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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF EMOTIONS AND EMOTION REGULATION IN THE
SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION PROCESS

Solak, Nevin

Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

Cosuperviser: Prof. Dr. John T. Jost

January 2015, 254 pages

The studies of emotions and emotion regulation from the social psychological
perspective have been dominated by two general approaches, namely, individual
and group-based research perspectives (e.g., Frijda, 1986; Gross, 2014; Halperin,
2014; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007). Considering that emotions cannot only be
limited to the individual- and the group-level contexts, the system-level dynamics
(Stangor & Jost, 1997) should be examined to better understand their impacts on
both individual and society.

Drawing on system justification theory (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004), the
current study has attempted to provide empirical evidence for the characteristics of
system-level emotions (Solak, Jost, Stimer, & Clore, 2012). Moreover, the present
study was aimed to examine how system justification affects the regulating ways of

emotions evoked by the system-level context. In doing so, in Study 1 and Study 2,
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system justification motivation was measured as an individual difference variable in
the US and Turkish samples, respectively. In Study 3, the study hypotheses were
tested during the 2013 Gezi Protests, and in Study 4, system justification motivation
was experimentally manipulated.

The current study provided empirical evidence for the characteristics of
system-level emotions. These are system-based emotions () reflect standing in the
social order, (1) reflect appraisals of the social order, (I11) affect action tendencies
and behaviors. Moreover, it was demonstrated that emotion regulation strategies
affect the relationship between system justification and system-level emotions. The

implications and contributions of the study were discussed.

Keywords: Emotion, system justification theory, emotion regulation, system-level

emotion, group-based emotion
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SISTEMI MESRULASTIRMA SURECINDE DUYGU VE DUYGU

DUZENLEMENIN ROLU

Solak, Nevin
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. John T. Jost
Ocak 2015, 254 sayfa

Sosyal psikolojide duygu ve duygu diizenlemesi iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar genelde
birey ve grup diizeyindeki duygulara odaklanmaktadir (e.g., Frijda, 1986; Gross,
2014; Halperin, 2014; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007). Bununla beraber, duygularin
birey ve toplum {izerindeki etkilerini daha iyi anlamak i¢in mikro, makro ve yapisal
etkileri de iceren sistem-diizeyindeki dinamikler de incelenmelidir.
Sistem-diizeyindeki analizi benimseyen Sistemi Mesrulastirma Kurami
(Jost, Banji, & Nosek, 2004), bilis, motivasyon, davranis ve duyguyu sistem-
diizeyindeki siirecler baglaminda kavramsallagtirmistir. Sistemi mesrulagtirma
kurami temel alinarak, bu ¢alismanin amaci, sistemin bazi 6zelliklerinden ortaya
¢ikan, sosyal sistemi destekleyen ya da buna kars1 ¢ikan sistem-temelli duygulara
(Solak, Jost, Siimer, & Clore, 2012) empirik destek saglamaktir. Ayrica, mevcut
caligmanin diger bir amaci da, sistem duygulariin diizenlenmesinde Sistemi
mesrulastirma siirecinin etkilerini incelemektir. S6z konusu iki arastirma amaci

dogrultusunda, sistemi mesrulastirmanin duygu ile iliskili temellerinin daha iyi
Vi



anlasilmasi i¢in dort aragtirma yapilmistir. Calisma 1 ve Calisma 2’de, sistemi
mesrulastirma egilimi Amerika ve Tiirkiye 6rneklemlerinde bireysel bir fark
degiskeni olarak dl¢iilmiistiir. Calisma 3°de, aragtirma hipotezleri 2013 Gezi
Olaylar1 baglaminda test edilmistir. Calisma 4’te ise sistemi mesrulastirma
motivasyonu deneysel olarak manipiile edilmistir.

Mevcut ¢alisma, sistem-diizeyindeki duygularin ti¢ 6zelligi hakkinda
empirik destek saglamistir. Bu 6zellikler sunlardir: (I) sistem temelindeki duygular
kisinin sosyal yapidaki “yeri’ni yansitir; (II) sistem temelli duygular kisinin sosyal
diizen hakkindaki 6znel degerlendirmelerini yansitir; ve (III) sistem diizeyindeKi
duygular sistemin istikrarina ve degisimine yonelik sistem diizeyindeki egilimleri
ve davraniglar etkiler. Ayrica, duygu diizenleme sratejileri sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimleri ve sistem-diizeyindeki duygular arasindaki iliskileri etkilemektedir.
Calismanin mevcut yazina katkisi tartisilarak, gelecek ¢alismalar i¢in dnerilerde

bulunulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Duygu, sistemi mesrulastirma kurami, duygu diizenlemesi,

duygu-diizeyindeki duygu
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Major turmoil in social, political, and cultural systems generates powerful
emotions which colligate strongly both the supporters and challengers of these
systems. Social and political behavior is embedded in emotions. Hence, emotions
and emotion regulation as multifaceted phenomena play a central role in
understanding social and political attitudes (Bar-Tal, Halperin, & de Rivera, 2007;
Gill & Matheson, 2006; Halperin, Sharvit, & Gross, 2011; Marcus, 2003). Social
reactions to the system are not only influenced by emotions, but also emotions
influence the ways of sustaining or rejecting the existing status quo in various forms
(Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Shepherd, Spears, & Manstead, 2013; Sweetman, Spears,
Livingstone, & Manstead, 2013, Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008).
Consistently, many contemporary thinkers from sociology and political science (e.qg.,
Goodwin, Jasper, & Polletta, 2011; Marcus, 2003; Kemper, 1991) have been
fascinated with the way in which emotions are reciprocally linked with macro social
systems. Over the last two decades, the role of emotions in political and social lives
of individuals has also been noticed in psychology. In other words, research has
come to view emotions not only as a core concept, but also as an important
phenomena in people’s social and political cognition and action (e.g., de Rivera,
1992; Mackie & Smith, 1998; Parkinson, Fischer, & Manstead, 2005; Tiedens &
Leach, 2004).

Accumulated empirical findings and reviews have featured the role of
emotions in political ideology (Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003; Pliskin,
Bar-Tal, Sheppes, & Halperin, 2014; Napier & Jost, 2008), voting behavior (Ladd &
Lenz, 2008, 2011), collective action (lyer, Schmader, & Lickel, 2007; Van Zomeren,
Postmes, & Spears, 2008), social status (Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011), political
conflict (Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Crisp, & Gross, 2014; Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Porat,
& Bar-Tal, 2014; Halperin, 2014), terrorism and war (Huddy, Feldman, Taber, &



Lahav, 2005; Lerner, Gonzalez, Small & Fischhoff, 2003; Pagano & Huo, 2007) as
well as reconciliation (Cehajic, Brown, & Castano, 2008).

However, the social psychology studies of emotions and emotion regulation
have been dominated by two general approaches, namely individual and group-based
research perspectives (e.g., Frijda, 1986; Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988; C. A. Smith
& Ellsworth, 1985; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007; Ray, Mackie, & Smith, 2014).
Traditionally, on the one hand, in line with the well-known distinction between
intrapersonal/interpersonal behavior and intergroup behavior deriving from personal
and social identity, respectively (Tajfel, 1978), researchers have generally considered
emotions as an individual phenomenon (Ortony, et al., 1988; C. A. Smith &
Ellsworth, 1985) related to individual-level goals, appraisals, and resources or group
phenomenon based upon group appraisals, group-level goals, group identification,
and membership (lyer & Leach, 2008; Kuppens & Yzerbyt, 2014; Kuppens, Yzerbyt,
Dandache, Fischer, & Van der Schalk, 2013; Mackie, Smith, & Ray, 2007; Smith et
al., 2007). On the other hand in line with emotion research, adult emotion regulation
literature (Gross, 2007) has largely narrowed its attention to intrapersonal or
interpersonal nature of emotion regulation (Butler & Gross, 2009; Rime, 2009) in
which only individual-level motivations are emphasized. Although the concept of
emotion regulation has been recently applied in understanding the nature of
intergroup conflicts, the researchers have paid considerable attention on regulating
the ways of group emotions experienced as a result of social identification in a
particular intergroup context (Gross, 2014a; Halperin & Gross, 2011; Halperin et al.,
2011; Halperin, 2014).

Despite the expansive writings of researchers of these two dominant
perspectives which have emphasized individual and intergroup processes, human
behavior is not only limited to the individual- and the group-level contexts, which are
largely influenced by the individual and group characteristics, respectively (Doise,
1986; Jost & Banaji, 1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999). Rather, it is deeply affected by
the system-level dynamics such as operation of macro, micro social systems and
structures (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004; Stangor & Jost, 1997; Wakslak, Jost, &
Bauer, 2011).



Stangor and Jost (1997) argued that system-level or social structural analysis
is different from, and as informative as individual level and group level of analyses.
That is to say, system, institutional or organizational levels of analyses entail
explanations regarding the characteristics of the social systems, which typically
involve individuals and groups as well as reactions to the system, groups, and
individuals.

Embracing the system-level of analysis, System Justification Theory (SJT)
(Jost, 2011; Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2010; Jost & Van der Toorn, 2012; Van
der Toorn & Jost, 2014) provides a comprehensive framework to understand the
reciprocal associations between psychological processes on the one hand and social
structure, status quo, power, and ideology on the other. Hence, SJT brings a new
perspective that contextualizes cognition, motivations, behavior, and emotion in the
light of system-level concerns. Hence, in recent years, the research attention to
emotions evoked by system-level of analysis focusing on the role of system
justification motive has increased (cf. Chapleau & Oswald, 2014; Connelly &
Heesacker, 2012; Godfrey, 2013; Harding & Sibley, 2013; Jost & Kramer, 2003; Jost
& Thompson, 2000; Jost, Wakslak, & Tyler, 2008; Napier & Jost, 2008; O’Brien &
Major, 2005; Rankin, Jost, & Wakslak, 2009; Wakslak, Jost, Tyler, & Chen, 2007;
Zimmerman & Reyna, 2013). This research focus has taken place as a result of
recognition that individuals’ reactions to system is indeed ranging from paranoia to
idealization, which are linked to different emotions as a result of system justification
motives (Jost & Kramer, 2004) because justifying the existing status quo has a
palliative function (Jost & Hunyady, 2005). However, it appears that affective
aspects of system justification have attracted relatively less research attention as
compared to motivational and cognitive aspects of system justification.

Solak, Jost, Stimer, and Clore (2012) have extended the functions of emotions
to the system-level by benefiting from the previous empirical evidence from system
justification theory as well as other research lines in social psychology, such as social
status (e.g., Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003; Kraus et al., 2011), group-level
emotions (lyer & Leach, 2008; Leach, 2010; Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Ray et
al., 2014; Smith et al, 2007), and emotion regulation (e.g., Gross, 2014; Gross &
John, 2003; Gill & Matheson, 2006). Solak et al. (2012) drew heavily on the



perspective of sociology of emotions for understanding the effects of macro systems
and social structure on emotions (e.g., Jasper, 2014; Goodwin, Jasper, & Polletta,
2001a). In this framework, system-level emotion is an integrative concept, including
ideological and social structural factors. This new conceptualization does not
contradict with the previous work, rather it is supplementary to the existing work on
individual-and group-level conceptualizations of emotions. Such an eclectic
explanation may contribute to scientific progress (see McGuire, 1989).

Following the previous debates, the present dissertation is an attempt to
provide empirical evidence for the characteristics of system-level emotions proposed
by Solak et al. (2012). Moreover, it is aimed to examine how system justification
affects the regulating ways of emotions evoked by the system-level context.
Addressing these two research goals, this dissertation consist of four related studies.
In Study 1 and Study 2, system justification motivation was measured as an
individual difference variable in the US and Turkish samples, respectively. In Study
3, the system-level emotions were examined in the context of the Gezi Park protests,
and in Study 4, system justification motivation was experimentally manipulated.
Overall, the current dissertation attempts to better understand the affective processes
of system justification. In the following sections, first a brief overview of role of
emotions in social systems and taxonomy levels of emotions will be summarized.
And then, system justification theory and characteristics of system-level emotions
will be presented. Next, the interplay between system-level emotions, system
justification, and emotion regulation will be described. Finally, the specific
hypotheses will be provided.

1.1.  The Role of Emotions in Social Systems

Emotions, as affective laden, are “reactions to different situational structures”
(Clore & Ortany, 2008, p. 632), and they arise when an individual construe a
situation as relevant to his or her goals (Gross & Thompson, 2007). Emotions are
also “multifaced, whole-body responses that involve coordinated changes in the
domains of subjective experience, behavior, and peripheral physiology” (Mauss,

Silvia, & Gross, 2007, p. 2). In other words, situations frequently generate emotions,



thereby, emotions are considered as responses to social events and entities (Tiedens
& Leach, 2004).

According to the mainstream sociological accounts, emotions are not only
social but also they are directly related with both macro systems, including social
institutions, ideologies, national climate, discourses, and micro social systems,
including norms, everyday social situations, interactions, feeling rules, social roles,
and expectations (Barbalet, 1998; Gordon, 1989, 1990; Ridgeway, 2006; Stets &
Turner, 2008). As Goodwin et al. (2001a) pointed out emotions refer to “permeate
large scale units of social organizations, including workplaces, neighborhood and
community networks, political parties, movements, and states, as well as interactions
of these units with one another” (p. 16; see also A. R. Hochschild, 1979; Rafaeli &
Sutton, 1989). Similarly, Gordon (1990) noted that “when we think of a social
institution, we often think of a particular emotion associated with it” (p. 167). For
example, military system is related to anger (e.g., see Tagar, Federico, & Halperin,
2011), religious system leads to hope by increasing feelings of control (Kay,
Gaucher, McGregor, & Nash, 2010), market democracies based on meritocracy mean
pride for who is “winner” (Fields., Copp., & Kleinman, 2007), patriarchy bolsters
jealousy as “evidence” for love (Clanton, 2006), modern marriage is linked with
romantic love (Hill, 2012), and modern science is closely related to curiosity
(Benedict, 2001).

Social structure of society, including social institutions, ideologies, status
positions, distribution of resources, process of interactions, networks, norms, social
expectations, and obligations, obviously influence and are reproduced by emotions
(Barbalet, 1998; Gordon, 1989; Ridgeway, 2006; Tiedens, 2000). Social
arrangements, thus, live in type, frequency, and intensity of emotional practices (see
also Gordon, 1990). In this regard, it appears that emotions are not only hidden
characteristics of the social systems but also common ideological devices of either
justifying or challenging the status quo (e.g., Goodwin & Jasper, 2006; Jost &
Hunyady, 2002; Kluegel & Smith, 1986; Wakslak et al., 2007). For instance, because
feeling shame is related to self-blame and feeling anger is linked with other-blame,
the poor is expected to report more shame than anger, and thus, feeling shame of

one’s economic conditions justifies inequalities (Power, Cole, & Fredrickson, 2011).



Gordon (1990) wisely argued that “Emotions may be legitimated by becoming
attached to social institutions” (p.167). Therefore, social systems, even extremely
unjust ones, cannot survive without their followers having strong emotional
attachment to these systems (see also Fields et al., 2007). For example, emotions
such as guilt and shame, which are conceived of as self-regulation devices, serve to
maintain the status quo by increasing adherence to prescriptive norms and
conventional standards (e.g., Sheikh & Janoff-Bulman, 2010). Social inequalities
could not exist without satisfaction with the status quo (Jost & Hunyady, 2005), and
the political systems could not survive without fear (Clough, 2012).

Given that social behavior occurs within the contexts of institutional,
political, and cultural systems, structural or institutional level of analysis can enable
us to improve our understanding of how the characteristics of social systems and
ideologies are related to emotions. Without considering the characteristics of social
structure, ideology or system-level motives (as well as individual and group reactions
to the status quo), it would be difficult to understand, for example, why some
individuals feel anger and outrage for unequal distribution of wealth but some others
are satisfied with the same unjust situation (Cichocka & Jost, 2014; Kluegel &
Smith, 1986), why individuals feel emotional discomfort when their particular ideal
system view is threatened by the actual pervasive inequalities in society (Jost et al.,
2008; Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, & Sullivan, 2003), why economically insecure groups
feel shame, anxiety, distress, humiliation, and embarrassment in response to poverty,
unemployment, and job insecurity (Adair, 2002; Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989;
Fields et al., 2006; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Lane,1962; McKee-Ryan, Song,
Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005; Paul & Moser, 2009), why some immigrant groups are
perceived as warm but others evokes envy and contempt in the observers
(Caprariello, Cuddy, & Fiske, 2009; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2003), why low status
group members experience more negative emotions toward their ingroup but more
positive emotions toward high status groups (Ashburn-Nardo, Knowles, & Monteith,
2003; David & Okazaki, 2006a,b; Jost et al., 2004), why some complementary
examples, such as “rich but miserable” or “poor but happy”, allow individuals to feel

better (Kay & Jost, 2003), or why gender-based token hiring practices-which are



unequal in their nature -in organizational settings evoke positive emotions among
women (Danaher & Branscombe, 2010).

The characteristics of social systems and ideologies lead people to develop
positive or negative emotions about themselves, other people, social groups, and
social systems (see also Stangor & Jost, 1997). Studies derived from various research
traditions seem to provide evidence for this phenomenon. For instance, self-hatred
which is closely associated with a sense of feeling shame for one’s stigmatized self
(Allport, 1954; Clark & Clark, 1947; Lewin, 1941), shame for being poor (Adair,
2002), embarrassment and shame from one’s culture as a results of internalization of
one’s cultural inferiority (David & Okazaki, 2006b), body shame as a result of being
exposed to sexist ideology (Calogero & Jost, 2011) or self-objectification
(Fredrickson et al., 1998), shame among battered women (Buchbinder & Eisikovits,
2003), as well as disgust toward one’s own menstrual cycle as a result of
internalization of sexually objectified view of physical appearance (Roberts, 2004)
are derived from a tacit (ideological) acquiescence to the status quo (e.g., Jost, 2011;
pp. 239-243).

Besides, there are other examples of system-based emotions such as
experiencing anger, frustration, distress, fear evoked by perceptions of unequal
distribution of household labor (Lively, Powell, Giest, & Steelman, 2008; Ross &
Van Willigen, 1996) and feeling decreased entitlement as a result of justification of
inequality (Jost, 1997), which is closely related to “paradoxical contentment” (see
Major, 1994). Additionally, displaying greater romantic interest in women with
benevolent sexist attributes under system threat (Lau, Kay, & Spencer, 2008) or
liking tall poppies who are “evidence” for the American Dream (Mandisodza, Jost, &
Unzueta, 2006) can be considered as the examples of system-based emotions. All of
these phenomena cannot be fully understood without a societal or system-level
analysis. The current research focused on system-level analysis of emotions to better

understand emotional experiences embedded in the social status quo.



1.2. Taxonomy Levels of Emotions

Stangor and Jost (1997) argued that social psychologists investigate
phenomena at three distinct levels of analysis, namely individual, group, and system
levels of analyses. In the context of emotions, individual level of analysis focuses on
unique properties of individuals or personal identity such as personal cognitive
reappraisals, physiological states or personal experiences (Davidson et al., 2003;
Ortony et al., 1998). Adopting a group level of analysis seeks to explain
characteristics of ingroup, outgroup, or intergroup relations. According to this
perspective, salient group membership dictates the group emotions (Mackie et al.,
2008). For example, being a fan of a soccer team, a member of a school board
committee, or a political party may trigger group emotions. Likewise, feeling
schadenfreude, a pleasure derived from misfortunes of others when a hated rival
team loses is an example for group emotions (Leach, Spears, Branscombe, & Doosje,
2003).

However, a system level of analysis seeks to explain characteristics of micro
and macro social systems and social structures which involve individual, groups and
reactions to system related ideology, culture, and political atmosphere. Solak et al.
(2012) noted that system-level emotions can be negative, such as fear, anxiety,
outrage, frustration derived from bureaucratic injustice, dictatorship, unemployment,
poverty, economic crises, or unstable political systems as well as positive, such as
satisfaction with the current status quo, trust in government, honor derived from
sexist practices, hope and confidence regarding economic growth in the country or
joy and amusement evoked by successful protests. As Goodwin et al. (2001)
indicated that “Moral outrage over feared practices, the shame of spoiled collective
identities or the pride of refurbished ones, the indignation of perceived encroachment
on traditional rights, the joy of imagining a new and better society and participating
in a movement toward that end...They are related to moral institutions, felt
obligations and rights, and information about expected effects...” (p. 13).

A number of previous studies and reviews on emotions in social psychology
have addresses the effects of social structure such as group hierarchies, power, and

inequality on emotions from the perspective of group-level analysis derived from



social identity and relative deprivation theories (e.g., see lyer & Leach, 2008; Kaiser
& Major, 2004; Kessler et al., 2010; Leach, 2010; Leach, lyer, & Pedersen, 2007;
Mummendey, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999; Ray at al., 2014; Simon &
Klandermans, 2001;Thomas, McGarty, & Mavor, 2009; Van Zomeren, Spears,
Fischer, & Leach, 2004). For example, research on emotion within the framework of
social identity theory suggests that social identification is necessary for experiencing
“intergroup emotions” (e.g., E. R. Smith & Mackie, 2008). These studies have made
impressive contribution to social psychology literature by extending the concept of
emotion to the group context and by demonstrating how emotions are significant
parts of the stereotypes and prejudices (Ray, Mackie, Rydell, & Smith, 2008; Smith
& Mackie, 2008). Therefore, this expansive work has challenged the individual-
centered conceptualizations of emotions and linked them to the group-level
characteristics.

However, system-level emotions are not feelings simply derived from being a
member of a larger or more inclusive group, but rather they are evoked by the
activation or accessibility of structural and ideological characteristics of the status
quo. As Solak et al. (2012) suggested experiencing emotions triggered by or directed
at the system may not necessarily need any “us” versus “them” categorization. For
instance, there is no need to identify oneself as either a capitalist or a non-capitalist
to feel emotions toward Wall Street protests or to identify with any liberal political
party to participate in protests against existing inequalities in society.

In this regard, Solak et al. (2012) argued that as shown in Figure 1.1,
individuals may experience emotions related to individual and group processes, but
also related to system-level processes (cf. Jost, 2011). Based on Figure 1.1, Solak et
al. (2012) suggested that system-level emotions either elicited by some
characteristics of the system or directed toward individual, group, and the system.
Specifically, while system-based emotions “as those emotions that are experienced as
a direct or indirect result of subjective or objective system-level characteristics”
(p.659), system-targeted emotions, on the other hand, are defined as emotions that
“originate on the basis of individual, group, and system-level attributes” (p. 680). In
this regard, paths 7, 8, 9, reflect system-based emotions, emotions derived from, but

not restricted by system justification motive. On the other hand, paths 3, 6, 9 reflect



system-targeted emotions such as emotions toward capitalist or communist system.
The current research focused on system-based emotions, rather than system-targeted
emotions.

Moreover, previous conceptualizations of emotions have largely reduced the
system-based reactions such as paths 7, 8, and 9 to path 4 and 5 under the category of
“intergroup emotions”. For instance, stereotype content model (Fiske, Cuddy, &
Glick, 2002) conceptualized emotions derived from perceived social status and
competence of the target group under the category of intergroup emotions. Indeed,
the ideology of meritocracy, that is considered as a system-justifying ideology,
results in stereotyping high and low status groups as competent versus incompetent
(Power et al., 2011). Additionally, endorsing complementary stereotypes (e.g., high
status groups are agentic; low status groups are communal), which are linked with
certain emotions and have motivational implications, are dependent on the degree of
the chronic and temporary activation of system justification motive (Jost, Kivetz,
Rubini, Guermandi, & Mosso, 2005). Similarly, Kaiser and Major (2004)
conceptualized internalization of inferiority (e.g., African American children
preferred white dolls over black dolls) and Jewish anti-Semitism as “individual” or
“collective” self-directed emotions. Specifically, outgroup favoritism among
disadvantaged groups are linked with supporting of system-justifying beliefs
(Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2003; Jost et al., 2004). | do not claim that previous
categorizations are erroneous. Rather, | argue that researchers should take into
account system-level analysis, such as the impacts of characteristics of social
systems on emotions, and seek to trace the emotions regarding status quo by
considering system-level motives, attributes, and tendencies in order to fully

understand the dynamics of emotions in social and political systems.
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System System

Group Group

Individual Individual

Figure 1.1. Individual, group, and system levels of analysis (causes and effects).
This illustration is adapted from Stangor and Jost (1997; p. 341)

1.3.  System Justification Theory

The conception of system-level emotions is derived in part from system
justification theory, which offers a social-cognitive analysis of the individual’s
motivation to defend and justify the existing social systems (Jost et al., 2004; Jost et
al., 2010; Jost & Van der Toorn, 2012, Van der Toorn & Jost, 2014). The theory
suggests that people are motivated to defend, rationalize, justify and maintain the
social, economic, and political systems in which they live. System justification refers
to “the psychological process whereby prevailing conditions, be they social, political,
economic, sexual, or legal, are accepted, explained, and justified simply because they
exist” (Jost & Banaji, 1994, p. 11). System is considered not only as large scale-
social systems, including economic, political, and national institutions, but also as
small scale social systems or norms of networks, such as high school and families
(Jost et al., 2011; Wakslak et al., 2011).

A large amount of accumulated evidence from different social groups and

countries based on social class, gender, sexual orientation, age, race, ethnic groups

11



have shown that people accept and maintain the status quo (Cichocka & Jost; 2014;
Glick & Fiske, 2001; Henry & Saul, 2006; Jost, Pelham et al., 2003; Kay & Jost,
2003; Kilianski & Rudman, 1998; Lau., et al., 2008). Research has demonstrated that
both advantaged and disadvantaged group members internalize the status quo on both
explicit and implicit measures (e.g., Ashburn-Nardo & Johnson, 2008; Ashburn &
Nardo et al., 2003; Bonnot & Jost, 2014, Jost et al., 2001; Rudman et al., 2002;
Uhlmann et al., 2002).

The theory argues that ego, group, and system-level motives are distinct
phenomena with their distinct implications (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Specifically, while
ego justification serves to protect and enhance a positive self-image, group
justification motivates individuals to develop and maintain a positive group image.
System justification motive, however, serves to protect the perceived legitimacy of
the status quo and leads individuals to exaggerate the accuracy of existing social
order (e.g., Jost, Pelham et al., 2003).

