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ABSTRACT

COGNITIVE APPRAISALS, EMOTION, AND COPING: A
STRUCTURAL EQUATION ANALYSIS OF THE INTERACTIONAL
MODEL OF STRESS AND COPING

ALKAN, Nese
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Esin TEZER

January 2004, 140 pages

This study aimed to examine the role of secondary appraisal of the
event, cognitive appraisal of the situation, emotions experienced and coping
styles used after a real life stressful event that university students experienced.
Five hundred and sixty students (271 females and 289 males) from Middle East
Technical University voluntarily participated in the study. A pilot study which
consisted of two stages, interviews and survey was conducted before the main
study in order to test the appropriateness and applicability of the appraisal and
emotion measures. Cognitive Appraisal of the Situation Scale (CASS),
Emotions Checklist, Cognitive Appraisal of the Emotion Scale (CAES) and
Coping Styles Scale (CSS) were used to assess cognitive appraisals, emotions
and coping styles. Stress level, harm/loss and threat appraisals of the stressful
events, cognitive appraisal of situation, emotions experienced by the
individuals after the stressful event, cognitive appraisal of the emotions and
coping strategies used by the participants were the variables used in the
structural equation modeling (SEM). The results of the analysis revealed that,

problem focused coping was predicted by positive emotions and cognitive

il



appraisal of emotion. Emotion focused coping was predicted by negative
emotions, stress level and secondary appraisal. The results also yielded that
cognitive appraisal of emotion was a moderator variable between positive
emotions and problem focused coping. Findings of the research were discussed
in the framework of Cognitive Theory of Emotions and Interactional Model of

Stress and Coping.

Keywords: Stress, secondary appraisal of the event, cognitive appraisal of
situation, emotions, cognitive appraisal of emotions, coping styles, Structural

Equation Modeling, SEM.
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BIiLiSSEL DEGERLENDIRMELER, DUYGULAR VE BASA CIKMA:
YAPISAL ESITLIiK TEKNIiGIi ILE ETKILESIMSEL STRES VE BASA
CIKMA MODELINDE INCELENMESI

ALKAN, Nese
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Esin TEZER

Ocak 2004, 140 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, tiniversite 6grencilerinin yasadiklar stress verici
bir olaya dayali olarak yaptiklari, olaymn ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi,
durumun biligsel degerlendirmesi, olaydan sonra yasanan duygular, duygularin
biligsel degerlendirmesi ve kullanilan basa ¢ikma yontemleri arasindaki iligkiyi
arastirmaktir. Calismaya Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nin 560 dgrencisi (271
kadin, 289 erkek) katilmistir. Ana calismadan Once, kullanilan olg¢eklerin
uygunlugunu ve anlasilirhgini belirlemek iizere, goriismeler ve alan taramasini
iceren iki asamali pilot ¢alisma gergeklestirilmistir. Biligsel degerlendirmeler,
duygular ve basa ¢ikma stillerini belirlemek amaci ile, Durumun Biligsel
Degerlendirmesi  Olgegi (CASS), Duygu Listesi, Duygunun Bilissel
Degerlendirmesi Olgegi (CAES) ve Basa Cikma Stilleri Olgegi (CSS)
kullanilmistir. Ogrencilerin, stres verici durumdan sonra yasadiklari stres
diizeyi, zarar/kayip ve tehdit ikincil bilissel degerlendirmeleri, durumun bilissel
degerlendirmesi, stres yaratan olaydan sonra égrencilerin yasadigi duygular,
duygularin bilissel degerlendirmesi ve olayin yarattigi stres ile bas etmek i¢in

kullandiklar1 baga ¢ikma yontemleri, yapisal esitlik modeli kullanilarak yapilan



analizlerde degisken olarak kullanmilmistir. Bulgular, olumlu duygular ve
duygularin biligsel degerlendirilmesi degiskenlerinin, problem odakli basa
c¢ikma yollarini, olumsuz duygular, stres diizeyi ve ikincil biligsel
degerlendirme degiskenlerinin ise, duygu odakli basa ¢ikma yollarint anlamli
diizeyde yordadigimi gostermistir. Sonuglar ayrica, duygunun bilissel
degerlendirilmesi degiskeninin, olumlu duygular ve problem odakli basa ¢ikma
arasinda bir ara degisken olarak yer aldigini géstermistir. Bulgular, Duygunun
Biligsel Kurami ve Etkilesimsel Stres ve Basa Cikma Modeli ¢erg¢evesinde

tartisilmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Stres, olaymn ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi, durumun

biligsel degerlendirmesi, duygular, duygularin biligsel degerlendrmesi, basa

cikma stilleri, Yapisal Esitlik Modeli, SEM.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

The aim of this study is to examine the relationships of cognitive
appraisals of the situation, emotions experienced, cognitive appraisal of
emotions and coping strategies used in the face of real life stressor. The
theoretical framework of the study is the interactional model of stress and
coping in which appraisals have central importance. Conceptualization of and
theoretical approaches to the concepts of stress, cognitive appraisal, coping and

emotions are introduced in the following section.

1.1.1 Conceptualization of Stress

In its most widely accepted use, stress has been defined as a process of
interaction between the person and the environment (Folkman & Lazarus 1985;
Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, & DeLongis, 1986). In this definition, stress is an
interactional process and stress models that emphasize the process of
interaction are called interactional stress models. One of the most accepted
interactional models of stress is the “Cognitive Theory of Stress and Coping”
which was proposed by Folkman and Lazarus (1985). The theory is composed
of two crucial components in the stress process: cognitive appraisal and coping.
The process of stress begins with any demands made on the person. According
to cognitive theory of stress, the degree to which the person experiences stress

is mainly determined by the evaluation of what is of interest in these demands.



When a person perceives danger or threat, s/he evaluates it in the light of
certain factors. Therefore, there is no event or stimulus that is universally
stressful. Stress is present if a person defines the situation as stressful. It is an
interactional and bi-directional process between the person and the
environment. According to interactional models of stress, a person is expected
to give different levels of stress responses according to the type of event,
appraisal of the situation and his or her personal state of being (Folkman &

Lazarus, 1985).

Within the theoretical formulation, the meaning of an event, therefore
the stressfulness of the event is determined by the evaluation of event in
relation to persons’ well being and interests. That’s why, these evaluations or
cognitive appraisals determine the seriousness of demands and cause a person

to define the situation or event as stressful.

1.1.2 Cognitive Appraisal

Cognitive appraisal is a process in which a person evaluates whether an
encounter with the environment is relevant to his or her well being (Lazarus,
1993). In the cognitive theory of stress and coping, the person’s evaluations of

encounters are considered as primary and secondary appraisals.

In primary appraisal, "the person evaluates whether he or she has
anything at stake in this encounter" (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, & DeLongis,
1986, p. 572). If the person believes that the situation is related to his/her well
being, then the situation is defined as stressful. The primary appraisal is shaped
both by the situational and personal factors. The basic elements of personal
factors are beliefs and commitments. (Folkman, 1984). One of the generalised
beliefs that may affect the appraisal in primary appraisal process is the control
belief through which a person assumes or believes that s/he can control the

outcome. Another factor that affects the primary appraisal is the situational



variables such as nature of harm or threat, familiarity, likeliness to occur and
clearness of the outcome (Folkman, 1984). During the primary appraisal if the
situation is seen as stressful, then the person makes additional mental

evaluations, which are called as secondary appraisal.

In secondary appraisal, by considering the adequacy of personal
resources and options, the person makes three forms of stressful appraisals
Harm or loss, threat and challenge (Lazarus, 1993):. Harm or loss is perceived
when the damage has already been done. Threat perception occurs when there
is a potential for harm or loss. While the first two appraisals trigger negative
emotions like fear and anger, challenge triggers positive emotions such as

excitement or interest (Lazarus, 1993).

In addition to harm/loss, threat and challenge appraisals, in secondary
appraisal, the person also evaluates what can be done to overcome difficulty or
enhance benefit. Various coping options, in the light of available resources
such as physical, social, and psychological well being, are evaluated during this
process (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). These resources take many forms like
cognitive skills, social support for meeting emotional needs, physical fitness to
meet high energy levels and toughness (Folkman, 1984), previous success in
coping with stress, optimism, sense of control, hardiness with its components
of commitment, control, challenge, self-esteem (Sarason, Levine, Basham, &

Sarason, 1983).

Since cognitive appraisals are dynamic processes, two types of
appraisals, primary and secondary appraisals, operate interdependently. When
a person feels threat, for example, if the person’s coping resources are enough
to overcome the difficulties, the degree of threat appraisal may diminish.

However, the situation that is not threatening may become so, when the coping



resources are found to be inadequate by the person or, the environmental

demands are exceeding coping resources (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).

Cognitive appraisals in the cognitive theory of stress and coping, not
only determine the stressfulness of an event, but also determine the coping
strategies that are used to handle that stressful event. Individuals’ cognitive
appraisals of stressor “..serve as key determinants of coping” (Chung,
Langenbucher, Labouvie, Pandina, & Moos, 2001, p. 93). Cognitive appraisals
predict coping better than the type of stressor. As different studies show,
although the type of stressor accounts for relatively lower portions of variance
(2-3 %) in coping, the cognitive appraisal of the stressor accounts for higher

proportions of variance (17 %) in coping (cited in Chung, et al., 2001).

1.1.3 Coping

In addition to cognitive appraisals, coping is another crucial component
of the cognitive theory of stress (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Together with
appraisal, coping is seen as a mediator between the stress and its adaptational
outcomes (Folkman, 1984). Folkman and Lazarus (1980) stated that “Coping
refers to cognitive and behavioral efforts to master, reduce or tolerate the
internal and/or external demands that are created by stressful transaction”
(cited in Folkman, 1984, p. 843). In the process of stress, coping has three
distinct features. First, it is process oriented, that is; it focuses on what a person
actually thinks and does in a specific encounter. Second, it is contextual,
meaning that it is influenced by a person's appraisal of the actual demands in
the situation. Personal and situational variables together determine the coping
efforts and options. Third, priory assumption is not made about what

constitutes good or bad coping (Folkman, 1984).

In this view, coping has two major functions: Regulation of emotions,

and the handling of the problem that is causing the distress. The former is



referred to as emotion focused coping and the latter is problem-focused coping.
Emotion focused coping includes efforts to deal with an individual’s emotional
responses to a stressor. In problem focused coping, on the other hand,
strategies are focused on the stressor itself. Two types of coping differ in the
type of stressful events that they are used with. If the situation requires the
control of the distressing emotions, emotion focused coping is used, as
changing the meaning of the outcome of the event. In the problem focused
coping, through problem solving, decision-making, and/or direct action, the
troubled person environment relationship is controlled (Lazarus, 1993).
Individual coping strategies that are used to handle the stress, fall in either

problem focused or emotion focused coping styles.

Researchers found that, depending on personal and the situational
determinants, both problem and emotion focused forms of coping are being
used in stressful situations (Folkman et al., 1986). In the study of Folkman and
Lazarus (1980), over 1300 stressful episodes were analyzed and they found out
that both types of coping were used in 98 % of the episodes. Appraisal of the
situation affects the type of coping that is going to be used. They reported an
increase in the use of problem focus coping when the situation was appraised
as changeable and the emotion focused coping when the appraisal was stable or

resistant to change (cited in Folkman 1984).

Several studies showed the relationship between certain appraisals and
coping styles. In these studies, for example, a positive correlation was found
between threat appraisal and emotion focused coping, and challenge appraisal
and problem focused coping (Mikulincer & Victor, 1995). Challenge appraisal
predicted more problem solving and positive reappraisal coping (Bjorck,
Cuthberston, Thurman, & Yung 2001). Upsetting and self interest appraisals

which are stressful primary appraisals were found to be related to



disengagement strategies of coping which fall into the category of emotion

focused coping (Portello & Long, 2001).

Consistent with the findings in the literature it can be concluded that
harm/loss and threat appraisals lead to emotion focused coping styles whereas
challenge appraisal leads to problem focused coping styles. However, although
there is extensive research literature on cognitive appraisal and coping, the
complete pattern and dimensions of this relationship have not been shown
empirically where appraisals, emotions and coping relationship were
simultaneously examined in a stress process. Some limitations of these studies
could be mentioned: for example, many of them examined this relationship
only in terms of correlations (Anshel & Wells, 2000; Dewe & Ng, 1999;
Holaday & Warren-Miller, 1995; Mikulincer & Victor, 1995; Pennebaker,
Colder, & Sharp, 1990; Portello & Long, 2001) among which some of them
fail to consider other possible factors that may have a moderator effect on this
relationship, such as personality variables, coping resources or the emotion
component (Anshel & Wells, 2000; Dewe & Ng, 1999; Holaday & Warren-
Miller, 1995).

The researcher of the present study further argues that, in the real life
stressful events, besides mental evaluations, individuals give emotional
reactions and describe themselves by using emotion words. In other words, in
actual stressful experiences, emotions also take place. It is believed that, when
emotions are considered in the stress process, the appraisal coping relationship

can be better understood due to the emotions’ possible moderator role.

1.1.4 Conceptualization of Emotions

Emotion has been defined as “a state of consciousness having to do
with the arousal of the feelings, distinguished from other mental states, as
cognition, volition, and awareness of physical sensation” (Neutfelt & Guralnik,

1988). As the dictionary definition of emotion suggests, it includes arousal,



which is unique in quality and different from other mental states. Not
surprisingly, the conceptualization of emotion has been a controversial issue in
the literature (Frijda, 1988; Lazarus 1991a; Lazarus, 1991b). It is seen that, the
term emotion and affect were used interchangeably, the term affect was used as
a broader term generally meaning negative affectivity. For example, Lazarus
(1966) used affect and anxiety interchangeably. One possible reason for that is
anxiety has been the focus of the work of many researchers and practitioners
because of its relationship with adaptation or maladaptive behavior (Lazarus,

1966).

In addition to the use of affect and other emotions interchangeably,
another problem includes the discrete emotions versus valance approach. In the
latter, the emotions are grouped as positive and negative emotions. Although
theoretical controversy still exists (Niedenthal, Halberstadt, & Innes-Ker,
1999), both approaches are used in research depending on the research
question. While some researchers use discrete emotions (Lerner & Keltner,
2000; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990), others use emotions as negative and
positive emotion clusters (Niedenthal, Halberstadt, & Innes-Ker, 1999; Herrald
& Tomaka, 2001; McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack, 2001; Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988; Zohar & Dayan, 1999).

When the emotions literature is reviewed, the problem of five basic
emotions versus secondary or complex emotions categorization appears. Some
researchers specified happiness, sadness, fear, anger, and disgust as basic
emotions proposing that each of these emotions is physiologically and
expressively distinct (Oatley & Johnson-Laird, 1987) and has a biological basis
(Power & Dalgleish, 1999). Other emotions are considered to be complex
emotions and it is believed that they are complex specifications of basic

emotions (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989).



Despite the conceptualization problems, there have been several
attempts to theorise the emotion. The last and most widely accepted of the
theories of emotion is the cognitive theory of emotions, which was proposed by

Lazarus, Averill, and Opton in 1970 (cited in Mandler, 1975).

1.1.4.1 Cognitive Theory of Emotion

In the cognitive theory of emotion, “each emotion is characterized by
its own specific pattern of response which includes, physiological, behavioral
and cognitive components” (Mandler, 1975, p. 105). Cognitive theorists see
emotions as “relational response syndromes” which require the analysis of total

the situation. As Lazarus and colleagues stated

The important theoretical and research task in a cognitive
theory of emotion is to identify the nature of the relevant
cognitive processes, to establish their determinants in the
stimulus configuration and in the psychological structure of the
individual, and to link these to emotional arousal and reduction
as well as to the quality of the emotional experience (cited in
Mandler, 1975, p. 107).

Similar to the role of cognitive appraisals in the cognitive theory of
stress, in the cognitive theory of emotion, the core of the theory centers around
the appraisal of eliciting events on different dimensions, to the extent that,
later, this theory is called the appraisal theory of emotion (Roseman, Spindel,
& Jose, 1990). In this sense, each emotional experience corresponds to a
cognitive structure and this cognitive structure is composed of a pattern of

values on different dimensions (Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988).

The relationship between appraisal and emotions has been examined
and supported in the literature (Hazerbroek, Howells, & Day, 2001; Frijda,
Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Roseman, Spindel, &
Jose, 1990; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Zohar & Dayan, 1999). Studies showed



that different emotions correspond to certain appraisal dimensions. In these
studies, researchers named the appraisal dimensions differently. Valance,
certainty, expectedness, importance, agency, familiarity, interestingness
(Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989); pleasantness, responsibility/control,
certainty, attentional activity, effort, situational control (Smith & Ellsworth,
1985; Lerner & Keltner, 2000); situational state, motivational state, power,
probability, legitimacy, agency (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990) are some of

the commonly used cognitive appraisal dimensions.

Although the cognitive theory of emotion has evolved since 70’s by
considering many other factors, and although there is no consensus on the

definition of emotion (Frijda, 1988), the core theme is still intact.

...experience of emotion is closely associated with the
organism's appraisal of its environment along several cognitive
dimensions, and that a close study of these dimensions will
help us to understand not only the nature of distinct emotional
states, but also their interrelations (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985, p.
817).

Smith and Ellsworth (1985), in their experimental study of cognitive
appraisal and emotions, identified the relationship between 15 emotions:
happiness, sadness, fear, anger, boredom, challenge, interest, hope, frustration,
contempt, disgust, surprise, pride, shame, and guilt and 6 cognitive dimensions
(appraisals); pleasantness, responsibility/control, certainty, attentional activity,
effort, situational control. The results of the study show that "people's
emotions are intimately related to their cognitive appraisals of their
circumstances" (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985, p. 831). Tomaka, Blascovich,
Kelsey, and Leitten’s (1993) experimental study of threat and challenge
appraisal showed that, cognitive appraisals generated by subjects were related
to the experience of emotion and patterns of this effect indicated the

importance of establishing the link between appraisal and emotional outcome.



Roseman, Spindel, and Jose (1990), provided empirical support for their
hypothesis that a particular appraisal elicited 16 distinct emotions. They found
that, positive emotions such as joy, relief, hope, affection and pride occurred in
situations that were appraised as motive consistent, negative emotions such as
disgust, distress, fear and frustration were elicited in situations that were
appraised as motive inconsistent. These empirical studies show that emotions

can be predicted by evaluation of situational variables in the environment.

1.1.5 Theoretical Framework of the Study

When the coping and emotion literature (also, motivation and
adaptation literature) are reviewed, two clusters of studies are recognized. One
cluster of research focuses on cognitive appraisal and coping relationship
(Bjorck et al., 2001; Blalock & Joiner, 2001; Chung et al., 2001; Folkman &
Lazarus; 1986; Mikulincer & Victor, 1995; Pakenham, 2001; Portello & Long,
2001; Thornton, 1992), and the other cluster, on cognitive appraisal and
emotion relationship (Hazerbroek, Howells, & Day, 2001; Lerner & Keltner,
2000; Skinner & Brewer, 2002; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Roseman, Spindel,
& Jose, 1990; Zohar & Dayan, 1999). Although none of them examined the
emotion-coping relationship together with the cognitive appraisal of situation
and secondary appraisal of the event, results of the recent studies (Dunkley &
Blankstein, 2000; Herrald & Tomaka, 2001; McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack,
1997) seemed to suggest that, dimensions of cognitive appraisal of the
situation should be included in the studies since they might provide

information in understanding the role of emotions in the coping process.

The present study aims to integrate two theories, cognitive theory of
stress and coping and, cognitive theory of emotions by embedding the
appraisal-emotion relationship component of the latter in the former. By the
attempt to do so, the researcher of the present study aims to bridge a gap in the

interactional model of stress and coping that has not been given much
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emphasis, the role of emotions. Since, in the cognitive theory of emotion,
cognitive appraisals determine the emotion, and in the cognitive theory stress,
cognitive appraisals determine the coping, we can expect that, emotions might
have an effect on coping in the stress process. In other words, emotions may
intervene in the relationship between cognitive appraisal and coping.
Especially, when one of the functions of coping, regulations of emotions is

considered, the effect of emotions on coping becomes clear.

In order to examine the role of emotions in coping effectively, both the
theoretical framework, methodologies, used in the two clusters of research, and
the suggestions of them that were mentioned above were taken into

consideration.

When the aim and the theoretical basis of this study are considered, the
role of emotion and appraisal in coping, the cognitive theory of emotion serves
the research’s aim best. Very similar to cognitive (interactional) theories of
stress, the cognitive theory of emotion postulates that emotion is a process and
it’s valance and intensity (perhaps meaning) are determined by the person’s
evaluation process. The researcher of this study also believes that, no matter
what the definitions, structures or dimensions of emotion are, it is experienced
and expressed in the context and in the light of certain evaluations (appraisals).
In a broader sense, in the cognitive theory of stress and coping, emotion may
have an important role as mediator or even independent factor in determining
the coping option. Because of cognitive appraisals’ determinant role in both
theories, it is hypothesized that, there is a robust relationship between emotions

experienced and coping strategies used.
In the present study, two kinds of appraisals, secondary appraisal and

the cognitive appraisal of the situation were used together simultaneously. In

the secondary appraisal of the event, harm/loss, threat and challenge, the
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person evaluates the event in terms of his or her well being (Folkman &
Lazarus, 1985). In the cognitive appraisal of the situation, the person evaluates
the situation on cognitive dimensions, which are determinants of the emotion
(Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). To this end, by
using Roseman et al.’s (1990) six cognitive appraisal dimensions that predict
emotions and Folkman and Lazarus’s (1985) secondary appraisals that
determine coping, the present research was able to focus on the characteristics

of the situation that lead to both coping and emotions.

Actually, the role of emotions in coping is not a very new idea. In their
appraisal-coping study, Folkman and Lazarus (1985) used some of the
emotions and they named them as threat, challenge, harm and benefit emotions.
Further, they emphasized only the relationship between appraisals and these
four types of emotions but not coping. Even they noted “There are no
compelling theoretical or empirical bases for predicting the relations between
specific types of coping and harm and benefit emotions” (Folkman & Lazarus,
1985, p. 162). However, recently, Folkman, one of the two theorists who
proposed cognitive theory stress stated that, “Further work that specifically
addresses the distinction between coping processes that are associated with
positive as opposed to negative emotions is clearly needed” (Folkman &
Moskowitz, 2000, p. 117). Therefore, the researcher of the present study
believes that, an empirical study, where both types of appraisals -secondary
and situational-, emotions experienced, and coping are examined in the face of
real life stressful events, bridges a gap in the cognitive (interactional) model of

stress.

In order to examine the relationship between cognitive appraisals and
emotions elicited after a stressful event, present research adopts Smith and
Ellsworth's (1985) and Roseman, Spindel, and Jose’s (1990) studies as a

theoretical base for the research. The term cognitive here is used in the same
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way as the coping researchers such as Lazarus (1991b) use it in general terms;

implying mental evaluations (cited in Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).

In terms of emotions, similar to the Smith and Ellsworth’s (1985) study,
the present research relied on self-report data of the individuals and included
the same fifteen distinct emotions that researchers used in the experiment. The
results of Smith and Ellsworth’s (1985) experiment revealed that, positive and
negative emotions are appraised differently from each other and might be used
as clusters that is, as positive versus negative emotions. The use of emotions as
clusters was also recommended by Folkman and Moskowitz (2000) by stating

the occurrence of both positive and negative emotions in stressful situations.

According to interactional models, in the stress process, when we
encounter an event, we evaluate that event through cognitive appraisals, decide
that an event is stressful for us, and use different strategies to cope with the
stressful event. In the theoretical formulation, the role of emotions was
introduced in the definition of emotion focused coping, i.e., when the situation
requires the control of the distressing emotions, emotion focused coping is
used, as changing the meaning of the outcome of the event (Folkman &
Lazarus, 1985). However in more recent reformulation, although Lazarus
stated that “Coping shapes emotion...” he did not clarify the role of emotion in

coping (Lazarus, 1993, p. 16).

When the recent studies that focused on coping-appraisal-emotion
relationship were examined, it was seen that none of them examined this
relationship in real life stressful events with actual coping strategies as the
present study examined. For example, Herrald and Tomaka’s (2001) laboratory
study did not focus on real life stressful event, did not measure the emotions
caused by appraisals, and measured the coping strategies used in the computer

task only. Similarly in another study (Skinner & Brewer, 2002), the researchers
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used hypothesized scenarios and focused on the effect of coping expectancy on
emotions. McCarthy, Lambert, and Brack (1997), on the other hand, measured
coping resources rather than the coping strategies used. Besides, they examined
the effect of coping on emotions, not the effect of emotions on coping. In the
present study, the coping strategies that participants actually used to handle the
stressful event were assessed in order to obtain a more realistic picture of

appraisal-emotion-coping relationship.

