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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to determine the predictive powers of childhood trauma and cognitive emotion regulation on 
unforgiveness. The participants of the study consisted of 351 students studying at Pamukkale University at seven different 
faculties and colleges during the academic year of 2019-2020. Childhood Trauma Scale Short Version, Transgression-Related 
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM-18), Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire and Personal Information Form 
developed by the researcher were utilized for data collection. For analysis of the data; SPSS 25.0 package program were used 
and correlation analysis, t-test analysis and multiple linear regression were used. Results show that, unforgiveness does not 
differ according to gender, perceived trauma experience and source of perceived trauma, childhood traumas and adaptive 
emotion regulation strategies differ according to the source of perceived trauma. Positive correlations were found between 
unforgiveness and childhood traumas, maladaptive emotion regulation strategies. Similarly, a positive correlation was found 
between childhood traumas and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies. Negative correlation was found between 
childhood traumas and adaptive emotion regulation strategies. There was no significant relationship between unforgiveness 
and emotion regulation strategies, similarly adaptive emotion regulation strategies and maladaptive emotion regulation 
strategies. Sub-dimensions of childhood traumas and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies explained about 13% of the 
variance in unforgiveness. 

Öz 
Bu araştırmanın amacı çocukluk çağı travmaları ve bilişsel duygu düzenlemenin, affetmeme üzerindeki yordama güçlerini 
belirlemektir. Araştırmanın çalışma grubunu 2019-2020 eğitim öğretim yılında Pamukkale Üniversitesi’nde yedi farklı fakülte 
ve yüksekokulda öğrenim görmekte olan 351 öğrenci oluşturmaktadır. Verilerin toplanmasında Çocukluk Çağı Travma Ölçeği 
Kısa Versiyonu, Affetmeme Ölçeği, Bilişsel Duygu Düzenleme Ölçeği ve araştırmacı tarafından hazırlanan Kişisel Bilgi Formu 
kullanılmıştır. Elde edilen verilerin analizinde; SPSS 25.0 paket programından yararlanılmış ve verilerin analizinde korelasyon 
analizi, t-tesi analizi ve çoklu doğrusal regresyon analizi kullanılmıştır. Araştırmada elde edilen sonuçlara göre affetmeme 
cinsiyete, algılanan travma yaşantısına ve algılanan travmanın kaynağına göre farklılaşmamakta, çocukluk çağı travmaları ve 
uyumlu duygu düzenleme stratejileri algılanan travmanın kaynağına göre farklılaşmaktadır. Affetmeme ile çocukluk çağı 
travmaları ve uyumsuz duygu düzenleme stratejileri arasında olumlu yönde anlamlı bir ilişki varken, çocukluk çağı travmaları 
ile uyumlu duygu düzenleme stratejileri arasında olumsuz yönde anlamlı bir ilişki, uyumsuz duygu düzenleme stratejileri 
arasında ise olumlu yönde anlamlı bir ilişki bulunmuştur. Affetmeme ile uyumlu duygu düzenleme stratejileri arasında, uyumlu 
duygu düzenleme stratejileri ile uyumsuz duygu düzenleme stratejileri arasında anlamlı bir ilişki bulunmamıştır.  Çocukluk çağı 
travmaları ve uyumsuz duygu düzenleme stratejileri alt boyutları ile beraber affetmemeye ilişkin varyansın yaklaşık %13’ünü 
açıklamaktadır.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Life is a phenomenon that has been tried to be explained by several sciences. It has been explained in many ways until today. 
Schrödinger, who is known for his works on physics, describes the life on his work called “What is Life” as the act of the matter in 
an orderly and lawful manner, based on partially preserved existing order (Schrödinger, 1967). Philipp Frank (1962) describes the 
life as the change of location on four-dimensional universe by occurrences which we encounter. According to Pross (2012), life is 
self-sustaining, kinetically stable dynamic network of reactions. In this point of view, it can be said that the life phenomenon is 
seen equivalent to be in motion by positive sciences. 

On the other hand, philosophy examines life in a different perspective. For instance, Nietzsche (1901) describes life as a state 
which contains battle constantly and emphasizes the motion and to be in interaction. When the science of psychology is observed, 
Freud (1915) discussed the life on dialectical basis and said that an individual who wants to live the life must also prepare 
themselves for death, which is the opposite of life. However, Adler discusses the life is a precession and points out that the motion 
is the premier characteristic of life. According to Adler, individuals generate a lifestyle in this motion (Adler, 1964).  

While natural sciences, philosophy and social sciences having different approaches on the concept of life, they basically 
emphasize on the mobility and continuity which life includes. Although life basically includes a mobility and continuity, some 
occurrences in life can affect this mobility and continuity negatively. One of these occurrences in life is trauma. 

The word “trauma”, which is used to define personal injuries in medical literature, however, in spiritual and emotional field, 
the word “traumas” is used to define mental injuries which cause individuals’ cognitive, sensual and emotional functions getting 
markedly restricted and making them unable to live on their normal lives. In other words, traumas are states that individuals’ 
obsessive thoughts during specific occurrences, ideas and images (Ruppert, 2014). Traumatic experiences cause individuals to 
experience extreme fear and terror. Individuals who are victims of trauma become unable to appropriately answer back and they 
suffer from traumatization. Traumatic life situation comes on very suddenly, it is extremely uncertain and it undermines the 
spiritual integrity of the individual (James and Gilliland, 2012; Terr, 2003;). Not only adults but also children may be exposed to 
traumatic experiences. Children are much more vulnerable population than other age groups in terms of exposure to traumatic 
experiences, because the protection of children is strictly connected to the protection provided by their parents, also their bonding 
with their parents (Levers, 2012). As a consequence, it reveals another concept of childhood traumas. Concept of childhood 
traumas is underage individuals’, children’s, negative behaviors and life events that are shaped by physical, sexual, emotional 
abuse, neglect and other forms of exploitation that negatively affect children's physical health, life safety, physical development, 
mental health or their emotions in establishing a secure connection in interpersonal relationships (WHO, 2006). Childhood 
traumas are examined under the topics of physical abuse, emotional abuse, sexual abuse, emotional neglect and physical. As well 
as, family crises, war, migration and natural disaster can be defined as childhood traumas (Taner and Gökler, 2004).  

