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A-Tipi Kisilik ve Stres Iliskisinde U¢ Onemli Bilesen:
Ofke, Etkisiz Basa Cikma ve Is Saplantisi

Nesrin Hisli Sahin H. Nejat Basim Necip Akkoyun
Baskent Universitesi Baskent Universitesi Kara Harp Okulu
Ozet

Mevcut ¢aligmanin amaci A-Tipi kisiligin stresle ilgili bilesenlerini kamu giivenligi alaninda ¢alisan bir grup erkek
personel (N = 454) iizerinde arastirmaktir. Arastirmada kullanilan 6lgekler; Kurumsal Stres Faktorleri Olgegi, Kisa
Semptom Envanteri, A-Tipi Kisilik Olcegi, Cok Boyutlu Ofke Olgegi, Basa Cikma Tarzlar1 Olgegi’dir. Sonuglar A
ve B-Tiplerinin 6fke puanlart bakimindan farklilastigini gostermektedir. Algilanan stres faktorleri ve stres belirti-
leri agisindan da asil farklilagan gruplarin yiliksek 6fkeli A-Tipleri ile diisiik 6fkeli B-Tipleri oldugu gdriilmiistiir.
Diger gruplarla karsilastirildiginda, 6fkesi yiiksek A tiplerinin algilanan stres puanlarinin anlamli derecede yiiksek
oldugu ve etkisiz basa ¢ikma ydntemlerini daha fazla kullandiklar: belirlenmistir. Ayrica, yapilan regresyon analizi
sonucunda, algilanan stresi (stres faktorleri ve stres belirtileri) yordayan ortak A-Tipi boyutunun is saplantisi oldugu
gorilmiistiir.

Anahtar kelimeler: A-Tipi kisilik, bilesenler, 6tke, basa ¢ikma, stres

Abstract

The purpose of the current study is to investigate the components of Type-A personality, that are related to stress,
with a group of Turkish male personnel (N =454), working in the area of public security. The assessment instruments
were; Institutional Stress Factors Scale, Brief Symptom Inventory, Type-A Personality Scale, Multidimensional
Anger Scale, and Ways of Coping Scale. The results showed that, Type-A’s and Type-B’s differed among themselves
according to their anger scores. The most significant difference in terms of the perceived stress factors and stress
symptoms was found to be between Type-A’s high in anger and Type-B’s low in anger. Type-A’s high in anger, had
significantly higher perceived stress scores and reported to use significantly more ineffective coping styles (helpless
and submissive approaches), compared the other groups. The regression analyses showed that the component of
Type-A behavior that is predictive of perceived stress is obsession with work.
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Is yerindeki strese iliskin farkli kuramsal yakla-
simlarin ayrintilar1 ne olursa olsun, bu konudaki genel
kabul, stresin is yeri stres faktorlerinin ve isi yapan bi-
reyin kisilik 6zelliklerinin bir fonksiyonu oldugu yo-
niindedir (Andersson-Arntén, Jansson ve Archer, 2008;
Bechr, 1995; 1998; Beehr ve Newman, 1978; Diong ve
Bishop, 1999; Edwards, Caplan ve Van Harrison, 1998;
Payne, 1988; Ross ve Altmaier, 1994; Theorell, 1998;
Van Egeren, 2009).

Bu kisilik 6zelliklerinden birisi “A-Tipi kisilik” ya
da “A-Tipi davranislar” kavramlari ile anilmaktadir (Ak-
tas, 2001; Friedman ve Rosenman, 1974; 1977; Matthews,
1982). Edwards, Baglioni ve Cooper (1990) degisik mo-
deller kullanarak, stres ve A-Tipi kisilik arasindaki ilis-
kinin dogasini arastirmislar ve A-Tipi kisilige sahip ol-
mak ile yiiksek diizeyde stres belirtileri yasamak arasin-
da dogrudan ya da dolayl bir iliski oldugunu ileri siir-
miislerdir.

A-Tipi kisilige sahip insanlarin, ¢ok c¢alisan, za-
man, nicelik ve sayilarla ilgili olarak kaygilar duyan, bir
yandan kendilerinden emin goriiniirken; diger yandan
kendilerini 6nemli derecede elestiren kisiler oldugu ifa-
de edilmektedir (Baltas ve Baltas, 1999; Brantley ve
Garrett, 1993; Friedman ve Ulmer, 1984; Matthews ve
Haynes, 1986; Mueser, Yarnold ve Bryant, 1987; Organ
ve Hui, 1995; Pehlivan, 1995, 2000; Yarnold ve Grimm,
1982). A-Tipi kisilerin, sabirsizlik, rekabetgilik gibi 6zel-
liklerinin ve kisileraras: iliskilerinde diismanca yakla-
stmlarimin yani sira, kendileri hakkinda yiiksek beklenti-
lere sahip olduklari (Glass, 1997; Mathews, 1982; Perloff,
Yarnold ve Fetzer, 1988; Smith, 1986; Winslow, 2003;
Wright, 1988); ben-merkezci davrandiklari ve sosyal a-
¢idan sorunlu olduklar1 ifade edilmektedir (Atkinson,
1994; Ganster, Sime ve Mayes, 1989; Rareshide ve Kern,
1991; Smith ve Rhodewalt, 1986; Sahin, Giiler ve Basim,
2009; Yarnold ve Grimm, 1986). Kontrol ve basar1 yo-
nelimli olarak miikemmeliyetcilikleri, kendilerine da-
yattiklart asir1 is yiki ile de iskoliklikleri dikkati ¢ek-
mektedir (Burke, 1988; Dembroski ve MacDougall,
1978; Keenan ve McBain, 1979; Strube ve Werner, 1985).
Ayrica, uzun saatler ¢alismaya ve fazla mesai yapmaya
egilimli olduklar1 da kaydedilmistir (Ganster, Sime ve
Mayes, 1989).

Yukaridaki tiim 6zelliklerle beraber, stresle iligkili
psikosomatik kas gerilimleri, olumsuz duygusal tepkiler
(Lee, Ashford ve Jamieson, 1993), migren tiirii bas agri-
lart (Barling ve Charbonneau, 1992) ve yasamin ilerle-
yen yillarinda artan hastalik orani ile beraber (Shoham-
Yakubovich, Ragland, Brand ve Syme, 1988), koroner
kalp hastalig1 (Booth-Kewley ve Friedman, 1987; Dem-
borski ve Costa, 1987; Ertekin, 1993; Friedman, 1989;
Friedman ve Rosenman, 1974; Glass, 1997; Lawson,
2005; Miller, Smith, Turner, Guijarro ve Hallet, 1996;
Szegedy-Maszak, 2003) gibi ¢cok ciddi fiziksel semptom-

larmn sikintisini yasadiklart ilgili yazinda siklikla karsi-
miza ¢ikan bulgulardir.

Kiiltiirel farkliliklar hesaba katilmaksizin yapilan
caligmalar, ¢ogu kez A-Tipi dl¢timlerinden yiiksek puan
alan bireylerin, tikenmislik 6l¢iimlerinden de yiiksek, is
tatmini 6l¢limlerinden ise diisiik puanlar almakta olduk-
larimni (Burke, 1984; Jamal, 1999) ve daha fazla is yiikii
algiladiklarim1 (Keenan ve McBain, 1979) gostermek-
tedir.

Bunun aksine, B-Tiplerinin (A-Tipi 6zelliklerin nis-
peten daha az bulundugu kisiler), stresle iligkili olarak
daha az sorun yasadiklari belirtilmektedir (Beehr, 1998;
Friedman ve Rosenman, 1977; Glass, 1977; Greenglass,
1989; Greenglass ve Julkunen, 1990; Osada, Narita ve
Hayashi, 1992; Price, 1982; Ross ve Altmaier, 1994; Sal-
mon ve ark., 1989). B-Tiplerinin stresle basa ¢ikma tarz-
lar1 (Brunson ve Matthews, 1981; Glass, 1997), 6tke ve
diismanlik egilimleri (Greenglass, 1987) ve koroner kalp
hastaligi (KKH) yasama oranlari (Matthews, 1988) A-
Tiplerinden ¢ok farklidir. Ayrica arastirmacilar A-Tiple-
rinin davranislarinin, B-Tipleri kadar homojen olmadi-
g1 da belirtmektedirler (Miller, Lack ve Asroff, 1985).
A ve B-Tiplerinin gosterdikleri bu davranis 6zellikleri
oriintiisii, farkli 6rneklem ve kiiltiirlerdeki 6zgiin bilim-
sel aragtirmalarla tekraralanarak dogrulanmistir (Jamal
ve Baba, 2003; Sahin, Giiler ve Basim, 2009).

Son donemde yapilan aragtirmalar, KKH ve A-Tipi
davraniglar arasindaki iliski hakkinda, olas1 bir “toksik
niiveyi” veya ¢ok boyutlu bir yapiy1 one siirerek, bazi
celigkili bulgulart ortaya ¢ikarmistir (Booth-Kewley ve
Friedman, 1987; Dembroski ve Costa, 1987; Matthews,
1982; 1988).

Toksik niive bakis agisi ile yapilan arastirmalar,
diismanlik, 6fke, saldirganlik ve kinin A-tiplerindeki
KKH ve diger stresle iligkili semptomlarin yordayicisi
oldugunu ortaya c¢ikarmistir (Bluementhal, Barefoot,
Burg ve Williams, 1987; Booth-Kewley ve Friedman,
1987; Demborski ve Costa, 1987; Dreher, 2004; Feld ve
Riiegg, 2005; Gallo, Ghaed ve Bracken, 2004; Haynes
ve Matthews, 1988; Lawson, 2005; Matthews, 1982).

Ayrica A-Tiplerinin fizyolojik tepkileri (biligsel ve
psikomotor uyarana kars1 yiikselen sempatik sinir siste-
mi tepkileri) de bu toksik c¢ekirdekle ve A-Tipinin diger
bilesenleri olan sabirsizlik ve rekabetgilikle iliskili bu-
lunmustur (Contrada ve Krantz, 1988). Koroner kalp ra-
hatsizliklarinin baslangici ve gelisimi {izerine olusturu-
lan yeni modellerde, 6fkenin, diigmanca yaklagimlarin
ve saldirganligin, bagisiklik sistemini de kapsayan alev-
lenme (iltihaplanma) siireclerindeki roliine isaret edil-
mektedir (Smith, Glazer, Ruiz ve Gallo, 2004; Szegedy-
Maszak, 2003; Winslow, 2003).

Koroner kalp rahatsizlig1 olan A-Tipleri ile yapi-
lan 6fke yonetimi egitimlerinin etkililigi de, dolayli ola-
rak, diismanlik ve 6fkenin bu insanlarin yasadigi stres-
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teki araci roliinii gosteriyor olabilir (Gidron, Davidson
ve Bata, 1999; Nunes, Frank ve Kornfeld, 1987).

Bilegenler perspektifinden yapilan ¢aligmalar ise
“zora kosma, rekabetgilik” (Basar1 Yonelimlilik-BY) ve
“tahammiilsiizliik-asabiyet” (TA) gibi bilesenlerin, A-
Tipi davranislar ile yasanan stres belirtileri ve algilanan
stres faktorleri arasindaki iliskiden sorumlu olabilecegi-
ni ileri stirerek, A-Tipi davranis yapisinin bu ¢cok boyu-
tlu dogasinin dikkate alinmasini vurgulamaktadir (Kir-
meyer, 1988; Spence, Helmreich ve Pred, 1987). Bu
iliskiyi inceleyen az sayida caligmada, BY bileseni ile
is kontrolii ve is yiikii arasinda olumlu yonde, BY ile rol
belirsizligi arasinda ise aksi yonde iliskiler bulundugu
bildirilmektedir. TA’nin ise kisisel gelisim olanaklarmin
kullanimi ile ters yonde; artan ig baskisi, kisinin i¢sel
catigmalar1 ve olumsuz saglik belirtileri ile ayn1 yonde
iliski gosterdigi goriilmiistir (Kivimaki, Kalimo ve Jul-
kunen, 1996; Spector ve O’Connell, 1994). Day ve Jreige
(2002), bu iki bileseni (BY ve TA) 6zellikleri bakimin-
dan degisen derecelerde inceleyerek, Spence ve arka-
daglarini (1987) destekler bigimde, iki bilesenli bir ya-
piyt ileri siirmiislerdir. Bununla beraber arastirmacilar
iki 6lgegin diisiik giivenilirlik diizeyine de dikkat cek-
mektedirler (Day ve Jreige, 2002).

