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ABSTRACT

CONTENTS OF TURKISH IDENTITY,
NATIONAL-SOCIAL IDENTIFICATIONS, AND
INTER-GROUP RELATIONS
IN TURKEY

Tasdemir, Nagihan
Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner-Ozkan

November 2013, 167 pages

This thesis investigated the relationships between contents of Turkish identity,
national social identifications, and perceptions of inter-group relations in Turkey.
64 university students participated in Study 1, which explored contents of Turkish
identity as Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, Characteristics of Turkish
Identity, Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, and Turkish In-group’s Relations
with Others. 324 university students participated in Study 2, which showed that
National Participation predicted Kurdish group evaluation and perceived Cultural,
Realistic, and Esteem threats and Conflict. National Essentialism was not a
significant predictor. View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced predicted Turkish
group evaluation and perceptions of Cultural and Realistic threats and Conflict.
Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity predicted perceptions of Cultural and
Esteem threats and Conflict. Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity predicted European

group evaluation. Entitativity of Turkish Identity predicted perception of Conflict.

v



Glorification of Turkish Identity predicted Kurdish group evaluation and
perceptions of Cultural and Realistic threats and Conflict. Power and Independency
of Turkish Identity predicted Turkish group evaluation. Negative Attributes of
Turkish Identity predicted Turkish group evaluation and perception of Esteem

threat.

Power, Independency, and Continuity of Turkish identity interacted with Turkish
identification in the prediction of perception of Conflict. Negative Attributes and
Power of Turkish Identity interacted with Turkish identification in the prediction of

Turkish group evaluation.

Results showed significant indirect effects through perceived conflict from National
Participation, Glorification of Turkish Identity, and European identification to
Kurdish group evaluation. The relationship between View of Turkish Identity as
Unprejudiced and Turkish group evaluation was significantly and partly mediated

by perceived Cultural and Realistic threats.

Keywords: Contents, Turkish Identity, Inter-group Relations, Boundaries,

Meanings



Oz

TURKIYE DE TURK KIMLIiGI ICERIKLERI,
ULUSAL-SOSYAL KIMLIKLENMELER
VE GRUPLAR ARASI ILISKILER

Tasdemir, Nagihan
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner-Ozkan

Kasim 2013, 167 sayfa

Bu tez Tiirkiye’de Tiirk kimligi igerikleri, ulusal sosyal kimliklenmeler ve gruplar
arasi iligkilerin algilanma bigimleri arasindaki iligkileri arastirmaktadir. Bu amaca
yonelik olarak bu tezde iki ¢aligma yiiriitiillmektedir. Birinci ¢alismaya 64 iiniversite
dgrencisi katilmistir ve bu ¢alismada Tiirk kimliginin igerikleri Tiirk I¢ Grubunun
Sinirlarinin Tanimlanma Bigimleri, Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri, Tiirk Kimligine
Sahip Olmanin Anlamlar1 ve Tiirk I¢ Grubunun Digerleriyle Iliskileri olarak
bulunmustur. Ikinci calismaya 324 iiniversite dgrencisi katilmistir ve bu ¢alismada
Ulusal Katilim Kiirtlerin degerlendirilmesini ve Kiiltiirel, Gergege Uygun ve Itibara
Yénelik tehdit ve ¢atigma algisim dngdrmiistiir. Ulusal Ozciiliik herhangi bir
bagimli degiskeni 6ngdrmemistir. Tiirk Kimliginin Onyargisiz Oldugu Goériisii,
Tiirk i¢ grubunun degerlendirilmesini ve Kiiltiirel ve Gergege Uygun tehdit ve

catisma algisini dngdrmiistiir. Tiirk Kimliginin Ust Bir Kimlik Oldugu Gériisii
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Itibara Yonelik tehdit ve catisma algismi &ngdrmiistiir. Tiirk Kimliginin Ayirt
Ediciligi Avrupalilarin degerlendirilmesini 6ngdrmiistiir. Tiirk Kimliginin Birlik ve
Biitlinlestiriciligi catisma algisin1 dngdrmiistiir. Tiirk Kimliginin Yiceligi, Kiirtlerin
degerlendirilmesini ve Kiiltiirel ve Ger¢ege Uygun tehdit ve catisma algisini
ongormiistiir. Tirk Kimliginin Giicii ve Bagimmsizhii, Tiirk i¢ grubunun
degerlendirilmesini Ongdrmiistiir. Tirk Kimliginin Olumsuz Atiflari, Tiirk i¢

grubunun degerlendirilmesini ve Itibara Yé&nelik tehdit algisin1 dngdrmiistiir.

Tirk Kimliginin Giicli, Bagimsizhigi ve Siirekliligi, Tirk kimliklenmesiyle
etkileserek catigma algisini ongormistiir. Tiirk Kimliginin Olumsuz Atiflar1 ve
Giicti, Tirk kimliklenmesiyle etkileserek Tiirk i¢ grubunun degerlendirilmesini

Oongormustiir.

Catisma algisi, Ulusal Katilimin, Tiirk Kimliginin Yiiceliginin ve Kiirt ve Avrupali
kimliklenmelerinin, Kiirt grubunun degerlendirilmesiyle olan iliskisine aracilik
etmistir. Ek olarak, Tiirk Kimliginin Onyargisiz Oldugu Gériisii ile Tiirk ic
grubunun degerlendirilmesi arasindaki iliskiye Kiiltiirel ve Ger¢ege Uygun tehdit

algis1 kismen aracilik etmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Icerikler, Tiirk Kimligi, Gruplar Aras1 iligkiler, Smirlar

Anlamlar
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Throughout the world, inter-group conflicts are among the most important social
problems. In social psychology, social identities are given particular attention in the
investigation of inter-group relations. National-social identity is one of the most
prevalent social identities in a contemporary world of nations. The present thesis
investigates the relationships between contents of Turkish identity, national-social
identifications, and perceptions of inter-group relations among university students in

Turkey.

Regarding the relationships between national-social identifications and perceptions
of inter-group relations, researchers generally question how the importance given to
specific national identity has an influence in the evaluations of in-group and out-
group. Social Identity Theory (SIT) (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) asserts that defining
themselves as group members; people are motivated to evaluate their in-groups
positively relative to the out-groups. Referring to SIT, some of researchers suggest
that there is a positive relationship between national identification and in-group
evaluation and negative relationship between national identification and out-group
evaluation. In other words, they argue that the importance attached to a given
national identity should increase the differentiation of in-group from the out-group

(see Turner, 1999).

Some other researchers, however, claim that social identification does not necessarily
lead to more in-group evaluation (compared to out-group evaluation). Mlicki and
Ellemers (1996), for example, showed that people could express both negative
national in-group stereotypes and strong national identification at the same time.

Using data from 31 different countries, Pehrson, Vignoles and Brown (2009)



reported that the relationship between national identification and anti-immigrant
prejudice ranged from a weak negative relationship to a moderate positive

relationship.

Turner (1999) suggested that in addition to the strength of in-group identity, in-group
members’ beliefs about the nature of group boundaries, collective ideologies, and
perceived differences of inter-group status all interactively influence the individuals’
strategies to achieve a positive social identity. Reicher and Hopkins (2001) argued
that because groups as well as group members may differ in the definitions of
national in-groups, the investigation of a relationship between national identification
and perceptions of inter-group relations should regard the contents of a given
national identity. Thus, in order to examine the processes of national-social
identification and inter-group relations in Turkey, the present thesis firstly aims at
exploring the contents of Turkish identity, e.g., the diverse ways in which university

students define the concept of Turkish identity.

The Republic of Turkey was found in 1923 following the collapse of the
multicultural Ottoman Empire and the independence war. It has still a multiethnic
composition. Besides Turkish people, which constitute most of the population, goups
such as Kurdish, Arab, Laz, Circassian, and Armenian live in Turkey. Turkey is a
country officially candidate for European Union (EU) since 1999. It is also a country
in a process of globalization since the 1980s. Accordingly, in addition to "Turk’
identity, there seem other nationally significant social identities in Turkey, such as
citizen of the world, European, and citizen of the Turkish Republic. Thus, the present
thesis considers different national social identifications in relation to the contents of
Turkish identity and perceptions of inter-group relations in Turkey, which is
conceptualized in terms of perceived inter-group threats and conflict and inter-group

evaluations of Turkish, Kurdish, European, and American groups.

In the present thesis, Chapter 1 consists of introduction including the theoretical
background, the national context of Turkey, and previous theoretical and empirical

studies. In chapter 2, Study 1 is presented, which explores the contents of Turkish
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identity in a qualitative manner. In chapter 3, Study 2 is presented, which examines
the relationships between contents of Turkish identity, national-social identifications,

and perceptions of inter-group relations in a quantitative manner.

1.1. Theoretical Background

1.1.1. Social Identity and Inter-group Relations

Social Identity Theory (SIT) (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is one main approach to the
understanding of the processes of social identity and inter-group relations. This
theory attempts to explain perceptions of inter-group relations with respect to
individuals’ social identity. SIT theorists argued that inter-group behavior is “any
behavior displayed by one or more actors toward one or more others that is based on
the actors’ identification of themselves and the others as belonging to different social

categories” (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p. 40).

In SIT, inter-group evaluation is seen as a function of individuals’ desire for a
positive social identity. Arguing this, SIT researchers assume that social groups are
associated with positive or negative value connotations; that is, social identities
define in-group members in terms of how they are better or worse than out-group
members. While explaining inter-group evaluation, SIT focuses on three
psychological concepts: social identification, social comparison, and psychological
distinctiveness. It is argued that firstly individuals must come to perceive themselves
as group members; that is, they must be subjectively identified with the in-group.
Secondly, it is suggested that social situation must involve groups that enable
individuals to make inter-group comparisons on relevant evaluative attributes.
Thirdly, it is suggested that individuals must perceive the out-group as a relevant
comparison group (e.g., proximal, similar, or salient), which should increase the
individuals’ strive for positive in-group distinctiveness in order to achieve a positive

social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).



SIT was actually developed while attempting to explain people’s in-group favoring
tendency in the studies of Minimal Group Paradigm (Turner, 1999). With this
paradigm it was aimed to explore the minimal conditions necessary for positive
differentiation of in-group from the out-group. In this paradigm, participants were
divided into two groups on the basis of trivial criterion. The results of these
experiments showed that when participants made a choice between in-group and out-
group members for resource allocation, they favored in-group members over the out-
group members (Tajfel, Flament, Billig, & Bundy, 1971). According to Tajfel and
Turner (1979), these studies evidenced that minimal group condition; that is, in the
absence of interaction within or between the groups, the mere social categorization of
participants was sufficient for individuals to define themselves in terms of a social

identity and to evaluate the in-group more positively compared to the out-group.

The underlying cognitive mechanism of inter-group evaluation was explained by
Self-Categorization Theory (SCT) (Turner et al., 1987), which actually extends SIT.
SCT focuses on the concepts of “accessibility” and “fit”. “Accessibility” is related to
individuals’ past experiences, present expectations, and current goals, motives,
values, and needs, which influence the use of a particular social category. “Fit” takes
two forms. The first, “comparative fit”, is explained by meta-contrast principle. It is
suggested that any collection of individuals in a given situation is likely to categorize
themselves as a group when they perceive the differences among them less than the
differences between them and other people in the same situation. Accordingly, when
the value of meta-contrast ratio is large, that is, inter-group differences are greater
than the intra-group differences; people are assumed to define themselves in terms of
a social identity. The second, “normative fit”, shows the degree of consistency
between category’s social meaning and the nature of the stimuli, which increases the
likelihood of social categorization. That is, to the extent the nature of stimuli
corresponds with the normative beliefs about the social meaning of a given social
category, it is easier for people to categorize the stimuli. To categorize a group of
people as Turkish, for example, as opposed to European, they do not only need to

show more between group differences from Europeans (comparative fit), but also



they need to show behaviors and attitudes consistent with the normative beliefs about

being Turkish (Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994).

SCT proposes that to the extent the conditions for “accessibility” and “fit” are met,
individuals define themselves in terms of their social identities. That is, the formation
of in-group and out-group prototypes (i.e., the characteristics of one group that
distinguish it from other groups) depersonalizes individual self and people come to
perceive themselves as “we” and the others as “they”. This self-categorization,
subsequently, leads individuals to perceive their social environment as consisting of

an in-group and various out-groups (Turner et al. 1994).

Researchers generally considered social identity as an individual difference variable
and interpreted the propositions of social identity tradition in a way that there is a
positive relationship between social identification (i.e., the importance of the in-
group to one’s self-concept) and more in-group evaluation (see Turner, 1999).
However, regarding the national identification, using data from 31 different
countries, Pehrson, Vignoles and Brown (2009) reported that the relationship
between national identification and negative evaluation of immigrants ranged from a
weak negative relationship to a moderate positive relationship across the national
groups. In a supporting way, in a review study, Hinkle and Brown (1990) did not
indicate that there is a consistent positive relationship between in-group

identification and more positive evaluation of in-group.

Indeed, Turner (1999) argued that not only in-group identification, but also in-group
members’ beliefs about the nature of group boundaries, collective ideologies, shared
beliefs about the nature of social system, and perceived differences of inter-group
status all interactively influence individuals’ strategies to achieve a positive social
identity and thus all play important role in the examination of processes of social
identity and inter-group relations. Focusing on the national identity, Hopkins (2001)
argued that the affects, thoughts, and behaviors related to national identification are
complex and people developing national attachment and pride do not have to develop

more negative inter-group attitudes. Thus, Reicher and Hopkins (2001) suggested



that because groups as well as group members may differ in the definitions of
national in-groups, the investigation of a relationship between national identification

and inter-group attitudes should regard the contents of a given national identity.

Thus, it seems important to consider the contents of Turkish identity in a way to
explore the processes of national-social identification and inter-group relations in
Turkey. In the following part, literature about the contents of national-social identity

and perceptions of inter-group relations is reviewed.

1.1.2. Contents of National-Social Identity and Inter-group Relations

Social identity is not just an awareness of group membership but it is also an
understanding of in-group’s historical, cultural, and political context and
relationships with other groups. Social identities, especially large-scale ones such as
national, ethnic, or gender identities, have particular contents or the subjective
meanings, which derive from the wider social context (Huddy, 2001; Reicher &

Hopkins, 2001).

According to Cinnirella (1996), national identity is characterized by the
heterogeneity of norms, prototypes, and stereotypes and it is not static and fixed but
rather it is abstract, diffuse, and complex form of social identity. Hopkins (2001)
claimed that the meaning of national identity is a site of contest and takes place in a
competition of definitions. Breakwell (1996), for example, claimed that being British
is different for different subgroups in Britain as well as for different individuals

within each subgroup.

According to Reicher and Hopkins (2001), national identities are dynamically
constructed by group members in a context of public debate and general rhetoric.
They are not “given” or “natural” but are structured and restructured through the
processes of social interactions. Thus, conceptions of national identity vary across
time and place and it is mostly a matter of power which content of national identity

dominates the others.



Reicher and Hopkins (2001) argued that the particular definition of national identity
reflects an attempt to realize what the nation and its relations with others should be.
In this sense, the boundary and content of nation is construed purposefully in a way
that makes the desired changes in the social structure possible. Cinnirella (1996,
1997), for example, reported that the definitions of Italian and British national
identity differ depending on whether or not participants support European

integration.

The contents of national identity reflect the ways in which people understand who
they are, the nature of the world they live in, how they relate to others, and what is
important for them. In this manner, conceptions of nationality are expected to
determine how national identitfication impacts on perceptions of inter-group
relations, because they also represent the position of the out-group whether it is
supportive, harmful, or irrelevant to national interests (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001).
According to Billig (1996), contents of national identity include people’s imagination
of the in-group, out-group, and the world of nations and thus people can perceive
“ourselves” as a national “us”. Hopkins (2001) suggested that in order to understand
the relationships between national identification and perceptions of inter-group
relations, researchers should investigate the different constructions of the nation’s
boundaries (who belongs to the in-group and who does not), content (what it means

to belong to the in-group), and relations with others.

Thus, it seems that processes of national identification and inter-group attitudes
should not be considered independent from how individuals understand national
identities. In one study, Pehrson, Vignoles and Brown (2009) hypothesized that
national identification and prejudice relationship should be the weakest in countries
where the civic definition of nationality (i.e., in terms of more voluntary terms such
as citizenship and institutional commitments) is widely endorsed but should be the
strongest in countries where the ethnic or cultural definitions (i.e., in terms of shared
ancestral, linguistic and/or cultural homogeneity) are widely endorsed. They found
that in contexts where the definition of national belonging based on language

prevailed, the relevant relationship was stronger than the contexts where the national



belonging was defined in terms of citizenship. Pehrson, Vignoles and Brown (2009)
explained that identification with a nation defined in a cultural or ethnic way implied
more negative attitudes towards immigration than identification with a nation defined
based on shared citizenship (at the national level). Notably, to measure the national
definitions, Pehrson, Vignoles and Brown (2009) asked participants to rate the
importance of a variety of criteria for national belonging, such as having a
citizenship in the country (for civic definition), speaking the language of the country
(for cultural definition), having ancestry of the nationality (for ethnic definition),
being born in the country, living most of one’s life in the country, respecting
institutions, and feeling nationality, although they only considered first three of these

criteria in their study.

In another study in Belgium, Billiet, Maddens, and Beerten (2003) investigated how
the relationships between national identifications and out-group attitudes change
depending on the meanings of national-social identities in different socio-political
contexts. Billiet et al. (2003) described Belgian identity as the most obvious official
identity and Flemish and Walloon identities as sub-national identities in Belgium.
They found that in Flanders participants who score high in Flemish identity tend to
be more negative toward foreigners whereas those who score high in Belgian identity
tend to be more positive. In Wallonia, however, the more Walloon identity resulted
in more positive attitude and the more Belgian identity resulted in more negative
attitude. Billiet et al. (2003) explained that in Flanders social representation of
Flemish identity is associated with the protection of cultural heritage and thus
perception of foreigners as threatening, but Belgian identity is associated with civic
or republican representation that citizens with different cultural background can live
together in harmony. On the other hand, regarding Wallonia, they explained that
Walloon identity is defined with respect to civic terms but Belgian identity is defined

with respect to ethnic-cultural terms.

Meeus, Duriez, Vanbeselaere, and Boen (2010) investigated the role of national
identity content as a potential moderator (i.e., highly identified individuals can

endorse different contents) or mediator (i.e., highly identified individuals can endorse



a specific content) in the relationship between national identification and prejudice in
the Flemish context. They distinguished between ethnic (e.g., “Flemish culture
should be protected against change” and “someone can only be truly Flemish when
having Flemish parents) versus civic representation (e.g., “someone who resides in
Flanders and who keeps to all legal obligations, has to be considered as a fully-
fledged Flemish citizen) of national identity. Meeus et al. (2010) found positive
relationships between Flemish identification, prejudice, and ethnic representation of
Flemish identity. They indicated that the positive effect of Flemish identification on
prejudice is mediated rather than moderated by ethnic representation. Furthermore,
using longitudinal design, Meeus et al. (2010) showed that Flemish identification
increases the ethnic representation of national identity, which in turn increases the

prejudice.

Pehrson, Brown, and Zagetfka (2009) argued that perceptions of out-groups vary
depending on “what nationality is based on” and “who can potentially belong to it”.
They reported a moderation effect. That is, when English participants endorsed the
essentialist or “ethnic” national group definition (e.g., “from our ancestry, something
deep in the heart clearly distinguishes the English from other nations” and “the
Englishness in our blood makes us prefer to stick together”), there was a positive
relationship between national identification and negativity towards immigrants, but
there was no relation when participants rejected the essentialist definition. Referring
to Smith (2001), researchers argued that the content of national identity is crucial
because it determines how a given out-group has an influence over the national
projects of autonomy, unity, and identity (cited in Pehrson, Brown, & Zagefka,

2009).

In another study, Livingstone and Haslam (2008) conceptualized national identity
content in terms of perception of relationships between in-group and out-group. They
argued that in environments of chronic social conflicts (e.g., Northern Ireland),
individuals are more likely to define the in-group identity in terms of negative inter-
group relations, and thus to perceive derogatory attitudes towards out-group as

normative. They added that in such contexts social identity content functions as a



theory of inter-group relations, which reflects how one’s in-group relates to the out-
group. Livingstone and Haslam (2008) hypothesized that the content of in-group
identity would moderate the relationship between national identification and negative
behavioral intentions towards out-group (e.g., objection if offspring married out-
group member) and showed that when scores on the scale of antagonistic identity
content (emphasizing a negative relationship with the out-group) were high, in-group
identification was a significant predictor but when scores were low, it was not a

significant predictor.

In the light of above literature review, it seems that there have been only a few
studies concerned about the role of national identity content in the processes of
national identification and inter-group relations. Also, it seems that these few
available studies (e. g., Meeus et al. 2010) conceptualize national identity content
only with respect to the civic and ethnic/cultural distinction and one study does only
with respect to the perceptions of relations between in-group and out-group
(Livingstone & Haslam, 2008). It is worth noting that these studies have only utilized
quantitative approach and forced participants to think about the previously defined
national dimensions (Pehrson, Vignoles & Brown, 2009). However, as described
earlier, researchers argue that contents of national identity cannot be taken for
granted, because they are constructed in the context of public debate and change
across time and place (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). In this sense, the present thesis
makes use of the qualitative approach to explore the possible contents of Turkish

identity. For this aim, the next part reviews the national context of Turkey.

1.2. The National Context of Turkey

Turkey is a country in which the concepts, such as national identity and nationalism
are highly discussed. The modern Turkish nation-state was found in 1923 following
the collapse of the multicultural Ottoman Empire and the independence war. Mustafa
Kemal Atatiirk played a leading role in the emergence of modern Turkish Republic.

Turkey has still a multiethnic composition. In addition to Turkish people, which
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constitute most of the population, groups, such as Kurdish, Arab, Laz, Circassian,

and Armenian live in Turkey.

In the period of Ottoman Empire, there was a “millet” system in which different
ethnic groups were organized according to their religious affiliations. Thus, Turks
perceived themselves as Muslim rather than Turk. After the war of independence,
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk aimed to create a unitary nation. Citizens of Turkish
Republic were considered to be Turkish. The official version of national identity
focused, at the same time, on modern, secular, and Western aspects of Turkish
identity. Thus, it involved both citizenship- territoriality and ethnicity based
conceptions of nationality. Official formation emphasized power of the nation-state

and represented the Republic of Turkey as having eternal existence (Bora, 2003).

Radical nationalist formation of Turkish identity emerged during the World War 11
years and developed especially in the 1970s and early 1980s. It emphasized the
Turkish ethnic identity, Turkish language and Islamic religiosity. At the ideological
level, it developed towards the conceptualization of nationalism based on the
cultural-historical essentialism rather than racism. In the 1990s, Turkey experienced
a new transformation period. With the rising Kurdish national movement, radical
nationalism came to be perceived more “rationale”. It improved its relationship with
the official nationalism by supporting both the pan-Turkism and the state as well as
reacting against the Kurdish movement. As a result, the radical nationalism lost its

“extremist” aspect and became more popular (Bora, 2003).

Kemalist nationalism is another formation of national identity in Turkey. Neo-
Kemalist nationalism flourished especially in the 1990s among the social democratic
environment. It was based on the conceptualization of nationality in terms of
territoriality and citizenship. This formation of national identity constructed Turkish
identity in a way that supported the modernization process, which resulted in using
the term “ulusguluk” instead of “milliyet¢ilik”. In the 1960s and 1970s, the basic
principles of Kemalist nationalism were anti-imperialism and the stand for national

independence. Although in the 1990s, the principle of secularism gained importance,

11



in the 2000s anti-imperialism and independence of the nation were again emphasized

because of the influence of anti-globalist discourse (Bora, 2003).

Turkey is a country in a process of globalization since the 1980s, which has brought
about various economic, cultural, and political system-transforming changes. Within
this context, the issues like human rights, democratic definition of citizenship, and
claims of identity have been commonly discussed in Turkey (Kanci, 2009). The
globalization (and Europeanization) processes, however, have been faced with
reactions from some segments of society. Indeed, globalization process caused all
nation-states in the world being in a vulnerable position. To counter the effects of
globalization, Turkey, similar to many other nations, experienced the increased
utilization of the nationalist language. During these times, concepts such as common
language, history, homeland, culture, and ideals (e.g., men are to risk and sacrifice
their lives for the homeland which is “the most loved one”) were particularly stressed
in the definition of nationality for “saving the state”. Even, in the1990s, the
governments’ policy included the pan-Turkish attempts with respect to the new
Turkic states in Central Asia and attempts to promote Turkey as the leader of the

Turkic world (Kanct, 2009).

With the increases in nationalism, security concerns have also increased in Turkey.
Within these years, parallel to the growth of civil society, identity movements have
also started to gain strength, especially with the rising demands of Kurdish identity.
Among others Kurdish identity seemed to have a more defensive attitude towards the
Turkish identity. They presented themselves to be concerned about the protection of
Kurdish cultural heritage, particularly the Kurdish language. All these factors
together put the Turkish nation-state on a more defensive position. During these
times, the concept of threat in a frame of “internal and external threats directed to
Turkey” has been introduced as a subject to study even in the primary schools. The
threats were explained using the arguments like “geopolitical significance of
Turkey”, “the other countries’ dislike of a strong Turkey” and “the other states’

attempts to divide Turkey in order to expand their own borders”. Accordingly,

regarding the importance of Turkey’s geopolitical location, the need for national
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“strength, awareness, unity, and solidarity” was particularly emphasized (Kanci,

2009).

Turkey is a country officially candidate for European Union (EU) since 1999. Within
this period, Turkey also experienced important economic, political, and social
changes, and reforms, such as the utilization of other languages. Especially, during
the times when there was a close relationship between Turkey and the EU, the
Europeanization process influenced Turkey in a more positive way. This encouraged
Turkey for separating the security concerns from the nationalist concerns, for the
formation of more democratic definition of citizenship, and for the accomplishment
of democratization process. In this manner, attempts to improve the multicultural and
pluralistic viewpoints rather than ethnic ones were recognized as important (Onis,

2007).

However, with the American occupation of Iraq in the context of the post-9/11 world
(where Muslim people have been presented as the dangerous “other”), anti-Western
thoughts and feelings gained strength, which caused the rising of nationalism among
Turkish people. This nationalism particularly increased in 2007 within the context of
approached presidential elections and the increased attacks of PKK (Kurdistan
Worker’s Party) on the south-eastern border of Turkey (Kanci, 2009). It is notable
that the “Kurdish issue” is generally discussed in the context of PKK, which has been
in conflict with the Turkish state since 1984 (Dixon & Ergin, 2010).

Thus, it seems that the globalization and Europeanization processes have had both
positive and negative effects in Turkey. On the one hand, democratization became
more important issue in Turkey. The political authorities in general represent Turkey
as a civic nation, assign social importance to the value of cultural diversity in the
country, and expect the citizens with different cultural backgrounds to live together
in harmony. On the other hand, regarding the unstable post-Cold-War international
context and especially post-9/11 world, there have been concerns for preserving the
status quo and for “saving the state” by ensuring its unity. At the end of summer

2009, the policy known as the “opening” was introduced in Turkey. It was called,
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firstly, as the “Kurdish opening” followed by the “democratic opening” and lastly as
“the national unity project” by the prime minister. Turkish government initiated this

project to address the continuing “Kurdish problem” (Candar, 2009).

In such a context of Turkey, the present thesis firstly aims at exploring the diverse
ways in which university students define the concept of Turkish identity. For this
aim, Study 1 is conducted, which utilizes the qualitative method. Before this study, in
the following section, the literature on different factors influencing the processes of

national-social identification and inter-group relations is considered further.

1.3 Previous Theoretical and Empirical Studies

In order to derive hypotheses about the links between (possible) contents of Turkish
identity, national-social identifications, and perceptions of inter-group relations, it
seems necessary to focus on the relevant theoretical and empirical research further.
In this part, the processes of national identification and inter-group relations are
considered with respect to the boundaries, meanings/motivations, and attitudinal
manifestations of national identity, and perceived inter-group threats or conflict,

respectively.

1.3.1. Different National-Social Identities/National Boundaries and Inter-

group Relations

Keane (1994) (cited in Hjerm, 1998) defined national identity as knowledge of
affiliation with the nation that leads people to define themselves in relation to others
and to feel themselves at home. According to Pakulski and Tranter (2000), national
identities are the macro-social identities (i.e., they can be defined in more abstract
ways) and still constitute core social identities, which “involves a sense of
attachment, bond, belonging to, feeling a part of, and solidarity with a collectivity, an

imagined or real social grouping or category” (p.208).
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According to Self-Categorization Theory (SCT), social identities vary with the social
context. This theory proposed that social identities do not represent fixed, absolute
characteristics of the individuals but relative, varying, and context dependent
characteristics, because self-categories are social comparative and relative to a frame
of reference (Turner et al., 1994). More recently, referring to SCT, Dovidio,
Gaertner, Hodson, Houlette, and Johnson (2005) also argued that the process of
social categorization shows variation. They noted that social identities are
hierarchically organized; that is, higher-level identities (e.g., citizen of the world) are
more inclusive than lower level ones (e.g., nation), and depending on individuals’
goals, motives, perceptions of past experiences, and present time expectations and
social context in general, it is possible to change the level of identity inclusiveness in
a given situation. Dovidio et al. (2005) argued that the changeability in the level of
identity inclusiveness is important because it strongly affects the ways people think
about who are members of in-groups and out-groups and thus the nature of inter-
group relations. Thus, they claimed that the definitions of national in-group
boundaries reflect who is included in one’s own group (“We”) and who is excluded
(“They”) and thus, influence the nature of relationships between national

identification and perceptions of inter-group relations.

Based on the propositions of SCT, Mummendey and Wenzel (1999) focused on the
superordinate identity (i.e., more inclusive identity) in order to explain inter-group
attitudes. They argued that in some contexts, people perceive the in-group and out-
group as equal in terms of their inclusion in the relevant superordinate identity, but in
some other contexts, they perceive the in-group and out-group as different. They
argued that in-groups and out-groups are compared according to the prototype of
superordinate identity (i.e., norms, attributes, and values of inclusive identity) and
the group, which is seen as more similar to the prototype, is evaluated more
positively. Mummendey and Wenzel (1999) suggested that when the out-group’s
difference is perceived negatively; that is, when the difference is seen as a threat to
the validity of in-group’s norms and values, people tend to have negative attitudes

towards out-group, but when the out-group’s difference is seen positively (e.g., as
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enrichment), people tend to have positive attitudes. They noted that the evaluation of

inter-group difference changes depending on the social context.

The in-group qualities, however, are likely to determine the definition of prototypical
superordinate identity. Wenzel, Mummendey, Weber, and Waldzus (2003) showed
that people tend to perceive the in-group as more prototypical for the superordinate
identity than the out-group. Put differently, people tend to project their in-group’s
norms, values, and attributes onto the inclusive identity, particularly when they
identify with both the in-group and inclusive identity. Wenzel et al. (2003) showed
that there is a negative relationship between perceived relative prototypicality of the
in-group and attitudes towards the out-group. They argued that when the in-group is
perceived as more prototypical for the inclusive category, it is regarded as
conforming to the norms of inclusive identity but the out-group is perceived as
deviating from these norms and thus, as deserving negative attitudes. In a similar
way, Turner (1999) claimed that high status group members are more likely to be
discriminatory under conditions when they perceive their legitimate superiority as
threatened by the low status group, but were less likely to be discriminatory under

conditions when they perceive their superiority as illegitimate.

Lodén (2008) argued that national identity can be regarded as a superordinate or
inclusive identity if it represents the identification with the nation-state, which may
incorporate two or more ethnic sub-groups. According to Jones and Smith (2001),
“nation-state” as a term refers to the intersection between nation and state and thus to
conditions where the boundaries of the state (as a political entity) correspond more or
less with the boundaries of a culturally/ethnically homogeneous group. Spinner-
Halev and Theiss-Morse (2003) argued that a superordinate identity (or identification
with a nation-state) can have two important positive effects. It can lessen the
differences people perceive between the in-group and out-group and it can also
motivate people to be less concerned about the relative gains and losses of in-group

versus the out-group.
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Lodén (2008) investigated the relationships between different national identifications
and definitions of national in-group boundaries in Sweden. Researcher argued that
superordinate national identity should be relatively inclusive and sub-group national
identity should be relatively exclusive in Sweden. Lodén claimed that inclusive
superordinate identity could lead individuals to base national belonging on the
criteria, which can be controlled personally, such as to be able to speak the dominant
language of the country where you live (thus citizens can communicate equally in a
democratic state), to respect the country’s political institutions and laws, and to feel
as a member of the country where you live. On the other hand, exclusive national
identity can lead individuals to base national belonging on the criteria, which cannot
be controlled personally, such as to have been born in the country where you live, to
have lived in that country for most of your life, and to be a follower of the dominant
religion. Regarding these specified criteria, Lodén (2008) investigated “what is
important for being a ‘real Swede’?” among self-identified Swedes and non-Swedes.
Researcher reported that overall participants give more importance to each of the
three inclusive criteria than each of the three exclusive criteria and Swedes score
significantly higher on the criteria of “respect Swedish political institutions and

laws”, “to feel Swedish” and “being a Christian” than non-Swedes.

