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ABSTRACT

THE BEST, THE WORST, AND THE AVOIDANT: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
CAUSAL AND AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS ABOUT DRIVING PERFORMANCE
AND SELF-REGULATORY DRIVER BEHAVIORS

FINDIK, Gizem
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Bahar OZ

September 2023, 84 pages

Self-regulatory behaviors in road traffic context involve modifying driving behavior in a way
to adapt to changes in capacity and occurs in the form of reduction or cessation of driving in
the face of challenging situations. One individual difference variable that may potentially be
a precursor of self-regulatory behaviors in driving is causal attribution, which means the set
of evaluations about the perceived causes of success and failure. Previous studies
investigated different precursors of driving self-regulation. However, this study is the first to
examine the precursors of driving self-regulation within the causal attributional framework.
Unlike previous studies that either have participants of old age or make age-based
comparisons, this study aims to understand the aforementioned mechanism independent from
age. The current study aims to investigate the relationship between causal attributions (about
the best and the worst performed aspects of driving), affective outcomes of these attributions
(i.e. Positive Affect and Negative Affect), and behavioral outcomes associated with them
(i.e. driving self-regulation measured by the level of avoidance). A sample of 400 drivers
filled out the demographic information form, the Causal Dimension Scale-1l, the
International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Short Form, and the Extended Driving
Mobility Questionnaire-Avoidance. Results show that attributional model is more useful for
explaining driving avoidance in the context of the worst performance as compared to the best

performance. Increased External Control leads to increased Negative Affect, which then



leads to increased avoidance behavior. This study shows that causal evaluations about

performance can influence self-regulatory driving behaviors.

Keywords: causal dimensions, attribution, affect, driving self-regulation, driving avoidance
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IYi, KOTU VE KACINMACI: SURUS PERFORMANSINA ILISKIN NEDENSEL VE
DUYGUDURUM DEGERLENDIRMELER] iLE OZ-DUZENLEYIiCi SURUCU
DAVRANISLARI ARASINDAKI ILISKi

FINDIK, Gizem
Doktora, Psikoloji Bolumii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Bahar OZ

Eylil 2023, 84 sayfa

Karayolu trafigi baglaminda 06z-diizenleyici davramiglar, siiriis davranmslarini kapasite
degisimlerine uyum saglayacak yonde sekillendirmektir ve zorlayici durumlar karsisinda
maruziyeti azaltma veya siiriisii sonlandirma seklinde ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Siiriiste 0z-
diizenleyici davraniglarin Onciilii olabilecek bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinden biri, basar1 ve
basarisizligin algilanan sebeplerine dair degerlendirmeler anlamina gelen nedensel atiflardir.
Onceki calismalar, 6z-diizenleyici siiriicii davranislarinin farkli dnciillerini incelemislerdir.
Ancak bu calisma, 0Oz-diizenleyici siirlicli davranislarinin Onciillerini nedensel atiflar
cercevesinde ele alan ilk caligmadir. Katilimeilar1 yash siiriiciiler olan veya yas-temelli
karsilagtirmalar yapan onceki ¢alismalardan farkli olarak, bu ¢alismada sozii edilen iliskinin
yastan bagimsiz olarak incelenmesi hedeflenmektedir. Mevcut ¢aligmanin amaci nedensel
atiflar (stirticiiliikte en iyi ve en koétii olunan ydnlere dair), bu atiflarin duygudurum ¢iktilari
(yani Pozitif Duygudurum ve Negatif Duygudurum) ve yine bu atiflarin davramssal ¢iktilar
(yani kagmnma diizeyi ile olgiilen 6z-dlizenleyici surici davranislari) arasindaki iliskiyi
incelemektir. Dért yiiz kisilik érneklem demografik bilgi formu, Nedensel Boyutlar Olgegi-
11, Uluslararas: Pozitif ve Negatif Duygudurum Olgegi Kisa Formu ve Genisletilmis Siiriicii
Hareketlilik Olgegi-Kagmma 6lgeklerini doldurmustur. Sonuglar atif modelinin siiriiciiliikte
kacinma davramglarmi en iyi performansa kiyasla en kotii performans baglaminda daha iyi

acikladigim gostermektedir. Artan Digsal Kontrol Negatif Duygudurumda artisa yol

Vi



acmakta, bu da artan ka¢inma davranigina neden olmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, performansa dair
nedensel degerlendirmelerin  6z-diizenleyici  siiriici  davramiglarini  etkileyebilecegini

gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: nedensel boyutlar, atif, duygudurum, 06z-dlzenleyici siricl

davranislar, siiriicli kaginmacilig
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Traffic is an integral part of life. Individuals can participate in the traffic with different roles
such as drivers, pedestrians, and passengers. The future trend in travel is shifting towards a
more sustainable, demand-based, and reduced form, yet a long time is needed for
fundamental changes in the functioning of traffic system (Holden, Gilpin, & Banister, 2019;
Moriarty, & Honnery, 2008). In the meantime, traffic volume (International Transport
Forum, 2022) and private car ownership (European Environment Agency, 2019) are still on
the rise. Some of the reasons why individuals prefer driving rather than other means are
private cars’ convenience, independence, flexibility, comfort, speed, reliability, pleasure, and
status (Steg, 2003). For these and other reasons, driver role and factors related to driving has

been and will continue to remain in the spotlight.

Car drivers can only take part in the traffic system after a licensing process, which aims to
ensure that the person is capable and knowledgeable enough to drive. This provides the
driver group to be above some minimum level of performance. Beyond that minimum level,
though, some individual differences such as age, sex, experience, attitudes, and personality
(Lajunen, & Summala, 1995; Ozkan, Lajunen, Chliaoutakis, Parker, & Summala, 2006)
relate to varieties in skill levels of drivers. For instance, Ozkan and his colleagues (2006)
reported that increased age is associated with increased safety skills (i.e. accident avoidance
skills), increased experience is associated with increased perceptual-motor skills (i.e.
technical driving skills), and males report higher perceptual-motor skills than females, which
are findings present across 6 different countries. Similarly, Lajunen, Sullman, and Gaygisiz
(2022) found that males report higher perceptual-motor skills than safety skills, while
females report higher safety skills than perceptual-motor skills. Additionally, they reported
that increased experience is associated with increased perceptual-motor skills and decreased
safety skills among both males and females. The diversity in individual differences among
drivers result in heterogeneity in the skills deemed necessary for safe driving. One
implication of the heterogeneity in skill level is that the same driving task can be more

challenging for some, while quite simple for others.



Driving is a self-paced task, meaning that the drivers have the chance to determine the safety
margins or level of risk as they drive (Lajunen & Ozkan, 2011). Recent studies show that
skill is one of the important factors that relates to driving behavior, that is the way drivers
choose to drive (Uziimciioglu, Ozkan, Wu, & Zhang, 2020; Yang, Li, Guan, & Jiang, 2022).
The self-paced nature of driving allows drivers to optimize their driving in order to deal with
the challenges brought by the heterogeneity in skill levels. In other words, having the
opportunity to choose between the available options, drivers can select to drive under the
most suitable conditions for themselves. For example, assuming that the option is available,
a driver with reduced visual skills may choose to drive in daytime as compared to nighttime.
This phenomenon is an example of driving self-regulation and is one of the main variables of

this study. The purpose of this study is to examine different precursors of it.

1.1. Self-Regulatory Driver Behaviors

1.1.1. Definition of Self-Regulation in Driving

In order to deal with the challenges they face while driving, drivers can engage in self-
regulatory behaviors. Self-regulatory behaviors in road traffic context implies drivers’
attempt to protect from potential harm in case of accidents, by avoiding hazards of dangerous
situations (Stalvey, & Owsley, 2000). These behaviors involve modifying driving behavior
in a way to adapt to changes in capacity (Charlton, Oxley, Fildes, Oxley, & Newstead, 2003)
and occurs in the form of reduction or cessation of driving in the face of challenging
situations (Ang et al., 2019a). In that sense, appropriately applied self-regulatory behaviors
in driving can be regarded as a positive coping strategy in maintaining safe mobility
(Gwyther, & Holland, 2012). Although the expression “changes in capacity” connotes to old
age only, self-regulatory behaviors are more common among young as well as old drivers, as
compared to their middle-aged counterparts (Gwyther, & Holland, 2012; Naumann,
Dellinger, & Kresnow, 2011). Still, older and younger individuals show differences in the
way they self-regulate when driving (Azik, 2015). Undeveloped skills and declining skills

among young and old drivers, respectively, might explain why these drivers self-regulate.

1.1.2. Current Debates and Improvements Regarding Driving Self-Regulation Concept

Self-regulation in driving is an important concept in terms of shaping the choices of drivers.
In addition to limiting the driving conditions, it also has implications on the accident risk of

drivers (Ross et al., 2009). Carrying on its practical importance on one hand, driving self-
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regulation studies suffer from several limitations on the other. Molnar and her colleagues
(2015) listed five limitations regarding the studies about driving self-regulation. These are
narrowing the operationalization of the concept down to avoidance behaviors, examining a
limited set of driving situations, using a cross-sectional design, employing self-report
measurements, and methodological issues in relating self-regulatory behaviors to (un)safe

driving practices or outcomes.

Several attempts have been made to overcome the issues mentioned above. For instance,
Wong, Smith, and Sullivan (2015) developed an updated version of previous self-regulation
scales (i.e. Driving Habits Questionnaire and Driving Mobility Questionnaire), adding new
items to better cover the concept. Another attempt to develop a theory-based scale
development was carried out by Yeoh, Ibrahim, Oxley, Hamid, and Rashid (2016). Ang and
her colleagues (2020) conducted a qualitative exploration of the subject. Their findings
revealed detailed information about the challenges to continue driving and compensatory
strategies for continuing driving by older couples. Another study by Bergen and her
colleagues (2017) aimed to identify classes of self-regulators based on driving frequency and
avoidance of 7 selected conditions. Combining their findings with the previous ones, Bergen
and her colleagues concluded that older drivers can be investigated in 5 groups: drivers with
no modifications, low self-regulating drivers, medium self-regulating drivers, high self-
regulating drivers, and former drivers. Bernstein and his colleagues (2022) conducted a
longitudinal study, in which they found that after controlling for executive function,
increased age was associated with increased self-regulation, but not risky driving. In another
longitudinal study, Vivoda and his colleagues (2022) found that the most common type of
self-regulation was done in nighttime driving and driving comfort was the leading predictor
of driving self-regulation. Thompson, Baldock, Mathias, and Wundersitz (2016) compared
self-reported driving avoidance behavior with global positioning system (GPS) data, and
conclude that the correspondence between subjective and objective data is rather low.
Another study investigated the on-road self-regulatory driving behaviors of drivers with
early Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) by expert assessments and found that the AD drivers had
decreased performance as well as lower-quality self-regulation as compared to healthy older
drivers (Paire-Ficout et al., 2018). These and other studies contributed to the proliferation of

knowledge regarding driving self-regulation by focusing on different aspects of the concept.
1.1.3. Precursors of Driving Self-Regulation

Despite considerable inter-individual variability, self-regulation of driving is found to be

more common and the underlying factors related to it are more complex among older drivers
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(Motak, Gabaude, Bougeant, & Huet, 2014). The quantitative review by Ang et al. (2019a)
summarized the factors that influenced older individuals’ self-regulatory driving behaviors
under four main headings: demographics, health and well-being, social influence, and
environment. They further reported that increased age, being female, and presence of
depressive symptoms contributed to reduction; while increased age, being female, being
unmarried, poor cognitive ability, poor vision, decreased subjective health, lower physical
functioning, presence of depressive symptoms, presence of stroke history, and presence of
comorbidities contributed to cessation of driving. The qualitative review by Ang, Oxley,
Chen, and Lee (2019b), on the other hand, revealed that the most important factors were
health status and driving anxiety in the pre-decision; gender, employment status, living and
housing arrangements, and feeling of independence in the decision; social support,
infrastructure, and legal support in the post-cessation phase of driving reduction and
cessation. Put another way, older drivers’ transition process from driver to non-driver status
is characterized by 3 phases and each phase is influenced by distinct factors. In the pre-
decision phase (in which declining abilities are acknowledged but serious intention to self-
regulate is not present), recognition of deterioration in the health status and experiencing
anxiety/discomfort while driving pave the way for self-regulation. In the decision phase (in
which self-regulation through reduction or cessation is present), females are more likely to
consider regulating their driving, whereas those who work, lost their spouse or living alone
were less likely to do so since they have to rely on themselves in running their errands.
Additionally, decision to cease driving is a difficult and critical one since driving is
associated with independence. Finally, in the post-cessation phase (in which driving is
ceased and alternatives are sought), social (feedback from loved ones and reassurance that
mobility needs will be met), infrastructural (presence of alternative transport options), and
legal support (awareness of existing regulations/guidelines about driving) foster transition to
non-driver status. A number of studies investigated the relationship between attitudes and
driving self-regulation among older drivers (Conlon, Rahaley, & Davis, 2017; Tuokko et al.,
2016). Conlon and her colleagues (2017) reported that negative attitudes towards driving is
associated with increased driving self-regulation for females, but not males. Furthermore,
negative attitudes mediated the relationship between health related variables (i.e. visual
difficulties and physical strength) and driving self-regulation. Mediator role of attitudes in
the relationship between health-related variables and driving self-regulation was also found
in Tuokko and her colleagues’ (2016) study. These findings emphasize the role of
intrapersonal factors associated with driving self-regulation. While the precursors of self-
regulated driving are well-studied for the older sample, the issue remains widely unexplored

for the young drivers.



1.1.3.1. Demographics as the Precursors of Self-Regulatory Driver Behaviors

Among many others, demographic variables, especially age and gender, have been
particularly studied in relation to self-regulation in driving. Though limited, there is a
number of studies that examine self-regulatory driving behaviors across all age groups.
These studies are mainly aimed at comparing younger and older drivers in terms of the level
and/or pattern of self-regulatory driving. In their study, Azik and Ozkan (2018) reported that
the older drivers mainly self-regulate their driving in the strategic level (i.e. higher-order
decisions and strategies such as route planning), whereas their younger counterparts do so in
the tactical level (i.e. maneuvering actions such as following distance). Naumann and her
colleagues (2011) reported that more than half of their sample of 8129 respondents reported
at least one type of self-restriction and the most common type of restriction was avoiding
driving in bad weather (compared with avoiding at night and avoiding driving on high-speed
roads). Their group comparisons showed that females reported higher avoidance scores in all
3 conditions and older drivers reported higher avoidance for driving at night. Except for
those aged 75 and older, there was no apparent difference in age groups in terms of avoiding
driving in bad weather; in fact, lower odds ratios were observed as age increased. Finally,
avoidance of driving on high-speed roads was increasingly more common among drivers
aged 65-74 and 75+ compared to young and middle-age groups. Motak and his colleagues
(2014) revealed that older drivers engaged more in driving avoidance as compared to
younger drivers and there was a main effect of the type of situation on driving avoidance.
They further reported that most avoided conditions across both ages were driving at night in
the rain, in fog, during the rush hour, and in the snow; whereas the least avoided ones were
driving around roundabouts, making left turns, and driving on the highways. Motak and his
colleagues reported that there was no age by situation interaction, meaning that the older
drivers consistently avoided more than the younger ones across all situations. In their further
analyses, they reported that the main effect of age was significant when self-reported mental
health was added as a covariate. Gwyther and Holland (2012), also reported an age effect on
driving avoidance in the way that younger and older drivers both avoid more compared to
middle-aged drivers. Their results indicate a main effect of sex (female drivers avoiding
more than their male counterparts), and when experience was controlled for, female and
older drivers still engaged in avoidance more than male and younger drivers, respectively.
The study by Fort and her colleagues (2021) had participants from different ages, but age
was not a main variable of interest in this study. The aim of the study was to understand how
level of driving anxiety relates to driving avoidance, personal, and occupational life.

Relevant findings from their study were females and middle-aged drivers being over-
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represented in the extreme-driving anxiety group. Another study worth mentioning is that of
Andrews and Westerman (2012), in which the age-related differences in simulated driving
performance and compensatory processes were investigated. They found that there were
relatively few differences between the younger and older drivers in terms of mean driving
performance. The significant differences were observed in mean time headway and standard
deviation of speed, and older drivers scored higher in both performance indexes. Longer
headway is thought of as a generic compensatory strategy for complex decision making
processes employed by older drivers. Additionally, Andrews and Westerman (2012)
discussed that high crystallized ability may act as a selective compensatory strategy among
older drivers, since high levels of it is associated with better performance for older drivers,
but not for younger drivers. To summarize, literature suggests that demographic variables
has a critical role in driving self-regulation. However, other psychological constructs such as
attitudes are found to be associated with self-regulatory behaviors in traffic. Causal

attribution is one other psychological construct that may be related to these behaviors.
1.2. Attributions, Affective Outcomes, and Behavioral Outcomes
1.2.1. Causal Attributions/Evaluations and Behavioral Outcomes

One individual difference variable that may potentially be a precursor of self-regulatory
behaviors in driving is causal attribution, which means the set of evaluations about the
perceived causes of success and failure. Attribution theories examine the antecedent
conditions that lead to different causal explanations, while attributional theories investigate
the psychological consequences of the attributions (Forsterling, 2001, p. 9). Regardless from
its focus, assumptions of attribution/al studies are accepting the mediating role of cognitions
in the stimulus-reaction relationship, considering that individuals rationally seek
explanations for the causes of events, and seeing attributions as functional (Forsterling, 2001,
p. 11). Causal explanations can be made spontaneously, yet often they are triggered by
specific conditions such as schema-inconsistent instances, unexpected events, and novel
situations (Forsterling, 2001, p.13-17). According to Hewstone (1994, p. 9), causal
explanations can be investigated in 4 levels: intrapersonal level (i.e. the mechanism by which
the individual processes the information), interpersonal level (i.e. dynamics of interpersonal
processes), intergroup level (i.e. effect of social categorization on the attributions), and

societal level (i.e. shared beliefs of the people in a given society).

