence ns ns ns ns
8
Self-Generated ns ns ns ns
Resources
Externally-Generated ns ns ns ns
Resources
ns ns ns ns
» » | Hopelessness
=2 B
s |82
=) ‘5o ns L>H ns ns
> | © £ |Trait Anxiety
— o
= = &
5} o Q
= %\. aQ,
5 & g ) ns L>H ns ns
o & | Depression
@)
ns ns ns ns
g8 .
= 2 |Positive Affect
=S »m
28
b=
22 ns L>H ns ns
g3 .
£ = | Negative Affect
O >
. ns H>L ns ns
g Upon-Release Future Expectations
O .=
< 3 Future Conditions ns H>L ns ns
& &
1
g M . . ns L>H ns ns
e Perceived Risks
= 2
= - -
= Confidence in Coping ns ns ns ns
Self-Perception of Parental Role ns ns ns ns

Note. L: Low educated, H: Highly educated.
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Table 3.87. Continued
Demographic Variables
Past Way of Hobbies in | Information
Criminal | Contact Prison Status About
Record |with People Probation
Outside
Extraversion ns ns ns ns
> ns ns ns ns
Conscientiousness
8
= Agreeableness ns ns ns ns
E
2 Neuroticism ns ns ns ns
F§ ns ns
g Openness to Experience ns ns
&
§ Negative Valence ns ns ns ns
-
]
A Self-Generated ns ns ns ns
Resources
R> ns NI>1
Externally-Generated ! ns
Resources NJR
ns ns ns NI>1I
2 » | Hopelessness
= 2
= = B
<
5 gn % JR > ns ns NI>1
> |2 £ | Trait Anxiety
= = & NJR
(5} o S
=] > A,
5 & g . ns ns R <OR NI>1
& & | Depression
@)
ns ns ns ns
2 8 ..
= ‘é Positive Affect
o <
m (%]
=
22 ns ns ns NI>1
g3 .
£ = |Negative Affect
O >
. ns V>0V ns 1> NI
g Upon-Release Future Expectations
Ze
g .8 Future Conditions ns V>0V ns ns
S8
< 8 - JR> | OV>V ns ns
~ o Perceived Risks
== NJR
2
- Confidence in Coping ns ns ns ns
Self-Perception of Parental Role ns ns ns ns

Note . J: Judged and released before, NI: Not judged and released before, V: Visitors, OV: Other than visitors, R:

Reading, OR: Other than reading. I: Informed, NI: Not informed.
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Table 3.87. Continued

Demographic Variables

Age Groups Time Left Before | Marital Status Number of Age of First
Release Children Criminal Record
Personality Extraversion ns ns ns ns ns
Characteristics Conscientiousness ns ns ns ns ns
Agreeableness ns ns ns ns ns
Neuroticism 19-29 > 30-39& ns ns ns ns
40-65
Openness to Experience ns ns ns ns ns
Negative Valence ns ns ns ns ns
Self-Generated Resources ns ns ns ns ns
_iz Externally-Generated Resources ns ns ns ns ns
§ Psychological Hopelessness ns ns ns ns ns
‘g Symptopathologies | Trait Anxiety 19-29 > 40-65 ns ns ns 12-18 > 38-62
% Depression ns 3-5 ns 1>2 ns
& <
a 6-10 & 59<
Criterion Related Positive Affect ns ns ns ns ns
Validity Measures [ Negative Affect 19-29 > 40-65 ns ns ns ns
Upon-Release Future | Upon-Release Future Expectations ns 3-5>32-58 ns ns ns
Expectations Future Conditions ns ns ns ns ns
Perceived Risks ns ns ns ns ns
Confidence in Coping ns ns ns ns ns
Self-Perception of Parental Role ns ns ns ns ns

Note 1. For age intervals years should be considered. Note 2. For time left before release intervals months should be considered.




CHAPTER IV

4. DISCUSSION

The present study has exploratory questions. Only for two of the study
questions (i.e., “Do Upon-Release future expectations and psychological problems
differ for parent and non-parent imprisoners?” and “Do Upon-Release future
expectations and psychological problems differ on the basis of time left before
release?”) predictions were made. Hence, parent imprisoners were expected to have
lower depression, trait anxiety and hopelessness scores, but higher Upon-Release
future expectations scores than non-parent imprisoners. Also, having a short time left
before release was expected to affect Upon-Release future expectations scores in a
similar way as would parenthood for all subjects. However, these predictions were

not confirmed.

4.1. Findings Related to Differences of Demographic Variables on Study
Measures

In Hopelessness, the only significant variable was information status about
probation. Uninformed participants had higher hopelessness scores than those
informed about probation. This variable was also significant in depression. Informed
participants’ depressive symptoms were less than uninformed participants’.
Education, hobbies in prison, time left before release, and number of children were
the other significant variables in depression. Low educated individuals displayed
depressive symptoms more than those highly educated. Participants who indicated
reading as their hobby, compared to those engaged in other displayed less depressive
symptoms. Literature about reading’s effect on well-being is inconclusive. For the
present sample it might have worked as a distancing style coping. Depressive
symptoms of inmates who had 3 to 5 months left before release were significantly
less than those who had to wait 6 to 10 month and 53 months or more. Those who
had to wait for 53 months or more might have recently entered in prison and may be

suffering from adaptation problems. Female inmates in Turkey, in their responses to
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the global item asking their first time reactions to imprisonment (Ozkaya & Caglar,
2002) indicated that it had been like a shock, and they had felt as if they would not be
able complete their sentence. Parents who had one child compared to those with two
children displayed more depressive symptoms. Perhaps involvement of parents with
one child was more distress evoking even before entering prison, and with
imprisonment might have exasperated with worries of leaving one child behind.
Those with two children may not have such worries thinking that there can be a
mutual support between two children.

Low educated people were revealed to be more anxious than highly educated
people. It can be claimed that low education is like a trait since it goes with the
person for long and difficult to change. Anxiety of those who were judged and
released before were higher than those who were not judged and released before.
This result may be related to accurate estimation of risks. Informed subjects were
less anxious than the subjects who were uninformed about probation. Younger
participants were more anxious than older participants. Trait anxiety of subjects
whose first age of crime fell into 23 to 29 years category were more anxious than
those in the consecutive category. This edging pattern of difference is interesting.

Low educated subjects compared to highly educated had more negative
affect. Besides, subjects uninformed about probation had more negative affect than
those informed. Negative affect was less in subjects aged between 40 and 65 years
than subjects who were 19 to 29 years of age. However, if age groups were more
evenly formed there could have been a more nuanced picture.

Among Extraverts, the number of highly educated subjects were higher than
low educated subjects, consistent with literature. However, if there were more than
two groups results might not have been significant. Among Agreeable participants
the number of low educated subjects were higher than highly educated. Again, there
is a possibility that with more than two groups results might not have been
significant. However, there is one thing to be pointed at in terms frequencies.
Agreeableness was the most common trait. Then, one needs to question “if agreeble
then why not law abiding?”. Social desirability seems to resolve the conflict.
However, low education might be putting people in vulnerable position which they

may be dealing with agreeable attitude. Those who were 19 to 29 years of age had
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more negative affect than those who were 30 to 39 years of age and than those 40 to
65 years of age. This age trend almost mirrors that of trait anxiety, except from the
significant difference from 40 to 65 years of ages.

In terms of learned resourcefulness, those who were judged and released
before were revealed as depending more on Externally-Generated Resources. Among
those who depended on these resources, the number of subjects who were not
informed about probation was greater than those who were informed. Not being
informed may be a consequence of not executing neccessary behaviours to reach
information, but waiting until someone provides information.

Upon-Release Future Expectation scores of low educated subjects were less
than highly educated. Subjects who had contact with outside through visitors had
higher Upon-Release Future Expectation scores. Subjects who were not informed
about probation had lower Upon-Release Future Expectation scores than those
informed. Participants who had 3 to 5 months left before release had higher Upon-
Release Future Expectation scores than those who had to wait 32 to 52 moths.
Recalling that those who were less depressive between 3 to 5 months these two
results are compatible with each other. Also recalling that those who had 53 or more
months left scored more on depressive symptoms and considering the time effect on
Upon-Release Future Expectation scores of those who had 32 to 52 months left, it
can be claimed that from 52 months down subjects start adapting to prison distress.

Unsurprisingly, level of education and way of contact had inverse effects on
Future Conditions and Perceived Risks factors. Similarly, those who were judged and

released before perceived risks more than those who were not judged and released.

4.2. Factors Associated with Upon-Release Future Expectations

Among the first step variables of regression analyses, age was found to be
associated with “Perceived Risks” factor of Upon-Release Future Expectations. Risk
perception decreased with age. If there were an increase in “Confidence in Coping”
estimates with age, it could be claimed to be the reason of the decrease. If the
participants took into account their own personal base-rate estimates and correctly

disregarded the risk items as risky, then it could be inferred that the sample was
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homogeneous, and made up of participants coming from or expected to enter a risky
environment.

