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ABSTRACT

RELATIONAL MODELS AND THEIR ASSOCIATION WITH
CULTURAL ORIENTATIONS AND PERSONAL VALUE PRIORITIES
IN THE TURKISH CULTURAL CONTEXT

Dalgar, Ilker
Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

SEPTEMBER 2012, 111 pages

This study aims to investigate elementary models of social relations in
Turkish cultural context and to link these models with horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism and personal value priorities. Fiske (1992)
suggested that four elementary relationship models: communal sharing,
authority ranking, equality matching, and market pricing motivate, organize,
generate, coordinate, and evaluate almost all social relations. First, the
Modes of Relationship Questionnaire (MORQ) asessing the four relational
models was adopted to Turkish. Second, systematical associations of
relational models with horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism
and personal value priorities were examined. It was expected that horizontal
cultural dimensions would predict equality matching and vertical dimensions
would predict authority ranking, individualism would be linked to market

pricing and collectivism would be linked to communal sharing. For personal



value priorities, self-trancendence values would be associatedwith communal
sharing, self-enhancement with authority ranking and market pricing, and
conservation with authority ranking. Participants (N = 214) completed the
MORQ, the Individualism and Collectivism Scale (INDCOL), and the
Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ). The four factor-structure of the
relational models was supported in comfirmatory factor analyses. The
hypothesized associations between relaitonal models, cultural orientations,
and personal priorities were mostly supported. The results indicated that
collectivism predicted communal sharing, vertical dimensions predicted
authority ranking, horizontal collectivism predicted equality matching, and
vertical individualism predicted market pricing. It was also found that self-
trancendence predicted communal sharing and equality matching, self-
enhancement predicted authority ranking and market pricing, and
conservation predicted authority ranking.Theoretical, methodological, and
practical implications of the findings were discussed considering previous

work and cultural context.

Keywords: Relational models theory, the Modes of Relationship

Questionnaire, individualism and collectivism, personal values
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ILISKi MODELLERI VE TURK KULTURU BAGLAMINDA
KULTUREL YONELIM VE KiSISEL DEGER ONCELIKLERI iLE
ILISKILERT

Dalgar, Ilker
Psikoloji Boliimii

Stipervizor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

Eyliil, 2012, 111 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci Tiirk kiiltiirii baglaminda sosyal iliskilerin temel
modellerini ve bu modellerin yatay ve dikey bireycilik ve topluluk¢uluk ve
kisisel deger oncelikleri ile baglantisini incelemektir. Fiske (1992) hemen
hemen biitiin sosyal iligkilerin dort temel iliski modeli (komiinal paylasim,
yetke siralamasi, esitlik eslemesi ve piyasa degeri) tarafindan
olusturuldugunu, motive edildigini, diizenlendigini, koordine edildigini ve
degerlendirildigini 6ne siirmiistiir. Bu ¢alismanin birinci amaci i¢in, iliski
Bigimleri Anketi (IBA) Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmistir. Ikinci olarak, iliski
modelleri ile yatay ve dikey bireycilik ve toplulukguluk ve kisisel deger
oncelikleri arasindaki sistematik iliskiler incelenmistir. Kiiltiirel yonelim
acisindan, yatay boyutlarin esitlik eslemesini ve dikey boyutlarin yetke
siralamasini yordayacagi, bireyciligin piyasa degeri ile ve topluluk¢ulugun
komiinal paylasim ile iliskili olacagi beklenmistir. Kisisel deger oncelikleri

acisindan, 6zaskinlik degerleri komiinal paylasim ile, 6zgenisletim degerleri
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yetke siralamasi ve piyasa degerleri ile ve muhafazacilik degerleri yetke
siralamasi ile iliskilendirilmistir. Katilmeilar (N = 214) IBA, Bireycilik ve
Toplulukculuk Olgegi (INDCOL) ve Portre Degerler Olgegi’ni (PDO)
tamamlamustir. Iliski modellerinin dort faktorlii yapisi dogrulayict faktdr
analizi ile desteklenmistir. Iliski modelleri ile kiiltiirel yonelimler ve kisisel
deger oncelikleri arasinda dngoriilen iliskiler biiyiik 6l¢iide desteklenmistir.
Sonuglar toplulukg¢ulugun komiinal paylasimi, dikey boyutlarin yetke
stralamasini, yatay toplulukculugun esitlik eslemesini ve dikey bireyciligin
piyasa degerini yordadigini gostermektedir. Ayrica, 6zaskinlik komiinal
paylasimi ve esitlik eslemesi ile, 6zgenisletim yetke siralamasi ve piyasa
degeri ile ve muhafazacilik yetke siralamasi ile iligkili bulunmustur. Bu
bulgularin teorik, metodolojik ve pratik ¢ikarimlar1 6nceki ¢aligmalar ve

kiiltiirel baglam gézoniinde bulunarak tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iliski modelleri teorisi, Iliski Bigimleri Anketi, bireycilik
ve toplulukguluk, kisisel degerler
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 General Introduction

It is highly confirmed that human beings are social and cultural
animals. Sociality and enculturation have determined the ways of human
living. There are a number of accounts and approaches that question how
human beings construct the social world and act in it. One widely accepted
assumption of those accounts for social cognition is the categorical
thinking; people categorize and attached stereotypes to these categories
when thinking on sociality (Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2001). In a similar
vein, Fiske (1991) proposed four distinct categories to explain the sociality
of human being by proposing Relational Models Theory (RMT). RMT
basically claims that people generally organize their social life in terms of
their relationships with other people. According to Fiske (1991; 2004)
human beings use four relational models to generate the majority of social
interactions. They construct complex and different forms of social
relations by using certain combinations of these four models. These
interactions can be organized due to commonalities, hierarchies, balances -
imbalances, or proportions between people. Hence, in respect to these
bases, Fiske (1991; 1992) suggested that the most of social relations can
be reduced to communal sharing, authority ranking, equality matching,
and market pricing. It was asserted that the cultural norms (Fiske, 1991;
2004; Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998) and individual

differences, and preferences determined how these models generate social



relationships (Haslam, 2004; Haslam, Reichert, & Fiske, 2002; Roccas &
McCauley, 2004) That’s why Fiske (1991)’s relational model was
theoretically associated with both cultural dimensions of horizontal and
vertical individualism and collectivism (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) and
Schwartz’s theory of personal value priorities (Roccas & McCauley,
2004).

Cultural construal and related social cognitive structures have effects
on how individuals perceive and interpret themselves and their
surroundings and how to act in the social world (Fiske, 1992; Triandis &
Gelfand, 1998). Past researchers have developed a number of cultural
theories to explain the cultural underpinnings of social cognitive
structures. As fundamental syndromes, individualism and collectivism
have been used as the main indicators of cultural variations (Fiske et al.,
1998), though contrasting societies only on the individualism and
collectivism have been criticized recently by many researchers (e.g.,
Imamoglu, 2003, Kagit¢ibasi, 2005). Besides individualism and
collectivism, individuals’ value priorities have been shown to play a
critical role in this social perception by guiding their attitudes and
behaviors in many respects and vary across cultures reflecting predictable

cultural variations (Schwartz, 1992).

In the present study, possible associations between three theories
(relational models, individualism/collectivism, and value priorities) in the
domain of interpersonal relationship will be investigated. It was assumed
that the three theories are interacting when individuals construct their
relationships. First, these three theories are common in their fundamental
arguments though they differ in their specific subject matters and their
emphasis on different aspects of social cognition. They all have theorized
how individuals cognize the social phenomena, and construct relationships
with other people. Second, cultural context was implicitly embedded on
the theoretical constructs of both relational models and value priorities. As
Fiske (2010) asserted, knowledge of cultural context and individual

2



properties (personalities, preferences, micro-structural features, etc.) are
necessary to understand human sociality. Thus, these commonalities in
theories make it possible to associate these theories systematically.
Although these three approaches have specific assumptions on cultural
variations, so far, there have been a few attempts to test the systematic
associations among horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism,

personal values, and the four relational models.

The main aim of this study is to investigate the variation in the
preferences of the specific relational models among Turkish participants
and the associations between relational models and cultural properties as
well as personal value preferences in the Turkish cultural context, which
takes place in between the two poles of individualistic Western and
collectivistic Eastern cultures. Specifically, this study will test how the
relational models relate to horizontal and vertical individualism and
collectivism, and personal value types. In addition to testing the proposed
hypotheses, the Modes of Relationship Questionnaire will be translated
and adapted into Turkish. In the following sections, the theoretical
background and previous empirical studies on relation model, horizontal
and vertical individualism and collectivism, and personal value priorities
will be presented. Then the conceptual associations between the three

approaches and specific hypotheses of the study will be stated.

1.2 A Grammar of Human Sociality: Relational Models

The Relational Models Theory (RMT) developed by Alan Fiske

(1991; 1992) proposes four relational models that are represented in the

cognitive system and that organizes and structures the social relationships

that people engage: (1) communal sharing, (2) authority ranking, (3) equality

matching, and (4) market pricing. People can categorize or evaluate their

relationships by many different concepts from in a wide range of criteria.

However, although humans can engage in potentially infinite number of
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relationships (Bolender, 2010), Fiske asserts that all kinds of social
relationships can be reduced to these elementary models and the relationships
can be analyzed under one or more of these models. In the following parts,
first the structure of the relational models as Fiske (1992a) proposed will be
discussed, and then the empirical evidence for relational models from a broad

range of fields will be presented.

1.2.1 The Structure of Relational Models

Fiske (1991; 2004) distinguishes relational models as ‘mods’ and
‘preos’. In one hand, the modes are the evolutionary adapted models of
relationships and they are the elementary structures of all kinds of
relationships. On the other hand, the preos are culture specific
implementation rules for the mods and they are transmitted within a culture.
According to Fiske (2004) the preos, were produced by a culture in history
and learned by individuals as they grow up within a cultural context, and act
as implementation rules of relational models. The preos are prototypes,
customs, and principles of social relations that integrate the mods (Fiske,
2004). Since the mods are only the universal grammar of social relationships,
people use preos to implement these models to their social relations. These
culturally produced and shared implementations give the determinants of a
relational model in a specific domain, such as whether the communality of a
relationship in a social group was result of heritage or intense affection, or
what is the meaning ‘same’ within a given situation (Bolender, 2010). Thus,
the mods need to be conjoined with preos to operate social relations (Fiske,
2004). In the present study the mods will be examined and how these mods

implemented in Turkish culture will be addressed.

Some features of relational models in Fiske’s (1991, 2004) conception
have essential similarities with Chomsky’s Universal Grammar (2006). First,
the relational models are cognitive schemas or grammar of human sociality
(Bolender, 2010) that they are abstract and generalized knowledge of relating

4



(Fiske, 1991). They represent, organize, interpret, and direct attentions and
behaviors. (Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2001). Second, the relational models are
generative, that is, these elementary models generate new compound
relationship models to better represent different social relationships (Fiske,
2004; Fiske et al., 1998). These compound models also represent, organize,
and realize more complex relationships. Third, the relational models are
innate and have neurological foundations on the human brain (lacoboni,
Lieberman, Knowlton, Molnar-Szakacs, Moritz, Throop, & Fiske, 2004).
Thus, Chomsky’s generative linguistics can be analogous to understand the

nature of the relational models (Fiske, 2004; Bolender, 2010).

The relational models can be best described as a set of related
modules or faculties (Fiske, 1992; Haslam & Fiske, 1999) suggesting that
relational models are structured in discrete modules. According to Fiske
(1992), each relational model is a specialized capacity that is associated with
a certain type of representation, used for integrating and interpreting
experiences in social relations. The modularity of this theoretical
characterization is also supported by a significant amount of empirical
research (see Haslam, 2004). As stated by Fiske et al. (1998), extensive
research using diverse methods have indicated that people think in terms of
discrete relational structures, not on the continuous dimensions. In other
words, communal sharing is not the opposite direction of market pricing in
one dimension, or authority ranking is not the opposite of the equality
matching in another dimension, rather these four models are uni-dimensional
relational structures. The previous studies examining structure of relational
models revealed that four-factor structures that are represented in each
relational model in a single unipolar factor appeared to be ‘irreducible’ to
two-factor structures, and confirmed that the models of social relations are

not continuous (see Haslam 2004, for a detailed discussion).

Another important feature of relational models is that relational
models operate in a broad range of domains. According to Fiske (1992),
relational models focus on all aspects of human relations and sociality in
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various domains: from reciprocal exchange, distribution of resources,
contribution to common accumulation, work life, meaning of things,
significance of time, decision making, social influence, the formation and
structure of groups, social identity, motivation and moral judgment, moral
interpretations of misfortune, aggression and conflict, and many other social
aspects of sociality. The relational models have also been conceptualized in
terms of how the models influence the relationship within those domains. In
this manner, each relational model is a specialized set of relational properties
that govern social relations in a certain way. For example, consider a
relationship in an exchange domain; people provide what they can and take
what they need from a resource pool in communal sharing; superiors take
what they wish from interiors and take the care and responsibility of interiors
in authority ranking; people take the same amount they give in equality
matching; and people pay for what they take in a proportion in market pricing

(for a detailed description see Fiske, 1992).

Furthermore, similar to social relationships, these models are
dynamically context dependent. The relationships people construct with
others have some consistencies in time (Haslam and Fiske, 1999). In other
words, an individual interpreting one of his/her intimate relationship by
communal sharing tends to continue using same relational model for that
person in different domains. However, this tendency may not be portrayed in
all time. It has been also found that individuals do not fix a certain
relationship partner into a relational model at different contexts (Fiske, 1991).
An individual can implement different relational models (or combinations of
models) for the same relating partner in different domains. For example, a
husband and wife can share their resources in terms of communal sharing,
they also do housework in terms of equality matching, and they can make
decisions in terms of authority ranking at the same time. Thus, relational
models are not fixed to certain types of social relations, but they are

dynamically implemented to all social relations in different domains.



1.2.2 Four Relational Models

Communal sharing relationships are based on unity and solidarity.
People pursuing communal sharing relationship are bounded parts of a set,
where individual distinctions and identities are eliminated. Members of the
group are perceived as undifferentiated and equivalent. The group members
think that they share the same common essence, such as blood and language.
Close family (e.g., mother and child relationship) and kinship relations are
the typical examples of communal sharing. Intense romantic love also refines
the typical example of the model. Ethnic and national identities, small group
memberships could be reduced to the implementations of the communal
sharing. The repetitive rituals are important for this kind of relationships,
such as religious worship and cultural ceremonial activities (Fiske, 1991). As
an implementation communal sharing to the work processes that are
perceived as common responsibilities and things that are done together
(everyone does what they can) and no one shirks and no one count the
individual inputs. Simply, no one counts what he/she inputs and what to get
in return in communal sharing relationships (Fiske, 1991).

Authority ranking relationships are structured under a hierarchical
order. The one is either in the above or in the below in the hierarchy. Higher
status provides prestige, power, and eligibility. The relations, responsibilities,
duties, rights, and values between super-ordinates and subordinates are
asymmetrical. However, the super-ordinates have to ensure protection and
care of the subordinates. Hierarchical organization of military is a typical
example of the authority ranking. Similarly, ancestor worship in some
cultures, ethnic rankings and monotheist religions are the common examples
of the authority ranking. The positions in the hierarchy could be expressed by
the spatial cues, such as using plural nouns for people in higher status,
standing up (or sitting) behind the super-ordinate, providing larger personal

space for super-ordinates, etc. (Fiske, 1991).



Equality Matching relationships are formed on equal power and equal
rights of the relating parts. Balance, one-to-one correspondence and turn
taking are important features of this model. People keep track of the balance
and equality in these relationships. A typical example could be the bridal
presents that requires returning with a compatible amount of present in the
similar occasions in Turkish society. Cooperatives, democratic voting, turn
taking in a game, equal time in an exam, or equal team sizes are the most
common examples of equality matching.

Market Placing relationships are constituted in terms of proportions
and ratios. People in this kind of relationships evaluate all of the components
(even social values) of the relationships to a value metric in order to make
comparisons. The wages, cost/benefit analyses, rents, prices etc. are the
typical examples of the criteria and work relations, money, and other tools
that assess the given proportion of the contributors are main regulators of the

relationships.

1.2.3 The Research on Relational Models

In the last two decades, relational models have attained remarkable
empirical support from various disciplines, especially from anthropology
(Fiske, 1991), social cognition (Fiske, 1995; Fiske, Thomsen, & Thein,
2009), social and organizational psychology (Haslam & Fiske, 1999; Haslam;
2004; Schubert, 2005; Schubert, Waldzus, & Seibt, 2008; VVodosek, 2009;
McGraw, Tetlock, & Kristel, 2003; McGraw and Tetlock, 2005; Smith,
2008), brain studies (lacoboni et al., 2004), clinical research (Sergi, Fiske,
Horan, Kern, Kee, Subotni, Nuechterlein, & Green, 2009;Caralis & Haslam,
2004; Haslam et al.,2002). Such research literature emphasizes the theoretical
power of relational models in explaining individual social cognition and
behavior (Haslam, 2004).

The first group of studies referencing relational models can be
examined under social cognition. The relational models theory asserts that
8



social cognition is “thinking about relationships” (Fiske & Haslam, 1996). A
series of studies on action, naming, memory errors, free sorts, similarity, and
rating of the attributes of relationships have revealed that four relational
models guide social cognition. For instance, participants recalled people that
were clustered on the basis of social relationships stronger than those who
were clustered on the basis of individual properties (Fiske, 1995). Thus,
social error, substitution, and memory studies revealed that representation of
others or remembering social events and people are influenced by the nature
of individuals’ relationships more than the personal attributions (Haslam,

2004).

Previous studies on the implementation of relational models have
demonstrated that any social demand or situation that violates a relational
model causes distress (Fiske & Tetlock, 1997; Tetlock, Elson, Green, &
Lerner, 2000; McGraw et al., 2003; McGraw & Tetlock, 2005). Fiske and
Tetlock (1997) have hypothesized that people find it offensive when market
pricing valuations were implemented in a communal sharing relations. In a
series of studies the participants were tested on some trade-offs in which in
some conditions the trade-offs were violating the specific relational models
(McGraw et al., 2003). The results indicated that the participants exposed to
taboo trade-offs (e.g. buying or selling votes in elections, buying or selling
adoption rights of orphans) showed resistance and intense cognitive and
emotional reactions. In another study, the findings of Tetlock and McGraw
(2005) showed that people want to put clean boundaries of the
implementation of market pricing norms within social settings even in a
highly individualistic and capitalistic cultural context. So, the studies
indicated that the norms of relational schemas can alter the perceptions and

reactions of people in a given social setting (i.e. exchange).

