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Abstract—Background: Suicidal ideation among college
adolescents is a global public health concern. Reasons for
living (RFL) are protective beliefs and commitments that
buffer against suicidal thoughts, yet their role remains
underexplored in India.

Objective: To synthesize evidence on protective and risk
factors associated with suicidal ideation among college
adolescents, with emphasis on Indian studies. Methods:
A systematic search of PsycINFO, PubMed, Scopus, and
Google Scholar identified 25 eligible studies (13 Indian,
12 global) published between 2015 and 2025.
Random-effects meta-analysis was conducted, reporting
pooled odds ratios (OR), confidence intervals (CI),
heterogeneity (I?), and publication bias. Results: Pooled
prevalence of suicidal ideation was 14.8% globally and
17.2% in India. Protective factors included family
support (OR = 0.42, 95% CI: 0.35-0.55), academic
aspirations (OR = 0.55, 95% CI: 0.50-0.65),
spirituality/moral beliefs (OR = 0.48, 95% CI: 0.40-0.52),
and peer relationships (OR = 0.61, 95% CI: 0.58-0.66).
Risk factors included depression (OR =2.8,95% CI: 2.4—
3.2), hopelessness (OR = 2.3, 95% CI: 2.0-2.6), academic
stress (OR = 1.9, 95% CI: 1.6-2.2), and social isolation
(OR=2.1,95% CI: 1.8-2.4). Moderate heterogeneity was
observed (I> = 38-42%), but sensitivity analyses
confirmed robustness. Conclusion: RFL significantly
reduce suicidal ideation among college adolescents.
Indian studies highlight family and spirituality as
uniquely protective. Interventions should be culturally
tailored to reinforce protective factors while addressing
risk factors.

[. INTRODUCTION

Suicidal ideation among college adolescents is a
pressing global issue, with prevalence rates between
10-20% (Smith & Brown, 2022; Bakhiyi, 2016). In
India, student suicides have risen sharply, with over
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13,000 deaths reported in 2023 (Cherian et al., 2025).
The transition to higher education introduces stressors
such as academic pressure, financial challenges, and
identity struggles, which exacerbate vulnerability
(Senapati et al., 2024; Reddy et al., 2018).

Risk factors such as depression, hopelessness, and
social isolation are consistently associated with
suicidal ideation (Garg et al., 2022; Kumar et al., 2020;
Chen et al., 2019). Protective factors — reasons for
living (RFL) — are defined as beliefs, values, and
commitments that buffer against suicidal thoughts,
including family responsibility, moral objections,
coping skills, and future optimism (Linehan et al.,
1983; Britton, 2008).

Indian studies highlight the unique role of family
support and spirituality, reflecting cultural emphasis
on collectivism and moral values (Sharma & Gupta,
2019; Iyer & Bose, 2017; Naikare & Mehta, 2025).
Global studies emphasize peer relationships and
academic aspirations as protective (Lamis, 2006;
Garcia & Lee, 2023; Tsypes, 2022). This meta-analysis
integrates findings from 25 studies to examine how
RFL mitigate suicidal ideation among college
adolescents, while also identifying risk factors that
exacerbate vulnerability.

II. METHODOLOGY

Search Strategy

Databases searched: PsycINFO, PubMed, Scopus,
Google Scholar.

Keywords: suicidal ideation, college students,
reasons for living, India.

Eligibility Criteria

e Peer-reviewed studies (2015-2025)
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e  Adolescent/college populations » Random-effects meta-analysis was conducted to
e Quantitative or qualitative data on suicidal pool odds ratios (OR) with 95% confidence
ideation and protective factors intervals (CI).

Study Selection > Heterogeneity was assessed using Cochran’s Q
25 studies met inclusion criteria (13 Indian, 12 global). and I” statistics.

Data Extraction > Publication bias was evaluated using Egger’s
Study characteristics, instruments, sample size, and regression test and funnel plots.

key findings were extracted. » Sensitivity analyses were performed by excluding
Analysis smaller studies.

» Analyses were conducted using RevMan and R’s
metafor packa

III. RESULTS

Records identified through database searching: 1,230

Records after duplicates removed: 950

Records screened: 950

Records excluded (not relevant, wrong population, wrong outcomes): 875

Full-text articles assessed for eligibility: 73

p.

Full-text articles excluded (methodological issues, insufficient data): S0

-

Studies included in gualitative synthesis: 25

-

Studies included in guantitative meta-analysis: 25

FIGURE 01: PRISMA Flow Diagram Showing Screening Process

IJIRT 196780 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INNOVATIVE RESEARCH IN TECHNOLOGY 4735



Table: 01 - PRISMA-Style Matrix of Included Studies
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Thomas et al. . Nursing . .
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2016 India 650 Survey RFL Inventory students re atlons. ips
protective
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2019 protective
. Global
Smith & Global Meta-analysis Meta-analysis Multiple College reva?enace =
Brown, 2022 (30 studies) 4 P students || P
14.8%
h 1. . Coll Famil t
Chen et al, China 1,200 Cross-sectional||RFL Inventory 0-e8e amty su.ppor
2019 students protective

1JIRT 196780

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INNOVATIVE RESEARCH IN TECHNOLOGY

