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Nine percent of people worldwide report thinking about suicide at some point during their lives. A funda-
mental question we currently lack a clear answer to is: why do suicidal thoughts persist over time? One pos-
sibility is that suicidal thoughts serve adaptive functions for people who experience them.We tested whether
suicidal thinking may serve as a form of affect regulation. In a real-time monitoring study among adults with
recent suicidal thoughts (N= 105), we found that participants often endorsed using suicidal thinking as a
form of affect regulation. The occurrence of suicidal thinking was followed by decreased negative affect.
However, when assessing the direction of the relationship between suicidal thinking and negative affect,
we also found positive bidirectional associations between them. Finally, using suicidal thinking as a form
of affect regulation predicted the frequency and severity of suicidal thinking at later time points. These find-
ings may help explain the persistence of suicidal thoughts.

General Scientific Summary
Suicidal thinking persists over time for many people. This study suggests that suicidal thoughts may
persist because people use them to decrease negative affect. Specifically, people endorsed using suicidal
thoughts to regulate negative affect, which in turn, predicted more frequent and severe suicidal thoughts.
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Approximately 9.2% of people have suicidal thoughts at some
point in their life (Nock, Borges, Bromet, Alonso, et al., 2008;
Nock, Borges, Bromet, Cha, et al., 2008). For more than half of
those who experience such thoughts, they persist for longer than
1 year (Nock et al., 2018). This is puzzling because most people
report that the idea of death is aversive (Neimeyer et al., 2004) and
people generally strive to avoid aversive experiences (Chawla &
Ostafin, 2007). One explanation for why suicidal thoughts persist
for many individuals is that suicidal thinking provides relief from
negative affect.
According to this account, suicide promises a means of escaping

intolerable internal affective states (Baumeister, 1990; O’Connor &
Kirtley, 2018). Therefore, suicidal thoughts provide comfort because
they evoke an imagined state of relief from this aversive state (Crane
et al., 2014; Selby et al., 2007) leading to reductions in negative
affect. Affect regulation involves attempts to change one’s affective
state by influencing its intensity, duration, or quality (Gross, 2015).
One form of emotion regulation is imagining desired future events
(Ochsner & Gross, 2005) or, in the case of suicidal thinking, imag-
ining a circumstance without intense aversive affect. Over time, peo-
ple may learn to employ suicidal thinking to regulate aversive affect.
To the extent that suicidal thinking leads to decreases in negative

affect, the relief provided by suicidal thinking may also result in
Pavlovian-like conditioning, where the presence of such thoughts
is elicited via negative reinforcement (i.e., their occurrence is pro-
moted by the reduction of negative affect). Over time, highly aver-
sive affective states may come to more automatically elicit suicidal
thinking as a means of relief. Thus, either through the volitional,
conscious production of suicidal thoughts, or via unconscious con-
ditioning, suicidal thinking may serve to regulate negative affect,
which may at least partially explain why suicidal thoughts persist
over time.

Do People Report Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect
Regulation?

Several lines of clinical and anecdotal experiences suggest that
suicidal thinking functions as a form of affect regulation.
Clinicians have written about the affect regulation function of suici-
dal thinking (Fowler, 2013; Maltsberger et al., 2010) and used clin-
ical tools, such as functional analysis and chain analysis to try to
understand suicidal thinking in their patients (Borges et al., 2019).
Anecdotal information, such as online posts, also suggests that sui-
cidal thoughts might provide people with comfort in difficult times.
People report in online posts that their suicidal thoughts are comfort-
ing (r/SuicideWatch—Suicidal Thoughts Comfort Me, n.d.; r/
SuicideWatch—The Thought of Killing Myself Gives Me
Comfort, n.d.) and calming (r/SuicideWatch—Planning My Death
Is the Only Thing That Comforts Me, n.d.). Hundreds of users on
the social media platform of Reddit have been upvoting (i.e.,
expressing their approval of) these messages.
Although clinical and anecdotal data exist to support the notion of

suicidal thinking as a form of affect regulation, little empirical work
has been conducted on this phenomenon. Crane et al. (2014) were
the first to formally address it by developing the Comfort from
Suicidal Thoughts Scale. They found that 15% of patients with recur-
rent depression reported experiencing comfort from suicidal thoughts.
A limitation of this study is that participants were asked to retroac-
tively report, in a single assessment, the degree to which suicidal

thoughts were comforting. Yet, suicidal thinking is dynamic (Bryan
& Rudd, 2016; Kleiman et al., 2017; Kleiman, Turner, et al., 2018),
and the degree to which suicidal thoughts are comforting may be
dynamic as well. Recent research suggests that retrospective reporting
of suicidal thinking may be biased and miss instances of suicidal
thoughts (Gratch et al., 2021). Therefore, the ecological validity of
these findings is unknown. The current study sought to examine
whether and how often people report using suicidal thinking as an
affect regulation in their daily life. Assessing people’s reports every
day for a long period of time allows for a more ecologically valid
assessment of this phenomenon as it manifests in daily life.

Is the Occurrence of Suicidal Thinking Associated With
Changes in Affect?

Prior research suggests that self-injurious thoughts and behaviors
may be associated with shifts in affect. People with recent suicidal
thoughts and behaviors report lower aversion, arousal, and threat
to suicide-related images than people with no history of suicidal
thoughts and behaviors (Jaroszewski et al., 2020). Among adults
with a history of borderline personality disorder, which is associated
with elevated rates of suicidal thoughts and behaviors (Gunderson,
2011), imagining engaging in nonsuicidal self-injury (NSSI) was
associated with decreases in negative affect and physiological
arousal (Welch et al., 2008). Imagining a suicide attempt, however,
was not associated with any changes in affect or arousal.

Kleiman, Coppersmith et al. (2018) used real-time monitoring,
which involves data collection in an individual’s natural environ-
ment, intensively and repeatedly over time (Kleiman & Nock,
2018; Shiffman et al., 2008), to examine how negative and positive
affect change with the occurrence of suicidal thoughts. Negative
affect decreased and positive affect increased following the presence
of suicidal thoughts. This was the case when suicidal thinking and
affect were measured together and when suicidal thinking was
assessed between measurements of affect. These reductions in neg-
ative affect following the presence of suicidal thoughts support the
idea that such thoughts could be reinforced and maintained by pro-
viding relief. In the current study, we sought to replicate this finding
in a larger sample of people and expand upon this initial finding by
addressing some of its limitations.

Does Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation
Predict Future Suicidal Thinking?

If people use suicidal thoughts to regulate their affect, then we
might expect that the more people use suicidal thoughts for this pur-
pose, the more suicidal thoughts would persist. Recent work sug-
gests that engaging in NSSI to decrease negative affect predicted
future NSSI thoughts and behaviors (Pollak et al., 2020). No work
to date has examined whether using suicidal thinking as affect reg-
ulation predicts the severity and frequency of suicidal thinking at
later time points. The current study sought to test, across multiple
timescales, if using suicidal thinking as affect regulation predicts
future suicidal thinking.

The Current Study

The current study sought to replicate and extend previous work by
addressing three key questions. First, do people who think about
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suicide report using it as means to regulate their affect? We hypoth-
esize that people would endorse using suicidal thinking to regulate
their affect. Second, is the occurrence of suicidal thinking associated
with actual changes in affect? We hypothesize that suicidal thinking
would be associated with decreased negative affect. Third, does
using suicidal thinking as affect regulation predict future suicidal
thinking? We hypothesize that using suicidal thinking as affect reg-
ulation will predict more severe and frequent suicidal thinking at
future time points. The latter two possibilities could result from
either a more volitional, conscious choice to gain relief from suicidal
thinking, or more automatic processes. The current study is unable to
tease apart these differences, however, together, these questions
have the potential of advancing our understanding of why suicidal
thinking persists over time.