Another empirical evidence for relational models comes from clinical
and personality research. Haslam and his colleagues (Haslam, et al., 2002;
Caralis & Haslam, 2004) have conducted studies to investigate how certain
personality types and aberrations influence relational models. In their study
9



with psychiatric out-patients, Caralis and Haslam (2004) have found that
communal sharing was associated with agreeableness and conscientiousness,
authority ranking was linked to neuroticism, equality matching to
extraversion and openness, and market pricing to neuroticism. The results
also revealed that the relational models can differ in motivational and
construal levels. In another study with participants having personality
disorder, Haslam et al. (2002) reported that people with different personality
difficulties had problems in implementing certain types of relational models
or differed in their motivations towards different models. They found that
narcissistic personality disorder symptoms highly associated with over-
implementation of authority ranking and under-implementation of equality
matching, and avoidant personality disorders showed low motivations for
communal sharing relationships. Thus, the results evidenced the links

between individual properties and implementation of relational models.

The relational models were also found to be consistent with the
findings on embodiment of the social cognition. Fiske et al. (2009) proposed
that three of the relational models were embodied that enabled children to
comprehend the social world through innately intuitive understandings of
how people construct and interact by each relational model. For instance,
contact between bodies, synchrony of movement represents equivalence of
social relations (communal sharing); and position of bodies (above-below, in-
front-behind) or size of bodies (bigger-smaller, stronger-weaker) represents
the hierarchies and dominations (authority ranking); and turn-takings,
simultaneous starts etc. represents balance (equality matching) in the
relationships (Fiske et al., 2009). Schubert (2005) has found that the vertical
position of groups affected perceptions about their relative powers. In another
study, Schubert (2004) reported that body force gestures influenced the

participants’ power perceptions and self-conceptions.

In a series of studies, 1Jzerman and Semin (2009; 2010) showed that
physical and conceptual proximity were linked to temperature differences.
They have found that the participants had more relational perspective when
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they are in warm condition than they are in cold condition, and warm
condition resulted in more social proximity than cold condition. Besides that
their findings evidenced Fiske et al. (2009)’s arguments that physical
closeness reflect the feelings of emotional warmness (IJzerman & Semin,
2010). Furthermore, lacoboni et al. (2002) investigated how relational
models represented in human brain. The functional magnetic resonance
imaging results revealed that when the participants were exposed to
communal sharing and authority ranking movie clips bilateral brain regions
activated, and these activations differed from when the participants were
under a standard cognitive task. Besides, authority ranking activated superior
temporal sulcus area of the brain greater than communal sharing did
(lacoboni et al., 2002). The findings indicate that when people observe social
relationships certain brain areas were activated, and different relational

models can differ in the activation of those areas.

Recently, in two different studies, the associations of four relational
models with cultural characteristics, namely horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism in an organizational setting (\VVodosek, 2009)
and with the personal value priorities in a European sample (Bieber, Hupfeld,
& Meier, 2008) were examined. First, Vodosek (2009) have found significant
relationships between cultural orientations and relational models.
Specifically, his results indicated that both vertical and horizontal
collectivism predicted implementation of communal sharing and vertical
dimensions of cultural orientations predicted authority ranking. Similar to
Vodosek’s study, the link between relational models and cultural orientation
will be examined on the Turkish sample. First of all, following Fiske’s (1992;
2004) propositions, a proper understanding of relational models within a
specific cultural context requires addressing how the cultural structure
interacts with the implementation of relational models. Therefore,
considering that Turkish culture which seems to integrate both collectivistic
and individualistic orientations in a relational manner (Kagit¢ibasi, 2005;

2007), the pattern of the associations between relational models and cultural
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orientaitons may vary in Turkish cultural context. Second, VVodosek (2009)
tested the links between cultural orientations and relational models with a
restricted sample (the participants were from chemistry research groups from
24 US universities) and he only asked his participants what an ideal group
should be like in terms of relationships. That’s why; the only evaluated
relationships in his study were the participant’s group members, which could
not represent all kinds of social relationships but relationships in idealized
work-groups. Thus, the results on the restricted relationship sample may not
be generalized and it can be difficult to conclude that the observed
associations between cultural orientations and relational models occur in
most kinds of relationships. Therefore, in the current study, the associations
between cultural orientations and relational models will be examined with a

broader range of participants with more heterogeneous relationship types.

Bieber, et al. (2008) studied the links between implementations of
relational models and value priorities. Their findings showed that communal
sharing correlated with universalism and benevolence; authority ranking with
power, achievement, and conformity; and market pricing with power and
achievement. Bieber et al. (2008), however, examined only the correlations
between these constructs and did not investigate the unique effects of values
in predicting the four relational models. Therefore, the relationship between
relational models and value priorities will be investigated in this study by
analyzing the systematic associations between value priorities and relational
models. In the current study, inclusion of a broad range of relationship
domains will also provide a more representative data in testing the assumed

associations.

1.3. Cultural Orientations

Past theorists have commonly questioned whether their theories were
culturally unique, or have cross-cultural validity (Fiske, 2002). Mountainous
empirical evidence have indicated that the psychological functioning could be
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different in many societies other than Western Europe and the US, where the
majority of the theories were developed and tested (see Fiske, et al., 1998;
Oyserman and Lee, 2008). Traditionally, the western European and Northern
American societies were qualified by independence, self-determination, and
freedom and however, the rest, indeed the majority, of the societies were
qualified by interdependence, cooperation, and solidarity (Schwartz,
Zamboanga, & Weisskirch, 2008; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Kagit¢ibasi,
2005; Fiske, 1991). Thus, the cross-cultural studies in psychology mostly
relied on the constructs of individualism and collectivism, and this distinction
has dominated the cross-cultural studies in the last decades (Oyserman, Coon,
& Kemmelmeier, 2002; Vodosek, 2009; Fiske, 2002; Fischer, Ferreira,
Assmar, Redford, Harb, Glazer, Cheng, Jiang, Wong, Kumar, Kartner, Hofer,
& Achoui, 2009).

1.3.1 Individualism and Collectivism

Constructs of individualism and collectivism were founded on the
theories of Hofstede (2001), Triandis (1995) and Markus and Kitayama
(1991). Hofstede (2001) identified the culture under five dimensions: power
distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism versus collectivism,
masculinity versus femininity and long-term versus short-term orientations.
These dimensions have been defined in contrasting opposites across different
cultures (Hofstede, 2001) and individualism and collectivism are two
opposing orientations that govern the mental and social world of humans
(Imamoglu, 2003; Fiske, 2002; Kagit¢ibasi, 1997; Triandis, 1995). In this
framework, the national cultures were predefined either as individualistic or
collectivistic through their cultural orientations. The most of the cross-
cultural literature of last century have taken granted that the nations were
homogenous in their cultural construal, and developed countries from North
America and Western Europe have a unique orientation toward

individualism, and the majority of the world cultures, especially developing
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countries of Eastern Asia, Africa, Middle East and South America have an
orientation toward collectivism (see Fiske et al., 1998; Oyserman et al.,
2002).

The ideals in individualistic and collectivistic cultures differed and
these ideals determine the qualities for ideal personalities in societies. As
Fiske et al. (1998) have identified, a ‘good’ person “is a bounded, coherent,
stable, autonomous, “free” entity” in individualistic cultures. Furthermore,
beliefs, attributions, attitudes, preferences, motivations and goals are the
main forces of people’s actions for individualistic orientation (Fiske et al.,

1998). Fiske, et al also stated that a person from individualistic societies

is oriented primarily toward independent “success” and
“achievement,” makes (or should make) independent, more
or less rational choices in the pursuit of these goals, is
largely in control of —and individually responsible for—
“personal” behavior and its outcomes, often regards
relationships as competing with personal needs and
regards group pressures as interfering with personal goals,
[and] strives first and foremost to feel good about the self
(p. 920).

To compare the individualistic cultures, the researchers selected their
samples mostly from East Asia cultures (Oyserman et al., 2002; Markus &
Kitayama 1991). Thus, the identified ideals for collectivistic cultures mostly
represented the ideals of these cultures Belongingness, solidarity, kinship
relations, hierarchy, loyalty, respect, and social engagements are the central
characteristics of collectivism that the society attach higher worth (Oyserman
and Lee, 2008; Fiske et al., 1998). According to Fiske, et al. an ideal person

from a collectivistic culture

is a connected, fluid, flexible, committed being who is
bound to others, participates in a set of relationships, roles,
groups, and institutions that are the primary forces that
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enable, guide, or constrain actions, is principally oriented
toward the harmonious functioning of these social entities
(which are centered on collective needs and purposes),
evaluates life with reference to collective needs and one’s
contributions to them, conforms (or should conform) to
relational norms and is responsive to group goals, [and]
subordinates personal beliefs and needs to norms and

relationships (p. 922).

However, the signified ideals for individualism and collectivism did
not represent all personalities within a society. These constructs have limits
to capture the true diversities of societies. In other words, there are
individual variations within cultures in terms of individual commitments to
the stated typologies (Kagit¢ibasi, 2005; Imamoglu, 2003; Oyserman et al.,
2002; Fiske, 2002). Furthermore, such typologies mostly ground on the social
representations and ideals (Wagner & Hayes, 2005) and there are many
societies within a society that individuals share different properties of their

different societies (Moscovici, 2000).

For instance, as an old assumption, Turkish population was accepted
as being collectivistic. But, Goregenli (1995) revealed that it is not possible
to identify Turkish population as either collectivistic or individualistic (cited
in Wasti & Erdil, 2007). This condition was also theorized and has been
showed in empirical studies by Kagit¢ibasi (2005) and Imamoglu (1998;
2003). Thus, contemporary social psychology and cross-cultural studies
admitted that not only inter-national differences but also differences within a

nation (or society) would affect the psychological processes and mechanisms.
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1.3.2 Equality vs. Hierarchy Dimensions within Individualism and

Collectivism

Since the individualism and collectivism distinction was too broad
and abstract to capture the underlying differences between cultures
(Oyserman et al., 2002; Fiske, 2002; Komarraju, Dollinger, & Lovell, 2008)
there were various attempts to understand the culture from different
perspectives, such as Schwartz’s (1992) cultural value orientations, Fiske’s

(1991; 1992) relational models and Triandis’ (1995) cultural syndrome.

Triandis (1995) claimed that the individualism and collectivism was a
polythetic conception and there is a need of four attributes to define
individualism and collectivism (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). According to
Triandis (1995; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) there is not only one kind of
individualism or collectivism. Different cultures would reveal different
patterns of collectivism or individualism. It is indeed the cultural syndromes
which create the variations within individualism and collectivism. Triandis

(1996) defined cultural syndrome as;

a pattern of shared attitudes, beliefs, categorizations, self-
definitions, norm, role definitions, and values that is
organized around a theme that can be identified among
those who speak a particular language, during a specific
historic period, and in a definable geographic region (p.
408).

The innovation Triandis and his colleagues brought into the
individualism and collectivism was a new bipolar dimension: equality vs.
hierarchy. This perspective made it possible to identify cultures on the basis
of the nature of the interpersonal relations. In this perspective, people can
prefer interacting with others in egalitarian ways or in a hierarchical manner.
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Hence, the societies could stress on either horizontal or vertical kind of
relationships. Horizontal dimension generally emphasize the equality and
similarities between people. Vertical construal, in contrast, emphasizes the
hierarchies and differences between people (Triandis and Gelfand, 1998;
Kagiteibasi, 1997; Kamarraju et al., 2008).

In the light of these, four distinct cultural orientations at the
intersection of horizontal vs. vertical and individualism vs. collectivism
dimensions can be identified. Horizontal individualism represents people
who desire to be unique and distinct from others and who are autonomous;
but they don’t seek being noticeable and achieving high status in society. On
the contrary, vertical individualism represents those who desire to gain high
status and want to be noticeable. Thus, they are in competition with others.
In horizontal collectivism, individuals perceive themselves similar to others
and give importance to the community and group goals. They are
interdependent and social, but they don’t wish to engage in hierarchical
relationships. At last, in vertical collectivism, individuals emphasize the
importance of the in-group integration. The goals of identified groups are
prior to personal goals and competition between in-group and out-groups is
important. It has been noted that all of these aspects could be observed both
at the individual and group levels, and different contexts can highlight

different aspects of the given dimension (Kamarraju et al., 2008).

It can be argued that Turkish cultural orientation can be best
understood by horizontal and vertical dimensions rather than individualism
and collectivism dimensions. In the one hand, it can be seen as vertical
because of the hierarchical organization of the family and social order, and
high power distance. On the other hand, it can be seen as horizontal because
of high emotional interdependence and relational characteristics of social
relationships (see Kagitgibasi, 2005). Furthermore, as it was discussed above,
ideals in Turkish cultural context cannot be captured either individualism or
collectivism (Goregenli, 1995). As located between Europe and Middle East,
Turkish culture involves both traditional and modern values and properties
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(Dirilen-Giimiis & Biiyiiksahin-Sunal, 2012). Similarly, Imamoglu (1998)
found that the trend in Turkish youth was toward both interrelatedness and
individuation in her balanced integration-differentiation model, which
indicated that the Turkish youth characterized themselves both with
interrelation and interdependence patterns of traditional Turkish culture and
individual independence. Besides, as education level and SES increase the
importance of traditional values decrease in the society though people mostly
identify themselves with universalistic values and egalitarianism
(Kagitgibasi, 2007; Karakitapoglu-Aygiin & imamoglu, 2002). Thus
investigating relational models in Turkish cultural context which present a
multidimensional culture and value properties would provide critical

implications for cross-cultural psychology and social relationships research.

Previous studies have examined horizontal and vertical individualism
and collectivism in relation to other major constructs from different theories.
For instance, its links with Fiske’s (1992) relational models Kamarraju et al.,
2008; Vodosek, 2009), and Schwartz (1992) personal values (Smith & Bond,
1993; Oshi, Schimmack, Diener, &Suh, 1998; Oshi, Hahn, Schimmack,
Radhakrishan, Dzokoto, &Ahad, 2005) were tested.

Oshi, et al. (1998) empirically supported the hypothesized
associations between horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism
and personal value priorities. They observed that horizontal individualism
was associated with self-direction and achievement; vertical individualism
was associated with power and achievement; horizontal collectivism was
positively related to benevolence; and vertical collectivism was closely
linked to tradition and conformity. Oshi et al. also reported horizontal
dimensions negatively correlated with preference for power, supporting the

theoretical associations.

On the other hand, although the theorists often hypothesized links
between horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism and relational

models, their empirical relationships have been left unexamined with a few

18



exception. Vodosek (2009) was first to test the hypothesized links between
two theories. Vodosek showed that collectivistic dimensions associated with
communal sharing, vertical dimensions associated with authority ranking,

and horizontal collectivism was mainly associated with equality matching.

1.4 Personal VValues: Priorities and Structure

Studying values was another route in social psychology considering
cultural aspects of cognition, which can be followed from Schwartz (1992)
back to Rokeach (1973) (Fiske et al., 1998). The values are accepted to be
associated with the daily practices, attitudes, and preferences of people.
That’s why; social and political scientists and public research agencies
frequently improve new forms to measure values and use them in national or
international surveys, such as Inglehard’s (2008) World Value Survey

(http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/).

Schwartz (1992) defined values as desirable, trans-situational goals,
varying in importance that serves as guiding principles in people’s lives.
Values are “concepts or beliefs”, they are related with the desired goals, they
are context depended, they lead people to select or evaluate the events and
actions, and they are in a hierarchy according to their importance (Schwartz,
1992; 2007; Smith & Schwartz, 1997). Values are different from attitudes by
their abstractness (Schwartz, 1992; Smith & Schwartz, 1997) and their
centrality to the personality according to attitudes (Biber et al., 2008). Values
were also distinguished from traits since they were continuous goals but traits
were continuous dispositions (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002).
According to Schwartz (1992; Smith & Schwartz, 1997), values meet some
universal human needs, in other words, values express needs of individuals as
biological organisms, needs of sufficient social relationships, and needs of

the survival of groups and society.
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Rokeach (1973) stated “The value concept, more than any other,
should occupy a central position . . . able to unify the apparently diverse
interests of all the sciences concerned with human behavior” (cited in
Schwartz, 1992) to highlight the importance of value studies in understanding
human behaviors. According to Smith and Schwartz (1997) the value
priorities in a society would provide the essential elements of the culture and
these priorities are closely related to the ways that people behave. Thus,
values are important to understand the underlying processes of cultural and
individual reactions to the social events and have clear implications for

interpersonal relationships shaped by relational models.

1.4.1 Basic Value Types

Schwartz (1992) identified ten motivationally distinct value types:
Self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security,
conformity, tradition, benevolence and universalism as explained in Table
1.1.

Table 1.1 Definitions of value types of the goals and single values that
represent them

Value Type Goals Single Values

Self-direction Independent thought and action-  Creativity, freedom,
choosing, creation, exploring independent, choosing own

goals, curious

Stimulation Excitement, novelty and Daring, a varied life, an
challenge in life exciting life

Hedonism Pleasure and sensuous Pleasure, enjoying life,
gratification for oneself self-indulgence

Achievement Personal success through Ambitious, successful,
demonstrating competence capable, influential

according to social standards
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Table 1.1 (continued)

Power

Security

Conformity

Tradition

Benevolence

Universalism

Social status and prestige, control
or dominance over people and
resources

Safety, harmony and stability of
society, of relationships, and of
self

Restraint of actions, inclinations
and impulses likely to upset or
harm others and violate social
expectations or norms

Respect, commitment and
acceptance of the customs and
ideas that traditional culture or
religion provide

Preservation and enhancement of
the welfare of people with whom
one is in frequent personal
contact

Understanding, appreciation,
tolerance and protection for the
welfare of all people and for

nature

Authority, social power,
wealth, preserving my
public image

Family security, national
security, social order, clean,
reciprocation of favours
Self-discipline, politeness,
honouring parents and

elders, obedience

Devout, respect for

tradition, humble, moderate

Helpful, honest, forgiving,

loyal, responsible

Equality, social justice,
wisdom, broadminded,
protecting the environment,
unity with nature, a world

of beauty

Note: Adapted from Biber, Hupfeld and Meier, 2008

These ten value types are related with each other either in

complementary or contrasting way. These relationships elicit the dynamic
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structure of the human values. The value theory defined value structure as the
consistent conflicts and compatibilities among values (Schwartz, 1992;
Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004). First, the values can be classified regarding
their interests. In this manner, power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation,
and self-direction were grouped as serving individual interests (Schwartz,
1992). Benevolence, tradition and conformity were classified in the opposite
direction to serve collective interests. Here, universalism and security seem to

be serving to both individual and collective interests.

Second, the values can be classified according to their compabilities
and conflicts among their practical, psychological, and social consequences
(Schwartz, 1992). For instance, power and achievement are compatible
values as both emphasize social superiority, or universalism and benevolence
are compatible as both emphasize enhancement of others and transcendence
of self-interests (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004). On the contrary, these two
pairs reflect psychological or social conflicts, as power and achievement vs.
universalism and benevolence. In this example, acceptance of others as
equals and interest in their welfare conflict with interest in one’s own success

and dominance over others.