Time left before release was another first step variable and was found to be
associated with “Confidence in Coping Factor”. As time left before release increased
Confidence in Coping decreased. An increase in Perceived Risks associated with
time left before release did not accompany this decrease, though. Thus, the decrease
in Confidence Coping can not be attributed to risk perception. In general, it is during
the initial weeks of incarceration that the prisoners have high levels of distress.
However, as the prisoners adapt to prison life, distress declines (MacKenzie &
Goodstein, 1985; Porporino & Zamble, 1984, as cited in Brown & Ireland, 2006).
Can this finding speak for the decreased level of factor three (i.e., Confidence in
Coping) with an increase in time left? Time was entered in the regression analysis as
a continuos variable. The results of independent samples t-test and variance analysis
where it was categoric, revealed that participants who had 3-5 months left displayed
significantly less depressive symptoms compared to those who had 6 to 10 and 53 or
more months before release. This result together with the effect of time on upon-
release future expectations was interpreted as an indication of 53 or more months
waiting group suffering from adaptation difficulties. No other groups differed with
respect to time in depressive symptoms. Thus, problems in adaptation do not bring
sufficient explanation to the decrease in Confidence in Coping with an increase in
time. Can this association be regarded as a deterioration? In order to speak of a
deterioration we need to consider not only time left before release but also the time
served and perhaps the proportion of the first to the latter. However, the variable
does not differentiate those with a new entry and long sentence to serve and already
inmates who fall into the same time waiting group. What might the participants have
relied on as markers of coping behaviour? If enactment of behaviour was taken as an
indicator of coping behaviour and it could not be spoken of a deterioration related to
conditions or inaccessable exemplary behaviour in memory due to time served, then
recently incarcerated inmates’ not distant failure in coping which led to their
imprisonment can be explanatory. Wilson and LaFleur (1995) suggest that the easier

the information brought to mind the more likely that it would be relied upon.
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This explanation becomes more plausible considering the Confidence in
Coping factor items’ being related to outside demands of coping. Moreover, two of
the prisons where the data were collected was like a jail, meaning inmates were at the
beginning of their sentence and were waiting to be transferred to another prison. If
this were the case, some other variable must have mediated the time left before
release effect, like the tolarability of the sentence length or age at release. However,
there is still room for another explanation, since, during the data collection in the
mentioned two prisons, the question asking the time to be served was not formed in a
way to get the right informaion. Although, after the recognition of this shortcoming,
the subject matter data correction was tried to be made by referring to the official
records, it could not be corrected. There is one more thing to be mentioned about the
decrease in Confience in Coping. Relying on recent failure of coping is not the same
thing with relying on personal base rates or personal disposition and they have
different implications for intervention or training.

Basic personality traits were the second step variables of regression analyses
and among them Extraversion was found to have a positive association with “Future
Conditions” factor and a negative association with ‘“Perceived Risks” factor.
Included in “Future Conditions” factor are items about the place to be lived, the
people to be lived with, the level of acceptance by others and the level of adaptation
in future life conditions. Extroverts might have relied on their trait related
behavioural outcomes, and might also have related these outcomes to perceived risks.

Openness to Experience was positively associated with Confidence in Coping
which is not surprising since, behaviours specific to this trait can be expected to
result in confidence in coping. Participants seem to have correctly relied on their
personal base-rate information.

Negative Valence was found to be negatively associated with “Future
Conditions” factor and positively associated with “Perceived Risks” factor. Negative
Valence trait may be problematic in relationships and for acceptance by others. Such
problems have the potential to result in loss of social support, a variable shown to be
associated with positive oucomes. The realization of loss or lack of social outcomes
might have increased Perceived Risks. Such realization implies use of personal base-

rate information.
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Self-Generated Resources was found to be positively associated with
Confidence in Coping without an accompanying decrease in Perceived Risks. Since,
Self-generated Resources reflects a behavioural basis for Confidence in Coping this
result is not surprising. A compatible result with this is, ExternallyGenerated
Resources positive association with “Perceived Risks” factor without an
accompanying decrease in Confidence in Coping. Taken together, positive
association of Confidence in Coping with both Openness to Experience and Self-
generated Resources is compatible, but then the question “What makes these people
end-up in prison?” remains.

The variance in Future Conditions was explained with two traits. Extraversion
and Negative Valence. It can be claimed that these two traits involve behaviours
directed toward ‘“some other” more than other personality characteristics do.
Therefore, Extroverts and participants with Negative Valence might have made more
extreme level estimates for the least predictable, others-bounded factor of Upon-
Release Future Expectations Scale (i.e., Future Conditions). Extraverts might have
relied on personal disposition and participants high in Negative Valence might have

relied on personal base rate information.

4.3. Factors Associated with Psychological Problems

In the first step of the regression analyses there was a significant association
only between age and Trait Anxiety. As age increased Trait Anxiety decreased.

Second step of regression analyses revealed a significant negative association
between Extraversion and Depression, Trait Anxiety, and Hopelessness. This finding
was consistent with a previous research’s findings in which the sample group
consisted of university students. Extraversion’s explained variance percentage was
the lowest for Trait Anxiety and the highest for Hopelessness. Openness to
Experience was negatively associated with Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness. Previous
Research with university students had revealed positive association between Opennes
to Experience and Depression, but it was not a finding of the present study. Self-
generated Resources was negatively associated with Trait Anxiety and Hopelessness,
but its percentage in explained variance of both was relatively low. Externally-
generated Resources was positively associated with Depression. Depression is one of

the variables that were found to be negatively related to proactive coping which

135



involves efforts to produce resources deal with challenges and to suffice personal
growth (Schwarzer & Taubert, 2002, as cited in Lopes & Cunha, 2008). Besides,
Reinecke claims that (2000, as cited in Palmer & Connelly, 2005) “it is a possibility
for depressed individuals to conceive themselves as defective and as lacking the
resources neccessary for self-improvement.” Their view of the future as hopeless is
enhanced as a result of this conception (Palmer & Connelly, 2005). Externally-
Generated Resources was also positively associated with Trait Anxiety and
Hopelessness. Within the explained variance of Depression and Trait Anxiety its
percentage was the highest of all the independent variables. Hence, was the main
source of Depression and Trait Anxiety in this prisoners sample. For  the  high
percentage in variance of Trait Anxiety explained by Externally-Generated
Resources, some theorists claims that “individuals high and low in trait anxiety differ
in cognitive processing of threat related stimuli, with those high in trait anxiety
possessing cognitive biases in which the threatenings of threat related stimuli is
exaggerated.” may be exploratory, recalling the finding that those high in Externally-
generated Resources was also high in “Perceived Risks”. Inconsistent with literature,
Neuroticism did not associate with any of the well-being measures. It can be claimed
that if clinically diagnosed inmates were compared to those not-clinically diagnosed
there would have been associations between Neuroticism and well-being measures.
However, this suggestion is not satisfactory, since Neuroticism had a high correlation
with Externally-Generated Resources which was associated with all of the well-being
measures.

In the third step of regression analysis, a negative association between Future
Conditions and Trait Anxiety was revealed. “Perceived Risks” factor was found to be
positively associated with depression only. Considering some theorists’ suggestions
on the basis of comorbidity of Depression and Trait Anxiety that “same construct
may be underlying both” and the present study’s revealing both changing in the same
direction with each other according to the independent variable (i.e. for Extraversion,
Openness to Experience, Self-Generated Resources and Externally-Generated
Resources) was not surprising.

Except for Negative Valence second step independent variables were

significantly associated with the dependent variable in each regression analysis,
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meaning, differences in personality characteristics resulted in changes in
psychological problems. Although, Negative Valence affected predictions of Future
Conditions, this effect did not extend to psychological problems. What then might be
limiting the effect of Negative Valence to Upon-Release Future Expectations? Can it
be considered as a strength or rather should it be suspected of as a criminogenic
potential?

One of the questions asked in the present study with an expectancy was about
the effect of parenthood on Upon-Release future expectations and psychological
problems. The findings did not reveal a parenthood main effect. This may have
resulted in part from parent imprisoners’ children’s ages. If most parent imprisoners’
children’s ages did not require parental investment, being a parent might not have
made a difference. The data were not examined in this respect. The way of use of
Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale may also be responsible from the
indiscriminate parent vs non-parent condition. Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale
has 4 factors and consists of 22 items. In the present study nine of its items were used
during data collection, and after reliability analysis the number of usable items
reduced to 5. Because of this, the scale might not have worked well with the sample.

Although measures were not entered in the regresion analysis, referring to
coping, and positive-negative affect literature is needed to explain some of the
findings. The personality traits which are most strongly associated with coping are
Extraversion, Neuroticism and Conscientiousness.

