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Objective: The prevalence and increase of suicidal ideation and attempts among young 
people and students have been one of the concerns of researchers and mental health care 
professionals. The present study evaluated the psychometric properties of the Persian version 
of Reasons for Living for Young Adults-II (RFL-YA-II) in a group of Iranian students. 

Methods: This study was conducted on a sample of 250 students of Kurdistan University, 
Iran in the academic year 2021-2022. The instruments used in this study were RFL-YA-
II, suicide behaviors questionnaire-revised (SBQ-R), oxford happiness questionnaire-
short form (OHQ-SF), beck hopelessness scale (BHS), and ryff scale of psychological 
wellbeing (RSPWB).

Results: The results of confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated a four-factor structure of 
the Persian version of RFL-YA-II, while the goodness of fit indices of the one-factor model 
were not satisfactory. The factor loads of items related to all four factors ranged from 0.41 to 
0.91. The findings also provided evidence for the convergent (0.17 to 0.57) and discriminant 
(-0.20 to -0.56) validity, and Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranged from 0.86 to 0.91.

Conclusion: The Persian version of RFL-YA-II is a valid and reliable tool for assessing 
the reasons for living in Iranian university samples and it can be used in research and 
treatment settings.
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1. Introduction

ccording to surveys by the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC), suicide is the second most im-
portant reason for the death of 15-29 
years old young individuals (Pirani, 
et al., 2021). Concerning academic 

samples, more than 1100 suicide attempts are annu-
ally reported in universities, and suicide statistics have 
increased dramatically in recent years (American Col-
lege Health Association [ACHA], 2015). Reports from 
the National College Health Assessment in the United 
States show that about 9% of university students com-
mitted suicide within the past year and took into se-
rious consideration the danger of suicide, and 1.4% 
reported they committed suicide (American College 
Health Association [ACHA], 2015). The statistics have 
shown that suicide is increasing to a worrying level 
in Iran. Forensic medicine statistics on suicidal deaths 
indicate that the total number of suicides in the coun-
try at the beginning of 2001 was equal to 2840 cases, 
increasing to 3649 cases at the end of this decade (Qa-
deri & Nazari, 2019). Since March 2011, the suicide 
rate has increased again, reaching 4055 cases in 2013, 
which accounts for almost one suicide every two hours 
across the country (Qaderi & Nazari, 2019).

The pervasiveness and increase in suicidal ideation 
and attempts among young people and students have 
been among the concerns of researchers and mental 
health care professionals. Accordingly, several studies 
in recent decades have been dedicated to investigat-
ing suicide in young adults with special attention to 

the risk factors (Ventosa Brás, et al., 2021). However, 
researchers have concluded that protective factors can 
considerably prevent suicidal ideation and behavior 
(Gutierrez, et al., 2000). In other words, some people 
do not engage in suicidal behaviors, even if they are 
exposed to several risk factors. Thus, a comprehensive 
assessment of suicide risk factors requires simultane-
ous evaluation and attention to risk and protective fac-
tors (Gutierrez et al., 2000; Ventosa Brás et al., 2021). An 
individual’s reasons for living, known as life-oriented 
beliefs and expectancies for the future, are among the 
main factors protecting against suicidal behaviors, 
which can effectively prevent suicidal ideation (Line-
han, et al., 1983).

The Linehan Reasons For Living Inventory (LRFL), 
to assess protective factors of suicide (adaptive and 
life-maintaining resources), is one of the most reliable 
tools in this field that has been translated into various 
languages to date and administered to diverse popula-
tions (Bakhiyi, et al., 2016). The LRFL has been revised 
many times over the years, and several versions have 
been developed and expanded to date, including the 
Brief Reasons for Living (BRFL) (Ivanoff, et al., 1994), 
the College Student Reasons for Living Inventory (CS-
RFL) (Westefeld, Cardin, & Deaton, 1992), Reasons 
for Living for Adolescents (RFL-A) (Gutierrez et al., 
2000), Reasons for Living for Older Adults (RFL-OA) 
(Edelstein et al., 2009), Reasons for Living for Young 
Adults (RFL-YA) (Gutierrez et al., 2002), and Reasons 
for Living for Young Adults-II (RFL-YA-II) (Osman, 
Gutierrez, Bagge, Freedenthal, & Pirani, 2015). A care-
ful look at LRFL versions indicates that before the de-
velopment of RFL-YA-II, two versions of CS-RFL and 
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RFL-YA were utilized to evaluate the reasons for life 
among university students. Each of these two versions 
has limitations and problems such as excessive simi-
larity to the original LRFL version, long administra-
tion or scoring time, prohibition of using the CS-RFL 
version in clinical and therapeutic situations (Gutierrez 
et al., 2002), failure to address religiosity/spirituality 
protection aspects, and various forms of family sup-
port (Kopacz, et al., 217; Lester, 2017) as well as the 
generalization of questionnaire items to more than 
five dimensions in the RFL-YA version (Osman et al., 
1998), which eventually led to the development of the 
RFL-YA-II for use in young adult and student samples 
(Osman et al., 2015; Pirani et al., 2021). The RFL-YA-II 
has 24 items and 4 factors: faith-related support (FRS), 
family sources of support (FSS), peer acceptance and 
support (PAS), and personal perceived strength (PSS). 
The items in these factors do not overlap with previous 
versions of this instrument (Osman et al., 2015). 

