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ABSTRACT

THE ASSOCIATION OF BASIC PERSONALITY TRAITS AND NEGATIVE
EMOTIONS WITH SUICIDE PROBABILITY

Cansu Akyiiz
M. S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Tiilin Gen¢oz

August 2015, 116 pages

The current study aimed to examine (1) age and gender differences on the personality
traits, negative emotions, and suicide probability; (2) the interrelationships between
the measures of the study; and (3) to examine the factors associated with the
personality traits, the negative emotions, and the measures of suicide probability. For
these purposes, data was collected from 464 people between the ages 16-67. Results
indicated that personality traits were closely associated with negative emotions;
namely, Loneliness, Hopelessness, Shame and Guilt, and Anger. Specifically,
Loneliness, Hopelessness, Shame, and Inward Oriented Reactions on Anger were
found to be negatively associated with Extraversion. On the other hand, Loneliness,
Hopelessness, Shame, and Revenge Related Reactions and Passive-Aggressive
Reactions on Anger were found positively related to Neuroticism. Similarly, Shame,
Revenge Related Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions, and Careless Reactions on
Anger were found positively associated with Negative Valence. There were also
significant associations between personality traits, negative emotions, and suicide

probability: Extraversion was found negatively associated with all domains of



Suicide Probability; Neuroticism and Negative Valence were found positively related
to all domains of Suicide Probability. Similarly, Loneliness and Hopelessness were
also found positively associated with Suicide Probability domains. Moreover,
Conscientiousness was found negatively, and Inward-Oriented Anger was found
positively associated with both Suicide Ideation and Hostility domains of Suicide
Probability. All in all, this study supported the strong effect of personality traits and

negative emotions with suicide probability.

Keywords: Personality Traits, Loneliness, Hopelessness, Shame and Guilt, Anger,
Suicide Probability



0z

TEMEL KIiSILIK OZELLIKLERI VE NEGATIF DUYGULARIN INTIHAR
OLASILIGI iLE ILISKIiSI

Akyliz, Cansu
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Tiilin Geng6z

Agustos 2015, 116 sayfa

Bu calisma (1) katilimcilarin yas ve cinsiyet gibi demografik degiskenlerinin temel
kisilik 6zellikleri, olumsuz duygular ve intihar olasilig1 tizerindeki etkisini; (2)
calismadaki o6l¢timler arasindaki karsilikli iliskiyi; (3) kisilik 6zellikleri, olumsuz
duygular ve intihar olasilig1 ile iliskili faktorleri incelemeyi amacglamaktadir.
Calismanin verisi, Yaslar1 16 ile 67 arasinda degisen 464 katilimcidan toplanmistir.
Sonuglar kisilik 6zellikleri ile olumsuz duygularin, bu calismada yer alan Yalnizlik,
Umutsuzluk, Utang ve Sugluluk, ve Ofke duygulari, yakin iliskili oldugunu
gostermistir. Ozellikle, Yalmzlik, Umutsuzluk, Utang ve Ice Atim Ofke Tepkileri ile
Disadéniikliik kisilik 6zelligi arasinda negatif yonde iliski bulunmustur. Ote yandan,
Yalmzlik, Umutsuzluk, Utang ve Intikama Yonelik Ofke Tepkileri ile Pasif-Agresif
Ofke Tepkileri ile Duygusal Denge arasinda pozitif iliski bulunmustur. Benzer
sekilde, Utang, Intikama Yonelik Ofke Tepkileri, ige Atim Ofke Tepkileri ve
Umursamaz Ofke Tepkileri ile Olumsuz degerlik arasinda pozitif bir iliski
bulunmustur. Bu ¢alismada kisilik 6zellikleri, olumsuz duygular ve intihar olasilig
arasinda anlamli iliskiler bulunmustur. Disadéniikliik ile Intihar Olasiliginin tiim

boyutlariyla negatif iliski bulunurken, Duygusal Denge ve Olumsuz Degerlik ile
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Intihar Olasiliginin tiim boyutlari arasinda pozitif iliski bulunmustur. Benzer sekilde,
Yalnizlik ve Umutsuzluk ile Intihar Olasiligimin tiim boyutlar1 arasinda pozitif iliski
bulunmustur. Ayrica, Intihar Olasiliginin Intihar Diisiincesi ve Diismanlik alt
boyutlar1 ile Sorumluluk arasinda negatif, ice Atim Ofke arasinda pozitif iliski
bulunmustur. Calisma sonuglari, kisilik 6zellikleri, negatif duygular ve intihar

olasilig1 arasindaki giiclii iliskiyi destekler niteliktedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kisilik Ozellikleri, Yalnizlik, Umutsuzluk, Utang ve Sucluluk,
Ofke, Intihar Olasilig
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The current study was conducted in order to examine the associations between basic
personality traits and suicide probability, and the role of emotions, specifically,
hopelessness, loneliness, shame and guilt, and anger between this associations.

With this purpose, in the following sections of the study, first of all, suicide and
associated factors will be investigated. Secondly, five factor model of personality
traits and basic personality traits, and associations between basic personality traits
and suicide will be examined. As the next and last section, four different emotions,
namely; hopelessness, loneliness, shame and guilt, and anger will be described.

Moreover, associations between these four emotions and suicide will be specified.
1.1. Suicide

Suicide has been one of the important phenomena all over the world and according to
World Health Organization (World Health Organization, 2014) statistics, 800,000
people committed suicide in 2012, and a lot more number of people attempt suicide
every year. Suicide can be seen among all age groups; however, it is mostly observed
especially among those between the ages of 15 and 29. In fact, suicide has been
determined as the second major cause of death in this age group worldwide.
Moreover, suicide was identified 15" leading cause of death in 2012 and 1.4 % of
worldwide deaths were caused by this phenomenon (WHO 2014). Suicide is defined
as the act of ending own life intentionally, and non-fatal suicidal thoughts and
behaviors are named as “suicidal behaviors”. Suicide ideation and suicide attempt
constitute suicidal behavior terminology, specifically; suicide ideation is related to
the thoughts and behavior with the aim of ending life, and suicide attempt is
described as displaying self-injuring behavior with death intention (Nock et. al.,

2006; Nock, & Kresler, 2006). Therefore, examining risk factors and determining
1



effective interventions are important not only for people who are engaged in suicidal

behavior but also for the ones who are at risk.

According to suicide literature, various social, economic, and family related factors
have been identified as risk factors of suicide. Bucca and colleagues (1994) stated
that people with low socio-economic status, inadequate income or limited
educational opportunities are more prone to suicide ideation and suicide attempt.
Moreover, loss of social support or intimacy, an example of which can be parental
separation, or divorce, also increases the risk of suicide and suicide attempts
(Andrews & Lewinsohn, 1992; Brent et al., 1994). Apart from social and
environmental factors, psychological health of the person and his parents is also
important in suicide. Parental psychopathology history reinforces the tendency
towards depression, substance abuse or antisocial behavior, and because of these,
people may experience problems, including suicide ideation and suicide attempts
(Pfeffer, Normandin, & Kakuma, 1994). Family history of suicidal behavior is also
important to the tendency towards suicide. Gould and colleagues (1996), and
Grossman and colleagues (1991) stated that young people with family suicidal
history had greater tendency towards both suicide and suicide attempts. Especially,
people aged between 15 and 19 with family suicidal history are 2 to 4 times at more
risk than those in older age groups (Gould, Wallenstein, & Davidson, 1989), and
current suicide literature emphasizes the influence of media on suicidal behavior

among the young, as well (Baume, Cantor, & Rolfe, 1997).

Not only social, environmental or family related factors, but also personality,
temperament, and genetic factors have powerful influences on suicidal behavior
(Beautrais, 2000). Introversion, neuroticism, impulsiveness, aggression, inadequate
self-esteem, and hopelessness are some of these personality traits linked with suicidal
behavior (Asarnow & Guthrie, 1989; Beautrais, Joyce, & Mulder, 1998;
Benjaminsen, Krarup, & Layritsen, 1990). As the psychological side of suicidal
behaviors, not only personality but also mental health are emphasized. According to
psychological autopsy studies which were conducted to gather information about the

life history of suicide completers; mental disorders and suicidal behavior are strongly
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related. Previous studies showed that major psychiatric problems such as affective
disorders and antisocial behaviors were associated with suicidal behavior. Especially
the association between affective disorders and suicidal behavior stand out as the
strongest relation. Moreover, suicidal risk dramatically increases in the case of
comorbid disorders. Literature research indicates that people with psychiatric
disorder history have more tendency to attempt suicide, and these attempts also
increase the risk of further suicidal behavior. In addition to mental disorders,
psychological autopsy studies claimed that stressful life events, such as
unemployment, interpersonal problems or loss of loved ones rouse suicidal behaviors
(Beautrais, 2000).

Besides the factors which pose a suicidal risk, protecting factors from suicidal
behavior are also important in order to implement effective interventions. Although
suicide literature emphasizes the importance of social support from family or other
community members, more individualistic studies have emerged and revealed the
necessity of understanding individual differences on suicidal behaviors. According to
these studies, individuals’ problem solving skills, beliefs about life, and their level of
self-esteem are important topics to understand the nature of suicidal behavior in
addition to general protective factors. In order to make appropriate interventions for
the people who have suicidal tendencies, environmental, genetic, and both physical
and psychological health factors should be taken into account, and all of this
information should be used for the development of prevention strategies (Beautrais,
2000).

1.2. Basic Personality Traits

In addition to all suicide related factors mentioned above, personality traits have
great importance on suicide research which focuses not only on creating suitable
prevention strategies for these traits but also on determining probability of suicidal
behavior (Brezo, Paris, & Turecki, 2006). Moreover, considering stable personality
characteristics, especially in adulthood, would help create interventions that might

have long lasting effects. However, interventions which aim to create change by



considering changeable risk factors might have temporary effects (Roberts & Del
Vechio, 2000).

Personality theories have great implications in the field of psychology, and
personality theorists have tried to solve the confusion regarding personality by means
of trait approach. Although there are relevant and meaningful personality dimensions
with many different opinions and approaches, the concept of “basic personality
traits” has an important place in personality research (McCrae, 1991; McCrae &
Costa, 1987). This concept was defined on the basis of Guilford, Cattel, and
Eysenck’s personality systems (McCrae & John, 1992). Although hundreds of traits
have been analyzed, five traits have been described consistently across cultures, time,
and measures as a result of all studies. These five traits are Extraversion,
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience. The
first dimension, Extraversion, is concerned with one’s level of excitement seeking
and one’s level of activity. Conscientiousness is about a person’s ability to plan for
the future, as well as to be organized, effective, responsible, and reliable. Moreover,
conscientiousness may also create a tendency towards being achievement oriented.
As a third dimension, Agreeableness includes altruistic, empathetic, and pro-social
behavior as opposed to egocentric and competitive behavior. Neuroticism dimension
is basically emotional instability and the tendency to experience negative emotions.
The last dimension, Openness to Experience, is related to one’s interest and

willingness to gain new experience (Franz et al., 2014).

These five traits, named as “Big Five” by Goldberg (1993), were based on his lexical
analysis of the words used to describe people, and McCrae and Costa (2003)
integrated these personality dimensions in their Five-Factor Model (FFM). This
model seems to have been designed by making use of a wide variety of personality
description systems, including Cattell's 16 factors, Eysenck's "big three," Murray's 20
needs, Guilford's temperaments, and Jung's types (McCrae, 1989). FFM explains
general dispositional tendencies that apply to most people and interpersonal
situations. The five broad factors, which are Extraversion (Surgency),

Conscientiousness (Will), Agreeableness (Warmth), Neuroticism (Emotional
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Stability), and Openness to Experience (Intellectance, Culture) have been obtained
from various self and peer report measures, and they have indicated general and
applicable personality traits. These five factors seem to cover basic human concerns
of power (Extraversion), work (Conscientiousness), love (Agreeableness), affect
(Neuroticism), and intellect (Openness to experience). Since it was developed, this
Five-Factor Model has contributed greatly to the improvement of personality
psychology, not only conceptually but also empirically (Peabody & Goldberg, 1989).
According to Lahey (2009), measures based on FFM of personality could be utilized
to predict positive or negative life situations, such as academic success, well-being,
job satisfaction, and quality of relationships.

Although the Five Factor Model provides a universal structure based on many
intercultural studies, some researchers have found out some contradictory results.
When the average values of Five Factor Model sub-scales were analyzed, it was
revealed that there was more variance within a single culture than between different
cultures (Allik & McCrae, 2004; Costa, Terracciano & McCrae, 2001; Hofstede &
McCrae, 2004). Moreover, Zuckerman and colleagues (1993) stated that the studies
on basic personality traits in different cultures yielded inconsistent results. Similarly,
Gengoz and Onciil (2012) studied FFM in Turkish culture, and decided to include the
6" dimension, named as “Negative Valence”. This newly added trait is related to
self-worth and is believed to contribute to psychological well-being negatively.
Specifically, negative valence is associated with low self-worth, and people with this
trait might experience some psychological problems, such as lower level of
perceived social support. Even if these people need support, they hesitate to ask for it
because they think that they are not worthy enough to acquire support from others.
As a result, they might feel hopeless and lonely. Another psychological aspect of
negative valence is related with coping strategies of individuals. Individuals with
higher negative valence have a tendency to use emotional focused coping and try to
avoid problematic situations, so they might drown in problems (Gengdz & Oncil,
2012).



Personality dimensions and their effects on people’s lives have become attractive for
researchers and a great deal of research has been conducted about this issue.
Personality traits and well-being have strong association with each other;
particularly, people who are extraverted, agreeable, conscientious, and emotionally
stable tend to drive greater life satisfaction and positive affect (DeNeve & Cooper,
1998; Steel, Schmidt, & Shultz, 2008). According to literature, higher level of
positive affect and life satisfaction generally is explained with higher level of
extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience. On the other hand; higher
level of neuroticism results in a lower level of well-being and positive affect (Soto,
2014). Besides, higher level of neuroticism is associated with depressive symptoms
(Chiogueta & Stiles, 2005), proneness to worries, and problems in close relationships
(Ben-Ari & Lavee, 2005; Tamir, 2005). According to Soto (2014), people with a
higher agreeableness level have closer and more supportive relationships with others.
As for conscientiousness, those with high conscientiousness levels tend to perform
better both at the workplace and school, and thus are likely to get rewarded (Barrick,
Mount, & Judge, 2001; Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). Individuals who possess both
conscientiousness and agreeableness traits can not only develop social skills but also
can establish and maintain healthy relationships. Furthermore, they may develop a
plan for future and motivate themselves in accordance with their aims more easily
(Soto, 2014).

In addition to their above mentioned effects on experiencing different life complex
behavioral phenomena like suicide and personality traits (Farberow, 1950; Reif &
Lesch, 2003). Research has shown that personality traits and suicidal tendency have
a strong relationship, and that the traits may either prevent the risk or trigger the

tendency.

Agreeableness trait seems to be a protective factor which prevents a person from
suicidal tendency, whereas neuroticism and introversion are predisposing risk factors
in suicidality (Fergusson, Woodward, & Horwood, 2000). Moreover, clinical
researchers claimed that people with extremely high scores on personality scales are

more prone to suicide, and that introverted/ negativistic personality features were
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related with a probability of suicide (Catanzaro, 2000; Rudd, Ellis, Rajab, & Wehrly,
2000).

The predisposing risk factors may affect a person’s tendency to suicide at different
levels. For example, higher levels of extraversion trait seems to be protective factor
for all suicide ideators, suicide attempters, and suicide completers. Extraverted
people have the ability to engage in supportive relations with the help of their
improved social skills (Duberstein, Conwell, & Ciane, 1994; Nordstrom, Schalling,
& Asberg, 1995). Similarly, higher levels of agreeableness and lower levels of
openness were also related with the absence of suicidal behavior (Duberstein et al.,
2000). In terms of conscientiousness, although there was no consensus on the effect
of this trait on suicidal behavior, Velting (1999) stated that conscientiousness is a
strong predictor of suicide ideation especially among young males. Neuroticism, on
the other hand, seems not only to be a strong predictor of suicide ideation (Farmer,
Redman, & Harris, 2001) but also has a dominant influence on suicide attempt and
completion (Van Heeringen, 2001). According to Brezo, Paris, and Turecki (2006),
neuroticism, introversion, and perfectionism are the shared features of suicide
attempters. In the same way, negative valence trait, which has been found in Turkish
culture as the 6 factor of personality traits, may have an effect on suicidal behavior.
As previously stated, people with higher levels of negative valence trait have low
self-worth, and they tend not to seek social support from others. That may bring
about a situation in which people have to handle their problems on their own, and
feel lonely and worthless. All these characteristics make them more prone to suicide.
So far, there has been no research on the relationship between negative valence and
suicidal behavior; however, this trait should be investigated carefully due to its

potential destructive effects on psychological health.

All in all, neuroticism, introversion, and negative valence traits are expected to be
strong predictors for both suicide ideation and suicide attempts, and these traits
should be examined carefully to in order to establish the risk-groups and conduct

suitable interventions.



1.3. Negative Emotions

As personality traits, some emotions such as hopelessness and loneliness have been
found to create a tendency towards suicidal behavior (Joiner et al., 1996). In present
study, hopelessness, loneliness, shame and guilt, and anger were examined in order

to find a link between these emotions and suicide probability.
1.3.1. Hopelessness

Hopelessness, defined as negative expectancies about future life (Clark, Beck, &
Brown, 1989) has an impact on suicidal behavior (Velting, 1999). According to
previous research, hopelessness has an effect on individuals’ affect, motivation, and
cognitive constituents. For instance, individuals with higher levels of hopelessness
have lower enthusiasm and negative expectancies about future. Moreover, they are
easily discouraged when encounter difficulty (Beck et al., 1974; Steer, Kumar, &
Beck, 1993). Costa and McCrae (1992) stated that lack of self-confidence,
passiveness in social roles, pessimism, discontent, and lower levels of positive
feelings such as joy, happiness or excitement are the shared features of hopeless

individuals.

In terms of the association between basic personality traits and hopelessness,
neuroticism is significantly and positively associated with hopelessness, while both
extraversion and conscientiousness are inversely related to hopelessness (Velting,
1999). Neuroticism creates a higher level of negative affect on individuals, as
previously stated, and the link between neuroticism and hopelessness is suitable with
this. Owing to this effect, individuals who experience negative emotions and
emotional instability in their lives may have a tendency to report hopelessness.
Lynch and colleagues (2004) indicated that increased suicidal ideation and
hopelessness can be observed in individuals with higher negative affect, which is
associated with higher levels of neuroticism. On the other hand, extraversion is
linked with positive affect, and because of this association, higher levels of
extraversion seem to be the protective factors from hopelessness. Moreover,

openness to experience has been found to be negatively associated with
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hopelessness. However, according to recent research, there has been no significant
relationship between agreeableness and hopelessness (Chioqueta & Stiles, 2005).
Although there has been no study on the connection between negative valence trait
and hopelessness, this relationship will be investigated in the current study, as the
features of this trait are believed to be associated with hopelessness.

Hopelessness seems to be a strong predictor of suicidal behavior, especially suicidal
ideation, and it was found that individuals experience suicidal ideation as long as
they suffer from hopelessness (Beevers & Miller, 2004). According to Beck and
colleagues (1993), hopelessness is more notable than depression in suicidal ideation.
More specifically, Szanto and colleagues (1998) stated that not only suicide ideators
but also suicide completers have higher levels of hopelessness compared to non-
suicidal individuals. Moreover, hopelessness is also an important indicator in terms
of predicting suicide attempts, and Rifai and colleagues (1994) stated that individuals
who have attempted suicide in recent years have reported hopelessness more
frequently than non-attempters. Hopelessness is also observable in most suicide
attempters, and even more noticeable among multiple attempters (Lolas, Gomez, &
Suarez, 1991; Nordstrom, Schalling, & Asberg, 1995).

1.3.2. Loneliness

Loneliness is a common feeling among people, and individuals may experience it to
some extent throughout their lives (McWhirter, 1990). There has been no consensus
on the definition of loneliness, though it has been studied in the past three decades.
Dejong-Gierveld (1987) stated that loneliness may be experienced when an
individual’s need for intimacy is not met because of various reasons, such as lack of
opportunity to construct this kind of relationship. One of the most accepted definition
was offered by Peplau and Perlman (1982, p. 4), “Loneliness is the unpleasant
experience that occurs when a person’s network of social relations is significantly
deficient in either quality or quantity”. People may feel lonely and suffer from lack
of intimacy even if they do have an intimate relationship, and this situation creates

stress. In fact, loneliness is experienced subjectively; that is, although individuals



have a social life or a number of friends, they may be reporting and complaining
about this feeling (Peplau & Perlman, 1982).