SJT also claims that the strength of system justification goal is expected to
vary across situations and dispositional factors. More specifically, system
justification goal is more pronounced when the system is perceived to be (a)
threatened, (b) inevitable or inescapable, (c) the individual feels dependent on or
controlled by the system or its representatives, (d) older; and (e) stable (see Blanchar
& Eidelman, 2013; Kay & Friesen, 2011; Laurin, Gaucher, & Kay, 2013).
Specifically, threat to the system increases the engagement to system justification
(Jost & Hunyady, 2002). Past research showed that threats to the legitimacy of social
system leads individuals to use stereotypes to justify inequalities in the system (Jost
et al., 2005; Kay et al., 2005) and leads men to prefer female romantic partners who
confirm sexist system justifying stereotypes as compared to those who not (Lau et
al., 2005). Moreover, thinking of international terrorism, as source of threat,
increases system justification tendencies (Ullrich & Cohrs, 2007).

Similarly, when individuals are dependent to a given context, they are more
motivated to justify the social structure (Shepherd & Kay, 2012; VVan der Toorn et
al., 2011). For example, when undergraduate participants were made to feel
dependent to their country, they defended the policy of the government more than

when they were made to feel dependent to their university (Kay et al., 2009).
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According to SJT, the legitimacy of people’s own system (e.g., university, health
care) on which they are relatively more dependent is more psychologically important
than the legitimacy of other institutions (Kay & Friesen, 2011).

In addition, research has demonstrated that people are motivated to justify the
systems that are relatively more inescapable (Kay & Friesen, 2011). For instance,
restricted freedom of movement leads individuals to justify the status quo (Laurin,
Shepherd, & Kay, 2010). Because people feel “stuck” with a particular system,
facing with and recognizing the system’s problems increases the threat to the system
(Laurin et al., 2010). In one laboratory experiment, Kay et al. (2009) found that when
the country becomes inescapable, even with the obvious evidence for income
inequality in the current political system, participants perceived the status quo as
more desirable compared to the participants in a low inescapable condition.

Because system justification tendencies indicate fundamental human needs
and motives, they are psychologically appealing (Hennes, Nam, Stern, & Jost, 2012).
Therefore, individuals’ evaluations about status quo are influenced by their degree of
epistemic needs to decrease uncertainty and instability (e.g., uncertainty avoidance),
existential needs to achieve safety and reduce threat (e.g., eliminate fear of death,
system threat) and relational needs to affiliate with similar others by sharing social
reality (Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Jost, Ledgerwood, & Hardin, 2007). In line with this
formulation, a meta-analysis by Jost et al. (2003b) showed that uncertainty
avoidance, intolerance of ambiguity, personal needs for order, structure, and closure,
perceptions of a dangerous world, and death anxiety are positively related to system-
justifying ideologies (see also Jost et al., 2007). Hennes et al., (2012) found that
heightened epistemic, existential, and relational needs result in supporting more
system-justifying ideologies and movements and less system-challenging ideologies
and movements. These needs are conceptualized as sources of system justification
goal, motivating individuals to perceive the system as legitimate and stable (Jost,
Pietrzak, Liviatan, Mandisodza, & Napier, 2008; Liviatan & Jost, 2014).

Jost et al. (2008) suggested that system justification operates as both a
conscious and unconscious goal, and thereby carries potential features of goal
pursuit. As a result, individuals not only tend to believe but also want to believe that
the social system is stable and fair (Jost et al., 2008; Jost et al., 2010; Liviatan & Jost,
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2014; Kay et al., 2009). Research lines on goals and goal pursuit converge on the
idea that “individuals have desired states toward which they aspire and continue
striving toward these ends until the experienced state sufficiently approximates the
desired state” (Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996, p.362). In view of SJT, ideological
endorsement, stereotyping, ingroup versus outgroup favoritism, rationalizations
operate as different means of achieving system justification goal (Jost et al., 2008).
They indeed provide interchangeable means of attaining the system justification goal
(Jost et al., 2010; Kay et al., 2005). In this regard, the activation of system
justification goal motivates individuals to restore their belief toward the status quo by
leading them to adopt system justification means. Supporting this notion, a growing
body of research has demonstrated the fundamental motivations for system
justification tendencies (Haines & Jost, 2000; Ledgerwood et al., 2008; Liviatan &
Jost, 2014; Jost, Glaser et al., 2003; Kay et al., 2009). Jost and his colleagues (1997)
suggested that “stability and hierarchy generally provide reassurance and structure,
whereas change and equality imply greater chaos and unpredictability” (p. 990).
Then, achieving system justification goal via various means can reduce uncertainty
and threat (Jost et al., 2008).

Ideologies or belief systems are important ways for bolstering the social
status quo (Glick & Fiske, 2001; Jost, Blount, Pfeffer, & Hunyady, 2003; Jost &
Hunyady, 2005; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Lerner & Miller, 1978; Major, 1994;
Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Examples of
system justifying ideologies include the Protestant work ethic, belief in a just world,
meritocratic ideology, economic system justification, political conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism,
and fair market ideology. All these system-justifying beliefs explain social systems
in a way that supports and justifies the status quo.

Importantly, by drawing also on the logic of cognitive dissonance theory
(Festinger, 1957), SJT posited that individuals who are at the most disadvantaged
position in the system experience the highest ideological dissonance caused by the
discrepancy between one’s beliefs about the system and pervasive inequalities in
society (Jost et al., 2008) or by the discrepancy between system justification and

group/ego justification motives, which leads them to have the highest desire to justify

14



the status quo (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). System justification among disadvantaged
groups may be derived from the need to reduce cognitive dissonance regarding
participating in a system that has high personal costs (e.g., Blanton, George, &
Crocker, 2001; but see Brandt, 2013 for a critique of this idea). According to the
theory, both advantaged status and disadvantaged group members contribute to
system justification by sharing dominant ideology which favors the self and the
group interests of advantaged group members (Jost, 2001). As a result, the three
motives (ego, group, and system justifying motives) are generally consistent and
complementary to each other for those who have advantageous status in the social
system, whereas they are in conflict with each other for those who are disadvantaged
(Jost & Burgess, 2000; Jost & Thompson, 2000; O’Brien & Major, 2005; O’Brien,
Major, & Gilbert, 2012). When the salience of individual and collective interests is
low, members of disadvantaged groups tend to support the unequal social
arrangements (Jost, Pelham, et al., 2003). Supporting this, Henry and Saul (2006)
demonstrated that compared to members of a high ethnic status group, the members
of a low status ethnic group in Bolivia, which is one of the poorest countries in the
world, were least likely to criticize the government and most likely to believe that the
government takes care of all of its citizens. This phenomenon is difficult to be
understood from the perspectives from social identity theory that emphasized on
ingroup bias and individuals’ motivation to achieve a positive group distinctiveness
(see Jost et al., 2004).

In order to explain system justification tendencies among disadvantaged
groups, Jost and Hunyady (2002) suggested that system justification has a palliative
function. Confirming legitimacy of status quo increases the perceptions that the
world is familiar, controllable, safe, and fair place, and thus, system justification
serves as the basis for coping strategies (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; 2005; Jost et al.,
2008). Hence, both correlational and experimental studies showed the palliative
function of system justification, at least in the short run. Adopting system
justification beliefs increases satisfaction with status quo, positive affect, life
satisfaction, subjective sense of security, and reduced moral outrage, cognitive
dissonance, anger, frustration, helplessness both in advantaged and disadvantaged
groups (Dalbert, 2002; Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Harding & Sibley, 2013; Rankin et
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al., 2009). For instance, Jost, Pelham et al. (2003) demonstrated that endorsement of
meritocratic ideology predicted greater satisfaction with one’s economic situation for
rich and poor individuals (see also Kluegel & Smith, 1986).

However, the theory also suggests that because justification of status quo
evokes psychological dissonance among disadvantaged groups, bolstering the status
quo has numerous disadvantages in the long run, including outgroup favoritism,
lower self-esteem, neuroticism and well-being for disadvantaged groups but has
advantages in the short run (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2003; 2008; Jost & Burgess, 2000;
Jost, Burgess, & Mosso, 2001; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Jost et al., 2002; O’Brien &
Major , 2005; Quinn & Crocker, 1999). Overall, system justification theory has
provided important tools in understanding cognitive, social, motivational, and

behavioral underpinnings of social stability versus social change.

1.4.  Characteristics of System-Level Emotions

Drawing on the theoretical distinction among ego, group, and system
justification motives, individuals may experience emotions not only for the
individual and group processes but also on the basis of system-level processes (Solak
et al., 2012). Three characteristics of system-level emotions are as follows: (1)
System-based emotions reflect one’s subjective as well as objective standing in the
social order; (1) System-based emotions reflect one’s subjective appraisal of the
social order; and (I11) System-level emotions affect action tendencies and behaviors,
including behaviors that promote system stability vs. change. The current study

attempts to provide the empirical support for these propositions.

1.4.1. System-Level Emotions Reflect Standing in the Social Order

Both sociological and psychological research has converged on the idea that
social status has implications for emotional processes (Ridgeway, 2006; Tiedens,
2000). Because “a person’s position in a social structure (class, gender, generational
membership, etc.) determines the type, frequency, and intensity of emotions that will

be directed to the person or aroused in him or her” (Gordon, 1990, p.161),
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experiencing and expressing emotions are not equal across status structures
(Barbalet, 1998; Keltner et al., 2003; Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011; Stets & Turner,
2008). In other words, emotions function as “place markers” by reflecting one’s
“place” in the hierarchical systems (Clark, 1990) or have different “epidemiology”
(Thoits, 1989) across status structures, which result in legitimizing and sustaining the
status quo (Jost, Wakslak, & Tyler, 2008; Ridgeway, 2006). This form of reciprocal
link between emotions and social status indeed hinders social change (Tiedens,
2000).

Consistent with this observation, past research findings from psychological
studies of status and power differences demonstrated that individuals and groups
differing in social status or power tend to experience qualitatively different emotional
states (Keltner et al., 2003; Mackie et al., 2000; Tiedens, 2000, 2001; Van Kleef,
Oveis, Van der Lowe, LuoKogan, Goetz, & Keltner, 2008). For example, in a large
scale cross-cultural study, it was found that whereas men displayed more “dominant”
emotions (e.g., anger) and tried to control their fear and surprise, women displayed
more “submissive” emotions (e.g. sadness, fear) and controlled their anger,
contempt, and disgust (Fischer et al., 2004; Matsumoto, Takeuchi, Andayni,
Kouznetsova, & Krupp, 1998). Conway, Di Fazio, and Mayman (1999) also showed
that while low status individuals were perceived as inhibiting their expression of
anger and disgust, high status individuals were perceived as displaying these
emotions readily. Likewise, it was demonstrated that high-status individuals are free
to express anger and resentment (Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990). Moreover, perceived
higher power/upper class individuals (versus lower power/class individuals) are less
emphatic and less accurate in perceiving the emotions of others (Cote, Piff, & Willer,
2013; Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006). As compared to lower-class
individuals, upper-class individuals not only reduce their empathy as a response to
the suffering of others (Piff, Kraus, Coté, Cheng, & Keltner, 2010; Stellar, Manzo,
Kraus, & Keltner, 2012), but also identified different emotions less accurately
(Kraus, Cote, & Keltner, 2010).

In addition, individuals seem to use others’ emotions to infer their status
using social expectations related to emotions, Tiedens, Ellsworth, and Mesquita

(2000) demonstrated that participants who read a description of an angry individual
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assumed that the individual had high status, whereas the description of a sad
individual leads participants to infer that the individual had low status. Similarly, in
positive situations, proud individuals were assumed to be high status, but
appreciative individuals were assumed to be low status. Tiedens (2001) also found
that the target who exhibited anger was thought to deserve more status than the target
who exhibited sadness.

Mosquera, Van Vienen, and Manstead (2004) made a distinction between
“powerful” emotions such as anger, contempt, disgust, and “powerless” emotions
such as sadness, fear, shame, and guilt. Whereas powerful emotions were linked to
assertiveness and control reflecting the traits related to high status, powerless
emotions implied self-blame, inability to change the situation, and vulnerability,
which are usually linked with low status. All of these correlational and experimental
studies showed that system-level emotions reflect standing in the social order.

Consistent with this proposition, Jost et al. (2008) described the results of
“Star Power” simulation of social interactions that was used to create three groups
which differ in power, status, and privilege. It was hypothesized that creating a
system of relative inequality among participants would lead them to experience some
level of emotional distress as a result of their standing in the social order. Consistent
with the previous psychological and sociological accounts (e.g., Barbalet, 1998;
Branscombe, 1998; Gurr, 1970; J. L. Hochschild, 1981; Walster, Berschild, &
Walster, 1973), researchers found that the most advantaged group reported more
satisfaction and guilt than less advantaged groups who reported more frustration.

Based on the documented evidence, the first hypothesis of current dissertation
was that system-based emotions reflect standing in the social order. Specifically,
individuals with high social status will report more positive and less negative system-
based emotions as compared to individuals with low social status. In addition, due to
the palliative function of system justification motivation, system justification is
expected to moderate the relationship between system-based emotions and social
status, in a way that system justification will serve as a buffer for detrimental effects

of low social status on negative system—based emotions.

18



1.4.2. System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the Social Order

The second proposition of system-level emotions is that system-based
emotions reflect appraisals of the social order. In other words, system-based
emotions are affected by one’s ideological appraisal of the status quo. Supporting
this notion, as mentioned above, growing body of evidence demonstrates that
justifying the system justification has a palliative function, which allows individuals
to feel better, happier, and more satisfied by increasing their satisfaction with the
social arrangements (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Jost, Pelham et al., 2003). In other
words, system justification makes people feel better about their situation (Jost &
Hunyady, 2002). It has been previously shown system justification increases positive
affect and decrease negative affect (Cichocka & Jost, 2014; Harding & Sibley, 2013;
Napier & Jost, 2008; Napier, Thorisdottir, & Jost, 2010; O’Brien & Major, 2005;
Rankin et al., 2009). For example, a survey study by Chapleau and Oswald (2014)
yielded that less moral outrage at human suffering was predicted by more gender-
specific system justification. Similarly, Mccoy et al. (2013) demonstrated that
endorsing meritocracy among lower-status women was positively related to self-
esteem and physical health. Wakslak et al. (2007) provided a more direct evidence of
the hypothesis that system justification alleviates emotional distress. Specifically,
priming a system justification mind-set (by reading “rags to riches” stories) brought
about a reduction of negative affect and moral outrage regarding inequality in
society.

Additionally, the “Star Power” study designed by Jost et al. (2008) allowed
researchers to test the additional hypothesis that emotional distress derived from
inequality among participants would be alleviated by supporting system-justifying
ideologies, including the beliefs that the system is fair, legitimate, and meritocratic
(e.g., Jost, Blount et al., 2003; Kluegel & Smith, 1986). In the experiment, members
of the advantaged group were allowed to draw valuable chips that represent
privileged opportunities in society. Moreover, individual mobility was included by
the system. Generally speaking, the most advantaged group maintained dominance
and determined the rule changes which are system-serving. Results demonstrated that

supporting system-justifying statements related to the rules and procedures of the
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game was associated with increased satisfaction for low, medium, and high power
groups, (b) decreased frustration for members of the medium and low power groups,
and (c) decreased guilt for members of the most powerful groups. These results are
not only consistent with the palliative function of system justification but also the
second characteristic of system-based emotions, which is that system-based emotions
reflect one’s subjective (i.e. ideological) appraisal of the social order.

Jost and Kramer (2003) pointed out that emotionally relevant reactions to
social, political, and economic system were ranging from extreme paranoia to more
moderate forms of rejection or distrust and idealization view. Chronic or temporary
levels of system justification motivation can predict individuals’ tendency within this
range from paranoia to idealization. For instance, a study by Crocker, Luhtanen,
Broadnax, and Blaine (1999) showed that African Americans who showed strong
support for “system-blaming ideologies” are more likely to subscribe to various
conspiracy theories about the U.S. government’s role in perpetuating racial
inequalities. Reviewing studies from Post-Communist countries, Cichocka and Jost
(2014) demonstrated that lower system justification was associated with higher
political alienation which captures “relatively enduring sense of estrangement from
existing social institutions and leaders” (Citrin, McClosky, Shanks, & Sniderman,
1975, p.3). Political alienation is closely related to social cynicism, which is
associated with lower life-satisfaction (Bond et al., 2004).

Considering the accumulated findings, in the current dissertation, it was
hypothesized that system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social order.
Specifically, system-based emotions will be dependent on the person’s degree of
system justification. Thus, system justification is expected to be the strongest

predictor of system emotions, even after controlling group justification.
1.4.3. System-Level Emotions Affect System-Relevant Action Tendencies and

Behaviors

The third characteristic of system-level emotions is that system-level
emotions affect action tendencies and behaviors, including behaviors that promote

system stability vs. change. In other words, system-level emotions affect a wide
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range of system actions. A growing body of research in the sociological theories of
protest and rebellion has pointed out the role of emotions, such as frustration, moral
outrage, anger in motivating participation in the protests (e.g., Barbalet, 1998;
Goodwin et al., 2001b; Gurr, 1970; Jasper, 2014). For example, Jasper (1998)
identified the examples of emotions which are prevalent in social movements such as
outrage toward nuclear plans, fears of radiation and wars, trust or mistrust toward
governmental actors or anger at governmental decision. Others argued that mitigating
of fear among protestors (Goodwin & Pfaff, 2001) or venting moral outrage and
anger against the targets of the social protests (Goodwin & Jasper, 2006) are critical
for collective action.

Indeed, social psychological research, influenced by social identity and relative
deprivation theories, has also showed the predominant role of emotions in collective
protests (Becker, Tausch, & Wagner, 2011; Jost & Kay, 2010; Jost et al., 2012;
Klandermans, 1997; Montada & Schneider, 1989; lyer et al., 2007; Shepherd et al.,
2013; Van Stekelenburg & Klandermans, 2010; Van Zomeren et al; 2008; Van
Zomeren et al., 2004). Past rresearch has documented that satisfaction with the
system reduces system-related action tendencies, whereas moral outrage and anger
are the central components of the social protests and supporting social policies (Gurr,
1970; Montada & Scheinder, 1989; Nepstad & Smith, 2001; Smith, Cronin, &
Kessler, 2008). Spesifically, for example, Wakslak et al. (2007) showed that system
justification mindset not only reduced negative affect and moral outrage, but also
reduction in moral outrage was associated with a withdrawal of support for
redistributive policies (e.g., willingness to donate money). Chapleau and Oswald
(2014) found that moral outrage is negatively related to rape-myth acceptance which
reflects system-justifying ideology. Jost et al. (2012) conducted a series of
experiments to examine how system justification process affects commitment to
protests. May Day protestors in Greece who were exposed to the complementary
stereotypes (“poor but happy”) reported less anger at the government and less
willingness to participate in protests compared to participants who were exposed to
the noncomplementary stereotype examples (“poor and unhappy”). In this regard,
system justification not only motivates individuals to think and behave on behalf of

the social arrangements but also feel in a way supportive of the status quo. All of
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these emotions are related to certain aspects of the status quo and they regulate
actions in ways that promote either system change or system stability (e.g., Brown &
Pickerill, 2009; Tiedens, 2000).

Additionally, the role of collective guilt and political trust-emotions that are
linked with some aspects of the social system- are significantly important in system-
related action tendencies. For instance, system justification tendencies are associated
with the denial of environmental problems such as global warming and less
engagement in pro-environmental action (Feygina, Jost, & Goldsmith, 2009) but
feeling collective guilt is related to willingness to engage in mitigation (Ferguson &
Branscombe, 2010). In contrast, political trust (trust to government)-which is not
emotion but has emotional consequences-is negatively related to supporting protests
and positively predicted by higher levels of hierarchal orientation, conflict
avoidance, and perceived responsiveness of government (Shi, 2001).

There are other examples regarding the effect of system emotions on actions.
Because shame and embarrassment are more likely to be evoked when individuals
violate the moral standards, they are related to social conformity (Barbalet, 1998)
and play a role in bolstering social hierarchies in the society (Clark, 1990; see also
Keltner & Haidt, 1990). In line with this argument, Jost (1995) claimed that the
belief that “protest is embarrassing” is harmful for social change because it leads
individuals to embrace or be afraid to voice their dissatisfaction with the status quo.
Also, shame and “protected” honor derived from patriarchal system arrangements are
central reinforcements of honor killings (e.g., Wikan, 2008), which represents the
extreme case of system justification. Similarly, fear, threat, and emotional disgust are
embedded in the system justifying ideologies, such as conservatism which is closely
associated with the resistance to change (Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009; Jost, Glaser,
Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003; Jost, Nosek, & Gosling, 2008). Overall, system-level
analysis of emotions may have potential to highlight how emotions and emotion
management play roles in social stability versus social change. Based on these
considerations, it is hypothesized that system emotions will uniquely predict action
tendencies and behaviors above and beyond the effects of individual and group
emotions. Moreover, system emotions are expected to mediate the relation between

system justification and action tendencies and behaviors, in a way that system
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justification both directly and indirectly- via system emotions- will undermine
support for collective action.

1.5.  System-Level Emotions, Emotion Regulation, and System Justification

Supporting Solak et al.’s (2012) arguments, the current study suggests that
system-level emotions should exert a unique characteristic that differentiates them
from the individual-and group-based emotions. Moreover, regulating routes of
system emotions can also play a significant role in imbuing the status quo with
legitimacy and stability.

Emotion regulation has increasingly attracted research attention in the past
two decades (Gross, 2007). In the literature, emotion regulation as part of affect
regulation (Gross, 1998a) has been commonly defined as “the ways individuals
influence which emotions they have, when they have them, and how they experience
and express these emotions” (Gross, 19993, p. 557). During emotion regulation,
emotions are initiated, decreased, increased, changed, maintained, inhibited, and
managed by individuals (Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2004; Gross, 1999b; Thompson,
1994) congruent with their goals (Gross, 2013). Therefore, emotion regulation is a
goal directed process in which intensity, duration and types of emotion experienced
are affected (Gross & Thompson, 2007). Gross (1999b) has conceptualized emotion
regulation as a “heterogeneous set of processes by which emotions are themselves
regulated” (p. 557). According to him, this conceptualization underlines regulation of
emotions rather than regulation by emotions indicating that emotions regulate other
psychological processes such as behavior and thoughts (Gross & Munoz, 1995).

Emotions are regulated both consciously (Bonano, Papa, Lalande, Westphal,
& Coifman, 2004; Gross, 1999a; Gross & Levenson, 1993; Oschsner, Bunge, Gross,
& Gabrieli, 2002) and nonconsciously (Bargh & Williams, 2007; Koole &
Rothermund, 2011; Mauss, Bunge, & Gross, 2007; Mauss, Cook, & Gross, 2007,
Williams, Bargh, Nocera, & Gray, 2009), directly and indirectly (Halperin, 2014) by
intrinsic processes (regulation of emotion by oneself) and extrinsic processes
(regulation of emotions by others) (Gross et al., 2011; Thompson, 1994). Emotion

regulation is also linked with biological and social adaptations which allow
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individuals to give a rapid and reliable response to hostile and hospitable stimuli
(Koole & Kuhl, 2007) and to achieve their various goals (Koole, 2009; Thompson,
1994). Furthermore, emotion regulation plays a substantial role in impression
management, relationship management and satisfaction, self-preservation, and
coping with social exclusion (Campos, Frankel, & Camras, 2004; DeWall, Twenge,
Koole, Baumeister, Marquez, & Reid, 2011; Jostmann, Karremans, & Finkenaur,
2011; Manstead & Fischer, 2000; Richards, Butler, & Gross, 2003). In their
comprehensive review, John and Gross (2004) claimed that healthy emotion
regulation improves interpersonal behavior, authenticity, and well-being. Hence,
emotion regulation has critical implications for mental and physical health (Aldao,
Nolen-Hoeksema & Schweizer, 2010; Gross & Munoz, 1995; Hoop, Troy, & Mauss,
2011).

Researchers studying emotion regulation have proposed a number of
strategies for the management of emotional arousal (see Koole, 2009; Larsen &
Prizmic, 2004 for a review). Some of these strategies were distraction, suppression,
cognitive reappraisal, downward social comparison, problem-directed action, seeking
support, withdrawal, and self-isolation. Also, researchers grouped these strategies in
a number of categories or dimensions. These categories were labeled as behavioral
versus cognitive (Augustine & Hemenover, 2009; Larsen, 2000), engagement versus
avoidance (Augustine & Hemenover, 2009), affect-directed versus situation-directed
(Parkinson & Totterdal, 1999), and focus on the situation versus focus on the self
(Larsen, 2000).

One of the most popular approaches to emotion regulation strategies was
proposed by Gross (1998, 2002, 2014a). In his comprehensive model called “process
model of emotion regulation”, the various strategies used for regulating emotional
arousal were identified. These strategies were categorized as antecedent-focused
strategies and response-focused strategies, with the former being used before the
emotions have been generated, whereas the latter is employed for regulating
emotions after they have been aroused. On the basis of this distinction, Gross pointed
out five regulation strategies of emotion regulation, labeled as (1) situation selection,
(2) situation modification, (3) attentional deployment, (4) cognitive change, and (5)

response modulation. In his model, the first four strategies were categorized under
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antecedent-focused regulation, while the response modulation strategy was
categorized under response-focused regulation.

The current dissertation focuses on the two important emotion regulation
strategies, which have direct implications for system level emotion regulations,
namely, expressive suppression and cognitive reappraisal. | chose to focus on these
two strategies among others due to two reasons. First, expressive suppression and
cognitive reappraisal are two major emotion regulation strategies that have received
most empirical attention in emotion regulation literature. Second, as Gross (1998b)
pointed out in his process model of emotion regulation, and as described below,
timing of a regulation strategy is of importance for its effectiveness and implications.
Because suppression and cognitive reappraisal occur at different points of emotion-
generative process, they have different impacts and consequences.

While cognitive reappraisal refers to changing the emotional experience by
changing the ways of thinking, a suppression strategy is aimed at inhibiting
emotionally expressive behaviors (Gross, 1998a,b). Past research has revealed that
reappraisal and suppression exhibit different consequences for physiology, cognition,
and subjective experience (Gross, 1998a,b). More specifically, on the one hand,
reappraisal can be used before any emotion occurs (e.g., antecedent-focused
regulation), on the other hand, suppression can be employed after emotion occurs
(e.g., response-focused regulation). In other words, suppression is expected to
modify the process before emotion responses have been completely generated
whereas suppression affects the process after emotion responses have been fully
generated.