In addition to exploring the relationship between cognitive appraisals,
emotions and coping in response to stressful event in the stress process, this
study introduces a new component to the stress process; cognitive appraisal of

emotion.

The cognitive appraisal of emotion along the dimensions of cognitive
appraisal of the event might be another type of appraisal in the stress process
and might have an effect in determining coping. The researcher of this study
believes that, cognitive appraisal of emotion, which is similar to the cognitive
appraisal of situation, may contribute to the judgment, decision-making and
consequently behavior, which correspond to coping in the stress process.
Recent studies, (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Skinner & Brewer, 2002; Tiedens &
Linton, 2001) which examine the effect of emotion on judgment and
information processing, might be considered as empirical support for the
presence of such an appraisal. These studies show that, there is a bi-directional
relationship between emotion and cognition (Lerner & Keltner, 2000) and it is
possible to measure the individuals’ perceptions of emotion at least as
beneficial-harmful (Skinner & Brewer, 2002) and certain-uncertain (Tiedens &

Linton, 2001).

In the present research in order to examine the role of emotions in

coping, two methodological issues that were mentioned by Roseman, Spindel,
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and Jose (1990) were tried to be overcome. The first problem that they
mentioned was the use of hypothetical scenarios. The second problem was
focusing on the assessment of appraisal while feelings and emotions not the
appraisals that cause the emotion. Researchers stated that they overcome this
problem by asking participants about appraisals of events that caused the
emotions rather than asking them about the appraisals while feeling the

emotions.

The first methodological problem was also mentioned by coping
researchers “But because constraints of the laboratory limit researchers’ ability
to simulate the meaning or duration of serious real-life stressors, we strongly
encourage pursuing research under real-life circumstances, with all their
complexity” (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000, p. 117). In the present study this
problem was overcome by the use of real life stressful events that participants
actually experienced. Beyond its theoretical implications, since this research
aims to find out a link between emotion and coping and hence a working
knowledge regarding the nature of this relationship that can be used in
counseling sessions, real life stressful events actually experienced by university
students were used to better understand the appraisal, emotion coping

relationship in the real life.

In the present study the second problem that Roseman et al. (1990),
mentioned was overcome by asking participants to appraise the stressful event
first, independent of the emotions. Later, after their appraisals, participants’
emotions were assessed. This method was followed by considering the
suggestions of McNally (2001), who warned the researchers about making post
hoc faults by assuming a relationship between variables and assessing them in

such a sequence that produce an artificial cause effect relationship.
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To conclude, the researcher of the present study believes that the nature
of appraisal coping relationship cannot be fully understood unless appraisal,
emotions and coping relationship are simultaneously examined in real life
stressful events. In other words, it is believed that emotions have an important
role in predicting the type of the coping style that individuals use to deal with

the stressful events.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

The primary aim of the current study was to understand the
relationships of appraisal, emotion and coping in the stress process. The
relationship between cognitive appraisals, subjective emotions experienced
after cognitive appraisals, cognitive appraisals of emotions and their possible
combined effect on coping strategies were examined in the interactional model
of stress with the expectation to find out a pattern of relationship regarding the
type of cognitive appraisal, types of emotions (positive-negative) and type of

appraisal of emotion and coping styles.
Specifically, the present research tries to answer following questions:
Whether there is a robust relationship between secondary appraisal of
the event along harm/loss and threat appraisals and, emotions experienced after

a real life stressful event.

Whether there is a relationship between appraisal of the stressful event

along six cognitive dimensions and emotions experienced after the event.

Whether emotions experienced after a stressful event have any affect on

the coping style used to cope with the event.
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Whether cognitive appraisal of emotions has any effect on the coping

style.

There are two hypotheses of the research:

1. Negative emotions directly determine emotion focused coping and
positive emotions directly determine problem focused coping.
2. Appraisal of emotion determines both problem focused and emotion

focused coping styles.

1.3 Significance of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to examine the relationships of
cognitive appraisals, subjective emotions experienced after cognitive
appraisals, cognitive appraisals of emotions and their possible combined effect
on coping and, particularly to demonstrate the role of emotions in the stress
process within the theoretical framework of interactional model of stress. It is
believed that, the results of the study will bridge a gap in this model where the
role of emotions was not given enough emphasis. “The attempt to abandon
emotion as a scientific study - either by subsuming it within other concepts or
by arguing that, being nonmaterial, emotion requires no explanation - seems to
me to have been an historical aberration” (Lazarus, 1993, p.18). This research,
tries to combine the cognitive theory of emotion and the stress process, through
the use of cognitive appraisals and emotions simultaneously. Since in both
areas, appraisals have central role, it is believed that, the results will show a
link between appraisal-emotion and coping. The introduction of a new
component, cognitive appraisal of emotion, contributes to the interactional
model of stress by further examining the role of emotions. One additional asset
in terms of the theoretical significance of the present research is the use of
positive, as well as negative emotions and their relationship with appraisals and

coping simultaneously.

17



Secondly, to the knowledge of researcher of the present study, the
cognitive appraisal of situation and its relationship with emotions have not
been studied with a Turkish sample yet. Although extensive theoretical
arguments about emotion and the account of appraisal-emotion relationship are
far beyond the scope of this study, this research also provides information
about the relationship between cognitive appraisals and emotions among
Turkish university students, therefore it will also have a pioneering role in this

arca.

In terms of its practical implications, the results provide us with the
information about the appraisal and emotion relationship in the face of real life

stressful events.

If we know how a person sees his or her relation to the
environment, we are better able to identify that person's
emotional state; conversely, if we know what a person is
feeling, we can deduce much about how that person is
interpreting his or her circumstances (Smith & Ellsworth,
1985, p. 831).

By the same token, if, as a counselor, we know the person’s state of
feelings, which in most of the counseling sessions we focus on, as part of the
cardinal rule, emphasizing the here and now, we will better understand the
person's tendency to interpret his or her circumstances. The present study aims
to make even one further deduction, which is our ability to infer a person's
coping behaviors from his or her emotional state. As Weiner (1980), stated
cognitive attributions guide people’s feeling but emotional reactions provide

the motor and direction for behavior.

Finally, when the long term negative effects of the use of emotion

focused coping in adolescence is considered (Endler, Parker, & Butcher, 2003),
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the results of the study will provide knowledge about the strategies that
counselors can use for clients to change their coping strategies from emotion

focused styles to problem focused styles.

1.4 Definition of Terms

The usage of the basic terms of the present study, stressful event, stress
level, secondary appraisal of the event, cognitive appraisal of the situation,
emotions, cognitive appraisal of emotions and coping styles were presented

below as they were conceptualized in this research.

Stressful event: Any event or situation that a person defines as stressful.

Stress level: The degree of pressure, tension and distress experienced by

the individual, as a result of a specific event.

Secondary appraisal of the event: Individuals’ evaluation of the
stressful event with the perception of harm/loss or threat (Folkman & Lazarus,

1985).

Cognitive appraisal of the situation: Mental evaluation of the situation
on six cognitive appraisal dimensions; situational state, motivational state,
power, probability, legitimacy, and agency. Cognitive appraisal of the situation
is also called situational appraisal (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Roseman,

Spindel, & Jose, 1990).

Emotions: Names of subjective feeling states that people use to explain
their affective experience. In the present study emotions were the participants’
self report accounts of their feelings after a specific stressful event (Smith &

Ellsworth, 1985).
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Appraisal of emotion: Mental evaluation of an emotion that a person
experienced after a specific event on six cognitive dimensions; situational state,

motivational state, power, probability, legitimacy, and agency.

Coping styles: Behaviors and thoughts that are used to deal with the
stressful situation. In the present study, two main styles were used: emotion
focused coping style and problem focused coping style. Emotion focused
coping includes submissive, helpless styles and seeking social support
strategies. Problem focused coping includes problem solving, self confident

and optimistic approaches (Sahin & Durak, 1995).
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Stress has long been studied extensively in the field of psychology,
counseling, and health literature particularly because of the research evidence
supporting its relations with several dimensions of well being (Hersen &
Turner, 1991; Kaplan & Sadock, 1988; Pennebaker, Colder, & Sharp, 1990).
Stress has been defined differently by different views and theories mostly
based on certain proposed models of stress. There are mainly three models of

stress; stimulus based, response based, and cognitive-interactional models.

According to Matheny et. al (1986), stimulus based models view stress
as a psychosocial demand, which leads to personal tension. In these models,
stimuli or events are referred to as stress, and the body’s response to it is
referred to as tension or strain. These models argue that if stress is in the form

of clustering life events, it leads to stress symptoms such as illness.

Lazarus (1993), stated that, in response based models, stress is seen as
the response that a person gives when s/he faces the external stimuli. Response
based models emphasize physiological mobilization for handling stressful
situations. According to these models, a person exhibits certain responses like,
an increase in heart rate, sweating, trembling, and frequent urination. These are
mostly the products of the automatic nervous system. It is a predictable set of

hormonal and neurological reactions to stimuli that disrupt homeostasis.
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When the two models were compared, it was seen that, while the
stimulus based models failed to consider the response side of the event, the
response based models have not specified stimuli or events that may lead to a
stress response. It can be concluded that personal differences and psychological
evaluation of stressors are not considered in either of these models. In other
words, both of the models ignore the role of interaction between the person and

events.

As it was mentioned in the introduction chapter, the recent theory of
stress and coping in interactional models of stress is the cognitive theory of
stress and coping (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985), which includes two important
components: appraisal and coping. They are interdependent and several studies

have been conducted to examine their relationship.

2.1 Cognitive Appraisal and Coping

Before presenting the stuides examining appraisal and coping
relationship, it is useful to briefly summarize the types of appraisals and coping
because, different terms were used across studies to name appraisal and coping.
Therefore in the following two sections first, the conceptualization of and

second, the research findings regarding appraisal and coping are presented.

2.1.1 Conceptualization of Appraisal and Coping

As it was mentioned in the introduction section, cognitive appraisals in
the stress process are mainly in two forms, primary and secondary appraisals
(Folkman et al., 1986). However, when the literature is reviewed, one can
easily recognize that, different labels have been used for these two types of

appraisals by the researchers.
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For example, upsetting and self interest appraisals were used as primary
appraisal (Portello & Long, 2001), control and threat as secondary appraisals
(Pakenham, 2001), possibility of change (Folkman & Lazarus, 1986), appraisal
of difficulty and control as secondary appraisals (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985),
challenge and threat appraisals as secondary appraisal (Chung et al., 2001),
goal relevance, goal congruence and goal content as types of primary
appraisals, decisions regarding blame or credit, coping potential and future
expectations as types of secondary appraisals (Lazarus, 1991a). To this end, in
some studies (Creasey & Hesson-Mclnnis, 2001; Zohar & Dayan, 1999),
appraisals checklists consisting of several adjectives designating, positive-
negative appraisals like the one that was developed by Folkman and Lazarus,

(cited in Scherer & Drumheller, 1993) were also used.

In the studies which examine the relationship between appraisal and
emotion, on the other hand, we see the use of various types of situational
appraisal dimensions. While some studies use a variety of cognitive appraisal
dimensions together (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose,
1990; Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989), other studies used primary
appraisal as, degree of personal stakes (Zohar & Dayan, 1999), motivational
relevance, motivational congruence, (Hazerbroek, Howells, & Day, 2001),
certainty-uncertainty (Tiedens & Linton, 2001), threat (Anshel & Wells, 2000)
and, perceived level of risk (Lerner & Keltner, 2000), and, secondary

appraisals as perceived task demand and threat (Herrald & Tomaka, 2001).

Similar to the variance in the use of appraisal dimensions and names,
coping styles and individual coping strategies are used differently in different
studies. In addition to emotion versus problem focused coping styles, subtypes
and dimensions can be used to assess the individual coping strategies. These
subtypes and strategies are generally obtained as a result of the factor analysis

of the responses to coping scales and studies generally showed that these
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subtypes or strategies may vary from sample to sample (e.g., Alkan, 1998;
Connor-Smith et al., 2000). Some of these strategies are named as self
confident, optimistic, submissive, helpless styles and seeking social support
(Sahin & Durak, 1995); confrontive, distancing, self-controlling, seeking social
support, accepting responsibility, escape-avoidance, planful problem solving,
positive reappraisal (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988); problem solving, information
seeking, cognitive restructuring, wishful thinking, blaming others, resigned
acceptance (Compas, Connor-Smith, Saltzman, Thomsen, & Wadsworth,

2001).

Although subtypes of coping are also used in coping studies (Alkan,
1998; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Sahin & Durak, 1995), in their recent review
of coping, Compas et al. (2001) stated that, dimensional approach of coping is
more widely used, and among them emotion versus problem focused coping is
the most widely used dimensions. They also mentioned that, broad dimensions
of coping serve as organizing principles, and there is little consistency in the

application of subtypes of coping (Compas et al., 2001).

Despite their various names and types, the core of the conceptualization
of appraisal and coping did not change. In all of their usages, appraisals
referred to the mental evaluations and in all of their usages, coping referred

efforts to handle the stressful situation.

In the following section, studies that examined the relationship between
various types of appraisal and coping in different populations are presented. In
these studies, appraisal has been examined as either the main predictor of

coping or a significant moderator in stress coping relationship.
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2.1.2 Research on Appraisal and Coping

The research investigating the relationship between appraisal and
coping has been carried out with different populations. The relationship
between appraisal and coping was examined in woman managers working at
university (Portello & Long, 2001). In this study, women managers’
psychosomatic distress level was found to be affected by their primary
appraisal. Specifically, upsetting and self-interest appraisals led to greater
distress both directly and indirectly. Both type of appraisals led to increase in
the use of disengagement strategies and in daily hassles, thus affecting distress

both indirectly and directly.

In another study (Pakenham, 2001), which examined the relationship
between adjustment to MS caregiving and social support, appraisal and coping
strategies, it was found that appraisal was the strongest predictor of caregiver’s
adjustment. Specifically, higher control and lower threat appraisals were found

to be related to better adjustment.

Bjorck et al. (2001) studied cognitive appraisal, coping and distress
among ecthnically different groups: Korean Americans, Filipino Americans,
Caucasian Americans. Results indicated that for all participants, regardless of
their ethnic background, challenge appraisal predicted more problem solving

and positive reappraisal coping.

In a study (Mikulincer & Victor, 1995), threat appraisal was found to be
positively correlated with emotion focused and distance coping. The results
also yielded significant correlations between challenge appraisal and support
seeking coping; secondary appraisal and problem focused coping. Similarly, in
another study (Anshel & Wells, 2000), the results revealed that challenge

appraisal was associated with approach coping and, threat appraisal was
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associated with avoidance coping in basketball players during stressful events

in the game.

Another example of the relationship between certain appraisals and the
coping come from a study, which was conducted with depressed people
(Folkman & Lazarus, 1986). Depressed and non-depressed people were found
to be different in their appraisals of possibility of change and the subsequent
coping. Depressed people used more wishful thinking, both problem and
emotion-focused coping and seeking emotional support than non-depressed

people.

Blalock and Joiner (2000), examined the moderating effect of gender
and avoidant coping on the negative life events, and their effect on depressive
symptoms in college undergraduate students. The study, where, participants’
anxiety and depression symptoms, negative life events, and actual coping
strategies were measured by self report inventories four times in three week
intervals, revealed that, increased number of negative life events significantly
predicted the increase in depressive symptoms among females. Results of
repeated measures showed that, two avoidant coping subscales; cognitive and
behavioral avoidance subscales emerged as lower level categories of avoidant
coping. Cognitive avoidant coping strategies were found to be the significant
predictors of anxiety and depression scores in females but not in males.
Behavioral avoidance coping was not found to be related to any of these
symptoms. The results of this study suggested that, coping strategies alone
were not enough to make significant predictions about psychological well

being, specifically, anxiety and depression.
Chung et al.’s (2001) study investigated the changes in the appraisal,

stressful event type, coping and psychological outcomes in alcoholic patients in

six, and twelve months intervals. The study was conducted with 133 alcoholic
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patients who were recruited from addiction treatment centers. The challenge
and threat appraisals of the participants were assessed by appraisal scale and
coping responses that they use were measured by Coping Responses Inventory
(CRI) developed by Moos in 1993 (as cited in Chung et al., 2001), and focused
on approach and avoidance types of behavioral and cognitive coping responses,
which are similar to problem and emotion focused coping strategies. Patients’
severity of alcohol problems and psychosocial functioning scores were used as
treatment outcomes. Results of this study showed that, the type of the stressful
event did not predict coping responses in any of the assessments. Challenge
appraisal predicted cognitive and behavioral approach coping and, threat
appraisal predicted cognitive and behavioral avoidance coping at 6 months
assessment. Similarly, at 12 months assessment, threat appraisal predicted
cognitive and behavioral approach coping and, challenge appraisal predicted
decrease in cognitive avoidance coping. At 12 months assessment, behavioral
approach coping, which included problem focused coping strategies, predicted
better psychosocial functioning. Similarly, decrease in cognitive avoidance
coping was associated with better psychosocial outcomes. The results
suggested that, as the threat appraisal decreased, the use of avoidance coping
also decreased, and, as the challenge appraisal increased, so did the use of
approach coping strategies. The changes in participants’ appraisal and coping
types suggested that cognitive behavioral interventions could be used to change
the appraisal and subsequent coping strategies. It was concluded that,

appraisals were the most significant predictor of coping.

The results of all these studies seemed to suggest making a general
conclusion that appraisals are important determinants of coping and, as the
appraisal types change, the coping styles also change since these patterns were

found to be consistent across different groups of participants.
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2.2 Cognitive Appraisal and Emotion

Similar to the appraisal-coping studies, studies examining the appraisal-
emotion relationship revealed the important role of cognitive appraisals in
predicting emotions. Although the area of study is slightly different from stress
and coping literature, the role of appraisals of situation in determining the
emotions is worth mentioning in order to enhance the understanding of the role
of emotions regarding the stress and coping process. Before presenting the
empirical studies of appraisal and emotion, the historical background of

emotion theories are summarized below.

2.2.1 Historical Overview of the Theories of Emotion

Theories of emotion can be grouped under three major headings;
physiological, two factor and cognitive theories. Mandler (1975) provided an
overview of emotion theories. According to him, the early emotion theories
focused on the physiological arousal, tracing their roots back to 1800’s. These
theories emphasized the consequences of perception of skeletal, visceral, and
muscular responses. They postulated that, perception of these bodily responses
lead to emotions. As James (1884) noted “Our feeling of the (bodily) changes
is emotion” (cited in Mandler, 1975). In this view of emotions, only basic
clusters were mentioned such as pleasant-unpleasant in addition to fear and
anxiety. Later, another physiological theorist Wegner (1950) stressed the
importance of experience of emotions and pointed out that, in addition to basic
positive negative affectivity clusters, a variety of emotions such as jealousy and
pride are worth paying attention to (cited in Mandler, 1975). Although the
importance of the verbal report of emotional experience was also stressed,
Wegner’s main interest was on autonomic nervous system (ANS) activity and
visceral responses as emotions. Mandler (1975) mentioned that Wegner’s use
of the term “emotional complex” shows his recognition of both stimulating

conditions and resultant bodily and mental activities.
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The second line of theories can be grouped under the heading of two
factor theories. In this view, physiological arousal alone does not produce the
full-blown emotion unless it is accompanied by relevant cognitive evaluation.
According to Schachter (1959), arousal causes an evaluative need so that the
person seeks an explanation for the physiological reactivity. This group of
theories has seen physiological arousal and cognitive appraisals as independent

but interacting factors (cited in Lazarus, 1991b).

The last group of theories are called cognitive theories of emotion, and
similar to cognitive theory of stress and coping, these theories viewed emotions
as processes (Frijda, 1988; Lazarus, 1991a). Frijda (1988), for example,
defined emotion as a process which was composed of sub processes. These sub
processes were named as; event coding, appraisal, significance evaluation,
action readiness and, action (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989). According to
Lazarus (1991a), in the cognitive theories of emotion, there are two important
implications of emotion studies. First, emotion cannot be defined in terms of
only environmental response nor the conflict between impulses. Second,
quality and intensity of emotion depend on many mediating variables,
primarily cognitive appraisals. Roseman, Spindel, and Jose (1990), stated that
the basic postulate of cognitive theories of emotion is cognitive evaluations of

events, which determine the emotion

Although emotions were defined differently by different theories, there
are some common factors that need to be mentioned in order to understand the
possible role of emotions in the stress and coping process. According to Oatley
(1992), the first common factor is the attentional property; that is, an emotion
requires conscious preoccupation. When people are in a particular emotional
state it is difficult to stop thinking about it or to switch to another emotion.
Secondly, emotions are accompanied by bodily changes. People experience

and express emotions together with physiological changes such as increase in
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heart rate and vocal changes. The third common factor is called action
readiness. Frijda, Kuipers, and ter Schure (1989) defined action readiness as
the persons’ state of readiness to interact with the environment. Moving toward
and moving against are examples of different action readiness states. Action
readiness is thought to be an important link that connects the experience and
the behavior Although the controversy on the conceptualization and
measurement of emotion continues, recent studies seem to consider emotions
as “subjective experiences” (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985) that are distinct from

one another and closely related with the appraisal of situation.

2.2.2 Empirical Studies Regarding Emotion

Two classical studies of cognitive theory of emotions that support the
relationship between appraisal of event and elicited emotions will be presented
in more detail, because, these studies served as the theoretical and the

methodological basis for the present research.

The first study that provides support for the appraisal-emotion
relationship is an experimental study that was conducted by Smith and
Ellsworth (1985). The main aim of this study was to find out the patterns of
relationship between certain cognitive appraisals and elicited emotions. Their
aim was to understand both the nature of a distinct emotional state and the
interrelations of emotional states. The important aspect of the study was seeing
emotions as self report accounts of the participants, and secondly, using the
term cognitive as a broad rather than strict term. In their so called “a new
dimensional approach”, researchers selected six cognitive appraisal dimensions
that were previously used and supported. These dimensions were pleasantness,
anticipated effort, certainty, attentional activity, self-other
responsibility/control, and situational control. The study was carried out with
16 undergraduate university students and participants were asked to remember

emotional experiences. Participants were asked to remember an experience in
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which they felt one of the 15 emotions presented as happiness, sadness, fear,
anger, boredom, challenge, interest, hope, frustration, contempt, disgust,
surprise, pride, shame, and guilt and, to describe the event in detail, explain the
emotion in detail, pose the facial expression of the emotion and answer the
cognitive appraisal dimension questions. Participants repeated the same

procedure for all of these 15 emotions.

In the analysis of Smith and Ellsworth’s study (1985), the appraisal
dimensions were subjected to both principal component analysis and
discriminant analyses. Results revealed that legitimacy and pleasantness
dimensions did not differentiate significantly. Similarly, responsibility and
control dimensions did not differentiate. Certainty, anticipated effort,
situational control, and attentional activity dimensions, on the other hand,
emerged as distinct dimensions. Finally, perception of obstacle dimension was
not found in both analyses consistently. When the appraisal scores for each
emotion were compared, the results showed that emotions might be grouped
and compared along the cognitive appraisal dimensions. Happiness and pride
for example, were found to be very similar to each other in terms of cognitive
appraisal dimensions; pleasantness, anticipated effort, certainty and attentional
activity, i.e., participants wanted to pay attention to the emotion. Similarly,
shame and guilt, anger and contempt were similar in terms of the appraisal
dimensions. Other emotions were characterized by a unique pattern of
cognitive appraisal. Researchers claimed that their study demonstrated the
strong relationship between the appraisal of the event and emotion in reaction
to the event. It was suggested that further research should examine the
conditions and other possible characteristics of conditions that may also

contribute to the formation of the emotion experienced.

Smith and Ellsworth’s (1985) study contributed to the present research

in two main areas. First, as they did, the present research used cognitive
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appraisals as a general term as Lazarus used, meaning the mental evaluations
(Lazarus, 1991b). Second, it relied on the self report data of participants and
included the same distinct emotions that researchers used in the experiment.
Their study also revealed that positive and negative emotions are appraised
differently from each other. However, within themselves each category of
emotions has a similar pattern in terms of cognitive appraisal dimensions, and

therefore, can be used as clusters, that is as positive versus negative emotions.