In terms of the association between loneliness and basic personality traits, Stokes
(1985) indicated that loneliness and extraversion have negative association, whereas
loneliness has a positive association with openness to experience and neuroticism.
Negative affect, which is related with neuroticism trait and lower self-esteem, has
been found to be a major contributing factor to loneliness. On the other hand, higher
levels of extraversion, conscientiousness, and agreeableness seem to be the
protective factors against loneliness (Cacioppo et al., 2006). Aspendorpf and Wilpers
(1998) indicated that people with higher levels of extraversion trait have more
tendency to engage in social interactions and have larger social networks; thus, their
feeling of loneliness might be lower than that of others. Loneliness is also related
with negative valence because individuals with higher levels of negative valence
think that they are unworthy and they do not deserve social support from others, so

these individuals may experience higher levels of loneliness.

Loneliness can be evaluated as a predisposing risk factor for suicidal behavior, and
Stravynski and Boyer (2001) found that people who feel lonelier have a higher
tendency to attempt suicide. Loneliness is an important predictor not only for suicidal
ideation but also for suicide attempt both among the healthy individuals and those
with psychological disorders. In terms of loneliness and suicide ideation relationship,
Stravynski and colleagues (2001) found significant associations between loneliness
and lack of friends, and suicide ideation. Four out of ten people who suicidal ideation
had reported that they felt lonely. Moreover, when loneliness was felt by those who
actually lived alone or those who had no friends, both suicide ideation and suicide

attempts increased dramatically.
1.3.3. Shame and Guilt

Both shame and guilt are common emotions and individuals report shame when they
feel social disapproval (Mead, 1941). Moreover, shame emerges when individuals

experience failure caused by their inadequacy, which is followed by negative self-

10



evaluation. On the other hand, guilt is described as the feeling of doing something
wrong, and it is experienced more privately compared to shame. Individuals try to
have control over their mistakes and they have the motivation to fix them
(Niedenthal, Tangney, & Gavanski, 1994). Although the source of emotions and
reactions caused by these may be different, shame and guilt share many features, so
these two terms are generally examined together. According to previous research,
these two emotions are caused by similar situations (Lynd, 1958) and people with

these emotions reveal similar facial expressions (Scherer & Ekman, 2014).

In terms of shame and guilt association with personality traits, Einstein and Lanning
(1998) indicated that feeling of shame is linked with lower levels of openness to
experience. Moreover, shame has a positive relationship with neuroticism and
agreeableness traits. As for guilt, there is a positive association between guilt and
agreeableness, conscientiousness and neuroticism trait. However, Watson and Clark
(1992) stated that only neuroticism trait is a strong predictor for guilt. Literature
shows that some other traits have been found significantly associated with guilt. Still,
there has been no consensus about which of these traits have an effect on shame and

guilt. The current study aims to investigate these relationships as well.

Shame and guilt are also strong predictors of suicidal behavior. Hassan (1995)
carried out a study which included 176 cases, and with the help of the information
gathered, 11 causes of suicide were determined. According to this study, one of these
causes was shame and guilt, and Hassan stated that shame and guilt emerged as a
result of failure in meeting social expectancies, and thus individuals tended to feel
disgrace. Moreover, the same study indicated that shame and guilt triggered suicidal
behavior especially among people below the age of 60, and that 7 % of suicides were
due to shame and guilt. Researcher have come up with the conclusion that when
individuals perceive themselves as failures, they have a tendency to give up on life,
and suicide is one of the certain ways of doing that. Although previous research
indicates that not only shame but also guilt has a connection with suicide behavior,
Lester (1998) stated that shame is more significantly related with current suicidality,
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history of suicide ideation and attempts, but guilt does not have such a strong effect

on suicidality.
1.3.4. Anger

Anger is the feeling that emerges when individuals experience threat, criticism,
inhibition or when they are underrated (Biaggio, 1989; Térestad, 1990). Individuals
may cope with anger in two ways. One of these ways is expressing anger toward
other people or things, which is known as “anger expressed outwardly”. The second
way is coping with anger by suppressing it and this is known as “anger expressed
inwardly” (Spielberger, Krasner, & Soloman, 1988). Moreover, various studies
indicated that, individuals who have difficulty in expressing anger may show
impulsive reactions, or they may communicate it in a destructive way (Mace, 1976;
Novaco, 1976). Although anger seems to be a problematic feeling, various recent
research has showed that it may create some positive effects when it is expressed
constructively. Positive effects of anger can be observable as the development of
trust and closeness in relationships if the anger can handled with a constructive way
(L’ Abate, 1977). Furthermore, individuals may defend themselves against the threats

with the help of dynamic effects of anger (Meadows, 1971).

In terms of personality features and anger association, individuals with the tendency
to show anger have some characteristics, such as lower levels of socialization, self-
control, and flexibility (Biaggio, 1980). Moreover, quick-tempered people tend to
exhibit impulsive, uncontrolled behavior and less tolerance to others. On the other
hand, even-tempered people try to suppress their anger, but after a while they may
have complaints because of this suppression. Jensen-Campbell and colleagues (2006)
indicated that highly agreeable and conscientious individuals are better at controlling
their anger, so they can express their feelings without offending others. Moreover,
they found that agreeable individuals experience anger especially in their social
relations but they can handle it in a more socially accepted way. On the other hand,
higher agreeableness and extraversion have an association with lower levels of

expressed anger (Marshall et al., 1994; Martin & Watson, 1997). Moreover,
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Friedman and colleagues (1995) indicated that neuroticism trait is related with both

expressed and suppressed anger.

Anger is a strong predictor for suicide and Lehnert and colleagues (1994) stated that
both inward and outward anger is closely related with suicide. Nonetheless, outward
expression of anger, such as impulsiveness or violent behavior is more likely to
cause suicidal behavior, especially in younger adults (Brent & Mann, 2006). On the
other hand, inward anger is associated with suicidal ideation among males in young
adulthood period (Goldney, Winefield, Sacbel, Winefield, & Tiggeman, 1997).
According to previous research, anger is a predisposing risk factor for suicidal
ideation and suicidal attempts, especially among young male adults (Daniel,
Goldston, Erkanli, Franklin, & Mayfield, 2009).

1.4. Aims of the Study

In the light of the literature given above, suicide probability is associated with basic
personality traits and some of the negative emotions, namely; hopelessness,
loneliness, shame and guilt, and anger have an effect on this association. Although
there are lots of studies about suicide and personality traits relationship, none of
these studies include the basic personality traits because this conceptualization is
relatively new than other theoretical approaches and these traits are founded
specifically in Turkish culture. Moreover, there are many studies which are
investigated the suicide and negative emotions association, but limited number of
research includes different negative emotions. Therefore, the aims of the present

study are:

1. To examine gender and age differences on measures of the present study (i.e.
suicide probability, basic personality traits, hopelessness, loneliness, shame and guilt,

and anger).
2. To examine the relationship between the measures of the present study.

3. To determine the association with basic personality traits and suicide

probability.
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4. To determine the negative emotions which are investigated current study

(hopelessness, loneliness, shame and guilt, and anger) effect on suicide probability.

5. To examine the association of negative emotions and personality traits with
suicide probability.

Basic Personality Traits — Negative Emotions — Suicide Probability
Hopelessness

Loneliness
Shame & Guilt
Anger

Figure 1. Association of Basic Personality Traits and Suicide Probability with
Negative Emotions
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

The sample of this study, as shown in Table 1, consisted of 464 people, 320 (69 %)
of whom were female, and 144 (31 %) were male. The ages of these participants
ranged from 16 to 67 (M = 26.97, SD = 9.22). 114 (24.6 %) of participants were
between the ages of 16-20 and this age range was named as “late adolescence
period”, 133 (28.7 %) of them were between the ages of 21-24 and this period was
named as “emerging adulthood”, 103(22.2 %) of them were between the ages of 25-
28 and this period was named as “early adulthood”, and remaining 114 (24.6 %)
participants were ages of 29-67 and this age range was named as “established
adulthood”.

As for the education status, 274 (59.1 %) of the participants graduated from
university or they were currently undergraduate students, and 122 (26.3 %) of them
were master or doctorate level students. Moreover, 62 (13.4 %) of participants
graduated from high school, 4 (0.9 %) participants graduated from secondary school,

and remaining 2 (0.4 %) participants graduated from primary school.

In terms of economic status, 57 (12.3 %) of the participants reported themselves as
having a low socio-economic status (SES), 358 (77.2 %) of them defined themselves
as having a moderate SES, and the remaining 49 (10.6 %) participants had high SES

level.

Participants had different marital status, as well. Out of 464 participants, 341 (73.5
%) of them were single, while 99 (21.3 %) of them were married. In addition, 13 (2.8
%) of them were cohabiting, and 10 (2.2 %) of them were divorced. The remaining 1

(0.2 %) participant was reported as widowed.
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As for the participants with suicide history in family, 40 (8.6 %) of them reported
that they had suicidal history in their family, while 424 (91.4 %) of them did not

report any suicide history in the family.

According to the current and previous psychological problem and treatment history,
it was reported that only 73 (15.7 %) participants had current psychological problems
and 33 (7.1 %) of them received psychological treatment. On the other hand, out of
464 participants, 152 (32.8 %) of them had psychological problems previously and
110 (23.7 %) of them had previous psychological treatment (See Table 1 for details).
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Table 1.

Demographic Characters of the Participants

Variables N (464 participants) % M SD
Gender

Female 320 69.0
Male 144 31.0
Age 26.97 9.22
1 (between 16-20) 114 24.6
2 (between 21-24) 133 28.7
3 (between 25-28) 103 22.2
4 (between 29-67) 114 24.6
Education

Graduate of primary school 2 0.4
Graduate of secondary school 4 0.9
Graduate of high school 62 13.4
University student/graduate 274 59.1
Graduate student/degree 122 26.3
Reported Income Level

Low 57 12.3
Middle 358 77.2
High 49 10.6
Marital Status

Single 341 73.5
Cohabiting 13 2.8
Married 99 21.3
Divorced 10 2.2
Widowed 1 0.2
Suicide History in the Family

Yes 40 8.6
No 424 91.4
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Table 1. (Continued)

Current Psychological Problems

Yes 73 15.7
No 391 84.3
Current Psychological Treatment

(N=73)

Yes 33 7.1
No 40 8.6
Previous Psychological Problems

Yes 152 32.8
No 312 67.2
Previous Psychological Treatment

(N =152)

Yes 110 23.7
No 42 9.0

2.2. Measures

At the beginning, demographic information form was prepared by the researcher in
order to obtain information about sex, age, educational level of the participants,
socio-economic level of the participants, and both current and previous psychological
and/or psychiatric treatment history of participants (See Appendix A). Then,
participants were given a set of questionnaire. It included Basic Personality Traits
Inventory (BPTI) (See Appendix B); Suicide Probability Scale (SPS) (See Appendix
C), Beck Hopelessness Scale (BHS) (See Appendix D), UCLA-R Loneliness Scale
(See Appendix E), Guilt-Shame Scale-Turkish (GSS-TR) (See Appendix F), and
Multidimensional Anger Scale (MAS) (See Appendix G).

2.2.1. Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI)

The Basic Personality Traits Inventory was developed by Gengdz and Onciil (2012)

for Turkish culture to measure personality traits, based on the five factor model of
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personality (McCrae & Costa, 2003). BPTI includes 45 items and 6 basic personality
traits (i.e., extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness to
experience, and negative valence). Iltems of BPTI were rated on a five-point Likert-
type scale (1: does not apply to me, 5: definitely apply to me). Participants who
receives higher scores on sub-scales have more tendency to show appropriate

features to traits.

Internal consistency of the personality traits were found as .89, .85, .85, .83, .80 and
.71, respectively. Test-retest reliability of BPTI traits ranged from .71 to .84. Validity
studies of BPTI was conducted, and correlation analyses between factors of BPTI
and various questionnaires (i.e.; Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale, Beck Depression
Inventory, State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale, Ways of
Coping Inventory, Positive-Negative Affect Scale, Multidimensional Scale of
Perceived Social Support, and Reassurance Seeking Scale) supported the concurrent

validity of the inventory (Gengdz, & Onciil, 2012).
2.2.2. The Suicide Probability Scale (SPS)

The Suicide Probability Scale was developed by Cull and Gill (1990) and to be used
with adolescents and adults. The SPS points out emotional, behavioral, and cognitive
components of suicide and measured suicide probability based on a self-report. The
scale includes 36 items in order to determine the frequency of experiences about
specific emotions or behavior related to suicide. Items of SPS were rated on a four-

point scale and higher scores indicated higher level of suicidal risk.

The Turkish version of SPS was adapted by Eskin (1993) and the scale includes 4
factors; namely, hopelessness, suicide ideation, hostility, and negative self-
evaluation. On the other hand, the last Turkish version of SPS was adapted by Or
(2003) and this version of SPS has 3 factors; namely, suicide ideation, hostility and
negative self-evaluation. After that the factor analyses, reliability, and validity
analyses, 2 items (13 and 29) were excluded from last version. Moreover, last
version of SPS revealed acceptable validity and reliability coefficients for the both

total scale and sub-scales.
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2.2.3. Beck Hopelessness Scale (BHS)

Beck Hopelessness Scale was improved by Beck, Weissman, Lester, and Trexler
(1974) in order to measure peoples’ negative expectations about future. Items of
BHS were chosen from a pool of pessimistic statements and BHS comprises 20 true-
false items. The BHS measures negative expectations of the person about the future;
in other words, their degree of pessimism. The maximum and minimum score of
BHS 0 and 20, respectively and the higher scores indicated that higher level of
hopelessness. According to validity analyses (Bonner & Rich, 1991; Ivanoff & Jang,
1991) validity scores of SPS ranged from .32 (p <.05) to .79 (p <.001).

Reliability and validity analyses for the Turkish respondents of this scale was
conducted by Durak (1994), and Seber, Dilbaz, Kaptanoglu, and Tekin (1993). As
for the reliability studies of this scale, the Cronbach coefficient was found as .85
(Durak, 1994) and the test-retest reliability coefficient was found as .74. Moreover,
concurrent validity of BHS ranged from .65 to .55 (Seber, Dilbaz, Kaptanoglu, &
Tekin, 1993).

2.2.4. UCLA-R Loneliness Scale

UCLA-R Loneliness Scale was developed by Russell, Peplau and Cutrona (1980)
and consists of 20 items. Ten of these items are contained of positively worded
statements to measure the satisfaction of social relationships and other 10 of them are
negatively worded statements which indicate the dissatisfaction of social
relationships. Items of UCLA-R rated on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1

(never) to 4 (often) and range of scores on scale 0 to 20.

The scale was adapted by Demir (1989) into Turkish and Cronbach alpha coefficient
was found as .96 and test-retest reliability as .94 (p <.001). Correlation between the
UCLA Loneliness Scale and Beck Depression Inventory was found as .77 (p < .001),

revealing the concurrent validity of the scale.
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2.2.5. Guilt-Shame Scale-Turkish (GSS-TR)

GSS-TR was developed by Sahin and Sahin (1992) by using items from the Johnson
and Noel’s Dimensions of Conscience Questionnaire (Johnson, Danko, Huang, et al.,
1987). GSS-TR is a 24 item self-report inventory and to measure shame and guilt
emotions. Items rated on a five-point Likert-scale from 1 to 5, and the scale is scored
separately for shame and guilt emotions. The minimum possible score is 0 and the
maximum possible score is 60 for each subscale. The Cronbach alpha values were
found as .81 for guilt subscale, and as .80 for shame subscale. The concurrent

validity correlation of these subscales were found as .49 (Sahin, & Sahin, 1992).
2.2.6. Multidimensional Anger Scale (MAS)

Multidimensional Anger Scale was improved by Balkaya and Sahin (2003) to
measure anger on a multidimensional level. In order to develop this scale,
researchers conducted a two phase study. As the first phase, item pool was
constructed, and 158 item was determined for the second phase of study after the
item analyses. Then, psychometric properties of the scale were investigated. In the
second phase of the study, reliability and validity analyses were conducted for each
of the 5 dimensions; namely, Anger Symptoms, Anger Eliciting Situations, Anger
Related Cognitions, Anger Reactions, and Interpersonal Anger.

Interpersonal Anger (o= .93) factor was used in the current study and this factor
includes 47 items and 4 factors; namely Revenge Realted Reactions, Passive-
Aggressive Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions and Careless Reactions. Internal
consistency of the MAS ranged from .64 to .95. Moreover, it was reported that the
scale has adequate validity with Brief Symptom Inventory, and Guilt and Shame

Scale, revealing the concurrent validity of the scale (Balkaya, & Sahin, 2003).
2.3. Procedure

After the approval was taken from Human Subjects Ethics Committee of Middle East
Technical University, questionnaires was prepared as a booklet and distributed via
Internet. Participants read the informed consent form (see Appendix H), afterwards
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people who accepted to participate completed the questionnaires. The completion of

the questionnaires took approximately 30 minutes for each participant.
2.4. Statistical Analysis

In the current study, Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS), version 20 for
Windows, was used to conduct statistical analyses. The Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA), and Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) were used in order to
determine demographic differences on the measures of the study. Consequently, to
test the hypothesis of the current study hierarchical regression analysis was utilized.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Descriptive Analyses of the Measures of the Study

For the descriptive characteristics of the measures of the current study, means,
standard deviations, maximum and minimum scores, and internal consistency
coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) were calculated for Basic Personality Traits
Inventory (BPTI) with Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experiences, and Negative Valence domains;
Multidimensional Anger Scale (MAS)- Interpersonal Anger category with Revenge
Related Reactions, Passive-Aggressive Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions and
Careless Reactions sub categories; Beck Hopelessness Scale (BHS); Guilt- Shame
Scale (GSS-TR) with Shame and Guilt sub categories; UCLA Loneliness Scale
(UCLA-R LS); and Suicide Probability Scale (SPS) with Suicide Ideation, Hostility,
and Negative Self Evaluation domains (see Table 2)

In order to see the gender and age differences for the measures of the current study,
initially the ages of the participants were categorized into 4 different groups by

considering every 25" percentile (see Table 3).

To reveal gender and age differences, separate Analyses of VVariance (ANOVA) for
the single scored measures and Multivariate Analyses of Variances (MANOVA) for
the measures with subscales were performed with these categorizations and only
significant results were reported.

3.2. Gender and Age Differences on the Measures of the Study

In order to see the roles of gender, age, and their interaction on measures of the
study, separate Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) were conducted for the total scores
of scales, and separate Multivariate Analyses of Variances (MANOVA) were utilized
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for the subscales. For the analyses where the interaction effect was found to be
significant, the significant main effects were not interpreted. The ages of the
participants were meaningfully sorted into four different categories. The first age
category ranged between the ages of 16 and 20, and named as Late Adolescence; the
second category ranged between the ages of 21 and 24, and named as Emerging
Adulthood. The third category ranged between the ages of 25 and 28, and named as
Early Adulthood; and the last category ranged between the ages of 29 and 67, and
named as Established Adulthood.
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Table 2.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Measures

Measures N Mean SD Min-Max  Cronbach’s alpha
BPTI

Extraversion 464 28.01 6.33 10-40 .87
Conscientiousness 464 29.20 5.53 11-40 .84
Agreeableness 464 3360 3.92 8-40 .86
Neuroticism 464 26.18 6.04 9-45 .78
Openness to 464 2164 3.63 6-30 .69
Experience

Negative Valence 464 9.95 3.08 6-23 .66
Interpersonal 464 12486 25.37 62-212 .93
(*)MAS

Revenge Rel. R. 464 58.60 18.31 24-120 .94
Passive-Agg. R. 464 3342 594 16-50 73
Inward-Orient. R. 464 25.8 5.30 8-40 73
Careless R. 464  7.06 3.09 3-15 81
BHS 464  4.66 4.43 0-20 .88
GSS

Guilt 464 49.88 7.46 12-60 .85
Shame 464 40.63  8.45 12-60 .84
UCLA-R 464 36.40 11.89 20-77 .93
SPS 464 70.14 1460 43-123 91
Suicide Ideation 464 1523 5.29 10-35 .88
Hostility 464 2377 5.67 12-42 .82
Negative Self 464 2759 4.80 17-44 .65
Evaluation

Note. BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory, Interpersonal MAS* =
Multidimensional Anger Scale; Interpersonal Factor, Revenge Related Reactions,
Passive-Aggressive Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions, Careless Reactions; BHS
= Beck Hopelessness Scale, GSS = Guilt Shame Scale, UCLA-R= UCLA Loneliness
Scale Revised, SPS = Suicide Possibility Scale
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Table 3.