The psychometric properties of RFL-YA-II have been 
evaluated and validated on students at a State Univer-
sity in the southwestern USA (Pirani et al., 2021). The 
4-factor model validated the response items using high 
standardized factor loads (e.g. ≤ 82) and presented an 
acceptable estimate of the total-item correlation (60%) 
for the response items. The association of RFL-YA-
II factor scores with those on suicide risk scales (r= 
-0.14 to 0.50) and suicide protection scales (r= 27 to 
49) provided evidence in support of discriminant and 
convergent validity. Besides, the internal consistency 
estimation showed that all values of the 4 factors were 
greater than 0.70 (Pirani et al., 2021). In addition, the 
psychometric properties of the RFL-YA-II were ex-
amined on 936 Portuguese samples, and the findings 
of exploratory factor analysis replicated the 4-factor 
model of the original version. The findings also pro-
vided evidence for the convergent (0.18 to 0.44) and 
discriminant (-0.17 to -0.50) validity, and the Cron-
bach alpha was reported from 0.93 to 0.98.

Several researchers have addressed sociocultural 
structures and characteristics involved in suicide and 
believe that cultural factors, besides other influential 
factors such as physical and physiological illnesses, 
play a significant role in suicide attempts (Lester, 
2012). Thus, some features or components in a given 
culture or language have aspects and indicators that 
cannot be generalized to other cultures. Accordingly, 
tools and scales used in a different culture must be se-
lected with utmost scientific care. Then the selected 
tools should be reexamined with advanced statistical 
and psychometric methods in the target population 

to confirm the reliability and validity of the measure-
ments provided (Costa & McCrae, 1988). RFL-YA-II 
is a recently developed multifaceted tool whose psy-
chometric properties have not yet been analyzed in the 
Iranian population. Since students have a major role 
in establishing and improving an educated society and 
the student community is one of the largest groups, 
studying their mental health is particularly important. 
The present study aims to evaluate the factor structure, 
face and content validity, internal consistency, and 
concurrent validity of the Persian version of RFL-YA-
II in a group of Iranian students.

2. Participants and Methods

Study participants 

The research population consisted of male and female 
students of Kurdistan University, Iran, in the academic 
year 2021-2022. Using common instrument validation 
methods, a large sample of 250 students was selected 
using convenience sampling. To estimate the sample 
size for the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), it is 
recommended to determine the sample size as 10 per 
each parameter (Kline, 2015). Considering the number 
of RFL-YA-II items (n=24) and the probability of re-
spondents’ dropout (n=15), a total of 255 participants 
were selected, of whom 5 participants were excluded 
as they did not complete the questionnaires. Of the 250 
respondents in the research sample, 89 participants 
(35.6%) were male, and 161 participants (64.4%) 
were female. The participants’ mean±SD age was 
25.34±4.69 years. Moreover, 92 participants (36.8%) 
had an associate’s degree, 110 participants (44.0%) 
had a bachelor’s degree, and 48 participants (19.2%) 
had a master’s or PhD degree. The inclusion criteria 
were (1) being a university student, having Iranian na-
tionality, and having the consent to participate in the 
study. The participants who incompletely filled in the 
questionnaires were excluded from the study.