Experience of trauma has the potential of changing the active usage of emotion regulation strategies and as a result of that it 
can cause the failure of adherence to certain rules in social situations (Hagan, 2015). Although the conceptualizations about 
understanding the effects of trauma differ significantly, it is known that there is a consensus on some basic symptoms such as 
emotion regulation (Ehring and Quack, 2010). Emotion regulation can be defined as the complete processes of changing, directing 
and taking control of the usual flow of emotions. In other words, emotion regulation is the ability to evaluate, control, monitor, 
and change an individual's emotional responses to achieve the goal that they set (Wenar and Kerig, 2005). Emotion regulation is 
an important process that allows people to continue their daily lives without much practice on their emotions. Occasionally, 
emotion regulation may fail, but emotion regulation strategies may be very useful if they are used appropriately and in the right 
context. Sometimes people can choose unforgiveness which is not a functional way to eliminate their negative emotions (Jones 
Ross, 2013). However, victims look for ways to get rid of the negative effects of a damage. One of these ways is unforgiveness. 

It draws the attention that a lot of studies has been done in recent years on the concept of forgiveness, which is one of the 
emerging concepts of the development of positive psychology (Ho and Fung, 2011). Forgiveness, which is considered as a positive 
personality characteristic in social relationships (Worthington, 2005) also caused to be focused on the concept of unforgiveness, 
hence, it is obvious that the concept of unforgiveness is examined along with forgiveness (Lozano, 2018; Stackhouse, Ross and 
Boon, 2018; Szablowinski, 2010; Wade and Worthington, 2003; Worthington and Wade, 1999). Distinctively from the concept of 
forgiveness, the concept of unforgiveness is defined as a cold emotion which makes exposed to anger, suffering or perhaps hate 
(Worthington and Wade, 1999). However, it is assumed that the development of unforgiveness will result in repeated thoughts 
about the nature of a crime, the consequences of the victim or victim in the relationship, and the person who harmed victims 
(Barry et al. , 2001; Fincham, 2000).  A victim who has been harmed, to the extent that they can forgive the person who hurt them, 
changes their reaction to the criminal, that is, the negative behavior towards the person who hurt them, with their own positive 
reaction (McNulty, 2011). If an intense feeling of anger that occurs after a person has been hurt by the other party gets ahead of 
the situation about the harm, the person who hurt or the victim's forgiveness of themselves, the victim enters into a vicious cycle 
of consuming themselves. Unforgiveness, in other ways, builds on this intense feeling of anger that victim is in (Worthington and 
Scherer, 2004). Similarly, Harris and Thoresen (2005) stated that the feeling of anger is a component of unforgiveness and anger 
is a risk for physical and psychological health, therefore unforgiveness is also a risk for physical and psychological health. It can be 
said that unforgiveness is a complex phenomenon created by a triple structure including emotional rumination, cognitions and 
perceptions of the harmed person. After a harm, this triple structure shows up in various ways when victims enter into process of 
unforgiveness. Unforgivable crimes generally create sort of inner conflict or a state of struggle for victims (Jones Ross, 2013). 
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Worthington (2006) stated that individuals try different methods to reduce negative feelings which are related to unforgiveness. 
In order to reduce these negative feelings about unforgiveness, some individuals use different means, such as seeking another 
social support, seeking psychological help, orientation to religious beliefs, cognitive reframing. However, in addition to these 
positive or functional solution strategies, they can also resort to non-functional ways such as revenge, loss of faith in justice or 
denial. Murphy (2003), on the other hand, argues that in some cases, forgiveness may compromise one's moral values and that 
alternatives to forgiveness should be created. In other words, while intense feelings of anger and revenge can create refusal to 
forgiveness, what keeps people from forgiveness may have been their value judgments or moral attitudes. According to the study 
of Stackhouse, Ross and Boon (2018), unforgiveness is a concept that is not well understood yet. 

Until today, people have been exposed to both individual and social traumas in every age. However, with the development of 
globalization and technology in the modern age we live in, experiences that can destroy human consciousness and discovering 
have spread with social networks and this is engraved in the fabric of trauma and the way people think about themselves. In 
conjunction with this, Chul Han (2010) named the period we live in as a performance society and stated that this performance 
society created defeated, unhappy and traumatized people. It is thought that the freezing of time (Audergon, 2004) and the past 
being alive in the form of a painful internal disorder (Van der Kolk, 2019) in people exposed to traumatic experiences may be 
related to cold feelings that underlie unforgiveness. At this point, it can be said that those who are exposed to traumatic 
experiences can resort to incompatible emotion regulation strategies. Based on all of these, it can be said that there is a need to 
investigate the relationship between trauma, emotion regulation and unforgiveness. 

Based on the need in the literature, in this study: "Are they significant predictors of childhood traumas and cognitive emotion 
regulation in unforgiveness scores of university students and does unforgiveness differ based on various demographic and 
categorical variables?" The answer to the question was sought. Sub-problems to be tested according to the main problem of the 
study are as follows: 

1-Do the levels of unforgiveness differ significantly according to the gender variable? 
2-Do childhood trauma scores differ significantly according to the gender variable? 
3-Do cognitive emotion regulation strategies differ significantly according to the gender variable? 
4- Do the levels of unforgiveness differ significantly according to the perceived traumatic life situation? 
5-Do childhood trauma scores differ significantly according to the source of the perceived traumatic experience? 
6-Do the levels of unforgiveness differ significantly depending on the source of the perceived traumatic experience? 
7-Do cognitive emotion regulation strategies differ significantly according to the source of the perceived traumatic experience? 

METHOD 

Research Model 

Correlational survey model was used in this study. Correlational survey models are research models that aim to determine the 
presence or degree of co-change between two or more variables (Karasar, 2016). The independent variables of the study were 
childhood traumas and cognitive emotion regulation, and the dependent variable was unforgiveness. In addition, gender, 
perceived traumatic experience, and the source of perceived traumatic experience were also included in the analysis. 

Research Grup 

The survey group consists of 351 students who are studying in various departments of seven different faculties. There are 245 
female students (69.8%) and 106 male students (30.2%) in the survey group. Participants' ages range from 18 to 44 (x = 20.23, sd 
= 2.49). The survey group consists of 139 first grade (39.6%), 107 second grade (30.5%), 84 third grade (23.9%), 21 fourth grade 
(6.0%). The distribution of the students in the survey group by faculties is given in Table 1. 