Method

Participants

Participants were 105 adults recruited through online advertise-
ments. The average age of the sample was 29.22 (SD= 9.10, range
= 18–60). For birth sex, 68.57% of participants were assigned
female sex at birth (n= 72), 30.48% were assigned male sex (n=
32), and 0.95% were not known (n= 1). For gender, 56.19% iden-
tified as women (n= 59), 33.33% identified as men (n= 35), 1.90%
identified as transgender (n= 2), 7.62% identified as nonbinary
(n= 8), and 0.95% person did not report (n= 1). The racial identi-
ties within the sample were 57.14% White (n= 60), 21.90% multi-
racial (n= 23), 8.57% Black (n= 9), 6.66% Hispanic (n= 7),
4.76% Asian (n= 5), and 0.01% were Middle Eastern (n= 1).
Inclusion criteria were active suicidal thoughts in the past week.
The median number of lifetime days with suicidal thoughts was
1,825 (range= 30–8,000 days). More than two-thirds of participants
(65.71%) reported a prior suicide attempt (n= 69).

Procedure

The study included a baseline survey, a 42-day real-time and daily
monitoring period, and 4-week follow-up survey. Participant com-
pensation (via Amazon gift cards) was as follows: $5 for the baseline
survey, $5 for the follow-up survey, $0.25 for each real-time survey,
and a $1 bonus for completing more than four real-time surveys in
1 day (maximum amount: $190). After providing informed consent,
participants completed a battery of demographic and self-report
measures on a secure study website. We used Metricwire to collect
real-time monitoring data. For the real-time monitoring period, the
app sent three types of surveys over a 6-week period: daily surveys
(1 time/day, available for 6 hr), momentary surveys (5 times/day, at
least 90 min apart, available for 1 hr), and burst surveys (6 times an
hour, 2/day, 4 days/week). The current study used only momentary
and daily surveys (for more details on the burst surveys see
Coppersmith et al., 2022). In each survey, participants were provided
with resources for treatment and safety (e.g., suicide prevention hot-
lines). Participants were paid every 2 weeks during the 42-day real-
time monitoring period to increase compliance. The follow-up
survey was sent 28 days after participants completed the real-time
monitoring period. The study was approved by the Harvard
University-Area Institutional Review Board (IRB# 19-1819;
“High-Resolution Real-Time Capture of Suicidal Thoughts and
Urges”). Informed consent was obtained from all participants.

Recruitment

Inclusion criteria were active suicidal thoughts in the past week,
fluency in English, .17 years of age, and regular access to an
Android or iPhone smartphone. An exclusion criterion was living
in Europe (due to General Data Protection Regulation restrictions)
or providing inconsistent or illogical responses to questions about
suicidal thoughts or behaviors (e.g., reporting multiple past year sui-
cide attempts but no lifetime attempts, reporting more suicide
attempts in the past month than in past year, reporting more lifetime
days with a suicide plan than lifetime days with suicidal thoughts).
Active suicidal thoughts in the past week were measured with the
following item, “When was the last time you seriously thought
about killing yourself?”

Participants were recruited online (e.g., Reddit, Craigslist), with
postings seeking “people who have experienced difficult emotions.”
Participants completed an eligibility screener that assessed self-
injurious thoughts and behaviors. We emailed participants who
qualified a consent form and the baseline assessment, followed by
information for installing the real-time monitoring application.

A total of 8,035 individuals completed the recruitment screener,
279 of whom qualified. Of the 279 who were emailed the baseline
assessment, 161 completed it. Thirty were removed for no longer
meeting inclusion criteria (e.g., active suicidal thoughts) or provid-
ing illogical responses. Of the 131 who qualified for the study,
115 downloaded the application. Five participants’ data were not
included because we were testing feasibility. Three participants
failed to complete a single momentary or daily assessment and
two more were excluded for providing illogical responses. A total
of 105 participants were included in the final sample.

Measures

Comfort From Suicidal Thinking Scale

In the baseline survey, participants completed the Comfort from
Suicidal Thoughts Scale (Crane et al., 2014). The Comfort from
Suicidal Thoughts Scale is a five-item measure where each item is
rated on 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For purposes
of visualization and interpretation, we rescaled the items to 0
(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The specific items are:
“Suicidal thoughts come into my mind but do not bother me,” “I
take comfort from thoughts of suicide,” “Thinking about suicide
makes me feel calm,” “Thinking about suicide makes me feel bet-
ter,” and “I think about suicide to help myself cope.” Similar to
Crane et al. (2014), we found that removing the item “Suicidal
thoughts come into my mind but do not bother me” improved
Cronbach’s alpha (α without= .90, α with= .84). Therefore, we
removed this item from the scale for all analyses. Following recom-
mendations (Revelle & Condon, 2019), we report three estimates of
internal consistency: omega hierarchical (ωh), Cronbach’s alpha (α),
and omega (ω). All measures of internal consistency were estimated
with the psych package (Revelle, 2019). The four-item Comfort from
Suicidal Thoughts Scale showed strong internal consistency (ωh=
0.87, α= .90, ω= 0.93).

Self-Injurious Thoughts and Behaviors Interview

In the baseline survey, participants completed a self-report version
of the Self-Injurious Thoughts and Behaviors Interview (SITBI; Fox
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et al., 2020). The SITBI assesses the lifetime presence and frequency
of self-injurious thoughts and behaviors. The SITBI has good test–
retest reliability, shown convergent validity, and is widely used in
research studies (Fischer et al., 2014; Fox et al., 2020; Nock et al.,
2007).

Daily Measures

In the daily survey, various aspects of suicidal thinking were
measured. The extent to which participants used suicidal thinking
as an affect regulation strategy that day was measured with the single
item “Today, how much did thinking about killing yourself help you
copewith difficult emotions?” Participants rated this item on a 0 (not
at all) to 10 (very much) scale. The severity of suicidal thoughts was
measured with items assessing the desire, urge, and intent to kill one-
self. Each item was rated on a 0 (not at all) to 10 (very much) scale,
which was combined to create a suicidal thinking severity score.
Desire was defined for participants as “how much do you want to
kill yourself.” Urge was defined for participants “how much do
you feel like actually killing yourself.” Intent was defined for partic-
ipants as “to what extent are you actually going to kill yourself.” The
three suicidal thinking items were selected based on the Beck Scale
for Suicidal Ideation (Beck et al., 1979), a widely used measure of
suicidal thinking. Questions pertaining to desire, urge, and intent
are similar to momentary measures of suicidal thinking used in
other real-time monitoring studies (Gee et al., 2020; Kleiman et
al., 2017). Items such as the ones in the current study have shown
predictive validity of suicidal behavior (Wang et al., 2021) and con-
vergent validity (Forkmann et al., 2018). To assess the psychometric
properties of the suicidal thinking items, we computed multilevel
coefficient omega with the R package multilevel tools (Wiley,
2020). The three daily suicidal thinking items showed excellent reli-
ability (within ω= 0.85, between ω= 0.96)