At the intrapersonal level, which is the focus of the current research, one of the consequences

that has generated the most influential work is achievement motivation. According to the



influential model proposed by Weiner (2000), motivational process begins with an event (i.e.
success or failure), is guided by attributional inferences, and ends with a behavioral outcome.
Following the initial event, an outcome-dependent emotion is given: the person is happy in
goal attainment (i.e. success) and unhappy in goal non-attainment (i.e. failure) condition.
Weiner (2000) claims that these outcome-dependent emotions are general affective reactions
that do not require much cognitive work. Outcome-dependent emotions are followed by a
questioning the reasons of the event only under certain circumstances (e.g. when event is
unexpected, negative and/or important). Individuals use a number of information sources
(i.e. causal antecedents) in ascribing a reason to the event, such as past achievements or
failures, norms, biases, and so on. Once a cause is selected, underlying characteristics or
properties of it are evaluated on a number of dimensions. In the early version of Weiner’s
model, the cause of an event is evaluated on 2 dimensions: locus of causality and stability
(Forsterling, 2001, p. 111). Specifically, individuals assess whether the cause resides within
the individual or the environment, and whether it is changing or unchanging over time,
respectively. Later version of the model suggested 3 additional dimensions named
controllability, globality, and intentionality (Weiner, 1990, p. 10). A great amount of
research is conducted on the topic and it is concluded that causes are evaluated on 3
dimensions (i.e. locus of causality, stability, and controllability; Weiner, 2000). Locating the
perceived cause on these dimensions results in affective (i.e. emotions) and cognitive (i.e.
expectancy of success or failure) consequences, which then determine future behavior
(Weiner, 1990, p. 9; see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Weiner’s intrapersonal attributional process (taken from Weiner, 2000)



In the achievement context, attributions can influence behavioral outcomes in terms of task
selection and performance (Forsterling, 2001, p. 119-121). Specifically, success at an
extremely difficult task or failure at an extremely easy task is likely to be attributed to luck
(characterized by low stability and external locus of causality), while success at an easy task
or failure at a difficult one is likely to be attributed to task difficulty (characterized by high
stability and external locus of causality). Only when the task is regarded as having
intermediate difficulty, internal attributions can be made and such tasks are preferred by
individuals as compared to extremely easy or difficult tasks. Similarly, task performance can
enhance if the person attributes previous failure to highly stable factors (e.g. task difficulty
or inability) as compared to factors that may change (e.g. bad luck or lack of effort). Studies
investigating the individual characteristics that influence achievement motivation report that
individuals with high achievement motivation tend to attribute success to internal causes
(e.g. ability, effort), attribute failure to changeable causes (e.g. chance, lack of effort),
approach achievement-related activities, persist in the face of failure, select intermediate-
difficulty tasks, and perform with greater vigor (Forsterling, 2001). The opposite pattern is

observed among individuals with low achievement motivation.

According to Mascret, Nicolleau, and Ragot-Court (2020), driving can be considered as an
achievement context, since driving context meets the criteria of achievement context (i.e. one
in which individual competence is implicated and evaluated, the result is dependent on the
person, and success is uncertain as well as socially valued). In line with that, this study also
accepted driving as an achievement context and examined self-regulatory driving behaviors
in the context of success (i.e. good driving performance) and failure (i.e. bad driving
performance). It is assumed that individuals approach success (i.e. performing good as a
driver) and avoid failure (i.e. performing bad as a driver) situations in traffic and use self-
regulatory strategies in doing so. Mascret and his colleagues (2020) reported that having the
goal of avoiding performing bad (i.e. mastery-avoidance goals) in driving task is negatively
associated with both accident involvement and at-fault accident involvement. Another study
found that adopting such goals is negatively associated with different types of violations and
the relationship is mediated by sensation seeking (Mascret, Nicolleau, Martha, Naude, Serre,
& Ragot-Court, 2021). Mascret and his colleagues (2021) also reported that goals
characterized by outperforming other drivers (i.e. performance-approach goals) is associated
positively with violations among drivers. These studies provide a sufficient basis for
considering driving as an achievement context and encourage further examination of

correlates of achievement-related behavioral outcomes in traffic.



1.2.2. Causal Attributions/Evaluations and Behavioral Outcomes in Traffic Context

Road traffic has been one of the contexts that causal attributions are investigated in. For
instance, the diary study by Palat and Delhomme (2018) found that, drivers explain near-
miss events mostly (i.e. 56.3%) with internal, controllable, unstable, specific, and universal
causes; put another way, trivial errors. However, their causal explanations varied based on
their perception of responsibility, comparative driving skill, and comparative risk of
accident. Similarly, Lennon, Watson, Arlidge, and Fraine (2011) reported that being in the
recipient or instigator position affects people’s causal explanations regarding aggressive acts.
To specify, recipients attributed aggressive acts to internal rather than external reasons as
compared to instigators. For internal causes, recipients reported more stable reasons than
instigators; whereas for external causes, instigators reported more stable reasons than
recipients. Stewart (2005) reported that traffic accident survivors make defensive attributions
and engage in actor-observer bias. To specify, the more severe the accident, the more
responsibility is attributed to other drivers. Additionally, situational (i.e. weather and road)
conditions were assigned an increased role for the accidents that the driver claimed
responsibility for as compared to the accidents that the driver assigned the responsibility to
other drivers. In a similar vein, Findik, Uslu, Oz, Lajunen, and Ozkan (2016) reported that
drivers engage in self-enhancement and actor-observer biases. To specify, individuals rate
themselves as safer and more skillful drivers compared to others. In addition, people attribute
their own risky driving to situational factors (i.e. external reasons), while attributing other
drivers’ risky driving to dispositional factors (i.e. internal reasons). These studies explore
how individuals perceive the causes of traffic-related events and make reference to the

attribution biases in traffic context.

There are other studies that examined how causal explanations influence traffic-related
outcomes. For instance, Britt and Garrity (2006) reported that attributing anger-evoking
events to stable causes is associated with anger and aggressive behavior. This finding implies
that causal attributions are related both to emotional and behavioral outcomes in traffic.
Locus of control has been a more popular concept in relation to traffic-related outcomes.
Despite locus of causality and controllability being two separate dimensions of causal
attributions, locus of control has been conceptualized in similar-enough-to-confuse yet
different-enough-to-differentiate ways by various researchers (Pettersen, 1987). Perhaps for
this reason, early studies investigating the association between context-independent locus of
control and behavioral outcomes in traffic yielded mixed results and lead the researchers to

develop traffic-context-specific measures of locus of control (Bigaksiz, 2021; Ozkan, &
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Lajunen, 2005). Toére, Kacan-Bibican, and Ozkan (2022) investigated the relationship
between risky driver behaviors and two different measures of locus of control specific to
traffic context (i.e. Multidimensional Traffic Locus of Control Scale of Ozkan, & Lajunen,
2005 and the Montag Driver Internality and Driver Externality Scale by Montag, & Comrey,
1987). They found that internal locus of control was positively associated with errors and
violations when measured with Ozkan and Lajunen’s (2005) scale, but the relationships were
non-significant when measured with Montag and Comrey’s (1987) scale. On the other hand,
external locus of control was positively associated with errors and violations when measured
with Montag and Comrey’s (1987) scale, but the relationships were mixed when measured
with Ozkan and Lajunen’s (2005) scale. Conflicting results in Tore and her colleagues’
(2022) as well as other studies indicate that the relationship between attributions and traffic-
related behavioral outcomes need further clarification. Despite the wealth of studies about
locus of control and behavioral outcomes in traffic setting, the conceptual ambiguity still

makes it difficult to accurately interpret the results.

1.2.3. Affective Outcomes and Behavioral Outcomes

As mentioned in the previous sections, affective (i.e. emotions) evaluations represent one of
the psychological outcomes of attributions -along with cognitive (i.e. expectations) ones- and
they are associated with the behavioral outcomes (see Figure 1). Despite the long-lasting
popularity, there is still no agreed-upon definition of the concept of emotion, but some of its
agreed-upon properties are being an affective state, being directed/intentional, containing
bodily changes, and being triggered by appraisal (Mulligan, & Scherer, 2012). The appraisal
component of emotion make it closely associated with attributions. Core affect -used in the
remaining of the text as affect- is defined as “a neurophysiological state that is consciously
accessible as a simple, non-reflective feeling that is an integral blend of hedonic (pleasure-
displeasure) and arousal (sleepy-activated) values” (Russell, 2003). According to Russell
(2003), affect has cognitive (e.g. attention, perception, judgment, retrieval) and behavioral
(e.g. decision-making, mood-congruent behavior) consequences. The literature shows that
affect dominantly has a two-factor structure: Positive Affect and Negative Affect
(Thompson, 2007). Positive Affect is a continuum of the level of pleasurable emotions (e.g.
joy), whereas Negative Affect is a continuum of the level of non-pleasurable emotions (e.g.
fear; Gengdz, 2000). Although the names may imply the components to be opposites, the
studies show that they emerge as somewhat distinct concepts (Gengdz, 2000; Watson, Clark,
& Tellegen, 1988).
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Relationships between attributions, affective evaluations, and subsequent behavior is
examined in a variety of different contexts such as team sports (Allen, Jones, & Sheffield,
2009), academic self-esteem (Robins, & Pals, 2002), parenting behaviors (Chavira, Lopez,
Blacher, & Shapiro, 2000; Dadds, Mullins, McAllister, & Atkinson, 2003), help provision
for depressed patients (Yao, & Siegel, 2021), consumer behavior (Zielke, 2014), and
interpersonal style (Zijimans, Embregts, Bosman, & Willems, 2012). The role of affect is
also investigated in relation to traffic-related behaviors. For instance, Hu, Xie, and Li (2013)
reported that negative affect is associated with risky driving. Pécher, Lemercier, and
Cellier’s (2011) review of the relevant literature suggested that anger is mostly related with
risk taking and aggressive actions, and sadness or ruminations tend to be related to increased
risk of accident involvement and performance decline. Additionally, anxiety yields mixed
results, some studies related anxiety to risky driving whereas others related it to
defensiveness and cautiousness. One study that examined the differences in groups differing
in their level of driving anxiety found that individuals in the high-anxiety group avoid
driving and have more negative cognitions about driving as compared to those in lower-level
groups (Stephens, Collette, Hidalgo- Mufioz, Fort, Evennou, & Jallais, 2020). Increased level
of driving anxiety was found to be associated with increased level of shame (Fort et al.,
2021). Pécher and her collegues (2011) pointed to a lack of literature on the role of positive
affect in traffic context. The way that affect relates to driving depends on the type of specific

driving tasks and the attentional processes involved (Steinhauser et al., 2018).

Aside from the inconclusive results regarding risky driving, there are some studies that
examined the role of affect, especially anxiety, in driving avoidance. For instance, Gwyther
and Holland (2012) reported that driving self-regulation, as measured by the level of
avoidance, increased as negative affective attitudes, as measured by the level of worries and
concerns about driving, increase. The relationship between affective attitudes and self-
regulatory driving behaviors was also found in the study of Wong, Smith, and Sullivan
(2016). The study by Fort and her colleagues (2021) divided individuals into 3 groups based
on their level of driving anxiety and examined the group differences in driving and riding
avoidance. Their results showed that the most avoided conditions for all 3 groups are
“avoiding driving a car” and “riding a bus to avoid driving in the car”. Other most avoided
conditions were rescheduling drives to avoid traffic for the mild and extreme anxiety groups,
and avoiding driving in busy streets for the moderate anxiety group. These studies highlight

the potential role of anxiety in terms of self-regulation by avoidance in driving context.
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Despite the wealth of literature on the relationship between affect and drivers’ behaviors,
there is only a limited literature incorporating attributional processes into this relationship. A
thesis by Arslan (2018) investigated the moderating role of affect in the relationship between
locus of control and coping styles. She reported that Negative Affect moderated the
relationship between self as the locus of control and task-focused coping, as well as fate as
the locus of control and emotion focused coping. Specifically, a low level of negative affect
is found to strengthen the relationships mentioned above. Subsequent work by Arslan (2021)
showed that as Negative Affect increases, so does self as the locus of control. On the other
hand, a positive relationship is reported between Positive Affect and both other drivers and
fate as the locus of control. These results are in line with the mood-congruency concept
mentioned in the previous sections. Another thesis by Wickens (2009) examined the
Weiner’s model in traffic context with a special focus on aggressive and prosocial driving.
Her results showed that, controllability, intentionality, and locus of causality were positively
related to responsibility, which in turn was positively related to anger. The negative
relationships between causal attributions and sympathy were direct: they were not mediated
by responsibility. Aggressive behavior was associated with feeling anger, whereas prosocial
behavior was associated with feeling sympathy. As mentioned above, affect forms a bridge
between causal attributions and behavioral outcomes. This link is established for the
behaviors relevant in traffic context, in addition to others. Therefore, it seems meaningful to

include affect in the current and the future investigations of causal attribution-behavior links.

1.3. Current Study

Still having its own issues to resolve, driving self-regulation literature will continue to be an
important subject due to the dynamic and heterogeneous nature of the traffic context. Drivers
with different demographic, individual, and psychological characteristics, hence different
skill levels, need to perform the same tasks. In order to safely achieve this, drivers engage in

self-regulatory behaviors in this achievement context.

The purpose of this study to shed light on the mechanism underlying self-regulatory driving
behaviors. Unlike previous studies that make age-based comparisons in the demographic and
psychological antecedents of driving self-regulation, this study examines the way these
antecedents act together to result in these behaviors. In uncovering the mechanism of self-
regulation, the current study builds its basis on the attributional theory of Weiner (1990),
which is another unique contribution of this study. Previous studies mostly lack a theoretical

basis in investigating the antecedents of driving self-regulation. A few exceptions to this
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examined the relationship between the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) components and
self-regulatory driving in their studies (Chen et al., 2022; Gwyther, & Holland, 2012; Wong
et al., 2016). Another study made use of the Selection, Optimization, and Compensation
Theory to develop a self-regulation scale (Yeoh et al., 2016). However, there is no previous
study, to the best of the author’s knowledge, investigating the role of attributional constructs
in self-regulation in driving. In line with that, no previous studies considered driving self-

regulation in the achievement motivation context.

The current study aims to investigate the relationship between causal attributions of the best
and the worst performance in driving, affective outcomes of these attributions (i.e. Positive
Affect and Negative Affect), and behavioral outcomes associated with them (i.e. driving self-
regulation measured by the level of avoidance). According to Weiner’s (2000) model,
evaluating the causes of events is associated with future behavior and emotions elicited by
the attributions play a mediator role in this relationship. In line with that, it is expected that
attributions will be related to driving self-regulation and affect will mediate this relationship
in the current study. It is aimed to be investigated whether the aforementioned relationships
will differ in the best and the worst performance conditions. Difference in the patterns of
relationships in these two contexts is expected. Specifically, a dominance of positive feelings
(i.e. Positive Affect) in success (i.e. the best performance) is expected and a dominance of
negative feelings (i.e. Negative Affect) in failure (i.e. the worst performance) is expected. In
line with the mood-congruency principle (Russell, 2003), Positive Affect is expected to be
the prominent mediator leading to decreased avoidance in the best performance context and
Negative Affect is expected to be the prominent mediator leading to increased avoidance in

the worst performance context.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

The sample consists of 400 active drivers aged between 18 and 70 (M = 37.68, SD = 15.84).
Of these 400 participants, 54.5% is male (N = 218) and 45.5% is female (N = 182).
Education level of 2.3% is primary school graduate, 1.8% is secondary school graduate,
13.8% is high school graduate, 35.8% is university graduate, 17.3% is master’s/doctorate
graduate, and 29.3% is current students. The participants have been licensed for an average
of 15.88 years (SD = 14.04) and drove 12274 kilometers on average since previous year (SD
= 37918). See Table 1 for the details regarding the sample characteristics.

Table 1. Sample Characteristics

Variable Mean (Standard Range N
Deviation)
Age 37.68 (15.84) 18-70 400
Licensed years 15.88 (14.04) 0-51 397
Annual kilometers 10515 (15014) 0-100000 391
Income (in Turkish Lira) 17565 (19671) 1250-200000 298
Driving frequency 3.74 (1.45) 1-5 400
Baseline Positive Affect 3.60 (.60) 1.2-5 400
Baseline Negative Affect 2.01 (.64) 1-4.2 400
Levels Percent of sample n
Sex
Male 54.5 218
Female 45.5 182
Education
Primary school 2.3 9
Secondary school 1.8 7
High school 13.8 55
University 35.8 143
Master’s/Doctorate 17.3 69
Currently student 29.3 117
Income status
No income 24.5 98
Has income 75.5 302
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2.2. Materials

In measuring the variables, a survey battery is formed. The battery starts with an informed
consent and those participants who agree to take part in the study are directed to the
measurement tools. These tools are the demographic information form, the Causal
Dimension Scale-11 (CDS-I1), the International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Short
Form (I-PANAS-SF), and the Extended Driving Mobility Questionnaire-Avoidance (E-
DMQ-A). The order of the measurement tools in the survey battery is depicted in Figure 2.

Informed consent form

Demographic information form
& I-PANAS-SF (for baseline)

<1.

CDS-II (for the best performance)
& I-PANAS-SF (for the best performance)

d

N

CDS-II (for the worst performance)
& I-PANAS-SF (for the worst performance)

d

N
E-DMQ-A

Figure 2. The order of the measurement tools in the survey battery
2.2.1. The Demographic Information Form

The demographic information form consists of questions aimed at obtaining background
information about the participants. Age, sex, education level, income level, licensed years,
annual mileage in kilometers, lifetime mileage in kilometers, and accident history are some
of the main information obtained in this section. Baseline affect is also measured in this

section.
2.2.2. The Causal Dimension Scale-11 (CDS-11)

The Causal Dimension Scale (CDS) is originally developed by Russell (1982) and later
revised by McAuley, Duncan, and Russell (1992). It is designed to evaluate the way people
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perceive the cause of an event (Russell, 1982). The scale has a qualitative and a quantitative
section. The qualitative section asks the respondent to define a specified event (for this
study, the event is the best and the worst performed aspect in driving) and state the most
apparent cause of this event. In the quantitative section, the respondent rates this cause in a
number of dimensions. The original version put forward by Russell (1982) consists of 3
dimensions measured with 9 items (i.e. Locus of causality-3 items, Stability-3 items, and
Controllability-3 items). On the other hand, the revised version of McAuley and his
colleagues (1992) consists of 4 dimensions measured with 12 items (i.e. Locus of causality-3
items, Stability-3 items, Personal control-3 items, and External Control-3 items). Locus of
causality refers to whether the cause of an event resides in an individual or is external to
him/her. Stability dimension reflects if the cause of an event is invariant or changeable over
time. Personal control and external control dimensions reflect whether the cause of an event
can be controlled by the person himself/herself and by the other people, respectively. Each
item is rated on a 9-point Likert type scale and higher scores indicate internal locus of
causality, increased stability, increased personal controllability, and increased external

controllability.