Table 1. Distribution of students in the survey group by faculties 

Faculty Number of Students X 

Faculty of Education 172 49,0 

School of Physical Therapy and Rehabilitation 47 13,4 

Faculty of Health Sciences 43 10,3 

Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 37 10,5 

Faculty of Arts and Sciences 29 8,3 

Faculty of Engineering  13 3,7 

Faculty of Technology 10 2,8 

Total 351 100,0 
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As is seen from Table 1, the students in the survey group are predominantly in the Faculty of Education in terms of accessibility. 

Faculty of Education is followed by the School of Physical Therapy and Rehabilitation, Faculty of Health Sciences, Faculty of 
Economics and Administrative Sciences, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Faculty of Engineering and finally, Faculty of Technology. The 
distribution of the students in the survey group according to the departments is given in Table 2. 

As is seen from Table 2, there are 351 students in the survey group. In the survey group, there are students who are studying 
in the Psychological Counseling and Guidance Department at the most, while there are students who are studying at least in the 
Department of Manufacturing Engineering. 

Data Collection Tools 

Personal Information Form 

In the survey, a personal information form was used to discover the demographic characteristics of the participants and their 
perceived traumatic experience history. In the personal information form, there are questions asking the participants' gender, 
age, department, class level, perceived socio-economic level, whether they were exposed to a traumatic experience before, and 
if they were exposed to a traumatic experience before, the source of experience. It was aimed to find out in which income group 
(lower, middle, upper) students see themselves with the perceived socio-economic status. 

Short Version of Childhood Trauma Scale 

The scale, which deals with childhood physical, sexual and emotional abuse and emotional and physical neglect as five sub-
dimensions, was developed as 53 items by Bernstein et al (Bernstein, Fink and Handelsman, 1994). In the Cultural Adaptation 
study of the Childhood Trauma Scale, which was adapted to Turkish on the 28-item short form, the test-retest reliability of the 
scale was found to be 0.90, while the internal consistency coefficient was found to be 0.93. The correlation coefficients are 0.90 
for physical and emotional abuse, 0.85 for emotional neglect, 0.75 for sexual abuse, and 0.77 for physical neglect. The scale has 
five sub-dimensions: childhood physical, sexual, emotional abuse, and physical and emotional neglect. The bottom of the 28-item 
scale is as follows: 9, 11, 12, 15, 17 where physical abuse; Articles 20, 21, 23, 24, 27 include sexual abuse; Items 3, 8, 14, 18, 25. 
Emotional abuse; Physical negligence in Articles 1, 2, 4, 6, 26; Items numbered 5, 7, 13,19, and 28 were emotionally neglected. 
Items numbered 10, 16, and 22 related to trauma denial were not included in the total score. (Şar, Öztürk, & İkikardeş, 2012). The 
Cronbach alpha coefficient was .81 for the whole scale, .80 for physical abuse, .93 for sexual abuse, .70 for emotional abuse, .36 
for physical neglect, and .79 for emotional neglect. 

Scale of Unforgiveness 

The Unforgiveness Scale (TRIM-18), developed by McCullough, Root and Cohen (2006), consists of 18-item Likert-type 
responses and three subscales (forgiveness, revenge, avoidance). According to the results of the factor analysis, it was seen that 
AFÖ consists of forgiveness, avoidance and revenge sub-dimensions. The adaptation studies of the Unforgiveness Scale to 
Turkish culture were carried out by Küçüker and Duru (2016). 17 items of the scale and 3 sub-dimensions: Revenge (1,4,9,13,16), 
Avoidance (2,5,7,10,11,15,17) and Forgiveness (3,6,8,12,14). available in size. Test-retest reliability coefficients of the 
Unforgiveness Scale were calculated as .69 for forgiveness sub-dimension, .76 for avoidance sub-dimension, .78 for revenge sub-

Table 2. Distribution of the students in the survey group by departments 

Department Number of Students X 

Psychological Counseling and Guidance 

Physical Therapy and Rehabilitation 

School Teaching 

52 

47 

45 

14,8 

13,4 

12,8 

Nursing 43 12,3 

Management Information Systems 

Social Sciences Teaching 

Philosophy 

37 

31 

29 

10,8 

8,8 

8,3 

Preschool Education 

English Language Teaching 

Food Engineering 

Manufacturing Engineering 

28 

16 

13 

10 

8,0 

4,6 

3,7 

2,8 

Total 351 100,0 
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dimension, and .80 for the whole scale. In this study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was found as .80 for revenge sub-
dimensions, .78 for forgiveness sub-dimension, .79 for avoidance sub-dimension, and .86 for the whole scale. 

Cognitive Emotion Regulation Scale 

The Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire, developed by Garnefski, Kraaij, and Spinhoven (2001), is a five-point Likert-
type measuring instrument consisting of 36 items. Cronbach alpha value of the sub-dimensions in the original form of CERS. 67 
to. It ranges from 81. Self-Blame (1,10,19,28), Acceptance (2,11,20,29), Rumination (3,12,21,30), Positive Refocus (4,13,22,31), 
Re-Plan Focus (5,14,23,32), Positive Reassessment (6,15,24,33), Changing Perspective (7,16,25,34), Disaster (8,17,26,35) and 
Blaming the Other. There are 9 dimensions as (9,18,27,36). Onat and Otrar (2010) adapted the CERS to Turkish and determined 
the Cronbach Alpha value as α = .784 and the test-retest reliability coefficient as "r = 1.00". In this study, the Cronbach alpha 
internal consistency coefficient was found to be .81. 

Data Collection Method and Process 

After obtaining the necessary permissions from the Pamukkale University Ethics Committee, the data collection process was 
initiated and the scales of the survey were applied to the volunteer students in the classroom environment after obtaining the 
necessary permissions from the faculty members of the seven faculties and 11 departments at Pamukkale University. The data 
collection process included the Fall Semester of the 2019-2020 Academic year. The application of the scales was carried out on 
average between 20-25 minutes. Informed consent was provided in the personal information form given to the participants in 
the study. 

RESULTS  

Difference Analysis Between Demographic Variables and Observed Variables 

After obtaining the necessary permissions from the Pamukkale University Ethics Committee, the data collection process was 
initiated and the scales of the survey were applied to the volunteer students in the classroom environment after obtaining the 
necessary permissions from the faculty members of the seven faculties and 11 departments at Pamukkale University. The data 
collection process included the Fall Semester of the 2019-2020 Academic year. The application of the scales was carried out on 
average between 20-25 minutes. Informed consent was provided in the personal information form given to the participants in 
the study. 