The degree of social desirability of trait poles such as low versus high
Conscientiousness differ (John & Robins, 1993; Paulhus, Bruce & Trapnell, 1995; as
cited in Geisler et al., 2009). A positively valued personality, revealed in stressful
situations can contribute to the enhancement of social acceptance and interpersonal
interaction (Dunkel-Schetter & Stokan, 1990; Vollmann, Renner & Weber, 2007, as
cited in Geisler et al., 2009). In adverse situations extraverts are very active (Brebner,
2001, as cited in Bouchard et al., 2004). This may be an explanation for the positive
association of Extraversion with Future Conditions, and its high percentage in the
explained variance, and also to its negative association with depression, trait anxiety

and hopelessness.
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The social benefits of coping however, do not seem to bring about affective
relief as revealed by Geisler et al. (2009), not in the short-term particularly.
Conscientiouss participants may be trading-off their positive affect for long-term
attainments by their way of coping. However, since this trait is not strongly
associated with subjective well-being their trade-off may not be bringing about
symptoms of depression, anxiety, and hopelessness. As would be expected it may not
bring wellness. Behavioral Concordance Model (BCM) developed by Moskowitz
and Coté (1998, as cited in Roesch et al., 2009) based on their view that engaging in
trait congruent behaviours enhances positive affect (1995, as cited in Roesch et al.,
2009), seems to be the only explanation that can be brought for the lack of

association between Neuroticism and well-being measures.

4.4. Strengths and Limitations of the Study

Primary aim of the present study was the development of a scale to measure
Upon-Release future expectations of imprisoners, for Turkish norms. The rationale
behind the scale was to have estimates of imprisoners’ predictions about their Upon-
Release risk domains, readiness of coping, and future conditions, so as to provide
intervention or training program developers, and to concerned workers in justice
system with information in case of need. A scale has been developed, but it needs
further examination and elaboration.

The literature used in this study is predominantly of Western origin. Thus, the
results were interpreted partly by comparing the results of studies conducted with
samples resemblance of which can not be tested.

The data were gathered through self-report. Although an economical way
(Funder, 2001), it is vulnerable to social desirability, and in the present study seems
to be revealed in mean scores of self-perception of parental role and hopelessness in
particular.

Positive and negative affect measures were not entered into the regression
analysis. If they were, then this would have contributed to the interpretition of the
regression results, particulary for depression and trait anxiety since The Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) can differentiate between depression and

anxiety in clinical samples effectively. In Dyck, Jolly and Kramer’s analysis (1994,
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as cited in Crawford & Henry, 2004) the negative affect (NA) factor significantly
contributed in the prediction of anxiety, while positive affect (PA) was
insignificantly related to anxiety. Depression however, was significantly predicted by
both factors. In the absence of data about ways of coping, speculations were made as
to what coping opportunities might have been avaliable and which coping styles
might have been used by the participants. According to Karniol and Ross (1996)
there is reciprocal relation between current knowledge and moods, and future
constructions, so it can be suggested that inclusion of positive and negative affect
measures in regression analyses might have contributed also to the interpretition of
upon-release future expectations.

The findings of the present study can not be generalized even to the prison
population in Turkey, because of a couple of reasons. One is, voluntary participation.
Another, worsening the effect of the first reason, the frequent data collection in same
prisons with the same volunteers. In the prisons where the data were gathered from,
especially women’s prisons, some of the participants had completed some of the tests
in participation to another study before. Also, the small sample size limits the
generalization of the findings. The small sample size did not let comparable groups
in terms of all the demographic information gathered. Comparable groups on the
basis of age, could only be gained by letting uneven age range. If age range were
kept constant, some of the personality traits could have been examined referring to
maturity principle (Caspi et al., 2005, as cited in McAdams & Olson, 2010). In spite
of constant age range significant differences migh not have been revealed for all
subjective well-being measures, since demographics and contextual information are
only weakly related to subjective well-being (Diener & Lucas, 1999 as cited in Ozer
& Benet-Martinez, 2006). The small sample size did not let the interaction effects be
examined, either. Young adults who settle into serious-partner relationships had been
found to show decreases in neuroticism and increases in conscientioussness (Neyer
& Lenhart, 2007 as cited in McAdams & Olson, 2010). Such interaction (e.g. age X
marital status, crime group X education) effects could not be examined.

Neuroticism did not affect any of the well-being measures. It did not affect
Upon-Release Future Expectations, either, and the explanation brought was

insufficient.
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The present study documents the failures in data collection in prison setting
and offers solutions. It also contributes to the accumulation of data about Negative

Valence trait.

4.5. Implications for Intervention

According to the results, Externally-Generated Resources explained the
greatest percentage of variance within each subjective well-being measure (i.e.,
depression, hopelessness, and trait anxiety), and within Perceived Risks factor. It was
positively associated with all these variables. Therefore, those who relied on
Externally-Generated Resources can be given intensive training to develop self-
generated skills, and intervention programs can consider teaching of problem-
focused coping as one of their objectives. Carver and Connor-Smith (2010), claim
that, even if intentional and effortful, reponses may become automatic with
repetition.

Depressive symptoms of participants who had 3 to 5 months left were
significantly lower than those who had to wait 6 to 10 months and 53 months or
more. The interval of significanlty lower depressive scores mirrored the interval of
significantly higher scores (compared to lower scores interval which is 32 to 52
months) of upon-release future expectations. Thus, if training programs are to be
used for successful reentry, then 3 to 5 months from release seems to be a good time
to start the programs. This interval seems to be an appropriate time for obtaining
need and risk domains specific to an inmate, as well. In Naser and Vigne’s search
(2006) for the expectation of soon to-be-released imprisoners regarding family
support after release, participants were recruited on the basis of their total sentence
and time left before release. Although the identification procedure was not
mentioned, the criterion for participant inclusion with time left before release

criterion was one to three months from release.

4.6. Suggestions for Further Research
The scale developed for the purpose, needs to be further tested for its
psychometric qualities with different measures, locus of control among them, and —to

have comparable groups on a greater number of demographic variables related to
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prison population- with larger samples in a variety of prison settings. Considering the
warnings of Hoyle and Smith (1994) and other researchers (Byrne, 1989, as cited in
Crawford & Henry, 2004) pointing at the fallacy of regarding the factorial structure
of developed instruments as invariant, there is a need to test Upon-Release Future
Expectations Scale in this respect. The scale had the smallest correlation with its
third factor, Confidence in Coping which correlated with the second factor (i.e.,
Perceived Risks) vanishingly. The association between any of the variables and one
of these last two factors was not accompanied by an association in opposite direction
with the other factor. After the analysis, a semantic re-examination of the third factor
items led to the conclusion that “Confidence in Coping” may be a misnomer for the
third factor, since items loaded under this factor do not indicate coping behaviours.
They more likely have implications for “Getting Along Somehow”. Also taking into
account one of the participants question about the 21* item (“I think in prison, I’ve
met people to go on running my bussiness [an illegal one] outside. What is your
point?””) which loaded under factor three, there is a neccessity to revise this factor.
The interpretitions made in discussion regarding the third factor may also be revised,
afterwards. In fact, the whole scale can be elaborated by making use of qualitative
analysis to learn about self-determined risk domains and strengths. On the basis of
the evaluation of Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) funded
programs, Visher and Lattimore (2008) conclude that the need of behavioural change
in order for their lives to get better was recognized together with need domains by
the majority of male inmates. Even if the scale will have been elaborated, prospective
efforts can be initiated to get realistic estimates of upon-release future expectations
so as to be used for intervention purposes.

Whether by using a scale or other data collection techniques to measure upon-
release future expectations of prisoners, their expectations can be studied in relation
to another subjective well-being measure, hope. Low levels of hope as well, have
been found as related to depression in adults (Snyder et al., 2003, as cited in Vale et
al., 2006). In contrast to Hopelessness Scale items of which focus on future
experiences, items of Hope Scale (Snyder, 1991 as cited in Vale et al., 2006) assess
past and present experiences (Vale et al., 2006). Although it differs from Hope scale

in its temporal focus, upon-release future expectations can also be revealed by
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referring to personal dispositions, and personal base rate which are conveyed in the
past and present.

Judgements of personality traits by others are generally accurate (Funder &
West, 1993, as cited in Spain et al., 2000). Kolar et al., further claim that average of
two close person’s evaluations is a better predictor than self-judgement (as cited in
Spain et al., 2000). Although, Spain et al., have found that (2000) self-report as a
better predictor of emotional experience results related to predictions for behaviour
were mixed. The researchers attribute others’ advantage at behaviour prediction to
their awareness of behavioural consistency of the person, while the person is aware
of variability in his/ her behaviour. Hence, relatives in proximity to inmates can
make predictions for the inmate by filling-out Upon-Release Future Expectations
Scale. Obtaining their responses and comparing them with the inmate’s may be more
informative.