The circular structure in Figure 1.3.1 reveals the whole patterns of
compabilities and conflicts among values. Spatially, two compatible values
fall together and two conflicted values fall apart (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004;
Schwartz, 2007). The circular representation also reflects the motivational
continuum, as closer values represent similar underlying motivations. The
circular structure also indicates that values that serve individual interest are
close to each other, and values that serve collective interest are close to each

other and in the opposite direction of the former group.

There exists extensive research assessing the values in different
cultures. In order to investigate the nature of values and their structural
properties, researchers conducted a great number of studies with more than

200 samples in almost 60 countries (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004). Schwartz

22



(2007) reported the summary of structural analyses of the value items in 20
countries with 190 distinct regions, indicating that the structure of the value
types were almost same across the European countries. Similarly, such a
structural parallelism was also observed with the counties from Africa, Asia,
North and South America, and Oceania (Schwartz, 2007; Schwartz, Melech,
Lehmann, Burgess, Harris, & Owens, 2001; Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004).

1.4.2 Higher-Order Value Types

Examination of the compatilities and conflicts in the basic values,
Schwartz (1992) suggested a two-dimensional value structure: openness-to-
change vs. conservation and self-transcendence vs. self-enhancement. The
closeness and distinctions between single values constructed the total value
structure around two dimensions (see Figure 1.4.1). Two dimensions of

value structures composed of four higher order value types.

One higher-order value type combines stimulation and self-direction
values and is called as openness to change. The second higher-order value
type is called conservation, which consisted security, conformity, and
tradition values. The openness to change and conservation constructs one of
the bipolar dimensions. This dimension contrasts the values with self-
interested motives to preserving the status quo and certainty (Schwartz &
Boehnke, 2004). The third higher-order value type combines power and
achievement values and is called self-enhancement. The last combination,
called self-transcendence, involves universalism and benevolence values.
These two higher-order values form the second bipolar dimension. This
dimension arranges values as selfish concerns and enhancement of personal
interests versus promoting welfare of others and of nature (Schwartz &
Boehnke, 20004). Finally, hedonism values cannot be combined with values
from either dimensions, but hedonism share some elements from both

dimensions.
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Schwartz (1992) noted that combining basic values around two
dimensions provided a parsimonious way to see the whole pattern and thus it
is practical to systematically examine the associations between personal
value priorities and other psychological constructs. Thus, the higher-order
value types will be used as the predictors of four relational models in the

current study.

OPENNESS TO
CHANGE

Self-direction

Universalism

Stimulation

Benevelonce

Hedonism

Conformity Tradition

Achievement

B CONSERVATION

Figure 1. 1 Circular structure of the value types (Adapted from Schwartz,
1992).

1.5 Rationale and Hypotheses of the Study

The first aim of the present study is to adopt the MORQ into Turkish
and examine its psychometric and structure of the relational models in
Turkish culture. Then, the patterns of relationships between relation model
and cultural orientations as well as personal value dimensions will be
examined in this study. Past studies have proposed systematic associations

between horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism and relational

24



models. Similarly, there are theoretical attempts to link personal value

priorities to relational models.

First, Kagitgibasi (1997) noted that Smith and Bond (1993) suggested
systematic relationships between communal sharing and collectivism,
authority ranking and power distance and hierarchy, equality matching and
femininity and harmony, and market pricing and masculinity and mastery”.
Similarly, Triandis and Gelfand(1998) and Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and
Gelfand (1995) underlined the associations of horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism with relational models. According to this
assumption, collectivism was associated with communal sharing,
individualism with market pricing, horizontal dimension corresponded to
equality matching, and vertical dimension to authority ranking (see Table
1.2).

Table 1.2 Relationships Between Horizontal and Vertical Individualism
and Collectivism and Relational Models

Horizontal Vertical Horizontal Vertical
Individualism Individualism Collectivism Collectivism
MP MP CS CS
EM AR EM AR

Note: Adapted from Triandis and Gelfand, 1998. CS = Communal Sharing, AR = Authority
Ranking, EM = Equality Matching, MP = Market Pricing

However, there have been a few attempts to test the hypothesized
associations. Recently, Vodosek (2009) tested these hypotheses with
university research groups. The results of his study provided preliminary
support to some of the hypothesized associations between cultural orientation
and relational models. The results indicated that communal sharing was

related both with horizontal and vertical collectivism and authority ranking

"Mastery and harmony are conceptualization of Schwartz’s culture analyses, see Smith and
Schwartz (1997) for a detailed discussion.
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was related with vertical and horizontal individualism, and equality matching
was associated with horizontal collectivism. However, the generalizability of
Vodosek’s results is limited because of the sample used was only from
highly educated small project groups and the participants only evaluated their
relationships with the members of their groups with the question of how an
ideal group should be. Thus these findings need to be replicated with a
sample that is recruited from a broader population with more representative

social relations.

In the present study, the systematic associations between horizontal
and vertical individualism and collectivism and relational models will be
investigated with a more heterogeneous sample in terms of age, education,
and SES in Turkey. Together with the notion that the implementations of
relational models are determined by specific cultures, it is imperative to
address how relational models are reflected and implemented in relation to
the cultural orientations in Turkish culture. Thus, examining the systematic
associations between cultural orientations and relational models in Turkey
would provide valuable contribution to the literature on relational models in

general.

Although, Smith and Bond (1993) suggested an association between
Schwartz’s theory and relational models, they didn’t specifically theorize
how personal value preferences and structures associate with the specific
relational models. It was first that Roccas and McCauley (2004) offered a
systematic integration of personal values and relational models. In their
approach, each relational model provides a set of opportunities to express
values and these sets can only involve certain types of values and exclude
others. For instance, people who prefer to compete with others would find
difficult to express this preferences in communal sharing, but it would be

easy to do this in market pricing or authority ranking.

From the definition of models, it can be inferred that relational models

involve specific norms that are embedded into to manage social relations in
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practice. Second, as it was previously discussed, in appropriate matches
including incompatible value orientations and relational models can lead
difficulties in relationships. Harmonious social relations require consistency
between behaviors and relational models in a given domain (McGraw &
Tetlock, 2005). In a similar vein, Roccas and McCauley (2004) suggest that
value implementation to relational models reduces dissonances.
Consequently, relational models have to implement certain types of values to

some domains, but not to others.

Thus, it appears to be important to analyze associations between
personal value priorities and relational models for examining how an
individual implements cultural contents in social relations when using one of
the models. According to Roccas and McCauley (2004) communal sharing
was most compatible with benevolence values. Both express equivalence
between relating partners and wellness of others. Also, the honesty,
helpfulness, and kindness emphasized by benevolence can be best reflected
when implementing communal sharing. Besides that, universalism which
highlights welfare of all people and whole natural world can be associated
with communal sharing (Roccas & McCauley, 2004). Consequently, the two
connections that Roccas and McCauley offered resulted in that
implementation of communal sharing can be predicted by self-transcendence

value types.

Second, authority ranking appears to be most compatible with power
and achievement values (Roccas & McCauley, 2004). Authority had the
opportunity to express power social status, dominance, and control over
people. Similarly, success and winning can be important for leaders to
maintain their status. Beyond that, security, tradition, and conformity are also
expressed in authority ranking. The subordinate in a relationship is directed
by authority and construct reliable cultural ideas (Roccas & McCauley,
2004). Similarly, tradition is also compatible with dominance in a
relationship, especially when the authority figure is an idealized one or is a
religious figure. Security values also express safety and stability that can be
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emphasized in authority ranking. Traditionally, it is expected from authority
figures to protect and take the responsibility of their subordinates.
Consequently, it can be expected that self-enhancement and conservation
value priorities can be associated with authority ranking.

Third, power and achievement are compatible with market pricing
(Roccas & McCauley, 2004). Both value types emphasize wealth, passion,
and high success for oneself. These values can be best implemented in
market pricing. Therefore, it can be expected that self-enhancement values

may be associated with market pricing.

Bieber et al. (2008) have analyzed the hypothesized relationship
between personal value priorities and relational model. They asked their
participants to evaluate their five different relationships (their close friend,
supervisor, subordinate, business partner and acquaintance). Their
correlational analyses indicate that communal sharing was correlated with
universalism and benevolence, authority ranking was related with power,
achievement and conformity; market pricing was associated with power and

achievement, but equality matching was correlated with universalism.

Biber et al.’s (2008) study provided important insights for the link
between these constructs. However, since their participants evaluated specific
types of relationships (i.e. partner or best friend, supervisor, subordinate,
business partner, and acquaintance), Bieber et al.’s (2008) study limited their
analyses to test each relational model in an order. Besides that, they reported
only correlation analyses for the proposed associations. That’s why, there is
need to replicate the findings with a broader range of social relations in order

to achieve more generalizable results.

In the present study, it is aimed that each participant freely identifies
30 relationships and makes evaluation for 15 of these relationships. Thus, the
increased number of the relationships would provide more stable and

generalizable results, and the freely listed relationships would provide to
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understand the general patterns of the associations between relational models

and value priorities in Turkish culture.

1.5.1 Hypotheses of the Study

Hypothesis 1: Four of the relational models will also be observed in the

Turkish culture as distinct and correlated factors.

Hypothesis 2: Consistent with the reviewed literature and suggested

associations, relational models will be associated with the cultural construal.

Hypothesis 2a: Collectivism (both horizontal and vertical collectivisms) will

predict implementation of communal sharing.

Hypothesis 2b: Verticality (both vertical individualism and collectivism)

will predict the implementation of authority ranking.

Hypothesis 2c: Horizantalism (both horizontal individualism and

collectivism) will predict equality matching.

Hypothesis 2d: Individualism (both horizontal and vertical individualism)

will predict market pricing.

Hypotheses 3: In the light of reviewed literature it is expected to observe
systematic relationships between higher-order value types and relational

models.
Hypothesis 3a: Self-transcendence will positively predict communal sharing.

Hypothesis 3b: Self-enhancement and conservation values will positively

predict implementation of authority ranking.

Hypothesis 3c: Self-enhancement values will positively predict

implementation of market pricing.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD
Participants

Participants of the study were students from Middle East Technical
University (METU) and working adults from various work places. Students
were recruited from METU Psychology classes and they received extra
course credits for their participation. Others participated in the study through
snowball sampling. Final sample consisted of 214 participants who
completed the survey package and a demographic information scale fully.
The application of the survey lasted about 40 minutes. The study was
announced in the classes and participants received the questionnaire package
from the researcher. Other participants were handed the questionnaire
package and filled out the questionnaires either in their work places or at their
home.

As seen in Table 2.1, the sample was consisted of 142 female (66.40
%), and 72 male (33.6 %) participants. The age range of participants varied
from 19 to 67 with a mean of 29.10 (SD = 10.60). Of participants 113 (52.80
%) were students, 111 of which from the Middle East Technical University,
with 56 participants (56.50 %) from the Department of Psychology, 29
participants (26.10 %) from other departments of social sciences, 20 (18.00
%) participants from engineering departments, and 6 participants (5.40 %)
from the natural sciences. There were 2 participants from other universities.
Of the participants, 103 were not students, and 44 (45.6 %) of them were
working in different governmental offices, 42 (40.8 %) of them were working
in private sector, 8 (7.8 %) of the participants were unemployed, and 5 (2.30
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%) of them were retired. The students were consisted of 6 (5.70 %) freshmen,
72 (67.90 %) sophomore, 8 (7.50 %) junior, 20 (18.80 %) senior students. A
total of 113 (52.80 %) participants reported that they spent most of their lives
in a big or metropolitan city, 57 (26.60 %) in a province, 26 (12.10 %) in a
county, and 18 (8.40 %) in a town or village. Of the participants, 24 (11.20%)
reported their family or own income under 1000 TL, 58 (27.10 %) of them
reported income between 1000 — 1999 TL, 43 (20.10 %) of them reported
income between 2000 — 2999 TL, 27 (12.60 %) of them reported income
between 3000 — 3999 TL, 22 (10.30 %) of them reported income between
4000 — 4999 TL, 17 (7.90 %) of them reported income between 5000 — 5999
TL, and 20 (9.30 %) of them reported income above 6000 TL.

Table 2.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Min. -
Freq. Per. M
Max.
N =
Age 29.10 10.60 19-67
214
Sex
Female 142 66.40
Male 72 33.60
Occupation
Student 113 52.80
Employee in Public
44 20.60
Sector
Employee in
.p Y 42 19.60
Private Sector
Unemployed 8 3.70
Retired 5 2.30
Dept. of
Students
Psychology 56 56.50
Social Sciences 29 26.10

31



Table 2.1 (continued)

Engineering 20 18.00
Natural Sci. 6 5.40
Class of
Students
Freshmen 6 5.70
Sophomore 72 67.90
Junior 8 7.50
Senior+ 20 18.80
Place Lived Longest
Big or Metropolitan
_ 113 52.80
City
Province 57 26.60
County 26 12.10
Town or
) 18 8.40
Village
Income
Under 1,000 TL 24 11.20
1,000 - 1,999
58 27.10
TL
2,000 - 2,999
43 20.10
TL
3,000 - 3,999
27 12.60
TL
4,000 - 4,999
22 10.30
TL
5,000 - 5,999
17 7.90
TL
Above 6,000 TL 20 9.30
Missing 3 1.40
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Instruments

Following the acknowledgment of informed consent form at the
beginning of the survey package, participants completed the following
measures: the Modes of Relationships Questionnaire, Portraits of Value
Questionnaire, Individualism-Collectivism Scale and responded questions
about demographic characteristics (APPENDIX B). After completing the
questionnaires, participants were debriefed via a written debriefing form that
was prepared considering the guidelines of METU Research Center for
Applied Ethics.

2.2.1 Relational Models

The recent version of the Modes of Relationship Questionnaire
(MORQ, Haslam & Fiske, 1999) was used to assess people’s relative
tendencies to construe their relationships. This version of the scale consists of
20 items, in which, the participants could evaluate their relationships in terms
of four of models in five different domains. The scale includes five items for
each relationship models (Communal Sharing, Authority Ranking, Equality
Matching, and Market Pricing). Participants evaluate their relationships using
these items in five different domains (exchange, morals, influence, identity
and miscellaneous). The followings are the examples for the each
relationship models: for Communal Sharing ‘If either of you needs
something, the other gives it without expecting anything in return; for
Authority Ranking ‘One of you directs the work you do together-the other
pretty much does what they are told to do’; for Equality Matching ‘If you
have work to do, you usually split it evenly’; and for Market Pricing ‘If one
of you worked for the other, they would be paid in proportion to how long
they worked or how much they did’.
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The original scale was translated into Turkish and back translated by
two independent translators who were fluent in both languages. The final
Turkish version of the scale was constructed considering these translations
and semantic consistency.

For the assessment of the relationship construal, first of all the
participants provided names or other kind of descriptive statements of 30
people that they were interacting in any way. The participants were free in
recall of their relationships when they wrote the names. Then, the participants
evaluated 15 of those relationships which were written on the even numbers,
through those 20 items with a 7-point Likert-type scale (1= ‘not true at all of
this relationship’ and 7 =very true of this relationship’). Thus, the
participants evaluated each of their relationships in terms of all relational
models. That is, the participants rate their 15 relationships with 20 items.
Thus, each item has been rated fifteen times, and the mean of those rates
computed as the mean item score. Then the subscale scores (relational model
scores) were obtained from these means. The reliability coefficients of the
subscales for communal sharing (.67), authority ranking (.80), equality
matching (.67), and market pricing (.68) were in an acceptable range.
Previous studies reported similar reliability coefficients (e.g., Biber et al.,
2008; Vodosek, 2009).

Since the MORQ assesses participant’s relative tendency to prefer
certain relational models for their relationships, those systematic differences
might influence the scores of the MORQ (Caralis & Haslam, 2004).
Therefore, past researchers have ipsatized the raw MORQ scores before
performing hypothesis testing (Caralis & Haslam, 2004; Biber, et al., 2008).
The ipsatized MORQ scores were used for the hypothesis testing in the
present study. However, raw scores were given in the report of the analyses
(a detailed description of the scale and ipsatization process is provided in the
Chapter 3).
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2.2.2 Vertical and Horizontal Individualism — Collectivism

The vertical and horizontal individualism and collectivism were
measured using the Turkish version of the Individualism-Collectivism Scale
(the INDCOL Scale). The scale was first developed by Singelis, Triandis,
Bhawuk and Gelfand (1995) and improved by Triandis and his colleagues
(Wasti and Eser-Erdil, 2007), and was adopted into Turkish by Wasti and
Eser-Erdil (2007). The INDCOL includes 37 items which is rated using 5-
point Likert type scales; “1 = strongly disagree’ to 5 = strongly agree”. The
scale constructed four subscales with 9 items for vertical collectivism (e.g. “I
would sacrifice an activity that | enjoy very much if my family did not
approve of it”), 10 items for horizontal collectivism (e.g. “My happiness
depends very much on the happiness of those around me”), 8 items for
vertical individualism (e.g. “Winning is everything”), and 10 items for

horizontal individualism (e.g. “I like my privacy”).

Wasti and Eser-Erdil (2007) have tested the scale in two samples and
formed a three factor-structure by removing vertical individualism. They
reported average Cronbach alpha values for horizontal collectivism (.73 for
both samples), vertical collectivism (.72 and .69 in two samples), and
horizontal individualism (.71 and .69 in two samples). In the present study,
four subscales were used and reliability coefficients (Cronbach alphas) of the
subscales were all satisfactory (.86 for vertical collectivism, .83 for
horizontal collectivism, .86 for vertical individualism, and .83 for horizontal

individualism).
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2.2.3 Personal Values

The importance of personal values was measured by the Turkish
version of the Portrait Values Questionnaire (the PVQ) of Shwartz, Melech,
Lehmann, Burgess, Harris and Owens (2001). The scale was adopted by
Demirutku and Stimer (2010) into Turkish, and the scale consists 40 items.
The items were worded appropriately so that it can easily be administered to
samples from low socio-economical or educational status (Demirutku and
Stimer, 2010; Shwartz, et. al., 2001). Each item was composed of two
propositions which were describing a person’s goals and wills (e.g. “It is
important to her to show her abilities. She wants people to admire what she
does”). The participants were asked to reveal how much the described person
was matching to their own goals and wills. 6-point Likert-type scales (from 1
=very much like me to6 = not like me at all” were used in rating the items.’
The scale was constructed around two bipolar dimensions; openness to
change versus conversation as one dimension, and self-enhancement versus

self-transcendence as the other dimension.