The revised version of the scale is translated to Turkish by Serdar (2005). Serdar used CDS-
Il in the context of English language teaching, therefore only the quantitative section of the
CDS-11 is taken from her study. The quantitative section of the scale is redesigned for the
purposes of this study. Specifically, in the qualitative part, the participants are asked to
indicate 2 aspects based on their driving experiences: the aspect they perform best and the
aspect they perform worst. Upon defining what their best and worst performed aspects are,
they are asked to indicate the most important cause of these aspects. In other words, they are
asked why they think they perform the specified aspect best and worst, respectively. The
data collected in the qualitative section of the CDS-II is not subjected to any analyses in the
scope of this study. The quantitative section of the CDS-II is presented after the qualitative
section to rate these 2 causes in terms of the causal dimensions. In the present study, the
CDS-II translated by Serdar (2005) was used. Factor analysis yielded a 3-factor structure for
both the best and the worst performance evaluations measured by the CDS-II in this study.
The 3 factors are Personal Control, External Control, and Stability for both the best
performance evaluations (see Table 2) and the worst performance evaluations (see Table 3).
Cronbach alpha internal consistency values are .84, .77, and .62, respectively for the best
performance evaluations (see Table 2) and .89, .81, and .76, respectively for the worst

performance evaluations (see Table 3).
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2.2.3. The International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Short Form (I-PANAS-
SF)

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was originally developed by Watson,
Clark, and Tellegen (1988) as a 20-item questionnaire in an attempt to measure emotional
experiences of individuals. The internationally reliable short form of it is later put forward by
Thompson (2007). This short form consists of 10 items rated on a 5-point Likert type scale
(1=Never, 5=Always). As in the original PANAS, I-PANAS-SF has 2 dimensions titled
positive affect (PA, 5 items) and negative affect (NA, 5 items). Positive Affect refers to
feelings of enthusiasm, activeness, and alertness. A low level of PA is characterized by
sadness and lethargy, whereas a high level of it is characterized by high energy, complete
concentration, and pleasurable engagement. Negative Affect, on the other hand, refers to
subjective distress and non-pleasurable engagement. A low level of NA is characterized by
calmness and serenity, whereas a high level of it is characterized by aversive mood states
such as anger, guilt, fear, and so on (Watson et al., 1988). In this study, Cronbach alpha
values of PA and NA are .70 and .68 for baseline, .71 and .77 for the best performance, and

.80 and .76 for the worst performance evaluations, respectively.

The Turkish version of the original PANAS is put forward by Gen¢tz (2000). Translations
of the 10 items in I-PANAS-SF are adopted from the work Gengdz (2000) to be used in this
thesis. For the purposes of this study, the participants answered the 10 I-PANAS-SF items 3
times. In the present study, I-PANAS-SF is first presented to the participants within the
demographic information form to measure the baseline level of affect. In measuring the
baseline level of affect, the instructions were aimed at understanding the way the participants
generally feel. Afterwards, it is presented again the second and the third time between the
qualitative sections of the CDS-II. To be specific, participants are asked to fill out the I-
PANAS-SF after they defined their best (the second time) and worst (the third time)
performed aspects of driving. The instructions in the second and third occurrence of the I-
PANAS-SF within the survey battery were aimed at understanding the way the participants
feel when they engaged in the best and worst performed aspects defined by themselves,
respectively. The placement and change of instructions in the second and third occurrences
of the I-PANAS-SF is done to ensure that the ratings of affect exclusively relate to the

specified event.
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2.2.4. The Extended Driving Mobility Questionnaire-Avoidance (E-DMQ-A)

The Extended Driving Mability Questionnaire-Avoidance is put forward by Wong and her
colleagues (2015) as a measure of self-regulation strategy consisting of avoiding driving
conditions that is perceived unsafe due to impairment. It combines related items from the
avoidance subscale of the Driving Mobility Questionnaire (Baldock, Mathias, McLean, &
Berndt, 2006) and the Driving Habits Questionnaire (Owsly, Stalvey, Wells, & Sloane,
1999), as well as the newly developed ones. Although the initial version of the E-DMQ-A
had 21 items rated on a 5-point Likert type scale (1=Never, 5=Always), the results of
analyses conducted by Wong and her colleagues (2015) suggested dropping 7 items, ending
up with a 14-item scale with 2 dimensions. Wong and her colleagues (2015) named these 2
dimensions as External Driving Environment and Internal Driving Environment. The 10
items of the external driving environment dimension reflect aspects of driving influenced by
environmental conditions or factors outside of the car. The remaining 4 items of the internal

driving environment dimension reflect aspects of driving internal to the car.

To the best of the author’s knowledge, the E-DMQ-A was not used in a Turkish sample
previously. For this reason, the full (i.e. 21-item) version of the scale is translated to Turkish
by the author and then back translated to English by a second researcher working in the field
of traffic and transportation psychology. The differences between the original and translated
English versions were minor, therefore the translated Turkish version of the scale is retained.
In the current study, factor analysis yielded a 5-factor structure: Experience and Technical
Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam, Intercity Driving, and Unfamiliarity and
Responsibility. Internal consistency values of these 5 factors are .89, .88, .88, .87, and .67,

respectively (see Table 4).

2.3. Procedure

Ethical approval for this thesis is obtained from the Human Subjects Ethics Committee
(HSEC) of the Middle East Technical University (METU). Upon approval, the survey
battery is distributed to potential participants via the survey link generated on Qualtrics, an
online data collection platform. The link was shared on social media platforms (i.e.
Instagram, Whatsapp, LinkedIn). Additionally, it was shared via SONA system, which is a
platform in which METU students fill out surveys in exchange for bonus course points.
Therefore, snowball and convenience sampling procedures are followed in data collection

phase, which started on October, 2022 and ended on February, 2023.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Data and Analysis Preparation

Before starting the analyses, the dataset is organized and cleared. Any string data is
converted to numerical format for variables such as age, education level, annual kilometers,
lifetime kilometers, and so on. In cases where a range of values were provided instead of an

exact value, the arithmetic average of the lower and upper limits is taken.

Since they are not previously used in the traffic context and the Turkish sample, factor
structures of the CDS-Il and the E-DMQ-A, respectively, are examined. In doing so,
principal axis factoring method with a promax rotation is chosen. For the 2 ratings of the
CDS-1I (the best and the worst), 2 separate factor analyses are conducted. Based on the
results of the factor analyses, mean scores are computed for each factor of each study
variable. The mean differences in the best and the worst CDS-II, as well as I-PANAS-SF
assessments are compared via a series of paired-samples t-tests. This was done to understand
whether evaluations about the best and the worst aspects should be analyzed separately or in
an aggregated manner. After the best solutions are selected for the factor structure of CDS-II
and the E-DMQ-A, as well as the use of CDS-II and the I-PANAS-SF, the relationships
between the study variables are examined based on the Pearson correlation coefficients. Up
to this point, all analyses are conducted using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) v28. The remaining analyses, which are the mediational path model tests are
conducted using the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) v23. In these models, the
independent variables were the causal dimensions, the mediators were the subscales of
affect, and the dependent variables were the types of driving avoidance. The effects of age,

sex, and baseline affect were controlled in the mediational path models.

3.2. Factorial Structures of the Instruments

In analyzing the factorial structure of the instruments, principal axis factoring (PAF) is used.

PAF aims to extract the highest amount of variance from the data (Tabachnick, & Fidell,
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2019). Promax technique is chosen for rotation. For understanding the factor structure of the
CDS-Il, the analysis is conducted twice: once for the causal evaluations of the best
performance, once again for the causal evaluations of the worst performance. For
understanding the factor structure of the E-DMQ-A, the analysis is conducted once. Since
the factor structure of the I-PANAS-SF was previously validated in a sample consisting of
participants from 66 countries (Thompson, 2007) and that of the PANAS in Turkey (Gencoz,
2000), examining the factor structure of the I-PANAS-SF is regarded as redundant. Hence, a
total of 3 PAFs are conducted.

3.2.1. Factorial Structure of the CDS-11

Two separate PAFs on the 12 items of the Causal Dimension Scale-11 with promax rotation
are conducted. Results for the causal evaluations of the best performance are presented first

and the results for that of the worst performance are presented afterwards.

For the CDS-II items about the best performance, The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy is .86 and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is significant (> (66) =
1604.46, p < .001). Therefore, it is concluded that the items are factorable. Based on the
initial solution, 3 factors had eigenvalues above 1. The scree plot also suggested a 3-factor
solution. Based on the agreement between the eigenvalues and the scree plot, the 3-factor
solution is retained. Of the 3 factors, the first explained 37.69%, the second explained
12.96%, and the third explained 10.39% of the variance in the data. Initial eigenvalues for

the factors were 4.52, 1.56, and 1.25, respectively.

The pattern matrix is examined in order to understand the relationship between the items and
the factors, that is factor loadings. The first factor included 6 items composed of the
combination of the locus of causality and personal control items in the original CDS-Il. The
second and the third factors included 3 items per factor, corresponding to the external control
and the stability items in the original CDS-II, respectively. Though Item 3 was cross-loaded
on the first (r =.37) and the third (r = .39) factors, it was included in the third factor both due
to higher loading and the theoretical framework the scale is developed upon. The factor
loadings, communalities, and the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency values are presented
in Table 2.

20



Table 2. Factor Loadings, Communalities, and the Cronbach a Values of the CDS-I1 (Best

Performance)
Personal External  Stability | Communalities

Is the cause something; Control ~ Control

That reflects an aspect of yourself 52 40
vs. reflects an aspect of the situation

Manageable by you .86 .63
vs. not manageable by you

Permanent 37 .39 40
vs. temporary

You can regulate .87 .58
VS. you cannot regulate

Over which others have control .79 .60
vs. over which others have no control

Inside of you .52 43
vs. outside of you

Stable over time .65 49
vs. variable over time

Under the power of other people .70 57
vs. not under the power of other

people

Something about you 46 .35
vs. something about others

Over which you have power .76 .57
vs. over which you have no power

Unchangeable .64 33
vs. changeable

Other people can regulate .69 45
vs. other people cannot regulate

Cronbach o .84 g7 .62

Note. Factor loadings below .30 are suppressed for ease of interpretation.

For the CDS-II items about the worst performance, The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy is .85 and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is significant (y* (66) =
2329.76, p < .001). Therefore, it is concluded that the items are factorable. Based on the
initial solution, 3 factors had eigenvalues above 1. The scree plot also suggested a 3-factor
solution. Based on the agreement between the eigenvalues and the scree plot, the 3-factor
solution is retained. Of the 3 factors, the first explained 38.12%, the second explained
19.01%, and the third explained 12.44% of the variance in the data. Initial eigenvalues for

the factors were 4.57, 2.28, and 1.49, respectively.

The pattern matrix is examined in order to understand the relationship between the items and
the factors, that is factor loadings. As in the case of the best performance, the first factor
included the combination of the locus of causality and personal control items in the original

CDS-II. The second and the third factors included the external control and the stability items
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in the original CDS-II, respectively. No cross-loadings was observed. The factor loadings,

communalities, and the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency values are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Factor Loadings, Communalities, and the Cronbach o Values of the CDS-I1 (Worst

Performance)
Personal External Stability | Communalities

Is the cause something; Control  Control

That reflects an aspect of yourself .60 .56
vs. reflects an aspect of the situation

Manageable by you .95 .82
vs. not manageable by you

Permanent .76 .59
VS. temporary

You can regulate .90 .76
vs. you cannot regulate

Over which others have control .84 .67
vs. over which others have no control

Inside of you .66 .54
vs. outside of you

Stable over time .80 .66
vs. variable over time

Under the power of other people .84 75
vs. not under the power of other

people

Something about you .56 44
vs. something about others

Over which you have power .79 .61
vs. over which you have no power

Unchangeable .60 42
vs. changeable

Other people can regulate .61 .40
vs. other people cannot regulate

Cronbach o .89 .81 76

Note. Factor loadings below .30 are suppressed for ease of interpretation.

When the factor analysis results for the best and worst performance evaluations are

compared, it can be seen that the results are, at the very least, acceptable for both versions.

Factor loadings of the best performance vary between .39 and .87, whereas those of the

worst performance vary between .56 and .95. Communalities range between .33 and .63

among the best performance items and they range between .40 and .82 among the worst

performance items. Finally, Cronbach alpha values are .84, .77, and .62 in the former,

whereas .89, .81, and .76 in the latter results. Taken together, factorial structure of the CDS-

Il seems to show a better fit for the worst performance evaluation as compared to the best

performance evaluation. Despite slightly higher coefficients in the evaluations of the worst

performance, the structures themselves were identical. In both analyses, the first factor
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represented the combination of the locus of causality and personal control items. This factor
is named “Personal Control” since locus of control items positively loaded on the factor and
this indicates a personal locus of causality (e.g. Manageable by you vs. not manageable by
you). The second factor composed of the “External Control” items (e.g. Under the power of
other people vs. not under the power of other people). Finally, the third factor composed of
the “Stability” items (e.g. Permanent vs. temporary).

3.2.2. Factorial Structure of the E-DMQ-A

A single PAF on the 21 items of the Extended Driving Mobility Questionnaire-Avoidance
with promax rotation is conducted. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
is .90 and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is significant (* (210) = 5366.42, p < .001).
Therefore, it is concluded that the items are factorable. Based on the initial solution, 5 factors
had eigenvalues above 1. The scree plot suggested a 3-factor solution. Considering the
disagreement between the eigenvalues and the scree plot, a parallel analysis is conducted.
The parallel analysis yielded a 6-factor solution. The 5-factor solution is found to be the
most interpretable, hence accepted. Of the 5 factors, the first explained 40.76%, the second
explained 12.34%, the third explained 7.20%, the fourth explained 5.38%, and the fifth
explained 4.81% of the variance in the data. Initial eigenvalues for the factors were 8.56,
2.59, 1,51, 1.13, and 1.01, respectively.

The pattern matrix is examined in order to understand the relationship between the items and
the factors, that is factor loadings. The first factor included 7 items about regular tasks
conducted while driving, therefore named “Experience and Technical Skills” (e.g. Parallel
parking). The second factor was composed of 4 items about challenging weather conditions,
hence named “Adverse Weather Conditions” (e.g. In the rain). The third factor included 2
items regarding high traffic density, hence named “Traffic Jam” (e.g. Peak hour). The fourth
factor was composed of 3 items about driving conditions that reflect highway conditions,
therefore named “Intercity Driving” (e.g. Long distance driving). Finally, the fifth factor
included 3 items that require additional effort, hence named “Unfamiliarity and
Responsibility” (e.g. Other people’s car). Item 15 was cross-loaded on the first (r = .45) and
the fifth (r = .39) factors. Similarly, Item 18 was cross-loaded on the third (r = .31) and the
fifth (r = .32) factors. They both were excluded from the scale and the further analyses, since
the difference between the loadings were minimal. The factor loadings, communalities, and

the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency values are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Factor loadings, Communalities, and the Cronbach a Values of the E-

DMQ-A
Experienc ~ Adverse  Traffi Intercit Unfamiliarity | Communalitie
e and Weather ¢ Jam y and S
Technical ~ Condition Driving  Responsibilit
Skills S y
At night in .99 .78
the rain
In the rain .83 a7
At night .70 .60
Peak hour .93 .65
In foggy A7 .50
conditions
High traffic .90 .66
roads
Long .66 57
distance
driving
Freeways .93 .78
Tunnels .70 75
Other .69 .30
people's car
With .53 .45
passengers
(children)
When alone .61 .56
With .81 .69
passengers
(adult)
Familiar .95 72
roads
At the 45 .39 51
start/end of
school time
Unfamiliar .65 .57
roads
Lane 48 .50
changes
Roadworks 31 .32 37
Parallel .39 .35
parking
Right turns .94 g1
Roundabout .88 .68
S
Cronbach o .89 .88 .88 .87 .67

Note. Factor loadings below .30 are suppressed for ease of interpretation.

3.3. Comparison of the Evaluations Regarding the Best and the Worst Performance

In order to compare the causal as well as affective evaluations about the best performance

with those of the worst performance, paired samples t-tests is chosen. This is done to
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understand whether the best and the worst performance evaluations should be analyzed
separately or in aggregated form in the subsequent analyses. Since CDS-II and I-PANAS-SF
are both completed twice (once about the best performance and once again about the worst
performance), t-tests are conducted for only these measurements. E-DMQ-A has a single
score for each participant, therefore it is not subjected to this analysis.

3.3.1. Mean Difference of the Best and the Worst CDS-11 Evaluations

A paired samples t-test is conducted to examine the potential difference between causal
evaluations of the best and the worst performance. In the t-test, the best and the worst
performance evaluations of the participants are compared for all 3 factors of the CDS-II (i.e.
Personal Control, External Control, and Stability) separately. Put another way, Personal
Control evaluations about the best performance is compared with the Personal Control
evaluations about the worst performance. External Control evaluations about the best
performance is compared with the External Control evaluations about the worst
performance. Finally, Stability evaluations regarding the best performance is compared with
the Stability evaluations regarding the worst performance (see Table 5). According to the
results, the difference between the best and the worst performance evaluations were
statistically significant for Personal Control (t(399) = 4.78, p < .001, Cohen’s d = .24) and
Stability (t(399) = 15.51, p < .001, Cohen’s d = .78), but not for External Control (p = .16).
To specify, causal evaluations of the best performance (M = 6.71, SD = 1.67 for Personal
Control; M = 6.14, SD = 1.78 for Stability) were higher than that of the worst (M = 6.12, SD
= 1.96 for Personal Control; M = 4.28, SD = 1.93 for Stability) for both Personal Control and
Stability.

3.3.2. Mean Difference of the Best and the Worst I-PANAS-SF Evaluations

A paired samples t-test is conducted to examine the potential difference between affective
evaluations of the best and the worst performance. In the t-test, the best and the worst
performance evaluations of the participants are compared for both factors of the I-PANAS-
SF (i.e. Positive Affect, and Negative Affect) separately. Put differently, Positive Affect
evaluations about the best performance is compared with the Positive Affect evaluations
about the worst performance. Similarly, Negative Affect evaluations about the best
performance is compared with the Negative Affect evaluations about the worst performance
(see Table 5). According to the results, the difference between the best and the worst

performance evaluations were statistically significant for both Positive Affect (t(399) =
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19.55, p <.001, Cohen’s d = .98) and Negative Affect (1(399) = -15.21, p <.001, Cohen’s d
= .76). Specifically, Positive Affect was higher in the case of the best performance (M =
3.91, SD =.59) as compared to the worst performance (M = 3.03, SD = .88). On the contrary,
Negative Affect was higher in the case of the worst performance (M = 2.24, SD = .87) as
compared to the best performance (M = 1.61, SD = .61).

3.3.3. Overview of the Mean Difference Comparisons

The results of the t-tests show that, 4 out of 5 factors tested were significantly different
across the best and the worst performance evaluations (see Table 5). Specifically, 2 factors
of the CDS-II (i.e. Personal Control, and Stability) and the 2 factors of the I-PANAS-SF (i.e.
Positive Affect, and Negative Affect) differed for the best and the worst performance
evaluations. There was no such difference in the External Control factor of the CDS-II. The
higher number of significant differences is considered as a legitimate basis for separately
analyzing the best and the worst evaluations. In other words, since 4 out of 5 factors showed
difference across the best and the worst evaluations, the best and the worst evaluations are

not aggregated. Instead, they are used separately in the following analyses.