Table 3. The T-test results for variables observed with gender 

       Female       Male      Total  

   X   ss    X   ss   X   ss     t   p 

Childhood Trauma 

Pyhsical Abuse 

Sexual Abuse 

Emotional Abuse 

Emotional Neglect 

31,34 

  5,13 

  5,49 

  6,47 

  8,12 

5,50 

  .59 

1,86 

1,94 

3,03 

32,15 

  5,47 

  5,30 

  6,36 

  8,57 

5,82 

1,21 

1,20 

2,08 

2,96 

31,58 

  5,23 

  5,43 

  6,43 

  8,26 

5,60 

  .84 

1,69 

1,98 

3,01 

-1,246 

-3,516 

   .950 

   .467 

-1,281 

.214 

.000* 

.343 

.641 

.021* 

Unforgiveness 

Revenge 

Avoidance 

Forgiveness 

57,47 

12,83 

26,77 

17,86 

11,20 

4,43 

5,67 

4,22 

55,41 

12,77 

24,65 

17,98 

10,58 

4,96 

5,02 

3,84 

56,85 

12,81 

26,13 

17,90 

11,04 

4,59 

5,56 

4,10 

 1,609 

   .106 

 3,326 

  -.242 

.109 

.916 

.001* 

.809 

Adaptive Emotion Regulation 

Positive Refocus 

Refocusing on the Plan 

Acceptance 

Positive Reappraisal 

Changing Perspective 

69,33 

12,57 

14,96 

12,67 

14,82 

14,30 

10,23 

3,39 

2,85 

2,97 

3,08 

2,88 

69,37 

12,41 

15,90 

12,29 

14,84 

13,91 

10,31 

3,48 

2,73 

3,05 

2,87 

3,04 

69,34 

12,52 

15,24 

12,55 

14,82 

14,18 

10,24 

3,41 

2,84 

2,99 

3,01 

2,93 

  -.033 

   .408 

-2,884 

 1,078 

  -.053 

 1,129 

.947 

.683 

.004* 

.282 

.958 

.260 

Maladaptive Emotion Regulation 47,56 7,03 47,03 6,77 47,40 6,95    .657 .512 
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Table 3. The T-test results for variables observed with gender 

Blaming Themselves 

Rumination 

Disaster 

Blaming The Other 

12,05 

15,65 

10,22 

  9,64 

2,84 

2,59 

3,11 

2,59 

11,98 

14,67 

10,42 

  9,95 

2,53 

2,97 

2,98 

2,39 

12,03 

15,35 

10,28 

  9,73 

2,74 

2,75 

3,07 

2,53 

   .219 

 3,079 

  -.562 

-1,055 

.827 

.002* 

.575 

.292 

(p* < .05) 

When Table 3 is examined, childhood traumas (X = 31.58, p> .05), unforgiveness (X = 56.85, p> .05), adaptive emotion 
regulation (X = 69.34, p> .05) and maladaptive emotion regulation (X = 47.40, p> .05). Considering the sub-dimensions of the 
variables, it is seen that physical abuse, which is one of the sub-dimensions of childhood trauma, significantly differentiates 
according to gender. Accordingly, the average physical abuse exposure of males is significantly higher than females (X = 5.23, p 
<.05). It is also seen that emotional neglect, which is one of the sub-dimensions of childhood trauma, significantly differentiates 
according to gender. Accordingly, the exposure of males to emotional neglect is significantly higher than females (X = 8.26, p <.05). 
It was found out that in the sub-dimensions of unforgiveness, avoidance significantly differentiated according to gender. 
Accordingly, avoidance levels of females are significantly higher than men (X = 26.13, p <.05). The sub-dimension of refocusing the 
plan, one of the adaptive emotion regulation strategies, also significantly differentiates according to gender. Accordingly, males 
use the plan refocusing strategy significantly more than females (X = 15.24, p <.05). Finally, rumination, which is one of the sub-
dimensions of maladaptive emotion regulation, also significantly differentiates according to gender. Accordingly, females’ level of 
using rumination is significantly higher than males (X = 15.35, p <.05). The results of the T Test regarding the level of unforgiveness 
of the traumatic experiences perceived by the participants are given in Table 4. 

Table 4.T-test results for perceived traumatic experience and unforgiveness 

 Yes No Total  

 X ss X ss X ss t p 

Unforgiveness (Total Point) 58,39 11,88 56,20 10,63 55,85 11,04 2,087 .089 

Revenge 13,59 4,45 12,48 4,62 12,81 4,59 1,707 .038* 

Avoidance 26,60 6,01 25,94 5,36 26,13 5,56 1,027 .305 

Forgiveness 18,19 4,25 17,77 4,04 17,90 4,10 .864 .388 

(*p < .05) 

When Table 4 is examined, the levels of unforgiveness of the participants who stated that they had been exposed to traumatic 
experiences before in their lives did not differ significantly from those who stated that they had not been exposed to traumatic 
experiences before (X = 55.85, p> .05). Considering the sub-dimensions of unforgiveness, the averages of those who perceived 
traumatic experiences before in terms of the revenge sub-dimension were significantly higher than those who did not (X = 12.81, 
p < .05). The results of the T-test regarding the perceived source of trauma and the observed variables are given in Table 5. 

Table 5.T-test results regarding the perceived source of trauma and observed variables 

 Family Other Total  

 X ss X ss X ss t p 

Childhood Trauma 

Pyhsical Abuse 

Sexual Abuse 

Emotional Abuse 

Emotional Neglect 

34,57 

5,28 

6,16 

6,92 

9,74 

6,04 

.85 

3,01 

2,05 

3,47 

32,03 

5,32 

6,03 

6,66 

7,96 

5,75 

1,08 

2,48 

2,11 

2,86 

33,25 

5,29 

6,10 

6,78 

8,80 

6,03 

.98 

2,74 

2,09 

3,29 

2,207 

-.228 

.230 

.629 

2,870 

.030* 

.820 

.818 

.531 

.005 

Unforgiveness 

Revenge 

Avoidance 

58,66 

13,46 

27,18 

11,00 

4,62 

5,62 

58,19 

13,82 

26,11 

12,62 

4,35 

6,30 

58,38 

13,63 

26,66 

11,88 

4,48 

5,99 

.202 

-.413 

.335 

.840 

.680 

.365 
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Table 5.T-test results regarding the perceived source of trauma and observed variables 
Forgiveness 18,02 3,87 18,25 4,62 18,08 4,24 -.280 .780 