Categorization for the Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Variables N (404 % M SD
participants)

Gender

Female 320 69.0

Male 144 31.0

Age 26.97 9.22

Late Adolescence (between 16-20) 114 24.6

Emerging Adulthood (between 21-24) 133 28.7

Early Adulthood (between 25-28) 103 22.2

Established Adulthood (between 29-67) 114 24.6

3.3. Gender and Age Differences on the Measures of Study (ANOVA)
3.3.1. Gender and Age Differences on Loneliness

A 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects factorial
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to examine the differences
of gender, age and their interaction on Loneliness. The main effect of gender was
found significant, F(1, 456) = 4.805, p = .029, np? = .010). That is, male participants
(M =38.399, SE =1.029) got higher loneliness scores than female participants (M =
35.703, SE =.674). The main effect of age was found significant, F(3,456) = 3.768,
p=.011, np? = .024). Post-hoc comparisons were conducted with Bonferroni analysis
(see Figure 2) and revealed that participants in the emerging adulthood period
reported more loneliness (M = 38.992, SE = 1.208) than participants in the
established adulthood period (M = 34.138, SE = 1.111). On the other hand,
participants in the late adolescence period (M = 38.810, SE = 1.398) and early
adulthood period (M = 36.266, SE = 1.185) did not differ from each other. Moreover,
these age groups did not differ from emerging adulthood and established adulthood
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groups either. Age x Gender interaction on Loneliness was not significant [F(3, 456)
=1.714, p = .163, ny? = .011].
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Figure 2. Age differences on Loneliness

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on graph were significantly

different from each other.
3.3.2. Gender and Age Differences on Hopelessness

A 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects factorial
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to examine the differences
of gender, age and their interaction on Hopelessness. The analysis revealed
insignificant results for the main effect of gender, F(1, 456) = .911, p = .340, np? =
.002), the main effect of age F(3, 456) = .558, p = .643, % = .004), and the
interaction effect F(3, 456) = .581, p = .628, np? = .004). The results showed that
male (M = 4.985, SE = .389) and female participants (M = 4.542, SE = .255) did not
significantly differ from each other in terms of Hopelessness scores. Moreover,
different age groups did not create any significant differences on their Hopelessness

levels.
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3.3.3. Gender and Age Differences on Interpersonal Anger

A 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects factorial
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted and results revealed that the
interpersonal anger did not differ with on gender (F(1, 456) =.1.363, p = .244, np? =
.003). That is, male participants (M = 127.713, SE = 2.191) and female participants
(M = 124.654, SE = 1.436) did not differ from each other in terms of Interpersonal
anger scores. The main effect of age group was found significant, F(3,456) = 4.890,
p =.002, np? = .031. Age x Gender interaction on Interpersonal anger was significant
as well, F(3,456) = 3.609, p = .013, ny? = .023. For the interaction effect, Post-hoc
comparisons were conducted with Bonferroni analysis and revealed that females did
not report any difference on their feelings of interpersonal anger along the age
groups, however males in the late adolescence period (M = 144.227, SE = 5.348)
reported stronger feelings of interpersonal anger as compared to other three age
groups. Though emerging adulthood, early adulthood and established adulthood
periods did not reveal any gender difference, thus only during late adolescence
period, males reported higher interpersonal anger than females (M = 125.500, SE =
2.615). These results indicated the importance of 16-21 age group particularly for the
males, in terms of feelings of interpersonal anger (see Table 4 & Figure 3).

Table 4. Age Differences on Interpersonal Anger

Late Emerging Early Established
Adolescence  Adulthood Adulthood Adulthood
Female 12550 (a)  124.30 (a) 125.53 (a) 123.28 (a)
Male 14423 (b)  123.00 (a) 125.68 (a) 117.94 (a)

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on the same raw or on the
same column were significantly different from each other.
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Figure 3. Gender x Age differences on Interpersonal Anger

3.3.4. Gender and Age Differences on Suicide Probability

A 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects factorial
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to investigate the
differences of gender, age, and their interaction on Suicide Possibility. The main
effect of gender (F(1, 456) = 1.694, p = .194, np? = .004) was not found significant.
That is, male participants’ scores (M = 71.679, SE = 1.268) did not significantly
differ from female participants’ suicide probability scores (M = 69.707, SE = .831).
The main effect of age was found significant F(3,456) = 3.827, p =.010, np? = .025)
(see Figure 4). Post-hoc comparisons were conducted with Bonferroni analysis and
revealed that participants in the late adolescence period (M = 72.996, SE = 1.722) got
significantly higher suicide probability scores than participants in the established
adulthood period (M = 66.568, SE = 1.370). On the other hand, participants in the
emerging adulthood period (M = 71.395, SE = 1.488) and early adults (M = 71.814,
SE =1.370) did not differ from each other. Moreover, these age groups did not get
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significantly different scores from other age groups. Age x Gender interaction on
suicide probability was not found significant F(3, 456) = .939, p = .421, n,? = .006).
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Figure 4. Age differences on Suicide Probability

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on graph were significantly
different from each other.

3.4. Gender and Age Differences on the Measures of Study (MANOVA)
3.4.1. Gender and Age Differences on Basic Personality Traits

In order to see the differences of gender, age, and their interaction on the basic
personality traits 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between
subjects factorial MANOVA was examined with the six domains of Basic
Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI) (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, and Negative Valence) as the
dependent variables. The results of the multivariate analyses revealed significant
gender [Multivariate F (6, 451) = 9.112, p <.001; Wilks’ Lambda = .892, 7, = .108]
and age [Multivariate F (18, 1276) = 4.473, p < .001; Wilks’ Lambda = .841, 5,? =
.056] main effects. Moreover, Gender x Age interaction effect [Multivariate F (18,
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1276) = 2.235, p = .002; Wilks’ Lambda = .916, 5, = .029] for the domains of BPT
was found significant. A Bonferroni correction was conducted to assess the
significance of univariate analyses and alpha values lower than .008 (.05/6) were
accepted as significant. Following this correction, a significant interaction effect was
found for Negative Valence [Multivariate F (3,456) = 5.195, p = .002; #,2 = .033]
subscales of BPTI. Specifically, females did not report any significant difference on
their self-worth (negative valence) along the age groups, however male participants
in the late adolescence period (M = 9.040, SE = .420) reported stronger negative
valence traits than early adulthood (M = 10.146, SE = .464) and established
adulthood periods (M = 9.040, SE = .420). Moreover, participants in the early
adulthood and established adulthood periods did not reveal any gender difference,
but males reported significantly stronger feelings of low self-worth than females in
late adolescence and emerging adulthood periods (see Table 5 and Figure 5). These
results indicated the importance of self-worth particularly in younger age group of

males.

Table 5. Gender x Age Interaction on Negative Valence

Late Emerging Early Established

Adolescence  Adulthood Adulthood Adulthood
Female 9.641 (a) 10.118 (a) 9.887 (a) 9.094 (a)
Male 12.909 (b) 11.387 (ab) 10.146 (a) 9.040 (a)

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on the same raw or on the
same column were significantly different from each other.
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Figure 5. Gender x Age Interaction on Negative Valence

3.4.2. Gender and Age Differences on Shame and Guilt

In order to see the differences of gender, age, and their interaction on shame and
guilT 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects factorial
MANOVA was examined with the two domains of Guilt Shame Scale (GSS) (i.e.,
Shame, Guilt) as the dependent variables. The results of the multivariate analyses
revealed significant Gender [Multivariate F (2,455) = 15.311, p <.001; Wilks’
Lambda = .937, 5, = .063] and Age [Multivariate F (6, 910) = 4.587, p < .001;
Wilks’ Lambda = .942, 55> = .029] main effects. Gender x Age interaction effect
[Multivariate F (6,910) = 2.679, p = .014; Wilks’ Lambda = .966, 5> = .017] for the
domains of GSS. A Bonferroni correction was conducted to assess the significance of
univariate analyses and alpha values lower than .025 (.05/2) were accepted as
significant. Following this correction, a significant interaction effect was found for
Guilt [Multivariate F (3,456) = 3.391, p = .018; 5, = .022] subscales of GSS.
Specifically, females did not report any significant difference on their emotion of
guilt along the age groups, however male participants in the established adulthood

period (M =50.9, SE = 1.021) reported stronger feelings of guilt than late
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adolescence (M = 44.773, SE = 1.540) and emerging adulthood periods (M = 44.161,
SE = 1.297). Moreover, male participants in early adulthood (M = 49.122, SE =
1.128) also reported more guilt than male participants in the emerging adulthood
periods. In terms of gender differences, female participant in late adolescence (M =
50.783, SE =.753) and emerging adulthood periods (M = 49.961, SE = .715)
indicated significantly more feelings of guilt than males and both of the early
adulthood and established adulthood periods did not reveal any gender differences
(see Table 6 and Figure 6). These results pointed out distinctive difference between
females and males in terms of reporting guilt, females reported more guilt in their
late adolescence and emerging adulthood periods considering male participants in
same age group. Moreover, older aged males reported more feelings of guilt than

younger male participants.

Table 6. Gender x Age Interaction on Guilt

Late Emerging Early Established
Adolescence Adulthood Adulthood Adulthood
Female 50.783 (c) 49.961 (c) 51.113 (c) 51.469 (c)
Male 44.773 (a) 44.161 (a) 49.122 (ac) 50.900 (c)

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on the same raw or on the
same column were significantly different from each other.
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Figure 6. Gender x Age Interaction on Guilt

3.4.3. Gender and Age Differences on Interpersonal Anger

In order to see the differences of gender, age, and their interaction on Interpersonal
Anger, a 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects
factorial MANOVA was examined with the three domains of Multidimensional
Anger Scale (MAS)-Interpersonal Factor (i.e.,revenge related reactions, passive-
aggressive reactions, inward-oriented reactions, and careless reactions) as the
dependent variables. The results of the multivariate analyses revealed an insignificant
Age main effect [Multivariate F (12,1199) = 1.663, p = .070; Wilks’ Lambda = .957,
no° = .014]. However, there was a significant Gender main effect [Multivariate F
(4,453) = 6.820, p < .001; Wilks’ Lambda = .943, #,? = .057] and Gender x Age
interaction effect [Multivariate F (12,1199) = 1.876, p = .033; Wilks’ Lambda =
952, np? = .016] for the domains of MAS-Interpersonal Factor. A Bonferroni
correction was conducted to assess the significance of univariate analyses and alpha
values lower than .0125 (.05/4) were accepted as significant. Following this
correction, a significant interaction effect was found for revenge related reactions [F
(3,456) = 3.900, p = .009, #p> = .025] subscale of MAS-Interpersonal Factor (see
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Table 7 and Figure 7). Specifically, females did not report any significant difference
on their anger along the age groups, however male participants in the late
adolescence (M = 72.318, SE = 3.886) reported stronger feelings of anger than
emerging adulthood (M = 57.935, SE = 3.257), early adulthood (M = 58.878, SE =
2.832) and established adulthood periods (M = 54.00, SE = 2.564). Though for
emerging adulthood, early adulthood, and established adulthood periods did not
reveal any gender difference, males reported stronger feelings of aggression than
females in late adolescence period (M = 58.228, SE = 1.890). These results indicated
that male participants in the late adolescence period reported more aggression than
not only other age groups of male participants but female participants in all age

groups as well.

Table 7. Gender x Age Interaction on Interpersonal Anger

Late Emerging Early Established
Adolescence  Adulthood Adulthood  Adulthood
Female 58.228 (b) 58.529 (b) 58.774 (b) 58.109 (b)
Male 72.318 (a) 57.935 (b) 58.878 (b) 54.000 (b)

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on the same raw or on the
same column were significantly different from each other.
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Figure 7. Gender x Age Interaction on Interpersonal Anger

3.4.4. Gender and Age Differences on Suicide Probability

In order to see the differences of gender, age, and their interaction on suicide
probability 2 (Gender [male, female]) x 4 (Age Group [1,2,3,4]) between subjects
factorial MANOVA was examined with the three domains of Suicide Probability
Scale (SPS) (i.e., suicide ideation, hostility, and negative self-evaluation) as the
dependent variables. The results of the multivariate analyses revealed no significant
Gender main effect [Multivariate F (3,454) = 1.587, p =.192; Wilks’ Lambda =
.990, 7,2 =.010] and Gender x Age interaction effect [Multivariate F (9, 1105) =
1.081, p = .374; Wilks’ Lambda = .979, ,? = .007] for the domains of SPS.

However, there was a significant Age main effect [Multivariate F (9,1105) = 3.963, p
<.001; Wilks’ Lambda = .926, #p> = .025]. A Bonferroni correction was conducted to
assess the significance of univariate analyses and alpha values lower than .017
(.05/3) were accepted as significant. Following this correction, a significant main
effect was found for Suicide Ideation [F (3,456) = 3.705, p = .012, 5,?>=.024], and
Hostility [F (3,456) = 6.801, p < .001, #p? = .043] subscales of SPS (see Table 8 and
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Figure 8 and 9). Specifically, participants in the early adulthood period (M = 15.948,
SE =.529) reported stronger ideation of suicide than participants in the established
adulthood period (M = 13.864, SE = .496). In terms of hostility participants in the
late adolescence (M = 25.766, SE = .663) and early adulthood period (M = 24.429,
SE = .562) reported more hostility than participants in the established adulthood
period (M = 22.113, SE = .527).

Table 8. Age Differences on Suicide Probability
Late Emerging Early Established
Adolescence  Adulthood Adulthood Adulthood

Suicide ldeation

Mean 15.95 (ab) 15.55 (a) 15.95 (ab) 13.86 (b)
Hostility
Mean 25.77 (a) 23.61 () 24.43 (ab) 22.11(b)

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on the same raw or on the
same column were significantly different from each other.
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Figure 8. Age Differences on Suicide Probability

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on graph were significantly

different from each other.
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Figure 9. Age Differences on Suicide Probability

Note. The mean scores that did not share the same letter on graph were significantly

different from each other.

3.5. Intercorrelations between Demographic Variables and Measures of
the Study

In order to comprehend the intercorrelations between all measures of the study,
Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated for demographic measures as
gender and age, and for all other measures of the study, namely Loneliness,
Hopelessness, 6 domains of Basic Personality Traits (extraversion,
conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness to experience, and negative
valence), Shame and Guilt, 4 dimension of Interpersonal Anger (revenge related
reactions, passive-aggressive reactions, inward-oriented reactions, and careless
reactions) , Suicide Probability and 3 dimension of Suicide Probability (suicide
ideation, hostility, and Negative self-evaluation). This analysis results are presented
in Table 9; based on this analysis, only correlations with .30 and higher coefficients
will be reported.
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According to the results, neither gender nor age revealed high correlation with the

investigated measures. Thus, these correlations were not reported.

Results showed that Loneliness correlated with the Hopelessness (r = .52, p < .01),
which means higher levels of loneliness was related to higher levels of hopelessness.
Moreover, Suicide Probability (r = .71, p < .01), Suicide Probability/Suicide Ideation
(r = .64, p <.01), Suicide Probability/Hostility (r = .58, p < .01), Suicide
Probability/Negative Self-Evaluation (r = .65, p <.01) correlated with the
Hopelessness, indicating that higher levels of loneliness associated with higher levels
of suicide probability, suicide ideation, hostility, and negative self-evaluation. On the
other hand, Loneliness was negatively correlated with the Extraversion dimension (r
=-.45, p <.01) of Basic Personality Traits, meaning that higher levels of loneliness

was related to lower levels of extraversion trait.

Hopelessness was related to Suicide Probability (r = .62, p <.01), and Suicide
Probability/Suicide Ideation (r = .61, p < .01), Suicide Probability/Hostility (r = .58,
p <.01), Suicide Probability/Negative Self-Evaluation (r = .46, p < .01). These
results indicated that higher levels of hopelessness was associated with higher levels
of suicide probability, suicide ideation, hostility, and negative self-evaluation.
However, Hopelessness was negatively associated with Extraversion (r =-.33, p <
.01), indicating that higher levels of hopelessness was related with lower levels of

extraversion trait.

In terms of correlation analysis between six domains of Basic Personality Traits,
results showed that Extraversion trait was correlated with Openness to Experience
trait (r =.52, p <.01), and meaning that higher levels of extraversion trait was related
to higher levels of openness to experience trait. Moreover, Conscientiousness trait
found to be correlated with Agreeableness trait (r = .31, p <.01), indicating that
higher scores on conscientiousness scores were associated with higher scores on
agreeableness trait. Results also showed that Negative Valence trait was negatively
associated with both Conscientiousness (r = -.32, p <.01) and Agreeableness (r = -
41, p <.01) traits. In other words, higher levels of negative valence trait was related

with lower levels of both conscientiousness and agreeableness traits. On the other
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hand, it was found that Negative Valence trait was correlated with Neuroticism trait
(r =.40, p <.01), meaning that higher scores on negative valence was associated

with higher scores on neuroticism.

Regarding basic personality traits, Extraversion was negatively associated with
Suicide Probability (r =-.34, p <.01) and Suicide Probability/Hostility (r =-.33, p <
.01). In other words, higher scores on extraversion trait was related with lower scores
on both suicide probability and hostility domains of suicide probability.
Agreeableness was also found associated with Guilt (r = .43, p <.01), indicating that
lower levels of agreeableness was related to higher levels of feeling guilt. Moreover,
it was found that Neuroticism trait was correlated with Interpersonal Anger (r = .37,
p <.01), Interpersonal Anger/Revenge Related Reactions (r = .42, p <.01), Suicide
Probability (r = .42, p <.01), Suicide Probability/Suicide Ideation (r = .33, p <.01),
and Suicide Probability/Hostility (r = .43, p <.01). These results specified that
higher levels of neuroticism was associated with higher levels of interpersonal anger
and revenge related reactions of anger, and suicide probability and hostility domains
of suicide probability. In terms of Negative Valence trait, associations with
Interpersonal Anger/Revenge Related Reactions (r = .34, p <.01), Suicide
Probability (r = .34, p <.01), and Suicide Probability/Hostility (r = .33, p < .01) were
observed. In other words, higher scores on negative valence was associated with

higher scores on revenge related reactions, suicide probability, and hostility.

Shame was significantly associated with Guilt (r = .43, p <.01), and indicating that
higher levels of shame was related with higher levels of guilt. Moreover, Revenge
Related Reactions measure was associated with Interpersonal Anger (r = .95, p <
.01), and Passive-Aggressive Reactions (r = .68, p <.01). These results suggested
that higher levels of revenge related reactions were associated with higher levels of
interpersonal anger and passive-aggressive reactions. Passive-Aggressive Reactions
were found to be correlated with Inward-Oriented Reactions (r = .38, p <.01) and
Interpersonal Anger (r = .82, p <.01), and meaning that higher scores on passive-
aggressive reactions were related to higher scores on inward-oriented reactions and

interpersonal anger. Inward-Oriented Reactions, revealed correlation with
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Interpersonal Anger (r = .57, p <.01), indicating that higher levels of inward-

oriented reactions were related to higher levels of interpersonal anger.

In terms of the associations between interpersonal anger and its four domains, the
results showed that Interpersonal Anger was associated with Suicide Probability (r =
41, p <.01), Suicide Probability/Suicide Ideation (r = .32, p <.01) and Suicide
Probability/Hostility (r = .44, p <.01). These results suggested that, higher scores on
interpersonal anger were related to higher scores on suicide probability, suicide
ideation, and hostility. Revenge Related Reactions also were found to be associated
with Suicide Probability (r = .42, p < .01), Suicide Probability/Suicide Ideation (r =
.32, p <.01), Suicide Probability/Hostility (r = .44, p <.01), and Suicide
Probability/Negative Self-Evaluation (r = .46, p <.01). These results indicated that
higher levels of revenge related reactions were related to suicide probability, suicide
ideation, hostility, and negative self-evaluation. Inward-Oriented Reactions, were
found to be correlated with Suicide Probability (r = .38, p < .01), Suicide
Probability/Suicide Ideation (r = .38, p < .01), Suicide Probability/Hostility (r = .37,
p <.01), meaning that higher levels of inward oriented reactions were related to

higher levels of suicide probability, suicide ideation, and hostility.

Lastly, suicide probability and its three domains were examined in order to found
intercorrelations between each other and it was found that Suicide Probability was
associated with Suicide Ideation (r = .90, p < .01), Hostility (r = .90, p <.01) and
Negative Self-Evaluation (r =.81, p <.01). These results suggested that higher level
of suicide probability was related to higher level of suicide ideation, hostility, and
negative self-evaluation. Moreover, Suicide Ideation was correlated with Hostility (r
= .77, p <.01) and Negative Self-Evaluation (r = .60, p <.01), and meaning that
higher scores on suicide ideation is associated with higher scores on hostility and
negative self-evaluation. Hostility found to be correlated with Negative Self-
Evaluation (r = .57, p <.01) and this result suggested that higher levels of hostility

was related to higher levels of negative self-evaluation.