Study instruments 

The Reasons for Living for Young Adults-II 
(RFL-YA-II)

RFL-YA-II contains 24 items and was developed by 
Osman et al. in 2015 (Osman et al., 2015). It also has 4 
subscales: FRS, FSS, PAS, and PSS. The FRS subscale 
measures the protective factor of religiosity/spiritual-
ity, the subscale of FSS measures the protective fac-
tor of family support, the PAS subscale measures the 
protective factor of peer support, and the PSS subscale 
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measures the protective factor of personal support. All 
RFL-YA-II items are rated on a 6-point Likert scale (1: 
“Not at all important” to 6: “Extremely important”). 
The higher scores show more reasons for life. RFL-
YA-II was administered in two stages on 778 students 
(first stage) and 290 students (second stage) at a State 
University in the southwestern USA, and its psycho-
metric properties were assessed. The first stage focused 
on evaluating the dimensions of the instruments using 
CFA. The 4-factor model was used to validate response 
items with high standardized factor loads (e.g., ≤82) 
and presented an acceptable estimate of the total-item 
correlation (60%) for the response items. In the sec-
ond stage, evidence was checked to assess the validity 
and concurrent validity of the instrument. In general, 
the relationship between RFL-YA-II factor scores with 
scores on suicide risk scales (r=-0.14 to 0.50) and sui-
cide protection scales (r=27 to 49) provided evidence 
in support of discriminant and convergent validity. Be-
sides, the estimation of internal consistency showed 
that all values of the 4 factors were greater than 0.70.

The suicide behaviors questionnaire-revised 
(SBQ-R)

The suicide behaviors questionnaire-revised (SBQ-
R) questionnaire was developed by Osman et al. (Os-
man et al., 2001) and contains 4 items. It examines the 
probability of future suicide attempts. A higher score 
indicates a higher level of suicidal ideation. The cut-
off score for this questionnaire is 7 for the non-suicidal 
population. Osman et al. (2001) showed the high con-
vergence validity of this scale and its high sensitivity 
in distinguishing suicidal from non-suicidal subjects. 
The findings from factor analysis in Iran confirmed the 
model with appropriate goodness of fit and a factor 
load of 0.70 to 0.83. The average variance extracted 
(AVE) was 0.63, and the composite reliability (CR) 
was 0.87. Other psychometric properties, such as con-
current validity and internal consistency, were also ac-
ceptable (Amini-Tehrani et al., 2020).

The oxford happiness questionnaire-short form 
(OHQ-SF)

This 8-item instrument was developed by Hills and 
Argyle (Hills & Argyle, 2002) to measure happiness as 
a 1-dimensional construct. The items are scored on a 
6-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to 
strongly agree. Items 1, 4, and 8 are scored in reverse. 
The Oxford Happiness Questionnaire-Short Form (OHQ-
SF) scores range from 8 to 48, with higher scores indicat-
ing greater happiness. The Cronbach alpha value of this 

questionnaire was 0.69 (Hills & Argyle, 2002). Moreover, 
its test-retest reliability was 0.70 in the first administra-
tion and 0.64 in the second administration (Cruise, Lewis, 
& Guckin, 2006). Studies on Iranian students indicated 
that OHQ-SF has acceptable psychometric properties in 
students and can be used as a useful tool in psychological 
research (Dehshiri, et al, 2016).

The beck hopelessness scale (BHS)

The scale was designed by Beck et al. (Beck, et al., 
1974) to assess a person’s negative expectations about 
future events. This scale has 21 statements that measure 
a person’s thoughts and mood. The sentences are an-
swered as true or false. Nine items on the Beck hope-
lessness scale (BHS) are scored in reverse, and the total 
score ranges from 0 to 21, with higher scores revealing 
more hopelessness. The internal consistency coefficient 
of the scale using Kuder-Richardson-20 was calculated 
as 0.93. Moreover, it correlates closely with the Stuart 
future test (0.60) and the pessimism subscale of the 
Beck depression inventory (0.63) (Beck, et al., 1974). 
In the Persian version, the intra‐class correlation coeffi-
cient of the scale was 0.69, its correlation with the hope-
lessness ratio was 0.74, and its internal consistency was 
0.93 (Mesbah & Abedian, 2006).