Adaptive Emotion Regulation 

Positive Refocus 

Refocusing on the Plan 

Acceptance 

Positive Reappraisal 

Changing Perspective 

64,61 

11,33 

13,95 

12,64 

13,60 

13,07 

9,60 

3,12 

3,09 

2,61 

3,15 

2,83 

69,40 

12,21 

15,69 

12,83 

15,12 

13,53 

10,12 

3,33 

2,87 

2,80 

3,26 

2,82 

67,20 

11,82 

14,87 

12,75 

14,43 

13,31 

10,14 

3,25 

3,10 

2,71 

3,28 

2,83 

-2,482 

-1,393 

-2,979 

-.360 

-2,424 

-.840 

.015* 

.167 

.004* 

.720 

.017* 

.403 

Maladaptive Emotion Regulation 

Blaming Themselves 

Rumination 

Disaster 

Blaming The Other 

48,44 

12,40 

15,22 

10,24 

10,57 

6,91 

3,00 

2,72 

3,30 

2,53 

47,39 

12,08 

15,67 

10,31 

9,32 

6,91 

2,75 

2,89 

3,41 

2,62 

47,93 

12,23 

15,50 

10,29 

9,90 

6,92 

2,88 

2,79 

3,35 

2,67 

.771 

.55 

-.823 

-.107 

2,453 

.442 

.578 

.413 

.915 

.016* 

(p* < .05) 

When Table 5 is examined, the participants' perceived source of trauma differ significantly in terms of childhood traumas. 
Accordingly, the average childhood trauma of the participants who marked the family (family, relative) option for the perceived 
source of trauma was significantly higher than those who marked the other (friend, familiar people, stranger, situation) option 
(X = 33.25, p <.05). Among the perceived sources of trauma, adaptive emotion regulation strategies of those who marked the 
other option were significantly higher than those who marked the family option (X = 67.20, p <.05). The perceived source of 
trauma does not differ in terms of unforgiveness (X = 58.38, p> .05) and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (X = 47.93, 
p> .05). Considering the sub-dimensions of the variables, refocusing on the plan, which is one of the sub-dimensions of adaptive 
emotion regulation strategies, also differs significantly. Accordingly, the averages of refocusing on the plan of those who marked 
the other option among the perceived trauma sources were significantly higher than those who marked the family option (X = 
14.87, p <.05). Positive reappraisal from the sub-dimensions of adaptive emotion regulation strategies also differs significantly. 
Accordingly, the positive re-evaluation averages of those who marked the other option among the perceived trauma sources 
were significantly higher than those who marked the family option (X = 14.43, p <.05). Among the sub-dimensions of 
maladaptive emotion regulation strategies, blaming the other differs according to the perceived source of trauma. Among the 
perceived sources of trauma, blaming the other option of those who marked the family option was significantly higher than 
those who marked the other option (X = 9.90, p <.05). In the survey, the correlation analysis between the regression analysis and 
the assumptions of the regression analysis was performed to measure the predictive power of the independent variables on the 
dependent variable. 
Regression Analysis 
Relationships Between Dependent and Predictive Variables 

Before proceeding to regression analysis, the bilateral relationships between the dependent variable, unforgiveness, and the 
predictor variables, childhood traumas, compatible and incompatible emotion regulation strategies, were examined by the 
Pearson correlation coefficient in order to look at the relationships between variables from the assumptions of the regression 
analysis. Results are included in Table 6. 

Table 6. Pearson correlation coefficients between variables 

                                                                                       N           1.             2.          3.           4.               

1.Unforgiveness                                                       351         1           .184**   .009       .277** 

2.Childhood Trauma                                                351                          1       -.165**   .125*                  

3.Adaptive Emotion Regulation                             351                                      1          .080      

4.Maldaptive Emotion Regulation                         351                                                    1                        

(* = p < .05, ** = p < .01) 
As is seen in Table 6, there are significant positive correlations between unforgiveness and childhood traumas (r = .184 **, p 

<.01), and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (r = .277 **, p <.01). In other words, it can be said that individuals who tend 
not to forgive have high average childhood traumas and use maladaptive emotion regulation strategies more. There is no 
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significant relationship between unforgiveness and compatible emotion regulation strategies (r = .080, p> .05). There are 
significant relationships between childhood traumas and compatible emotion regulation strategies in the negative (r = -.165 **, p 
<.01) and between incompatible emotion regulation strategies (r = .125 *, p <.05). No significant relationship in any direction was 
found between adaptive emotion regulation and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies. The correlation analyzes between 
the sub-dimensions of non-forgiveness and predictor variables are included in Table 7. 

 
 
As is seen in Table 7, there are positive significant relationships between unforgiveness and childhood trauma sub-dimensions, 

sexual abuse (r = .119 *, p <.05) and emotional abuse (r = .165 **, p <.01). There is a positive significant relationship between 
unforgiveness and refocusing on the plan, which is one of the sub-dimensions of compatible emotion regulation strategies (r = 
.147 **, p <.01). There are also significant positive relationships between unforgiveness and disaster (r = .229 **, p <.01) and 
blaming the other (r = .266 **, p <.01), which are sub-dimensions of incompatible emotion regulation strategies. 
Regression Analysis 

While analyzing the predictive power of predictor variables on unforgiveness, which is the independent variable of the survey, 
adaptive emotion regulation strategies that are not related to unforgiveness were not included in the analysis. In the analyzes 
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where sub-dimensions were included, sub-dimensions related to unforgiveness were included in the analysis. The results of the 
regression analysis made with the total scores for the variables are included in Table 8. 

Table 8. Multiple linear regression analysis with total scores for predictors of unforgiveness 

Değişkenler B Standart 
Fault β t p Binary 

r 
Partial 
r 

1. Unforgiveness (Stable) 27,954 4,727  5,914 .000*   

2. Maladaptive Emotion Regulation 
Strategies .410 .081 .258 5,034 .000* .277 .261 

3. Childhood Trauma .299 .101 .152 2,961 .003* .184 .157 

R =.315 R2 =.099       

F = 19,220 Edited R2 =.094 p = .000*      

(* = p < .05) 
When the multiple type regression analysis results given in Table 8 are examined, the regression equation is significant according to the 

variance analysis result (F = 19,220; p <.05). Accordingly, color the variance approximately 9% (R = .315, R2 = .099) of the participants' 
unforgiveness scores as explained by childhood traumas and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (p <.05 measured). Standardized 
regression coefficients () and significance information of independent variables were examined. Childhood traumas (β = .152; p <.05) and 
maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (= .258; p <.05) have positive and significant predictive power to not forgive. When the standardized 
regression coefficients beta () is examined, as seen in the incompatible regulation strategies (= .257) of the effective variable in terms of 
predictive power. The results of the regression on the sub-dimensions of the predictor variables are given in Table 9. 