Bu ikili yapiy1 inceleyen, A-Tipi davranisin ge-
nel Olgeklerinin kullanildigi bir¢ok ¢alisma celigkili
bulgularla sonuglanmigtir. Bazi calismalarda, asir1 is
yiikii ve stresli olaylar gibi degiskenlerle ifade edilen is
stresiyle ayni yonde iligki bulunurken (Burke ve Weir,
1980); bazilarinda ise bunun tam karsit1 bulgulara ula-
stldigt (Kushnir ve Melamed, 1991) goriilmektedir. Ba-
z1 arastirmacilar A-Tipi ve algilanan stres arasinda ay-
n1 yonlii iligki bulurken (Dearborn ve Hastings, 1987;
Kelly ve Houston, 1985); bazilar1 ise bu konuda herhan-
gi bir iliski bulamamistir (Rees ve Cooper, 1992).

Bu ¢eliskili sonuglar, yukarida belirtilen yapimin
olast ¢ok boyutlu dogasini isaret ediyor goziikmektedir.
Bununla beraber Edwards ve arkadaslar1 (1990), birkag
A-Tipi davrans oriintiisii (ATDO) 6lgegini inceledikten
sonra, ATDO’niin birgok bileseni olabilecegini ileri sii-
rerek, sonraki arastirmalarin bu ¢oklu bilesenleri ince-
lemesi gerektigini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica A-Tipi davra-
niglarin bilesen o6lgeklerinin  kullanilmasimin, A-Tipi
davranig yapisinin yordayict gegerliligini artirabilecegi
ileri stirtilmektedir (Edwards ve Baglioni, 1991). Aym
zamanda koroner kalp rahatsizli1 egilimli A-Tiplerinin
dinamiklerini tamamen anlayabilmek {izere, gelecek a-
ragtirmalarin, A-Tipi davranig yapisinin genel ve bile-
sen Olcekleri kullanilarak gercek is ortamlarinda yapil-
masinm 6nemli olacag belirtilmektedir (Jamal ve Baba,
2003).

Mevcut arastirma bu Onerileri dikkate almaktadir.
Bu caligmada A-Tipi davraniglar ve stres (is yerindeki
algilanan stres faktorleri ve stres belirtileri) arasindaki

iliskinin, A-Tipi kisiligi olusturan bilesenler de dikkate
almarak, bir grup erkek ¢alisan iizerinde incelenmesi
amaglanmustir.

Bu amag¢ g6z 6niinde bulundurularak, A-Tipi Ki-
silik dlgegine gore ayristirilan A ve B-Tipleri dncelikle
algilanan igyeri stres faktorleri, stres belirtileri, toplam
ofke seviyeleri ve kullandiklar1 basa ¢ikma tarzlart aci-
sindan karsilastirilacaktir. Ardindan, 6tke degiskeni bu
karsilastirmaya dahil edilecek, diisiik ve yiiksek ofke-
li A-tipleri, diisik ve yiiksek ofkeli B-tipleri ile kar-
silastirilacaktir. Ugiincii basamakta da Jamal ve Baba
(2003)’nin onerisi dogrultusunda, 6fke ve basa ¢ikma-
nin ilave roli dikkate alinarak, A-Tipi davranislarin
farkli bilesenlerinin algilanan stres faktorlerini ve stres
belirtilerini yordamadaki roli incelenecektir. Ulusal ya-
zinda, anilan degiskenlere odaklanan ve séz konusu rolii
arastiran bir aragtirmaya rastlanmamig olmasinin, mev-
cut calismanin onemini artirdigr degerlendirilmektedir.
Bu gercevede, asagidaki arastirma sorularina yanit ara-
nacaktir:

a. Algilanan is stresi faktorleri, algilanan stres be-

lirtileri, 6fke deneyimleri ve kullandiklar1 basa ¢ik-

ma stratejileri agisindan A ve B-Tipleri arasindaki
farklar nelerdir?

b. Tim A ve B-Tipleri aynt derecede mi 6fke gés-

terirler?

c. Eger oyle degilse, bu degisiklik, yasadiklar stres

ve kullandiklari basa ¢ikma tarzlarina bagli olarak

onlarin puanlarina nasil yansimaktadir?

d. A-Tipi davranis Oriintiisiiniin hangi bileseni bu

iki stresle ilgili degiskeni (algilanan isyeri stres

faktorleri ve stres belirtileri) yordamaktadir?

Yontem

Kanlhmcilar

Yedi yiiz yetmis (770) anket formu isyerinde da-
gitillmis ve katilimeilarin goniillii olmast beklenmistir.
Anketlerin 495’1 geri donmdstiir. Geri doniis orant %
64’ diir. Eksik ve hatali doldurulan anketlerin ayiklanma-
sindan sonra analiz ¢alismalar1 454 katilimcinin verileri
tizerinde yuriitilmistiir.

Orneklem

Orneklem, yaslar1 20 ve 52 (Ort. = 30.32, S =5.16)
arasinda degisen ve kamu giivenligi alaninda c¢alisan
454 erkek personelden olusmaktadir. Orneklemin bii-
yiik gogunlugu (% 54.8) lise mezunu, % 14.9’u iki yillik
yiiksek okul, % 30.4’1 ise {iniversite mezunudur ve %
75.8°1 evlidir. Bunlardan % 15.5’inin is tecriibesi 16 y1l-
dan fazla, % 53.3’1iniin is tecriibesi 7 ile 15 yil aras1, %
31.2’sinin is tecriibesi ise 7 yildan azdir. Is yeri ve bélii-
mii agisindan, % 36.7’si sehir merkezinde sabit pozis-
yonda ¢alismakta; % 63.3’{ ise tasrada yonetici pozis-
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yonunda calismaktadir. Mecburi olarak yer degistirme
sayist ortalama 4.64’tiir (S = 2.85).

Veri Toplama Araglart

Kurumsal Stres Faktorleri Olgcegi (KSFO). Is ye-
rine O0zgii stresi 6lgmek amaciyla Sahin ve arkadaglar
(2003) tarafindan gelistirilen 86 maddeli ve 5°li Likert
tipi bir dlgektir. Olgek 7 faktor tabanli alt Slgekten olus-
maktadir. Bunlar, Yoneticilerin Algilanan Yo6netim Tarz-
lart (20 madde, a = .92), Kurumsal yap1 (20 madde, o =
.90), Is yiikii (17 madde, o = .88), Is sorumluluklari (10
madde, o.=.82), Orgiitsel iletisim (6 madde, o« =.83), Y6-
neticilerin algilanan kisiligi (7 madde, o = .75), Mesle-
ge Ozgili faktorler (6 madde, o = .77). Tim o6lgek igin
Cronbach alfa katsayisi .97 olarak hesaplanmistir. Fak-
tor tabanl alt dlgeklerin ana 6lgekle korelasyonu ile 61-
ciilen i¢ yap1 gegerliligine iliskin katsayilar da »=. 68 ve
r=.90dir (p <.01).

Kurumsal Stres Faktorleri Olgegi’nin olgiit gecer-
liligini 6lgmek iizere yapilan analiz sonucunda is tatmi-
ni, ig yeri mutlulugu ve stres belirtileri ile arasinda -.23,
-.43 ve .36 (p < .001) oraninda ve beklenen yonde an-
laml1 iligkiler bulunmustur.

KSFO’nin kullanildig1 bir baska calismada, 6lge-
gin Cronbach alfa katsayisinin .87 ve .98 arasinda degis-
tigi, is tatmini ve stres belirtileri dl¢iimleri ile de -.48 ve
.28 (p < .001) arasinda degisen korelasyonlar gdsterdigi
bildirilmektedir (Arslan, 2004).

Olgegin mevcut 6rneklem i¢in Cronbach alfa kat-
say1s1.98 olarak hesaplanmustir. Olgek, mevcut caligma-
da isle ilgili stresi 6l¢mek igin kullanilmistir.

Kisa Semptom Envanteri (KSE). SCL-90 (Deroga-
tis, 1992)’dan gelistirilen 53 maddelik 6lgek, bazi psi-
kolojik belirtileri 6lgmektedir. Tiirk ergen ve yetiskinleri
i¢in standardize edilmis ve onceki ¢aligmalarda yiiksek
giivenilirlik ve gegerlilige sahip oldugu gosterilmistir
(Basim, Tatar ve Sahin, 2006; Sahin, Batigiin ve Ugurtas,
2002; Sahin ve Durak, 1994). KSE’nin farkli 6rneklem-
lerde 5 faktorli bulunmasi nedeniyle, bes faktdr tabanl
alt olgek gelistirilmistir. Bunlar; depresyon, anksiyete,
olumsuz benlik, 6fke ve somatizasyon’dur. Tim 6l¢ek
icin Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .96’dir. Yiiksek puanlar da-
ha ¢ok belirtinin bulundugunu gostermektedir.

Mevcut ¢alismada KSE ile 6rneklemin yasadigi
stres belirtileri dl¢lilmiistiir. Tiim 6lgek ig¢in Cronbach
alfa katsayist .98’dir ve alt 6lgekler igin .83 ve .94 ara-
sinda degismektedir.

A-Ttipi Kisilik (Davranislar) Olcegi. Rathus ve
Nevid’in (1989), Friedman ve Ulmer (1984), Matthews
ve arkadaglart (1982) ile Musante ve arkadaslarinin
(1983) ¢alismalarina dayanarak olusturduklari soru lis-
tesinden Batigiin ve Sahin (2006) tarafindan uyarlana-
rak olusturulmus, 25 maddeli 5°1i Likert tipi bir dlgektir.
Rathus ve Nevid (1989) ¢aligmasinda soru halinde ve-

rilen bu maddeler, Batigiin ve Sahin (2006) tarafindan
diiz climleye doniistiirilmistiir. Gelistirilen dlgek, “reka-
betcilik”, “sabirsizlik”, “bagar1 odaklilik™ gibi, A-Tipi ki-
siligin belirli davranigsal bilesenlerini kapsamaktadir.
Katilimcilara ilgili maddede belirtilen davranisin kendi-
lerini ifade edip etmedigi sorulmakta ve derecelendirme-
leri istenmektedir. Yiiksek puanlar bireyin tipik A-Tipi
kisilige sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Puan araligi 25-
125 arasinda degismektedir.

Olgegin psikometrik 6zellikleri iki farkli ¢aligma-
nin drneklemleri tizerinde (N = 426 ve N = 94) incelen-
mistir (Batigiin ve Sahin, 2006). Olgek dort faktor taban-
I alt 6lgekten olusmaktadir; “Is saplantisi” (rekabetgi-
lik, basar1 odaklilik ve ise verilen 6nem ifadelerini ige-
ren 12 madde), “Sosyal etkinliklerden uzaklasma” (4
madde), “Hiz saplantis1” (6 madde), “Zaman saplanti-
s1” (3 madde). Tiim 6l¢ek i¢in Cronbach alfa katsayisi
.86°dir. Faktor tabanli alt Slgekler icin alfa katsayilar
sirastyla .79, .70, .48, ve .70’ dir. Maddelerin ¢ift ve tek
numarali olarak hesaplanan iki yarim test giivenirligi »
= .83’diir.