The ryff scale of psychological well-being 
(RSPWB)

Ryff developed this scale in 1989 (Ryff, 1989) and 
revised it in 2002. The 18-item version of The Ryff 
Scale of Psychological Well-Being (RSPWB) consists 
of 6 factors: autonomy, environmental mastery, per-
sonal growth, purpose in life, positive relations with 
others, and self-acceptance. The overall phycological 
well-being score is determined by taking the sum of 
the scores of the 6 factors. The items of this self-as-
sessment instrument are rated on a 6-point Likert scale 
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The higher 
scores show higher psychological well-being. More-
over, 8 items of the scale are scored in reverse. The 
correlation of the 18-item version of the RSPWB with 
the main scale ranged from 0.70 to 0.89 (Ryff, 1989; 
Ryff & Singer, 2006). The results of CFA of the 18-item 
version on Iranian students confirmed the appropriate 
fit of the 6-factor model of the scale for the whole 
sample and both sexes. The Cronbach alpha value was 
0.51 for self-acceptance, 0.76 for environmental mas-
tery, 0.75 for positive relations with others, 0.52 for 
purpose in life, 0.73 for personal growth, and 0.72 for 
autonomy factors confirming the internal consistency 
of the scale (Khanjani, et al., 2014). 
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Study procedure

Face and content validity 

The face validity of the Persian version of RFL-YA-II 
was assessed using a qualitative method. To this end, the 
items in the instrument were reviewed by 15 students 
and 10 experts to determine item difficulty, relevance, 
and clarity, and some minor revisions were made to the 
content of the instrument based on the feedback received 
from the students and experts. The content validity of the 
tool was evaluated using the content validity index (CVI) 
and content validity ratio (CVR). To measure CVR, 10 
clinical psychologists and counselors were asked to rate 
each item on a 3-point Likert scale (1: not necessary, 2: 
useful but not necessary, and 3: necessary). According to 
the Lawshe table, the minimum acceptable coefficient 
of each item should be 62% based on the evaluation of 
10 experts (Lawshe, 1975). The CVI value, estimated ac-
cording to simplicity, relevance, and clarity criteria, is 
greater than 0.79 (Lawshe, 1975). In the present study, the 
estimated values were greater than the expected values, 
and thus none of the items in the Persian version of RFL-
YA-II needed to be revised or removed (Table 1).

After developing the instrument, given the COVID-19 pan-
demic and the impossibility of face-to-face administration 
of the instrument, it was designed in the Google form, and 
its link was shared with students via social media (e.g. Tele-
gram, WhatsApp, etc.). The most important ethical consider-
ations in the present study included acquiring the informed 
consent of the participants, using codes instead of real names, 
providing the necessary information about the objectives of 
the study, voluntary participation, assuring the confidentiality 
of the personal information of the participants, and providing 
an address for future communication. 

Data analysis

Descriptive analyses (e.g. mean, standard deviation, 
and frequency) and initial analyses (missing data, 
outliers, normality, and t test) were performed using 
SPSS-25 software, and CFA, CR, and AVE were esti-
mated using AMOS-24 software. The content validity 
of the scale was evaluated using CVR and CVI. To en-
sure the factor structure of the Persian version of RFL-
YA-II was the same as that of the English version, CFA 
was utilized to analyze the factor structure of the scale. 
Moreover, its convergent validity was assessed using 
AVE. The scale’s internal consistency was assessed 
using CR and the Cronbach alpha tests for reliability, 
and the concurrent validity was assessed by the Pear-
son correlation coefficient. 

3. Results

Construct validity

The construct validity of the Persian version of RFL-
YA-II was evaluated using confirmatory factor analy-
sis based on maximum likelihood. To this end, factor 
loads of the items were first determined. Items with a 
factor load less than 0.4 or a negative factor load were 
removed (Kline, 2015). Moreover, to assess the valid-
ity of a model, goodness-of-fit (GOF) indices can be 
examined. The GOF indices and their permissible lim-
its include Chi-square fit statistics/ degree of freedom 
(CMIN/DF<5), comparative fit index (CFI>0.9), in-
cremental fit index (IFI>0.9), and Tucker Lewis index 
(TLI>0.9), and the root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA<0.08) (Byrne, 2011). The assessment 
of the GOF indices of the 4-factor model indicated 
that the model fits well with the data for the Persian 
version of RFL-YA-II (CMIN/DF=1.778, IFI=0.938, 
CFI=0.936, TLI=0.916, and RMSEA=0.056). How-
ever, in the 1-factor model, the assessment of the GOF 
indices showed that these indices were not satisfactory. 
The results of comparing the two models revealed that 
RMSEA values and other GOF indices of the 1-factor 
model were less favorable than those of the 4-factor 
model, implying the higher adequacy of the 4-fac-
tor model (CMIN/DF=6.318, IFI=0.567, CFI=0.563, 
TLI=0.512, and RMSEA=0.146). The GOF indices of 
the two models are shown in Table 2.