Table 5. Summary of the Best and Worst Evaluation Comparisons

Mean- SD- Mean- SD- df | t-statistic
Best Best Worst Worst
CDS-I1
Personal Control 6.71 1.67 6.12 1.96 399 | 4.78F
External Control 4.39 2.04 4,22 2.07 399 | 1.40
Stability 6.14 1.78 4.28 1.93 399 | 15.517
I-PANAS-SF
Positive Affect 3.91 .59 3.03 .88 399 | 19.557
Negative Affect 1.61 .61 2.24 .87 399 | -15.21F

Note. SD = Standard deviation, df = Degrees of freedom, + two-sided p < .001.

3.4. Bivariate Correlations among the Study Variables

The relationships between the study variables are examined using Pearson correlation

coefficients. The result of the correlation analysis is presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. Pearson Correlation Coefficients among the Study Variables
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Table 6. (continued)
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Note. LY = Number of licensed years, KM = Annual kilometers, FR = Frequency of driving,
BPC = Best Personal Control, BEC = Best External Control, BST = Best Stability, WPC =
Worst Personal Control, WEC = Worst External Control, WST = Worst Stability, PA =
Baseline Positive Affect, NA = Baseline Negative Affect, BPA = Best Positive Affect, BNA
= Best Negative Affect, WPA = Worst Negative Affect, WNA = Worst Negative Affect,
DV1 = Experience and Technical Skills, DV2 = Adverse Weather Conditions, DV3 = Traffic
Jam, DV4 = Intercity Driving, DV5 = Unfamiliarity and Responsibility, * p < .05, ** p <
.01.

Based on the results presented in Table 6, age, licensed years, and frequency of driving has
significant relationships with the outcome variables (i.e. Experience and Technical Skills,
Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam, Intercity Driving, and Unfamiliarity and
Responsibility). Of these demographic variables, the outcome variables showed the strongest
correlations with frequency of driving (r =-.27,p<.01;r=-35,p<.01;r=-18,p<.01; r
= -25 p < .01; r = -.34, p < .01; respectively). However, considering that the outcome
variables are dimensions of avoidance, strong negative correlations has little to explain.

Expectedly, age has a very strong positive relationship with licensed years (r = .94, p <.01).
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Of these 2, age is chosen as the control variable in the next analyses due to its potential
relevance to the outcome variable (Kostyniuk, & Molnar, 2008). Baseline Positive Affect (r
= .57, p < .01 for PA of the best performance; r = .40, p < .01 for PA of the worst
performance) and Baseline Negative Affect (r = .53, p < .01 for NA of the best performance;
r = .47, p < .01 for NA of the worst performance) also show relationships of various
strengths with performance-specific affect levels and outcome variables. For this reason,
effects of baseline Positive Affect and baseline Negative Affect are also controlled in the
following analyses. Although sex is not included in the Pearson correlation analysis due to
binary coding, it is also included as a control variable due to its relevance to the avoidance in
driving (Kostyniuk, & Molnar, 2008).

Table 6 also shows that the majority of relationships between attributions about the best
performance and avoidance dimensions were significant, whereas those of the worst
performance and avoidance dimensions were not. There was also a reverse pattern in the
relationships between affective evaluations and behavioral outcomes. Specifically, Positive
Affect regarding the best performance showed a higher number of significant relationships
with the E-DMQ-A factors (r =-.17, p<.01; r=-11,p<.05;r=-10,p<.05;r=-14,p <
.01; r =-.19, p <.01; respectively) as compared to Negative Affect of the best performance
(r =.27, p < .01 for Experience and Technical Skills; r = .19, p < .01 for Intercity Driving).
On the other hand, Negative Affect regarding the worst performance showed a lower number
of significant relationship with them (r = .17, p<.01;r=.13, p<.05; r = .17, p<.05; r =
A5, p < .01, r = .24, p < .01; respectively) as compared to Positive Affect of the worst

performance (r = -.14, p <.01 for Traffic Jam).

3.5. Causal Evaluations, Affective Evaluations, and Behavioral Outcomes: Mediational
Models

In this section, the mediating role of affect in the relationship between causal attributions and
driving self-regulation is investigated. The mediational models are tested through a series of
path models. A total of 10 path analyses are conducted. Each outcome variable (i.e.
Experience and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam, Intercity
Driving, and Unfamiliarity and Responsibility) is subjected to the path analyses twice: once
with the causal and affective evaluations of the best performance, and once with the causal
and affective evaluations of the worst performance. Also, analyses are conducted by
including one outcome variable at a time. In each model, the predictor variables are the 3

dimensions of causal attributions (i.e. Personal Control, External Control, and Stability), the
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mediator variables are the 2 dimensions of affective evaluations (i.e. Positive Affect, and
Negative Affect), the outcome variable was one of the 5 dimensions of driving self-
regulation (i.e. Experience and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam,
Intercity Driving, and Unfamiliarity and Responsibility). In all 10 models, age, sex, baseline
Positive Affect, and baseline Negative Affect are entered as the control variables. Maximum
likelihood is chosen as the estimation method. Bootstrap is performed with percentile
confidence intervals (95%) and resampling is done 2000 times. Initially, all of the models
were the saturated models, therefore goodness of fit indices was not available (see Figure 3).
The results presented below are those of the trimmed models, in which the non-significant

paths were removed.

{

Outcome variable |

Figure 3. The saturated model

The model fit is evaluated based on chi square (y?), the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom (y/df), comparative fit index (CFI), normed fit index (NFI), and the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA). Tabachnick and Fidell (2019) suggest that a non-
significant »? is desired for a good fitting model; however, since this test is sensitive to the
sample size, a ratio of chi square to degrees of freedom less than 2 can be considered as a
good model fit. Also, according to Hu and Bentler (1999), a value higher than .95 indicates a
good fit in terms of CFI, a value higher than .90 indicates a good fit in terms of NFI, and a

value below .06 indicates a good fit in terms of RMSEA.
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3.5.1. Mediational Path Models of the Best Performance

In this section, causal and affective evaluations about the best performance are presented. A
series of 5 path models are tested for each dimension of driving self-regulation: Experience
and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam, Intercity Driving, and
Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. The results are presented respectively.

The first model, in which the dependent variable is Experience and Technical Skills, yielded
a non-significant chi square (y* (5) = 4.05, p = .54). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was .81, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00
[95%CI (.00, .06)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
35% of the variance in Positive Affect, 28% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 15% of
the variance in Experience and Technical Skills. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed
model ranged between -.16 and .55. Directs effect of Personal Control on Positive Affect (#
= .05, p < .01), Positive Affect on Experience and Technical Skills (f = -.16, p < .05),
Negative Affect on Experience and Technical Skills (8 = .19, p <.01), and External Control
on Experience and Technical Skills (8 = .05, p < .01) were significant. Indirect effects were

non-significant. See Figure 4 for the graphic representation of the trimmed model.

Personal
Control

Negative
Affect

External
Control

Experience and
Technical Skills

Positive
Affect
Stability

Figure 4. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the best performance, and Experience and
Technical Skills.

The second model, in which the dependent variable is Adverse Weather Conditions, yielded
a non-significant chi square (> (8) = 6.22, p = .62). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was .78, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00

[95%CI (.00, .05)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
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35% of the variance in Positive Affect, 28% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 9% of
the variance in Adverse Weather Conditions. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed model
ranged between -.07 and .55. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (5 = .05, p
< .01) and External Control on Adverse Weather Conditions (# = .07, p < .01) were
significant. Indirect effects were non-significant. See Figure 5 for the graphic representation
of the trimmed model.

Personal
Control Negative
Affect
.05
.07 R Adverse Weather
External d Conditions
Control

Positive
Affect

Stability

i [

Figure 5. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the best performance, and Adverse Weather
Conditions.

The third model, in which the dependent variable is Traffic Jam, yielded a non-significant
chi square (y? (9) = 6.32, p =.71). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of freedom was .70,
which indicate a good fit. CFl was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00 [95%CI (.00,
.04)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for 35% of the
variance in Positive Affect, 28% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 5% of the variance
in Traffic Jam. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed model ranged between -.22 and .55.
Direct effect of Personal Control on Positive Affect was significant (f = .05, p < .01).
Indirect effects were non-significant. See Figure 6 for the graphic representation of the

trimmed model.
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Figure 6. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the best performance, and Traffic Jam.

The fourth model, in which the dependent variable is Intercity Driving, yielded a non-
significant chi square (* (6) = 5.10, p = .53). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was .85, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00
[95%CI (.00, .06)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
35% of the variance in Positive Affect, 28% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 19% of
the variance in Intercity Driving. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed model ranged
between -.15 and .55. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (8 = .05, p <.01),
Personal Control on Intercity Driving (5 = -.08, p < .01), and External Control on Intercity
Driving (8 = .05, p = .03) were significant. Indirect effects were non-significant. See Figure

7 for the graphic representation of the trimmed model.
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Figure 7. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the best performance, and Intercity Driving.

The fifth model, in which the dependent variable is Unfamiliarity and Responsibility, yielded
a non-significant chi square (y* (7) = 5.68, p = .58). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was .81, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00

[95%CI (.00, .05)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
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35% of the variance in Positive Affect, 28% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 20% of
the variance in Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed
model ranged between -.17 and .55. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (8
= .05, p <.01), and External Control on Unfamiliarity and Responsibility (4 = .07, p < .01)
were significant. Indirect effects were non-significant. See Figure 8 for the graphic

representation of the trimmed model.
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Figure 8. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the best performance, and Unfamiliarity and

Responsibility.

3.5.2. Mediational Path Models of the Worst Performance

In this section, causal and affective evaluations about the worst performance are presented. A
series of 5 path models are tested for each dimension of driving self-regulation: Experience
and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam, Intercity Driving, and

Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. The results are presented respectively.

The first model, in which the dependent variable is Experience and Technical Skills, yielded
a non-significant chi square (% (5) = 4.04, p = .54). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was .81, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00
[95%CI (.00, .06)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
21% of the variance in Positive Affect, 27% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 10% of
the variance in Experience and Technical Skills. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed
model ranged between -.04 and .57. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (
= .09, p < .01), External Control on Positive Affect (# = .06, p < .01), Stability on Positive
Affect ( = .04, p = .04), External Control on Negative Affect (# = .05, p = .01), Personal
Control on Experience and Technical Skills (8 = -.04, p < .05), and Stability on Experience
and Technical Skills (8 = .05, p = .03) were significant. Indirect effects were non-significant.

See Figure 9 for the graphic representation of the trimmed model.
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Figure 9. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the worst performance, and Experience and
Technical Skills.

The second model, in which the dependent variable is Adverse Weather Conditions, yielded
a non-significant chi square (y* (7) = 6.82, p = .45). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was .98, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was .00
[95%CI (.00, .06)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
21% of the variance in Positive Affect, 27% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 8% of
the variance in Adverse Weather Conditions. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed model
ranged between -.08 and .57. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (8= .09, p
< .01), External Control on Positive Affect (8 = .06, p < .01), Stability on Positive Affect (8
= .04, p = .04), and External Control on Negative Affect (8 = .06, p < .01) were significant.
Indirect effects were non-significant. See Figure 10 for the graphic representation of the

trimmed model.
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Figure 10. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the worst performance, and Adverse Weather
Conditions.
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The third model, in which the dependent variable is Traffic Jam, yielded a non-significant
chi square (y* (7) = 7.88, p = .34). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of freedom was
1.13, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .98, and RMSEA was .02 [95%ClI
(.00, .07)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for 21% of
the variance in Positive Affect, 27% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 7% of the
variance in Traffic Jam. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed model ranged between -.23
and .57. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (5 = .09, p < .01), External
Control on Positive Affect (8 = .06, p <.01), Stability on Positive Affect (8 = .04, p =.04),
External Control on Negative Affect (8 = .06, p < .01), and Negative Affect on Traffic Jam
(8 = .15, p = .03) were significant. Indirect effect of Negative Affect on the relationship
between External Control and Traffic Jam was significant (# = .01, p = .04). See Figure 11

for the graphic representation of the trimmed model.
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Figure 11. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the worst performance, and Traffic Jam.

The fourth model, in which the dependent variable is Intercity Driving, yielded a non-
significant chi square (* (7) = 10.37, p = .17). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was 1.48, which indicate a good fit. CFI was .99, NFI was .98, and RMSEA was .04
[95%CI (.00, .08)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted for
21% of the variance in Positive Affect, 27% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 15% of
the variance in Intercity Driving. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed model ranged
between -.23 and .57. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (5 = .09, p <.01),
External Control on Positive Affect (8 = .06, p < .01), Stability on Positive Affect (5 =.04, p
=.04), and External Control on Negative Affect (f = .06, p <.01) were significant. Indirect
effects were non-significant. See Figure 12 for the graphic representation of the trimmed

model.
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Figure 12. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the worst performance, and Intercity Driving.

The fifth model, in which the dependent variable is Unfamiliarity and Responsibility, yielded
a non-significant chi square (i (7) = 7.24, p = .41). Also the ratio of chi square to degrees of
freedom was 1.03, which indicate a good fit. CFI was 1.00, NFI was .99, and RMSEA was
.01 [95%CI (.00, .06)], which are also indications of a good model fit. The model accounted
for 21% of the variance in Positive Affect, 27% of the variance in Negative Affect, and 21%
of the variance in Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. Direct path coefficients of the trimmed
model ranged between -.17 and .57. Direct effects of Personal Control on Positive Affect (8
= .09, p < .01), External Control on Positive Affect (8 = .06, p < .01), Stability on Positive
Affect (8 = .04, p = .04), External Control on Negative Affect (8 = .06, p < .01), and
Negative Affect on Unfamiliarity and Responsibility (8 = .13, p = .02) were significant.
Indirect effect of Negative Affect on the relationship between External Control and
Unfamiliarity and Responsibility was significant (8 = .01, p = .02). See Figure 13 for the

graphic representation of the trimmed model.
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Figure 13. Simplified and trimmed path model showing the relationship between
causal and affective evaluations of the worst performance, and Unfamiliarity and
Responsibility.
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3.5.3. Overview of Mediational Models

To summarize, no indirect effects are found for the models testing the best performance
evaluations. For these models, there was a direct positive effect of External Control on
Experience and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Intercity Driving, and
Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. In other words, increased External Control was associated
with increased avoidance from these 3 conditions. Additionally, direct positive effect of
Negative Affect and direct negative effect of Positive Affect on Experience and Technical
Skills is found. In driving situations requiring Experience and Technical Skills, increased
Negative Affect and decreased Positive Affect was related with increased avoidance. Finally,
direct negative effect of Personal Control on Intercity Driving is found, meaning that
increased Personal Control was associated with decreased avoidance from Intercity Driving.

Indirect effects are observed in the case of the worst performance. Specifically, increased
External Control was associated with increased Negative Affect, which in turn results in
increased avoidance in terms of Traffic Jam, and Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. There
was a direct negative effect of Personal Control as well as direct positive effect of Stability
on Experience and Technical Skills. Put another way, increased Personal Control was
associated with decreased avoidance from situations requiring Experience and Technical
Skills. Also as the worst performance is perceived higher in Stability, avoiding Experience
and Technical Skills also increased. The summary of the results of the path analyses are

presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Summary of the Mediational Path Analyses

Experience

and Adverse Traffic Intercity Unfamiliarity
. Weather o and
Technical . Jam Driving S
Skills Conditions Responsibility

Best Performance

Direct | EC+, NA+,

PA- EC+ none EC+, PC- EC+
Indirect none none none none none
Worst Performance
Direct PC-, ST+ none NA+ none NA+
Indirect none none EC+NA+ none EC+NA+

Note. PC = Personal Control, EC = External Control, ST = Stability, (-) corresponds to a
significant negative path coefficient and (+) corresponds to a significant positive path
coefficient.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to understand the mechanism of driving self-regulation by focusing on its
relationship with causal attributions and affect among drivers of all ages for the first time in
the literature. Previous studies also investigated different precursors of driving self-
regulation. However, this study is the first to examine the precursors of driving self-
regulation within the causal attributional framework. Unlike the previous studies that either
have participants of old age or make age-based comparisons, this study aims to understand
the aforementioned mechanism independent from age. In doing so, attributional model by
Weiner (1990) is used as the theoretical basis. Accepting driving as an achievement context,
the association between causal attributions about driving performance and self-regulatory
driving behaviors is investigated. Moreover, mediator role of affect is examined. In line with
the expectations, affect played a mediator role in the relationship between attributions and
self-regulatory behavior. However, contrary to the expectations, this pattern was not
observed in all 10 models tested. Expectations regarding the difference between the success
(i.e. the best performance) and failure (i.e. the worst performance) were also partially
supported by the current findings. Specifically, a mediator role of Positive Affect was
expected for the success context, whereas a mediator role of Negative Affect was expected
for the failure context. Positive Affect did not mediate the relationship between causal
attributions and self-regulatory driving behaviors. On the other hand, Negative Affect
mediated the relationship between causal attributions and self-regulatory driving behaviors
with some degree of consistency across different types of behaviors. Current results are

discussed in relation to the previous literature in the next section.
4.1. Discussion of the Factor Structures of the CDS-11 and the E-DMQ-A
In the scope of this study, factor structures of the CDS-1l and E-DMQ-A are investigated.

The results suggested that the 3-factor solution was the most suitable for the CDS-II and the

5-factor solution was the most interpretable for the E-DMQ-A.
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Originally, CDS-Il has 4 factor namely Locus of Causality, Personal Control, External
Control, and Stability (McAuley et al., 1992). However, the 3 factors that is yielded in this
study are Personal Control, External Control, and Stability. In other words, items of Locus of
Causality and Personal Control merged into a single factor. Moreover, this structure was
consistent for both the best performance and the worst performance evaluations, which
indicate that the causes of good and bad performance are interpreted on the same 3
dimensions. In original CDS-II, higher scores on Locus of Causality dimension indicate that
the cause of the event lies in the person and higher scores on Personal Control dimension
indicate that the cause is controllable by the person. Since items of both dimensions loaded
on the same factor in the same direction, it can be claimed that the participants interpreted
internal causes as internally controllable in the traffic context. This is not the case in the
original theory: aptitude and effort are both internal causes, however aptitude cannot be
controlled, while effort can be (Weiner, 2000). From another perspective, lower scores on
Locus of Causality dimension indicate that the cause of the event lies outside the person and
lower scores on Personal Control dimension indicate that the cause is not controllable by the
person. Items of both dimensions loading on the same factor in the same direction may be
interpreted as people considering external causes as internally non-controllable. For some
external reasons, (e.g. help from others), internal controllability may be higher than it is for
others (e.g. chance). Individuals can alter (if not control) the level of help they get by asking
or not asking for help. Beyond that, externally originated reasons may (e.g. fair enforcement)
or may not (e.g. luck) be controllable by outer agents (Weiner, 2018). However, they did not
consider it so in the traffic context as implied by the results. This finding can offer an
explanation for the confusion regarding conceptualization of locus of control (Pettersen,
1987).