Because of this difference, reappraisal is more healthy and effective strategy
than suppression in making people feel less negative emotions (Garnefski & Kraaij,
2006; Gross, 2002; Gross & John, 2003; Troy, Wilhelm, Shallcross, & Mauss, 2010).
Research has demonstrated that reappraisal is related to more positive and less
negative emotion expression whereas suppression is associated with the reverse
pattern (Gross & John, 2003). Following this evidence, it is plausible to propose that
system emotions are affected by emotion regulation processes, specifically by

suppression and cognitive reappraisal.
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Importantly, individuals predominantly try to reduce negative emotions
though they rarely regulate positive emotions (e.g., happiness). Hedonic concerns,
including motivation for avoiding pain and seeking pleasure, are among the powerful
motives underlying emotion regulation (Tice & Wallace, 2000). However,
individuals do not always regulate their emotions due to hedonic reasons (Manstead
& Fischer, 2000). They sometimes decrease positive emotions and increase negative
emotions, which reflect the instrumental account of emotion regulation (Erber,
Wegner, & Therriault, 1996; Gross & Thompson, 2007; Maus & Tamir, 2013;
Tamir, 2009).

People use emotion regulation strategies and emotions to the extent that these
emotions have instrumental benefits (Tamir, 2009). Especially, when unpleasant
emotions lead individuals to attain their long-term goals, they choose to experience
negative emotions, such as fear and anger (Tamir, 2009; Tamir & Ford, 2009; Tamir,
Mitchell, & Gross, 2008). Because people want to maximize utility (e.g., long-term
pleasure), they prefer to experience emotions that are congruent with and thus useful
in the current context. For instance, when people expect to collaborate with another,
they are motivated to increase their happiness, but when they expect to confront with
another, they are motivated to increase their anger (e.g., Tamir & Ford, 2012; Tamir
et al., 2008). Therefore, consistent with a goal framework, emotion regulation is
closely affected by the motive people have in the current context. In other words,
emotion regulation strategies are adopted to the extent that they help people attain
their current emotion goals (Tamir, 2013). Consistent with this line of arguments, it
is assumed that system justification goal may lead individuals to employ emotion
regulation strategy to effectively attain the goals at the system level. In this regard,
compared to the individual level of individual emotion regulation strategies, system
emotion regulation strategies, emphasizing the routes of regulating emotions toward
national system, may be strongly related to the system-level emotions as well as
system justification. Although individual emotion regulation strategies reflect trait-
based process, system emotion regulation strategies are context dependent and
triggered by the motive embedded in the social context. Specifically, because
emotion regulation is affected by the motive in the current context, compared to

individual emotion regulation strategies, system emotion regulation strategies will be
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strongly related to system emotions, which are triggered by system justification
motive.

In the recent years, research on emotion regulation has focused on
understanding how regulation affects political attitudes. For instance, a study by Lee,
Sohn, and Fowler (2013) demonstrated that trait reappraisal is associated with lower
support for conservative policies. Other studies conducted in intergroup context has
showed that training individuals in reappraisal strategy in the context of Israeli-
Palestinian conflict reduced anger and increased support for conciliatory policies
over aggressive policies. In addition, reappraisal seems to lead lower intolerance to
outgroup members via increasing democratic values and decreasing negative
emotions (Halperin et al., 2013). Because reappraisal, as mentioned before, includes
changing a meaning attached to a situation and a stimulus in a way that alters their
emotional impacts (Gross, 2002). These research findings can be considered as a
direct (explicit) way of emotion regulation (see Halperin, 2014; Mauss, Bunge, &
Gross, 2007). In a typical training of such direct emotion regulation, participants are
trained or probed directly to regulate their emotions (Halperin, 2014). In these
studies, the researchers have examined the role of emotion regulation strategies on
subsequent emotional responses.

However, certain forms of emotion regulation may indirectly control
emotions. In an indirect (implicit) emotion regulation, individuals are exposed to
concentrate on messages aimed at changing specific cognitive appraisals which also
alter the relevant emotions (Halperin, 2014). Indirect regulation strategies also alter
cognitive reappraisals that are relevant to discrete emotions. For instance, Clanton
(2006) demonstrated how envy is reduced by ideological rationalization of
inequality, particularly luck, the will of God, and the Protestant work ethic in
capitalist society, which in turn, results in the system stability. Similarly, findings
within the SJT framework can also be reinterpreted from the perspective of indirect
emotion regulation. System justification tools serve as effective emotion regulation
strategies through the process of altering the meaning of events. For instance,
previous findings from SJT literature have demonstrated that ideological
rationalization (Kay, Jimenez, & Jost, 2002) or complementary stereotypes (Kay,

Jost, & Young, 2005) allow individuals to change the ways they think and feel about
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the status quo, which in turn affect system-related action tendencies and behaviors
(e.g., Jost et al., 2012).

Suppression, however, is linked with power and social status. Some evidence
suggests that, compared to members of majority groups, members of minority groups
are more likely to engage in a suppression strategy (Gross & John, 2003). Evidence
has indicated that using suppression chronically is associated with low well-being,
low self-esteem, low inauthenticity, low environmental mastery, and low a sense of
control (Gross & John, 2003), which represents powerless/submissive emotions, and
it is positively associated with uncertainty avoidance and power distance at the
cultural level (Matsumoto et al., 2008). Therefore, trait (or individual) suppression
will be more likely to be related with negative affect and less likely to be associated
with positive affect at the individual level.

Moreover, emotion suppression is linked with lower willingness to participate
in collective action (Gill & Matheson, 2006). When individuals do not express their
negative emotions (e.g., anger) toward some characteristics of the system, they will
avoid directly confront with those who are responsible for the unequal distribution of
the resources in society. This may reduce individuals’ efficacy beliefs (see Gill &
Mathenson, 2006) that is closely associated with collective action (e.g., Cohen-Chen,
Halperin, Saguy, & Van Zomeren, 2014; Van Zomeren et al., 2014). Therefore,
suppressing negative affect toward the characteristics of the social system contributes
to social stability over social change. In other words, suppressing negative feelings
toward the status quo is a significant obstacle to attaining social change. Following
this rational, it can be argued that the more people are motivated to defend the
existing system, the more they are reluctant to express their negative emotions
towards the status quo. Hence, compared to individual emotion regulation strategies
which are related to personal outcomes, emotion regulation strategies targeted at the
system (the emotion regulation strategies that have implications for the society)
would be more strongly related to system justification. Also, individual and system
suppression strategies would have different effects on individual and system
emotions. It could be drawn from the literature that trait (individual) suppression will
be related to less positive and more negative individual emotions, whereas using the

expressive suppression strategy is expected to be associated with reporting more
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positive and less negative system emotions that contribute to bolstering the status
quo.

Furthermore, it is assumed that if suppression towards the status quo is
related to lower expression of negative system emotions, individuals with low system
justification will express less negative system emotions when they are high in system
suppression strategy. Specifically, because providing less support toward the status
quo are related to more negative emotions (e.g, Wakslak et al., 2007), employing
suppression strategy toward the status quo will moderate the effect of system

justification on negative emotions.

1.6. Overview

The dissertation includes four studies. First, three studies were carried out in
the real-world settings. Although these studies have cross-sectional designs, in Study
1 and Study 2, the hypotheses were tested in the US and Turkey, respectively. Study
3 was conducted during the 2013 Gezi Protests in Turkey, so that the hypotheses
were tested considering the real-life action tendencies. In Study 4, hypotheses were
tested with the experimental manipulation of system justification. Taken together,
these four studies focus on the characteristics of system-level emotions. Specifically
it was hypothesized that:

1. System-Based Emotions Reflect Standing in the Social Order. In
particular, (H1a) individuals with high social status will report more positive and less
negative system emotions as compared to individuals with low social status. (H1b)
Due to palliative function of system justification motivation, system justification will
moderate the relationship between system emotions and social status, in a way that
system justification will serve as a buffer for detrimental effects of low social status
on negative system emotions.

2. System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the Social Order.
Specifically, system-based emotions will be dependent on the person’s degree of
system justification. System justification will be the strongest predictor of system
emotions, even after controlling the effect of group justification.
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3. System-Level Emotions Affect Action Tendencies and Behaviors. It was
hypothesized that the system emotions will predict action tendencies and behaviors
above and beyond the effects of individual and group emotions.

4. System emotions will also mediate the relation between system
justification and action tendencies/ behaviors, in a way that system justification both
directly and indirectly- via system emotions- will undermine support for collective
action.

5. System-level emotions are regulated by the system related emotion
regulation strategies. It was hypothesized that (H5a) as compared to individual
emotion regulation strategies, adopting emotion regulation strategies toward the
status quo will be strongly related to system emotions. (H5b) Individual suppression
and system suppression will have different effects on emotions, in a way that,
whereas system suppression will be related to more positive and less negative system
emotions derived from existing status quo, individual suppression will be related to
less positive and more negative individual emotions. (H5¢) As compared to
individual emotion regulation strategies, system emotion regulations would be
strongly related to system justification. (H5d) System emotion regulation strategies
will also moderate the link between system justification and system emotions, in a
way that system-related emotion regulation strategies are expected to buffer the
detrimental effects of low system justification on the negative system emotions.

As summarized above, these hypotheses will be tested in four studies. In
Study 1, the characteristics of system emotions were examined by comparing the
system emotions with the individual and group emotions reported by the same
participants. The study hypotheses were tested in a cross-sectional design among
university students in the USA. Study 2 aimed to replicate the findings of the first
study among university students in Turkey having a relatively collectivist cultural
context. Study 3 aimed to test the hypotheses using a real-life case, during the 2013
Gezi Protests. In Study 3, data were collected not only from students but also from
the community samples. As opposed to the previous studies testing the hypotheses in
a correlational framework, Study 4 examined the characteristics of system emotions

using an experimental design.
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In each study, the study hypotheses were tested employing the same data
analysis strategy that allows us to compare the results across four studies. First, to
determine the factor structure of positive and negative emotion measures at
individual, group, and system level emotions, a series of principal component
analyses were conducted. In order to have a comparable set of measures for the
individual, group, and system emotions, factor solution of the individual emotions
was used as the target reference point for the factor structure of emotion dimensions
in each study.

Additionally, the study hypotheses were tested not only for the dimensions of
positive and negative emotion but also for the discrete emotions, namely anger,
fear/anxiety, sadness, guilt/shame, and happiness. Although positive and negative
emotion dimensions were created based on the findings of factor analyses, the
discrete emotion measures were also constructed considering the conceptual
similarity among emotions.

Study hypotheses were tested following the assessment of the factor structure
in each measure. All of the analyses in this dissertation were conducted using IBM
SPSS Statistics 20 for Windows except for the path analyses which were run with
LISREL 8.5. To test Hypothesis 1a, both correlational analyses and analyses of
variance (ANOVA) were utilized. While correlation analyses allow examining the
strength and direction of a relationship between social status and emotions, ANOVA
helped to compare emotions between high and low social status groups. Next,
moderated regression analysis was conducted to test Hypothesis 1b to see how
system justification would moderate the effect of social status on system emotions.

Hypothesis 2 was tested via both correlations and hierarchical linear
regression analyses. First, system justification was allowed to correlate with system
emotions to examine whether system emotions are dependent on the person’s degree
of system justification. Next, Hypothesis 2 was tested by controlling group
justification using hierarchical linear regression. In a similar vein, Hypothesis 3 was
tested using both correlations and hierarchical linear regression analysis. Emotions
were allowed to correlate with action tendencies and behaviors, then collective action
tendencies and behaviors were regressed on system emotions, adjusting for

individual and group emotions. Hypothesis 4 was tested using path analysis to better
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understand the pattern of relationships among system justification, system emotions,
and action tendencies and behaviors. Finally, bivariate correlations were calculated
to test Hypotheses 5a, 5b, and 5¢. Moreover, Hypotheses 5a and 5d were tested via
moderated regression analyses to see whether emotion regulation strategies would
change the relationship between system emotions and system justification. These
studies are described in detail below.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1: THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SYSTEM-LEVEL EMOTIONS IN

THE UNITED STATES

The first study is a cross-sectional examination of the characteristic system-

based emotions conducted in the US sample.

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Participants

Two-hundred-twelve students from New York University participated in
Study 1. Because questions on political party group emotions were asked using
wording for Democrats and Republicans (e.g., angry at Democrats, angry at
Republicans), 48 participants who did not report political party preference were
excluded from the analyses. In addition, those who did not complete at least one
scale were removed from the analyses, thus the remaining sample was consistent of
164 participants. After controlling the accuracy of data and the assumptions of
multivariate statistics (outliers, normality, linearity, and multicollinearity) 3 cases
were identified as the univariate outliers, and so these participants were also
excluded from the study and the final sample included 161 participants.

Participants were 124 female (77%) and 37 male (23%), ranging from 18 to
25 years of age (M = 19.57, SD = 1.27). Of the participants, 59 (36.6%) were
White/European American, 54 (33.5%) were Asian or Asian American, 18 (8.3%)
were Bi/Multi-racial, 15 (9.3%) were Latino(a)/Hispanic, 6 (3.7%) were Middle
Eastern, 7 (4.3%) were African American, 1 (0.6 %) was Pacific Islander/Inuit, and 2
(1.2%) reported their ethnicity as “Other”. Of the participants, 61 (37.9%) were
Christian, 18 (11.2%) were Jewish, 6 (3.7%) Muslim, 11 (6.8%) were Hindu, 10
were Buddhist (6.2%), 22 (13.7%) were Agnostic, 25 were Atheist (15.5%), and 8

(5) reported their religious affiliation as “Other”.
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Regarding the perceived socioeconomic status, 46 (28.6%) participants were
from low SES , 50 (31.1%) were from middle class, 64 (39.8%) were form upper
class, and 1 student (0.6%) did not report him/her socioeconomic class. The reported
family/household income was between the category “under$30.000” and the
category “over $250.000”. The mean degree of participants’ political orientation (1 =
extremely liberal, 11 = extremely conservative) was 4.19 (SD = 1.92) and the mean
degree of their religiosity (1 = not all religious, 11 = very religious) was 3.94 (SD =
2.99). In terms of political party identification, 133 (82.6%) participants represented
Democrats and 28 (17.4%) participants identified themselves as Republicans.

2.1.2. Procedure

Participants completed the questionnaire battery including the measures of
emotions, group, and system justification tendencies, individual and system™ emotion
regulation, system-related actions, and demographics. To investigate system-based
emotions, Smith et al.’s (2007) procedure aiming at demonstrating how group-based
emotions were different from individual emotions was adapted for this study with
some revisions and extensions. Specifically, individual and group emotions
(university group and political party) were adopted from Smith et al.’s study but two
emotion dimensions, namely national system and capitalist economy emotions, that
tap system-level emotions were added for the current study. The measures of group
and system emotions were counterbalanced.

In line with Smith’s et al’s (2007) procedure, first ingroup justification and
then group-based emotions were measured. Similarly, for system-based emotions,
first system justification measures were applied, and then, system emotions were
assessed. Data were collected on a voluntary basis, and informed consent was
obtained from each participant. Finally, participants were debriefed after completing
the questionnaires and thanked for their participation.

The questionnaires used in the current study were first submitted to Human
Participants Ethic Committee of New York University (IRB). After receiving IRB
approval, the participants from the US were recruited via the subject pool. Data were
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collected using an online survey (Qualtrics). Participants received a bonus point in
exchange of their participation.

2.1.3. Measures

Before the main analyses the factor structure of all scales described below
was examined separately through a series of exploratory factor (principal
component) analyses. For the study variables, the final number of factors or factor
structure was decided by considering eigenvalues, Catell’s scree plot test, and the
interpretability of the factor solution. In addition to these criteria, both consistency
between parallel forms in the measures of emotions (individual, group, and system
emotions) and consistency between the American sample and Turkish sample (used
in the second study) were also taken into account. To do that, the results of factor
analyses of the individual emotions were used as the target reference points in the
final decision for the factor structure of the given measure in the American sample
(for the Turkish sample, as well in Study 2). Moreover, to provide consistency
between the studies of this research lines, the items removed from emotion scales in
Turkey samples, also removed from the American sample. The measures of Study 1
was provided in Appendix A.

2.1.3.1. Justification and Emotion Measures

Items for positive and negative individual, group, and system emotion were
selected in an iterative fashion using three criteria: if factor loadings were higher than
.30, had higher inter-item correlations, or contributed significantly to the internal
consistency of the scales. As stated above, in addition to these criteria, consistency
between parallel forms of emotions (individual, group, and system) were also
considered. Therefore, when there was an inconsistency between the factor solutions
of the individual, group, and system emotions, the items that were omitted in the
factor analysis of the individual emotions measures were also removed from the

measures of system and group emotions. Furthermore, to ensure consistency between
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the USA and Turkey’s results, the items removed from the measures of Turkey’s

sample were also removed from the American sample.

2.1.3.1.1. Individual Emotions

To measure individual emotions, participants read the following instruction:
“Now we would like you to focus only on YOURSELF. When you think of yourself
as an unique INDIVIDUAL, to what extent do you feel each of the following
emotions? Choose the number that indicates your best estimate of how much you
experience each emotion when you think about yourself as an individual. Simply,
how do you feel with yourself?” Participants were presented a list of total 27
emotions, including 9 positive (e.g., happy, satisfied, proud, grateful, hopeful,
cheerful) and 19 negative (e.g., afraid, outrage, shame, sad, resentful) emotions
derived from previous studies (e.g., Elliot & Devine, 1994, Smith et al., 2007) ona 7
point scales (1 = Not at all; 7= Very much). The sample items are “As an individual,
I feel happy”, “As an individual, I feel outrage”.

Exploratory factor analyses on 27 items of the Individual Emotions with
varimax rotation revealed two interpretable factors, namely positive individual
emotions and negative individual emotions. Although the initial analysis yielded nine
factors explaining 68.23% of the total variance, examination of the scree plot, pattern
of factor loadings and interpretability of factor dimensions suggested a two-factor
solution that accounted for 59.86% of the variance. The first factor captured the
negative individual emotions consisting of 19 items and accounted for the 37.93% of
the total variance. The second factor included the positive individual emotions with 9
items explaining 21.93% of the total variance.

Although all individual emotions have factor loadings higher than .30, the
item “As an individual, I feel angry at others” (item 2) and the item “As an
individual, I feel envious” (item 27) were removed from the measures of individual
as well as group and system emotions, as described below. Because the item 2 failed
to meet the predetermined criteria for item selection in capitalist economy emotions
it was omitted from the negative emotions scales. Because the item 27 failed to meet

the predetermined item selection criteria on individual emotions dimension in Study
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2, it was also removed from the measures of negative individual emotions as well as
negative group and system emotions in the USA sample. Therefore, two emotions
were not included to the final version of negative individual, group, and system
emotions measures. Cronbach’s alpha values were .92 for the final version of
positive individual emotions and .95 for negative individual emotions.

Furthermore, individual emotions were also combined into five composite
scores based on the conceptual reasons, namely anger, fear/anxiety, guilt/shame,
sadness, and happiness, to examine the hypotheses in detail. Anger scale consisted of
the three related emotions, angry at myself, frustrated, and outrage (Cronbach’s alpha
= .77), fear/anxiety scale was formed from the three items afraid, uneasy, and
anxious (Cronbach’s alpha = .82). Sadness was measured with the three items, sad,
disappointed, and resentful (Cronbach’s alpha = .82). Guilt/shame scale consisted of
the three items guilty, shame, and regretful (Cronbach’s alpha = .81). Finally, three
positive emotions, happy, satisfied, and cheerful-were combined to form a happiness
scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .89).

2.1.3.1.2. Group Justification and Group Emotions

Group justification and group-based emotions were measured for the two
different groups. These were (1) political party group justification and political party

group emotions and (2) university group justification and university group emotions.

2.1.3.1.2.1.Party Group Justification and Party Group Emotions

Following the procedure outlined by Smith et al’s (2007), participants, first,
were asked to specify the party which they identify with, and then, their political
party justification was measured with 6 items. Of the party justification items, 4 were
adopted from Smith et al’s (2007) ingroup identification scale (see also Doosje,
Ellemers, & Spears, 1995) (e.g., “I see myself as a typical supporter of my political
party) and 2 were developed by the researchers in this study. They were “Supporters
of my political party are superior to members in most other political parties” and “As

a rule, members of my political party are justified in acting the way they do.” The
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responses were rated on a 7-point Likert scale with anchors from strong Strongly
disagree (1) to Strongly agree (7).

Next, participants read the following instruction and then they were presented
the same list of 27 emotions with appropriate rewording on a 7-point scale ranged
from Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (7). The instruction of party group
emotions were as follows: “Now we would like you to focus only on YOUR
POLITICAL PARTY GROUP or political party belongingness. When you think
yourself as a supporter of YOUR POLITICAL PARTY, to what extent do you feel
each of the following emotions? Choose the number that indicates your best estimate
of how much you experience each emotion when you think about yourself as a
member of your party. Simply, how do you feel with being a supporter of YOUR
POLITICAL PARTY?” Participants were asked to response to the same 27
emotions, such as “As a supporter of my political party, I feel happy”, “As a
supporter of my political party, I feel outrage.” In other words, items were reworded
considering party group emotions so that the words “as an individual” was replaced
with the words “as a supporter of my political party”, except for anger items. That is
to say, two anger items were as follows: “I feel angry at Democrats™ and “I feel
angry at Republicans”.

First, party group justification items were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation. Although the initial analysis yielded two factors explaining 76.26% the total
variance, the first factor was dominant, suggesting a one-factor solution that
accounted for 56.62% of total variance. The internal consistency coefficient was .84.

Then, 27 items of party group emotion were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation. The initial analysis yielded four factors explaining 69.79% of the total
variance. However, examination of the scree plot, the pattern of factor loadings, and
factor interpretability suggested a two-factor solution that accounted for 59.53% of
the variance. Negative party group emotions consisted of 19 items and accounted for
the 35.50% of the total variance. Positive party group emotions were represented by
the second factor including 9 items and explained 24.03% of the total variance. As
mentioned above, because the item 2 (“Angry at the socialist system”) failed to meet
the predermined criteria in the measure of capitalist economy emotions, it was also

removed from measure of the party group emotion, that is to say, feeling angry at
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supporters of other parties was represented by “angry at Republicans” for Democrats
(item 1) and “angry at Democrats” for Republicans (item 1). Therefore, a new party
group emotion item tapping anger toward one’s political party supporters was created
and included to the measure of negative party group emotion scale. Moreover,
considering the factor solution on emotions in Turkey’s sample, one item (item, 27,
“As supporter of my political party, I feel envious” removed from political party
emotions. Cronbach’s alpha values were .94 and .95 for negative and positive party
group emotions, respectively.

Additionally, similar to individual discrete emotion subscales, the same party
group discrete emotions subscales, namely party group anger (Cronbach’s alpha =
47), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .70), sadness (Cronbach’s alpha = .82),
guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .85), and happiness (Cronbach’s alpha = .86) were

created.

2.1.3.1.2.2.University Group Justification and University Group Emotions

Participants were also asked to complete the same 6-item group justification
scale with appropriate wording for New York University students (e.g., “I see myself
a typical NYU student”) and then university group (NYU) emotions were measured
with a 7-point scale ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Specifically, for university group emotions, participants were asked to read
the following instruction: “Now we would like you to focus only on YOUR NYU
GROUP or identity. When you think yourself as an NYU STUDENT, to what extent
do you feel each of the following emotions? Choose the number that indicates your
best estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about
yourself as an NYU student. Simply, how do you feel with being an NYU
STUDENT?” Participants were asked to respond to the same 27 emotions such as
“As an NYU student, I feel happy”, “As an NYU student, I feel outrage.”

University group justification items were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation. Although the initial analysis yielded two factors explaining 73.35% the total
variance, a one-factor solution that accounted for 50.31% were accepted. The

internal consistency value was .78.
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Next, 27-item university group emotions were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation. The initial analysis yielded three factors explaining 65.67% of the total
variance, examination of the scree plot and the pattern of factor loadings suggested a
two-factor solution that accounted for 60.77% of the variance. These two factors
accounted for 36.97% and 23.80% of the total variance for negative and positive
university group emotions, respectively. Although the item “As an NYU student, I
feel satisfied” (item 3) cross-loaded both on negative emotions (-.37) and positive
emotions (.77), considering the factor solution for individual emotions as a reference
point, this item was kept in its original place. Considering the consistency between
emotion scales, two items (item 2 and item 27 “As an NYU student, | feel angry at
non NYU students”, “As an NYU student, I feel envious™) were removed from the
negative university group scale. Cronbach’s alpha values were .95 and .93 for
negative and positive university party group emotions, respectively. Finally,
university group discrete emotions subscales, namely university group anger
(Cronbach’s alpha = .74), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .84), sadness
(Cronbach’s alpha = .84), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .78), and happiness

(Cronbach’s alpha = .87) were created.

2.1.3.1.3. System Justification and System Emotions

System justification and system emotions were measured for two different
systems. These are (1) general system justification and national system emotions, (2)
economic system justification and capitalist system emotions.

2.1.3.1.3.1. General System Justification and National System Emotions

First, general system justification tendencies were assessed using the General
System Justification Scale (GSJS) developed by Kay and Jost (2003). The GSJS was
designed to measure ideological support for the societal status quo. Participants rated
their agreement on a 9-point scale ranging from 1(Strongly disagree) to 9(Strongly
agree). The scale consists of 8-items, 2 of which are reverse coded. The sample item
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was “Everyone in America has a fair shot at wealth and happiness”. In the present
study, the alpha coefficient was .87.

Participants were then asked about their emotions derived from being a
participant in the American system. They were asked to read the following
instruction: “Now we would like you to focus only on the AMERICAN SYSTEM
and AMERICAN “WAY OF LIFE”. When you think of yourself as a
PARTICIPANT IN THE AMERICAN SYSTEM, to what extent do you feel each of
the following emotions in general? Choose the number that indicates your best
estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about yourself
as a participant in the American system. Simply, how do you feel about being a
participant of the AMERICAN SYSTEM?”. Participants responded to the same 27
emotions with appropriate wording. Sample items were “As a participant in the
American system, I feel happy”, “As a participant in the American system, | feel
outrage.” Responses were given on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 =
Strongly agree).

