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Relationship Between Suicide Probability and the Big Five Personality in College Freshmen
LIU Guo-hua, MENG Xian—zhang
Psychological Tutor Center, Guangdong Ocean University , Zhanjiang 524088, China

[Abstract] Objective: To explore the relationship between suicide probability and the big five personality of undergrad-
uates in China. Methods: NEO Five—Factor Inventory and the Suicide Probability Scale were administered to 6154 college
freshmen. Results: (DThere was significant gender difference in college students’ suicide probability, with boys scoring
higher than girls; The average scores of the personality dimensions were tested between the high suicide probability (HSP)
group and the low suicide probability(LSP) group, which showed that neuroticism of the HSP group scored higher than that
of the LSP group, while other personality dimensions of the HSP group were lower than that of the LSP group. @Correla-
tion analysis showed that there was a high positive correlation between neurotic and suicide probability, and a high nega-
tive correlation between other personality dimensions and suicide probability. 3Stepwise regression analysis resulted that
four variables (Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Extroversion and Conscientiousness) entered the regression equation and pre-
dicted 56.7% of the total variance of suicide probability. Suicide probability was positively predicted by neuroticism and
negatively predicted by agreeableness. Conclusion: There is significant gender difference between college students’ sui-
cide probability and the big five personality.
Suicide probability ; Big five personality; College freshmen; Correlation analysis; Regression analysis

[Key words]

’

19 DurKheim, 20
60 Bl Costa  McCrae
(NEO Five—Factor Inventory , NEO—FFI)”,
m, , Duberstein 110}
, [2] R ,
[3] [11-13] [7,14]
o o McCann!™ 2004-2005
l5Jo , “ ,
7 34%, T0% “ ,
e ,Rozanov ~ Mid ko 32% 16.3%,
« »[7] , .
o Chioqueta  Stiles 2

(09YJCXLXO003)



2013 21 2 <233
o ’ o b N
o
b
[16],
’ ’
|17]o , 20
o
1 ’
o]
1.1
1 (M+SD)
6154 B Bk ©=6154) % ©=3600) & ©=2554) t
(3600 , 2554 ), 19.14 28 R 30.83+7.79  29.90%7.58  32.14+7.90 —11.13s%ikk
S it 42.2246.40  42.04%6.40 42.47+6.39  —2.60%*
° 5518 ’ 636 . 16 T ik 40.06+4.84  40.08+4.97  40.03+4.65 0.45
90 5 B 20.97+3.69  45.43+529  46.34%5.00  ~6.89%x*
P 44.24+6.41 44.35+6.50 44.08+6.28 1.60
1.2 Eulelrd 20.70+3.95 20.76+3.99 20.61+3.88 1.44
1.2.1 A& THHZ & (Suicide Probability Scale,SPS) AAEE 042181 9.44x182  9.38x1.79 140
. FME AV 19.73+4.83  20.04+4.81  19.28+4.83 6.09%%%
SPS Cull Gill \ o 10.02+2.19 9.98+2.17  10.08+2.22  -1.86
. 36 14 , SPS 59.86+9.48  60.22+9.34  59.35+9.65 3.524%%
. #P<0.05,**P<0.01,***P<(0.001,
o 14 N
4 R , 2 (M£SD)
) s BEATRENE 6 A Rl .
©=874) ©=890)
’ P58 i 40.13+6.52 22.97+5.34 60.424x5k
ol . A 36.08+5.89 47.84+5.29 —44.08%5%
[21] SPS o FF g 38.91+5.08 41.89+4.49 ~13.07x%k
’ HAME 40.74+5.08 50.04+4.25 —41.69kk
0.89. JEEE 38.76+6.05 49.86+5.59 —40.02skk
122 KRAA#FE K (NEO Five—Factor Inventory,
n=6154
NEO-FFI) NEO-FFI  Costa  McCrae (n=6154)
o 60 125 “1 o E MR A TF vk EPNES P
s T ’ AR=ER 0.59%#k%k  —0.38%%%  —0.08%kk —0.37#%k  —0.3kk*
vo“5 7 BARA 041k —031%kx  —0.02%6%  —0.35%%  —0.27%k%
FPE AIF 045k —0.52%k%  —0.24%%k  —0.45%kk  —0.5 Dk
18] _ , i
© NEO-FFI Cronbach’s o i 0.54%k%  —0.36%kk  —0.08%kk  —0.45%kk  —0.4 [k
0.84 . 0.80 . 0.77 . SPS 0.68%%k  —0.57k%k  —0.18%k%  —0.55%%0k  —0.54k%k
0.66 0.70, 20
1.3
b
’
’
b
o SPSS15.0 o 0.3 ( ),
2 ,
2.1 ’ .
' 2.3
1 ,
o
’ ’
) N s 5 4 s
’ t ) A}
o b

