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Abstract

The present study examined the relationship between expressing emotions, psychological resilience and subjective
well-being. The study was carried out with a total of 217 university students, of whom 94 were males and 123 were
females, aged between 19 and 25 years. The data of the study were collected using the Emotional Expression
Questionnaire, the Psychological Resilience Scale and the Subjective Well-Being Scale, respectively. The
relationship between the variables of the study was analyzed via the methods of Pearson Correlation Coefficient
and Structural Equation Modeling, and the mediating role of psychological resilience between emotional
expression and subjective well-being was tested. The goodness-of-fit indices obtained from the structural equation
modeling indicated that the model generated a good fit. According to the results, there was a significant
relationship between “expressing emotions” and “psychological resilience” and between “psychological
resilience” and “subjective well-being”. It was found that there was no significant relationship between expressing
emotions and subjective well-being and that the variable of expressing emotions affected that of subjective
well-being by means of the psychological resilience (tool) variable and the model tested was significant.

Keywords: emotional expression, psychological resilience, subjective well-being, structural equation modeling,
university students

1. Introduction

Subjective well-being is one of the important concepts of positive psychology and makes important contributions
to psychological health (Diener & Seligman, 2004). Subjective well-being consists of individuals’ evaluations of
their own lives (Diener, 1984; Diener, Suh, & Oishi, 1997). Three basic components of subjective well-being are
expressed as satisfaction with life, a plethora of positive emotions and infrequent unpleasant negative emotions
(Diener, 1984; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Previous studies indicated that individuals with high
subjective well-being were more likely to find pleasure in life, lived longer, had happier marriages, were more
social, had stronger immune systems and were more successful (Diener & Seligman, 2002; Lyubomirsky, 2001;
Seligman, 2002). Some other studies also showed that subjective well-being was related to heredity and
personality characteristics rather than being cultural (Lykken & Tellegen, 1996), and that such personality
characteristics as self-confidence, internal locus of control, optimism, high self-esteem and extroversion were the
strongest and most consistent determinants of subjective well-being (Diener, 2000). Other important variable
groups affecting subjective well-being were demographic characteristics such as marital status, education level,
socio-economic status, age, gender, education, and income level; and personality (extraversion, neuroticism and
the characteristics of the goals that individuals have), culture (Diener et al., 1999, 2003; Diener, 2012;
Lyubornirsky, 2001; Vera-Villarroel et al., 2012) and activities such as involvement in social relationships,
spirituality and fulfilling physical needs (Lyubomirsky, Sheldon, & Schkade, 2005).