Pakulski and Tranter (2000) also distinguished between different national
identifications in terms of definitions of national in-group boundaries in Australia
and investigated how these identifications were related to out-group attitudes. They
suggested three national identities in the context of Australia: civic, national (ethno),
and denizen. Civic identification reflected strong attachment to Australia in the sense
of “a collectivity of shared rules, norms, and commitments”, “a large-scale voluntary
association”, and “a community of choice”. On the other hand, national (ethno)
identification reflected strong attachment to Australia in the sense of “collectivity
sharing a specific and shared culture, traditions, and customs”. Pakulski and Tranter
argued that national (ethno) identity is less inclusive than civic identity, because to

be a member of Australian nation, it requires “one has to be born in it” or “at least

live in it long enough to absorb the core elements of its cultural traditions, values,
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norms, and customs”. Different from these identities, denizen (or citizen of the

world) identification reflected a weak sense of attachment to the nation.

Pakulski and Tranter (2000) reported a negative relationship between inclusiveness
of national identity and out-group attitudes. They classified subjects (with close
attachment to Australia), who focus on “being born in Australia” and “living in
Australia most of one’s life” (and who focus on sharing Australian customs) for
“being truly Australian”, as having national (ethno) identification and subjects, who
focus on “feeling Australian” and “respect political institutions and laws” (and who
not focus on sharing Australian customs), as having civic identification and subjects
with low attachment to Australia as denizens. Pakulski and Tranter showed that
larger proportion of Australians hold civic identity (e.g., voluntary, open, and
inclusive) and compared to national (ethno) identification, civic and denizen

identifications are more likely to be related to positive attitudes towards immigrants.

Hjerm (1998) examined how different forms of national identity and national pride
are related to xenophobia (e.g., negative attitudes towards immigrants). Hjerm
conceptualized national identity in terms of ethnic, civic, multiple, and pluralist
national identity and questioned how important different factors were in the
description of who could become member of a nation among Australian, British,
German, and Swedish participants. The six factors proposed by Hjerm were to have
been born in a nation, to have been lived in a nation for most of one’s life, to have a
nation's citizenship, to be able to speak nation's language, to respect nation's

political institutions and laws, and to feel nationality.

Hjerm (1998) classified the first two factors (with the importance of birth into a
nation and common descent) as ethnic dimension and the last four factors (with more
voluntary bases) as civic dimension and suggested people scoring high on ethnic
dimension as having ethnic national identification, people scoring high on civic
dimension as having civic national identification, people scoring high on both
dimensions as having multiple national identification, and people scoring low on

both dimensions as having pluralist national identification (i.e., a weak sense of
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national identification). Notably, Hjerm (1998) discussed that “to be able to speak
nation's language” can be included in both dimensions depending on how it is
interpreted in a given context. Researcher argued that if language is perceived as a
part of cultural heritage, it is relevant to the ethnic dimension but if language is
considered as necessary for being citizen of a nation, it is relevant to the civic

dimension.

Regarding the relationships, Hjerm (1998) showed that national identifications
associated with different definitions of national in-group boundaries predict the out-
group attitudes in all four countries. More specifically, multiple-national
identification (having much more categories to base the exclusion of others) was the
most associated one with xenophobia, whereas pluralist national identification was
the least associated one. Ethnic identification (and national-cultural pride) was more
likely to increase with the increase of xenophobia than civic identification (and
political national pride). Thus, Hjerm suggested that multiple-national identity was

the most exclusive type of national identity and pluralism was the most inclusive

type.

In a cross-cultural study, Jones and Smith (1999) investigated the pattern of
relationships between varying criteria for national belonging. They questioned how

9 < 99 ¢

the criteria, “to have been born in a nation”, “to have a nation's citizenship”, “to have
lived in a nation for most of one’s life”, “to be able to speak nation's language”, “to
be a Christian”, “to respect nation’s political institutions and laws” and “to feel
nationality” are important for being truly a member of nation in twenty countries.
Jones and Smith showed that in most countries, country of birth, extended residence,
and dominant religious faith (an indicator of ethnicity) come together and constitute
ascribed/objective or ethnic dimension whereas to have a citizenship, to respect
political institutions and laws, feeling nationality, and speaking the dominant
language (perceived with civic terms in a relevant context) come together and
constitute the voluntary or civic dimension. Notably, participants scored higher on

ascribed dimension than voluntary dimension. In some of the countries, however, the

pattern of relationships between criteria for national belonging were different. In
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Spain, religion was separate from all other items, in the Czech Republic, felling
nationality was together with country of birth and long residence, and in Germany
the scores taken from voluntary dimension were higher than scores taken from the

ascribed dimension (Jones & Smith, 2001).

In addition, Jones and Smith (2001) hypothesized that nation-state’s degree of
globalization, post-industrialism, and internal cultural differentiation should increase
voluntary form of national identity but militarism should increase more restrictive
ascribed form. They showed that globalization and internal cultural differentiation
tend to lead a weak sense of national attachment (i.e., weaken both forms of national
identification) and post-industrialism tend to increase civic or open national
identification whereas militarism tend to increase closed, ascribed or ethnic national

identification.

To summarize, it seems that previous studies in general conceptualized national
identities or national identity content in terms of definitions of national in-group
boundaries (i.e., who can belong to national in-group and who cannot) and
distinguished between civic (more inclusive national identity) and ethnic/cultural
dimensions (more exclusive national identity) (e.g., Jones & Smith, 2001). There
have been also studies, which considered national identity in terms of whether it is a
superordinate identity (i.e., more inclusive identity) or sub-group/ethnic identity (i.e.,
more exclusive identity) (e.g., Lodén, 2008). Notably, these all studies focused on
the inclusiveness of a given national identity or definitions of national in-group
boundaries. There has also been research, which paid attention to the functions,
meanings, or motives of social identities for the individuals. The literature about this

research is reviewed below.
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1.3.2. Meanings/Motives of National-Social Identities and Inter-group

Relations

According to Self-Categorization Theory, individuals’ past experiences, present
expectations, and current goals, motives, values, and needs influence the activation
of a given social identity (Turner et al., 1987). This implies that social identities have
a meaning for individuals and function in a way to satisfy their needs. As described
earlier, in SIT, inter-group evaluation is seen as a function of individuals’ desire for a
positive social identity. This theory proposed that in order to feel better about their
self or motivated by self-esteem, individuals strive for positively evaluated in-group
memberships (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Considering national-social identities, for
example, Lyons (1996) argued that in the definition of their national identity, people
could emphasize the famous scientists as members of their national in-group in order

to enhance their self-esteem.

Recently, researchers suggested that in addition to self-esteem, other motives, such
as distinctiveness, belonging, efficacy, and continuity play important role in the
construction of social identities (Vignoles, Golledge, Regalia, Manzi, & Scabini,
2006). The distinctiveness motive refers to the motivation to maintain or establish a
sense of differentiation from others. According to Optimal Distinctiveness Theory
(ODT) (Brewer, 1991, 1993), people tend to identify with optimally distinctive
groups, which can meet people’s need for both inter-group distinctiveness and
intragroup belonging or inclusion. ODT proposed that “social identity and group
loyalty are hypothesized to be strongest for those self-categorizations that
simultaneously provide for a sense of belonging and a sense of distinctiveness”
(Brewer, 1991, p.475). Brewer and Weber (1994) showed that participants in the
majority group (non-distinctive group) satisfied their need for distinctiveness through
within group interpersonal comparison and participants in the minority group
(distinctive group) satisfied their need for belonging through assimilation within

group (Brewer & Weber, 1994).
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To be member of a nation can provide people with a sense of distinctiveness.
Anderson (1983) argued that national identity may lead people to imagine
themselves as uniquely different national members, deserving their own independent
state (cited in Billig, 1996). Billig (1996) noted that with such imagination in their
mind, people can perceive their nation as “the unity of people” in a world of other
nations and thus, the power of “we” can separate “us” from “them”. Hopkins and
Reicher (1996) argued that the nation as a concept has a meaning that makes it
distinctively powerful and gives a sense of togetherness and comradeship to all
members. Lyons (1996), for example, suggested that Jew people’s definition of
themselves as God’s chosen people is likely to be guided by the motive for
distinctiveness. Thus, considering also ODT, it seems that thinking of their nation as
unique and different from others in a variety of ways, people may develop a sense of

in-group distinctiveness.

The belonging motive was defined as reflecting people’s need to enhance the
feelings of closeness to, or acceptance by, other people (Vignoles et al., 2006). This
motive was argued as representing a fundamental human need (Baumeister & Leary,
1995). According to ODT (Brewer, 1991, 1993), social identities or groups may
satisfy people’s need for belonging. Pickett and Brewer (2001) showed that both
threatened inter-group distinctiveness and in-group belonging increased participants’
perceptions of in-and out-group homogeneity (i.e., inter-group differentiation).
Yzerbyt, Castano, Leyens, and Paladino (2000) argued that to the extent people
perceive in-group entitative; they are more likely to satisfy their need for a
belonging. In-group entitativity was defined as “that property of a group, resting on
clear boundaries, internal homogeneity, social interaction, clear internal structure,
common goals, and common fate” (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner and

Moffitt, 2007, p. 136).

Gaertner and Schopler (1998) showed that when the interaction between in-group
members was high, participants perceived more in-group entitativity, which, in turn,
lead participants to display more positive in-group evaluation. Castano, Yzerbyt,

Paladino, and Sacchi (2002) indicated the role of death related thoughts (as being
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threat to belonging or existence) in the perceived in-group entitativity, which
increased participants’ tendency to favour in-group over the out-group. Researchers
explained that perception of in-group entitativity served for in-group belonging, and
thus caused participants to express more positive in-group evaluation. Thus, research
seems to suggest that perception of in-group entitativity is related to a sense of in-
group belonging (e.g., Castano et al., 2002), which, in turn, is related to positive
differentiation of in-group from the out-group (e.g., Pickett & Brewer, 2001).

The continuity motive refers to the motivation to maintain a sense of connection
across time and situation. People tend to perceive their in-groups, such as nations and
religious communities, as enduring entities that exist forever. Accordingly, social
groups can provide members with a sense of transcendence across time and space
(Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Sani, Bowe, Herrera, Manna, Cossa, Miao, and Zhou
(2007) argued that perceived collective continuity (PCC) has important consequences
for national in-group perception. They conceptualized PCC in terms of perceived
cultural continuity (e.g., “shared values, beliefs and attitudes of Italian people have
endurance across time”) and perceived historical continuity (e.g., “Italian history is a
sequence of interconnected events”) and found that PCC is positively associated with
a set of social identity variables, such as in-group identification, collective self-

esteem, and perceived group entitativity.

Recently, researchers have begun to investigate the role of perceived in-group
continuity in the prediction of inter-group attitudes. Smeekes and Verkuyten (2013)
investigated perception of in-group continuity in relation to inter-group attitudes in
the Netherlands. They suggested that when Dutch people perceive higher cultural
continuity (rather than narrative continuity), they are more concerned about the
preservation of their national culture and identity, and thus more likely to perceive
continuity threats from Muslim immigrants. They showed that perceived continuity
threat mediated the positive relationship between perceived cultural continuity and
more negative attitudes towards Muslim immigrants. In line with Smeekes and
Verkuyten (2013), Jetten and Hutchison (2011) argued that the more people perceive

in-group continuity, the more they likely to be concerned about losing historical
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continuity. Researchers indicated that expectation of break with past mediated the
positive relationship between perceived historical continuity and resistance to the
merger (with the group). In an experimental study, on the other hand, Jetten and
Wohl (2012) found that participants with higher English identification (but not with
lower English identification) expressed more concern for the in-group’s future and
more opposition to immigration, when they were presented with discontinuity of
English history compared to continuity of it. In addition, concern for England’s
future mediated the interaction effect of identification and perceived historical

continuity on intergroup attitudes.

The other important motive underlying social identity processes is an efficacy
motive, which refers to the motivation to enhance the feelings of competence,
control, or power (Breakwell, 1996). People attempt to manage a sense of self-
efficacy or to defend it when it is undermined or threatened (Vignoles, 2011). Social
identities may increase people’s sense of effectiveness (Riketta, 2008). Breakwell
(1996), for example, argued that the efficacy motive guided directly some
constructions of European identity, such as European Community having the control
of financial markets and the attempts to create a Euro-army. Lyons (1996) suggested
that in order to perceive their national in-group as efficacious, people tend to
remember sporting victories but forget sporting defeats. Cinnirella (1996) argued that
motivations of power and control play important role in the construction of national
and European identities among British people. He reported that in open-ended
responses British participants displayed a concern for matters of national sovereignty
and having control over the world affairs. Cinnirella also reported that when British
participants were asked to demonstrate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed
with a variety of motives, which might be related to their national and European
identities, they mostly indicated the motives for control, autonomy, and
distinctiveness. Cinnirella concluded that these were the most primary motives about
British identity in the context of European integration. As seen, researchers

emphasized the importance of efficacy motive in the construction of social (national)
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identities; however, to my knowledge, there haven’t yet been research examining its

role in the prediction of inter-group attitudes (see also Vignoles, 2011).

To summarize, above literature review have suggested that national-social identities
may have different meanings for the individuals and satisfy their different needs,
which may play important role in the prediction of perceptions of inter-group
relations. Up to now, the literature about the definitions of national in-group
boundaries and the meanings or motives underlying construction of social identities
has been reviewed. There has also been a line of social psychological research, which
focused on the concepts like patriotism and nationalism in the examination of

national identification and perceptions of inter-group relations, as presented below.

1.3.3. Attitudinal Manifestations of National-Social Identities and Inter-

group Relations

Social psychological studies mostly interested in the concepts of patriotism and
nationalism as different manifestations of national-social identity. Nationalism
involves the aspects, such as a perception of national superiority, idealization of the
nation, definition of nation based on race, descent, or culture, supporting
homogeneity within the nation, and an orientation towards national dominance. On
the other hand, patriotism involves the aspects, such as supporting heterogeneity
within nation, emphasizing temporal comparisons (rather than inter-group
comparisons), being critical towards the nation, feeling belongingness and
responsibility for the nation, internationalism, and supporting democratic principles.
Accordingly, in order to achieve a positive social identity, nationalism implies a
significant relationship between positive in-group evaluation and negative out-group
evaluation but positive feelings towards one’s in-group are seen as independent from

the out-group negativity in patriotism (Blank & Schmidt, 2003).

Mummendey, Klink, and Brown (2001), for example, assumed that making inter-

group comparison (e.g., with other nations) uncovers nationalism but making
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temporal comparison (e.g., with former times) uncovers patriotism and investigated
the relationships between national pride (with national history, culture etc.), national
identification, and rejection of national out-groups in inter-group and temporal
comparison conditions. They found a positive relationship between national pride
and identification regardless of any comparison condition. However, there was a
positive relationship between national-pride and out-group derogation and between
national identification and out-group derogation when participants were primed with
an inter-group comparison orientation. Importantly, Mummendey et al. (2001) also
showed that in-group identification played an important mediating role in the
relationship between national pride and out-group derogation in the inter-group

comparison condition.

Blank and Schmidt (2003) conducted a study in Germany where they explained that
national identity is discussed in terms of whether Germany should be a multicultural
society consisting of different ethnic groups (which share a common citizenship) or it
should be ethnically homogenous country. In such a context, Blank and Schmidt
described nationalism and patriotism as two types of attitudes towards the nation,
which should be distinct from, related to, and consequence of national identification.
They proposed and confirmed empirically a model in which nationalism (e.g., “for
me, Germany is the best country in the world) mediated the positive relationship
between German identification and devaluation of minority groups (e.g., “foreigners
living in Germany should be prohibited from any political activity in Germany”) but
patriotism (e.g., “if one feels allegiant to one’s country, one should strive to mend its
problems”) mediated the negative relationship between them. Blank and Schmidt
suggested that nationalism lead to the discrimination of out-groups because it
supports homogeneity within country and dominance over other nations, but

patriotism lead to tolerance because it supports heterogeneity and humanism.

Karasawa (2002) proposed nationalism (e.g., “the Japanese people are among the
finest in the world”), patriotism (e.g., “I love this country of Japan”) and
internationalism (e.g., “it helps Japan that we try to learn from foreign cultures™) as

etic aspects and commitment to national heritage (i.e., respect for cultural and
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historical heritage along with national symbols) as emic aspect of Japanese national
attitudes. Researcher reported that knowledge in the international domain negatively
predicts nationalism and commitment to national heritage and there is a moderate
negative relationship between nationalism and internationalism. Karasawa also found
the relationship of nationalism and commitment to national heritage with the out-

group evaluation (i.e., Russia) as negative but not of patriotism.

Li and Brewer (2004) distinguished between essentialist and goal-based conceptions
of American unity, the former emphasizing in-group distinctiveness and superiority,
the latter emphasizing shared in-group attachment and group welfare. They found
that when essentialist in-group pride/superiority was primed, the relationship of
patriotism with nationalism and prejudice was relatively high and positive but when
common goal-based national unity was primed, patriotism was less associated with
nationalism and unrelated to prejudice. On the other hand, in both conditions
nationalism was positively related to the prejudice. Notably, Li and Brewer
conceptualized prejudice in terms of intolerance for diversity, distance to a given out-
group, and exclusionary representation of the nation (i.e., based on being born

American, speaking English, and being Christian).

Roccas, Klar, and Liviatan (2006) suggested glorification of the national group and
attachment to the national group as two modes of national identification, the first
referring to nationalism and the latter referring to patriotism. Glorification was
defined perceiving national in-group as superior to other nations and having respect
for the symbols of the in-group, such as nation’s flag, rules, and leadership.
Attachment was defined feeling positive emotional attachment to the nation and
having a desire to contribute to it. Roccas et al. (2006) argued that these two modes
of national identification were related but distinct from each other; that is, high
attachment (e.g., “it is important for me to serve my country”) was associated with
low glorification (e.g., “Israel is better than other nations in all respects”) or low
attachment was associated with high glorification. Roccas et al. reported that
attachment to the nation was positively related but glorification of the nation was

negatively related to group-based quilt for past wrongdoings of the nation.
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Esses, Dovidio, Semenya, and Jackson (2005) described nativist/civic definitions and
patriotism/nationalism as different dimensions of national identification and
internationalism as a dimension of superordinate national identity (i.e., identification
with a world community). Esses et al. showed that nativist national identification
(e.g., belief that national identity is based on birth) and nationalism predicted
negative attitudes towards immigrants in Canada. On the other hand, civic national
identification (e.g., belief that national identity is based on a feeling of being a
member of the nation), patriotism, and internationalism (e.g., concern for global
welfare) predicted positive attitudes towards immigrants. They also reported a weak
negative relationship between nationalism and internationalism and suggested that
national and international identification represented two different types of social
identification. In addition, Esses et al. argued that cross-national differences may
influence the role of patriotism in predicting attitudes towards the out-groups. As an
example, researchers noted that in Germany where nativist national identity is
valued, patriotism might be related to more exclusionary attitudes towards the out-
groups, but in Canada where civic national identity is valued, patriotism tend to be

associated with more inclusive attitudes.

To summarize, above literature review have suggested that national identification or
national attachment can take the form of patriotism, nationalism, and
internationalism, which have different associations with inter-group attitudes.
Overall, they have suggested that patriotism reflects the national attachment with
more inclusive and thus more positive attitudes towards the out-groups, nationalism
does the national attachment with more exclusive and thus more negative attitudes
towards the out-groups, and internationalism reflects a weak sense of national
attachment with more inclusive attitudes towards the out-groups. The section below
considers the inter-group threats and conflict as important factors in the processes of

social identification and inter-group relations.
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1.3.4. Inter-group Threats or Conflict, National-Social Identification, and

Inter-group Relations

Researchers defined inter-group threat in the way that a given social group’s actions,
values, beliefs, or characteristics put the other group’s welfare at risk. It is now well-
established that perceived inter-group threat or conflict is the crucial factor
influencing the dynamics of social identification and inter-group relations (Rick,
Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). A variety of theories suggested that people can perceive
inter-group threats in different ways. One important theory focusing on the role of
inter-group threats in the perceptions of inter-group relations is the Realistic Conflict
Theory (RCT) (Sherif, 1966). This theory conceptualized people’s tendency for
positive differentiation of in-group from the out-group in terms of incompatible
group interests and proposed that inter-group hostility arises when groups compete
for the scarce material resources. The Instrumental Model of Group Conflict by
Esses, Jackson and Armstrong (1998) expanded original RCT. This model proposed
that the mere perception of competition between groups for material resources is an

important determinant of more negative inter-group attitudes.

There have also been researchers arguing that inter-group threat can arise from the
conflicting cultural values in addition to the perceived competition over resources
(Rick et al., 2006). According to Symbolic Racism Theory, for example, the
conflicting values and beliefs between groups bring about the racism. Biernat,
Vescio, and Theno (1996) tested the idea that Whites’ negative attitudes towards
Blacks result from the belief that Blacks violate Whites’ cherished values.
Researchers found that when Whites perceived Blacks as not supporting their values,
they had relatively more negative attitudes towards Blacks, but when they perceived
Blacks as supporting their values, they had relatively less negative attitudes. Dunbar,
Saiz, Stela, and Saez (2000) also found a positive relationship between perceived in-

group/out-group value dissimilarity and more positive evaluation of in-group.
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In another study, Zarate, Garcia, Garza, and Hitlan (2004) showed cultural threat and
perceived realistic group conflict as dual predictors of more negative inter-group
attitudes. They found that when cultural interpersonal traits were made salient,
perceived inter-group difference increased more negative attitudes. However, when
work-related realistic conflict traits were made salient, inter-group similarity

increased more negative attitudes towards Mexican immigrants in the USA.

More recently, Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) (Stephan et al. 2002) considered inter-
group threats as causes of positive differentiation of in-group from the out-group.
ITT brought together the approaches that have been suggested to explain the role of
inter-group threats in perceptions of inter-group relations. This theory described four
types of inter-group threats: realistic threat, symbolic threat, threat stemming from
inter-group anxiety, and threat arising from negative stereotypes. Realistic threat was
similar to the threat conceptualized by RCT and included threats to the very
existence of the in-group (e.g., through warfare), threats to the political and
economic potency of the in-group, and threats to the physical or material welfare of
the in-group (Stephan et al. 2002). Symbolic threat was similar to the threat
conceptualized by Symbolic Racism Theory and referred to the perception of in-
group and out-group differences in values, morals, beliefs, norms, and attitudes.
Symbolic threats put at risk the worldview of the in-group, which is likely to function

as a construction of reality for in-group members.

In ITT, inter-group anxiety constituted another type of inter-group threats because of
people’s tendency to encounter uncertainty about how to behave towards out-group
members. It reflected the feelings of uneasiness and awkwardness people experience
during the inter-group interactions. Negative stereotypes referred to the negative
expectations of in-group members in their relations with out-group members. When,
for instance, people stereotype out-group members as untrustworthy, aggressive, or
ignorant, they are likely to have negative emotions (e.g., fear) towards them, which,
in turn, are likely to be associated with more negative inter-group attitudes (Stephan

et al. 2002).
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In a review study, recently, Rick et al. (2006) suggested another model of perceived
inter-group threats. They argued that in addition to threats involved in ITT, group
esteem threat influence the perception of inter-group relations. According to
Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, and Doosje (1999), group esteem threat occurs when
the out-group poses threat to the value of in-group in the form of discrimination or
devaluation. Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, and Doosje (2002) showed that when
participants thought that the members of another group made negative evaluations
about their group, they allocated fewer rewards to the threatening out-group. In their
study, Rick et al. (2006) indicated that each type of inter-group threats had a
significant and unique effect in the out-group attitudes. In addition, they proposed a
model, which suggested that inter-group anxiety threat (an individual level variable)
should be regarded as a mediator in the prediction of out-group attitudes from the
symbolic, realistic, and group esteem threats. Notably, Rick et al.’s model suggested
negative stereotypes threat (together with in-group identification and in-group

distinctiveness threat) as an antecedent variable for other types of inter-group threats.

Verkuyten (2009) investigated how national identification, symbolic threat (e.g.,
“Muslims are a threat to the Dutch culture”), realistic or safety threat (e.g., “I am
afraid of terrorist attacks of Muslims in the Netherlands”), and support for
multiculturalism (e.g., “Turks and Moroccans may keep their own traditions and
culture”) are related to each other in the Netherlands. Researcher tested three
different models and suggested that national identification predict positively
perception of threats from the out-group, which, in turn, predict negatively the

support for multiculturalism.

Here, it is worth noting that positive differentiation of in-group from the out-group or
people’s in-group serving tendency can take the form of in-group positivity and/or
out-group negativity (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002). Brewer (1999, 2001)
argued that people’s tendency to favor the in-group over the out-group does not
necessarily result in the negativity towards out-group and explained that in order to
negativity towards out-group take place, people should perceive the out-group as

threatening the very existence of in-group or its goals and values. In other words,
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Brewer claimed that when the interests of the in-group and out-group are perceived
in a conflict, in-group identification or in-group membership may be associated with
the out-group negativity. To summarize, above literature review have suggested that
inter-group threats or conflict can be perceived in different ways and they play
crucial role in the prediction of inter-group attitudes, which can take the form of
more positive in-group evaluation and/or more negative out-group evaluation.
Following the consideration of relevant literature, in the next section, Study 1 is

presented.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1

2.1. Generation of Hypotheses

As described earlier, definitions of national identity is likely to change across time
and space (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001) and national identity has been represented in a
variety of ways throughout the history of Turkey (Bora, 2003). Thus, it is expected
that participants in Study 1 would mention about the Turkish identity in different
ways. In line with previous studies, participants may define Turkish identity in terms
of boundaries (who can belong to Turkish in-group), meanings (what does it mean to
have a Turkish identity), and inter-group relations (Turkish identity's relations with

significant others).

Considering definitions of Turkish in-group boundaries, it is expected that definitions
based on both culture and territoriality may emerge. As noted, Kemalist nationalism
emphasized both living in Turkey and having a Turkish citizenship for national
belonging in Turkey. In addition to these, official nationalism focused at times on the
cultural aspects, such as speaking Turkish and adopting Turkish culture. Given that
Ataturk played a leading role in the foundation of Turkish Republic and his
principles have been important throughout the history of Turkey, definitions related
to Atatiirk’s principles may also emerge. Since, Turkey is a Muslim country and
Turkish national identity is associated with being a Muslim (Hortagcsu & Cem-Ersoy,
2005), it is also expected that participants may mention about being a Muslim as a

criterion for belonging to Turkish group.

Considering meanings attributed to having a Turkish identity or motives underlying
constructions of Turkish identity, it is expected that meanings reflecting motives for

self-esteem, distinctiveness, continuity, efficacy, and belonging may emerge.
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Researchers argued that universally people have motives for self-esteem,
distinctiveness, continuity, efficacy, and belonging, which were defined as the most
important motives underlying identity construction (Vignoles et. al. 2006; Vignoles,
2011). As described earlier, the Republic of Turkey was found following the
independence war and power of the nation-state and its eternal existence were
emphasized. Indeed, stand for national independence and anti-imperialism have been
basic values related to Turkish identity (Bora, 2003). In this context, the concepts,
such as common language, history, homeland, culture, national unity, strength, and
solidarity were also stressed (Kanci, 2009). Thus, participants are expected to
mention about the meanings, such as independency, power, unity, solidarity,

strength, and continuity in relation to having a Turkish identity.

Considering Turkish identity's relations with others, the relations with Kurds inside
and Europeans outside have been significant in the history of Turkey (Hortagsu &
Cem-Ersoy, 2005; Ina¢ 2004; Kanci, 2009) and arguably have influenced the
definitions of Turkish identity. Thus, participants may mention about the relations

with these groups, which can be regarded as out-groups vis-a-vis Turkish identity.
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METHOD

2.2.1. Participants

Sixty-four university students (21 males, 43 females) participated in the study. They
were between 18-24 years old. In order to recruit a heterogeneous sample of
university students, the data were collected from different departments during class
in three different universities in Ankara, Middle East Technical University, Bilkent
University, and Gazi University. All participants were Turkish-speaking and citizens

of Turkey. The data were collected in 2010 between October 7 and November 11.

2.2.2. Questionnaire

First part of the questionnaire consisted of introduction of the study. In the second
part, university students were asked to answer a set of open-ended questions related
to the (possible) contents of Turkish identity. The questions were 1) What do you
think about the Turkish identity? 2) What are the aspects of Turkish identity? 3)
What does it mean to have a Turkish identity? Who can have a Turkish identity? 4)
Is there any threat to Turkish identity? 5) What do you think about the relationships
between Turkish identity and the different identities? 6) How do you judge the
position of Turkish identity in a frame of Turkey’s international relationships? 7)
What do you think about the country we live in? 8) What are the benefits of having a
Turkish identity for the individuals? All questions included “please explain” at the
end. The Turkish versions of questions can be seen in Appendix A. The third part
asked about background information, such as gender, age, school, department, class,

birthplace, native language, parental education, political view, and religiosity.
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2.2.3. Procedure

At the beginning of data collection, university students were told that the study is
about the perceptions of national-social identities among university students in
Turkey and the participation is voluntary. They were also told that most of the

questions are open-ended and may take approximately 40 minutes to answer.
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RESULTS

2.3.1. Data Management

The length of responded essays varied from very short (a couple of sentences for
each question) to long (a number of sentences for each question). Firstly, completed
questionnaires were examined and open-ended responses were read for each
participant separately by the researcher. Then, each participant’s responses were
transcribed by the researcher. The transcribed essays were read and reread in order to
extract some common points across essays. This process resulted in the realization of
some key words or phrases (e.g., citizen of Republic of Turkey, culture,
multicultural, distinctive, homeland etc.), which had been frequently used by the
participants. To handle huge amount of qualitative data, initially word software
program was used to automatically search for these key words or phrases. The
statements including a given key word or phrase (e.g., citizen of Turkey) were
clustered together if they had a similar meaning. Through this analysis, almost all of
the statements referring to Turkish identity were clustered according to their
meaning. This process first revealed the sub-categories and then the broad categories.
After assigning the statements to the relevant sub-categories, each cluster of
statements were reread separately to make sure that they were all representing a
given sub-category. Within this process, several statements were replaced. Inter-rater
reliability (i.e., reproducibility) was calculated by asking an independent coder to
match the sub-categories with the statements of participants. The percentage of
agreement was found 84.57 %. Stability (i.e., coding of the same material by the

same researcher more than once) was found 81.38 %.
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2.3.2. Contents of Turkish Identity

The examination of clustered statements (i.e., sub-categories) resulted in the
determination of five broad categories. As seen in Table 1, these were “Definitions of
Turkish In-group Boundaries”, “Characteristics of Turkish Identity”, “Meanings of
Having a Turkish Identity”, “Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others”, and

“Turkish In-group Stereotypes”.

“Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries” included 9 sub-categories, which were
1) Citizens of Republic of Turkey (29) (e.g., “all citizens of Republic of Turkey are
Turks”), 2) People who adopt and advocate Turkish culture (69) (e.g., “All Kurds,
Laz, or Circassians can have a Turkish identity, because they all enjoy the same
geography, the same mentality, and the same elements of culture”), 3) People who
are willing to feel Turkish (33) (e.g., “everyone who are willing to feel Turkish can
have a Turkish identity”), 4) People who live in Turkey (17) (e.g., “people settled in
Turkey all have a Turkish identity”), 5) People who contribute to Turkey (45) (e.g.,
“whether ethnic origin is Kurd or Turk it is not important, all people who make
something beneficial for Turkey can be Turk™), 6) People who speak Turkish (9)
(e.g., “people speaking Turkish can have a Turkish identity”), 7) People who adhere
to Atatiirk’s doctrine (11) (e.g., “people who care for Atatiirk can have a Turkish
identity”), 8) People who are Muslim (2) (e.g., “ Turks are Muslim people”), ad 9)
people who have a Turkish family (20) (e.g., “people having a Turkish family can
have a Turkish identity”).

“Characteristics of Turkish Identity” included 3 sub-categories, which were 1)
Turkish identity as a super-ordinate identity (or Turkish identity as the representative
of subcultures) (41) (e.g., “Turkish identity means the togetherness of different
identities”), 2) A view of Turkish identity as unprejudiced (27) (e.g., “Turkish
identity is respectful to every other different identities”),and 3) A view of Turkish
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identity as assimilating (19) (e.g., “I think that Turkish identity assimilates and

extinguishes other identities in Turkey”).

“Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity” included 8 sub-categories, which were 1)
Distinctiveness of Turkish identity (13) (e.g., “Turkish identity differentiates and
distinguishes Turks from other identities”), 2) Indistinctiveness of Turkish identity
(34) (e.g., “that to have a Turkish identity means nothing for me”), 3) Entitativity of
Turkish identity (23) (e.g., “Turkish identity provides solidarity and unity in society”
and “that to have a Turkish identity means saying ‘all-for-one’”), 4) Glorification of
Turkish identity (56) (e.g., “having a Turkish identity means to be proud of being a
Turk” and “Turkish identity is one of the most beautiful identities in the world”), 5)
Power of Turkish identity (12) (e.g., “I think Turkish identity as a concept means
having power to rule over the world”), 6) Continuity of Turkish identity (15) (e.g.,
“there has been a past and present of Turkish identity and so there will be future for
it”), 7) Independency of Turkish identity (12) (e.g., “Turkish identity represents our
independence since the Republic of Turkey is an independent country”), 8) Negative
Attributes of Turkish identity(19) (e.g., “unfortunately having a Turkish identity is

not creditable nowadays”).

“Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others” included three broader sub- categories:
“Turkish in-group’s relations with Western Groups”, “Turkish in-group’s relations
with Eastern Groups and “Turkish in-group’s relations with the Kurdish group”. The
first included three sub-categories: “Perceived Cultural Threat with West” (22) (e.g.,
“it is apparent that Europeans are trying to impose their culture, customs, and
traditions on us”), “Perceived Realistic Threat with West” (37) (e.g., “developed
countries wish to make Turkey a colony and to use her resources”), and “Perceived
Esteem Threat with West” (32) (e.g., “Turkish identity has always been
disadvantaged in the West”).

The second and third broader categories each included only one sub-category. The
second included ‘Turkish In-group’s positive relations with Eastern Groups”(6) (e.g.,

“if one have a Turkish identity, less developed countries like and want to imitate
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him/her”). It should be noted that this construct of the present thesis is not further
considered. Investigating perceptions of inter-group relations, the present thesis
focuses on the significant or relevant out-groups vis-a-vis Turkish in-group, as
suggested by SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The third included “Kurdish subgroup’s
conflicting relations with Turkish superordinate group caused by external forces”
(38) (e.g., “we forgot that we all belong to Turkish identity without taking into
account being Laz, or Kurd and started to divide ourselves inside which is caused by

external forces”™).

“Turkish In-group Stereotypes” had two sub-categories: “positive Turkish in-group
stereotypes” and “negative Turkish in-group stereotypes”. Positive stereotypes were
hospitable (11), loyal-to-family-ties (10),warm (7), indulgent(5), tolerant (4)
helpful(3), clean(3), sincere(l), diligent(5), trustworthy(2), nationalist (5),
conservative (2), courageous (4), clever (2), intelligent (3), quirky (2), lissome (1),
ethical (2), warrior (1), peaceable (3), adherent to customs (10), humanitarian (1),
devoted to own freedom (2), sentimental (1), forgetful (1), patriotic (2), successful
(1), productive (1), talented (1), trusting (1), determined (1), fair (2), loving
solidarity(1), loving neighboring (1), optimistic(1), universalist (1), non-racist (1),
valuing hierarchy (1), valuing unity and solidarity (2), keeper of promise (1),
respecting the elders (4), loving the youngsters (1), caring for palate taste (1), open to
change (1), cute (1), friendly (1). Negative stereotypes were warrior (2), adherent to
customs (2), short-tempered (1), uneducated (8), lazy (1), rude (1), lacks of manners
(1), bigot (1), inconsiderate (6), fanatic (1), dependent (1), paranoid (1), pro-militarist
(1), arrogant(3), aggressive (1), disorganized (1), egocentric (2), hedonistic (1),
being susceptible to be guided (7), sexist (3), oppressive (1), non-ethical (1),

unprofessional (2), intolerant (1).
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Table 1. Contents of Turkish Identity

Category Frequency Example
Definitions of Turkish In-group
Boundaries
Citizens of Republic of Turkey 29 All citizens of Republic of Turkey

are Turks

People who adopt and advocate 69 All Kurds, Laz, or Circassians can

Turkish culture have a Turkish identity because
they all enjoy the same geography,
the same mentality, and the same
elements of culture

People who are willing to feel 33 Everyone who are willing to feel

Turkish Turkish can have a Turkish
identity

People who live in Turkey 17 People settled in Turkey all have a
Turkish identity

People who contribute to Turkey 45 Whether ethnic origin is Kurd or
Turk it is not important, all people
who make something beneficial
for Turkey can be Turk

People who speak Turkish 9 People speaking Turkish can have
a Turkish identity

People who adhere to Atatiirk’s 11 People who care for Atatiirk can

doctrine have a Turkish identity

People who are Muslim 3 Turks are Muslim people

People who have a Turkish 20 People having a Turkish family

family can have a Turkish identity

Characteristics of Turkish

Identity

Turkish identity as a 41 Turkish identity embodies the big

superordinate identity sub-identities

A view of Turkish identity as 27 Turkish identity is respectful to

unprejudiced each different identity

A view of Turkish identity as 19 I think that Turkish identity

assimilating assimilate and exclude other
identities in Turkey

Meanings of Having a Turkish

Identity

Distinctiveness of Turkish 17 Turkish identity differentiates and

identity distinguishes Turks from other
identities

Indistinctiveness of Turkish 34 That to have a Turkish identity

identity mean nothing for me

Entitativity of Turkish identity 23 Turkish identity provides solidarity

and unity in society
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Table 1. (continued)

Glorification of Turkish identity 52 Turkish identity is one of the most
beautiful identities in the world

Power of Turkish identity 12 I think Turkish identity means
having power to rule over the
world

Continuity of Turkish identity 15 There has been a past and present
of Turkish identity and so there
will be future for it

Independency of Turkish identity 12 Turkish identity represents our
independence since the Republic
of Turkey is an independent
country

Negative Attributes of Turkish 19 Unfortunately having a Turkish

identity identity is not creditable nowadays

Turkish In-group’s Relations

with Others

Turkish In-group’s relations with

Western Groups

-Perceived Cultural Threat with 22 It is apparent that Europeans are

West trying to impose their culture,
customs, and traditions on us

-Perceived Realistic Threat with 37 Developed countries wish to make

West Turkey colony and to use her
resources

-Perceived Esteem Threat with 32 Turkish identity has always been

West disadvantaged in the West

Turkish In-group’s relations with

Eastern Groups

-Turkish In-group’s positive 6 If one belongs to Turkish identity,

relations with Eastern Groups less developed countries like and
want to imitate him/her

Turkish In-group’s relations with

the Kurdish group

- Kurdish subgroup’s conflicting 38 We forgot that we all belong to

relations with Turkish super-
ordinate group caused by external
forces

Turkish identity without taking
into account being Laz, or Kurd
and started to divide ourselves
inside, which is caused by external
forces

Turkish in-group stereotypes

Positive Turkish in-group
stereotypes

Loyal-to-family-ties

Negative Turkish in-group
stereotypes

Uneducated
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2.4. DISCUSSION

Studyl showed that contents of Turkish identity can be conceptualized in terms of
“Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries”, “Meanings of Having a Turkish
Identity”, “Characteristics of Turkish Identity”, “Turkish In-group’s Relations with
Others”, and “Turkish in-group stereotypes”. In a parallel way, Hopkins (2001)
suggested that different constructions of the nation’s boundaries (who can belong to
the in-group and who cannot), content (what it means to belong to the in-group), and
relations with others should be considered in the investigation of the dynamics
between national identification and inter-group relations. In addition, contents of
Turkish identity found in Study 1 mostly reflected the representations of nationality
in Turkey (Bora, 2003) and provided support for the idea that national identities are
dynamically constructed by group members in a context of public debate and general
rhetoric (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001).

2 <

Participants claimed that “citizens of Republic of Turkey”, “people who adopt and

29 (13

advocate Turkish culture”, “people who are willing to feel Turkish”, “people who

9% ¢ bl (13

live in Turkey”, “people who contribute to Turkey”, “people who speak Turkish”,
“people who adhere to Atatiirk’s doctrine”, “people who are Muslim”, and “people
who have a Turkish family” can have a Turkish identity. As described earlier,
previous studies generally considered definitions of national in-group boundaries in
terms of Civic and Ethnic/Cultural distinction. They proposed that Civic definition
includes the criteria related to feeling nationality, having a citizenship, respect the
political institutions, and speaking a dominant language whereas Ethnic/Cultural
definition includes the criteria related to being born in the country, living most of life
in the country, and having a membership of a dominant religion (e.g., Jones & Smith,
1999). Notably, however, there have been studies, which considered the criterion

related to speaking a language as a part of Ethnic/Cultural definition (because of its

connection with the cultural heritage of a nation) (e.g., Pehrson et al., 2009).
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Accordingly, some of the criteria found in Study 1 were different from the criteria
suggested by previous researchers (e.g., Jones & Smith, 1999). Those different

29 ¢

criteria were “people who adhere to Atatiirk’s doctrine”, “people who contribute to
Turkey”, “people who have a Turkish family”, and “people who adopt and advocate
Turkish culture”. Considering the relationships between these criteria, consistent
with above previous studies, it may be expected that the first two, which are more
likely to be controlled personally, reflect the more inclusive or voluntary definition
and the last two, which are less likely to be controlled personally, reflect the more
exclusive or objectivist definition. Previous researchers suggested the criterion
“living most of one’s life in the country” as a part of Ethnic/Cultural or exclusive
definition. As an explanation, they noted that this criterion reflect the idea that in
order to be a member of national in-group, people should adopt the nation’s culture
by spending most of their life in the country. In this context, the relevant criterion
may be regarded as reflecting the criterion “people who adopt and advocate Turkish
culture” found in Study 1. Accordingly, it seems that these two differently worded

criteria, indeed, have the common idea that the transmission of nation’s cultural

heritage is important for people in order to be a member of national in-group.

In some way similar to the criterion “to be born in the country” suggested by
previous researchers (Hjerm, 1998; Jones & Smith, 1999; Pakulski & Tranter, 2000),
participants in Study 1 claimed the criterion “people who live in Turkey”. It will be
interesting to explore the pattern of relationships with respect to this criterion (in
Study 2). It may represent either more exclusive or Ethnic/Cultural definition (since
living in Turkey may be interpreted as resulting in people’s adoption of Turkish
culture) or more inclusive or Civic definition (since living in Turkey may mean
having a Turkish citizenship) among Turkish participants. Considering the
relationships between other criteria, however, consistent with previous studies (e.g.,
Jones & Smith, 1999), “people who have a Turkish family”, “people who are
Muslim”, and “people who adopt and advocate Turkish culture” may be associated
because of their relatively ethnic/cultural nature. On the other hand, “citizens of

Republic of Turkey”, “people who are willing to feel Turkish”, “people who
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contribute to Turkey”, and “people who adhere to Atatiirk’s doctrine” may come

together because of their relatively inclusive, voluntary or civic nature.

Researchers seemed in disagreement whether the criterion related to speaking a
language should be a part of Civic definition (e.g., Jones & Smith, 1999) or
Ethnic/Cultural definition (Pehrson, Vignoles, & Brown, 2009). Considering the
criterion “people who speak Turkish” found in Study 1, it may reflect both the more
inclusive and more exclusive definition. On the one hand, this criterion may be a part
of more Ethnic/Cultural definition because of its association with Turkish culture, as
particularly emphasized by Turkish nationalism. On the other hand, it may also be a
part of more Civic definition because of its association with having a Turkish
citizenship, as particularly emphasized by Kemalist nationalism (Bora, 2003). At the
same time, this may reflect the consideration of civic involvement in a democratic
state (Lodén, 2008). Notably; however, being conducted in Turkey and initially
utilizing the qualitative method, the present thesis seems the first study. Thus, it will
be interesting to explore the pattern of relationships between the criteria (for national

belonging in Turkey) found in Study 1.

In Study 1, participants also claimed that having a Turkish identity provide people
with the meanings, such as distinctiveness, entitativity, glorification, power,
continuity, independency, negative attributes, and indistinctiveness. Considering the
national context of Turkey, it may be argued that these meanings mostly reflect the
ideals, principles, and aims emphasized in the construction of Turkish identity and in
the creation of unitary nation since the foundation of Turkish Republic (Bora, 2003).
Considering Entitativity of Turkish Identity, for example, it may reflect the need for
national “strength, awareness, unity, and solidarity” particularly emphasized in a
context of relatively negative relationships with others (Kanci, 2009). Considering
Power, Independency, and Continuity of Turkish Identity, they may reflect the
national context of Turkey in which the stand for national independence, power of
the nation-state, and its eternal existence were emphasized, particularly in the official

representation of national identity (Bora, 2003).
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More importantly, the meanings found in Study 1 seem mostly consistent with the
motives underlying construction of identities: self-esteem, distinctiveness, belonging,
continuity, and efficacy (Vignoles et al., 2006; Vignoles, 2011). Accordingly, Study
1 implied that having a Turkish identity may function to satisfy some needs and
motives of Turkish people. Glorification of Turkish Identity (e.g., “Turkish identity
is one of the most beautiful identities in the world”), for example, may embody
people’s need for self-esteem or function to satisfy their motive for self-esteem. That
is, in order to feel better about themselves, Turkish people may glorify Turkish
identity or evaluate it (much) more positively compared to other groups, as

postulated by SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Power (e.g., “I think Turkish identity means having a power to rule over the world”)
and Independency of Turkish Identity (e.g., “Turkish identity represents our
independence since the Republic of Turkey is an independent country”) may embody
the motive for efficacy, which is associated with the feelings of competence, control,
and power. As described earlier, Cinnirella (1996), for example, argued that motives
for power and control play important role in the construction of national identities
among British people (see also Vignoles, 2011). Continuity of Turkish Identity may
embody people’s need for a sense of continuity or for a sense of transcendence
across time and space. As noted, national groups provide people with a sense of
continuity (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Entitativity of Turkish Identity (e.g., “Turkish
identity provides solidarity and unity in society”), on the other hand, may embody
the motive for belonging. As described earlier, the perception of in-group entitativity
is closely associated with a sense of belonging to the in-group (e.g., Yzerbyt et al.

2000).

Moreover, Study 1 showed that participants may attribute negative meanings or no
meaning at all to having a Turkish identity. Some participants perceived Turkish
identity negatively and mentioned its disturbing aspects, which were named Negative
Attributes of Turkish Identity (e.g., “unfortunately that belong to Turkish identity is
discreditable nowadays”). Some others claimed that having a Turkish identity make

no sense to them, is meaningless for them, and not distinctive from having any other
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national identity. Such views were termed Indistinctiveness of Turkish Identity (e.g.,
“that to have a Turkish identity means nothing for me”). In an interview study,
Fenton (2007) questioned how seriously English young adults consider their national
identity and reported that some participants’ disinterest in national identity, hostility
towards national labels, and rejection of the nation reflect their indifference to or
disregard for a national identity and their lack of enthusiasm for British or English
identity. Consistent with this, Study 1 suggested that some of Turkish people may
disregard Turkish identity and for them Turkish identity may have nothing

meaningful and is not different from any other national identity.

In Study 1, participants also claimed some characteristics about Turkish identity.
These were named Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity, A View of Turkish
Identity as Unprejudiced, and A View of Turkish Identity as Assimilating. The first
one (e.g., “Turkish identity embodies the big sub-identities”) referred to the
explanation of Turkish identity as incorporating different ethnic groups in Turkey,
such as Turks, Kurds, and. Lazs. According to this view, all groups in Turkey should
be regarded as having a Turkish identity. In such a context of Turkey, participants
also claimed some contrasting characteristics about (superordinate) Turkish identity.
Although some participants described Turkish identity as unprejudiced (e.g.,
“Turkish identity is respectful to each different identity”), some others described it as
assimilating (e.g., “I think that Turkish identity assimilate and exclude the other
identities in Turkey”). These different views may be seen as reflecting the context of
Turkey related to “Kurdish problem” (Candar, 2009), in which it is discussed
whether (superordinate) Turkish identity regard only Turks and disregard others or

not.

Considering Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others, Study 1showed that these
relations can be defined in terms of Perceived Cultural Threat with West, Perceived
Realistic Threat with West, and Perceived Esteem Threat with West. Consistent with
these findings, inag¢ (2004) argued that although in the past a distinction was made
between the “west as the political and military enemy” and the “west as civilization”,

the West in general was perceived as threatening the existence and unity of the
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Turkish state. According to Kanci (2009), especially, during times of tension
between Turkey and the EU, the Turkish nation-state has had more defensive
attitudes towards Western countries, with frequent use of arguments such as
“geopolitical significance of Turkey”, “the other countries’ dislike of a strong
Turkey”, and “the other states’ attempts to divide Turkey”. It should be noted,
however, that the use of “West” instead of the names of given group(s) reflected
participants’ tendency to write in this way. In the essays, participants seemed to refer
to Europeans and Americans together, which (in addition to Kurds as explained

below) are considered as out-groups vis-a-vis Turkish identity in the present thesis.

Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others were also defined in terms of Kurdish
Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group Caused by
External Forces. This construct was about the relations of Turkish in-group with
Kurds. As described earlier, Kurdish identity seemed to have a more defensive
attitude towards Turkish identity and Kurds presented themselves concerned about
the protection of Kurdish culture. In Turkey, people generally discussed “Kurdish
problem” in the context of PKK, which has been in conflict with the Turkish state
since 1984 (Dixon & Ergin, 2010). Notably, participants mostly referred to “external
forces” as causing the conflict between Turkish superordinate identity and Kurds.
This may be seen consistent with the representations of inter-group relations in
Turkey with respect to “internal and external threats directed to Turkey” (Kanci,
2009). Accordingly, it seems that some of Turkish participants claim the Turkish
identity as a superordinate identity, and thus view Kurds as a part of it, and ‘external
forces’ rather than Kurds themselves are regarded as causing the conflict inside in

Turkey.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2

3.1. Generation of Hypotheses

In the light of above literature review, to understand the dynamics of inter-group
relations better, it seems necessary to consider the in-group identity in a variety of
ways, including definitions of in-group boundaries, attitudinal manifestations of a
given social identity, and meanings or motives associated with having a given social
identity (see also Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Consistent with this, in Study 1, it was found
that Turkish identity has different contents, which may play an important role in the
prediction of dynamics of inter-group relations in Turkey. Accordingly, the aim of
Study 2 is to examine how national-social identifications and relevant contents of
Turkish identity predict perceptions of the Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others
and inter-group evaluations in Turkey. In addition to this, Study 2 aims to examine
how relevant contents of Turkish identity interact with Turkish identification in
predicting the dependent variables of the study. In the following way, firstly
hypotheses are generated in regard to national-social identifications; secondly, they
are generated in regard to Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries; thirdly, in
regard to Characteristics of Turkish identity; and fourthly, in regard to Meanings of
Having a Turkish Identity. Finally, Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others are
proposed as mediators in the relationships between (relevant) Contents of Turkish

Identity and inter-group evaluations.
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3.1.1. Predicting Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others and Inter-group

Group Evaluations in Turkey

3.1.1.1. National-Social Identifications as Predictors

According to SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), people are motivated to evaluate their in-
groups positively. This theory proposed that people defining themselves in terms of
group memberships have a tendency to perceive their social identities in a positive
way. In line with this theory, in the present study, it can be hypothesized that Turkish
identification (i.e., “Turk” and “citizen of Turkish Republic”) would be positively
related to Turkish in-group evaluation. On the other hand, European identification
would be positively related to European group evaluation. Citizen of the world
identification, however, would be unrelated to any group evaluation, since it reflects
people’s tendency to disregard any given nation or national identity (e.g., Pakulski &

Tranter, 2000).

Considering the out-group evaluations, on the other hand, researchers generally
showed a non-significant relationship between in-group identification and out-group
evaluation (Cairns et al. 2006; Levin & Sidanius, 1999; Voci, 2006), although there
has been research indicating a negative significant relationship between these
variables. In one study among a variety of different status groups, for example, Levin
and Sidanius (1999) showed a negative relationship between Latino in-group
identification and out-group affect towards Whites. They explained that in USA
where inter-group hierarchy is considered unstable and illegitimate, lower status
highly identified Latinos may try to establish positive sense of social identity by

exhibiting more negative out-group affect.
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Levin and Sidanius (1999) reported a positive relationship between other in- and out-
group evaluations apart from a non-significant relationship between Arab in-group
evaluation and Jews out-group evaluation. They argued that the low correlation
between these variables might result from the intensity of the intergroup conflict
between Arabs and Jews in Israel. In a consistent way, in the present thesis, it can be
hypothesized that there would be a non-significant relationship between Turkish
identification and out-group evaluations (rather than a positive significant
relationship). As a reason, it seems arguable that in the present study, as found in
Study 1, the out-groups are the relevant and significant out-groups (vis-a-vis Turkish
in-group), which played important role in the history of inter-group relations in

Turkey (e.g., Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005).

Considering the perceptions of inter-group relations, however, researchers seem in
agreement upon the idea that people, who score higher in in-group identification, are
more likely to express higher levels of perceived inter-group threat than people, who
score lower in in-group identification (see Rick et al., 2006). They explained that
when an in-group is important for people’s self-definition, they are likely to be
concerned about the existence of the in-group. They further explained that when the
in-group is important for individuals, they are likely to be sensitive towards anything
that could harm the in-group. In Study 1, participants claimed Perceived Cultural
Threat with West, Perceived Realistic Threat with West, and Perceived Esteem
Threat with West. Accordingly, in study 2, it can be hypothesized that Turkish
participants who score higher in Turkish identification would be more likely to

perceive inter-group threats against Turkish identity.

On the other hand, Turkish participants, who define themselves with other national-
social identities in Turkey, would be less likely to perceive threats directed to
Turkish identity. It can also be hypothesized that Turkish identification would predict
positively Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate
Group Caused by External Forces. As noted earlier, in environments of social

conflict, individuals are more likely to define in-group identity in terms of negative
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inter-group relations (Livingstone & Haslam, 2008). In a consistent way, Jackson
(2002) showed positive associations between different dimensions of social identity

and perceived inter-group conflict.

3.1.1.2. Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries as Predictors

As described earlier, researchers generally categorized definitions of national in-
group boundaries in terms of exclusive or Ethnic/Cultural and inclusive or Civic
definitions. They argued that the former definition, being more exclusive in nature, is
more likely to predict negative out-group attitudes and/or perception of inter-group
threats than the latter definition (Jones & Smith, 2001; Hjerm, 1998; Lodén, 2008;
Meeus et al. 2010; Pakulski & Tranter, 2000; Pehrson et al., 2009). Notably, in these
studies researchers mostly examined the attitudes towards immigrants as out-groups
and assumed that Civic definition of national belonging (e.g., “people who have a
citizenship in a country”) implies the inclusion of immigrants as members of national
in-group; on the other hand, Ethnic/Cultural definition (e.g., “people who lived most

of their life in a country”) implies the exclusion of immigrants as non-members.

In a parallel way with above studies, in the present thesis, it may be expected that the
criteria, which are relatively exclusive in nature (e.g., “People having a Turkish
family can have a Turkish identity”), would be more likely to predict negative out-
group evaluations and perceived inter-group threats or conflict than the criteria,
which are relatively inclusive in nature (“people who live in Turkey can have a
Turkish identity”). It should be noted, however, that different from above studies,
which were mostly conducted in Western European countries, and thus considered
the immigrants as out-groups, the present thesis is conducted in Turkey, where the
definitions of national identity is less likely to be discussed in terms of Civic and
Ethno/Cultural distinction (see Lodén, 2008). In addition, as described earlier, Study
1 suggested some different criteria(e.g. “People who care for Atatiirk can have a

Turkish identity””) in a context of Turkey that were not considered by previous
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studies (Jones & Smith, 2001; Hjerm, 1998; Lodén, 2008; Pakulski & Tranter, 2000).
Accordingly, it should also be noted that depending on the pattern of relationships
between the criteria (found in Study 1), or dimensions of Definitions of Turkish In-

group Boundaries (explored in Study 2), the relevant relationships may change.

As mentioned before, there have also been studies investigating the role of
definitions of national in-group boundaries in interaction with national identification
(e.g., Meeus et al., 2010). Pehrson, Brown, and Zagefka (2009), for example,
reported moderation effect and suggested that when highly identified English people
scored higher levels of ethnic national group definition, they were more likely to
indicate negative inter-group attitudes than highly identified English people, who
scored lower levels of ethnic national definition. Thus, in addition to main effects, it
seems worthy to test interaction effects of the definitions of Turkish in-group

boundaries (with Turkish identification) in the contenxt of Turkey.

3.1.1.3. Characteristics of Turkish Identity as Predictors

Wenzel et al. (2003) showed that people tend to project their in-group’s norms,
values, and attributes onto the inclusive identity, i.e., superordinate identity,
particularly, when they identify with both in-group and inclusive identity. As noted
before, political authorities in general assign social importance to the value of
cultural diversity in Turkey and expect the citizens with different cultures to live
together in harmony. Accordingly, it can be hypothesized that Turkish participants
who score higher in Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity and A View of
Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced (which reflects the norms and attributes in regard to

Turkish identity) would be more likely to express positive Turkish group evaluation.

On the other hand, these characteristics of Turkish identity would be less likely to
predict positive out-group evaluations. Especially, regarding the Kurds, it was noted

that they seemed to have a defensive attitude towards the norms and attributes about
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Turkish identity. In accordance with Wenzel et al. (2003), thus, it may also be
expected that Turkish participants who score higher in the relevant characteristics of
Turkish identity would be less likely to express positive Kurdish group evaluation. In
a consistent way, these researchers indicated a negative relationship between
perceived relative prototypicality of the in-group (for superordinate identity) and
attitudes towards the out-group. In addition, it seems important to investigate how
relevant Characteristics of Turkish Identity interact with Turkish identification in the
prediction of outcome variables. Depending on the levels of Turkish identification,
relevant Characteristics of Turkish Identity may differently predict particularly
Turkish and Kurdish group evaluations and perceived Conflict from Kurds (see

Wenzel et al., 2003).

3.1.1.4. Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity as Predictors

In Study 1, participants attributed the meanings of Glorification, Power,
Independency, Entitativity, Distinctiveness, Continuity, Negative Attributes, and
Indistinctiveness to having a Turkish identity. The examination of these meanings
suggests that the first six of them in general consider Turkish identity in a positive
regard (see also Golec de Zavala, 2011). In this sense, it can be hypothesized that
they all would be positively related to positive evaluation of Turkish group.
Consistent with this, researchers generally showed positive associations of in-group
identification and positive in-group evaluation with the perceptions of in-group
entitativity (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998), in-group distinctiveness (Pickett & Brewer,
2001), in-group continuity (Sani et al. 2007), and in-group glorification (Roccas et al.
2006). Including these variables all together, however, the present thesis is the first
study. Thus, it would be exploratory to see which meaning(s) would have a more
significant ‘added value’ (above the others) in the prediction of Turkish group

evaluation.
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Considering the out-group evaluations, on the other hand, it can be hypothesized that
the meanings of having a Turkish identity like Glorification and Distinctiveness
would be more likely to predict (negatively) the out-group evaluations than the
meanings like Continuity, Entitativity, Power, and Independency. It is notable that
research findings on out-group evaluation did not seem as consistent as the research
findings on in-group evaluation (Golec de Zavala, Fidelson, Cichocka, &
Jayawickreme, 2009). However, in regard to in-group glorification, for example,
Roccas et al. (2006) argued that “an individual who is highly identified in this sense
believes that the in-group is better and more worthy than other groups and that group
members should adhere to all the group’s rules and regulations and feels insulted if

others do not show the utmost respect for the group’s symbols” (p.700).

It seems also appropriate to suggest that the aspects of national identity, such as the
idealization of the nation (related to glorification), perceived distinctiveness of a
nation, and supporting homogeneity within the nation (related to distinctiveness) are
more likely to predict the negative out-group evaluation than the aspects of national
identity, such as emphasizing temporal comparisons (related to continuity), feeling
belongingness (related to entitativity) and responsibility (maybe related to power),
and supporting democratic principles (maybe related to independency) (Blank &
Schmidt, 2003). Moreover, as noted earlier, Li and Brewer (2004) demonstrated that
when participants were primed with distinctiveness of American identity, they
expressed negative attitudes towards the out-group but when they were primed with
shared in-group attachment and group welfare (related to entitativity) national

identification was unrelated to the negative out-group attitudes.

Considering the perceptions of inter-group relations, it was also argued that the
idealization of a given national in-group (e.g., national collective narcissism) has an
important impact on the perceptions inter-group threat or conflict. As a reason,
researchers suggested that when the positive image of the in-group is excessive, it is
difficult to confirm this image and thus, people are likely to interpret the signs of

inter-group problems as threatening the in-group. Researchers further explained that
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when the idealization of an in-group is exaggerated, people need more recognition of
the in-group by the out-group, particularly the out-group, which took place in the
history of in-group with some wrongdoings and mutual grievances (Golec de Zavala

et al. 2009).

Accordingly, regarding that the out-groups in the present thesis are important and
significant out-groups vis-a-vis Turkish in-group, it may be hypothesized that
Glorification of Turkish Identity (e.g., “Turkish identity is one of the most beautiful
identities in the world”), reflecting more the idealization about Turkish identity,
would be more likely to predict the perceptions of inter-group threats and conflict
than the other meanings of the study. However, it is worth noting that the present
thesis considers more than one out-group (vis-a-vis Turkish in-group), which seem to
have a different significance in the history of inter-group relations in Turkey (as
found in Study 1). Accordingly, it seems valuable to explore how the relevant
meanings of having a Turkish identity would differ in their prediction of evaluations
of different out-groups as well as different perceptions of inter-group threats and

conflict in Turkey.

Considering the other two meanings attributed to having a Turkish identity in Study
1, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity,
which represented the negative evaluation of Turkish identity by focusing on the
disturbing aspects of it, would be significant and negative predictor for Turkish
group evaluation. Indistinctiveness of Turkish Identity (e.g., “to have a Turkish
identity means nothing for me”), on the other hand, seems unlikely to be a significant
predictor for the outcome variables of the study. As noted earlier, this construct
represented some Turkish participants’ disregard for, or indifference towards,
Turkish identity. Accordingly, Turkish participants, who score higher in this
construct, may consider the in-and out-group evaluations and inter-group relations

about Turkish in-group as unimportant and/or meaningless for them (Fenton 2007).
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Finally, it should be noted that in addition to main effects, the interaction effects of
Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity (with Turkish identification) are considered
in the prediction of outceome variables. It seems important to investigate how the
effect of Turkish identification may change depending on the meanings attributed to
having a Turkish identity in the prediction of perceptions of inter-group relations

(e.g., Hopkins, 2001).

3.1.2. Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others as Mediators

In the following way, it seems possible to represent the above hypothesized
relationships of the present thesis as shown in Figure 1. As seen, it is proposed that
National-social identifications, Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries,
Characteristics of Turkish Identity , and Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity are
the antecedent variables in the prediction of Turkish In-group’s Relations with
Others as well as in the prediction of inter-group evaluations. In addition, given
previous findings that perceived inter-group threats or conflict play a central role in
the prediction of inter-group evaluations (Curseu, Stoop, & Schalk, 2007; Stephan et
al., 2002; & Sherif, 1966), and that they mostly mediate the relationships of in-group
identification and different perceptions of in-group with the inter-group evaluations (
e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 2010), it is expected that Turkish In-group’s Relations with
Others may mediate the relationships between the relevant contents of Turkish

identity and inter-group evaluations.
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Figure 1. Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others as Mediators in the Relationship
between (relevant) Contents of Turkish Identity and Inter-group Evaluations
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METHOD

3.2.1. Participants

324 university students participated in the study. There were 205 women and 118
men; one student did not indicate gender. They were from different classes and
departments at Middle East Technical University. The age of participants ranged

between 17 and 36. The mean score for age was 21.17.

3.2.2. Measurement Construction

Most of the measures of the present thesis were developed based on the findings of
Study 1. The items were produced through the content analysis of open-ended
answers given to the open-ended questions by university students. To measure
Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, 10 items were constructed according to
the relevant 9 contents (2 items were constructed for “people who have a Turkish
family”). To measure Characteristics of Turkish Identity, 9 items (three for each of
contents) were constructed according to the relevant 3 contents. To measure
Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, 25 items (three for each of 7 contents and

four for one of them) were constructed according to the relevant 8 contents.

Perceptions of inter-group relations were measured in terms of Turkish In-group’s
Relations with Others and inter-group evaluations. To measure Turkish In-group’s
Relations with Others, 13 items (three for each of 3 contents and four for one of
them) were constructed according to the relevant 4 contents. In these measures,
participants were asked to indicate their degree of endorsement on a 7-point scale (1
= strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 7 = strongly agree). To measure
inter-group evaluations, participants responded to a cluster of questions referring to
different groups, which were Americans, Turks, Europeans, and Kurds, respectively.