Momentary Measures

We assessed suicidal thinking and negative affect in the momen-
tary measures. The severity of suicidal thoughts was measured with
items assessing the desire, urge, and intent to kill oneself right now.
Items were each on 0 (not at all) to 10 (very much) point scale
(except for momentary suicidal urges, which was accidentally
assessed on a 0–9 scale). The three items were combined to create
a suicidal thinking severity score. The definitions for desire, urge,
and intent were the same as the definitions provided in the daily mea-
sures. The three suicidal momentary thinking items showed excel-
lent reliability (within ω= 0.85, between ω= 0.95).
Suicidal thinking at the momentary level was also assessed with

an item on verbal suicidal thoughts, which were assessed on every
survey by asking, “What best describes the thoughts that you are hav-
ing right now?” Participants could select one of eight possible
responses adopted from (Millner et al., 2015): “I am not having
any of these thoughts”; “I wish I could disappear and not exist”;
“I wish I was never born”; “My life is not worth living”; “I would
be better off dead”; “I wish I was dead”; “Maybe I should kill
myself”; and “I should kill myself.”
In the momentary measure, we assessed negative affect with

seven affect items: stress, fatigue, self-hatred, anger, agitation, lone-
liness, and psychological pain. Participants rated how much they felt
each affect item on a 0 (not at all) to 10 (very much) scale. To create

an overall measure of negative affect, we applied a principal compo-
nents analysis to these seven items. We found that one principal
component accounted for 60% of the variance. Although “loneli-
ness” loaded on the first principal component in the same direction
as the other items, it loaded in the opposite direction on the second
principal component. Therefore, we removed loneliness from the
rest of the analyses.We then fit a multilevel confirmatory factor anal-
ysis with the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012). We fit a one-factor
model with six affect items as indicator variables. The one factor
(at within- and between-person levels) solution showed good
model fit (CFI= 0.96, RMSEA= 0.06, 90% CI [0.056, 0.064],
SRMRwithin= 0.03, SRMRbetween= 0.05). We also computed mul-
tilevel coefficient omega for the six negative affect items and they
showed excellent reliability (within ω= 0.80, between ω= 0.93).
We created a composite negative affect item by summing the six
negative affect items.

Follow-Up Measures

In the follow-up survey participants were asked, “how many days
in the past 28 days did you have suicidal thoughts?” Participants pro-
vided a numeric value ranging from 0 to 28.

Analytic Approach

Do People Report Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect
Regulation?

For Aim 1, we computed descriptive statistics of the Comfort from
Suicidal Thoughts Scale. We operationalized endorsement of items
on the scale as reporting a three or four (out of four). To examine
endorsement on the daily measure of using suicidal thinking to
cope with difficult emotions, we limited our analysis to days during
which participants provided a daily nonzero rating for the desire to
kill oneself and the desire to die (total number of days= 1,386).

To examine how endorsement on the daily measure of using sui-
cidal thinking to cope with difficult emotions varies over time, we
computed between-person intraclass correlations (ICC). The ICC
is an index of the proportion of variance due to between-person ver-
sus within-person differences. A higher ICC value indicates less
within-person variability and more between-person variability. We
estimated the ICC with the rptR (Stoffel et al., 2017) with 1,000
parametric bootstraps.

Is the Occurrence of Suicidal Thinking Associated With
Changes in Affect?

For Aim 2, we first followed the same analysis as Kleiman,
Coppersmith et al. (2018), which was since used in a comprehensive
meta-analysis on this topic (Kuehn et al., 2022). We selected pairs of
consecutive responses where participants reported suicidal thinking
(as operationalized as a nonzero on the sum of desire, urge, and
intent to kill self) and then no suicidal thinking (as operationalized
as a zero on the sum of desire, urge, and intent to kill self). We
only included responses that were within 8 hr of each other. We
then ran a multilevel model where time of response, that is, during
suicidal thinking [T ] versus after suicidal thinking [T + 1], was a
dichotomous predictor and negative affect was the outcome. The
model was a three-level model with response pairs nested within
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events nested within people. We fit both models with the lme4 pack-
age (Bates et al., 2015).
There are several limitations with this original analysis that we

sought to address in the current study. These limitations include tim-
ing, generality, and directionality. First, the time lag of 8 hr is a rel-
atively long time window for the effects of suicidal thinking on
affect. This window was selected due to the sampling design of
the original study (Kleiman, Coppersmith, et al., 2018). We used a
data-driven approach for selecting a lag window for the next analy-
sis. Specifically, we used the Differential Time-Varying Effect
Model (DTVEM), which is a tool for identifying optimal time
lags in intensive longitudinal data (Jacobson et al., 2019). This
model explores a range of time lags to identify the lags over
which the maximal effects occur. We ran DTVEM with the suicidal
thinking sum score predicting the negative affect sum score. The
detailed results of themodel are presented in the online supplemental
material. The model suggested that the largest effects are seen at lags
of 2, 4, and 6 hr. The largest effect was at 2 hr (α= .18) with effects
decreasing at 4 hr (α= .07) and 6 hr (α= .04). We wanted to bal-
ance the magnitude of effects and the availability of the data. We,
therefore, examined the number of paired observations where partic-
ipants went from experiencing suicidal thoughts to not experiencing
suicidal thoughts. The number of episodes (i.e., paired observations)
and participants in the dataset restricted to less than 4-hr lag was 276
and 66. The number of episodes and participants in the dataset
restricted to less than 2-hr lag number of observations and partici-
pants was 78 and 33. Therefore, we selected a lag of less than 4 hr
as an optimal time lag. To address the issue of timing, we ran the
same analysis as Kleiman, Coppersmith, et al. (2018), but only
included responses that were within 4 hr of each other.
Another limitation of the original analysis is that it only focused

on instances where participants went from having suicidal thoughts
to not having suicidal thoughts. Therefore, a possible interpretation
of the results is that when suicidal thinking subsides, negative affect
subsidies as well. To address this limitation, we ran a new analysis.
First, we restricted the dataset to assessments with a lag of 4 hr or

less based on the results of DTVEM.We then computed a difference
score between negative affect at t + 1 and negative affect at t. Higher
negative affect at t + 1 corresponds to a positive difference score.
Lower negative affect at t + 1 corresponds to a negative difference
score. We then used the verbal suicidal thoughts item (i.e., “What
best describes the thoughts that you are having right now?”) to create
a dichotomous suicidal thinking variable. If participants endorsed “I
am not having any of these thoughts” it was categorized as suicidal
thoughts not being present. If participants endorsed any of the seven
verbal thoughts, it was categorized as suicidal thoughts being
present.
We then ran a multilevel model where difference in negative affect

was the outcome and suicidal thoughts (not present vs. present) at t
was the predictor. We expected that suicidal thoughts being present
at t would result in a larger negative difference score (indicating a
reduction in negative affect from t to t + 1) than when suicidal
thoughts were not present. A limitation of this analysis is that suici-
dal thinking being present could be confounded with high negative
affect. Therefore, a larger reduction when suicidal thinking is present
could be due to starting negative affect being higher when suicidal
thinking is present at t versus when it is not at t. To address this lim-
itation, we also ran the same analysis selecting only cases where par-
ticipants experienced elevated negative affect at t. Negative affect

being high at t cannot be the sole explanation of any effects
found, because negative affect was high for all participants in this
analysis at t. We operationalized elevated negative affect using a
median split approach. The median of the negative affect sum
scorewas 23. Therefore, we selected observations where participants
initially at t reported negative affect above 22. Once again, we
expected that suicidal thoughts being present at t would result in a
larger decrease in negative affect than when suicidal thoughts
were not present at t.