In the present study, information status about probation (i.e., informed vs
uninformed) was found to be a discriminating variable on all well-being measures
and on upon-release future expectations. The levels of hopelessness, depression,
trait-anxiety and negative affect were lower in prisoners who were informed about
probation compared to the uninformed prisoners whereby, the higher scoring group
in terms of upon-release future expectations was of the informed ones. Hence, there
seems to be a need to investigate how informed-prisoners perceive probation or what
they attribute to it.

In Loper’s study (2006), mothers did not differ from non-mothers in terms of
self-reported mental illness symptoms, emotional distress, or conflict with others.
Hence, the researcher claimed that rather than parental status alone, the way in which
an inmate experiences her role in prison is a relevant issue. According to this
suggestion, Upon-Release Future Expectations and subjective well-being or
psychological symptoms of parent prisoners can be compared on the basis of their
scores in Self-Perception of Parental Role Scale. Because, in the present study too,
parental status did not make a difference. Arditti and Few (2006), mention the need
for a follow-up assessment of parent and child interaction. Taking their suggestion
into consideration, Self-Perception of Parental Role responses may be obtained from

inmates regulary.
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One of the concerns of the study was whether time left before release would
make a difference in upon-release future expectations and psychological Problems.
However, it did not. This result is not convincing because, time spent in prison was
negatively related to prison stress which was later found to mediate the relationship
between locus of control and symptoms of depression and anxiety (Senol-Durak &
Gengdz, 2010). Therefore, to study the effect of time left, time served may also be
considered for long and short sentences separately.

For researchers who want to conduct studies with prison population, it is
essential to be informed about prison types, their locations, the routines, behavioural
guidelines (for example, visitors and prison personnel are forbidden to carry mobile
phones in prison, and forgetting or declaring uninformed status is no excuse, and this
violation results in official investigation) and visitation days in prisons, and the
facilities provided to inmates, beforehand. This may contribute to scheduling the data
collection process effectively, to the prevention from frequent interruptions, and to
getting a balanced sample in terms of demographic variables. Besides that,
information as to the penalties, sentences and release conditions in Turkish Justice
System needs to be gathered so that demographic questions can be better structured.
It was inferred from their questions that some of the subjects paticipated in the study
with an expectation of early release. Responses compatible to such expectation may
confound the study. Before getting their consent to participate, remarking that the
study would not be used for that purpose may be a way of control. Moreover, some
of the demographic (i.e., commonly age, date of birth, place of birth, and rarely job)
questions caused complaints as they would threat unanimity. So, in further studies
unless not essential, researchers may be more keen on eliminating conventional, yet

redundant questions.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

CONSENT FORM

Sayin Katilimci,

Bu ¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’ nde, Psk. Ozlem KARACA tarafindan,
Prof. Dr. Tiilin GENCOZ’ iin danmismanhignda yiiriitiilen yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda
hazirlanmigtir. Calismanin amaci, hiikiimliilerin tahliye sonrasi gelecek beklentilerini
ogrenmek ve adaptif olmayan kisilik 6zelliklerinin, bu beklentileri etkileyip etkilenmediginin
ve bir etki s6z konusuysa ebeveyn (ana baba) olan hiikiimliilerle ebeveyn (ana baba)
olmayan hiikiimliiler arasinda bir fark olup olmadiginin aragtirilmasidir. Bu amagla size,
kisilik oOzellikleriniz, ge¢mis yasam olaylariniz, bas etme davranislariiz, gelecek
beklentileriniz ve varsa ¢ocuklarmizla ilgili bir grup soru ydneltilecektir. Calismaya katilim

tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Bu sorularin dogru ya da yanlis cevaplar yoktur.

Liitfen her 6l¢egin/ formun basinda yazan yonergeleri dikkatlice okuyarak size en dogru/ en

uygun gelen yaniti vermeye ¢alisiniz ve miimkiin oldugunca, bos soru birakmaymiz.

Vereceginiz yanitlar tamamen gizli tutulacak ve sadece bu aragtirma kapsaminda
degerlendirilecektir. Yanitlar her bir katilmci igin ayrt ayn degil, tim katilimcilar

cergevesinde degerlendirileceginden sizden herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi istenmemektedir.
Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular1 igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden otiirli kendinizi rahatsiz
hissederseniz cevaplama islemini birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir durumda anketi uygulayan
kisiye anketi tamamlamadiginizi séylemeniz yeterli olacaktir. Anket sonunda, bu ¢alismayla
ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir.
Yardimlariniz igin tesekkiir ederim.

Psk. Ozlem KARACA

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Béliimii

Gelisim Psikolojisi Yiiksek Lisans Opsiyonu Ogrencisi
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APPENDIX B

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

YONERGE: Liitfen her soruyu/ maddeyi dikkatle okuyup size uygun olan segenegi isaretleyiniz.
Erkek []

1. Cinsiyetiniz: Kadn []
2

3. Dogum tarihiniz:........ccccoocevirvenencen.
4

5. Ogrenim Diizeyiniz:

L] Okur-yazar degil

[] Okur-yazar

[] ilkokul mezunu

[] lkokul terk

] Ortaokul mezunu/ ilk6gretim mezunu
[ Ortaokul terk

[ Lise mezunu

[] Lise terk

[] Yiiksekogretim

6. Medeni haliniz:

Bekar [] Evii[] Bosanmis L]

8. Cocugunuzun

Yast Kagincr sinifta oldugu
Cezaevinde sizinle Cezaevinde sizinle
birlikte kalip kalmiyorsa kiminle
kalmadig1 kaldig1

Dull]

Ayri ya51y0r|:|

Evli degil, [
birlikte yastyor

Hayir []

Cinsiyeti

Cezaevinde sizinle
ne kadar siire ile
kaldig1
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Cezaevinden ¢ikinca
yaniniza almay1 diisiiniip
diisinmediginiz



9. Cezaevine girmeden once yasadiginiz ortamda simdi sizin yerinizi dolduran birisi var mi1?
Evet [] Hayir []
10. Yanitiniz “Evet” ise kim oldugunu ve hangi gérevi yerine getirdigini belirtiniz.
11. Kimlerle birlikte yasiyorsunuz? (Cezaevine girmeden once kimlerle birlikte yasiyordunuz?)
] Esiniz ve varsa ¢ocugunuz/ ¢ocuklarinizla birlikte
[ ] Anne-baba, varsa kardesiniz/ kardeslerinizle birlikte
[] Karsi cinsten biri/ birileri ile
] Yakin akraba ile (kim oldugunu
DEIITTINIZ). .. eevieieiieeeete ettt ettt ettt et et ab e beesaesteerseereessesseesbessnessenseans
[] Arkadasiniz/ arkadaglarmiz ile
[] Diger (Kim oldugunu/ olduklarini

DEIITINIZ) .. eeveeeieiieieeit ettt sttt ettt et e et e ae st e seesae s eensensennnenseens
LY, (] (<] U1 /USRS
13. Gegmis is deneyimleriniz: Yok [] Var, yasal [ ] Var, yasal degil []
14. Daha 6nce baska nedenlerle yargilanip beraat ettiginiz oldu mu?
Evet [] Hayrr []
15. Daha 6nce baska nedenlerle yargilanip ceza aldiginiz oldu mu?
|:| Hayir

] Evet, para cezasi
[ Evet, hapis cezas1

16. (15. Soruya verdiginiz yamit “Hayir” ise ya da “Evet, para cezas1” olup bu cezanmiz

o0deyemediginiz icin hapis cezasina cevrilmediyse bu soruyu yamtlamayimz.) Aldiginiz hapis
cezalariin infazi hakkindaki durum nedir?

[ Siiresinde tamamladim

[] Erken saliverildim

17.11k kez sug islediginizde kag yasinizdaydmiz?

20. Su anda cezaevinde bulunmaniza neden olan sugtan dolay1 aldiginiz hapis cezasini tamamlamak
i¢in ne kadar siire kaldi1? (Daha 6nceki cezalarimz simdikine eklendiyse ve kalan siireyi

ikisinin toplami olarak yaziyorsamz bunu belirtiniz.)
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21. Cezaevindeyken disaridaki tanidiklarinizla nasil iletisim kuruyorsunuz? (Bu soruda birden fazla
kutuyu isaretleyebilirsiniz.)

[ Beni ziyaret ediyorlar

[ iletisim kurmuyorum

] Telefonla

[] Baska ziyaretgilerin araciligtyla

] Yazigarak

[] Diger (belirtiniz).........c.cceveveveverrereeeeenreeeenenene

22.