A principle component analysis with varimax rotation was run on the 27
items of national system emotions. Although the initial analysis yielded three factors
that accounted for 65.07% of the total variance, the criterion eigenvalues, the scree
plot, and the interpretability of the factor solution provided by the factor analyses
suggested a two-factor solution that accounted for 60.07% of the variance. The first
factor taped negative national system emotions and explained 38.55% of the total
variance. The second factor taped positive national system emotions and explained
21.52% of the total variance. Considering the consistency across emotions scales as
well as cultures, two items (item 2 “I feel angry at other nations’ system”, item 27
“As a participant in the American system, I feel envious”) were removed from the
final version of the negative national system emotions scale. Results also indicated
that, the item 2 (“I feel angry at other nations’ system’) was cross-loaded both on
positive (.32) and negative (.32) system emotions. Cronbach’s alpha values were .96
and .92 for negative and positive university party group emotions, respectively.
Finally, discrete national system emotions, namely national system anger

(Cronbach’s alpha = .83), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .83), sadness
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(Cronbach’s alpha = .86), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .83), and happiness

(Cronbach’s alpha = .86) were created.

2.1.3.1.3.2. Economic System Justification and Capitalist Economy Emotions

First participants were asked to complete the Economic System Justification
Scale (Jost & Thompson, 2000), then they were asked about their emotions derived
from being a member of the capitalist economy and complete the same 27 emotion
items with appropriate rewordings for capitalist economy.

Economic system justification tendencies were measured with 17-item
Economic System Justification Scale (ESJS). Participants indicated their level of
agreement with each statement on a 9-point scale ranging from 1(Strongly disagree)
to 9(Strongly agree). The ESJS was developed to assess the tendency of people to
justify, defend, and support the existing economic system. The sample item is “Most
people who don’t get ahead in our society should not blame the system; they have
only themselves to blame”. In the present study, the alpha coefficient was .83.

Next, participants were asked about their emotions derived from being a
member of a capitalist economy. They were asked to read the following instruction:
“Now we would like you to focus only on the CAPITALIST ECONOMY. When you
think of yourself as a MEMBER OF A CAPITALIST ECONOMY to what extent do
you feel each of the following emotions in general? Choose the number that indicates
your best estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about
yourself as a member of a capitalist economy. Simply, how do you feel about being a
member of a CAPITALIST ECONOMY?” Participants responded to the same 27
emotions with appropriate wording such as “As a member of a capitalist economy, I
feel happy”, “As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel outrage.” Responses were
given on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree).

The initial exploratory factor analysis in the current study showed that scale
had three dimensions accounted for 65.74% of the total variance. However, the
criterion eigenvalues, the scree plot, and the interpretability of the factor solution
provided by the factor analyses suggested a two-factor solution that accounted for

61.49% of the variance. The dimension of negative capitalist economy emotions
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explained 39.25% of the variance and the dimension of positive capitalist economy
explained 22.23% of the variance. Results indicated that item 2 (“I feel angry at the
socialist system™) was cross-loaded both on positive (.32) and negative (.25) system
emotions. In order to ensure consistency between individual, group, and system
emotions, as well as across cultures, again, two items (item 2 and item 27 “As a
member of capitalist economy, I feel envious”) were removed from the final version
of the negative national system emotions scale. Cronbach’s alpha values were .96
and .93 for negative and positive capitalist system emotions, respectively. Finally,
capitalist economy discrete emotions subscales, namely national system anger
(Cronbach’s alpha = .84), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .85), sadness
(Cronbach’s alpha = .88), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .86), and happiness

(Cronbach’s alpha = .82) were created.

2.1.3.2. System-Related Tendencies and Action

System-related tendencies and actions were assessed separately.

2.1.3.2.1. System-Related Tendencies

System-related tendencies were measured with 8 items capturing individuals’
willingness to participate in collective actions, such as in favor of equal access to
university education, protecting the rights of ethnic minorities, increasing freedom of
speech, increasing financial assistance for homeless people, and protesting gender
disparities in the workplace. These items were developed for the current study by
researchers. The sample item was “I am willing to participate in actions in favor of
equal access to university education for everyone”. Responses were given on a 7-
point Likert scale ranged from (1) Strongly disagree to (7) Strongly agree. The
explanatory factor analysis with varimax rotation yielded a single factor that

accounted 60.51% of the results. Cronbach’s alpha value was .90.
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2.1.3.2.2. System-Related Action

To measure system-related action, participants were asked to indicate how
often they engaged in any collective action during the past year (e.g., “participated in
a political demonstration”, “added your name to e-mail or a protest letter”, “help to
organizing a demonstration or public campaign”). Five items were developed based
on the relevant literature on collective actions (e.g., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995) by
the researchers. Responses ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = More than 6 times. Factor
analysis on the items of the measure with varimax rotation indicated a single factor

accounting for 57.98% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha was .81.

2.1.3.3. Emotion Regulation Strategies

Emotion regulation tendencies were measured for both trait tendencies,
namely individual-related emotion regulation and emotion regulation tendencies

toward the American system, that is, system-related emotion regulation.

2.1.3.3.1. Individual-Related Emotion Regulation

At the individual-level, Gross and John’s (2003) 10-item Emotion Regulation
Questionnaire (ERQ) was used to assess the individual differences in emotion-
regulatory processes and strategies how emotions are regulated. The ERQ were
designed to tap cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression as personalized
emotion regulation strategies, from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). The
cognitive reappraisal dimension consists of 6 items and the suppression strategy
includes 4 items. The sample items of cognitive reappraisal were “When | want to
feel less negative emotions (such as sadness or anger), | change what I’m thinking
about” and “When I want to feel more positive emotions (such as joy or amusement),
I change what I’m thinking about.” Item example in the suppression scale is “When |
am feeling negative emotion, | make sure not to express them.”

Explanatory factor analyses with varimax rotation yielded two factors that
explained 60.41% of the total variance. The first factor captured cognitive reappraisal
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dimension and accounted for 38.22% of the total variance. The second factor
represented the suppression dimension and accounted for 22.19% of the total
variance. Cronbach’s alpha values were .84 and .80 for reappraisal and suppression

subscales, respectively.

2.1.3.3.2. System-Related Emotion Regulation

In order to measure system-related emotion regulation, Gross and John’s
(2003) 10-item Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) were reworded
considering the American system. Specifically, 6-item reappraisal questionnaire
(e.g., “When I want to feel less negative emotion about the American system, I
change the way I’'m thinking about the situation) and 4-item suppression (e.g.,
“When I am feeling negative emotions about the American system, I make sure not
to express them”) subscales were adapted for the national system context. Responses
were given on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree).

Although the initial exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation yielded
three dimensions accounted for 68.39% of the total variance, the criterion
eigenvalues, the scree plot, and the interpretability of the factor solution suggested a
two-factor solution that accounted for 60.50% of the variance. Reappraisal
dimension explained 32.69% of the variance and suppression dimension explained
24.72% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha values were .81 and .79 for reappraisal and

suppression strategies, respectively.

2.1.3.4. Socio-Demographic Questionnaire

This section included socio-demographic questions such as gender, age,
income, religion, religiosity, political orientation, and perceived socio-economic
status. Participants were asked to place themselves on a scale ranging from
1(Extremely liberal) to 11(Extremely conservative) to assess their political
orientation. Similarly religiosity was measured with a scale ranging from 1(Not all
religious) to 11(Very religious). Participants were also asked to indicate their

socioeconomic status on a scale ranging from 1(Lower class) to 5(Upper class)
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2.2. Results

In this section, the results of the statistical analysis of Study 1 were presented.
First, the results regarding data screening and cleaning were provided, and then,
descriptive statistics for the major study variables were presented. Finally, the

findings regarding the testing of hypotheses were presented.

2.2.1. Data Screening and Cleaning

Prior to analyses, analyses of the missing value revealed that only a few
variables have missing values. Little’s MCAR Test suggested that the missing values
were random (,*(93) = 105.26, ns) suggesting that participants with missing values
were not different from the participants without missing values. If missing values are
less than 5%, any procedure to handle missing values can be applied to the data set
(Tabachnic & Fidell, 2001). In Studyl, the highest percent for the missing values
was 1.8% in the positive and negative party group emotions. Thus, missing values
were replaced with the means for all cases.

Following mean replacement for missing values, the data were analyzed for
univariate and multivariate outliers. Two cases were identified as univariate outliers
having z —scores higher than +3.29. There were not identified any multivariate
outliers based on the Mahalonobis distance values y*(22) = 48.27. Therefore, three
univariate outliers were excluded from the data set, leaving 162 participants for the
remaining analyses. The skewness and kurtosis for all variables were in the

acceptable ranges, indicating the normality of the distributions.

2.2.2. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and ranges) for the major
study variables were presented in Table 2.1. Mean scores of the scales were roughly
compared with the given scale’s absolute midpoint to see how common (or frequent)
the observed emotions, emotion regulation, system, and group justification

tendencies, and system-related tendencies and behaviors are experienced among the
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US participants. The comparison of the means of emotions demonstrated that
whereas the mean of positive individual emotions (4.75) and positive university
group emotions (4.78) were higher than the scale midpoint (4), the mean scores for
negative individual emotions (3.17), negative party group emotions (2.52), negative
university group emotions, (2.54), negative national system emotions (3.26), positive
(3.71), and negative (3.30) capitalist economy emotions were lower than the scale
midpoint.

Regarding emotion regulation, the mean value of individual level cognitive
reappraisal strategy (4.88) was higher than the scale midpoint (4), the system
suppression (3.55) was lower than the midpoint value. With regard to system
justification, the mean value of both economic (4.64) and general system justification
(4.44) were lower than the midpoint of the scale (5). Finally, although system related
tendencies (5.06) were higher than the midpoint of the scales (4), system actions

(2.07) was lower than the midpoint value (4).

Table 2.2. Descriptive Statistics on the Main Study Variables

USA Sample
Mean SD Range
Positive Individual Emotions 4.75 1.11 1-7
Negative Individual Emotions 3.17 1.28 1-7
Positive Political Party Emotions 4.08 1.14 1-7
Negative Political Party Emotions 2.52 1.01 1-7
Positive University Group Emotions 4.78 1.17 1-7
Negative University Group Emotions 2.54 1.20 1-7
Positive National System Emotions 4.09 0.99 1-7
Negative National System Emotions 3.26 1.28 1-7
Positive Capitalist Economy Emotions 3.71 1.00 1-7
Negative Capitalist Economy Emotions  3.30 1.22 1-7
System-Related Action Tendencies 5.06 1.13 1-7
System-Related Action Behavior 2.07 1.10 1-7
Individual Cognitive Reappraisal 4.88 0.93 1-7
Individual Suppression 3.76 1.21 1-7
System Cognitive Reappraisal 3.88 0.88 1-7
System Suppression 3.55 0.99 1-7
Party Group Justification 4.15 1.01 1-7
University Group Justification 4.18 1.05 1-7
General System Justification 4.44 1.36 1-9
Economic System Justification 4.64 0.96 1-9
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Before the main analyses, potential gender differences on the major variables
were tested. Results demonstrated that gender did not have a significant effect on the
emotion measures. There were gender differences only on university group
justification (t(159) = 2.39, p <.05) and system-related tendencies (t(55.43) = -2.25,
p <.05) . Specifically, men reported higher levels of university group justification
(Mmen=4.53 and Myomen= 4.07), but lower system-related tendencies (Mwoman=5.17
and Mpen= 4.68) than women. Considering that gender differences were minor
across the variables, analyses were conducted on the whole sample ignoring the

gender classification.

2.2.3. The Correlations Between Individual, Group, and System Emotions

Zero-order correlations were presented in Table 2.2. The correlations between
different levels of ranged from -.01 to .76.

As shown in Table 2.2, the positive individual emotions are significantly
correlated with the negative individual emotions (r = -.50, p < .001). Likewise, the
relationship between positive and negative university group emotions were
significant, (r = -.47, p <.001). Also, higher positive university emotions were
associated with higher positive party emotions (r = .41, p < .001), as well as higher
negative university emotions were related to higher negative party emotions (r = .57,
p < .001), indicating strong relations among group emotions.

Examination of correlations within the system emotions indicated that the
negative national system emotions were significantly correlated with the positive
national system emotions (r = -. 22, p < .05). However, the correlation between
positive and negative capitalist emotions did not reach to the significant level (r = -
12, ns). As seen in Table 2.2, the highest correlation was observed between the
negative capitalist system emotions and the negative national system emotions (r =
.76, p < .001). The correlation between the positive national system and the positive
capitalist economy emotions was also strong (r = .55, p < .001). Results indicated
that correlations of the emotions with the same valence were higher than the

correlations of the emotions with different valence.
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Whereas the correlations between individual and system emotions ranged
from -.06 to .40, the correlations between individual and group emotions ranged from
-.09 to .66. These results suggested that both system emotions and group emotions
are different from individual emotions, although they partially overlap with the
individual emotions. Specifically, positive individual emotions were significantly
and positively related to both positive national system emotions (r = .40, p <.001)
and positive capitalist system emotions (r = .24, p <.01). Similarly, negative
individual emotions were significantly correlated with negative national system (r =
.52, p <.001) and negative capitalist economy (r = .40, p <.001) emotions.

In terms of relations of group emotions with individual emotions, positive
individual emotions were positively associated with both university and party group
emotions. That is, higher individual positive emotions are associated with higher
positive university (r = .61, p < .001), positive party (r = .43, p <.001), and lower
negative university (r = -.34, p <.001) group emotions. Individual negative emotions
were significantly related to negative university (r = .66, p <.001) and negative party
emotions (r = .43, p <.001).

Examination of the associations between group and system emotions yielded
a number of significant correlations. In particular, positive party group emotions
were significantly associated with positive national (r = .39, p <.001) and positive
capitalist system (r = .29, p <.001) emotions. In addition, negative party emotions
were related to negative national system (r = .53, p <.001) and negative capitalist
economy (r =.56, p <.001) emotions.

Results showed that system-based emotions were relatively highly correlated
with group emotions. Specifically, positive university group emotions were
correlated with positive (r = .51, p <.001) and negative (r = -.22, p <.001) national
system emotions, suggesting that those who have higher positive university emotions
also reported higher positive and lower negative system emotions. Negative
university group emotions were correlated with negative national emotions, and
negative capitalist economy (r = .61 and r = .56, p < .001, respectively) emotions.
These findings indicated that university group-based emotions are significantly
associated with the system-based emotions in the USA. Also, the results showed
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system emotions only partially overlap with the group emotions, suggesting their
relative independence.

2.2.4. Testing Hypothesis 1: System-Based Emotions Reflect Standing in the

Social Order

Hypothesis 1, stating that system-based emotions reflect standing in the social
order, was tested for both subjective and objective status. A strong correlation was
found between self-reported socioeconomic status and income (r = .79, p < .001),
indicating that subjective rating indeed reflects objective SES. Hence, self-rated SES
and family income were standardized and mean scores were used to create a
composite measure of overall SES.

Next, correlations between overall SES and emotion items were computed.
As expected, overall SES was significantly correlated with the system emotions but
not with the dimensions of individual and group emotions. As shown in Table 2.2.,
higher SES was significantly associated with only higher positive capitalist economy
emotions (r = .17, p <.05). This result indicated positive relationships between social
status and the emotions regarding the status quo. However, there are no any
significant relations between discrete emotions and SES.

Also, to test whether system-based emotions reflect standing in the social
order, a series of analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted. Overall SES was
coded into two categories based on its mean value (Moyera ses = -.002), namely Low
SES =1, High SES = 2. Results showed that although SES had marginally
significant effect on the system emotions, it was not associated with individual and
group emotions. As predicted by Hypothesis 1a, participants with low SES (M =
3.55, SD = 1.01) reported less positive capitalist economy emotions than participants
with high SES (M = 3.86, SD =.96), (F(1, 159) = 4.09, p =.05). These results
provide evidence that a person’s SES position in a social structure affects emotional
experience in a way that high SES individuals reported more positive system

emotions.
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Next, whether system justification moderates the relationship between system
emotions and social status was examined. Moderated regression analyses were run
separately for negative and positive system emotions as well as for discrete system
emotions. In these analyses, social status and system justification were centered, and
then, interaction terms were created using the centered predictors (see Aiken & West,
1991). Overall status and system justification tendencies (general system justification
for national system emotions and economic system justification for capitalist
economy emotions) were entered in the first step, and the two-way interaction was
entered in the second step.

As presented in Table 2.3., none of the interaction in predicting national
system emotions were significant. However, as shown in Table 2.4, the interaction
between economic system justification and overall status in predicting sadness and
happiness derived from being a participant to the capitalist economy were marginally
significant. Specifically, in both the capitalist economy-based sadness and happiness,
the first regression equation was statistically significant, F(2, 159) = 6.75, p < .01, R?
= .08, Adjusted R?=.07; F(2, 159) = 11.27, p <.001, R?= .13, Adjusted R?= .11,
respectively. Higher SES marginally predicted only capitalist economy happiness (5
= .15, p = .05) in the first step. However, economic system justification uniquely
predicted both capitalist economy sadness (5 = -.28, p < .001) and happiness in the
first step (8 = .32, p <.001).

Furthermore, the interaction between SES and economic system justification
was marginally significant in the second step in both capitalist sadness (8 = .15, p =
.06) and happiness (5 = -.14, p =.07); F(3, 159) = 5.83, p < .01, R?= .10, Adjusted
R?= .08, AR?= .02, AF = 3.75, p = .06; F(3, 159) = 8.71, p < .001, R? = .14, Adjusted
R?=.14, AR?= .13, AF = 3.27, p = .07, respectively).

The simple slope at one standard deviation above and below the mean was
calculated to plot the significant interaction. As shown in Figure 2.1., for those with
low system justification tendencies, high status individuals were higher in capitalist
economy happiness than individuals with low status (t(156) = 2.69, p <.05), whereas
there was no significant difference between social statuses for those with high system
justification tendencies (t(156) = .19, ns). However, as reported above, although the

interaction between SES and economic system justification in predicting capitalist
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sadness was marginally significant, for those with low and high system justification
tendencies, there were not a significant difference between social status groups,
t(156) = -1.63, p = .11, t(156) = 1.08, ns, respectively. Therefore, the graph for the
capitalist sadness was not plotted.

To sum up, system-based emotions reflect standing in the social order
suggesting that higher SES was associated with higher positive capitalist economy
emotions. Moreover, system justification partially buffers the detrimental effects of
low SES system happiness related to the economic social status quo.

7,00+
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5,00

L . .Low Economic System
Justification

4,00 | High Economic System
Justification
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Figure 2.1. The Interaction between Overall SES and Economic System Justification
in Predicting Capitalist Economy Happiness
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2.2.5. Testing Hypothesis 2: System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the
Social Order

The second hypothesis states that system-based emotions will reflect the
appraisals of the social order. As expected, system justification tendencies were
strongly correlated with system emotions. Correlations between system emotions and
system justification tendencies ranged between .17 and .61. Specifically, general
system justification was associated with both positive (r = .61, p <.001) and negative
(r =-.53, p <.001) national system emotions, as well as with positive (r =.39, p <
.001) and negative capitalist economy emotions (r = -.40, p <.001). Likewise,
economic system justification was associated with positive (r = .35, p < .001) and
negative (r = -.36, p < .001) capitalist economy emotions, as well as with positive (r
= .17, p <.05) and negative national system emotions (r = -.24, p <.01). Correlations
between system justification tendencies and discrete capitalist economy emotions,
namely anger, sadness, guilt/shame, anxiety/fear, and happiness, ranged from -.15 to
.62. However, as predicted, system justification tendencies were weakly correlated
with the individual and group emotions (ranging from -.01 to .35).

Second, a hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to examine whether
the system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social order, adjusting for group
justification. Accordingly, four regressions were run in which political party
justification and university group justification were entered in the first step, followed
by the system justification tendencies, namely general system justification for
national system emotions and economic system justification for the capitalist
economy emotions in the second step. The model summaries of regression were
presented in Table 2.5 and Table 2.6.

As shown in Table 2.5., the first regression equation in the positive national
system emotions was statistically significant, (F(2, 160) = 13.04, p < .001, R? = .14,
Adjusted R? =.13). University group justification (5 = .21, p < .05) and political
party justification significantly (# = .28, p <.001) predicted positive national system
emotions in the first step. The entry of general system justification in the second step
significantly contributed to the model (F(3, 160) = 38.57, p <.001, AR?= .28, AF =
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76.27, p <.001). General system justification had the stronger effect on positive
national system emotions in the second step (3 = .55, p <.001).

Similarly, in the negative national system emotions, the first regression
equation was statistically significant (F(2, 160) = 6.72, p < .01, R? = .08, Adjusted R’
=.07). Specifically, university group justification significantly predicted negative
national system emotions in the first step (8 = -.27, p < .01). Nevertheless, general
system justification made the greatest contribution to the model (8 = -.52, p <.001)
in the second step (F(3, 160) = 25.81, p <.001, AR?= .33, AF =59.04, p <.001).
These results imply that national system emotions are dependent on the person’s
degree of system justification.

As demonstrated in Table 2.6., in the positive capitalist economy emotions,
political party group justification significantly predicted positive capitalist economy
emotions in the first step (5 = .18, p <.05), (F(2, 160) = 4.03, p < .05, R? = .05,
Adjusted R? = .04). Furthermore, economic system justification had the highest
standardized weight in the model in the second step (5 = .36, p <.001), (F(3, 160) =
11.15, p<.001, AR?= .13, AF = 24.21, p < .001), demonstrating higher economic
system justification was associated with more positive capitalist economy emotions.

Finally, in the negative capitalist economy emotions, only the regression
equation in the second step was statistically significant (F(3, 160) = 9.59, p <.001,
AR?= 12, AF = 22.08, p <.001). Accordingly, negative capitalist system emotions
were predicted by economic system justification (8 = -.35, p <.001), indicating
higher justification for the economic system was associated with less negative
capitalist emotions. Capitalist economy emotions, thus, are related to person’s level
of system justification.

Moreover, the same regression model was tested for discrete national and
capitalist system emotions. As presented in Table 2.5, general system justification
was the most important predictor of national system anger ($ = -.55, p <.001),
fear/anxiety (f = -.46, p < .001), sadness (5 = -.46, p <.001), guilt/shame (8 =-.39, p
<.001), and happiness (8 = .56, p <.001) in the second step. Likewise, as presented
in Table 2.6., economic system justification was the most important predictor of
capital economy anger (5 = -.47, p <.001), fear/anxiety (# = -.15, p = .05), sadness (5
=-.27, p <.001), guilt/shame (# = -.31, p < .001), and happiness (# = .33, p <.001).
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In summary, the second hypothesis, stating that system emotions reflect
appraisals of the social order, was supported.

2.2.6. Testing Hypothesis 3: System-Level Emotions Affect Action Tendencies

and Behaviors

The third hypothesis of the study was that system-level emotions are related to
action tendencies and behaviors. Significant relations were observed among system-
emotions and action tendencies and behaviors. As shown in Table 2.1., the
correlations ranged from -.00 and .29 for the relations of system emotions with action
tendencies and behaviors. Higher action tendencies were associated with higher
negative national system (r = .16, p <.01) and negative capitalist economy (r = .22, p
<.01) emotions and lower positive capitalist economy emotions (r = -.22, p < .05).
Action behavior was related to negative national (r = .26, p <.01) and negative
capitalist economy (r = .29, p <.001) emotions, indicating the important role of
negative emotions in collective action. These preliminary results indicate that system
emotions affect action tendencies and behaviors.

Moreover, the significant relationships of action tendencies and behaviors with
discrete system emotions ranged from -.06 to .37. The highest correlation was
observed between system capital economy anger and system action behavior (r = .37,
p <.001). The second highest correlation was between system capital anger and
system action tendencies (r = . 31, p <.001). Therefore, anger is the important
emotion, that is related to collective action.

To test whether the system emotions predict collective action tendencies and
behaviors after controlling individual and group emotions, hierarchal regression
analyses were conducted. In the analyses, individual emotions and group emotions
were entered in the first step, and system emotions were entered in the second step.
However, the capitalist emotions and national system emotions were included in the
separate analyses because of the possible suppression effect between capitalist
economy emotions and the national system emotions. The model summaries of

regression were presented in Table 2.7 and Table 2.8.
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As shown in Table 2.7, only the second step was significant (F(8, 160) =
2.57, p < .05, R?= .12, Adjusted R?= .07, AR?= .07, AF = 6.04, p < .01), in a way
that negative national system emotions were the significant predictors of the action
tendencies (# = .33, p <.001). Also, the same model was tested for capitalist system
emotions. As demonstrated in Table 2.8, only the second step of the model was
significant, (F(8, 160) = 4.17, p <.001, R?=.18, Adjusted R?= .14, AR?= .13, AF =
12.13, p <.001). Specifically, lower positive (# = - .23, p <.05) and higher negative
(B =.29, p <.05) capitalist economy emotions predicted less willingness for action
tendencies in the second step. As hypothesized, these results indicate that system
emotions effect collective action tendencies, even after adjusting for individual and
group emotions. In particular, negative system emotions are related to greater
willingness to participate in collective actions.

Furthermore, as presented in Table 2.7., negative national system emotions
were the only significant predictor in the second step (# = .26, p < .05), (F(8, 160) =
2.18, p < .05, R?=.10, Adjusted R? = .06, AR? = .04, AF = 2.97, p = .06). Likewise,
as presented in Table 2.8., only negative capitalist system emotions significantly and
positively predicted action behavior in the second step (8 = .25, p < .05), F(8, 160) =
2.29, p < .05, R?=.11, Adjusted R?=.06, AR?= .04, AF = 3.38, p <.05).

In summary, as hypothesized, negative system emotions predicted the active
protest behaviors and willingness to participate in protests, even after controlling the
individual and group emotions, suggesting that system emotions lead to active

involvement in social protests.

60



100" > Q** ‘60" > Qk.