A-Tipi 06lgegi ile stres belirtileri, strese yatkinlik,
etkili baga ¢ikma yontemleri degiskenleri arasindaki ko-
relasyonlar sirasiyla .43 (p <.001), .34 (p <.001), ve -.10
(p <.05) olarak bulunmustur (Batigiin ve Sahin, 2006).

Olgegin mevcut 6rneklem igin Cronbach alfa kat-
sayis1 .87 dir.

Cok Boyutlu Ofke Olgegi (CBOO). Bes boyutlu
olan bu 6lgek, Tirk kiiltiiriinde 6fkenin farkli yonlerini
olgmek iizere gelistirilmistir (Balkaya ve Sahin, 2003).
Ofke ile ilgili bu boyutlar; “Ofke ile ilgili belirtiler”,
“Ofke ile ilgili durumlar”, “Ofke ile ilgili diisiinceler”,
“Ofke ile ilgili davranislar” ve “Kisileraras1 Ofke”dir.
Maddeler 5°li Likert 6lgeginde puanlanmaktadir. Yiik-
sek puanlar bu boyutlardaki yiiksek 6fkeyi gostermek-
tedir. Her boyutta yapilan temel bilesenler faktor anali-
zi sonrasinda (N = 756), 5 boyut i¢in Cronbach alfa kat-
sayilar1 .83 ve .93 arasinda degisen, 14 faktor tabanl alt
Ol¢egin Cronbach alfa katsayilari ise .64 ve .95 arasinda
degismektedir.

CBOO, 6rneklem biiyiikliigiiniin 619 ile 998 ara-
sinda degistigi; depresyon, yeme bozukluklari, intihar
diistincesi olusumu, kisiler arasi semalar ve Gestalt te-
mas bicimlerinde 6fkenin roliiniin incelendigi birgok
calismada da kullanilmistir (Balkaya ve Tugrul, 2006;
Batigiin ve Sahin, 2003; Batigiin ve Utku, 2006; Giileg
ve Sahin, 2005; Oral ve Sahin, 2006). Bu ¢alismalarda
da doyurucu giivenirlik ve gegerlik 6zelliklerine sahip
oldugu gézlenmistir.

Mevcut calismada, CBOO nin 3 boyutu, “Ofke ile
ilgili belirtiler” (14 madde), “Ofke ile ilgili davramslar”
(26 madde) ve “Kisiler aras1 tke” (47 madde) boyutlart
kullanilmistir. CBOO nin “Ofke ile ilgili belirtiler” bo-
yutu 14 maddedir ve tek faktdrden olugmaktadir. Diger
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yandan “Ofke ile ilgili davramslar” boyutu, 3 alt 6lcek-
ten olugmaktadir. Bunlar, “Saldirgan davraniglar” (12
madde, a = .89), “Sakin kalmaya caligmak” (10 madde,
a = 83) ve “Kaygili davranislar” dir (4 madde, a = 68).
“Kisiler aras1 Ofke” boyutu ise dort alt dlcege sahiptir;
“Intikam tepkileri” (24 madde, a = .94), “Pasif-agresif
tepkiler” (10 madde, o = .80), “Igsellestirici tepkiler” (10
madde, o = .76), “Umursamaz tepkiler” (3 madde, o =
.79). Tiim bu alt dlgeklerin (“Umursamaz tepkiler” alt
6lgegi harig), Kisa Semptom Envanteri ile dlciilen stres
belirtileriyle, korelasyon degerleri .17 (p < .01) ve .51
(p <.001) arasinda degisen anlamli (p < .001) iliskilere
sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir (Baklaya ve Sahin, 2003).

Mevcut 6rneklemde bu boyutlar i¢in Cronbach al-
fa katsayilar1 .88 ve .95 arasinda bulunmustur. Alt 6l-
¢ekler ile (“umursamaz tepkiler” ve “sakin kalmaya ¢a-
lismak” disinda) Kisa Semptom Envanteri arasinda da
beklenen yonde ve anlamli, korelasyonlar saptanmistir
(r=.37ver=.66,p<.001).

Basa Cikma Tarzlar: Olgegi (BCTO). Orijinali La-
zarus ve Folkman (1984) tarafindan gelistirilen, 4°lii Li-
kert tipi bir 6lgektir. Olgek Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlanmis ve
30 maddeye diistiriilmiistiir (Sahin ve Durak, 1995). Fak-
tor analizi 5 faktorlii bir yapiy1 ortaya koymustur. Bunlar
“Iyimser yaklagim” (5 madde, a = .68), “Kendine giiven-
li yaklasim” (7 madde, a = .80), “Caresiz yaklagim” (8
madde, o =.73), “Boyun egici yaklasim” (6 madde, a =
.70) ve “Sosyal destek arama”dir (4 madde, o = .47). Ug
alt 6lgek bir arada, “Tyimser yaklagim”, “Kendine giiven-
li yaklasim”, “Sosyal destek arama” (1. ve 9. maddeleri
ters puanlanarak), Etkili Basa Cikma Yontemleri olarak
degerlendirilirken, “Caresiz yaklasim” ve “Boyun egici
yaklasim” ise birlikte, Etkisiz Basa Cikma Yontemleri
olarak gruplandirilmaktadir. Bu iki grubun uyum/dlgiit-
sel gegerlilik seviyelerinin Tiirkiye’de yapilmis birgok
caligmada yeterli oldugu goriilmektedir. Faktor tabanli
alt 6lceklerin Beck depresyon envanteri ile korelasyon-
lari, -.18 (p < .01, iyimser yaklagim) ile .41 (p < .001,
caresiz yaklasim) arasinda ve Stres Belirtileri Olgegi alt
olgekleri ile -.13 (p < .01, iyimser yaklagim) ve .53 (p <
.001, caresiz yaklagim) arasinda degismistir (Sahin and
Durak 1995).

Mevcut 6rneklemde tiim 6lgek igin Cronbach alfa
katsayis1 .76 olarak bulunmustur. Alt dl¢eklerde s6z ko-
nusu katsayi; kendine giivenli yaklagim i¢in .81, iyimser
yaklasim i¢in .72, ¢aresiz yaklagim i¢in .77, boyun egici
yaklasim i¢in .69, sosyal destek arama i¢in .53 tiir.

Bulgular

A-Tipi ve B-Tipi Karsilagtirmalar:

Orneklem, Matthews’in (1982) uyarisi dikkate ali-
narak, A-Tipi ve B-Tipi olarak smiflandirirken; dncelik-
le A-Tipi davranis dlgegi puanlarina gore iki ug gruba

ayrilmistir. Ortalama puanin (Ort. = 79.85) bir standart
sapma (S = 13.96) yukarisinda puana sahip olanlar A-
Tipi (puan > 94; N = 75); ortalamanin bir standart sap-
ma altinda puana sahip olanlar da (puan < 66; N = 76)
B-Tipi olarak degerlendirilmistir (Friedman ve Rosen-
man, 1974; Glass, 1997; Ortega ve Weinstein, 1988). Bu
asamadan sonra bu iki grup, algilanan stres faktorleri,
stres belirtileri, 6fke yasantilar: ve basa ¢ikma stratejileri
bakimindan karsilagtirilmistir (bkz. Tablo 1).

Tabloda goriildiigii tizere, iki grup, arastirma de-
giskenlerinin biiylik bir ¢ogunlugunda ilgili yazindaki
bulgularla ¢ok tutarli olarak beklenen yonde farklilas-
muglardir. Diger bir deyisle A-Tipleri, igyerindeki her
tirlii stres faktoriinii daha ¢ok stresli olarak algiladik-
larini, yaganan her tiirlii stres belirtisini de daha yogun
yasadiklarin1 belirtmislerdir. Ofkeliyken sakin kalmaya
calismak ve umursamaz tepkilerin disinda tiim 6fke dav-
ranislarini ve kisilerarasi 6fke tepkilerini de daha yogun
gosterdiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Stres altindayken ise
kendine gilivenli ve iyimser yaklasim gibi etkili yon-
temlerde B-Tiplerinden farklilagmazken; boyun egici
yaklasim ve ¢aresiz yaklasim gibi yontemleri daha faz-
la, “sosyal destek arama” gibi etkili yontemi ise daha az
kullandiklarimi belirtmislerdir.

Analizlerin ikinci asamasinda ise A-Tiplerinin, B-
Tipleri kadar homojen bir grup olmadig:1 (Miller, Lack
ve Asroff, 1985) ve A-Tip davranis ve stres iliskisinde
en onemli degiskenin 6fke oldugu (Greenglass, 1987)
gortislerinden hareketle, her iki grup da 6tke degiskeni
temel alinarak kendi i¢lerinde “6fkeli olanlar” ve “6fkeli
olmayanlar” olarak ikiye ayrilmislardir. Ancak bu kez,
A-Tipleri ve B-Tiplerini temsil eden gruplardaki katilim-
c1 sayisinin yeterli olmamasi nedeniyle, 6fke agisindan
u¢ gruplarin olusturulmasinda “ortalamanin bir standart
sapma {istli ve alt1” kriteri yerine ortalamaya 1/4 stan-
dart sapma ekleme ve ¢ikarma kriteri uygulanmistir.
A-Tipleri i¢in 6fke puani ortalamasi 234.87 (S = 54.95)
iken B-Tipleri i¢in 6fke puani ortalamasi 158.68’dir
(S = 44.75). Sonug olarak, 220 6tke puani altindaki 31
A-Tipi, “diisiik 6fkeli A-Tipi” olarak, 250 6fke puani-
nin yukarisindaki 30 A-Tipi de “yiiksek ofkeli A-Tipi”
olarak degerlendirilmistir. Benzer bi¢imde, 148 &fke pu-
anmin altindaki 37 B-Tipi, “diisiik 6fkeli B-Tipi”, 170
puanin tizerindeki 27 B-Tipi ise “yiiksek 6fkeli B-Tipi”
olarak degerlendirilmistir. A-Tipleri ve B-Tipleri, A-
Tipi Kisilik Olgegi’nde almis olduklari puanlar agisin-
dan u¢ grup kriterine gore secildikleri igin aralarinda
Ortlisme yoktur ve ayri ayrt degerlendirilebilmislerdir.
Dort grup, tek yonliit ANOVA analizi yapilarak, “algila-
nan i yeri stres faktorleri”, “stres belirtileri” ve kullan-
diklar1 “basa ¢ikma tarzlar1” agisindan karsilastirilmigtir
(bkz. Tablo 2).

Tabloda goriildiigi iizere, hipotezimiz dogrulan-
mustir. Yiiksek 6fkeli A-Tipleri ve Diisiik 6fkeli B-Tipleri
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algiladiklar: stres belirtilerinde anlamli bicimde farkli-
lasmaktadirlar. Yiksek 6fkeli A-Tipleri depresyon, o-
lumsuz kendilik algis1, somatik belirtiler ve diismanlik
degiskenlerinden, diisiikk 6fkeli B-Tiplerine kiyasla, an-
laml1 bicimde daha yiiksek puanlar almislardir. Yiiksek
ofkeli B-Tipleri ve diisiik 6fkeli A-Tipleri arasinda fark-
lilik olmamasi, bu kisilik veya davranig Orlintiisiiniin
stres belirtileriyle iliskisinde 6fkenin 6nemli roliine isa-
ret ediyor olabilir. Benzer 6riintii, bu dort grubun algila-
nan stres faktorleri agisindan karsilagtirilmasinda da go-
rilmiistlir. Bununla birlikte, bu karsilagtirmada “kurum-
sal yap1” ve “Orgiitsel iletisim” gibi konularda algilanan

stresin, dfke diizeyindeki degisimlerle daha da yakindan
iligkili olabilecegi sdylenebilir.