Firstly, participants were asked “how positive or negative do you feel toward a
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(group)” on a 7-point scale ranging from “I feel strongly negative” (1) to “I feel
strongly positive” (7) (see Esses et al., 2005). Secondly, participants were asked how
close they feel toward a (group) on a 7-point scale ranging from “I feel very distant”
(1) to “I feel very close” (7) (see Li & Brewer, 2004). Scores on these items were
averaged to create scores for in-and out-group evaluations. The relationships between
the items were .61 for European Group, .64 for American group, .72 for Kurdish

group, and .70 for Turkish group.

In the following part, participants reported on their demographic qualities and their
political and religious beliefs. The last part asked participants to indicate their degree
of endorsement of various national-social identities in Turkey in the form of “I see
myself as ...” on a 7-point scale for each identity (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neither
agree nor disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The national-social identities were citizen of
the world, European, citizen of the Turkish Republic, and Turk. Turkish versions of

the measures can be seen in Appendix B, C, D, E, F, G and H.

3.2.3. Procedure
University students responded to the questionnaire of the study in their classrooms.
Participation was voluntary. Most of the questionnaires (246) were administered

between September 27 and November 3 in 2011. 78 of them were administered

between July 15 and August 15 in 2011.
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RESULTS

3.3.1 Factor Analyses and Discussion

A series of factor analyses with Oblimin rotation were performed to test the factor

structure (i.e., discriminant validity) of the items derived from Study 1.

3.3.1.1. Factor Analysis for Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries

For items measuring Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, the scree plot
suggested either a two- or three-factor solution. Of these a two-factor solution
explaining 46% of total variance showed simple structure, with all items loading
above .30 on their respective factors and no item cross loading above .30. The first
factor explained 29 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of 2.899. The second factor

explained 17 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.732.

As shown in Table 2, items related to contributing to Turkey, adopting Turkish
culture, speaking Turkish, adhering to Atatiirk’s doctrine, living in Turkey, and
having a citizenship loaded on Factor 1. As described earlier, previous studies
indicated the criteria related to speaking language, having a citizenship, respect for
political institutions, and feeling a nationality as reflecting the Civic definition of
national belonging (e.g., Jones & Smith, 2001; Heath& Tilley, 2005). In a different
way, the present results suggested that in Turkey the criteria reflecting Civic and
Cultural definitions are closely related to each other. Furthermore, results suggested
that the criteria related to contributing to Turkey and adhering to Atatiirk’s doctrine
is closely associated with the criteria reflecting Cultural and Civic definitions in
Turkey. It is fact that Kemal Atatiirk and his doctrines played important role
throughout the history of Turkish Republic and his dictum “Turk, be proud, be

confident, wor

(Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005).

is associated with the perception of national identity in Turkey
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It seems also true that after the war of independence, it was aimed to create a unitary
nation and citizens of Turkish Republic were considered to be Turkish. Accordingly,
official definition of national identity emphasized both citizenship- territoriality and
culture based conceptions of nationality (Bora, 2003). In this context of Turkey, thus,
results suggested that the criteria “People who adhere to Atatiirk’s doctrine”, “People
who contribute to Turkey”, “People who speak Turkish”, “People who live in
Turkey”, “People who have a Turkish citizenship”, and “People who adopt and
advocate Turkish culture” may come together to define boundaries of Turkish in-
group. Hence, reflecting the importance of both civic and cultural involvement as
well as contribution to the country, it seems more suitable to consider the first factor

to be measuring the importance of National Participation.

On the other hand, items related to having a Turkish family, being Muslim, and
feeling Turkish (with negative loading) constituted the second factor. This factor can
be regarded as reflecting a more exclusive definition of Turkish in-group boundaries
than Factor 1, because, as shown in Table 2, it included the criteria that are less likely
to be under personal control. However, this factor seems different from the exclusive
or Ethnic/Cultural dimension of the previous studies, in which researchers have
generally focused on the culture-based components (e.g., living most of one’s life in
a country) to define the exclusive dimension of national belonging (e.g., Jones &
Smith, 2001; Heath & Tilley, 2005; Lodén, 2008). Considering the items loading on
Factor 2, they arguably seem to reflect an ancestry-based or essentialist definition of
national belonging (Meeus et al., 2010; Pehrson, Brown, & Zagetka, 2009).
Accordingly, it seems more suitable to label this factor as measuring National

Essentialism.

It should be noted, however, that unlike previous studies (e.g., Jones & Smith, 2001),
where researchers viewed the criterion of feeling a nationality as representing Civic
or inclusive definition, in the present thesis the relevant criterion loaded (highly and
negatively) on the more exclusive dimension of National Essentialism. This result
seems consistent with the results discussed above, which suggested that more

inclusive definition in terms of National Participation nevertheless involved some
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criteria (e.g., “To have a Turkish identity it is necessary for people to adopt Turkish
culture”), which were regarded as exclusive by previous researchers (e.g., Jones &
Smith, 2001). Finally, it was found that reliability scores for National Participation
and National Essentialism were .67 and .71, respectively and thus relatively

satisfactory.
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Table 2. Factor Analysis of Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries

F1 F2

5. Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in vatana ve millete karsi sorumluluk sahibi olmak gereklidir 772 -117
7. Turk kimligine ait olabilmek icin Ataturk ilke ve inkilaplarina bagli kalmak gereklidir 746 -171
6. Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk¢e konugmak gereklidir 557 233
1. Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in T. C. Vatandas1 olmak gereklidir 537 .032
2. Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk kiiltiiriine sahip olmak gereklidir 519 121
4. Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek icin Tiirkiye’de yasamak gereklidir 425 .035
10.Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk babaya sahip olmak gereklidir 063 -.867
9. Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk anneye sahip olmak gereklidir 101 -.853
3. Kendini Tiirk hissetmek isteyen herkes Tiirk kimligine ait olabilir, bagka herhangi bir

.. AT, .109 .639

onkosul gerekli degildir
8. Turk kimligine ait olabilmek icin Miisluman olmak gereklidir 192 -.483

Eigenvalues:
Explained Variance %:
Cronbach Alpha:

2.899
29
.67

1.732
17
J1




3.3.1.2. Factor Analysis for Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity

For items measuring Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, the scree plot suggested
either a seven- or eight-factor solution. Of these an eight-factor solution explaining
83 % of total variance showed clearer structure; except for item 9, all items loading

above .30 on their respective factors and only three items cross loading above .30.

The first factor explained 50 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of 12.482. The
second factor explained 8 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of 2.026. The third
factor explained 6 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.481. The fourth factor
explained 6 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.381. The fifth factor explained
4% of variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.096. The sixth factor explained 3 % of
variance and had an eigenvalue of .852. The seventh factor explained 3 % of
variance and had an eigenvalue of .728. The eighth factor explained 3 % of variance

and had an eigenvalue of .614.

As can be seen in Table 3, items constructed for Glorification loaded on Factor 1.
Items constructed for Negative Attributes loaded on Factor 2. Items constructed for
Distinctiveness and one item (9) constructed for Indistinctiveness (negatively) loaded
on Factor 3. This result is not surprising, because, as seen in Table, the meaning of
item 9 was contrary to the meanings of items (especially item 1) on Factor 3. Two
other items constructed for Indistinctiveness loaded on Factor 4. Items constructed
for Continuity and one item (15) constructed for Power loaded on Factor 5. Item 15
had also loading (with other items constructed for Power) on Factor 8. Thus, it is
used in further analyses to measure Power of Turkish Identity. Items constructed for
Entitativity loaded on Factor 6. Factor 7 included items constructed for
Independency. Items constructed for Power loaded on Factor 8. It should be noted
that items 14 and 16 had cross loadings, on Factors 1 and 5, respectively. However,
as having higher loadings on their respective factor (8), they are used to measure

Power of Turkish Identity.
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In addition, to confirm 8-factor solution, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted
using Mplus (version 6). Overall model fit was assessed with the comparative fit
index (CFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and its 90%
confidence interval, and the standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR). The
following criteria were used as cut offs for good fit: CFI > 0.90 (with > 0.95 being
excellent), RMSEA < 0.08, RMSEA 90% CI < 0.08, and SRMR < 0.06. The model
provided a good fit to the data (X2 (248) = 571.017, CFI = .955, RMSEA = .063,
RMSEA 90% CI = .057 —.070, and SRMR = 0.041). Thus, consistent with Study 1,
the results of Study 2 showed that the Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity can be
defined in terms of Glorification, Negative Attributes, Indistinctiveness,
Distinctiveness, Continuity, Entitativity, Independency, and Power. Reliability scores

of these factors changed between .74 and .94 and were satisfactory.
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Table 3. Factor Analysis of Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Fé6 F7 F8
12.Tiirk kimligine ait olmak dviiniilecek bir seydir 716 -.032 -.155 -.037 .008 -.008 -.165 .099
11.Tirk kimligine ait olmak ayricaliktir 713 -.032 -.115 -.042 082 -.097 -.170 .102
10. Tiirk kimligine ait olmak Tiirk olmaktan gurur duymaktir 670 -.039 -035 -.062 -231 =241 .068 -.137
13.Tiirk kimligi diinya tizerindeki en giizel kimliklerden birisidir 615 -.058 -.041 -.085 -.046 -.077 -177 144
24 Tiirk kimligine ait olmanin utanilacak yanlar1 bulunmaktadir 053 .858 004 083 018 218 -.103 .046
23. Tiirk kimligine ait olmak kii¢iimsenme sebebidir _211 753 059 -.142 040 =177 .056 151
25.Tiirk kimligine ait olmanin dezavantajlar1 vardir 063 748 -.036 012 -.035 -.009 137 =276
9. Tiirk kimliginin Tiirkleri digerlerinden ayirt edici bir niteligi yoktur 018 105 .885 071 .081 -.071 .019 .109
1. Tiirk kimligi Tiirkleri digerlerinden ayiran/farkli kilan bir kimliktir 157 058 -.692 .003 -.078 -.057 -034 -.004
2. Tiirk kimliginin kendine has farkli 6zellikleri vardir -014 093 -.651 045 070 -.298 .013 231
3. Tiirk kimliginin diinyadaki diger kimlikler arasinda ayri bir yeri vardir 253 124 -.376 -.040 -.035 -171 -.141 230
7. Tiirk kimliginin diinyadaki diger kimliklerle ortak pek ¢ok 6zelligi vardir -.099 -.002 -.138 931 -.009 -.030 -.024 .057
8.Tiirk kimligi diinyadaki diger kimliklere benzemektedir .082 -.017 221 .822 .020 .010 .056 -.055
IS.Ei.irli.kkitmligi gecmisi ve bugiinii oldugu gibi gelecegi de olacak bir 072 014 025 _001 939 -.060 -036 -.011
imliktir
19.Tiirk kimligi diinya var oldukg¢a varligini devam ettirecek bir kimliktir 022 028 032 -.048 -.878 .014 -.088 .020
67 r zaman var olabilecek bir kimliktir .002 -.025 -.068 018 -.874 -.011 -.046  -.008
inyaya sesini duyurabilecek giigtedir 137 -.054 -.122 .013 -475 -.028 .019 457
6. ?{i;;l;tlf;mligine ait olmak kisiye liziintiileri ve sevingleri paylagma hissi 052 062 012 023 091 =747 -.138 .043
5. Ti'irk ki.n.ﬂigine ait olmak kisiye kendini birlik ve beraberlik i¢cinde 117 _068 -058 _036 065 -714 -153  -.031
Hissettirir
4. Tu.rk kir.n.ligine ait olmak kisiye kendini bir butunun parcasi olarak 124 -029 178 -029 067 -.644 -103  -.037
Hissettirir
22. Tiirk kimligine ait olmak bagka iilkelerin etkisi altinda kalmadan -054 -070 033 -080 014 020 -917 042
yasamak demektir
21. Turk kimligine ait olmak bagimsiz ve dzgiir olmak demektir -.043 .040 .022 022 -.094 -.100  -862 -.045
20. Tirk kimligi bagimsizligin simgesidir .101 046 029 048 -.101 -.092 -.821 -.081
16. Tirk kimligi diinyaya lider olabilecek gligtedir 191 -.121 .003 -.037 -358 -.081 -.060 545
14. Turk kimligi dunyaya hakim olabilecek guctedir 371 -.094 -.035 -.088 -.185 -.039 -.069 519
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Table 3. (continued)

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8
Eigenvalues: 12482  2.026  1.481 1.381 1.096 .852 728  .614
Explained Variance %: 50 8 6 6 4 3 3 3
Cronbach Alpha: 93 74 .85 75 94 92 .94 93

Note: Glorification: 12, 11, 10, 13; Negative Attributes: 24, 23, 25; Dstinctiveness: 9, 1, 2, 3; Indistinctiveness: 7, 8; Continuity: 18, 19, 17; Entitativity: 6, 5; 4;

Independency: 22, 21, 20; Power: 16, 14, 15.



3.3.1.3. Factor Analysis for Characteristics of Turkish Identity

For items measuring Characteristics of Turkish Identity, the scree plot suggested a
two-factor solution explaining 77% of total variance. The first factor explained 59%
of variance and had an eigenvalue of 5.29. The second factor explained 18% of
variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.59. As presented in Table 4, items developed to
measure A View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced and items developed to
measure A View of Turkish Identity as Assimilating loaded on Factor 1. This finding
was expected because these views represented the contrasting views in the socio-
political context of Turkey. Thus, Factor 1 is labeled View of Turkish Identity as
Unprejudiced, higher scores pointing to Turkish identity as being unprejudiced and
lower scores pointing to Turkish identity as being assimilating or prejudiced. On the
other hand, items developed to measure Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity
loaded on Factor 2. Reliability scores for these two factors were .92

and .90, respectively, and thus satisfactory.
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Table 4. Factor Analysis of Characteristics of Turkish Identity

F1 F2
5. Tiirk kimligi farkli kimliklere kars1 saygilidir .882 120
6. Tiirk kimligi farkli kimliklere kars1 ayrimet degildir .877 071
7. Tiirk kimligi fakli kimlikleri diglamaktadir -.861 017
4. Tiirk kimligi farkli kimliklere kars1 hosgoriiliidiir .848 153
8. Tiirk kimligi farkli kimlikleri asimile etmek/sindirmek istemektedir -.838 -.026
9. Tiirk kimligi farkh kimliklerin yagamasina karsi bir tutum sergilemektedir -.660 132
1. Tirk kimligi igerisinde bir siirii farkl1 etnik kokeni barindiran kimlige verilen isimdir -.066 927
2. Tiirk kimligi denilince Tiirkler, Kiirtler, Lazlar hepsi bir arada diisiiniilmelidir .067 .892
3. Tiirk kimligi farkl alt kimlikleri iceren bir {ist kimliktir 067 .880
Eigenvalues: 5.290 1.590
Explained Variance %: 59 18
Cronbach Alpha: 92 90

Note: View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced: 5, 6, 4; A View of Turkish Identity as Assimilating: 7, 8, 9;
Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity: 1, 2, 3.
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3.3.1.4. Factor Analysis for Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others

For items measuring Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others, the scree plot
suggested either a three- or four-factor solution. Of these a four-factor solution
explaining 68 % of total variance showed simple structure, with all items loading
above .30 on their respective factors and only one item (7) cross loading above .30.
The first factor explained 48% of variance and had an eigenvalue of 6.502. The
second factor explained 11% of variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.668. The third
factor explained 6% of variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.777. Fourth factor

explained 3 % of variance and had an eigenvalue of .697.

As seen in Table 5, items for Perceived Realistic Threat with West loaded on Factor
1. Items for Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group
Caused by External Forces loaded on Factor 2. This factor is labeled further Kurdish
Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group. As seen in
Table, items for this construct do not involve wording related to “external forces”.
They reflect only the idea that although Kurdish group is a part of superordinate
Turkish identity, they do not follow the norms and principles about Turkish identity
and cause the conflict. Items for Perceived Esteem Threat with West emerged on
Factor 3. Lastly, items for Perceived Cultural Threat with West loaded on Factor 4.
Reliability scores for perceived Realistic threat, Conflict from Kurds, and perceived
Cultural threat were .90, .93, and .82, respectively, and thus satisfactory. Reliability

score for perceived Esteem threat was .72 and thus relatively satisfactory.
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Table 5. Factor Analysis of Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others

F1 F2 F3 F4
6. Geligmis batil1 {ilkeler Tiirkiye nin jeopolitik konumunu kiskanmaktadir 915 077 -.020 -.085
4. Gelismis batili iilkelerin Tiirkiye’nin topraklarinda gézii bulunmaktadir .813 016 -.018 103
5. Gelismis batili lilkeler Tiirkiye’nin kaynaklarini kullanmak istemektedir .640 -.059 107 095
7. Geligmis batil1 lilkelerin Tiirk kimligini pargalamaya doniik hedefleri vardir .495 .082 .055 351
12. Tirk kimligi Kiirtleri de igeren bir {ist kimlik olmasina ragmen Kiirtler bu duruma uygun
diigmeyen .006 991 -.007 -.017
davranislar gostermektedir
11. Kiirtler Tiirk kimliginin bir parcasi olmalarina ragmen Tirklerle ¢atigsma ¢ikarmaktadir .048 .846 -.011 027
13. Kiirtler bir tist kimlik olarak Tiirk kimliginin norm ve degerlerine aykiri davranmaktadir -.037 .821 .055 029
9. Geligmis batili tilkeler Tiirk kimligini hor gormektedir 017 -.071 .885 .084
8. Gelismis batili iilkeler Tiirk kimligine kars1 6nyargilidir 174 .085 586 009
10. Geligmis batili iilkeler arasinda Tiirk kimligi dezavantajli konumdadir -.049 .036 498 -.032
2. Gelismis batili iilkeler Tiirk kiiltiiriiniin varligina yonelik tehdit olusturmaktadir -.068 062 -.044 915
3. Gelismis batili iilkeler kendi kiiltiirlerini Tiirk milletine dayatmak istemektedir 123 -.057 091 .616
I Gelismis hatil1 iilkeler Tiirk kimligini sindirmeye ¢alismaktadir .145 A13 070 551
7 6.502 1.668 1.777 697
] ce Yo: 48 11 3
Cronbach Alpha: .90 93 .82

Note: Perceived Realistic Threat with West: 6, 4, 5, 7; Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group: 12, 13, 11; Perceived Esteem

Threat with West: 9, 8, 10; Perceived Cultural Threat with West: 2, 3, 1.



3.3.2. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics of mean and standard deviation for the variables of study are
presented in Table 6. Considering Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, mean
score for National Participation was around the midpoint. On the other hand, mean
score for National Essentialism was relatively low. Mean scores for Meanings of
Having a Turkish Identity were relatively high, but only the mean score for Negative
Attributes of Turkish Identity was relatively low. Mean scores for Characteristic of
Turkish Identity indicated that Turkish participants generally perceived Turkish

identity as superordinate and unprejudiced identity.

According to mean scores for Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others, it was found
that participants generally perceived Realistic, Cultural, and Esteem threats from
Western countries against Turkish identity and they perceived relatively low levels of
Conflict from Kurds. Considering national-social identities, mean scores showed that
participants generally identified with “Citizen of Turkish Republic”, “Turk” and
“Citizen of the world”. The level of identification with “European” identity was

around the midpoint of the scale.

73



Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of the Study Variables

Variable Mean Std. Min. Max.
dev.

National Participation 3.99 1.25 1.00 7.00
National Essentialism 1.95 1.12 1.00 5.75
Glorification of Turkish Identity 3.94 2.05 1.00 7.00
Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity 4.84 1.66 1.00 7.00
Power of Turkish Identity 4.02 2.04 1.00 7.00
Continuity of Turkish Identity 5.19 1.81 1.00 7.00
Entitativity of Turkish Identity 4.40 1.88 1.00 7.00
Independency of Turkish Identity 4.46 2.06 1.00 7.00
Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity 2.58 1.32 1.00 6.67
Indistinctiveness of Turkish Identity 4.39 1.28 1.00 7.00
Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity 5.44 1.85 1.00 7.00
View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced 5.29 1.60 1.00 7.00
Perceived Realistic Threat with West 5.47 1.54 1.00 7.00
Perceived Cultural Threat with West 4.62 1.62 1.00 7.00
Perceived Esteem Threat with West 5.14 1.27 1.00 7.00
Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations 4.39 2.10 1.00 7.00
with Turkish Superordinate Group

Citizen of Turkish Republic 6.04 1.60 1.00 7.00
Turk 5.77 1.86 1.00 7.00
Citizen of the World 5.47 1.75 1.00 7.00
European 3.51 1.82 1.00 7.00
Turkish group evaluation 5.53 1.28 1.00 7.00
Kurdish group evaluation 3.77 1.58 1.00 7.00
European group evaluation 4.20 1.23 1.00 7.00
American group evaluation 3.36 1.37 1.00 7.00

The simple correlations between Contents of Turkish Identity are presented in Table

7. National Participation and National Essentialism were moderately and positively

related to each other. In general, they were both positively related to the meanings

attributed to having a Turkish identity, but negatively related to the meanings of

Indistinctiveness and Negative Attributes. Notably, the average correlations of

National Participation were higher compared to the average correlations of National

Essentialism. In addition, National Participation was more likely to be positively and

significantly related to perceptions of Realistic, Cultural, and Esteem threats from

Western countries and Conflict from Kurds.
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Distinctiveness, Glorification, Entitativity, Continuity, Power, and Independency of
Turkish identity were positively related to each other and they were in general
associated with perceptions of Realistic, Cultural, and Esteem threats and Conflict
from Kurds. On the other hand, Indistinctiveness and Negative Attributes of Turkish
identity were in general negatively related to above cherished meanings of having a
Turkish identity and perceptions of inter-group threats and conflict. Considering
Characteristics of Turkish Identity, they were overall positively associated with the
cherished meanings of having a Turkish identity; negatively associated with
Indistinctiveness and Negative Attributes of Turkish identity; and positively
associated with perceptions of inter-group threats and conflict. Notably, perceptions
of Realistic, Cultural, and Esteem threats and Conflict from Kurds were positively

associated with each other.

The simple correlations of Contents of Turkish Identity with national-social
identifications and in-and out-group evaluations are presented in Table 8. “Citizen of
the world” was negatively related to Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries
(National Participation and National Essentialism) and Distinctiveness, Glorification,
Entitativity, Power, and Independency of Turkish identity. It was unrelated to
Continuity of Turkish Identity; positively related to Indistinctiveness of Turkish
Identity, and negatively related to perceived Cultural threat. European identification
was positively related to Negative Attributes and Independency of Turkish identity

and perceived Conflict from Kurds.

“Turk” and “citizen of Turkish Republic” were both positively related to all
dimensions of Contents of Turkish Identity except for Negative Attributes and
Indistinctiveness (to which they were negatively related to). Parallel to this, Turkish
in-group evaluation was positively associated with all dimensions of Contents of
Turkish Identity except for Negative Attributes and Indistinctiveness (to which it was
negatively related to). Kurdish group evaluation was negatively associated with all
dimensions of Contents of Turkish Identity except for National Essentialism and
Characteristics of Turkish Identity (to which it was unrelated). American and

European group evaluations were negatively related to perceived Cultural, Realistic,
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and Esteem threats. In addition, European group evaluation was negatively related to

Distinctiveness, Glorification, and Power of Turkish identity.

“Turk” and “citizen of Turkish Republic” were highly correlated to each other (r =
.72; p <.01). Thus, they will be merged and regarded as one variable called Turkish
identification, in the rest of the thesis. “Turk” and “citizen of Turkish Republic” were
both positively and highly correlated to Turkish in-group evaluation, (r = .67; p <
.01), (r = .61; p < .01), respectively. In addition, “Turk” was positively related to
“European” (r = .18; p < .01) and negatively related to “Citizen of the world” (r = -
.15; p <.01). “European” was positively related to both European group evaluation (r
= 47; p < .01) and American group evaluation (r = .26; p < .01) but negatively
related to Kurdish group evaluation (r = -.12; p < .05). “Citizen of the World” was
related to European group evaluation (r = .19; p < .01). Lastly, European and

American group evaluations were significantly correlated (r = .49; p <.01).
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Table 7. Simple Correlations between Contents of Turkish Identity

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16.
1. 1
2. 256%* 1
3. A462%* 335%* 1
4. S12%* 248%* .694%* 1
5. A418%* 260%* .633**  669%* 1
6. .543%* 290%* 669%%  T44%x  762%* 1
7. 395%* .140%* S27xx 0 620%%F  715%F  625%* 1
8. 526%* 184%* 533k 681%*  .645%*F  T14%*  669** 1
9. - 173%* .019 - 143%% 0 _266%*%  -363%*  -357*F  _265%F  -284%** 1
10, -285%*  -200%%  _200%*% -245%*  _277*k  _302%* -200%*% -2]15%* .019 1
11.  285%* -.104 JA85%E 352%%  283%k 205%% 324k 339%Ek _177FE -077 1
12, 424%* .073 A46%%  548%F*  403**  S41FE 4R4x*  562%*  -3F1T7FF - 164%*F  483%* 1
13, 422%% 135 A79%%F  485Fx  538**  526%*F  460%*  446%* -088  -252%%  322%*  445%* 1
14.  434%* .093 A38FE 473¥% 535%K 550%F  464%*  S518*FF - 168FF  -269**  321%F  519%*  740%* 1
15.  .304** .060 J00%*  284%% 0 223%k  210¥* 238k 257**  164%* -.108 268%*  189%*  453%*k  489** 1
16.  .521** .166%* 353k 485%*F  406%*  SIIFE 419%*  484%*F - 127*  -240%*  505%*  499%*  466**  475%*% 455 1

1.National Particination 2. National Essentialism 3.Distinctiveenss of Turkish Identity 4.Entitativity of Turkish Identity 5.Powerof Turkish Identity
77 Turkish Identity 7. Continuity of Turkish Identity 8. Independency of Turkish Identity 9. Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity 10.
f Turkish Identity11.Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity 12.A view of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced 13.Perceived Cultural Threat
with West14.Perceived Realistic Threat with West15. Perceived Esteem Threat with West 16. Kurdish subgroup’s conflicting relations with Turkish superordinate

group



Table 8. Simple Correlations of Contents of Turkish Identity with National-Social Identifications and In-and Out-group Evaluations

Citizen of European Turk Citizen of Turkish Kurdish European American
World Turkey Group Group Group Group
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation
1. - 123%* .108 309%** 406%* 364%* -310%** -014 -.034
2. - 154%* -.043 154 206%* 230%* -.063 -.071 -.048
3. - 180** .058 377%* ATTHE A51%* -.240%* -.144%* -.062
4. - 176%** .049 S17** .605%* S81** - 165%* -.051 -.021
5. - 119%** -.040 500%* S547%% 599%* - 127%* - 128%* -.084
6. - 182%* -.011 A496%* S76%* .600** -.260%** -.150%* -.033
7. -.022 .048 520%* 568%* .564%* -.107 -.056 -.053
8. - 144%% 132% A499%* .616%* .589%* - 155%* -.065 -.059
9. -.043 210%* -312%* -.260%* -.406%* -.132%* .094 .022
10. J132% -.012 -.129% -.223%%* - 117* 216%* .095 .087
11. .005 .010 335%* A20%* 292%* -.088 -.025 -.072
12. 012 .048 A486** .609%* S557** -.096 .026 .040
13. - 119% -.041 353 A444%* 357** -.222%% -.223%* - 187%*
14. -.109 -.021 394%* 532%%* A422%% - 161%** -.145%%* - 184%*
1= -.100 .021 124% 253%* 152%% -241%* -.125% - 156%**
78 -.054 .135% 320%* A497%* 349%* -401** -.041 -.054

_ation 2. National Essentialism 3.Distinctiveenss of Turkish Identity 4.Entitativity of Turkish Identity 5.Powerof Turkish Identity
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Indistinctiveness of Turkish Identity11.Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity 12.A view of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced 13.Perceived Cultural Threat
with West14.Perceived Realistic Threat with West15. Perceived Esteem Threat with West 16. Kurdish subgroup’s conflicting relations with Turkish superordinate
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3.3.3. Multiple Regression Analyses

A series of multiple regression analyses were conducted in order to predict Turkish
In-group’s Relations with Others and inter-group evaluations from national-social
identifications and relevant Contents of Turkish Identity. Firstly, all independent
variables were centered (Aiken & West, 1991). In the first step, predictor variables
were Turkish identification, European identification, and Citizen of the World
identification. In the second step, predictor variables were Definitions of Turkish In-
group Boundaries, Characteristics of Turkish Identity, and Meanings of Having a of
Turkish identity. In the third step, interaction terms between Turkish identification
and relevant Contents of Turkish Identity were added to the analyses. When the
interaction(s) was significant the procedure proposed by Aiken and West (1991) was
applied. That is, in order to probe the significant interaction(s), the simple slopes
were analyzed at one standard deviation below and one standard deviation above the

mean of relevant moderator variable.

3.3.3.1. National-Social Identifications as Predictors

As seen in Tables 9, 10, and 11, in the first step the predictor variables were national-
social identifications. They explained 48% of variance for predicting Turkish group
evaluation, (F (3,310) = 96.381, p < .001), 2% of variance for predicting Kurdish
group evaluation, (F (3,309) = 3.241, p < .05), 23% of variance for predicting
European group evaluation (F (3,310) = 31.305, p < .001), and 6% of variance for
predicting American group evaluation (F (3,310) = 7.597, p < .001). Turkish group
evaluation was significantly predicted by Turkish identification (p < .001); Kurdish
group evaluation was negatively and significantly predicted by FEuropean
identification (p < .05). European and American group evaluations were significantly

predicted by European identification (p <.001).
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Table 9. Predicting inter-group evaluations and Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others from National-social identifications and

Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries

Predictor variable Turkish Kurdish European American Cultural Realistic Esteem Perceived
Group Group Group Group Threat Threat Threat Conflict
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation
p B B p p p p p
Step 1
Turkish Identification (TT) iUk -.00 -.07 -.02 A4rx STHEE JJ9** A3
European Identification -.09 - 15%* AoFH* 25%F* -.09 -.09 .01 .07
Citizen of the World -.00 13 .07 .05 -.05 -.03 -.08 -.03
R’ AZHHE .02* L2 3HH* .06** B Ok 20%%* .04%* 20%**
Step 2
Turkish Identification 5 11 -.06 -.01 34HEE A2kxE 11 29%xE
European Identification -.10 - 12%* 4o*** 25%** -12 -12 -.01 .04
Citizen of the World .02 .10 .07 .04 -.02 -.01 -.06 .01
National Participation (NP) .09* -3 xk* -.01 -.05 30%** Q0% 24%** 40***
National Essentialism (NE) .08 .00 .00 -.01 -.03 -.07 -.04 .02
R*C L02%* Q9H** .00 .00 Q7 Q7H** Q5H** 4
80 on T LEEE .08 -.03 -.00 35k iAo .14 30%%*
A ition -.09 - 13%* AGHH* Q5% -11 -12 .00 .05
Citizen of the World .02 .10 .07 .04 -.03 -.01 -.07 .01
National Participation (NP) .09* R -.01 -.05 20%*x 0% 23HF* 39k
National Essentialism (NE) .07 .02 -.00 -.01 -.04 -.07 -.06 -.01
TI * NP .07 .01 .09 .00 -.02 .00 -.04 -.05
TI * NE .05 -.07 -.01 .00 .04 .01 .09 .09
R’C .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 00 .01 .01

*p<.05; ¥*p<.01; ***p<.001



National-social identifications explained 19% of variance for predicting perceived
Cultural threat, (F (3,311) = 25.792, p < .001), 26% of variance for predicting
perceived Realistic threat, (F (3,309) = 36.562, p < .001), 4% of variance for
predciting Esteeem threat, (F (3,310) = 5.295, p < .01), and 20% of variance for
predicting perceived Conflict from Kurds, (F(3,308) = 26.347, p < .001). Perceived
Cultural (p < .001), Realistic (p < .001), and Esteem (p < .001) threats were
significantly predicted by Turkish identification. Perceived Conflict from Kurds was

significantly predicted by Turkish identification (p <.001).

3.3.3.2. Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries as Predictors

The addition of Definitions of Turkish In-Group Boundaries, in the second step,
resulted in significant increase in R® for predicting Turkish and Kurdish group
evaluations, (Fenange (2,308) = 4.850, p < .01) and (Ferange (2,307) = 14.867, p < .001),
respectively. Turkish group (p < .05) and Kurdish group (negatively) (p < .001)
evaluations were significantly predicted by National Participation. Definitions of
Turkish In-Group Boundaries also resulted in significant increase in R* for predicting
perceived Cultural, Realistic, and Esteem threats from Western groups and Conflict
from Kurds (Fenange(2,309) = 15.145, p < .001), (Fcrange (2,307) = 15.998, p < .001),
(Fehange (2,308) = 8.180, p < .001), (Fenange (2,306) = 31.899, p < .001), respectively.

The significant predictor for these variables was National Participation (p <.001).