The second classical study, further proves that the relationship between
appraisals and emotions is a strong one, even causal. Roseman, Spindel and
Jose (1990) tested the hypothesis that particular appraisals of events elicit
discrete emotions. The main objective of the study, in accordance with the
cognitive theory of emotions, was to show empirically the relationship between
particular appraisals and particular emotions corresponding to these appraisals.
Situational state, motivational state, power, legitimacy, probability and agency
were determined as the appraisal dimensions to predict 16 discrete emotions (8
pairs); joy/relief, affection/pride, hope/surprise, disgust/distress, sadness/fear,
unfriendliness/anger, frustration/shame, and regret/guilt. The secondary
objective of the study was to overcome prior methodological problems; use of
hypothetical or typical emotional events and appraisals made while feeling an
emotion. To overcome these two methodological problems, researchers used
the actual emotional experiences of participants and asked participants what

caused an emotion.

In the study, participants answered the questions in a written
questionnaire. On each questionnaire, only 2 of 16 (1 of 8 pairs) emotions were
included and participants were randomly assigned to questionnaires. Therefore,
each participant was asked to remember an actual event in which she/he had
experienced the particular emotions given in his/her questionnaire. Participants

were also asked to write down the event briefly to enhance the recall of the
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experience. Therefore, each participant recalled two events in which, two
emotions were experienced. Lastly, for two emotion eliciting events, the
participants answered questions that measured the appraisal of emotion
eliciting event. In the results, for each emotion, an appraisal score was obtained
and these appraisal scores were compared across 16 discrete emotions. The
results showed that there were significant differences between emotions in
situational state, motivational state, power, probability, legitimacy and agency
dimensions. Situational state was found to be differentiating the negative and
positive emotions. As can be expected, when the situation was appraised as
positive; joy, relief, affection and pride (positive emotions) occurred, when the
situation was appraised as negative; disgust, distress, sadness, fear, frustration,
unfriendliness, anger, shame, guilt and regret (negative emotions) occurred.
Motivational state appraisal differentiated joy from relief and, sadness from
disgust and distress. Joy was experienced when the motivation was to get
something positive from the situation, whereas relief was experienced when the
motivation was to get rid of something negative. Similarly, sadness was
experienced when the motivation in the situation was to get reward and, disgust
and distress were experienced when the motivation was to avoid punishment.
As for the probability appraisal, when the situation was appraised as certain,
the resulting emotion was joy and, when the situation was appraised as
uncertain, the corresponding positive emotion was hope. For negative
emotions, uncertainty appraisal was not consistent across emotions. Power
appraisal was significantly different for positive and negative emotions in
general only, but failed to differentiate among discrete emotions. When
participants felt themselves powerful they reported positive emotions and when
they felt powerless they reported negative emotions. Similarly, legitimacy
appraisal yielded inconsistent results. Frustration, anger and regret were the
corresponding emotions when the participants believed that they did not
deserve to experience the event. In shame and guilt too, participants believed

that they deserved a positive outcome. In the last appraisal dimension, agency,
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when other people were seen as the source of the event, anger and
unfriendliness were reported. When the person saw himself or herself as the
source of the event, the corresponding emotions were pride, shame, guilt and
regret. When the circumstance agency was seen as the cause of the event, relief
and sadness occurred. When the circumstance agency was not seen as the
source of the event, pride, anger, shame and guilt were experienced. To
summarize, this study supported the hypothesis that certain appraisals lead to
the experience of certain emotions. Motivational state, situational state, power
and probability dimensions were more consistent in predicting emotions than

legitimacy and agency dimensions.

Roseman et al.’s (1990) study contributed to the present research in
several ways. First, it revealed that six appraisal dimensions can be used both
in predicting emotions and also, some dimensions of situational appraisals such
as situational state, motivational state and power which have great similarities
with secondary appraisals in the interactional model of stress and coping;
specifically challenge appraisal and coping expectancy. Therefore, six
dimensions of situational appraisal were decided to be used in this research.
Second, the methodological problems that they mentioned were tried to be
overcame by using real life stressful events in the present study. Further, the
present study overcome one methodological problem of Roseman et al.’s
(1990) study, that is the use of discrete emotion pairs and participants’
appraisal of the situation after they remembered the emotion. In the current
study, the participants first remembered any stressful event they have recently
experienced, later appraised the situation independent of the emotions and
finally reported their emotions on a checklist. It was believed that this method
to prevent the post hoc faults of assuming the appraisal-emotion sequence

during an event (McNally, 2001).
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These two studies showed the relationship between certain appraisal
dimensions and emotions in the cognitive theory of emotions framework.
Unfortunately, other studies that examined the relationship between primary
and secondary appraisals (harm/loss, threat and challenge) and, emotions
which are more relevant in terms of the appraisal-emotion relationship in the

stress process, are limited in number and scope.

For example, Zohar and Dayan (1999), examined the relationship
between appraisals and their effect on affective response. In their study,
participants were given three written scenarios describing stressful episodes. In
their written descriptions, researchers manipulated the level of primary
appraisal (the degree of personal stake; high, moderate, low) and availability of
coping options (high, moderate, and low). The results of their experiment
showed that emotion intensity is determined by cognitive appraisal. The effect
of appraisal (level of personal stakes) affected the emotional reaction (negative

versus positive mood), regardless of the availability of coping options.

Hazerbroek, Howells, and Day (2001) studied the relationship between
anger and reaction to provocation in an experimental study. They found out
that, high and low trait anger people appraised the provocation and reacted to
the provocation differently. High trait anger individuals were found to be
reporting more intensity of anger, blame, and appraised the situation as caused
by the other person (other accountability appraisal dimension) than low trait

individuals.

As the studies that were summarized above show, on the one hand,
emotions are determined by cognitive appraisals, but on the other hand,
emotions affect the cognitive process such as information processing and
judgment, especially if they are long term or dispositional. In their recent

study, Lerner and Keltner (2000) proposed a model of emotion specific
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influence on judgment. The results of their study showed that fearful and angry
individuals appraised the risk in the environment differently. While fearful
individuals perceived more risk, angry individuals tended to perceive less risk.
This study also supported the notion that there are some functional differences
between emotions in the same valance suggesting that the categorisation of
emotions as positive and negative is too gross when accompanying cognitive

appraisals and judgments are taken into consideration.

In addition to judgment, emotions were also found to be important in
determining the information processing types; systematic versus heuristic
information processing. In Tiedens and Linton’s (2001) experimental study
which examined the relationship between appraisal, emotion and information
processing, researchers asked participants to remember four different events in
which they felt disgust, scared, hopeful and happy. The design of the
experiment was 2 X 2 (emotion by appraisal); 2 (positive-negative emotion) X
2 (certainty-uncertainty). Therefore, these four emotions fall in one of the four
categories ranging between positive-negative and certainty-uncertainty
dimensions of emotions. In the “study one”, after participants remembered
these emotions, researchers asked them to appraise their emotion on certainty-
uncertainty dimension which is a dimension obtained from Smith and
Ellsworth ‘s study (1985). In the “study two”, participants were asked to make
8 future predictions about year 2000 such as the tuition fees, and the legal
status of same sex marriages in California. Each participant rated his/her
predication on a certainty dimension. The results showed that, fear and hope
were appraised as less certain emotions, on the other hand, disgust and
happiness were appraised as certain. The degree to which participants
experienced each emotion did not produce significant difference in terms of
appraisal. The results indicated that certainty-associated emotions (disgust and
happiness) led to less substantive information processing. Uncertainty-

associated emotions (fear and hope) on the other hand led to more thorough
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processing. Another important finding of the study is when their emotions were
accompanied with certainty appraisals, participants were more likely to feel

certain in subsequent situations.

As these studies show, appraisals determine the emotions, but emotions
also affect the appraisal and perceptions implying a bidirectional relationship
between appraisal and emotion. This bidirectional relationship is similar to the
research findings in appraisal, emotion and coping studies, where, the
researchers emphasized the effect of coping on emotions, but not the role of

emotion on coping.

2.3 Cognitive Appraisal, Emotion and Coping

The last group of research shows the relationship between cognitive

appraisals, emotions and coping.

Herrald and Tomaka (2001), examined the relationship between
appraisal, coping and emotion related appraisals in an experimental study with
109 undergraduate students. To measure cognitive appraisals, an instrument
was developed to assess two stress related appraisals and seven emotion related
appraisals. Stress related appraisals were perceived task demand and perceived
threat. The emotion related appraisals were goal relevance, goal congruence,
blame or credit, emotion focused coping potential, problem focused coping
potential, future expectancy and perceived justice. Emotional reactions were
measured by emotions checklist including 12 distinct emotions; anger, fear,
anxiety, sadness, guilt, shame, disgust with situation, self-disgust, happiness,
pride, relief and hope. Problem and emotion focused coping strategies were
measured by shortened 48-item Ways of Coping Questionnaire (Folkman &
Lazarus 1988). 20-item state self esteem scale was also developed for the study
to be used as a psychological outcome. Subject’s cardiac activity was measured

by electrocardiography (EKG) and impedance cardiography (ZKG). In the
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experiment, students were told that they would answer a set of questions
regarding college related topics on a computer. After these instructions,
students answered the questions in the questionnaire, and continued with the
computer task. During the experiment, when subjects were dealing with the
computer task, an emotion manipulation by the confederate was carried out.
The confederate elicited three target emotions; anger, shame, pride by using
verbal and non-verbal behavior, i.e., remarks and gestures. Later students
answered the same questions again after the task was completed. Results of the
experiment revealed that, three emotion conditions were significantly different
from each other along appraisal and coping variables. In pride condition,
participants appraised the situation as goal congruent, fair, less demanding and
less threatening. They showed high levels of state self esteem and used less
emotion focused coping strategies than the participants in other emotion
conditions. Surprisingly, these participants’ score on problem focused coping
potential was not higher than that of other participants. Participants in anger
and shame conditions appraised the situation as goal incongruent, demanding,
and threatening. Participants in anger and shame condition showed a low level
of state self esteem and did not appraise the situation as unfair. Cardiovascular
reactivity was high in anger and shame conditions; in pride condition, there
was low emotional arousal. Overall, the experiment supported the appraisal and
discrete emotion relationship in a laboratory condition for three emotions and
showed that subjects in different emotional states used different styles of
coping. It also supported two higher order emotion categories approach,
positive and negative emotion clusters, and also partially supported the view
that negative emotions were associated with higher cardiac reactivity
suggesting the relationship between negative emotions and poor health

outcomes.

Although Herrald and Tomaka’s (2001) laboratory study did not focus

on real life stressful event or, did not measure the emotions caused by
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appraisals, and measured the coping strategies used in the computer task only,
it might have real world implications. We might expect that positive and

negative emotions are related with different types of coping.

Another recent study focused on appraisal and emotion relationship
prior to stressful achievement events (Skinner & Brewer, 2002). Although the
study did not assess the coping strategies used, it included the coping
expectancy. It was hypothesized that threat appraisal style negatively and
challenge appraisal style positively affect the coping expectancy and coping
expectancy affects the valance of emotions. In order to test this hypothesis,
researchers created two hypothetic scenarios; public speaking and university
exam to evoke anxiety in participants. 161 undergraduate students and 91
faculty members took part in the study. Threat and challenge appraisal styles
were measured before the presentation of the scenarios. After the scenarios
were presented, participants’ coping expectancy and positive and negative
emotions were measured. After each appraisal and affect measurement, in
order to measure the perceptions of these cognitions and affect, perception of
emotion scale was administered. The scale consisted of items that were
modified from Test Anxiety and Distressing Thoughts Questionnaires.
Perception of emotion scale aimed to measure beneficial versus harmful
properties of cognition and affect. The results show that, as compared to
students, faculty members had stronger challenge and weaker threat appraisal
styles. They also reported more positive emotions, got higher scores on coping
expectancy measure and, perceived their emotions as more beneficial.
Researchers concluded that, threat and challenge appraisal negatively
correlated with each other; challenge appraisal style was associated with higher
coping expectancy, positive emotions and, perception of cognition and emotion
as more beneficial. Threat appraisal on the other hand was associated with
lower coping expectancy, negative emotions and, perception of cognition and

appraisal of emotion as more harmful. Although coping expectancy and
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emotion relationship were emphasized in this study, the researchers used
hypothesized scenarios not real life events and focused on the effect of coping

expectancy on emotions, but not the effect of emotions on coping.

Another study, where the data were analyzed using structural equation
modeling, examined the relationship between appraisal, emotions and coping
resources after a relationship breakup (McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack, 1997).
Researchers examined the relationship between situational state appraisal i.e.,
desirability of relationship breakup and emotions (positive and negative
emotions) together with availability of coping resources. The situational
appraisal was measured by Roseman et al.’s (1990) 17 item inventory. Coping
resources of the participants were measured by 280-item battery. The results of
structural analysis showed that situational state significantly predicted positive
affect (.77) and negative affect (-.37). Both combative and preventive coping
influenced negative emotions negatively. Researchers concluded that,
participants who have available coping resources tended to appraise
relationship as more desirable and experienced less negative emotions. Similar
to Skinner and Brewer’s study (2002), McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack (1997),
measured coping resources rather than coping strategies. Moreover, they
examined the effect of coping on emotions, not the effect of emotions on

coping.

Dunkley and Blankstein (2000), examined the relationship of self
critical perfectionism, coping, hassles and current distress in undergraduate
university students by using structural equation modeling for the analysis of
data. Researchers collected data on socially prescribed and self-oriented
perfectionism, self criticism, autonomy, dispositional coping, academic and
social hassles, depression, current anger, and psychosomatic distress. Four
latent variables were tested in the structural equation model; self-critical

perfectionism, coping, hassles and distress. It was reported that measurement
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model fit the data (CFI = .95). After testing this model several times with
modifications suggested by AMOS program, the final fit model revealed that
maladaptive coping mediated the relationship between self-critical
perfectionism and distress level. Specifically; self critical perfectionism
predicted maladaptive coping significantly (.85) and maladaptive coping
predicted distress significantly (.72). Maladaptive coping also predicted hassles
(.61). Researchers concluded that their findings are in line with the cognitive
theories of stress and coping, that is, experience of stressful events does not
necessarily predict the adaptational outcomes but rather coping can be

important because it can affect the impact of the stressor.

As the recent empirical studies that focus on appraisal, emotion, and
coping showed, the relationship between appraisal, coping and emotions were
studied by both experimental and non experimental methods and each of them
considered appraisal (primary, secondary, threat, challenge, certainty),
emotions (positive, negative, and discrete emotions) and coping (coping
potential, coping expectancy and coping with computer task, dispositional
coping) by using different classifications, definitions and measurement
techniques. Besides, none of them tested appraisal, emotion coping relationship
in the interactional model of stress where, secondary appraisal of the event and

stress level were also included.

Finally, as for the appraisal of emotion, which might be another
determining factor in the process of stress and coping, that will be tested in this
current research for the first time, unfortunately in the literature there is no
direct support for the existence of such an appraisal. The only relevant study
that may support the existence of such a process can be Skinner and Brewer’s
study (2002), which examined the relationship between threat and challenge
appraisal and their relationship with perception of emotions. In this study the

participants appraised their emotion as beneficial or harmful and the results
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show that challenge appraisal style was associated with more beneficial
perception of emotion. A similar significant relationship between emotion and
appraisal of emotion can be expected in the interactional model of stress and

coping.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

3.1 Participants

Five hundred and sixty students (271 females and 289 males) from
Middle East Technical University (METU) voluntarily participated in the
study. The sampling procedure was essentially the convenient sampling and
students from all departments at METU were included in the study. The age of
students varied between 17 and 35 with mean age of 21.32 (SD = 1.92). 7.7%
of students were studying at English Preparatory School, 19.4% were
freshman, 26% were sophomore, 24.7% were junior, 20% were senior and

2.2% were graduate students.

3.2 Material Development

In the present study, a questionnaire was developed to measure the
appraisal of cognitive and emotional processes that the students experienced in
stressful life events. In the development of the questionnaire, two instruments
were used, namely Coping Style Scale (Sahin & Durak, 1995) and Cognitive
Appraisal Measure (CAM) (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990). Therefore,
before presenting the studies carried out in the development of the
questionnaire used in the present study, the measurement characteristics of the
Coping Style Scale and Cognitive Appraisal Measure are presented in the

following sections.
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3.2.1 Instruments

Coping Style Scale (CSS), which is a shorter and modified form of
Ways of Coping Questionnaire (WCQ), originally developed by Folkman and
Lazarus (1988), was used to assess the types of coping strategies that students
used to overcome distress caused by the stressful event that they have
experienced. WCQ was designed to identify the cognitive and behavioral
strategies an individual has used to cope with various stressful encounters.
WCQ consists of 66 items and eight subscales; confrontation, distancing, self
control, seeking social support, accepting responsibility, escape/avoidance,

planful problem solving and positive reappraisal.

The Turkish translation of WCQ and adaptation study was performed
by Siva (cited in Sahin & Durak, 1995). Siva added eight new items that were
thought to be relevant to the Turkish culture and tapping at fatalism and
superstition. This new instrument consists of 74 items. Sahin and Durak (1995)
conducted a study with university students and derived Coping Style Scale.
They found that the scale with 5-factor structure is a reliable and valid
instrument to measure coping styles. The modified scale consisted of 30 items
under five factors; self confident, optimistic, submissive, helpless styles and
seeking social support. In their study that they examined the psychometric
properties of the scale on three different samples, they reported the reliability
coefficients as follows; self confident (.68, .69, .49), optimistic (.80, .77, .62),
submissive (.70, .72, .47), helpless (.73, .64, .68) and seeking social support
(.47, .45).

Cognitive Appraisal Measure (CAM) was developed by Roseman in
1983 (cited in Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990), and revised by Roseman,
Spindel, and Jose (1990). The scale consisted of 18 statements, measuring six
dimensions of appraisal: motivational state, situational state, power,

probability, legitimacy, and agency. Each dimension was measured by three
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questions on a 9-point scale, anchored at either end. The examples of the items
together with their response formats were as follows: For situational state, “At
the time, was SPECIFIC EVENT A, wanted by you or unwanted by you? Very
much wanted (1) Very much unwanted (9)”; for motivational state, “During
SPECIFIC EVENT A, were you seeking less of something negative, or more of
something positive? Very much seeking less of something negative (1) Very
much seeking more of something positive (9); for probability, “During
SPECIFIC EVENT A, how much you were in doubt about what was actually
occurring? Not at all in doubt (1) Very much in doubt (9)**; for power, “During
SPECIFIC EVENT A, did you feel powerful or powerless? Very powerful (1)
Very powerless (9)”; for legitimacy, “At the time, did you believe that the
occurrence of SPECIFIC EVENT A was an injustice to you? Not at all an
injustice to me (1) Very much an injustice to me (9)”’; for agency, “At the time,
how much did you think that SPECIFIC EVENT A was caused by someone
else? Not at all caused by someone else (1) Very much caused by someone else
(9)”. The reliability coefficients of dimensions were reported as follows;
situational state .86, motivational state .62, probability .56, power .74,
legitimacy .39 and .63 (.63 was obtained after one item focusing on the justice-
injustice dimension was removed in the analysis). Researchers reported that
they did not calculate any reliability coefficient for the agency dimension
because each item in this dimension focuses on different sources as the
situational agency i.e., self, other and, circumstance agency. Since CAM was
developed for the purpose of examining the role of each dimension in the
specific emotion, the measure was not considered as a scale therefore, the scale

reliability was not reported (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990).

3.2.2 The Development of the Questionnaire of the Present Study

In the development of the questionnaire, special emphasis was given to
the assessment of the process of cognitive and emotional appraisals of the

students in real life stressful experiences. For this purpose, while developing
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the questionnaire a pilot study was conducted by carrying out two successive
studies based on two different data collection procedures: interviews and a

survey study.

3.2.2.1 Interview

The aim of the interviews was to test the appropriateness and the
applicability of cognitive appraisal dimensions and emotions to Turkish
university students. For this purpose, 20 volunteer students (10 male, 10
female) from different departments and grades of Middle East Technical
University were interviewed by the researcher. A structured interview form
(see Appendix A) was developed by the researcher in line with the cognitive

theory of stress and coping. The interviews lasted 20-50 minutes.

During the interviews, students were first asked to remember a recently
experienced stressful event and explain their thoughts and emotions regarding
the event. Later students answered a number of questions regarding the level of
stress caused by the event, secondary appraisals of the stressful event (3
dimensions: harm/loss, threat, and challenge), emotions that they have
experienced, accompanying cognitive appraisal of the situation and cognitive
appraisal of emotions (6 dimensions separately for appraisal of the stressful
situation and elicited emotions: situational state “whether the situation/emotion
punitive or rewarding”, motivational state “whether the situation/emotion was
aversive or appetitive”, power “whether the person felt powerful or powerless”,
probability “whether the outcome of the situation/emotion was certain or
uncertain”, legitimacy “whether the person deserved or not deserved the
outcome”, and agency “source of the event/emotion”). The questions which
aimed to measure each appraisal dimension were derived from Cognitive

Appraisal Measure (CAM) (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose 1990).

The qualitative analysis of interview results revealed that, cognitive

appraisal of the emotion along six dimensions of CAM were possible and the
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types and sequence of questions were meaningful to the students. As a result of
interviews, the original CAM (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose 1990) was decided to
be translated into Turkish and used in order to assess the cognitive appraisal of

situation and cognitive appraisal of emotion experienced after a stressful event.

3.2.2.2 Survey

In the light of the findings of interviews, a questionnaire was
constructed to measure the cognitive appraisal of the stressful event and

cognitive appraisal of the emotions caused by the stressful event.

Besides the results of the interviews, in the development of the

questionnaire, following theoretical considerations were taken into account.

First, the real life stressor was preferred to be used in the present study
in line with the view of Folkman and Moskowitz (2000) noting that written
scenarios limit the researcher’s ability to simulate real life stressor. Students’
reports of their own life stresses were also preferred by considering the

implication of the present research results to counseling.

Second, since the degree of the stress is an important factor because of
its effect on appraisal and coping (Coyne, Aldwin, & Lazarus, 1981; Matheny,
Aycock, Pugh, Curlette, Kathleen, & Canela, 1986), the degree of stress was
measured by one question. In the questionnaire, students were asked to check
the extent to which they experienced the stress caused by the event, at the time

of the event on a 11 point Likert scale (1 =not at all, 11 =to a great extent).

Third, in measuring the cognitive appraisal of the event, only the
secondary appraisal was assessed but primary appraisal was not included.
Theoretically, primary appraisal corresponds to the evaluation of the relevance

of the event to the wellbeing of the person (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Since

47



this research focuses on real life stressful events that participants experienced,
it is assumed that, people have already made the primary appraisal and thought

that the event was stressful for them.

In measuring the secondary appraisal, three types of appraisals were
assessed; Harm/loss, threat, and challenge. In the development of items aiming
to measure these three types of appraisals, the suggestions of current literature
on the various assessments strategies were considered. Although there are
some studies (Creasey & Hesson-Mclnnis, 2001; Zohar & Dayan, 1999) which
used either appraisals checklists consisting of several adjectives designating,
positive-negative appraisals like the one that was developed by Folkman and
Lazarus, (cited in Scherer & Drumbheller, 1993), as it was mentioned in the
Review of the Literature chapter, various individual characteristics were also
used as an indicator of secondary appraisal (Nyer, 1997; Cassidy & Burnside,
1996). In addition to the use of checklists and individual characteristics,
assessment of the types of the secondary appraisal by one or two questions is a
common method (Bjorck et. al., 2001, Chung et al., 2001; Tomaka, Blascovich,
Kelsey, & Leitten, 1993). Following a similar procedure, in the present study,
seven secondary appraisal items (item numbers; 7, 8 for harm/loss, item
numbers; 11, 12 for threat, and item numbers; 6, 9, 10 for challenge appraisals)
were written by the researcher. Five more items (item numbers; 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
which tapped the source of the event, that was thought to be related to the

secondary appraisal were also written by the researcher.

Forth, in measuring cognitive appraisal of the situation, Roseman,
Spindel, and Jose’s (1990) CAM was translated into Turkish by the researcher
and the item structure was modified to improve clarity. 18 statements,
measuring six dimensions of appraisal of situation; motivational state,
situational state, power, probability, legitimacy and agency were used in the

survey. Each dimension was measured by three questions on a 9-point scale,

48



anchored at either end. An example of an item, with its response format was as
follows; “I thought that this event was caused by someone else (1) | did not

think that this event was caused by someone else (9)™.