Cezaevinde ziyaretinize Cezaevinde ziyaretinize Cezaevinde ziyaretinize gelen
gelen kimselerle iligki gelen kimselerin ziyaret kimselerin destegi: Maddi/
diizeyiniz siklig Manevi

25.Bu ugrasty1 nasil/ neden edindiniz? (Bu soruda birden fazla kutuyu isaretleyebilirsiniz.)
[] Cezaevindeki isbéliimii nedeniyle
[] Cezaevinin disinda olup beni ilgilendiren kisiler nedeniyle
[ ] Disarida olup bitenleri takip etmek ve cezaevinden ¢ikinca bocalamamak igin
[] Yalniz zaman gegirmek icin
] (Cezaevine girmeme neden olan eksikliklerim vardi.) Kendimi gelistirmek igin
[] Diger
(DEITEINIZ) ..ottt ettt a e st et e et e e s e es et e ebesbess e s asse s ensesseneeneeneaseesesaeeseasessesensenes

26. Cezaevinden ¢iktiktan sonraki yasantiniza yonelik herhangi bir hazirlik programina katildiniz mi?
Evet [] Hayir []
27. Denetimli Serbestlik hizmetleri hakkinda bilginiz var m1?

Evet [] Hayir []
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APPENDIX C

HOPELESSNESS SCALE

Asagida gelecegi ifade eden bazi ciimleler verilmistir. Liitfen her bir ifadeyi okuyarak, bunlarin
size ne kadar uygun olduguna karar veriniz. Ornegin okudugunuzda ilk ifade size uygun ise “Evet”,
uygun degil ise “Hayir” ifadesinin altindaki kutunun igine (X) isaeti koyunuz.

Sizin i¢in uygun mu?
Evet Hayir

1. Gelecege umut ve cosku ile bakiyorum.

2. Kendim ile ilgili seyleri diizeltemedigime gore ¢abalamay1 biraksam iyi
olur.

3. Isler kétiiye giderken bile herseyin hep bdyle kalmayacagini bilmek beni
rahatlatiyor.

4. Gelecek on yil icinde hayatimin nasil olacagini hayal bile edemiyorum.

5. Yapmayi en ¢ok sevdigim isleri gergeklestirmek i¢in yeterli zamanim
var.

6. Benim igin ¢gok dnemli konularda ileride basarili olacagimi umuyorum.

7. Gelecegimi karanlik goriiyorum.

8. Diinya nimetlerinden siradan bir insandan daha ¢ok yararlanacagimi
umuyorum.

9. lyi firsatlar yakalayamiyorum. Gelecekte yakalayacagima inanmam igin
de hig¢ bir neden yok.

10. Gegmis deneyimlerim beni gelecege hazirlad.

11. Gelecek benim i¢in hos seylerden ¢ok tatsizliklarla dolu goriiniiyor.

12. Gergekten 6zledigim seylere kavusabilecegimi umuyorum.

13. Gelecege baktigimda simdikine oranla daha mutlu olacagimi umuyorum.

14. Isler bir tiirlii benim istedigim gibi gitmiyor.

15. Gelecege biiylik inancim var.

16. Arzu ettigim seyleri elde edemedigime gore birseyler istemek aptallik
olur.

17. Gelecekte gercek doyuma ulasmam olanaksiz gibi.

18. Gelecek bana bulanik ve belirsiz goriiniiyor.

19. Kaétii giinlerden ¢ok, iyi giinler bekliyorum.

20. Istedigim her seyi elde etmek i¢in caba gdstermemin gercekten yarari
yok, nasil olsa onu elde edemeyecegim.
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APPENDIX D

BECK DEPRESSION INVENTROY

Asagida kisilerin ruh durumlarimi ifade ederken kullandiklari bazi ciimleler verilmistir. Her madde,
bir ¢esit ruh durumunu anlatmaktadir. Her maddeye o ruh durumunun derecesini belirleyen 4
secenek vardir. Liitfen bu segenekleri dikkatle okuyunuz. Son iki hafta i¢indeki (su an dahil) kendi
ruh durumunuzu gz oniinde bulundurarak, size en uygun olan ifadeyi bulunuz. Daha sonra, o
maddenin yanindaki harfi isaretleyiniz.

(a) Kendimi iizgilin hissetmiyorum.
(b) Kendimi tizgiin hissediyorum.

(c) Her zaman igin {izgliniim ve kendimi bu duygudan kurtaramiyorum.

(d) Oylesine iizgiin ve mutsuzum ki dayanamiyorum.

(a) Gelecekten umutsuz degilim.
(b) Gelecege biraz umutsuz bakiyorum.

(c) Gelecekten bekledigim hicbirsey yok.

(d) Benim igin bir gelecek yok ve bu durum diizelmeyecek.

(a) Kendimi basarisiz gérmiiyorum.
(b) Cevremdeki birg¢ok kigiden daha fazla basarisizliklarim oldu sayilir.

(c) Geriye doniip baktigimda, ¢ok fazla basarisizligimin oldugunu goriiyorum.

(d) Kendimi tiimiilyle basarisiz bir insan olarak gériiyorum.

(a) Herseyden eskisi kadar zevk alabiliyorum.
(b) Herseyden eskisi kadar zevk alamiyorum.

(c) Artik hicbirseyden gergek bir zevk alamiyorum.
(d) Bana zevk veren hicbirsey yok. Hersey ¢ok sikici.

(a) Kendimi suglu hissetmiyorum.
(b) Arada bir kendimi suglu hissettigim oluyor.

(c) Kendimi ¢ogunlukla suglu hissediyorum.

(d) Kendimi her an i¢in su¢lu hissediyorum.

(a) Cezalandirildigimi diisiinmiiyorum.
(b) Baz1 seyler icin cezalandirilabilecegimi hissediyorum.

(c) Cezalandirilmay1 bekliyorum.

(d) Cezalandirildigimi hissediyorum.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

(a) Kendimden hognutum.
(b) Kendimden pek hosnut degilim.

(c) Kendimden hi¢ hoslanmiyorum.

(d) Kendimden nefret ediyorum.

(a) Kendimi diger insanlardan daha kotii gormiiyorum.
(b) Kendimi zayifliklarim ve hatalarim i¢in elestiriyorum.

(c) Kendimi hatalarim i¢in ¢ogu zaman sugluyorum.

(d) Her kotii olayda kendimi sugluyorum.

(a) Kendimi dldiirmek gibi diislincelerim yok.
(b) Bazen kendimi 6ldiirmeyi diisiinliyorum, fakat bunu yapamam.

(c) Kendimi 6ldiirebilmeyi isterdim.

(d) Bir firsatin1 bulsam kendimi 61diirtirdiim.

(a) Her zamankinden daha fazla agladigimi sanmiyorum.
(b) Eskisine gore su siralarda daha fazla agliyorum.

(c) Su siralarda her an agliyorum.

(d) Eskiden aglayabilirdim, ama su siralarda istesem de aglayamiyorum.

(a) Her zamankinden daha sinirli degilim.
(b) Her zamankinden daha kolayca sinirleniyor ve kiztyorum.

(c) Cogu zaman sinirliyim.

(d) Eskiden sinirlendigim seylere bile artik sinirlenemiyorum.

(a) Diger insanlara karsi ilgimi kaybetmedim.
(b) Eskisine gore insanlarla daha az ilgiliyim.

(c) Diger insanlara kars1 ilgimin ¢gogunu kaybettim.

(d) Diger insanlara kars1 hig ilgim kalmadi.

(a) Kararlarimu eskisi kadar kolay ve rahat verebiliyorum.
(b) Su siralarda kararlarimi vermeyi erteliyorum.

(c) Kararlarimi vermekte oldukga giicliik ¢ekiyorum.

(d) Artik hi¢ karar veremiyorum.

(a) D1s goriinlisiimiin eskisinden daha kétii oldugunu sanmiyorum.
(b) Yaslandigimi ve ¢ekiciligimi kaybettigimi diisiiniiyor ve tiziilityorum.

(¢) Di1s goriiniisiimde artik degistirilmesi miimkiin olmayan olumsuz degisiklikler
oldugunu hissediyorum.

(d) Cok g¢irkin oldugumu diisiiniiyorum.
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15. (a) Eskisi kadar iyi ¢alisabiliyorum.
(b) Bir ige baglayabilmek icin eskisine gore kendimi daha fazla zorlamam gerekiyor.

(c) Hangi is olursa olsun, yapabilmek i¢in kendimi ¢ok zorluyorum.

(d) Higbir is yapamiyorum.

16. (a) Eskisi kadar rahat uyuyabiliyorum.
(b) Su siralarda eskisi kadar rahat uyuyamiyorum.

(c) Eskisine gore 1 veya 2 saat erken uyaniyor ve tekrar uyumakta zorluk ¢ekiyorum.

(d) Eskisine gore ¢ok erken uyaniyor ve tekrar uyuyamiyorum.

17. (a) Eskisine kiyasla daha ¢abuk yoruldugumu sanmiyorum.
(b) Eskisinden daha ¢abuk yoruluyorum.

(c) Su siralarda neredeyse hersey beni yoruyor.