Bu dort gruba basa ¢ikma stratejileri agisindan
baktigimizda, “kendine giivenli” ve “iyimser” basa ¢ik-
ma yontemlerinin kullanilmas1 bakimindan gruplar ara-
sinda anlaml1 bir farklilik olmadigi, ancak “garesiz” yak-
lagim gibi bir etkisiz basa ¢ikma yonteminin kullanil-
masinda, 6fke diizeylerine gore anlamli farklilik oldu-
gu gorlilmistiir. Yiksek 6fkeli A-Tipleri, diisiik 6fkeli
B-Tipleri ile kiyaslandiklarinda, etkisiz basa ¢cikma stra-
tejilerinin her birini anlamli bi¢gimde daha fazla kullan-
diklarini belirttikleri bulunmustur.

Tablo 1. A-Tipleri ve B-Tiplerinin Aragtirma Degiskenleri Agisindan Karsilastirilmasi

B-Tipi A-Tipi
Kaynak AT puani < 66 AT puan > 94

(n=76) (n=75)
Isle ilgili algilanan stres faktorleri Ort. S Ort. S t
Algilanan yonetim tarzi 64.41 17.89 77.15 15.39 4.68™
Kurumsal yap1 63.76 16.20 78.84 12.73 6.35™
Is yiikit 58.17 14.41 70.85 12.31 5.81™
Is sorumluluklar: 28.54 8.33 35.11 8.43 4.81™
Orgiitsel iletisim 19.09 5.74 24.60 4.82 6.38™
Yoneticilerin algilanan kisiligi 2245 6.09 26.87 481 4.94™
Is yerine 6zgii faktorler 20.14 20.14 2423 2423 4.50™
Stres belirtileri Ort. S Ort. S t
Anksiyete 7.58 9.22 19.39 12.89 6.481™
Depresyon 9.12 8.79 21.53 1291 6.917™
Olumsuz benlik 751 8.10 19.85 9.63 7.603™
Somatizasyon 5.07 5.88 11.48 8.33 5472
Ofke/diismanlik 5.96 4.86 12.99 6.49 7.537"
Ofke boyutlart Ort. S Ort. S t
Saldirgan davranislar 21.13 7.48 33.33 10.82 8.07
Sakin kalmaya calismak 30.64 7.68 32.80 8.63 1.621
Kaygili davranslar 11.34 3.62 15.65 3.40 7.537"
Intikam tepkileri 44.38 17.63 68.95 23.64 7.244™
Pasif-agresif tepkiler 26.62 7.89 35.08 7.31 6.835™
Icedoniik ofke tepkileri 26.75 6.86 33.65 7.38 5.953™
Umursamaz tepkiler 6.08 2.23 6.12 3.38 .088
Ofke belirtileri 28.46 11.84 48.20 14.39 9.209™
Basa ¢ikma tarzlari Ort. S Ort. S t
Kendine gtivenli yaklasim 27.47 4.99 26.25 5.91 1.371
Boyun egici yaklasim 12.58 3.62 18.24 4.67 8.329™
Caresiz yaklasim 8.67 2.69 12.03 2.59 7.793™
Iyimser yaklagim 11.43 2.18 13.36 3.60 113
Sosyal destek arama 11.57 1.94 10.15 2.23 3.584™
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Tablo 2. A-Tipleri ve B-Tiplerinin Diisiik ve Yiiksek Ofke ile Karsilastiriimasi

Diisiik Ofkeli Yiiksek Ofkeli Diisiik Ofkeli Yiiksek Ofkeli
B-Tipi B-Tipi A-Tipi A-Tipi
Kaynak AT puani < 66 AT puani < 66 AT puani > 96 AT puani > 96
CBOO < 148 CBOO > 170 CBOO <220 CBOO > 250
(n=37) (n=27) (n=31) (n =30)
Isle ilgili algilanan stres faktorleri Ort. S Ort. S Ort. S Ort. S F
Algilanan y6netim tarzi 61.08, 2153 7178 1212 7729, ~ 1564 79.07, 13.01 8.336™
Kurumsal yap1 6057 1916 6941, 1143 7890, 1387 8050, 1058  13.617™
Is yiikii 5730, 1681 6074, 1164 7184 1349 7293 9.58  11.099™
Is sorumluluklar 26.08 8.63 3274, 710 3548, 9.13  36.10, 7.07  11.094™
Orgiitsel iletisim 18.24 6.56  21.19 428 2381, 533  26.23 3.61  14.551™
Yoneticilerin algilanan kisiligi 21.59 7.02 2370 515  26.68, 447 2723 5.15 7.337"
Is yerine 6zgii faktorler 19.49 715 2152 501  24.65 570 2487, 4.04 6.882™
Stres belirtileri Ort. S Ort. S Ort. S Ort. S F
Anksiyete 414 621 1333, 1096 1345 1216 2683 1052  28.400™
Depresyon 519, 624 15.26, 9.07 15.00, 1233  29.40, 940  36.795™
Olumsuz benlik 449 547 1241, 9.63 1494 1129  26.60, 9.44  33.443™
Somatizasyon 254 3.08 9.44, 6.97 8.19, 782  15.73, 747  23.198™
Ofke/diismanlk 373, 2.90 9.19, 5.65 9.55, 619  17.40 446  43.813™
Basa ¢ikma tarzlari Ort. S Ort. S Ort. S Ort. S F
Kendine giivenli yaklasim 27.68 598 2685 415 27.16 507 2537 6.70 .996
Boyun egici yaklasim 11.51, 329 1422 378  16.65, 4.27  20.00, 493  25.630™
Caresiz yaklasim 7.59, 244 10.00,, 232 10.77, 238  13.27, 3.62  33.039™
Iyimser yaklagim 13.03 2.89 13.67 250 14.32 3.38  12.63 3.62 1.739
Sosyal destek arama 11.57 194 11.52 239  10.19 194  10.33 2.38 3.727
Tablo 3. Algilanan Stres Faktorlerini Yordayan Degiskenler

Degiskenler R R? R, . F p t p

Ofke/diigmanlik 34 11 11 57.584 .08 1.429 15

Pasif-agresif tepkiler 41 .16 .05 44.286 17 3.174 .00

Kaygili davranislar 43 18 .02 33.853 12 2.208 .03

Caresiz yaklasim 44 19 .01 26.553 .07 1.365 17

Is saplantist 46 22 .02 24.447 18 3.643 .00

Ozetle bu tablodan da gozlenecegi gibi, her A-
Tipi'nin stresle iligkisi agisindan her B-Tipinden daha
zor durumda olacagini sdylemek pek dogru olmayabi-
lecektir. Asil farklilasmanin o6fkeli A-Tipleri ile 6fke-
siz B-Tipleri arasinda oldugunu sdylemek belki de elde
edilmis ve zaman zaman birbiriyle ¢elisen ilgili yazin
bulgularma (Burke ve Weir, 1980; Dearborn ve Hast-
ings, 1987; Kushnir ve Melamed, 1991; Rees ve Cooper,
1992) bir aciklik getirebilir. Ayrica, A-Tipi ozellikleri-

nin bir kisminin (basariya odaklanmak, titizlik, kendini
elestirmek vb.), kisileri basartya gotiiren yolda yararl
oldugu, vazgegilmek istenmeyebilecegi de hatirlanacak
olursa, burada asil tizerinde durulmasi gereken konunun
A-Tipi Ozelliklerinin timiiniin degil; islevsel olmayan
bicimde yasanan ve ifade edilen 6tkenin ve belki de 6f-
kenin bu sekilde yasanmasina bagli olarak devreye giren
etkisiz bas etme yontemlerinin torplilenmesi olmasi ge-
rektigi ileri siiriilebilir.
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Tablo 4. Stres Belirtilerini Yordayan Degiskenler

Degiskenler R R? R, . F p t p

Isteki statii .20 .04 .04 18.799 18 5.484 .000
Yoneticilerin algilanan kisiligi .35 13 .09 32.238 -01 -.288 773
Is sorumluluklar: .39 15 .03 26.805 .05 914 .361
Yonetim bigimi 40 .16 .01 21.254 .05 744 457
Intikam tepkileri .63 40 24 59.130 16 2.557 011
Saldirgan davranislar .66 43 .03 56.119 17 3.238 .001
Kaygili davranislar .67 45 .02 52.157 .08 1.879 .061
Pasif-agresif tepkiler .68 47 .02 48.547 -.05 -.930 353
icedoniik ofke tepkileri .69 48 .01 45190 .08 1.801 072
Sakin kalmaya calismak .70 A48 .01 41.333 -.02 -.440 .660
Boyun egici yaklasim (basa ¢tkma) 74 .55 .07 49.717 .20 4.561 .000
Caresiz yaklasim .75 57 .01 47.855 14 3413 .001
Kendine giivenli yaklasim .76 .58 .01 45.750 -10 -2.606 .009
Is saplantist .76 .58 .00 43.103 15 3.346 .001
Hiz saplantist 77 .59 .01 41.891 -12 -3.327 .001

Algilanan Stres Faktorleri ve A-Tipi Davranig
Bilesenleri

Mevcut arastirmanin {igiincii asamasinda da Ed-
wards ve arkadaglarinin (1990), A-Tipi kisiligin ¢ok
degiskenli bir yap1 olabilecegi onerisi dikkate alinarak,
algilanan stres faktorleri ve stres belirtilerini yordaya-
cak bilesenlerinin ne oldugu incelenmistir. Bu amagla,
isyerinde algilanan stres faktorleri 6lgeginden alinan pu-
anlarin ve daha sonra da algilanan stres belirtilerinin ba-
gimli degiskenler oldugu iki hiyerarsik regresyon analizi
yapilmustir. Diger tiim bagimsiz degiskenler, ilgili yazin
dikkate alinarak alt1 basamakta girilmistir. ilk analizde,
A-Tipi davranislarin siklikla yiiksek riitbeli veya yiiksek
yonetsel pozisyonlarda bulunan kisilerde goriiliiyor ol-
masindan hareketle, isyeri degiskenleri (is seviyesi, ¢a-
listig1 boliim, isle ilgili mecburi yer degistirme sayisi),
regresyon analizine ilk basamakta girilmistir. Tkinci ba-
samakta, egitim, medeni durum, deneyim gibi degisken-
lerin yasanan stres lizerindeki roliinii kontrol etmek {izere
demografik degiskenler (egitim seviyesi, evlilik durumu,
is deneyimi) denkleme girilmistir. Uciincii basamakta,
stres faktorleriyle karsilikl etkilesimleri nedeniyle KSE
alt olgekleri ile dlgiilen stres belirtileri (anksiyete, dep-
resyon, olumsuz benlik, diismanlik ve somatizasyon);
dordiincii basamakta CBOO ile 6lgiilen dfke ile ilgili
belirtiler, kisiler aras1 6fke (intikam tepkileri, pasif sal-
dirgan tepkiler, i¢sellestiren tepkiler, umursamaz tepki-
ler) ve ofke ile ilgili davranislar (saldirgan davranislar,
kaygili davranislar, sakin kalmaya ¢alismak) denkleme

almmustir. Besinci basamakta ise basa ¢ikma tarzlar
olcegi alt olgekleri (kendine gilivenli, iyimser, caresiz,
boyun egici, sosyal destek arama) denkleme sokulurken,
altinci basamakta da A-Tipi bilesenleri (is saplantisi, hiz
saplantisi, zaman saplantisi, sosyal etkinliklerden uzak-
lagma) yordayici degiskenler olarak denkleme alinmistir.
(bkz. Tablo 3).

Gortldigi tizere algilanan igyeri stres faktorleri
anlamli olarak yordayan degiskenler, ofke/diismanlik
belirtileri, kisileraras: iliskilerde pasif-agresif tepkiler,
ofkelenildiginde kaygili davransslar, sikintilarla basa
cikmaya calisilirken ¢aresiz yaklasim ve bir A-Tipi bi-
leseni olan is saplantis1 olarak ¢ikmustir. Denklemdeki
bu son bilesen, .18 S degeri ile en yiiksek katkiy1 sagla-
maktadir; ardindan en yiiksek katkiy1 saglayan degisken,
pasif-agresif 6fke ve kaygili dtkedir (=17 ve = .12,
sirasiyla). Bu degiskenler bir arada toplam varyansin
.22’sini agiklamaktadirlar. Pasif-agresif tepkiler, kaygili
davranisglar ve is saplantist yordamaya en 6nemli katki-
lar1 yapan degiskenlerdir.