Wong and her colleagues (2015) reported that E-DMQ-A has 2 factors, namely External
Driving Environment and Internal Driving Environment. In this study, 5 factors emerged:
Experience and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions, Traffic Jam, Intercity
Driving, and Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. Most Internal Driving Environment items
loaded onto Experience and Technical Skills, whereas most External Driving Environment
items loaded onto remaining 4 dimensions in this study. One explanation is that drivers
interpreting external conditions in a more refined manner. This may be resulting from the
wide age-range of participants in the current study. Wong and her colleagues (2015)
examined the factor structure of the instrument in a sample of older drivers aged 65 and
above. However, drivers of all ages are included in the current study. This difference may

have led to greater variability and differentiation in the interpretation of the items.
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4.2. Discussion of the Mean Differences of the CDS-11 and I-PANAS-SF

The results of this study suggest that individuals explain the causes of their best and worst
performance distinctively. To specify, individuals perceive the causes of their good
performance as more personally controllable and more stable than the causes of their bad
performance. This is in line with the previous studies that found self-enhancement bias in
traffic context (Findik, Uslu, Oz, Lajunen, & Ozkan, 2016). Not surprisingly, a higher level
of Positive Affect is reported for the best performed driving task as compared to the worst
one. On the contrary, a higher level of Negative Affect is reported following the worst
performed driving task compared to the best performed task. This pattern of relationships
was in accordance with the expectations regarding the findings of this study. These
differences suggest that causal attributions and affective evaluations show distinct features
for the success and failure contexts. Therefore, they need to be separately examined in

relation to the behavioral outcomes.

4.3. Discussion of the Relationships between the Main Study Variables

Correlations were mostly significant between causal attributions of the best performance and
behavioral outcomes, while mostly non-significant between causal attributions of the worst
performance and behavioral outcomes. This indicates that the attribution-affect-behavior
mechanism works differently in the success and failure situations in the traffic context.
Attributional processes are triggered by schema-inconsistent instances, unexpected events,
and novel situations (Forsterling, 2001, p.13-17), therefore it is not surprising that
attributions of success (i.e. the best performance in this case) provide less information about
the behavioral outcome at hand (i.e. driving self-regulation) compared to failure (i.e. the
worst performance in this case). Also, this pattern provides further basis for examining the
best and worst performance evaluations separately. For affective evaluations, the correlations
were in line with the mean difference findings. According to the results of the mean
difference tests, Positive Affect is higher after the best performance than it is after the worst
performance. On the contrary, Negative Affect is higher after the worst performance than it
is after the best performance. In a similar vein, results of the correlation analysis showed that
Positive Affect related more with evaluations of the best performance, whereas Negative
Affect related more with evaluations of the worst performance. This is in accordance with
Forsterling’s (2001, p. 116) statement that different affective responses mediate the
relationship between causal evaluations and behavioral outcomes. This finding is also in

accordance with the expectation that Positive Affect would be the prominent emotional
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experience in the success (i.e. the best performance) condition and Negative Affect would be
the prominent emotional experience in the failure (i.e. the worst performance) condition.

These relationships are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

4.3.1. Mediational Models for the Best Performance

Indirect effects of Positive Affect and Negative Affect were non-significant in all 5
mediational models tested in this section. In other words, Positive Affect and Negative
Affect did not mediate the relationship between causal attributions of best performance and 5
dimensions of self-regulatory driving behaviors. Rather, some direct relationships were
observed. Attribution-behavior relations were not completely overlapping across different
types of self-regulatory driving behaviors. With the exception of Traffic Jam, there was a
direct positive relationship between External Control and the 4 avoidance dimensions.
Additionally, Positive Affect was negatively and Negative Affect was positively associated
with Experience and Technical Skills. Finally, Personal Control was negatively associated

with Intercity Driving.

Weiner (2010) claims that causal thinking is important for being functional and motivational.
According to him, not all behavioral outcomes require a search for causes, since it uses
cognitive resources. Attributional process is particularly conducted by the individual under
conditions of schema-inconsistent instances, unexpected events, and novel situations
(Forsterling, 2001, p.13-17). Future success in the behavioral outcome depends on
understanding the causes underlying past failures (Weiner, 2010), in the context of this
study, the worst performance. This may be the reason why the mediational models were not

significant for attributions and affective consequences related to the best performance.

A consistent finding in this set of model tests is that the more individuals perceive their good
performance as externally controllable (e.g. task easiness), the more they avoid driving. This
relationship was not present in the third model only, in which the dependent variable is
Traffic Jam. It is interesting that the effect of locus of causality/controllability works through
increased External Control, but not decreased Personal Control (with the exception of the
fourth model, that is Intercity Driving, which is related to both). It may be useful to think
Personal and External Control as Locus of Causality at this point. Reasons of good
performance, regardless of its controllability, may be thought to reside within the person,
hence taken for granted. On the other hand, if reasons of good performance are thought to

reside outside the individual, then the extent of controllability of those reasons may play a

42



role in the outcome. In support of that, both correlation coefficients and the covariance in the
models regarding best evaluations show that Personal Control and Stability had a positive
relationship, whereas that of External Control and Stability was lower in strength and in

negative direction.

4.3.2. Mediational Models for the Worst Performance

Indirect effect of Negative Affect on the relationship between External Control and driving
avoidance was significant for Traffic Jam, and Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. In other
words, as the causes of the worst performance is perceived as more Externally Controllable,
individuals experience a higher level of Negative Affect, which in turn result in increased
avoidance of Traffic Jam, and Unfamiliarity and Responsibility. Additionally, Personal
Control had direct negative effect and Stability had direct positive effect on Experience and
Technical Skills. Put another way, as individuals evaluate their worst performance as more
Personally Controllable and less Stable over time, they less avoid situations requiring

Experience and Technical Skills.

As discussed in the previous section, understanding the reasons of past failures play a critical
role in achievement in the future (Weiner, 2010). For this reason, mediational model may
have worked better in the context of worst performance. As in the case of best performance,
the effect originated from External Control, rather than Personal Control. Put another way,
perception that bad performance is externally controllable lead to increased aversive feelings
(such as fear, anger, guilt), which lead to avoidance of Traffic Jam, and Unfamiliarity and
Responsibility in driving. This was not surprising in the case of the worst performance:
taking the previously mentioned attributional biases into consideration (Findik et al., 2016),
it is no surprise that drivers attribute undesirable consequences to external conditions, while
attributing desirable consequences to internal ones. Furthermore, previous work suggests that
both Locus of Causality and Controllability dimensions particularly relate to affective
outcomes such as anger, guilt or shame (Weiner, 2000). Considering this, mediator role of

Negative Affect in the face of bad performance is in line with previous literature.

4.3.3. Overall Discussion of the Mediational Models

Taken as a whole, results of this study show that attributional model is more useful for
explaining driving avoidance in the context of the worst performance as compared to the best

performance. This is in line with previous work by Weiner (2010). The results show that the
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influence of causal attributions on driving avoidance is carried through Negative Affect.
Specifically, increased External Control leads to increased Negative Affect (i.e. aversive
feelings such as anger, guilt, shame), which then leads to increased avoidance behavior. This
mechanism did not work for all types of self-regulatory driving behaviors. However, it
worked similarly in both significant models, indicating some degree of consistency in the
results. Self-regulation is a complex construct that is affected by a wide range of
dispositional and situational factors (Molnar et al., 2015). For this reason, it is possible that
factors other than the attributional processes play a role in explaining the 3 non-significant
behavior types, which are Experience and Technical Skills, Adverse Weather Conditions,

and Intercity Driving.

Even if the model as a whole was not successful in the context of the best performance, a
consistent direct relationship is observed between External Control and self-regulation in
driving. This implies that affective evaluations being omitted in the context of the best
performance. It is possible that the cognitive evaluation trajectory (i.e. expectancy) is
followed in such cases instead of affective evaluation trajectory (i.e. emotion). In support of
this view, Forsterling (2001, p. 113) state that the role of emotions is relatively small when
external attributions are made to success. However, failure is accompanied by a wider array
of feelings and these emotions are stronger when external attributions are made (Forsterling,
2001, p. 115). It is also possible that the measurement tool used to assess affective
evaluations (i.e. I-PANAS-SF) is not comprehensive enough to capture the array of emotions
elicited by attributions. According to a review by Graham (1991), different attributional
dimensions are associated with a distinct set of emotions. Specifically, Locus of Causality
mostly elicits esteem-related emotions (e.g. pride, incompetence), Controllability mostly
leads to social emotions (e.g. gratitude, shame, guilt, anger), and Stability is associated with
expectation-related emotions (e.g. relaxation, hopelessness). Positive Affect items of I-
PANAS-SF are alert, inspired, determined, attentive, and active; whereas Negative Affect
items are upset, hostile, ashamed, nervous, and afraid. The items do not seem to fully cover
attribution-dependent emotions, especially for success conditions, (e.g. pride, confidence,
activation, relaxation, gratitude, surprise), which may have resulted in the lack of

significance in the model.

For both the direct relationships in the best performance (i.e. success) context and the
indirect relationships in the worst performance (i.e. failure) context, the prominent
attributional dimension was External Control. In other words, avoidance is increased when

both good performance (direct effect) and bad performance (indirect effect) is regarded as
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externally controllable. This finding indicates that beliefs about the external conditions have
a more profound impact on behavior compared to beliefs about internal conditions. As
discussed above, this might be related to the consideration of internal factors as by default
controllable, whereas external factors as controllable depending on the situation. From this
perspective, the finding that controllability relates to the concepts of learned helplessness,
moral judgments, and legal decisions (Weiner, 2018), puts it to a critical position in its
relation to driving self-regulation.

4.4, Limitations

This study has a number of limitations. To begin with, it has most drawbacks listed by
Molnar and her colleagues (2015) that driving self-regulation literature suffers from:
narrowing the operationalization of the concept down to avoidance behaviors, using a cross-
sectional design, and employing self-report measurements. Although self-regulatory driving
behaviors are more than simply avoiding a set of tasks, avoidance behavior is particularly
relevant to achievement motivation research. An achievement behavior is one that aiming
either to demonstrate high performance or to avoid demonstrating low performance
(Nicholls, 1984). Therefore, avoidance behaviors can be easily linked with achievement-
related antecedents in the context of driving. The issue of examination of a limited set of
behaviors are thought to be overcome by the selection of self-regulation measurement in this
study. To specify, E-DMQ-A covers a wide array of external and internal driving conditions.
The item pool of the tool is expanded in its most current version with the additional items
that are created based on interviews with drivers. Nonetheless, problems with cross-sectional
design and use of self-report measurement tools persist. Due to the cross-sectional design,
results should be interpreted with caution and causality should not be inferred. Additionally,
the analytic method used in this study can be criticized for trimming the path models. Still,
this technique is often used in data analysis in previous work in the field of social sciences
for providing a parsimony (Craig, Fardouly, & Rapee, 2022; Okten, 2016; Perrin, Sutter,
Trujillo, Henry, & Pugh Jr, 2020; Taskesen, 2022; Yalim Yaman, 2014). Future research can
examine the relationship between attributions, affect, and self-regulatory driving behavior

using different design, measurement, and analytic tools.

Another limitation of this study is related to the structure of the mediational models. The
model of Weiner (1990) includes cognitive evaluations (i.e. expectations) as the second
mediator, along with affective evaluations (i.e. emotions). Expectations were not included in

this study; hence it can be claimed that the mechanism underlying self-regulatory driving
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behaviors is not fully explored. However, later work by Weiner (2010) points to
contradictory views in terms of the role of expectancy in the attribution framework.
Specifically, he claims that the relationship between expectation and motivation might be
changing depending on the nature of behavioral outcome. Taking the concerns raised by
Weiner into consideration, role of expectancy is not investigated in this study.

4.5. Contributions, Implications, and Future Research

Despite its limitations, this study contributes to the literature in a number of ways. To the
best of the author’s knowledge, it is the first study to investigate the role of attributions in
conjunction with affect in driving self-regulation. Previous work examined how of a range of
demographic and psychological variables is associated with self-regulatory driving behaviors
(Ang et al., 2019a; Gwyther, & Holland, 2012; Kostyniuk, & Molnar, 2008). However,
current study is the first to investigate the role of causal attributions and affect in these
behaviors. Another contribution is the inclusion of drivers from all ages. Previous work show
that both young and old drivers regulate their driving, though they differ in terms of the
extent and the content (Azik, 2015; Gwyther, & Holland, 2012; Naumann et al., 2011).
Though less often, even middle-aged drivers display such behaviors (Gwyther, & Holland,
2012). Performance decline and adaptive strategies aimed at counteracting this decline can
occur at any age. For this reason, this study adopted a comprehensive approach in participant
selection. Comprehensive approach in participant selection allowed the examined
relationships to be discussed independent from and beyond age, making the current study
distinct from the previous ones. Despite the variability in age and other demographic
variables, the sample is still not representative of the population, hence future research on
this topic is encouraged. Finally, attribution studies are most common in the achievement
contexts of education (Graham, 1991) and sports (Allen et al., 2009). However, despite being
an achievement context (Mascret et al., 2020), much less is known about the functionality of
the theory in driving context. Current study is an addition to few that clarify the underlying

mechanism behind traffic-related behaviors.

The findings of this study can provide a basis for both practitioners and researchers. This
study shows that people’s causal beliefs about their performance are associated with their
behavior. Further research can be conducted in laboratory or natural settings to see whether
the current results apply to the field. Weiner (2010) and Graham (1991) stated that
behavioral change is possible through attribution interventions or re-attribution trainings in a

number of contexts such as academic performance and physical exercise. Such a training can
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also be designed for drivers who self-regulate, particularly avoid driving. Combining re-
attribution training with additional compensatory strategies, safe driving can be maintained.
In that sense, this study can also inspire other researchers to test attributional constructs in
the context of other behaviors related to traffic. Association between attributions and safety-
related behavioral outcomes can be investigated. Also, the role of expectancy can be
clarified. Considering the previous research regarding the critical role of demographic
variables in self-regulation literature, age, sex, or experience-based group comparisons can

be done to see if these groups differ in the attribution-affect-behavior links.

4.6. Conclusions

There is a rich literature about the antecedents of driving self-regulation. However, current
study is the first one to investigate the role of causal attributions in explaining driving self-
regulation. Using the causal attributional mechanism as the theoretical framework, this study
provides additional knowledge on the reasons why drivers self-regulate. One distinguishing
feature of the study is that it includes participants from all ages. Most of the previous studies
on driving self-regulation either only included older drivers or made age-based comparisons.
Considering the finding that drivers from all age groups self-regulate their driving (Gwyther,
& Holland, 2012), this study examined the mechanism of driving self-regulation across all
age groups. By doing so, the concept is not confined to older drivers, rather approached as

beyond an age-related phenomenon.

The analyses yield a number of critical results. The most apparent finding is that drivers’
causal and affective evaluations about the best and the worst performance differentially
influence their self-regulatory behaviors. Moreover, this influence prominently originates
from beliefs about External Control. Specifically, whereas External Control has a direct
effect in the case of the best performance evaluations; it has an indirect effect in the case of
the worst performance evaluations. In other words, if the individual believes that his/her
performance is controllable by external factors (e.g. chance, task difficulty, other drivers),
he/she self-regulates more. When the reasons of the worst performance are evaluated as
externally controllable, Negative Affect mediates this relationship. This finding emphasizes
that drivers’ beliefs about external factors play an important role in shaping their avoidance
behaviors. Not the concerns about the internal factors, but the concerns about the external

factors seem to determine whether one would self-regulate while driving or not.
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APPENDIX B. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS AND BASELINE AFFECT

1. Yasmiz:
2. Cinsiyetiniz: L1 Erkek L] Kadin
3. Asagidakilerden hangisi aylik gelir L] Gelirim yok [ Belirtiniz:

diizeyinizi tanimlar?

4. Asagidakilerden hangisi egitim (] Okuryazar [ ilkokul mezunu [ Ortaokul

seviyenizi tanimlar? mezunu [ Lise mezunu [ Universite mezunu
O Lisanstistii mezunu [ Ogrenci
(Belirtiniz):____ [ Diger (Belirtiniz):

5. Kag yildir ehliyet sahibisiniz? yil

6. Gegen yildan bu yana yaklasik olarak toplam kag kilometre ara¢ kullandiniz? km

7. Biitlin hayatiniz boyunca yaklasik olarak toplam ka¢ kilometre ara¢ kullandiniz?

km

8. Genel olarak, ne siklikla ara¢ kullanirsiniz?
1 Hemen hemen her giin 1 Haftada 3-4 gln [0 Haftada 1-2 giin
[J Ayda birkag kez [J Cok nadir

9. Son ii¢ yilda kag kez arag¢ kullanirken aktif olarak (sizin bir araca, bir yayaya veya
herhangi bir nesneye ¢arptiginiz durumlar) kaza yaptiniz? (hafif kazalar
dahil) kez

10. Son ii¢ yilda kag kez ara¢ kullanirken pasif olarak (bir aracin ya da bir yayanin size

carptigi durumlar) kaza gecirdiniz? (hafif kazalar dahil) kez

11. Son ii¢ yilda asagidaki trafik cezalarmi kag kere aldiginizi belirtiniz.
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Yanlis park etme: Hiz ihlali: Kirmizida gegme:

Hatali sollama: Diger (belirtiniz):

12. Asagida siralanan ifadeleri, normalde kendinizi nasil hissettiginizi diislinerek

degerlendiriniz.
1. Cok az veya hig 2. Biraz 3. Ortalama 4. Oldukga 5. Cok fazla
1) Aktif 1-2-3-4-5
2) Kararl 1-2-3-4-5
3) Dikkatli 1-2-3-4-5
4) 1lhamh (yaratic1 diisiincelerle dolu) 1-2-3-4-5
5) Uyanik (dikkati agik) 1-2-3-4-5
6) Korkmus 1-2-3-4-5
7) Sinirli 1-2-3-4-5
8) Mutsuz 1-2-3-4-5
9) Diismanca 1-2-3-4-5
10) Utanmis 1-2-3-4-5
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APPENDIX C. MEASUREMENT OF CAUSAL AND AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS
ABOUT PERFORMANCE

1A. Bir siiriicii olarak, arag kullanirken en iyi yaptiginizi diigiindiigiiniiz sey nedir? (Yalnizca

1 cevap veriniz ve asagidaki sorular1 bu cevap temelinde degerlendiriniz.)