Table 9. Multiple linear regression analysis with sub-dimensions on predictors of unforgiveness 

Variables    B Standart 
Fault    β   t   p Binary 

r 
Partial   

r 

1.Unforgiveness (Stable)  25,871 4,556  5,679 .000*   

2. Maladaptive Emotion Regulation Strategies 
(Total Point) 

3.Childhood Trauma (Total Point) 

3.1. Blaming the Other 

3.2. Sexual Abuse 

3.3. Refocusing on the Plan 

3.4. Emotional Abuse 

3.5. Disaster 

     .410 

      

     .299     

     .806 

     .719 

     .666 

     .566 

     .528 

  

 .081 

   

  .101 

  .240 

  .332 

  .196 

  .287 

  .196 

 

.258 

 

.152 

.185 

.110 

.172 

.102 

.147 

5,034 

   

2,961 

3,358 

2,162 

3,398 

1,975 

2,700 

.000* 

 

.003* 

.001* 

.031* 

.001* 

.049* 

.007* 

.270 

 

.814 

.266 

.119 

.147 

.165 

.229 

.261 

 

.157 

.178 

.116 

.180 

.106 

.144 

R =.371 R2 =.138       

F = 11,028 Edited R2 =.125    p=.000*      

(* = p < .05) 

When the result of multiple regression analysis is examined in Table 9, sub-dimensions of variables that are considered to be predictors 
change the results on unforgiveness. In the analysis made with sub-dimensions, it was seen that the variance in the unforgiveness scores of the 
variables increased the explanation value to approximately 13% (R = .371, R 2 = .138). 

DISCUSSION 

The study was conducted to determine the predictive powers of childhood traumas and emotion regulation on unforgiveness 
and whether unforgiveness differed according to various categorical and demographic variables. Before the model analysis used 
in the study, the relationships between demographic variables and the independent variable, forgiveness, and the correlations 
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between dependent and independent variables were examined. In addition, it was examined whether the variables of gender and 
perceived source of trauma differ according to both dependent and independent variables. Childhood traumas and maladaptive 
emotion regulation strategies were found to be significant predictors of unforgiveness.  

Firstly, gender variables were taken into account in the study, however, no significant difference was discovered based on 
gender variables. It is clearly seen that, in sub-dimensions, male significantly were exposed to physical abuse and emotional 
neglect when compared to females. When the relevant literature is examined, studies present different findings in terms of 
childhood trauma experiences of men and women. According to the study of Young and Korszun (2009), epidemiological data do 
not support the idea of women are certainly exposed to more traumatic experiences. In a meta-analysis study, they concluded 
that the studies in the literature do not support the hypothesis that women are more exposed to trauma and those studies on 
childhood trauma generally do not support gender differences (Tolin and Foa, 2008). Demirkapı (2013) also found that childhood 
traumas do not differ significantly based on the gender variable. Maikovich-Fong and Jaffee (2010) argue that childhood traumas, 
especially sexual abuse, may not be a highly predictive factor in terms of gender variable. In addition, they also stated that there 
may not be a strong empirical basis on the assumption that one gender group is more vulnerable to the negative consequences 
of sexual abuse or their exposure is more or girls and boys are affected differently by childhood traumatic experiences. It can also 
be said that the results of the physical abuse sub-dimension obtained in the study are the result of cultural factors. In this regard, 
in terms of raising children and in the family structures in Turkey, corporal punishment and physical violence is used as a tool to 
discipline and widely common in our society. As a result, it is seen as physical violence in so called traditional family structures 
(Güleç, Topaloğlu, Ünsal and Altıntaş, 2012). In our culture, it can be said that while boys are subjected to physical violence more, 
girls are subjected to language-structured forms of violence both within the family and socially (Zeren, Yengil, Çelikel, Arık and 
Arslan, 2012; Güloğlu et al. , 2016). In relation to that, the distinction between boys and girls begins long before birth, and in many 
societies boys are seen as more valuable, as a result, men become the dominant group and women remain in the position of the 
abused group (Reskin, 2000). All in all, it can be said that the processes that explain why some childhood trauma victims are more 
psychologically destroyed than the others are more complex. Based on this study and the current literature, it can be said that 
explaining childhood traumas through the gender variable will create a narrow perspective and a deficiency in understanding the 
basic dynamics of the phenomenon.  

In the use of adaptive emotion regulation strategies and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies, no distinctness was 
discovered between males and females. It can be said that this result is coherent with the literature (Küçüker, 2016; Mitrofan and 
Ciuluvica, 2012). When the sub-dimensions of adaptive emotion regulation strategies were examined, it was seen that the 
refocusing on plan sub-dimension differed significantly according to gender, and men used the strategy of refocusing the plan 
significantly more than women. Rumination, one of the sub-dimensions of maladaptive emotion regulation strategies, differs 
significantly according to gender, and women use this maladaptive emotion regulation strategy significantly more than men. 
Gardener, Carr, MacGregor, and Felmingham (2013), emphasized in their study that previous neuroimaging studies on gender 
differences in emotion regulation showed mixed results due to the difficulties in discriminating processes in emotional activation 
and emotion regulation, but they also stated that women had more difficulty in regulating emotional responses to negative stimuli. 
Although there are past studies showing that women are more likely to think about it more than men when they experience 
negative effects, it is a controversial situation whether this occurs as a result of a male-dominated understanding of science (Butler 
and Nolen-Hoeksema, 1994; Thomsen and the other, 2005). Scientific studies in which women are shown to be weak may cause 
researchers to doubt about gender differences in emotion regulation. It has been repeatedly assumed that individuals may have 
gender differences in their emotional responses or emotion regulation skills, but this is less consistent in experimental studies 
(Domes and the other, 2010). According to that, it can be said that while investigating the emotion regulation phenomenon, it is 
important to investigate the different dynamics of the phenomenon rather than a gender-based perspective in order to 
understand this phenomenon and make it functional. It is thought that a vicious circle will be the result when the studies on 
emotion regulation proceed solely on the basis of gender.  