As seen in Table 9, in the third step, the addition of interaction terms between
Definitions of Turkish In-Group Boundaries and Turkish identification didn’t result
in significant increase in R ? for any of dependent variables. In this step, Turkish
identication for Turkish group evaluation, perceived Cultural and Realistic treats and
Conflict (p < .001), European identification for Kurdish evaluation (p < .05), and
European and American evaluations (p < .001), and National participation for
Turkish group evaluation (p < .05), Kurdish group evaluation (p < .001), Cultural
threat (p < .001), Realistic treat (p < .001), Esteem treat (p < .001) and Conflict (p <

.001) remained significant predictors.
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3.3.3.3. Characteristics of Turkish Identity as Predictors

Characteristics of Turkish Identity, in the second step, resulted in significant increase
in R? for predicting Turkish group evaluation, (Fehange (2,305) = 13.681, p < .001).
Significant predictor was A View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced (p < .001).
They also resulted in significant increase in R* for predicting perceived Cultural,
Realistic, and Esteem threats and Conflict from Kurds, (Fuume (2,306) = 16.146, p <
001), (Fepange (2,304) = 20.298, p < .001), (Fepange (2,305) = 6.555, p < .01), (Fipange
(2,303) = 43.901, p <.001), respectively. Perceived Conflict from Kurds was
predicted by both A View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced (p < .001) and
Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity (p <.001). Cultural and Realistic threats
were predicted by A View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced (p <.001) and Esteem
threat was predicted by Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity (p <.01).

82



Table 10. Predicting inter-group evaluations and Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others from National-social identifications and

Characteristics of Turkish Identity

Predictor variable Turkish Kurdish European American Cultural Realistic Esteem Perceived
Group Group Group Group Threat Threat Threat Conflict
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation
p p p p p p p p
Step 1
Turkish Identification (TT) J70Q*F* -.01 -.07 -.02 A4xE* SEEE 21%* A4
European Identification -.09 -.14%* ATHFF 24%** -.09 -.09 -.01 .07
Citizen of the World -.01 13 .07 .05 -.05 -.03 -.07 -.02
R? AgHH* .03* J23HH* Q7H** 20Kk 25k .04** 20k
Step 2
Turkish Identification S56%** .10 -.08 -.00 22%% 28HH* .09 12
European Identification -.08 -.15% ATHFH 24%%* -.06 -.06 .01 2%
Citizen of the world -.03 14 .07 .06 -.09 -.07 -.09 -.07
View of TI as Unprejudiced 2TH** -.13 .05 .09 29%** 5% .04 29%%*
TI as a Superordinate identity -.05 -.07 -.05 -.14 A1* .05 20%* 33Hk*
R’C 04** .02 .00 .02 O8*** Q9> .04** ] 8HEE
Sten 3
33 on S5k .06 -.07 -.05 27HE* 32k .16 .16*
ition -.08 - 16%** ATHEE 23kEE -.06 -.07 .02 2%
Citizen of the world -.03 14 .07 .06 -.09 -.06 -.10 -.07
View of TI as Unprejudiced 26%** -.15 .05 .07 ) b 36%** .06 30%**
TI as Superordinate identity -.06 -.08 -.05 -.15 A13* .08 24x%% 36%*
TI * View of TI as Unprejudiced -.02 -.07 .02 -.06 12 .02 .07 .02
TI * TI as a Superordinate identity -.02 -.02 -.01 -.03 .01 .10 A1 11
R’C .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .01 .02 .01

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001



The addition of interaction terms in the third step did not result in significant increase
in R? for any of dependent variables. In this step, Turkish identification for Turkish
group evaluation, perceived Cultural and Realistic treats (p <.001) and Conflict (p <
.05), European identification for Kurdish group evaluation (p < .01), European and
American evaluations (p <.001), and Conflict (p < .01), A View of Turkish Identity
as Unprejudiced for Turkish group evaluation, and Cultural and Realistic threats and
Conflict (p < .001) and Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity for Cultural
threat (p < .05), Esteem threat (p <.001) and Conflict (P < .01) remained significant

predictors.
3.3.3.4. Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity as Predictors

Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, in the second step, resulted in
significant increase in R’ for predicting Turkish group evaluation, (Feange
(8,292) = 8.630, p < .001), Kurdish group evaluation, (Fuue (8, 291) = 5.248,
p <.001), Cultural threat, (Feange (8,293) = 8.968, p < .001), Realistic threat,
(Fehange (8,291) = 7.053, p < .001), Esteem threat, (Fung (8,292) = 5.173, p <
.001), and Conflict (F e (8,292) = 7.163, p < .001. Turkish group evaluation
was (negatively) predicted by Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity (p <
.01). Kurdish group evaluation was (negatively) predicted by both
Glorification of Turkish Identity (p < .001) and Negative Attributes of
Turkish Identity (p < .01). European group evaluation was predicted by
Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity (p < .05). Perceived Cultural threat was
predicted by Power of Turkish Identity (p < .05). Perceived Realistic threat
was predicted by Independency of Turkish Identity (p < .05) and Glorification
of Turkish Identity (p < .05). Perceived Esteem threat was predicted by
Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity (p < .001). Perceived Conflict was
predicted by Entitativity of Turkish Identity (p < .05) and Glorification of
Turkish Identity (p <.01).
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Table 11. Predicting inter-group evaluations and Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others from National-social Identifications and

Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity

Predictor variable Turkish Kurdish European American Cultural Realistic Esteem Perceived
Group Group Group Group Threat Threat Threat Conflict
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation
p p B B B p B p

Step 1
Turkish Identification (TT) JT1HR* -.02 -.08 -.03 45k 52 Hk* Q%% 44
European Identification -.09 -.14%* ATHFH 24%%% -.09 -.09 .01 .07
Citizen of the World -.01 A3 .07 .03 -.04 -.02 -.03 -.01
R’ ABF** .02%* R L06*** 20%** 206%** .04%* 2 H**
Step 2
Turkish Identification Q3EE 13 -.04 .02 A7* 5%k 12 .16%*
European Identification -.04 -.09 A9F** 26%** -.10 -.09 -.08 .05
Citizen of the World -.01 .05 .03 .01 .02 -.03 .02 .06
Distinctiveness of TI .02 -.11 -.18% -.08 11 .03 -.10 -11
Entitativity of TI .08 .02 17 .08 .08 -.06 .19 20%*
Indistinctiveness of TI .06 .07 .03 .09 -.05 -.08 .03 -.07

.07 - 41 FH* =11 13 15 18%* .00 31

.10 18 .04 -.11 19* 17 .07 -.09
llluCPCIIUCIlUy Ul IVI . 12 02 '08 = 12 '00 . 1 7* 09 .09
Negative Attributes of TI - 15%* - 18%* -.03 -.04 17 .08 33Hk* .07
Continuity of TI .02 -.06 .03 .01 .07 -.01 A1 .07
R’C J0*** J2%** .03 .02 d6*** [2%** 2¥** 3H**
Step 3
Turkish Identification 3%k 17 -.02 .02 .09 18 .08 .05
European Identification -.02 -.07 S0*** 26%** -.11 -.10 -.08 .04
Citizen of the World -.01 .04 .03 .02 .03 .06 .01 .07




Table 11. Predicting inter-group evaluations and Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others from National-social Identifications and

Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity (Continued)

Predictor variable Turkish Kurdish European American Cultural Realistic Esteem Perceived
Group Group Group Group Threat Threat Threat Conflict
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation
B B B B B B B B

Distinctiveness of TI .00 -.13 -17* -.06 1 .02 -.08 -.11
Entitativity of TI .09 .03 .18* .08 .08 -.04 .19 21%
Indistinctiveness of TI .03 .03 .02 .08 -.02 -.06 .04 -.03
Glorification of TI .04 - 3T7HEE -.15 11 19% 20%* .01 30%*
Power of TI .16* .19 .04 -.13 18 .16 .07 -.08
Independency of TI .14* -.00 -.07 -.10 -.03 A1 .07 .10
Negative Attributes of TI - 3% -.15 -.03 -.03 13 .06 30 .03
Continuity of TI .01 -.06 .02 -.03 .09 -.01 13 .09
TI * Distinctiveness of TI .06 -.07 -.02 -.00 .01 .02 -.05 -.03
TI * Entitativity of TI -.07 .14 .08 -.10 .10 -.01 30% -.06
TI * Indistinctiveness of TI -.12 -.13 -.10 -.04 .09 .01 .06 .06
TI * Glorification of TI .14 -21 .04 .07 -.18 -36%* -.12 .14
T T -22% .08 .01 21 -.03 .00 -.04 -25%

86 of TI .01 15 -.06 -.08 -.11 .16 -.10 -27%
s +icpmere - --..butes of TI .09* .04 -.05 -.02 -.07 -.09 -.08 -.08
TI * Continuity of TI .08 -.10 -.08 -.16 15 .07 -.02 35
R2C .03** .03 01 .02 .03 .03 .03 05%*

*p<.05; *¥*p<.01; ***p<.001



7
6 .
=
S
z
5 5
=
e
i A —e— Low Power of
g i Turkish Identity
Lo
o . --#&-- High Power of
= 27 Turkish Identity
=
o
= 21
1 .
Low Turkish Identification High Turkish Identification

Figure 2a. Interaction effect of Turkish identification and Power of

Turkish Identity on Turkish group evaluation

The addition of interaction terms in the third step resulted in significant increase in
R? for predicting Turkish group evaluation, (Fehange (8,284) = 2.737, p < .01) and
perceived Conflict from Kurds (Fepange (8,284) = 2.912, p < .01). Power of Turkish
Identity and Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity interacted with Turkish
identification in predicting Turkish group evaluation (p < .05). The simple slope tests
are presented in Figures 2a and 2b, respectively. Firstly, it was found that on lower
levels of Power, the relationship between Turkish identification and Turkish group
evaluation was significant and positive (b = .59, SE = .08, p < .001) but on higher

levels of Power, the relationship was not significant. (b =.18, SE = .12, ns.).
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Figure 2b. Interaction effect of Turkish identification and Negative

Attributes of Turkish identity on Turkish group evaluation

Secondly, it was found that on lower levels of Negative Attributes, the
relationship between Turkish identification and Turkish group evaluation was
significant and positive (b = .31, SE = .07, p <.01) and on higher levels of it,
the relationship was also significant and positive (b = .46, SE = .07, p <.001).
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Figure 3a. Interaction effect of Turkish identification and Power of

Turkish identity on perceived Conflict from Kurds

Power of Turkish Identity (p < .05), Independency of Turkish Identity (p < .05), and
Continuity of Turkish Identity (p < .01) interacted with Turkish identification in
predicting perceived Conflict from Kurds. The simple slope tests are presented in
Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c. Firstly, it was found that on lower levels of Power, the
relationship between Turkish identification and perceived Conflict was significant
and positive (b = .30, SE = .16, p < .05) but on higher levels of Power, the
relationship was not significant (b = -.20, SE = .22, ns.).
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Figure 3b. Interaction effect Turkish identification and Independency

of Turkish Identity on perceived Conflict from Kurds

Secondly, it was found that on lower levels of Independency, the relationship
between Turkish identification and perceived Conflict from Kurds was marginally
significant and positive (b = .25, SE = .16, p = .05) but on higher levels of
Independency, the relationship was not significant (b =-.15, SE =.19, ns.).
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Figure 3c. Interaction effect of Turkish identification and Continuity

of Turkish Identity on perceived Conflict from Kurds

Thirdly, it was found that on lower levels of Continuity of Turkish Identity, the
relationship between Turkish identification and perceived Conflict from Kurds was
not significant (b = -.19, SE = .16, ns.) but on higher levels of Continuity, it was
significant and positive (b = .29, SE = .16, p <.05).

In the third step, Turkish identification for Turkish group evaluation (p <
.001), European identification for European and American group evaluations
(p < .001), Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity for European group evaluation
(p < .05), Entitativity of Turkish Identity for perceived Conflict (p < .05),
Glorification of Turkish Identity for Kurdish group evaluation (p < .001),
Cultural threat (p < .05), Realistic threat (p < .01) and Conflict (p < .01),
Power of Turkish Identity (p <.05) and Independency of Turkish Identity (p <
.05) for Turkish group evaluation, Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity for
Turkish group evaluation (p < .01) and for Esteem threat (p < .001) remained

significant predictors.
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3.3.4. Testing Mediations

To test Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others as mediators in the relationships
between (relevant) Contents of Turkish Identity and inter-group evaluations, the
procedure described by Baron and Kenny (1986) was followed. According to Baron
and Kenny, mediation is tested by estimating three regression equations: 1)
regression analysis for predicting the mediator from the independent variable, 2)
regression analysis for predicting the dependent variable from the independent
variable, 3) regression analysis for predicting the dependent variable from both the
independent variable and the mediator. A variable is a mediator when it meets the
following conditions: 1) an independent variable significantly predicts the mediator,
2) an independent variable significantly predicts the dependent variable, 3) a
mediator significantly predicts the dependent variable, and 4) the effect of the
independent variable on the dependent variable must be less in the third regression

analysis than in the second one.

Considering national-social identifications, it was tested whether perceived Cultural
and Realistic threats from Western Groups and Conflict from Kurds mediate the
relationship between Turkish identification and Turkish group evaluation. Perceived
Cultural threat (p = .36; p < .001), Realistic threat (B = .42; p < .001) and Conflict
from Kurds (B = .35; p < .001) significantly predicted Turkish group evaluation.
However, they were not significant as mediators in the relationship between Turkish
identification and Turkish group evaluation. In addition, it was tested whether
perceived Conflict from Kurds mediates the relationship of European identification
with Kurdish group evaluation. The regression model for testing this mediation is
presented in Figure 4. The indirect effect of European identification on Kurdish
group evaluation through perceived Conflict from Kurds was significant. The Sobel
test showed that the mediational path was reliably greater than zero for European
identification (z = -2.28, p < 0.5).
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Considering Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, it was tested whether
perceived Conflict mediate the relationship between National Participation and
Kurdish group evaluation. The regression model for testing this mediation is
presented in Figure 5. The indirect effect of National Participation on Kurdish group
evaluation through perceived Conflict was significant. The Sobel test showed that the

mediational path was reliably greater than zero (z =-4.86, p <.001).

-.06 (-.12%)

Kurdish Group Evaluation

\ 4

European Identification

14% - 40***

Perceived Conflict
from Kurds

Figure 4. Testing perceived Conflict as a mediator in the relationship between

European identification and Kurdish group evaluation

- 15% (-.31%*¥)
National Participation »| Kurdish Group Evaluation

52XHx - A0***

Perceived Conflict
from Kurds

Figure 5. Testing perceived Conflict as a mediator in the relationship between

National Participation and Kurdish group evaluation
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Considering Characteristics of Turkish Identity, it was tested whether perceived
Cultural and Realistic threats and Conflict mediate the relationship between View of
Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced and Turkish group evaluation. The regression
models are presented in Figures 6a and 6b. The indirect effect of View of Turkish
Identity as Unprejudiced on Turkish group evaluation through Cultural and Realistic
threats was significant. The Sobel test showed that the mediational path was reliably
greater than zero for Cultural threat (z = 2.48, p < .05) and Realistic threat (z = 3.23,
p <.01).

Considering Meanings of Having a Turkish identity, it was tested whether perceived
Conflict from Kurds mediates the relationship between Glorification of Turkish
Identity and Kurdish group evaluation. The regression model for testing this
mediation is presented in Figure 7. The indirect effect of Glorification of Turkish
identity on Kurdish group evaluation through perceived Conflict was significant. The
Sobel test showed that the mediational path was reliably greater than zero (z=15.27, p
< .001). In addition, it was tested whether perceived Esteem threat from Western
groups mediates the relationship between Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity and
Turkish group evaluation. Perceived Esteem threat significantly predicted Turkish
group evaluation (B = .15; p < .01). However, it was not significant as a mediator in
the relationship between Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity and Turkish group

evaluation.
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Figure 6a. Testing perceived Cultural threat as a mediator in the relationship
between View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced and Turkish group

evaluation
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Figure 6b. Testing perceived Realistic threat as a mediator in the relationship
between View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced and Turkish group

evaluation
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Figure 7. Testing perceived Conflict from Kurds as a mediator in the relationship

between Glorification of Turkish identity and Kurdish group evaluation
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CHAPTER 4

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The aim of the present thesis was to examine the relationships between Contents of
Turkish Identity, national-social identifications, and perceptions of inter-group
relations in Turkey. For this purpose, in the present thesis two studies were
conducted. Study 1 explored Contents of Turkish Identity by utilizing qualitative
approach. It was found that Contents of Turkish Identity can be defined in terms of
Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, Characteristics of Turkish Identity,
Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, and Turkish In-group’s Relations with
Others. Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries involved the contents related to
living in Turkey, having a Turkish citizenship, feeling Turkish, being Muslim,
adopting Turkish culture, speaking Turkish, adhering to Atatiirk’s doctrine,
contributing to Turkey, and having a Turkish family. Characteristics of Turkish
Identity involved the contents A View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced, A View
of Turkish Identity as Assimilating, and Turkish Identity as a Superordinate Identity.
Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity involved the contents Glorification, Power,
Continuity, Entitativity, Independency, Distinctiveness, Indistinctiveness, and
Negative Attributes of Turkish identity. Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others
involved the contents Perceived Cultural Threat with West, Perceived Realistic
Threat with West, Perceived Esteem Threat with West, and Kurdish Subgroup’s

Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group Caused by External Forces.

Study 2 investigated how these contents of Turkish identity and different national-
social identifications in Turkey predict the perceptions of inter-group relations, as
measured in terms of Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others and inter-group
evaluations. In addition, Study 2 investigated how relevant contents of Turkish
identity interact with Turkish identification in the prediction of perceptions of inter-

group relations. Finally, Study 2 tested whether Turkish In-group’s Relations with
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Others mediate the relationships between relevant contents of Turkish identity and
inter-group evaluations. The present thesis suggested that perceptions of inter-group
relations in Turkey not only depend on the extent to which people identify with
national groups, but also on their conceptions about the definitions of national in-
group boundaries, the characteristics of a national identity, and the meanings
attributed to having a national identity. In this section, results are discussed by
referring to national social identifications and relevant contents of Turkish identity
separately. Then, limitations of the thesis and directions for future research are

considered.

4.1. National-Social Identifications as Predictors

As described earlier, according to SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), when people define
themselves in terms of group memberships, they typically favour their own groups
over the relevant out-groups, and previous research has consistently shown a positive
relationship between in-group identification and positive in-group evaluation (e.g.,
Cairns et al., 2006; Jakson, 2002; Levin & Sidanius, 1999; Voci, 2006). Consistent
with SIT and previous research, results showed that when Turkish participants define
themselves with respect to Turkish identity, they evaluate Turkish group more
positively and when they define themselves with respect to European identity, they
evaluate European as well as American group more positively (this is consistent with
Study 1 in which participants tended to consider these groups interchangeably). On
the other hand, Turkish participants who emphasized Citizen of the World in their
self-definition did not show systematic differences in inter-group evaluations, nor in

their perceptions of inter-group threats and conflict from relevant out-groups.

The only significant negative relationship between national-social identifications and
inter-group evaluations emerged between European identification and Kurdish group
evaluation. Results showed that Turkish participants who emphasize European
identity in their self-definition are less likely to evaluate Kurdish group positively.
These results may seem surprising because European identity as a more inclusive or

superordinate identity (e.g., compared to Turkish identity) should be less likely to
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predict more negative out-group evaluation (Dovidio et al., 2005). However, results
seem to imply that in the Turkish context, more superordinate or inclusive identity

(i.e., European identity) may negatively predict evaluations of the Kurdish subgroup.

This relationship may be explained by referring to inter-group status differences as
well as Turkey’s attempt to join European Union (EU). Assuming that Turkish
people, who define themselves in terms of European identity, are particularly willing
for Turkey to be a member in the EU, they may be more concerned about Turkey’s
qualifications to meet expectations of EU and they may see “Kurdish issue” in
Turkey as causing rejection of Turkey’s application (based on human rights criteria).
Consistent with this, results also showed that perceived Conflict from Kurds
mediates the relation of Euroepan identification to more negative evaluation of
Kurdish group. Results suggested that Turkish people higher in European
identification tend to perceive higher levels of Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting
Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group; thus, more likely to evaluate Kurdish
group less positively. This confimed the studies arguing that perceptions of inter-
group threats or conflict play important role in the prediction of inter-group
evaluation, particularly in the prediction of out-group evaluation (Brewer, 1999;
Curseu, Stoop, & Schalk, 2007; Stephan et al., 2002; & Sherif, 1966). In addition, it
may be argued that Turkish people higher in European identification tend to regard
themselves as more prototypic of higher status superordinate European group than
Kurds (who are in general lower socio-economic status people in Turkey). This, in
turn, may provide them a sense of justification for lower evaluation of Kurdish group
(Wenzel 2001). Supporting this argument, Hortagsu and Cem-Ersoy (2005) showed
that Turkish people, who perceive themselves more European, are generally higher

socio-economic status people in Turkey (Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005).

Turkish identification was unrelated to evaluations of any of the out-groups. There
has been research indicating a significant positive relationship between in-group
identification and both in- and out-group evaluations (see Levin & Sidanius, 1999).
The present thesis considered the out-groups, which have played a significant role in

the history of inter-group relations in Turkey (as found in Study 1). Thus, in
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accordance with SIT, Turkish participants higher in Turkish identification evaluated
their own group more positively than the (relevant) out-groups; however, they did
not show more negative out-group evaluation. This was consistent with the argument
that in-group members typically favor their own groups over the out-groups but they

don’t typically disfavor the out-groups (Brewer, 1999).

Consistent with expectations, Turkish identification positively predicted perceptions
of inter-group threats from Western countries, except for perceived Esteem threat.
Results showed that Turkish participants, who emphasize Turkish identity in their
self-definition, are likely to perceive Cultural and Realistic threats against Turkish
identity. This suggested that Turkish participants, who consider Turkish identity as
an important part of their self-concept, tend to perceive Western countries as posing
a threat to the existence of Turkish identity, wanting to impose their own culture onto
the Turkish nation, and trying to assimilate Turkish identity (i.e., Cultural threat);
and also, as being envious of the geopolitical position of Turkey, having designs
against Turkey’s territory, and intending to make use of Turkey’s resources (i.e.,

Realistic threat).

As found in Study 1, these arguments indeed reflected the nature of relationships
between Turkey and Europe, as the West in general was perceived as threatening the
existence and unity of the Turkish state (Inag, 2004). In this context, the focus on
Turkish identity has increased and concepts, such as common language, history,
homeland, and solidarity were particularly emphasized in the definition of Turkish
identity (Kanci, 2009). Accordingly, results seemed to provide empirical evidence
for how perceptions of inter-group threats from Western countries and emphasis on
Turkish identity mutually influenced each other in the history of Turkey. In addition,
consistent with previous studies (see Rick et al., 2006), results suggested that the
more people give importance to a given social identity, the more they are likely to be

sensitive towards, or concerned about, anything that may harm the in-group.

On the other hand, highly identified Turkish participants were not found to be more

likely to perceive Esteem threat. Group esteem threat is perceived when the out-
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group is seen as posing a threat to the in-group’s value (Branscombe, et al., 1999).
Results suggested that Turkish participants, who express higher levels of Turkish
identification, are not likely to perceive Western groups as undermining Turkish
identity, disparaging it, and prejudiced against it. In accordance with SIT (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979), this may imply that Turkish participants, who define themselves as
Turkish in-group members, are unlikely to see Turkish identity as having a lower
status or disadvantaged position among Western European countries. Indeed,
researchers indicated a positive relationship between in-group identification and
public group esteem (e.g., ‘overall my social groups are considered good by others’)
and argued that in-group members tend to view their in-group as regarded positively
by other groups (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). However, as described earlier,
European higher status group was questioning the qualifications of Turkey for
entrance in the EU (Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005) and Europe in general was
perceived as humiliating Turkish identity (Inag, 2004). Accordingly, in such a
context, there seemed no negative relationship (indeed there was a marginally
positive relationship) between Turkish identification and perceived Esteem threat
from Western groups in the present study. Consistent with expectations, Turkish
identification also predicted perceived Conflict from Kurds. It has been noted that
Kurds presented themselves as attempting to protect their own culture and language
and have been in conflict with Turkish identity (Dixon & Ergin, 2010). Accordingly,
regarding that in the contexts of inter-group conflicts, in-group members tend to be
concerned about in-group’s negative inter-group relations (Livingstone & Haslam,
2008), participants higher in Turkish identification were more likely to view Kurdish

group in a conflict with Turkish identity.

4.2. Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries as Predictors

After controlling for the effects of national-social identifications, Definitions of
Turkish In-group Boundaries predicted additional variance in the perceptions of
inter-group relations. Firstly, it was found that National Participation predicted lower
inter-group evaluations of Kurdish group, but did not predict evaluations of

European or American groups. Thus, when Turkish participants emphasized the
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culture, citizenship, territoriality, and contributing to country related conceptions of
Turkish nationality all together, i.e., National Participation, they were less likely to
evaluate Kurds positively. Mummendey and Wenzel (1999) argued that, in some
contexts people perceive the in-group and out-group as equal in terms of their
inclusion in the relevant superordinate identity, but in some other contexts they
perceive them as different. Mummendey and Wenzel suggested that when people
perceive conflict between a sub-group and superordinate group, they tend to have
more negative out-group attitudes. As noted earlier, compared with other groups in
Turkey, the Kurdish group (representing sub-group identity) have seemed to have a
more defensive attitude towards the Turkish culture, presenting themselves as

concerned to protect the Kurdish cultural heritage (Kanci, 2009).

Accordingly, Turkish participants emphasizing National Participation may be more
likely to perceive conflict between the Turkish superordinate group and the Kurdish
sub-group, which does not seem to be involved in the Turkish nationality as defined
by National Participation. It may also be suggested that National Participation
implies more correspondence between the boundaries of the state and the boundaries
of a culturally homogeneous group (Jones & Smith, 2001) and thus more perceived
difference between superordinate group and sub-group (Spinner-Halev & Theiss-
Morse, 2003). Consistent with these suggestions, those participants who scored
higher on National Participation had higher levels of Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting
Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group, which, indeed, partially but relatively
highly mediated the relationship between National Participation and lower Kurdish
group evaluation. Results implied that because of perceived Conflict from Kurds,
Turkish participants, who emphasize cultural, civic, and territorial involvement with
Turkish nation in the definition of in-group boundaries, are likely to evaluate Kurdish

group less positively.

Secondly, results showed that Turkish participants, who define the boundaries of
Turkish in-group in terms of National Participation, tend to perceive more inter-
group threats from Western countries and (as mentioned above) conflict from Kurds.

As noted earlier, the West in general was perceived as threatening the existence and
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unity of the Turkish state (Inag, 2004). During times of tension between Turkey and
the EU, the Turkish nation-state has had more defensive attitudes toward Western
countries, with frequent use of arguments such as ‘geopolitical significance of
Turkey’, ‘the other countries’ dislike of a strong Turkey’, and ‘the other states’
attempts to divide Turkey’. During these times, concepts such as common language,
history, homeland, and culture were particularly emphasized in the definition of

Turkish nationality (Kanci, 2009).

Parallel to this, results suggested that Turkish participants, who emphasize civic,
cultural, and territorial involvement with Turkish nationality for national belonging
have a tendency to protect Turkish identity against cultural, realistic, as well as
esteem threats posed by Western groups. That is, the definition of Turkish in-group
boundaries based on National Participation seems unlikely to predict positive
attitudes toward Western groups, who have been perceived as attempting to change
the components of Turkish nationality defined in National Participation, as found in

Study 1.

Thus, conceptualizing definitions of Turkish in-group boundaries in terms of
National Participation and National Essentialism, the present thesis, firstly, suggested
that the common conceptualization of definitions of national boundaries in terms of
Civic and Ethnic/Cultural factors do not reflect the dimensionality of conceptions of
nationality in Turkey. This is consistent with arguments that contents of national
identity cannot be taken for granted, because they are constructed in the context of
public debate and they change across time and place (e.g., Reicher & Hopkins,
2001).

Secondly, it was shown that the more inclusive definition of Turkish in-group
boundaries (National Participation) predicted less positive out-group attitudes than
the more exclusive definition (National Essentialism). This contrasts with previous
findings that a more inclusive (or Civic) definition of national boundaries predicted
more positive out-group attitudes, whereas a more exclusive (or Ethnic/Cultural)

definition predicted more negative out-group attitudes (Heath & Tilley, 2005; Hjerm,
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1998; Jones & Smith, 2001; Lodén, 2008; Meeus et al., 2010; Pakulski, & Tranter,
2000; Pehrson, Brown, & Zagefka, 2009; Pehrson, Vignoles, & Brown, 2009).

It should be noted that National Participation, the more inclusive definition in this
study, included criteria related to speaking Turkish, adopting Turkish culture, having
a Turkish citizenship, contributing to Turkey, adhering to Ataturk’s doctrine, and
living in Turkey, whereas in previous studies, researchers measured a more inclusive
or Civic definition in terms of having a citizenship, speaking the language, respecting
political institutions and laws, and feeling like a national (e.g., Hjerm, 1998; Jones &
Smith, 2001). In this sense, the Civic definition of previous researchers viewed the
nation as a political community of people, who share the same territory, are the
citizens of the same state, have the same legal and social rights, and are committed to
specific political institutions. On the other hand, the National Participation definition
that found in Turkey emphasizes involvement with the Turkish nationality in terms
of cultural ‘values’, ‘norms’, ‘behavioural patterns’ and ‘institutional arrangements’
together (see Nieguth, 1999). In this sense, National Participation views the nation as
a community of people, who not only share the same territory and are the citizens of
the same state; but also enjoy the same culture, the same country (by contributing it),

and the same important political leader, Atatiirk, in the history of Turkey.

Perhaps helping to explain the differences between National Participation and Civic
definition, Shulman (2002) argued that to the extent that the civic definition is
voluntary and rationalistic, or political, it is unlikely to evoke emotional attachment
to the nation; on the other hand, relative cultural homogeneity in a state may function
to unite people together into a nation and thus to evoke emotional attachment. In a
similar way, Nieguth (1999) argued that a sense of belonging and solidarity is mostly
determined by how nations construct their boundaries and suggested that cultural
definition more easily provides people with a sense of belonging than does a civic
definition. According to Brewer (2001), groups defined in relatively exclusive ways
(e.g., in more cultural ways) are more likely to have clear boundaries and thus to
satisfy people’s need for belonging than groups defined in relatively inclusive ways

(e.g., in more civic ways). She further explained that a sense of belonging to the in-
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group, in turn, leads people to evaluate their in-group more positively relative to the

out-group.

Accordingly, National Participation including not only civic related elements but also
culture related elements may be associated with a sense of belonging to the nation for
Turkish participants. On the other hand, National Essentialism, which represented
currently invalid definitions of Turkish nationality (see Bora, 2002), shown here by
its low mean score, may not be associated with a sense of belonging for Turkish
participants. In the context of European Western countries, however, where national
identity is mostly and strictly conceptualized in terms of Civic and Ethnic/Cultural
distinction, the latter definition may be more likely to provide people with a sense of
belonging. Considering that nation building was ‘coldly’ civic and territorial among
Western European countries, Shulman (2002) argued that ‘Western states for most of
the past two centuries have promoted a homogeneous linguistic and cultural identity
precisely due to the ability of culture to provide cohesion for populations in an
environment in which civic elements of nationhood alone were not up to the task’
(p-580). Thus, according to researchers, in Western societies, people tend to conceive
of their nation in terms of common ancestry and culture rather than in terms of

territory (see Nieguth, 1999; Shulman, 2002).

According to Smith (1991), the common distinction between Civic and
Ethnic/Cultural definitions, represents a pair of ‘ideal categories’, and in reality they
coexist together—perhaps as defined by National Participation. In this sense, he
defined national identity as ‘a named human population sharing an historic territory,
common myths and historical memories, a mass, public culture, a common economy
and common legal rights and duties for all members, (p.43). Accordingly, accepting
the idea that in reality national identity combines civic and ethnic/cultural elements,
it is questionable why researchers in Western European countries generally find
empirical support for a dichotomy between Civic and Ethnic/Cultural definitions of

the identity.
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A possible explanation is that, in these countries, where social representations of
national identity mostly consist of the relevant dichotomy (e.g., Blank & Schmidt,
2003), people may be already ready to make distinctions between the different
criteria for national belonging in terms of civic and ethnic/cultural elements.
However, in Turkey, where social representations of national identity are not
associated with the relevant dichotomy, people may not readily differentiate among
these criteria in terms of civic versus ethnic/cultural relevance, and instead they may
think about cultural and civic elements in connection as in reality. At this point, it
should be noted that factor analysis not only connected different criteria (e.g., civic
and cultural elements) in the construct of National Participation, but by doing this it
also separated more ancestry or ethnicity related criteria (represented in National
Essentialism) from the culture related criteria. Accordingly, this thesis found
empirical evidence for the distinction between ethnic and cultural components which
have been problematically conflated into a single category within the Civic and

Ethnic/Cultural dichotomy (see Shulman, 2002).