The summary of intercorrelations between measures is presented in Table 9.

41



ARG APYEGRL] SPOME 519 BORENRATFRG JRESA TG LRGN PN & JEN-S45 WROH-0g APGRL] IOmG = [543 TORER] STEmE-Aeg Amaead] apEmg & [3-545
— MM | O ey ML | DALY Y [ MR N[ oY, S DU o Y VUL s e ST g ey [ELLTMBALIERY LY YR MO0 e e e e sy prusnusspeufi] s WY TV
T PRI 3008 P2 40 [FSONIEGITY m H-EVIN ) SIFS S D m 50 0 HETYS - G FURG ) G590 U, BT W AR TEG 940 [1 4 SouBudey o SR e (prasiag 24 45 1135

"DRGAmEN IR PROGR] NG w CIHE [] 10 TRSeRy GIE] Qencas g = TI |40 WRUSOINGT RIE] AIEI0IRS Je w 0D |1 SONMARSYT TIE] IO JTE = B []4 Vg VRTRRACE TR = GHE WS vRmENe = 5 5T WeN

D030 00500
L O |06 @6 | I jare | BEO| R TP ‘m.n:.f SV [ B P U T 6 it o0 T - A L g
1 | &E W | OR (m0r [0S0 (sepn  [ITE BETO- |LEND- | FEC D0 | SEU pUU [BIT (@I | B[ LW RED- [T il
1 B\ mrr | W | 8T [ OF @mor | 8T | P T | P ST PRI [IED | T | B WD 5000 HEE|
1 BLE vl TS S ) S I Sl T O S v S 0t 2 - U2 1l s i
1 =00 (4| L (W w1 (KU | SR |00 [WE 0T pEIT ps00- | B0 | ST @0 (100 TIETY]
1 B0 |BOT T @O (TEO- [s000- [ PEC (IO (0D [TI0T- | BET (B0 jETO- [IRDD | BT e
1 EE | &E @0 | B[R R | L [0 0T |kt | 0 (S I AT BT
1 080" (0T~ | BT (00 | BT | STC |00 oo |0 (W00 (W0 (0T [THOT- W
1 [1ia PR N v 1 0l 1 Y - | i = .
1 S [wo gm0 fwr | RFO| ST @00 e |@ie L0 I )
1 g0 et | BT (BT | BT fEe [0 (®00 WD |@IT S5
1 FLIO- | S6E BOFD- RIET- (DO | ST | LEC eI | EOC TES |
1 L | BT T B |gpo |wroe | TI0 &1 =i
§ — o
1 BO0- REIT (IO | B [ IR [T (19T 16"
1 BLL I v 1 o 0 A T E=ifi]
1 LSO = ol [l R ERRlifiic)
1 W (W0 | S fSET itz
I | 8F  BUT [0 S
- 4l
1 o 800 et
1 T |
1 e
SR
S5 |GG | HEE  IESE | VISV | S-S (0D (- ..Mﬂ DED|  5SSD|AS [ | s gn s S|y (vodg| MELdE | T T..B.._ﬂ e sy

42



3.6. Regression Analyses

Separate sets of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted in order to
investigate the associated factors of emotions (i.e., loneliness, hopelessness, shame

and guilt, and anger) and suicide probability.
3.6.1. Associated Factors of Emotions (The First Set of Regression Analyses)

As for the first set of regression analyses, eight hierarchical regression analyses were
conducted to examine the associated factors of emotions which were studied within
the scope of this study; namely, Loneliness, Hopelessness, Shame and Guilt, and
Anger (i.e., Revenge Related Reactions, Passive-Aggressive Reactions, Inward-
Oriented Reactions, and Careless Reactions). For these analyses initially
demographic variables of age and gender were entered into the regression analyses as
the control variables. Afterwards, in the second step, 6 domains of basic personality
traits (i.e., Extraversion, Consciousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to
Experience, and Negative Valence) were entered into the regression equation.

3.6.1.1. Associated Factors of “Loneliness”

In order to reveal the variables associated with loneliness a two-step hierarchical
multiple regression analyses were conducted. At the first step, age and gender were
entered into the analysis. These two variables accounted for 1,9 % of the variance in
loneliness (F [2, 461] = 4.568, p = .011) and only age was found to be significantly
associated with loneliness (5 = -.128, t [461] = -2.709, p = .007). After controlling
for the demographic variables, six domains of basic personality traits were entered
into the analysis. These variables increased explained variance up to 26.5 % (Fchange
[6, 455] = 20.491, p < .001), and extraversion (5 = -.344, t [455] = -6.911, p <.001),
agreeableness (f =-.118, t [455] = -2.497, p = .013) and neuroticism (f = .135, t
[455] = 3.032, p = .003) were found to be significantly associated with loneliness
(see Table 10). Specifically, younger participants and participants who reported

stronger features of introversion and neuroticism, and weaker features of
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agreeableness were more likely to experience feeling of loneliness than

other/remaining participants.
3.6.1.2. Associated Factors of “Hopelessness”

In order to show the variables associated with loneliness a two-step hierarchical
multiple regression analyses were conducted. At the first step, age and gender were
entered into the analysis. These two variables accounted for ~ 1 % of the variation in
hopelessness (F [2, 461] = .405, p = .667) and neither gender nor age was not found
to be significantly associated with hopelessness. Six domains of basic personality
traits entered into equation as the second step variables (Fchange [6, 455] = 19.345, p <
.001) and increased the explained variance up to 20.5 %. According to the results of
this second step analyses, extraversion (f = -.181, t [455] = -3.492, p = .001),
conscientiousness (f = -.193, t [455] = -4.098, p < .001), neuroticism (f# = .157, t
[455] = 3.397, p <.001), and openness to experience (f = -.147, t [455] =-2.874,p =
.004) were found to be significantly associated with hopelessness (see Table 10).
Thus, these results showed that extraversion, conscientiousness and openness to
experience traits associated with lower level of hopelessness. On the other hand,

higher level of neuroticism traits associated with higher level of hopelessness.
3.6.1.3. Associated Factors of “Shame and Guilt”

In order to show the variables associated with shame and guilt two separate two-step
hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted and acquired information

emphasized at below.
Shame

Age and gender were entered into the analysis at the first step and these two variables
accounted for 4 % of the variation in shame (F [2, 461] = 10.159, p <.001) and only
gender was found significant in terms of association with shame ( = -.206, t [461] =
-4.420, p <.001). Among the second step analyses basic personality traits were
entered into the equation and these variables increased explained variance up to 18.7
% (Fchange [6, 455] = 13.535, p <.001). According to the second step analyses all of
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the domains of basic personality traits were found significantly associated with
shame (Extraversion (5 = -.110, t [455] = -2.099, p =.036), Conscientiousness (5 =
203, t [455] = 4.264, p < .001, Agreeableness (# = .239, t [455] = 4.808, p < .001),
Neuroticism (f = .131, t [455] = 2.801, p = .005) Openness to Experience (f = -.195,
t [455] = -3.776, p <.001), and Negative Valence (f =.107, t [455] = 2.075,p =
.039) (see Table 10). Thus, female participants and participants who had stronger
features of conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, and negative valence traits
were more likely to report shame. On the other hand, participants possessing stronger
features of extraversion and openness to experience traits were less prone to feel

shame.
Guilt

Regression equation results for the associated factors of guilt revealed that age and
gender accounted for 5 % of the variation (F [2, 461] = 12.678, p <.001) and both
age (# =.157,t[461] = 3.398, p =.001) and gender (5 =-.200, t [461] = -4.321, p <
.001) were found significantly associated with guilt. After that the second step
variables entered into the equation and, explained variance increased up to 23.4 %
(Fchange [6, 455] = 17.949, p <.001). Accordingly, conscientiousness (f = .157, t
[455] = 3.396, p = .001) and agreeableness (5 = .360, t [455] = 7.451, p <.001) were
found to be significantly associated with guilt (see Table 10). Specifically, female
participants and older participants were more prone to feel guilt. Moreover,
participants who reported higher level of conscientiousness and agreeableness had a

tendency to feel stronger guilt than remained participants.
3.6.1.4. Associated Factors of “Interpersonal Anger”

In order to show the variables associated with interpersonal anger, 4 sub-scales of
Multidimensional Anger Scale- Interpersonal Factor a two-step hierarchical multiple
regression analyses were conducted separately. Revenge Related Reactions, Passive-
Aggressive Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions, and Careless Reactions were

analyzed and acquired information emphasized at below.
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Revenge Related Reactions

As the first step analyses, age and gender entered the equation and these variables
accounted for ~ 1 % of the variance in revenge related reactions (F [2, 461] = 0.520,
p = .595) and, neither age (8 = -.046, t [461] = -0.960, p = .337) nor gender (# = .025,
t [461] = .527, p = .527) was found significantly associated with revenge related
reactions. According to the second step analyses, basic personality trait variables
increased explained variance up to 23.1 % (Fchange [6, 455] = 22.510, p < .001), and
agreeableness (5 =-.130, t [455] = -2.693, p = .007), neuroticism (5 = .357, t [455] =
7.826, p <.001), and negative valence (= .152, t [455] = 3.018, p = .003) were
found to be significantly associated with revenge related reactions (see Table 10).
Accordingly, participants who reported lower level of agreeableness, and higher
level of neuroticism and negative valence features had a tendency to show anger

responses which are linked with revenge than the remained participants.
Passive-Aggressive Reactions

Regression equation results revealed that neither age (8 = -.040, t [461] =-0.837, p =
.403) nor gender (5 =-.034, t [461] = -0.723, p = .470) was significantly associated
with Passive-Aggressive reactions and accounted for ~ 1 % of the variation (F [2,
461] = .764, p = .467). After controlling for the control variables, six domains of
basic personality traits were entered into the analysis. These variables increased
explained variance up to 10 % (Fchange [6, 455] = 8.220, p < .001), and neuroticism (5
=.240, t [455] = 4.886, p < .001) and openness to experience (f = .181, t [455] =
3.323 p =.001) were found to be significantly associated with Passive-Aggressive
Reactions (see Table 10). Thus, these results showed that participants who reported
higher level of neuroticism and openness to experience were more likely to show

passive-aggressive reactions than other participants.
Inward-Oriented Reactions

Regression equation results revealed that age and gender accounted for 1 % of the
variation in Inward-Oriented Reactions (F [2, 461] = 2.344, p = .097) and neither age

(6 =-.091,t[461] =-1.923, p =.055) nor gender ( =-.028, t [461] =-0.591, p =
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.555) was found significantly associated with Inward-Oriented Reactions. According
to the second step analyses, basic personality traits variables increased explained
variance up to 13.3 % (Fchange [6, 455] = 10.754, p <.001), and extraversion (5 = -
234, 1 [455] =-4.321, p < .001), agreeableness (f = .274, t [455] = 5.335, p <.001),
and negative valence (5 = .144, t [455] = 2.696, p = .007) were found to be
significantly associated with Inward-Oriented Reactions (see table 10). Specifically,
participants who reported higher level of extraversion more likely to show lower
level of inward-oriented anger reactions. On the other hand, more inward-oriented
anger reactions were observed for participants who reported higher level of

agreeableness and negative valence features than remaining participants.
Careless Reactions

Regression equation results revealed that age and gender accounted for 3.7 % of the
variation in Careless Reactions (F [2, 461] = 8.927, p < .001) and gender (5 = .179, t
[461] = 3.835, p <.001) was found significantly associated with Careless Reactions.
According to the second step analyses, basic personality traits variables increased
explained variance up to 15 % (Fchange [6, 455] = 10.149, p <.001), and neuroticism
(8 =-.210, t [455] = -4.384, p < .001), openness to experience (B = .225, t [455] =
4.249, p <.001), and negative valence (5 = .106, t [455] = 2.012, p = .045) were
found to be significantly associated with Careless Reactions (see Table 10).
Specifically, male participants and participants who had higher level of openness to
experience and negative valence traits were more likely to show higher level of
careless reactions. On the other hand, less careless reactions were observed for

participants who had higher level of neuroticism traits.
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Table 10. Associated Factors of Emotions (1% set of Regression Analyses)

v df Fchance 8 t pr R?
A. Loneliness
I. Control Variables 2,461  4.568* .019
1. Age 461 -128 -2.709*  -.125
2. Gender 461 087  1.856 .086
Il. BPT 6,455  25.316** .265
3. Extraversion 455 -344  -6.911** -308
4. Conscientiousness 455 -070 -1.542 -.072
5. Agreeableness 455 -118 -2.497*  -116
6. Neuroticism 455 135 3.032* 141
7. Openness to Exp. 455 -024 -0.484 -.023
8. Negative Valence 455 078 1592 074
B. Hopelessness
I. Control Variables 2,461  0.405 .002
1. Age 461 -032 -0.680 -.032
2. Gender 461 034 0.713 .033
Il. BPT 6,455  19.345** .205
3. Extraversion 455 -181  -3.492** -162
4. Conscientiousness 455 -193  -4.098** -.189
5. Agreeableness 455 017  0.350 .016
6. Neuroticism 455 157 3.397** 157
7. Openness to Exp. 455 -147  -2.874* -134
8. Negative Valence 455 050 0.974 .046
C. Shame and Guilt
C.1. Shame
I. Control Variables 2,461  10.159** .042
1. Age 461 081  1.749 .081
2. Gender 461 -206  -4.420** -.202
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Table 10. (Cont’d)

v df Fchance B t pr R?
Il. BPT 6,455  13.535** 187
3. Extraversion 6,455 -110 -2.099*  -.098
4. Conscientiousness 6,455 203 4.264** 196
5. Agreeableness 6,455 239 4.808** 220
6. Neuroticism 6,455 131 2.801* 130
7. Openness to Exp. 6,455 -195 -8.776** -174
8. Negative Valence 6,455 107 2.075* .097
C.2. Guilt
I. Control Variables 2,461  12.678** .052
1. Age 461 157 3.398** 156
2. Gender 461 -200 -4.321** -197
Il. BPT 6,455  17.949** 234
3. Extraversion 455 -090 -1.770 -.083
4. Conscientiousness 455 157 3.396%* 157
5. Agreeableness 455 360  7.451** 330
6. Neuroticism 6,455 042  0.915 .043
7. Openness to Exp. 6,455 -.050 -1.001 -.047
8. Negative Valence 6,455 -.087 -1.740 -.081
D. Interpersonal
Anger
D.1. Revenge Related
R.
I. Control Variables 2,461 0.520 .002
1. Age 461 -.046  -0.960 -.045
2. Gender 461 025  0.527 025
I1. BPT 6,455  22.510** 231
3. Extraversion 455 067  1.315 .062
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Table 10. (cont’d)

v df Fchance B t pr R?
4. Conscientiousness 455 -061 -1.322 -.062
5. Agreeableness 6,455 -130 -2.693* -.125
6. Neuroticism 6,455 357 7.826*%* 344
7. Openness to Exp. 6,455 026  0.512 .024
8. Negative Valence 6,455 152 3.018* .140
D.2. Passive
Aggressive R
I. Control Variables 2,461 0.764 .003
1. Age 461 -040 -0.837 -.039
2. Gender 461 -034 -0.723 -.034
Il. BPT 6,455  8.220** 101
3. Extraversion 455 058  1.055 .049
4. Conscientiousness 455 -015 -0.305 -.014
5. Agreeableness 455 046  0.879 .041
6. Neuroticism 455 240  4.866** 222
7. Openness to Exp. 455 181 3.323** 154
8. Negative Valence 455 044 819 .038
D.3. Inward-Oriented
R.
I. Control Variables 2,461 2.344 .010
1. Age 461 -091 -1.923 -.089
2. Gender 461 -028 -0.591 -.028
Il. BPT 6,455  10.754** 133
3. Extraversion 455 -234  -4.321** -199
4. Conscientiousness 455 079  1.606 075
5. Agreeableness 455 274  5335** 243
6. Neuroticism 455 019  0.399 .019
7. Openness to Exp. 455 -.084 -1.567 -.073
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8. Negative Valence 455 144 2.696* 125

D.4. Careless

Reactions
I. Control Variables 2,462  8.927** .037
1. Age 461 045  0.970 045
2. Gender 461 179 3.835** 176
Il. BPT 6,455  10.149** 151
3. Extraversion 455 072 1.353 .063
4. Conscientiousness 455 -094 -1.942 -.091
5. Agreeableness 455 032 0.626 .029
6. Neuroticism 455 -210 -4.384** -201
7. Openness to Exp. 455 225 4.249%* 195
8. Negative Valence 455 106 2.012* .094

*p <.05 **p <.001
Note 1. BPT = Basic Personality Traits

Note 2. Coding for Gender = (1) female (2) male.

3.6.2. Associated Factors of Suicide Probability (The Second Set of Regression
Analyses)

The second set of the regression analyses, associated with the factors of suicide
probability separately included Suicide Ideation, Hostility, and Negative Self
Evaluation as the dependent variables. In each regression analysis, the first step of
regression equations performed with demographic variables. Then, as the second
step, 6 dimensions of Basic Personality Traits which were Extraversion,
Consciousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience and Negative
Valence entered into the equation. At the third and final step, loneliness,
hopelessness, shame and guilt, and anger factors which were Revenge Related
Reactions, Passive-Aggressive Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions and Careless

Reactions were included into the equation for each dependent variable.

51



3.6.2.1. Associated Factors of Suicide Probability

In order to determine factors associated with Suicide Probability, three hierarchical
regression analysis were performed for each sub-domains, namely; Suicide Ideation,

Hostility, and Negative Self-Evaluation, namely.

As the first hierarchical regression where suicide probability was regressed. Age and
gender initially entered into the equation, and these two variables accounted for 1.6
% of the variation in Suicide Ideation (F [2, 461] = 3.637, p = .027) and only age (f
=-.127, 1 [461] = -2.692, p = .007) was found significant. After controlling for these
demographic variables, six domains of basic personality traits were included into the
analysis. These variables increased explained variance up t0 19.9 % (Fchange [6, 455]
=17.387, p <.001), and extraversion (f = -.144, t [455] = -2.775, p = .006),
conscientiousness (f = -.099, t [455] = -2.098, p = .036), neuroticism (f = .220, t
[455] = 4.726, p < .001), openness to experience (f = -.107, t [455] =-2.093, p =
.037) and negative valence (f = .136, t [455] = 2.647, p = .008) were found to be
significantly associated with Suicide Ideation. Following all of these variables,
emotions (i.e., Hopelessness, Loneliness, Shame and Guilt, Revenge Related
Reactions, Passive-Aggressive Reactions, Inward-Oriented Reactions, and Careless
Reactions) entered into equation and explained variance increased up to 58.3 % (F
[8, 447] = 51.406, p < .001). As the detail, Loneliness (5 = .405, t [447] = 10.016, p <
.001), Hopelessness (# = .350, t [447] = 9.258, p < .001) and Inward Oriented Anger
Reactions (5 = .181, t [447] = 4.856, p < .001) were found significantly related with
Suicide Ideation. In other words, younger participants and participants who reported
higher level of neuroticism and negative valence, and participants who indicated
stronger feelings of inward-oriented anger, hopelessness, and loneliness were more
likely to report higher levels of suicide ideation. On the other hand, participants who
had higher levels of extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience

traits experienced fewer problems about suicide ideation.

Second hierarchical regression employed for hostility sub-domains of suicide
probability, and the same procedure applied in terms of the analyses. First of all, age

and gender initially entered into the equation, and these two variables accounted for
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2.4 % of the variation in hostility (F [2, 461] = 5.589, p =.004), and only age (f = -
157, t [461] = -3.338, p = .001) was found significant. Then, basic personality traits
were inserted into the analysis and explained variance increased up to 29.8 % (Fchange
[6, 455] = 29.663, p < .001). Extraversion (5 = -.152, t [455] = -3.118, p =.002),
conscientiousness (f = -.144, t [455] = -3.253, p = .001), neuroticism (f = .330, t
[455] = 7.574, p <.001), and negative valence (8 = .125, t [455] = 2.613, p = .009)
were found significantly linked with hostility. As the third and final step of this
analysis, other variables which were related to emotions were included into the
equation and explained 57.9 % of total variance (Fchange [8,447] = 37.221, p < .001).
Specifically, some of the emotion-related variables were found significantly linked
with hostility, which were loneliness (5 = .288, t [447] = 7.089, p < .001),
hopelessness (8 = .322, t [447] = 8.476, p < .001), revenge related reactions (8 =
123, t[447] = 2.323, p = .021) and inward-oriented anger (5 = .086, t [447] = 2.297,
p = .022) were found significantly associated with hostility. Thus, these results
showed that, younger participants and participants who had higher levels of
neuroticism and negative valence traits, and lower levels of extraversion and
conscientiousness were more likely to feel stronger hostility. Moreover, participants
with stronger feelings of loneliness and hopelessness, and stronger attitudes of
revenge related reactions and inward-oriented anger had higher tendency to

experience hostility.