Reliability and validity of the factors corresponding value structures
were supported in the in previous studies (Shwartz, et. al., 2001; Demirutku
and Siimer, 2010). The reliability coefficients of the subscales in the present
study were .81 for self-transcendence, .87 for conservation, .83 for self-

enhancement, and .76 for openness-to-change.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Prior to analyses the data were screened and cleaned via PASW
Statistics 18. First, the accuracy of data was checked by examining
descriptive statistics. In the following sections, first, the descriptive statistics
will be stated, and then the factor structure and ipsatization procedure of the
MORQ will be presented. Finally, results regarding hypotheses testing will
be presented.

3.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables
3.1.1 Overview of the Study Variables

Then the mean scores of the subscales in each measure were
compared via a series of repeated measures ANOVA to see differences in
relational models, value structures, and cultural orientations. Means, standard
deviations, range (minimum and maximum scores) and reliability coefficients

of the study variables were presented in Table 3.1to Table 3.3.

Examination of observed means as compared to the scale midpoints
showed that the means scores in communal sharing (M = 4.16) and equality
matching (M = 4.75) were higher than the midpoint of the scale (3.5).
Further, the mean score of the market pricing (M = 3.61) was around the
midpoint of the scale. However, the mean of authority ranking (M = 2.94)
was below the midpoint, suggesting that equality matching was the most
common and authority ranking was the least common relational model in this

sample.
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In order to examine the statistical differences between the relational
models a series of ANOVA was conducted. The results showed significant
differences on the mean scores of different relational models (F(3, 639) =
192.96, p < .001). As seen in Table 3.1, post-hoc comparisons using the
Bonferroni adjustment indicated that the participants’ construe of each
relational models were significantly differed from each other. As expected,
equality matching was the highest (M = 4.75). The communal sharing
relationship (M = 4.16) was the second most preferred relational model, the
market pricing (M = 3.61) was the third, and authority ranking (M = 2.94)

was the least utilized relational model in the reported relationships.

Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Variables for Relational Models

Variables Mean SD Minimum Maximum Cronbach a
Communal Sharing 4,16, .76 2.45 6.63

Authority Ranking 294, .97 1.11 5.47 .80
Equality Matching 475, .99 1.93 6.84 .67
Market Pricing 3.614 .93 1.16 5.87 .68

Note: Bonferroni adjustments were used for probing the differences. Values with the same

subscript were not significantly different from each other

Analyses on cultural dimensions also yielded significant differences
(F(3, 639) =102.98, p < .001). Post-hoc comparison using the Bonferroni
test (see Table 3.2) indicated that there was no significant differences
between horizontal individualism (M = 3.96) and horizontal collectivism (M
= 3.90). Vertical collectivism (M = 3.58), however, was significantly lower
than horizontal individualism and horizontal collectivism, and, the vertical

collectivism was significantly higher than vertical individualism (M = 3.10).
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Table 3.2 Descriptive Statistics of the Variables for INDCOL

Variables Mean SD Minimum Maximum Cronbach a
Horizontall Collectivism 3.90, .71 1 5 .86
Vertical Collectivism 3.58, .78 1 5 .83
Horizontal lindividualism  3.96, .73 1 5 .86
Vertical Individualism 3.06, .82 1 5 .83

Note: Bonferroni adjustments were used for probing the differences. Values with the same

subscript were not significantly different from each other

ANOVA on the value dimensions revealed significant differences,
F(3, 639) =91.12, p < .001). Post-hoc comparison using the Bonferroni test
indicated that all of the personal value priorities were significantly different
from each other (Table 3.3). Self-transcendence (M = 5.01) was the highest
preferred personal value dimension, followed by openness to change (M =
4.77), conversation (M = 4.36), and self-enhancement (M = 3.96) was the

least preferred personal value dimension.

Table 3.3 Descriptive Statistics of the Variables for Personal Values

Variables Mean SD Minimum Maximum Cronbach a
Self-transcendence 5.01, .66 2.60 6 .81
Self-enhancement 3.964 .96 1.43 6 .83
Open change 477, .71 2.57 6 .76
Conservation 436, .85 1.77 6 .87

Note: Bonferroni adjustments were used for probing the differences. Values with the same

subscript were not significantly different from each other

The reliability coefficients of the study variables were within the
acceptable ranges. The Cronbach alphas of relational models varied between
.68 and .80. Similarly, the reliability coefficients for horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism ranged from .83 to .86. Lastly, Cronbach

alphas for the personal value priorities were between .76 to .87.
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3.2 Psychometric Properties of the MORQ

Psychometric properties of the MORQ was investigated by using both
explanatory factor analyses via SPSS and confirmatory factor analyses via
LISREL to better understand the construct validity of the underlying factors.
The original measure consists of four subscales corresponding to four
relational models. Each subscale includes five items describing a relationship
in a given domain. The first hypothesis of the study claimed that the
underlying factor structure for the relational models would also be observed
in the Turkish sample. As explained below, with the exceptions of 3 items
that did not load on the targeted factors, the four-factor structure of the
MORQ was observed in the Turkish sample consistent with the original

factor structure.

3.2.1 Principle Component Analyses of the MORQ

Principle Component Analyses with a varimax rotation were
performed to investigate the factorial structure of the MORQ. Initially, to
verify that the data was suitable for factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-OlKkin
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) was checked and found to be .81.
Furthermore, the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity value was also significant (p <
.001); indicating that the data was appropriate for factor analysis. A cut-off

point of .30 was used for factor loadings.

The initial analysis revealed a five factor structure with eigenvalues
above 1.0. These five factors explained 60.24% of the total variance. After
examining factor loadings on the rotated component matrix, one of the
factors could not be interpreted in theoretically meaningful way. Besides that

nine items loaded more than one factor which resulted in confusion in
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interpretation. Furthermore, examination of Cattell’s Scree plot suggested a

factor solution.

The analysis was repeated by forcing a 4-factor solution. These four
factors explained a total of 54.83% of the variance. Examination of item
factor loadings in the rotated component matrix showed that all items except
three” had loadings under targeted original factors. There were a few cross-
loaded items. The fourth item (“You feel a moral obligation to feel kind and
compassionate to each other”) of the MORQ had a loading of .57 on the
authority ranking though it was originally belongs to the communal sharing
domain; the eighth (“We keep track of what we give to each other, in order to
try to give back the same kind of things in return eventually; we each know
when things are uneven) (.55) and nineteenth (“If one person does what the
other wants, next time the second person should do what the first person
wants”) (.67) items loaded on the market pricing, where originally they were
under the equality matching domain. Besides that the second item of the
MORQ (“One-person, one-vote is the principle for making decisions with
this person”), which was originally under the equality matching domains was
cross-loaded on the communal sharing domain. Considering that three items
that were not loaded on the original factors did not capture the characteristics
of the targeted domain in this culture, a principle component analysis was

rerun with 17 items after removing these three items.

The result of forced four factor solution explained 58.05% of the total
variance, in which the first factor explained 19.68%, the second factor
explained 14.04%, the third factor explained 13.44% and the last factor
explained 10.90% of the variance. In the reduced item PCA, All items had

loadings under their original factors, except the second item (“One-person,

2 The fourth item of the MORQ that applying communal sharing to the domain of morals,
“You feel a moral obligation to feel kind and compassionate to each other”; the eighth item
of the MORQ that applying equality matching to the domain of exchange, “We keep track of
what we give to each other, in order to try to give back the same kind of things in return
eventually; we each know when things are uneven”; and the nineteenth item of the MORQ
that applying equality matching to the domain of influence, “If one person does what the
other wants, next time the second person should do what the first person wants”.
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one-vote is the principle for making decisions with this person”) of the
MORQ again had a cross-loading on the communal sharing (see the item
loadings on the Table 3.4).
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Table 3.4 Factor Structure for the MORQ

tems Communal Authority Equality Market
Sharing Ranking Matching Pricing

The two of you tend to develop very similar attitudes and values 73 - - -
You feel that you have something unique in common that makes you two essentially the same .70 - - -
The two of you are a unit: you belong together .61 46 - -
If either of you needs something, the other gives it without expecting anything in return .60 - - -.32
One of you is the leader, the other loyally follows their will - .80 - -
One of you is above the other in a kind of hierarchy - 7 - -
One of you makes the decisions and the other generally goes along - 75 - -
One of you looks up to the other as a guide and role-model - 71 - -
One of you directs the work you do together--the other pretty much does what they are told to do - .60 - -
You typically divide things up into shares that are the same size - - .83 -
If you have work to do, you usually split it evenly 32 - 7 -
One-person, one-vote is the principle for making decisions with this person .56 - 44 -
With this person, you make decisions according to the ratio of the benefits you get and the costs to ] e ] 69
you
What you get from this person is directly proportional to how much you give them - - - .65
If one of you worked for the other, they would be paid in proportion to how long they worked or how ] ] ] 6
much they did
You have a right to a fair rate of return for what you put into this relationship - - 37 .62
Your interaction is strictly rational: you each calculate what your payoffs are, and act accordingly - .38 - .62

Note: The bold values indicate item loadings in the original factors, and the values under .30 were suppressed.
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3.2.2 Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Given that although exploratory factor analyses yielded a similar
factor structure with the original measure and it did not provide the fit of the
model and three items were removed from the scale, a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted to better understand the construct validity of
the MORQ. As the confirmatory factor analysis provided differences among
different models with different factor structures (Hu and Bentler, 1995 cited
in Glutting, Youngstrom and Watkins, 2005), the original four-factor models
that consisted all 20 items, and the reduced model consisted of 17 items were
tested separately via LISREL 8.30 (Joreskog and S6rbom, 1993).

First of all, CFA with four (latent) factors each including five items
was tested (see APPENDIX D for the item corresponding of the factors).
Covariance matrix was used as data entry in testing the model. Maximum
Likelihood estimation was employed to estimate the model. Smaller values
for the ratio between chi-square and its degrees of freedom (df/y* = 1/2 or
1/3), larger values of comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit index
(NNFI), the goodness of fit index (GFI), and smaller values for RMSEA were
taken as indicators of model fit (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, and
Miiller, 2003). Considering these criteria, the analyses revealed that the
hypothesized model with 20 items fit the data poorly (,*(164, N = 212) =
698.16, p < .001, RMSEA = .12). Moreover, examining item loadings showed
that one item from the communal sharing subscale (fourth item of the
MORQ) and two items from the equality matching subscale (eighth and
nineteenth items of the MORQ) did not load on the targeted factors. The
standardized £ weights (loadings) for communal sharing changed between
.23 10 .73 (loading of one item was not significant); for authority ranking
changed between .47 to .82; for equality matching varied between .04 to .90
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(loadings of two items were not significant); and for market pricing the range

was between .29 to .83.

As the model test indicated that three items did not load to their
corresponding factors, these items were deleted from the further models.
Besides that the Modification Indices suggested addition of two error
covariance that significantly increases the goodness of fit indices of the
model. The first recommended error covariance was between first item of
communal sharing (“If either of you needs something, the other gives it
without expecting anything in return”) and the first item of the equality
matching (“One-person, one-vote is the principle for making decisions with
this person”)and the second recommendation was an error covariance
between two items of authority ranking (“One of you directs the work you do
together--the other pretty much does what they are told to do” and “One of
you is above the other in a kind of hierarchy”). Examination of these items
indicated that they have similar meaning and responses to these items may be

dependent to each other.

The tested modified (revised) model consisted of 17 items, four items
for communal sharing, five items for authority ranking and market pricing,
and three items for equality matching. The revised model also included two
error covariance that were recommended by the Modification Indices. The
hypothesized model and factor loadings can be seen on the Figure 3.1. The
results indicated that the model fitted the data well (Xz(lll, N=212)=
280.60, p < .001, RMSEA = .085, GFI = .87, AGFI = .81, NNFI = .82, and
CFI1 = .85). The modified model was also significantly improved with the
deletion of three items and addition of the error covariance, (deifference (63) =
417.56, p <.001). Examining the regression coefficients, the results revealed
that all items significantly loaded on their targeting factors. The loadings for
communal sharing changed between .43 to .73, for authority ranking changed
between .40 to 85, for equality matching changed between .44 to 92, and for
market pricing differed between .29 to .72. The results indicated some
significant latent factor correlations. The communal sharing highly correlated
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with authority ranking (r = .58) and equality matching (r = .50), however did
not correlate with market pricing. Authority ranking also correlated with
market pricing (r = .48), bud did not correlate with equality matching. The
correlation between equality matching and market pricing was not
significant.
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Figure 3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis on the item of the Modes of
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3.2.3 Ipsatization of the MORQ Scores

Each item in the MORQ is an implementation of the corresponding
relational model in a different domain (i.e., exchange, decision making,
moral judgments, work, distribution of resources and use, social identity,
social influence, and miscellaneous). Participants were asked to report a list
of 30 individuals who they interact regardless of the intensity and the
frequency of their interaction. The literature suggested that people tend to list
their close relationships at first and they mostly report about a maximum of
40 relationships (Haslam and Fiske, 1999). Thus, the number of 30 was
conventionally used as the adequate number of relations ranging from close
to superficial acquaintances. As explained in the method section, participants
were asked to select every second person they listed totaling 15 relationships
to “representatively select as broad variety of relationships as possible in a
standardized fashion (Haslam and Fiske, 1999). Thus, each participant
evaluated 15 of their acquaintances (in total, 3210 relationships were
evaluated by the sample) from the list they reported for all of the 20 items.
Item scores for each participant were calculated by taking the mean score of
these 15 evaluations. The final scores for the relational models were obtained
from these mean scores.

Past researchers on the relational models (e.g., Caralis & Haslam,
2004) suggest applying ipsatization procedure for the raw scale scores before
finalizing the computation of the model scores due to following reasons.
First, the MORQ measures people’s priority for each relational model
relative to other models (Caralis & Haslam, 2004). Second, the participants
repeatedly rate the same relational model’s properties for different people,
and different relational model’s properties to the same person. Finally, the
participants could differ in their response styles (acquiescent responding,

extreme responding, etc.) or the social desirability could affect the scores
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(Fischer & Milfont, 2010; Cheung & Chan, 2002). Thus, systematic
differences in the participant’s profile of relational features affect the scores
of the MORQ (Haslam and Fiske, 1999), and differences in the participants’
preferences of relational models and response bias would influence the
results. That’s why an ipsatization procedure is needed to minimize these
limitations. In sum, past studies suggested standardization for reducing the
response bias (Fischer & Milfont, 2010; Cheung & Chan, 2002; Caralis &
Haslam, 2004), and the researchers that used the MORQ in their studies have
ipsatized raw scores to minimize aforementioned limitations (Caralis &
Haslam, 2004; Biber, et al., 2008).Therefore, the ipsatized scores were used
in testing the hypotheses in the present study.

The ipsatization method used in the present study was offered by
Haslam (private conservation via e-mail, 2011). First the four scales were
scored with the conventional procedure for all of the relationships. That is,
the four relational model scores were computed for each relationship of all
participants totaling 15 relations for each participant. Second, all these scores
were converted to the standard scores by subtracting the overall mean score
of each scale from the raw score of given scale and then dividing it by the
overall standard deviation. Third, each participant’s mean standard score over
all of their relationships and scales were computed. Finally, obtained overall
mean score was subtracted from all of the participants’ standardized scores.
The resulting scores were used as the participant’s relational model scores in

testing the hypotheses.

3.3 Gender Differences on the Main Study Variables

A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted to analyze the
potential gender differences on the main variables. As seen in Table 3.5, of
the four relational models, there was significant gender difference on
authority ranking only (t(212) = -3.57, p < .001). Men (M = 3.27) had higher

levels of authority ranking relationships than women (M = 2.78).
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Table 3.5 Gender Differences of the Variables

(NM:aI7€2) (Eezm leé) t(212)
Variables Mean SD Mean SD
Communal Sharing 407 070 420 0.78 150
Authority Ranking 3.27 0.93 278 095 -3.58 ***
Equality Matching 469 095 478 101 0.66
Market Pricing 3.73 085 355 097 -1.20
Horizontal collectivism 390 0.60 390 0.76 -0.30
Vertical collectivism 366 0.69 354 082 -1.05
Horizontal individualism 390 065 398 0.76 0.76
Vertical individualism 321 0.68 299 087 -2.08 *
Self-transcendence 481 0.76 510 058 286 **
Self-enhancement 415 0.87 387 100 -201 *
Openness to change 449 074 491 066 4.18 ***
Conservation 431 083 438 086 0.58

*p< .05, **p< .01, ***p< 001

The results of t-tests indicated that there was no significant
differences between men and women on the cultural orientation scores except
vertical individualism (t (212) = -2.08, p < .05. Male participants (M = 3.21)
had higher levels of vertical individualism than female participants (M =
2.99).

The results revealed significant gender differences in a number of
value dimensions including self-transcendence (t (212) = 2.86, p <.01),
openness to change (t (212) = 4.18, p < .001), and self-enhancement (t (212)
=-2.01, p <.05), but not in conservation. Accordingly, women had higher
scores than men in both self-transcendence (M =5.10 and M = 4.81,
respectively) and openness to change (M =4.91 and M = 4.49, respectively).
However, self-enhancement of men (M = 4.15) was greater than that of
women (M = 3.87).
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3.4 The Effects of the Priority Rank in Relationships

It is expected that the relationship evaluations change as the rank
(priority) of relationships reported in the list that the changes. To test the
differentiation in relationship evaluations in regard to list rank, a series of
ANOVAs were performed. Prior to analyses, the relationship lists were
divided into the 3 groups considering the ranking (priority) of the listed
relationships. The first five relations reported (listed) constituted the first
group, the second 5 relations that were reported in the middle were classified
in the second group, and the last five relations were classified in the third
Group 3.2 Scores for communal sharing, authority ranking, equality matching
and market pricing were separately computed for each of these three groups.

Three groups were compared to see if participants’ evaluation of
relationships varies on the basis of the rank order in the list. The result of the
ANOVA analysis on communal sharing showed a significant variation
among three groups, F (2, 3) = 174.05, p <.001). As the Table 3.6 depicted,
as expected, the post-hoc comparison after the Bonferroni correction
indicated that the three groups were significantly different than each other.
The Group 1(M = 4.94) had the highest scores in communal sharing followed
by the Group 2 (M =3.97), and Group 3 (M = 3.56) had. Examining the
Figure 3.2a also suggests that the communal sharing scores for each

%As the relationship list constructed by 15 acquaintances of the participants, it was divided
into 3 subgroups as five persons in each group. However, before dividing the groups, a series
of factor analyses were performed for each item of the MORQ with the acquaintance lists as
factor components, in order to decide how to construct the groups. For communal sharing
items, the factor analyses suggested two to four groups. For the authority ranking, two and
three factor solution was found. The analyses indicated two and three groups for equality
matching items. Lastly, the analyses showed that the acquaintance list was divided into two
groups in all items of market pricing. Thus, there was not a unique group structure across and
within the four relational models. Thus, in order to construct the groups with same contents
(namely, with the same acquaintances in Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 for all relational
models), the list was divided into 3 groups with five acquaintance in each. The Group 1
included the first 5 persons from the list, he Group 2 included the following 5 persons from
the list placed in the middle, and the Group 3 included the last 5 persons in the list.
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relationship in each domain decreases as the rank (priority) of the person

listed changes.