Thus, the present thesis provided an important first look at the role of definitions of
national in-group boundaries in predicting inter-group attitudes in the Turkish
context and an important qualification of the pattern of results that has emerged from
previous studies. Before examining how definitions of national boundaries are
related to inter-group attitudes, this thesis firstly explored the possible ways people
define boundaries of the Turkish in-group. By doing this, this thesis indicated that
there may be other ways to define national in-group boundaries, rather than the
common Civic versus Ethnic/Cultural dichotomy, and that the inclusive or exclusive
implications of definitions of national boundaries may differ depending on the

context.

4.3. Characteristics of Turkish Identity as Predictors

After controlling for the effects of national-social identifications, Characteristics of
Turkish Identity predicted additional variance in Turkish In-group’s Relations with

Others and inter-group evaluations. A View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced
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positively predicted Turkish group evaluation, perceived Cultural and Realistic
threats from Western groups, and perceived Conflict from Kurds. Turkish Identity as
a Superordinate Identity predicted perceived Conflict from Kurds and perceived

Cultural and Esteem threats from Western groups.

As found in Study 1, View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced involved definitions
of Turkish identity as respectful for, tolerant towards, and not discriminating against
other identities. Contrasting with this view, Study 1 also showed that some other
Turkish people define Turkish identity as being exclusive and/or assimilating
towards other identities. Regarding these contrasting views in the context of Turkey,
Study 2 showed that when Turkish participants characterize Turkish identity as
Unprejudiced, they are more likely to evaluate Turkish group more positively and to
perceive Cultural and Realistic threats against Turkish identity as well as Conflict
from Kurds. These results can be seen interesting becauase they suggested that when
people think that Turkish identity is unprejudiced, they are more likely to have more
negative views of others (e.g., “Developed Western Groups take aims at disrupting
Turkish identity”, “Developed Western Groups have designs against Turkey’s
territory”, and “Developed Western Groups try to assimilate Turkish identity”) and
to evaluate the in-group more positively (relative to other groups). Accordingly,
results implied that people construing the in-group as being tolerant and respectful

towards others may be less tolerant or more prejudiced towards the out-groups.

In order to explain this inconsistency, firstly, it may be argued that regarding the
contrasting nature of the relevant views in a context of Turkey, Turkish people
having a positive view about their in-group (rather than contrasting negative view)
are more concerned about the threats directed against Turkish identity. In addtion, it
seems possible to refer to the literature interested in the internal conflict people feel
about the expression of prejudice. According to Allport (1958), for example, people
commonly experience prejudice with the internal conflict, which results from the
discrepancy between their values (e.g., justice and egalitarianism) and prejudiced
behavior. Allport suggested diferent strategies people use to overcome this internal

conflict, one of which was called an “alternation”. With respect to this strategy,
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Allport argued that if people had a chance to express their ethical concerns (or
societal values); they would be more likely to feel free to express their prejudice at a
later time. He added that this strategy is the most common one because it allows
people to have a fair and just self concept and at the same time to respond in a
prejudiced way. In this sense, the present results may mean that those Turkish
participants, who had a chance to express their societal values about their in-group
(which constitutes a part of their self concept), were more likely to feel comfortable

with the expression of more negative views of the out-groups.

Moreover, results showed that the relationship between View of Turkish Identity as
Unprejudiced and Turkish group evaluation is partly mediated by perceived Cultural
and Realistic threats. It was found that Turkish people thinking Turkish identity as
unprejudiced tend to perceive Western groups threatening against Turkish identity;
thus, they are more likely to evaluate Turkish group more positively. In other words,
View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced had an indirect effect on Turkish group
evaluation thorough perceived Cultural and Realistic threats from Western groups.
These findings implied that those people who describe Turkish identity as tolerant
and unprejudiced towards others are more likely to express an in-group favoring
tendency (or more positive evaluation of in-group), partly, becauase of their belief

that Western groups pose threat to the existence of Turkish identity.

These findings may be interpreted in a parallel way with the findings above.
Consistent with Allport's (1958) internal conflict, more recently, researchers argued
that in the context of normative pressure to respond without prejudice, people may
express their prejudice in indirect, subtle, or covert ways (see Devine 2005).
Kristiansen and Zanna (1994), for example, claimed that people may use values as
ego defensive rationalizations for their inter-group atttiudes. Researchers claimed
that in order to achieve a positive and distinct social identity as justified or
rationalized, people tend to believe that the out-group violates important values of in-
group. In a frame of these suggestions, it may be argued that the present participants,
who construed their in-group in a socially approved way (by scoring higher on View

of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced), tended to justify the more positive evaluation
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of their in-group by claiming that Western groups pose threat to the Cultural and
Realistic existence of Turkish identity. In addition, as described earlier, regarding the
nature of relationships between Turkey and Europe, it seems possible to suggest that
lower status Turkish in-group members may refer to the relations with higher status
superordinate Western groups in order to rationalize their in-group favoring tendency
resulting from the characterization of Turkish identity as unprejudiced. Supporting
this, Allport (1958), for example, argued that lower status group members, especially
those who feel themselves victimized (and thus frustrated) for their memberships,

may tend to display indirect or displaced prejudice towards higher status out-groups.

Considering Characteristics of Turkish Identity, it was also found that Turkish
Identity as a Superordinate Identity significantly predicted perceived Conflict from
Kurds. As shown in Study 1, this content of Turkish identity reflected the ideas
defining Turkish identity as including different sub-groups and as representing Turks
and Kurds together. Perceived Conflict from Kurds was defined in terms of Kurds’
offending against the norms and values of superordinate Turkish identity and not
behaving adequately as a sub-group. In this context, results seemed to suggest that
Turkish participants, who characterize Turkish identity as being a superordinate
identity, are more likely to perceive Conflict from Kurdish sub-group, who haven't
been seen as accepting Turkish identity as their superordinate identity (Wenzel et al.,
2003). Turkish identity as a Superordinate Identity also predicted perceived Cultural
threat from Western groups. It seems important to note here that superordinate
character of Turkish identity is closely associated with perception of Turkish identity
and culture as including and representing different subcultures, such as Kurdish,
Arab, Laz, Circassian, Armenian, and Greek. In such a context of Turkey, political
authorities in general point the value of cultural diversity in Turkey and expect
people with different cultures to live together in harmony (Kanci, 2009).
Accordingly, given that perceived Cultural threat involved the ideas, such as Western
groups pose threat to the existence of Turkish culture and want to impose their own
culture onto Turkish nation, results seemed to suggest that Turkish participants, who
emphasize multicultural (or superordinate) character of Turkish identity and culture,

are more likely to perceive Western groups as threatening this “mosaic” in Turkey.
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4.4. Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity as Predictors

After controlling for the effects of national-social identifications, Meanings of
Having a Turkish Identity predicted additional variance in Turkish In-group’s
Relations with Others and inter-group evaluations. Turkish group evaluation was
predicted by Power, Independency, and Negative Attributes of Turkish identity.
Results showed that Turkish participants, who scored higher in Power and
Independency of Turkish identity, were more likely to evaluate Turkish group
positively. As described earlier, people are motivated to manage the feelings of
competence, control, and power, which reflect their need for efficacy (Breakwell,
1996). Cinnirella (1996) claimed that British people have a concern for national
sovereignty and control over the world affairs because of their need for power and
control. According to Lyons (1996), people tend to remember sporting victories of
their nation in order to perceive their nation as efficacious. Breakwell (1996) noted
that some constructions of European identity (e.g., European Community have the

control of financial markets) are directly guided by people’s motive for efficacy.

Consistent with these researchers, Study 1 showed that Turkish participants tend to
attribute the meanings of Power (e.g., I think Turkish identity means having power to
rule over the world) and Independency (e.g., Turkish identity represents our
independence since the Republic of Turkey is an independent country) to having a
Turkish identity. Additionally, Study 2 indicated that Power and Independency of
Turkish identity are more likely to predict Turkish in-group evaluation than other
meanings of Turkish identity, such as Glorification, Distinctiveness, Continuity, and
Entitativity. Accordingly, assuming that perceptions of collective Power and
Independency are expressions of an underlying motive for efficacy, results implied
that this motive, at least among Turkish people, plays a more important role in the
evaluation of in-group than other motives, such as self-esteem, distinctiveness,
continuity, and belonging. It is worth noting here that the Turkish Republic was built
as a result of a War of Independence, and throughout the history of Turkey

110



independency and power of the nation-state have been particularly emphasized in the
official definition of national identity (Bora, 2003). Accordingly, given that in
different cultural contexts different forms of motives can be most salient and valued
(Vignoles, 2011), it may be argued that in the context of Turkey, the perceptions of
Power and Independency as features of Turkish identity are particularly likely to be
related to more positive evaluation of the in-group because of the value and salience

of these aspects of Turkish identity.

Moreover, Power of Turkish Identity significantly interacted with Turkish
identification in the prediction of Turkish in-group evaluation. Results showed that
Turkish participants with lower levels of Turkish identification were less likely to
evaluate Turkish in-group positively when they scored lower on Power of Turkish
Identity than Turkish participants who scored higher on it (see Figure 2a). This
suggested that depending on their level of Power of Turkish Identity, lower identified
Turkish participants may increase or decrease their evaluation of Turkish in-group.
Thus, additionally, these results implied that Power of Turkish Identity is particularly
important for Turkish people to influence their evaluation of Turkish in-group and
lower identified Turkish people may be more likely to evaluate Turkish group
positively if they perceive higher levels of Power of Turkish Identity. This, in turn,
may imply that having a sense of in-group efficacy from Turkish identity is likely to
increase the positive in-group evaluation among lower identified Turkish people.
This seems to confirm the idea above that the motive for (in-group) efficacy is

particularly important for Turkish people in the evaluation of in-group.

Consistent with expectations, Turkish in-group evaluation was negatively predicted
by Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity. Results showed that when Turkish
participants attribute negative meanings (e.g., “unfortunately belonging to Turkish
identity is discreditable nowadays”) to having a Turkish identity, they are less likely
to evaluate the Turkish in-group positively. In a frame of SIT (Tajfel & Turner,
1979), which proposed that in order to have a positive social identity, people favour
their own group (over the out-group), results implied that when people think they

have a negatively evaluated (or negative) social identity, they are more likely to
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disfavour their own group. Indeed, results indicated a significant negative
relationship between Turkish identification and Negative Attributes of Turkish
Identity (see Table 8). In this context, it seems also possible to suggest that those
Turkish participants who score higher in Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity are
not willing to accept Turkish group as their in-group, and thus, tend to react against

their membership of Turkish group by lowering their evaluation of it.

Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity additionally interacted with Turkish
identification in the prediction of Turkish group evaluation. Results showed that
Turkish participants with lower levels of Turkish identification expressed less
positive evaluation of Turkish in-group, when they scored higher in Negative
Attributes of Turkish Identity than Turkish participants who scored lower on it (see
Figure 2b). This suggested that lower identified Turkish participants with higher
levels of Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity are particularly likely to evaluate
Turkish group less positively. Regarding that Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity
partly reflects others’ view of Turkish identity (e.g., “to have a Turkish identity is a
reason for to be looked down on”); it may be argued that lower identified Turkish
participants, who are still members of Turkish in-group, are more likely to be
influenced by perceptions of others about Turkish identity. Thus, they are
particularly less likely to evaluate Turkish in-group positively, when they think that
Turkish identity is looked down on, has features to be ashamed of, and some

disadvantages.

Kurdish group evaluation was additionally predicted by Glorification of Turkish
Identity. Results showed that when Turkish participants attribute the meaning of
Glorification to having a Turkish identity, they are less likely to evaluate Kurdish
group positively. This suggested that Glorification of Turkish Identity is more likely
to predict (negatively) Kurdish group evaluation than other meanings of the study,
such as Continuity, Entitativity, Distinctiveness, and Power. As mentioned earlier,
research suggested that certain forms of in-group attachment are more likely to
predict out-group evaluation than others (see Golec de Zavala et al. 2009). For

example, Roccas et al. (2006) argued that, when people identify with a group that
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they perceive as better and worthier than other groups, they are more likely to feel
insulted if others are not respectful to the in-group. Mummendey et al. (2001)
reported a positive relationship between national pride (e.g. “how proud are you of
the German/British history?””) and out-group derogation. In addition, researchers
noted that identification with national in-group in the form of idealization or
excessive evaluation of it is related to more negative attitudes towards the out-groups
(Blank & Schmidt, 2003). Thus, in a similar line with these researchers, results
seemed to suggest that those Turkish participants, who emphasize the meanings, such
as “to have a Turkish identity is privilege”, “to have a Turkish identity means to be

proud of being Turk™, and “Turkish identity is one of the most beautiful identities in

the World”, tend to express less positive evaluation of Kurdish group.

Morover, the present results showed that Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations
with Turkish Superordinate Group mediates the relationship of Glorification of
Turkish Identity with Kurdish group evaluation. Results suggested that Turkish
people scoring higher on Glorification of Turkish Identity are more likely to perceive
Conflict from Kurds; thus, less likely to evaluate Kurdish group positively.
Mummendey and Wenzel (1999) argued that in some contexts, people perceive the
in-group and out-group as equal in terms of their inclusion in the relevant
superordinate identity, but in some other contexts, they perceive the in-group and
out-group as different. They claimed that when the out-group’s difference is seen as
a threat to the validity of in-group's norms and values, people tend to have negative
attitudes towards out-group, but when the out-group’s difference is seen positively
(e.g., as enrichment), people tend to have positive attitudes. Consistent with
Mummendey and Wenzel; thus, it may be argued that when they perceive Kurdish
group not in harmony with superordinate Turkish identity; instead in conflict with it,
those Turkish people, who glorify Turkish identity, tend to evaluate Kurdish group
less positively. This, in turn, seems consistent with the idea above that excessive
evaluation of in-group is associated with being sensitive towards the

others'consideration of the in-group (Roccas et al., 2006).
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Accordingly, results implied that Glorification of Turkish Identity is more related to
perceptions of inter-group relations with Kurds rather than with Europeans and
Americans. Given that the self-esteem motive underlies Glorification of Turkish
Identity, it may be argued that Kurdish group plays more important role for Turkish
participants in order to enhance their (collective) self-esteem. Referring to SIT
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), which proposed that for people to strive for positive in-
group distinctiveness (or collective self-esteem), there should be a relevant (e.g.,
salient) comparison group in a given situation, results also seemed to suggest that
Kurds as a group are a more significant, salient, or relevant out-group vis-a-vis

Turkish identity compared to European and American groups.

In addition to Glorification of Turkish Identity, Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting
Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group was predicted by Entitativity of Turkish
Identity and by the interaction terms of Power, Independency, and Continuity of
Turkish identity with Turkish identification. Results showed that Turkish
participants, who endorse higher levels of Entitativity of Turkish Identity, are more
likely to display higher perceptions of Conflict from Kurds. This suggested that
Turkish participants who emphasize contents, such as “to have a Turkish identity
feels oneself a part of wholeness”, “to have a Turkish identity feels oneself unity and

solidarity”, and “to have a Turkish identity feels oneself to share both sadness and

joy”, are more likely to perceive Kurds in conflict with Turkish identity.

As known, Kurds played significant role in the history of inter-group relations in
Turkey. They were not seen as accepting superordinate Turkish identity as their
national identity and presented themselves as concerned about protection of Kurdish
language and culture (Kanci, 2009). “Kurdish problem” was mostly discussed in the
context of PKK, which has been in conflict with the Turkish state since 1984 (Dixon
& Ergin, 2010). In such a context, results seemed to imply that Turkish participants,
who perceive Turkish identity as providing the feelings of common fate, solidarity,
unity, and wholeness, and thus a sense of belonging (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998;
Castano et al., 2002; Yzerbyt et al., 2000), are particularly concerned about
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preservation of Turkish identity’s entitativity and thus more sensitive towards

Conflict from Kurds.

There were also interaction effects of Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity in
perceived Conflict from Kurds. Results showed that when Turkish participants
perceive lower levels of Power and Independency of Turkish Identity, the
relationship between Turkish identification and perceived Conflict from Kurds was
higher than when they perceive higher levels of them (see Figures 3a and 3b). This
suggested that highly identified Turkish participants are more likely to perceive
Conflict from Kurds when they score lower levels of Power and Independency of
Turkish Identity. Assuming that underlying motive for Power and Independency of
Turkish Identity is an efficacy motive (Cinnirella, 1996; Breakwell, 1996; Lyons,
1996; see also Vignoles, 2011), these results may imply that when highly identified
Turkish participants (or Turkish participants for whom Turkish identity is an
important part of self concept) think that Turkish identity is not competent or
efficacious enough to influence others or to have control over others, they are more
likely to be concerned about, or sensitive towards, the Conflict from Kurds against
Turkish identity. In addition, regarding the content of Turkish identity that Kurdish
Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group Caused by
External Forces (found in Study 1), it may be suggested that highly identified
Turkish participants think that Turkish identity is not powerful and independent
enough to deal with “Kurdish problem”, when they score lower levels of Power and

Independency of Turkish identity.

On the other hand, considering Continuity of Turkish Identity, results showed that
with higher levels of perceived Continuity, the relationship between Turkish
identification and perceived Conflict from Kurds was stronger than with lower levels
of it (see Figure 3c). This suggested that highly identified Turkish participants are
more likely to perceive Conflict from Kurds, when they endorse higher levels of
Continuity of Turkish Identity than Turkish participants, who perceive lower levels
of it. Researchers argued that people need to maintain a sense of connection across

time and situation and they tend to perceive their nation as continuous across time
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(Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). It has been shown that perceived continuity of in-group
is related to more perception of threats towards the in-group’s continuity (from the
relevant out-groups), which, in turn, have been found as predicting more negative
inter-group attitudes (Jetten &Hutchison, 2011; Jetten & Wohl, 2012; Smeekes &
Verkuyten, 2013). In the context of Turkey, the present results suggested that
Turkish people, particularly those emphisizing Turkish identity in their self
definition, are likely to associate Continuity of Turkish Identity with Conflict from
Kurds. As described, Kurds as a sub-group were generally seen as offending against
the values and norms of Turkish identity as a superordinate identity (Wenzel et al.,
2003) and “Kurdish issue” was generally discussed in the context of PKK, which has
been in conflict with the Turkish state since 1984 (Dixon & Ergin, 2010). In this
context, results seemed to imply that when highly identified Turkish people think
that Turkish identity is continuous across time and situation (e.g., “Turkish identity is
an identity that will exist forever”), they may perceive the Conflict from Kurds as a
threat to the continuity of Turkish identity. It may also be suggested that when
Turkish identity provide for highly identified Turkish people with a sense of
continuity, they are more likely to be concerned about the preservation of continuity
of Turkish identity, and thus, tend to be more sensitive towards Kurdish Subgroup’s
Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate Group, which seemed to

undermine Continuity of (superordinate) Turkish Identity.

European group evaluation, on the other hand, was additionally predicted by
Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity. Results showed that when Turkish participants
attribute the meanings, such as Turkish identity is an identity that makes Turks
distinctive from others and Turkish identity has got its own idiosynchratic different
characteristics, to having a Turkish identity, they are less likely to evaluate European
group positively. These results suggested that Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity has
a more significant ‘added value’ above other meanings of the study, such as
Glorification, Entitativity, Continuity, and Independency, in the prediction of
European group evaluation. Consistent with present results, Li and Brewer (2004)
indicated that participants primed with distinctiveness of American identity were

more likely to express negative inter-group attitudes; on the other hand, participants
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primed with shared in-group attachment (related to entitativity) were less likely to
express negative inter-group attitudes. In a similar line, Blank and Schmidt (2003)
noted that perceived distinctiveness of a nation is more likely to be associated with
negative inter-group attitudes than other aspects of national identity, such as
emphasizing temporal comparisons (rather than inter-group comparisons), feeling

belonging to a nation, and having responsibility for a nation.

In addition, however, the present results suggested that the relationship between
perceived in-group distinctiveness and inter-group evaluations may change
depending on which out-group(s) is considered in a given context. It was found that
in a context of Turkey, perceived in-group distinctiveness is more likely to predict
European group evaluation rather than Kurdish or American group evaluations.
These results may be explained by referring to perception of European group as a
higher status superordinate group (or inclusive group) among Turkish people
(Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005). According to SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), people
not only need to enhance their self-esteem but also need to maintain a sense of
positive in-group distinctiveness. This theory proposed that to the extent people
perceive low or threatened in-group distinctiveness, they are more likely to
differentiate in-group from the relevant out-group. From this perspective, it may be
suggested that Turkish people, who emphasize Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity, or
perceive Turkish identity as providing them with a sense of distinctiveness, are more
likely to be concerned about the preservation of distinctiveness of Turkish identity.
Thus, they tend to perceive European higher status superordinate group as
undermining (positive) Distinctiveness of (lower status) Turkish Identity and
evaluate European group less positively (Jetten, Spears, & Postmes, 2004). This
suggestion also seems consistent with Optimal Distinctiveness Theory (Brewer,
1991, 1993), according to which in order to maintain or establish a sense of in-group

distinctiveness people typically evaluate in-group more positively than the out-group.

Perceived inter-group threats from Western groups were additionally predicted by
Glorification and Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity. Results showed that

Turkish participants who endorse higher levels of Glorification of Turkish Identity
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are more likely to perceive Cultural and Realistic treats. This suggested that
Glorification of Turkish Identity is more likely to predict perceptions of Realistic and
Cultural threats than other meanings of the study. That is, when Turkish people have
the ideas, such as having a Turkish identity is privilege and Turkish identity is one of
the most beautiful identities in the world, they tend to think that Western groups want
to make use of Turkey’s resources, have designs against Turkey’s territory, and pose
a threat to the existence of Turkish culture. Accordingly, results seemed consistent with
expectations and confirmed above suggestions that the more excessive the positive
image of in-group, the more it is difficult for people to confirm this image and thus
they are more likely to perceive problems of inter-group relations as threatening the

in-group (Golec de Zavala et al. 2009; Roccas et al., 2000).

Perceived Esteem threat was additionally predicted by Negative Attributes of
Turkish Identity. It was found that Turkish participants with higher levels of
Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity were more likely to perceive Esteem threat
from Western groups. Perhaps unsurprisingly, it seemed that Turkish participants,
who emphasize the meanings, such as “Turkish identity is a reason for to be looked
down on”, “Turkish identity has features to be ashamed of”, and “Turkish identity
has disadvantages”, are more likely to perceive “Developed Western Groups
disparage Turkish identity”, “Developed Western Groups are prejudiced against
Turkish identity”, and “Turkish identity is in a disadvantaged position among
Developed Western Groups”. Accepting that national identities are dynamic and can
change in accordance with the socio-political context, and they do not functionin
isolated from other identities, ina¢ (2004) argued that Turkish and European
identities can be regarded as “constitutive others” for each other because of very
long term relationships between them. He explained that Turkey’s long-term
attempts at Europeanization and westernization parallel with the perception of
Europe as a reference point for her progress and improvement. According to Inac,
this, in turn, reflects the acceptance of Turkey’s insufficiency for her own
development, which may lead to an inferiority complex and humiliation of Turkish
identity among Turkish people. In a parallel way, Hortagsu and Cem-Ersoy (2005)

argued that Turkey as a lower status group was trying to get acceptance from a
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higher status superordinate group, which examined her qualifications for group
membership. In this context, the present results suggested that some Turkish
participants’ tendency to attribute negative meanings to having a Turkish identity is
closely associated with their perception of Western groups as underestimating and

undervaluing the existence of Turkish identity.

Vignoles (2011) argued that people are universally motivated not only to feel better
about themselves (the self-esteem motive), but also to believe that their identities are
continuous across time and situation (the continuity motive), distinct from other
identities (the distinctiveness motive), efficacious or competent enough to influence
the others (the efficacy motive); and inclusive or accepting for oneself (the belonging
motive). Vignoles added that there may be, however, differences in what forms of
these motives are most salient or valued in different cultural context. Vignoles,
Regalia, Manzi, Golledge, and Scabini (2006) showed that each of these motives has
an influence in the construction and maintenance of social (as well as personal)
identities. Consistent with this, the present thesis suggested that Turkish participants
construct Turkish identity in terms of Glorification/Negative Attributes (related to
self-esteem motive), Power/Independency (related to efficacy motive),
Distinctiveness/Indistinctiveness (related to distinctiveness motive), Entitativity

(related to belonging motive) and Continuity (related to continuity motive).

Vignoles (2011) noted that identity threats are encountered, when one or more of
these motives are at risk of not being satisfied, which lead people to utilize some
coping strategies in order to reestablish satisfaction of the relevant motive.
Accordingly, the present thesis also suggested that among Turkish people satisfaction
of (collective) self-esteem motive (Glorification/Negative Attributes of Turkish
Identity) is more related to Turkish in-group and Kurdish group evaluations and
perceptions of inter-group threats and conflict; satisfaction of (collective) continuity
motive is more related to perception of relationships with Kurdish sub-group;
satisfaction of (collective) distinctiveness motive is more related to differentiation of
Turkish in-group from European group; satisfaction of (collective) belonging motive

(Entitativity of Turkish Identity) is more related to perception of relationships with
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Kurdish sub-group; and satisfaction of (collective) efficacy motive (Power and
Independency of Turkish Identity) is more related to Turkish in-group evaluation and
perception of its relationships with Kurdish sub-group. Notably, American group
evaluation was not predicted by any of Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity. This
seems consistent with SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) that Kurds (sub-group) and
Europeans (superordinate group) are more relevant, salient, and significant out-
groups vis-a-vis Turkish identity, whereas Americans can be regarded as a more

straightforward or less proximal out-group.

Vignoles (2011) attracted attention to the lack of research investigating the effects of
motives for self-esteem, distinctiveness, belonging, continuity, and efficacy in
combination as predictors of identity processes. He questioned “Are some motives
stronger than others?” and “Are some motives particularly relevant to specific
identity domains or processes”. The present thesis examined the effects of these
motives in combination on the processes of social identity and inter-group relations.
By doing this, the present thesis considered different out-groups vis-a-vis Turkish
identity and different perceptions of inter-group relations in Turkey. The thesis
suggested that different motives underlying constructions of Turkish identity are
related to different outcome variables of perceptions of intergroup relations, after

controlling for the effects of national-social identifications in Turkey.

4.5. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Work

The present thesis has some important limitations. In this thesis, firstly, Contents of
Turkish Identity were explored in order to investigate their relationships with the
perceptions of intergroup relations in Turkey. For this purpose, the measures of the
thesis were developed based on the analyses of qualitative data in Study 1.
Accordingly, variables of the study were computed based on the results of factor
analyses, which were conducted to check the discriminant construct validity of
Contents of Turkish Identity. For convergent validity, the pattern of relationships
between study variables provided evidence, which were mostly consistent with the

pattern of relationships between relevant variables in the previous research. Sani et
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al. (2007), for example, demonstrated close associations between different
perceptions of in-group, such as in-group continuity, in-group entitativity, collective
self-esteem, and in-group identification. However, measures of the study were not
tested with additional samples for validity and reliability. Thus, it would be
worthwhile for future research to replicate the current factor structure of Contents of

Turkish Identity.

Secondly, although reliability scores for other variables of the study were
satisfactory, the reliability scores for National Participation and National
Essentialism were relatively less adequate. Thus, it could be valuable to add some
further items to these scales in order to have more reliable measures. In addition,
because the present thesis explored firstly the criteria for national belonging in
Turkey, further criteria considered by previous researchers were not used. In future
research, it could be valuable to see how the criteria used by previous researchers

relate to those included in this study.

Thirdly, the present thesis utilized self-report measures for Meanings of Having a
Turkish Identity and assumed that the motives for self-esteem, distinctiveness,
continuity, belonging, and efficacy underlie these constructions of Turkish identity,
based on relevant literature (e.g., Vignoles, 2001). However, it would be valuable for
future research to examine how people’ s constructions of a given national identity
change depending on their need for self-esteem, distinctiveness, continuity,
belonging, and efficacy in experimental studies. It may also be valuable to
investigate the relationships between personal and collective perceptions of self-
esteem, distinctiveness, continuity, belonging, and efficacy by utilizing both

experimental and cross sectional methods.

In addition, national-social identifications were measured with just one item and
Turkish identification with just two items, asking to what extent people saw
themselves as a Citizen of the world, European, Kurd, and Turk and a Citizen of
Turkey. Some studies have measured national identification with a broader range of

items also encompassing emotional and evaluative components of social identity
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(e.g.,Pehrson, Brown, & Zagefka, 2009). In future research, it may be worthwhile to
replicate the current findings, adding affective and evaluative items to the scale of
national-identifications in Turkey. Finally, it is worth noting that the present thesis
explored contents of Turkish identity among Turkish people and did not consider
other groups in Turkey, such as Alevis, Kurds, and Lazs. In order to capture a
broader range of contents of Turkish identitiy, it would be valuable for future researh

to investigate other groups” conceptions of Turkish identity.

4.6. Conclusions

It is worth noting that the present thesis is important in the way that it explored the
contents of a given national identity and then examined their relationships with the
perceptions of inter-group relations in a given context. Doing this, the present thesis
showed that a given national identity can be defined in terms of boundaries,
characteristics, and meanings, which may have different significance in the
prediction of different perceptions of inter-group relations, after controlling for the
effects of relevant national-social identifications. Accordingly, the present thesis
suggested that not only the extent to which people perceive themselves as in-group
members, as proposed by SIT; but also their perceptions of what it means to be an in-
group member, how the in-group is characterized, and who can belong to the in-
group and who can not, all play important complementary and interactive roles in the

processes of social identity and inter-group relations.

To summarize, in the present thesis, the outcome variables were predicted by a
variety of independent variables. Among national-social identifications, Turkish
identification (for Turkish group evaluation and perceived Cultural and Realistic
threats and Conflict), European identification (for European, American, and Kurdish
group evaluations and perceived Conflict) emerged as significant variables. Among
Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, National Participation (for Kurdish
group evaluation and perceived Cultural, Realistic, and Esteem threats and Conflict)
was a significant variable. Among Characteristics of Turkish Identity, both View of

Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced (for Turkish group evaluation and perceived
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Cultural and Realistic threats and Conflict) and Turkish Identity as a Superordinate
Identity (for perceived Cultural and Esteem threats and Conflict) emerged as
significant predictors. Finally, among Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, Power
and Independency of Turkish Identity (for Turkish group evaluation), Entitativity of
Turkish Identity (for perceived Conflict), Distinctiveness of Turkish Identity (for
European group evaluation), Glorification of Turkish Identity (for Kurdish group
evaluation and perceived Cultural and Realistic threats and Conflict) and Negative
Attributes of Turkish Identity (for Turkish group evaluation and perceived Esteem
threat) emerged as significant predictors. In addition, the interaction effects of Power
and Negative Attributes of Turkish Identity in the prediction of Turkish group
evaluation and Power, Independency, and Continuity of Turkish Identity in the

prediction of perceived Conflict were significant.

Moreover, the present results showed that perception of inter-group relations with
Kurds is likely to mediate the relationships of relevant Contents of Turkish Identity
and national-social identifications with inter-group evaluation of Kurdish group. It
was found that the relationships of National Participation, Glorification of Turkish
Identity, and Kurdish and European identifications with Kurdish group evaluation is
mediated by Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish Superordinate
Group. Accordingly, results suggested that Turkish participants, who have thoughts,
such as in order to have a Turkish identity people should be involved with Turkish
nation by enjoying its culture, citizenship, country, and great political leader,
Ataturk; and having a Turkish identity is a privilege and being proud of Turk, have
higher levels of perceptions of Conflict from Kurds and thus, more likely to evaluate
Kurdish group less positively. In addition, European identification was found
associated with lower evaluation of Kurdish group because of perceived Conflict
from Kurds. Accordingly, given that Kurds are regarded as a part of superordinate
Turkish identity, or as a part of Turkish in-group (as found in Study 1), results
implied that evaluation of Kurdish sub-group is likely to result from, at least in part,
the perception of Kurdish Subgroup’s Conflicting Relations with Turkish
Superordinate Group (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999; Wenzel et al. 2003), which is
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predicted by Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries, Characteristics of Turkish
Identity, Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity, and national-social identifications.

Finally, results showed that relationship of View of Turkish Identity as Unprejudiced
with Turkish group evaluation is partly mediated by perceived Cultural and Realistic

threats from Western groups.
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APPENDIX A
(Study 1)

Open-ended Questions

1) What do you think about the Turkish identity?
(Tiirk kimligi hakkinda neler diigiiniiyorsunuz?)
2) What are the aspects of Turkish identity?
(Tiirk kimliginin 6zellikleri nelerdir?)
3) What does it mean to belong to Turkish identity? Who can belong to
Turkish identity?
(Tiirk kimligine ait olmak ne demektir? Kimler Tiirk kimligine ait
olabilir?)
4) Is there any threat to Turkish identity?
(Tirk kimligine yonelik herhangi bir tehdit var midir?)
5) What do you think about the relationship between Turkish identity and the
different identities?
(Tiirk kimliginin farkl kimliklerle olan iligkisi hakkinda neler
diislinliyorsunuz?)
6) How do you judge the position of Turkish identity in a frame of Turkey’s
international relationships?
(Tiirkiye’nin uluslararasi iligkileri baglaminda Tiirk kimliginin durumunu
nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?)
7) What do you think about the country we live in?
(Yasadigimiz iilke hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz?)
8) What are the benefits of being a member of Turkish identity for the
individuals?