No significant difference in unforgiveness levels in terms of gender variable was discovered during the study. When it was 
taken into consideration the sub-dimensions of unforgiveness, it was observed that the avoidance levels of women were 
significantly higher than men. In a research performed by Küçüker (2016), it was determined that women's tendency to 
unforgiveness was lower than men. Considering that the concept of unforgiveness, which has come to the fore with research in 
positive psychology (Ho & Fung, 2011), is not a concept that has been frequently researched in the literature and unforgiveness is 
not yet well understood (Stackhouse, Ross, & Boon, 2018), some difficulties are encountered when researching this concept. 
Whether gender is being effective in the tendency to unforgiveness or not, is also one of these difficulties, because it can be said 
that gender-based research studies of this concept, which has already limited research, cause difficulties in supporting the findings. 
The previously perceived traumatic experience in the personal form of the study did not show a significant difference in terms of 
the unforgiveness variable. However, in terms of sub-dimensions, the average revenge sub-dimension of the participants who 
stated that they had a previous traumatic experience were found to be significantly higher than those who stated that they did 
not have a previous traumatic experience. In his study, Steiner (2018) stated that individuals who are exposed to severe traumatic 
experiences have problems in coping with the feeling of guilt and therefore the development of the healing cycle that includes 
forgiveness and repair can be prevented. Toussaint and Cheadle (2009) stated that individuals who are unforgiven can resort to 
the denial mechanism or, alternatively, attempts to take revenge. When the related literature was examined, no other study 
dealing with trauma and unforgiveness variables was found. 
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Also, analyzes were performed between the options included in the personal information form regarding the source of the 

trauma and the dependent-independent variables. The childhood trauma averages of those who marked the family / relative 
option in the group that previously indicated traumatic experience were significantly higher than those who marked the other 
(friend \ acquaintance \ stranger \ situation) option. This shows that the level of being affected by trauma is higher in the narrow 
circle (family, relatives). In addition to that, the averages of the adaptive emotion regulation strategies of the participants who 
stated the source of the traumatic experience with the “other” option were significantly higher than those who stated with the 
family / relative option. In terms of sub-dimensions, the average of blaming the other sub-dimensions of maladaptive emotion 
regulation strategies of those who marked the family / relative option was significantly higher than those who marked the “other” 
option. The averages of refocusing to the plan and positive refocusing, which are sub-dimensions of adaptive emotion regulation, 
were also higher in those who marked the “other” option.  

Exposure to distress during childhood is often depends on family environment. In this aspect, it can be said that families with 
particularly abusive parents are a constant and direct source of threat to the personal safety of children and a common context 
for children who witness violence (Finkelhor, Turner, Ormrod and Hamby, 2009). Cicchetti (2004) stated that in spite of exposure 
to abuse has different contexts, it can often create a wider context of risk within the family. An unpredictable and chaotic family 
environment can also reduce children's perception that the world is safe and fair (Conger et al, 2002). These studies also show 
that family sourced traumas can be more hurtful. As a matter of fact, Fassler, Amodeo, Griffin, Clay, and Ellis (2005) stated in their 
study that the abuser being a member of the family, especially in terms of sexual abuse, will increase the effect of trauma on the 
child. Another study reveals that children exposed to parental abuse experience more PTSD symptoms (McCloskey & Walker, 
2000). Brown (2019) examined family related traumatic experiences with the perspective of the psychoanalytic theory and stated 
that deep traumas that disintegrate the protective connection with the mother could cause such a great devastation for the 
traumatized person that they could completely collapse psychologically. Another problem related to traumas originating from 
family or relatives-acquaintances is that these traumas are more difficult to detect. This situation is especially seen in sexual abuse 
due to the difficulty of being noticed. For instance, Çöpür et al (2012) revealed that sexual abuse was reported to authorized 
institutions and organizations only at a rate of one in twenty on average. Based on these, it can be said that traumas caused by 
narrow circles (family, relatives, etc.) are more hurtful and harder to detect, and can prevent both victims' psychological support 
and legal action against criminals. The source of the traumatic experience did not differ significantly in terms of levels of 
unforgiveness. In other words, the source of the trauma individuals experienced did not make a difference in unforgiveness. In 
relation to that, the occurrence of a mentally hurtful event that is the basis of unforgiveness and the eventually the victim's feelings 
such as anger, bitterness, hostility, anger, hatred, fear, shame and anger could be the cause to reveal all sources of trauma 
(Greenberg, Warwar, & Malcolm, 2010).  

In this study, the relationships between childhood traumas, unforgiveness and emotion regulation strategies used were also 
analyzed. According to the results, there are significant relationships between childhood traumas and unforgiveness, maladaptive 
emotion regulation strategies and adaptive emotion regulation strategies. There is a positive and significant relationship between 
unforgiveness and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies. Based on the results, it can be said that individuals with childhood 
trauma tend not to forgive, they use maladaptive emotion regulation skills more often, they have less adaptive emotion regulation 
skills, and those who tend not to forgive use maladaptive emotion regulation strategies more. Cross, Fani, Powers, and Bradley 
(2017) cited in their study that childhood maltreatment often involves abuse or neglect from the primary caregiver or the presence 
of domestic violence, and these children are less exposed to modeling appropriate emotional labeling, expression, and regulation 
behaviors, often modeled by primary caregivers. They mentioned that there is a possibility of staying and therefore they may not 
be able to develop strategies for appropriate emotion regulation. In another study, childhood traumas were found to be related 
to emotion regulation difficulties, and in this study, emotion regulation mediated the relationship between childhood traumas 
and sleep patterns and executive functions (Tinajero, 2020). Bridgett et al. (2011) stated that successful emotion regulation skills 
are learned primarily in the context of parent-child interaction. According to the study of Akyıl (2019), a significant relationship 
between childhood traumas and cognitive emotion regulation was discovered. Similarly, in the study of Burns et al. (2010), it was 
seen that emotion regulation partially predicted the relationship between physical and emotional abuse, which are subtypes of 
childhood trauma. The study of Bonn-Miller et al. (2011) similarly shows that increased emotion regulation difficulties can fully 
explain the relationship between post-traumatic stress symptom severity and coping strategies in the population exposed to 
trauma. When the subject is considered in terms of the physical findings of neurobiology, it can be said that the relationship 
between trauma and emotion regulation can be seen more clearly. For instance, Lengua et al.'s (2019) study revealed that 
childhood traumas cause changes in brain chemistry and slow down coping strategies for stress regulation. Studies conducted in 
the laboratory environment also present an experimental pattern for the relationship between trauma and emotion regulation. 
For instance, an experimental study with rats shows that exposure to traumatic experience at an early age may increase the risk 
of psychopathology associated with amygdala-prefrontal cortex (PFC) circuits (Honeycutt et al., 2020). Considering that the 
amygdala and prefrontal cortex regions are related to emotions, the results seem even more important. In family related 
childhood traumas, this learning becomes difficult and the possibility of using maladaptive emotion regulation strategies increases.  