*GT’ x6¢ suonow3 waisAs isifeide) anlebaN

z20°- x£T- suonow3 walsAs isifended aAnisod

*V0’ #%ET" zdais

0} 90'- suonow3 dnolio AlsisAlun anlebaN

¥0"- 10° suonow3 dnolsy ANSIBAIUN SAIISOd

6T v0'- suonow3 dnols Aued [eonijod aAnebaN

LT T suonow3 dnois Aured [eali|od 8ARISOd

¢0- 90 suonow3 [enplAIpul aAIeHaN

S0’ 10’ suonow3 [enpiAlpul 8ARISOd

i) S0’ T dais

v
- g v g
Joineyag Salouapua ]
wialsAs wia1sAs

10IARYSg pUE S319USPUI | UONJY pare|oy
wa1sAS uo suonow3 Awouod3 isijerde) Jo s199)3 ayl Buluiwex3 sashjeuy uolssaibay Jo Arewwns |9pOIA "8°Z 9|ge.L

10" > Uy ‘'GO° > ds

*9¢ <E¢ suonowW3 walsAs [euoleN aAnebaN
€00’ S0'- suonow3 WalsAs [euoiieN aAlIsod
1) *xL0 Z dais
o) 90'- suonow3 dnos9 Alsianiun sanebsN
¥0'- L0 suonow3 dnoisy AJISIBAIUN dAISOd
6T ¥0'- suonow3 dnols Aled [eanijod aAlebaN
LT oT’ suonow3 dnousy Aled [ea11jod aARISOd
¢0’- 90 suonow3 [enpiAlpu] anlebaN
10X 1O suonow3 [enplAIpu] 8ARISOd
L0 S0’ T daxs
\Y
24 q Vo g
JoIneyag EIRVEIVENE
Wwa1sAS Wwa1sAS

JoIAeyag pue Salduspua] UONJY pale|ay
W91SAS UO suonow3 walsAS jeuoneN Jo S198)43 ay1 Buluiwex3 saskjeuy uoissalbay Jo Arewwns |9pojN 22 9|gelL

61



2.2.7. Testing Hypothesis 4: System Emotions Mediate the Relation between

System Justification and Action Tendencies and Behaviors

The mediating role of system emotions in the relationship between system
justification and system related tendencies and behavior were tested by a series of
path analysis using LISREL 8.51. The analyses for national system emotions and
capitalist economy emotions were conducted in separate path analyses. First, the
mediating effects of national system emotions in the link between general system
justification and action tendencies and behaviors were tested. Next, the mediating
role of capitalist economy emotions on the relationship between economic system
justification and action tendencies and behaviors were examined.

In these analyses, system justification was used as the predictor variable,
system emotions as the mediating variables, and system related tendencies and
behavior were employed as the outcome variables. First a fully saturated model was
examined, and then, nonsignificant paths were dropped from the model and the
model with the significant paths only was tested. According to the conventional
criteria (see Kline, 2005), a good fit can be claimed if the ratio of chi-square to
degrees of freedom is less than 3, root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA) is around .08, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of Fit
Index (AGFI), Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) and the Comparative
Fit Index are around .90.

Although mediating role of both negative and positive system emotions were
initially tested, given that positive national system emotions were not significantly
related with the system action tendencies and behaviors were removed from the
model. Indeed, a model with positive national system emotions yields a suppressor
effect, suggesting that, it should be excluded from the final model. The final model
for national emotions was given in Figure 2.2. The goodness-of-fit statistics indicated
a very good fit to data (* (2, N = 161) = 2.16, p = ns, GFI =.99, AGFI =.97, NNFI
=.99, CFI = .1, RMSEA =.02). Moreover, chi-square to degrees of freedom ration for
the model was 1.08. As seen in Figure 2.2, general system justification predicted

lower negative national system emotions (5 = -.53, p <.05), as well as lower action
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tendencies (f = -.34, p < .05) that individuals with higher general system
justification tended to experience lower negative system emotions, as well as less
intention to participate in collective actions. As expected, higher negative national
system emotions predicted higher action behaviors (5 = .27, p < .05). Specifically,
negative system emotions fully mediated the link between general system
justification and action behaviors (indirect effect = -.14, t = -3.22, p < .05). Overall,
general system justification explained 28% of the total variance in negative system
emotions. Full model explained 12% and 7% of the total variances in action

tendencies and behavior, respectively.

System-Related

/ Action Tendencies

-34
General System Negative National
e — .53 —¥ , AN
Justification System Emotions
.27

\ System-Related
Action Behavior

Figure 2.2. Path Model Using National System Emotions as a Mediator

As seen in Figure 2.3, the final model for capitalist economy emotions fit the
data very well, (4* (3, N = 161) = 2.72, p = ns. GFI =.99, AGFI =.97, NNFI =.1,
CFl =.1, RMSEA =.00). The ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom ration for the
model was also very low (0.91). Results revealed that economic system justification
predicted higher positive (5 = .35, p < .05) and lower negative (f = -.36, p < .05)
capitalist economy emotions as well as lower actions tendencies (5 = -.56, p < .05),
and behaviors ( = -.24, p < .05), suggesting that individuals with higher economic
system justification tended to experience higher positive and lower negative system
emotions, as well as less willingness to participate in collective actions. As expected,
negative capitalist economy emotions predicted action behavior positively (8 = .20, p
<.05). Also negative emotions partially mediated the relation between economic

system justification and action behavior (indirect effect =-.08, t = - 2.24, p < .05).
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Overall, economic system justification explained 12% and 13%, of the total variance
in positive and negative system emaotions, respectively. Moreover, full model
explained 31% and 13% of the total variances in action tendencies and behavior,
respectively. These results suggest that system justification directly or indirectly via

system emotions will undermine support for system tendencies and action.
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Figure 2.3. Path Model Using Capitalist Economy Emotions as a Mediator

2.2.8. Testing Hypothesis 5: System-Level Emotions Are Regulated By System-

Related Emotion Regulation

The fifth hypothesis proposes that system-based emotions will be regulated
by system-related emotion regulation. As presented in Table 2.2., individual
cognitive reappraisal and system cognitive reappraisal were moderately correlated (r
= .20, p <.05). Similarly, system related cognitive reappraisal and suppression was
positively correlated (r = .27, p <.01). The correlations between individual and

system related emotion regulation strategies were moderate. Specifically, the
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correlation between individual and system suppression was .27 (p < .01), as well as
between individual and system cognitive reappraisal was .31 (p <.001). It appears
that those who frequently use individual suppression and reappraisal are no more
likely to use system suppression and reappraisal, respectively.

Next, the correlations between emotion regulation strategies and system
justification were examined. Results indicated that while higher general system
justification was associated with higher system (r = .17, p <.05) and individual (r =
.16, p < .05) reappraisal, higher economic system justification was related to higher
system suppression (r = .22, p <.01) and higher individual cognitive reappraisal (r =
17, p < .05). These results mean that people who chronically high in system
justification are more likely to use system reappraisal and system suppression to
regulate their emotions toward the American system.

However, the hypothesis 5c is not supported. The correlation of system
justification with system emotion regulation strategies was not stronger than the
correlation of system justification tendencies with individual emotion regulation
strategies (for the relationship of general system justification with individual
reappraisal and system reappraisal: z = -.01, ns; for the relationship of economic
system justification with system suppression and individual reappraisal: z = .05, ns).

Hierarchal regression analyses were conducted to examine whether system
related emotion regulation affects system emotions. As presented in Table 2.2,
system reappraisal was marginally significantly associated with higher level of
national system happiness (r = .15, p = .06), whereas system suppression was
marginally significantly associated with lower national system anger (r =-.15, p =
.06). Also, individual reappraisal was related to positive national system emotions (r
=.19, p <.05). However, the correlation of system emotion regulation strategies with
system emotions was not stronger than the correlation of individual emotion
regulation strategies with system emotions (system reappraisal: z = .37, ns; system
suppression: z = .37, ns), indicating that Hypothesis 5a was not supported in Study 1.

Nevertheless, system and individual suppression tendencies seem to have
differential effects on emotions. As Hypothesis 5b suggested, although the chronic
use of individual suppression was related to lower levels of positive individual

emotions (r = -.31, p <.001), the chronic use of system suppression was marginally
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significantly related to lower level of national system anger (r = -.15, p = .06),
suggesting that emotion regulation at the individual-and system-level have different
impacts on emotions.

Next, the relations between system emotions (positive and negative emotions
and discrete emotions) and emotion regulation strategies were investigated via a
series of moderated regression analyses. In these analyses, individual and system
emotion regulation strategies were entered in the first step, system justification
tendencies (general system justification for national system emotions) were entered
in the second step, and their two-way interactions were added to the third step.
Hypothesis 5d was only tested for national system emotions because system emotion
regulation strategies were aimed at measuring individuals’ emotion regulation
tendencies toward national system (e.g., American system). The same model was
also tested for discrete national system emotions.

As shown in Table 2.9. national system anger was marginally significantly
predicted by system suppression showing that higher suppression was associated
with lower system anger in the first step (8 = -.17, p = .05). Furthermore, the main
effect of individual cognitive reappraisal on positive national system emotions was
significant (5 = .19, p < .05). The main effects of individual reappraisal (= .17, p =
.05) and individual suppression (# = -.18, p < .05) predicted national system
happiness in the first step. As presented in Table 2.9, in negative system emotions,
no emotion regulation strategy reached the significant level in the first step and
higher system justification predicted lower negative emotions in the second step (5 =
-.56, p <.001). Only the interaction between general system justification and system
suppression marginally significantly predicted negative national system emotions in
the third step (6 = .14, p =.09), (F(9, 160) = 8.43, p < .001, R? = .33, Adjusted R? =
.30, AR?=.04, AF = 2.04, p =.09). To examine the unique effect of interaction, then,
an additional regression analysis was conducted. In this regression analysis, general
system justification and system suppression were included in the first step, and their
interaction was included in the second step. Results demonstrated that general system
justification predicted negative national system emotions (5 =-.52, p <.001) in the
first step (F(2, 160) = 30.26, p < .001, R? = .28, Adjusted R? = .27, AR? = .28, AF =

30.26, p <.001) and the interaction between system suppression and system
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justification was significant (f = .14, p < .05) in the second step, (F(3, 160) = 17.68,
p <.001, R?=.25, Adjusted R? = .24, AR?= .02, AF = 4.19, p < .05). Then, the
simple slope at one standard deviation above and below the mean was calculated to
plot this unique significant interaction. As shown in Figure 2.4. at both low and high
levels of system suppression, individuals with low system justification reported more
negative national system emotions than individuals with high system justification.
However, taking consideration of the magnitude of t-test value, it appears that the
magnitude of differences were smaller at high level of system suppression (t(157) = -
3.98, p <.001) compared to low level of system suppression (t(157) = -6.80, p <
.001), indicating system suppression serve as a buffer in the relationship between

system justification and negative system emotions
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Figure 2.4. The Interaction between System Suppression and System Justification in

Predicting Negative National System Emotions
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In national system sadness, as presented in Table 2.9, none of the emotion
regulation strategies were significant in the first step, whereas higher system
justification predicted lower system sadness in the second step (5 = -.50, p <.001).
Only the interaction between general system justification and system suppression in
predicting national system sadness was significant in the third step (8 = .17, p <.05),
(F(9, 160) = 6.82, p < .001, R?=.29, Adjusted R?>= .25, AR?>= .04, AF=2.32,p =
.07). To examine the unique effect of interaction, then, an additional regression
analysis was conducted. Results demonstrated that general system justification and
system suppression were included in the first step, and their interaction was included
in the second step. Findings showed that general system justification predicted
national system sadness (5 = -.47, p <.001) in the first step (F(2, 160) = 23.94, p <
001, R?=.25, Adjusted R? = .24, AR?=.02, AF = 4.19, p <.05) and the interaction
between system suppression and system justification was significant (= .15, p <
.05) in the second step, (F(3, 160) = 17.68, p < .001, R?= .25, Adjusted R? = .24, AR?
=.02, AF = 4.19, p <.05). The simple slope at one standard deviation above and
below the mean was calculated to plot the significant interaction. As shown in Figure
2.5., at low and high levels of system suppression, individuals with low system
justification reported higher negative national system sadness than individuals with
low system justification. However, the magnitude of differences were smaller at high
level of system suppression (t(157) = -3.26, p < .01) as compared to low level of
system suppression (t(157) = -6.80, p < .001), indicating system suppression serve as
a buffer for a relationship between system justification and expressing system
sadness. The highest level of national sadness was observed at the combination of the
lowest degrees of system justification and system suppression. However, suppressing
emotions result in reporting less sadness derived from being a participant of the

American system.
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Figure 2.5. The Interaction between System Suppression and System Justification in

Predicting Negative National System Sadness

Moreover, in national system guilt/shame, no emotion regulation strategy
reached the significant level in the first step but higher system justification predicted
lower system guilt in the second step (8 = -.43, p <.001). Only the interaction
between general system justification and individual suppression in predicting
national system guilt/shame was marginally significant in the third step (6 =.14,p =
.09), (F(9, 160) = 4.47, p < .001, R? = .21, Adjusted R? = .16, AR? = .03, AF = 1.47,
ns). Again, to examine the unique effect of the interaction, an additional regression
analysis was conducted in which general system justification and individual
suppression were entered in the first step, and their interaction was entered in the
second step. Results demonstrated that general system justification predicted national
system guilt/shame (f = -.39, p <.001) in the first step but the interaction between
individual suppression and system justification was not significant in the second step

(6 = .12, ns). Therefore, the graph of the interaction was not plotted.
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Overall, as predicted, the results indicated that emotion regulation strategies

buffer against the negative effect of low system justification on system sadness.

2.3. Discussion

The first study provided evidence for the characteristics of system-level
emotions. Specifically, system emotions seem to reflect standing in the social order,
they reflect appraisals of the social order, and they predict action tendencies and
behavior. In particular, the results demonstrated that system emotions are different
from individual and group emotions, although they overlap to individual emotions to
certain degrees.

Overall the results of Study 1 supported the hypotheses. The findings provide
evidence that a person’s SES position in a social structure effects emotional
experience, in a way that high SES individuals reported more positive and less
negative system emotions. Therefore, as consistent with Hypothesis 1a, social class
shapes system emotions, experienced as a direct or indirect consequence of system-
level characteristics (see also Kraus & Spethens, 2012). Moreover, the current
findings point out to the important role of system justification in relationship
between system emotions and social status. Consistent with the palliative function of
system justification (e.g., Jost & Hunyady, 2005), endorsing system justification
serves as a buffer against the detrimental effect of low social status on system
emotions. These findings are in line with Hypothesis 1b.

Supporting Hypothesis 2, the results provided insight into the important role
of system justification tendencies in experiencing system emotions. To the extent
that individuals endorse system, they experience more positive and less negative
system emotions. As compared to group justification, system justification is the
stronger predictor of system emotions. Because system emotions are related to
person’s level of system justification, they reflect appraisals of the social order.
These results showed that system justification motive is one of the conditions that
enable the experience of system emotions.

Additionally, in line with Hypothesis 3, the findings underline that system

emotions predict collective action tendencies, even after adjusting for individual and
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group emotions. In particular, negative system emotions are important predictors of
collective actions. To the extent that individuals experience negative system
emotions, they exhibit increased support for collective action.

With regard to relation among system justification, system emotions, and
action tendencies and behavior, it appears that system emotions mediate the relation
between system justification and action tendencies and behavior. Specifically, as
predicted in Hypothesis 4, to the extent that individuals endorse system justification,
they reported decreased level of negative system emotions, which in turn predicts
action tendencies and behaviors. These findings are consistent with the previous
research results on mediating role of emotions in the relationship between system
justification and collective action (e.g., Jost et al., 2012).

Finally, contrary to Hypothesis 5a, system emotions are related to both
individual and system emotion regulation strategies. However, findings suggest that
while the chronic use of system suppression was related to lower system-anger, the
chronic use of individual suppression was associated with lower positive emotions.
In other words, individuals who typically suppress their emotions toward the
American system report less negative system emotions but individuals who typically
suppress at the individual level reported less positive emotions. Consistent with
Hypothesis 5b, this suggests that adopting suppression strategy is not always related
to lower positive emotions. Importantly, supporting Hypothesis 5d that suppression
plays a moderating role in the relationship between system justification and system
emotions via buffering the detrimental effect of system justification on system
emotions. System-related emotion regulation, therefore, operates in a service of
system justification which affects emotional experience related to the status quo.
Specifically, it appears that suppression is one of system justifying means to maintain
the status quo

Additionally, although system justification was related to system emotion
regulation strategies, contrary to Hypothesis 5c, these correlations did not
significantly differ from the correlations of system justification with individual
emotion regulation strategies.

Taken together, Study 1 provided evidence for the general characteristics of

system emotions. The findings will be discussed in detail in the general discussion.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2: THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SYSTEM-LEVEL EMOTIONS IN

TURKEY

Study 1 provided evidence for the study hypotheses in the US cultural
context. The aim of the second study was to replicate these findings in the Turkish
cultural context which has different social, political, cultural, and economic
conditions than the US.

Complex meaning of practices, social norms, and the institutions around
emotions were created by cultures (Lutz, 1988). Research on emotions implies that
emotions influence the practices of cultures in which they occur (Mesquita, 2001).
Cultures differ in their conception of the self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In
individualistic cultural context, people tend to develop independent self-construals in
which self is viewed as an autonomous, a distinctive, and a stable entity but in
collectivistic cultural context people tend to have more interdependent self-
construals, whereby self is defined in relation and connection to others (but see
Kagitgibasi, 1996 for autonomous-relational self).

Culture as a social context may affect emotional experience and expression.
For instance, Eid and Dianer (2001) found that because of the different norms for the
experience and expression of emotions between cultures, individuals in collectivistic
cultures gave more importance to pride as compared to individuals in individualistic
cultures. Also, culture has a different implications for emotion regulation (see also
Mesquita, Leersnyder, & Boiger, 2014). A study by Butler, Lee, and Gross (2007)
showed that although higher levels of habitual suppression was problematic for
women holding European values but reverse was observed for women with more
Asian values. Because suppression was normative in the Asian culture and Asians
put emphasized on adjusting others, deleterious effects of suppression was lower
among women with Asian values than women European values. Hence, emotion
regulation occurs within cultural context and have different implications for

individuals from different cultures.
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With regard to Turkey, it was demonstrated that interdependence, especially
in the family context, is more important (Siimer & Kagit¢ibasi, 2010). Imamoglu and
Imamoglu (2006) also suggested that Turkish culture has higher integrative context
emphasized on the connection to others. In this case, testing the study hypotheses
will allow us to examine whether system emotions are different from group emotions
in the relatively collectivist context where group interests are more emphasized than
individual interests.

Moreover, in terms of political system, Turkey is a parliamentary
representative democracy and has a strong tradition of secularism though there has
been a hot debate in this aspect (e.g., Taydas, Akbaba, & Morrison, 2012). With
regard to economic conditions, as compared to the USA, Turkey has lower gross
domestic product, higher poverty rate, higher unemployment rate, and higher income
inequality (see OECD Factbook, 2010). Moreover, power distance, reflecting
society's level of inequality endorsed by individuals, is higher in Turkey as compared
to the USA (Hofstede, 2015).

Considering both cultural and socio-political characteristics of Turkey, the
second study was conducted to examine the system emotions among respondents in
Turkey to see whether the same system justifying mechanisms found in the US
context work also for Turkish context. The same measures and method used in Study

1 were applied in Study 2.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants

Initially, 136 students from Middle East Technical University students in
Turkey participated in Study 2. After controlling the accuracy of data (outliers,
normality, linearity, and multicollinearity), nine cases were identified as outliers and
these participants were excluded from the study, leaving 129 for the further analyses.

Participants were 88 female (68.2%), 39 male (30.2%) and 2 students (1.6 %)
did not report their gender and the age of the participants ranged from 19 to 30 (M =
21.53, SD = 1.85). Of the participants, 110 (85.3%) described their ethnicity as Turk,
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6 (4.7%) Kurd, 11 as “Other” (8.7%), and 2 (1.6%) did not report their ethnicity. Of
the participants, 93 (73.2%) were Muslim, 1 (0.8%) was Christian, 10 were Atheist
(7.8%), and 13 (10.1%) were Deist, 10 reported their religious affiliation as “Other”
(7.8%) and 2 (1.6 %) did not report their religion. With regard to the participants’
perceived socioeconomic class, 29 (18.1%) participants reported low SES class, 73
(56.6%) reported middle class, and 25 (19.4 %) reported upper class, and 2 students
(1.6%) did not report socioeconomic class. The reported family/household income
was between the category “under 500 TL” and the category “over 10.001 TL”.

The mean degree of participants’ political orientation (1 = Extremely leftist,
11 = Extremely rightist) was 4.87 (SD = 1.98) and the mean degree of their
religiosity (1 = Not all religious, 11 = Very religious) was 4.87 (SD = 2.68). In terms
of political party identification, 66 (51.2%) participants represented Republican
People's Political Party (CHP) (left-wing center), 13 (10.1%) supported Justice and
Development Party (AKP) (right-wing conservative), 11 (8.5%) represented
Nationalist Party Movement (MHP) (right-wing nationalist, conservative), 37
(28.9%) supported “Other” parties and 2 (1.6%) did not report their party

identification.

3.1.2. Procedure

The same procedure used in Study 1 was followed in Study 2. Participants
filled out the same questionnaires used in Study 1 with appropriate rewording. The
measures, first, were adapted to Turkish. These scales were translated into Turkish
by the three researchers and the spelling and compatibility of translation were
checked. Data were collected on a voluntary basis, and informed consent was
obtained from each participant. The questionnaires used in the current study were
first submitted for Human Participants Ethic Committee of Middle East Technical
University (IRB). After receiving IRB approval, the participants from Turkey were
recruited by sending survey link via e-mail to them. Study 2 was conducted as an
online survey via Qualtircs. Participants received bonus point in exchange of their

current study participation.
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3.1.3. Materials

In the current study, as in Study 1, before the main inferential analyses, the
factor structure of all scales was examined separately through a series of exploratory
factor (principal) analyses. For the study variables, the final number of factors or
factor structure was decided by considering eigenvalues, Catell’s scree plot test, and
the interpretability of the factor solution. Also, in addition to these criteria, in terms
of emotion measures, consistency between parallel forms (individual, group, and
system emotions) was also taken into account. To this end, the results of factor
analyses of the individual emotions were used as the target reference point in the
final decision for the factor structure to provide consistent measures of individual,
group, and system emaotions. In all cases, composite scores were calculated based on

the mean of multiple items, following reverse coding of items as necessary.

3.1.3.1. Justification and Emotion Measures

As explained in study 1, items for individual, group, and system emotions
were selected in an iterative fashion using three criteria: if factor loadings were
higher than .30, had higher inter-item correlations, or contributed significantly to the
internal consistency of the scales. Moreover, consistency between parallel forms of
emotions (individual, group, and system) was also taken into account. Therefore,
when there was an inconsistency between the factor solutions of the individual,
group, and system emaotions, the items that were omitted from the factor analysis of
the individual emotions measures, were also removed from the measures of system
and group emotions. Moreover, similar to Study 1, in addition to positive and
negative emotions, discrete emotions scales, namely anger, fear/anxiety, sadness,
guilt/shame, and happiness were created to examine the study hypothesis in more
detail.
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3.1.3. 1.1. Individual Emotions

To measure individual emotions, participants read the following instructions
used in Study 1 and then they reported the same 27 emotions (please see the method
section of Study 1 for details)

Factor analyses on 27 items of the Individual Emotions with varimax rotation
revealed three factors explaining 67.38% of the total variance, examination of the
scree plot, pattern of factor loadings and interpretability of factor dimensions
suggested a two-factor solution that accounted for 55.14% of the variance. However,
considering the parallel forms of individual, group, and system emotions, two items
which did not meet the predermined criteria in negative capitalist economy emotions
scale was also excluded from negative individuals emotions scale. These items were
item 2 (““As an individual, I feel angry at others”) and item 27 (“As an individual, I
feel envious”). Cronbach’s alpha values were .91 for positive individual emotions
and .95 for negative individual emotions.

In addition to negative and positive emotions, similar to Study 1, individual
emotions were also combined into five composites, namely anger, fear/anxiety,
guilt/shame, sadness, and happiness. Anger scale consisted of the three related
emotions, angry at myself, frustrated, and outrage (Cronbach’s alpha = .64),
fear/anxiety scale was formed from the three items afraid, uneasy, and anxious
(Cronbach’s alpha = .81). Sadness was measured with the three items, sad,
disappointed, and resentful (Cronbach’s alpha = .88). Guilt/shame scale consisted of
the three items guilty, shame, and regretful (Cronbach’s alpha = .80). Finally, three
positive emotions happy, satisfied, and cheerful were combined to form a happiness

scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .83).

3.1.3.1.2. Group Justification and Group Emotions
Group justification and group emotions were measured for the two different

groups (political party identification and political party group emotions; university

identification and university group emotions).
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3.1.3.1.2.1. Party Group Justification and Party Group Emotions

Following the procedure used in Study 1, participants, first, were asked to
specify the party which they identify with, then their political party justification were
measured with the same 6 items used in Study 1. The responses were give on a 7-
point Likert scale with anchors from strong Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree
(7). Next, participants read the same instruction and then they were presented the list
of 27 emotions as in Study 1.

First, party group justification items were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation. The results revealed one factor explaining 65.82% the total variance. The
internal consistency value was .89. Then, 27 of party group emotions were factor
analyzed using varimax rotation. The initial results yielded four factors explaining
70.03% of the total variance. However, examination of the scree plot, the pattern of
factor loadings, and factor interpretability suggested a two-factor solution that
accounted for 58.78% of the variance. The first factor was dominant consisting of 19
items and accounted for 33.47% of the total variance. The second factor included
positive party group emotions with 9 items explaining 25.31% of the total variance.
Considering the consistency between parallel forms of emotions, two items (item 27
“As a supporter of my political party, I feel envious”; item 2 “I feel angry at
supporters of other parties”) were removed from the further analyses. Cronbach’s
alpha values were .95 for positive party group emotions and .94 for negative party
group emotions. Additionally, the same party group discrete emotions, namely party
group anger (Cronbach’s alpha = .66), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .84), sadness
(Cronbach’s alpha = .82), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .86), and happiness
(Cronbach’s alpha = .91) were created.

3.1.3.1.2.2. University Group Justification and University Group Emotions

Participants were asked to complete the same university group justification
used in Study 1 with appropriate wording for METU student, and then positive and
negative university (METU) group emotions were measured. Participants’ university

group justification was measured with the same 6 items as in Study 1. The sample
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item of university group justification was “l see myself as a typical METU student”.
Next, participants read the following instruction in Study 1 and then they were
presented the same list of 27 emotions. Sample items of university group emotions
were as follow: “As a METU student, I feel happy”, “As a METU student, I feel
outrage” The responses were give on a 7-point Likert scale with anchors from strong
Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (7).