Fifth, since the present study emphasizes the emotions that were
experienced after a stressful event, instead of using affect scales like Positive
and Negative Affectivity Schedule (PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988), which measures general positive and negative affect status, an emotion
checklist was constructed. In the development of emotions checklist, the
emotions to be included in this checklist (17 discrete emotion names) were
selected in the light of the literature and findings of the interview. The checklist
consisted of 14 emotions used in Smith and Ellswoth’s study (1985), 5 of
which are called basic emotions (Oatley & Johnson-Laird 1987; Power &
Dalgleish, 1999); happiness, sadness, fear, anger and disgust. In addition to
these 14 emotions; happiness, sadness, fear, anger, boredom, interest, hope,
frustration, contempt, disgust, surprise, pride, shame, and guilt, three additional
emotions, jealousy, regret and hate which were derived from the findings of

interviews were also included.

Last, in the present study, the cognitive appraisal of emotions was
aimed to be measured by adapting the items of Roseman’s CAM (Roseman,
Spindel, & Jose, 1990), to the context of emotions, in order to assess the
cognitive appraisal of specific emotions along six cognitive dimensions. For
this purpose, the items of Roseman’s CAM (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990)
were modified and adopted to emotions by the researcher of the present study
and called Cognitive Appraisal of Emotion Scale (CAES). The aim of using
this scale was to understand the reappraisal of the emotions along the
dimensions of cognitive appraisal. Since “each emotion is characterised by its
own specific pattern of response which includes, physiological, behavioral and

cognitive components” (Mandler, 1975, p. 105), it is important to learn how the
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person evaluates each emotion along the dimensions of cognitive appraisal, in
order to understand an emotion’s possible effect on the selection of coping

strategies.

In the modification process of the CAES, wordings of the items were
changed to be able to appraise specific emotions. The scale consisted of 17
items measuring the same six dimensions as; motivational state, situational
state, power, probability, legitimacy and agency. Only one item in certainty
dimension was excluded from the scale, because of its redundancy. Each
dimension was measured by three questions on a 9-point scale, anchored at
either end. The format and measurement of the items in this scale were
identical to CAM items, only the wording of the items was changed to appraise
the emotion. For example, “l thought this emotion was caused by someone

else” (1), “I did not think that this emotion was caused by someone else (9)”.

In line with the theoretical considerations that were mentioned above, in
the second stage of the pilot study, the survey, the questionnaire consisted of
items measuring stress level, secondary appraisal of the event, cognitive
appraisal of the situation, emotions checklist and, cognitive appraisal of

emotions. The questionnaire of the pilot study was presented in Appendix B.

Forty-nine Atilim University students (13 female 36 male) from
different departments and grades voluntarily participated in the second stage of
the pilot study. The questionnaire was distributed to the students by the
researcher during their regular class hours with the permission of the course

instructor. Students filled out the questionnaires approximately in 20 minutes.
3.2.2.3 Modifications Made to the CAM and CAES after the Survey
The examination of the results of the survey study indicated that both

CAM and CAES needed some modifications particularly in response format
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for the ease of both understanding and measurement. It was found that some
items measure two different concepts in one item. Such items were separated
into two items so that each item can measure a single concept. Since Turkish
sentence structure was thought not to be appropriate, double negations were
avoided and the response format of items of both scales were changed from 9-

point bipolar format to 5-point Likert type (1 = never to 5 = to a great extent).

The items both in CAM and CAES that needed such modifications were

as follows:

Item number 3 (an item of situational state dimension); “(The event/this
emotion) improved the situation (1), worsened the situation (9)”, was separated
into two items and presented as “(The event/this emotion) improved the

situation” and ““(The event/this emotion) worsen the situation”.

Two items of motivational state dimensions (items number 5 and 6)
were also separated in the same way. Item number 5 (an item of motivational
state dimension); “I wanted to (this emotion) minimize(d) some cost (1), I
wanted to (this emotion) maximize(d) some benefit (9)”, was separated into
two items and presented as item number 5, “I wanted to (this emotion)
decrease(d) some cost and, item number 6, “I wanted to (this emotion)

increase(d) some benefit”

Item 6 was decided to be separated as; item 7 “ I wanted to (this
emotion) decrease(d) something negative” and item 8 “I wanted to (this

emotion) increase(d) something positive”.
Three items of CAES (item number 4, 13,16) and two items of CAM

(item number 4 and 16) were excluded because of some repetitions of the

items.
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Lastly the item number 16 of the CAM, (item of circumstance agency)
“I did not think that the event was caused by circumstances beyond anyone’s
control (1), I thought that the event was caused by circumstances beyond
anyone’s control (9)” was excluded in the light of the questionnaire application
in the pilot study. Instead of this item, three separate items were used to tap the
event itself (item number 19, “It (the situation) was caused by the event
itself”), chance/coincidence (item number 21, “It was caused by chance,
coincidence etc.), and fate (item number 22, “It was caused by fate”) were
used in the main study. In CAES, the number of agency dimension items was
kept as they were in the original scale (three items measuring, circumstance
agency, other person agency and self agency). Circumstance agency, [item
number 16, “(This emotion) was caused by circumstances beyond anyone’s
control”], self agency, [item number 18, “(This emotion) was caused by me”]
and, other person agency, [item number 17, “(This emotion) was caused by

someone else”].

The remaining items which measure single concepts on two
dimensions, i.e. positive-negative, deserved-not deserved, strong-weak, were
presented as single items, emphasizing the positive pole. For example, item
number 10, “During the event I felt powerless (1), During the event I felt
powerful (9)”, was changed to one positive statement, i.e. item number 12

“During the event I felt powerful”.

As a result of these modifications made to CAM, the modified scale
called Cognitive Appraisal of Situation Scale (CASS) was used in the main
study consisting of 22 items with a 5-point Likert scale; 4 items measuring
situational state (item numbers; 1, 2, 3, 4), 4 items measuring motivational state
(item numbers; 5 ,6 ,7 ,8 ), 3 items measuring probability/certainty (item

numbers; 9, 10, 11), 3 items measuring power (item numbers; 12, 13, 14), 3
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items measuring legitimacy (item numbers; 15, 16, 17), and 5 items measuring

agency dimensions (item numbers; 18, 19, 20, 21, 22).

Similarly, the Cognitive Appraisal of Emotion Scale (CAES) used in
the main study consisted of 18 items with a 5-point Likert scale; 4 items
measuring situational state (item numbers; 1, 2, 3, 4), 4 items measuring
motivational state (item numbers; 5, 6, 7, 8), 2 items measuring
probability/certainty (item numbers; 9, 10), 3 items measuring power (item
numbers; 11, 12, 13), 2 items measuring legitimacy (item numbers; 14, 15),

and, 3 items measuring agency dimensions (item numbers; 16, 17, 18).

After the modifications of the scales, it was seen that the items of
agency dimension of the CASS were very similar to five items that were used
to measure the source of the event in the secondary appraisal of the event.
Therefore, five items of the secondary appraisal (item numbers; 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

were removed from the questionnaire of the present study.

3.2.3 Reliabilities of the Measures

When the psychometric properties of the instruments used in the
present study were considered, the following reliability characteristics were

obtained.

In the analysis of the survey data of the pilot study, internal consistency
of secondary appraisal was satisfactory. Cronbach alpha reliability of the items
of harm/loss and threat was .85. Therefore, these items were decided to be used
in the main study. Items of challenge appraisal on the other hand, were
presented in the questionnaire of the present study in order to use the score of

challenge appraisal as a criterion for the validity of CASS.
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Since the studies that examined the appraisal emotion relationship
emphasized the effect of appraisal on discrete emotions (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter
Schure, 1989; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Smith
& Ellsworth, 1985), in these studies emotions were used as discrete emotions
not as checklists or scales, therefore their reliabilities were not assessed.
However, although there are other studies that used emotions as clusters such
as negative and positive emotions (e.g., McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack, 1997;
Skinner & Brewer, 2002), these studies did not report the reliability of the
emotion clusters either. In the present study, the results of the analysis of the
survey data revealed that when subjected to the factor analysis, emotions
checklist revealed two factors that can be used as negative and positive
emotions subscales. When the internal consistency of these subscales were
computed, the Cronbach alpha reliability for negative emotions was .83, and

for positive emotions .80.

In the survey data, for CAM and CAES the reliabilities of the scales
were not computed, because these two instruments are composed of six
dimensions that actually measure distinct features of the situation (CAM) and
emotion (CAES). Also, due to the measurement format of the items of these
instruments, the factor analysis could not be conducted. However, correlations
between items in each dimension were promising. The item correlations of 6
dimensions of CAES varied between .70 and .30. (Situational state .70;
motivational state .52; probability 48; power .44; legitimacy, .30 and agency
39) and of CAM varied between .72 and .10. (Situational state .72;
motivational state .43; probability .57; power .60; legitimacy .35 and agency
.10). Therefore, the psychometric properties of these two scales, CASS and
CAES, with the modifications after the survey, were examined during the
analysis of the data of the main study. The detailed account of the reliabilities
of the two scales was presented in “Preliminary Analysis” section of the

Results chapter.
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3.3 Materials

In the main study, the questionnaire, which consisted of four parts, was
used to collect data. The questionnaire of the main study was presented in

Appendix C.

In the first page of the questionnaire students were introduced to the

purpose of the study.

In the first part of the questionnaire, background information about
students regarding their gender, age, department, and grades were asked for the

purpose of sample presentation.

In the second part of the questionnaire, students were asked to
briefly report (in 5-10 sentences) a stressful event that they have experienced in
the past fifteen days so that they can accurately remember their thoughts and
emotions about the event. Students, after writing the stressful event were asked
to indicate the extent to which the event created stress on a 11-point Likert type

scale (1 =not at all, 11 = to a great extent).

The third part of the questionnaire consisted of four sections. In the
first section, in order to assess the secondary appraisals of students (harm/loss,
threat and challenge appraisals) 6 questions were formed (item numbers, 1, 2
for harm/loss; item numbers, 5, 6 for threat, item numbers 3, 4, 7 for
challenge). In the present study, for each of the items, students were asked to
rate their response on a 11-point Likert type scale (1 = do not agree at all, 11 =

totally agree).

Since the secondary appraisal items and stress question were used in the

SEM analysis as observed variables, 11 point Likert format was decided to be
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used by considering the recommendations of Bollen and Long (1993) instead

of more common smaller points like 5 or 7.

In the second section of the third part of the questionnaire, the
Cognitive Appraisal of Situation Scale (CASS) which is the modified version
of CAM was presented (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose 1990). After the
modifications described in material development section, the CASS used in the
main study consisted of 22 items with a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 =
extremely). Students were asked to remember their evaluations during the
stressful event and answer the questions by considering their evaluations
during the event. The importance of answering questions remembering the time
of the event was emphasized by underlying the sentence “not your evaluations

about the event now”.

The third section of the third part of the questionnaire consisted of
emotions checklist. The checklist consisted of 17 emotions: happiness, sadness,
fear, anger, boredom, interest, hope, frustration, contempt, disgust, surprise,
pride, shame, guilt, and, three additional emotions: jealousy, regret and hate
which were derived from the findings of the interviews. Students were asked to
remember the emotions that they had experienced during the stressful event
and indicate how intense they were feeling each of the emotions on the
checklist, on a 5-point Likert format (1 = not at all, 5 = extremely). The
importance of answering questions remembering the time of the event was
emphasized by underlying the sentence “not your emotions about the event

o5

now .

In the fourth section of the third part of the questionnaire, students
were first asked to select one emotion that they have intensely experienced
during the stressful event and print it in a box on that page. Later, they were

asked to evaluate that specific emotion by answering the questions of CAES,
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considering this single emotion that they have just printed in the box. The
CAES used in the main study consisted of 18 items with a 5-point Likert scale

(1 =not at all, 5 = extremely).

The forth and the last part of the questionnaire was composed of
Coping Style Scale (Sahin & Durak, 1995). Students were asked to indicate the
coping strategies that they used to cope with the stressful event that they
described and the extent to which they used each strategy on 5 a point Likert

scale (1 =not at all, 5 = extremely).

3.4 Procedure

For student recruitment, the written permission to include students in
the study was obtained from the office of the President. The data was collected
by administering the questionnaires to students. The questionnaires were
distributed to students during their regular class meetings and at dormitories by
the researcher. The method of sampling was essentially a convenient sampling
but in order to include students from different departments, the questionnaires
were distributed to the students during their required English courses at METU
(ENG 101, ENG 102, ENG, 103, and ENG 211) and at dormitories. After
obtaining the necessary permission from the director of each dormitory at
METU, the researcher administered the questionnaires to students. During
several times of the day, the researcher visited the dormitories, visited each
room and informed students about the research, briefly mentioning what the
research is about. Students were given a certain time to meet in the study room
of the dormitory and questionnaires were administered in a group format by the
researcher. The same procedure was followed in each and every dormitory on
METU campus. On the first page of the questionnaire, brief information about
the research and instructions to answer the questions were presented. Students

filled out the questionnaires approximately in 30 minutes.
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3.5 Data Analysis

In order to examine the role of cognitive appraisals and emotions in the
interactional model of stress, the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was
used. The reasons for using SEM instead of similar multivariate statistical
techniques were threefold. First, SEM programs provide an overall test of
model fit and test of individual parameter estimates. Second, regression
coefficients, means and variances may be computed and tested simultaneously.
Third, multiple dependent and independent variables are permitted therefore,
mediating variables can be included in a single model unlike in regression

analysis.

In the data analysis, as in most SEM applications, five steps were
followed; model specification, model identification, model estimation, testing
the model fit and model respecification (Bollen & Long, 1993). AMOS.5
(student edition) program was used for the SEM analysis (Arbucle, 2003).

In order to test the model fit, basic measurement and fit indexes were
used. These indexes were presented below with summary information about
their function and interpretation. The information about indexes was obtained

from Bollen and Long (1993), Byrne (2001), and Ullman (1996).

The first three values are measurement indexes; x*, df and */df ratio.
Since % alone is not an adequate indicator, it was interpreted with degrees of
freedom. Here df refers to the difference between known values and unknown
value estimates and the ratio of x*/df determines the identification of a model.
As a general rule of thumb, the ratio less than 5 is considered to be accepted
and as the value of ratio get closer to 1, the model is accepted to be a fitting
model. Non significant p (p> .05) is interpreted as identified measurement
model. Other indexes are considered to be goodness of fit statistics and test

how the hypothesized model fits the data.
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CFI (Comparative fit index) and NFI (Normed fit index): CFI and NFI
assess the improvement of models fit relative to the null or independence
model. Values over .90 are generally considered to be acceptable and over .95

to be superior fit (Byrne, 2001).

RMSEA (Root mean square error of approximation): RMSEA takes
into account the error of approximation in the population. Values less than .05

are considered to be acceptable values.

AIC (Akeike’s information criterion): AIC addresses the issue of
parsimony in the model fit assessment. Smaller values represent better fit and
this index is also used to reflect the degree to which parameter estimates in the

original sample will cross validate in future samples.

BCC (Brown-Cudeck criterion): BCC operates and is interpreted in the
same way as AIC. The only difference between the two is BCC considers

model complexity and is more strict than the AIC.

ECVI (Expected cross validation index): ECVI asseses the likelihood
that the model cross-validates across similar size samples from the same
population. There is no determined value for this index but the comparative

value of ECVI to saturated and independent models gives the acceptable rates.

CN (Critical N): This index focuses only on the adequacy of the sample

size. Values over 200 are an indicator of adequate sample size.

3.6 Limitations

This research has several limitations which need to mentioned. First of

all, the sample was drawn from university students and although the number of
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participants was tried to be kept adequate, it prevents the results from being

generalized to the other populations.

Second, the data collected rely on the self report of participants and,
although the importance of reporting thoughts and emotions during the event
was emphasized, there was no way to control the validity of this information by

a survey type research.

Focusing on each dimension of the cognitive appraisal of the situation
and discrete emotions separately could not be performed in this study. Future
research in the area of stress process should focus on the discrete effect of each

dimension of appraisal and emotions on coping strategies.
Lastly, the effect of time on both appraisals and emotions need to be

studied in order to better understand the possible change in the appraisals,

emotions and coping over time.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

The results of the study are presented in two parts in separate sections.
In the first part, results of the preliminary analysis of the stressful event,
secondary appraisal of the event and factor analysis of cognitive appraisal
dimensions, elicited emotions, cognitive appraisal of emotions and coping
scale are presented. In the second part, the relationships of stress level,
secondary appraisal, cognitive appraisal of the situation, positive and negative
emotions experienced after the stressful event, cognitive appraisal of emotion,
problem focused coping, and emotion focused coping are demonstrated by

employing structural equation modeling (SEM).

4.1 Preliminary Analysis

In the preliminary analysis, scores of dependent and independent
variables that were used in the structural equation modeling were obtained
through either summing up the scores of individual items, or as a result factor
analysis. The reliability and validity characteristics of the two scales, CASS

and CAES, were also obtained and presented in the preliminary analysis part.

4.1.1 Level of Stress

The stress caused by the event at the time of the event was measured by
single questions on a 11-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 11 = to a great

extend). The mean stress level of the sample (N = 558) was 8,29 (SD = 1,99).
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4.1.2 Secondary Appraisals

Participants’ secondary appraisal scores were obtained by averaging the
responses given to four appraisal questions that aimed to measure harm/loss
and threat appraisals (item numbers 1, 2, 5, 6 in the secondary appraisal of
event). Since the internal consistency of four items was also adequate
(Cronbach Alpha = .78), secondary appraisal score was used as an unobserved
variable in the SEM analysis. Items of challenge appraisal were decided to be
excluded in the further analysis because of their similarities with the items of
power, situational state and motivational state dimensions of CASS.
Specifically, three challenge appraisal items in the secondary appraisal of event
measure, item numbers 3, 4 and 7 were similar to item number 3, 6 and 14 in

the CASS.

4.1.3 Cognitive Appraisal of Event

Responses to the Cognitive Appraisal of Situation Scale (CASS) were
subjected to factor analysis by employing principal components with varimax
rotation. The initial analysis, employing an eigenvalue of 1.00 as the criterion
produced eight factors explaining 70.2% of the total variance. When the
number of factors was restricted to six, the analysis produced the most suitable
solution for the purpose of the study. Six factors explained 61.4% of the total
variance with eigenvalue = 1,28. Variances explained by each factor were as
follows: factor 1, 11,9%; factor 2, 11,7%; factor 3, 10,8%; factor 4, 10,4%;
factor 5, 9,3%; factor 6, 7,9%. The item compositions of 6 factor solution,
factor loadings, communality values of each item and Cronbach Alpha

reliabilities of each factor were presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Items of Six Factors of CASS, Factor Loadings, Communalities and
Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities of Factors

Appraisal of Event 1 2 3 4 5 6 Communality o
Power 13 92 03 .06 .15 .13 -.05 .90 .90
Power 12 91 04 .05 .19 .15 -.08 .89

Power 14 86 .11 -06 .12 .09 -.06 78
Motivational state 7 .01 .81 .05 .05 .07 .01 .67 .79
Motivational state 8 .01 77 -03 .10 .07 .11 .62
Motivational state 6 .04 76 -.08 .16 -.04 .05 .62
Motivational state 5 .07 73 .08 -05 .07 .00 .56

Self agency 18 -06 .01 -78 .12 .09 -.10 .65 .67
Other person agency 20 -.02 -.01 .70 .05 .13 .18 .54
Legitimacy 15 -03 .02 .67 -.09 .15 -.07 48
Legitimacy 16* -04 01 -66 21 .23 .12 .54
Legitimacy 17 22 .30 .31 .11 .06 -.11 26
Situational state 1 .08 .01 .01 .83 .11 .08 72 1
Situational state 2 09 13 -.07 .80 .07 .06 .68
Situational state 3 21 22 -13 .68 .01 -.18 47
Situational state 4* -21 .04 21 -51 .18 .30 .60
Probability 10 .03 -01 .01 -.01 .86 .01 74 74
Probability 11 10 .16 -07 .13 .74 -0l .59
Probability 9 20 .03 .11 -.02 .73 -.05 .61

Agency 22 (Fate) -01 -.02 -.02 -.07 -.09 .79 .64 .56
Agency 21 (Chance) -.09 .10 -.01 -03 .02 .79 .64

Agency 19 (Event) -09 .10 45 .04 .02 .51 49

*[tem numbers 4 and 16 were reverse coded in the further analysis.

As can be seen in Table 1, items of four dimensions, power,
motivational state, situational state, and probability were loaded in the relevant
factors. Two agency items were loaded in the legitimacy factor. Poor
psychometric properties of these two dimensions; legitimacy and agency, were
expected. Earlier research on cognitive appraisal dimensions produced similar
results that is, legitimacy items correlated high with the agency items and
researchers deleted or modified some items of these dimensions (Frijda,
Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Smith &
Ellsworth, 1985). Therefore, for the further analysis, the items of legitimacy

and agency dimensions were decided to be removed from the analysis. When
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the legitimacy and agency items were removed from the scale, the Cronbach

alpha reliability of the scale was .78.

As for the validity of the CASS, it can be said that the scale has content
validity. Since the dimensions obtained as a result of factor analysis are almost
identical to the original CAM (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990) the results of
the factor analysis can be used as evidence for its construct validity. Since the
contents of the remaining four dimensions of the CASS were similar to the
challenge secondary appraisal where persons appraise the event positively such
as expecting to cope successfully with the event, expecting the event to
produce something positive and beneficial, the score of challenge appraisal was
used as the criterion for the validity of the CASS. The Pearson Product-
Moment Correlation Coefficient was .44, which can be considered as adequate
(Anastasi, 1988) when the theoretical considerations of the present research are

taken into account.

Scores of CASS dimensions that were used in the structural analysis
were obtained by averaging the items of four dimension (power, items 12, 13,
14; motivational state, items 5, 6, 7, 8; situational state, items 1, 2, 3, 4;
probability, items 9, 10, 11). The scale score that was used in the structural
analysis as an unobserved variable was obtained by summing up four

dimension scores.

4.1.4 Emotions Experienced after the Stressful Event

When the students’ ratings of the emotions experienced after the event
were subjected to factor analysis, with principle components, varimax rotation,
and eigenvalues over 1,00 as the criterion, 4 factors explaining 53.6% of the
total variance with eigenvalue = 1, 25 was obtained. When the number of
factors was restricted to two, factors explained 35.5 % of the variance with

eigenvalue = 1,92. Since it serves the aim of the study better, the two factor
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solution was decided to be used in the further analysis. Two-factor solutions,
factor loadings and communality values of each item and Cronbach Alpha

reliabilities of each factor were presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Items of Two Factors of Emotions Checklist, Factor Loadings,
Communalities and Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities of Factors

Emotions Checklist 1 2 Communality o
Anger 69 -.08 48 .79
Sadness 68 -.04 47

Hate 66 -10 45

Contempt .65 .03 43

Boredom 61 -10 38

Disgust 60 -.14 .38
Frustration .56 17 .34

Shame .54 11 31

Regret 48 A1 24

Guilt 43 .10 20

Surprise 40 -01 .16

Hope -23 74 .60 .56
Interest -06 .65 42

Happiness -35 .59 47

Pride 21 S1 31

Jealousy 30 .39 24

Fear .30 30 18

Emotions scores were obtained as a result of factor analysis with two
factors. Factors named as positive and negative emotions, and mean scores for
positive and negative emotions were obtained by averaging the scores of
emotions in each factor. In the light of previous research findings where
surprise was used as positive emotion (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Roseman,
Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), in the present study,
although it was loaded under negative emotions, surprise was placed under

positive emotions.

In positive emotions, responses to five emotions (surprise, happiness,

pride, hope, interest), and, in negative emotions, 12 emotions (anger, sadness,
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hate, contempt, boredom, disgust, frustration, shame, regret, guilt, jealousy,
fear) were included. Jealousy and fear were placed under negative emotions

since they were loaded under both factors.