36.2%



-234-

Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol. 21 No.2 2013

20.4%

38.7%
A N b
34.9% .
N N
, 56.7% o
4
RAF & FhOm A & R R? F B B t
2t R TR 060 036 7693k
TRLE R 027 053 40.25%uk
PN -0.06 -0.09  -7.00:uk
Fixiitis -0.03  -0.06  -4.33wuk
i 0.02  0.03 2.77%%
BREA  HRMEE 045 020 35.70wx
TRLE R 007 029  19.58%uk
PN -0.06 -0.17 -12.89s%uk
Fixiitis -0.03  -0.09  -6.35%uk
i 0.03  0.07 5,98k
ftEEE HFRMEA 062 039 51.17Hex
Fixiitis -0.19  -0.26  -20.25%uk
FEIE M -0.16 -0.22  -16.85%uk
PN -0.15  -0.17  -13.62%uk
i -0.10  -0.10  -9.42ksk
TRLE R 0.06  0.09 7150k
W FARMER 059 035  15.14%kk
TRLE R 0.11 039  30.22%uk
PN -0.09 -0.21 -16.52%uk
FEIE M -0.04 -0.12  -9.32uk
i 0.02  0.04 3,89k
SPS FARMER 075 057 152.42%%k
TRLE R 050  0.41  37.43%k
PN -037 -0.20  —19.75%uk
Fixiitis -0.26 -0.18 -16.30%uk
FEIE M -0.20 -0.13  -12.35%uk

3.2

[12.13]
o
b Y
b
[22]
b
b
23]
Heisel
,  Useda
9
’
N
N
’ o
9 Y
[12]
’
[24]
b
N N
( 0.3),
o Duberstein
b
N
bl
b
b
(e}
(e}
[13]
’
b
b N
o ’
N N
b
N N

Heisel i

[13]

o Heisel

[14]
’

[10]
’



2013 21 2

-235-

10

11

[11]

o

9’ o

[}
. ,2002,8
(1):58-62

0
,2008. 23

,1997. 20

)

,2011,19(5): 625627

Roy A. Family history of suicide and neuroticism: A prelim—
inary study. Psychiatry Research, 2002, 110: 87-90
Isometsd ET, Henriksson MM, Heikkinen ME, et al. Suicide
among subjects with personality disorders. The American
Journal of Psychiatry, 1996, 153(5): 667-673

Rozanov VA, Mid’ko AA. Personality patterns of suicide at—
tempters: Gender differences in Ukraine. The Spanish Jour-

nal of Psychology, 2011, 14(2): 693-700

“ ”
’

,2011,19(6):740-742,752
Costa PT, McCrae RR. Revised NEO personality inventory
(NEO-PI-R) and NEO five —factor inventory (NEO -FFI)
professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment
Resources, 1992. 101
Duberstein PR, Conwell Y, Caine ED. Age differences in
the personality characteristics of suicide completers: Prelim
inary findings from a psychological autopsy study. Psychia—
try, 1994, 57: 213-224
Velting DM. Suicidal ideation and the five—factor model of
personality. Personality and Individual Differences, 1999,
27: 943-952

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Chioqueta AP, Stiles TC. Personality traits and the develop—
ment of depression, hopelessness, and suicide ideation. Per—
sonality and Individual Differences, 2005, 38: 1283-1291
Heisel MJ, Duberstein PR, Conner KR, et al. Personality
and reports of suicide ideation among depressed adults 50
years of age or older. Journal of Affective Disorders, 2006,
90: 175-180

Useda JD, Duberstein PR, Conner KR, et al. Personality
and attempted suicide in depressed adults 50 years of age
and older: A facet level analysis. Comprehensive psychiatry,
2004, 45(5): 353-361

McCann JH. Suicide, big five personality factors, and depr—
ession at the American state level. International Academy

for Suicide Research, 2010, 14: 236-374

,2011,34(3):733-737

’ ) )

,2012,20
(4):498-501
Eskin M. Reliability of the turkish version of the perceived
social support from friends and family scales, scale for in—
terpersonal behavior, and suicide probability scale. Journal
of Clinical Psychology, 1993, 49(4): 515-522
Eskin M. Swedish translations of the suicide probability
scale, perceived social support from friends and family
scales, and the scale for interpersonal behavior: A reliability
analysis. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 1993, 34(1):
276-281
Bagge C, Osman A. The suicide probability scale: Norms
and factor structure. Psychological Reports, 1998, 83: 637-
638

,2012,20(4):633-636

Segal DL, Marty MA, Meyer W), et al. Personality, suicidal
ideation, and reasons for living among older adults. The
Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences
and Social Sciences, 2012, 67(2): 159-166

Costa PT, McCrae RR. Trait and factor theories. In Thomas
JC, Segal DL. Personality and everyday functioning. Volume
1 in Hersen M, Homas JC T. Comprehensive handbook of
personality and psychopathology. New York, NY: Wiley,
2006. 96-114

s s ’

2011,19(5): 666-668
CkA% B #1:2012-09—-07)