As the third and final step of regression analyses for suicide probability, negative
self-evaluation sub-domain was examined in the analyses. Age and gender entered
into the equation and these two variables accounted for 1 % of the variation in
negative self-evaluation (F [2, 461] = 1.958, p = .142) and there was no significant
results for gender (5 = .086, t [461] = 1.819, p =.069) and age (5 =-.053, t [461] = -
1.127, p = .260). Afterwards, basic personality traits were included into the analysis
and explained variance increased up to 17.4 % (Fchange [6, 455] = 15.192, p < .001)
and some of the traits were found significantly related with negative self-evaluation,
which were extraversion (f = -.152, t [455] = -2.875, p = .004), agreeableness (5 = -
121, t [455] = -2.416, p = .016), and neuroticism (5 = .222, t [455] = 4.694, p <

.001). As the third and final step of this analysis, emotion-related variables were
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entered into equation and explained 48.5 % of total variance (Fchange [8,447] =
33.708, p < .001). Accordingly, loneliness (# = .508, t [447] = 11.293, p <.001),
hopelessness (5 = .142, t [447] = 3.382, p =.001), shame (# = -.111, t [447] = -2.605,
p =.010), and revenge related reactions (f = .174, t [447] = 2.968, p = .003) were
found significantly associated with negative self-evaluation. Thus, these results
indicated that gender and age group differences did not create any difference on
negative self-evaluation. However, higher levels of neuroticism, and lower levels of
extraversion and agreeableness induced participants to evaluate negatively about
themselves. In terms of emotions, higher levels of hopelessness, loneliness, and
revenge related reactions, and lower levels of shame lead to more negative self-

evaluations (see Table 11).
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Table 11. Associated Factors of Suicide Probability (2% set of Regression

Analyses)
v df Fchange B t pr R?
A. Suicide Probability
A.1. Suicide ldeation
I. Control Variables 2,461 3.637* .016
1. Age 461 -127  -2.692 -124
2. Gender 461 018 0.374 017
Il. BPT 6,455 17.387** 199
3. Extraversion 455 -144  -2.775*  -129
4. Conscientiousness 455 -099 -2.098* -.098
5. Agreeableness 455 .064 1.302 .061
6. Neuroticism 455 220 4.726%* 216
7. Openness to Exp. 455 -107  -2.093*  -.098
8. Negative Valence 455 136 2.647* 123
[1l. Emotions 8,447 51.406** 583
1. Loneliness 447 405 10.016** .428
2. Hopelessness 447 350  9.258** 401
3. Shame and Guilt 447
3.a. Shame 447 -041  -1.077 -.051
3.b. Guilt 447 -.043 -1.113 -.053
4. Interpersonal Anger 447
4.a. Revenge R.R. 447 .090 1.710 .081
4.b. Passive-Aggr. 447 -067 -1.392 -.066
4.c. Inward-Oriented 447 181 4.856** 224
4.d. Careless 447 .010 0.276 .013
A.2. Hostility
I. Control Variables 2,461 5.589* .024
1. Age 461 -157  -3.338** -154
2. Gender 461 040  0.858 .040
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Table 11. (cont’d)

v df Fchange t pr R?
1. BPT 6,455 29.663** .298
3. Extraversion 455 -152 -3.118*  -.145
4. Conscientiousness 455 -144  -3.253** -151
5. Agreeableness 455 077  1.662 .078
6. Neuroticism 455 330 7.574** 335
7. Openness to Exp. 455 -092 -1.918 -.090
8. Negative Valence 455 125 2.613* 122
[1l. Emotions 8,447  37.221** 579
1. Loneliness 447 .288 7.089** 318
2. Hopelessness 447 322 8.476** 372
3. Shame and Guilt 447
3.a. Shame 447 009 0.231 011
3.b. Guilt 447 -002 -0.058 -.003
4. Interpersonal Anger 447
4.a. Revenge Rel. 447 123 2.323* 109
4.b. Passive-Aggr. 447 091 1.881 .089
4.c. Inward-Oriented 447 .086 2.297* .108
4.d. Careless 447 -011  -0.325 -.015
A.3. Negative Self-
Evaluation
I. Control Variables 2,461 1.958 .008
1. Age 461 -053 -1.127 -.052
2. Gender 461 .086 1.819 .084
Il. BPT 6,455 15.192** 174
3. Extraversion 455 -152  -2.875* -134
4. Conscientiousness 455 -061 -1.271 -.059
5. Agreeableness 455 -121  -2.416*  -.113
6. Neuroticism 455 222 4.694** 215
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Table 11. (cont’d)

v df Fchange t pr R?

7. Openness to Exp. 455 -085 -1.631 -.076

8. Negative Valence 455 028  0.534 .025

[1l. Emotions 8,447  33.708** 485

1. Loneliness 447 .508 11.293** 471
2. Hopelessness 447 142 3.382** 158
3. Shame and Guilt 447

3.a. Shame 447 -111  -2.605*  -122

3.b. Guilt 447 -027 -0.613 -.029
4. Interpersonal Anger 447

4.a. Revenge Related 447 174 2.968* 139

4.b. Passive-Aggr. 447 -.088 -1.657 -.078

4.c. Inward-Oriented 447 .063 1.516 072

4.d. Careless 447 .045 1.173 .055

*p < .05 **p < .001

Note 1. BPT = Basic Personality Traits

Note 2. Coding for Gender = (1) female (2) male.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The aim of the present study was to examine the relationship between basic
personality traits (i.e., extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism,
openness to experience, and negative valence) and suicide probability, and the
contribution of negative emotions (i.e., loneliness, hopelessness, shame and guilt,
anger) to this association. In order to reveal the aim of the current study, some
statistical analyses were carried out. First of all, differences displayed by the
demographic variables (i.e., age and gender) on the measures of study were
investigated in order to understand the influence of nature of the sample.
Intercorrelations between the measures of study were also investigated, and lastly,
two sets of regression analyses were conducted in order to determine the factors
related to basic personality traits, suicide probability, and the measures of negative

emotions.

In this section, the findings of the present study will be discussed in the light of
literature findings. Afterwards, strengths and limitations of the present study will be
stated. Finally, clinical implications of the study and the suggestions for future
research will be specified.

4.1. Findings Regarding the Differential Roles of Age and Gender on the
Measures of the Study

First of all, the differential roles of age and gender on the basic personality traits,
suicide probability, and negative emotions were investigated. According to results,
some significant differences on the measures of the study were obtained due to the

effects of age and gender.
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Significant age main effect has been observed related to the measures of the study
which were loneliness, overall suicide probability, and suicide ideation and hostility
domains of suicide probability. Firstly, the analyses revealed a significant age
difference on loneliness. Specifically, individuals within the emerging adulthood
period reported higher levels of loneliness than the individuals within established
adulthood period. This result might be caused by the difficulty individuals
experience when they try to set up a new life and adjust to it. Individuals within the
emerging adulthood period have to deal with many changes in both their social
surrounding and academic or work life. Moreover, these changes might have an
impact on their social relationships and family relations, and individuals might have
to live away from their families, make new friends, and get used to a new
environment due to the changes of their life. In other words, individuals within
emerging adulthood period might have reported higher level of loneliness because of
these changes in life.

Considering the findings resulting from age main effect, people within the period of
late adolescence had higher scores on suicide probability than those within
established adulthood. Moreover, individuals within early adulthood reported higher
levels of suicide ideation and hostility compared with those within established
adulthood. Finally, participants in the late adolescence period stated that they felt
higher levels of hostility than the ones in the established adulthood period. These
findings are consistent with the literature. To illustrate, Kessler, Borges, and Walters
(1999) stated that individuals in their mid-20s had more tendency for both suicide
ideation and suicide attempts than older individuals. This difference might be the
result of the difficulties experienced in younger ages, which led them to have more
thoughts about suicide. On the other hand, as people got older, their lives got

steadier, or more settled. Thus, suicidal thoughts and attempts might have declined.

Research results have indicated significant age and gender interaction differences on
basic personality traits, guilt, interpersonal anger, and revenge related reactions of
anger. First of all, results have revealed age and gender differences on the measure of

basic personality traits, particularly an interaction effect was found on negative
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valence trait. The results showed that females’ scores did not indicate any difference
in negative valence among different age groups, whereas male participants who were
in their late adolescence period obtained higher scores on negative valence than those
within early adulthood and established adulthood period. Moreover, negative valence
scores of males within late adolescence and emerging adulthood period were higher
than those of females in the same age group. According to Geng¢6z and Onciil (2012)
negative valence is associated with low self-worth; therefore, higher level of negative
valence could be explained with the concept of low self-worth. According to the
results of current study, individuals within the late adolescence and emerging
adulthood period experienced higher level of negative valence, as well as low self-
worth. Harter and Jackson (1992) indicated that adolescents reported lower level of
self-worth, which is consistent with the results of current study. Moreover, present
study has showed that especially young females reported higher level of negative
valence and this could have resulted from higher level of self-criticism. Koestner and
his colleagues (1991) indicated that individuals, especially females who were
constantly criticized by their parents experience higher level of self-criticism in their
early adulthoods. Therefore, this finding was expected in the light of this

information.

Secondly, in terms of guilt, it was found that females did not differ from each other
among the age groups. However, male participants who were in the early adulthood
and established adulthood periods had higher scores on guilt than males within
emerging adulthood period. Moreover, established adult males also had significantly
higher scores on guilt than those within late adolescence. On the other hand, female
participants in late adolescence and emerging adulthood period reported higher levels
of guilt compared with male participants in the same age group. These results could
be explained by established gender roles in society, and according to Efthim and
colleagues (2001), both females and males feel guilt depending on gender roles, but
especially males report higher levels of guilt when they experience physical
inadequacy and failure at work or in their private life. This feeling of inadequacy and
failure were expected to emerge in the older ages. Similarly, results of current study

indicated that older males reported higher levels of guilt. In contrast, younger
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females expressed a higher sense of guilt, and this could also be explained by gender
roles. According to previous studies (Gore, 1985; Harvey, Gore, Frank, & Batres,
1997), females’ higher scores on guilt result from their higher levels of empathy and
affection which were expected by society; thus, females have more tendency to
blame themselves. Female individuals may have felt higher levels of pressure
because of gender roles in their young ages, but in time they might have learnt to

cope with this pressure and live more autonomously.

As for the interaction effect on the measures of interpersonal anger, the results
indicated that females of all age groups scored similarly. In contrast, male
participants in the late adolescence period had higher scores than those in the
emerging adulthood, early adulthood, and established adulthood groups. Moreover,
male participants in late adolescence also reported higher levels of interpersonal
anger than their female counterparts. In terms of revenge related reactions of anger,
results revealed that like in all previous results, females’ scores did not show any
difference among the age groups. In contrast, males in late adolescence had higher
tendency to express their anger by having revenge related reactions than older males.
Likewise, they had higher scores than their female counterparts in terms of revenge
related reactions. Previous studies showed that adolescents are more likely to express
their anger with poor emotion regulation (Colder & Stice, 1998). Gender differences
on anger scores might be explained with higher levels of impulsivity and lower levels
of emotion regulation of males. Especially in Turkish society, males do not need to
learn to suppress their anger because impulsivity and assertiveness are more

acceptable and tolerable with males due to the upbringing style of Turkish families.
4.2. Findings Regarding the Regression Analyses

Two different sets of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted in order to
specify factors associated with the measures of the present study. As for the first set
of regression analyses, associates of negative emotions (namely; loneliness,
hopelessness, shame and guilt, and anger) were examined. Afterwards, suicide

probability was employed in analyses as the dependent variable.
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4.2.1. Findings Regarding the Associated Factors of the Negative Emotions

Associated factors of negative emotions were specified through eight hierarchical
regression analyses with two consecutive steps, namely demographic variables and

basic personality traits.

Results of regression analyses revealed that age was negatively associated with
loneliness, while it was found to be positively associated with guilt. In other words,
these results showed that loneliness tended to decrease with age; conversely, guilt
tended to increase with age. This was probably because older individuals have more
leisure time to devote to their friends or family and they receive more social support
as they engaged in more social relations with their relatives. Moreover, higher levels

of guilt expressed by participants could be associated with their regrets and failures.

As the other demographic variable, gender was found to be associated with shame,
guilt, and careless anger reactions. Specifically, it was females who were prone to
experience more shame and guilt, while it was males who showed careless anger
reactions. These results were expected, and might be related to social gender roles,
which expect females to be more emphatic and compassionate. That is, females
could be more prone to blame themselves for undesirable life situations. On the other
hand, males could express themselves more assertively or carelessly as they are not

restricted by social norms, especially in Turkish culture.

After controlling the effects of demographic variables, current studies’ results
indicated that, loneliness negatively associated with extraversion and agreeableness
traits, while positively associated with neuroticism trait. In other words, higher levels
of extraversion and agreeableness traits were predictor for lower levels of loneliness,
whereas higher levels of neuroticism was the predictor for higher levels of loneliness.
These results were expected because extraversion and agreeableness were related to
positive moods of individuals and this sociable nature might have created a
protective factor from loneliness. At the same time, neuroticism was found related to
negative affects of people, so individuals with higher levels of neuroticism were

more liable to feel lonely. These findings were consistent with literature. Stokes
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(1985) stated that extraversion is a protective factor from loneliness, while

neuroticism triggers the tendency to feel lonely.

Another examined negative emotion was hopelessness, and it was found to be
negatively associated with extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to
experience traits, while it was found to be positively associated with neuroticism
trait. That is to say, higher levels of extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to
experience traits were related to lower levels of hopelessness, whereas higher levels
of neuroticism were related to higher levels of hopelessness. Likewise, extraversion,
conscientiousness, and openness to experience might have created a protective shield
against hopelessness, while neuroticism might have created vulnerability to it.
Consistent with these results, research has indicated that hopelessness was inversely
associated with extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience; by
contrast, neuroticism was a strong predictor for hopelessness (Lynch et. al., 2004;
Velting, 1998).

According to the regression analyses, shame was found to be negatively related to
extraversion and openness to experience traits, but it was found to be positively
related to conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, and negative valence traits.
These findings were consistent with the literature; to illustrate, Einstein and Lanning
(1998) revealed that individuals with lower levels of openness to experience, and
higher levels of neuroticism and agreeableness traits are more likely to experience
shame compared to other individuals. Moreover, when the relationship between
negative valence and low self-worth was taken into account, people with low self-
worth might have thought that their faults cannot be tolerated by others, so they had

more tendency to report shame.

Analyses also indicated that guilt was significantly associated with conscientiousness
and agreeableness traits. In other words, individuals who were highly conscientious
and agreeable had more tendency to experience guilt. These results were consistent
with the literature that indicated the positive relationship between higher levels of
guilt and both conscientiousness and agreeableness traits (Einstein & Lanning,

1998). Conscientiousness indicates reliable and responsible features; additionally,
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agreeableness trait includes empathetic, altruistic, and pro-social features. In the light
of this information, it can be concluded that individuals with higher levels of these
traits easily suffered from guilt due to the undesirable outcomes of life. This was
probably because they tried to fulfill their responsibilities and meet social
expectations.

In terms of regression results about interpersonal anger reactions, revenge related
reactions were found to be negatively associated with agreeableness, whereas
positively associated with neuroticism and negative valence traits. In other words,
individuals with higher levels of agreeableness trait had lower probability to show
anger responses through the revenge related ways. Individuals with higher levels of
neuroticism and negative valence, on the other hand, had higher tendency to express
their anger through revenge related ways. The features of agreeable individuals
include pro-social behavior (Franz et. al., 2014), so rather than expressing anger with
more assertive ways, highly agreeable people might be willing to compromise. This
finding was also supported by research; to illustrate, Jensen-Campbell and colleagues
(2006) stated that highly agreeable and conscientious individuals repress their anger

easily.

In terms of passive-aggressive anger reactions, it was found that neuroticism and
openness to experience trait were positively associated with these reactions. In other
words, individuals with higher levels of these traits were more liable to show their
anger in a passive-aggressive way. When careless anger reactions were examined,
found a negative association was found between neuroticism and careless reactions,
whereas a positive association was found between openness to experience and
negative valence traits, and careless reactions. This result indicated that people with
openness to experience and negative valence traits tended to show their anger in a
more careless way. The neuroticism trait was generally found to be associated with
different domains of anger both in a positive and negative way. Friedman and
colleagues (1995) underlined the relation between neuroticism traits and both
expressed and suppressed anger. Although neuroticism was found to be associated

with both outward and inward oriented anger, the results of current studies indicated
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that neuroticism was positively associated with revenge related and passive
aggressive anger reactions, and was negatively associated with careless reactions;
however, there was no significant results for inward-oriented anger. These results can
be explained by the fact that individuals with higher levels of neuroticism were more
likely to show emotional instability and experience negative emotions, so they might
have chosen to express their anger and negative emotions in ways that others could

understand.

Lastly, inward-oriented anger reactions were found to be negatively related with
extraversion, while they were positively related with agreeableness and negative
valence traits. In other words, highly extraverted individuals had lower tendency to
reflect the anger to themselves; on the other hand, individuals with higher levels of
agreeableness and negative valence tended to reflect their anger to themselves. As
previously stated, agreeable individuals had more tendency to suppress their anger
and thus the result of current studies was in line with the expectations. Moreover,
considering the features of extraverted individuals, it was observed that they reported
higher levels of positive affect, so they might have been more prone to refrain from
expressing negative feelings. In terms of regression analysis, negative valence trait
was found to be associated with inward-oriented and careless anger reactions.
Individuals with higher fragility due to the lower levels of self-esteem and self —
worth might have preferred to take anger inward or they may have preferred to show
reckless reactions so as to avoid responses they may meet with if they expressed their

anger to others.
4.2.2. Findings Regarding the Associated Factors of the Suicide Probability

Factors associated with suicide probability were determined through a hierarchical
regression analysis with three consecutive steps which were demographic variables,
basic personality traits (i.e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, and Negative Valence), and negative

emotions (i.e., Loneliness, Hopelessness, Shame and Guilt, and Interpersonal Anger).
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The results of regression analyses revealed that only age associated with hostility in a
negative way. Specifically, hostility in interpersonal anger tended to decrease in
older ages. The reason could be that individuals were becoming more tolerant as they

got older; thus, their hostility levels decreased.

After controlling demographic variables, suicide ideation was found to be negatively
associated with extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience traits;
whereas positively associated with neuroticism and negative valence traits. The
literature support the current finding of the study, conscientiousness which motivate
poeple to initiate problem focused solving coping (Gengdz, & Onciil, 2012), those
having high conscientiousness characteristics might have been struggling to solve
their problems which would prevent them from focusing on suicidal ideation. Thus,
suicidal behaviors might be decreased with the help of this sense. Thus, suicidal
behaviors might be decreased with the help of this sense. Moreover, suicide ideation
was found to be positively associated with loneliness, hopelessness and inward-
oriented anger. In other words, individuals who reported higher levels of loneliness,
hopelessness and inward-oriented anger had more tendency to ideation of suicide.
Significant associations were also found between hostility and the measures of basic
personality traits. Specifically, while extraversion and conscientiousness traits were
negatively related to hostility, neuroticism and negative valence were positively
related to it. In other words, individuals with higher levels of neuroticism and
negative valence traits reported more hostility compared to other participants. In
addition to associations with basic personality traits, negative emotions were also
found to be significantly related to hostility. Loneliness, hopelessness, revenge
related anger reactions, and inward-oriented anger reactions were found to be
positively associated with hostility dimensions of suicide probability. That is,
individuals who were lonelier and more hopeless also expressed their anger in a
revenge related or inward-oriented ways, and had more tendency to experience
hostility. The association between revenge related anger and hostility seemed to be a
natural result because individuals with desire for revenge could consider suicide for
this purpose. Moreover, the association between both suicide ideation and hostility

domains of suicide probability, and inward-oriented anger were also expected results.
66



Individuals who have taken their anger inward for a long period of time could resort

to suicidal behavior to inflict pain upon people who have made them angry.

As the last domain of suicide probability, regression results also indicated that
extraversion and agreeableness were negatively associated with negative self-
evaluation; while neuroticism was positively associated with negative self-
evaluation. That is, highly neurotic individuals had higher inclination to evaluate
themselves negatively. Moreover, some of the negative feelings also had an effect on
negative self-evaluation. In a specific manner, shame was found to be negatively
associated with negative self-evaluation; whereas, loneliness, hopelessness, and
revenge related anger were positively associated with negative self-evaluation. This
result indicated that individuals who experienced loneliness, hopelessness, and

revenge related anger had more tendency to evaluate themselves negatively.