Similarly, the three groups were compared for authority ranking. The
results showed that there was significant difference between three groups
when the participants evaluated their relationships by authority ranking, (F
(2, 392) = 40.03, p <.001). The post hoc comparisons after Bonferroni
correction suggested that the Group 1(M = 3.24) had significantly higher
authority ranking scores than both Group 2 (M =2.84) and Group 3 (M
=2.74) and there was no significant difference between the second and third
group suggesting that authority ranking is dominated only by the prior
relationships. The Figure 3.2b depicted the variation of authority ranking

scores among all relationships in the measured domains.

Table 3.6 The Effects of the Priority Rank in Relationships

Effects Mean SD

Communal Sharing

Group 1 4.94a 0.94

Group 2 3.97b 0.98

Group 3 3.56¢ 1.05
Authority Ranking

Group 1 3.24a 1.12

Group 2 2.84b 1.07

Group 3 2.74b 1.07
Equality Matching

Group 1 5.15a 1.10

Group 2 4.68b 1.11

Group 3 4.41b 1.26
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Table 3.6 (continued)
Market Pricing

Group 1 3.27a 0.99
Group 2 3.71b 1.00
Group 3 3.83c 1.06

Note: Groupl = First 5 relationships that were evaluated by the participants, Group 2 = The
evaluated relationships from 6 to 10, Group 3 = The last 5 relationships. Bonferroni
adjustments have been applied on the compared means. Values with the same subscript were

not significantly different from each other.

Analyses on the equality matching scores also yielded significant
differences (F(2, 392) = 55.05, p < .001). Post-hoc comparisons after
Bonferroni adjustment indicated that Group 1 (M =5.15) had significantly
higher equality matching scores than Group 2 (M =4.68) and Group 3 (M
=4.41). The Group 2 and Group 3 were not significantly differed. Finally,
comparisons on market pricing showed a significant effects (F(2, 392) =
50.88, p < .001). Post-hoc comparisons indicated that the Group 1 (M = 3.27)
had the lowest market pricing scores and Group 2 (M = 3.71) had lower
scores than Group 3 (M = 3.83). As seen in Figure 3.2d, there was a sharp

decline after the sixth relationship in all domains.
3.5 Domain Differences within the Relational Models

It is expected that the participants construe each relational model
differently in different domains. In other words, the scores of relational
models were expected to differ in different domains for each relationship. A
series of ANOVAs were performed to compare each relational model in
different domains. Subdomains (items) of the MORQ, each of which
implemented relational models in a different domain, were used in these

analyses.
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Table 3.7 Domain Differences within the Relational Models

Effects Mean SD

Communal Sharing

Exchange 4.83a 0.98
Miscellaneous 3.59d 1.20
Influence 3.96¢ 1.08
Identity 4.24b 0.99
Authority Ranking

Work 3.56a 1.34
Decision 3.22b 1.39
Identity 2.98b 1.25
Influence 2.36d 1.24
Miscellaneous 2.58¢c 1.24

Equality Matching

Decision 5.00a 1.08
Distribution 4.54b 1.42
Work 4.74b 1.25
Market Pricing

Exchange 3.80b 1.29
Work 4.24a 1.60
Decision 3.07c 1.27
Morals 4.33a 1.51
Miscellaneous 2.62d 1.25

Note: Bonferroni adjustments have been applied on the compared means. Values

with the same subscript were not significantly different from each other.

The participants evaluated their relationships by communal sharing in
four sub domains, namely, exchange, social influence, social identity, and
miscellaneous domain. ANOVA results showed significant variations among
these domains, F(3, 636) = 78.07, p < .001. As seen in Table 3.6, the post
hoc comparisons indicated that communal sharing was used most in
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exchange domain (M =4.83), which was followed by identity (M =4.24),
influence (M = 3.96), and miscellaneous (M = 3.59) in order, and all of these
domains were statistically significant from each other. The Figure 3.2a also
depicts the mean communal sharing scores for each relationship in four sub-

domains.

6.5

5.5
—4#—Exchange

4.5 Miscellaneous
—d—Influence

3.5 Identity

2.5 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

12345678 9101112131415

Note: The MORQ consists of four items for communal sharing and each item describes the
relationship in a specific domain. Here, the first item describes a relationship in an exchange
domain, second item is miscellaneous, third item is on the influence, and the fourth item

describes relationships in the identity domain.

Figure 3.2a Effects of Priority Ranks and Relationship Domains on

Communal Sharing

The authority ranking was rated in five different domains: work,
decision making, social identity, social influence, and a miscellaneous
context. The repeated measures of ANOVA were performed to compare the
mean scores of these domains. The results revealed significant variation
among different domains, F(4, 852) = 53.46, p < .001. The post hoc
comparisons by using Bonferroni correction indicated that the authority
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ranking scores were the highest in the work domain (M = 3.56). Domains of
decision making (M = 3.22) and identity (M = 2.98) were not significantly
different from each other, but both were higher than influence (M = 2.36) and
miscellaneous (M = 2.58) domains. Last, the authority ranking was rated

least in the social influence domain (see Figure 3.2b).
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2
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Note: The MORQ consists of five items for authority ranking and each item describes the
relationship in a specific domain. Here, the first item describes a relationship in a work
domain, second item is decision making, third item is on the identity, the fourth item

describes relationships in the influence domain, and the fifth item is miscellaneous.

Figure 3.2b Effects of Priority Ranks and Relationship Domains on
Authority Ranking

Equality matching consists of three sub domains, namely, decision
making, distribution and use, and work. The ANOVA results revealed that
equality matching scores were significantly different from each other (F(2,
424) = 12.08, p < .001). As seen on Table 3.7, the post-hoc comparisons
indicated that the equality matching was implemented significantly higher in

decision making domain (M = 5.00) than work domain (M = 4.74), and
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distribution and use domain (M = 4.54). The mean scores of work domain

and distribution and use were not significantly different (see Figure 3.2c).

6
5 —#—Decision
Distribution and Use
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Note: The MORQ consists of three items for equality matching and each item describes the
relationship in a specific domain. Here, the first item is describes a relationship in a decision
making domain, second item is on distribution an use of the goods, and third item is in a

work domain.

Figure 3.2c Effects of Priority Ranks and Relationship Domains on

Equality Matching

Finally, market pricing was measured in exchange, work, decision making,
moral judgment domains and in a miscellaneous domain. The ANOVA
results yielded a significant difference, F(4, 836) = 86.20, p < .001. The post
hoc comparisons indicated that participants used market pricing the most in
moral judgments (M = 4.33) and work domains (M = 4.23), which were not
significantly differentiated from each other. Then, exchange domain (M =
3.80) was significantly higher than both decision making (M =3.07) and
miscellaneous (M = 2.62) domains. At last, the decision making was higher

than miscellaneous domain (see Figure 3.2d).
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Note: The MORQ consists of five items for market pricing and each item describes the
relationship in a specific domain. Here, the first item describes a relationship in an exchange
domain, second item is in a work domain, third item is on decision making, fourth item

describes relationships in the moral judgments domain, and fifth item is miscellaneous

Figure 3.2d Effects of Priority Ranks and Relationship Domains on
Market Pricing

3.6 Bivariate Correlations between Variables

The correlations calculated with the ipsatized scores between the
major variables were presented in Table 3.8. All of the associations were in
the expected directions and overall, the strength of the correlations was in

moderate size.

As seen in Table 3.8, two demographic variables, age and education
level, were significantly associated with authority ranking (r = .26, and r = -
.29, p < .001, respectively), suggesting that older participants prefer more
authority ranking relationships than younger ones, and those with higher
education preferred less authority ranking than those with low level of

education.
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Similarly, age was positively correlated with conservation (r = .34, p
<.001), but negatively correlated with openness to change (r = -.26, p <
.001). Education level was negatively correlated with conservation (r = -.37,
p < .001) and positively and relatively weakly correlated with openness to
change (r = .15, p < .05).

In a similar pattern, age was positively correlated with both vertical
collectivism (r = .27, p < .001) and horizontal collectivism (r = .14, p < .05),
and it was also positively related with vertical individualism, r = .27, p < .01.
Further, education level was negatively correlated with vertical collectivism
(r=-.18,p <.01).

The bivariate correlations indicated that communal sharing was
positively correlated with both equality matching (r =. 42, p <.001) and
authority ranking (r =. 32, p < .001). Besides that, authority ranking was also
positively correlated with market pricing (r = .40, p < .001).

The results revealed that bivariate correlations between relational
models and personal value dimensions were in the expected directions. First,
communal sharing was positively correlated with self-transcendence (r = .16,
p < .05) and conservation (r = .16, p < .05). Second, Authority ranking
positively correlated with conservation (r = .24, p < .001) and self-
enhancement (r = .21, p < .01), but negatively correlated with openness to
change (r = -.20, p < .01). Thirdly, equality matching was positively
correlated with the self-transcendence (r = .18, p < .01). Last, market pricing
was positively correlated with self-enhancement (r = .19, p < .01) and

negatively correlated with self-transcendence (r = -.22, p < .001).

The relational models correlated with the cultural orientations in the
expected direction. As seen in Table 3.4,, communal sharing was associated
with both horizontal and vertical types of collectivism (r = .23 for both type
of collectivisms, p < .001). Authority ranking was significantly correlated
with both vertical dimensions of cultural orientations (rertical collectivism= -29,
and Fertical individualism= -31, p < .001). Equality matching was weakly
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correlated with horizontal collectivism (r = .14, p < .05). Lastly, market
pricing was negatively correlated with horizontal collectivism (r =-.17, p <

.05), and positively correlated with vertical individualism (r = .28, p < .001).

The correlations between cultural orientations and personal values
were also in the expected directions. First, both horizontal and vertical
collectivisms were significantly associated with conservatism (r = .26, p <
.001 and r = .50, p < .01, respectively) and self-transcendence (r = .40, p <
.001 and r = .24, p < .01, respectively). Horizontal individualism was
positively correlated with openness to change (r = .38, p < .001), self-
enhancement (r = .25, p <.001), and self-transcendence (r = .21, p < .01).
Finally, vertical individualism was strongly correlated with self-enhancement
(r =.62, p <.001) and was moderately correlated with conservation (r = .28,
p <.001).
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Table 3.8 Bivariate Correlations between Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1.AGE 1
2.EDU - 59*** 1
3.CS .02 -13 1
4.AR 267 ** - 29%** 32xH* 1
5.EM -.05 .03 A2FF* -.06 1
6.MP -01 .01 .09 A0*** A1 1
7.HC 14* -.04 23** 0 J14* -.20%* 1
8.vC 2THF* -.18** 23** 9% .09 .05 B2%** 1
9.HI .08 .04 -.03 -.03 -.05 -.09 A9FH* 39Fr* 1
10.VI 23** -11 -.03 Y Ralaled -01 VA Talakel A7** 36*** 36*** 1
11.ST 12 -.04 16* -.09 A18** - 22%F* A0FF* 24 21%* -.03 1
12.SE .03 0 .09 21%* .08 9% 0 A1 25xF* B2%** .02 1
13.0C - 26%** 15* .01 -.20** .08 -13 1 -1 38F** .03 ALFH* 30 ** 1
14.CON 34Fr* - 37F** .16* 24FFE A .04 26%** SOF** -01 28FF* D2FHE 22 .02 1

Note. EDU = Education Level, CS = Communal Sharing, AR = Authority Ranking, EM = Equality Matching, MP = Market Pricing, HC = Horizontal Collectivism, VC = Vertical Collectivism, HI = Horizontal

Individualism, VI = Vertical Individualism, ST = Self Transcendence, SE = Self Enhancement, OC = Openness to Change, CON = Conservation. * p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001, **** p < .005(2-tailed)
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3.7 Testing Hypotheses regarding Relationships between

Relational Models, Personal VValues and Cultural Construal

In order to test the hypotheses regarding the associations of relational
models with cultural orientations (Hypotheses 2a to 2d) and personal values
(Hypotheses 3a to 3c) a series of hierarchical regression analyses were
employed. In all analyses, main demographics (sex, age, and education level
of the participants) were controlled by entering them into the first step in
regression analyses. To test the hypotheses 2a to 2d, horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism dimensions were entered in the second step.
Similarly, when testing the hypotheses 3a to 3c, personal value dimensions
(i.e., self-transcendence, openness to change, self-enhancement and
conservation) were entered into the second step in predicting the four main

relational models, separately.

The result of the hierarchical regression analyses revealed that the
demographics (sex, age and education level) in the first step significantly
predicted authority ranking only (R? = .16, Fehange (3, 206) = 12.66, p < .001),
and 16% variance in the authority ranking was accounted for the
demographics of the participants. The results depicted that gender, being
men, (# =.26, p < .001) and education levels, as being relatively older, (5 = -
.24, p < .001) were significant predictors of authority ranking. Demographic

variables did not significantly predict other relational models.

In order to test the hypothesized links between relational models and
horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism, four hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted after controlling the demographics. In the
second steps of the regression equations, four dimensions of the cultural

orientations were entered into the regression equations to test their predictive
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powers on relational models, one of which was dependent variable of each

regression analysis.

Table 3.9 Education, Sex, Age, Horizontal Collectivism, Vertical
Collectivism, Horizontal Individualism and Vertical Individualism were
regressed on Communal Sharing, Authority Ranking, Equality Matching
and Market Pricing.

Variables Communal  Authority Equality Market
Sharing Ranking Matching Pricing
B B B B
Education -.09 =24 Fr* 01 -.03
Gender
(Women = 1 -.09 26 *** -.03 .10
Men = 2)
Age -.03 .08 -.04 -.04
R2 .03 16 *** .00 .01
Education -.14 -20 ** .00 .01
Gender -.09 20 F*x* -.03 .05
Age -11 .01 -.07 -.05
HC 25 * -15 .16 -17 *
VC 19 * 28 *** .03 -.01
HI -20 * -.13 -.04 -12
VI -.05 24 ** -.03 34 Fx*
R2 13 *** 28 *** .03 14 F*k*
R2 Change 10 *** 12 *** .03 13 Fkx

Note: HC = Horizontal Collectivism, VC = Vertical Collectivism, HI = Horizontal
Individualism, VI = Vertical Individualism. * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001

Regression predicting communal sharing testing the hypothesis (2a)
that both types of collectivisms would significantly predict the communal
sharing, yielded a significant effect of cultural orientations on communal
sharing. Cultural orientations explained 10% of the variance in communal
sharing (Fchange (4, 206) = 5.90, p < .001). Supporting the hypothesis, both
horizontal and vertical collectivism significantly predicted communal sharing

(B=.22, p=.20, p < .05, respectively). Furthermore, horizontal
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individualism (8 = -.18, p < .05) also significantly and negatively predicted

communal sharing.

The Hypothesis 2b states that cultural orientations would predict
authority ranking. Supporting the hypothesis, regression analyses showed that
cultural orientations predicted authority ranking and (Fchange (4, 206) = 8.40, p
<.001). 12% change of authority ranking was explained by cultural
orientation. Specifically, considering unique contributions of the variables,
both vertical individualism (8 = .22, p = .001) and vertical collectivism (5 =
.31, p <.001) significantly predicted the use of authority ranking. Besides,
horizontal collectivism (4 = -.18, p < .05) also significantly predicted

authority ranking in negative direction.

The Hypothesis 2c states that horizontal dimensions of cultural
orientations would predict equality matching. However, the results did not
support this Hypothesis. None of the cultural dimensions significantly
predicted equality matching.

Finally, the Hypothesis 2d stated that individualistic dimensions of
the cultural orientations would predict the market pricing. The regression
analyses revealed significant effects of cultural orientations on market pricing
explaining 13% of the total variance (Fchange (4, 206) = 7.64, p < .001). The
unique contributions of the specific cultural dimensions partially supported
the Hypothesis 2d. As expected, vertical individualism significantly predicted
market pricing (5 = .33, p < .001). However, opposite to the expectation,
horizontal individualism did not predict market pricing. Furthermore,
horizontal collectivism significant but negatively predicted market pricing (5
=-.20, p < .05)..

Four hierarchical regression analyses were run to test the hypotheses
3a to 3c on the associations between relational models and personal value
priorities following the same procedure explained above. First, it was
hypothesized that self-transcendence values would predict communal
sharing. As see in Table 3.6, the regression analyses revealed that personal
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values significantly predict communal sharing (Fchange (4, 202) =2.52, p =
.05). Examining the unique effects of personal values indicated that as
predicted, self-transcendence (5 = .19, p < .05) significantly contributed to
the prediction of communal sharing.

Second, the Hypothesis 3b, which suggested that self-enhancement
and conservation would predict implementation of authority ranking, was
tested. Supported the hypothesis, personal value structures significantly
predicted authority ranking, accounting for 7% of the total variance in
authority ranking (Fchange (4, 206) = 4.80, p =.001). Specifically, there were
significant associations between authority ranking and conservation (f = .18,
p < .05), and self-enhancement (5 = .20, p < .01). The results suggested that
high levels of conservatism and self-enhancement predict higher tendencies

for using authority ranking.

Furthermore, the hypothesis 3c stated that market pricing and self-
enhancement would be linked. As expected, overall values predicted market
pricing explaining 10% of the total variance (Fchange (4, 206) = 6.01, p <
.001). As expected, self-transcendence (5 = -.25, p < .01) and self-
enhancement ($ = .21, p < .01) significantly predicted market pricing.

Finally, association between personal values and equality matching
was marginally significant, Fchange (4, 206) = 2.15, p = .089. Four percent of
the variance in equality matching was accounted for the personal value
preferences. Examining the unique effects of specific value dimensions
indicated that only self-transcendence (5 = .22, p < .05) significantly
predicted equality matching, suggesting that those with high self-
transcendence values prefer equality matching relationships.
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Table 3.10 Education, Sex, Age, Self-Enhancement, Self-
Transcendence, Openness to Change and Conservation were

regressed on Communal Sharing, Authority Ranking, Equality
Matching and Market Pricing.