1B. Asagida siralanan ifadeleri, en iyi yaptiginizi belirttiginiz seyi yaparken kendinizi nasil

hissettiginizi disiinerek degerlendiriniz.
1. Cok az veya hig 2. Biraz 3. Ortalama 4. Oldukga 5. Cok fazla

1) Aktif 1-2-3-4-5
2) Kararl 1-2-3-4-5
3) Dikkatli 1-2-3-4-5
4) 1lhamh (yaratic1 diisiincelerle dolu) 1-2-3-4-5
5) Uyanik (dikkati agik) 1-2-3-4-5
6) Korkmus 1-2-3-4-5
7) Sinirli 1-2-3-4-5
8) Mutsuz 1-2-3-4-5
9) Diismanca 1-2-3-4-5
10) Utanmis 1-2-3-4-5

1C. En iyi yaptiginiz seyi yaparken en ¢ok hangi duyguyu hissediyorsunuz? (Ornegin;

mutlu, sasirmus, 6fkeli ve benzeri)
1D. Sizce su anda en iyi yaptigimzi diisiindiigiiniiz sey konusunda gelecekteki
performansiniz nasil olacak?

Cok Kotil. 1-2-3-4-5 Cok iyi.

1E. Sizce arag kullanirken en iyi yaptiginiz seyin bu olmasinin en 6nemli nedeni nedir?

(Yalnizca 1 cevap veriniz.)

1F. Liitfen bu soruyu yukarida yazmis oldugunuz nedeni diisiinerek yanitlayiniz. Asagidaki
maddeler sizin performansinizi etkileyen belirttiginiz neden hakkindaki izlenim veya
goriislerinizle ilgilidir. Belirttiginiz nedeni en iyi ifade ettiginizi diislindiigiiniiz a¢iklamayi 1-

9 aras1 rakamlardan birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.
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Sizin diginizdaki kosullarm bir 6zelligini  1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Sizin bir 6zelliginizi yansitir

yansitir 8-9

Sizin tarafinizdan yonetilemez 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Sizin tarafinizdan yonetilebilir
8-9

Gegicidir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Daimidir
8-9

Sizin tarafinizdan diizene sokulamaz 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Sizin tarafinizdan diizene
8-9 sokulabilir

Uzerinde baskalarmin kontrolii yoktur 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Uzerinde baskalarmin kontrolii
8-9 vardir

Sizin diginizdadir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Igsel bir nedendir
8-9

Zaman igerisinde degiskendir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Zaman igerisinde istikrarlhidir
8-9

Diger insanlarin giicii altinda degildir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Diger insanlarin giicii altindadir
8-9

Baskalariyla alakali bir seydir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Sizinle alakali bir seydir
8-9

Uzerinde gii¢ sahibi degilsiniz 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Uzerinde gii¢ sahibisiniz
8-9

Degistirilebilir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Degistirilemez
8-9

Baskalari tarafindan diizene sokulamaz  1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Bagkalar1 tarafindan diizene
8-9 sokulabilir

2A. Bir siiriicii olarak, ara¢ kullanirken en kétii yaptiginizi diisiindiigiiniiz sey nedir?

(Yalnizca 1 cevap veriniz ve asagidaki sorulari bu cevap temelinde degerlendiriniz.)

2B. Asagida siralanan ifadeleri, en kotii yaptiginizi belirttiginiz seyi yaparken kendinizi nasil

hissettiginizi diisiinerek degerlendiriniz.
1. Cok az veya hig 2. Biraz 3. Ortalama 4. Oldukca 5. Cok fazla

1) Aktif 1-2-3-4-5
2) Kararl 1-2-3-4-5
3) Dikkatli 1-2-3-4-5

4) Ilhaml (yaratic1 diisiincelerle dolu) 1-2-3-4-5
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5) Uyanik (dikkati acik) 1-2-3-4-5

6) Korkmus 1-2-3-4-5
7) Sinirli 1-2-3-4-5
8) Mutsuz 1-2-3-4-5
9) Diismanca 1-2-3-4-5
10) Utanmis 1-2-3-4-5

2C. En kétii yaptigiiz seyi yaparken en ¢ok hangi duyguyu hissediyorsunuz? (Ornegin;

mutlu, sasirms, 6fkeli ve benzeri)
2D. Sizce su anda en koétii yaptiginizi diisiindiigiiniiz sey konusunda gelecekteki
performansiniz nasil olacak?

Gok kotu. 1-2-3-4-5 Cok iyi.

2E. Sizce arag kullanirken en kétii yaptiginiz seyin bu olmasinin en 6nemli nedeni nedir?

(Yalnizca 1 cevap veriniz.)

2F. Liitfen bu soruyu yukarida yazmis oldugunuz nedeni diisiinerek yanitlayiniz. Asagidaki
maddeler sizin performansinizi etkileyen belirttiginiz neden hakkindaki izlenim veya
goriislerinizle ilgilidir. Belirttiginiz nedeni en iyi ifade ettiginizi disiindiigiiniiz a¢iklamayi 1-

9 arasi1 rakamlardan birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Sizin diginizdaki kosullarin bir 6zelligini  1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Sizin bir 6zelliginizi yansitir

yansitir 8-9

Sizin tarafinizdan yonetilemez 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-  Sizin tarafinizdan yonetilebilir
8-9

Gegicidir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Daimidir
8-9

Sizin tarafinizdan diizene sokulamaz 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Sizin tarafinizdan diizene
8-9 sokulabilir

Uzerinde baskalarmin kontrolii yoktur 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Uzerinde baskalarinin kontrolii
8-9 vardir

Sizin diginizdadir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- I¢sel bir nedendir
8-9

Zaman igerisinde degiskendir 1-2-3-4-5-6-7- Zaman igerisinde istikrarlidir
8-9
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Diger insanlarin giicli altinda degildir

Bagkalartyla alakali bir seydir

Uzerinde giig sahibi degilsiniz

Degistirilebilir

Bagkalari tarafindan diizene sokulamaz

1-2-3-4-5-6-7-
8-9
1-2-3-4-5-6-7-
8-9
1-2-3-4-5-6-7-
8-9
1-2-3-4-5-6-7-
8-9
1-2-3-4-5-6-7-
8-9
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Diger insanlarin giicti altindadir

Sizinle alakali bir seydir

Uzerinde gu¢ sahibisiniz

Degistirilemez

Bagkalari tarafindan diizene

sokulabilir



APPENDIX D. DRIVING SELF-REGULATION MEASUREMENT

Asagida ara¢ kullanirken karsilagilmasi muhtemel, tehlikeli olabilecek bazi kosullar

verilmistir. Liitfen bir siiriicii olarak bu durumlardan ne siklikla kagindiginiz1 belirtiniz.

1-Hicbir
zaman

2_
Nadiren

3_
Bazen

4-S1k
sik

5-Her
Zaman

Yagmurlu gecelerde ara¢ kullanmaktan

Yagmurlu havalarda ara¢ kullanmaktan

Geceleri ara¢ kullanmaktan

Trafik yogunlugunun yiiksek oldugu
saatlerde ara¢ kullanmaktan

Sisli/puslu havalarda ara¢ kullanmaktan

Trafik yogunlugunun yiiksek oldugu
yollarda ara¢ kullanmaktan

Uzun yol siiriislerinden

Otoyollarda ara¢ kullanmaktan

Tnellerde arag¢ kullanmaktan

Diger kisilerin araglarimi kullanmaktan

Aracta ¢ocuk yolcu varken arag
kullanmaktan

Aragcta yalnizken ara¢ kullanmaktan

Aragta yetiskin yolcu varken arag
kullanmaktan

Asina oldugum yollarda arag
kullanmaktan

Okul giris/¢ikis saatlerinde arag
kullanmaktan

Asina olmadigim yollarda arag
kullanmaktan

Serit degistirmekten

Yol yapim ¢aligmalarinin oldugu
bolgelerde ara¢ kullanmaktan

Paralel park etmekten

Saga doniislerden

Donel kavsaklarda arag¢ kullanmaktan
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APPENDIX F. TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

Arag siiriiciileri, trafik sistemine kisinin ara¢ kullanmak igin belirli bir yetkinlik ve bilgi
seviyesinin iizerinde oldugundan emin olunmasim hedefleyen bir belgelendirme siireci
sonrasinda trafige katilabilmektedir. Bu, siiriicii grubunun belirli bir minimum performans
seviyesinin lizerinde olmasim saglar. Bu minimum seviyenin Otesinde ise yas, cinsiyet,
deneyim, tutumlar ve kisilik gibi baz1 bireysel farkliliklar, struculerin beceri seviyesindeki
cesitlilikle iliskilenir (Lajunen, & Summala, 1995; Ozkan, Lajunen, Chliaoutakis, Parker, &
Summala, 2006). Siiriiciiler arasindaki bireysel farkliliklardaki ¢esitlilik, giivenli siirlis i¢in
gerekli becerilerde de heterojenlik ile sonuclanabilir. Becerideki heterojenligin bir

dogurgusu, ayni siirlis gérevinin bazilari igin zor bazilar1 i¢inse oldukga basit olmasidir.

Siirticiiler, ara¢ kullanirken Karsilastiklar1 zorluklarla basa ¢ikmak igin 6z-dizenleyici
davraniglarda bulunabilirler (Stalvey, & Owsley, 2000). Bu davranislar kapasite
degisimlerine uyum saglayacak sekilde siiriis davramslarini diizenlemeyi igerir (Charlton,
Oxley, Fildes, Oxley, & Newstead, 2003) ve zorlu durumlar karsisinda siiriisti azaltma ya da
tamamen birakma bigiminde ortaya ¢ikar (Ang et al., 2019a). Kapasitedeki degisimler
yalnizca ileri yasla iliskilendirilse de, 6z-diizenleyici davramslar yaslilara ek olarak geng
strdiciilerde de, orta-yastaki siiriiciilere kiyasla daha fazla goriilmektedir (Gwyther, &
Holland, 2012; Naumann, Dellinger, & Kreshow, 2011).

Surdcllikte  0z-diizenleyici  davramglarin  Onciilii  olabilecek  bireysel — farklilik
degiskenlerinden biri nedensel atiflar, yani basar1 ve basarisizliga dair algilanan sebeplere
iliskin bir dizi degerlendirmedir. Bu ¢aligmanin da odagini olusturan birey seviyesinde en
etkili aragtirmalarin yapildig1 ¢ikti basart motivasyonudur. Weiner tarafindan ortaya koyulan
modelin erken siiriimlerine gore, bir olayin nedenleri 2 temel boyut iizerinde degerlendirilir:
nedensellik odagi ve istikrar (Forsterling, 2001, p. 111). Sirasiyla bireyler, nedenin kisinin
kendinden mi yoksa ¢evreden mi kaynaklandigini ve zaman i¢cinde degisen mi yoksa kalict
mi oldugunu degerlendirirler. Nedenlerin bu boyutlar iizerinden degerlendirilmesi duygusal
ve biligsel ¢iktilara yol agar, bu ¢iktilar ise gelecekteki davramslar1 sekillendirir (Weiner,
1990, p. 9).

Mascret, Nicolleau ve Ragot-Court’a (2020) gore, slruculik basar1 baglaminin kistaslarini

karsiladigindan (bireysel yetkinlikle iliskili olmasindan ve yetkinligin degerlendirilmesinden,
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sonucun bireye bagli olmasindan ve basarinin hem toplumca degerli goriilmesi hem de
belirsiz olmasindan dolay1), bir basari baglami olarak diisiiniilebilir. Bununla baglantili
sekilde, mevcut ¢alisma da siirliciiligii bir basar1 baglami olarak kabul etmekte ve 06z-
diizenleyici siiriicii davraniglarin1 bagar1 (iyi sliriis performansi) ve basarisizlik (kotii siiriis
performansi) cergevesinde incelemektedir. Bireylerin trafikte basariya yaklagtigi (siiriicii
olarak iyi performans sergileme) ve basarisizliktan kagindig (stirticii olarak kétii performans

sergileme), bunu yaparken de 0z-diizenleyici davramslar sergiledigi varsayilmaktadir.

Karayolu trafigi, nedensel atiflarin arastirildigi baglamlardan biridir. Ornegin, Britt ve
Garrity (2006) 6fke uyandiran olaylari sabit sebeplere atfetmenin 6fke ve saldirgan davranisa
yol agtigini raporlamisgtir. Bu bulgu, nedensel atiflarin trafikte hem duygusal hem de
davranigsal c¢iktilarla iliskilendigine isaret etmektedir. Kontrol odagi trafikle baglantili
ciktilarla iliskisi bakimindan daha popiiler bir kavramdir. Tore, Kacan-Bibican ve Ozkan
(2022), riskli siiriicii davramiglari ile trafik baglamina 6zgii iki farkli kontrol odagi 6lcegi
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemislerdir. Ozkan ve Lajunen’in (2005) dlgegindeki i¢c kontrol
odagimin hata ve ihlallerle pozitif yonde iligkili oldugunu, ancak bu iliskilerin Montag ve
Comrey’in (1987) olgegi ile oOlgiildiigiinde istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz oldugunu
bulmuslardir. Ote yandan, Montag ve Comrey’in (1987) dis kontrol odagmin hata ve
ihlallerle pozitif yonde iliskili oldugu, ancak Ozkan ve Lajunen’in (2005) Oolcegi
kullanildiginda bulgularin karisik oldugu bulunmustur. Trafik baglaminda kontrol odagi ve
davranissal ¢iktilar arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen ¢alismalar sayica zengin olsa da kavramsal

belirsizlik sonuglar1 yorumlamay1 zorlagtirmaktadir.

Onceki kisimlarda da soz edildigi iizere, bilissel degerlendirmeler ile birlikte duygusal
degerlendirmeler, atiflarin psikolojik ciktilarindan birini olusturmakta ve davranigsal
ciktilarla iligkilenmektedir. Atiflar, duygusal degerlendirmeler ve davramglar arasindaki
iligki takim sporlar1 (Allen, Jones, & Sheffield, 2009), akademik 6zglven (Robins, & Pals,
2002), ebeveynlik davranislar1 (Chavira, Lopez, Blacher, & Shapiro, 2000; Dadds, Mullins,
McAllister, & Atkinson, 2003), depresif hastalara yardim etme davranisi (Yao, & Siegel,
2021), tiiketici davramsi (Zielke, 2014) ve kisileraras: stil (Zijlmans, Embregts, Bosman, &
Willems, 2012) gibi farkli baglamlarda ele alinmustir. Duygulari rolii trafikle baglantili
davramslarla iliskisi bakimindan da arastirilmistir. Ornegin Hu, Xie ve Li (2013), negatif
duygudurumin riskli strtictlik ile iligkili oldugunu bulmuslardir. Pécher, Lemercier ve
Cellier’in (2011) derleme galigmasi, 6fkenin gogunlukla risk alma ve saldirgan davraniglarla,
iizglinliik ve ruminasyonun kazaya karigma ve performans diisiisii ile iligkili olma egiliminde

oldugunu raporlamaktadir. Ek olarak kaygimin karmasik sonuglar ortaya koydugu, bazi
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caligmalarda kayginin riskli siiriis ile iligkilendigi, bazilarinda ise defansif ve tedbirli olma ile
iligkilendigi belirtilmistir. Pécher ve arkadaslari (2011), pozitif duygudurumin trafik

baglamindaki roliine iliskin alanyazinda eksiklik olduguna igaret etmektedir.

Riskli strtcilikle ilgili belirsiz sonuglara ek olarak, duygudurumin, o6zellikle kayginin,
siiriisten kaginma ile iliskisini inceleyen bazi galismalar bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Gwyther ve
Holland (2012) kacinma diizeyi ile dlgiilen 6z-diizenleyici siiriicii davramglarinin, siiriisle
ilgili kaygi ve endise diizeyi ile Olgiillen negatif duygusal tutumlar arttikca arttigini
raporlamistir. Duygusal tutumlar ve 6z-diizenleyici siiriicii davramslart arasindaki iligki
Wong, Smith ve Sullivan’in (2016) calismasinda da bulunmustur. Bu calismalar trafik
baglaminda kayginin kaginma seklindeki 6z-diizenleme ile olasi iligkisini vurgulamaktadir.

Duygudurum ve siiriicii davraniglar1 arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen zengin alanyazina ragmen,
atifsal siirecleri bu iliskiye dahil eden ¢alisma sayist sinirhidir. Arslan’in (2018) tezi kontrol
odag1 ve basa ¢ikma stratejileri arasindaki iliskide duygudurumin roliinii arastirmustir. Bir
diger tez calismasi olan Wickens’in (2009) caligmasi ise, Weiner’in modelini &zellikle
saldirgan ve prososyal siiriise odaklanarak trafik baglaminda ele almaktadir. Yukarida soz
edildigi tlizere, duygular nedensel atiflar ve davramssal ¢iktilar arasinda bir koprii vazifesi
gormektedir. Bu baglanti, diger davranislara ek olarak, trafik baglamu ile iliskili davranislarla
da kurulmustur. Bu nedenle, nedensel atiflarla davramslar arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen

gelecek galismalarda da duygulari dahil etmek anlamli gériinmektedir.

Bu calismanin amaci, 6z diizenleyici siiriici davraniglarinin altta yatan nedenlerini
arastirmaktir. Oz-diizenleyici davranis siireclerini arastirirken, mevcut calisma temelini
Weiner’in (1990) atif teorisi iizerine insa etmektedir ve bu da mevcut ¢aligmanin essiz
katkilarindan biridir. Oz-diizenleyici davranislarin 6nciillerini inceleyen énceki caligmalar
cogunlukla teorik bir temelden yoksundur. Buna istisna olabilecek birka¢ ¢alismada, Planl
Davranig Kurami bilesenleri ve 6z-diizenleyici davranislar arasindaki iligski ele alimustir
(Chen ve ark., 2022; Gwyther, & Holland, 2012; Wong ve ark., 2016). Bir diger ¢alisma, 6z-
diizenleyici davramig Olgcegi gelistirmede Se¢im, Optimizasyon ve Telafi Teorisinden
faydalanmistir (Yeoh ve ark.,, 2016). Fakat, atifla ilgili kavramlarin 6z-dizenleyici
davranislar ile iliskisini inceleyen bir ¢alisma alanyazinda mevcut degildir. Bununla beraber,
hicbir 6nceki calisma, 6z-diizenleyici siiriicii davranislarini basar1 motivasyonu baglaminda

ele almamustir.

Mevcut calisma, siirlisteki en iyi ve en kotii performansa dair nedensel atiflar, bu atiflarin

duygusal sonuglar1 (Pozitif Duygudurum ve Negatif Duygudurum) ve bunlarla iligkili
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davranigsal sonuglar (Kaginma diizeyi ile Olgiilen 6z-diizenleyici siiriicii davranislart)

arasindaki iliskiyi incelemeyi hedeflemektedir.