4.1.5 Cognitive Appraisal of Emotions

Responses to the items of CAES were subjected to factor analysis by
employing principal components with varimax rotation. The initial analysis,
employing an eigenvalue of 1.00 as the criterion produced 5 factors explaining
% 65.2 of the total variance with eigenvalue = 1, 06. Variance explained by
each factor was as follows; factor 1, 23,8%; factor 2, 14,8%; factor 3, 10,3%:;
factor 4, 8,2%; factor 5, 7,9%. The item compositions of 5 factor solution,
factor loadings and communality values of each item and Cronbach Alpha

reliabilities of each factor were presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Items of Five Factors of CAES and Factor Loadings, Communalities
and Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities of Factors

Cognitive appraisal of 1 2 3 4 5 Communality q
emotion

Motivational state 7 85 .09 .13 -02 .04 75 .89
Motivational state 5 84 .19 .10 -.01 .05 75
Motivational state 6 83 .12 .03 .00 .01 .70
Motivational state 8 82 .07 .10 .03 .02 .69
Situational state 3 g8 24 18 -03 .16 .73
Situational state 1 S7 17 .12 .07 .39 52
Situational state 2 49 24 11 .10 43 .50

Power 12 21 .87 -.06 .19 .10 .84 .87
Power 11 22 .83 -06 21 .13 .81

Power 13 14 .82 .02 .04 .00 .69

Self agency 18 Jd6 -.09 .82 .16 .05 73 .53
Other person agency 17 -.05 -.01 -78 .15 .11 .65
Legitimacy 14 27 .05 .64 .16 .28 .59
Probability 9 d6 .17 11 .78 -.04 .67 52
Probability 10 -08 .19 .04 .67 .20 53
Situational state 4 -23 -48 -22 48 -.12 58
Circumstance agency 16 -.02 -.07 -.06 .12 .74 57 23
Legitimacy 15 A8 22 12 -.08 .58 44
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As it can be seen in Table 3, item loadings under factors were as
expected. Items of situational and motivational state dimensions fell into one
factor. Although, these items measure two different dimensions, in the case of
the appraisal of the emotion, this distinction seems to be disappearing,
suggesting that the state appraisal for the emotion actually corresponds to the
pleasantness dimension. Pleasantness is also a common dimension and appears

in appraisal studies (e.g., Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).

Similar to the findings of other appraisal studies (Smith & Ellsworth,
1985; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990) legitimacy and agency items did not
differentiate well. Similar to the procedure followed for CASS, in this scale,
these two dimensions were decided to removed in the further analysis. When
the legitimacy and agency items were removed from the scale, the Cronbach
alpha reliability of the scale was .80. The internal consistency coefficient
suggests that the scale has a reliability evidence to assess the emotions on three

cognitive dimensions.

Scores of CAES dimensions were obtained by averaging the items of
each dimension (state, items 1 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8; probability, items 9, 10; power,
items 11, 12, 13). The scale score that was used in the structural analysis was

obtained by summing up the dimension scores.

4.1.6 Coping Styles

Responses to Coping Style Scale were subjected to factor analysis,
employing principal components with varimax rotation. The initial analysis,
employing an eigenvalue of 1.00 as the criterion produced 8 factors explaining
% 58. 51 of the total variance. Since the number of factors extracted was not in
line with the similar studies, further factor analysis, employing forced factor
numbers was tried. When the number of factors eas restricted to 2, two-factor

solution explained 29.6 % of the total variance with eigenvalue = 3,9. The first
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factor explained 16,6 % and the second factor explained the 13,0 % of the
variance. The item compositions of 2 factor solution, factor loadings and
communality values of each item and Cronbach Alpha reliabilities of each

factor were presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Items of Two Factors of Coping Style Scale, Factor Loadings,
Communalities and Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities of Factors

Coping Styles Scale 1 2 Communality q

Item Numbers
6 .69  -.07 438 .78
14 66  -.10 A4
18 65  -10 42
5 .60 .05 37
17 60  -.02 37
16 S8 -27 41
9 57 -.09 33
2 56 .05 32
29 sS4 -.03 30
4 51 .01 26
28 41 .08 17
26 36 13 14
8 35 -.02 18
24 A2 .66 45 .79
11 17 .65 45
23 .08 .62 .39
1 .01 59 35
20 .06 57 33
21 -23 .56 36
19 -,33 .56 42
13 -04 54 29
25 -05 .51 27
15 .20 45 24
10 .20 42 21
27 -13 41 18
22 -07 41 17
3 24 39 21
7 31 35 22
30% 13 27 .09
12* .03 25 .06

* Items excluded from further analysis
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Factors of Coping Styles Scale were named as problem focused coping
style and emotion focused coping style. Scores of coping styles were obtained

by averaging the items of each factor.

4.2 Analysis with Structural Equation Modeling

In order to examine the role of cognitive appraisals and emotions in the
interactional model of stress, the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was
employed by using AMOS.5 (Student Edition) (Arbucle, 2003). The structural
analysis consisted of five steps; model identification, model estimation, model

modification, model testing and, model respecification.

In the first step, dependent and independent variables were determined
and, observed and latent variables were constructed accordingly. In model
estimation, the measurement model, that is the relationship between variables
was tested (Model 1). In the model modification step, some modifications to
the model took place (Model 2). In the model testing, the modified model was
tested. In the last step, model respecification, the final model (Model 3) was

respecified, tested and compared with the modified model.

4.2.1 Model Identification

In the model identification step, a proposed model was constructed
according to the hypothesis of the research. In this step, variables and factors
that determine the latent construct were identified. Names and numbers of
observed and unobserved variables were presented in Table 5. As it was shown
in Table 5, observed or indicator variables are directly measured variables and
can be both dependent and independent variables. Unobserved variables or
latent variables are variables that are not directly measured, but predict the
measured variables. In other words, unobserved variables are constructs such
as cognitive appraisal of situation in this model and are not directly measured,

but were constructed by certain measured variables (Ullman, 1996). For
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example, dimensions of cognitive appraisal of situation that were obtained as a
result of factor analysis in this model are observed and, the total score that was

obtained by averaging the dimension scores are unobserved variables.

Table 5. Names and Numbers of Observed and Unobserved Variables in the
Model

Latent (unobserved) Number of Indicator Description of
Variables (observed) Variables indicator variables
Secondary appraisal 1 observed variable that Harm/loss appraisal

combined 4 items of secondary Threat appraisal
appraisal items

Cognitive appraisal of 1 observed variable that Situational state

situation combined 4 factors of CASS Motivational state
Power
Probability

Cognitive appraisal of 1 observed variable that State

emotion combined 3 factors of CAES Power
Probability

Positive emotions 1 factor of emotions checklist ~ Positive emotions

Negative emotions 1 factor of emotions checklist Negative emotions

Problem focused 1 factor of coping styles scale ~ Problem focused

coping coping

Emotion focused 1 factor of coping styles scale ~ Emotion focused

coping coping

Stress level 1 item

In line with the research questions of the study, a model where eight
variables were used was hypothesized. In the model, there were three
independent variables; stress level, secondary appraisal, and cognitive appraisal
of situation. Emotion focused coping and problem focused coping were the
dependent variables. Positive emotions, negative emotions and cognitive
appraisal of emotion were mediating variables. Means and standard deviations

and, intercorellations of variables were presented in Table 6.

The hypothesized model (model 1) was presented in Figure 1. Latent

variables were represented in ellipses and the observed variable was
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represented by a rectangle. As illustrated in Figure 1, it was expected that,

cognitive appraisal of situation will determine the positive and negative

emotions, positive and negative emotions will determine the cognitive

appraisal of emotion, cognitive appraisal of emotion will determine problem

and emotion focused coping directly. The relationship between cognitive

appraisal of situation and coping styles were expected to be mediated by

positive and negative emotions and cognitive appraisal of emotions. Two other

independent variables, stress level and secondary appraisal of the event, will

determine problem and emotion focused coping directly. Absence of direct

lines between variables implies lack of hypothesized direct effect.

Table 6. Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations of Variables in the

Model
Variables in M SD 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
the SEM
1. Stress level 8,29 1,99 A2xx - 13%  -12% .02 .40**  32*%* - ]10*
2. Secondary 5 4y 5 ¢ 09 -06 -0l 45+ 34% 04
appraisal
3. Cognitive
appraisal of 2,80 .62 SOk ARk L [THx L 10%  45%*
situation
4. Cognitive
appraisal of 2,34 .63 A4xx - 14% - 13*%  39%*
emotion
>. Positive 2,19 83 07 -03 33w
emotions
6. Negative 53 g T T
emotions
J.Emotion ) 59 ) 07
focused coping
8. Problem 306 .66

focused coping

*p< .05, *+<.01
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4.2.2 Model Estimation

In the second step, model estimation, the measurement model was
tested because the measurement of each latent variable is important to obtain a
psychometrically sound model in SEM (Bollen & Long, 1993; Byrne, 2001).
For this purpose, the validity of measurement model was tested using chi-
square difference test. Since the factors that constitute the latent variables in
the model were obtained by an earlier factor analysis, chi-square difference test
in SEM served as the cross validation of the psychometric characteristics of the
measures. The result of the test showed that although the variables are
correlated with each other and measurement model is adequate y* = 367,89, df

= 14, the model did not fit the data, p = .000 (5 /df = 26,28).
4.2.3 Model Modification

Since the model estimation revealed a misfit, post hoc model
modifications were performed in an attempt to develop a better fitting model.
Modification indexes in the AMOS output suggested some modifications in
order to develop better fitting data. The modifications that were suggested by
the AMOS program were presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Suggested Modifications by AMOS Program to Improve the Fit of
Hypothesized Model

Suggested additional paths

secondary appraisal

secondary appraisal

secondary appraisal

negative emotions

cognitive appraisal of situation

cognitive appraisal of situation
negative emotions

stress level

stress level

cognitive appraisal of emotion

A2 2 2 2

The modification indexes revealed that five additional paths needed to

be added to the model. After these paths were added to the model, the
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modified model (model 2) was tested. The modified model was presented in

Figure 2.
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4.2.4 Model Testing and Model Respecification

The test of modified model revealed that the model fitted the data
significantly, x> = 13,25, df = 6, p = .39 (i’ /df = 2,20). Goodness of fit index
shows that the fit is adequate (CFI1 =.993; RMSEA = .046).

In the final step, model respecification, the accepted model was tested
for the last time after deleting the nonsignificant paths from the model.
Specifically, 8 nonsignificant paths were deleted; negative emotions to
cognitive appraisal of emotion and secondary appraisal; negative emotions and
stress level to problem focused coping; secondary appraisal to positive
emotions; positive emotions to emotion focused coping; cognitive appraisal of
emotion to emotion focused coping. The final model, after the nonsignificant
paths were deleted, fitted the data significantly y* = 20,79 df = 13, p = .077 (*
/df = 1,59). Goodness of fit index shows that the fit is still good, (CFI = .992;
RMSEA = .033). When the other goodness of fit statistics was examined the
values were in acceptable ranges; NFI = .980; AIC = 82,79; BCC = 83,80;
ECVI = .148 (Low = .134, High = .178); CN = 602. The y’ difference test
revealed that, the final model was not significantly different from the modified
model, therefore, the hypothesis of the final model was accepted. Comparisons
of three models; hypothesized model, modified model and final model and,
summary of fit indexes were presented in Table 9 and 10 respectively. The

final model with significant predictions was presented in Figure 3.
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Standardized regression weights (Beta values) of each path between
independent and dependent variables in the final model were presented in

Table 8.

Table 8. Standardized Regression Weights of Paths Between Independent and
Dependent Variables in the Final Model

Independent variable Dependent variable Beta
secondary appraisal of the event > cognitive appraisal of situation  -.08
cognitive appraisal of situation =~ > positive emotions 48
secondary appraisal of the event => stress level 42
cognitive appraisal of situation > negative emotions -.11
cognitive appraisal of situation =~ > cognitive appraisal of emotion .50
secondary appraisal of the event => negative emotions 34
positive emotions —> cognitive appraisal of emotion .20
stress level -> negative emotions 25
positive emotions —> problem focused coping 12
cognitive appraisal of emotion = problem focused coping 17
negative emotions - emotion focused coping 40
stress level —> emotion focused coping A1
secondary appraisal of the event —> emotion focused coping A1

As the final accepted model shows, cognitive appraisal of situation
directly and significantly predicted positive emotions (.48), cognitive appraisal

of emotion (.50) and negative emotions (-.11).

Cognitive appraisal of emotion, was significantly predicted by

cognitive appraisal of situation (.50), and positive emotions (.20).

Secondary appraisal of the event directly and significantly predicted

stress level (.42) and negative emotions (.34).
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While negative emotions were negatively predicted by cognitive
appraisal of the situation (-.11) they were positively predicted by secondary
appraisal of the situation (.34).

Problem focused coping was predicted by two variables; positive
emotions (.12) and cognitive appraisal of emotion (.17) and these two variables
explained the 15% of the variance in the problem focused coping. Emotion
focused coping was predicted by three variables; negative emotions (.40),
stress level (.11) and secondary appraisal (.11), and these three variables

explained the 27% of the variance in emotion focused coping.

Standardized direct, indirect and total effects (Beta values) of
variables in the final model were presented in Table 11. Squared Multiple

Correlation coefficients (R?) of the variables were presented in Table 12.

As it can be seen in Table 11, when the indirect effects were
considered, it was seen that, cognitive appraisal of situation also has an indirect

significant effect on problem focused coping (.16).

Finally when the total effects of the predictors of two coping styles
were considered, it was seen that for both styles of coping the effect of
emotions is considerable. As Table 11 presents, the most parsimonious
determinant of emotion focused coping was negative emotions (.40), and for
problem focused coping, the size of the effect of three determinants was
comparable (cognitive appraisal of situation, .16, positive emotions, .15, and

cognitive appraisal of emotion, .17).
The results of the structural equation modeling supported the first

hypothesis of the research, i.e., positive emotions directly predicted the

problem focused coping and, negative emotions directly predicted the emotion
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focused coping. The second hypothesis of the research was partially supported
for problem focused coping. As hypothesized, cognitive appraisal of emotion
predicted the problem focused coping. However, cognitive appraisal of

emotion did not have any effect on emotion focused coping.

Table 9. Comparisons of Models

Model Description ~ Comparison x>  df °/df Ay" Adf Ay*/df  p

Model
Model 1: 367,89 14 26,28 _ _
Hypothesized model
Model 2: Model 1 1325 6 220 354,64 8 24,08 P<.05
Modified model

Model 3: Final model Model 2 20,79 13 1,59 7,54 7 .61 ns

Table 10. Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics

Model CFI NFI RMSEA AIC BCC ECVI CN
Model 1: .563 561 213 42790 428,88 765 36
Hypothesized model

Model 2: .993 987 .046 89,25 90,50 160 532
Modified model

Model 3: Final model .992 .980 .033 82,79 83,80 148 602
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Table 11. Standardized Direct, Indirect and Total Effects of Variables

Secondary Cognitive ~ Positive  Stress  Negative Cognitive
Standardized Direct Effects appraisal of event appraisal of emotions level  emotions  appraisal of
situation emotion

Cognitive appraisal of situation -.08 L o o o o
Positive emotions o 48 L L . L
Stress level 42 o o o o o
Negative emotions 34 -.11 o 25 o o
Cognitive appraisal of emotion - .50 .20 L L o
Problem focused coping o o 12 o o 17
Emotion focused coping A1 - - A1 40 -

Standardized Indirect Effects
Cognitive appraisal of situation L L - . L .
Positive emotions -.04 o o o o o
Stress level o - o o o L
Negative emotions A1 o o o o o
Cognitive appraisal of emotion -.05 .10 o o o o
Problem focused coping -.01 .16 .03 o o .
Emotion focused coping 23 -.04 10

Standardized Total Effects
Cognitive appraisal of situation -.08 L o o . o
Positive emotions -.04 48 o o o o
Stress level 42 - o o o L
Negative emotions 45 -.11 L 25 - L
Cognitive appraisal of emotion -.05 .59 .20 o o o
Problem focused coping -.01 .16 A5 17

Emotion focused coping .34 -.04 21 40




Table 12. Squared Multiple Correlation Coefficients (R?) of the Variables in
the Final Model

Variables in the model (R?)
Cognitive appraisal of situation .01
Positive emotions 23
Stress level 17
Negative emotions 27
Cognitive appraisal of emotion 38
Problem focused coping A5
Emotion focused coping 27

As Table 12 presents, when the variances explained in the four
mediating variables in the final model were examined, it was seen that 23% of
the variance was explained in positive emotions by a single variable, cognitive
appraisal of situation. 27% of the variance in negative emotions was explained
by two variables, secondary appraisal and cognitive appraisal of situation. Two
variables, positive emotions and cognitive appraisal of situation explained 38%
of the variance in cognitive appraisal of emotion. Finally, secondary appraisal

of the event explained 17% of the variance in the stress level.

82



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS

5.1 Discussion

This study examined the role of cognitive appraisal of the situation,
emotions experienced and cognitive appraisal of emotions in the face of a
stressful event together with secondary appraisal of the event, stress level, and

coping styles by using Structural Equation Modeling.

Findings of the structural analysis showed that, appraisal of situation in
four cognitive dimensions; situational state, motivational state, probability, and
power predicted positive emotions significantly (.48). Positive emotions, which
worked as a mediator between appraisal and coping, led to problem focused
coping style (.12). Both appraisal of the situation (.50) and positive emotions
(.20) significantly predicted appraisal of emotion, which is another moderator
that predicted problem focused coping (.17). Although the indirect effect of
appraisal of situation on problem focused coping was also significant (.16),
when the total effects were compared, positive emotions (.15), appraisal of
situation (.16), and appraisal of emotion (.17). predicted problem focused

coping almost equally.

Secondary appraisal of the event, which was composed of threat and
harm/loss appraisals, directly predicted negative emotions (.34) and stress level

(.42) significantly. Emotion focused coping was significantly directly predicted
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by three variables; secondary appraisal (.11), stress level (.11) and negative

emotions (.40).

When the total effects of stress level, secondary appraisals, and
negative emotions on emotion focused coping were examined, it was seen that
total effect of negative emotions (.40) was higher than both secondary appraisal

(.34) and stress level (.21).

The results of this study indicated that appraisal of situation determined
the positive emotions, and positive emotions not only affected problem solving
coping but also determined the appraisal of emotion which also affected
problem solving coping. Secondary appraisal affected both stress level and
negative emotions and these two variables determined the emotion focused
coping. In this part, appraisal of negative emotions was not a significant

predictor for emotion focused coping.

The results support the research’s first hypothesis that not only
appraisal of the situation but also emotions can directly predict the style of

coping.

The second hypothesis of the research, which predicted significant
direct effect of appraisal of emotions, was partially supported, i.e., only for
positive emotions. While appraisal of emotion predicted problem focused
coping, the results show that, negative emotions did not go through any

appraisal process.

The presence of significant relationships between secondary appraisal
and negative emotions, and appraisal of the situation and positive emotions,
partially supported the cognitive theory of emotion, which argues that emotions
are the results of cognitive appraisals (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990;

Skinner & Brewer, 2002; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985); and fully supported the
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view of two higher order emotion categories approach, positive and negative
emotions clusters (Herrald & Tomaka, 2001; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988).

When appraisal and coping relationship was taken into consideration
and the results of this study were compared to the findings of other appraisal-
coping studies, as it was expected, secondary appraisal moderated the emotion
focused coping (Mikulincer & Victor 1995; Portello & Long, 2001; Thornton,
1992); and appraisal of situation (positive appraisal) predicted more problem
focused coping (Bjorck, Cuthberston, Thurman, & Yung 2001). Similarly,
cognitive appraisal predicted coping better than the level of stress (Chung et
al., 2001; Portello & Long, 2001). However, when the total effects of appraisal,
emotion, and stress level were compared, the results showed that for both
problem and emotion focused coping, emotions were strong predictors. This
result satisfied the basic premise of the research, that is, the important role of
emotions in stress and coping, which has both theoretical and practical

implications.

An important point in this research was its attempt to imply the effect
of affect on coping both directly and indirectly through appraisal of emotion.
Absence of appraisal of negative emotions leads us to consider possible
alternative explanations about the appraisal process of emotion. Absence of
appraisal of negative emotions can find support from information processing
research. Tiedens and Linton (2001), stated that dual process theories of
information processing investigate how affect states affect attitude change.
There is evidence that “positive moods lead to heuristic processing. ... positive
moods lead to increased reliance on heuristic cues such as the expertise of the
source. On the other hand, sad and neutral people (neutral and negative mood)
are more attuned to the quality of arguments than are happy people, and thus,
they appear to be processing more systematically” (Tiedens & Linton, 2001, p.
977).
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It 1s possible that people who experienced positive emotions in this
research, followed a similar cognitive processing and tended to deal with the
heuristics of the situation, which corresponds to the problem focused coping
strategies. For negative emotions, on the other hand, emotion focused coping
strategies can be seen as systematic processing of the situation and of the
information about the situation. This explanation might have an important
input for the counseling implications of the results of this study. People who
come to the counseling session with negative emotions or ineffective coping
skills, might be in need of systematic processing of the event. In other words, if
the appraisal of the emotion part was missing in the stress process, the
counselor might guide the client to systematically reprocess the event and the

emotions.

The presence of appraisal of emotion only for positive emotions can be
explained by the certainty dimension of cognitive appraisal of the event. It is
possible that, after a stressful event, people are more uncertain about their
positive emotions as compared to negative emotions and therefore get into
substantive processing of possibly uncertainty associated positive emotions.
This possibility also finds support from Roseman et al.’s (1990) and Smith and
Ellsworth’s (1985) studies where the results of the research were inconsistent
for the appraisal of event on certainty-uncertainty dimension. Hope, for
example, was appraised as uncertain, but disgust, sadness and distress
produced inconsistent results in terms of certainty (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose,
1990; Tiedens & Linton, 2001). For negative emotions included in this study
such as anger, distress, shame, sadness, students might be more certain about
the emotion and therefore do not reappraise the emotion cognitively. In such a
case, it can be argued that if the experienced emotions are negative, students
tend to directly deal with these emotions as in emotion focused coping styles,
possibly because of its function to regulate emotions. Another possible

explanation can be the nature of basic versus complex emotions. Basic
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emotions such as happiness, sadness, fear, anger and disgust are elicited

automatically, without the appraisal of event (Power & Dalgleish, 1999).

For positive emotions, on the other hand, there are two possible
explanations. First, since these emotions are positive, people may want to keep
experiencing the emotion and therefore reappraise the emotion over time. In
other words, appraisal of positive emotions can serve as a mechanism to make
endurance of such plausible emotions possible. The second explanation can be
again related with the certainty dimension of the emotion: if people are not sure
about these positive emotions they may need to appraise them in order to

increase their certainty about the emotion.

The final point that needs to be mentioned is about the methodological
issues inherent in appraisal studies. In this study, the participants first
remembered a stressful event, later appraised that event and finally reported
their emotions regarding the event. Although the sequence of event-appraisal-
emotion-appraisal of emotion process was tried to be kept during data
collection and also in the analysis, this does not guarantee the sequence of the
processes while the event was actually happening. In other words, the
relationship between appraisals and emotions and coping might be much more
complex than we assume and this relationship may not be linear. Therefore, it
is also possible that, the participants were not answering especially appraisal
questions by considering their thoughts and emotions at the time of the event
but rather, at the time when they were questioned about the event which was
after the event happened. This handicap exists and also is mentioned by some
researchers (MacLeod, 1993, cited in McNally, 2001), who are critical of the
use of cognitive appraisals in psychology “because of its reliance on
introspective self reports to ascertain beliefs, the appraisal approach embodied
in cognitive therapy falls outside the boundaries of legitimate science”
(MacLeod, 1993, p. 170, cited in McNally, 2001). They even claim that the

method used in appraisal studies in psychology and counseling can be invalid;

87



and the relationship between cognitive appraisals and subsequent behavior
does not confirm causality. Assuming a causal relationship in such a sequence
may cause us to do post hoc faults. It was also argued that, self-report is
inadequate to reveal the causes “that lie outside of the awareness, it fails to
capture processes that occur very quickly” (McNally, 2001, p. 516). This
critique is partly the result of a difference in the use of the word cognitive, as a
general versus strict way. As it was mentioned in several points in this
research, the word cognitive appraisal was used as a general term and by no
means used in the meaning of cognition or information processing. Further,
this research was not after finding the nature of the appraisal process that
happens very quickly and even lies outside of awareness, which has very
structured and specific use in the counseling process, e.g., dealing with

automatic thoughts.

5.2 Implications

For the theoretical part, the results suggested that emotions and the
cognitive appraisal of emotions are important variables in the interactional
model of stress and coping, because of their direct and moderator roles in the
stress process. The roles of positive emotions and the appraisal of positive
emotions need more consideration to understand the role of positive emotions
in the stress process. This is similar to the need to understand the adaptive

mechanism of positive emotions (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000).

Since the research focused on real life stressful events that participants
actually experienced, the results suggest that the findings can be used in
counseling practices. Even if we cannot be certain about the precision of the
appraisals and emotions experienced after a stressful event, this may not hinder

the applicability of the results to the counseling sessions.

When the counseling implications of the results are considered, in

cognitive terms, clients come to the counseling sessions when they need to
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cope with stressors, when they are loaded with emotions which are generally
negative, or, when they cannot deal with the problems or the stressors. The
results suggest to us, the need to focus on emotions by considering their

antecedents and consequences.

Emotion ... plays a significant role in counseling, regardless of
whether emotion is a fundamental part of the counseling
psychologist’s theoretical framework or whether emotion is
considered to be significant, although not primary, element of
the counseling process (Wester, Vogel, Pressly, & Heesacker,
2002, p. 630).