One of the concepts examined and associated with subjective well-being in recent years has been psychological
resilience. Psychological resilience is defined as the ability of individuals who are harmed because of traumatic life
events to protect their psychological and physical health and recover (Bonanno, 2004; Masten, 2001). Humans are
harmed throughout their lives because of such traumatic events as losing loved ones, getting ill, having an
accident, going bankrupt, etc. (Bonanno, Brewin, Kaniasty, & La Greca, 2010). However, most people do not
develop pathogenic results and continue their lives when they encounter such traumatic events (Bonanno, 2004;
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Bonanno, Brewin, Kaniasty, & La Greca, 2010). This phenomenon has been termed as psychological resilience
(Bonanno, Westphal, & Mancini, 2011). Although psychological resilience was initially evaluated as a hereditary
characteristic (Jacelon, 1997), the question of why some people suffer less harm when they encounter a trauma
depends on many protective factors and hence resilience is a multidimensional concept (Bonanno, 2004).
Empirical studies today have revealed the complex interactions between individual and environmental factors that
affect the possibility of psychological resilience to difficulty (McEwen, Gray, & Nasca, 2015). Four factors having
protective functions in psychological resilience were summarized as cognitive (optimism, adaptive coping),
affective (emotional intelligence), behavioral (adaptive health practices) and environmental (social support)
(Curran, Machin, & Gournay, 2006; de Terte, Becker, & Stephens, 2009). However, lack of protective factors
creates risk factors (Korkut, 2004). There are studies revealing the relationship between protective factors and
psychological resilience. For example, family and friend support (Schroevers, Helgeson, Sanderman, & Ranchor,
2010), external support (Woods, 2005), emotional intelligence (Parker, 2005), optimism and adaptive coping
mechanisms (Carver & Scheier, 2005), adaptive health practices (Buchanan & Keats, 2011), self-efficacy, being
social, and problem solving (Gizir, 2007) are positively related with psychological resilience. Many studies have
empirically revealed the interaction of psychological resilience with various positive psychological results, such as
psychological adjustment (Arrogante & Perez-Garcia, 2013) and psychological health (Kashyap, Kumar, &
Krishna, 2014). When the literature is examined, it is observed that psychological resilience is related to both
well-being and emotional expression. Recent evidence has revealed that resilience is a strong identifier of
subjective well-being (Doyle et al., 2015; Migliorini, Callaway, & New, 2013; Steptoe, Deraton, & Stone, 2015).
According to the results of Di Fabio and Palazzaechi’s (2015) study, on the other hand, the relationship of
resilience with subjective well-being was stronger than its relationship with psychological well-being.
Furthermore, it was revealed that resilience was positively associated with life satisfaction and positive affect, and
negatively associated with negative affect (Hu, Zhang, & Wang, 2015; Liu, Wang, & Li, 2012; Liu, Wang, & Lij,
2013; L, Wang, Liu, & Zhang, 2014; Liu, Wang, Zhou, & Li, 2014; Mak, Ng, & Wong, 2011; Singh & Yu, 2010).
For example, Werner and Smith (2001) found that resilient individuals had greater life satisfaction compared with
non-resilient ones. Ramanaiah, Sharpe, and Byravan (1999) found in their study, in which they examined the
personality characteristics and psychopathologies of resilient and non-resilient individuals, that resilient
individuals were more extroverted, open and disciplined. Moreover, the resilient individuals attained significantly
lower scores on the neuroticism sub-scale but significantly higher scores on the positive emotion sub-scale. In a
study investigating the relationship between psychological resilience and well-being, Fava and Tomba (2009)
found that they both increased together. In studies investigating the relationship between psychological resilience
and emotional expression, the relationship between positive emotions and psychological resilience was shown
clearly (Fredrickson, 2003; Karairmak & Cetinkaya, 2011; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004). Expressing emotions
was at the center of psychological resilience after multiple life events (Armstrong, Galigan, & Gritchley, 2011).

Emotional expression is the other variable whose relationship with well-being has been investigated. Emotional
expression is evaluated as a therapeutic process that lessens the burden of emotional experiences (Rime & Zech,
2001). At the same time, being able to express emotions is regarded as an important part of psychological and
physical health (Pennebaker, 1997). Many psychotherapy and psychological counseling approaches are based on
sharing emotions. Recent studies found that emotional expression lessens the effects of traumatic experiences
(Hemenover, 2003; Kennedy-Moore & Watson, 1999). However, when the literature is examined, the results of
studies investigating the relationship between subjective well-being and emotional expression indicated that there
was no relationship between emotional expression and subjective well-being, contrary to general opinion (Kuzucu,
2006; Rime, 1999; Zech, 1998). The experimental studies by Kuzucu (2006) and Zech (1998) stated that verbally
expressing emotions had no effect on subjective well-being. The study by Rime and Zech (2001) stated that
sharing emotions socially did not enable emotional relaxation and recovery. However, a study by Flannery (1993)
found that children who were supported by their families to express their positive emotions were more popular and
congenial and that male children were more flexible and social.

When all of these research results are evaluated, it is understood that there is no clarity on this issue. Based on this,
it is also possible to say that testing the mediating effect of psychological resilience in a model by again
considering the relationship between emotional expression and subjective well-being will account for an important
interaction. The purpose of this study was to suggest a structural model of the relationship between the variables
under discussion among university students and investigate whether psychological resilience mediated the
relationship between emotional expression and subjective well-being. Based on the purpose of this study, the
following hypotheses were tested.

1) There is a positive relationship between emotional expression and psychological resilience.
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2) There is a positive relationship between psychological resilience and subjective well-being.