The analysis results confirmed the 4-factor model with 
acceptable standardized factor loads (i.e., values ≥41). 
The standardized factor loads for the FRS factor varied 
from 0.52 (item 1) to 0.91 (item 19). Besides, the cor-
responding values for the PAS factor ranged from 0.41 
(item 3) to 0.83 (item 15). The related values for PPS fac-
tor varied from 0.65 (Item 2) to 0.83 (Item 12) and varied 
from 0.71 (Item 17) to 0.89 (Item 18) for FSS factor. All 
factor loads were statistically significant (P=0.001). The 
factor loads for the single-factor model varied from 0.24 
(Item 3) to 0.88 (Item 19), and most factor loads were at 
the medium and low levels (Table 3).

The AVE method was used to check the convergent 
validity of all questionnaires, with a value of AVE>0.50 
indicating the convergent validity of the questionnaires. 
The internal consistency of a factor was assessed using 
CR and the Cronbach alpha coefficient. If the CR and 
the Cronbach alpha values related to an instrument are 
greater than 0.70, that instrument has acceptable valid-
ity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Data analysis showed 
that all factors of the Persian version of RFL-YA-II had 
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high internal consistency (α>0.70). The highest and 
lowest Cronbach alpha coefficients for FRS and PAS 
were a=0.914 and a=0.868, respectively (Table 4).

Concurrent validity

Analysis of the correlation matrix for the research 
variables showed that the factors of the Persian ver-

sion of RFL-YA-II had a positive and significant rela-
tionship with RSPWB and OHQ-SF and a significant 
negative relationship with BHS and SBQ-R (Table 
5). PPS and BHS scores showed the highest negative 
bivariate correlation (r=6.56; P˂0.01), while the PPS 
and RSPWB scores indicated the highest positive bi-
variate correlation (r=0.62; P˂0.01). In general, the 
relationship between the scores of the Persian version 

Table 1. CVR and CVI for the items of the Persian version of RFL-YA-II

Items
CVI CVR

Simplicity (1-4) Clarity (1-4) Relevance (1-4) Necessary (1-3)

1 1 1 1 1

2 1 1 1 1

3 1 1 1 1

4 1 1 1 1

5 1 1 1 0.67

6 1 1 1 1

7 1 1 1 1

8 0.93 1 1 1

9 1 1 1 0.83

10 0.93 1 1 1

11 1 1 1 0.83

12 0.93 1 1 0.83

13 1 1 1 1

14 1 1 1 0.83

15 1 1 1 0.67

16 1 1 1 1

17 1 1 1 1

18 1 1 1 1

19 1 1 1 1

20 0.93 0.83 1 0.80

21 1 0.92 1 1

22 1 0.93 0.96 1

23 1 1 1 1

24 0.95 1 1 0.95

CVR: content validity ratio; CVI: content validity index; RFL-YA-II: Reasons for Living for Young Adults-II.
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Table 3. Standardized factor loadings for 1-factor and 4-factor CFA models (N=250)

UnidimensionalPPSPASFSSFRSItems

0.510.52V1

0.800.81V5

0.850.88V16

0.880.91V19

0.860.90V21

0.860.90V24

0.300.72V6

0.420.78V7

0.440.77V13

0.410.72V17

0.420.89V18

0.460.89V23

0.240.41V3

0.480.79V10

0.430.70V11

0.430.85V15

0.440.80V20

0.450.72V22

0.270.63V2

0.440.77V4

0.430.75V8

0.440.80V9

0.460.83V12

0.440.80V14

FRS: faith-related support; PAS: peer acceptance and support; FSS: family sources of support; PPS: personal perceived strength; CFA: 
confirmatory factor analysis.

Table 2. Fit indices for the tested models

IFICFITLIRMSEAχ2/dfdfχ2Model

0.5670.5630.5120.1466.3182471560.6141-factor

0.9510.9510.9430.0501.616241389.3544-factor

χ2: The Chi-square test; df: degrees of freedom; RMSEA: root mean square error of approximation; TLI: Tucker-Lewis index; CFI: 
comparative fit index; IFI: incremental fit index.
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Table 4. AVE, CR, and the Cronbach alpha for 4 sub-scales of RFL-YA-II 

Cronbach AlphaCRAVEVariables

0.8680.8750.547PAS

0.9140.9290.691FRS

0.9120.9150.643FSS

0.8910.8950.589PPS

FRS: faith-related support; PAS: peer acceptance and support; FSS: family sources of support; PPS: personal perceived strength; CR: 
composite reliability; AVE: average variance extracted; RFL-YA-II: The Reasons for Living for Young Adults-II.