As a result of the regression analysis, it was revealed that childhood traumas and maladaptive emotion regulation strategies 
have the power to predict unforgiveness positively and significantly. Although there are studies dealing with childhood traumas 
and emotion regulation in the literature (Burns, Jackson, & Harding, 2010; Fernando et al., 2014; Lincoln, Marin, & Jaya, 2017), 
there is no study dealing with childhood traumas and unforgiveness. In his study on unforgiveness, Lozano (2018) stated that 
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unforgiveness could be an opposing stance against the moral calls of the survivors for forgiveness or reconciliation from others. 
In terms of trauma, it can be said that people who survive trauma, especially when the source of the trauma is closer, i.e. from a 
narrower circle, can maintain the opposing stance against the moral calls of forgiveness or reconciliation. At this point, it was seen 
that one of the predictors of not forgiving as a cold emotion (Worthington & Wade, 1999) was maladaptive emotion regulation 
strategies. In addition, disaster and blaming the other, which are among the maladaptive emotion regulation strategies, appear 
to be predictors of not forgiving. These predictors are also related to negative cognitions that underlie not forgiveness (Jones Ross, 
2013). Worthington et al. (2007) stated that not forgiving about disaster always includes fear of future harm. It can be said that 
the freezing of time (Audergon, 2004) and the past being alive in the form of a painful internal disorder (Van der Kolk, 2019) in 
people exposed to traumatic experiences may be related to cold feelings that underlie unforgiveness, and at this point, 
maladaptive emotion regulation strategies can be used. 
Limitations 

The first limitation of the study is about the study group. Seven faculties and schools taken from Pamukkale University prevent 
generalizations to be made for the whole university population. The number of students participating in the study from the 
departments and departments of the faculties also varies. In addition, the results of the study are only the results of people in a 
certain age range and education level, and again prevent the generalization of the same results in all age and education groups. 
The short version of the Childhood Trauma Scale, the Unforgiveness Scale (UFS) and the Cognitive Emotion Regulation Scale, which 
are the data collection tools of the study, are adapted and limited by the qualities it measures. These measurement tools are self-
report and not using a measurement tool other than the self-report type is another limitation. 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTİON 

Trauma causes the child inside of ours to retreat. Deep traumas kill the child inside. This situation affects both self and 
relationality schemas, especially for people exposed to trauma. In this aspect, we can think of the consequences of childhood 
traumas in two ways. Both systems are affected in people who are exposed to such experiences. Some regions and countries seem 
to be more disadvantaged in terms of exposure to trauma. Since the self and relationality schemes of people in societies that are 
exposed to trauma are damaged, socially, they can exhibit negative thoughts and behaviors towards those who have personality 
traits that can reveal their natural child ego state in addition to their adult personality traits. In such situations, they tend to find 
it difficult to forgive both themselves and others because they have more negative emotions. If the trauma is far above the coping 
capacity of the individual, a psychotic situation may occur in which emotion regulation skills are completely disabled and the 
perception of reality is lost. In such cases, psychosis may build a fictional wall between the individual and the traumatic and 
injurious reality, imprison the individual in a universe in which they live only to themselves. This corresponds to piercing the 
protective armor of the ego. Individuals with pierced protective armor may be more exposed to emotions shaped by cold and 
revenge feelings of having difficulty in forgiveness and unforgiveness in their relationship patterns. Individuals with childhood 
traumas may find it difficult to regulate their emotions in adulthood. Individuals who use maladaptive emotion regulation 
strategies, on the other hand, tend to not forgive due to traumatic memories. 

Suggestions 

Recommendations for the Researcher 
1. This is the first study investigating the relationship between childhood trauma and unforgiveness in Turkey. The research was 
conducted with Pamukkale University students. Considering this limitation in future studies, comparative studies on childhood 
traumas and cognitive emotion regulation as predictors of unforgiveness of students at different universities may be useful in 
diversifying the measures to be taken.  
2. Studying the concept of unforgiveness with different variables may be helpful in elucidating this concept, which is not well 
understood yet. Adding childhood traumas and cognitive emotion regulation to different variables may be important in terms of 
developing the model and increasing its functionality.  
3. The low childhood trauma scores in the study suggests that the concept of trauma may be more appropriate for qualitative 
studies rather than quantitative studies. Considering this limitation in future studies, it may be beneficial to study trauma in depth 
with qualitative and mixed methods in terms of diversifying the measures to be taken. 
 
Suggestions for Implementation 
1. Considering the relationship of unforgiveness with cognitive emotion regulation, it can be said that especially Cognitive 
Behavioral Therapy applications will be beneficial in terms of unforgiveness.  
2. In order to reduce unforgiveness and increase the quality of life of individuals, psychological counseling services gain 
importance, and it is important to provide services to individuals in need by experts in relevant institutions and organizations.  
3. Considering that traumatic experiences from the family increase the motivation for revenge in unforgiveness, the use of family 
systems approach is also important in terms of its functionality.  
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4. It is very important for the teachers and administrators to inform the necessary institutions and organizations on time in 
revealing the childhood traumas. This is vital for quick preventive action.  
5. In the event of a traumatic experience at school, the school counselor's action plan and crisis intervention plan are important 
for the child who is exposed to traumatic experience.  
6. It can be said that learning emotion regulation strategies, especially in relation to caregivers, establishing psychoeducational 
groups related to emotion regulation skills, and educating families before birth and during child raising will be a protective factor. 
In this way, the emergence of unforgiveness can be prevented by reducing incompatible emotion regulation strategies. 
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