3) Emotional expression affects subjective well-being with the mediation of psychological resilience.
2. Method

2.1 Participant (Subject) Characteristics

The study was carried out with a total of 217 students, of whom 94 (43%) were males and 123 (57%) were females
aged between 19 and 25 years old (with an average of 21.71) from various departments of Uludag University in
Turkey.

2.2 Sampling Procedures

The sample of the study includes 217 students selected from the students studying in various departments of
Uludag University and at various grade levels, and they have been selected with the convenience sampling
method.

2.2.1 Measures
2.2.1.1 Emotional Expression Questionnaire (EEQ)

In order to determine how much we express our emotions verbally and non-verbally both within and outside of
interpersonal relationships, the EEQ (questionnaire) developed by King and Emmons (1990) and adapted to
Turkish by Kuzucu was used (2011). The questionnaire is composed of 14 items and three dimensions, namely,
closeness, positive emotion and negative emotion. The EEQ is a 7-point Likert-type questionnaire that is scored
according to statements ranging from “definitely disagree” (1) to “definitely agree” (7). For the original version of
the questionnaire, the reliability coefficient was calculated as .78. In the Turkish version of the questionnaire, the
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient was .85, and the test-retest reliability coefficient applied at an
interval of three weeks was found to be .85. For criterion-related validity, it was found that there was positive
correlation with the Psychological Well-Being Questionnaire (Kuzucu, 2011).

2.2.1.2 Resilience Scale for Adults (RSA)

In order to assess adults’ psychological resilience, the Resilience Scale for Adults developed by Friborg, Barlaug,
Martinussen, Rosevinge, and Hiemdal (2005) and adapted to Turkish by Basim and Cetin (2011) was used. The
scale is composed of 33 items and six dimensions, namely, perception of self, planned future, structural style,
social competence, family coherence, and social support. The answers are organized as five boxes to eliminate
acquiescence bias and evaluated as if they were on a 5-point Likert scale (1 never, 5 always). In the original version
of the scale, the total Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated as .86. For the sub-dimensions, the Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients varied from .66 to .81. In the Turkish version of the scale, it was found that the Cronbach’s alpha
internal consistency coefficients varied from .66 to .81 and that the test-retest reliability coefficient varied from .66
to .81. As a result of the factor analysis, a six-factor structure of the scale, which corresponds with the original
version, was verified (Basim & Cetin, 2011).

2.2.1.3 Subjective Well-Being Scale (SWB)

In order to determine individuals’ cognitive evaluations about their own lives and the frequency of their positive
and negative emotions, the Subjective Well-Being Scale developed by Tuzgdl-Dost (2005) was used. The scale is a
Likert-type scale composed of a total of 46 items: 26 positive and 20 negative. The answers are scored from
completely appropriate (5) to never appropriate (1). The scale has 12 factors, namely, comparison, emotions, goals,
self-confidence, optimism, activities, friendship relations, looking to the future, family relations, envy, coping, and
pessimism, and it is also accepted to have a general factor. It was found that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the
SWB scale was .93, and the test-retest consistency coefficient was .86 (Tuzgdl-Dost, 2005).

2.2.2 Procedure and Data Analysis

The self-report measures were administered by the researcher to the students within lesson hours in one session.
The students were informed about the aim of the study and were given explanations about how to fill in the scales.
The scales were subsequently given only to the students who volunteered. The participants answered the
questionnaires in approximately 20 minutes. The relationship between the variables of the study was calculated
through the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient in the SPSS 20 statistical analysis program. The
effects of emotional expression and psychological resilience on subjective well-being were tested using the
structural equation model in LISREL 8.50. For the structural equation model analysis, the latent and observed
variables in the model were first expressed, as shown in the table below.

The questions on each scale and sub-scale shown in the above table were not given so as to prevent confusion. The
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questions belonging to the observed variables were arranged in accordance with the scale instructions (recoding of
reverse questions). Their means were then calculated, and a single factor score for each sub-factor was formed for
each subject.