(d) Oyle yorgunum ki higbirsey yapamiyorum.

18. (a) Istahim eskisinden pek farkli degil.
(b) Istahim eskisi kadar iyi degil.

(c) Su siralarda istahim epey kotii.
(d) Artik hi¢ igtahim yok.

19. (a) Son zamanlarda pek fazla kilo kaybettigimi sanmryorum.
(b) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde ii¢ kilodan fazla kaybettim.

(c) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde bes kilodan fazla kaybettim.
(d) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde yedi kilodan fazla kaybettim.

- Daha az yemeye ¢alisarak kilo kaybetmeye calistyor musunuz? EVET () HAYIR ()

20. (a) Sagligim beni pek endiselendirmiyor.
(b) Son zamanlarda agr1, siz1, mide bozuklugu, kabizlik gibi sorunlarim var.

(c) Agri, s1z1 gibi bu sikintilarim beni epey endiselendirdigi i¢in baska seyleri
diistinmek zor geliyor.
(d) Bu tiir sikintilar beni dylesine endiselendiriyor ki, artik baska hi¢birgey

diigiinemiyorum.

21. (a) Son zamanlarda cinsel yasantimda dikkatimi ¢eken birsey yok.
(b) Eskisine oranla cinsel konularda daha az ilgiliyim.

(c) Su siralarda cinsellikle pek ilgili degilim.
(d) Artik, cinsellikle higbir ilgim kalmadi.
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APPENDIX E

TRAIT ANXIETY INVENTORY

Asagida kisilerin kedilerine ait duygularini anlatmada kullandiklar bir takim ifadeler verilmistir. Her
ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyun, sonra da genel olarak nasil hissettiginizi, ifadelerin sag tarafindaki
rakamlardan uygun olanini isaretlemek suretiyle belirtin. Dogru yada yanlig cevap yoktur. Herhangi
bir ifadenin iizerinde fazla zaman sarf etmeksizin, genel olarak nasil hissettiginizi gésteren cevabi

isaretleyin.
Hig Biraz Cok Tamamiyle
1. Genellikle keyfim yerindedir. 1 2 3 4
2. Genellikle ¢cabuk yorulurum. 1 2 3 4
3. Genellikle kolay aglarim. 1 2 3 4
4. Baskalar1 kadar mutlu olmak isterim. 1 2 3 4
5. Cabuk karar veremedigim igin firsatlari kagiririm. 1 2 3 4
6. Kendimi dinlenmis hissederim. 1 2 3 4
7. Genellikle sakin, kendime hakim ve sogukkanliyim. 1 2 3 4
8. Giigliiklerin yenemeyecegim kadar biriktigini
: . 1 2 3 4
hissederim.
9.0nemsiz seyler hakkinda endiselenirim. 1 2 3 4
10. Genellikle mutluyum. 1 2 3 4
11. Her seyi ciddiye alir ve etkilenirim. 1 2 3 4
12. Genellikle kendime giivenim yoktur. 1 2 3 4
13. Genellikle kendimi emniyette hissederim. 1 2 3 4
14. Sikintili ve gii¢ durumlarla kargilagmaktan
1 2 3 4
kaginirim.
15. Genellikle kendimi hiiziinlii hissederim. 1 2 3 4
16. Genellikle hayatimdan memnunumum. 1 2 3 4
17. Olur olmaz diisiinceler beni rahatsiz eder. 1 2 3 4
18. Hayal kirikliklarini dylesine ciddiye alirim ki hig 1 3 4
unutmam.
19. Akl basinda ve kararli bir insanim. 1 2 3 4
20. Son zamanlarda kafama takilan konular beni 1 2 3 4

tedirgin eder.
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APPENDIX F

POZITIVE-NEGATIVE AFFECT SCALE

Bu 6lgek farkli duygular tanimlayan bir takim sozciikler icermektedir. Son iki hafta nasil
hissettiginizi diisiinlip her maddeyi okuyun. Uygun cevabi her maddenin yaninda ayrilan yere
(puanlari daire icine alarak) isaretleyin. Cevaplarinizi verirken asagidaki puanlari kullanimn.

1. Cok az veya hig

2. Biraz

3. Ortalama

4. Oldukga

5. Cok fazla

1. Tlgili_ 1 2 3 4 5
2. Sikintilt 1 2 3 4 5
3. Heyecanlt 1 2 3 4 5
4. Mutsuz 1 2 3 4 5
5. Gigli 1 2 3 4 3
6. Suglu 1 2 3 4 5
7. Urkmiis 1 2 3 4 5
8. Diismanca 1 2 3 4 5
9. Hevesli 1 2 3 4 S
10. Gururlu 1 2 3 4 5
11. Asabi 1 2 3 4 5
12. Uyanik 1 2 3 4 5
13. Utanmis 1 2 3 4 5
14. ilhamli 1 2 3 4 5
(yaratici diisiincelerle dolu)

15. Sinirli 1 2 3 4 S
16. Kararlt 1 2 3 4 5
17. Dikkatli 1 2 3 4 5
18. Tedirgin 1 2 3 4 5
19. Aktif 1 2 3 4 5
20. Korkmus 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX G

BASIC PERSONALITY TRAITS INVENTORY
DEVELOPED IN TURKISH CULTURE

YONERGE:

Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek ¢ok kisilik 6zelligi bulunmaktadir. Bu 6zelliklerden her birinin
sizin i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili rakami daire i¢ine alarak belirtiniz.

Ornegin;
Kendimi ........... biri olarak goriiyorum.
Hic uygun degil Uygun degil Kararsizim Uygun Cok uygun
1 2 @ 4
5
THe s THe s
25255 25255
o X5 N8 o X5 N8
T oM D O T oM D O
1 Aceleci 12 3 45 24 Pasif 12 3 45
2 Yapmacik 12 3 45 25 Disiplinli 12 3 45
3 Duyarli 12 3 45 26 Acggozli 12 3 45
4 Konuskan 12 3 45 27 Sinirli 12 3 45
5 Kendinegivenen 1 2 3 4 5 28 Cana yakin 12 3 45
6 Soguk 12 3 45 29 Kizgin 12 3 45
7 Utangag 12 3 45 30 Sabit fikirli 12 3 45
8 Paylagsimci 12 3 45 31 Gorglsiz 12 3 45
9 Genis /rahat 12 3 45 32 Durgun 12 3 45
10 Cesur 12 3 45 33 Kaygih 12 3 45
11 Agresif 12 3 45 34 Terbiyesiz 12 3 45
12 Caligkan 12 3 45 35 Sabirsiz 12 3 45
13 cten pazarlikli 12 3 45 36 Yaratici 12 3 45
14 Girigsken 12 3 45 37 Kaprisli 12 3 45
15 lyi niyetli 12 3 45 38 igine kapanik 12 3 45
16 Icten 12 3 45 39 Cekingen 12 3 45
17 Kendindenemin 1 2 3 4 5 40 Alingan 12 3 45
18 Huysuz 12 3 45 41 Hosgoriulu 12 3 45
19 Yardimsever 12 3 45 42 Duzenli 12 3 45
20 Kabiliyetli 12 3 45 43 Titiz 12 3 45
21 Usengec 12 3 45 44 Tedbirli 12 3 45
22 Sorumsuz 12 3 45 45 Azimli 12 3 45
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APPENDIX H

ROSENBAUM’S LEARNED RESOURCEFULNESS SCALE

Asagida kotii bir durum veya olayla karsilasildiginda kisilerin neler yapabilecegini anlatan 36

ifade vardir. Liitfen her maddeyi dikkatle okuyarak o maddede yer alan ifadelerin size ne derece
uygun olduguna karar veriniz. Verdiginiz karara gore asagidaki Ol¢egi dikkate alarak yandaki
sayilardan uygun olan1 daire igine aliniz

1. Hi¢ tanimlamryor 3. Oldukga iyi tanimliyor 5. Cok iyi tanimliyor
2. Biraz tanimliyor 4. Iyi tamimliyor

Hic¢ Cok
1. Sikict bir is yaparken, isin en az sikici olan yanini ve

bitirdigimde elde edecegim kazanci diisiiniirim.