First, university group justification items were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation. Results yielded one factor explaining 59.28% the total variance. The
internal consistency was .85. Next, 27 items of university group emotions were also
factor analyzed using varimax rotation. The initial results yielded five factors
explaining 69.64% of the total variance. However, again, examination of the scree
plot, the pattern of factor loadings, and factor interpretability suggested a two-factor
solution that accounted for 55.88% of the variance. Negative party group emotions
consisted of 19 items and accounted for the 30.70% of the total variance. Positive
party group emotions were represented by second the factor that included 9 items
explaining 25.18% of the total variance. Considering the predermined criteria about
consistency between parallel forms, two items (item 27 “As a METU student, I feel
envious”; item 2 “As a METU student, I feel angry at students from other
universities”’) were removed from the further analyses. Cronbach’s alpha value was
.93 for positive party group emotions and .93 for negative individual emotions.

Additionally, the same university group discrete emotions subscales, namely
university group anger (Cronbach’s alpha = .50), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha =
.82), sadness (Cronbach Alpha = .86), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .73), and
happiness (Cronbach’s alpha = .89) were created.

3.1.3.1.3. System Justification and System Emotions
As in Study 1, system justification and emotions were measured for the two

different systems, namely (1) general system justification and national system

emotions; and (2) economic system justification and capitalist economy emotions.
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3.1.3.1.3.1. General System Justification and National System Emotions

First, national system justification tendencies were assessed using the
General System Justification Scale (GSJ), used in Study 1 (Wakslak et al., 2011).
(e.g., “Everyone in Turkey has a fair shot at wealth and happiness™). The GSJ was
adapted to Turkish by Goregenli (2004) in a previous study and it was found that the
scale had high internal consistency. Participants indicated their level of agreement
with each statement on a 9-point scale ranging from 1(Strongly disagree) to 9
(Strongly agree). In the present study, the Alpha’s coefficient was .86.

Participants were asked about their emotions about being a participant in the
Turkey’s system. They were asked to read the instruction used in the Study 1, with
the wording “When you think of yourself as a PARTICIPANT IN THE TURKEY’s
SYSTEM and ORDER to what do you feel each of the following emotions in
general?” Participants responded to the same 27 emotions with appropriate wording.
Sample items were “As a participant in the Turkey’s system and order, I feel happy”,
“As a participant in the Turkey’s system and order, I feel moral outrage.” Responses
were given on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree).

A principle component analysis with varimax rotation was run on 27 items of
national system emotions. Although the initial results yielded five factors that
accounted for 64.54%of the total variance, after forcing for two-factors, the final
solution accounted for 54.09% of the variance. The first factor taped negative
national system emotions and explained the 30.20% of the total variance. The second
factor taped positive national system emotions and explained the 23.89% of the total
variance. Again, considering the predermined criteria about the consistency between
parallel forms, two items (item 27 “As a participant in Turkey’s system and order, |
feel envious”; item 2 “As a participant in Turkey’s system and order, | feel angry at
students from other universities”) were removed from the further analyses.
Cronbach’s alpha values were .91 and .94 for positive and negative national system
emotions, respectively. Additionally, similar to individual discrete emotion
subscales, the same discrete national system emotions subscales, namely national

system anger (Cronbach’s alpha = .81), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .81),
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sadness (Cronbach’s alpha = .83), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .70), and

happiness (Cronbach’s alpha = .81) were computed.

3.1.3.1.3.2. Economic System Justification and Capitalist Economy Emotions

As in Study 1, participants were asked to complete Economic System
Justification Scale (ESJS; Jost & Thompson, 2000) and then were asked about their
emotions derived from being a member of the capitalist economy, and complete the
same emotion items with appropriate rewordings. The ESJS was adapted to Turkish
by Goregenli and Tekozel (2006) and it was found that the scale had high internal
consistency.

Participants, then, read the same instruction used in Study 1 and they were
asked about their emotions derived from being a member of a capitalist economy.
They were asked to read the instruction used in the Study 1, with the wording such as
“When you think of yourself as a MEMBER OF A CAPITALIST ECONOMY to
what do you feel each of the following emotions in general?” Participants responded
to the same 27 emotions with appropriate wording. Responses were given on a 7-
point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree). In the present study, the
alpha coefficient was .83.

The principle component analysis with varimax rotation on 27 items of
capitalist economy emotions yielded four factors that accounted for 73.32% of the
total variance. After forcing for two-factors, the final solution accounted for 65.24%
of the variance. The first factor represented negative capitalist economy emotions
and explained the 38.98% of the total variance. The second factor was positive
capitalist economy emotions and explained the 26.25% of the total variance. Since
item 27 (“As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel envious”) had lower factor
loading than .30 on negative capitalist economy emotions and item 2 (“I feel angry at
the socialist system”) loaded higher on positive emotions (.50) than negative
emotions (.04) were excluded from the further analyses. To ensure consistency
between parallel forms of emotions, these two items were also removed from
negative individual, group, and system emotions. Cronbach’s alpha values were .95

and .96 for positive and negative capitalist economy emotions, respectively. Again,
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the same discrete emotions subscales were computed, representing capitalist
economy anger (Cronbach’s alpha = .85), fear/anxiety (Cronbach’s alpha = .85),
sadness (Cronbach’s alpha = .87), guilt/shame (Cronbach’s alpha = .87), and
happiness (Cronbach’s alpha = .90).

3.1.3.2. System-Related Tendencies and Actions

The same scales for system-related tendencies and actions used in Study 1

were used in Study 2. Detailed information about the scales was provided in Study 1.

3.1.3.2.1. System-Related Tendencies

For an 8-item system-related tendencies scale, responses were given on a 7-
point Likert scale ranged from (1) Strongly disagree to (7) Strongly agree. The
explanatory factor analysis on the items with varimax rotation indicated a single

factor that accounting for 70.12% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha value was .94.

3.1.3.2.2. System-Related Actions

In order to measure, system-related actions, participants were asked to
respond the same 5-item scale used in Study 1. Responses ranged from1 = Never to 7
= More than 6 times. The explanatory factor analysis with varimax rotation results
yielded a single factor that accounting for 60.40% of the results. Cronbach’s alpha

value was .82.

3.1.3.3.Emotion Regulation Strategies

Similar to Study 1, emotion regulation tendencies were measured for both
trait emotion regulation and emotion regulation tendencies toward Turkey’s system
and order. While the trait emotion regulation represents individual related emotion
regulation, emotion regulation toward Turkey’s system and order represents system-

related emotion regulation.
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3.1.3.3.1. Individual-Related Emotion Regulation

As in Study 1, Gross and John’s (2003) a 10-item Emotion Regulation
Questionnaire (ERQ) assessing reappraisal and suppression dimensions was used for
emotion regulation. The ERQ was adapted to Turkish by Ozgiile (2011) and she
reported the scale had high internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha = .78 and .64 for
reappraisal and suppression, respectively). The detailed information about the scale
was provided in Study 1.

Although the initial exploratory factor analysis revealed three dimensions
accounted 64.72% of the total variance, the criterion eigenvalues, the scree plot, and
the interpretability of the factor solution provided by the factor analyses suggested
two orthogonal dimensions of reappraisal and suppression that accounting for
50.69% of the variance. The reappraisal dimension had six items and explained
33.64% of the total variance. While reappraisal dimension explained 28.07% of the
variance, suppression dimension explained 22.62% of the variance (Cronbach’s

Alpha = .75 and .74, respectively).

3.1.3.3.2. System-Related Emotion Regulation

As in Study 1, system-related emotion regulation was measured with a 6-item
reappraisal questionnaire (e.g., “When I want to feel less negative emotion about the
Turkey’s system and order, I change the way I’m thinking about the situation”) and a
4-item suppression subscale (e.g., “When I am feeling negative emotions about the
Turkey’ system and order, I make sure not to express them”) were adapted for the
Turkey’s system context. Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). Detailed information about the scale was
provided in Study 1.

The initial exploratory factor analysis with ten items yielded two dimensions
accounting for 64.77% of the total variance. Reappraisal dimension explained
37.78% and suppression dimension explained 26.99% of the variance. Cronbach’s

alpha values were .74 and .81 for reappraisal and suppression strategies, respectively.
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3.1.3.4. Socio-Demographic Questionnaire

The section included socio-demographic variables such as gender, age,
income, religion, religiosity, political orientation, and perceived socio-economic
status. In order to measure political orientation participants were asked to place
themselves on a scale ranging from 1(Left) to 11 (Right). Religiosity and perceived

SES were measured using single item scales as in Study 1.

3.2.  Results

First, the results regarding data screening and cleaning were provided and
then descriptive statistics for the major study variables were presented. Finally, the
findings regarding the testing of specific hypotheses were given.

3.2.1. Data Screening and Cleaning

The missing value analysis revealed that only a few variables have missing
values. The results of Little’s MCAR Test revealed that the missing values were
random (»*103) = 85.48, ns). As mentioned before, if missing values are less than
5%, any procedure to handle missing values can be applied to the data set (Tabachnic
& Fidell, 2001). In the present study, the highest percent for the missing values
among study variables was 4.4% in the negative party group emotions. Thus,
missing values were replaced with the means for all cases.

Data were also analyzed for univariate and multivariate outliers. Seven cases
were identified as univariate outliers having high z-sores higher than +3.30. There
was no multivariate outliers. Univariate outliers were excluded from the data set,
leaving 129 participants data analyses. The skewness and kurtosis levels for the all

variables were in the acceptable ranges indicating the normality of the distributions.
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3.2.2. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and ranges) for the major
study variables were presented in Table 3.1.

As in Study 1, mean scores of the subscales were roughly compared with the
given scale’s absolute midpoint to see how common (or frequent) the study variables
are experienced among the participants of the current study. The comparison of the
means of emotions demonstrated that while the mean positive individual emotions
(4.81), positive university group emotions (5.34), negative national system emotions
(4.41) were higher than midpoint, the mean scores for positive party group emotions
(3.37), negative party group emotions (2.67), negative university group emotions,
(2.17), positive national system emotions (2.85), and positive capitalist economy
emotions (2.75) were lower than the scale midpoint (4), the one with the lowest mean
score was negative university group emotions. Interestingly, it appears that although
the mean values of individual and group emotions in Study 1 and the mean values of
individual and group emotions in Study 2 were similar to each other, positive system
emotions were lower and negative system emotions were higher in Turkey as
compared to the USA.

Regarding emotion regulation, whereas the mean value of individual level
cognitive reappraisal strategy (4.45) was higher than the scale midpoint, system-level
cognitive reappraisal (3.47), individual suppression (3.65) system suppression (3.19)
were lower than the midpoint value (4). With regard to system justification, the mean
value of both economic system justification (3.71) and general system justification
(2.51) were lower than the midpoint of the scale (5).

Also, while university group justification (4.80) was higher than midpoint (4),
party group justification was lower than the midpoint (2.96). Finally, although the
system related tendencies (4.80) were higher than the midpoint of the scales, the
system actions (2.18) was lower than the midpoint value (4).

Before the main analyses, potential gender differences on the major variables
were tested. Gender related significantly with positive individual emotions (t(125) =
-2.20, p <.05) and positive university group emotions in a way that women reported

more positive individual (M = 4.94) and university group (M= 5.60) emotions than
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men (M =4.49 and M = 4.76, respectively). These results imply that gender cannot
account for any effects involving the emotions, so all analyses collapse across
gender. Also, gender was significantly associated with individual suppression,
specifically men (M = 4.12) reported higher level of individual suppression than
women (M = 3.45).

Table 3. 1. Descriptive Statistics on the Main Study Variables
TURKEY Sample

Mean SD Range
Positive Individual Emotions 4.81 1.06 1-7
Negative Individual Emotions 3.39 1.14 1-7
Positive Political Party Emotions 3.37 1.29 1-7
Negative Political Party Emotions 267 1.06 1-7
Positive University Group Emotions 5.34 1.10 1-7
Negative University Group Emotions 217 0.95 1-7
Positive National System Emotions 2.85 1.06 1-7
Negative National System Emotions 4.41 1.23 1-7
Positive Capitalist Economy Emotions 2.75 1.08 1-7
Negative Capitalist Economy Emotions 4.14 1.48 1-7
System-Related Action Tendencies 4.80 1.13 1-7
System-Related Action Behavior 2.18 1.14 1-7
Individual Cognitive Reappraisal 4.45 0.97 1-7
Individual Suppression 3.65 1.25 1-7
System Cognitive Reappraisal 3.47 1.09 1-7
System Suppression 3.19 1.23 1-7
Party Group Justification 2.06 1.32 1-7
University Group Justification 4.80 1.24 1-7
General System Justification 251 1.28 1-9
Economic System Justification 3.72 1.16 1-9

3.2.3. The Correlations Between Individual, Group, and System Emotions

Zero-order correlations were shown in Table 3.2. The average correlation of

different levels of emotions ranged from .01 to -.62.
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Positive individual emotions were significantly correlated with negative
individual emotions (r = -.47, p <.001). The relationship between positive and
negative university group emotions and the relationship between positive and
negative party emotions were significant (r = .21, p <.05; r =-.49, p <.001,
respectively). Also, positive university emotions were associated with positive party
emotions (r = .25, p < .01), and negative university emotions were related to
negative party emotions (r = .35, p <.001). These results indicated that the
relationships within group emotions were at the moderate level.

Examination of correlations within the system emotions indicated that the
valance and size of correlations between the system emotions were all in the
expected directions. The highest correlation was observed between negative and
positive national system emotions (r = -. 62, p <.001). Also, the correlation between
positive and negative capitalist emotions was significant (r = -.37, p <.001).
Negative capitalist system emotions and negative national system emotions was
positively correlated (r = .48, p <.001). The correlation between positive national
system and positive capitalist economy emotions was .46 (p < .001).

The correlations between individual and system emotions ranged from .01 to
.19 and the correlations between individual and group emotions ranged from .01 to
.59. Therefore, both system emotions and group emotions are different from
individual emotions, although they overlap with individual emotions to some degree.
Specifically, positive individual emotions were significantly and positively related to
only positive national system emotions (r =.19, p <.001), whereas negative
individual emotions were correlated with negative national system (r = .21, p <.05)
and positive capitalist economy (r = .19, p <.05) emotions.

Examinations of correlations between the group and individual emotions
demonstrated that positive individual emotions were positively associated with both
university and party group emotions. That is, higher individual positive emotions
were associated with higher positive university (r = .59, p <.001) and higher positive
party (r =.28, p <.01) but lower negative university (r = -.37, p <.001) group
emotions. Also, individual negative emotions were significantly related to negative (r
= .55, p <.001) and positive (r =-.25, p <.01) university group as well as negative

party emotions (r =.30, p <.01).
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With regard to relations between group and system emotions, the significant
relations between system emotions and group emotions (party group emotions and
university group emotions) ranged between .01 and .31. Only the negative party
emotions were related to the negative national system (r = .31, p <.001) and the
negative capitalist economy (r = .27, p <.01) emotions. Also, among the university
group emotions, only the negative university group emotions were correlated with
the negative national system emotions (r = .18, p <.05). These findings mean that
the system emotions are different from the group emotions, although they overlap to
some degree.

In terms of discrete emotions, namely, anger, sadness, fear/anxiety,
guilt/shame, and happiness, the correlations of system emotions with the individual
emotions ranged from .01 to .25 and with the group emotions ranged from .01 to .36.
However, the correlations between discrete individual and discrete group emotions

were ranged from .01 to .52.

3.2.4. Testing Hypothesis 1: System-Based Emotions Reflect Standing in the

Social Order

Following the same data analysis strategies in Study 1, Hypothesis 1a was
tested for the combination of subjective status and objective status. Strong
correlation was found between self-reported socioeconomic status and income (r =
.50, p <.001), indicating a strong link between subjective and objective SES. Then,
self-rated SES and family income were standardized and mean scores were used to
create a composite measure of overall SES.

The correlation between overall SES and emotion items were computed. As
predicted, higher overall SES was related to lower negative capitalist economy
emotions (r = -.18, p <.05) and lower capitalist fear/anxiety (r = -.18, p <.05). The
correlations between SES and the system emotions were in the expected directions.
However, overall SES was associated with the positive individual emotions (r = .29,
p < .01) and the individual happiness (r = .28, p <.01). The correlation between

overall SES and group emotions did not reach to the significant level.
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The first hypothesis (H1a) of the study was also tested using a series of
analyses of variance (ANOVAS). As in Study 1, overall SES was coded into two
categories based on its mean value (Moyeran ses = 0): Low SES =1, High SES = 2. In
line with findings from the correlational analyses, participants with high SES
reported slightly (marginally) less negative capitalist economy emotions (M = 3.91,
SD = 1.27) than participants with low SES (M= 4.35, SD = 1.40), (F(1, 126) = 3.44,
p=.07).

SES had effects on the individual and the group emotions. Participants with
high SES reported more positive (M = 5.08, SD = .96) and less negative (M = 3.13,
SD = 1.13) individual emotions than participants with low overall SES (M = 4.51,
SD =1.10; M ses = 3.66, SD = 1.11, respectively), F(1, 126) = 9.69, p < .01, F(1,
126) = 7.14, p < .05, respectively. Likewise, higher overall SES participants (M =
1.99, SD = .87) expressed less negative university group emotions as compared to
lower SES participants (M = 2.36,SD = 1.01), (F(1, 126) = 4.82, p < .05).

Next, the palliative function of system justification was examined using
moderated regression analyses. The regression analyses were run separately for
negative, positive, and discrete system emotions using the same procedure in Study
1. As seen in Table 3.3. and Table 3.4., the findings showed that the interaction
between economic system justification and overall status in the last step was
marginally significant in predicting only capitalist economy sadness. None of the
remaining interactions were significant in predicting national system emotions.

As demonstrated in Table 3.4., the interaction between economic system
justification and overall social status in predicting capitalist economy sadness was
marginally significant. Results yielded that the first regression equation was
statistically significant F(2, 125) = 19.19, p < .001, R? = .24, Adjusted R?>=.23. In
the first step, endorsing economic system justification (5 = -.45, p <.001) was related
to lower negative capitalist economy emotions and SES was marginally predicted
capitalist economy sadness (f = -.15, p = .06). In the second step, the interaction
between economic system justification and SES was marginally significant (5 = .14,
p =.08), F(3, 125) = 14.04, p < .001, R? = .26, Adjusted R?= .24, AR>= .02, AF =
3.08, p =.08). As shown in Figure 3.1, low SES individuals reported more capitalist
economy sadness than high SES individuals (t(122) = -2.61, p < .05), when they have
low system justification tendencies. However, there was no significant difference

between status group with high system justification tendencies (t(122) = -.06, ns).
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These results were consistent with the results of the Study 1. In line with Hypothesis
1Db, system justification (slightly) buffers the detrimental effects of social status on
system sadness. The moderating effect of system justification on the relationship
between social status and sadness shows the same pattern of results both in Turkey
and USA.
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In sum, system-based emotions reflect standing in the social order in a way
that higher SES was associated with lower negative capitalist economy emotions.
Moreover, system justification (slightly) moderates the relationship between

capitalist sadness regarding the economic social status quo.

3.2.5. Testing Hypothesis 2: System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the

Social Order

The second hypothesis states that system-based emotions will reflect
appraisals of the social order. First, positive and negative individual, group, and
system emotions were allowed to correlate with group justification and system

justification tendencies. Similar to Study 1, the results revealed that system
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justification tendencies were consistently correlated with system emotions ranging
from .24 to .64.

As shown in Table 3.2, general system justification was associated with the
positive (r = .64, p <.001) and the negative (r = -.63, p < .001) national system
emotions as well as with the positive (r = .46, p <.001) and the negative capitalist
economy (r = -.50, p <.001) emotions. Likewise, economic system justification was
associated with positive (r = .46, p <.001) and negative (r = -.50, p < .001) capitalist
economy emotions, as well as with positive (r = -.24, p < .05) and negative national
system emotions (r = -.26, p <.01). However, system justification tendencies were
not related to the individual and the group emotions.

Second, a hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to examine whether
the system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social order. Again, four
regressions were run in which political party justification and university group
justification were entered in the first step, followed by system justification
tendencies, namely general system justification for the national system emotions and
economic system justification for the capitalist economy emotions in the second step.

As illustrated in Table 3.5., the first regression equation on the positive
national system emotion was not statistically significant F(2, 128) = .46, ns, R? = .01,
Adjusted R? = - .01. The standardized beta weights showed that neither university
group justification (5 = -.05, ns) nor political party justification (5 = .08, ns)
significantly predicted positive national system emotions in the first step. The entry
of general system justification in the second step made significant contribution to the
model (F(3, 128) = 30.18, p < .001,R? = .42, AR?= .41, AF = 88.97, p <. 001). As
expected, general system justification had the strongest effect in the model (5 = .65, p
<.001). Similarly, the first regression equation in the negative national system
emotions was not statistically significant (F(2, 128) = .26, ns, R? = .004, Adjusted R?
=-.01). The entry of system justification tendency in the second step made
significant contribution to the model (F(3, 128) = 27.62, p < .001,R*= .40, AR? = .39,
AF =82, p <.001). In other words, general system justification made the strongest
effect in the model (5 = -.63, p <.001). These findings imply that people who

endorse system justification tendencies have more positive and less negative system
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emotions derived from being a participant in the Turkey’s system. In other words,
system-based emotions reflect appraisals of social order.

Likewise, as presented in Table 3.6., the first step in positive capitalist
economy emotions was not significant, F(2, 128) = .53, ns, R? = .01, Adjusted R? = -
.001. Including economic system justification to the second step made the significant
contribution to the model (F(3, 128) = 11.67, p <.001, R?=.22, AR*= .21, AF =
33.68, p <.001). Therefore, economic system justification had the highest
standardized weight in the model (8 = .46, p < .001), demonstrating higher system
justification was associated with higher positive capitalist economy emotions.
Finally, in the negative capitalist emotions, the first step was statistically
nonsignificant, F(2, 128) = .43, ns, R? = .01, Adjusted R? = - .01 whereas, the second
step reached the statistically significant level (F(3, 216) = 14.16, p < .001, R? = .25,
AR?= .25, AF =41.34, p <. 001). Specifically, negative capitalist system emotions
were predicted by economic system justification (5 = -.50, p <.001). These findings
mean that higher justification for the economic system was associated with lower
negative capitalist emotions, demonstrating system emotions were related to person’s
level of system justification. Overall, there was evidence for Hypothesis 2 that study-
system emotions reflect appraisals of the social order. Additionally, Hypothesis 2
was tested for discrete system emotions using correlational analyses. Again, system
justification tendencies were highly related to discrete system emotions but not with
discrete individual or group emotions.

Moreover, the same regression model was tested for discrete national and
capitalist system emotions. Similar to Study 1, results yielded that general system
justification was the most important predictor of national system anger (5 = -.65, p <
.001), fear/anxiety (# = -.61, p <.001), sadness (5 = -.54, p <.001), guilt/shame ( =
-.32, p <.001), and happiness (8 = .61, p <.001). Likewise, economic system
justification was the most important predictor of capital economy anger (f = -.56, p <
.001), fear/anxiety (f = -.48, p <.001), sadness (5 = -.47, p <.001), guilt/shame (5 =
-.33, p <.001), and happiness (8 = .42, p < .001). Again, these results indicated that

system emotions are dependent to person’s system justification.
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3.2.6. Testing Hypothesis 3: System-Level Emotions Affect System Related

Action Tendencies and Behaviors

The third hypothesis of the study states that system-level emotions affect
action tendencies and behaviors. Significant relations were observed among system-
emotions and system related action tendencies and behavior. As shown in Table 3.2.,
the correlations ranged from -.09 and .41 for the relationships of system emotions
with action tendencies and behaviors. These correlations were in the expected
direction. System justification tendencies were positively correlated with negative
national system emotions (r = .19, p <.05) and negative capitalist economy emotions
(r = .41, p <.001). In a similar vein, system related behaviors were negatively related
to positive national system (r = -.27, p <.01) and capitalist economy (r =-.21, p <
.05) emotions as well as with more negative national system (r = .28, p <.01) and
capitalist economy (r = .28, p < .01) emotions.

However, individual emotions were not significantly correlated with system
tendencies and behaviors. With regard to group-based emotions, action tendencies
were marginally associated with negative party group emotions (r =.18, p =.05).
Also, action behaviors were related to positive party group emotions (r =.25, p <
.01) and negative party group emotions (r = .23, p < .05).

Then, hierarchal regression analyses were conducted to test whether the system
emotions predict collective action tendencies and behaviors. As in Study 1,
individual emotions and group emotions were entered in the first step, and system
emotions were entered in the second step. As in Study 1, national and capitalist
system economy emotions were included to the separate analyses.

As illustrated in Table 3.7, individual emotions did not predict significantly
action tendencies but significantly predicted negative party group emotions (8 = .22,
p < .05) in the first step, although the regression equation was nonsignificant, (F(6,
128) = 1.36, ns, R? = .06, Adjusted R? = .02, ns). However, the second step failed to
reach the significant level in predicting action tendencies, (F(8, 128) = 1.38, ns, R? =
.08, Adjusted R?=.02, AR?=.02, AF = 1.42, ns). Also, the same model was tested

for capitalist system emotions. As presented in Table 3.8., only negative party group
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emotions (# = .22, p = .04) significantly predicted action tendencies, although the
equation was statistically insignificant in the first step (F(6, 128) = 1.36, ns, R? = .06,
Adjusted R? =.02, ns. However, negative capitalist economy emotions (f = .43, p <
.001) was stronger predictor of action tendencies as compared to negative party
group emotions in the second step, F(8, 128) = 3.99, p < .001, R? = .21, Adjusted R’
=.16, AR?>=.15, AF = 11.19, p <.001). Also negative university group emotions
made marginally significant contribution to the second step (5 = -.21, p = .06).
Results indicated that people with more negative capitalist economy system emotions
were more likely to have collective action tendencies, even after controlling their
individual and group emotions.