Finally, the original analysis did not address the issue of direction-
ality. The original analysis only examined how suicidal thoughts
are related to negative affect, but it is quite possible that negative
affect could affect suicidal thoughts. To understand the bidirectional
relationship between suicidal thinking and negative affect, we
used multilevel residual dynamic structural equation modeling
(ML-RDSEM) in Mplus Version 8.8 (Asparouhov et al., 2018;
McNeish & Hamaker, 2020). There are several advantages of
ML-RDSEM. First, as an extension of structural equation modeling,
ML-RDSEM can be used to estimate reciprocal effects (e.g., the
effect of suicidal thinking on negative affect and the effect of nega-
tive affect on suicidal thinking) in a single model. Second,
ML-RDSEM allows for precise modeling of temporal effects. For
example, one can specify the time interval of interest to model in
lagged relationships. ML-RDSEM also decreases concerns about
stationarity, a common assumption of time-series analysis, by parti-
aling out time trends before modeling other relationships on remain-
ing residuals. Finally, ML-RDSEM uses Bayesian estimation to
provide both group- and individual-level model results, including
estimates of uncertainty. This estimation provides rich information
regarding individual differences and allows for examining between-
person heterogeneity in estimates.

Given these advantages, we fit an ML-RDSEM to examine recip-
rocal relationships between the suicidal thinking sum score and the
negative affect sum score. Based on the results of the DTVEM anal-
ysis, we modeled lagged relationships over a 4-hr interval. To
account for temporal trends, we also included variables indexing
day in the study and time of day as predictors of suicidal thinking
and negative affect. Suicidal thinking and negative affect were
each predicted by themselves (autoregressive effects) and each
other (cross-lagged effects) at the previous lag. Suicidal thinking
and negative affect were also allowed to correlate with one another
at the same time point. All model components were specified as ran-
dom, meaning they could vary between individuals. The outcomes
of interest were the group-level estimates of average within-person
relationships, and the proportion of participants with significant
paths (indicated by a 95% credible interval that does not contain
zero). We hypothesized that there would be a positive cross-lagged
relationship from negative affect to suicidal thinking, meaning that
elevations in negative affect would predict increased suicidal think-
ing. We also hypothesized that there would be a negative cross-
lagged relationship from suicidal thinking to negative affect, such
that elevations in suicidal thinking would predict decreased negative
affect 4 hr later.

Does Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation Predict
Future Suicidal Thinking?

For Aim 3, we ran a series of multilevel models to test whether
reports of comfort from suicidal thinking, or using suicidal thoughts
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to cope, were associated with higher likelihood or severity of subse-
quent suicidal thoughts. First, we ran a multilevel model where the
Comfort from Suicidal Thoughts sum score from the baseline assess-
ment was a time-invariant (i.e., person-level) predictor of the
severity of suicidal thinking in the momentary surveys. Second,
we ran the same model except the outcome was the severity of sui-
cidal thinking in the daily surveys. Third, we ran a multilevel model
where daily ratings of using suicidal thinking to cope with difficult
emotions were the predictor and severity of suicidal thinking the next
day was the outcome. Fourth, to test whether using suicidal thoughts
to cope predicts increases in suicidal thoughts from 1 day to the next,
we ran a multilevel model where using suicidal thinking to copewith
difficult emotions and severity of suicidal thinking that day were the
predictors and severity of suicidal thinking the next day was the out-
come. In all models, the daily ratings of using suicidal thoughts as
affect regulation were within-person centered. All multilevel models
fit with the ordinal package (Christensen, 2019). We used ordinal
models because the ordinal nature and skewed distribution of the sui-
cidal thinking severity score violated assumptions of linear regres-
sion (Bürkner & Vuorre, 2019; Jacobucci et al., 2021). We used
ordinal models with an equidistant threshold and report coefficients
in terms of odds ratios.
Finally, we fit a beta regression model where mean ratings of

using suicidal thinking to cope with difficult emotions were the pre-
dictor and the number of days with suicidal thoughts in the follow-up
period (a proportion variable) was the outcome. We also fit the same
model with the mean severity of suicidal thinking and number of
observations were added as predictors to see if the relationship
held when accounting for severity of suicidal thinking and EMA
compliance. These models were fit with the betareg package
(Cribari-Neto & Zeileis, 2010).

Transparency and Openness

The study was not preregistered. All study analysis code and study
materials are available on the Open Science Framework at: https://osf
.io/9ax5k/?view_only=03cdc180594f4111adce9d3809ca1958. The
analysis code provides detailed results for all analyses. The data
that study conclusions are based on are not publicly available
because the authors do not have IRB permission to publicly post
the data. The deidentified data are available from the corresponding
author.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Participants completed, on average, 43.81% of momentary sur-
veys, amounting to 93.05 (SD= 61.52) surveys per participant
(9,771 total), and 52.92% of daily surveys, amounting to 22.23
(SD= 14.19) surveys per participant (2,334 total). The total number
of follow-up surveys completed was 63 (60%).

Do People Report Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect
Regulation?

The descriptive statistics for the Comfort from Suicidal Thoughts
Scale are presented in Table 1. The distributions of each item are pre-
sented in the online supplemental material. Nearly half of the partic-
ipants endorsed “I think about suicide to help myself cope” or “I take

comfort from thoughts of suicide,” whereas more than a quarter
endorsed “Thinking about suicide makes me feel better” and
“Thinking about suicide makes me feel calm.” In the daily data on
days with nonzero suicidal thinking (n= 1,571), 77.7% of the
time participants endorsed (i.e., nonzero response) that suicidal
thinking helped them cope with difficult emotions. Overall, these
results suggest that people do report using suicidal thinking as affect
regulation.

For understanding variability in using suicidal thinking to cope
with difficult emotions, the ICC was 0.59, 95% CI [0.50–0.65].
Thus, 41% of the variability in daily ratings was due to within-
person variability. The ICC shows a fair amount of within-person
variability. This suggests that the extent that people report using sui-
cidal thinking to help them cope with difficult emotions fluctuates
over time.

Is the Occurrence of Suicidal Thinking Associated With
Changes in Affect?

Instances of suicidal thinking were followed by decreases in neg-
ative affect (β=−6.45, p, .001) with lags of less than 8 hr. Results
are shown in Figure 1. When restricted to lags of less than 4 hr,
instances of suicidal thinking were similarly followed by decreases
in negative affect (β=−6.29, p, .001).

Suicidal thoughts being present were associated with larger reduc-
tions in negative affect than when suicidal thoughts were not present
(β=−2.88, p, .001). When only examining times when partici-
pants started with elevated negative affect, suicidal thoughts being
present were still associated with larger reductions in negative affect
than when suicidal thoughts were not present (β=−1.38, p= .024).

Results of the ML-RDSEM model are provided in Table 2 and
Figure 2. Supporting our hypothesis, increased negative affect pre-
dicted increased suicidal thinking 4 hr later (β= 0.177, p, .001).
The percent of participants in the sample with a significant path
for this relationship was 48.6%. However, counter to our hypothesis,
increased suicidal thinking predicted increased negative affect 4 hr
later (β= 0.207, p, .001). The percent of participants in the sample
with a significant path for this relationship was 61.9%. We also
found significant autoregressive effects of negative affect and suici-
dal thinking. The only significant temporal trend was that negative
affect decreased over the study. More detailed information on indi-
vidual participant estimates are presented in the online supplemental
material.