Table 6. Mean±SD Cohen’s d and t test based on gender

Variables Groups n Mean±SD t Cohen’s d P

FRS
Female 161 22.70±9.66

-1.929 0.40 0.055
Men 89 25.07±8.63

FSS
Female 161 28.10±6.49

1.46 0.31 0.147
Men 89 26.72±8.36

PAS
Female 161 24.46±6.48

-0.878 0.11 0.381
Men 89 25.27±7.81

PPS
Female 161 27.97±5.57

1.658 0.20 0.100
Men 89 26.52±8.33

RFL-YA-II total
Female 161 103.24±19.82

-0.113 0.01 0.910
Men 89 103.57±26.97

FRS: faith-related support; FSS: family sources of support; PAS: peer acceptance and support; PPS: personal perceived strength; 
RFL-YA-II: The Reasons for Living for Young Adults-II

Table 5. Correlations between the studied variables

87654321Variables

1FRS

10.38**FSS 

10.35**0.43**PAS

10.49**0.45**0.35**PPS

10.62**0.27**0.34**0.16**RSPWB

1-0.51**-0.51**-0.34**-0.29**-0.20**SBQ-R

10.57**-0.68**-0.56**-0.23**-0.30**-0.24**BHS

1-0.66**-0.51**0.74**0.57**0.24**0.35**0.17**OHQ-SF

* P<0.05 level (2-tailed); ** P<0.01 level (2-tailed).
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of RFL-YA-II and the scores related to suicide risk fac-
tors (BHS and SBQ-R) and protective factors (RSP-
WB and OHQ-SF) provided evidence for discriminant 
and convergent validity.

The independent samples t test was run to compare 
the scores of RFL-YA-II subscales between men and 
women. The results demonstrated no significant dif-
ference between the subscales of the Persian version of 
RFL-YA-II between the two groups (Table 6).

4. Discussion 

The present study evaluated the psychometric prop-
erties of the translated Persian version of RFL-YA-II 
administered to Iranian university students. The results 
confirmed the content validity, as well as the face va-
lidity of the Persian version of RFL-YA-II, translated 
from the original language. The results indicated that 
the translated version appropriately assesses the rea-
sons for living in students and has features such as 
clarity, relevance, and simplicity. The assessment of 
the CFA model also confirmed a 4-factor structure 
reported in the original version (Osman et al., 2015) 
(unpublished manuscript) as well as in a recent related 
study (original study) (Pirani et al., 2021). These fac-
tors were FRS, FSS, PAS, and PPS. The factor loads 
of items for all 4 factors varied from 0.41 to 0.91. The 
findings also provided evidence for the discriminant 
validity as well as the convergent validity of the Per-
sian version of RFL-YA-II. The Cronbach alpha and 
CR values also showed that all 4 factors of the Persian 
version of RFL-YA-II have high internal consistency.

The factor loads from the CFA model confirmed that 
the 4 factors should be mentioned. However, the values   
reported in the original study (Pirani et al., 2021) were 
slightly different from the values estimated in the pres-
ent study (i.e., values ≥41 in the present study vs val-
ues ≥82 in the original study). Nevertheless, the esti-
mated values were generally acceptable. It should also 
be noted that in the Persian version, only two items (v1 
and v3) had values smaller than 0.60 and the values of 
the remaining 22 items were higher than 0.60. How-
ever, the present study was different from the original 
study (Pirani et al., 2021) in terms of administration of 
the instrument (online administration versus face-to-
face administration), sample size (n=250 vs N=778), 
and the age range of the participants (18 to 29 vs 18 to 
51 years). These differences may account for the dif-
ferences in the values of the factor loads. However, the 

values estimated in this study were closer to the values   
reported in a recent study of RFL-YA (Gutierrez et al., 
2002) (i.e., values ≥63). 