In the collective behaviors, as shown Table 3.7., when national system
emotions were included in the analyses, results yielded that lower positive individual
emotions (8 = -.32, p <.05) and higher positive party group emotions (5 = .24, p <
.05) predicted action behavior in the first step, (F(6, 128) = 3.59, p < .01, R?= .15,
Adjusted R?=.11). However, in the second step, only positive individual (5 = -.27, p
<.05) and positive party group (8 = .24, p < .05) emotions predicted system actions,
F(8, 128) = 4.00, p < .001, R?= .21, Adjusted R>=.16, AR>=.06, AF =4.64,p <
.05. Also, in the capitalist economy emotions, as presented in Table 3.8., lower
positive individual emotions (5 = -.32, p <.05) and higher positive party group (f =
24, p < .05) emotions predicted collective actions in the first step, (F(6, 128) = 3.59,
p <.01, R?=.15, Adjusted R?=.11). In the second step, not only positive individual
emotions (# = -.30, p < .05) and positive party group emotions (5 = .22, p <.05), but
also negative capitalist system emotions predicted system action behavior but the
contribution of the capitalist emotions was at the marginal level (5 =.18, p =.06),
F(8,128) =3.92, p <.001, R?= .22, Adjusted R?= .21, AR>= .15, AF =4.33,p <
.05.

In terms of relationships of discrete emotions (anger, guilt/shame, sadness,
fear/anxiety, happiness) with action tendencies and behaviors, the relationship of
action tendencies with discrete national system emotions ranged from .05 to .23 and
with capitalist economy emotions ranged from .19 to .41. Specifically, while action
tendencies were significantly correlated with only national sadness (r = .23, p < .05)

and national guilt/shame (r = .22, p = .01), they were significantly correlated with
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capitalist economy anger (r = .41, p <.001), fear/anxiety (r = .39, p <.001), sadness
(r =.30, p <.001), guilt/shame (r = .32, p <.001), and happiness (r = -.19, p <.05).
However, no discrete individual emotions were significantly correlated with action
tendencies. In terms of group emotions, only party sadness (r = .21, p <.05) and
party anger (r = .20, p <.05) were positively and significantly associated with action
tendencies.

With regard to collect behavior, the correlations between same discrete
emotions and national system emotions ranged from .18 to .32. Also, the relation
between discrete emotions and capitalist economy emotions were between .19 and
.32. Specifically, higher support for action behavior was associated with higher
national anger (r = .32, p <.001), national sadness (r = .25, p < .05), national
fear/anxiety (r = .18, p < .05), national guilt/shame (r = .18, p < .05), and capitalist
anger (r = .32, p <.001), capitalist sadness (r = .27, p < .01), capitalist fear/anxiety (r
= .22, p <.05), and capitalist guilt/shame (r = .19, p <.05) but lower national (r = -
29, p <.01) and capitalist economy (r = -.25, p <.01) happiness. Although no
specific individual emotions were significantly correlated with action tendencies,
party group-based anger (r = .23, p <.05), sadness (r = .20, p <.05), and happiness (r
=.20, p < .05) were positively associated with system actions. Again, these results
indicate that emotions related system characteristics are closely associated with
action tendencies and behavior. Emotions derived from capitalist economy are more

related to action tendencies and behaviors as compared to national system emotions.

3.2.7. Testing Hypothesis 4: Mediating Role of System Emotions Between

System Justification and System Related Tendencies and Behavior

Following the data analysis strategy used in Study 1, the mediating effects of
system emotions in the relationship between system justification and system related
tendencies and behavior were tested by a series of path analysis using LISREL 8.51.
First, the mediating effects of national system emotions in the links between general
system justification and action tendencies and behaviors were tested. Next, the

mediating role of capitalist economy emotions on the relation between economic
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system justification and action tendencies and behaviors were examined. As in Study
1, system justification was used as the predictor variable, the positive and system
emotions as mediating variables, and system related tendencies and behavior were
employed as the outcome variables. Research findings provide support for
Hypothesis 4 that system emotions mediate the relation between system justification
and system-related tendencies and behaviors.

The final model for national emotions was given in Figure 3.2. The goodness-
of-fit statistics indicated a very good fit to the data, (+* (4, N = 129) = 3.95, p = ns.
GFI =.99, AGFI =.95, NNFI =1, CFI = .1, RMSEA =.00). Moreover, the chi-square
to degrees of freedom ration for the model was 0.78. General system justification
predicted positive (8 = .64, p < .05) and lower negative (8 = -.63, p < .05) national
system emotions as well as willingness to participate in collective action (8 = -.19, p
< .05). Also, positive national system emotions predicted action behaviors negatively
(6 = -.28, p < .05), suggesting system positive emotions fully mediated the relation
between general system justification and action behaviors (indirect effect = -.18, t = -
3.17, p < .05). Overall, general system justification explained 41% and 39% of the
total variance in positive and negative system emotions. Full model explained 8%
and 4% of the total variance in collective behavior and willingness to participate in
collective action, respectively.

As seen in Figure 3.3., the final model for capitalist economy emotions fit the
data very well, (4* (4, N = 129) = 4.87, p = ns. GFI =.99, AGFI =.94, NNFI =.98,
CFl =.99, RMSEA =.04). The chi-square to degrees of freedom ration for the model
was 1.22. As seen in Figure x, economic system justification predicted higher
positive (8 = .46, p < .05) and lower negative (8 = -.50, p < .05) capitalist economy
emotions, negative capitalist economy system emotions positively predicted action
tendencies (f = .41, p <.05) and behavior (# = .28, p < .05). Also, negative
capitalist system emotions fully mediated the relationship between economic system
justification and action tendencies (indirect effect = -.21, t =-4.02, p < .05) and
behaviors (indirect effect = -.14, t = -2.95, p <.05). Overall, economic system
justification explained 22% and 25%, of the total variance in positive and negative
capitalist economy emotions, respectively. The full model explained 17% and .08%

of the total variances in action tendencies and behaviors, respectively.
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3.2.8. Testing Hypothesis 5: System-Level Emotions Are Regulated By System

Related Emotion Regulation

The fifth hypothesis of this study proposes that system-based emotions will
be regulated by system related emotion regulation. As shown in Table 3.2.,
individual cognitive reappraisal and system cognitive reappraisal were moderately
correlated (r = .42, p <.001). Although there was no relationship between individual
reappraisal and individual suppression, system reappraisal and system suppression
were related to each other (r = .38, p <.001). As expected, individual and system
suppression was not associated suggesting that they are separate strategies

Next, the relationships between emotion regulation and system emotions were
examined. Results showed that system reappraisal was consistently associated with
not only positive system emotions but also with positive individual and group
emotions. Specifically, system reappraisal was associated with higher positive
national system (r = .18, p <.05) and capitalist economy (r = .28, p <.01) as well as
with higher positive individual (r = .28, p < .01) and positive university group (r =
.33, p <.001) emotions but lower negative individual (r = -.22, p <.05) and negative
university group (r = -.26, p < .01) emotions. However, system suppression was
related to higher positive national emotions (r = -.21, p < .05) and capitalist economy
emotions (r = -.21, p <.05) but negative lower capitalist economy emotions (r = -.21,
p <.05). Individual emotion regulation strategies were not significantly associated
with system emotions. Confirming Hypothesis 5a the system-related emotion
regulation strategies were related to system emotions stronger than the individual
emotion regulation strategies.

Higher individual suppression was associated with lower positive (r =-.30, p
<.001) and higher negative (r = .24, p < .05) individual emotions as well as lower
positive (r = -.31, p <.001) and higher negative (r = .29, p < .01) university group
emotions. The results demonstrated that system suppression was related to more
positive and less negative system emotions whereas individual suppression was

associated with less positive and more negative individual and group emotions.
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Therefore, consistent with Hypothesis 5b, individual suppression and system
suppression reveal different relation pattern with emotion.

Also, in terms of discrete emotions, national system (r = .18, p <.05) and
capitalist economy happiness (r = .29, p <.01) were related to system cognitive
reappraisal strategy. Higher system suppression was associated with lower national
system sadness (r = -.22, p <.05), capitalist economy anger (r =-.32, p <.001),
guilt/anxiety (r = -.22, p <.05), and sadness (r = -.20, p < .05). Also, system
suppression was correlated with higher capitalist economy happiness (r = .27, p <
.01) and marginally related to higher national system happiness (r = .18, p =.05).
All these correlations were in the expected direction.

With regard discrete emotions, the correlations among study variables are in
the expected direction. While individual reappraisal was related to higher individual
happiness (r = .22, p <.05), system reappraisal was correlated with lower individual
anger (r =-.21, p <.05), fear/anxiety (r = -.19, p <.05), guilt/shame (r =-.22, p <
.05), and higher individual happiness (r = .25, p < .01). Nevertheless, individual
suppression was associated with lower individual happiness (r = -.34, p <.001) but
higher individual sadness (r = .18, p <.05) and guilt/shame (r = .26, p < .01).

Next, the correlations between emotion regulation strategies and system

justification tendencies were also examined. Results demonstrated that endorsing
economic system justification was associated with higher system suppression (r =
.37, p <.001) and marginally associated with system reappraisal (r = .18, p =.05).
System justification was not associated with individual emotion regulation strategies.
These results indicate that that people who chronically high in system justification
are more likely to use reappraisal and suppression to regulate their emotions toward
the status quo. Supporting, Hypothesis 5c, the correlation of system justification with
system emotion regulation strategies was stronger than the correlation of system
justification tendencies with individual emotion regulation strategies.
Then, the moderated effect of emotion regulation strategies between system
justification and system emotions was investigated. The same data analysis strategy
applied in Studyl was adopted in Study 2. The results were given in Table 3.9.

Results yielded no significant main effect of emotion regulation strategies in

the first step. However, the interaction between general system justification and
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system suppression was significant in predicting negative national system emotions,
as well discrete national system emotions such as national anger, sadness,
guilt/shame, and happiness in the third step. The interaction was marginally
significant in predicting positive national system emotions. The pattern of interaction
was consistent across national system emotions. These results demonstrated that
system suppression is the critical emotion regulation strategies for regulating system
emotions suggesting that system suppression buffers negative emotional effects of
low system justification.

Specifically, as presented in Table 3.9, in positive national system emotions,
general system justification (5 = .63, p < .001) predicted positive national system
emotions in the second step. The interaction between general system justification and
system suppression was marginally significant in the third step, (8 = -16, p =.05),
(F(9, 128) = 11.38, p < .001, R? = .46, Adjusted R?= .42, AR?= .03, AF = 1.40, ns).
An additional regression analysis was conducted to examine the unique effect of
interaction. In this additional regression analysis, general system justification and
system suppression were included in the first step, and their interaction was included
in the second step. Results demonstrated that general system justification predicted
positive national system emotions (f = .63, p <.001) in the first step (F(2, 128) =
45.47, p < .001, R? = .42, Adjusted R? = .41, AR? = .42, AF = 45.47, p < .001) and
the interaction between system suppression and system justification was marginally
significant in the second step (8 = -.13, p =.06), (F(3, 128) = 32.13, p <.001, R?=
44, Adjusted R? = .42, AR?>= .02, AF = 3.58, p =.06). As shown in Figure 3.4, at
both low and high level of system suppression tendencies, individuals with high
system justification reported more positive national system emotions than individuals
with low system justification, t(125) = 7.48, p < .001; t(125) = 5.61, p < .001.

However, the statistical difference between high and low system justification
individuals were larger at the low suppression level as compared to the statistical
difference at high suppression level, indicating system suppression serve as a buffer

for a relationship between system justification and emotions.
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In negative national system emotions, as demonstrated in Table 3.9, general
system justification predicted negatively national system emotions in the second step
(6 =-.62, p <.001). A general system justification by system suppression interaction
was statistically significant in the third step, (6 = .31, p <.001), (F(9, 128) = 13.07, p
<.001, R?=.50, Adjusted R?= .46, AR?= .10, AF =5.83, p <.001). To examine the
unique effect of interaction, again, an additional regression analysis was conducted.
In this additional regression analysis, general system justification and system
suppression were included in the first step, and their interaction was included in the
second step. Results showed that general system justification predicted negative
national system emotions (5 = -.62, p <.001) in the first step (F(2, 128) =41.21,p <
.001, R?= .48, Adjusted R?= .47, AR?=.09, AF = 21.41, p <.001) and the
interaction between system suppression and system justification was significant (8 =
.31, p <.001) in the second step, (F(3, 128) = 39.06, p < .001, R? = .48, Adjusted R?
= .47, AR?= .09, AF = 21.41, p < .001). As shown in Figure 3.5, at both the low and
high levels of system suppression tendencies, individuals with low system
justification were higher in negative national system emotions than individuals with
high system justification tendencies, (t(125) =-9.73, p <.001; t(125) = -3.99, p <
.001, respectively). However, the statistical difference between high and low system
justification individuals were larger at the low suppression level as compared to high
system suppression level, indicating system suppression serve as a buffer for a
relationship between system justification and negative emotions.

With regard to national system anger, as presented in Table 3.9., the
interaction between general system justification and system suppression reached to
the significant level in the third step, (6 = .24, p < .01), (F(9, 128) = 12.39, p <.001,
R?= .48, Adjusted R? = .45, AR?= .06, AF = 3.49, p < .001). To investigate the
unique effect of interaction, again, an additional regression analysis was conducted.
Results showed that general system justification predicted national system anger (5 =
-.63, p <.001) in the first step (F(2, 128) = 45.51, p < .001, R? = .42, Adjusted R? =
41, AR?= 42, AF =12.46, p < .001) and the interaction between system suppression
and system justification was significant (f = .24, p < .01) in the second step, (F(3,
128) = 37.25, p < .001, R? = .47, Adjusted R? = .46, AR?>= .05, AF = 12.46, p <
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.001). As shown in Figure 3.7., for both the low and high level of system suppression
tendencies, individuals with low system justification were higher in negative national
system emotions than individuals with high system justification, (t(125) = -8.97, p <
.001; t(125) = -4.80, p < .001, respectively). However, the statistical difference
between high and low system justification individuals was larger at the low system

suppression level as compared to high system justification level.
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Figure 3.5. The Interaction Between System Justification and System Suppression

in Predicting Negative System Emotions
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Figure 3.6. The Interaction Between System Justification and System Suppression in

Predicting System Anger

As demonstrated in Table 3.9, in the national system sadness, general system
justification predicted system sadness in the second step, (6 = -.50, p <.001). The
interaction between general system justification and system suppression was
significant in the third step, (8 = .33, p <.001), (F(9, 128) =9.12, p < .001,R? = .41,
Adjusted R? = .36, AR?=.10, AF =5.10, p <.01). Again, based on an additional
regression analysis that conducted to examine the unique effect of the interaction,
system justification negatively predicted national sadness (5 =-.51, p <.001),
whereas system suppression was marginally related to national sadness (8 =-.14, p =
.07) in the first step (F(2, 128) = 26.52, p < .001, R? = .30, Adjusted R?= .29, AR? =
.30, AF = 26.52, p < .001). The unique interaction between system suppression and
general system justification was .34 (p < .001) in the second step, (F(3, 128) = 27.70,
p <.001, R? = .40, Adjusted R?=.39, AR?=.10, AF = 21.46, p <.001). As shown in

Figure 3.8, for both the low and high level of system suppression tendencies,
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individuals with low system justification were higher in national sadness than
individuals with high system justification,(t(125) = -8.23, p <.001; t(125) =-2.27, p
< .05, respectively). Again, the statistical difference between high and low system
justification individuals was larger at the low system suppression level as compared
to high system justification level. This pattern of results was the same with the results
of Study 1.
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Figure 3.7. The Interaction Between System Justification and System Suppression in

Predicting System Sadness

In national system guilt/shame, general system justification predicted national
system guilt/shame in the second step (5 = -.32, p <.001). The interaction between
general system justification and system suppression was significant in the third step
(B =.41,p <.001), (F(9, 128) = 4.17, p < .001, R>= .24, Adjusted R>= .18, AR’ =
13, AF =5.11, p <.01). Again, in order to examine the unique interaction effect an

additional regression was conducted in which general system justification and system
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suppression was entered to the first step, and their interaction was included to the
second step. Results showed that system justification negatively predicted national
sadness national guilt/shame in the first step (5 =-.31, p <.001) (F(2, 128) = 7.08, p
< .01, R?=.10, Adjusted R?=.09, AR?=.10, AF = 7.08, p <.01). The unique
interaction between system suppression and general system justification was
significant in the second step (8 = .37, p <.001), (F(3, 128) = 11.80, p <.001, R*=
22, Adjusted R?= .20, AR?= .12, AF =19.19, p < .001).

As shown in Figure 3.8, although at low level of system suppression,
individuals with low system justification were high in national guilt/shame than
individuals with high system justification, t(125) = -5.88, p <.001 at high level of
system suppression, there is no significant difference between individual with high
and low system justification t(125) = .01, ns. The highest level of guilt/shame
derived from being a participant of Turkey’s system was observed among individuals

who both have low system justification and low system suppression.
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Figure 3.8. The Interaction Between System Justification and System Suppression in

Predicting System Guilt/Shame
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Finally, in national system happiness, general system justification predicted
national system happiness in the second step, (5 = .60, p < .001). The interaction
between general system justification and system suppression was significant in
predicting system happiness in the third step (5 =-.17, p <.05), (F(9, 128) =9.59, p
<.001, R?= .42, Adjusted R?= .38, AR?= .03, AF = 1.27, ns). Again, in order to
examine the unique effect of interaction, an additional regression analysis was
conducted. Results indicated that general system justification positively predicted
national happiness (8 = .60, p <.001) in the first step, (F(2, 128) = 39.31, p <.001,
R?=.38, Adjusted R?=.37, AR?= .38, AF = 39.31, p <.001). The interaction
between system justification and system suppression was significant in the second
step (8 =-.16, p <.05), (F(3, 128) = 28.51, p < .001, R? = .41, Adjusted R? = .39,
AR?= .02, AF = 4.65, p < .05). As shown in Figure 3.10, at both low and high level
of system suppression tendencies, individuals with high system justification were
higher in national happiness than individuals with low system justification, (t(125) =
7.28, p <.001; t(125) = 4.98, p < .05, respectively). However, the statistical
difference between high and low system justification individuals was larger at low
system suppression level as compared to high system justification level.

Overall, as predicted, employing suppression toward the status quo buffers
the negative effects of system justification on system emotions. Importantly,
moderating effect of system suppression show the same pattern in Study 1 and Study
2.
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Figure 3.9. The Interaction Between System Justification and System Suppression in
Predicting System Happiness

3.3. Discussion

The second study provides further evidence for the characteristics of system-
level emotions and demonstrates the generalizability of these characteristics to the
different cultural and social-political contexts. The study offers evidence that the
characteristics of system-level emotions function similarly in both the US and
Turkey.

The findings of Study 2 revealed support for the study hypothesis. As
predicted, in Hypothesis 1a, higher overall SES was related to lower negative
capitalist economy emotions. Again, the findings provide evidence that social class
differences promote divergent emotional experiences related to the status quo, as

well as with self and ingroup (see also Kraus & Stephens, 2012). In line with

115



Hypothesis 1b, the current findings underline, yet again, the importance of the
palliative function of system justification (see Jost & Hunyady, 2002). Importantly,
moderating effect of system justification shows consistent patterns in system sadness
across Study 1 and Study 2. Overall, endorsing system justification buffers against
the detrimental effect of low social status on system sadness.

Furthermore, the results of Study 2 provide evidence that system justification
tendencies give rise to more positive and less negative system emotions, even after
controlling for group justification. Therefore, as predicted in Hypothesis 2, system
emotions are related to person’s level of system justification. These results are also
consistent with the results of Study 1. In line with the palliative function of system
justification, justifying the status quo leads individuals to avoid negative feelings and
to report positive feelings regarding to the status quo.

Moreover, system emotions affect willingness to participate in social protests
and protests participation. As in Study 1, in the current study, confirming Hypothesis
3, people with more negative capitalist economy system emotions are more likely to
have collective action tendencies, even after controlling their individual and group
emotions. Also, negative emotions derived from the being a participant in the
capitalist economy was related to higher action behaviors. Again, this means that
system emotions give rise to tendencies and behaviors regarding the social change
vs. stability.

Also, in line with Hypothesis 4, the system emotions mediate the relation
between system justification and action tendencies and behaviors. In particular, to the
extent that individuals endorse system justification, they reported decreased level of
negative and increased level of positive system emotions, which in turn predict
action tendencies and behaviors. These results are also consistent with the results of
Study 1.

Finally, results supported Hypothesis 5a, in a way that system emotions are
related system emotion regulation strategies. In line with Hypothesis 5b, individual
suppression and system suppression reveal different relation pattern with emotion. In
other words, while the chronic use of system suppression was related to more
positive and less negative system emotions, the chronic use of individual suppression

was associated with less positive and more negative individual and group emotions.
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Finally, as similar to Study 1, as predicted in Hypothesis 5c, the results demonstrated
that system suppression is a critical emotion regulation strategy for regulating system
emotions showing the buffering effect of system suppression on negative emotional
effects of low system justification. Therefore, similar to Studyl, system-related
suppression operates as the function of supporting social order and the social status
quo.

Overall, Study 2 provided evidence for the study hypothesis in Turkey, where
cultural and socio-political characteristics are different from the USA. The findings
will be discussed in detail in the general discussion. However, having student
samples in both studies restricts to generalize the findings. Therefore, to explore the
generalizability of these findings, the third study was conducted with a “real-world”
sample. Moreover, Study 3 was based on a naturally occurring system emotions

derived from the collective protests.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 3: THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SYSTEM-LEVEL EMOTIONS IN
THE 2013 GEZI PROTESTS IN TURKEY

The first two studies largely supported the proposed hypotheses both in the
USA and Turkey. These studies have revealed that system-based emotions (1) reflect
standing in the social order, (I1) reflect appraisals of the social order, (I11) affect
action tendencies and behaviors. Moreover, it was shown that system emotions
mediate the relationship between system justification and action tendencies and
behaviors. Furthermore, system-based emotions seemed to be regulated by system-
level emotion regulation tendencies. These findings have critical implications for
emotion as well as emotion regulation literature within the context of SJT.

However, considering the link between emotions, motivations, and collective
action at the individual and group levels (Van Zomeren et al., 2004, Van Zomeren et
al., 2008), there is a need to test if system emotions derived from system justification
predict collective actions in the “real world” settings. Therefore, the purpose of
Study 3 was to explore the characteristics of system emotions in the 2013 Gezi
protests in Turkey. Study 3 relied upon naturally occurring system emotions, during
the active protest period, to test the study hypotheses. Protests are highly emotional
and heated processes. Emotions are the central component of collective action (see
Goodwin & Jasper, 2007). Despair, hopelessness, and anger are some of the
important emotions that mobilized the Gezi Park protestors to participate in
collective action (Ete, 2013). Thus, collecting data during the 2013 Gezi protests
provided an opportunity to examine the system-based emotions in a natural setting.

Additionally, although the first two studies provided evidence for the
associations between system justification, system emotions, and action tendencies,
the samples were drawn from undergraduate university students and there is a need
to test the generalizability of the study findings using community samples. Therefore,
Study 3 allowed replicating, strengthening, and extending previous findings in a real

life setting.
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The 2013 Gezi protests in Turkey started on 28 May 2013 to prevent Gezi
Park’s demolishment with the signed development plan in Istanbul
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2013_protests_in_Turkey). The protests started as a
reaction to police violence against those who resist to the destruction of Gezi Park in
Istanbul. Because of the police’s brutal eviction of a sit-in at the park and
government’s arrogance, the demonstrations sparked outrage and anger across
Turkey. Although the initial protests stemmed from an environmental concern, later
protests were expanded including a wide range of political and human rights
concerns, such as freedom of press and the government’s encroachment on Turkey’s
secularism. Protests did not have a centralized leadership, have been linked to the
Occupy movements, and social media played a central role. It was estimated that at
least 3.5 million people (from a population of 80 million) participated across five
thousand demonstrations across Turkey. Seven people lost their lives and more than

8000 were injured seriously during the protests (see de Bellaigue, 2013).

4. 1. Method

4.1.1. Participants

Similar to the previous studies, the data was collected using an online survey.
Initially, 996 participants visited the webpage but 728 participants did not complete
the survey and they did not sign in the debriefing form. Therefore, 246 participants
who signed the debriefing form and completed the majority of the scales were
included. However, after controlling the accuracy of data data (outliers, normality,
linearity, and multicollinearity), 22 participants were excluded from the data set,
leaving 224 participants for data analyses. Participants were 155 female (69.2%), 67
male (29.9%) and 2 participants (0.9%) did not indicate their gender, ranging from
16 to 56 years of age (M = 28.59, SD = 7.18). With regard to ethnicity, 177 (79%)
were Turk, 9 (4%) were Kurd, 5 (2.2%) were Arab, 33 were others (14.9%).

Of the participants, 81 (36.2%) were Muslim, 2 (0.9) were Jewish, 45 (20.1%)
were Atheist (7.8%), 70 (31.3%) were Deist, 26 (11.6%) reported their religious

affiliation as “Other”. With regard to the participants’ perceived socioeconomic
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class, 68 (19.7%) participants reported low SES class, 76 (33.9%) reported middle
class, and 79 (35.3%) of them reported upper class. The mean degree of self-rate
social economic status (1 = Low SES, 7 = High SES ) was 4 (SD = 1.17).

Participants were 152 nonstudents (68.5%), 72 students (31.1%), (24.9%) and 1
participant (0.4%) who did not indicate occupation. The mean degree of participants’
political orientation (1 = Left, 9 = Right) was 2.50 (SD = 1.23) and the mean degree
of their religiosity (1 = Not all religious, 9 = Very religious) was 2.75 (SD= 2.14). In
terms of political party identification, 67 (29.9%) participants represented
Republican People's Party (CHP), 10 (4.5%) supported Peace and Democracy Party
(BDP), 8 (3.6%) identified with Communist Party of Turkey (TKP), 3 (1.3%)
represented Nationalist Movement Party (MHP), 1 (0.4%) identified with Worker's
Party (Isci Partisi), 15 (6.7%) reported “Other parties” and 119 (53.1%) did not
identified with any party.

4.1.2. Procedure

Participants filled out the same questionnaires used in the Study 1 and Study
2 with appropriate rewording. The questionnaires used in the current study were first
submitted for Human Participants Ethic Committee of Middle East Technical
University (IRB). After receiving IRB approval, the participants from Turkey were
recruited via sharing the study link on Facebook, Twitter, and other social media
channels. Data were collected on a voluntary basis, and informed consent was
obtained from each participant. Participants received no compensation for their
participation. The data was collected between June 19 and July 17 2013 during the
2013 protests in Turkey.