Does Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation
Predict Future Suicidal Thinking?

The Comfort from Suicidal Thoughts sum score predicted both
the severity of suicidal thinking in the momentary surveys (OR=
1.23, p= .002) and daily surveys (OR= 1.19, p= .009), such that
higher comfort from suicidal thinking at the beginning of the
study predicted more severe suicidal thoughts in the following
6 weeks.

In the daily data, the extent to which participants endorsed using
suicidal thinking to cope with negative emotions predicted the
severity of their suicidal thinking the next day (OR= 1.08, p
, .001). There was no significant association with next day suicidal
thinking, however, when previous day suicidal thinking was
included in the model (OR= 0.98, p= .424). Thus, although the
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extent to which participants endorsed using suicidal thinking as
affect regulation predicted the absolute severity of next day suicidal
thinking, it did not predict changes in the severity of next day suici-
dal thinking.
Finally, mean daily ratings of using suicidal thinking to cope with

negative emotions predicted the number of days with suicidal
thoughts in the 1-month follow-up period (OR= 1.19, p= .006).
Mean daily ratings of using suicidal thoughts as affect regulation,
however, did not predict the number of days with suicidal thoughts
in the 1-month follow-up period when accounting for severity of sui-
cidal thinking and compliance (OR= 0.99, p= .924).

Discussion

This paper provides new insight into and confirms existing work
about the functions of suicidal thinking. There were three key find-
ings. First, participants frequently endorsed suicidal thinking as a
form of affect regulation. Second, the occurrence of suicidal think-
ing was followed by decreased negative affect and negative affect
decreased more when suicidal thinking was present versus when it
was not—a pattern supporting the possibility that suicidal thinking
is reinforcing as seen in prior work (Kleiman, Coppersmith, et al.,
2018; Kuehn et al., 2022).

However, the results were not conclusive, as we also found a pos-
itive temporal association between severity of suicidal thinking and
subsequent negative affect when controlling for temporal and autor-
egressive effects. Third, self-reported using suicidal thinking as a
form of affect regulation predicted the severity and frequency of sub-
sequent suicidal thinking (but not increases in suicidal thinking)
across multiple timescales. Each of these findings warrants addi-
tional comment.

Across multiple types of measurements, we found evidence that
participants endorse using suicidal thinking as a form of affect reg-
ulation. The levels of endorsements in both the Comfort from
Suicidal Thoughts Scale and daily reports are higher than in previous
research (Crane et al., 2014). The difference may be due to prior
research being conducted among depressed patients whereas the cur-
rent sample was not based on diagnosis but on the presence of sui-
cidal thinking. We also found, however, a fair amount of between-
and within-person heterogeneity in the endorsement of using suici-
dal thinking as a form of affect regulation. Questions for future
research arewhy suicidal thinking can be comforting and reinforcing
for some people, but not for others or at certain times but not others.

We replicated previous research that found that the occurrence of sui-
cidal thinking was followed by decreased negative affect (Kleiman,
Coppersmith, et al., 2018; Kuehn et al., 2022). Additionally, the initial

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of the Comfort From Suicidal Thoughts Scale

Item % Endorsed M SD Skew Range

I think about suicide to help myself cope 45.7 2.1 1.4 −0.24 0–4
I take comfort from thoughts of suicide 40.0 1.9 1.28 −0.28 0–4
Thinking about suicide makes me feel better 31.4 1.7 1.26 0.02 0–4
Thinking about suicide makes me feel calm 26.7 1.6 1.28 0.14 0–4

Figure 1
Changes in Affect During and After Suicidal Thinking
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Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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finding persisted when examining a shorter time lag than in previous
research. A limitation, however, is that we were only able to attempt
to replicate one of the original study’s analyses because our study did
not include event-contingent reporting (e.g., participants initiating a sur-
vey when they are experiencing suicidal thoughts). We also expanded
upon the initial findings with additional analyses. We found evidence
that negative affect decreases more when suicidal thinking is initially
present compared towhen it is not, evenwhen focusing on times during
which all participants experienced initial elevated negative affect.
However, when testing the directionality of the relationship between
suicidal thinking and negative affect by accounting for the autocorrela-
tions of suicidal thoughts and negative affect across time, we found a
different pattern of results. Specifically, contrary to expectations, we
found a positive temporal relationship from suicidal thinking to nega-
tive affect. This finding suggests that suicidal thinking may predict
increased negative affect, at least across a 4-hr period.
There are several possible reasons for these mixed findings, which

also stand in contrast with previous findings in other samples
(Kleiman, Coppersmith, et al., 2018; Kuehn et al., 2022). First,
the ML-RDSEM analysis focused on a fixed lag of 4 hr, whereas
prior analyses in this and other studies largely used unevenly spaced
lags. Given what is known about the highly fluctuating nature of sui-
cidal thoughts (Czyz et al., 2019; Kleiman et al., 2017), it is likely
that the size and direction of relationships between suicidal thinking
and affect will be highly influenced by the frequency at which they
are assessed. For example, suicidal thinking might relieve negative

affect in the short term (e.g., over minutes), but not 4 hr later.
Additionally, the ML-RDSEM analysis focused on severity of suici-
dal thinking, rather than presence/absence. Finally, only the
ML-RDSEM analysis accounted for time trends and autoregressive
effects. Given that we did see small but significant temporal effects
(e.g., a tendency for negative affect to improve over the course of the
study) and relatively large autoregressive effects, variance in nega-
tive affect could be incorrectly attributed to suicidal thinking when
these effects are not included. Future research should replicate this
analysis and focus on better understanding the directionality and
time-scale of the relationship between suicidal thinking and affect
using novel designs (e.g., event-contingent reporting) and statistical
models (e.g., continuous-time approaches).

Finally, we found that self-reports of using suicidal thinking as a
form of affect regulation predicted the severity and frequency of sui-
cidal thinking across multiple measurements and timescales. This
supports the idea that the more people regard suicidal thinking as
a way to reduce negative affect, the more likely they are to think
about suicide in the future. Although some of the effects were
small in magnitude, this is a valuable extension of prior work on
the functions of suicidal thinking (Crane et al., 2014; Kleiman,
Coppersmith, et al., 2018) because it suggests that affect regulation
could be one mechanism through which suicidal thinking is main-
tained. However, two of the associations between the function of sui-
cidal thinking and future suicidal thinking were no longer significant
once the severity of past suicidal thinking was accounted for. This
indicates that the use of suicidal thinking to regulate affect does
not predict increases in suicidal thoughts, but rather indicates the
presence of more severe and prolonged suicidal thinking. Further
research is needed to better distinguish measures of the functions
of suicidal thinking and measures of severity as well as people’s
own awareness of such functions. Further studies are also required
to test whether taking comfort in suicidal thoughts causally leads
to more suicidal thoughts, or whether experiencing severe suicidal
thinking leads to regarding them as more comforting.

Our research suggests that assessing the functions of suicidal
thinking could be a valuable addition to risk assessments (Borges
et al., 2019). Currently, functional analysis is often overlooked in
assessments in favor of features of suicidal thinking such as the fre-
quency (e.g., number of days) and intent of thoughts (Carter et al.,
2017). Furthermore, interventions that target the affect regulation
function of suicidal thinking may aid in reducing suicidal thinking

Figure 2
ML-RDSEM Within-Level Standardized Estimates Averaged Over
Clusters

Negative 

Affect

Suicidal 

Thinking

Day

Survey

Day

Survey

Note. Paths for which the 95% credible interval does not contain zero are
shown. Solid indicates a positive prospective effect, dashed indicates a neg-
ative prospective effect; day= day in the study; survey= survey of the day;
ML-RDSEM=Multilevel Residual Dynamic Structural Equation Model.