Algilanan Stres Belirtileri ve A-Tipi davranis
Bilesenleri

ikinci regresyon analizinde de KSE ile dlgiilen st-
res belirtileri bagimli degisken olarak kullanilmistir. Ba-
gimsiz degiskenler olarak da yine ilk basamakta, is yeri
degiskenleri; ikinci basamakta demografik degiskenler;
iigiincii basamakta algilanan is yeri stres faktorleri; dor-
diincii basamakta kisiler aras1 6fke alt boyutlar1 ve 6f-
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ke ile ilgili davranislar alt boyutlar1 (6fke ile ilgili belir-
tiler hari¢); besinci basamakta stresle basa ¢ikma yon-
temleri; altinc1 basamakta da A-Tipi davranis bilesenle-
ri denkleme girilmistir. Yordanacak degisken bir belirti
degiskeni oldugundan, 6fke ile ilgili belirtiler bu defa
denkleme dahil edilmemistir. Sonuglar Tablo 4’te sunul-
mustur.

Tablo 4’te goriildiigii lizere yasanan stres belirti-
lerini anlamli olarak yordayan degiskenler; isteki statii,
yoneticilerin algilanan kisiligi, is sorumluluklari, algila-
nan yonetim tarzi, intikam tepkileri, saldirgan davranig-
lar, kaygili davramslar, pasif agresif tepkiler, icedoniik
tepkiler], sakin kalmaya calismak, boyun egici, ¢aresiz,
kendine giivenli yaklasimlar, is saplantisi ve hiz saplan-
tis1 olarak ¢ikmustir. Biitiin bu degiskenler hep birlikte,
toplam varyansin .59’unu agiklamaktadir. En biiyiik kat-
kiy1 boyun egici yaklasim saglamaktadir (f = .20). Daha
sonra sirastyla, iste yiiksek statiiye sahip olmak (= .18),
ofkelenildiginde saldirganca davraniglar gostermek (f =
.17), kisileraras1 iliskilerde intikam tepkileri gostermek
(B = .16), ise saplant1 diizeyinde 6nem vermek (f = .15)
yapmaktadir. Bu degiskenlerin yaninda hiz saplantisinin
olmayisi (f = -.12) ve sikintilarla bas etmeye ¢aligirken
kendine giivenli yaklagimin eksikligi (f = -.10) de stres
belirtilerindeki degisimi yordamaya anlamli katkilar
yapan degiskenler olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (bkz.
Tablo 4). Stres puanlarindaki degisime en énemli katki-
y1 yapan da bir kisilerarasi 6fke degiskeni olan intikam
tepkileridir.

Tartisma

Bu calismada A-Tiplerinin is yerinde daha fazla
stres faktorii algiladiklart; anlaml derecede daha yiiksek
stres belirtileri yasadiklari; daha fazla 6fkeye sahip ol-
duklari; anlamli derecede daha fazla etkisiz basa ¢ikma
yontemlerini kullandiklart ve anlamli derecede daha az
sosyal destege bagvurduklart gozlenmistir. Bati’da ya-
pilan 6nceki ¢aligmalarda da benzer bulgulara ulasildig:
ifade edilmektedir (Beehr, 1998; Brunson ve Matthews,
1981; Glass, 1997; Greenglass, 1989; Greenglass ve Jul-
kunen, 1990; Ross ve Altmaier, 1994).

B-Tipleri ve A-Tipleri arasindaki bu farkliliklarin
bir kismi, stres algilarindaki farkliliga neden olan kisi-
lik yapis1 fakliliklarina baglanmaktadir (Suls ve Wan,
1989). A-Tiplerinin, belirgin uyaricilarin tekil 6zellikle-
rine asir1 duyarliliklari, kendilerine 6zgii bilgi isleme bi-
¢imleri ile agiklanmaktadir (Ortega ve Weinstein, 1988).
Mevcut ¢alismada A-Tiplerinin etkisiz basa ¢ikma yon-
temlerini kullanmalar1 ve KSE’deki yiiksek puanlart da
bu bilgi islem bigimiyle agiklanabilir. Ilgili yazinda, ba-
sarisizlik icin geri bildirimler belirgin oldugunda, A-
Tiplerinin etkisiz basa ¢ikma stratejilerini kullandikla-
1 rapor edilmektedir. Bu kisiler, basarisizliklarint ap-

talliklarina ve yeteneksizliklerine baglamakta, fazlasiy-
la hayal kirikligina ugramakta, kendilerine kizmakta,
caresizce davranmakta ve genellikle pes etmektedirler
(Brunson ve Matthews, 1981).

Heilburn ve Friedberg (1988), bir makalelerinde
A-Tipleri arasinda strese daha yatkin olanlar ve olma-
yanlarin bulunduguna dikkat ¢ekerek, bu farkliligin bu
kisilerin kendi davranislarindan kaynaklanan stresle
basa ¢ikma tarzlarindaki farkliliga bagli olabilecegini
belirtmektedirler. Diger yandan Greenglass (1987), A-
Tiplerinin 6fke tahrikine egilimlerinin farkli olduguna
dair kanitlar oldugundan ve s6z konusu egilimlerin 6f-
ke seviyesine gore degistiginden sz etmektedir. Glass
da (1997) A-Tipleri arasindaki bu 6fke/saldirganlik ¢e-
sitliligine dikkat ¢ekerek, A-Tipi Orilintiisiiniin diigman-
lik bileseninin daha sistematik bir bi¢imde agiklanmasi-
na ihtiyag oldugunu bildirmektedir.

Mevcut ¢alisma da A-Tipleri arasinda 6tke sevi-
yelerine gore diisiik 6fkeli ve yiiksek ofkeli A-Tipleri
seklinde bir ayrimin yapilabilecegini gostermistir. Bu
iki grup arasinda stres yasama sekillerinde ve stres fak-
torleriyle basa ¢ikma yontemlerinde farkliliklar oldugu
goriilmektedir. Yiiksek 6fkeli A-Tipleri, diisiik 6fkeli A-
Tipleri ile kiyaslandiginda, orgiitsel iletisim agisindan,
anlamli bigimde daha fazla stres algilamakta; gesitli tiir-
den stres belirtilerini daha fazla hissetmekte, sikintilariy-
la basa ¢cikmada boyun egici ve ¢aresiz yaklagimi daha
fazla kullanmaktadirlar. Diistik 6fkeli A-Tipleri, A-Tipi
Olgegi puanlarina gore yiiksek ofkeli B-Tipleri ile iki
farkli grup olarak tanimlanmalarina ragmen, stres algi-
larinda ve bas etme tarzlarinda aralarinda 6nemli ben-
zerlikler goriilmektedirler. Mevcut ¢aligsma, benzer ay-
rimin B-Tiplerinde de yiiksek 6fkeli B-tipleri ve diisiik
ofkeli B-Tipleri seklinde yapilabilecegini gostermistir.
Bu dort grubun kargilastirilmasinda en carpici farklilik
diisiik 6fkeli B-Tipleri ve yiiksek ofkeli A-Tipleri ara-
sindadir. Yiiksek ofkeli A-Tipleri daha fazla isle ilgili
stres faktorli algilamakta, daha fazla stres belirtisi ya-
samakta ve etkisiz basa ¢ikma yontemlerini daha fazla
kullanmaktadirlar.

Tablo 2’de agik¢a goriildiigi tizere, yiiksek ofkeli
B-Tipleri ile diisiik 6fkeli A-Tipleri isle ilgili algilanan
stres faktorleri, stres belirtileri, etkisiz basa ¢ikma yon-
temleri ve etkili basa ¢ikma yontemleri gibi bir¢ok de-
giskende farklilasmamaktadirlar. iki grup da kullandik-
lar1 etkisiz basa ¢ikma yontemleri ve yasadiklari stres
belirtilerinde yiiksek 6fkeli A-Tiplerinden anlamli bi-
¢imde daha diisiik puanlar almiglar; disiik 6fkeli B-
Tiplerinden ise anlamli bigimde daha yiiksek puanlar
almiglardir. Bu bulgular yazinda belirtilen A-Tipleri ve
B-Tipleri arasinda gozlenen farkliliklarin (Brunson ve
Matthews, 1981; Glass, 1997; Greenglass, 1987; 1989;
Greenglass ve Julkunen, 1990; Osada, Narita ve Ha-
yashi, 1992; Price, 1982; Salmon ve ark., 1989), mev-
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cut aragtirmada yiiksek 6fkeli B-Tipleri ile disiik 6fke-
li A-Tipleri arasindaki karsilagtirmada goézlenemedigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Oysa diisiik 6tkeli B-Tipleri ve yiik-
sek ofkeli A-Tipleri arasinda her karsilastirma degiske-
ninde farklilik olmasi, 6fkenin A-Tipi davranis ve stres
belirtileri arasindaki roliine dair sdylemleri (Friedman
ve Rosenman, 1974; Kopper, 1993; Rice, 1999) destek-
lemektedir. Bununla birlikte is yerinde algilanan stres
faktorlerinde, diisiik 6fkeli B-Tiplerinin diger {i¢ grup-
tan anlamli bi¢imde farklilagmasi, kisilik veya davranig
ortintiilerinin stres faktorlerinin algilanmasindaki roliine
isaret ediyor olabilir (bkz. Tablo 2).

Yiiksek ofkeli A-Tipleri algilanan stres faktorleri
ve stres belirtileri 6lgeklerinde anlamli bigimde yiiksek
puanlar almislar ve etkisiz basa ¢ikma yontemlerini daha
fazla kullandiklarini bildirmislerdir. Benzer bulgular il-
gili yazinda da gozlenmistir (Beehr, 1998; Brunson ve
Matthews, 1981; Greenglass, 1989; Greenglass ve Jul-
kunen, 1990; Kopper, 1993; Tramill, Kleinhammer-Tra-
mill, Davis ve Parks, 1985; Osada, Narita ve Hayashi,
1992; Pittner ve Houston, 1980; Ross ve Altmaier, 1994;
Smith ve Rhodewalt, 1986). Ayrica Heilburn ve Renert
(1986), savunmaci basa ¢ikmanin, yasanan stresteki ro-
liniin 6nemini belirtmektedir.

Kisilik gercekten de stres faktorlerine maruz kal-
may1 ve verilen stres tepkilerini etkileyerek stres siire-
cinde belirleyici bir rol oynuyor olabilir. Diger yandan
da, basa ¢ikma yontemlerinin se¢imini ya da basa ¢gikma
yontemlerinin etkiligini ya da her ikisini birden etkile-
yerek, stres faktorlerine verilen tepkiyi belirliyor olabi-
lir (Bolger ve Zuckerman, 1995). Mevcut caligmada bu
durumun yiiksek 6fkeli A-Tipleri i¢in gecerli olabilece-
&1 goriilmektedir. Bu tipteki kisilerin sabirsizliklar, is
yerinde daha fazla giinliik ¢atiyma yasamalarina; daha
fazla 6fke ile davranmalarina, daha fazla kaygi, diisiik
0z saygt ve depresif belirtiler yasamalarina; yeni ¢atis-
malar ortaya cikaracak etkisiz basa ¢cikma stratejilerini
secmelerine yol agtyor olabilir. A-Tiplerinin kisilik bile-
senleri olan, zaman baskilari, rekabet¢ilik, diismanca ve
asabi eylemleri de stres uyandiran durumlardaki riskleri
arttirarak, bireyin strese egilimiyle iliskili olabilir (Heil-
burn, Palchnis ve Frieberg, 1986).