Yontem

Orneklem 18 ve 70 (Ort. = 37.68, SS = 15.84) yas arasinda degisen 400 aktif siiriiciiden
olusmaktadir. Bu 400 katilimcinin %54.5’ini erkekler (N = 2818), %45.5’ini ise kadinlar (N
= 182) olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilardan %2.3°1 ilkokul mezunu, %1.8’1 ortaokul mezunu,
%13.8’1 lise mezunu, %35.8°1 tiniversite mezunu, %17.3’0 lisansiistii mezunu ve %29.3’
mevcut 6grencilerden olugsmaktadir. Katilimcilar ortalama 15.88 (SS = 14.04) yildir siiriicii
belgesi sahibi olup bir dnceki yildan beri ortalama 12274 (SS = 37918) kilometre arag
kullanmislardir.

Degiskenlerin Ol¢iilmesi i¢in bir anket bataryasi olusturulmustur. Batarya, bilgilendirilmis
onam formu ile baslamaktadir ve caligmaya katilmayir kabul eden katilimcilar 6lgiim
araglarma yonlendirilmistir. Bu araglar demografik bilgi formu, Nedensel Boyutlar Olgegi-1I,
Uluslararas1 Pozitif ve Negatif Duygu Olgegi Kisa Formu ve Genisletilmis Siiriicii

Hareketlilik Anketi-Kagimma“dir.

Demografik Bilgi Formu, katilimcilarla ilgili arka plan bilgilerini edinmeyi hedefleyen
sorular1 i¢cermektedir. Yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi, gelir seviyesi, siiriicii belgesi sahibi
olma suresi, kilometre cinsinden yillik siiriis miktari, kilometre cinsinden hayat boyu siiriis

miktar1 ve kaza ge¢cmisi, bu kisimda alinan bazi temel bilgilerdir.

Nedensel Boyutlar Olgegi (CDS) ilk olarak Russell (1982) tarafindan gelistirilmis, daha
sonra McAuley, Duncan ve Russell (1992) tarafindan revize edilmistir. CDS, bireylerin
olaylarin nedenlerini nasil algiladiklarim degerlendirmek iizere tasarlannustir. Olgek bir nitel
bir de nicel kisimdan olusmaktadir. Nitel kisimda katilimc1 belirli bir olay tanimlar (bu
calismada tanimlanan olaylar siiriisteki en iyi ve en koétii olunan yonlerdir) ve bu olaym en
belirgin nedenini belirtir. Nicel kisimda ise katilimci belirtmis oldugu nedeni birtakim
boyutlar iizerinde degerlendirir. McAuley ve arkadaslar1 (1992) tarafindan revize edilen
siiriim, 12 madde ile dlciilen 4 boyuttan olusmaktadir (Nedensellik odagi-3 madde, Istikrar-3
madde, Igsel kontrol-3 madde, Digsal kontrol-3 madde). Nedensellik odagi, bir olayin
nedeninin bireyin kendisinden mi yoksa kendisi disindaki etmenlerden mi kaynaklandigina
iliskindir. Sabitlik boyutu bir olayin nedeninin degismez mi yoksa zamanla degisebilir mi

oldugunu yansitir. I¢ kontrol ve dis kontrol sirastyla bir olayin nedeninin kisinin kendisi ve
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diger bireyler tarafindan ne derece kontrol edilebilir oldugunu ifade eder. Her bir madde 9
noktali Likert tipi Ol¢ek {izerinde degerlendirilmektedir ve yiiksek skorlar artan ig
nedensellik odagini, artan istikrari, artan i¢sel kontrol edebilirligi ve artan digsal kontrol
edebilirligi ifade etmektedir. Olgegin revize edilmis hali Tiirkceye Serdar (2005) tarafindan
cevrilmistir. Olgegin nitel kismi1 bu ¢alisma icin yeniden tasarlanmustir. Ozellikle, nitel
kisimda katilimcilardan siiriis deneyimlerine iliskin 2 konuyu belirtmeleri istenmistir:
performanslariin en iyi oldugunu diisiindiikleri yonleri ve performanslarinin en kotii
oldugunu diisiindiikleri yonleri. En iyi ve en koti performans sergiledikleri yonler
tamimladiktan sonra, bu yonlerde en iyi ve en koti olmalarmm en 6nemli nedenini
belirtmeleri  istenmistir. Sonrasinda bu 2 nedenin nedensel boyutlar iizerinde

degerlendirilmesi i¢in CDS-II"nin nicel kismi sunulmustur.

Pozitif ve Negatif Duygu Olgegi (PANAS) ilk olarak Watson, Clark ve Tellegen (1988)
tarafindan bireylerin duygusal deneyimlerini 6lgmeyi hedefleyen 20 maddelik bir 6lgek
olarak ortaya koyulmustur. Uluslararasi glivenirligi ortaya koyulmus kisa formu ise daha
sonra Thompson (2007) tarafindan 6ne siiriilmiistiir. Bu kisa form 5 noktali Likert tipi 6lgek
tizerinde degerlendirilen 10 sorudan olusmaktadir (1=Asla, 5=Daima). Orijinal PANAS’ta
oldugu tizere, I-PANAS-SF de Pozitif Duygudurum (5 madde) ve Negatif Duygudurum (5
madde) olmak tizere 2 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Pozitif Duygudurum aktif ve uyanik olma
gibi duygular1 temsil etmektedir. Negatif Duygudurum ise 6znel stres ve memnuniyetsizlikle
karakterizedir. PANAS’1n Tiirk¢e versiyonu Gengdz (2000) tarafindan ortaya koyulmustur.
I-PANAS-SF’nin 10 maddesinin gevirisi bu tezde kullanilmak tizere Geng6z’iin (2000)
caligmasmdan alimmigtir. Bu ¢alismada I-PANAS-SF katilimcilara ilk olarak demografik
bilgi formunun icginde temel duygudurum diizeyini 6lgmek amaciyla sunulmustur.
Sonrasinda ikinci ve li¢iincli kez CDS-II’nin nitel kisimlar1 i¢inde sunulmustur. Spesifik
olmak gerekirse, katilimcilardan I-PANAS-SF’yi en iyi (ikinci kez doldurduklar1 kisim) ve
en kot (ligiincii kez doldurduklar: kisim) siiriis performansi sergiledikleri yonleri belirttikten

sonra doldurmalar1 istenmistir.

Genisletilmis Siiriicli Hareketlilik Anketi-Kaginma (E-DMQ-A), Wong ve arkadaslar1 (2015)
tarafindan, sagligin bozulmasi nedeniyle giivensiz olarak algilanan siiriis durumlarindan
kacinmay1 iceren 0z-diizenleme stratejilerini dlgmek iizere ortaya koyulmustur. E-DMQ-
A’nin ilk stiriimii 5 noktali Likert tipi 6lgek (1=Asla, 5=Daima) tizerinde degerlendirilen 21
maddeden olussa da, Wong ve arkadaslar1 (2015) tarafindan yliriitiilen analizler sonucunda 7
madde disiiriilmiis, 14 maddelik ve 2 alt boyutlu bir 6l¢ek olarak kullanilmistir. Wong ve
arkadaslar1 (2015) bu 2 boyutu Dis Siiriis Cevresi ve I¢ Siiriis Cevresi olarak adlandirmustir.
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Dis Siiriis Cevresine iligkin 10 madde, ¢evresel kosullar veya aracin disinda kalan etmenler
tarafindan etkilenen siiriis durumlarim yansitmaktadir. I¢ Siiriis Cevresine iliskin kalan 4
madde, aracin igerisindeki etmenler tarafindan etkilenen siiriis durumlarini yansitmaktadir.
E-DMQ-A’nin onceki c¢aligmalarda Tirkge siirlimiine yazarlarca rastlanmamistir. Bu
nedenle, Olgegin tam hali (21 maddelik hali) yazar tarafinda Tiirk¢eye c¢evrilmis ve
sonrasinda Trafik ve Ulasim Psikolojisi alaninda c¢aligmalar yiiriiten ikinci bir aragtirmaci
tarafindan tekrar Ingilizceye cevrilmistir. Orijinal ve Ingilizceye cevrilmis siiriimler
arasindaki farklar asgari oldugundan, Ol¢egin Tiirkge cevirisi g¢alisma kapsaminda

kullanilmustir.

Bu ¢alisma igin etik izin, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu
tarafindan alinmistir. Onay alindiktan sonra, hazirlanan anket bataryasi olasi katilimecilara bir
¢evrimigi veri toplama platformu olan Qualtrics araciligi ile olusturulmus bir baglanti adresi
ile dagitilmistir. Baglant1 adresi sosyal medya platformlarinda da paylagilmistir. Ek olarak,
adres Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi dgrencilerinin ekstra ders puam karsiliginda anket
doldurdugu bir platform olan SONA {izerinden de paylasilmistir. Bu nedenle veri toplama
siirecinde kartopu ve elverislilik 6rnekleme yontemleri kullanilmis ve siireg 2022 yilinin

Ekim ayinda baslayip 2023 yilimin Subat ayinda sona ermistir.

Sonuglar

Veri analizine baglamadan dnce veri seti diizenlenmis ve temizlenmistir. Yas, egitim seviyesi
yillik maruz kalma, hayat boyu maruz kalma gibi degiskenler i¢in girilen tum kelime dizisi
tiirli veriler sayisal formata doniistiiriilmiistiir. Tamsay1 yerine say1 araligi seklinde girilen
veriler icin alt ve Ust limitin aritmetik ortalamas1 alinmustir. Daha 6nce trafik baglaminda ve
Tiirkiye ornekleminde kullanilmadiklari i¢in sirasiyla CDS-II ve E-DMQ-A’nin faktér
yapilar1 incelenmistir. Bunun i¢in temel eksenler faktdrlemesi yontemi ve promax dondiirme
teknigi kullanilmistir. Faktor analizi bulgular1 temelinde her bir calisma degiskeni i¢in alt
boyut skorlarmin ortalamalar1 hesaplanmistir. Hem CDS-II"nin hem de I-PANAS-SF’nin en
iyi ve en kotii degerlendirmeleri arasindaki grup farkliliklari, bagimli gruplar t-testi
kullanilarak incelenmistir. Bu test, en iyi ve en kotii performansa iliskin degerlendirmelerin
ayr1 ayrt mi1 yoksa birlestirilmis sekilde mi ele alinmasinin daha uygun olacagini tespit etmek
amaciyla yapilmistir. CDS-Il ve E-DMQ-A i¢in en uygun faktor yapilari tespit edilip CDS-II
ve |-PANAS-SF icin en uygun kullamm sekli belirlendikten sonra ¢aliyma degiskenleri
arasindaki iliskilerin arastirilmasi icin Pearson korelasyon katsayilari hesaplanmistir. Bu

noktaya kadar tiim analizler SPSS programimin 28. siirtimii kullanilarak yapilmistir. Kalan

74



analizler, yani araci yol analizleri, AMOS programinin 23. silirimii kullanilarak yapilmistir.
Bu modellerde bagimsiz degiskenler nedensel boyutlar, aract degiskenler duygudurum alt
boyutlar1 ve bagimli degiskenler siirliste kaginma alt boyutlaridir. Yas, cinsiyet ve temel

duygu seviyesinin etkileri arac1 yol modellerinde kontrol edilmistir.

En iyi performansa iligkin CDS-II maddeleri icin Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin katsayisi .86 ve
Bartlett testi anlamhidir (* (66) = 1604.46, p < .001). On sonuglar temelinde 1 ve (izeri
eigenvalue degerine sahip 3 faktér bulunmaktadir. Yamag grafigi de 3 faktorli ¢oziimii
onermistir. Eigenvalue ve yamag grafigi sonuglarinin tutarli olmasi nedeniyle 3 faktorlii yapi
uygun bulunmustur. Elde edilen 3 faktérden ilki verideki varyansin %37.69’unu, ikincisi
%12.96’smm1 ve {iciinciisii %10.39’unu aciklamaktadir. Ilk faktor, orijinal CDS-II’deki
nedensellik odag1 ve i¢sel kontrolii olusturan 6 maddenin birlesiminden olusmaktadir. ikinci
ve Uglincu faktorlerin her biri 3 maddeden olusmakta, sirasiyla orijinal olgekteki digsal

kontrol ve istikrar maddeleri ile 6rtiismektedir.

En kotii performansa iliskin CDS-II maddeleri igin Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin katsayis1 .85 ve
Bartlett testi anlamlidir (y? (66) = 2329.76, p < .001). On sonuglar temelinde 1 ve Uzeri
eigenvalue degerine sahip 3 faktér bulunmaktadir. Yamac¢ grafigi de 3 faktorlii ¢ozimii
onermistir. Eigenvalue ve yamag grafigi sonuglariin tutarli olmasi nedeniyle 3 faktorlii yapi
uygun bulunmustur. Elde edilen 3 faktdrden ilki verideki varyansin %38.12’sini, ikincisi
%19.01’ini ve diciinciisii %]12.44’linii agiklamaktadir. Ilk faktdr, orijinal CDS-II’deki
nedensellik odag: ve igsel kontrolii olusturan 6 maddenin birlesiminden olusmaktadir. Ikinci
ve Uclincu faktorlerin her biri 3 maddeden olusmakta, sirasiyla orijinal 6lgekteki digsal

kontrol ve istikrar maddeleri ile ortiismektedir.

Genisletilmis Siiriicii Hareketlilik Anketi-Kacinma o6l¢eginin 21 maddesi i¢in promax
dondiirmesi kullanilarak tek bir temel eksenler faktorlemesi yapilmistir. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
katsayis1 .90 ve Bartlett testi anlamlidir (¥ (210) = 5366.42, p < .001). On sonuclara gére 1
ve lizeri eigenvalue degerine sahip 5 faktor bulunmustur. Yamag grafigi 3 faktorlii bir sonug
Onermistir. Eigenvalue ve yamag grafigi sonuclari arasindaki tutarsizlik goz Oniinde
bulundurularak paralel analiz yapilmistir. Paralel analiz 6 faktorlii bir sonu¢ 6nermistir. Bes
faktorlii yapinin en yorumlanabilir ¢6ziim oldugu diisiiniilerek bu yap1 kabul edilmistir. Bu 5
faktorden ilki verideki varyansin %40.76’sinm1, ikincisi %12.34’{inil, {i¢iinclisii %7.20’sini,
dordiinciisii %5.38’ini ve besincisi %4.81’ini aciklamaktadir. Ilk faktor, ara¢ kullanirken
yiirlitiilen siradan gorevleri temsil eden 7 maddeden olustugu i¢in Deneyim ve Teknik

Beceriler olarak adlandirilnustir. Ikinci faktor, zorlayict hava kosullarmi temsil eden 4
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maddeden olustugu icin Olumsuz Hava Kosullar1 olarak adlandirilmustir. Uglincii faktor,
yiiksek trafik yogunlugunu temsil eden 2 maddeden olustugu icin Trafik Sikisikligi olarak
adlandirilmistir. Dordiincii faktor, otoyol kosullarii temsil eden 3 maddeden olustugu igin
Sehirleraras1 Siirlis olarak adlandirilmigtir. Son olarak, besinci faktor, ekstra ¢aba gerektiren
3 maddeden olustugu i¢in Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren Durumlar olarak

adlandirilmigtir.

En iyi ve en kot performansa iliskin nedensel degerlendirmeler arasindaki olasi farklar
incelemek igin bagimli gruplar t-testi yapilmstir. T-testlerde katilimcilarin en iyi ve en kotii
performans degerlendirmeleri, CDS-II’nin her 3 alt boyutu (yani igsel Kontrol, Dissal
Kontrol ve Istikrar) i¢in karsilastirilmistir. Sonuglara gore, en iyi ve en kotii performansa dair
degerlendirmeler arasindaki farklar I¢sel Kontrol (t(399) = 4.78, p < .001) ve istikrar (t(399)
= 15,51, p < .001) i¢in anlamlhdir; ancak Dissal Kontrol i¢in anlamli diizeyde fark
bulunmamaktadir (p = .16). Ozellikle, en iyi performansa dair nedensel degerlendirmeler
(Igsel Kontrol icin M = 6.71, SD = 1.67; Istikrar icin M = 6.14, SD = 1.78), en Kot
performansa dair degerlendirmelere (igsel Kontrol icin M = 6.12, SD = 1.96; istikrar icin M
=4.28, SD = 1.93) kiyasla her iki alt boyutta da daha yiksek puanlanmigtir.

En iyi ve en kotii performansa iliskin duygudurum degerlendirmeleri arasindaki olasi farklari
incelemek i¢in bagimli gruplar t-testi yapilmustir. T-testlerde katilimcilarin en iyi ve en koétii
performans degerlendirmeleri, I-PANAS-SF’nin her 2 alt boyutu (yani Pozitif Duygudurum
ve Negatif Duygudurum) igin karsilastirilmistir. Sonuglara gore, en iyi ve en koti
performansa dair degerlendirmeler arasindaki farklar hem Pozitif Duygudurum (t(399) =
19.55, p < .001) hem de Negatif Duygudurum (t(399) = -15.21, p < .001) i¢in anlamlidir.
Ozellikle, en iyi performansa dair Pozitif Duygudurum degerlendirmesi (M = 3.91, SD =
.59), en kotii performansa dair degerlendirmeye (M = 3.03, SD = .88) kiyasla daha yiiksek
puanlanmustir. Ote yandan, Negatif Duygudurum en kétii performans baglaminda (M = 2.24,
SD = .87) en iyi performans baglamma (M = 1.61, SD = .61) kiyasla daha yiiksek

bulunmustur.

Korelasyon analizi sonuclar1 gostermektedir ki, en iyi performansa dair atiflar ile kaginma
boyutlar1 arasindaki iliskilerin ¢ogu anlamliyken, en kotii performansa dair atiflar ile
kaginma boyutlar1 arasindakilerin ¢ogu istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir. Ayrica, duygudurum
degerlendirmeleri ve davranigsal ciktilar arasindaki iliskide ters bir desen goriilmektedir.
Ozellikle, en iyi performansa iliskin Pozitif Duygudurum (sirasiyla r = -.17, p <.01; r = -.11,
p<.05r=-10,p<.05r=-14,p<.01;r=-19, p <.01) E-DMQ-A alt boyutlariyla en iyi
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performansa dair Negatif Duyguduruma kiyasla (Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler i¢in r = .27, p
<.01; Sehirlerarasi Siiriis i¢in r = .19, p <.01) daha yiiksek sayida anlamli iligki gostermistir.
Ote yandan, en kétii performansa iliskin Negatif Duygudurum (sirastyla r = .17, p <.01; r =
A13,p<.05 r=.17,p <.05; r =.15, p<.01; r = .24, p < .01) E-DMQ-A alt boyutlartyla en
kot performansa iligkin Pozitif Duyguduruma (Trafik Sikisikligr igin r = -.14, p < .01)
kiyasla daha yiiksek sayida anlaml iliski gostermistir.