Like other studies, CFA was run in the present study to 
evaluate the fit of 4-factor and 1-factor models. Com-
paring the two models revealed that the 4-factor model 
was significantly more efficient than the 1-factor mod-
el. All the GOF indices in the 4-factor model matched 
the parameters estimated in the literature. Although the 
original study (Pirani et al., 2021) partially supported 
the 1-factor model, this study and other studies on stu-
dents (Gutierrez et al., 2002; Westefeld et al., 1992) and 
even adolescents (Ventosa Brás et al., 2021) reported 
stronger evidence for the 4-factor model. Overall, the 
values of the factor loads and the correlations between 
them (Table 4) confirmed the superiority of the 4-fac-
tor model to the 1-factor model. Although each factor 
represents a discrete meta-construct of the reasons for 
life, one common construct, reasons for life, is repre-
sented by all factors. The correlations between each 
factor are rooted in the content of RFL-YA-II items, 
which focus on protective and adaptive properties (Pi-
rani et al., 2021). 

Similar findings have been reported for other ver-
sions of RFL-YA-II (Gutierrez et al., 2002; Westefeld et 
al., 1992). However, the multifactorial features of the 
RFL-YA-II have some advantages, such as the identi-
fication of low-scored factors that can become the pri-
mary goals of clinical interventions, as well as provid-
ing a better assessment of suicidal ideation (Gutierrez 
et al., 2002).

The internal consistency of all 4 factors of the Persian 
version of RFL-YA-II was excellent. The Cronbach al-
pha coefficients ranged from 0.86 to 0.91 for PAS and 
FRS factors, respectively. These coefficients in older 
versions of the reason for living for young adults ranged 
from 0.88 to 0.94 for the RFL-YA version (Gutierrez 
et al., 2002), from 0.45 to 0.87 for the CS-RFL version 
(Westefeld et al., 1992), and from 0.92 to 0.98 for the 
REL-YA-II (Pirani et al., 2021). Similarly, the present 
and the main study (Pirani et al., 2021) reported the 
highest Cronbach alpha coefficient with slight superior-
ity for the FRS factor. The assessment of the content 
validity of the tool in the present study indicated that all 
factors of the Persian version of RFL-YA-II had nega-
tive and positive correlations with the suicide risk fac-
tors (BHS and SBQ-R) and protective factors (RSPWB 
and OHQ-SF), respectively. Similar results were report-
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ed in other studies (Gutierrez et al., 2002; Pirani et al., 
2021; Westefeld et al., 1992). These findings were con-
sistent with theoretical arguments about the influence 
of protective factors and risk in suicidal behaviors and 
their interactions (Gutierrez et al., 2002).

Additional analyses, such as comparing the mean scores 
of the Persian version of RFL-YA-II by gender, were 
performed in the present study. The results revealed no 
significant gender differences in the RFL-YA-II scores. 
Although some similar studies (Pirani et al., 2021; West-
efeld et al., 1992) have not addressed gender in their 
analyses, there were no similar findings in the literature, 
especially in students. Nevertheless, the evaluation of 
the psychometric properties of the previous version of 
the RFL-YA showed gender significant differences, at 
least for some but not all factors. Besides, a recent study 
(Osman, Jones, & Osman, 1991) on the 48-item version 
of the RFL-YA-II showed no significant gender differ-
ences either in the factors or in the total score. Even a 
replication study on another group of students (Osman et 
al., 1993) showed significant gender differences for only 
one subscale (fear of suicide). In addition, the present 
study found no difference in the severity of the reasons 
for living between the sexes. However, these limited 
differences in the number of subscales in these studies 
may highlight the need for gender-based interpretations 
of RFL-YA-II scores and factors. This issue needs to be 
further explored in future studies.

5. Conclusion 

As one of the limitations of the present study, it was 
focused only on a sample of normal students, and thus 
its findings have limited generalizability to other stu-
dent samples (such as clinical samples). Moreover, the 
study was carried out during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
and the questionnaires had to be completed online by 
the participants. Thus, the results could be subject to 
response bias. To this end, the Persian version of RFL-
YA-II needs to be examined on clinical samples in Iran. 
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that 
addressed the psychometric properties of RFL-YA-II 
in a non-Western culture. As pointed out by some au-
thors (Kreuze & Lamis, 2018), it is necessary to develop 
non-English versions of suicide risk assessment tools to 
improve the sensitivity of tools and their generalizabil-
ity. The data on the 4-factor structure, construct valid-
ity, internal consistency, and concurrent validity of the 
Persian version of RFL-YA-II that are almost similar to 
the findings of previous studies confirmed the strong 
psychometric properties of this tool. 
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