(Tiirk kimligine mensup olmanin bireyler icin faydalar1 nelerdir?)

133



APPENDIX B
(Study 2)

Definitions of Turkish In-group Boundaries Scale

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in T.C. vatandas1 olmak gereklidir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk kiiltiiriine sahip olmak gereklidir.

___Kendini Tiirk hissetmek isteyen herkes Tiirk kimligine ait olabilir, bagka
herhangi bir 6nkosul gerekli degildir.

_ Tirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirkiye’de yasamak gereklidir.

_ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in vatana ve millete kars1 sorumluluk sahibi
olmak gereklidir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk¢ce konusmak gereklidir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Atatiirk ilke ve inkilaplarina bagh kalmak
gereklidir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Miisliiman olmak gereklidir.

_ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk anneye sahip olmak gereklidir.

_ Tiirk kimligine ait olabilmek i¢in Tiirk babaya sahip olmak gereklidir.
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APPENDIX C
(Study 2)

Characteristics of Turkish Identity Scale

____ Tiuirk kimligi igerisinde bir siirii farkli etnik kokeni barindiran kimlige verilen
isimdir.

____ Tiirk kimligi denilince Tiirkler, Kiirtler, Lazlar hepsi bir arada diistiniilmelidir.

_ Tiirk kimligi farkl alt kimlikleri igeren bir {ist kimliktir.

_ Tirk kimligifarkli kimliklere kars1 hosgoriiliidiir.

_ Tiirk kimligi farkli kimliklere kars1 saygilidir.

___ Tiuirk kimligi farkl kimliklere kars1 ayrimci degildir.

_ Turk kimligi fakli kimlikleri dislamaktadir.

____ Tiirk kimligi farkl kimlikleri asimile etmek/sindirmekistemektedir.

_ Tiirk kimligi farkl kimliklerin yagamasina kars1 bir tutum sergilemektedir.
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APPENDIX D
(Study 2)

Meanings of Having a Turkish Identity Scale

____ Tiirk kimligi Tiirkleri digerlerinden ayiran/farkli kilan bir kimliktir.

____ Tiirk kimliginin kendine has farkli 6zellikleri vardir.

____ Tiirk kimliginin diinyadaki diger kimlikler arasinda ayr bir yeri vardir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak kisiye kendini bir biitiiniin pargasi olarak hissettirir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak kisiye kendini birlik ve beraberlik i¢inde hissettirir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak kisiye {iziintiileri ve sevingleri paylagsma hissi yasatir.

____ Tiirk kimliginin diinyadaki diger kimliklerle ortak pek cok 6zelligi vardir.

____ Tiirk kimligi diinyadaki diger kimliklere benzemektedir.

____ Tiirk kimliginin Tiirkleri digerlerinden ayirt edici bir niteligi yoktur.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak Tiirk olmaktan gurur duymaktir.

___ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak ayricaliktir.

_ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak 6viiniilecek bir seydir.

_ Tiirk kimligi diinya tizerindeki en giizel kimliklerden birisidir.

____ Tiirk kimligi diinyaya hakim olabilecek giictedir.

____ Tiirk kimligi diinyaya sesini duyurabilecek giictedir.

___ Tiirk kimligi diinyaya lider olabilecek giictedir.

___ Tiirk kimligi her zaman var olabilecek bir kimliktir.

__ Tiirk kimligi gegmisi ve bugiinii oldugu gibi gelecegi de olacak bir kimliktir.

___ Tiirk kimligi diinya var olduk¢a varligin1 devam ettirecek bir kimliktir.

_ Tiirk kimligi bagimsizligin simgesidir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak bagimsiz ve 6zgiir olmak demektir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak bagka iilkelerin etkisi altinda kalmadan yasamak
demektir.

____ Tiirk kimligine ait olmak kiiciimsenme sebebidir.

___ Tiirk kimligine ait olmanin utanilacak yanlar1 bulunmaktadir.

_ Tiirk kimligine ait olmanin dezavantajlar1 vardir.
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APPENDIX E
(Study 2)

Turkish In-group’s Relations with Others Scale

___Geligmis batil1 iilkeler Tiirk kimligini sindirmeye ¢aligmaktadir.

___ Gelismis batl iilkeler Tiirk kiiltiiriiniin varligina yonelik tehdit olusturmaktadir.

____ Gelismis batil iilkeler kendi kiiltiirlerini Tiirk milletine dayatmak istemektedir.

_ Geligmis batili tilkelerin Tiirkiye’nin topraklarinda g6zii bulunmaktadir.

_ Geligmis batil1 tilkeler Tiirkiye’nin kaynaklarini kullanmak istemektedir.

_ Geligmis batil1 tilkeler Tiirkiye’nin jeopolitik konumunu kiskanmaktadir.

____ Gelismis batil1 iilkelerin Tiirk kimligini par¢alamaya doniik hedefleri vardir.

___ Gelismis batili iilkeler Tiirk kimligine kars1 6nyargilidir.

____ Gelismis batili iilkeler Tiirk kimligini hor gérmektedir.

_ Geligmis batil tilkeler arasinda Tiirk kimligi dezavantajli konumdadir.

____Kiirtler Tiirk kimliginin bir par¢asi olmalarina ragmen Tiirklerle catisma
¢ikarmaktadir.

_ Tirk kimligi Kiirtleri de igeren bir iist kimlik olmasina ragmen Kiirtler bu
duruma uygun diismeyen davranislar gdstertmektedir.

____Kiirtler bir iist kimlik olarak Tiirk kimliginin norm ve degerlerine aykir

davranmaktadir
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APPENDIX F
(Study 2)

Inter-group Evaluations Scale

Amerikalilara kars1 olan hislerimin olumluk/olumsuzluk durumu

Tirklere kars1 olan hislerimin olumluk/olumsuzluk durumu

Avrupalilara karsi olan hislerimin olumluluk/olumsuzluk durumu

Kiirtlere kars1 olan hislerimin olumluluk/olumsuzluk durumu

Amerikalilara kendinizi ne kadar yakin/uzak buldugunuzu belirtiniz

Tiirklere kendinizi ne kadar yakin/uzak buldugunuzu belirtiniz

Avrupalilara kendinizi ne kadar yakin/uzak buldugunuzu belirtiniz

Kiirtlere kendinizi ne kadar yakin/uzak buldugunuzu belirtiniz

1.a.Amerikalilarin 6zellikleri nelerdir?

1.b. Bu 6zellikleri ne kadar olumlu/olumsuz buldugunuzu belirtiniz.
2.a. Tiirklerin 6zellikleri nelerdir?

2.b. Bu 6zellikleri ne kadar olumlu/olumsuz buldugunuzu belirtiniz.
3.a. Avrupalilarin 6zellikleri nelerdir?

3.b. Bu 6zellikleri ne kadar olumlu/olumsuz buldugunuzu belirtiniz.
4.a. Kiirtlerin 6zellikleri nelerdir?

4.b. Bu 6zellikleri ne kadar olumlu/olumsuz buldugunuzu belirtiniz.

138



APPENDIX G
(Study 2)

Demographic Information Form

Cinsiyetiniz: E() K()

Yasimiz:

Okulunuz:

Boluminiiz:

Smifiniz:

Ailenizin yasadigi sehir:
En uzun siire yasadiginiz
Yerlesim birimi: Koy ()Kasaba ( )Sehir ( )Biiyiiksehir () Yurtdist
0

Annenizin Egitim Durumu:

Babanizin Egitim Durumu:
Yurtdisinda bulundunuz mu? Evet () Hayir ()
Ana Diliniz/Dilleriniz:

Ailenizin Ortalama Gelir Diizeyi:

Dininiz:

Dindarlik durumunuzu belirtir misiniz?

Siyasi goriistiniizii belirtir misiniz?
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APPENDIX H
(Study 2)

National-social Identifications Scale

__ Kendimi diinya vatandas1 olarak goriiyorum.

_ Kendimi Avrupali/Batili goriiyorum.

____ Kendimi Tiirkiyeli olarak goériiyorum.

____Kendimi TC. vatandasi olarak goriiyorum.

____ Kendimi Tiirk olarak goriiyorum.

___ Kendimi Kiirt olarak goriiyorum.

__ Kendimi Arap olarak goriiyorum.

____ Kendimi Laz olarak goriiyorum.

___ Kendimi Miisliiman olarak goriiyorum.

Kendimi olarak goriiyorum (diger tercihleriniz varsa liitfen

belirtiniz).
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Tiirkce Ozet

Giris

Bu calisma Tiirkiye’de Tiirk kimligi igerikleri, ulusal-sosyal kimliklenmeler ve
gruplar arasi iligkilerin algilanma big¢imleri arasindaki iligkileri arastirmaktadir. Bu
amag i¢in Tiirk, Avrupali ve Diinya Vatandas1 ulusal kimliklenmeleriyle, Tiirk I¢
Grubunun Smirlarmin Tammlanma Bigimleri, Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri, Tiirk
Kimligine Sahip Olmanin Anlamlar1 ve Tiirk i¢ Grubunun Digerleriyle Iliskileri ve
Tiirk, Kiirt, Avrupali ve Amerikan gruplarinin degerlendirilmesi arasindaki iligkiler

incelenmigtir.

Sosyal Kimlik ve Gruplar Aras iliskiler

Sosyal Kimlik Kurami (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) sosyal kimlik ile gruplar arasi
iligkileri anlamaya doniik temel kuramlardan bir tanesidir. Bu kuruma gore 6z
saygilarin1 korumak i¢in kisiler gruplar arasi degerlendirme yaparken kendi ig-
gruplarmi daha olumlu degerlendirme egilimindedirler. Daha sonra ki arastirmacilar
bu kuramin agiklamalarini grupla olan kimliklenme arttik¢a i¢c-grubun daha olumlu
ve/veya dig grubun daha olumsuz degerlendirilecegi seklinde yorumlamistir (bkz.
Turner, 1999). Bununla birlikte caligmalar bu degiskenler arasinda tutarli olarak
anlamli bir iligki gostermemislerdir (6., Pehrson, Vignoles & Brown, 2009).
Cozliim olarak arastirmacilar gruplar arasi iliskilerin algilanma big¢imlerini anlamak
icin sadece grupla kimliklenme diizeyinin degil, ayn1 zamanda grubun sinirlarini
tanimlama bigimlerinin, gruba iliskin inanglarin ve atfedilen anlamlarin da 6nemli
oldugunu vurgulamislardir (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001; Turner, 1999). Bu baglamda
bu ¢alisma Oncelikli olarak Tiirk kimliginin iceriklerini veya tanimlama bigimlerini

kesfetmeyi amaglamistir.
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Ulusal Kimlik i¢cerikleri ve Gruplar Arasi iliskiler

Sosyal kimlige sahip olmak sadece belirli bir gruba ait olmanin farkindalig: degil,
ayni zamanda grubun tarihine, kiiltliriine ve ideolojisine doniik anlayis sahibi olmak
demektir. Ozellikle ulusal kimlikler gibi genis 6lgekli kimlikler soyut olusumlardir
ve sosyal ¢evreden tiiretilen farkli anlamliliklart i¢lerinde barndirirlar. Boylelikle
ulusal kimliklerin igerikleri zamana ve mekéna gore degisim gostermektedir (Huddy,
2001; Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Ulusal kimlik icerikleri kisilerin kendilerini,
yasadiklar1 diinyayr ve digerleriyle olan iligkilerini anlama bigimlerini
yansitmaktadir. Ayni zamanda ulusal kimlik igerikleri diger gruplarin i¢-grupla olan
iligkisini agiklamaktadir (6rn., destekleyici, zararli veya ilgisiz). Bu baglamda grup
iiyelerinin digerleriyle olan gruplar arasi iligkileri algilama bigimlerini ve i¢-ve-dis
gruplar1 nasil degerlendirdiklerini anlamak i¢in ilgili ulusal kimligin igeriklerini
ogrenmek Onem kazanmaktadir. Asagida Tiirkiye’de ulusal kimligin temsilleriyle

ilgili bilgi verilmektedir.

Tiirkiye’de Ulusal Kimlik

Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti 1923 yilinda Bagimsizlik Savasi sonucu kurulmustur. Cok
kiiltiirlii  Osmanli  Imparatorlugunun  dagilmast  sonucu kurulan Tiirkiye
Cumbhuriyeti'nde hala farkli etnik gruplar yasamaktadir. Tiirk kimliginin resmi
temsilleri vatandaslik, toprak (bolge, yer) ve kiiltiir temelli kavramlar1 igermistir.
Tiirk kimliginin resmi olarak yapilandirilisi ayn1 zamanda bu kimligin giicline ve
stirekliligine vurgu yapmistir. Tiirk kimliginin daha koktenci yapilandirilist bu
kimligin kiiltiir, dil ve dinle olan iligkisine 6nem vermistir. 1990°11 yillarda Tiirkiye
yeni bir déneme gegmistir. Ozellikle Kiirt hareketinin yiikselmesi ile Tiirk kimligine
daha koktenci yaklasim daha rasyonel goriilmiistiir. Tiirkiye’de ulus kimligin Atatiirk
ilkeleri dogrultusunda yapilandirilist vatandaglik ve bolge temelli milliyetcilige
vurgu yapmistir ve iilkenin bagimsiz bir durusa sahip olmasi gerekliligini 6n plana

¢ikarmistir (Bora, 2003).
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Tiirkiye kiiresellesme siirecinde ve Avrupa Bildigine {iyelik i¢in aday bir iilkedir. Bu
stiregte Tiirkiye kiiltiirel, ekonomik ve politik doniisiimler yasamistir. Ayni zamanda
diger ulus devletlerde oldugu gibi kiiresellesme siireci beraberinde tehdit algisini
artirmis ve milliyetcilik yiikselise gecmistir. Bu donemde diger iilkelerin Tirkiye’yi
sevmedigi, bolmeye calistigi gibi soylemler ortaya c¢ikmis ve giivenlikle ilgili
endiseler artmistir. Amerika'nin Irak’1 iggal ettigi ortamda “Miisliimanlarin tehlikeli
digerleri” olarak sunulmasi, Tiirkiye’de bati karsiti goriislerin artmasina sebep
olmustur. Milliyetcilik aynm1 zamanda PKK'nin Giiney Dogu Anadolu Bélgesinde
artan saldirilar1 paralelinde yiikselise gecmistir. Boylece kiiresellesme siirecinin ve
Avrupa Bildigine iiye olma cabalariin Tiirkiye iizerinde olan olumlu ve olumsuz
etkilerinden s6z etmek miimkiin goériinmektedir. Bir taraftan demokratiklesme daha
onemli bir mesele haline gelmistir. Diger taraftan da ulus devleti korumaya doniik
endiseler artmistir (Kanci, 2009). 2009 yazinda Tiirkiye “Kiirt Sorunu” i¢in Onerilen
oncelikle “agilim” sonrasinda ‘“demokratik acilim” ve daha sonrasinda da “milli
birlik ve kardeslik projesi” olarak adlandirilan politikalarla tamistirilmistir (Candar,
2009). Ele alinan ortamda bu c¢alisma Tiirk kimliginin tamimlanma bigimlerini
kesfetmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu amaca ulagsmak ig¢in yiiriitiilen birinci c¢alismadan
once ulusal kimliklenmeler ve gruplar arasi iligkilerin algilanma bigimleri arasindaki

iligkileri inceleyen literatiir daha detayli olarak asagida anlatilmaktadir.

flgili Gecmis Calismalar

Calismaya iliskin hipotezler iiretebilmek icin ilgili kuramsal ve ampirik ¢alismalar
daha detayli olarak ele almak onemli goriinmektedir. Bu cercevede asagida ulusal
kimliklenme ve gruplar arasi iligkileri algilama bigimleri arasindaki iligkileri farkli

yonlerden ele alan ilgili gegmis ¢alismalar sunulmaktadir.

Ulusal Kimliklenmeler/Ulusal Simirlar ve Gruplar Arasi iliskiler

Keane (1994) (akt. Hjerm, 1998) ulusal kimligi ulusla olan bagin bilgisi olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Arastirmaci bu bilgi sayesinde kisilerin kendilerini digerlerine gore

konumlayarak tanimladiklarini ve bdylece evlerinde olma hissi yasadiklarini iddia
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etmektedir. Pakulski ve Tranter'a (2000) gore ulusal kimlikler makro diizeyde sosyal
kimliklerdir ve soyut olusumlari ifade etmektedirler. Ayn1 zamanda ulusal kimlikler
toplulukla dayanigsma i¢cinde olma hissi, aitlik hissi ve baglanma duygusu ile iligkili

bulunmaktadir.

Ulusal kimlikler kapsayiciliklarina gore farklilik gdstermektedir. Bu baglamda
gruplar aras1 iligkileri algilama bicimleri degismektedir. Ulusal kimliklerin
kapsayicilig1 veya sinirlarmin tanimlanmasi digerlerinden kimlerin ig-gruba kimlerin
de dig-gruba ait oldugunun algilanmasiyla ilgilidir (Dovidio, Gaertner, Hodson,

Houlette, & Johnson, 2005).

Mummendey ve Wenzel (1999) gruplar arasi iliskilerin algilama bi¢imlerini anlamak
icin daha kapsayici sosyal kimlik olarak tanimladiklart iist kimliklere vurgu yaptilar.
Aragtirmacilar i¢ grup ve dis grubun st kimligin prototipine gore kiyaslandigini ve
bu kiyaslamada ilgili prototipe daha benzer bulunan grubun daha olumlu
degerlendirildigini iddia ettiler. Arastirmacilar aym1 zamanda kisilerin kendi ig
gruplarmi tist kimligin ilgili prototipine daha benzer algilama egiliminde olduklarini
ifade ettiler. Arastirmacilar ¢aligmalarinda kisilerin kendi i¢ grubunun norm ve
degerlerini {ist grubun veya kimligin norm ve degerleri olarak yansitma egiliminde
olduklarimi gosterdiler. Buna paralel olarak da dis grubun tist kimligin prototipinden
farkli olarak algilanmasmin dis grubun daha az olumlu degerlendirilmesiyle

sonuclandigini buldular (Wenzel, Mummendey, Weber, & Waldzus, 2003).

Aragtirmacilar ulusal kimligin sinirlarinin tanimlanmasinda genellikle vatandaslik ve
etnik koken/kiiltiir temelli tanimlama bi¢imlerine yer verdiler. Vatandaslik temelli
ulus kimlik tanimina gore ulusal gruba ait olmak icin ilgili tilkenin vatandas1 olmak,
ilgili iilkede ¢ogunlukla konusulan dili konugsmak ve devlete ait kurum, kanun ve
tiiziiklere saygi duymak gibi kriterleri kargilamak gerekmektedir. Diger taraftan etnik
koken/kiiltiir temelli ulus kimlik tanimina gore ulusal gruba ait olmak icin ilgili
iilkede dogmus olmak, ilgili lilkede uzunca bir siire yagamis olmak (boylece iilkenin
kiiltiirlinii benimsemis ve Ozlimsemis olmak) ve ilgili {lilkede gecerli olan dine

mensup olmak gibi kriterler énemlidir. Bu baglamda arastirmacilar vatandaslik
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temelli wulus kimlik tanimmin  dis  grubun (gd¢menler) daha olumlu
degerlendirilmesiyle, etnik koken/kiiltiir temelli ulus kimlik taniminin ise dig grubun
daha az olumlu degerlendirilmesiyle iligkili oldugunu gostermislerdir (Hjerm, 1998;

Jones ve Smith, 1999; L.6dén, 2008).

Ulusal Kimliklere Dair Motivasyon Kaynaklari/Atfedilen Anlamlar

Daha oOnce bahsedildigi gibi Sosyal Kimlik Kuramina gore kisiler 6zsaygilarimi
korumak amaciyla i¢ gruplarin1 dis gruplara gore daha olumlu degerlendirme
egilimindedirler. Diger bir degisle kisiler sosyal kimliklerini olumlu gérmek ve
degerlendirmek isterler (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Daha sonraki aragtirmacilar sosyal
kimliklerin sadece benlik saygisinin korunmasiyla ilgili motivasyon kaynagi
icermedigini, ayn1 zamanda ayirt edicilik, etkililik, siireklilik ve ait olmayla ilgili
motivasyon kaynaklar1 da igerdigini ileri stirmiislerdir (Vignoles, Golledge, Regalia,
Manzi, & Scabini, 2006). Bu baglamda ulusal kimligin de kisilerin zamanda ve
mekanda stireklilik hissetme (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001), gruba aitlik duyma (e.g.,
Castano, Yzerbyt, Paladino, & Sacchi, 2002), digerleri iizerinde etkili olma
(Breakwell, 1996) ve ayirt edici 6zelliklere sahip olma (Brewer, 1991, 1993) gibi

ihtiyaclarma cevap verebilecegi iddia edilmistir.

Ornegin, arastirmacilar ulusal kimlige iliskin siireklilik algisinmn bu siireklilige tehdit
olugturan gruplara karst daha olumsuz degerlendirmelere yol acabilecegini
gostermiglerdir (Smeekes & Verkuyten, 2013). Aym1 zamanda i¢ gruba iliskin
siireksizlik algisinin ilgili dis gruba yonelik daha negatif tutumlart Ongdrdiigii
gosterilmistir (Jetten & Wohl, 2012). i¢ gruba aitlik duyma hissiyle dis grubu daha
farkli algilama arasinda da iliski gosteren ¢alismalar olmustur (Pickett & Brewer,
2001). Arastirmacilar Britanyali ve Avrupali kimliklerinin yapilandirilmasinda giice
ve kontrol etmeye iliskin motivasyon kaynaklarmin (etkililik motivasyonu) roliine
deginmislerdir (Cinnirella, 1996). Bununla birlikte gruba ilskin etkinlilik algisinin
gruplar arasi ilgkileri algilama bicimlerine olan etkisini arastiran caligmalar

bulunmamaktadir (bkz. Vignoles, 2011).
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Ulusal Kimliklere iliskin Tutumlar ve Gruplar Aras Iliskiler

Sosyal psikolojide genellikle arastirmacilar ulusal kimliklere iliskin tutumlari
aciklamak icin vatanseverlik ve milliyetcilik kavramlariyla ilgilenmislerdir.
Milliyetgilik ulusun iistiinliigiine inanma, ulusu ideallestirme, ulusu 1rk, kiiltiir, koken
gibi kavramlar temelinde tanimlama ve ulusta homojenligi destekleme gibi
ozeliklerle iligkilidir. Vatanseverlik ise ulusta heterojenligi destekleme, ulusu baska
uluslar yerine ulusun kendi gecmisiyle kiyaslama, ulusa kars1 aitlik ve sorumluluk
hissetme, ulusta demoktatik kurallar1 destekleme ve uluslararasi yaklagima sahip
olma gibi ozelliklerle iligkilidir. Bu baglamda milliyetcilik daha olumsuz gruplar
arast tutumlarla, vatanseverlik ise daha olumlu gruplar arasi tutumlarla

iliskilendirilmistir (Blank & Schmidt, 2003).

Gruplar Aras1 Tehdit ve Catisma ve Gruplar Arasi iliskiler

Gruplar arasi tehdit algis1 bir grubun eylemlerinin, degerlerinin, inanglarinin ve diger
Ozelliklerinin bagka bir grubun refahina veya iyilik haline tehdit olusturdugu
durumlarda ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Arastirmacilar gruplar arasi tehdit veya catigma
algismin gruplar arasi tutumlar1 belirleyen en 6nemli etmenler olduklar1 konusunda
s0zbirligi icerisinde goriinmektedirler (Rick, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). Gergekei
catigsma algis1 yaklasimina gore kit kaynaklarin paylasilmasi i¢in ortaya ¢ikan gruplar
aras1 yarigmact ortam gruplar arasi negatif tutumlara sebep olabilmektedir (Sherif,
1966). Gruplar arast tehdit algisi kaynaklarin paylasiimasiyla ilgili yarigsmaci
ortamdan kaynaklanabilecegi gibi gruplar aras1 kiiltiirel farkliliklardan da
kaynaklanabilmektedir (Zarate, Garcia, Garza, & Hitlan, 2004). Arastirmacilar
gercekei ve kiiltiirel (sembolik) tehditler disinda gruba ayrimei davranilmasi veya
grubun degersizlestirilmesi yoluyla gerceklesen grubun 6z saygisina yonelik tehditler
de olabilecegini iddia ettitler (Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002).
Verkuyten (2009) gergekei tehdit algisi, kiiltiirel tehdit algisi, ulusal kimliklenme ve

goecmenlere karsi tutumlar arasindaki iligkileri aragtirmistir. Aragtirmaci gergekgi ve
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kiiltiirel tehdit algilarmin birbirleriyle yakindan iligkili olduklarmi ve ulusal
kimliklenme, tehdit algis1 ve gogmenlere karsi negatif tutumlar arasinda olumlu bir

iliski oldugunu gostermistir.

Calisma 1

Hipotezlerinin Uretilmesi

Birinci calisma Tiirk kimliginin igeriklerini kesfetmeyi hedeflemektedir. Bu
calismada daha once bahsedilen Tiirkiye'nin ulusal kimlikle ilgili ortaminda Tiirk
kimligine iliskin farkli tanimlama bigimlerinin ortaya ¢ikmasi beklenmektedir. Tiirk
kimliginin smirlarina iliskin kiiltiir, toprak, vatandashik temelli tanimlamalar
beklenmektedir. Atatiirk’iin Tiirkiye Cumhuriyetinin kurulusunda oynadigi 6nemli
rol diisliniildiiglinde, Atatiirk’e iligkin tanimlamalarin da ortaya ¢ikmasi miimkiin
gorliinmektedir. Ayrica Tiirk kimligine sahip olmak Miisliiman olmakla yakindan
ilgili oldugu i¢in Tiirk kimliginin sinirlar1 Miisliiman olmakla da iliskilendirilebilir
(Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005). Tiirk kimligine sahip olmamin bir takim anlamlarla
veya motivasyon kaynaklariyla iliskilendirilmesi de beklenmektedir. Bu baglamda
Tiirkiye tarihi boyunca vurgulandigi iizere Tiirk kimliginin bazi o6zelliklerine,
Ornegin; gliciine, siirekliligine, bagimsizligina, vb. deginilebilir (Bora, 2003). Tiirk
kimliginin diger gruplarla olan iliskilerinde ise icerde Kiirtlerle olan disarda ise

Avrupalilar ve Amerikalilarla olan iliskilerden bahsedilebilir.

Yontem

Katilimcilar

Birinci ¢alismaya 64 iiniversite dgrencisi katilmistir. Katilmeilar ODTU, Gazi

Universitesi ve Bilkent Universitesinden gelmektedirler.
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Olciim Araclan

Birinci ¢alismada katilimcilara 8 agik uclu soru sorulmustur. Bu sorulara 6rnek
olarak “Tiirk kimligi hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz?”, “Tiirk kimliginin 6zellikleri
nelerdir?” ve “Tiirk kimligine mensup olmanin bireyler i¢in faydalar1 nelerdir?”

verilebilir.

Bulgular

Birinci ¢aligmanin verisi igerik analizi yoluyla analiz edilmistir. Katilimcilarin agik
uclu sorulara verdikleri agik uglu cevaplar anlamalarina goére siniflandirilmigtir. Buna
gore Tiirk Kimliginin I¢erikleri Tiirk i¢ Grubunun Sinirlarin1 Tanmimlanma Bigimleri,
Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri, Tiirk Kimligine Sahip Olmanin Anlamlar1 ve Tiirk i¢
Grubunun Digerleriyle iliskileri bakimindan kavramsallastirilmistir. Tiirk I¢
Grubunun Sinirlarin1 Tanimlama Bigimleri, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti vatandasi olanlar,
Tiirk kiiltiirline sahip ¢ikip savunanlar, Tiirk hissetmek isteyen herkes, Tiirkiye’de
yasayan herkes gibi icerikleri igermistir. Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri Tiirk
Kimliginin Onyargisiz Oldugu Gériisii ve Tiirk Kimliginin Ust Bir Kimlik Oldugu
Goriisii olarak kavramsallastirilmistir. Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar Tiirk
Kimliginin Ayt Ediciligi, Tirk Kimliginin Bagimsizligi, Tiirk kimliginin Birlik ve
Biitiinlestiriciligi, Tiirk Kimliginin Giicii, Tiirk Kimliginin Siirekliligi, Tiirk
Kimliginin Negatif Ozellikleri, Tiirk Kimliginin ideallestirilmesi ve Tiirk Kimliginin
Ayirt Edilmezligi olarak bulunmustur. Tiirk i¢ Grubunun Digerleriyle Iliskileri Kiirt
Alt Grubunun Tiirk Ust Grubuyla Catismali iliskisi, Batililardan Algilanan Gergekgi
Tehdit, Batililardan Algilanan Kiiltiirel Tehdit, Batillardan Algilanan Ozsaygiya
Yonelik Tehdit olarak bulunmustur.
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Tartisma

Birinci ¢alisma beklendigi {izere Tirk kimligine iliskin farkli tanimlama bigimleri
onermistir. Boylelikle bulgular ulusal kimliklerin dinamik bir sekilde yapilandirildig:
ve bu yapilandirmalarin zamana ve mekana gore degisim gosterebilecegi goriisiinii
desteklemistir (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Tirk kimliginin simirlarin1 tanimlama
bigimleri olarak katilimcilar, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti vatandasi olanlar, kendini Tiirk
hissetmek isteyenler, Tiirkiye'de yasayanlar, Tiirkiye'ye katkida bulunanlar, Tiirkce
konusanlar ve Atatiirk ilke ve inkilaplarina uyanlar gibi kritelerden bahsetmislerdir.
Bu tanimlamalar Tiirk kimligini tanimlama bigimlerinin gorece daha kapsayici
yoniinii  gostermistir. Ayni zamanda katilimeilar Tirk kiiltiiriinii savunup sahip
¢ikanlar, Miisliiman olanlar ve Tiirk anne ve babaya sahip olanlar gibi kriterlerden
bahsetmislerdir. Bu kriterler Tiirk kimliginin sinirlarin1 tanimlama bigimlerinin
gorece daha dislayici yoniinii gostemistir. Daha 6nceki caligmalarda daha kapsayici
veya vatandaglik temelli ulus kimlik tanimlar ilgili iilkenin vatandagligina sahip
olanlar, ilgili iilkenin dilini konusanlar ve ilgili {ilkenin devlete ait kurum, kanun ve
tiizliklerine saygi duyanlar gibi kriterleri igermistir. Daha dislayici veya kiiltiir/etnik
koken temelli ulus kimlik tanimlar ise ilgili tilkede doganlar, ilgili {ilkenin dinine
mensup olanlar gibi kriterleri i¢ermistir. Bu ¢alismada bulunan Tiirk kimligine iligkin
kriterler baz1 yonlerden daha once yurtdisinda yapilan caligmalarda kullanilan
kriterlerden farklilik gostermektedir. Bu baglamda ikinci ¢aligmada ilgili kriterler
araindaki iligkilerin kesfedilmesi ve faktor yapilarinin anlagilmast G6nem

kazanmaktadir.

Birinci ¢alismada katilimcilar ayni zamanda Tiirk kimligine sahip olmaya bazi
anlamlar atfetmislerdir. Bunlardan Tiirk Kimliginin Ideallestirilmesi kisilerin
Ozsaygiya doniik ihtiyaclarina karsilik gelebilir. Tirk Kimliginin Bagimsizligir ve
Giicii kisilerin etkililik ihtiyaclarina, Tiirk Kimliginin Ayt Ediciligi kislerin ayirt
edici olma ihtiyaglarina, Tirk Kimliginin Birlik ve Biitlinlestiriciligi kisilerin aitlik

hissi ihtiyaglarma, Tirk Kimliginin Siirekliligi kisilerin zamanda ve mekanda
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siireklilik duyma ihtiyaglarina karsilik gelebilir (bkz. Vignoles, 2011). Bu baglamda
sonuglar Tiirk kimligine sahip olmanin kisilerin bazi ihtiyaclarinin doyurulmasinda

onemli bir yer tutabilecegini dnermistir.