Table 1. Latent and observed variables included in the structural equation model

Latent Variables Observed Variables (Sub-Factors) ~ Abbreviations*
Positive Emotion P
Emotional Expression Negative Emotion N
Closeness C
Perception of self PS
Planned future PF
. . Structural style S
Psychological resilience .
Social Competence SCO
Family Coherence FC
Social Support SS
Comparison ¢
Emotions E
Goals G
Self-Confidence SC
Optimism (6]
Subjective Well-Being . ACt,IVItles . A
Friendship Relations FR
Looking to Future LF
Family Relations FR
Envying E
Coping C
Pessimism P

3. Results

In the present study, confirmatory factor analysis was performed, and the measurement model was examined, and
then the correlation coefficients between the variables included in the model were calculated. The structural
equation model was then examined.

3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

When the goodness-of-fit indices obtained from the first confirmatory factor analysis were examined, it was
observed that the ¥?/Sd and RMSEA values did not show a sufficient fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). It was
determined that the t values expressing the significant factor coefficients of the negative emotion (N) sub-factor of
emotional expression and the envy (E) factor of subjective well-being were not statistically significant, and for this
reason, they were excluded from the model. When the correction indices were examined, it was determined that
the exclusion of the social competence (SC) sub-factor of psychological resilience and the positive and negative
emotions (E), goals (G), family relations (FR), looking to the future (LF) and coping with difficulties (C)
sub-factors of subjective well-being would contribute to the goodness-of-fit of the model, and for this reason, they
were excluded from the model. After excluding these variables from the model, the confirmatory factor analysis
was repeated, and it was observed that the model had a very good fit as a result of the obtained goodness-of-fit
indices. Information about the goodness-of-fit indices is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit values obtained as a result of factor analysis*

Goodness of fit indices ~ Levels of perfect fit  Levels of acceptable fit  Calculated fit indices

¥*/Sd 0<x¥/Sd<2 2< x?/Sd<3 1.39
RMSEA .00< RMSEA<.05 .05< RMSEA<.08 .043
SRMR .00< RMR<.05 .05<RMR<.10 .043
TLI (NNFI) .95< TLI<1.00 .90< TLI<.95 98
CFI .95< CFI <1.00 .90< CFI <.95 .99

*Resources: Hu and Bentler (1999), Kline (2005).
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After determining that the model had a good fit, the factor loadings indicating whether the sub-factors were related
to their conceptual structures were examined. It was observed that all of the factor loadings were statistically
significant. The measurement models for the subjective well-being, psychological resilience and emotional
expression scales are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Measurement models of emotional expression, psychological resilience and subjective well-being

When the standardized factor loading coefficients were examined, it was observed that the “closeness” variable
was the best representative of emotional expression, the “planned future” variable was the best representative of
psychological resilience and the “optimism” variable was the best representative of subjective well-being.

3.2 Correlation Coefficients Between the Variables

Based on the hypotheses of the study, initially as a result of the first confirmatory factor analysis, the correlation
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coefficients between the variables included in the model were calculated through the Pearson product-moment
correlation test. It was found that the positive emotion sub-dimension of emotional expression was positively
related with the perception of self (p<.05), planned future (p<.001) and family coherence (p<.05) sub-dimensions
of psychological resilience, but negatively related with social resources (p<.01). Moreover, it was found that
positive emotion was positively related with the perception of self (p<.01) and optimism (p<. 01) sub-dimensions
of subjective well-being. It was also found that closeness, another sub-dimension of emotional expression, was
positively related with perception of self, planned future, structural style and family coherence (p<.01) but
negatively related with social support (p<.01). A positive relationship was found between closeness and the
self-confidence, optimism and friendship relations sub-dimensions of subjective well-being (p<.01). It was found
that the perception of self, planned future, structural style and family coherence sub-dimensions of psychological
resilience were positively related with the comparing oneself with others, self-confidence, optimism, friendship
relationship and pessimism (p<.01) sub-dimensions of subjective well-being, but that the social support
sub-dimension of psychological resilience was negatively related with the comparison, self-confidence, optimism,
activities of interest, friendship relations and pessimism sub-dimensions of subjective well-being (p<.01).

3.3 Analysis of Structural Equation Modeling

After evaluating the model’s factor structure in the first stage and establishing that the model’s goodness-of-fit was
statistically sufficient, the structural equation model in which the hypotheses defined at the beginning would be
evaluated was analyzed. The goodness-of-fit values related to the model are given in Table 3.