Since the appraisal of the situation determines the emotion, and since
the negative emotions tend not to be appraised but rather directly yield emotion
focused coping strategies which are not always the effective ways of handling
situations, by reappraising the situation and the negative emotions, the clients

may gain a more objective view of the stressful event.

The four dimensions of cognitive appraisal of event can be used as a
tool for clients to reappraise the stressful event. Focusing on each appraisal
dimension: power, motivational state, situational state, and probability
dimensions as well as threat and harm loss appraisal, may serve a therapeutic
tool for the regulation of emotions. For example, the counselor may see that
strong negative emotions such as anger and shame may cause clients to see a
situation as more demanding and threatening (Folkman 1984) hence, appraise
the situation as unchangeable and use emotion focused coping strategies. The
results of Herrald and Tomaka’s (2001) experiment also support the
relationship between negative emotion and subsequent behavior. In their
experiment it was found that anger was associated with task performance
decrements and such a relationship between negative emotion and
performance, may have real world consequences. Therefore, focusing on and
exploring negative emotions during counseling may contribute to the relief and

change the clients’ frame of seeing the event differently. As Wester and
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collogues reported “Counseling psychologist’s increased understanding of
affective phenomena may increase their ability to facilitate certain therapeutic

change processes” (Wester et al., 2002, p. 631).

From a different perspective, reappraising the situation and emotions
may also serve as an information processing function and this process may
produce more positive emotions (Winkielman & Cacioppo, 2001). Therefore,
clients can develop more problem oriented coping strategies especially in the

cognitive oriented counseling practices.

Since there is a strong relationship between coping styles and
psychological well being, and since the emotion focused strategies are related
with poor psychological outcomes (Dunkley & Blankstein, 2000; Endler &
Parker, 1990; Endler, Parker, & Butcher, 2003; Herrald & Tomaka, 2001;
Pakenham, 2001), in counseling, the interventions focusing on negative
emotions, and related appraisals may help the development of more task or
problem oriented coping strategies and these shifts may have long term

preventive effects for the clients.

In this context, a similar, widely used method, “reframing”, has
procedural similarities with reappraising. “Reframing and stress inoculation
assume that maladaptive emotions and thinking are influenced or mediated by
one’s core beliefs, schemas, perception and cognitions” (Cormier & Cormier,
1998, p. 395). Reframing involves understanding the mechanism by which an
incident or situation is perceived by the client, and providing the client with a
new frame or new view of the situation. Similarly, by reappraising the situation
according to the dimensions of cognitive appraisal of the event, the client may
alter the perceptions and gain a new view of the situation. If this alteration can
become more objective, or positive, this change in the perception may

accompany, changes in emotions and subsequent behaviors.
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Although some cognitivists argue for the validity of appraisal approach
in the practice of counseling and psychotherapy, they seem to accept that
appraisal approach is therapeutically more fruitful than the information
processing approach. As critics of the appraisal said “...depending on one’s
question, they (introspective self report) can be precisely what is needed”
(McNally, 2001, p. 520). The information, even introspection about appraisal
and emotion in counseling, when restricted to their effect on coping, is believed
to be what is needed in counseling because it is persons’ evaluations, conscious
awareness and perceptions of events, of themselves and sometimes other
people. With this respect, both appraisals and emotions can be the working

ground for counselors.

5.3 Recommendations

There are some recommendations for the future that the results of this
study revealed. First, since emotions play an important role in counseling,
counselors should be aware of the theory behind emotions and roles of
emotions in behavior (Wester et al., 2002). This point becomes especially
relevant when we counselors face clients who experienced a stressful event,

which needs to be handled via several coping strategies.

An important point that future studies should focus on is the effect of
expressed emotions in the stress and coping process. The possible difference
between emotions experienced and emotions expressed may have an effect on
the appraisal of the event and coping relationship. Expressed and unexpressed
emotions might be appraised differently and these emotions might differently

affect the coping styles.

The pattern of appraisal-emotion-coping relationship may exhibit
changes in time. Proximity can be another factor that may affect the coping
style. The possibility of the use of emotion focused coping right after the event,

and following some changes in the valance of emotions, the use of problem
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focused coping strategies are also possible. Longitudinal studies that capture
this possible change in appraisal, emotions and coping are required to

understand the dynamic nature of this relationship.

In order to understand the role of discrete emotions in predicting the
different coping strategies, further studies should examine each appraisal

dimension, discrete emotions and coping strategy separately.

Finally, appraisal of emotion, which was used in this research as one of
the moderator factors affecting coping, needs to be further studied, in order to
validate its effect on the stress-coping process. This examination might also
give a better account for the absence of appraisal of negative emotions.
Although the model tested in this research is an acceptable one, the same
model should be tested in different populations preferably by using methods of
the structural equation modeling. Furthermore, to understand the pattern of
relationship between appraisal and emotions, this relationship can be tested for

different stressful events separately.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

INTERVIEW FORM OF THE PILOT STUDY

Bu calismanin amaci, kisilerin karsilastigi stresli durumlardaki duygu ve
diisiincelerini arastirmaktir. Liitfen size soracagim sorulari tam ve sizin i¢in en
dogru sekliyle cevaplamaya calisiniz.

Yas
Cinsiyet
Boliim
Siif

I. Son zamanlarda yasadiginiz sizde stres yaratan bir olay1 anlatir misiniz?

1. Bu olay sizde 100 {izerinden ne kadar stres yaratt1?

2. Bu olayin yarattig1 stres ne kadar stirdii?

3. Bu olayin yarattig1 stres hala siirtiyor mu?
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4. Sizce bu stresi yasamanizin sebebi, stresin kaynagi nedir? Ya da kimdir?

II. Bu olay1 yasarken diisiindiiklerinizi aklinizdan gegenleri sdyler misiniz? Bu
olayin o anda size diigiindiirdiikleri, olay anindaki etkileri, ileride
olabilecekler, yarar ve zararlar1 hakkinda aklinizdan neler gecti? Liitfen o
an1 hatirlamaya ¢alisarak aklinizdan neler gegtigini sdyleyiniz.

1. Bu olayn ileride size getirebilecegi zararlar ve olumsuz etkileri hakkinda
neler diisiindiiniiz?

A. Bu diisiince sizin hangi duyguyu yasamaniza neden oldu?

2. Bu olayin size getirdigi maddi-manevi kayiplar hakkinda neler diistindiiniiz?

A. Bu diisiince sizin hangi duyguyu yasamaniza neden oldu?

3. Bu olayin size getirebilecegi yararlar ve firsatlar hakkinda neler
diistindiintiz?

A. Bu diisiince sizin hangi duyguyu yasamaniza neden oldu?
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4. Bu olayin yarattig1 stres ile basarili bir sekilde basa ¢ikabileceginizi
diistindiiniiz mii?

5. Bu olay1 yasamak sizin istediginiz, olumlu birsey miydi yoksa istemediginiz
olumsuz birsey mi?

6. Bu olaya zararlar1 ya da olumsuzluklar1 azaltmak i¢in mi yoksa yararlar1 ya
da olumluluklar1 arttirmak i¢in mi tepki verdiniz?

7. Bu olay sirasinda, olay ile ilgili olup biten seylerden ne kadar emindiniz?

8. Bu olay siiresince kendinizi gii¢lii, dayanikli m1 yoksa gii¢siiz, zayif mu
hissettiniz?

9. Bu olayla basaril1 bir sekilde basedebileceginize inandiniz mi?

10. Bu olay1 yasamay1 hak ettiginizi diistindiiniiz mii?

11. Bu olay1 yasamaniza sebep olan sey neydi ya da kimdi?

III. Bu olay1 yasarken hangi duygulari yasiyordunuz liitfen detayl bir sekilde
belirtiniz.
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Yukarida belirtilen her duygu i¢in ayr1 ayr1 asagidaki sorular sorulacak

Duyguyu degerlendirme
boyutlari

Duygu I

Duygu II

Duygu III

Bu duyguyu yasiyor olmak
sizin istediginiz, olumlu
birsey miydi yoksa
istemediginiz olumsuz birsey
mi?

Bu duyguyu yasamanin
zararlar1 ya da
olumsuzluklar1 azalttiginit m1
yoksa yararlar1 ya da
olumluluklar arttirdigini m1
diistindiiniiz?

Bu duygunun ne oldugundan
ne kadar emindiniz?

Kendinizi bu duygu altinda
giiclii, dayanikli m1 yoksa
giicsliz, zay1f m1 hissettiniz?

Bu duyguyla
basedebilecginize bu
duyguyu yenebileceginize mi
yoksa yenemiyeceginize mi
inandiniz?

Bu duyguyu yasamay1 hak
ediyor muydunuz?

Bu duyguyu yasamaniza
sebep olan sey neydi ya da
kimdi?
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE PILOT STUDY

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

Bu ankette sizin stresli bir yasantinizdaki duygu, diisiince ve basa ¢ikma yollarinizi
anlamayr amagclayan climleler bulunmaktadir. Sizden beklenen, her bir boliimde
verilen agiklamalar1 dikkatle okumaniz ve sizi en iyi yansittifina inandiginiz

seceneklere carpi (X) isareti koymanizdir.

Ankette yer alan maddelerin dogru veya yanlis olarak degerlendirilebilecek bir yaniti
yoktur. Bu nedenle, liitfen sadece kendi durumunuzu agik¢a yansitan cevaplar veriniz.
Ictenlikle vereceginiz yanitlar arastirmanin giivenilirligi ve gegerligi agisindan son

derece dnemlidir.

Ankete vereceginiz yanitlar kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve arastirma disinda hicbir yerde

kullanilmayacaktir.

Yardimlariniz i¢in simdiden tegekkiir ederim.

Nese Uner Alkan

Doktora 6grencisi
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BOLUM I: Liitfen asagidaki bilgileri doldurunuz.

Cinsiyet: (K ( )E
Yas e,
| 270] 11101 N

SIif ¢ e

BOLUM II: Bu béliimde dnce stresli bir yasantinizi yazmaniz ve daha sonra
bununla ilgili sorular1 yanitlamaniz istenmektedir.

Son 15 giin i¢inde basinizdan gecen, stresli (ya da sikint1 verici/gerginlik
yaratici) olarak tanimlayabileceginiz bir olay1 ana hatlariyla ve 5-10 ciimleyle
Ozetleyerek yaziniz.

Bu olayin sizde ne derece stres yaratmis oldugunu asagida verilen 1(¢ok az)
ile 11(cok fazla) arasindaki segeneklerden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

1 [ 2 | 3] 45 ] 6| 7] 89 ]10] 11 |

Cok Cok
az fazla
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BOLUM III: Bu béliimdeki sorulari yanitlarken, liitfen, yasadigimz olay
anim miimkiin oldugunca hatirlamaya calisiniz.

A. DUSUNDUKLERINIZ: Asagidaki maddeleri, olay1 yasarken
diisiindiiklerinizi hatirlamaya calisarak yanitlaymiz. Bu maddeleri
yanitlarken, olaya iliskin su andaki diisiindiiklerinizi degil, olay1 yasarken
diisiindiiklerinizi tekrar hatirlamamz ¢ok 6nemlidir.

Hig Cok
BU OLAY diisiinmedim Diisiindiim
1 21314 |5]6|7]|8]|9]10 11
1. Benden kaynaklandi
2. Diger kisi/kigilerden
kaynakland1
3. Olayin kendisinden
kaynaklandi
4. Sans, tesadiif, vb.
kaynakland1
5. Kader, alin yazisi, vb.
kaynaklandi
6. Bununla basa
¢tkamam
7. Bana bazi seyleri
kaybettirdi

8. Bana maddi ya da
manevi bir zarar
verebilirdi

9. Bana bazi yararlar
saglayabilirdi

10. ileride bana olumlu
seyler yasatabilir, iyi
bir firsat dogurabilirdi

11. ileride bana olumsuz
etkileri olabilirdi

12. Ileride bana zarar
verebilirdi veya kayip
getirebilirdi

B. OLAYA ILISKIN DEGERLENDIRMELERINIZ: Asagida olayr yasadigimz
andaki bazi degerlendirmelerinizi anlamak amaciyla verilmis ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Her bir maddede iki ugta verilen ifadelere ne derece katildiginizi 1 ile 9 arasindaki
rakamlardan birini segerek isaretleyiniz. Bu maddeleri yanitlarken, olaya iliskin su
andaki diisiindiiklerinizi degil, olayr yasarken diisiindiiklerinizi tekrar
hatirlamamz ¢ok 6nemlidir.
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1.Yasamak istedigim bir 4 Yasamak istemedigim
olaydi bir olaydi

2.Ne istedigimle 4 Ne istedigimle tutarsizdi
tutarliydi

3.Durumu iyilestirdi 4 Durumu kétiilestirdi
4.Verdigim tepki olumlu 4 Verdigim tepki olumsuz
bir seye sahip olmak bir seyden kurtulmak
(veya varolani korumak) (veya uzak kalmak) i¢indi
i¢indi

5.Baz1 zararlar azaltmak 4 Bazi yararlar1 artirmak
istedim istedim

6.0lumsuz olan1 4 Olumlu olan1 artirmay1
azaltmay1 hedefledim hedefledim

7.Neler olabilecegini 4 Neler olabilecegini
tahmin edemiyordum tahmin edebiliyordum
8.Dogabilecek 4 Dogabilecek sonuglardan
sonuclardan hi¢ emin ¢ok emindim

degildim

9.Neler olup bittiginden 4 Neler olup bittiginden
kuskum yoktu kuskuluydum

10.  Olay  siiresince 4 Olay siiresince kendimi
kendimi gii¢lii hissettim gii¢siiz hissettim

11. Olay siiresince 4 Olay stiresince kendimi
kendimi dayaniksiz dayanikl1 hissettim
hissettim

12. Bu olayla hi¢ bag 4 Bu olayla biitiiniiyle bas
edemeyecegime inandim edebilecegime inandim
13. Bana kars1 yapilan 4 Bana kars1 yapilan biiyiik
bir haksizlik degildi bir haksizlikt

14. Ben kotii bir seyler 4 Ben iyi bir seyler
olmasini hak ettim olmasini hak ettim

15. Kendimi ahlaki 4 Kendimi ahlaki ag¢idan
acidan dogru buldum yanlig buldum

16. Hig¢ kimsenin kontrol 4 Hig kimsenin kontrol
edemeyecegi edemeyecegi etmenlerden
etmenlerden kaynaklandigi aklima
kaynaklandigi aklima geldi

gelmedi

17. Bu olaya bagka 4 Bu olaya baska birinin
birinin neden oldugunu neden oldugunu
diisiindiim diisiinmedim

18. Bu olaya ben sebep 4 Bu olaya ben sebep
olmadim oldum

106




C. DUYGULARINIZ: Asagidaki maddeleri, olay1r yasadiginiz andaki duygularinizi
hatirlamaya caligarak yanitlaymiz. Bu maddeleri yanitlarken, olaya iliskin su andaki
duygularinizi degil, olay1 yasadigimiz andaki duygularimz tekrar hatirlamamz ¢ok
onemlidir.

Hig Cok az Orta Cok Cok
1 2 3 4 fazla

Saskinlik
Kiskancglik
Sugluluk

Ilgi

Asagilanma
Sikinti

Ofke

Uziintii
Mutluluk

Utang

Igrenme
Engellenme
Gurur

Umut

Korku

Nefret
Pigsmanlik

Diger (belirtiniz ve
derecelendiriniz)

D. DUYGULARA [LISKIN DEGERLENDIRMELERINIZ:

Bir onceki boliimde belirttiginiz duygulardan, en yogun yasadigimz bir
duyguyu secip yazimiz. (Eger birden fazla duyguyu yogun olarak
yasadiysaniz, bunlar i¢inden birini se¢iniz.)
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Asagida olayr yasadigimiz andaki bu duygunuza iliskin degerlendirmelerinizi
anlamak amaciyla verilmis ifadeler yer almaktadir. Her bir maddede iki ugta verilen
ifadelere ne derece katildigimzi 1 ile 9 arasindaki rakamlardan birini secerek

isaretleyiniz.

1. Yasamak istedigim bir
duyguydu

Yasamak istemedigim bir
duyguydu

2. Ne istedigimle
tutarliydi

Ne istedigimle tutarsizdi

3. Durumu iyilestirdi

Durumu kotiilestirdi

4. Olumlu bir seye sahip
olmak (veya varolani

Olumsuz bir seyden
kurtulmak (veya uzak

gelmedi

korumak) i¢indi kalmak) igindi

5. Bazi zararlar1 azaltmak Bazi yararlar1 artirmak
i¢indi icindi

6. Olumsuz olani Olumlu olani artirmak
azaltmak i¢indi icindi

7. Dogurabilecegi Dogurabileceg
sonuglardan emin sonuglardan emindim
degildim

8. Yasadigim duygudan Yasadigim duygudan
kuskum yoktu kuskuluydum

9. Bu duyguyu yasarken Bu duyguyu yasarken
kendimi giiglii kendimi gii¢siiz hissettim
hissettim

10. Bu duyguyu yasarken Bu duyguyu yasarken
kendimi dayaniksiz kendimi dayanikli
hissettim hissettim

11. Bu duyguyla bas Bu duyguyla bas
edemeyecegime edebilecegime inandim
inandim

12. Bu duyguyu yasamay1 Bu duyguyu yasamay1
hakediyordum haketmiyordum

13. Olumsuz duygular Olumlu duygular
yasamay1 hak ettim yasamay1 hak ettim

14. Bu duygu ahlaki Bu duygu ahlaki agidan
acidan dogruydu yanligdi

15. Hig kimsenin kontrol Hig kimsenin kontrol
edemeyecegi edemeyecegi etmenlerden
etmenlerden kaynaklandig1 aklima
kaynaklandigi aklima geldi

16. Bu duyguya baska
birinin neden

Bu duyguya bagka birinin
neden oldugunu

oldugunu diigiindiim disiinmedim
17. Bu duyguya ben sebep Bu duyguya ben sebep
olmadim oldum

KATILDIGINIZ iCiN TESEKKUR EDERIM




APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE MAIN STUDY

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

Bu ankette sizin stresli bir yasantinizdaki duygu, diislince ve basa ¢ikma
yollarinizi anlamayi amaclayan ciimleler bulunmaktadir. Sizden
beklenen, her bir boliimde verilen agiklamalar1 dikkatle okumaniz ve sizi
en 1yi yansittigina inandiginiz segeneklere carp1 (X) isareti koymanizdir.

Ankette yer alan maddelerin dogru veya yanlis olarak
degerlendirilebilecek bir yaniti yoktur. Bu nedenle, liitfen sadece kendi
durumunuzu acikga yansitan cevaplar veriniz. Igtenlikle vereceginiz
yanitlar arastirmanin giivenilirligi ve gecerligi agisindan son derece
onemlidir. Liitfen tlim soru ve maddelere yanit veriniz, yanitsiz soru ya
da madde birakmayiniz.

Ankete vereceginiz yanitlar kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve arastirma diginda
hi¢bir yerde kullanilmayacaktir.

Yardimlariniz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederim.

Nese Uner Alkan
Doktora 6grencisi
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BOLUM I: Liitfen asagidaki bilgileri doldurunuz.

Cinsiyet: (K ( )E
Yas e,
Bolim : ...ooocvveieieeee,

Smif ¢

BOLUM II: Bu boliimde 6nce stresli bir yasantinizi yazmaniz ve daha sonra
bununla ilgili sorular1 yanitlamaniz istenmektedir.

Son 15 giin i¢inde basinizdan gegen, stresli (ya da sikint1 verici/gerginlik
yaratici) olarak tanimlayabileceginiz bir olay1 ana hatlariyla ve 5-10 ciimleyle
Ozetleyerek yaziniz.

Bu olayin sizde ne derece stres yaratmis oldugunu asagida verilen 1(¢cok az)
ile 11(cok fazla) arasindaki segeneklerden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

1 | 2] 3] 4] 56| 7] 89 [1o] 11 |

Cok Cok
az fazla
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BOLUM III: Bu béliimdeki sorulari yanitlarken, liitfen, yasadigimz olay
anim1 miimkiin oldugunca hatirlamaya c¢aliginiz.

A. DUSUNDUKLERINIZ:
diisiindiiklerinizi hatirlamaya

Asagidaki
calisarak  yanitlaymiz. Bu

maddeleri, olayl

yasarken
maddeleri

yanitlarken, olaya iliskin su andaki diisiindiiklerinizi degil, olayr yasarken

diisiindiiklerinizi tekrar hatirlamamz ¢ok 6nemlidir.

BU OLAY Hig Tamamen
katihryorum | 2 4 (15(16|7|8|9| 10| katltyoum

1 11

Bana baz seyleri

Kaybettirdi 1 2 4 1 5/6|7|8(9 10 11

Banarnadfh ya da manevi 1 5 4ls5016l7189l 10 1

zarar verdi

Bana bazi yararlar 1 203(4(5|6[7/8]9/10] 11

saglayabilirdi

Ileride bana olumlu seyler

yasatabilir, iyi bir firsat 1 2 41516718910 11

dogurabilirdi

Ileride bana olumsuz

etkileri olabilirdi 1 2 NN 11

Ileride bana zarar

verebilirdi veya kayip 1 2 415]6|7|8|9|10 11

getirebilirdi

Bu olayla

basedebilecegimi 1 2 4 5/6|7|8|9 10 11

diisiindiim

B. OLAYA ILISKIN DEGERLENDIRMELERINIZ: Asagida olay
yasadiginiz andaki bazi degerlendirmelerinizi anlamak amaciyla verilmis
ifadeler yer almaktadir. Her bir maddedeki ifadelere ne derece katildiginizi
uygun rakamu isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Bu maddeleri yanitlarken, olaya iliskin
su andaki diisiindiiklerinizi degil, olayr yasarken diisiindiiklerinizi tekrar

hatirlamaniz ¢ok 6nemlidir.
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1 2 3 4 5
Hig Biraz Orta Olduk¢a | Cok
Diizeyde fazla fazla

1. Yasamak istedigim bir olaydi 1 2 3 4 5

2. Isteklerimle tutarl bir olayd: 1 2 3 4 5

3. Durumu iyilestirdi 1 2 3 4 5

4. Durumu kétiilestirdi 1 2 3 4 5

5. Baz zararlar azaltmak 1 2 3 4 5
istedim

6. Bazi yararlar1 artirmak istedim 1 2 3 4 5

7. Olumsuzluklar: azaltmayi 1 2 3 4 5
hedefledim

8. Olumluluklar: artirmay1 1 2 3 4 5
hedefledim

9. Olay sirasinda neler 1 2 3 4 5
olabilecegini tahmin
edebiliyordum

10. Bu olayin dogurabilecegi 1 2 3 4 5
sonuglardan emindim

11. Olay sirasinda neler olup 1 2 3 4 5
bittig¢inden kuskum yoktu

12. Olay siiresince kendimi gii¢lii 1 2 3 4 5
hissettim

13. Olay siiresince kendimi 1 2 3 4 5
dayamkh hissettim

14. Bu olayla bas edebilecegime 1 2 3 4 5
inandim

15. Bana kars1 yapilan bir 1 2 3 4 5
haksizhikti

16. Bu olay1 yasamay1 hak ettim 1 2 3 4 5

17. Yaptiklarim ahlaki acidan 1 2 3 4 5
dogruydu

18. Bu olay benden kaynaklandi 1 2 3 4 5

19. Olaymn kendisinden 1 2 3 4 5
kaynaklandi

20. Diger kisi/kisilerden kaynakland1 | 1 2 3 4 5

21. Sans, tesadiif, vb. kaynaklandi 1 2 3 4 5

22. Kader, alin yazisi, vb. 1 2 3 4 5
kaynaklandi
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C. DUYGULARINIZ: Asagidaki maddeleri, olayr yasadigimz andaki
duygularinizi hatirlamaya calisarak yanitlaymmiz. Bu maddeleri yanitlarken,
olaya iligkin su andaki duygularinizi degil, olayr yasadigimiz andaki
duygularimzi tekrar hatirlamamz ¢ok 6nemlidir.