Bagimli degiskenin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler oldugu ilk modelde ki-kare testi
istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir (y* (5) = 4.05, p = .54). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik
derecesine orani .81 olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI 1.00, NFI .99 ve
RMSEA .00 [95%GA (.00, .06)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun
gostergeleridir.  Model  Pozitif Duygudurumdaki  varyansin  %35’ini,  Negatif
Duygudurumdaki varyansin %28’ini ve Deneyim ve Teknik Becerilerdeki varyansin %15’ini
aciklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan direkt yol katsayilari -.16 ve .55 arasinda
degismektedir. I¢sel Kontroliin Negatif Duygudurum tzerindeki (8 = .05, p < .01), Pozitif
Duygudurumin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler Uzerindeki (4 = -.16, p < .05), Negatif
Duygudurumin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler lzerindeki (8 = .19, p < .01) ve Dissal
Kontrolliin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler Uzerindeki (8 = .05, p < .01) direkt etkisi anlamli

bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir.

Bagimli degiskenin Olumsuz Hava Kosullar1 oldugu ikinci modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel
olarak anlamsizdir (* (8) = 6.22, p = .62). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine oran1 .78
olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI 1.00, NFI .99 ve RMSEA .00 [95%GA
(.00, .05)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun géstergeleridir. Model
Pozitif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %35’ini, Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %28’ini ve
Olumsuz Hava Kosullarindaki varyansin %9’unu aciklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde
bulunan direkt yol katsayilar1 -.07 ve .55 arasinda degismektedir. i¢sel Kontroliin Pozitif
Duygudurum Gzerindeki (8 = .05, p < .01) ve Digsal Kontroliin Olumsuz Hava Kosullari
tizerindeki (8 = .07, p < .01) direkt etkisi anlamh bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel

olarak anlamsizdir.

Bagimli degiskenin Trafik Sikisiklig1 oldugu tiglincii modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel olarak
anlamsizdir (% (9) = 6.32, p = .71). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine orani .70 olup iyi
bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI 1.00, NFI .99 ve RMSEA .00 [95%GA (.00, .04)]
degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun gostergeleridir. Model Pozitif

Duygudurumdaki varyansin %35’ini, Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %28’ini ve Trafik
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Sikigikligindaki varyansin %5’ini agiklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan direkt yol
katsayilart -.22 ve .55 arasinda degismektedir. Digsal Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum
tzerindeki (8 = .05, p < .01) direkt etkisi anlamh bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel

olarak anlamsizdir.

Bagimli degiskenin Sehirlerarasi Siirlis oldugu dordiincii modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel
olarak anlamsizdir (y* (6) = 5.10, p = .53). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine oram .85
olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI 1.00, NFI .99 ve RMSEA .00 [95%GA
(.00, .06)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun goéstergeleridir. Model
Pozitif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %35’ini, Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %28’ini ve
Sehirleraras1 Siriisteki varyansin %19’unu agiklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan
direkt yol katsayilar1 -.15 ve .55 arasinda degismektedir. Igsel Kontroliin Pozitif
Duygudurum (izerindeki (8 = .05, p < .01), i¢sel Kontroliin Sehirleraras: Siiriis {izerindeki (/8
= -.08, p <.01) ve Digsal Kontroliin Sehirlerarasi Siiriis tizerindeki (f = .05, p < .03) direkt

etkisi anlaml1 bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir.

Bagimli degiskenin Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren Durumlar oldugu besinci
modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir (y* (7) = 5.68, p = .58). Ki-kare
degerinin serbestlik derecesine orani .81 olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI
1.00, NFI1 .99 ve RMSEA .00 [95%GA (.00, .05)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir
model uyumunun gostergeleridir. Model Pozitif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %35’ini,
Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %28’ini ve Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren
Durumlardaki varyansin %20’sini agiklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan direkt yol
katsayilar1 -.17 ve .55 arasinda degismektedir. I¢sel Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum
Uzerindeki (8 = .05, p < .01) ve Digsal Kontroliin Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk
Gerektiren Durumlar tizerindeki (5 = .07, p <.01) direkt etkisi anlamli bulunmustur. Indirekt

etkiler istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir.

Bagimli degiskenin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler oldugu altinci modelde ki-kare testi
istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir (> (5) = 4.04, p = .54). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik
derecesine orant .81 olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI 1.00, NFI .99 ve
RMSEA .00 [95%GA (.00, .06)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun
gostergeleridir.  Model  Pozitif Duygudurumdaki  varyansm  %21’ini,  Negatif
Duygudurumdaki varyansin %27’sini ve Deneyim ve Teknik Becerilerdeki varyansin
%10’unu agiklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan direkt yol katsayilar1 -.04 ve .57
arasinda degismektedir. I¢sel Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum iizerindeki (8 = .09, p < .01),
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Digsal Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum tzerindeki (8 = .06, p < .01), Istikrarm Pozitif
Duygudurum dzerindeki (8 = .04, p = .04), Digsal Kontroliin Negatif Duygudurum
tizerindeki (8 = .05, p = .01), Istikrarin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler iizerindeki (8 = .05, p =
.03) ve Igsel Kontroliin Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler iizerindeki (5 = -.04, p = .03) direkt

etkisi anlaml1 bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir.

Bagimli degiskenin Olumsuz Hava Kosullar1 oldugu yedinci modelde ki-kare testi
istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir (y* (7) = 6.82, p = .45). Ki-kare deerinin serbestlik
derecesine orani .98 olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI 1.00, NFI .99 ve
RMSEA .00 [95%GA (.00, .06)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun
gostergeleridir.  Model  Pozitif Duygudurumdaki  varyansin ~ %21’ini,  Negatif
Duygudurumdaki varyansin %27’sini ve Olumsuz Hava Kosullarindaki varyansin %8’ini
aciklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan direkt yol katsayilari -.08 ve .57 arasinda
degismektedir. I¢sel Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum tzerindeki (8 = .09, p < .01), Dissal
Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum tizerindeki (5 = .06, p < .01), Istikrarin Pozitif Duygudurum
tzerindeki (8 = .04, p = .04) ve Dissal Kontroliin Negatif Duygudurum tzerindeki (8 = .06, p
=.01) direkt etkisi anlamli bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir.
Bagimli degiskenin Trafik Sikisikligi oldugu sekizinci modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel
olarak anlamsizdir (¥ (7) = 7.88, p = .34). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine oran1 1.13
olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFl 1.00, NFI .98 ve RMSEA .02 [95%GA
(.00, .07)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun gostergeleridir. Model
Pozitif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %21’ini, Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %27’sini
ve Trafik Sikisikligindaki varyansin %7°sini agiklamaktadir. Budanmig modelde bulunan
direkt yol katsayilari -.23 ve .57 arasinda degismektedir. Igsel Kontroliin Pozitif
Duygudurum Uzerindeki (8 = .09, p < .01), Dissal Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum Gzerindeki
(B = .06, p < .01), Istikrarm Pozitif Duygudurum Uzerindeki (8 = .04, p = .04), Dissal
Kontroliin Negatif Duygudurum (zerindeki (4 = .06, p = .01) ve Negatif Duygudurumin
Trafik Sikisikligi tizerindeki (8 = .15, p = .03) direkt etkisi anlamli bulunmustur. Digsal
Kontrol ile Trafik Sikisikligi arasindaki iliskide Negatif Duygudurumin indirekt etkisi
istatistiksel olarak anlamhidir (= .01, p =.04).

Bagimli degiskenin Sehirlerarasi Siiriis oldugu dokuzuncu modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel
olarak anlamsizdir (y* (7) = 10.37, p = .17). Ki-kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine orani
1.48 olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CF1.99, NFI .98 ve RMSEA .04 [95%GA
(.00, .08)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir model uyumunun gostergeleridir. Model

Pozitif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %21’ini, Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %27’sini
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ve Sehirlerarasi Siiriisteki varyansin %15’ini agiklamaktadir. Budanmig modelde bulunan
direkt yol katsayilar1 -.23 ve .57 arasinda degismektedir. Igsel Kontroliin Pozitif
Duygudurum dzerindeki (8 = .09, p < .01), Digsal Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum Gzerindeki
(B = .06, p < .01), Istikrarm Pozitif Duygudurum Gzerindeki (8 = .04, p = .04) ve Digsal
Kontroliin Negatif Duygudurum (zerindeki (4 = .06, p = .01) direkt etkisi anlaml

bulunmustur. Indirekt etkiler istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdur.

Bagimli degiskenin Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren Durumlar oldugu onuncu
modelde ki-kare testi istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir (y* (7) = 7.24, p = .41). Ki-kare
degerinin serbestlik derecesine orani 1.03 olup iyi bir uyum diizeyine isaret etmektedir. CFI
1.00, NFI1 .99 ve RMSEA .01 [95%GA (.00, .06)] degerine sahiptir ve bu degerler de iyi bir
model uyumunun gostergeleridir. Model Pozitif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %21’ini,
Negatif Duygudurumdaki varyansin %27’sini ve Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk
Gerektiren Durumlardaki varyansin %21’ini agiklamaktadir. Budanmis modelde bulunan
direkt yol katsayilar1 -.17 ve .57 arasinda degismektedir. Igsel Kontroliin Pozitif
Duygudurum dzerindeki (8 = .09, p < .01), Dissal Kontroliin Pozitif Duygudurum Gzerindeki
(8 = .06, p < .01), Istikrarm Pozitif Duygudurum zerindeki (8 = .04, p = .04), Dissal
Kontrolliin Negatif Duygudurum 0zerindeki (4 = .06, p = .01) ve Negatif Duygudurumin
Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren Durumlar {izerindeki (8 = .13, p = .02) direkt
etkisi anlamli bulunmustur. Dissal Kontrol ile Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren
Durumlar arasindaki iliskide Negatif Duygudurumin indirekt etkisi istatistiksel olarak
anlamhidir (8 = .01, p =.02).

Tartisma

Bu calisma, alanyazinda ilk kez 6z-diizenleyici siiriicii davranislarini, nedensel atiflar ve
duygudurum ile iliskisine odaklanarak tiim yas gruplarmi kapsayacak sekilde ele almistir.
Onceki ¢alismalar 6z diizenleyici siiriicii davramslarmin farkli onciillerini arastirmislardir.
Ancak bu calisma 0z-diizenleyici davraniglarin Onciillerini nedensel atiflar ¢ercevesinde
inceleyen ilk calismadir. Siiriiciiliigii bir basar1 baglami kabul ederek, siiriis performansina
iligkin nedensel atiflar ve 6z diizenleyici siiriicii davramslar: iliskisi arastirilmistir. Ayrica

duygudurumin araci rolii incelenmistir.

Caligma kapsammda CDS-1l ve E-DMQ-A’nin faktdr yapilari incelenmistir. Sonuglar, CDS-
IT i¢in 3 faktorlii yapinin en uygun, E-DMQ-A icin ise 5 faktdrli yapinin en yorumlanabilir
oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
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Orijinalde CDS-II'nin Nedensellik Odags, I¢sel Kontrol, Dissal Kontrol ve Istikrar olmak
lizere 4 faktorlii bir yapis1 bulunmaktadir. Fakat bu ¢alismada bulunan 3 faktér Icsel Kontrol,
Digsal Kontrol ve Istikrardir. Diger bir deyisle, Nedensellik Odagi ve Igsel Kontrol
maddeleri bir faktérde bir araya gelmistir. Ayrica bu yapinin, hem en iyi hem de en kotu
performansa dair degerlendirmelerde tutarli oldugu bulunmustur ki bu da iyi ve koti
performansin nedenlerinin aynmi 3 boyut {iizerinde yorumlandigina isaret etmektedir.
Nedensellik Odagi ve Igsel Kontrol maddeleri ayni boyuta aym yonde yiiklendiginden
katilimecilari kendilerinden kaynaklanan nedenleri trafik baglaminda kendileri tarafindan
kontrol edilebilir gordiigii one siiriilebilir. Orijinal teoride ise bu durum daha farklidir:
yetenek ve efor kisinin kendinden kaynaklanan nedenler olsa da yetenek kontrol
edilemezken efor edilebilir (Weiner, 2000). Bir diger perspektiften bakildiginda, Nedensellik
Odag1 ve Igsel Kontrol maddeleri aym1 boyuta ayni ydnde yiiklendiginden katilimcilarin
digaridan kaynaklanan nedenleri trafik baglaminda kendileri tarafindan kontrol edilemez
gordiigii 6ne siiriilebilir. Bazi digsal nedenler i¢in (6rnegin digerlerinin yardim etmesi), i¢sel
kontrol edilebilirlik diger digsal nedenlere (6rnegin sans) gore daha yiiksektir. Bireyler,
(kontrol edemese de) alacaklari yardimin diizeyini yardim isteyerek ya da istemeyerek
degistirebilirler. Ancak bulgulara gore katilimcilar trafik baglammda bu sekilde

diistinmemislerdir.

Wong ve arkadaslar1 (2015) E-DMQ-A’nin Dis Siiriis Cevresi ve I¢ Siiriis Cevresi olmak
lizere 2 faktérden olustugunu belirtmislerdir. Bu ¢alismada 5 faktér ortaya ¢ikmustir:
Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler, Olumsuz Hava Kosullari, Trafik Sikisikligi, Sehirlerarasi
Siiriis ve Asina Olunmayan ve Sorumluluk Gerektiren Durumlar. i¢ Siiriis Cevresine ait
maddelerin ¢ogu Deneyim ve Teknik Becerilere yiiklenirken Dis Siiriis Cevresine ait
maddelerin ¢ogu bu c¢alismada bulunan diger 4 boyuta yiiklenmistir. Olas1 bir agiklama,
siiriictilerin dis kosullar1 daha rafine sekilde yorumlamis olabilecegidir. Bu durum, mevcut
calisma Ornekleminin genis bir yas yelpazesine sahip olmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilir.
Wong ve arkadaslar1 (2015) olglim aracmin faktdr yapisini yalnizca 65 yas ve lizeri
siiriiclilerde incelemistir. Fakat mevcut ¢aligmaya her yastan siiriicii dahil edilmistir. Bu fark,
maddelerin yorumlanmasinda daha yiiksek cesitlilik ve farklilagsmaya yol agmis olabilir.

Caligmanin sonuglari, bireylerin en iyi ve en Kotii performansin nedenlerini farkli sekilde
agikladigim gostermistir. Ozellikle, iyi performansin nedenlerini kétii performansinkilere
kiyasla daha kontrol edilebilir ve istikrarli olarak algilamislardir. Bu, trafik ortamindan
kendini yiikseltme yanlihgmi gosteren dnceki caligmalar ile tutarhdir (Findik, Uslu, Oz,
Lajunen, & Ozkan, 2016). Sasirtict olmayan bir bicimde, en iyi performans gosterilen siiriis

gorevinde en kotli performans sergilenene kiyasla daha yiiksek Pozitif Duygudurum
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raporlanmistir. Ote yandan, en kétii performans sergilenen siiriis gorevinden sonra en iyi
performans sergilenene kiyasla daha yiiksek Negatif Duygudurum raporlanmistir. Bu
farkhiliklar, basar1 ve bagarisizik baglamlarinda nedensel atiflarm  ve duygusal
degerlendirmelerin farkli 6zellikler gosterdigine isaret etmektedir. Bu nedenle davranissal

ciktilarla olan iligkilerinde ayr1 sekilde incelenmeleri gerekmektedir.

Bir biitlin olarak incelendiginde, bu ¢alismanin sonuglart atif modelinin siirlisten kaginma
davramiglarini en kot performans baglaminda incelemenin en iyi performans baglaminda
incelemeye gore daha kullanigh oldugunu gdstermektedir. Bu, Weiner (2010) tarafindan
yapilan Onceki ¢aligmalar ile tutarlidir. Bulgular, nedensel atiflarin kaginma tizerindeki
etkisinin Negatif Duygudurum iizerinden tasindigini gostermistir. Ozellikle, artan Dissal
Kontrol artan Negatif Duyguduruma yol ag¢makta, bu da daha sonra artan kaginma
davraniglarma neden olmaktadir. Bu mekanizma, tiim 06z-diizenleyici siiriicii davramslari
tiirlerinde ¢alismamustir. Ancak istatistiksel olarak anlamli olan her iki modelde de benzer
sekilde cahistigindan bulgularda bir miktar tutarllik oldugundan séz edilebilir. Oz-
diizenleme ¢ok cesitli bireysel ve durumsal etmenden etkilenen karmasik bir kavramdir
(Molnar et al., 2015). Bu nedenle atif siiregleri disindaki diger etmenlerin istatistiksel olarak
anlamsiz bulunan 3 davrams tipini, yani Deneyim ve Teknik Beceriler, Olumsuz Hava

Kosullar1 ve Sehirlerarasi Siiriigii agikliyor olmas1 miimkiindiir.

Model en iyi performans baglaminda bir biitiin olarak basarili olmasa da, Dissal Kontrol ve
Oz-diizenleyici siiriicii davranislar1 arasinda tutarh bir direkt iliski oldugu gozlenmistir. Bu
durum, en iyi performans baglaminda duygularin devreden c¢ikarildigina isaret etmektedir.
Bu gibi durumlarda duygusal degerlendirme yoriingesi (yani duygudurum) yerine biligsel
degerlendirme ydriingesinin (yani beklenti) izleniyor olmasi miimkiindiir. Bu goriisii
destekleyecek sekilde, Forsterling (2001, p.113) basariya yapilan digsal atiflarda duygunun
roliiniin gorece diisiik oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ancak, basarisizlik daha genis bir duygu
yelpazesi ile iligkilidir ve bu duygular digsal atiflar yapildiginda daha kuvvetlidir
(Forsterling, 2001, p. 115). Duygusal degerlendirmeleri 6lgmede kullanilan 6lgiim aracinin
(I-PANAS-SF) atiflar tarafindan tetiklenen duygu yelpazesini yeterli diizeyde kapsamiyor

olmasi1 da muhtemeldir.

Hem en iyi performans (yani basar1) baglamindaki direkt hem de en kotii performans (yani
basarisizlik) baglamindaki indirekt iligkiler i¢in One ¢ikan atif boyutu Digsal Kontroldiir.
Diger bir deyisle, hem iyi performans (direkt etki) hem de kotii performans (indirekt etki)
digsal olarak kontrol edilebilir algilandiginda ka¢inma artmaktadir. Bu bulgu, dis kosullara
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dair inanglarm davranig {izerinde i¢ kosullara dair inanglara kiyasla daha belirgin bir etki
yaptigina isaret etmektedir. Yukarida da tartisildigi {izere, bu durum igsel etmenlerin kontrol
edilebilir varsayilmasi, digsal etmenlerin ise duruma gore kontrol edilebilir gériilmesinden

kaynaklaniyor olabilir.
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