According to regression results stated above, like loneliness and hopelessness,
extraversion and neuroticism traits stood out as common associated traits with all
domains of suicide probability. First of all, results indicated that higher levels of
extraversion were associated with lower levels of suicide probability; that is,
extraversion was a protective factor from all suicide probability domains. This
situation could be explained by the fact that extraverted individuals are predisposed
to report higher levels of positive affect. Thus, suicidal tendency decreases with the
help of higher level of positive emotions. This result was also supported by research
which indicates that all suicide related behaviors are negatively associated with
extraversion trait (Duberstein, Conwell, & Ciane, 1994; Nordstorm, Schalling, &
Asberg, 1995). On the other hand, neuroticism seemed to have reinforced tendency
for all domains of suicide probability. Because of the fact that neuroticism is
associated with negative affect, individuals with higher levels of neuroticism were
more prone to suicidal behavior. Considering the literature reviews, this result was
expected. To illustrate, many researchers claim that neuroticism is a strong predictor
for suicidal behaviors (Brezo, Paris, & Turecki, 2006; Farmer, Redman, & Harris,
2001; Van Heeringen, 2001). Besides, negative valence trait was found to be

associated with suicide ideation and hostility. However, results of the current study
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showed that there was no relationship between negative valence and negative self-
evaluation, which was surprising as an association between negative valence and
negative self-evaluation domains was expected when the features of higher levels of

negative valence are taken into account.

In terms of the negative emotions examined, loneliness and hopelessness also stood
out as associated with all three domains of suicide probability. These results are
supported by literature. Researchers have suggested that both loneliness and
hopelessness are described as strong predictors of suicidal behavior (Beevers, &
Miller, 2004; Stravynski, & Boyer, 2001, Szanto et. al., 1998).

4.3. Limitations of the Study

First of all, distribution of age and gender in this sample was unequal so which may
cause some problems when age and gender differences on the measures of the
current studies were examined. As an another limitation of the study, all gathered
data depended on self-reports. Particularly for suicide probability and negative
emotions, in order to obtain non-biased answers from participants, interview based
design might have been more effective. Moreover, longitudinal study might be useful
for determining frequency and duration of the reported suicidal thoughts and
negative emotions. Non-clinical features of sample was also evaluated as another
limitation. As the last limitation, the established adulthood age group which was
changing between 29 to 67, included various ages compared to other groups, so the

comments about this age group should be handled carefully.
4.4. Strengths of the Study

All negative emotions, namely; loneliness, hopelessness, shame and guilt, anger, and
personality traits were found strongly related with suicidal behavior. However, these
negative emotions were separately examined in previous research. The main strength
of current study is that all negative emotions and personality traits were investigated

together in terms of association with suicide. Furthermore, their interaction with each

other was investigated.
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Moreover, the association of “Negative Valence”, as a specific personality trait, with
suicide probability, loneliness, hopelessness, shame and guilt, and anger was

investigated in this study for the first time.
4.5. Clinical Implications and Future Directions

According to World Health Organization (WHO) statistics (2014) the cause of over
800,000 people death resulted from suicide (every year), and many number of people
attempted to suicide every year. Thus, it is important to understand the nature of
suicidal behavior and predisposing risk factors. Due to the complex features of
suicidal behavior, it is also important to investigate which factors make people more

prone to suicide.

First of all, there was an association between suicide probability and personality
traits (Chioqueta & Stiles, 2005). Most of the research indicated that loneliness,
hopelessness, shame and guilt, and anger were associated with suicide behavior
(Beevers & Miller, 2004; Hassan, 1995; Lehnert et. al., 1994; Stravynski & Boyer,
2001). Similarly, the results of the present study revealed that both personality traits
and negative emotions were strongly associated with suicide probability. Thus, in
order to create suitable interventions and prevention techniques for people with
suicide risk, understanding of these issues is crucial.

In future studies, researchers may conduct studies through longitudinal or interview-
based methods in order to reveal detailed information about both suicidal behavior
and negative emotions. This kind of research can also provide information about the
duration and frequency of these topics and give a chance to eliminate limitations of
self-reported methods. Furthermore, future studies may use samples consisting of
people who attempted to suicide which can provide more information about suicidal
characteristics. Lastly, researchers should pay more attention to equal distribution of
age and gender, and with the help of this, association between demographic variables

and other measures of study can be seen more clearly.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Demografik Bilgi Formu

1. Cinsiyetiniz: ..........
2. Yasiniz: ................
3. Egitim Diizeyiniz:
Okur-yazar O Ilkokul mezunu [ Ortaokul mezunu O
Lise mezunu o Yiiksekogrenim 7 Yiksek Lisans/Doktora o
4. Gelir Diizeyiniz: Diisiik O Orta Yiksek O
5. Medeni Haliniz:
Bekar O Birlikte yagiyor O Evli O
Dul O Bosanmis O Ayri -

6. Su anda kimlerle yasamaktasiniz?

Ailemle O Akrabalarimla O
Yurtta O Arkadaglarimla Evde O  Diger (belirtiniz)
7. Anneniz halen hayatta mi? Evet U Hayir -

Hayattaysa ka¢ yasinda? ..........
Kaybettiyseniz o sirada siz kag¢ yasinizdaydiniz? ........
8. Babaniz halen hayatta m1?  Evet U Hayir -
Hayattaysa kag¢ yasinda? ............
Kaybettiyseniz o sirada siz kag¢ yasinizdaydiniz? ............
9. Ailenizde intihar ge¢gmisi bulunuyor mu? Evet O Hayrr O
Cevabiniz “evet” ise; intihar gecmisi bulunan kisiyle yakinlik dereceniz;
Olay oldugu sirada ka¢ yasindaydiniz;

(Yazabileceginiz bagka bilgi varsa) Diger
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10. Su anda herhangi bir psikolojik sorununuz var m1? Eveto  Hayir

Evetse; DEIIMINIZ.......cooooiiieiie e

Yardim/tedavi goriiyor musunuz? EvetO  Hayir

11. Daha 6nce herhangi bir psikolojik sorun yasadiniz m1? Evet 0 Hayir
Evetse; DEIIMINIZ.......ocoooiieiiie e
Yardim/tedavi gordiiniiz mii? Evet O Hayir

12. Herhangi bir fiziksel travma yasadiniz m1 (ciddi kafa travmalar1 gibi)?
Evet OO  Hayir

Evetse; belirtiniz..........ccooeveivvieii i,

Yardim/tedavi gordiiniiz mii? Evet O Hayir
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Appendix B: Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI)

Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek ¢ok kisilik dzelligi bulunmaktadir. Bu
ozelliklerden her birinin SIZIN ICIN NE KADAR UYGUN OLDUGUNU ilgili
rakamu isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Ornegin;
Kendimi................. biri olarak goriiyorum.
Hi¢ uygun degil Uygun degil Kararsizzim  Uygun Cok Uygun
1 2 3 4 5
T B | s 5 N s
5 [ | § 5 5| = |5 2
> = £ c 3 > = £ |c )
5 ) s S 5 5 = |3
s |23 1213 g 2135|273
= 1D ¢ 1O 1O == 2 12 1O 1O
1| Aceleci 1 2 3 4 5 24 | Pasif 1 ]2 3 4 5
2| Yapmacik 1 2 3 4 5 25 | Disiplinli |1 2 3 4 5
3| Duyarlt 1 2 3 4 5 26 |Aggozli |1 2 3 4 5
4 | Konuskan 1 2 3 4 5 27 | Sinirli 1 2 3 4 5
Kendine
5| glivenen 1 2 3 4 5 28 |Canayakmn |1 2 3 4 5
6 | Soguk 1 2 3 4 5 29 | Kizgin 1 2 3 4 5
Sabit
7| Utangag 1 2 3 4 5 30 | fikirli 1 2 3 4 5
8| Paylasimer |1 2 3 4 5 31 |Gorgisiz |1 2 3 4 5

82



Genis-rahat

32

Durgun

10

Cesur

33

Kaygil

11

Agresif

34

Terbiyesiz

12

Caliskan

35

Sabirsiz

13

Igten
pazarlikli

36

Yaratici

14

Girisken

37

Kaprisli

15

Tyi niyetli

38

Icine
kapanik

16

k:ten

39

Cekingen

17

Kendinden
emin

40

Alingan

18

Huysuz

41

Hosgorili

19

Yardimsever

42

Diizenli

20

Kabiliyetli

43

Titiz

21

Usengec

44

Tedbirli

22

Sorumsuz

45

Azimli

23

Sevecen

83




Appendix C: Suicide Probablity Scale (SPS)

Asagida kisilerin g¢esitli duygu ve davranislarini anlatmak i¢in kullanabilecekleri bazi
climleler verilmistir. Liitfen sirayla her bir climleyi okuyun ve okudugunuz ciimlenin
sizin i¢in hangi siklikta dogru oldugunu belirtiniz. Sizden istenen, her ciimlenin sag
tarafindaki segeneklerden size uygun olan segenegi isaretlemenizdir.

Hicbir Bazen Cogu Her

Zaman Zaman Zaman

1. Ofkelendigim zaman elime gegen her seyi

ATt ... (1)......... 2)......... 3)........ (@))]
2. Bir¢ok insanin benimle i¢tenlikle

llgilendigini hissederim..............cccccevvuererrrnnee. (@5 FUTUTURN (7)) TN 3)..cec(4)
3. Ani ve kontrolsiiz (diirtiisel) davrandigimi

NISSEEriM......ccvveieiieceec e D...... 2).onnnn... 3)......... 4)
4. Baskalart ile paylasamayacagim kadar kotii

seyler distinirim...........cceeeeees covenveeennnen (o 2)......... 3)......... 4)
5. Cok fazla sorumluluk ytiklendigimi

AUSTNGIim. ..o, N....... 2)......... (3)ecnnnnn... 4)
6. Yapabilecegim daha bir ¢ok yararli sey

oldugunu hissederim...........ccccceevevieneeeennnn. (D....... () T 3)......... 4)



7. Bagkalarini cezalandirmak igin intihar

etmeyi dUSUnirim..........c.coeeveverieiereerieeieenene 1)....... () IR 3)......... (4)

8. Bagkalarina kars1 diismanca duygular

besledigimi hissederim.............ccccceevveriernnnne. ) RS () N () U 4
9.Insanlardankoptugumu hissederim............ (). 2)eeeninnnn. () I (4)
10. Insanlarin bana ben oldugum i¢in deger

Verdiklerini hissederim...........ccoceveeveennnnne. €5 I () T () T 4)
11. Eger oOliirsem bir ¢cok insanin iiziilecegini
hiSSEderim........cccocvvvveieieieeeeeceeeeee (D).eeeenn 2)eeeiinnn. () NS 4)
12. Oylesine yalmzlik hissederim ki buna

dayanamam.........ccceeeviienienneie e (1)eeeeennnnn. 2)eeiinnnnn. 3)eeiennnn. 4)
13. Bagkalarinin bana diismanca duygular

beslediklerini hissederim.............ccccceev v, (D).eeenn 2)eeeiinnnn. () N 4)
14. Eger hayata yeniden baslayabilsem,

yasamimda bircok degisiklik yapacagimi

NISSEErim......cccvevveiiieeeeeeeee e () R 2)eeeiinnnn. 3)eeiennnnn. 4)
15.Pek ¢ok seyi iyi yapamadigimi

disinlrim..........ooooiiiii (1)eeeeennnnn. 2)eeiiiiiie(3) e (4)
16. Begendigim bir isi bulmak ve siirdiirmekte

glcliglim vardir.........coeviiiiieiieieeee ) TR () R () T 4)
17. Gittigim zaman hi¢ kimsenin beni

0zlemeyecegini diistinlirim......................... N0 ) R () P (€) IR 4)
18. Benim i¢in isler yolunda gidiyor gibi

GOTUNUL.....cviiiiiiiiiii e (1)eenennn (2)eeeinennn. (€) FTTR 4)

19. Insanlarin benden ¢ok fazla seyler
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beklediklerini hissederim............cccceveeuneeee. €5 IR () T () T 4)
Higbir Bazen Cogu Her
zaman zaman zaman

20. Diislindiigiim ve yaptigim seyler i¢in

kendimi cezalandirmam gerektigini

dUSUNTITM...c..eoveieiiiiiiic e (1)eeeennn. (2)eeeiinnnnn. (€) ISR 4)

21. Diinyanin yasamaya deger olmadigini

hiSSEErim.......ccocvveiieieee e (D).eeeennn 2)eeeiinnnn. () N 4)

22. Gelecek ile ilgili ¢ok titiz bir sekilde

plan

VAPATTIL....veeitieeeieeeireeesieeesnbeeesineessseeessnneenans (@) T 2)eeiininnnn. () FETTT (4)

23. Kendisine giivenebilecegim kadar ¢ok

arkadasim olmadiginmi diistintiriim................ (D)oo () R () T 4)

24. Eger 0lmiis olsaydim insanlarin daha

rahat edecegini hissederim.............c..ccc.u..... (D)oo 2)eeiininn.n. () P 4)

25. Bu sekilde yasamaktansa 6lmenin daha

az acili olacagini hissederim........................ (D)oo () R () T 4)

26. Anneme duygusal a¢idan yakin

oldugumu hissederim/hissederdim................ (@) R (02 O () P (4)

27. Esime duygusal acidan yakin

oldugumu hissederim/hissederdim................ ) RS 2)iinnn. ) T 4)

28. Islerin diizelecegine iliskin umutsuzluk

hissederim.........ccccveiiieiiiccicce e, (€5 T 2)eriinenn.n. () IO (4)

29. Insanlarin beni ve yaptiklarimi
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onaylamadiklarini hissederim....................... (1).....

30. Kendimi nasil 6ldiirecegimi diisiindiim.. (1).....

31. Para ile ilgili endiselerim var.................. (D.....
32.Intihar etmeyi diistintiriim........................ (D.....
33. Kendimi yorgun ve bir¢ok seye ilgisiz
hissederim........ccccovveie s e, (D)ereennnnn.

34. Cok o6fkelenince bazi seyleri kirip

dOKEIIM...ccciiieie e (1).....

35. Babama duygusal agidan yakin oldugumu

hissederim/hissederdim...........cccocevvrvenieennn. (1).....

36. Nerede olursam olayim, mutlu

olamadigimi hissederim ...........cccccoevveneeennen. (1)
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Appendix D: Beck Hopelessness Scale (BHS)

Asagida gelecege ait diisiinceleri ifade eden bazi ciimleler verilmistir. Liitfen herbir
ifadeyi okuyarak, bunlarin size ne kadar uygun olduguna karar veriniz. Ornegin
okudugunuz ilk ifade size uygun ise “Evet”, uygun degil ise “Hayir” ifadesini

altindaki kutunun i¢ine (X) isareti koyunuz.

Sizin i¢in uygun mu?

1) Gelecege umut ve cosku ile bakiyorum.

2) Kendim ile ilgili seyleri diizeltemedigime gore ¢cabalamayi

biraksam iyi olur.

3) Isler kotiiye giderken bile herseyin hep bdyle kalmayacagimi

bilmek beni rahatlatiyor.

4) Gelecek on yil i¢inde hayatimin nasil olacagini hayal bile

edemiyorum.
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5) Yapmayi en ¢ok istedigim seyleri gergeklestirmek igin yeterli

zamanim var.

6) Benim igin ¢ok 6nemli 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 i¢in de higbir neden yok.

10) Gegmis deneyimlerim beni gelecege iyi hazirladi.

11) Gelecek benim i¢in hos seylerden ¢ok, tatsizliklarla dolu

gorunuyor.

12) Gergekten 6zledigim seylere kavusabilecegimi ummuyorum.
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13) Gelecege baktigimda simdikine oranla daha mutlu olacagimi

umuyorum.

14) isler bir tiirlii benim istedigim gibi gitmiyor.

15) Gelecege biiyiik inancim var.

16) Arzu ettigim seyleri elde edemedigime gore birseyler istemek

aptallik olur

17) Gelecekte gergek doyuma ulagmam olanaksiz gibi.

18) Gelecek bana bulanik ve belirsiz goriiniiyor.

19) Kotii glinlerden ¢ok, iyi giinler bekliyorum.

20) Istedigim her seyi elde etmek icin ¢aba gdstermenin gercekten

yarar1 yok, nasil olsa onu elde edemeyecegim.
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Appendix E: UCLA-R Loneliness Scale

Asagida cesitli duygu ve diisiinceleri iceren ifadeler verilmektedir. Sizden
istenilen her ifadede tanimlanan duygu ve diisiinceyi ne siklikta hissetiginizi ve

diisiindiigiiniizii her biri icin tek bir rakam daire icine alarak belirtmenizdir.

Ben bu Ben bu Ben bu Ben bu
durumu durumu
NADIREN durumu durumu
HIiC Yasarim
yasamam BAZEN  SIKSIK

Yasarim Yasarim

1. Kendimi ¢evremdeki insanlarla uyum 1 2 3 4
icinde hissediyorum.

2. Arkadasim yok. 1 2 3 4
3. Bagvurabilecegim hi¢ kimsem yok. 1 2 3 4
4. Kendimi tek baginaymisim gibi 1 2 3 4

hissetmiyorum.

5. Kendimi bir arkadag grubunun bir 1 2 3 4
pargast olarak hissediyorum.

6. Cevremdeki insanlarla bir¢ok ortak 1 2 3 4
yOnim var.

7. Artik hi¢ kimseyle samimi degilim. 1 2 3 4

8. Ilgilerim ve fikirlerim ¢evremdekilerce 1 2 3 4
paylasilmiyor.

9. Disa doniik bir insanim. 1 2 3 4
10. Kendimi yakin hissettigim insanlar var. 1 2 3 4
11. Kendimi grubun disina itilmis 1 2 3 4
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hissediyorum.

12. Sosyal iligkilerim ylizeyseldir.

13. Hig kimse gergekten beni iyi tanimiyor.

14. Kendimi diger insanlardan soyutlanmig
hissediyorum.

15. Istedigim zaman arkadas bulabilirim.

16. Beni gercekten anlayan insanlar var.

17. Bu derece i¢ime kapanmis olmaktan
dolay1 mutsuzum.

18. Cevremde insanlar var ama benimle
degiller.

19. Konusabilecegim insanlar var.

20. Derdimi anlatabilecegim insanlar var.
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Appendix F: Guilt-Shame Scale (GSS-TR)

Bu 0lgegin amaci bazi duygularin hangi durumlarda ne derece yogun olarak
yasandigin1 belirlemektir. Asagida bazi olaylar verilmistir. Bu olaylar sizin
basimizdan geg¢mis olsaydi, ne kadar rahatsizlik duyardiniz. Liitfen her durumu
dikkatle okuyup Oyle bir durumda ne kadar rahatsizlik duyacaginizi asagidaki
Olcekten yararlanarak maddelerin yanindaki sayilarin iizerine (X) isareti koyarak
belirleyiniz.

1. Hig rahatsizlik duymazdim 4. Epey rahatsizlik duyardim
2. Biraz rahatsizlik duyardim 5. Cok rahatsizlik duyardim
3. Oldukga rahatsizlik duyardim

Sizi ne kadar rahatsiz eder?

Hig Cok

1. Bir tartisma sirasinda biiyiik bir hararetle savundugunuz
bir fikrin yanlis oldugunu 6grenmek. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Evinizin ¢ok daginik oldugu bir sirada beklenmeyen
baz1 misafirlerin gelmesi. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Birinin size verdigi bir sirr1 istemeyerek bagkalarina
aciklamak. 1 2 3 4 5

4. Kars1 cinsten birinin kalabalik bir yerde herkesin
dikkatini ¢ekecek sekilde size agikca ilgi gostermesi. 1 2 3 4 5

5. Giysinizin, viicudunuzda kapali tuttugunuz bir yeri
aci18a cikaracak sekilde burugmasi ya da kivrilmasi.
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6. Bir ask iligkisi i¢inde sadece kendi isteklerinizi elde
etmeye calistiginizi ve karsi tarafi somiirdiigiiniizii fark
etmeniz.

7. Sorumlusu siz oldugunuz halde bir kusur ya da bir
yanlis i¢in bir bagkasinin su¢lanmasina seyirci kalmak.

8. Uzman olmaniz gereken bir konuda, bir konugma
yaptiktan sonra dinleyicilerin sizin sdylediginizin yanlig
oldugunu gostermesi.