1 2 3 4 5
Hic Biraz | Orta Cok Cok
fazla

Saskinhk 1 2 3 4 5
Kiskanglik 1 2 3 4 5
Sucluluk 1 2 3 4 5
flgi 1 2 3 4 5
Asagilanma 1 2 3 4 5
Sikint1 1 2 3 4 5
Ofke 1 2 3 4 5
Uziintii 1 2 3 4 5
Mutluluk 1 2 3 4 5
Utang 1 2 3 4 5
Igrenme 1 2 3 4 5
Nefret 1 2 3 4 5
Gurur 1 2 3 4 5
Umut 1 2 3 4 5
Korku 1 2 3 4 5
Engellenme 1 2 3 4 5
Pismanhk 1 2 3 4 5
Diger (belirtiniz ve 1 2 3 4 5
derecelendiriniz)

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

D. DUYGULARA ILISKIN DEGERLENDIRMELERINiZ:
Bir o6nceki boliimde belirttiginiz duygulardan en yogun yasadigimiz bir

duyguyu secip asagidaki kutuya yazimz. (Eger birden fazla duyguyu yogun
olarak yasadiginizi belirttiyseniz, bunlar icinden birini seciniz.)
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OLAY ANINDA EN YOGUN YASADIGIM

DUYGU:

Asagida, olayr  yasadigimiz ~ andaki
degerlendirmelerinizi anlamak amaciyla verilmis ifadeler yer almaktadir. Her
bir maddedeki ifadelere ne derece katildigimiz1 yukaridaki kutuya yazdiginiz
duygu agisindan degerlendirip, uygun rakami igaretleyerek belirtiniz

bu

duygunuza

iliskin

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Biraz Orta Olduk¢a | Cok
Diizeyde fazla fazla

1. Yasamak istedigim bir 1 2 3 4 5
duyguydu

2. Isteklerimle tutarl bir duyguydu |1 2 3 4

3. Bu duyguyu yasamam durumu 1 4
iyilestirdi

4. Bu duyguyu yasamam durumu 1 2 3 4 5
kotilestirdi

5. Baz yararlan arttirdi 1 2 3 4 5

6. Bazi zararlar azaltti 1 2 3 4 5

7. Olumsuzluklar: azaltti 1 3 5

8. Olumluluklart arttirdi 1

9. Dogurabilecegi sonug¢lardan 1 2 3 4 5
emindim

10. Yasadigim duygudan kuskum 1 2 3 4 5
yoktu

11. Bu duyguyu yasarken kendimi 1 2 3 4 5
giiclii hissettim

12. Bu duyguyu yasarken kendimi 1 2 3 4 5
dayanikli hissettim

13. Bu duyguyla bas edebilecegime |1 2 3 4 5
inandim

14. Bu duyguyu yasamay1 1 2 3 4 5
hakediyordum

15. Bu duygu, ahlaki acidan 1 2 3 4 5
dogruydu

16. Bu duygunun, hi¢ kimsenin 1 2 3 4 5
kontrol edemeyecegi etmenlerden
kaynaklandigini diisiindiim

17. Bu duyguya baska birinin neden | 1 2 3 4 5
oldugunu diisiindiim

18. Bu duyguya ben sebep oldum 1 2 3 4 5

114




BOLUM IV: KULLANDIGINIZ BASETME YOLLARI

Asagida, bireylerin sikintilarini, sorunlarini azaltmak, onlarla basetmek icin
kullandiklari %an yontemler bulunmaktadir. Anketin basinda belirttiginiz
stres yaratan olayla basetmek icin, aia“ldaki yontemleri ne derece
kullandigimizi, uygun olan rakami secerek belirtiniz.
Stresle Basetme Yollar1 Olcegi 1 2 3 4 5
Hi¢ |Biraz| Orta |Olduk¢a| Cok
diizeyde | fazla |fazla
1. Bir mucize olmasim bekledim 1 2 4 5
2. lyimser olmaya ¢ahstim 1 2 4 5
3. Cevremdeki insanlardan sorunlarimi ¢é6zmemde | 1 2 4 5
bana yardimci olmalarini bekledim
4. Baz seyleri biiylitmeyip lizerinde durmamaya 1 2 3 4 5
calisgtim
5. Sakin kafayla diisiinmeye ve 6fkelenmemeye 1 2 3 4 5
calistim
6. Durumun degerlendirmesini yaparak en iyi karari| 1 2 3 4 5
vermeye calistim
7. Durumla ilgili olarak baskalarimin ne 1 2 3 4 5
diisiindiigiinii anlamaya caligtim
8. Ne olursa olsun direnme ve miicadele etme 1 2 3 4 5
giiclinii kendimde hissettim
9. Kendime karst hosgoriilii olmaya ¢alistim 1 2 3 4 5
10. Basa gelen cekilir diye diisiindiim 1 2 3 4 5
11. Kendimi kapana sikigsmis gibi hissettim 1 2 3 4 5
12. Iginde bulundugum kétii durumu kimsenin 1| 2 3 4 5
bilmesini istemedim
13. Olanlar kafama takip stirekli diistinmekten 1 2 3 4 5
kendimi alamadim
14. Mutlaka bir ¢6ziim yolu bulabilecegime inanip 1 2 3 4 5
bu yolda ugrastim
15. "Is olacagina varir" diye diisiindiim 1 2 3 4 5
16. Herseye yeniden baslayacak giicii buldum 1 2 3 4 5
17. Olanlardan olumlu birseyler ¢ikarmaya ¢aligtm | 1 2 3 4 5
18. Problemi adim adim ¢6zmeye calistim 1 2 3 4 5
19. Elimden higbirsey gelmedigini diisiindiim 1 2 3 4 5
20. Herseyin istedigim gibi olamayacagina inandim | 1 2 3 4 5
21. Miicadele etmekten vazgectim 1 2 3 4 5
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Stresle Basetme Yollar1 Olgegi 1 2 3 4 5

Hi¢ | Biraz| Orta |Olduk¢a| Cok
diizeyde | fazla |fazla

22. Sikintilarimin kendimden kaynaklandigini 1 2 3 4 5

diistindiim

23. Olanlar karsisinda "Kaderim buymus" dedim 1 2 4

24. "Keske daha giiclii bir insan olsaydim" diye 1 2 4

diistindiim

25. "Benim su¢um ne" diye diistindiim 1 2 4

26. Bana destek olabilecek kisilerin varligini bilmek | 1 2 4

beni rahatlatti

27. Hep benim yiiziimden oldu diye diisiindiim 1 2 4 5

28. Hakkimi savunmaya ¢alistim 1 2 4 5

29. Bir kisi olarak olgunlastigimi ve iyi yonde 1 2 4

degistigimi hissettim

30. Problemin ¢dziimii icin adak adadim 1 2 3 4 5

KATILDIGINIZ iCiN TESEKKUR EDERIM
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APPENDIX D

TURKISH SUMMARY

BiLiSSEL DEGERLENDIRMELER, DUYGULAR VE BASA CIKMA:
YAPISAL ESITLiK TEKNIGI iLE, ETKILESIMSEL STRES VE BASA
CIKMA MODELINDE INCELENMESI

GIRIS

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, liniversite 6grencilerinde, stres yaratan bir olay
sirasinda, olayin ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi, durumun biligsel
degerlendirmesi, olaydan sonra yasanan duygular, duygularin bilissel
degerlendirmesi ve kullanilan basa ¢ikma yontemleri arasindaki iliskiyi
arastirmaktir. Calismanin kuramsal ¢ergevesi etkilesimsel stres ve basa ¢ikma
modelidir. Stres, biligsel degerlendirme, basa ¢ikma ve duygu kavramlari ile
bu kavramlara iliskin kuramsal yaklagimlar asagidaki  bdliimde

aciklanmaktadir.

Stres Kavram

En yaygin kullanimi ile stres birey ve gevresi arasindaki etkilesim
stireci olarak tanimlanmistir (Folkman & Lazarus 1985; Folkman, Lazarus,
Gruen, & DeLongis, 1986). Bu tanima gore, stres etkilesimsel bir siirectir.
Etkilesimsel siirece agirlik veren stres modelleri etkilesimsel stres modelleri
olarak anilmaktadir. En ¢ok kabul goren etkilesimsel stres modellerinden biri
Folkman ve Lazarus (1985) tarafindan one siiriilen “Bilissel Stres ve Basa
Cikma Teorisi”dir. Bu teoriye gore stres silireci baglica iki 0geden
olugmaktadir. Bunlar, biligsel degerlendirmeler ve basa ¢ikmadir. Bu teoriye

gore stres siireci, bireyin algiladig1 “talep” ile baglamaktadir. Boyle bir talebi

117



algilayan bireyin kendi iyiligini ilgilendiren boyutlarda, olay1 bilissel olarak
degerlendirmesi stres diizeyini belirler. Bir olayin birey i¢in ne derece stres
yarattigi, bireyin yaptig1 bilissel degerlendirmelere baglidir. Diger bir degisle,
herkes icin gegerli, stres yaratan bir durum yoktur. Bu teoriye gore, olayin
bi¢imi, olayin bilissel degerlendirmesi ve bireyin kendini nasil hissettigi stres

diizeyini belirler (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).

Bilissel Degerlendirme

Biligsel degerlendirme, bireyin, c¢evresinde gelisen bir olayi, kendi
iyiligi ile iligkisi olup olmadig1 degerlendirmesidir (Lazarus, 1993). Bu
degerlendirmeler, birincil ve ikincil bilissel degerlendirmeler olarak iki gruba
ayrilmistir. Birincil degerlendirmede birey, bu durumun kendisi i¢in bir etkisi
olup olmadigina karar verir (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, & DeLongis, 1986).
Eger durum kendisi ile ilgili ise, ikincil bir degerlendirme yapar. Olayin ikincil
biligsel degerlendirilmesinde ii¢ tip degerlendirmeden s6z edilmektedir. Bunlar,
zarar/kayip, tehdit ve meydan okumadir. Zarar/kayip, tehdit ve meydan okuma
degerlendirmeleri disinda, birey aym1 zamanda durumu kendi kaynaklari
acisindan da degerlendirir (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Bunlar, bilissel
yetenekler, sosyal destek, fiziksel enerji gibi kaynaklar olabilir (Folkman,
1984).

Stres ve basa ¢ikmanin biligsel teorisinde, bilissel degerlendirmeler
yalnizca olayin hangi diizeyde stres yarattigini degil, ayn1 zamanda hangi basa
ctkma yolunun kullanilacaginin da en &nemli belirleyicisidir (Chung,
Langenbucher, Labouvie, Pandina, & Moos, 2001). Chung ve arkadaslar
(2001), biligsel degerlendirmelerin basa ¢ikma yollarini, stres diizeyinden daha

iyi yordadigini belirtmektedir.
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Basa Cikma Stratejileri

Biligsel stres teorisinin diger bir Onemli 0gesi de basa c¢ikmadir
(Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Basa ¢ikma ve biligsel degerlendirmeler, stres ve
stresin dogurdugu sonuglar arasinda dengeleyicidir (Folkman, 1984). Folkman
ve Lazarus (1980), basa ¢ikmayi, stresli durumlarin yarattigi igsel ya da dissal
baskilara hilkmetme, azaltma ya da bunlara dayanma i¢in gosterilen biligsel ve
davranigsal cabalarin tiimii olarak tanimlamislardir (Folkman, 1984). Basa
citkmanin iki temel fonksiyonu vardir: Duygularin diizenlenmesi ve strese
sebep olan problemin ele alinmasi. Ilk fonksiyonu saglayan yéntemler duygu
odakli, ikinci fonksiyonu saglayan yontemler ise problem odakli basa ¢ikma
olarak adlandirilmistir. Duygu odakli basa ¢ikma, bireyin, stres kaynagina
verdigi duygusal tepkilerin diizenlenmesi amaci ile kullanilan y&ntemlerdir.
Problem odakl1 basa ¢ikma yollarinda ise stresin kaynagina yonelik yontemler
kullanilmaktadir. Baga ¢ikmak icin hangi yontemin kullanildigi, stres yaratan
durumun oOzelligine gore degisebilir. Problem odakli basa ¢ikmada, sorun
¢6zme, karar verme ya da dogrudan sorunun ¢6ziimiine yonelik bir adim atma
yolu ile birey, stres yaratan birey-¢evre iliskisini diizenler (Lazarus, 1993).
Stres ile bas etmek i¢in kullanilan strateji ve yontemlerin tiimii, ya problem

odakli, ya da duygu odakli basa ¢ikma yollarindan biridir.

Folkman ve arkadaslar1 (1986), bireyin ve stres yaratan durumun
ozelliklerine bagli olarak her iki basa ¢ikma yolunun da kullanildigini
gostermektedir. Pek ¢ok arastirma biligsel degerlendirmeler ve basa ¢ikma
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektedir. Mikulincer ve Victor (1995), tehdit ikincil
degerlendirmesinin duygu odakli basa ¢ikma yontemi ile iligkili oldugunu ,
bunun yaninda, meydan okuma ikincil degerlendirmesinin problem odakli baga
c¢ikma yontemleri ile iligkili oldugu bulmuslardir. Diger bir ¢alismada ise
(Bjorck, Cuthberston, Thurman & Yung 2001) meydan okuma
degerlendirmesi, problem ¢6zme ve olaym yeniden olumlu degerlendirilmesi

basa ¢ikma stratejilerini anlamli olarak yordamustir. Uziicii ve kendini diisiinen
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olarak adlandirilan birincil biligsel degerlendirmelerin, duygu odakli basa
cikma stratejilerinden biri olan kacinma ile iliskili oldugu bulunmustur

(Portello & Long, 2001).

Duygu Kavram

Duygu, tanimlanmasi zor bir kavramdir. Bir tanimda duygu
“duyumlarin uyarilmasi ile belirgin, biling diizeyinde ve diger zihinsel
durumlardan farklilik gdsteren bir durumdur” seklinde tanimlanmistir
(Neutfelt & Guralnik, 1988). Duygunun tanimlanmasinda fikir birligi yoktur
(Frijda, 1988; Lazarus 1991a; Lazarus, 1991b). Duygu, duygudurum ve kaygi
ille kimi kuramcilar (e.g., Lazarus, 1966) tarafindan birbirleri yerine
kullanilmiglardir. Tanimi ile ilgili sorunlar disinda, duygunun arastirmalarda
kullanim1 konusunda da goriis ayriliklart bulunmaktadir. Bu goriis ayriligt
ozellikle, duygularin olumlu ve olumsuz olarak iki grup halinde kullanimina
karsi, her bir duygunun ayri ayr1 degerlendirilmesi goriisleri arasinda
belirgindir. Bu fikir ayrilig1 hala siirse de (Niedenthal, Halberstadt, & Innes-
Ker, 1999), her iki yaklasim da yapilan aragtirmalarin amacina gore
kullanilabilmektedir. Baz1 arastirmacilar (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Roseman,
Spindel, & Jose, 1990), her bir duyguyu ayri ayn ele alirken, digerleri
(Niedenthal, Halberstadt, & Innes-Ker, 1999; Herrald & Tomaka, 2001;
McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack, 2001; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Zohar

& Dayan, 1999), olumlu ve olumsuz duygu gruplarin1 kullanmaktadirlar.

Kavramsallastirilmas1 konusunda goriis ayriliklart stirse de, pek ¢ok
kuramc1 ¢esitli duygu kuramlar1 6ne siirmiistiir. Bu kuramlardan en sonuncusu
ve en yaygin kabul goreni, Lazarus, Averill, ve Opton’un 1970 yilinda 6ne

stirdiikleri (Mandler, 1975) bilissel duygu teorisidir.
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Bilissel Duygu Teorisi

Biligsel duygu teorisinde, her bir duygu kendine ozgii fiziksel,
davranigsal ve bilissel 0gelerden olusan tepki Oriintiisiidiir (Mandler, 1975).
Bilissel teorisyenler duyguyu “iliskisel tepki belirtisi” olarak gormiislerdir
(Mandler, 1975)

Bilissel degerlendirmelerin, bilissel stres teorisindeki dnemine benzer,
biligsel duygu teorisinde de biligsel degerlendirmeler 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.
Bilissel degerlendirmeler, bu teoride dylesine 6nemlidir ki, daha sonra, bilissel
duygu teorisi, “degerlendirme teorisi” olarak da adlandirilmistir (Roseman,
Spindel & Jose, 1990). Bu teoriye gore, her bir duygu, bir biligsel yapiya
karsilik gelmektedir. Bu biligsel yapi, farkli boyutlardaki deger oriintiilerinden
olusan bir yapidir (Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988).

Arastirmacilar (Hazerbroek, Howells, & Day 2001; Frijda, Kuipers, &
ter Schure, 1989; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990;
Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Zohar & Dayan, 1999) biligsel duygu teorisini
destekler sonuglar elde etmislerdir. Bu g¢alismalar, farkli duygularin, farklhi
biligsel degerlendirme boyutu Oriintiilerine karsilik geldiklerini ortaya
cikarmustir. Siklikla kullanilan biligsel degerlendirme boyutlarindan bazilari,
olumlu-olumsuz, kesinlik, beklenirlik, 6nem, kaynak, asinalik, ilgin¢lik (Frijda,
Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989); hosluk, sorumluluk/kontrol, kesinlik, dikkat
aktivitesi, ¢aba, durumsal kontrol (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Lerner & Keltner,
2000); durumsal durum, motivasyonel durum, gii¢, olasilik, hak etme ve

kaynak olarak adlandirilmistir (Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990).

Smith ve Ellsworth (1985), yaptiklart deneyde 15 ayri duygu ve 6
biligsel degerlendirme boyutu arasinda anlaml iliskiler bulmustur. Bu deneyde
mutluluk, tizlinti, korku, kizginlik, sikinti, meydan okuma, ilgi, umut,

engellenme, asagilanma, igrenme, saskinlik, gurur, utanma ve sugluluk ile 6
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biligsel degerlendirme boyutu, hosluk, sorumluluk/kontrol, kesinlik, dikkat
aktivitesi, caba, durumsal kontrol arasindaki iligkiyi incelemisler ve insanlarin
duygularinin, kendi c¢evrelerini nasil degerlendirdikleri ile ilgili oldugunu
belirtmiglerdir. Roseman, Spindel ve Jose (1990), farkli bilissel
degerlendirmelerin, farkli duygular ortaya ¢ikaracagi yontiindeki hipotezlerini
test ettikleri arastirmada, farkli degerlendirmelerin, 16 farkli duyguyu meydana
getirdigini bulmuslardir. Arastirmacilar olumlu duygularin, bireylerin istekleri
ile tutarli, olumsuz duygularin ise tutarsiz olduklarini bulmuslardir. Yukaridaki
caligmalar, durum Ozelliklerinin biligsel degerlendirilmesinin, duygulari

yordayabilecegini gostermektedir.
Arastirmanin Kuramsal Cercevesi

Basa c¢ikma ve duygu literatiirii incelendiginde, iki grup arastirma
dikkati cekmektedir. i1k gruptaki arastirmalar biligsel degerlendirmeler ile basa
cikma arasindaki iliskiyi ele alirken (Bjorck et al., 2001; Blalock & Joiner,
2000; Chung et al., 2001; Folkman & Lazarus; 1986; Mikulincer & Victor,
1995; Pakenham, 2001; Portello & Long, 2001; Thornton, 1992), ikinci grupta
biligsel degerlendirmeler ve duygular arasindaki iliskinin incelenmis oldugu
gorlilmektedir (Hazerbroek, Howells, & Day 2001; Lerner & Keltner, 2000;
Skinner & Brewer, 2002; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose,
1990; Zohar & Dayan, 1999). Bu calismalardan hi¢ biri duygular ve basa
cikma yollar1 arasindaki iliskiyi, durumun bilissel degerlendirmesi, olayin
ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi ile birlikte ele almamis olmasina ragmen, en
son yapilan arastirmalarin sonuclar1 (Dunkley & Blankstein, 2000; Herrald &
Tomaka, 2001; McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack, 1997), durumun biligsel
degerlendirmesi boyutlarinin, basa ¢ikma calismalarinda kullanabilecegini

diisiindiirmektedir.

Bu caligmanin amaci, iki teoriyi, stres ve basa ¢ikmanin biligsel teorisi
ile biligsel duygu teorisini birlestirmektir. Bu birlestirme, bilissel duygu

teorisindeki, biligsel degerlendirme-duygu iliskisini, biligsel stres ve basa
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cikma teorisine entegre etmek yolu ile saglanmistir. Bu entegrasyon ile
arastirmaci, etkilesimsel stres modellerinde bulunan bir boglugu doldurmay1
hedeflemektedir. Her iki teoride de, biligsel degerlendirmeler, ya duyguyu, ya
da basa ¢ikma yolunu belirlediginden, etkilesimsel stres modelinde duygulara
yer verildiginde, duygularin da basa ¢ikmay1 belirleyecegi diistiniilmektedir.
Diger bir degisle, duygular, biligsel degerlendirmeler ve basa ¢ikma arasinda
bir ara degisken gorevi gorebilir, ya da duygular basa ¢ikmayi dogrudan
etkileyebilir. Duygularin, basa ¢ikmadaki yolunu incelemek amaci ile, yukarida
bahsedilen iki grup calismanin kuramsal ve yontemsel Onerileri géz oniinde

bulundurulmustur.

Bu calismanin amaci ve kuramsal temeli diisiiniildiigiinde, biligsel
duygu teorisinin en uygun yaklasim oldugu goriilmektedir. Etkilesimsel stres
modellerinde oldugu gibi, bu teoride de duygunun bir siire¢ oldugu ve anlami
ve yogunlugunun bilissel degerlendirmeler tarafindan belirlendigi kabul

edilmistir.

Tanimi ya da kullanimi ne olursa olsun, duygularin belirli baglamlar
icinde hissedildigine ve icinde bulunulan durumun zihinsel olarak
degerlendirilmesinin, yasanacak olan duyguyu belirlemekte katkis1 olacagina

inanilmaktadir.

Bu calismada iki tiir biligsel degerlendirme ayni anda kullanilmigtir.
Birincisi, olaym ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi olarak adlandirilan ve
zarar/kayip, tehdit ve meydan okumadan olusan ve kullanilan basa ¢ikma
yontemini belirleyen degerlendirmeler (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985); ikincisi,
duyguyu belirleyen, (Roseman, Spindel, Jose, 1990; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985)

durumun biligsel degerlendirmesidir.

Aslinda, duygularin basa ¢ikmadaki rolii, ¢ok da yeni bir konu degildir.
Ornegin Folkman ve Lazarus (1985), ¢alismalarinda, bazi duygulara yer
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vermisler ve bu duygulan, tehdit duygusu, zarar duygusu, meydan okuma
duygusu ve yarar duygusu olarak adlandirmislardir. Fakat c¢alismalarinda
yalnizca basa ¢ikmanin, duygulara olan etkisini vurgulamiglar, duygularin basa
cikmaya olabilecek etkisini incelememislerdir. Hatta bu durumu, “Belirli tip
basa ¢ikma ile yarar ve zarar duygular arasindaki iliskiyi yordamak igin,
kuramsal ya da gorgiil bir kanit yoktur” (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985, s. 162)
ifadesi ile vurgulanmuglardir. Ote yandan, Folkman ve Moskowitz (2000),
olumlu ve olumsuz duygular arasindaki farklilasmay stres siirecinde ele alacak
caligmalara ihtiya¢ oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Buradan hareketle, bu ¢alismada
arastirmaci, olumlu ve olumsuz duygularin bir arada, etkilesimsel stres modeli
cercevesinde, basa ¢ikmaya olan etkisini inceleyen bir ¢alismanin, bir acigi

kapatacagini diistinmektedir.

Bilissel degerlendirme ve duygularin basa ¢ikmadaki roliinii incelemeyi
hedefleyen bu caligsmada, iki 6nemli gorgiil ¢alisma; Smith ve Ellsworth (1985)
ve Roseman, Spindel, ve Jose’nin (1990) calismalari, kuramsal ve yontemsel

temel olarak alinmistir.

Duygularin arastirmada kullanilmast agisindan c¢alismada, Smith ve
Ellsworth’un (1985) ¢alismasinda oldugu gibi, arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin
kendi ifadelerine dayandirilmig ve Smith ve Ellsworh’un kullandig1 15 duygu
kullanilmigtir. Ayrica Folkman ve Moskowitz’in (2000) belirttigi gibi, stresli
durumlarda olumlu ve olumsuz duygularin bir arada yasanmasi gergeginden

hareketle, olumlu ve olumsuz duygular iki grupta ele alinmistir.

Son zamanlarda yapilan ¢alismalar incelendiginde, bu ¢alismalarin hig
birinin, gercekten kullanilmis basa ¢ikma yontemleri ile yapilmadig
goriilmektedir. Ornegin, Herrald ve Tomaka’nin (2001) laboratuar
calismasinda gercek yasamda karsilasilan stres verici durum ve duygular ele
alinmamis, ayrica, Olciilen basa ¢ikma yollar1 da bilgisayar gorevinde

kullanilan basa c¢ikma yollar1 olmustur. Benzer bir calismada (Skinner &
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Brewer, 2002), aragtirmacilar varsayima dayanan senaryolar kullanmislar ve
gercekten kullanilan basa ¢ikma yollar1 yerine, basa c¢ikma beklentisini
incelemiglerdir. McCarthy, Lambert, ve Brack (1997), ise basa ¢ikma yollar
yerine basa ¢ikma kaynaklarini incelemislerdir. Bu ¢alismalarda ayrica,
duygularin basa ¢ikmaya olan etkisi degil, tam tersine, basa ¢ikmanin duygular

tlizerine olan etkisi arastirilmistir.