Kisilik ve stres arasindaki iliski mevcut aragtirma-
nin regresyon analizinde gozlenebilir. Her iki analizde
ortaya ¢iktif1 tizere; A-Tipi kisiligin isi “is saplantis1”
diizeyinde 6nemsemesi bileseni, bireylerin yasadiklar:
streste (algilanan stres faktorleri ve stres belirtileri) 6-
nemlidir. Isle ilgili stresli faktorlerin algilanmasinda,
ofke/diigmanlik belirtileri, pasif-agresif tepkiler, kaygilt
ofke davraniglar1 ve caresiz basa ¢ikma yontemlerinin
kullanimi 6nemli goriinmektedir. Bununla birlikte, yaga-
nan stres belirtilerinin yordanmasinda yukarida sayilan-
lara ek olarak, birgok baska degiskenin ve kisilik 6zelli-
ginin de katki sagladig ortaya ¢ikmistir. Isteki statiiniin

yiiksek olmasi bunlardan biri sayilabilir. Ayrica, sikinti-
larla basa ¢ikmada kendine giivenli yaklasimi daha az,
boyun egici yaklasimi daha ¢ok kullanmanin; kisilera-
rast iliskilerde yasanan 6fkenin igsellestirilmesinin ve
intikam tepkileri seklinde yasanmasinin, 6fke davranig-
lara dokiildiigiinde de daha fazla saldirgan davranislarda
bulunmanin ve hizi yeterince 6nemsememenin, bireyin
fiziksel ve zihinsel saglig i¢in islevsel olmadig1 sdyle-
nebilir (bkz. Tablo 4).

Is saplantisinin yiiksek oldugu bir durumda hiza ve-
rilen dnemin azalmasimnin “is saplantis1” bileseninin do-
gasinda bulunan sabirsizlik nedeniyle, kisinin daha faz-
la stres yasamasina yol agmasi beklenebilir bir durum-
dur. Nitekim, “Is saplantis1” alt 6lcegini, ilgili maddele-
rini dikkate alarak inceledigimizde (kendi is performan-
sindan tatmin olmamak,; yemeyi bitirir bitirmez ise geri
gitmek; oyunlarda eglenmekten ¢ok yenmeye odaklan-
mak; baskalari yerine kendi problemleri ile mesgul ol-
mak; baskalar: kendi isini yaparken sik sik araya gir-
mek; sabirsiz olmak ve baskalarinin séylemek istedikle-
rini kisaca ve hizla séylemesini beklemek; trafikte siki-
sinca veya lokanta da servisi beklerken sinirlenmek, her
seyi en kisa siirede bitirme yani acelecilik hissi i¢inde
olmak vb.) isle ilgili maddelerin yaninda, “sabirsizlik”la
ilgili maddeler de oldugunu gorebiliriz. Dembroski ve
Costa, 1987 yilindaki ¢aligmalarinda benzer maddeler-
den “hedefe ulagmayi engelleyen durumlar” olarak bah-
setmektedirler ve grup olarak bunlari “diismanlik igin
potansiyel” olarak isimlendirmektedirler. Glass (1997)
ise “sabirsizlik” bilesenin ayni durumlarin éziinde oldu-
gunu vurgulamaktadir.

Sabirsizligin ve tahammiilsiizliigiin, 6tke kontrolii
ile olumsuz yondeki iligkisinin kiiltlirleraras1 gecerli-
lige sahip oldugu ileri siiriilmektedir. Calismalar, 6fke
kontrolii diisiikk olanlarin, sabirsizliklarmin yiiksek ol-
dugunu gostermistir (Greenglass ve Julkunen, 1990). Sa-
birsizlig1 ve tahammiilsiizligii yiiksek bu bireylerin ay-
rica, daha fazla anksiyete, depresyon ve somatizasyon
yasadiklar1 bulunmustur. Bu kisiler, is yerinde stres ya-
sadiklarinda daha fazla etkisiz basa ¢ikma stratejilerini
kullanmaya egilimli goriilmiislerdir (Greenglass, 1989).
Mevcut ¢alismanin da en 6nemli bulgusu budur. Yiiksek
ofkeli A-Tipleri, diisiik 6fkeli A-Tipleri ve yiiksek ofkeli
B-Tipleri ile kiyaslandiginda, etkisiz basa ¢ikma strate-
jilerinde anlamli bi¢imde daha fazla puana sahip olduk-
lari; ayrica, stres belirtilerini de anlamli bigimde daha
yiiksek yasadiklart goriilmiistiir. Diger taraftan, “diisiik
ofkeli A-Tiplerinin etkisiz basa ¢ikma stratejilerini daha
az kullandiklarin1 ve daha diisiik stres belirtileri yasa-
diklarmi ifade ettikleri gozlenmistir. Diisiik ofkeli A-
Tipleri, bu yonleriyle yiiksek 6fkeli B-Tiplerine olduk-
¢a benzemektedirler. Buna karsin, bu iki grup (yiiksek
ofkeli B-Tipleri ve diisiik 6fkeli A-Tipleri), disiik 6fkeli
B-Tiplerinden daha fazla etkisiz basa ¢ikma stratejileri
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kullandiklarini bildirmisler ve daha fazla stres belirtileri
puanlart almislardir.

Statii giicliniin yordayict bir degisken olarak bu-
lunmasi, bir¢ok A-Tipinin caligtiklart yerlerde yiiksek
makamlarda bulundugunu gosteren ilgili yazindaki bul-
gularla desteklenebilir.

Algilanan yonetim tarzlarinin da bir stres faktorii
olarak, yasanan stres belirtilerine belirgin katkist ayrica
ilgingtir. Bu durum, A-Tiplerinin rekabet¢iliginin bir so-
nucu olarak yorumlanabilir. Rekabetg¢iligin, bu tip bir ki-
silige sahip olanlar1 yonetim tarzlarina kars1 daha duyar-
It kilmast miimkiindiir ve bu tarza bagh olarak algila-
diklar1 stres de yasadiklari stres belirtilerini artirtyor
olabilir.

Sonug olarak, mevcut ¢alismadaki 6rneklemin ve
degerlendirme araglarinin kisithiliklarini dikkate alarak
sunlart soyleyebiliriz: (a) Calismalar her ne kadar A-
Tipleri ve B-Tipleri arasinda farklilik oldugunu gosterse
de, farklilik aslinda disiik 6fkeli B-Tipleri ve yiiksek 6f-
keli A-Tipleri arasinda olabilir; (b) A-Tipleri ve B-Tiple-
ri kendi aralarinda birgok boyutta farklilik gosterebilir-
ler. Mevcut ¢alismada bu gruplar daha ¢ok bildirdikleri
stres belirtileri ve etkisiz basa ¢ikma yontemlerinin kul-
lanilmasinda farklilagmiglardir. Bu bulgular, A-Tipleri-
nin toksik niivesinin, 6fke, etkisiz basa ¢ikma ve is sap-
lantis1 olabilecegini ve ayrica hiz saplantisinin da bu
denklemde degerlendirilebilecegini gbstermektedir.
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Summary
Three Critical Components in the Type-A and Stress
Relationship: Anger, Ineffective Coping,
and Obsession with Work

Nesrin Hisli Sahin
Baskent University

Whatever the details of the different theoretical ap-
proaches to stress in the work place, the major assump-
tion revolves around the idea that it is a function of the
stressors at work and the personality characteristics of
the person doing the work (Andersson-Arntén, Jansson,
& Archer, 2008; Beehr, 1995; 1998; Beehr & Newman,
1978; Diong & Bishop, 1999; Edwards, Caplan, & Van
Harrison, 1998; Payne, 1988; Ross & Altmaier, 1994;
Theorell, 1998; Van Egeren, 2009;).

One of these personality characteristics is present-
ed under the concept of Type-A personality or Type-A
behavior pattern (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974; 1977;
Matthews, 1982). Studies, irrespective of cultural dif-
ferences, repeatedly show that, those with high scores
on the Type-A measures, have high scores on measures
of burnout, low scores on measures of job satisfaction
(Burke, 1984; Jamal, 1999), and they perceive more job
load (Keenan & McBain, 1979).

In contrast, Type-B’s (defined as the relative ab-
sence of Type-A characteristics), have comparably fewer
stress-related problems (Beehr, 1998; Friedman & Rosen-
man, 1977; Glass, 1977; Greenglass, 1989; Greenglass &
Julkunen, 1990; Osada, Narita, & Hayashi, 1992; Price,
1982; Ross & Altmaier, 1994; Salmon et al., 1989).

Recent research revealed some inconsistent find-
ings regarding the association between CHD and Type-A
behaviors (Booth-Kewley & Friedman, 1987; Dembro-
ski & Costa, 1987; Matthews, 1982; 1988), suggesting
a possible “toxic-core” or a multidimensional nature of
the construct.

The studies from the “toxic-core” perspective re-
vealed hostility, anger, aggression, and antagonism as be-
ing predictive of CHD and other stress-related symptoms
(Blumenthal, et al., 1987; Booth-Kewley & Friedman,
1987; Demborski & Costa, 1987; Dreher, 2004; Feld &
Riiegg, 2005; Gallo, Ghaed, & Bracken, 2004; Haynes &
Matthews, 1988; Lawson, 2005; Matthews, 1982). It is

H. Nejat Basim
Bagskent University

Necip Akkoyun
Turkish Military Academy

also stated that in order to fully comprehend the dynam-
ics of coronary-prone Type-A’s, future research using the
global and component measures of Type-A construct,
conducted in real work settings will be important (Jamal
& Baba, 2003)

The current study takes into consideration these
suggestions. The purpose is to investigate the relation-
ship between Type-A behavior and stress (stress-related
symptoms and stress-related factors), with a group of
Turkish males, working in a real work setting, with the
hypothesis that, it is not the overall Type-A behavior it-
self that is related to stress, but the emotion of anger that
some, but not all, Type-A’s exhibit.

Method

Seven hundred and seventy (770) questionnaires
were distributed throughout the institution and 495 were
returned. Participation was expected to be on voluntary
basis. The return rate was 64 %. After excluding the un-
usable questionnaires and the outliers from the data, we
were left with 454 participants.

Sample

The sample was composed of 454 male personnel,
between the ages of 20 and 52 (M = 30.32, SD = 5.16),
working in the area of public security. Most of them
(54.8 %) were high-school graduates; 14.9 % had two
years of college, while 30.4 % were university graduates.
Of the total, 75.8 % were married. While 15.5 % had a
job experience of over 16 years, 53.3 % worked between
7 to 15 years, and 31.2 % worked less than 7 years. In
terms of position and work division, 36.7 % worked in
regular positions held within the city center, 63.3 % held
managerial positions in the periphery. The number of
compulsory relocation was 4.64 on the average with a
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standard deviation of 2.85.

Assessment Instruments

Institutional Stress Factors Scale (ISFS). This is
an 86 item, 5 point Likert Scale, developed by Sahin et al.
(2003), to measure the stress factors specific to the work
place the sample is drawn from. The Scale is composed
of 7 factor-based subscales named, perceptions regard-
ing the managerial style of the superiors (20 items, o =
.92), organizational structure and process (20 items, a
=.90), work load (17 items, a = .88), work responsibili-
ties (10 items, a = .82), organizational communication (6
items, a = .83), perceptions regarding the personality of
the superiors (7 items, oo = .75), and occupation specific
problems (6 items, a = .77). Cronbach’s alpha for the
total scale was.97. The internal consistency measured
by correlating the factor-based subscales and the total
scale, also revealed correlations ranging between .68 and
90 (p <.01).

Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI). This is a 53-item
inventory developed from the SCL-90 (Derogatis, 1992),
measuring several psychological symptom dimensions.
It was standardized for the Turkish adults and adoles-
cents, and has been shown to have high reliability and
validity values in previous studies (Sahin, Batiglin &
Ugurtas, 2002; Sahin & Durak, 1994).