. Communal Authority Equalit Market
Variables Sharing Rankingy Mgtchin{;j Pricing
B B B B

Education -.09 =24 *** -.01 -.03
Gender
(Women =1 -.09 26 F** -.03 10
Men = 2)
Age -.03 .08 -.04 -.04

R2 .02 16 *** .00 .01
Education -.09 =19 ** -.01 .00
Gender -.10 19 ** -.01 .00
Age -.10 .04 -.10 -.02
ST 19 * -10 22 -25 **
SE 14 .20 .09 21 **
OoP -13 -11 -.07 -.06
CON -.03 18 * -.03 .06

R2 .07 23 *** .04 A1 x**

R2 Change 05 * .07 ** .04 10 F**

Note: ST= Self Transcendence, SE = Self Enhancement, OP = Openness
to Change, CON = Conservation. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The primary goal of the current study was to examine the factorial
structure of relational models in a Turkish sample and to investigate the
associations of relational models with cultural orientations and personal value
priorities. Based on the previous theoretical and empirical works on relational
models (Fiske, 1992; Haslam & Fiske, 1999) firstly, factor structure of four
elementary models was addressed in the present study. Considering
theoretical work of Triandis and his colleagues (e.g. Triandis, Kurowski, &
Gelfand, 1994; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) the relationship between
horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism and relational models
were examined. Moreover, based on the theoretical works of Roccas and
McCauley (2004) the relationship between personal value priorities and
relational models were examined. First, whether four-factor structure of
relational models is observed on Turkish sample was tested. Second, the
pattern of the relationship between relational models, horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism were investigated. Finally, the relationship
between personal values and relational models were investigated. The
findings will be discussed by addressing each research question separately.
After discussing main findings, limitations of the study and suggestions for
future research will be presented. Finally, major contributions of the study

will be discussed.
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4.1 Descriptive Analyses

The mean scores of each variable were compared to understand the
pattern of preferences or tendencies of the participants on the main constructs
of the study. Results suggested that, among the four relational models,
equality matching and communal sharing were preferred more than market
pricing and authority ranking among the participants. Equality matching was
the most common type and authority ranking seemed to be the least common
relationship type in this sample. These findings imply that Turkish people
(mostly university students) tend to construe their interpersonal relations in
terms of equality matching (i.e., seeking a balance in the interpersonal
interactions, turn-taking, and having equal shares) and communal sharing
(i.e., on the basis of solidarity, unity, resemblance, and emotionality). At the
same time, referring to hierarchies and domination in the relationships seem

to be infrequent among the current participants.

Overall, the results are consistent with the findings of previous studies
(Biber, et. al., 2008; Koerner &Fujiwara, 2000; Caralis & Haslam, 2004). For
instance, Caralis and Haslam (2004) have found that the participants had
difficulties mostly with authority ranking relationships, followed by market

pricing, equality matching, and communal sharing.

The frequent use of and/or priority in preference for equality
matching and communal sharing can be explained by a number of factors.
First, Fiske (1992) claimed that relational models are constructed in an order
in the development of individuals and in the historical construction of
relationships. According to Fisk, developmental order of the relational
models is as follows: communal sharing, authority ranking, equality
matching, and market pricing. Developmentally children mainly use

communal sharing in most of the relationships since almost all of relations

68



are intimate in the early years of life. Indeed, attachment processes are
closely related with the implementation of communal sharing via providing
emotional closeness, felt security, and trust to world (trustworthiness).
Second, fundamental features of communal sharing and equality matching
were highly emphasized and commonly apply in Turkish social life because
of the frequency of communal relationship style. For instance, national unity
and solidarity were not only a political discourse but also one of the widely
shared ideological codes of the Turkish societies for a long time. Supporting
this, in her interdependent family model Kagit¢ibasi (2002) asserts that
modernization has dissolved extended families in the structural level, but the
emotional interdependence between extended family members (even between
kin members) survived to serve its function. Similarly, some rituals of the
society exemplify how communal sharing and equality matching operate
together such as social sharing in weddings. In one hand, solidarity, common
work, and share of needs (communal sharing) fulfill the needs of wedding
house (diigiinevi) within the social network. On the other hand, material and
emotional contribution of the social network/support is expected to be
reciprocated by the wedding house in the appropriate time (e.g. as equitable
presents). Overall, dynamics of Turkish social life, interpersonal style, and
cultural context create an appropriate atmosphere and encourage the
utilization of equality matching and communal sharing as the most functional

relationship models.

Third, egalitarianism was promoted and idealized in the Turkish
society via the Westernization period in the foundation process of Turkish
Republic. Fiske (1992) emphasized that idealized egalitarianism in the
Western society is closely linked to preference of equality matching in
relationships. Thus, egalitarianism ideas in Turkish society might also be
among the factors that lead frequent use of equality matching in the studied

sample.

It should be, however, noted that the majority of the sample consisted
of university students or university graduates, who mostly prefer egalitarian
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life style. Therefore, the characteristics of the sample might have results in an
emphasis on equality matching as most rated and authority ranking as the

least rated type of relationships.

Regarding cultural orientation constructs, results demonstrated that
there was no difference between horizontal individualism and collectivism
and participants reported the highest ratings for these dimensions. Contrary to
this, vertical individualism had the lowest mean rating in the present study.
These findings suggest that horizontal dimension of the ‘cultural syndrome’
including both collectivism and individualism characterize the sample. These
findings were consistent with the previous studies in Turkish context (e.g.
Wasti-Erbil, 2007). Past studies documented that the Turkish cultural context
may not be characterized by the collectivistic dimension of the cultural
orientations only, rather it depicts a complex structure (Kagitgibasi, 2005;
Imamoglu, 2003; Sunar, 2002), which could be best described by hybrid or
commonly relational constructs. According to Imamoglu (2002), the
individualism and collectivism were not distinct features of different nation-
cultures; rather they complete each other within a nation-culture. In the same
vein, Kagitgibasi (2002) argued that individuals from different backgrounds
(SES, education level, etc.) construct their belief systems and lives in
different ways, and manifest an integrated cultural constructs. It can be
argued that collectivism is not an exclusive property of the Turkish cultural
context. In sum, the sample of the present study seems to display both
horizontal collectivism and individualism as the dominant patterns

representing Turkish cultural orientation.

Lastly, the mean scores of personal value priorities were
comparatively examined. The results indicated that self-transcendence was
the most common value type, and it was followed by openness-to-change.
Conservation was the third preferred personal value and self-enhancement
was the least preferred. Observed differences were consistent with the
previous findings with some exception. For instance, self-enhancement was
higher than conservatism in German cultural context (Biber et. al., 2008).
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Previous researchers assert that certain Turkish cultural characteristics, such
as the emphasis on the traditional values, conformity to social environment,
and trust to close kin network were common (e.g., Aile Yapisi Arastirmasi
2006, 2010; Bolak-Cihan, 1997, Delaney, 1987), however the present results
indicated particularly different patterns. The difference can be due to the
structure of current sample which was largely composed of university

students or graduates.

Considering the mean differences within relational models, horizontal
and vertical individualism and collectivism, and personal values together, the
results yielded a consistent pattern. Since the participants more frequently
reported characteristics typifying communal sharing and equality matching in
their relationships, it is consistent with their preference for horizontal
dimensions of cultural orientations as well as with self-transcendence as the
most preferred personal values. All of these constructs can be argued to share

common underlying properties.

Furthermore, these results also indicated that the present Turkish
sample can be characterized by certain qualities. These qualities are
determined by high implementations of communal sharing and equality
matching in social relations, horizontal orientation in terms of cultural
context, and high preference for self-transcendence in the sample. These
preferences attest to equality based relationships, helpfulness and sharing,

loyalty and conformity to similar and intimate people in Turkish sample.

4.2 Psychometric Properties of the MORQ

Twenty item measure of The Mode of Relationships Questionnaire
(MORQ) used in this study was a refined version of the original 33-item
scale. The results of both explanatory and confirmatory factor analyses
supported the validity of the MORQ. Despite the items represented a broad
range of social domains (Haslam & Fiske, 1999), a four-factor structure was
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confirmed on the Turkish sample. The confirmation of four factors also
supported Fiske (1992)’s claim that relational models are universal
elementary models of social relations. However, the confirmed model
revealed two main alterations from the original factor structure. First was that
some items were cross-loaded or loaded on the untargeted factors. Second,
two items one from communal sharing and the other from equality matching
were highly correlated. Moreover, one item of market pricing, which
implemented the model to moral judgment domain, had a low (but
significant) loading value (“If one of you worked for the other, they would be
paid in proportion to how long they worked or how much they did”). The
MORQ used in the study was originally constructed by five items for each
relational model. However in the present study, one item of communal
sharing subscale (“You feel a moral obligation to feel kind and
compassionate to each other”) was loaded on authority ranking factor; and
two items of the equality matching subscale (“We keep track of what we give
to each other, in order to try to give back the same kind of things in return
eventually; we each know when things are uneven”, and “If one person does
what the other wants, next time the second person should do what the first
person wants”) were loaded on market pricing. Thus, three items were

deleted from the measure for the further analyses.

The observed differences in this study can be explained by several
factors. First of all, the unloaded item of communal sharing was applying to
the moral judgment domain. The religion, its rituals, and relationships with
religious figures are mostly generated and operated under the command of
authority ranking (Fiske, 1992; Haslam, 2004). Therefore, the domain of
morals could be perceived as subject to religion by the participants in Turkish
cultural context. It can be said that people might have perceived moral
judgments in association with the religious beliefs. It seems that Turkish
participants slightly differ in their perceptions of moral judgments from their

western counterparts.
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Second, Haslam (2004) mentioned that there was a tendency in
equality matching statements to fall closer to communal sharing cluster in
two dimensional solutions. Consistent with explanation, in the present study,
some items from communal sharing and equality matching were highly
correlated and latent variables representing these two dimensions were
strongly correlated (.50). Thus, since egalitarian reciprocity was qualified
with communal relationships, and communal sharing and equality matching
often approach each other (Haslam & Fiske, 1999), the unpredicted
covariance between the aforementioned items are theoretically reasonable.
On the contrary, the present finding that two equality matching items loaded
into market pricing was unexpected. Turkish participants seem to interpret
these statements (items) differently from their Western counterparts, and it
should be probed further in the future studies.

In conclusion, although there were slight differences on the item
loadings, they were probably stemmed from the cultural meaning of the given
items, and general pattern of the factor structure were consistent with the
original classification and underlying assumptions. The four distinct factor

structures were observed in the Turkish cultural context.

4.3 Gender Differences Regarding Relational Models, Cultural
Orientations, and Personal Values

A number of t-test analyses yielded significant gender differences on
a number of the major study variables in the expected directions. First, the
only difference between men and women in relational models was observed
in authority ranking. As can be expected men reported more authority
ranking relationship model than women in their relations. Similarly, men had
higher ratings in vertical individualism than women which were the only
gender difference in the cultural orientations. Lastly, for personal values, it
was found that women preferred self-transcendence and openness-to-change
more than men, but men had higher ratings in self-enhancement than women.
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The gender differences were in expected directions, and consistent with the
previous studies. For example, Demirutku and Siimer (2010) analyzed gender
differences in the unique personal value preferences and found that men
reported higher levels of power and achievement (that constituted self-
enhancement) than women. Women reported higher ratings for universalism
(one of the constituents of self-transcendence) than men Similarly, Schwartz
and Rubel (2005) also found that men preferred power, achievement, with
stimulation, hedonism and self-direction more than women, and women
preferred benevolence and universalism more than men. Although they
(Demirutku & Stimer, 2010; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005) did not report any
gender differences for higher-order personal value dimensions, the reported
differences in basic values were consistent with the findings of the current
study. Men’s higher scores in self-enhancement relative to women, in the
present study, also consistent with their more frequent authority ranking
implementation and with their higher scores in vertical individualism, as all

three construct imply domination, hierarchy and power relations.

4.4 Patterns of Relational Models

The results on the pattern of relationship models were consistent with
the theory and were in the expected directions. When 15 reported
relationships were grouped into three categories on the basis of priority rank
order, first group including the first five relationships were rated highly in
almost all models, except the market pricing showed the reversed pattern. As
it can be depicted in Figure 3.2, communal sharing, equality matching, and
authority ranking were most frequently rated for the first group of the
relationships in the list. The implementation of communal sharing
systematically decreased in the second and third groups of relationships.
However, the rates of authority ranking and equality matching did not differ
in the second and third groups. Contrary to these models, market pricing was

most frequently implemented with the relationships from the last (third)
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group and least frequently preferred for the relationships from the first group,
suggesting that close relationships and acquaintances or strangers are clearly

distinguished by Turkish participants.

Haslam and Fiske (1999) emphasized that people first list their closer
relationships. These relationships include primary family members and kin
members in most societies (Fiske, 1992), romantic relationships, close friends
and so on. Besides, the relational models theory posits that people mostly
implement communal sharing to their social relations from their closest
groups. Thus, the present findings were consistent with the assumptions of
the theory and previous research. For instance, Koerner (2006) asked his
participant to rate their relationships with their mothers, close friends, and
with one of their acquaintance. Consistent with the current results, Koerner
reported that the most intimate relationships had the highest communal
sharing rates.

RMT also asserts that people implement the rules of authority ranking
or equality matching in their communal sharing relations depending to the
context (Fiske, 2004). As it was shown in the present study, both authority
ranking and equality matching accompany to implementation of communal
sharing with their highest rates for the first group of relationships. For
instance, intra-family relationships can be best characterized by communal
sharing norms. However, parenthood practices in Turkey often involve
hierarchical patterns, especially when making important decisions. Even the
husband-wife relations comprise dominance implementations in Turkish
cultural context (Kandiyoti, 1985). Consistent with the expectations,
participants reported communal sharing norms combined with the rules of

authority ranking in the given contexts.

The combined implementation of communal sharing and equality
matching in close relationships is also consistent with the assumptions of
RMT. For instance, Haslam and Fiske (1999) observed that equality

matching appeared to occur together with communal sharing. It was found
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that one of the strongest stressors in Turkish family members was perceived
imbalances and inequalities when sharing common resources (Kalaycioglu &
Rittersberger-Tilig, 2000). However, considering the negative association
between equality matching and authority ranking, then people appear to
implement equality matching and authority ranking to the same communal

sharing relationships in different domains.

When participants continue to list their interactions considering their
proximity to the listed relationships, mean rating of the domain changes
depending on closeness of the relationships. The relationships that were listed
at the end of the list probably involve the most distant ones with whom the
participants do not identify themselves and with low emotional warmth. As
the physical and emotional proximity decrease, the rules of proportionality of
relationships begin to govern the relationships. Thus, the current findings
indicating high proportionality but low communality for the last (third) group

is consistent with the previous findings (Fiske, 1992).

Besides the list order effect on relational model scores, the effects of
different domains for each relational model were examined by four repeated
measures of ANOVA. The results revealed that the domain of the
relationships significantly altered the ratings of the implemented model
(Figure 3.2a to 3.2d). The participants implemented communal sharing most
frequently in exchange domain and equality matching in decision making
domain. Both authority ranking and market pricing were mostly implemented
in the work domain. Market pricing was equally expressed in moral
judgments. It was also observed that the participants implemented communal
sharing and authority ranking at least when the domain was social influence,

and market pricing when they are making decisions.

The results suggest that sharing pooled resources without accounting
for individual contributions is the most frequent implementation of
communal sharing. Considering that hospitality is among the significant

Turkish cultural codes, high rates of communal sharing in exchange domain
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is meaningful. Furthermore, sharing the common resources within group was
also emphasized and linked to honor in Turkish family relations (Kalaycioglu
& Rittersberger-Tilig, 2000). It was not surprising to find market pricing and
authority ranking were most implemented in the work domain. The labor —
wage proportionality, hierarchical organizations, ambitions, seeking
promotions are the examples of implicit properties of capitalist mode of
production. All these properties were also among the norms of both authority
ranking and market pricing. Finally, it is imperative to note that the present
sample gives importance to equal voice but not to ratios when making

decisions and they did not prefer to obey the authorities.

Consequently, these results were in the expected direction and
consistent with the assumptions of RMT. According to Fiske (1992),
relational models did not operate the same across different domains. The
aspects of the relationships and cultural context influence implementation of
a relational model to a specific domain, which imply that relationship
between the models and a given domain is dynamic. Thus, the present
findings supported the complexity of relational models regarding proximity

of relating partners and relationship domains.

4.5 Bivariate Correlations between Study Variables

Bivariate correlations between major study variables showed that,
first, age and education level of the participants were significantly correlated
only with authority ranking. Age was also positively associated with both
vertical cultural dimensions and conservatism. However, education level was
negatively correlated with vertical collectivism and conservation. Overall,
these results suggest that as people get older they endorse authority ranking
type of relationships and become more collectivist. Contrary, as they get
more educated they also are less likely to endorse authority ranking and

collectivism.

77



Fiske (1992) argued that age and sex form the basis for the authority
ranking. As the age increases, people use authority ranking more frequently,
especially in their work relations or in their relations with their children.
Thus, the correlation between age and authority ranking is consistent with the
expectations. On the other hand, education level could be associated with the
development of egalitarianism in individuals, which in turn, decreased the
use of authority ranking in relationships. For instance, Kagit¢ibasi (1985;
2002) asserts that education level is closely associated with the egalitarian
type of relations and with more democratic parent-child relationship within
the family. This is especially the case in Turkey. The current findings
regarding the significant link between level of education and authority
ranking also support these speculations.

Second, the bivariate correlations between relational models were in
the predicted directions and consistent with literature. Communal sharing was
positively associated with equality matching and authority ranking; and
market pricing was positively correlated with authority ranking. Similarly,
Haslam and Fiske (1999) found positive correlation between communal
sharing and equality matching, and between authority ranking and market
pricing. Also, Vodosek (2009) reported strong link between communal
sharing and equality matching. On the other hand, both studies also found
positive correlations between equality matching and market pricing, and did
not find significant association between communal sharing and authority
ranking. Thus, it appears that Turkish participants tend to endorse more
authority ranking practices in their intimate relationships and they do not
relate equality matching with the market pricing relations.

Third, the correlations between relational models and horizontal and
vertical individualism and collectivism were in expected directions.
Communal sharing positively correlated with collectivistic dimensions of
cultural orientations, and authority ranking correlated with vertical
dimensions. Equality matching was only and positively correlated with

horizontal collectivism and market pricing was positively correlated with
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vertical individualism. . Eventually, the correlations between relational
models and cultural orientations were as predicted. The results provided

preliminary evidence for the ideas of Triandis and Gelfand (1998).

Lastly, a expected both communal sharing and authority ranking were
correlated with conservation, and communal sharing and equality matching
were positively correlated with self-transcendence values. Both authority
ranking and market pricing were positively linked to self-enhancement. The
results were consistent with the ideas of Roccas and McCauley (2004) and
the findings of Bieber et al. (2008).