Biligsel degerlendirmeler ve duygularin basa ¢ikma iizerindeki etkisini
arastirmanin yaninda, bu ¢alisma, stres siirecinde yer alabilecek yeni bir 6geyi
de tanimlamaktadir. Bu yeni 0ge arastirmaci tarafindan duygunun bilissel
degerlendirilmesi olarak adlandirilmistir. Arastirmaci, bireylerin yasadiklari
duyguyu, durumun biligsel degerlendirilmesi boyutunda degerlendirmelerinin
de basa ¢ikma yollar1 iizerinde etkisi oldugu diisiinmektedir. Duygunun bilissel
degerlendirilmesi, durum ile ilgili olarak varilacak yargiya, karar verme
siirecine ve son olarak da davranisa etki edebilir. Stres silirecinde ele
alindiginda, duygunun biligsel degerlendirmesi, stresli durum ile ilgili olarak
varilacak olan yargiya, karar vermeye ve son olarak da basa ¢ikmaya etki

edebilir.

Son yillarda yapilmig olan iki calismada (Lerner & Keltner; 2000;
Skinner & Brewer, 2002; Tiedens & Linton, 2001) duygularin karar verme
lizerine olan etkisi incelenmis ve bu caligsmalar duygu ile bilis arasinda ¢ift
yonlii bir iliski oldugunu (Lerner & Keltner; 2000), bireylerin kendi
duygularin1 nasil algiladiklarinin 6l¢iilebilir oldugunu gdstermislerdir. Bu
caligmalarda bireylerin kendi duygularmi yarali-zararli (Skinner & Brewer,
2002) ve kesin-kesin degil (Tiedens & Linton, 2001) boyutlarinda

degerlendirebildikleri bulunmustur.

Bu ¢alismada Roseman, Spindel, ve Jose (1990) tarafindan belirtilen iki
yontemsel sorun asilmaya c¢alisilmistir. Roseman ve arkadaglarinin dikkat

cektigi ilk sorun varsayimma dayali senaryolarm kullanimudir. ikinci sorun ise,
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degerlendirmelerin olay yasanirken hissedilen duygular temel alinarak
Olciilmesidir. Arastirmacilar ikinci sorunu, katilimeilarin, duyguya neden olan

durumu degerlendirmeleri ile ¢ozdiiklerini belirtmislerdir.

Yukarida bahsedilen ilk yontemsel sorun, Folkman ve Moskowitz,
(2000) tarafindan da belirtilmis ve arastirmacilar, tim zorluklarina karsin,
gercek hayatta yasanmis olan stres verici olaylarin arastirmalarda kullanilmasi
gerekliligini  belirtmiglerdir. Bu c¢alismada, kuramsal etkileri yani sira,
bulgularin psikolojik danisma siirecinde kullanilabilir etkileri de goz oniinde
bulundurularak, 6grencilerden baglarindan gecen ve stres yaratan bir durumu

degerlendirilmeleri istenmistir.

Roseman ve arkadaslarinin dikkati ¢ektigi ikinci yontemsel sorun, bu
arastirmada, katilimcilarin 6nce, stres yaratan duruma iliskin degerlendirmeleri
yapmalar1 istenip, duygulari daha sonra olgiilerek asilmaya c¢alisilmistir. Bu
yontem ayrica McNally’nin, (2001) arastirmacilara yaptigir uyarilar dikkate

alinarak kullanilmustir.

Arastirmanin amaci

Calismanin temel amaci, biligsel degerlendirme, duygular ve basa

cikma yollar arasindaki iliskiyi stres siirecinde incelemektir.

Arastirmanin cevap aradig1 sorular asagida sunulmustur:

Stres yaratan olaym ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi ile (zarar/kayip ve

tehdit boyutlarinda), yasanan duygular arasinda anlamli bir iligki var midir?

Stres yaratan durumun biligsel degerlendirmesi ile yasanan duygular

arasinda anlamli bir iligki var midir?
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Stres yaratan durumdan sonra yasanan duygular ile basa c¢ikma

yontemleri arasinda bir iligki var midir?

Duygularin biligsel degerlendirmesinin baga ¢ikma yollarina etkisi var

midir?

Arastirmanin iki hipotezi vardir:

1. Olumsuz duygular, duygu odakli basa ¢ikmay1 ve olumlu duygular,
problem odakli basa ¢ikmay1 dogrudan belirler.

2. Duygunun bilissel degerlendirmesi hem problem odakli baga ¢ikmay1

hem de duygu odakli basa ¢ikmay1 dogrudan belirler.

Gergek hayatta yasanmis stresli durumlarda yapilan bilissel
degerlendirmeler, duygular, duygularin bilissel degerlendirmesi ve 6grencilerin
yasadiklar stres ile basa ¢ikma ic¢in kullandiklar1 basa ¢ikma yollarimin bir
arada incelendigi bu arastirmanin, etkilesimsel stres modelinde ihmal edilmis
olan duygularin roliiniin daha iyi anlasilmasi ile, kuramsal katkilar1 olacagi

distiniilmektedir.

Ikinci olarak, bilindigi kadari ile durumun bilissel degerlendirmesi ve
duygular arasinda iliski Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde heniiz aragtirllmamistir. Biligsel
duygu teorisi tartigmalar1 bu arastirmanin boyutlarinin ¢ok Stesinde olsa da, bu

alanda Onci bir etkisi olabilir.

Uygulamaya yonelik etkilerine bakildiginda, sonuglar gergek
yasam olaylar1 karsisinda {iiniversite Ogrencilerinin stres siirecini nasil
yasadiklarina iligkin bulgular verdiginden, duygu ve basa ¢ikma arasinda,

psikolojik danigma silirecinde de kullanilabilecek bilgiler elde edilebilir.
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Ornegin, psikolojik danismada, danisman, danisanin yasadigi duygulardan

hareketle basa ¢ikma yontemlerine ulasabilir.

Son olarak, duygu odakli basa ¢ikmanin ergenler {izerindeki uzun
donemli olumsuz etkileri (Endler, Parker, & Butcher, 2003), g6z oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, arastirma bulgulari, danigana etkin basa ¢ikma yollarinin

kazandirilmasi konusunda bilgiler verebilir.

Aragtirmada kullanilan terimlerin tanimlar1 asagida sunulmustur.

Stres yaratan olay: Bireyin stresli olarak tanimladig1 herhangi bir durum

ya da olay.

Stres diizeyi: Belirli bir olay sonucunda bireyin yasadigi baski, gerilim

ve sikintinin derecesi.

Olaym ikincil biligssel degerlendirmesi: Bireyin stres yaratan olayi,

zarar/kayip ve tehdit algisiyla degerlendirmesi.

Durumun biligsel degerlendirmesi: Durumun zihinsel olarak; durumsal
durum, motivasyonel durum, giic, olasilik, hak etmislik ve kaynak boyutlarinda
degerlendirilmesi. Durumun biligsel degerlendirmesi, durumsal degerlendirme

olarak da adlandirilmaktadir.

Duygular: Bireylerin kendi 6znel duygusal deneyimlerini agiklarken
kullandiklar1 isimlerdir. Bu ¢calismada duygular, katilimcilarin kendi ifadelerine

dayanan, stres yaratan bir olaydan sonra yasadiklar1 hislerdir.

Duygunun biligsel degerlendirmesi: Bireyin stres yaratan olaydan sonra
yasadig1 duygular1 zihinsel olarak, durumsal durum, motivasyonel durum, giig,

olasilik, hak etmislik ve kaynak boyutlarinda degerlendirilmesidir.
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Basa ¢ikma stilleri: Stres verici bir durumla basa ¢ikmak i¢in kullanilan
diisiince ve davraniglardir. Bu calismada duygu odakli ve problem odakli
olmak {izere iki tip basa ¢ikma kullanilmistir. Duygu odakli basa ¢ikma, boyun
egici, caresiz, ve sosyal destege bagsvurma yontemlerini, problem odakli basa
citkma ise problem ¢6zme, kendine giivenli ve iyimser yaklasimlar

icermektedir.
YONTEM

Calismaya Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nin toplam 39 béliimiinden

560 6grenci (271 kadin, 289 erkek) katilmustir.

Ana c¢alismadan Once, kullanilan Olgeklerin  uygunlugunu ve
anlasilirligin belirlemek iizere iki asamal1 pilot ¢alisma gerceklestirilmistir. Tlk
asamada ¢alismaya goniillii olarak katilan 20 Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Ogrencisi ile miilakatlar yapilmis (miilakatlarda kullanilan soru formu Ek. A da
sunulmustur), ikinci asamada ise hazirlanan soru formu 49 Atilim Universitesi
ogrencisine uygulanmustir (pilot ¢alismanin ikinci agamasinda uygulana soru
formu Ek B de sunulmustur). Ana ¢alismada kullanilan soru formu, pilot
calisma ve ilgili literatiirtin 6nerdigi sekilde olusturulmustur (ana caligmada

kullanilan soru formu Ek C de sunulmustur).

Arastirmada iki temel olgek kullamlnmustir. ilk Slcek Folkman ve
Lazarus tarafindan 1988 yilinda gelistirilen 66 maddelik Basa ¢ikma Yollar
Olgegi’nin (Ways of Coping Questionnaire, WCQ), Sahin ve Durak (1995)
tarafindan kisaltilarak 30 maddeye indirilmis ve Tiirk iiniversite dgrencileri
icin uyarlanmis olan Basa Cikma Stilleri Olgegidir (CSS). Arastirmada
kullanilan ikinci 6lgek Roseman, Spindel ve Jose tarafindan 1990 yilinda
gelistirilmis olan Biligsel Degerlendirme Aracidir (CAS). CAS, arastirmaci
tarafindan Tirkce’ye cevrilmistir. Tiirkce cevirisinde ifadelerde yapilan bazi

degisiklikler ve yanit formatinin 9 Guttman Olgeginden 5 li Likert dlcege
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cevrilmesinden sonra ana g¢alismada kullanilan bu 6lgege Durumun Bilissel
Degerlendirmesi Olgegi (CASS) adi verilmistir. Ana calismada kullanilan
CASS 22 maddeden olusmustur.

Duygularin biligsel olarak degerlendirilmesini 6lgmek amact ile CASS
maddelerinin ifadeleri, duygunun biligsel olarak degerlendirilmesini saglayacak
sekilde degistirilmis ve tekrar eden bazi maddeler Olgekten cikarilmistir.
Duygunun biligsel degerlendirmesini 6l¢gmek amaci ile aragtirmaci tarafindan
olusturulmus bu dlgege Duygunlarin Bilissel Degerlendirmesi Olgegi (CAES)

ad1 verilmistir. Ana ¢alismada kullanilan CAES 18 maddeden olugmustur.

Dort boliimden olusan soru formunun ilk boliimiinde, 6grencilere yas,
cinsiyet ve boliimleri sorulmustur. Ikinci béliimde &grencilerden son
zamanlarda yasadiklar1 stres verici bir olay1 anlatmalar1 istenmis ve olayin

yarattig1 stres 11-li Likert 6l¢ek ile dl¢giilmiistiir (1 = hig, 11 = ¢ok fazla).

Soru formunun iiclincii boliimii dort kisimdan olusmustur. Ilk
kisimda, olayin ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesini (zarar/kayip, tehdit, meydan
okuma) belirlemek amaci ile 6 madde gelistirilmistir (soru formunda 1.-6.
sorular). Ogrenciler her bir maddede belirtilen ifadelere ne derece katildiklarini
11-1i Likert 6lgek iizerinde belirtmisleridir (1 = hi¢ katilmiyorum, 11 =

tamamen katiliyorum).

Ucgiincii béliimiin ikinci kisminda, 22 maddeden Durumun Bilissel
Degerlendirmesi Olgegi (CASS) kullanilmis ve katilimcilarin bu 6lgekte
belirtilen her bir maddeye ne kadar katildiklarin1 5 1i Likert 6l¢ek iizerinde

belirtmeleri istenmistir (1 = hig, 5 = tamamen).

Uciincii  boliimiin  iigiincii kism1  duygu dlgeginden olusmustur.
Katilimcilar, stres yasadiklar1 olay sirasinda, 17 duygudan her birini (mutluluk,

lizlintl, korku, ofke, sikinti, ilgi, umut, engellenme, asagilanma, igrenme,
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sagirma, gurur, utang, sucluluk, pismanlik, kiskanclik ve 6tke) ne yogunlukta

yasadiklarini 5 1i Likert 6l¢ek iizerinde belirtmislerdir (1 = hig, 5 = tamamen).

Ucgiincii béliimiin son kisminda, katilimcilara énce, olaydan sonra en
yogun yasadiklar1 duyguyu belirtmeleri ve daha sonra bu duyguyu, Duygularin
Biligsel Degerlendirmesi Olgegi’nde (CAES) bulunan 18 maddeyi, 5 li Likert
Olcek iizerinde isaretleyerek degerlendirmeleri istenmistir (1 = hig, 5 =

tamamen).

Soru formunun dérdiincii ve son kismida Basa ¢ikma Stilleri Olgegi
kullanilmistir (Sahin & Durak, 1995). Ogrencilerden, soru formunun ilk
kisminda belirttikleri stresli durumla basa ¢ikmak igin her bir basa ¢ikma
yolunu ne derece kullandiklarimi 5 1i Likert Olgek {iizerinde belirtmeleri

istenmistir (1 = hig, 5 = tamamen).

Veriler dort hafta boyunca pek ¢ok oturumda, 6grencilere soru
formunun, arastirmaci tarafindan uygulanmasi ile edilmistir. iki asamal1 olarak
gerceklesen veri toplama isleminde ilk asamada, arastirmaci ders saatlerinde
derslere girerek olgekleri uygulamistir. Ogrenciler soru formunda bulunan
sorulara ortalama 30 dakika i¢inde cevap vermislerdir. Bu asamada 270
ogrenciye soru formu uygulanmistir. ikinci asamada ODTU yurtlarinda kalan
Ogrenciler de arastirmaya dahil edilmis ve soru formlar1 bu asamada 290

Ogrenciye uygulanmstir.
BULGULAR

Olaym ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi maddelerinden, meydan okuma
boyutunu dlgen 3., 4. ve 7. maddeler daha sonraki analizlerden g¢ikarilmstir.
Zarar/kayip ve tehdit boyutlarini 6lgen maddelerin i¢ tutarlilii hesaplandiginda
Cronbach Alpha katsayis1 .78 elde edilmigtir.
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Durumun Bilissel Degerlendirmesi Olgegi’nde (CASS) faktor analizi
uygulanmas1 sonucunda 6 faktdr elde edilmistir. Iki alt boyut daha sonraki
analizlerden cikartilmig ve yapisal esitlik modelinde kullanilacak olan 6lgek
puani, kalan dort alt olgek; durumsal durum, motivasyonel durum, giic ve
olasilik {izerinden hesaplanmistir. Olgegin giivenirlik katsayis1 (Cronbach
Alpha) .78 olarak elde edilmistir. Olgegin faktor yapisi, faktorlerin Cronbach
Alpha degerleri Tablo 1 de belirtilmistir.

Duygular 6lgegine uygulanan faktor analizi sonucunda iki faktor elde
edilmistir. Elde edilen faktorler, olumlu ve olumsuz duygular alt Slgekleri
olarak adlandirilmistir. Duygu 6lgeginin faktdr yapisi, faktorlerin Cronbach

Alpha degerleri Tablo 2 de belirtilmistir.

Duygularin Biligsel Degerlendirmesi Olgegi’ne (CAES) uygulanan
faktor analizi sonucunda 5 faktor elde edilmistir. Faktorler, durum, giig,
olasilik, hak etmislik, kaynak olarak adlandirilmis ve CASS da oldugu gibi iki
faktor daha sonraki analizlerden c¢ikarilmistir. Yapisal esitlik modelinde
kullanilacak olan Olgek puani, kalan {i¢ alt dlgek; durum, giic ve olasilik
iizerinden hesaplanmistir. Olgegin giivenirlik katsayisi (Cronbach Alpha) .80
olarak elde edilmistir. Olcegin faktdr yapisi, faktdrlerin Cronbach Alpha

degerleri Tablo 3 de sunulmustur.

Basa Cikma Stilleri Olgegi'ne faktdr analizi uygulannus ve yapisal
esitlik modelinde kullanilacak iki faktor elde edilmistir. Faktorler, duygu
odakl1 ve problem odakl1 basa ¢ikma olarak adlandirilmislardir. Olgegin faktor
yapisi, faktorlerin Cronbach Alpha degerleri Tablo 4 de sunulmustur.

Ogrencilerin stres verici durumdan sonra yasadiklari stres diizeyi,
zarar/kaylp ve tehdit ikincil bilissel degerlendirmeleri, durumun bilissel
degerlendirmesi, stres yaratan olaydan sonra 6grencilerin yasadigi duygular,

duygularin bilissel degerlendirmesi ve olayin yarattigi stres ile bas etmek i¢in
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kullandiklar1 bagsa ¢ikma yontemleri arastirmanin degiskenleri olarak
belirlenmistir. Faktor analizi sonuclarinda; Bilissel Durum
Degerlendirmesi’nin (CASS) dort faktérden (iginde bulunulan durum,
motivasyonel durum, gii¢ ve olasilik), Duygular 6lgeginin iki faktérden
(olumlu ve olumsuz duygular), Duygunun Bilissel Degerlendirmesi Olgegi’nin
(CAES) ii¢ faktérden (durum, giic ve olasilik), Basa ¢ikma Stilleri Olcegi’nin
iki faktorden (duygu odakli basa ¢ikma ve problem odakli basa ¢ikma)

olustugu bulunmustur.

Yapisal esitlik modeli kullanilarak yapilan istatistiksel analizler
AMOS.5 (Arbucle, 2003) programi kullanilarak gergeklestirilmistir. Yapisal
analizlerde kullanilan degiskenler ve ozellikleri Tablo 5 de sunulmustur.
Degiskenlerin ortalamalar1 ve standart sapmalar1 ve birbirleri ile olan

korelasyon katsayilar1 Tablo 6 da sunulmustur.

Yapisal analizler 5 asamada gergeklestirilmistir; modelin belirlenmesi,
modelin tahmini, modelde uygulanan degisiklikler, modelin test edilmesi ve

model yeniden belirlenmesi.

Ik asamada, modelde kullamlan degiskenler belirlenmistir. Ikinci
asamada, modelde yer alan degiskenler arasindaki iligki belirlenmis ve test
edilmistir. Onerilen ilk model (Model 1) Sekil 1 de sunulmustur. Ilk modelin
istatistiksel olarak anlamli sonuglar vermemesi iizerine bu modelde AMOS 5
programu tarafindan bazi degisiklikler dnerilmistir. Onerilen degisiklikler Tablo
7 de sunulmustur. Bu Oneriler dogrultusunda, modelde bulunan degiskenler
arasinda, daha 6nce Ongoriilmemis 5 ek iliski daha belirlenmistir. Degisen
model (Model 2) Sekil 2 de sunulmustur. Dordiincii asamada degisen model
(Model 2) test edilmis ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli sonuglar elde edilmistir.
Son asamada ise degiskenler arasinda anlamli olmayan iligkiler analizlerden
¢ikarilmis ve model son kez test edilmistir. Modellerin  birbirleri ile

karsilagtirilmalar1 ve istatistiksel uyum dereceleri ilgili indekslerin degerleri
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Tablo 9 ve 10 da sunulmustur. Analiz sonuglar1 son modelin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli sonuglar verdigini gostermistir. Son model (Model 3) Sekil 3 de
sunulmustur. Son modelde bulunan iligkili degiskenler arasindaki Beta
degerleri Tablo 8 de gosterilmektedir. Tablo 11 de degiskenlerin bagimli
degiskenler iizerindeki dogrudan, dolayli ve toplam etkileri sunulmustur.

Degiskenlerin R* degerleri Tablo 12 de sunulmustur.

Sekil 3 de goriildiigii gibi durumun biligsel degerlendirmesi olumlu
duygular1 (.48), duygunun bilissel degerlendirmesini (.50) ve olumsuz

duygulari (-.11). dogrudan ve anlaml1 olarak belirlemistir.

Duygunun biligsel degerlendirilmesi, durumun bilissel degerlendirmesi

yaninda (.50), olumlu duygular (.20) tarafindan da belirlenmistir.

Olaym ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi stres diizeyini (.42) ve olumsuz

duygulari (.34) anlamli diizeyde yordamustir.

Olumsuz duygular, olaym ikincil biligsel degerlendirmesi tarafindan
dogrudan pozitif etkilenirken (.34), durumun bilissel degerlendirmesi

tarafindan negatif olarak etkilenmislerdir (-11).

Yapisal esitlik modeli ile yapilan analizler, problem odakli basa ¢ikma
yollarinin, olumlu duygular (.12) ve duygularin biligsel degerlendirilmesi (.17)
tarafindan anlamli olarak yordandigini ve bu iki degiskenin, problem odakli
basa ¢ikmadaki varyansin %15 ini agikladigini géstermistir. Duygu odakli baga
ctkma ise olumsuz duygular (.40), stres diizeyi (.11) ve ikincil biligsel (.11)
degerlendirmeler tarafindan anlamli olarak belirlenmistir. Bu iic degisken,

duygu odakli basa ¢ikmadaki varyansin %27 sini agiklamistir.
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TARTISMA

Arastirmanin sonuglar1 genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, arastirmanin
ilk hipotezinin tamamen kabul edildigi goriilmiistiir. Ik hipotezde éngoriildiigii
gibi, olumlu duygular problem odakli basa ¢ikmayi, olumsuz duygular ise,
duygu odakli basa cikmayr dogrudan ve istatistiksel anlamli  olarak
belirlemiglerdir. Arastirmanin ikinci hipotezinde dngoriilen, duygularin bilissel
degerlendirmesinin, problem ve duygu odakli basa ¢ikmayr dogrudan
belirleyecegi hipotezi, yalnizca olumsuz duygularin degerlendirilmesinin
duygu odakl1 basa ¢ikmay1 belirlemesi nedeni ile kismen dogrulanmustir. ikinci
hipotezin kismen desteklenmesi, diger bir degisle, olumlu duygularin,
duygunun bilissel derlendirilmesi agamasindan gegerek problem odakli basa
cikmay1 belirlemesi, buna karsin, olumsuz duygularin herhangi bir bilissel
degerlendirmeye ugramadan, dogrudan duygu odakli basa ¢ikmay1 belirlemesi,
olumlu ve olumsuz duygular arasindaki bu farkliligin nedenlerinin
tartisilmasini gerekli kilmaktadir. Bu durum, bilgi isleme arastirmalarinda elde
edilen, olumsuz duygular i¢inde iken bireylerin farkli bilgi isleme
stireclerinden gegmeleri bulgusu (Tiedens & Linton, 2001) ve olumsuz temel
duygularin otomatik olarak ortaya c¢ikmasi (Power & Dalgleish, 1999) ile

benzerlikler gostermektedir.

Kuramsal tartismalarin o6tesinde, arastirma sonuclarina dayanarak,
psikolojik danigma siirecinde kullanilabilecek bazi yontemler Onerilebilir.
Olumsuz duygularin dogrudan, duygu odakli basa ¢ikmaya yol agmasi ve
problem odakli basa ¢ikma yontemlerinin kullanimini olumsuz olarak
etkilemesi, psikolojik danisma siirecinde ele alinabilir. Psikolojik danigsma
stirecinde, damiganin  olumsuz duygularini, biligsel olarak yeniden
degerlendirmesinin, problem odakli basa ¢ikma ydntemlerinin kullanimini

saglayabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.
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Son olarak, arastirmanin, daha sonraki calismalar i¢in bazi Onerileri
olmustur. Bunlardan en 6nemlisi, benzer ¢alismalarda, durumun ve duygunun
biligsel degerlendirilmesinde, biligsel degerlendirmeyi olusturan her bir
boyutun, her bir duygu ile olan iligkisinin aragtirilmasidir. Her bir duygunun ve
biligsel degerlendirmenin, basa c¢ikma stratejileri tizerindeki etkisi farkli

orneklemlerde arastirilmasi 6nerilmektedir.
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