Table 3. Goodness-of-fit values

Goodness of fit indices  Levels of perfect fit  Levels of acceptable fit  Calculated fit indices

$/Sd 0< x/Sd<2 2< /Sd<3 1.57
RMSEA .00< RMSEA<.05 .05< RMSEA<.08 051
SRMR .00< RMR<.05 .05< RMR<.10 050
TLI (NNFI) 95< TLI<1.00 .90< TLI<.95 97
CFI .95< CFI <1.00 .90< CFI <.95 98

When the goodness-of-fit values in Table 3 were examined, it was observed that the model had a perfect fit. Since
the structural equation model had a good fit, the significance of each factor loading coefficient belonging to the
model was tested. When the t values of the factor loading coefficients belonging to the one-way relationship
between the latent variables included in the diagram in Figure 2 were examined, it was observed that none of the
values remained below the critical value of 1.96, but they were on the high side (p< .05). In the model shown in
Figure 2, the structural equation model in which psychological resilience was a complete mediator was tested. In
other words, in this model, the structural equation model in which emotional expression affected subjective
well-being more than psychological resilience was tested. The standardized factor loading coefficients belonging
to the relationship included in the structural equation model indicated that there was a significant positive
relationship between the latent “emotional expression” variables and the latent “psychological resilience”
variables at a moderate level (p<.01) and that there was a significant positive relationship between the latent
“psychological resilience” variables and the latent “subjective well-being” variables at a high level (p<.01).
Whether the variable emotional expression directly affected the variable subjective well-being was examined, as
shown in Figure 3. It was observed that the direct relationship between emotional expression and subjective
well-being added to the model in Figure 3 was not significant (p>.05). For this reason, there was no need to add this
relationship to the structural equation model. Moreover, adding this relationship to the structural equation model
did not lead to a significant increase in the chi-square difference value (Ay>=2.26, p>.05). In sum, there was a
significant relationship between emotional expression and psychological resilience (p<.05) and between
psychological resilience and subjective well-being (p<.05), but there was not a significant relationship between
emotional expression and subjective well-being (p>.05). The Sobel test revealed that the mediation effect was
significant (z=4.997, p<.01).
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Figure 2. Standardized coefficients and the t values of the structural equation model
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Figure 3. Standardized coefficients and t values of the structural model

4. Discussion

When the relevant literature was examined, it was observed that since it was a relatively new subject, there were
few studies indicating the relationship between psychological resilience and subjective well-being. Therefore, the
purpose of this study was to put forward a structural model of the relationship between psychological resilience,
expressing emotions and subjective well-being and to examine if psychological resilience mediated the
relationship between expressing emotions and subjective well-being. For this purpose, the relationships between
expressing emotions, psychological resilience and subjective well-being were examined by using correlation
analysis, and the mediating role of psychological resilience between expressing emotions and subjective
well-being was examined using structural equation modelling. The research results showed significant
relationships between expressing emotions and psychological resilience and subjective well-being. At the same
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time, the research findings showed that the variable of expressing emotions affected the variable of subjective
well-being via the variable of psychological resilience; that is to say, the tested model was verified statistically.
According to the verified model, the relationship between expressing emotions and subjective well-being was
realized via full mediation of psychological resilience.

Firstly, it was observed that positive emotions and closeness, which were the sub-dimensions of expressing
emotions, predicted perception of self, perception of future, structural style, and family coherence, which were the
sub-dimensions of psychological resilience in the positive direction. This result partially verified the assumption
that “There is a positive relationship between expressing emotions and psychological resilience”, which was the
first hypothesis of the study. This finding shows consistency with some research findings obtained in recent studies
on expressing emotions and psychological flexibility. According to the results of Vaugh, Thompson & Gotlib’s
(2011) study, people with high resilience are better at expressing their emotional experiences openly through their
facial expressions than those who have low resilience. According to Huston, Blount, Heidesch and Southwood
(2016), on the other hand, there is a positive relationship between expressing one’s feelings to one’s friends, but not
to one’s families, and acquiring direct benefits (this can be defined as a positive psychological change due to a
difficult negative experience or time period in life, or finding meaning in sad situations, and goes beyond resilience
to include personal growth). In the studies carried out by Fredrickson (2001, 2003), Karairmak and Cetinkaya
(2011), and Tugade and Fredrickson (2004), the relationship between positive emotions and psychological
resilience was clearly revealed. In two extensive meta-analyses, it was concluded from both experimental and
longitudinal studies that positive emotions were not only derived from, but also preceded enhanced success and
physical and mental health (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005; Pressman & Cohen, 2005).