Table 2
Results of the ML-RDSEM Examining Reciprocal Relationships Between Suicidal Thinking and Negative Affect

Predictor Estimate Posterior SD 95% Credible interval p n %

Outcome: negative affect
Day −0.151 0.020 −0.19 to −0.112 0.000 67 63.81
Survey −0.004 0.008 −0.022 to 0.011 0.327 4 3.81
Negative affect 0.482 0.019 0.44 to 0.515 0.000 93 88.57
Suicidal thinking 0.207 0.014 0.179 to 0.238 0.000 65 61.90

Outcome: suicidal thinking
Day 0.022 0.022 −0.025 to 0.067 0.137 65 61.90
Survey −0.006 0.006 −0.021 to 0.002 0.070 0 0.00
Suicidal thinking 0.571 0.020 0.531 to 0.612 0.000 90 85.71
Negative affect 0.177 0.014 0.146 to 0.202 0.000 51 48.57

Note. Estimates are within-level standardized estimates averaged over clusters. p=Bayesian p-value; n= number of participants with a significant path; %=
percent of participants with a significant path (positive or negative direction); ML-RDSEM=Multilevel Residual Dynamic Structural Equation Model.
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(Bentley et al., 2017; McCauley et al., 2018). For instance, interven-
tions could specifically focus on offering alternative regulatory strat-
egies, that yield the same effects, as a way to replace suicidal
thoughts with more adaptive coping.
There are several notable limitations of this study. First, we only

assessed the affect regulation function of suicidal thinking. Similar
to other forms of self-injury (Bentley et al., 2014; Coppersmith et
al., 2021; Hepp et al., 2020), suicidal thinking may have multiple
functions and multiple functions could occur at the same time
point. Exploring if there are other functions of suicidal thinking
may help explain the between-person heterogeneity observed in
the current study. More in-depth momentary functional assessments
are a needed area of future research. Another measurement limitation
is that only one of the four items in the Comfort from Suicidal
Thoughts Scale directly measured intentionally thinking about sui-
cide to regulate affect. Finally, we did not measure other regulation
strategies. Assessing other regulation strategies would allow us to
test whether suicidal thoughts change affect more (or less) than
other strategies.
There are several lines of research that could build on these findings

to provide greater specificity and clinical utility. First, it is unclear how
this function of suicidal thoughts develops within people. The use of
developmental samples and longitudinal designs would be helpful for
understanding if and when suicidal thinking begins to serve an affect
regulation function. Furthermore, these types of longitudinal studies
would be one way to understand if affect regulation is one mechanism
that causes suicidal thinking to persist once it onsets (Nock et al.,
2018). Second, it is unclear if using suicidal thinking as affect regula-
tion is helpful or harmful. Some researchers have argued that this
could be life-saving, such that, ironically, using thoughts about sui-
cide to regulate affect might reduce the likelihood of actual suicidal
behaviors (Maltsberger et al., 2010). Others have argued that it
could be harmful by facilitating the attribution of positive qualities
to suicide (Selby et al., 2007). Future research with large samples
should explore if using suicidal thinking as affect regulation increases
risk of future suicidal behavior (e.g., suicide attempts). Third, the cur-
rent study was unable to tease apart the differences between the voli-
tional versus automatic reduction of negative affect. Future research
could directly focus on whether suicidal thinking may serve to regu-
late negative affect through volitional conscious processes or auto-
matic unconscious conditioning.
Suicide is one of the most perplexing aspects of human behavior.

The current study highlights the importance of not merely identify-
ing who is at risk for dying by suicide, but also studying what func-
tions suicidal thinking may serve. Better understanding why people
think about killing themselves—and more specifically, why suicidal
thinking persists—may ultimately advance the prevention of suici-
dal behavior.

References

Asparouhov, T., Hamaker, E. L., & Muthén, B. (2018). Dynamic structural
equation models. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 25(3), 359–388. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear
mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1),
1–48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Baumeister, R. F. (1990). Suicide as escape from self. Psychological Review,
97(1), 90–113. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.90

Beck, A. T., Kovacs, M., & Weissman, A. (1979). Assessment of suicidal
intention: The scale for suicide ideation. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 47(2), 343–352. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
006X.47.2.343

Bentley, K. H., Nock, M. K., & Barlow, D. H. (2014). The four-function
model of nonsuicidal self-injury: Key directions for future research.
Clinical Psychological Science, 2(5), 638–656. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2167702613514563

Bentley, K. H., Sauer-Zavala, S., Cassiello-Robbins, C. F., Conklin, L. R.,
Vento, S., & Homer, D. (2017). Treating suicidal thoughts and behaviors
within an emotional disorders framework: Acceptability and feasibility of
the unified protocol in an inpatient setting. Behavior Modification, 41(4),
529–557. https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445516689661

Borges, L. M., Nazem, S., Matarazzo, B. B., Barnes, S. M., &Wortzel, H. S.
(2019). Therapeutic risk management: Chain analysis of suicidal ideation
and behavior. Journal of Psychiatric Practice, 25(1), 46–53. https://
doi.org/10.1097/PRA.0000000000000358

Bryan, C. J., & Rudd, M. D. (2016). The importance of temporal dynamics in
the transition from suicidal thought to behavior. Clinical Psychology:
Science and Practice, 23(1), 21–25. https://doi.org/10.1111/cpsp.12135

Bürkner, P.-C., & Vuorre, M. (2019). Ordinal regression models in psychol-
ogy: A tutorial. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological
Science, 2(1), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918823199

Carter, G., Milner, A., McGill, K., Pirkis, J., Kapur, N., & Spittal, M. J.
(2017). Predicting suicidal behaviours using clinical instruments:
Systematic review and meta-analysis of positive predictive values for
risk scales. British Journal of Psychiatry, 210(6), 387–395. https://
doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717

Chawla, N., & Ostafin, B. (2007). Experiential avoidance as a functional
dimensional approach to psychopathology: An empirical review.
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 63(9), 871–890. https://doi.org/10.1002/
jclp.20400

Christensen, R. H. B. (2019). Ordinal: Regression models for ordinal data
(2019.4-25). https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ordinal

Coppersmith, D. D. L., Bentley, K. H., Kleiman, E. M., & Nock, M. K.
(2021). Variability in the functions of non-suicidal self-injury: Evidence
from three real-time monitoring studies. Behavior Therapy, 52(6), 1516–
1528. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003

Coppersmith, D. D. L., Fortgang, R. G., Kleiman, E. M., Millner, A. J.,
Yeager, A. L., Mair, P., & Nock, M. K. (2022). Effect of frequent assess-
ment of suicidal thinking on its incidence and severity: High-resolution
real-time monitoring study. The British Journal of Psychiatry, 220(1),
41–43. https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.2021.97

Crane, C., Barnhofer, T., Duggan, D. S., Eames, C., Hepburn, S., Shah, D., &
Williams, J. M. G. (2014). Comfort from suicidal cognition in recurrently
depressed patients. Journal of Affective Disorders, 155, 241–246. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006

Cribari-Neto, F., & Zeileis, A. (2010). Beta regression in R. Journal of
Statistical Software, 34(2), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v034.i02