9. Cok islek bir i merkezinin bulundugu bir kosede
herkesin size bakmasina sebep olacak bir olay yasamak.

10. Liiks bir restoranda catal bigak kullanmaniz gereken
yerde elle yemek yediginizin fark edilmesi.

11. Bagkalarini aldatarak ve onlar1 somiirerek biiyiik
kazang saglamak.
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12. Iscilerinizin sagligma zarar verecegini bildiginiz halde,
bir yonetici olarak ¢alisma kosullarinda bir degisiklik
yapmamak

13. Sozlii bir sinav sirasinda kekelediginiz ve heyecandan
sasirdiginizda, hocanin sizin bu halinizi kotii bir sinav
Ornegi olarak biitlin sinifa gostermesi.

14. Tanmidiginiz birinin sikintida oldugunu bildiginiz ve
yardim edebileceginiz halde yardim etmemek.

15. Bir partide yeni tanistiginiz insanlara agik sagik bir
fikra anlattiginizda bir¢ogunun bundan rahatsiz olmasi.

16. Akilsizca, bencilce ya da gereksizce biiyiik bir
harcama yaptiktan sonra ebeveyninizin mali bir sikinti
icinde oldugunu 6grenmek.

17. Arkadasinizdan bir seyler ¢aldiginiz halde
arkadasimizin hirsizlik yapanin siz oldugunuzu higbir
zaman anlamamasi.

18. Bir davete ya da toplantiya rahat giindelik giysilerle
gidip herkesin resmi giyindigini gormek.

19. Bir yemek davetinde bir tabak dolusu yiyecegi yere
diistirmek.

20. Herkesten sakladiginiz ve hos olmayan bir davranisin
aciga cikarilmasi.
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21. Bir kisiye hak etmedigi halde zarar vermek.

22. Alig-veris sirasinda paranizin Ustiinii fazla verdikleri
halde sesinizi ¢ikarmamak.

23. Ailenizin sizden beklediklerini yerine getirememek.

24. Cesitli bahaneler bularak yapmaniz gereken islerden
kagmak.
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Appendix G: Multidimensional Anger Scale (MAS)

Cok Boyutlu Ofke Olgegi / Kisileraras1 Ofke Faktorii

Sizi 6fkelendiren bir insan karsisinda asagidaki davraniglar1 ne siklikla gosterirsiniz

Hi¢ Nadiren  Ara Siklikla Her
Sira Zaman

1. Kendini su¢lu hissetmesi igin O O O O O
ugrasgirim.

2. Beni bu sekilde sinirlendirmeye hakki O @) @) @) @)
yok diye diisliniiriim.

3. Onu mahvetmek isterim. (@) (@) (@) (@) @)

4. Onu hi¢ dnemsemedigimi gosteren bir O ©) ©) O O
davranig yaparim.

5. Aninda parlarim. O O O O O

6. Sonuna kadar gétiiremeyecegim @) @) @) @) @)
tehditleri sik¢a savururum.

7. Hakaret ederim. @) @) @) @) @)

8. Karsimdakini cezalandirmak isterim. O O O O O

9. Dedikodusunu yaparim. O O O O @)

10. Hakkinda diistindiiklerimi ona O O O O O
sOylerim.

11. Burnunun ortasina bir yumruk O O O O O

hakediyor diye diistintiriim.

97



12.

Bunu kasitli yapiyor diye disiiniirim.

13.

Beni sevmedigini diisiiniiriim.

14.

Beni 6nemsemedigini diistintiriim.

15.

Karsimdakinden intikam almak isterim.

16.

Ona her tiirlii kotiiliigl yapmak isterim.

17.

O anda 6cumu almak isterim.

18.

Onu asagilamak isterim.

19.

Bana boyle ac1 ¢ektirmemeliydi diye
diisiintirtim.

20.

Istediklerinin tam tersini yaparim.

21.

Gerekmedik¢e konusmam, ilgi
gostermem.

22.

Saatlerce 6fkeli kalirim.

23.

Beni hayal kirikligina ugratt1 diye
diistintirim.

24,

Bana patronluk tasliyor diye
diisiiniirtim.

25.

Kendimi savunarak konusurum.

26.

Onu yaptiina pisman ettirmek isterim.

217.

Kendini ne saniyor diye diisiiniiriim.
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28.

Yiiksek sesle bagiririm.

29.

Aklimdan neyi yanlis yaptim diye
gecer.

30.

Nasil tepkiler verecegimi diistiniiriim.

31.

Sakin olmaya ¢aligirim.

32.

Kendimi kontrol etmem gerektigini
distintirim.

33.

Onu yenmeye ¢alisirim.

34.

Ona, neye yolactigini iyice gostermeye
caligirim.

35.

Icimden onun ne kadar asagilik biri
oldugu gecer.

36.

Benden istediklerini yapmam.

37.

Ona mutlaka birseyler sdylemem
gerektigini diisiiniiriim.

38.

Kim oldugumu ona gosteririm.

<2,

Benimle alay ettigini diistintiriim.

40.

Ona giiniinli géstermek isterim.

41.

42.

43.

Cani1 kavga istiyor diye diigtiniiriim.
Igime kapanirim.

Gilerim.
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44. Hig aldirmam. O O O O O

46. Sugu kendimde ararim. O O O O O
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Appendix H: Goniillii Katim Formu

Bu calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Béliimii, Klinik Psikoloji
Yiiksek Lisans dgrencisi Cansu Akyiiz tarafindan, Psikoloji Boliimii 6gretim
tiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Tiilin Geng¢dz’lin siipervizyonunda, tez ¢calismasi kapsaminda
yiiriitiilmektedir. Calismanin amaci temel kisilik 6zelliklerinin intihara yatkinliga

etkisi ve bu iliskiler iizerinde etkisi olan diger degiskenleri belirlemektir.

Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliik temelindedir. Ankette, sizden kimlik
belirleyici hi¢bir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamimiyle gizli tutulacak ve
sadece arastirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilecektir; elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel

yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorulart icermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama igini yarida birakip ¢ikabilirsiniz. Anket sonunda,
bu caligsmayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Ankette yer alan sorular sebebiyle
farkinda oldugunuz ve yardim almak istediginiz bir durum olusmasi halinde ODTU
Psikoloji Béliimii’ne bagli olarak ¢alisan AYNA Klinik Psikoloji Destek Unitesi’ne
bagvurabilirsiniz (tel: 0312 210 6713).

Bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak i¢in Psikoloji Boliimii arastirma gorevlisi ve ¢alismanin yiiriitiiciisi
Cansu Akyiiz (Oda: Modsimmer 104, Tel: 210 7382; E-posta: cakyuz@metu.edu.tr)

ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida
kesip ¢cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amacl yayimlarda

kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.
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Appendix I: Turkish Summary

1. Giris

Bu ¢aligma temel kisilik 6zellikleri ve negatif duygularin (yalnizlik, umutsuzluk,
sugluluk ve utang, ve 6fke) intihara yatkinlik ile olan iligkisini incelemek amaciyla

yuritilmistir.
1.1. intihar

Diinya Saglik Orgiitii (World Health Organization) niin 2014 yilinda agikladig1
istatistiklere gore 2012 yilinda 800.000 insan intihar ederek dlmiistiir. Bu rakamdan
daha fazla sayida insan ise her yil intihara tesebbiis etmektedir. intihar, 2012 yilinda
Diinya capindaki 6liimlerin 15. sebebi olarak belirlenmistir ve her yil 6liimlerin %

1.4’1 intihar sebebiyle gergeklesmektedir (WHO, 2014).

Intihar “kendi istegiyle hayatina son verme” olarak tanimlanir ve 6liimle
sonuclanmayan davraniglar ve diisiincelerin hepsi “intihar davraniglar1” olarak
tanimlanir. Intihar diisiincesi ve intihara tesebbiis bu davranislarin basinda gelir.
Intihar diisiincesi, bireyin kendi hayatina son vermeye yonelik diisiince ve
davraniglarini kapsarken; intihara tesebbiis 6liim istegiyle kendine zarar verme

davraniglarini igerir (Nock ve ark., 2006; Nock ve Kresler, 2006).

Intihar ile alakali literatiire gore, farkli sosyal, ekonomik ve aile ile alakal1 etmenler
intihar davraniglari tizerinde etkili bulunmustur. Diisiik sosyo-ekonomik seviye,
yetersiz gelir ve sinirli imkanlar bireyleri intihar davranislarina daha yatkin hale
getirmektedir (Bucca ve ark., 1994). Ayrica, sosyal destek eksikligi ve yakin
cevreden bireylerin kayb1 (6rn; bosanma, aile bireylerinin vefati) intihar riskini
arttiran etmenler olarak belirlenmistir (Andrews ve Lewinsohn, 1992; Brent ve ark.,
1994). Sosyal ve ¢evresel faktorlerin yani sira, bireylerin ve ebeveynlerinin
psikolojik saglik durumu intihara yatkinlik a¢isindan 6nemlidir. Psikolojik
problemleri olan ebeveynlere sahip olan bireyler depresyona, madde kullanimina ve
anti sosyal davraniglara daha yatkin hale gelmektedirler. Bu yatkinlik ayn1 zamanda
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intihar davraniglarina da egilim olusturmaktadir (Pfeffer, Normandin ve Kakuma,
1994). Ailede ge¢misindeki intihar vakalar1 da bireylerin intihara yatkinliklar
acisindan dnemli rol oynamaktadir. Ozellikle ailesinde intihar dykiisii bulunan geng
yastaki insanlar intihar davraniglarina egilimli olarak bulunmustur (Gould ve ark.,
1996; Grossman ve ark., 1991). Kisilik 6zellikleri intihara yatkinlik konusunda etkili
olan bir diger faktor olarak gdze ¢arpmaktadir (Beautrais, 2000). ice doniikliik,
duygusal anlamda istikrarli olamama, diistik 6zgiiven ve umutsuzIluk intihar ile
baglantili bulunan kisilik 6zelliklerinden bazilaridir (Asarnow ve Guthrie, 1989;

Beautrais, Joyce ve Mulder, 1998; Benjaminsen, Krarup, ve Layritsen, 1990).

Intihara yatkinlik olusturan etmenleri belirlemek kadar, risk faktorlerine karsi
koruma yollarini tespit etmek ve bu yollara uygun miidahale bigimleri olusturmak
onemlidir. Intihar iizerine yapilan caligmalar aileden ve sosyal ¢evreden alinan sosyal
destegin 6nemini vurgularken, yapilan bireye 6zgii ¢calismalar intihar
davraniglarindaki bireyler arasi farkliliga dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Bu ¢calismalara gore,
kisinin problem ¢6zme becerisi, hayat ile ilgili goriisleri ve 6zgiiven seviyesi intihara
yonelik davranislara yonelik koruyucu miidahaleler olusturulurken dikkat edilmesi
ve anlasilmasi gereken faktorlerdir. Bireylere uygun koruyucu miidahaleler
olusturulurken ¢evresel, genetik, sosyal faktorler kadar bireyin psikolojik ve fiziksel
saglhigin etkileyen faktorler de goz oniine alinmalidir ve bu faktorler hesaba katilarak

koruyucu stratejiler olusturulmalidir (Beautrais, 2000).
1.2. Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri

Yukarida belirtilen faktorlerin yani sira, temel kisilik 6zellikleri intihar
caligmalarinda 6nemli etkiye sahiptir ve hem intihara yatkinlig: belirlemede hem de
koruyucu stratejilerin gelistirilmesinde hayati 6neme sahiptir (Brezo, Paris ve
Turecki, 2006). Kisilik 6zelliklerinin 6zellikle yetiskin yaslara gelindikten sonra
istikrarl bir yap1 gostermesi daha etkili ve kalic1 miidahalelerin olusturulmasinda

etkilidir (Roberts ve Del Vechio, 2000).

Temel kisilik 6zellikleri kavrami bir¢ok kisilik kuramcisinin goriisii ve teorisi

tizerine sekillenmistir ve tiim kiiltiirler i¢in gegerli olan 5 kisilik 6zelliginden
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olugsmaktadir. Bu 5 kisilik 6zelligi McCrae ve Costa (2003) tarafindan “Bes Biiyiik
Faktor Kurami” (Five Factor Model) ad1 altinda toplanmistir. Disadontikliik,
Sorumluluk, Uyumluluk, Duygusal Denge ve Deneyimlere A¢iklik; Bes Biiyiik
Faktor Kurami’n1 olusturan kisilik 6zellikleridir. Bu kisilik 6zellikleri, bireylerin
hayatindaki olumlu veya olumsuz yasantilarin (6rn; akademik basari, sosyal
iliskilerin kalitesi, psikolojik iyilik hali) olugsmasinda oldukga etkilidir (Lahey,
2009).

Bes Biiyiik Faktor Kurami kiiltiirler arasi tutarlilik gosteren sonuglar verse de,
yapilan analizlere gore kiiltiirler aras1 bazi farkliliklar oldugu goriilmiistiir (Allik ve
McCrae, 2004; Costa, Terracciano ve McCrage, 2001; Hofstede ve McCrae, 2004).
Zuckerman ve arkadaglari (1993) temel kisilik 6zelliklerinin farkl kiiltiirlerde farkl
sonuglar sagladigini belirtmistir. Ayn1 sekilde, Gengdz ve Onciil (2012) tarafindan
Tiirk kiiltiirdi i¢in yapilan ¢aligmalarda elde edilen sonuglara gore, Tiirk kiiltiirli i¢in
6. faktor olarak “Olumsuz Degerlik” (Negative Valence) eklenmesi uygun
bulunmustur. Bu faktor bireylerin kendilik degerleriyle alakalidir ve psikolojik iyilik
haline olumsuz katkida bulundugu diistiniilmektedir. Ayrica bireylerin bazi
psikolojik problemler yasamasina da yol actig1 diisiiniilmektedir. Ornegin, birey
thtiyact oldugu zamanlarda yardim istemekten bu yardima deger olmadigi
diisiincesiyle ¢ekinebilir ve kendisini yalniz ve umutsuz hissedebilir. Bunun yani
sira, olumsuz degerlik bireylerin problemlerle bas etme stratejilerini de etkilemekte
ve onlar1 problemler karsisinda savunmasiz bir hale getirmektedir. Dolayisiyla
olumsuz degerligi yiiksek olan bireylerin kendilerini problemler icinde bogulmus

hissetmeleri daha olasidir (Gengdz ve Onciil, 2012).

Temel kisilik 6zellikleri insan hayatindaki bircok konuda etkilidir. Ornegin,
psikolojik 1yilik hali ve temel kisilik 6zellikleri arasinda giiglii bir iligki vardir.
Disadoniikliik, uyumluluk, sorumluluk ve duygusal denge alanlarinda daha yiiksek
puanlara sahip olan bireylerin hayattan daha fazla tatmin olduklar1 ve duygusal
olarak kendilerini daha olumlu sekilde yorumladiklar1 ¢aligmalar tarafindan
belirlenmistir (DeNeve ve Cooper, 1998; Steel, Schmidt ve Shultz, 2008). Ote
yandan, duygusal dengesizlik psikolojik iyilik halini olumsuz yonde etkileyen bir
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faktor olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Soto, 2014). Duygusal denge anlaminda
problem yasayan bireyler ayn1 zamanda depresyona ve kisiler arasi problemlere daha
yatkin bulunmuslardir (Ben-Ari ve Lavee, 2005; Tamir, 2005). Uyumluluk 6zelligi
yiiksek olan bireyler daha yakin ve destekleyici iligkiler kurmaya daha yatkin olarak
bulunurken, sorumluluk 6zelligi yiiksek olan bireylerin okul ve is performansi
anlaminda daha basarili oldugu belirtilmistir (Soto, 2014; Barrick, Mount ve Judge,
2001; Berry, Ones ve Sackett, 2007).

Temel kisilik 6zelliklerinin bireylerin hayatinda yarattig1 degisiklik kadar, intihara
yatkinliklar1 konusunda da degisiklik yarattigi belirtilmistir. Temel kisilik 6zellikleri
bireylere intihar konusunda risk yaratabildigi gibi koruyucu faktor olarak da rol

alabilir (Farberow, 1950; Reif ve Lesch, 2003).

Uyumluluk kisilik 6zelligi, intihar davraniglarina yonelik koruyucu rol oynarken,
duygusal dengesizlik ve i¢cedoniikliik 6zellikleri intihara yatkinlig: arttiran faktorler
olarak bulunmustur (Fergusson, Woodward ve Horwood, 2000). Disadoniik kisilige
sahip olan bireyler intihar diisiincelerine ve intihar tesebbiislerine daha az
yatkindirlar. Bu durumda, disadoniik bireylerin daha sosyal olmalarinin ve kisiler
arasi iliskiler konusunda daha basarili olmalarinin etkili oldugu ifade edilmistir
(Duberstein, Conwell ve Ciane, 1994; Nordstrom, Schalling ve Asberg, 1995).
Benzer sekilde, uyumluluk 6zelligi yiiksek olan bireylerin intihara daha az yatkin
oldugu yapilan ¢alismalarca tespit edilmistir (Duberstein ve ark., 2000). Genel olarak
bakilacak olursa, duygusal dengesizlik, icedoniikliikk ve miikemmeliyetcilik intihara
tesebbiis eden bireylerin ortak 6zellikleri olarak bulunmustur (Brezo, Paris ve
Turecki, 2006). Bunlara ek olarak, Tiirk kiiltiirtinde var olan 6. kisilik 6zelligi;
olumsuz degerlik de intihara yatkinlik agisindan 6nemli etkiye sahip olacaktir. Bu
ozellige sahip olan bireylerin diisiik kendilik degeri algis1 géz oniine alindiginda,
kendilerini problemler karsisinda yalnizlagtirmalari, destek istememeleri ve bunlarin

sonucunda intihara daha yatkin olmalar1 beklenebilir.

Ozetle, duygusal dengesizlik, icedoniikliik ve olumsuz degerlik intihara yatkinlikla
alakal1 kisilik 6zellikleridir ve risk gruplarina uygun miidahale planlar1 hazirlanirken

bu 6zellikler dikkatli sekilde incelenmeli ve degerlendirilmelidir.
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1.3. Olumsuz Duygular

Temel kisilik 6zelliklerinin yaratti1 yatkinliga benzer sekilde, olumsuz duygular da
bireyleri intihara daha yatkin hale getirebilir (Joiner ve ark., 1996). Bu ¢calismada
umutsuzluk, yalnizlik, utang ve sucluluk, ve 6fke duygular intihara yatkinlik yaratip

yaratmadiklarin1 gérmek amaciyla incelenecektir.
1.3.1. Umutsuzluk

Umutsuzluk gelecege yonelik olumsuz beklentilerin olmas1 durumu olarak
tanimlanmistir (Clark, Beck ve Brown, 1989) ve intihara yatkinlik tizerinde etkiye
sahiptir (Velting, 1999). Yapilan ¢aligsmalara gore, umutsuzluk bireylerin duygu
durumunu, motivasyonunu ve bilissel yapilarini etkilemektedir. Umutsuzluk seviyesi
yiiksek bireylerin herhangi bir zorlukla kars1 karsiya kaldiklarinda cesaretlerinin
kolaylikla kirildig: belirtilmistir (Beck et al., 1974; Steer, Kumar, & Beck, 1993).
Costa ve McCrae’ ye gore (1992) diistik 6zgliven, sosyal rollerde pasif konumda
kalma ve hayatla alakali olumlu duygularda (6rn; mutluluk, heyecan) eksiklik

umutsuz insanlarin genel 6zellikleri arasinda yer almaktadir.

Temel kisilik 6zellikleri ve umutsuzluk arasindaki iliski incelendiginde,
disadontikliik ve sorumluluk 6zellikleri umutsuzluk duygusuyla negatif yonde iliskili
bulunurken, duygusal dengesizlik pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur (Velting, 1999).
Duygusal dengesizligin yarattigi olumsuz duygu durumu sebebiyle, bu 6zelligi
yiiksek olan bireylerin olumsuz duygulari kolaylikla deneyimledigi ve bu olumsuz
duygularin umutsuzluk hissini pekistirdigi ifade edilmistir. Tiim bu olumsuz etkiler
g0z Oniine alindiginda, umutsuz bireylerin intihara daha yatkin oldugu bulunmustur
(Lynch ve ark., 2004). Ote yandan, disa doniikliik olumlu duygu durumu ile
yakindan alakalidir ve bu durum bireyleri intihara yonelik davranis ve diisiincelerden
koruyan bir faktor olarak rol oynamaktadir (Chioqueta & Stiles, 2005). Olumsuz
degerlik ve umutsuzluk arasindaki iligkiyi gosterecek bir ¢alisma olmamasina
ragmen, bu ¢aligma ile beraber bu kavramlar arasinda bir iliski bulunacagi

beklenmektedir.
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Umutsuzluk ve intihar arasindaki iligkiye bakacak olursak, 6zellikle intihar
diisiinceleri ve umutsuzluk arasinda kuvvetli bir bag oldugu literatiir tarafindan
gosterilmistir (Beevers ve Miller, 2004). Beck ve arkadaslaria gore (1993),
umutsuzluk intihar davranislarini yordama agisindan depresyondan daha kuvvetli bir
faktordiir. Ote yandan, sadece intihar diisiincesi bulunan bireylerin degil, intihar
ederek hayatini kaybeden bireylerin umutsuzluk seviyelerinin intihar diisiincesi ve
girisimi bulunmayan bireylere gore yiiksek oldugu belirtilmistir (Szanto ve ark.,
1998). Umutsuzluk duygusu ve intihara yatkinlik arasindaki iligki en net sekilde
intihar tesebbiisiinde bulunan bireyler lizerinde yapilan ¢alismalar sonucunda
goriilmistiir ve tiim intihar risk gruplari arasinda umutsuzluk duygusu bir veya
birden fazla kez intihara tesebbiis etmis olan bireylerde en yliksek olarak
bulunmustur (Lolas, Gomez, & Suarez, 1991; Nordstrom, Schalling, & Asberg,
1995).