Type-A Behavior Scale. This is a 25 item, 5 point
Likert scale adapted by Batigiin and Sahin (2006), taking
into consideration a question list created by Rathus and
Nevid (1989) and three different sources: Friedman and
Ulmer (1984), Matthews et al. (1982), and Musante et al.
(1983). The questions were converted into statements to
be rated on a 4-point Likert scale. The developed scale
included the specific Type-A components, including
competitiveness, impatience, achievement orientation,
etc. The respondents are asked whether the behavior
mentioned in the item represents them, and to what de-
gree. High scores indicate to typical Type-A Behavior.
The score range is between 1 and 125.

Two different samples (N = 426 and N = 94) in
two different studies, were used to investigate the psy-
chometric characteristics of the Instrument (Batigiin &
Sahin, 2006). The Scale is composed of 4 factor-based
subscales: “Obsession with work” (the 12 items include
statements regarding competitiveness, control and suc-
cess orientation and obsession with work); “avoiding
social activities” (4 items); “obsession with speed” (6
items); “obsession with time” (3 items). The Cronbach’s
alpha obtained for the total scale was .86. The alpha co-
efficients for the factor-based subscales were .79, .70,
48, and .70, respectively. The split-half correlation on
the two halves developed by clustering the odd and even
numbered items was .83

The correlation coefficients between the Type-A

Scale and the criterion variables of stress symptoms,
stress vulnerability, and effective ways of coping were
43 (p <.001), .34 (p <.001), and -.10 (p < .05), respec-
tively (Batiglin & Sahin, 2006).

For the current sample, the alpha coefficient for
the total scale was .87.

Multidimensional Anger Scale (MDAS). This is
a multi-dimensional scale developed to measure differ-
ent aspects of anger in the Turkish Culture (Balkaya &
Sahin, 2003). The different anger-related dimensions are:
“Anger-related Symptoms”, “Anger-related Situations”,
“Anger-related Thoughts”, “Anger-related Behaviors”,
and “Interpersonal Anger”. The items are scored on a
5 point Likert scale. High scores indicate high anger on
that dimension. The analysis conducted on 756 individu-
als revealed Cronbach’s alpha’s ranging between .83 and
.93 for the 5 dimensions, and alpha’s ranging between
.64 and .95 for the 14 factor-based subscales, developed
after a Principal components factor analyses on each di-
mension.

The “anger related symptoms” dimension has14
items, and is composed of a single factor. On the other
hand the “anger related behaviors” dimension is com-
posed of 3 subscales: “Aggressive behaviors” (12 items,
a = .89), “trying to stay calm” (10 items, a = .83), and
“anxious behaviors” (4 items, a = .68). The “interper-
sonal anger” dimension has 4 subscales: “Vindictive
reactions” (24 items, o =. 94), “passive-aggressive reac-
tions” (10 items, a = .80), “internalizing reactions” (10
items, a = .76), and “indifferent reactions” (3 items, a
=.79). All of these subscales had significant (p < .001)
correlations with the stress symptoms measured by the
Brief symptom Inventory (except the “indifferent reac-
tions” subscale), the correlations ranging between .17 (p
<.01)and .51 (p <.001) (Balkaya & Sahin, 2003).

In the current study, 3 dimensions, namely, anger
related symptoms (14 items), anger related behaviors
(26 items), and Interpersonal anger (47 items) were
used. The Cronbach’s Alpha’s for these dimensions, for
the current sample, ranged between .88 and .95. For the
different subscales of the three dimensions, they ranged
between r = .77 and r = .96. The correlations between
all of the subscales (except “indifferent reactions” and
“trying to be calm”) and the Brief symptom Inventory,
were in the expected direction and significant, ranging
between .37 (p <.001) and .66 (p < .001), indicating to
the concurrent validity of the instrument for the current
sample.

Ways of Coping Scale (WCS). This is a 4 point
Likert-type scale, originally developed by Lazarus and
Folkman (1984). The Scale was adapted for the Turk-
ish culture and shortened to 30 items (Sahin & Durak,
1995). The factor analyses revealed 5 factors, from
which 5 factor-based subscales were developed. They
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were named, “optimistic approach” (5 items, a = .68),
“self-confident approach” (7 items, a = .80), “helpless
approach” (8 items, a = .73), “submissive approach” (6
items, o = .70), and “receiving social support” (4 items,
o=47).

Results

Type-A and Type-B Comparisons

Keeping the caution proposed by Matthews (1982)
in mind while labeling the subjects as Type-A’s or Type-
B’s, the sample was first divided into two extreme groups

in terms of their Type-A Behavior Scale scores. Those,
who had a score one standard deviation (SD = 13.96)
above the mean score (M = 79.85), were considered to
be Type-A’s (score > 94; N = 75); those, one standard
deviation below the mean were considered to be Type-
B’s (score < 66; N = 76) (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974;
Glass, 1997; Ortega & Weinstein, 1988). After this initial
step the two groups were compared in terms of their per-
ceived stress factors, stress symptoms, anger experience
and coping strategies (see Table 1).

The intention of the next step was to divide the
Type-A’s and Type-B’s among themselves into two

Table 1. Comparison of Type-A and Type-B’s in Terms of the Study Variables

Typ Type-A
Source TA score < 66 TA score > 94

(n=76) (n=75)
Work related stress factors M SD M SD t
Managerial style 64.41 17.89 77.15 15.39 4.68™
Institutional structure 63.76 16.20 78.84 12.73 6.35™
Workload 58.17 14.41 70.85 12.31 5.81™
Work responsibilities 28.54 8.33 35.11 843 481"
Organizational communication 19.09 5.74 24.60 4.82 6.38™
Personality of managers 2245 6.09 26.87 481 4.94™
Occupation specific factors 20.14 20.14 24.23 24.23 4.50™
Stress symptoms M SD M SD t
Anxiety 7.58 9.22 19.39 12.89 6.481™
Depression 9.12 8.79 21.53 1291 6.917™
Negative self perception 7.51 8.10 19.85 9.63 7.603™
Somatization 5.07 5.88 11.48 8.33 5.472™
Hostility 5.96 4.86 12.99 6.49 7.537"
Anger dimensions M SD M SD t
Aggressive behaviors 21.13 7.48 33.33 10.82 8.07"
Trying to stay calm 30.64 7.68 32.80 8.63 1.621
Anxious behaviors 11.34 3.62 15.65 3.40 7.537"
Vindictive reactions 4438 17.63 68.95 23.64 7.244™
Passive-aggressive reactions 26.62 7.89 35.08 731 6.835™
Internalizing reactions 26.75 6.86 33.65 7.38 5.953™
Indifferent reactions 6.08 2.23 6.12 3.38 .088
Anger symptoms 28.46 11.84 48.20 14.39 9.209™
Ways of coping M SD M SD t
Self confident approach 27.47 4.99 26.25 5.91 1.371
Submissive approach 12.58 3.62 18.24 4.67 8.329™
Helpless approach 8.67 2.69 12.03 2.59 7.793™
Optimistic approach 11.43 218 13.36 3.60 113
Seeking social support 11.57 1.94 10.15 2.23 3.584™
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Table 2. Comparison of the Type-A’s and Type-B’s with Low and High Anger

Low Anger High Anger Low Anger High Anger
Type-B Type-B Type-A Type-A
Source TA score < 66 TA score < 66 TA score > 96 TA score > 96
MDAS < 148 MDAS > 170 MDAS < 220 MDAS > 250
(n=37) (n=27) (n=31) (n =30)
Work related stress factors M SD M SD M SD M SD F
Managerial style 61.08 2153 7178, 1212 7729, 1564 79.07, 13.01 8.336™
Institutional structure 60.57, 1916 6941, 1143 7890, 1387 8050 ~ 1058 13.617™
Workload 5730, 1681 60.74 ~ 11.64 7184, ~ 1349 7293, 9.58  11.099™
Work responsibilities 26.08 8.63 3274, 710 3548, 9.13  36.10, 707  11.094™
Organizational communication 18.24 656 2119 428  23.81, 533  26.23 3.61  14.551™
Personality of managers 21.59 702 2370, 515  26.68, 447  27.23, 5.15 7.337"
Occupation specific factors 19.49 715 2152 5.01  24.65, 570 2487, 4.04 6.882"
Stress symptoms M SD M SD M SD M SD F
Anxiety 414 621 1333, 1096 1345 1216 2683 ~ 1052  28.400™
Depression 5.19, 624  15.26, 9.07 15.00, 1233  29.40 9.40  36.795™
Negative self perception 4.49 547 1241, 9.63 1494, 1129  26.60 944  33.443™
Somatization 254 3.08 9.44, 6.97 8.19, 782  15.73 747 23198
Hostility 3.73 2.90 9.19, 5.65 9.55, 6.19  17.40 446  43.813™
Ways of coping M SD M SD M SD M SD F
Self confident approach 27.68 598 2685 415 27.16 5.07 2537 6.70 .996
Submissive approach 11.51 329 1422 378  16.65, 4.27  20.00, 493 25.630™
Helpless approach 7.59, 244 10.00,, 232 1077, 238  13.27, 3.62  33.039™
Optimistic approach 13.03 289  13.67 250 1432 338  12.63 3.62 1.739
Seeking social support 11.57 1.94 11.52 239  10.19 1.94 10.33 2.38 3.727°
Table 3. Variables Predicting Perceived Stress Factors

Variables R R? R, F p t p

Hostility 34 11 11 57.584 .08 1.429 15

Passive-aggressive reactions 41 .16 .05 44.286 17 3.174 .00

Anxious behaviors 43 18 .02 33.853 12 2.208 .03

Helpless approach 44 19 .01 26.553 .07 1.365 17

Obsession with work 46 22 .02 24.447 18 3.643 .00

groups in terms of the anger scores they received on the
MDAS. However, since the, “one standard deviation
above and below the mean” criteria for extreme group
formation, reduced the sample size considerably, for this
second step, adding and subtracting 1/4th of the standard
deviation criteria was used. The mean anger score for the
Type-A group was 234.87 (SD = 54.95), and the mean
anger scores for the Type-B group was 158.68 (SD =
44.75). Consequently, the 31 Type A’s with anger scores

below 220 were considered to be “low-anger Type-A’s”
and the 30 Type-A’s with anger scores above 250 were
considered as “high-anger Type-A’s”. Similarly, the 37
Type-B’s with anger scores below 148 were considered
as “low-anger Type-B’s”, and the 27 Type-B’s with an-
ger scores above 170 were considered to be “high-anger
Type-B’s”. There was no overlap between the Type-A’s
and Type-B’s, since they were selected according to the
extreme group criteria, and were treated separately. One-
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way ANOVA was conducted to compare the four groups,
in terms of their “perceived institutional stress factors”,
“stress symptoms”, and the “coping styles” (see Table 2).

Perceived Institutional Stress Factors and Type-A
Components

To investigate the role of Type-A components and
other personality variables in predicting the stress fac-
tors experienced at work, a hierarchical linear regression
analysis was conducted, taking scores on the perceived
Institutional Stress Factors Scale (ISF'S) as the dependent
variable. All of the independent variables were entered
into the equation in six steps, taking into consideration
the related literature. Since Type-A behaviors are more
frequently seen in individuals with higher ranks or per-
sons in managerial positions, the institutional variables
(work status, work division, number of job-related com-
pulsory relocation) were entered in a stepwise fashion
as the first step of the regression analysis. In the second
step, the demographic variables (education level, marital
status, job experience) were entered in a stepwise fash-
ion to control for the role of education, experience, etc.
in the stress experienced. In the third step, the symptom
cluster (anxiety, depression, negative self, hostility, and
somatization) measured by the BSI subscales were en-
tered to investigate if they also contributed to the predic-
tion, as an independent mood state. In the fourth step all
of the subscales composing the anger-related symptoms,
interpersonal anger (vindictive reactions, passive-ag-

Table 4. Variables Predicting Stress Symptoms

gressive reactions, internalizing reactions, indifferent re-
actions), and anger-related behaviors (aggressive behav-
iors, anxious behaviors, trying to stay calm) dimensions
measured by the MDAS were entered, simultaneously.
In the 5% step, the 5 subscales of the ways of coping in-
ventory (self-confident, optimistic, helpless, submissive
approaches and receiving social support) were entered in
a similar fashion. The Type-A components of “obsession
with work”, “obsession with speed”, “obsession with
time”, and “avoiding social activities” were entered as
a cluster in the sixth step, to investigate their predictive
power, after partialling out their relations with the other
variables (see Table 3).