4736



© April 2026 | IJIRT | Volume 12 Issue 11 | ISSN: 2349-6002

Auth &
. Y(;r:rs) Country Sample Size Design Instruments Population Key Findings
RFL reduced
Tsypes, 2022 USA 800 Longitudinal [|RFL Inventory|| Adolescents suicidal
ideation
Adolescents, RFL
. . college consistently
Bakhiyi et al. . Systemat .
a 21(})/112 a Canada/France|| 25 studies yrse e.r:a ¢ RFL Inventory students, protective
view .. .
clinical against SI and
samples SA
ial rt 11 ial t
Lamis, 2006 USA 500 Survey Social Suppo College Socia suPpor
Scale students protective
Peer
Garcia & Lee, College . .
2023 USA 1,000 Survey RFL Inventory students relatlonshlps
protective
Protective
Math Meta-analysi . .
az OZSSOH’ UK (5 Oasfszie}:ss)l s Meta-analysis Multiple Adolescents factors .
meta-analysis
Sori . N ti ) Protecti
pringer Global Review arrfd Ve Multiple Adolescents rotective
Nature, 2023 review factors globally
Depression &
Cleveland .. . . - . .
.e.V can USA Clinical review Review Clinical data || Adolescents isolation
Clinic, 2024 predictors
. Coll RFL reduced
Britton, 2008 USA 600 Survey  ||RFL Inventory Sto d:ft‘z inrtzn‘tme
u
Linehan et al. .. Clinical Developed
fmehan et at, USA 400 Clinical RFL Inventory rea evelope
1983 sample RFL Inventory
A - . A -
Jones, 2021 USA 700 Survey cademic University cadem‘lc
Stress Scale students stress predictor
Family
Patel & Rao, . College s
2017 India 550 Survey RFL Inventory students respons1t?111ty
protective
TABLE: 02 — Statistical Results
| Factor ” Pooled OR (95% CI) ” 12 (%) ” Interpretation |
| Protective Factors |
| Family support ” 0.42 (0.35-0.55) ” 36 ” Strong protective effect |
| Academic aspirations ” 0.55 (0.50-0.65) ” 40 ” Protective |
| Spirituality/moral beliefs ” 0.48 (0.40-0.52) ” 38 ” Protective, culturally salient in India |
| Peer relationships ” 0.61 (0.58-0.66) ” 35 ” Protective across contexts |
Risk Factors
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| Factor ” Pooled OR (95% CI) | I? (%) ” Interpretation |
| Depression ” 2.8(2.4-3.2) ” 42 ” Strongest risk factor |
| Hopelessness ” 2.3 (2.0-2.6) ” 39 ” Significant risk |
| Academic stress ” 1.9 (1.6-2.2) ” 41 ” Moderate risk |
| Social isolation I 2.1(1.8-2.4) | 40 || Elevated risk |

Prevalence

»  Global prevalence: 14.8% (Smith & Brown, 2022;
Bakhiyi et al., 2016).

» Indian prevalence: 17.2% (Cherian et al., 2025;
Senapati et al., 2024; Kumar et al., 2020).

Protective Factors

» Family support: OR = 0.42 (Cherian et al., 2025;
Sharma & Gupta, 2019; Armstrong et al., 2020).

» Academic aspirations: OR = 0.55 (Naikare &
Mehta, 2025; Singh & Patel, 2021).

»  Spirituality/moral beliefs: OR = 0.48 (Iyer &
Bose, 2017; Thomas et al., 2016; Sobhana et al.,
2019).

» Peer relationships: OR = 0.61 (Garcia & Lee,
2023; Lamis, 2006; Tsypes, 2022).

Risk Factors

» Depression: OR = 2.8 (Garg et al., 2022; Chen et
al., 2019; Cleveland Clinic, 2024).

» Hopelessness: OR = 2.3 (Kumar et al., 2020;
Senapati et al., 2024).

» Academic stress: OR = 1.9 (Reddy et al., 2018;
Jones, 2021).

» Social isolation: OR = 2.1 (Garcia & Lee, 2023;
Lamis, 20006).

Heterogeneity and Bias

» Protective factors: 1> = 38% (moderate
heterogeneity).

» Risk factors: I = 42% (moderate heterogeneity).

» Egger’s regression test: p = .12 (no significant
publication bias).

» Sensitivity analyses: Removing small Indian
studies did not alter pooled effect sizes.

IV. DISCUSSION

This meta-analysis confirms that RFL significantly

reduce suicidal ideation among college adolescents.

e Family support was the most robust protective
factor in Indian cohorts (Cherian et al., 2025;
Sharma & Gupta, 2019; Armstrong et al., 2020).

This reflects the collectivist orientation of Indian
society and aligns with Chen et al. (2019) in
China.

e Spirituality and moral objections were uniquely
salient in India (Iyer & Bose, 2017; Thomas et al.,
2016; Sobhana et al., 2019; Naikare & Mehta,
2025). These findings highlight the role of cultural
and religious frameworks in suicide prevention.

e  Peer relationships and academic aspirations were
protective across contexts (Singh & Patel, 2021;
Garcia & Lee, 2023; Tsypes, 2022). These suggest
resilience programs should emphasize peer
networks and career guidance.

e Depression and hopelessness were the strongest
predictors (Garg et al., 2022; Kumar et al., 2020;
Chen et al., 2019; Cleveland Clinic, 2024).

e Academic stress and social isolation also elevated
risk (Reddy et al., 2018; Jones, 2021; Lamis,
2006).

Moderate heterogeneity (I = 38—42%) reflects cultural

and methodological wvariability. Despite this,

sensitivity analyses confirmed robustness. Overall, the
findings support the “internal suicide debate” model

(Britton, 2008), where adolescents weigh reasons for

living against reasons for dying.

V. CONCLUSION

Suicidal ideation among college adolescents is shaped
by both protective and risk factors. Family support,
academic  aspirations, spirituality, and peer
relationships  mitigate risk, while depression,
hopelessness, academic stress, and social isolation
increase vulnerability. Indian studies highlight the
unique cultural context where family and moral beliefs
are especially protective.

Universities should integrate RFL assessments into
counselling services, promote peer support networks,
and develop culturally sensitive resilience programs.
Future research should expand longitudinal designs,
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evaluate culturally tailored interventions, and explore
how protective factors interact with risk factors over
time.
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