2. Beni bunaltan bir is yapmak zorunda oldugumda, bunaltim1
L D 1 2 3 4 5
nasil yenebilecegimi hayal eder, diisliniiriim.
3. Duygularimi diisiinceme gore degistirebilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Sinirlilik ve gerginligimi yardim almadan yenmek bana gii¢ 1 ) 3 4 5
gelir.
5. Kendimi bedbin (iiziintiilii) hissettigimde hos olaylari 1 ) 3 4 5
diistinmeye ¢aligirim.
6. Gegmiste yaptigim hatalar1 diigiinmekten kendimi alamam. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Giig bir sorunla karsilastigimda diizenli bir bicimde ¢6ziim 1 ) 3 4 5
yollar1 ararim.
8. Birisi beni zorlarsa isimi daha ¢abuk yaparim. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Zor bir karar vereceksem biitiin bilgiler elimde olsa bile bu
. 1 2 3 4 5
karar1 ertelerim.
10. Okudugum seye kendimi veremedigimi farkettigim zaman,
. = Iy 1 2 3 4 5
dikkatimi toplamak i¢in yollar ararim.
11. Calismayi planladigimda, isimle ilgili olmayan her seyi
1 2 3 4 5
ortadan kaldiririm.
12. Kétii bir huyumdan vazgegmek istedigimde, “Bu huyumu
. s - 1 2 3 4 5
devam ettiren nedir?” diye arastiririm.
13. Beni sikan bir diigiince karsisinda giizel seyler diisiinmeye 1 ) 3 4 5
calisirim.
14. Giinde iki paket sigara i¢iyor olsam, sigarayi birakmak icin
2 1 2 3 4 5
muhtemelen baskasinin yardimina ihtiya¢ duyarim.
15. Kendimi kotii hissettigimde neseli goriinmeye ¢alisarak ruh
o 1 2 3 4 5
halimi degistirmeye ¢aligirim.
16. Kendimi sinirli ve gergin hissettigimde, sakinlestirici
. . 1 2 3 4 5
ilacim varsa bir tane alirim.
17. Bedbin (iiziintiilii) oldugumda kendimi hoslandigim

seylerle ugrasmaya zorlarim.
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Hig¢ Cok

18. Bazi kotii huylarimdan vazgegebilmem i¢in bagkasinin 1 5

yardimina ihtiya¢ duyarim.
19. Oturup belli bir isi yapmam gii¢ geldiginde, baslayabilmek

icin degisik yollar ararim. 1 5
20. Beni kétiimser yapsa da, gelecekte olabilecek biitiin

felaketleri diisiinmekten kendimi alamam. 1 5
21. Once yapmam gereken isi bitirip, daha sonar gercekten 1

hoslandigim islere baglamay:1 tercih ederim. 5
22. Bedenimin herhangi bir yerinde agr1 hissetigimde, bunu

dert etmemeye c¢aligirim. 1 5
23. Koétii bir huyumu yendigimde kendime olan giivenim artar. 1 5
24. Basarisizlikla birlikte gelen kotii duygular1 yenmek igin,

sik sik kendime bunun bir felaket olmadigini ve bir seyler 1 5

yapabilecegimi telkin ederim.
25. Kendimi patlayacakmis gibi hissettigimde, “Dur, bir sey

yapmadan once diisiin” derim. 1 S
26. Birine ¢ok 6fkelensem bile davraniglarimi kontrol ederim. 1 5
27. Genellikle bir karar verecegim zaman, ani kararlar yerine

biitiin ihtimalleri gozoniine alarak sonuca varmaya 1 5

calisirim.
28. Acilen yapilmasi gerekn seyler olsa bile, 6nce yapmaktan

hoslandigim seyleri yaparim. 1 5
29. Onemli bir isi elimde olmayan nedenlerle geciktirdigimde

kendi kendime sakin olmay1 telkin ederim. 1 5
30. Bedenimde bir agr1 hissettigim zaman, agridan bagka seyler 1

diistinmeye caligirim. 5
31. Yapilacak ¢ok sey oldugunda genellikle bir plan yaparim. 1 5
32. Kisithi param oldugunda, kendime biit¢e yaparim. 1 5
33. Bir is yaparken dikkatim dagilirsa isi kiiciik boliimlere 1

ayiririm. S
34. Sik sik beni rahatsiz eden nahos (hos olmayan) diisiinceleri

yenemedigim olur. 1 5
35. Ag oldugum halde yemek yeme imkanim yoksa, ya

acligimi unutmaya ya da tok oldugumu diisiinmeye 1 5

caligirim.
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APPENDIX I

SELF-PERCEPTION OF PARENTAL ROLE SCALE

Asagidaki ifadeler kendinizi bir anne olarak nasil gordiigiiniize yoneliktir. Dogru veya yanlis cevaplar

yoktur.
Liitfen asagidaki her madde igin sizi en iyi tanimlayacak 4 kutudan yalniz birini (X) ile isaretleyiniz.

Liitfen yalniz, iki taraftan size uygun olan tarafi segerek isaretleyiniz.

Ornek:
55|85 55|85
RSl R . Diger insanlar 1spanaktan R
%S | ~ 8 | Bazi insanlar 1spanak sever. AMA S| N8
ES| s hoslanmaz. ES| s
HS|/m s Hs|l@m <
X
Baz1 ana babalar ¢gocuk Diger ana babalarin kendi
yetistirmek i¢in dogru ve yanlis AMA ¢ocuklarini yetistirme yollar ile
yollar hakkinda net/ kesin ilgili siipheleri vardir.
fikirlere sahiptirler.
Bazi ana babalar siklikla gocuk Diger ana babal? r goquk sahibi
o . AMA  olduklarma nadiren pisman
sahibi olmamis olmay: dilerler.
olurlar.
Baz1 ana babalar siklikla Diger ana babalar ¢ocuklarmin
¢ocuklarinin istek ve ihtiyaglarmm1 AMA  istek ve ihtiyaglarini anlamada
anlayamazlar. yeteneklidirler.
Diger ana babalar nasil anne baba
Baz1 ana babalar nasil anne olunacas: hakkinda
olunacagi hakkinda ¢ok fazla AMA OV g1 haxxl
- . ogrenebildikleri kadar ¢cok sey
diisiinmezler; yalnizca yaparlar. L
Ogrenmeye calisirlar.
Baz1 ana babalar ¢ocuklarinin Dlger ana babalarin gocuklarinin
o . ihtiyaglarini kargilamada ne kadar
ihtiyaglarini kargilamada iyi is AMA .. . .
oo iyi olduklar1 konusunda siipheleri
cikardiklarini diigiiniirler.
vardir.
Baz1 ana babalar sik sik nasil ana Diger ana babalar ebeveynlik
baba olduklar1 konusunda AMA yetenekleri konusunda
endiselenirler. kendilerinden emindirler.
Bazi ana babalar ¢ok iyi/ etkili Diger ana babalar ¢ogunlukla iyi/
ana baba olmadiklarini AMA  etkili annelik yaptiklarini
diistintirler. diistintirler.
Bazi ana babalar ana baba olmaya Ana babalik diger anne babalara
uygun olup olmadiklart AMA Kolay welir
konusunda emin degillerdir. ¥ gelr
Baz1 ana babalar karsilastiklart Diger ana babalarin karsilastiklar
sorunlarin ¢ocuklartyla iligkilerini AMA  sorunlar ¢ocuklart ile iligkilerini

engellemesine izin vermezler.

olumsuz etkileyebilir.
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APPENDIX J

UPON-RELEASE FUTURE EXPECTATIONS SCALE

YONERGE: Asagida verilen ifadelere ne dlciide katildigimzi “Benim icin tamamyla yanhs”, «
Benim icin biiyiik 6lciide yanhs”, “Benim icin ne dogru ne de yanhs”, “Benim i¢in biiyiik 6lciide
dogru” ve “ Benim icin tamamiyla dogru” segeneklerinden size en uygun olani isaretleyerek

belirtiniz.

s |3 |3 2
=) . . et}
=] Q =]

cg 'gg 5z '2?,; cg
Bl £ 5 £ = Bl Bl
% |28 9§ e8 |g%
EE |ES |ES |E8 |EZ
&:E o 3 (= ] o 3 EE
L = o O O o o O =
m 8 m :o m = m :o m S

1. Cezaevinden ¢ikinca nereye gidecegimi
biliyorum.

2. Cezaevine girmeden once birlikte yasadigim
kisiler cezaevine girme nedenimi anlayisla
karsiliyorlar.

3. Cezaevine girmeden Once birlikte yasadigim
kisilerle, tahliye olunca genel olarak uyumlu bir
iligki yasayacagimi diisiiniiyorum.

4. Tahliye olunca birlikte yasayacagim yeni
kisilerle uyumlu bir iligki yasayacagimi
diisiiniiyorum.

5. Tahliye olunca yasamak i¢in nereye gidecegim
konusunda endiselerim var.

6. Tahliye olunca, cevremdekiler tarafindan, ben
istemesem de galismaya (veya ¢alismamaya)
zorlanabilirim.

7.  Tahliye olunca, memnun olmadigim olaylar ve
kisilerle karsilagirsam, bir sorun yagamamak igin
danisacagim Kkisiler var.