Perceived Stress Symptoms and Type-A Components

A similar regression analysis was conducted with
the stress symptoms, measured by the BSI being the
dependent variable. Again, the institutional variables
were entered in a stepwise fashion in the first step; the
demographic variables, in the second step; the differ-
ent perceived institutional stress factors, in the third; the
subscales of the interpersonal anger and anger-related
behaviors dimensions in the fourth step (excluding the
anger-related symptoms). Anger-related symptoms were
not entered in the equation this time, since the variable to
be predicted was also a symptom variable. The different
ways of coping with stress were entered in the fifth step
and Type-A components in the sixth step, as the indepen-
dent variables. The results are presented in Table 4.

Variables R R’ R, F p t p

Status 20 .04 .04 18.799 18 5.484 .000
Personality of managers 35 13 .09 32.238 -01 -.288 773
Work responsibilities .39 15 .03 26.805 .05 914 361
Managerial style 40 .16 .01 21.254 .05 744 457
Vindictive reactions .63 40 24 59.130 .16 2.557 011
Aggressive behaviors .66 43 .03 56.119 17 3.238 .001
Anxious behaviors .67 45 .02 52.157 .08 1.879 .061
Passive-aggressive reactions .68 47 .02 48.547 -.05 -.930 .353
Internalizing reactions .69 48 .01 45.190 .08 1.801 .072
Trying to stay calm .70 48 .01 41.333 -.02 -.440 .660
Submissive approach 74 .55 .07 49.717 .20 4.561 .000
Helpless approach 75 .57 .01 47.855 14 3.413 .001
Self-confident approach 76 .58 .01 45.750 -10 -2.606 .009
Obsession with work 76 58 .00 43.103 15 3.346 .001
Obsession with speed 77 .59 .01 41.891 -12 -3.327 .001
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Discussion

The present study conducted in a different culture
revealed one more time, that Type-A’s perceived signifi-
cantly more stress factors at work; they experienced sig-
nificantly higher stress symptoms; they had significantly
more anger; and they used significantly more ineffec-
tive coping strategies, and made significantly less use of
social support. Similar findings were found in previous
studies conducted in the west (Beehr, 1998; Brunson &
Matthews, 1981; Glass, 1997; Greenglass, 1989; Green-
glass & Julkunen, 1990; Ross & Altmaier, 1994).

Some of these differences between Type-B’s and
Type-A’s are explained according to the differences in
their personality makeup, leading to differences in their
perception of stress (Suls & Wan, 1989). It is stated that
Type-A’s hypersensitivity to the single attributes of sa-
lient stimuli, is explained by their idiosyncratic informa-
tion processing style (Ortega & Weinstein, 1988). In the
current study, Type-A’s use of ineffective coping, and
their higher scores on the BSI might also be explained by
this information processing style. The literature reports
that, when feedback for failure is salient, Type-A’s use
ineffectual coping strategies. They attribute their failure
to their stupidity or lack of ability, become exceedingly
frustrated and angry with themselves and eventually give
up and act helpless (Brunson & Matthews, 1981).

Heilburn and Friedberg in their 1988 article have
mentioned that, one of the explanations for the vulner-
ability of Type-A’s to stress could be the difference
among them in terms of their ability to cope with the
stress generated by their own behaviors. They mention
that there are those Type-A’s who are vulnerable to stress
and those who are not. On the other hand, Greenglass
(1987) mentions that there is evidence to Type-A’s vary-
ing in their predisposition to anger provocation, a pre-
disposition that changes according to the level of trait
anger. Glass (1997), also points out to this nonuniformity
of anger and aggressiveness among Type-A’s, mention-
ing that a more systematic documentation of the hostility
component of Pattern A is needed.

The present study showed that a distinction can in-
deed be made among Type-A’s according to their anger
level, as low-anger Type-A’s and high-anger Type-A’s. It
seems there are differences in the way these two groups
experience stress and the way they cope with the stres-
sors. High-anger Type-A’s perceive significantly more
stress in terms of organizational communication; experi-
ence significantly more stress symptoms; use significant-
ly more submissive and helpless approaches in coping,
compared to Low-anger Type-A’s. Low-anger Type-A’s
on the other hand seem to be more similar to High-anger
Type-B’s, even though they are defined as two differ-
ent groups according to their Type-A Scale scores. The

present study also showed that a similar distinction can
be made among Type-B’s as, low-anger Type-B’s and
high-anger Type-B’s. The comparison among the four
groups revealed that the most striking difference is be-
tween low-anger Type-B’s and high-anger Type-A’s, the
latter perceiving significantly more work-related stress
factors, experiencing more stress symptoms, and using
less effective coping strategies.

As Table 2 clearly reveals, high-anger Type-B’s
and low-anger Type-A’s did not differ on many of the
variables, i.e., perceived work-related stress factors,
stress symptoms, ineffective ways of coping, and effec-
tive ways of coping. Both groups received significantly
lower ineffective coping and lower stress symptoms
scores, compared to high-anger Type-A’s. They also
had significantly higher stress symptoms and helpless
coping scores compared to low-anger Type-B’s. These
results indicate that, all those differences observed in
the literature between Type-A’s and Type-B’s (Brunson
& Matthews, 1981; Glass, 1997; Greenglass, 1987,
1989; Greenglass & Julkunen, 1990; Osada, Narita, &
Hayashi, 1992; Price, 1982; Salmon et al., 1989), did not
appear in the comparison between high-anger Type-B’s
and low-anger Type-A’s in the present study. Whereas,
the mentioned differences were there, on all comparison
variables, between low-anger Type-B’s and high-anger
Type-A’s, lending support to the statements regarding
the role of anger in the relationship between Type-A and
stress symptoms (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974; Kopper,
1993; Rice, 1999). However, in the perception of stress
factors at work, low-anger Type-B’s differed significant-
ly from the other three types, indicating to a possible role
of personality or behavioral patterns in the perception of
stressful factors (Please see Table 2).

The high-anger Type-A’s had significantly higher
scores in terms of perceived work related stress factors,
stress symptoms, and they reported to use more ineffec-
tive coping strategies. Similar findings were observed
in the literature (Beehr, 1998; Brunson & Matthews,
1981; Greenglass, 1989; Greenglass & Julkunen, 1990;
Kopper, 1993; Tramill, Kleinhammer-Tramill, Davis, &
Parks, 1985; Osada, Narita, & Hayashi, 1992; Pittner &
Houston, 1980; Ross & Altmaier, 1994; Smith & Rhode-
walt, 1986). Heilburn & Renert (1986), also emphasize
the role of defensive coping in this experience of stress.

Personality may indeed affect the stress process by
influencing stressor exposure, stressor reactivity or both.
On the other hand, personality may also affect stressor
reactivity, by influencing coping choice, coping effec-
tiveness or both (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). It seems
that this might be the case for the high-anger Type-A’s in
the present study. Their impatience might lead them to
experience more daily conflicts at work; make them more
likely to react with anger, anxiety, low self esteem and
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depression; lead them to choose ineffective coping strat-
egies, which might spawn new conflicts. The personality
components of Type-A’s, time-urgency, competitiveness,
hostile, irritable effects, might also be related to subject’s
proneness to stress by increasing risks in stress evoking
situations (Heilburn, Palchnis, & Frieberg, 1986)

This relationship between personality and stress
can be observed in the regression analyses of the current
study. As both of the regression analyses revealed, the
Type-A component of “obsession with work” is impor-
tant in the stress (symptoms as well as perceived stress
factors) one experiences at work. In the perception of
work-related stressful factors, a hostile mood, passive-
aggressive reactions, anxious anger, and helpless cop-
ing seem to be important. However, in the perception of
stress symptoms, in addition to those mentioned above,
many more personality variables seem contribute to the
equation. Using less of the self-confident and more of
submissive approaches in coping; performing more vin-
dictive interpersonal reactions and using more aggressive
behaviors, along with internalizing one’s angry feelings;
and being obsessed with work do not seem to fare well in
terms of one’s physical and mental well-being (see Table
4). The “obsession with speed” appears in this table, with
anegative Beta value. It is possible that, as the individual
refrains from emphasizing speed in the way he/she con-
ducts his/her daily affairs, he/she might experience more
stress due to the impatience component inherent in the
“obsession with work” dimension.

When we examine some of the items composing
the “obsession with work” subscale (Being unsatisfied
by your current work performance; Going back to work
as soon as you finish eating; During games insisting on
winning rather than having fun; Being preoccupied with
one's own problems while waiting for someone else; In-
terrupting others often while they are doing their own
work; Behaving impatiently and hoping people would
say what they want to say concisely and quickly, Be-
coming angry when stuck in traffic or when waiting for
service at a restaurant; Interrupting others while they
are doing their own work; Being in a hurry-feeling, com-
pelled to finish everything and as soon as possible, etc.),
we can see that, along with the work-related items, it
also includes “impatience” related items. Dembroski and
Costa (1987) refer to the situations reflected in very simi-
lar items as, “goal blocking situations” and, as a group,
name them, “potential for hostility”. Glass (1997), how-
ever, emphasizes the “impatience” component inherent

in the same situations.

It seems that this component of impatience and ir-
ritability has received cross-cultural validation, correlat-
ing negatively with control of anger. Studies have shown
that, the lower the individuals anger control, the higher
their impatience (Greenglass & Julkunen, 1990). Those
individuals high on irritability and impatience, were
found also to experience greater anxiety, depression,
and somatization and were more likely to use ineffec-
tive coping strategies when they experienced job stress
(Greenglass, 1989). This is exactly what the current
study revealed. High-anger Type-A’s, had significantly
higher scores on the use of the ineffective coping strate-
gies, and they also had significantly higher scores on the
stress symptoms, compared to both “low-anger Type-
A’s” and high-anger Type-B’s. While on the other hand,
“low-anger Type-A’s”, using less of the ineffective cop-
ing strategies, received lower stress symptoms scores,
very similar to high-anger Type-B’s. Both groups (high-
anger Type-B’s and low-anger Type-A’s), on the other
hand, reporting significantly more use of ineffective cop-
ing strategies compared to low-anger Type-B’s, received
significantly higher stress symptom scores compared to
low-anger Type-B’s.

The finding regarding predictive power of status as
a variable can be interpreted with supporting findings in
the literature, indicating that many Type-A’s hold high
status positions at work. The unique contribution of the
managerial style at work as a perceived stress factor is
also interesting. It can be interpreted as an artifact of the
competitiveness of Type-A’s. It is possible that this com-
petitiveness can make them more sensitive to the mana-
gerial styles, and perception of stress related to this style
may contribute to the stress symptoms one experiences.

In summary, taking the limitations of the sample
and the assessment instruments of the present study
into consideration, we can say that: a) Even though the
studies revealed difference between Type-A’s and Type-
B’s, the difference might actually be between low-an-
ger Type-B’s and high-anger Type-A’s; b) Indicating to
the possibility that Type-A’s and Type-B’s vary among
themselves in several dimensions. In the present study
they mostly differed according to the stress symptoms
they reported, and their use of ineffective coping strate-
gies. These findings indicate that, while the “toxic core”
of Type-A’s might be anger, ineffective coping and ob-
session with work and speed might also be considered in
the equation.