Secondly, when the relationship between psychological resilience and subjective well-being was examined, it was
observed that the variable of psychological resilience (the variables of perception of self, perception of future,
structural style, and family coherence) predicted the comparison, self-confidence, optimism, activities, friendship
relations and pessimism sub-dimensions of subjective well-being in the positive direction and that the social
support sub-dimension predicted the same variables in the negative direction. Hence, the assumption that “there is
a significant relationship between psychological resilience and subjective well-being”, which was the second
hypothesis of the study, was partially verified. Moreover, there are some study findings showing parallelism with
those of the present study. Previous studies proved that there was a positive relationship between subjective
well-being and resilience (Di Fabio & Palazzaechi, 2015; Kirmani, Sharma, Anas, & Sanam, 2015; Mahmood &
Ghaftar, 2014; Seller, 2016; Yildirim & Belen, 2019; Zubair, Kamal, & Artemena, 2018). For example, Fava and
Tomba (2009) determined that psychological resilience and subjective well-being increased together. In a study,
Werner and Smith (2001) found that resilient individuals had higher life satisfaction than non-resilient ones.

Consequently, it was observed in the established model that the variable of expressing emotions affected the
variable of subjective well-being via the variable of psychological resilience. A pragmatic explanation for the
buffering role of resilience in predicting subjective well-being was made by Ifeagwazi et al. (2015) and Kashyap et
al. (2014). Accordingly, resilience skills help individuals manage negative effects (such as psychological distress
and varying levels of personal and professional stress) and thus lead to positive results (such as improved
psychological health, and positive spiritual and subjective well-being) (Zubair, Kamal, & Artemena, 2018). When
the situation in which the variable of expressing emotions directly affected the variable of subjective well-being
was evaluated, it was observed that this relationship was not significant and therefore, was not included in the
model. For this reason, the hypothesis that psychological resilience was the mediating variable between expressing
emotions and subjective well-being was supported. This finding shows parallelism with some findings in the
literature. As a result of their structural equality model analysis, Yildirim and Belen (2019) revealed that resilience
partially mediated the relationships between the externality of happiness and subjective well-being and
development. However, in an experimental study carried out by Kuzucu (2006), the effect of a psycho-training
program prepared with the aim of helping individuals to notice and express emotions on emotional and subjective
well-being was investigated, and it was found that the training of expressing emotions did not improve subjective
well-being. Besides this, there are also other studies indicating that expressing emotions has nothing to do with
subjective well-being (van Emmerik, Kamphuis, Hulbosch, & Emmelkamp, 2002; Zech, 1998).

Similar to other studies, this study also has some limitations. Firstly, since the study was carried out with university
students, the generalizability of the results is limited. The study can be replicated with more varied sample groups.
Secondly, the study examined the relationship between expressing emotions, psychological resilience and
subjective well-being, and the mediating role of psychological resilience. In similar studies, alternative models can
be tried, and research findings can become stronger. Thirdly, the results obtained from this study are limited to the
self-reported answers given by the participants. Finally, this study was carried out according to the structural
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equation model (even though the structural equation modeling suggests results related to causality, it is difficult to
give a full explanation related to causality among the variables examined in the research, as correlational data were
used).

In this study, it was found that expressing emotions was not directly related with subjective well-being and that
expressing emotions affected subjective well-being via the mediation of psychological resilience. At this point, it
is observed that psychological resilience plays an important role in subjective well-being, that is, in individuals’
happiness. It is an expected result that individuals with higher strength to recover and be flexible in the face of
traumatic life experiences feel better.
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