Czyz, E. K., Horwitz, A. G., Arango, A., & King, C. A. (2019). Short-term
change and prediction of suicidal ideation among adolescents: A daily
diary study following psychiatric hospitalization. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 60(7), 732–741. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp
.12974

Fischer, G., Ameis, N., Parzer, P., Plener, P. L., Groschwitz, R., Vonderlin,
E., Kölch, M., Brunner, R., & Kaess, M. (2014). The German version of
the self-injurious thoughts and behaviors interview (SITBI-G): A tool to
assess non-suicidal self-injury and suicidal behavior disorder. BMC
Psychiatry, 14(1), Article 265. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-014-
0265-0

Forkmann, T., Spangenberg, L., Rath, D., Hallensleben, N., Hegerl, U.,
Kersting, A., & Glaesmer, H. (2018). Assessing suicidality in real time:
A psychometric evaluation of self-report items for the assessment of sui-
cidal ideation and its proximal risk factors using ecological momentary

SUICIDAL THINKING AFFECT REGULATION 393

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.47.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.47.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.47.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.47.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.47.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.47.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702613514563
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702613514563
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702613514563
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445516689661
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445516689661
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRA.0000000000000358
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRA.0000000000000358
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRA.0000000000000358
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRA.0000000000000358
https://doi.org/10.1111/cpsp.12135
https://doi.org/10.1111/cpsp.12135
https://doi.org/10.1111/cpsp.12135
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918823199
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918823199
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.116.182717
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20400
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20400
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20400
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20400
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ordinal
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ordinal
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ordinal
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ordinal
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2021.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.2021.97
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.2021.97
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.2021.97
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.2021.97
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.11.006�
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v034.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v034.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v034.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v034.i02
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12974
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12974
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12974
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-014-0265-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-014-0265-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-014-0265-0


assessments. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 127(8), 758–769. https://
doi.org/10.1037/abn0000381

Fowler, J. (2013). Core principles in treating suicidal patients.
Psychotherapy, 50(3), 268–272. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032030

Fox, K. R., Harris, J. A., Wang, S. B., Millner, A. J., Deming, C. A., & Nock,
M. K. (2020). Self-injurious thoughts and behaviors interview-revised:
Development, reliability, and validity. Psychological Assessment, 32(7),
677–689. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000819

Gee, B. L., Han, J., Benassi, H., & Batterham, P. J. (2020). Suicidal thoughts,
suicidal behaviours and self-harm in daily life: A systematic review of eco-
logical momentary assessment studies. Digital Health, 6, Article
2055207620963958. https://doi.org/10.1177/2055207620963958

Gratch, I., Choo, T.-H., Galfalvy, H., Keilp, J. G., Itzhaky, L., Mann, J. J.,
Oquendo, M. A., & Stanley, B. (2021). Detecting suicidal thoughts: The
power of ecological momentary assessment. Depression and Anxiety,
38(1), 8–16. https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23043

Gross, J. J. (2015). Emotion regulation: Current status and future prospects.
Psychological Inquiry, 26(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X
.2014.940781

Gunderson, J. G. (2011). Borderline personality disorder.NewEngland Journal
of Medicine, 364(21), 2037–2042. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMcp1007358

Hepp, J., Carpenter, R. W., Störkel, L. M., Schmitz, S. E., Schmahl, C., &
Niedtfeld, I. (2020). A systematic review of daily life studies on non-
suicidal self-injury based on the four-function model. Clinical
Psychology Review, 82, Article 101888. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr
.2020.101888

Jacobson, N. C., Chow, S.-M., & Newman, M. G. (2019). The differential
time-varying effect model (DTVEM): A tool for diagnosing and modeling
time lags in intensive longitudinal data. Behavior Research Methods,
51(1), 295–315. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1101-0

Jacobucci, R., Ammerman, B. A., & Li, X. (2021). Using ordinal regression
for advancing the understanding of distinct suicide outcomes. Suicide and
Life-Threatening Behavior, 51(1), 65–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb
.12669

Jaroszewski, A. C., Kleiman, E. M., Simone, P. K., & Nock, M. K. (2020).
First-person stimuli: Improving the validity of stimuli in studies of suicide
and related behaviors. Psychological Assessment, 32(7), 663–676. https://
doi.org/10.1037/pas0000823

Kleiman, E.M., Coppersmith, D. D.,Millner, A. J., Franz, P. J., Fox, K. R., &
Nock,M. K. (2018). Are suicidal thoughts reinforcing? A preliminary real-
time monitoring study on the potential affect regulation function of suici-
dal thinking. Journal of Affective Disorders, 232, 122–126. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033

Kleiman, E. M., & Nock, M. K. (2018). Real-time assessment of suicidal
thoughts and behaviors. Current Opinion in Psychology, 22, 33–37.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026

Kleiman, E. M., Turner, B. J., Fedor, S., Beale, E. E., Huffman, J. C., &
Nock, M. K. (2017). Examination of real-time fluctuations in suicidal ide-
ation and its risk factors: Results from two ecological momentary assess-
ment studies. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 126(6), 726–738. https://
doi.org/10.1037/abn0000273

Kleiman, E. M., Turner, B. J., Fedor, S., Beale, E. E., Picard, R. W.,
Huffman, J. C., & Nock, M. K. (2018). Digital phenotyping of suicidal
thoughts. Depression and Anxiety, 35(7), 601–608. https://doi.org/10
.1002/da.22730

Kuehn, K. S., Dora, J., Harned,M. S., Foster, K. T., Song, F., Smith,M. R., &
King, K. M. (2022). A meta-analysis on the affect regulation function of
real-time self-injurious thoughts and behaviours. Nature Human
Behaviour, 6(7), 964–974. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01340-8

Maltsberger, J. T., Ronningstam, E., Weinberg, I., Schechter, M., &
Goldblatt, M. J. (2010). Suicide fantasy as a life-sustaining recourse.
The Journal of the American Academy of Psychoanalysis and Dynamic
Psychiatry, 38(4), 611–623. https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611

McCauley, E., Berk, M. S., Asarnow, J. R., Adrian, M., Cohen, J., Korslund,
K., Avina, C., Hughes, J., Harned, M., Gallop, R., & Linehan, M. M.
(2018). Efficacy of dialectical behavior therapy for adolescents at high
risk for suicide: A randomized clinical trial. JAMA Psychiatry, 75(8),
777–785. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.1109

McNeish, D., & Hamaker, E. L. (2020). A primer on two-level dynamic
structural equation models for intensive longitudinal data in Mplus.
Psychological Methods, 25(5), 610–635. https://doi.org/10.1037/
met0000250

Millner, A. J., Lee, M. D., Nock, M. K., & Niederkrotenthaler, T. (2015).
Single-item measurement of suicidal behaviors: Validity and conse-
quences of misclassification. PLoS One, 10(10), Article e0141606.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141606

Neimeyer, R. A., Wittkowski, J., & Moser, R. P. (2004). Psychological
research on death attitudes: An overview and evaluation. Death Studies,
28(4), 309–340. https://doi.org/10.1080/07481180490432324

Nock, M. K., Borges, G., Bromet, E. J., Alonso, J., Angermeyer, M.,
Beautrais, A., Bruffaerts, R., Chiu, W. T., de Girolamo, G., Gluzman,
S., de Graaf, R., Gureje, O., Haro, J. M., Huang, Y., Karam, E., Kessler,
R. C., Lepine, J. P., Levinson, D., Medina-Mora, M. E., … Williams, D.
R. (2008). Cross-national prevalence and risk factors for suicidal ideation,
plans, and attempts. The British Journal of Psychiatry, 192(2), 98–105.
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.107.040113