1.3.2. Yalmizhk

Yalnizlik tiim bireylerin hissedebilecegi ve bazi donemlerde yogun olarak
deneyimleyebilecekleri bir duygudur (McWhirter, 1990). Dejong-Gierveld (1987)
yalnizlig1, bireylerin yakin iliski kurma isteklerinin degisik sebeplerden dolay1
karsilanamamasi olarak tanimlamistir. Yakin iliski kuramama ve bu durumun

yarattig1 duygusal stres sonucunda bireyler hayatlarinda bazi sikintilar yasayabilirler.

Yalnizlik duygusu ve temel kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki iligskiye bakacak olursak,
yalnizlik ve disadoniikliik negatif yonde, deneyimlere agiklik ve duygusal
dengesizlik 6zellikleri ile yalnizlik pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur (Stokes, 1985).
Disadoniik, sorumlu ve uyumlu bireylerin yalnizlik duygusunu hissetmeye daha az
yatkin olduklar1 belirtilmistir (Cacioppo ve ark., 2006). Disadoniik bireylerin daha
kolay sosyal iligkiler kurabilmesi ve yakinlik ihtiyaclarini daha kolay
karsilayabilmesi sebebiyle, disadontik olmanin yalnizlik i¢in koruyucu bir faktor
oldugu soylenebilir (Aspendorpf ve Wilpers, 1998). Yalnizlik hissinin, olumsuz
kendilik kisilik 6zelligiyle de iliskili bulunacagi beklenmektedir. Olumsuz degerlik

hissi yiiksek olan bireylerin, hayatlarinda destek arama konusunda “buna
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degmeyecekleri” fikri sebebiyle bazi sikintilar yasayabilecegi ve bu sebepten dolay1
yalnizlik hissinin yogun sekilde yasayacaklar1 beklenmektedir.

Yalnizlik ve intihara yatkinlik arasindaki iligkiye bakildiginda, Stravynski ve Boyer
(2001) yalniz olduklarmi belirten bireylerin intihara tesebbiis etmeye daha yatkin
olduklarini belirtmislerdir. Yalnizlik duygusunun hem intihar diisiinceleri hem de
intihar tesebbiisii agisindan hem saglikli hem de psikolojik rahatsizliga sahip olan

bireylerde etkili oldugu belirtilmistir.
1.3.3. Utang ve Sucluluk

Utang ve sugluluk duygularinin ikisi de bireylerin sosyal olarak kabul edilmediklerini
hissettiklerinde veya kabul edilmeyeceklerinin diisiindiiklerinde ortaya ¢ikan
duygular olarak belirtilmistir (Mead, 1941). Ayrintili olarak bakacak olursak, utang,
bireylerin kendi yetersizliklerinden dolay1 yasadiklari basarisizliklar sonucu ortaya
cikarken; sugluluk, “bir seyi yanls yapma” hissi olarak tanimlanmustir. Ozellikle
sucluluk hisseden bireyler, hatali bulduklar1 davraniglari diizeltmek i¢in daha fazla

motivasyona sahiptirler (Niedenthal, Tangney ve Gavanski, 1994).

Utang ve sugluluk ile temel kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiye bakacak olursak;
utan¢ duygusu ile deneyimlere agiklik negatif yonde iligkili bulunmustur (Einstein ve
Lanning, 1998). Ote yandan, utang duygusunun uyumluluk ve duygusal dengesizlik
ile pozitif yonde iliskili oldugu yapilan ¢alismalarda belirtilmistir. Sucluluk ile
duygusal dengesizlik arasinda da kuvvetli bir iliski oldugu yapilan ¢aligmalarca
gosterilmistir. Yani, duygusal denge saglanamadik¢a hem utan¢ hem de sucluluk

duygusuna yatkinlik artmaktadir (Watson ve Clark, 1992).

Bu iki duygu, diger duygularla benzer sekilde intihar davranislarina yatkinliga etki
etmektedir (Hassan, 1995). Utang ve suclulugun intihara yatkinlikta etkili oldugu
literatiirde belirtilmis olsa da, Lester (1998) utan¢ duygusunun intihar davranislarina

daha fazla yatkinlik kazandirdigini belirtmistir.
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1.3.4. Anger

Ofke, bireylerin kendilerine yonelik tehdit, elestiri ve bask1 hissettiklerinde ortaya
cikabilecek bir duygu olarak tanimlanmistir (Biaggio, 1989; Torestad, 1990).
Bireylerin 6fkeyi ifade bigimleri iki farkl1 sekilde olabilir. Ilk olarak, bireyler
yasadiklar1 duyguyu dfkelendikleri kisiye veya baskalarina yonlendirebilirler. ikinci
olarak, bireyler yasadiklar1 6tke duygusunu bastirip, ige atabilirler (Spielberger,
Krasner, & Soloman, 1988).

Kisilik ozellikleri ve 6tke arasindaki iliskiye bakilacak olursa, sosyal olmayan, esnek
diisiinme konusunda problem yasayan ve otokontrolii diisiik olan bireylerin 6tkeye
daha yatkin oldugu yapilan aragtirmalarda belirtilmistir (Biaggio, 1980). Uyumluluk
ve sorumluluk kisilik 6zellikleri yliksek olan bireyler, 6fkelerini daha iyi kontrol
edip, kendilerini kiric1 olmayan sekillerde ifade edebilirler (Jensen-Campbell ve ark.,
2006).

Lehnert ve arkadaslarina gore (1994), 6fke intihar davraniglarin1 yordayan bir
duygudur. Ozellikle, 6fkesini siddet davranislari ile ifade eden geng bireylerin intihar
davraniglarina daha yatkin oldugu yapilan calismalarca belirtilmistir (Brent ve Mann,
2006). Ote yandan, ice atilmis ve bastirilmus 6fke ile intihar diisiinceleri arasinda
(6zellikle geng erkeklerde) da kuvvetli bir bag bulunmustur (Goldney, Winefield,
Sacbel, Winefield, & Tiggeman, 1997).

1.4. Calismanin Amaclari
Yukarida tartigilan literatiir bulgularin dogrultusunda, ¢alismanin amaglart:

1. Cinsiyet ve yas agisindan ¢alismanin diger degiskenlerindeki farklari

incelemek.
2. Calismanin degiskenleri arasindaki iligkileri incelemek.
3. Temel kisilik 6zellikleri ve intihar olasilig1 arasindaki iligkiyi incelemek.

4. Calismada yer alan olumsuz duygularin (umutsuzluk, yalnizlik, utang ve

sucluluk, ve 6fke) intihar olasilig1 ile olan iligkisini incelemek.
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5. Temel kisilik 6zellikleri ve olumsuz duygularin iliskisini incelemek.
2. YONTEM
2.1. Katihmeailar

Mevcut calismanin katilimeilart 16 ve 67 yaslari arasinda olan 464 kisiden

olugmaktadir. Bu kisilerin 320’si kadin iken (% 69), 144’1 erkektir (% 31).
2.2. Ol¢iim Araclan

Katilimcilara internet yolu ile ulastirilan dlgekler paketi Demografik Bilgi Formu,
Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Envanteri, intihar Olasilig1 Olgegi, Beck Umutsuzluk
Olgegi, UCLA-R Yalmzlik Olgegi, Sugluluk-Utang Olgegi ve Cok Boyutlu Ofke
Olgegi’nden olusmaktadir.

2.2.1. Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Envanteri

Gengdz ve Onciil (2012) tarafindan gelistirilen dlgek 45 madde icermektedir ve
kisilik 6zelliklerini 6 boyutta 6lgmektedir. Alt 6l¢ekler i¢in Cronbach alpha

giivenirlik puanlar1 .71 ve .89 arasinda degismektedir.
2.2.2. Intihar Olasihg Olgegi

Cull ve Gill (1990) tarafindan gelistirilen 6l¢ek, bireylerin intihara yatkinliklarini
6lgmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. Intihar ile alakal diisiince ve davranislari iceren
36 maddeden olusan 6lgek, 4’1l Likert lizerinden degerlendirilmektedir. Tiirkce ‘ye
Or (2003) tarafindan uyarlanmistir.

2.2.3. Beck Umutsuzluk Olcegi

Beck, Weissman, Lester ve Trexler (1974) tarafindan bireylerin gelecek ile ilgili
olumsuz beklentilerini 6lgmek amaciyla gelistirilen 6lgek 20 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Tiirk¢e ’ye Durak (1994) tarafindan uyarlanan 6l¢egin Cronbach alpha

degeri .85 olarak bulunmustur.
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2.2.4. UCLA-R Yalmizhk Ol¢egi

Russell, Peplau ve Cutrona (1980) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek bireylerin sosyal
iligkilerine yonelik tatminini 6l¢mektedir. Tiirk¢e ‘ye Demir (1989) tarafindan

uyarlanan 6lgegin Cronbach alpha degeri .96 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.5. Sucluluk-Utang Olcegi

Sahin ve Sahin (1992) tarafindan gelistirilen 6l¢ek 24 madde icermektedir ve
bireylerin sugluluk ve utang duygularini 6l¢gmeyi amaglamaktadir. Cronbach alpha

degerleri, utang alt 6lgegi icin .80 ve sucluluk alt dl¢egi i¢in .81 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.6. Cok Boyutlu Ofke Olcegi

Balkaya ve Sahin (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen 6l¢ek 6fkeyi farkli boyutlariyla

beraber 6l¢cmeyi amaglamaktadir.
2.3. Prosediir

ODTU Etik Komitesi’nden alinan izinlerin ardindan yukarida bahsedilen 6lgekler
katilimcilara internet tizerinden ulastirilmistir. Caligmaya katilan katilimcilar 6nce
bilgilendirme yazisin1 okumuslar ardindan ise dlgeklerin bulundugu soru setini

ortalama olarak 30 dakikada tamamlamiglardir.
2.4. Istatistiksel Analiz

[k olarak demografik degiskenlere gore farkliliklar: saptamak amaciyla Varyans
Analizleri (ANOVA) ve Coklu Varyans Analizleri (MANOVA) analizleri
yiriitiilmiistiir. Degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler ise korelasyon analizleri ile
incelenmistir. Son olarak temel kisilik 6zellikleri, olumsuz duygular ve intihar

olasiligi ile iliskili faktorler hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri yiirtitiilerek incelenmistir.
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3. BULGULAR
3.1. Cahismanin Degiskenlerine Dair Betimleyici Analizler

Calismanin degiskenlerine dair ortalama skorlar, standart sapma degerleri, minimum
ve maksimum degerler, Cronbach alpha puanlar1 hesaplanmistir. Alakali degerler

Tablo 2.’de goriilebilir.

3.2. Cahismanin Degiskenlerinin Demografik Degiskenler Acisindan

Karsilastirilmasi

Cinsiyet ve yas faktorlerinin ¢alisma degiskenleriyle olan iliskisini incelemek
amactyla Varyans Analizleri (ANOVA) ve Coklu Varyans Analizleri (MANOVA)
yapilmustir. Yas degiskeni frekansa bagli olarak 4 gruba ayrilmistir (Tablo 3.)

3.2.1. Cinsiyet Farkhihiklar

Analiz sonuglar1 kadinlar ve erkekler arasinda anlamli farkliliklar oldugunu
gostermistir. Kisilerarasi 6fke agisindan, 16-20 yas arasi erkeklerin kadinlara gore
daha fazla 6tke yasadiklar1 goriilmiistiir ve intikam almaya yonelik tepkileri
kadinlara gore daha fazla gosterdikleri saptanmistir. Temel kisilik 6zellikleri
acisindan, 16-20 ve 21-24 yas grubundaki erkeklerin kadinlara gore daha fazla
olumsuz degerlik belirttikleri goriilmiistiir. Sugluluk duygusu acisindan, 16-20 ve 21-
24 yas grubundaki kadinlarin erkeklere oranla bu duyguyu daha fazla yasadiklar

gorilmiistiir.
3.2.2. Yas Farkhihiklar

Son yas grubundaki bireylerin (29-67), 21-24 yas grubundaki bireylere oranla daha
fazla yalmzlik duygusu yasadiklari goriilmiistiir. Intihar olasilig1 faktérlerinden olan
Intihar Diisiinceleri agisindan, 25-28 yas grubundaki bireyler 29-67 yas grubundaki
bireylere oranla daha fazla intihar diisiincesi belirtmislerdir. Yine Intihar olasilig1
faktorlerinden Diigmanlik agisindan, 16-20 ve 25-28 yas grubundaki bireyler 29-67

yas grubundaki bireylere oranla daha fazla diigmanca duygular belirtmislerdir.
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3.3. Regresyon Analizleri

Olumsuz duygular ve intihar olasiligini yordayan faktorleri saptamak i¢in farkl iki

grupta regresyon analizi yiirtitiilmistiir.
3.3.1. Olumsuz Duygular1 Yordayan Faktorler

Analiz sonuglarina gore ilk olarak yas arttik¢a yalnizlik duygusunun azaldigs,
su¢luluk duygusunun arttig1 goriilmiistiir. Ikinci olarak, utang ve sugluluk
duygulariin kadinlarda daha fazla deneyimlendigini, 6te yandan umursamaz 6fke

tepkilerinin erkeklerde daha fazla goriildiigii saptanmistir.

Disadoniikliik 6zelligi arttikca, yalnizlik, umutsuzluk, utan¢ duygularinin ve ice
atilan 6fke tepkilerinin azaldig1; duygusal dengesizlik 6zelligi arttikca yalnizlik,
umutsuzluk, utang duygularinin ve intikama yonelik, pasif agresif ve ice atilan 6fke

tepkilerinin arttig1 goriilmiistiir.

Son olarak, olumsuz kendilik degeri yiiksek olan bireylerin utan¢ duygusunu daha
fazla yasadiklar1 ve intikama yonelik, ice atilan ve umursamaz 6fke tepkilerini daha

fazla gosterdikleri saptanmugtir.
3.3.2. intihar Olasihgim Yordayan Faktorler

Analiz sonuglarina gore, disadoniikliik intihar olasiligini 6lgerken kullanilan 3 faktor
(intihar distinceleri, diigmanlik ve kendini olumsuz degerlendirme) i¢in de koruyucu
bir faktor olarak goriilmiistiir. Duygusal dengesizlik ve olumsuz kendilik 6zellikleri

yiiksek olan bireyler ise intihara daha yatkin olarak saptanmustir.

Yalnizlik ve umutsuzluk duygular intihar olasiliginin 3 faktori i¢in de yatkinlik
yaratan faktorler olarak goriilmistiir. Yalniz ve umutsuz oldugunu belirten bireyler,
intihar diisiincelerine, diismanca hislere ve kendilerini olumsuz degerlendirmeye

daha yatkin bulunmuslardir.
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4. TARTISMA

Intihara yatkinligin geng yaslardaki bireylerde daha yiiksek oranda ¢ikmasi literatiir
tarafindan desteklenmektedir. Ozellikle 20°li yaslarin ortasindaki bireylerin intihara
daha yatkin olmasi1 beklendiktir (Kessler, Borges ve Walters, 1999). Daha geng
yastaki bireylerin ve geng kadinlarin daha fazla olumsuz degerlik belirtmeleri de
ayrica literatiir tarafindan desteklenmektedir (Harter ve Jackson, 1992; Koestner ve

ark., 1991).

Sugluluk duygusunun yasca biiylik erkek bireyler tarafindan ve gen¢ kadinlar
tarafindan daha fazla belirtilmesi yapilan aragtirmalarla tutarlilik géstermektedir.
Cinsiyet rollerine gore, erkeklerin yaslandikga yetersiz olduklari alanlar1 gérmeye
baslamalar1 ve kadinlarin geng yaslarda sosyal roller tarafindan daha fazla baski
altinda kalmasi bu sonucun sebepleri arasinda gosterilebilir. Kisileraras1 6fke
acisindan bakildiginda, geng erkeklerin daha fazla 6fke ifade ettikleri ve intikama
yonelik otke tepkilerini daha fazla gosterdikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu sonug, toplumdaki
cinsiyet rolleriyle agiklanabilir. Ozellikle Tiirk kiiltiiriinde 6zellikle geng yastaki
erkekler ofkelerini daha rahat ifade ederken, kadinlarin, 6zellikle geng yaslarda,

Ofkelerini rahatca ifade etmeleri beklendik bir durum olmayabilir.

Disadoniik 6zelliklere sahip bireylerin intihara daha az yatkin olarak bulunmasi
ayrica beklendik bir sonugtur. Yapilan ¢aligmalara gore, disadoniik olmak intihara
egilim agisindan koruyucu bir faktor olarak goriilmektedir (Duberstein, Conwell ve
Ciane, 1994). Duygusal denge 6zelliginin daha az oldugu bireylerin intihara yakin
olmasi da ayrica literatiir tarafindan desteklenen bir sonuctur (Brezo, Paris ve

Turecki, 2006; Farmer, Redman ve Harris, 2001).

Umutsuzluk ve yalnizlik duygusunun intihara yatkinlig: arttirdigi yoniindeki sonuglar
daha once yapilan calismalar tarafindan desteklenmektedir (Beevers ve Miller, 2004;

Stravynski ve Boyer, 2001).
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4.1. Calismanmin Simirhhiklar

Cinsiyet dagiliminin esit olmamasi, 4 gruba ayrilan yas dagiliminin 6zellikle son yas
gurubunda diger yas gruplarina gére daha genis olmasi ve bireylerin kendi
beyanatlarina dayali 6l¢timler kullanilmasi bu ¢alismanin sinirliliklar: arasinda

degerlendirilebilir.
4.2. Calismanmn Giiclii Yonleri

Daha once yapilmis olan ¢aligmalardan farkli olarak umutsuzluk, yalnizlik, utang ve
sucluluk ve 6fke duygularinin intihar ile olan iligkisini birlikte incelemek ve Tiirk
kiiltiiriindeki 6. faktor olan olumsuz degerligin bu iligkiler i¢inde incelenmesi
calismanin giiglii yonleri olarak diisiiniilebilir. intihara yonelik yatkinlig1 bulunan
bireylerin tespit edilebilmesi ve bireylerin hangi faktorlerden dolay1 bu yatkinliga
sahip oldugunun anlasilmasi agisindan 6nemli olan bu ¢aligma, ayrica risk grubunda
bulunan bireylere yonelik koruyucu stratejiler gelistirilmesi agisindan yardimci

olabilecek bir ¢alisma olarak goriilebilir.
4.3. Calismanin Katkilar1 ve Gelecek Calismalar icin Oneriler

Calisma bulgular1 intihara yatkinligi olan bireyleri tespit edebilmek ve uygun
koruyucu planlamalar yaparken temel kisilik 6zelliklerine ve olumsuz duygulara

dikkat edilmesi gerekebilecegini gostermistir.

Gelecek ¢alismalar yiiriitecek arastirmacilar, boylamsal ¢alismalar yiiriitebilir, yiiz
yiize gorlisme teknigiyle daha detayl bilgi toplayabilir ve daha 6nce intihara

tesebbiis etmis bireylerden olusan bir 6rneklem olusturabilirler.
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Appendix J
TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU
Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisti I:l

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii [ ]

Enformatik Enstitiisi |:|
Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii |:|
YAZARIN

Soyadi : AKYUZ
Adi : CANSU
Boliimii : PSIKOLOJI

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : ASSOCIATED FACTORS OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING: EARLY MALADAPTIVE
SCHEMAS, SCHEMA COPING PROCESSES, AND PARENTING
STYLES

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans X Doktora

. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

X
. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir ]
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.
[ ]

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHi:
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