8. Yakin ¢evremde yasayip benim igin 6nemli olan
bazi kisiler cezaevine girmemden utang duyuyor
olabilir.

9.  Yakin ¢evremde yasayip benim i¢in dnemli olan
bazi kisiler bana kars1 anlayisli olmayabilirler.

10. Tahliye olunca yeni tanisacagim kisilerle tanisip
konusmakta sikint1 ¢gekecegimi diisiinmiiyorum.

11. Tahliye olunca yeni tanisacagim kisilerin eski
hiikiimlii oldugumu 6grenmelerini istemem.

12. Tahliye olunca yeni tanisacagim kisiler, eski
hiikiimlii oldugumu 6grenirlerse
karsilagabilecegim davraniglara hazirlikliyim.

13. Yakin ¢evremde yasayip benim i¢in dnemli olan
kisilerin ¢ogunun bana kars1 giivenlerini
kaybettigini diisiiniiyorum.

14. Tahliye olunca iginde yasayacagim ortamda
sevgi ve saygl gorecegimi diigiiniiyorum.

15. Tahliye olunca gevremde, bir giin bana eski
hiikiimlii oldugumu hatirlatacak kisiler oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum.
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Benim i¢in

tamamiyla yanlis

Benim i¢in biiyiik

Olciide yanlis

Benim i¢in ne dogru

ne de yanlig

Benim i¢in biiyiik

Olciide dogru

Benim i¢in

tamamiyla dogru

16.

Tahliye olduktan sonra tanigsacagim kisiler eski
hiikiimlii oldugumu 6grenseler bile buna dnem
vermeyeceklerdir.

17.

Tahliye olduktan sonra, eski hiikiimlii olmamdan
dolay1 beni dnceden taniyan kisilerle sikinti
yasayacagimizi diisiiniiyorum.

18.

Tahliye olduktan sonra yasam kosullarimin zorlayici
olacagini diigiinmiiyorum.

19.

Tahliye olunca yasayacagim zorlukla/ zorluklarla
basagikabilecegimi diisiiniiyorum.

20.

Tahliye olunca i¢inde bulunacagim ortamda
yasamaktansa simdi i¢inde bulundugum cezaevinde
yasamay1 tercih ederim.

21.

Cezaevinde kazandigim bilgi ve becerilerin, tahliye
olunca yasayacagim hayati kolaylastirmasini
bekliyorum.

22.

Sahip oldugum &zelliklerin tahliye olunca disaridaki
hayata kolaylikla dahil olmami saglayacagini
diisiiniiyorum.

23.

Eski hiikiimli olmamdan dolay1 is bulmakta sikinti
yagayacagim diigiiniiyorum.

24.

Bir iste kalmakta giicliik cekmeyecegimi
diistiniiyorum.

25.

Tahliye olunca karsilagacagim zorluklar nedeniyle
kendi yapmak istedigim isleri yapma firsati
bulamayacagimi diisiiniiyorum.

26.

Tahliye olunca i¢inde bulunacagim ortamda
yabancilik yasayacagimi diisiiniiyorum.

27.

Tahliye olunca yasayacagim ¢evrede, cezaevine
girmeden once ne kadar s6z sahibiysem, yine en az o
kadar s6z sahibi olacagimi diisiiniiyorum.

28.

Tahliye olunca yasayacagim hayatta konusmay1
6zlemle bekledigim kisiler var.

29.

Tahliye olunca maddi sikint1 yasayacagimi
diisiiniiyorum.

30.

Tahliye olunca kendime egitici ugraslar edinmeye
caligacagim.

31.

Tahliye olunca yasam kosullar1 beni yasadisi yollara
bagvurmaya zorlayabilir.

32.

Tahliye olunca yasam kosullar1 beni yasadisi yollara
bagvurmaya zorlarsa, sug islememek i¢in ne
yapacagimi biliyorum.

33.

Tahliye olunca yasam kosullar1 beni yasadisi yollara
bagvurmaya zorlarsa, su¢ islememek i¢in yardim
isteyebilecegim kisiler var.

34.

Tahliye olunca yasam kosullari beni yasadisi yollara
bagvurmaya zorlarsa, su¢ islememek i¢in yardima
ihtiyacim olabilir.

35.

Tahliye olduktan sonra imkansizlik nedeniyle saglik
sorunlari yasayabilirim.

36.

Tahliye olduktan sonra saglik sorunum olursa,
imkansizlik nedeniyle tedavi géremeyebilirim.
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Benim i¢in

tamamiyla yanlis

Benim i¢in bilyiik

ol¢iide yanlis

Benim i¢in ne dogru

ne de yanlis

Benim i¢in bilyiik

ol¢iide dogru

Benim igin

tamamiyla dogru

37.

Tahliye olduktan sonra ¢evremde beni, yasadisi
yollara cekmek isteyecek kisiler olacak.

38.

Tahliye olduktan sonra beni, yasadisi yollara ¢gekmek
isteyecek kisilerden uzak durmay1 basarabilirm.

39.

Yeniden hiikiim giyme ihtimalini aklima bile
getirmiyorum.

40.

Tahliye olmamla birlikte, kendi hayatinin diizene
girecegi beklentisine sahip kisiler var.

41.

Cezaevi kosullarinin bana, disaridaki yasamla ilgili
bazi seyleri unutturmus olmasindan endise ediyorum.

42.

Cezaevinde kaldigim siirenin bana, disaridaki
yasamla ilgili bazi seyleri unutturmus olmasindan
endige ediyorum.

43.

Tahliye olduktan sonra sug islemememin tamamen
benim kontroliimde oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

44.

Ceza alacagimi, yeniden hiikiim giyecegimi bilsem
de, beni sug islemeye zorlayan kosullarda sug
islememeyi tek bagima basarabilecegimi
diistinmilyorum.

45.

Cezaevine girmemden ¢ok olumsuz etkilenecek
kisilerin olmasi beni sug islememek konusunda ¢ok
dikkatli kilacaktir.

46.

Kosullar ne olursa olsun yeniden cezaevine
girebilecegimi diiglinilyorum.

47.

Beni sug islemekten uzak tutacak en onemli etken bir
iste ¢alistyor olmamdir.

48.

Beni su¢ islemekten uzak tutacak en énemli etken
ailemdir.
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APPENDIX K

THOUGHTS-ABOUT-RELEASE QUESTIONAIRE

YONERGE: Asagida bir dizi ifade verilmistir. Liitfen her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve miimkiin
oldugunca kendinizi, kendi diislincenizi anlatarak tamamlayiniz.

O T OO OSSOSO
2. ONCRKIC. oo
3. Bir giin cezaevinden gikacAZIMI AHSHNEIEK ............ooooooooooosoeeoeeoe e
e
5. Tahliye OIUNCA GNCEHKIE ...
6. Tahliye olmama .................sire var. Bu nedenle hazirliKlarim..........................

7. Ben cezaevindeyken, ¢ikinca yasayacagim ¢evrede olup bitenler (duyduklarima
gore) beni sunlar1 diisiinmeye itti:

8. Cezaevinde kendime ugrasacak bir is buluyorum/ bulamiyorum. CUnkd,........cccecevereeiinincninenne
9. Cezaevinden ¢ikinca paraya olan ThtiyaCim........c.cceecverierieriesiieieieeeeste et eee e e sre s e e seeeaese e
10. Isledigim sugu neden isledigimi diisUNAUSUMAE. ...........coovreevveeeeeeeeeeeee e
11. Isledigim sugun ortaya cikt1g1 kosullarla yeniden Karsilasirsam..............c..occooverueveueeereereruerererenennnns
12. Cezaevinden ¢1KInca en zay1f YONUIM. ......cc.eoueiiiieieieieieieeet ettt eee e eaea
.......................................................................................................................................... olacak.

UK. 1ttt ettt ettt et e et e e teeetveeeteeetseeeteeetesebeeesseeabeeetbeenseeeteeeaseeeseeeabeeesaesareessesaseenrens
13. Cezaevinden ¢ikinca en glglil YONUML.........eocveruiiiiiiieie e st snens
........................................................................................................................................... olacak.

CUNKT. 1ttt ettt ettt e et e e teeetbeeteestbeeteestbe e be e aseeabeeesseeaseessseasseesseeaseessesaseessesaseesaeanseensens
14. Cezaevindeki diger arkadaglart dUSUNTNCE. .........coeoieiiriiiiiieeeeee e
15. Daha 6nce tahliye olmus diger hiikiimliileri dGsinlince...........cocoeoeverieneneneneeeeeee e



17. Bu maddeyi kadin iseniz tamamlayinz.
Hig cezaevine girmemis kadimlara Kiyasla...........coocoooiiiiiiiiiii e

18. Bu maddeyi erkek iseniz tamamlayimz.
Hig cezaevine girmemis erkeklere K1yasla..........coocveciiieiiiiieniieiee e

22, TaNIIYE OIUINCA. .....eoiieieiieieie ettt et et et e st e e st e et e st e e st e st e ensesseensesseensesseensenseensensennsensenns
kargt KOrunma TRtIYACINL ........cvieieieiertt ettt sttt ettt e sttt e e eetesseesseesaeseenaesseensenseensensaensenseans
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