4.6 Regression Analyses

Regression analyses revealed that only authority ranking was
significantly predicted by the demographics in the first step, namely gender
and education level, suggesting that men use more authority ranking and
higher levels of education is associated with a decrement in authority
ranking. As discussed in the correlational analyses, they were consistent with
previous studies. Considering that masculinity is often associated with power
and domination (Collinson & Hearn, 1994) and women are overall less
dominant and unassertive than men (e.g., Schubert, 2004), these findings

were in line with the gender roles in the Turkish society.

Relying on the ideas of Triandis and Gelfand (1998) it was expected
that communal sharing would be associated with collectivistic dimensions of
cultural orientations, authority ranking with the vertical dimensions, equality
matching with the horizontal dimensions, and market pricing with the
individualistic dimensions. Overall, the results were in the predicted
directions, except the assumed link between equality matching and horizontal

dimensions.

First, it was hypothesized that both horizontal and vertical
collectivism would predict using communal sharing. The results revealed that
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both types of collectivisms positively predicted communal sharing,
suggesting that collectivistic orientation may result in an increase for the
preferences in implementation of communal sharing. The obtained
associations in the current study are consistent with the findings of previous
studies. In his study with work-groups Vodosek (2009) found similar
associations for communal sharing with cultural orientations among the US

participants.

Second, the Hypothesis 2b assumed that authority ranking would be
predicted by both of vertical individualism and collectivism. Consistent with
the theory and previous studies (Vodosek, 2009; Koerner & Fujiwara 2000),
the present results also confirmed that vertical cultural orientations strongly
and positively predicted the preference to implement authority ranking in the

Turkish culture.

Third, it was hypothesized that equality matching would be predicted
by horizontal dimensions of culture. However, the regression analyses
showed that cultural orientations did not predict equality matching. The
association between equality matching and horizontal dimensions seems to
be mixed in the previous studies as well. For example, equality matching was
associated with horizontal collectivism in Vodosek’s (2009) study, but it was
related to horizontal individualism in Koerner and Fujiwara’S (2000) study.
There may be a number of plausible explanations for this unexpected finding
in the current study. In one hand, Turkish sample’s frequent use of equality
matching as “the cultural norm” in their relationships regardless of their
cultural orientations could be one of the reasons for the non-significant effect.
In other words, it is possible that equality matching is totally independent
from individualism or collectivism to be frequently preferred by individuals.
On the other hand, the measurement problems and limitations, in the
assessment of equality matching could have let such results in Turkish
sample. Two items of equality matching subscale did not load to the original
factor and the equality matching was measured by only three items in the
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current study. This measurement problem might have decreased the power of

the analyses and leading to the rejection of the hypothesis 2c.

Last, the Hypothesis 2d asserted that horizontal and vertical
individualism would predict market pricing. Consistent with the expectations,
results revealed that vertical individualism positively predicted market
pricing, and horizontal collectivism negatively associated with market
pricing. However, horizontal individualism was not associated with market
pricing. Horizontal dimension express that relationships are more or less
equal between the relating parts, but vertical dimension includes hierarchies
and differences among the relating parts. Thus, the present findings suggest
that when organizing their relationships by market pricing, the current
participants did not refer to equality between relating parts, but hierarchies
and differences. Considering profit maximization from the interactions in
market pricing, its high association with vertical individualism appears to be
reasonable. Besides that the previous studies found inconsistent results
regarding market pricing. For instance, whereas Vodosek (2009) did not find
significant association between cultural orientation and market pricing,
Koerner and Fujiwara (2000) found only horizontal individualism and market
pricing relationships. It seems that only vertical individualism is associated

with market pricing among Turkish participants.

In sum, the findings of the study partially confirmed the theoretical
arguments of Triandis and Gelfand (1998) and Fiske (1992) asserting that the
dimensions of horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism are
systematically associated with the four relational models. Furthermore, these
findings also support Fiske (1992; 2004)’s speculations that the

implementation of relational models are culturally dependent and relevant.

In the current study Schwartz’s value dimensions were used as the
individual level cultural construct. Schwartz’s value theory are considered as
one of the alternative approaches to testing cultural differences in values.

There also exist different perspectives. For instance, Hofstede’s (1980)
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cultural valuse are among the commonly employed cultural constructs.
Although both Hofstede (1980) and Schwartz (1994) attempt to identify
national cultural dimensions, there are differences in their conceptualizations.
In this study Schwartz’s value perspective was used considering its wide

applications in recent years.

Specifically it was hypothesized that self-transcendence value
preferences would predict communal sharing. The results showed that, self-
transcendence predicted the implementation of communal sharing. Since
communal sharing was characterized with kindness and helpfulness, the
current results were consistent with the expectations. Roccas and McCauley
(2004) stated that benevolence is the most compatible value with communal
sharing to express kindness and helpfulness. The results were also consistent
with the other previous studies. For example, similar to the findings of this
study, Bieber et al. (2008) found a strong bivariate correlation between
benevolence and universalism and communal sharing, In conclusion, the
findings supported the Hypothesis 3a by indicating the more people preferred
self-transcendence values, the more they use communal sharing in their

relationships.

Second, it was expected that authority ranking would be predicted by
self-enhancement and conservation. The results revealed that both self-
enhancement and conservation positively predicted authority ranking. Self-
enhancement is formed by power and achievement values, which could be
emphasized in social interactions by superiors. Similarly, subordinates could
express their need of security when implementing authority ranking. The
current results were also consistent with the pervious findings (Bieber et al.,
2008). The current results imply that if people have high levels of self-
enhancement and conservation values they may also tend to construe

authority ranking in their relationships.

Third, it was hypothesized that market pricing would be predicted by

self-enhancement. As expected self-enhancement positively and self-
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transcendence negatively predicted market pricing. Consistently, Bieber et al.
(2008) found that market pricing had positive correlations with power and
achievement, and negative correlations with universalism and benevolence.
The current results suggest that if people desire power and achievement in a
relationship they tend to implement the rules of market pricing in their

relationship.

Lastly, although there was no specific expectations regarding for the
associations between equality matching and personal values, the results
showed that self-transcendence positively predicted equality matching, which
suggest that t universalism and benevolence values are strongly linked with
people’s tendency to balance and form turn-taking rules in their
relationships. Contrary to current findings, Bieber et al. (2008) found a
significant negative association between equality matching and universalism.
The inconsistent results could be due to nature of equality matching.
According to Roccas and McCauley (2004) the complex nature of equality
matching makes it impossible to predict clear linkage between equality
matching and certain personal values. However, cultural context may play a
critical role in this relationship. For instance, Turkish sample in this study
perceived equality matching very close to communal sharing. Hence equality
matching may be partially overlapping with communal sharing and it may

influence its effect on self-transcendence in the present sample.

To sum up, the results revealed that personal value preferences were
associated with the relational models. The current findings have mostly
supported the assertion that people socialize with others whom they can

reflect and perform their value preferences (Roccas & McCauley, 2004).

4.5 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

The current study has tested the structure of relational models in a

Turkish sample, and investigated the power of horizontal and vertical
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individualism and collectivism, and personal values in predicting relational
models. Although the study has contributed to the current literature on
relational models it is not free of its limitations that should be considered
when interpreting the presented findings and in designing future research.

The first limitation was the design of the study. The data were
collected only one time and the cross-sectional nature of the study prevents
any directional or causal interpretations. Although the present study was
interpreted from the perspective that cultural orientations and personal value
preferences of people predict the implementation of relational models, further
studies are needed to examine the directions of the effect and any possible
causal relationships. Despite the previous studies (e.g., Vodosek, 2009;
Bieber et al., 2008) and theoretical statements (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998;
Haslam, 2004) confirmed the same unidirectional effects, bidirectional
influences should be also considered. Furthermore, examining the causal
interactions between relational models and cultural orientations or personal

values was outside the scope of the present study.

Second, sample characteristics of the present study may have
influenced the validity or generalizability of the findings. Although the
sample was not limited to university students only, students were still
dominant and the participants were not randomly selected. They were
volunteers of a convenience sample. Thus, the sample may not represent the
all population in Turkish culture, and findings should be interpreted

cautiously.

Another limitation of the current study was that the MORQ measured
relational models in various domains using single item for each domain. The
future researchers should use multiple items for each sub-domain in assessing
the relational models more reliably and extensively. In a similar vein, the
current version of the MORQ asymmetrically measured the models based on
sub-domains. For instance, communal sharing was represented in exchange,

influence and identity sub-domains, whereas market pricing was represented
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in work, decision making, exchange, and moral judgment domains. Such
asymmetries in the sub-domains prevented to compare two models under
each sub-domain. Thus, future research can consider creating more
symmetrical measures that implement each relational model in the same sub-

domain.

Fifth, there were limitations in the assessment of equality matching,
and measuring relational models in the moral judgment domain which can
reflect the cultural differences of Turkish sample. Therefore, there is a need
to extensively elaborate assessment and examine how Turkish people
construe equality matching in their relationships, how they conceptualize
reciprocal equality, and how they keep track the balance in their relationships
in Turkish culture. Future research should specifically examine how the
moral judgments are perceived and conceptualized in the Turkish cultural

context.

Finally, the current study included cultural orientations and personal
value preferences only. However, other critical factors interacting from
culture to evolution, from developmental processes to neurological processes

(Fiske, 2006) should also be examined in future research.

4.5.1 Implications of the Study

The results of this study are consistent with the expectation that
relational models are universal elementary models of human relating and they
are sufficient to capture the complexity of human relationships,
implementation rules of relational models are culturally determined, and
people’s preferences for relational models to construe their relationships are
associated with their preferences for personal values. In other words, this
study has shown that the four relational models can be observed and

measured in Turkish culture similar to the Western cultures.
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The results of this study supported and replicated previously
documented associations between relational models and horizontal and
vertical individualism and collectivism as well as with personal value
presences in the Turkish cultural context. The previous attempts to examine
these associations have some limitations because of having to homogenous
samples (Vodosek, 2009) or they asked their participants to evaluate only
specific social relationships (Bieber et al 2008). However, in the present
study, the sample was more heterogeneous which included participants from
different age groups, and SES; and participants evaluated social relationships
from their own list which was constructed by freely providing a very broad
range of social interactions. Thus, both the recruited participants and the
evaluated social interactions were more representative for more generalizable

results in the current study.

This study has contributed to the current literature by showing that
relational models and underlying factors can also be observed in Turkish
cultural context for the first time. Second, the results revealed that the people
have some preferences for implementing specific relational models to all of
their social interactions, but apart from these preferences they implemented
all relational models differently in different domains. Thus the current
findings revealed the complexity of social relations and the ability of
relational models to explain this complexity. Moreover, the current findings
have provided preliminary evidence for domain differences in implementing

culturally motivated relational models.

The current study was the first empirical attempt to investigate
relational models theory in a Turkish sample. Thus, another important
contribution of the study to Turkish psychology literature is the adoption of
the MORQ into Turkish, as a new measure that can be used by Turkish

researchers in future work.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A. Goniillii Katihm Formu

Sayin Katilimci;

Bu ¢alisma ODTU Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Programi dgrencisi ve
aragtirma gorevlisi olan Ilker Dalgar tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer
danismanliginda, kisiler arasi iliski bicimleri ve bu iliski bigimlerinin
insanlarin sahip oldugu degerler ve benlik yapilar1 arasindaki iliskinin

incelenmesi amaciyla, yliksek lisans tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir.

Bu amagla hazirlanan anket paketi, sahip olunan iligkilerin degerlendirildigi,
iligki profillerinin ve kisisel degerlerin 6lgiildiigii sorular ile demografik bilgi
anketini icermektedir. Her boliimdeki 6l¢egin nasil cevaplanacagi konusunda
ilgili boliimiin basinda bilgi verilmistir. Anketin cevaplanmasi yaklasik 20

dakika siirmekte olup herhangi bir siire kisitlamasi bulunmamaktadir.

Bu ¢aligma kapsaminda vereceginiz tiim bilgiler tamamen gizli kalacaktir.
Calismanin hic¢bir boliimiinde isminiz ve kimliginizi ortaya ¢ikaran herhangi
bir soru sorulmamaktadir. Caligmanin objektif olmasi ve elde edilecek
sonuglarin giivenirligi bakimindan anket uygulamalarinda ictenlikle duygu ve
diisiincelerinizi yansitacak sekilde yanitlar vermeniz 6nemlidir. Calismaya
katilim tamamiyle goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Anket genel olarak,
kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda
herhangi bir nedenden 6tiirli kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz, cevaplama isini
istediginiz anda birakmakta serbestsiniz. Verdiginiz bilgiler gizli tutulacak ve
sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir; elde edilecek bilgiler

bilimsel yayimnlarda kullanilacaktir. Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.
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Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak icin ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii
Arastirma Gorevlisi Ilker Dalgar (Tel: 536 596 40 58; E-posta:
idalgar@metu.edu.tr ) veya Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer (E-posta:

nsumer@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum ve istedigim
zaman yarida kesip ¢ikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel
amach yayimlarda kullanilmasinit kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup

imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih

Imza
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Appendix B. The Survey Package

Tliskiler Olcegi

Bu calismada insanlarla kurdugunuz iliskiler hakkindaki diisiincelerinizi
ogrenmek istiyoruz. Bu nedenle sizden bir sekilde iliskide oldugunuz kisilerin
listesini yazmaniz ve bu konuda yazilmis maddeleri degerlendirmeniz istenecektir.

Bu anketin ilk boliimiinde en yakininizdaki kisiden sadece bir kere iletisim
kurmus oldugunuz kisilere kadar akliniza gelen 30 kisinin ismini (ya da ismini
bilmiyorsaniz bagka bir tanimlayici bilgi; 6rnegin, “taksici” gibi) yazmaniz
istenmektedir. Once asagida verilen bosluklara isimleri iliskinizin ne kadar yogun
ya da yiizeysel olduguna bakmaksizin 30 kisiye tamamlayacak sekilde yaziniz.
Eger 30 kisiye tamamlayamazsaniz eksik say1 ile arasgtirma yapilamayacagi i¢in
tanidiginiz/temas ettiginiz biitlin insanlar1 diisiinerek liitfen say1y1 tamamlamaya
caliginiz.

Anketin ikinci boliimiinde yazdiginiz bu kisileri iligki bigimlerini
tanimlayan farkli ifade ve goriisler ile degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir.
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DEGERLENDIRME FORMU

Bu boliimde yazdiginiz kisilerden sadece ¢ift rakamlara (2,4,6...)
karsilik gelen 15 kisi igin asagidaki tabloda/formda bulunan yirmi ifadeye
gore degerlendirme yapmaniz istenmektedir. Her bir ifadeyi veya agiklamay1
okuduktan sonra bunun ilgili kisi ile olan iliskinizi ne kadar iyi tanimladigini
asagida verilen 7 aralikli cetvel lizerinden degerlendirerek isaretleyiniz.

Bunun i¢in en uygun yol, 20 ifadenin ilkini okuyup 15 kisinin
tamamini degerlendirmeniz, daha sonra ikinci ifadeyi okuyarak yine 15
kisinin tamamini bu ifade ile degerlendirmeniz ve bu sekilde 20 ifadeyi de
tamamlamaniz olabilir. Ornegin 1 numaral ifadeyi okuyun (Eger ikinizden
birinin bir seye ihtiyaci olursa digeri karsilik beklemeksizin bunu karsilar.)
ve daha sonra bu ifadeye gore 2. kisi, 4. kisi, 6. kisi ve diger kisilerle (toplam
15 kisi) olan iliskilerinizi degerlendirin (degerlendirme cetvelindeki 1-7 arasi
rakamlardan uygun olan degeri yazarak). Sonra 2. ifadeye gecerek ayni
islemi uygulayin ve diger ifadeleri de ayn1 sekilde tamamlayn.

Liitfen kisi ve iliskileri degerlendirirken iizerinde ¢ok zaman
harcamadan hizla yapiniz; ancak eksik anketler kullanilamayacag: i¢in biitiin

kisiler i¢in her bir ifadenin degerlendirildiginden emin olunuz.

DEGERLENDIRME CETVELI
Degerlendirme formunda verilen her bir ifadenin iligkinizi ne orada
tanimladigini asagida verilen 7 aralikli cetveli kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

Karsisinda ifade bulunmayan rakamlari da uygun sekilde kullanabilirsiniz.

Bu iliski i¢cin Bu iliski i¢cin Bu
iliski icin
kesinlikle dogru degil kismen dogru
kesinlikle dogru
Lo 2 S b, St S TR 7
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Bu iliski icin Bu iliski icin Bu iliski icin
kesinlikle dogru degil kismen dogru kesinlikle dogru

Lo 2 S Lo B B 7
i = & & & & & & & & & & & & & =
IFADELER IS G I I RS S IS IS B ST e® S PO RS

Eger ikinizden birinin bir seye ihtiyaci olursa digeri karsiik beklemeksizin bunu karsilar

Bu kisi ile ortak bir karar almaya c¢ahsirken mutlaka herkesin sozii esittir.

Bu kisiden ne aldigmiz o kisiye ne kadar verebilecegmizle dogrudan iligkilidir/orantiidr.

Bu kisi ile birbirinize olan nezaket ve yakmhgmiz1 ahlaki bir gdrev olarak hissediyorsunuz.

Beraber yapilan bir isi ikinizden biri dogrudan idare ederken digeri biiyiik dlclide kendisine
sOyleneni yapar.

Eger biriniz digeriniz i¢in cahsiyor olsaydi cahstidi siire ve yaptigi is oraninda para alrdi.

Ikiniz tek bir takim gibi birbirinize aitsiniz.

Gerektiginde ayni sekilde karsilik verebilmek i¢in birbirinize ne verdiginizin ¢etelesini tutarsmiz.
Boylece bir esitsizlik olursa bunu ikiniz de anlarsmiz.

Biriniz karar verir, digerleri ise genellikle buna uyar.

10

Her zaman, her ne varsa aym boyutta paylara bolersiniz.

11

Biriniz digerini bir rehber ve rol modeli olarak goriiyor.

12

Yapilacak bir is varsa genellikle bunu dengeli bir sekilde paylasirsmiz.

13

Bu kisiyle iliskinizde elde edeceginiz fayda ve 6deyeceginiz bedeli dikkate alarak karar
verirsiniz.

14

Her ikiniz de benzer tutum, tavir ve degerleri gelistirme egilimindesiniz.

15

Biriniz lider, digeriniz ise onun sadik takipgisidir.

16

Bu iliskiye verdiginizin karsiigm adil olarak alma hakkmiz vardir.

17

Ikinizi de benzer kilan ortak bir 6zelliginizin oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz.

18

Biriniz hiyerarsik olarak bir sekilde digerinin {istii bir konumda.

19

Eger birisi digerinin bir istegini yaparsa, bir sonraki seferde de digerinin istegi yapimahdir.