Nock, M. K., Borges, G., Bromet, E. J., Cha, C. B., Kessler, R. C., & Lee, S.
(2008). Suicide and suicidal behavior. Epidemiologic Reviews, 30(1),
133–154. https://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxn002

Nock, M. K., Han, G., Millner, A. J., Gutierrez, P. M., Joiner, T. E., Hwang,
I., King, A., Naifeh, J. A., Sampson, N. A., Zaslavsky, A. M., Stein, M. B.,
Ursano, R. J., & Kessler, R. C. (2018). Patterns and predictors of persis-
tence of suicide ideation: Results from the army study to assess risk and
resilience in service members (army STARRS). Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 127(7), 650–658. https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000379

Nock, M. K., Holmberg, E. B., Photos, V. I., & Michel, B. D. (2007).
Self-injurious thoughts and behaviors interview: Development, reliability,
and validity in an adolescent sample. Psychological Assessment, 19(3),
309–317. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.309

Ochsner, K. N., & Gross, J. J. (2005). The cognitive control of emotion.
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 9(5), 242–249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.tics.2005.03.010

O’Connor, R. C., & Kirtley, O. J. (2018). The integrated motivational–voli-
tional model of suicidal behaviour. Philosophical Transactions of the
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 373(1754), Article 20170268.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0268

Pollak, O. H., D’Angelo, E. J., & Cha, C. B. (2020). Does function predict
persistence? Nonsuicidal self-injury among adolescents during and after
hospitalization. Psychiatry Research, 286, Article 112839. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839

Revelle, W. (2019). psych: Procedures for psychological, psychometric, and
personality research. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych

Revelle, W., & Condon, D. M. (2019). Reliability from α to ω: A tutorial.
Psychological Assessment, 31(12), 1395–1411. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pas0000754

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling.
Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss
.v048.i02

r/SuicideWatch—Planning my death is the only thing that comforts me.
(n.d.). Reddit. Retrieved December 29, 2020, from https://www.reddit
.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/9c5wyt/planning_my_death_is_the_only_
thing_that_comforts/

r/SuicideWatch—Suicidal thoughts comfort me. (n.d.). Reddit. Retrieved
December 29, 2020, from https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/
comments/id4coh/suicidal_thoughts_comfort_me/

r/SuicideWatch—The thought of killing myself gives me comfort. (n.d.).
Reddit. Retrieved December 29, 2020, from https://www.reddit.com/r/

COPPERSMITH ET AL.394

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000381
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000381
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000381
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032030
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032030
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000819
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000819
https://doi.org/10.1177/2055207620963958�
https://doi.org/10.1177/2055207620963958�
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23043
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23043
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23043
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.940781
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.940781
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.940781
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.940781
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMcp1007358
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMcp1007358
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101888�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101888�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101888�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101888�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101888�
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1101-0
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1101-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12669
https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12669
https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12669
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000823
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000823
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000823
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.026�
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000273
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000273
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000273
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.22730
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.22730
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.22730
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01340-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01340-8
https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1521/jaap.2010.38.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.1109
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.1109
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.1109
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.1109
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000250
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000250
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000250
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141606
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141606
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141606
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141606
https://doi.org/10.1080/07481180490432324
https://doi.org/10.1080/07481180490432324
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.107.040113
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.107.040113
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.107.040113
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.107.040113
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.107.040113
https://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxn002
https://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxn002
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000379
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000379
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0268
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0268
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0268
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112839�
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000754
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000754
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000754
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/9c5wyt/planning_my_death_is_the_only_thing_that_comforts/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/9c5wyt/planning_my_death_is_the_only_thing_that_comforts/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/9c5wyt/planning_my_death_is_the_only_thing_that_comforts/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/9c5wyt/planning_my_death_is_the_only_thing_that_comforts/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/9c5wyt/planning_my_death_is_the_only_thing_that_comforts/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/id4coh/suicidal_thoughts_comfort_me/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/id4coh/suicidal_thoughts_comfort_me/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/id4coh/suicidal_thoughts_comfort_me/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/id4coh/suicidal_thoughts_comfort_me/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/id4coh/suicidal_thoughts_comfort_me/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_me_comfort/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_me_comfort/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_me_comfort/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_me_comfort/


SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_
me_comfort/

Selby, E. A., Anestis, M. D., & Joiner, T. E. (2007). Daydreaming about
death: Violent daydreaming as a form of emotion dysregulation in suicidal-
ity. Behavior Modification, 31(6), 867–879. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0145445507300874

Shiffman, S., Stone, A. A., & Hufford, M. R. (2008). Ecological momentary
assessment. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 4(1), 1–32. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415

Stoffel, M. A., Nakagawa, S., Schielzeth, H., & Goslee, S. (2017). Rptr:
Repeatability estimation and variance decomposition by generalized
linear mixed-effects models. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 8(11),
1639–1644. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797

Wang, S. B., Coppersmith, D. D. L., Kleiman, E. M., Bentley, K. H., Millner,
A. J., Fortgang, R., Mair, P., Dempsey, W., Huffman, J. C., & Nock, M. K.

(2021). A pilot study using frequent inpatient assessments of suicidal
thinking to predict short-term postdischarge suicidal behavior.
JAMA Network Open, 4(3), Article e210591. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jamanetworkopen.2021.0591

Welch, S. S., Linehan, M.M., Sylvers, P., Chittams, J., & Rizvi, S. L. (2008).
Emotional responses to self-injury imagery among adults with borderline
personality disorder. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
76(1), 45–51. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.45

Wiley, J. F. (2020). multilevelTools: Multilevel and mixed effects model
diagnostics and effect sizes (0.1.1). https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=multilevelTools

Received September 14, 2021
Revision received October 3, 2022

Accepted January 30, 2023 ▪

E-Mail Notification of Your Latest Issue Online!

Would you like to know when the next issue of your favorite APA journal will be available
online? This service is now available to you. Sign up at https://my.apa.org/portal/alerts/ and
you will be notified by e-mail when issues of interest to you become available!

SUICIDAL THINKING AFFECT REGULATION 395

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_me_comfort/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SuicideWatch/comments/jy0gcu/the_thought_of_killing_myself_gives_me_comfort/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445507300874
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445507300874
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445507300874
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.0591
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.0591
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.0591
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.0591
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.0591
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.45
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.45
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.45
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.45
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.45
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=multilevelTools
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=multilevelTools
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=multilevelTools
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=multilevelTools
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=multilevelTools

	Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation
	Outline placeholder
	Do People Report Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation?
	Is the Occurrence of Suicidal Thinking Associated With Changes in Affect?
	Does Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation Predict Future Suicidal Thinking?
	The Current Study

	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Recruitment
	Measures
	Comfort From Suicidal Thinking Scale
	Self-Injurious Thoughts and Behaviors Interview
	Daily Measures
	Momentary Measures
	Follow-Up Measures

	Analytic Approach
	Do People Report Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation?
	Is the Occurrence of Suicidal Thinking Associated With Changes in Affect?
	Does Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation Predict Future Suicidal Thinking?

	Transparency and Openness

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics
	Do People Report Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation?
	Is the Occurrence of Suicidal Thinking Associated With Changes in Affect?
	Does Using Suicidal Thinking as Affect Regulation Predict Future Suicidal Thinking?

	Discussion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /None
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /None
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /None
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