Bu calismada katilimcilar aynm1 zamanda Tiirk kimligine iliskin baz1 6zelliklerden
bahsetmislerdir. Katilimeilar Tiirk kimligini diger gruplara karsi 6nyargisi olmayan
bir kimlik ve bagka alt gruplar1 da temsil eden bir iist kimlik olarak tanimlamislardir.
Tiirk kimligini diger gruplar dislayici ve asimle edici bir kimlik olarak tanimlayan
katilimcilar da olmustur. Katilimcilarin ilgili goriisleri Tiirkiye nin sosyal ve politik

ortaminin yansimasi olarak goriilebilir.

Tiirk kimliginin diger gruplarla iliskileri disiiniildiglinde, katilimeilar Kiirtlerle ve
Batililarla olan iligkilerden siklikla bahsetmislerdir. Kiirtlerle iligkileri Kiirtlerin Tiirk
kimligini bir iist kimlik olarak tanimamalar1 sonucu ortaya ¢ikan catigmali ortam
gercevesinde tanimlamiglardir. Batililarla iligkileri ise uzun Tirkiye tarihi boyunca
Batililarin Tiirkiye’yi ve Tiirk kimligini istemedigi, kiskandig1 ve tehdit olusturdugu
yoniinde ortaya atilan sOylemler paralelinde Algilanan Kiiltiirel Tehdit, Gergekei
Tehdit ve Ozsaygiya Yonelik Tehdit bakimindan tanimlamislardir. Béylece bu

bulgular da Tiirkiye’ nin sosyal ve politik ortamiyla uyumlu sonuglar gostermistir.

Calisma 2

Hipotezlerin Uretilmesi

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Ulusal Kimliklenmeler

Sosyal Kimlik Kuramina (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) gore kisiler kendilerini i¢ grubun
bir liyesi olarak tanimladiktan sonra kendi i¢ gruplarimi diger gruplara gore daha
olumlu degerlendirme egilimi gosterirler. Bu c¢ercevede kendini Tiirk kimligi
acisindan  tamimlayan  katilimcilarin = Tirk i¢i  grubunu daha olumlu
degerlendirecekleri beklenebilir. Kendini Avrupali kimligi agisindan tanimlayan

katilimcilarin ise Avrupali grubunu daha olumlu degerlendirecegi beklenebilir.
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Kendini diinya vatandasi olarak tanmimlayan katilimcilarin ise herhangi bir ulusal
grubu daha az olumlu veya olumsuz degerlendirmesi beklenmemektedir. Ulusal
kimliklenme ile dis grubun degerlendirilmesi arasinda olumsuz bir iligki
beklenmemektedir. I¢ gruba baghlik veya verilen 6nem dis grubun olumsuz
degerlendirilecegi anlamina gelmemektedir (Brewer, 1999). I¢ grubun ve dis grubun
degerlendirilmesi arasinda olumlu iliski gosteren ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir (Levin &
Sidanius, 1999). Bununla birlikte bu ¢alismada ele alinan dis gruplar Tiirk kimliginin
yapilandirilmasinda 6nemli rol oynamig gruplar oldugu i¢in Tiirk kimliklenmesiyle
ve/veya Tirk ici grubunun degerlendirilmesiyle dis gruplarin degerlendirilmesi

arsinda olumlu bir iliski beklenmemektedir.

Kendini Tiirk kimligi agisindan tanimlayan katilimeilarin Tiirk kimligine karsi daha
fazla tehdit ve catisma algilayacaklar1 da beklenmektedir. Onceki calismalar belirli
bir kimlige veya gruba verilen énemle o kimlige veya gruba karsi algilanan tehdit
arasinda olumlu bir iliski oldugunu gostermislerdir (bkz. Rick, Mania, & Gaertner,
2006). Bununla birlikte Avrupali ve Diinya Vatandashigi kimliklenmesiyle Tiirk
kimligine kars1 tehdit veya catisma algis1 arasinda olumlu bir iligki

beklenmemektedir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Stmirlarim Tamimlama Bicimleri

Daha once belirtildigi gibi onceki caligmalar genellikle vatandaglik temelli ulus
kimlik taniminin daha olumlu gruplar arasi iliskiler algisim, kiiltiir/etnik koken
temelli ulus kimlik tanimmnin ise daha olumsuz gruplar arasi iligkiler algisim
Ongordiigiini gostermislerdir (6rn., Jones & Smith, 2001). Bu caligmada da daha
kapsayict tanimlamanin daha olumlu gruplar arasi tutumlari, daha dislayict
tanimlamanin ise daha az olumlu gruplar arasi tutumlar1 6ngormesi beklenebilir.
Bununla birlikte Tiirkiye’de ilgili degiskenler arasindaki iligkileri inceleyen ilk
calisma olmasi ve Tiirk kimliginin simnirlarini tanimlama bicimlerinim faktor yapisini
kesfetmesi itibariyle bu calismada ilgili degiskenler arasindaki iligki oOriintiileri

farklilik gosterebilir.
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Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri

Kisiler kendi i¢ gruplarinin norm ve degerlerini Uist grubun norm ve degerlerine
yansitma egilimindedirler. Kisiler bu egilimi 6zellikle kendi i¢ gruplari ve {ist grupla
O0zdeslesme kurduklarinda gostermektedirler (Wenzel, Mummendey, Weber, &
Waldzus, 2003). Tiirkiye’de siyasi ve politik diizeyde genellikle iilkenin ¢ok kiiltiirlii
yapisinin 6nemi vurgulanmig ve farkl kiiltiirlerden insanlarin uyum iginde yagamasi
beklenmistir. Bu baglamda Tiirk kimliginin iist bir kimligi temsil ettigi ve onyargisiz
oldugu yoniindeki 6zelliklerinden yiiksek puan alan katilimcilarin, Tiirk i¢ grubunu
daha fazla olumlu degerlendirmeleri beklenmektedir. Diger taraftan Kiirtlerle
algilanan iligki Kiirtlerin Tiirk iist grubunun norm ve degerlerine uyumlu
davranmadigi yoniinde oldugu i¢in Tiirk kimliginin ilgili 6zelliklerinden yiiksek puan
alan katilimcilar Kiirtlere yonelik daha fazla gatisma algilayabilir ve/veya Kiirt
grubunu daha az olumlu degerlendirebilirler. Bu baglamda Tiirk kimliginin ilgili
ozelliklerinin Tirk kimliklenmesiyle etkilesimli etkisini aragtirmak da Onem

kazanmaktadir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar

Birinci ¢aligmada katihmeilar Tiirk kimligine sahip olmaya iliskin c¢esitli anlamlar
yiiklemislerdir. Bu anlamlardan Tirk kimliginin bagimsizligi, siirekliligi, ayirt
ediciligi, birlik ve biitiinlestiriciligi, giicli ve ideallestirilmesi ile ilgili olanlarin Tiirk
i¢ grubunun olumlu degerlendirmesini 6ngorecegi beklenebilir. Bu anlamlar Tiirk
kimligine yonelik olumlu algilarin ifadesi olarak gortilebilir (bkz. Golec de Zavala,
2011). Buna paralel olarak oOnceki g¢alismalar i¢ grupla 6zdesim kurma (ulusal
kimliklenme) ve i¢ grubu olumlu degerlendirme ile i¢ grubu siirekli algilama (Sani,
Bowe, Herrera, Manna, Cossa, Miao, & Zhou, 2007), ayirt edici bulma (Pickett &
Brewer, 2001), birlik ve biitiinlestirici gérme (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998) ve i¢
grubu ideallestirme (Roccas, Klar, & Liviatan, 2006) arasinda olumlu iligkiler

gostermiglerdir. Diger taraftan dis grubun degerlendirilmesi konusunda onceki
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calismalar yeterli veri saglamamaktadir. Ancak i¢c grubun ideallestirilmesinin
(Roccas, Klar, & Liviatan, 2006) ve ayirt ediciliginin (Li & Brewer, 2004) dis
grubun (olumsuz) degerlendirilmesini gorece daha fazla 6ngdrdiigii bulunmustur.
Benzer sgsekilde bu c¢aligmada da Tirk Kimliginin Ayirt Ediciliginin ve
Ideallestirilmesinin dis gruplara yonelik tutumlar1 daha fazla ongorecegi beklenebilir.
Bununla birlikte bu ¢alismada farkli dis gruplara yonelik farkli algilama bicimleri ele

almdigindan gruplar aras1 farkliliklarin goriilmesi de beklenebilir.

Gruplar Arasi iligkileri Algilama Bicimlerinin Araci Degisken Olarak Ele

Alinmasi

Bu c¢alismada ayn1 zamanda ig-ve-dis grup degerlendirmelerini Tirk Kimliginin
Igeriklerinden ve Ulusal kimliklenmelerden &ngérmede gruplar arasi iliskileri
algilama bi¢imlerinin aracilik edebilecegi beklenmektedir. Daha 6nceki calismalar
gruplar arasi tehdit ve c¢atisma algisinin gruplar arasi1 degerlendirmeleri 6ngdren
onemli degiskenler olduklarim1 (Curseu, Stoop, & Schalk, 2007; Stephan ve ark.,
2002; & Sherif, 1966) ve bu degiskenlerin i¢-gruba yonelik oOzelliklerle diger
gruplarin degerlendirilmesi arasindaki iliskilere aracilik ettigini gostermislerdir

(Stephan & Stephan, 2010).

Yontem

Katilimcilar

Ikinci calismaya yaslar1 17 ile 36 arasinda degisen 324 iiniversite dgrencisi

katilmustir.

Olceklerin Yapilandirilmas:

Calismanin 6l¢ekleri birinci ¢aligmanin bulgular temel alinarak hazirlanmistir. Tiirk
Kimliginin Smirlarii1 Tanimlama Bigimlerini 6l¢mek igin ilgili icerikleri temsil eden
10 madde hazirlanmistir. Tiirk Kimliginin Ozelliklerini dl¢gmek i¢in 9 madde, Tiirk

Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar1 6lgmek i¢in 25 madde ve Tirk Kimliginin
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Digerleriyle Iliskilerini Algilama Bigimlerini lgmek icin 13 madde gelistirilmistir.
fc-ve-dis grup degerlendirmeleri ilgili gruplara yakinlik derecesi ve ilgili gruplar:
olumlu/olumsuz gérme derecesi bakimindan dl¢iilmiistiir. lgili gruplar Tiirk, Kiirt,
Avrupa ve Amerika olmustur. Ulusal kimliklenmeler kisilerin kendilerini ne kadar
Tirk, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti vatandasi, Avrupali ve Diinya Vatandasi gordiikleri
sorularak lciilmiistiir. Tlgili lgekler Ekler *de gériilebilir.

Bulgular

Faktor Analizleri

Birinci ¢alismada bulunan Tiirk Kimligi Iceriklerinin faktdr yapisini veya ayirt edici

gecerliligini kesfetmek igin bir dizi faktor analizi yapilmistir.

Tiirk Kimliginin Stmirlarini Tanimlama Bicimleri icin Faktor Analizi

Bu analiz ilk etapta 2 veya 3 faktorli yap1 onermistir. Tekrar edilen faktor analizi 2
faktorli yapinin daha acgiklayict oldugunu gostermistir. Bu faktorler Ulusal Katilim
ve Milliyet¢i Ozciiliik olarak isimlendirilmislerdir. Boylelikle ilgili sonuglar
Tiirkiye’de ulusal kimligin smirlarin1 vatandaglik temelli ulus kimlik ve etnik
koken/kiiltiir temelli ulus kimlik olarak tanimlamanin uygun olamadigim

gostermistir.

Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar icin Faktor Analizi

Bu analiz ilk etapta 7 veya 8 faktorlii yap1 onermistir. Tekrar edilen faktor analizi
birinci c¢aligmayla tutarli olarak 8 faktorlii yapiyr desteklemistir. Boylelikle Tiirk
Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar Tiirk Kimliginin Bagimsizlig1, Giicii, Ideallestirilmesi,
Birlik ve Biitiinlestiriciligi, Ayirt Ediciligi, Negatif Ozellikleri, Ayirt Edilmezligi ve

Stirekliligi olarak tanimlanmustir.
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Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri icin Faktor Yapisi

Bu analiz 2 faktorlii yap1 onermistir. Tiirk kimliginin 6nyargisiz oldugu goriisii ile
ayrime1 ve asimle edici oldugu goriisii aynmi faktérde ters yonlerde yiik almislardir.

Tiirk kimliginin bir iist kimlik oldugu goriisii ise ayr bir faktor olarak belirmistir.

Tiirk i¢-grubunun Diger Gruplarla iliskisi icin Faktor Analizi

Bu faktor analizi de birinci ¢alismanin bulgularin1 dogrulamistir ve Tiirk i¢ grubunun
diger gruplarla iligkisi Batililardan Algilanan Gergekgei Tehdit, Batililardan Algilanan
Kiiltiire] Tehdit, Batililardan Algilanan Oz saygiya Yénelik Tehdit ve Tiirk Ust
Kimligiyle Kiirt Alt Grubunun Catismali liskisi olarak tanimlanmustir.

Regresyon Analizleri

Calismanin bagimli degiskenlerini Tiirk Kimliginin Igeriklerinden ve ulusal
kimliklenmelerden dngdrmek icin bir dizi regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Bu analizler
Aiken ve West (1991) tarafindan tanimlandigi gibi yapilmistir. Boylelikle Tiirk
Kimliginin igerikleri ve Tiirk ulusal kimliklenmesi arasindaki etkilesimli etkiler de

test edilmistir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Ulusal Kimliklenmeler

Regresyon analizlerinin birinci basamaginda ulusal kimliklenmeler analize
sokulmugtur. Bulgulara gore Tiirk ulusal kimliklenmesi Tiirk grubunun olumlu
degerlendirilmesini, Avrupali kimliklenmesi Avrupa ve Amerika gruplarmin olumlu
degerlendirmelerini Ongdrmiistiir. Avrupali kimliklenmesi aynm1 zamanda Kiirt
grubunun degerlendirilmesini (olumsuz yonde) ongoérmiistiir. Tiirk kimliklenmesi
ayni zamanda Batililardan algilanan gercekei ve kiiltiirel tehdit algisini ve Kiirtlerden

algilanan ¢atismay1 6ngormiistiir.
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Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Stmirlarim Tanimlama Bicimleri

Regresyon analizlerinin ikinci basamaginda Tiirk Kimliginin Smirlarimi Tanimlama
Bigimleri analize sokulmustur. Bulgulara gore Ulusal Katilim Kiirt grubunun
degerlendirilmesini olumsuz yonde, Batililardan algilanan gergekei, kiiltiirel ve
Ozsaygiya yonelik tehditleri ve Kiirtlerden algilanan catismay1r olumlu yonde
ongdrmiistiir. Milliyet¢i Ozciiliik herhangi bir bagimli degiskeni 6ngdrmemistir.
Ayrica ilgili degiskenler ile Tiirk kimliklenmesi arasinda anlamli olarak etkilesimli

etki bulunmamustir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri

Regresyon analizinin ikinci basamaginda Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri analize
sokulmustur. Tiirk Kimliginin Onyargisiz Oldugu Gériisii Tiirk i¢ grubunun olumlu
degerlendirilmesini 6ngdrmiistiir. Kiirtlerden algilanan catismay1 ve Batililardan
algilanan gercekgi ve kiiltiirel tehdidi Tiirk Kimliginin Onyargisiz Oldugu Gériisii
ongdrmiistiir. Tiirk Kimliginin Bir Ust Kimlik Oldugu Gériisii Batililardan algilanan

0zsaygiya yonelik tehditle birlikte Kiirtlerden algilanan ¢atigsmay1 6ngdrmiistiir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar

Regresyon analizinin ikinci basamaginda Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar analize
sokulmustur. Bulgulara gore Tiirk i¢ grubunun degerlendirilmesi Tiirk Kimliginin
Giicii, Bagmsizhgi ve (olumsuz yonde) Negatif Ozellikleri tarafindan
ongorilmiistiir. Kiirt grubunun degerlendirilmesi ve Batililardan algilanan gergekgi
tehdit Tirk Kimliginin Ideallestirilmesi tarafindan Ongériilmiistiir. Avrupali
grubunun degerlendirilmesi olumsuz yonde Tiirk Kimliginin Ayt Ediciligi
tarafindan Ongoriilmiistiir. Batilillardan algilanan 6zsaygiya yonelik tehdit Tiirk
Kimliginin Negatif Ozellikleri tarafindan 6ngoriilmiistiir. Kiirtlerden algilanan

catisma Tiirk Kimliginin Ideallestirilmesi ve Birlik ve Biitiinlestiriciligi tarafindan ve
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Tirk Kimliginin Siirekliligi, Giicii ve Bagimsizliginin (Tiirk kimliklenmesi ile)
etkilesimli etkileri tarafindan Ongoriilmistiir. Bulgular Tiirk kimligini siirekli
algilayan Tirk kimliklenmesi yiiksek katilimcilarin daha fazla ¢atisma algiladigini
gostermistir. Diger taraftan Tiirk kimliginin giicii ve bagimsizligin1 daha az algilayan

Tirk kimliklernmesi yliksek katilimcilarin daha fazla ¢atisma algiladigi bulunmustur.

Araci Degiskenlerin Test Edilmesi

Arac1 degiskenlerin anlamliliklarin1 test etmek icin Baron ve Kenny (1986)
tarafindan aciklanan yol izlenmistir. Bulgular Avrupali Kimliklenmesi ile Kiirt
grubunun daha az olumlu degerlendirilmesi arasindaki iliskiye Kiirlerden algilanan
catigmanin tam olarak aracilik ettigini gostermistir. Ulusal Katilim ile Kiirt grubunun
degerlendirilmesi arasindaki olumsuz iliskiye de Kiirtlerden algilanan ¢atigma
kismen aracilik etmistir. Ek olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Ideallestirilmesi ve Kiirt
grubunun degerlendirilmesi arasindaki olumsuz iligskiye Kiirtlerden algilanan ¢atisma
tam olarak aracilik etmistir. Tiirk Kimliginin Onyargisiz Oldugu Gériisii ve Tiirk ic
grubunun degerlendirilmesi arasindaki olumlu iligkiye Batililardan algilanan gercekei

ve kiiltiirel tehdit kismen aracilik etmistir.

Tartisma

Bu calisma Tiirk Kimliginin Icerikleri, ulusal kimliklenmeler ve gruplar arasi
iligkilerin algilanma bigimleri arasindaki iliskileri incelemistir. Bu amag icin bu
caligmada oOncelikli olarak Tiirk i¢ grubunun igeriklerini kesfetmek igin nitel
yonelimli bir calisma diizenlenmistir. Ikinci calismada ise ilgili degiskenler
arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir. Oncelikli olarak ulusal kimliklenmeler ongoriicii
degisken olarak incelenmistir. Daha sonra sirasiyla Tirk Kimliginin Sinirlarini
Tamimlama Bigimleri, Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri ve Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen
Anlamlar 6ngoriicii degisken olarak incelenmistir. Ek olarak Tiirk kimliginin ilgili
iceriklerinin etkisi Tiirk kimliklenmesiyle etkilesim halinde incelenmistir. Son olarak
gruplar arasi algilanan tehditler ve catisma ilgili degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerde

araci rol oynayip oynamadiklari1 bakimindan ele alinmigtir.
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Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Ulusal Kimliklenmeler

Oncelikli olarak Sosyal Kimlik Kuram (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) ile tutarli olarak
bulgular kisilerin kendilerini i¢ gruba iyelikleri bakimindan tanimladiklarinda ig
grubu daha olumlu degerlendirdiklerini gostermistir. Diger taraftan kendilerini diinya
vatandasligi bakimindan tanimlayan katilimcilar herhangi bir grubu daha olumlu
degerlendirmemislerdir ve gruplar arasi tehdit veya catisma algilamamislardir

(Pakulski, & Tranter, 2000).

Ulusal kimliklenmeler ile dig grubu degerlendirme arasinda negatif iliski sadece
Avrupali kimliklenmesi ile Kiirt grubu degerlendirilmesi arasinda bulunmustur. Bu
bulgu beklentilerle ters yondedir. Avrupali kimligi st bir kimlik ve kapsayici bir
kimlik olarak diisiiniildiigiinde daha olumlu gruplar arasi tutumlart &ngdérmesi
beklenmektedir (Dovidio, Gaertner, Hodson, Houlette, & Johnson, 2005). Fakat
Tiirkiye ortaminda bulgular ilgili iliskinin degisebilecegini dnermistir. Calismanin
ilgili bulgusunu Tiirkiye’nin Avrupa Birligine dahil olma c¢abasi siirecine ve
Tiirkiye’de Avrupali olmakla Kiirt olmak arasinda algilanan statii farkliliklarina
bagvurarak agiklamak miimkiin gériinmektedir. Kendilik tanimlamalarinda Avrupali
kimligine onem veren kisiler Tiirkiye’nin Avrupa bildigine iiye olmasini da
onemseyip Kiirtlerle yasanan catismali ortami bu iiyelige bir engel olarak
gorebilirler. Bu yoruma destek niteliginde bulgular aymi zamanda Kiirtlerden
algilanan c¢atismanin ilgili iliskiye tam olarak aracilik ettigini gostermistir.
Tiirkiye’de kendini Avrupali olarak tanimlayanlarin daha iist sosyal-ekonomik
diizeyi temsil ettiklerini (Hortagsu & Cem-Ersoy, 2005) ve boylece kendilerini
Avrupali iist kimlik prototipine daha yakin bulduklarini varsayarak, bu kisiler “daha
alt sosyal-ekonomik diizeyi temsil eden Kiirtleri” ilgili prototipe daha uzak da
algilayabilirler (Wenzel, 2001). Beklentilerle tutarli olarak diger taraftan bulgular
kisilerin kendilik tanimlamalarinda Tiirk kimligine verdikleri 6nem arttikca bu
kimlige kars1 algiladiklar1 tehdit ve catisma algisinda yiikselme oldugunu

gostermistir.
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Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Stmirlarim Tanimlama Bicimleri

Bulgular Ulusal Katillmm Kiirt grubunun daha az olumlu degerlendirilmesini ve
daha fazla gruplar aras1 tehdit ve catisma algisin1 ongdrdiigiinii gostermistir. Diger
taraftan Milliyetci Ozciiliik ilgili hi¢bir degiskeni Ongdrmemistir. Bdylelikle
yurtdisinda yapilan ¢alismalardan (Heath & Tilley, 2005; Hjerm, 1998; Jones &
Smith, 2001; Lodén, 2008; Meeus, Duriez, Vanbeselaere, & Boen, 2010); Pakulski,
& Tranter, 2000; Pehrson, Brown, & Zagefka, 2009; Pehrson, Vignoles, & Brown,
2009) farkl olarak bulgular Tiirkiye’de daha kapsayici tanimlamanin daha az olumlu
gruplar arasi tutumlart Ongdrdiigiinii gostermistir. Yurtdisinda yapilan ¢aligmalar
genellikle gdemenlere karsi gruplar arasi tutumlari incelemistir. Bu baglamda
vatandaslik temelli (daha kapsayici) ulus kimlik tanimi ulusa vatandaslik bagi ile
bagli olan go¢cmenlere karsi daha olumlu tutumlart 6ngdrmiistiir. Kiiltiir/etnik koken
temelli (daha dislayici) ulus kimlik tanimi ise ulusa bu tiir baglarla bagli olmayan
goecmenlere karsi daha az olumlu tutumlari 6ngdrmiistiir. Bu calismada ise daha
kapsayict tanim sadece vatandaglik temelli kriterleri degil aym zamanda kiiltiir ve
bolge (toprak) temelli kriterleri i¢ermistir. Ek olarak bu tanim iilkeye katkida
bulunma ve Atatiirk ilke ve inkilaplarina uyma gibi kriterleri de igermistir. Diger bir
degisle Ulusal Katilim Tiirk kimligine iliskin daha giindemde olan ve daha 6nemli
goriilen kavramlari temsil etmistir ve bdylece ilgili gruplardan algilanan ¢atigma ve
tehdidi artirmistir. Bununla birlikte Milliyetci Ozciiliik Tiirk kimliginin sinirlarina
iliskin ¢ok da giindemde olmayan kriterleri icermistir (bkz. Bora, 2002) ve boylece

gruplar arasi tutumlart Sngdrmemistir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimliginin Ozellikleri

Ulusal kimliklenmelerin etkisini kontrol ettikten sonra Tiirk Kimliginin Onyargisiz
Oldugu Goriisii Tiirk grubunun daha olumlu degerlendirilmesini ve Batililardan daha
fazla gergekei ve kiiltiirel tehdit algisin1 ongdrmiistiir. Bu bulgular ilging bulunabilir

¢linkii Tiirk kimliginin 6nyargisiz oldugunu ifade eden katilimcilar dig gruplara karsi
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daha fazla Onyargi gostermislerdir. Bu durum kisilerin yasadiklar1 ‘igsel catigma’
kavramina bagvurarak agiklanabilir (Allport, 1954). Allport’a gore kisiler degerleri
ile Onyargili davraniglart arasinda catisma yasarlar. Bu catismayir azaltmanin
yollarindan birtanesi de ilgili degerleri ifade ettikten sonra 6nyargili davranisi ortaya
cikarmaktir. Boylece kisiler degerlerle uyumlu benlik algisim1 koruyarak olumsuz

gordiikleri davranisi daha rahat ortaya ¢ikarirlar.

Bu agiklamalarla paralel olarak bulgular ayni zamanda Tirk kimligini Onyargsiz
olarak tamimlayan katilmecilarin kismen Batililirdan gerceke¢i ve kiiltiirel tehdit
algiladiklar i¢in Tiirk i¢ grubunu daha olumlu degerlendirdiklerini gostermistir.
Buna gore bulgular kislerin i¢ gruplarim1 daha olumlu degerlendirebilmek ve bunu
rasyonalize edebilmek icin kendi gruplarindan yiiksek statiisii olan bir grubun (6rn.,
Batililar) i¢ grubun varligini ve kiitiiriinii tehdit ettigini iddia edebilirler (bkz. Devine,

2005).

Bulgular aym1 zamanda Tiirk kimliginin bir iist kimlik oldugu goriistiniin Kiirtlerden
algilanan catisma ve Batlilardan algilanan kiiltiirel tehditle iligkili oldugunu
gostermistir. Tiirk kimliginin {ist kimlik oldugu goriisii bu kimligin farkl alt gruplar
ve kiiltiirleri temsil ettigi goriisiine dayanmaktadir. Buna gore bu goriiste yiiksek
puan alan katilimcilarin bu c¢ok kiiltiirliilliige Baltililardan tehdit algiladigt
sOylenebilir. Ayni1 zamanda bu kisilerin bu st kimligin norm ve degerlerine

Kiirtlerin uygun davranmadigini diisiindiikleri iddia edilebilir.

Ongoriicii Degisken Olarak Tiirk Kimligine Atfedilen Anlamlar

Ulusal kimliklenmelerin etkisini kontrol ettikten sonra Tirk Kimligine Atfedilen
Anlamlar ¢aligmanin bazi bagimhi degiskenlerini 6ngdrmiistiir. Tiirk i¢ grubunun
degerlendirilmesi Tiirk Kimliginin Giicii, Bagimsizlig1 ve (olumsuz yonde) Negatif
Ozellikleri tarafindan &ngdriilmiistiir. Ilgili bulgular Tiirk kimligine atfedilen ilgili
anlamlarin (Giicli ve Bagimsizligi) etkililik motivasyonuna karsilik geldigini kabul
ederek (Breakwell, 1996) Tirk katilimcilar igin Tirk grubunu olumlu

degerlendirmede bu motivasyon kaynaginin onemine isaret etmektedir. Diger bir
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degisle Tiirk Kimliginin Giicii ve Bagimsizligi, 6rnegin Ayt Ediciligi, Siirekliligi,
ve Birlik ve Biitlinlestiriciligine gore, Tiirk i¢ grubunun olumlu degerlendirilmesi ile
yakindan iligkilidir. Sosyal Kimlik Kuramu ile tutarli olarak ayni zamanda Tiirk i¢
grubuyla daha fazla 6zdeslesim kuran (Tirk kimliklenmesi) katilimcilar Tiirk

Kimliginin Negatif Ozelliklerinden daha diisiik puanlar almislardar.

Kiirt grubun degerlendirilmesi, Kiirtlerden algilanan ¢atisma ve Batililardan
algilanan gergekei tehdit Tirk Kimliginin Ideallestirilmesi tarafindan 6ngorillmiistiir.
Buna gore bulgular i¢ grubun diger gruplara gore asir1 iyi degerlendirilmesinin ig
grubun diger gruplar tarafindan itibarmin ve sayginliginin géz ardi edilmesine karsi
hassas olmakla iliskili oldugu goriisiinii desteklemistir (Roccas ve ark., 2006).
Bununla tutarli olarak bulgular ayn1 zamanda Tiirk Kimliginin Ideallestirilmesiyle
Kiirt grubun daha az olumlu degerlendirilmesi arasindaki iligkiye Kiirtlerden
algilanan catigmanin tam olarak aracilik ettigini gostermistir. Diger bir degisle
katilimeilar Kiirt grubunun ¢atisma c¢ikararak Tiirk kimliginin itibarina saygi
gostermediklerini diisiindiikleri i¢in bu grubu daha az olumlu degerlendirmis

olabilirler.

Avrupali grubunun degerlendirilmesi Tiirk Kimliginin Ayirt Ediciligi tarafindan
Ongorillmiistiir. Bulgulara gore Tiirk kimliginin ayirt edici oldugunu diisiinen
katilimcilar Avrupali grubunu daha az olumlu degerlendirmislerdir. Ilgili bulgular
Avrupali grubunun kapsayici ve iist bir kimlik olarak Tiirk kimliginin ayirt edici
olma ozelligini tehdit ettigi goriisiiyle agiklanabilir. Boylelikle Tiirk kimliginin ayirt
edici olma ozelligini vurgulayan ve bunu 6nemseyen kisiler bu tehdidi daha fazla

algilayarak Avrupali grubunu daha az olumlu degerlendirebilirler.

Batililardan algilanan 6zsaygiya yénelik tehdit Tiirk Kimliginin Negatif Ozellikleri
tarafindan olumsuz yonde Ongoriilmiistiir. Diger bir degisle Tiirk kimliginin
kiigiimsenme sebebi, Tiirk kimligine ait olmanin utanilacak yanlar1 ve dezavantajlari
bulundugunu diisiinen katilimcilar Batihillarin  Tiirk kimligine karst 6nyargihi
oldugunu, Tirk kimligini hor goérdiigiinii ve Batililar arasinda Tiirk kimliginin

dezavantajli konumda bulundugunu iddia etmislerdir. Bu bulgular Tiirkiye ile
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Avrupa arasindaki tarihsel siirece bagvurarak aciklanabilir. Arastirmacilar
Tiirkiye’nin Batililagsma ve/veya Avrupalilagsma cabalar paralelinde Avrupanin tarih
icerisinde Tiirkiye i¢in onemli bir referans kaynagi oldugunu belirtmislerdir (Inag,

2004).

Calismanin Simirliliklar: ve Gelecek Calismalar icin Oneriler

Bu ¢alismanin bazi énemli sinirhiliklar1 bulunmaktadir. Oncelikli olarak ¢alismada
kullanilan 6lcekler bu ¢aligmada gelistrilmistir ve baska 6rneklem gruplan ile test
edilmemistir. Ilgili Slceklerin bu calismada bununan faktdr yapismin baska

caligmalarda bagka 6rneklem gruplariyla dogrulanmasi 6nemli gériinmeketedir.

Bu caligma Tiirk kimliginin ilgili igeriklerinin yapilandirilmasinda bir takim
motivasyon kaynaklarinin (6rn., siireklilik) rol oynadigimi varsaymistir. Bununla
birlikte kisilerin ilgili motivasyonlarla ilgili ihtiyaclarina gbre ulusal kimligi nasil
yapilandirdiklarimin arastirilmas literatiire katkist bakimindan degerli olacaktir. Bu
cercevede bireysel ve kollektif motivasyon kaynaklar1 arasindaki iliskiler de

incelenebilir.

Bu calismada ulusal kimliklenme veya ulusal ig-grupla 6zdeslesme bir veya iki
maddeyle olglilmiistiir. Bu degiskeni daha fazla maddeyle 6lgen ve kimliklenmenin
duygusal yoniine daha fazla yer veren ¢aligmalar da bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada ele
alman degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri ulusla kimliklenme i¢in bu tarz Slgekleri

kullanarak incelemek literatiire katkis1 bakimindan faydali olabilir.

Sonuclar

Sonug olarak bu ¢alismanin gruplar arasi iligkileri algilama bi¢imlerini dngdrmede
ulusla kimliklenmenin veya ulusal i¢ grupla 6zdeslesmenin tek basina yeterli

olmayacagmi; aym zamanda kisilerin ulusal kimligin = smirlarrm  nasil

tanimladiklarinin, ulusal kimligin 6zelliklerini nasil gordiiklerinin ve ulusal kimlige
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sahip olmaya nasil anlamlar atfettiklerinin de 6nemli rol oynayacagim gosterdigi

iddia edilebilir.
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