20

Bu kisi ile iliskiniz tam anlam ile rasyonel; her ikiniz de ¢ikarlarmizi hesaplayarak
davranryorsunuz.
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Portre Degerler Anketi

Asadida bazi kisiler kisaca tanimlanmaktadir. Litfen her tanimi okuyun ve bu
kisilerin size ne derece benzedigini ya da benzemedigini disinin. Tanimda
verilen kisinin size ne kadar benzedigini gostermek icin sagdaki kutucuklardan
uygun olan birini [X] ile isaretleyin.

BU KiSi SiZE NE KADAR BENZIYOR?

Bana
cok

benzi
-yor

Bana
benzi
-yor

Bana
az
benzi
-yor

Bana
cok
az
benzi
-yor

Bana
benz
e-
miyor

Bana
hig

benz
e-

miyor

Yeni fikirler bulmak ve yaratici olmak onun igin
onemlidir. Isleri kendine 6zgl yollarla
yapmaktan hoslanir.

[

[l

[

[

[

[

Onun igin zengin olmak dnemlidir. Cok parasi
ve pahali seyleri olsun ister.

Dinyada herkesin esit muamele gérmesinin
onemli oldugunu dustnlr. Hayatta herkesin esit
firsatlara sahip olmasi gerektigine inanir.

Onun igin yeteneklerini géstermek ok
Onemlidir. Insanlarin onun yaptiklarina hayran
olmasini ister.

Onun igin glivenli bir gevrede yasamak
onemlidir. Guavenligini tehlikeye sokabilecek her
seyden kaginir.

Hayatta pek ¢ok farkli sey yapmanin énemli
oldugunu dusintr. Her zaman deneyecek yeni
seyler arar.

Insanlarin kendilerine sdylenenleri yapmalari
gerektigine inanir. insanlarin her zaman, hatta
baskalari izlemiyorken bile, kurallara uymalan
gerektigini distnar.

Kendisinden farkli olan insanlari dinlemek onun
icin 6nemlidir. Onlarla ayni fikirde olmadiginda
bile onlari anlamak ister.

Sahip oldugundan daha fazlasini istememenin
onemli oldugunu dusunar. Insanlarin sahip
olduklariyla tatmin olmalari gerektigine inanir.

10.

Edlenmek igin her firsati kollar. Zevk veren
seyleri yapmak onun igin énemlidir.

11.

Yaptidi isler hakkinda kendi basina karar
vermek onun igin dnemlidir. Faaliyetlerini segip
planlarken 6zgur olmaktan hoglanir.

12.

Cevresindeki insanlara yardim etmek onun igin
¢ok dnemlidir. Onlarin refaha kavusmasini ister.

13.

Gok basarili olmak onun icin énemlidir. Insanlar
Uzerinde iyi izlenim birakmaktan hoslanir.

14.

Ulkesinin giivende olmasi onun igin gok
onemlidir. Devletin iceriden ve disaridan
gelebilecek tehditlere karsi uyanik olmasi
gerektigini dtstnur.

O | gdogo|jo|o|o|o;|o;d|d

O | gdogo|jo|o|o|o;|o;d|d

O | gdogo|jo|o|o|o;|o;d|d

O | gdogo|jo|o|o|o;|o;d|d

O |gdogojo|o|ojo;|o;d|d

O |gdogojo|o|ojo;|o;d|d
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BU Kisi SIZE NE KADAR BENZIYOR?

Bana
cok

benzi
-yor

Bana
benzi
-yor

Bana
az
benzi
-yor

Bana
cok
az
benzi
-yor

Bana
benz
e-
miyor

Bana
hig

benz
e-

miyor

15.

Risk almaktan hoslanir. Her zaman macera
pesinde kosar.

[

[

[

[

[

[

16.

Her zaman uygun sekilde davranmak onun igin
o6nemlidir. Insanlarin yanlis diyecedi seyleri
yapmaktan kacinmak ister.

17.

Isin basinda olmak ve baskalarina ne
yapacaklarini sgylemek onun igin 6nemlidir.
Insanlarin onun sdylediklerini yapmalarini ister.

18.

Arkadaslarina sadik olmak onun igin dnemlidir.
Kendisini ona yakin olan insanlara adamak
ister.

19.

Insanlarin dogay! korumalari gerektigine
gonulden inanir. Cevreyi korumak onun igin
6nemlidir.

20.

Dini inang onun igin énemlidir. Dininin
gereklerini yerine getirmek igin gok gaba
harcar.

21.

Esyalarin dizenli ve temiz olmasi onun igin
6nemlidir. Her seyin pislik iginde olmasindan hig
hoslanmaz.

22.

Her seyle ilgili olmanin 6nemli oldugunu
ddsuntr. Merakl olmaktan ve her tirll seyi
anlamaya calismaktan hoslanir.

23.

Dinyadaki batln insanlarin uyum iginde
yasamasi gerektigine inanir. Dinyadaki bltin
gruplar arasinda barisin gliglenmesi onun igin
6nemlidir.

24,

Hirsli olmanin énemli oldugunu dutstntr. Ne
kadar kabiliyetli oldugunu géstermek ister.

25.

Isleri geleneksel yollarla yapmanin en iyisi
oldugunu disinir. Ogrendigi gelenek ve
goreneklerin devam ettirmek onun igin
6nemlidir.

26.

Hayattan zevk almak onun igin 6nemlidir.
Kendisini “simartmaktan” hoslanir.

27.

Baskalarinin ihtiyaglarina cevap vermek onun
icin 6nemlidir. Tanidiklarina destek olmaya

calisir.

28.

Ana-babasina ve yasl insanlara her zaman
saygl gostermesi gerektigine inanir. Onun igin
itaatkar olmak 6énemlidir.

29. Herkese, hatta hic tanimadidi insanlara bile adil
muamele yapilmasini ister. Toplumdaki zayiflari
korumak onun igin édnemlidir.

30. Sdrprizlerden hoglanir. Heyecan verici bir

yasaminin olmasi onun igin dnemlidir.

oo ob o o ogooooooojbo)d
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BU KiSi SiZE NE KADAR BENZIYOR?

Bana
cok

benzi
-yor

Bana
benzi
-yor

Bana
az
benzi
-yor

Bana
cok
az
benzi
-yor

Bana
benz
e-
miyor

Bana
hig

benz
e-

miyor

31.

Hastalanmaktan kaginmak igin gok gaba
gosterir. Saglikli kalmak onun igin cok
6nemlidir.

[

[l

[

[

[

[

32.

Hayatta 6ne gegmek onun igin dnemlidir.
Baskalarindan daha iyi olmaya calisir.

33.

Kendisini inciten insanlar badislamak onun igin
Onemlidir. Iglerindeki iyi yanlari gérmeye ve kin
gutmemeye caligir.

34.

Bagimsiz olmak onun igin énemlidir. Kendi
ayaklari Gzerinde durmak ister.

35.

Istikrarh bir hitkiimetin olmasi onun igin
onemlidir. Sosyal diizenin korunmasi
konusunda endiselenir.

36.

Baskalarina karsi her zaman kibar olmak onun
icin 6nemlidir. Baskalarini higbir zaman rahatsiz
veya huzursuz etmemeye calisir.

37.

Hayattan zevk almayi ¢ok ister. Iyi zaman
gegirmek onun igin dnemlidir.

38.

Algakgdnulla ve kibirsiz olmak onun igin
Onemlidir. Dikkatleri Gzerine gekmemeye

galisir.

39.

Her zaman kararlari veren kisi olmak ister.
Lider olmaktan hoslanir.

40.

Dogaya uyum saglamak ve onun uyumlu bir
pargasi olmak onun igin dnemlidir. Insanlarin
dodayi dedistirmemesi gerektigine inanir.

O/ 0ogo|jo|do|d

O/ 0ogo|jo|do|d

O/ 0ogo|jo|do|d

O/ 0ogo|jo|do|d

O/ 0ogo|jo|do|d

O/ 0ogo|jo|do|d
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INDCOL Olg¢egi

Liitfen her bir ifade ile ne kadar hemfikir olup olmadiginiz1 sagdaki
kutucuklardaki rakamlardan uygun olanini segerek [X] ile isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4
5
Kesinlikle Biraz Ne katilryyorumBiraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katilmiyorum ne katilmiyorum katilyyorum
katiliyorum

Bu ifadeye ne kadar katihyorsunuz?

Benim mutlulugum ¢evremdekilerin mutluluguna ¢ok

baghdir. Lp2z]3]4

Kazanmak herseydir. 1(2]3]4

Yakin ¢evrem igin kisisel ¢ikarlarimdan fedakarlik 11213124
ederim.

Baskalar1 benden daha basarili oldugunda rahatsiz
olurum.

Yakin ¢evremdekilerin birbiriyle uyumunu muhafaza
etmek benim i¢in 6nemlidir.

Isimi baskalarindan daha iyi yapmak benim i¢in
onemlidir.

Komsularimla ufak tefek seyleri paylasmak hosuma
gider.

Is arkadaslarimin iyiligi benim i¢in énemlidir.

Rekabet doganin kanunudur.

Ozgiin bir birey olmak benim i¢in dnemlidir.

1
1
1
Is arkadaslarimdan biri 6diil kazansa gurur duyarim. 1
1
1

Baskasi1 benden daha basarili oldugu zaman kendimi
gergin ve kamgilanmis hissederim.

Cogu zaman kendi bildigim gibi yasarim. 1(2)|3]4

Yakin ¢evremin kararlarina saygi gostermek benim
i¢in onemlidir.

Baskalarina giivenmektense kendime giivenirim. 1(2)]|3]|4

Ne fedakarlik gerekirse gereksin aile bireyleri
birbirlerine kenetlenmelidirler.
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Anne-baba ve ¢cocuklar miimkiin oldugu kadar birlikte

kalmalidirlar. L1238 14]°
Baskalarindan bagimsiz bireysel kimligim benim i¢in
.. o 112 |13|4]5
¢ok onemlidir.
Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmak gerekirse de
) PR 112 ]3]4](5
aileme bakmak benim gérevimdir.
Bireysel kimligim benim i¢in cok 6énemlidir. 1123 ]|4]|5
Ben baskalarindan ayr1 6zgiin bir bireyim. 1123 ]|4]|5
Yakin ¢evremde ¢ogunlugun isteklerine saygi
. 112 ]3]|4]|5
gosteririm.
Kendine 6zgii ve baskalarindan farkli olmaktan
112 ]3]|4]|5
hoslanirim.
Bir karar vermeden 6nce yakin arkadaslara danisip
S . 1 112 ]13]4](5
onlarin fikirlerini almak 6nemlidir.
Maddi giicliik icinde olan bir akrabama imkanlarim
] e s . 112 |13|4]5
oOl¢iisiinde yardim ederim.
Rekabet olmadan iyi bir toplum diizeni kurulamaz. 1 (2 (3]4]5
Insan hayatini baskalarindan bagimsiz olarak
112 |13|4]5
yasamalidir.
Cok hosuma giden birseyden ailem onaylamazsa 11213als
vazgecgerim.
Baskalaryla isbirligi yaptigim zaman kendimi 1yi
. . 112 ]3]|4](5
hissederim.
Baskalariyla rekabet edebilecegim ortamlarda
. 112 ]3]|4](5
calismak hosuma gider.
Insanlara agik ve dosdogru konusmayi tercih ederim. 1(2(3]4]5
Cocuklara vazifenin eglenceden 6nce geldigi
we 1 112 |13|4]5
ogretilmelidir.
Benim i¢in zevk baskalariyla vakit gegirmektir. 112 ]3]|4](5
Basar1 hayattaki en dnemli seydir. 1 (2 ]3]4](5
Eger basarili oluyorsam bu benim yeteneklerim
. . 112 ]3]|4](5
sayesindedir.
Yakin ¢evremle fikir ayriligina diismekten hig
112 ]3]|4](5
hoslanmam.
Ailemi memnun edecek seyleri nefret etsem de 11213lals

yaparim.
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Demografik Bilgi Formu

1) Cinsiyet: ' K [1E
2) Dogum tarihi:

3) Egitim durumunuz:

4) Mesleginiz ve ¢alistiginiz alan:

5) Ogrenciyseniz; okulunuz, boliimiiniiz, smifiniz:

6) Medeni durumunuz:

T oEvl 0 Nisanli "1 o0 Bosanmig/Ayrilmig
[ oBekar [ olliskisi var o lliskisi yok

7) Evliyseniz ya da bir iliskiniz varsa siiresini belirtiniz: yil ve
ay

8) Cocugunuz var mi? Varsa sayisini belirtiniz.
[ oEvet — [ o Hayir
0

9) Nerede yasiyorsunuz?
71 o Aile ile birlikte 0 Akraba yan1 O Arkadaglarla
evde
[l o Tek bagina evde oYurt i
Diger(belirtiniz)

10) Hayatinizda en uzun siire yasadiginiz yer:
o Koy 0 Kasaba o Ilge o Sehir o Biiyiiksehir

o Metropol

11) Sizin/Ailenizin gelir diizeyi yaklasik nedir?

o0-999 TL 0 3000 -3999 TL o 6000
— 6999 TL

01000 - 1999 TL 04000 — 4999 TL (1o 7000
— 7999 TL

0 2000 — 2999 TL 0 5000 — 5999 TL o 8000
TL ve tizeri

12) Annenizin en son mezun oldugu okul:

0 Okur-yazar degil 0 Sadece okur-yazar Oo
Tlkokul [
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o Ortaokul o Lise
Universite

0 Lisanstistii Tl o Diger
belirtiniz

13) Babanizin en son mezun oldugu okul:

o Okur-yazar degil o Sadece okur-yazar
flkokul [
o Ortaokul o Lise
Universite
o Lisanststi Tl o Diger
belirtiniz
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Appendix C. Katilim Sonras1 Bilgi Formu

Bu ¢aligma ODTU Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Programi
dgrencisi ve arastirma gorevlisi olan ilker Dalgar tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nebi
Stimer danismanliginda yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir.

Iliski Modelleri Teorisini kullanarak yiiriitiilen ¢alismalar kisiler arasi
iligkilerin kisisel degerler ve bireycilik — topluluk¢uluk yonelimleri ile
baglantili oldugunu gostermistir. iliski bigimleri farkli kiiltiirlerde ayn1
sekilde gerceklesmektedir, ancak bu modellerin igerigi ve gosterdigi
yaygnlik farkli kiiltiirlerde o kiiltiiriin 6zelliklerine gore farklilagmaktadir.
Toplulukeu kiiltiirlerde komiinal, esitlik¢i ve hiyerarsik iligkiler daha sik
goriiniirken bireyci kiiltiirlerde serbest piyasaci ve esitlikei iligkiler daha sik
gozlemlenmektedir. Iliski modellerinin kisileri siniflandirma ve o kisilere ait
ozelliklere dair yargida bulunmamaizi belirledigini de gostermektedir. Bu
acidan kurulan iliskilerin benlik yapilart ile iliskisinden s6zedilebilir.

Ayn1 zamanda, bireycilik — toplulukculuk ¢alismalari kisilerin i¢inde
yer aldig1 kiiltiiriin bireyci ya da toplulukcu 6zellikler gostermesinin benlik
kurgularin etkiledigini gostermektedir. Topluluk¢u toplumlarda benlik
kurgular1 daha ¢ok iligkiler ve topluluk odakli olma egilimindeyken bireyci
toplumlarda benlik kurgulari agirlikli olarak kisi odakli ve 6zerklik
egilimindedir. Bu ¢aligsmada iliski bigimleri ile kisisel degerler sistemi ve
bireycilik — toplulukguluk 6zellikleri arasindaki bagin incelenmesi
amaglanmistir. Ayrica, calismada iliski modelleri ile benlik yapilari
arasindaki iligkinin incelenmesi de amaglanmaktadir.

Katildiginiz calismadan elde edilecek sonuglar, arastirmaci tarafindan
yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in kullanilacaktir. Sadece gruplardan elde edilen sonuglar
rapor edilecek, bireysel sonuglar rapor edilmeyecektir. Calismanin
sonuglarini grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi sahibi olmak igin ilker Dalgar

(Tel: 536 596 40 58, e-posta: idalgar@metu.edu.tr ) ile iletisime

gegebilirsiniz. Arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.
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Appendix D. Subscales of the Modes of Relationship Questionnaire
(MORQ)

Communal Sharing

There are four communal sharing item in the MORQ. The first item
represents exchange, second identity, third influence, and the last item is
miscelleanous.

CS1. Eger ikinizden birinin bir seye ihtiyact olursa digeri karsilik
beklemeksizin bunu karsilar

CS2. ikiniz tek bir takim gibi birbirinize aitsiniz.

CSa3. Her ikiniz de benzer tutum, tavir ve degerleri gelistirme
egilimindesiniz.

CS4. Ikinizi de benzer kilan ortak bir 6zelliginizin oldugunu
diisiiniiyorsunuz.

Authority Ranking

There are five items measuring authority ranking. The first item implements
authority ranking in work domain, the second in decision making, third in
identity, fourth in influence, and the fifth in miscellaneous.

ARL1. Beraber yapilan bir isi ikinizden biri dogrudan idare ederken digeri
biiyiik 6l¢iide kendisine sdyleneni yapar.

AR2. Biriniz karar verir, digerleri ise genellikle buna uyar.
AR3. Biriniz digerini bir rehber ve rol modeli olarak goriiyor.
ARA4. Biriniz lider, digeriniz ise onun sadik takipgisidir.

ARS. Biriniz hiyerarsik olarak bir sekilde digerinin iistii bir konumda.
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Equality Matching

There are three items implementing equality matching in three different
domains. There items represents decision making, distribution and use, and
work domains, respectively.

EML1. Bu kisi ile ortak bir karar almaya c¢alisirken mutlaka herkesin sozii
esittir.

EMZ2. Her zaman, her ne varsa ayni boyutta paylara bolersiniz.

EMS3. Yapilacak bir is varsa genellikle bunu dengeli bir sekilde paylasirsiniz.

Market Pricing

There are five items implementing market pricing in five different domains.
These items implements market pricing in exchange, work, decision making,
moral judgment, and missellaneous, respectively.

MP1. Bu kisiden ne aldiginiz o kisiye ne kadar verebileceginizle dogrudan
iliskilidir/orantilidir.

MP2. Eger biriniz digeriniz i¢in ¢alisiyor olsayd1 ¢alistig1 siire ve yaptigi is
oraninda para alird1.

MP3. Bu kisiyle iliskinizde elde edeceginiz fayda ve ddeyeceginiz bedeli
dikkate alarak karar verirsiniz.

MP4. Bu iligkiye verdiginizin karsiligini adil olarak alma hakkiniz vardir.

MP5. Bu kisi ile iligkiniz tam anlami ile rasyonel; her ikiniz de ¢ikarlarinizi
hesaplayarak davraniyorsunuz.
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Appendix E. TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstittisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii

YAZARIN
Soyadi : Dalgar
Adr  : llker
Bolimii : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHI:
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