4.1.3. Materials

The same procedure used in the previous two studies was followed in Study
3. Participants filled out questionnaires batteries including emotions, group, and
system justification tendencies, emotion regulation, system-related actions, and

demographics.
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4.1.3.1. Justification and Emotion Measures

The factor structure of emotions in the second study was adopted in the third
study. Because two items (item 27“envious” and item 2 “angry at others/supporters
of other political parties/ socialism”) were not included in the negative emotion
dimension in Study 2, they were removed from the final version of negative
emotions scales in Study 3. Similar to previous studies, in addition to positive and
negative emotions, discrete emotions scales, namely anger, fear/anxiety, sadness,
guilt/shame, and happiness were created based on the conceptual reasons to examine

the study hypotheses in more detail.

4.1.3.1.1. Individual Emotions

To measure individual emotions, participants completed the same measures
used in Study 2. Detailed information regarding this scale was provided in the
method section of the Study 1 and Study 2. Cronbach’s alpha values were .86 for
positive individual emotions, and .92 for negative individual emotions in this study.
The Cronbach’s alpha values for individual emotions were .61 for anger, .77 for

fear/anxiety, .79 for guilt/shame, .84 for sadness , and .80 for happiness.

4.1.3.1.2. Group Justification and Group Emotions

Group justification and group emotions were measured for only political
party group emotions. Following the procedure used in the previous studies, first,
participants were asked to specify the party they identify with, and then, their
political party justification were measured with 6 items used in previous studies.
However, considering non-political party supporters, the items also tap political
opinion justification, representing politicized collective identity (see Simon &
Klandermans, 2001). The sample item was “I see myself as a typical supporter of my
political party/political opinion”. The responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale
with anchors from strong (1) Strongly disagree to Strongly agree (7). The internal

consistency value for group justification scale was .90.
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Next, participants were asked about their emotions when they think
themselves as a supporter of their political party/political opinion. They read the
same instruction and then they were presented a list of 27 emotions as in previous
two studies and rate the emotions on a 7 point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7
= Strongly agree). The sample item was “As a supporter of my political
party/political opinion, I feel sad”. Considering the factor solution for the items of
Study 2 as a reference point, two items, that is item 2 “I feel angry at the supporters
of other political parties/political opinions” and item 27 “As a supporter of my
political party/political opinion, I feel envious” were removed from the further
analyses. Cronbach’s Alpha values were .93 for positive and .93 for negative group
emotions. The Cronbach’s alpha values for group discrete emotions were .62 for
anger, .81 for fear/anxiety, .78 for guilt/shame, .88 for sadness , and .88 for

happiness.

4.1.3.1.3. System Justification and System Emotions

In the current study, system justification and emotions were measured for
only general system justification and national system emotions. Similar to the
previous studies, participants were asked about their emotions about being a
participant in the Turkey’s system. Participants responded to the same 27 emotions
with appropriate wording (e.g., “As a participant in the Turkey’s system and order, |
feel happy”). Responses were given on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 =
Strongly agree). Considering the factor structure of emotions in the second study as a
reference point, (item 27 “As a participant in Turkey’s system and order, I feel
envious” and item 2 “As a participant in Turkey’s system and order, | feel angry at
students from other universities”) were removed from the further analyses.
Cronbach’s alpha values were .94 and .96 for positive and negative national system
emotions, respectively. Again, discrete emotion subscales were created. The
Cronbach’s alpha values for discrete system emotions were .79 for anger, .85 for

fear/anxiety, .66 for guilt/shame, .88 for sadness and .78 for happiness.

122



4.1.3.2. System-Related Action Tendencies

System-related tendencies were measured with two items developed for the
current study : (1) “I want to participate in Gezi Park protests” and (2) “I support
those who participate in Gezi Park protests”. Responses were given on a 7-point
Likert scale ranged from (1) Strongly disagree to (7) Strongly agree. The correlation

between these two items was .89.

4.1.3.3. System-Related Action

Participants also completed 6 items gauging self-reported behavior with
respect to the 2013 Gezi protests. The sample items were “Participating in meetings
or discussion groups aiming at solving the problems related to the Gezi Protests”,
“Participating in protests”, “Giving indirect support for the protest at home, work or
place where have you been (e.g., turning on/off the lights, making noise with pots
and pans, for the purpose of protesting, not to watch some media channels and not to
read some newspapers). Participants were asked to indicate how often they
participate in the Gezi protests. They answer to 6 items ranged from 1 = Never to 7 =
More than 6 times. Initial explanatory factor analysis with varimax rotation yielded
two factors that accounted 71% of the results, the scree plot, and the interpretability
of the r solution provided by the factor analyses suggested a one factor solution that

accounted for 54.27% of the variance. Cronbach’s Alpha value was .83.

4.1.3.4. Emotion Regulation Strategies

In line with the previous studies, emotion regulation tendencies were
measured for both individual emotion regulation and emotion regulation tendencies
toward the Turkey’s system. Study 1 and Study 2 provided detailed information
about emotion regulation measures used in the current study. Responses were given

on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree).
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4.1.3.4.1. Individual-Level Emotion Regulation

Gross and John’s (2003) 10-item Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ),
including reappraisal and suppression dimensions, was used to assess the individual
differences in emotion regulation. Cronbach’s alpha values were .85 and .83 for

reappraisal and suppression strategies at the individual level, respectively.

4.1.3.4.2. System-Related Emotion Regulation

Similar to the first two studies, the ERQ was adapted to the system level to
assess emotion regulation strategies toward the Turkey’s system and order.
Cronbach’s Alpha values were .86 and .84 for reappraisal and suppression strategies

at the system-level, respectively.

4.1.3.5. Socio-Demographic Questionnaire

Socio-demographic variables were gender, age, income, religion, religiosity,
political orientation, and perceived socio-economic status. In order to measure
political orientation participants were asked to placed themselves on a scale ranging
from 1(Left) to 9 (Right). Similarly religiosity was measured with a scale ranging
from 1 (Not all religious) to 9 (Very religious). To measure socio-economic status,
participants were asked to place themselves on a continuum, ranging from 1(Lower

class) to 7 (Upper class).

4.2. Results
In this section, first, the results regarding data screening and cleaning were

provided, then descriptive statistics on the major study variables were presented.
Third, the findings regarding the testing the study hypotheses were presented.
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4. 2.1. Data Screening and Cleaning

Prior to analyses, major variables were examined for the missing values. The
missing value analysis revealed that only a few variables have missing values.
According to the Little’s MCAR Test, the missing values are random, y* (85) =
82.32, ns. As mentioned before, if missing values are less than 5%, any procedure to
handle missing values can be applied to the data set (Tabachnic & Fidell, 2001). In
the present study, the highest percent for the missing values was 2.2% in the negative
group emotions. Thus, missing values were replaced with the mean for all cases.

Following mean replacement for missing values, the data were analyzed for
univariate and multivariate outliers. According to the results, 16 cases were identified
as univariate outliers due to high +3.30 or beyond values of standard z- scores.
There were 6 multivariate outliers based on Mahalonobis distance values, 5* (14) =
36.12. Therefore, 22 participants were excluded from the data set, leaving 224
participants for the analyses. The skewness and kurtosis for all variables were in the
acceptable ranges, indicating the normality of the distributions.

4.2.2. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and ranges) for the major
study variables were presented in Table 4.1. As in previous studies, mean scores of
the subscales were roughly compared with the given scale’s absolute midpoint to see
how common (or frequent) the observed emotions, emotion regulation, system and
group justification tendencies are experienced among the participants of Study 3.

The comparison of the means of emotions demonstrated that while the mean
positive individual emotions (4.56) and negative national system emotions (5.45)
were higher than midpoint, the mean scores for negative individual emotions (3.78),
negative party group emotions (3.32), and positive national system emotions (2.35)
were significantly lower than the midpoint (4).

Regarding emotion regulation, while the mean value of individual-level
cognitive reappraisal strategy (4.23) was higher than the scale midpoint whereas
system level cognitive reappraisal (3.04), individual suppression (3.39) and system
suppression (2.45) were lower than the midpoint value (4).
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In terms justification tendencies, the mean value of general system
justification (1.93) was lower group than the midpoint of the scale (5). Also, party
group justification was lower than midpoint (3.84). Finally, both system-related
tendencies (6.80) and system actions (4.71) were higher than the midpoint value (4).

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics on the Main Study Variables

Mean SD Range
Positive Individual Emotions 4.56 1.02 1-7
Negative Individual Emotions 3.78 1.13 1-7
Positive Political Party Emotions 4.10 1.48 1-7
Negative Political Party Emotions 3.32 1.29 1-7
Positive National System Emotions 2.35 0.84 1-7
Negative National System Emotions  5.45 0.92 1-7
System-Related Action Tendencies 6.80 0.51 1-7
System-Related Action Behavior 4,71 1.52 1-7
Individual Cognitive Reappraisal 4.23 1.30 1-7
Individual Suppression 3.39 1.53 1-7
System Cogpnitive Reappraisal 3.04 1.26 1-7
System Suppression 245 131 1-7
Political Party Group Justification 3.84 1.55 1-7
General System Justification 193 0.86 1-9

Before the main analyses, potential gender differences on the major variables
were tested. Gender did not have significant effects on emotion measures. Gender
was significantly related with negative national emotions only, showing that women
(M = 5.56) reported more negative system emotions than men (M = 5.14). In terms
of emotion regulation, gender was significantly associated with individual cognitive
reappraisal, specifically women (M= 4.39) reported more individual cognitive
reappraisal than men (M = 3.90). Finally, men reported significantly more individual
suppression (M = 3.25) than women (M = 3.74). Additionally, identification with a
specific party was significantly related with individual negative emotions in a way

that party supporters (M = 3.56) reported less negative individual emotions than non
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supporters (M = 3.97). Considering that gender differences were minor across the
variables, analyses were conducted on the whole sample ignoring the gender

classification.

4.2.3. The Correlations Between Individual, Group, and System Emotions

To explore the relationships between study variables, two-tailed Pearson
product-moment correlations were computed. Zero-order correlations were shown in
Table 4.2. The correlations between different levels of emotions (individual, group,
and system emotions) were ranging from .01 to .41among emotions.

Results demonstrated that positive individual emotions were significantly
correlated with negative individual emotions (r = -.35, p <.001). This correlation
was -.45 (p < .001) in political party supporters sample and -.27 (p <.01) in non-
supporters sample. The relationships between positive and negative group emotions
were significant in the total sample (r =-.19, p <.05).

In terms system emotions, negative national system emotions were
significantly correlated with positive national system emotions (r = -. 35, p <.001).
The correlation between positive and negative system emotion was -.44 (p < .001)
and -.30 (p < .01) for political party supporters and non-supporters, respectively.

While the correlation between individual and system emotions ranged from -
.08 to .41, the correlation between individual and group emotions ranged from .01 to
.30 in the whole sample. The correlations of individual emotions with group
emotions ranged from -.06 to .38 in party supporters sample and from .05 to .23 in
non-supporters sample. Therefore, both system emotions and group emotions are
different from individual emotions, although they overlap to individual emotions to
some degree.

Results indicated that positive individual emotions were significantly related
to both positive group (r = .24, p <.001) and positive system (r = .34, p <.001)
emotions in the whole sample. Likewise, negative individual emotions were
associated with both negative group (r = .30, p <.001) and system (r = .41, p <.001)
emotions in the whole sample. The relation of positive individual emotions with

positive group and positive system emotions were .31 (p < .01) and .33 (p < .01) for
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party group supporters, respectively. These correlations were .19 (p <.05) and .36 (p
<.001) for non-supporters, respectively. Similarly, the relationship of negative
individual emotions with negative group and system emotions was .38 (p <.001) and
.31 (p < .01) in party group supporters sample, whereas this relationship was .23 (p <
.05) and .47 (p < .001) in non-supporters sample. Also, negative individual emotions
were not related to negative group and system emotions in whole sample as well as
In party supporters, and non-supporters, whereas positive individual emotions were
not associated with negative system and group emotions for these three samples.

The correlations between system emotions and group emotions ranged from
.07 to .31. Results demonstrated that, in the whole sample, higher positive group
emotions were related to higher positive system emotions but this relationship is
marginally significant (r = .12, p = .08). Also, higher negative group emotions were
associated with higher negative system emotions (r = .31, p <.001). Although the
relation of positive group emotions with positive system emotions was marginally
significant (r = .19, p = .05) for party group supporters, it was nonsignificant for non-
supporters. However, the relations of negative group emotions with negative system
emotions were significant and positive for both party group supporters (r = .33, p <
.01) and non-supporters (r = .28, p < .01). These results indicate that system
emotions are different from group emotions, although they overlap to some degree.

Furthermore, the correlations of system emotions with individual emotions
ranged from -.01 to .41 in the whole sample. The correlation of system emotions with
group emotions ranged from .05 to .36 in the whole sample. The correlations
between individual and group emotions were ranged from .00 to .27 in the whole
sample.
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4.2.4. Testing Hypothesis I: System-Based Emotions Reflect Standing in the

Social Order

Similar to the previous studies, Hypothesis 1 was tested for the combination
of subjective and objective status. A strong correlation was found between self-
reported socioeconomic status and income (r = .53, p < .001), indicating strong
relation between subjective and objective SES. This correlation represent the similar
relationship found in Study 2 (r = .50, p <.001). Hence, self-rated SES and family
income were standardized and mean scores were used to create a composite measure
of overall SES. Finally, the correlation between overall SES and emotion items were
computed. As presented in Table 4.2., overall SES was positively and significantly
correlated with positive system emotions (r = .14, p < .05) and positive individual
emotions (r = .17, p <.05), but not with discrete system emotions. However, overall
SES was associated with only individual happiness (r = .20, p <.01) among
individual discrete emotions. Although the relationship of overall SES with positive
and negative group emotions did not reach significance, overall SES was positively
related with group sadness (r = .17, p <.05) and group guilt/shame (r = .14, p < .05)
in the whole sample.

Next, whether system-based emotions reflect standing in the social order was
examined through series of analyses of variance (ANOVAS). Similar to the first
two studies, overall SES was coded into two categories based on its mean value
(Moveran ses = 0): Low SES =1, High SES = 2. Consistent with correlational
analyses, SES had effects on individual and system emotions. As predicted by
Hypothesis 1a, participants with high SES (M = 2.46, SD =.79) reported marginally
more positive system emotions than participants with low SES (M = 2.26, SD =
87), (F(1, 222) = 3.21, p = .08). Participants with high SES (M = 3.84, SD = 1.11)
reported marginally less individual negative emotions than participants with low
SES (M =3.89, SD =1.14), (F(1, 222) = 2.89, p = .09). With regard to discrete
emotions, there is no any significant difference between overall SES groups at the

system and group levels. Only high SES (M = 4.77, SD = 1.20) participants
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reported marginally significantly more individual happiness than low SES
participants (M = 4.35, SD = 1.28), (F(1, 222) = 6.44, p < .05).

Finally, whether system justification moderates the relation between overall
SES and system emotions was investigated. Similar to previous studies, moderated
regression analyses were run separately for negative and positive system emotions
and discrete system emotions. Results were provided in Table 4.3. Findings
demonstrated that only the interaction between general system justification and
overall SES in predicting negative national system emotions was significant.
Specifically, the first regression equation was statistically significant F(2, 222) =
17.41, p <.001, R?=.19, Adjusted R?=.19. Higher general system justification (5 =
-.37, p <.001) predicted lower negative national emotions in the first step, and the
interaction between SES and general system justification was significant in the
second step (8 = .16, p <.05), F(3, 222) = 13.98, p <.001, R?=.16, Adjusted R? =
15, AR?= .02, AF = 6.28, p < .05).

Figure 4.1. demonstrated the interaction pattern between system justification
and socioeconomic status. As expected in Hypothesis 1b, low SES individuals
reported more negative national system emotions than high SES individuals, when
they have low level of system justification tendencies (t(219) = -2.07, p < .05).
However, no significant difference was observed between SES groups for those with
high system justification (t(219) = -1.70, ns). As in previous studies, reflecting the
palliative function of system justification, system justification serves as a buffer

against the detrimental effect of low social status on emotions.
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Figure 4.1. The Interaction Between System Justification and SES in Predicting

Moreover, as seen in Table 4.3, the two-way interaction term between general

Negative System Emotions

system justification and discrete emotions were significant in predicting system

sadness and marginally significant in predicting in system fear/anxiety. In particular,

in the first step, system justification negatively predicted system sadness (8 = -.27, p
<.001) and fear/anxiety (5 =-.37, p <.001), F(2, 221) = 8.89, p < .001, R?= .12,
Adjusted R2 = .11; F(2, 222) = 17.36, p< .001, R? = .15, Adjusted R? = .14,
respectively. In the second step, the two-way interaction term between general

system justification and SES in predicting system sadness was significant (5 = .22, p

<.01) and marginally significant in predicting system fear/anxiety (8 = .12, p = .05),
F(3,221) =9.92, p <.001, R?=.16, Adjusted R?= .15, AR?>= .02, AF = 11.16, p <
.01); F(3, 222) =12.97, p <.001, R?= .15, Adjusted R? = .14, AR? = .05, AF = 3.76,

133




p = .05), respectively. As demonstrated in Figure 4.2, at the low level of system
justification tendencies, participants with low SES reported more national system
sadness than participants with high SES (t(218) = -2.06, p < .05), but at the high level
of system justification tendencies, participants with high SES reported more negative
system sadness than participants with low SES, (t(218) = 2.86, p <.05). Also, as
shown in Figure 4.3., SES and system fear/anxiety was not related to each other for
those with low level of system justification tendencies (t(219) = -.94, ns), whereas
system fear/anxiety was marginally higher in participants with high SES as compared
to participants with low SES (t(219) = 1.91, p = .06).
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Figure 4.2. The Interaction Between System Justification and SES in Predicting

System Sadness
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Figure 4.3. The Interaction Between System Justification and SES in Predicting
System Fear/Anxiety

4.2.5. Testing Hypothesis 2: System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the

Social Order

The second hypothesis states that system-based emotions reflect appraisals of
the social order. For this aim, positive and negative individual, group, and system
emotions were allowed to correlate with group justification and system justification
tendencies. As expected, system justification tendencies were strongly correlated
with system emotions in a way that general system justification was positively
associated with higher positive (r = .42, p <.001) and lower negative (r =-.37,p <
.001) system emotions in the whole sample (see Table 4.2.). The correlation of

system justification with positive and negative system emotions ranged from .44 to -
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.35 (p < .001) in the political party supporters, respectively, whereas these
correlations ranged from.40 to -.39 (p < .001) in the non-supporters, respectively.

Moreover, general system justification was associated with more system
anger (r = -.46, p <.001), fear/anxiety (r = -.37, p <.001), sadness (r = -.27, p <
.001), and less happiness (r = .36, p <.001) in the whole sample. However, the
correlations between system justification and discrete group emotions were generally
much stronger in the non-party supporters as compared to party supporters.
Specifically, higher system justification was associated with lower system anger (r =
-.52, p <.001), fear/anxiety (r = -.42, p <.001), sadness (r = -.24, p < .05), and
higher happiness (r = .34, p <.001) in party non-supporters. In party supporters,
higher system justification was associated with lower system anger (r = -.38, p <
.001), fear/anxiety (r = -.30, p <.001), sadness (r = -.32, p <.05), and higher
happiness (r = .38, p <.001).

System justification was related to individual anger (r = -.16, p <.05) only
among discrete individual emotions but it was not associated with any group
emotions in the whole sample. For political party supporters, although, system
justification was not associated with any discrete individual emotions, it was related
to group happiness (r = .20, p <.05). For non-political party supporters, system
justification was related to individual anger (r = -.22, p < .05) and group anger (r = -
21, p <.05).

A hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to examine whether the
system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social order, even controlling
individual and group emotions. The same regression model was run for the whole
sample, party group supporters, and non-supporters. In the model, political party
justification was included to the first step, followed by the entry of the system
justification in the second step.

As demonstrated in Table 4.4., in positive national system emotions, only the
second regression equation, in which system justification tendencies were included,
was statistically significant (F(2, 223) = 23.69, p <.001, R?=.18, AR’ = .17, AF =
44.17, p < .001) in the whole sample. In a similar vein, only the second regression
equation was statistically significant in the party supporters and non-supporters, (F(2,
103) =12.01, p <.001,R?= .19, AR?= .18, AF = 23.78, p < .001), (F(2, 118) = 12.07,
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p <.001, R?=.17, AR?>= .16, AF = 20.58, p < .001), respectively. Specifically,
higher general system justification was related to more positive national system
emotions (5 = .41, p <.001) in the whole sample as well as in party supporters
sample (5 = .39, p <.001) and non-supporters sample (3 = .44, p <.001), suggesting
system emotions are dependent to one’s level of system justification.

As demonstrated in Table 4.4., in negative national system emotions the
regression equation in the first step (F(1, 223) = 5.14, p < .05, R? =.02, Adjusted R?
=.02) and in the second step (F(2, 223) = 23.52, p < .001,R?*= .14, AR?= .15, AF =
32.76, p <.001) were significant in the whole sample. While negative system
emotions were related to group justification in the first step (5 = .15, p <.05), they
were associated with system justification in the second step (5 =-.36, p <.001) in
the whole sample. In party supporters, the second equation was only statistically
significant (F(2, 103) = 6.89, p <.001, R?= .12, AR?= .10, AF = 13.76, p < .001), in
a way that higher system justification was associated with less negative system
emotions (f# = -.35, p <.001). However, in non-supporters, the first regression
equation was significant (F(1, 118) = 8.60, p <.01, R?=.07, Adjusted R? = .06).
Group justification was positively associated with negative system emotions (f = .26,
p < .01). The second regression equation was also significant, in a way that not only
group justification (f = .21, p < .05) but also system justification (4 = -.36, p < .001)
contributed to the model. Overall these results imply that people who endorse system
justification tendencies have more positive and less negative system emotions,
derived from being a participant in the Turkey’s system. Confirming Hypothesis 2,
system emotions are dependent on the degree of one’s system justification.

Moreover, the same regression model was tested for discrete system emotions
in whole sample. As shown in table 4.4., not group justification but system
justification was the most important predictor of national system anger (5 = -.45, p <
.001), fear/anxiety (8 = -.36, p <.001), sadness (# = -.27, p < .001), and happiness (
= .35, p <.001), except system guilt/shame. Group justification (5 = .16, p <.05)
predicted system guilt/shame stronger than system justification in the second step (5
=-.11, p =.10). In party group supporters sample and non-supporters sample, again,
system justification was the strongest predictor of national system anger (5 = -.38, S
=-.51, p <.001, respectively), fear/anxiety (5 =-.30, p <.01; p =-.39, p <.001,
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respectively), sadness (5 =-.33, p < .01; p =-.22, p <.05), and happiness (5 = .38, S
= .33, p <.001), except for system guilt/shame. Neither group justification nor
system justification significantly predicted system guilt/shame in the second step in
party group supporters. However, among party non supporters, only group
justification (5 = .17, p = .06) was marginally related to system guilt/shame in the
second step. Taken together, there was evidence for the second hypothesis of the

study that system emaotions reflect appraisals of the social order.

4.2.6. Testing Hypothesis 3: System-Level Emotions Affect System Related

Action Tendencies and Behaviors

The third hypothesis of the study was that system-level emotions affect action
tendencies and behaviors. While 192 (85.8%) participants participate in street
protests regarding with Gezi Park, 31(13.8%) participants did not participate in the
street protests, and 1 (0.4%) participant did give information about the protest
participation. Action tendencies and behaviors regarding with the 2013 Gezi Park
protests were significantly associated with each other in the whole sample (r = .43, p
<.001), as well as among party supporters (r = .25, p <.05) and non-supporters (r =
.58, p <.001).

As predicted in Hypothesis 3, system tendencies and actions regarding with
the 2013 Gezi protests were associated with positive (r =-.28, p <.001;r=-21,p
<.01, respectively) and negative (r =.32,r =.29, p < .001, respectively) system
emotions in the whole sample. However, neither individual and nor group emotions
were significantly associated with system tendencies related to the 2013 Gezi
Protests in the whole sample. With regard to system actions, negative individual
emotions were also related to action behavior in the whole sample (r =.19 ,p <.05).

Among political party supporters, positive and negative system emotions
were associated with only system tendencies (r = -.20; r = .22, p < .05, respectively)
but not system actions. However, in the non-political party supporters, both system
tendencies and actions were associated with positive (r =-.32, r =-.39, p<.001,

respectively) and negative (r = .43, r = .41, p <.001, respectively) system emotions.
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Also, in the party supporters (r = .21, p < .05) system behaviors were
associated with negative individual emotions. No group emotions were related to
system tendencies and actions in the political and the nonpolitical party supporters.
These preliminary results indicate that system emotions affect action tendencies and
behaviors.

In terms of relationship between discrete system emotions and action
tendencies and behaviors, the relationships ranged from .13 to .42. Specifically,
while action tendencies regarding with the protests were significantly correlated with
national system anger (r = .42, p <.001), fear/anxiety (r = .29, p <.001), sadness (r =
.25, p <.001), guilt/shame (r = .18, p <.05), and happiness (r = -.31, p <.001), they
were only associated with group anger (r = .21, p <.01) and not significantly related
to any discrete individual emotions in the whole sample.

Protest participation was associated with national system anger (r = .35, p <
.001), sadness (r = .30, p <.001), fear/anxiety (r = .20, p <.01), happiness (r = -.20,
p <.01), and marginally related to guilt/shame (r = .13, p = .06). Also, it was found
that protests participation was related to individual anger (r = .23, p <.01), individual
sadness (r = .21, p <.01), and group anger (r = .16, p < .05). These results indicated
that emotions derived from being a participant in Turkey’s system are more related to
willingness to participate in protests and actual protest participation.

Next, whether system emotions predict collective action tendencies and
behaviors were examined with hierarchal regression analyses. Because the current
study was conducted during the protests, in order to control time differences of
completion of surveys across participants, the variable “survey end date”,
representing the date of survey completion, was included in the first step, then
individual and group emotions were entered in the second step, followed by system
emotions in the third step. Because there was a higher relation between survey start
data and end date, one of these variables (r =.999, p <.001) was selected for
controlling the possible effects of time on system actions and tendencies. The results
were provided in Table 4.5.

As presented in Table 4.5., stronger willingness to participate in the 2013
Gezi protests was significantly predicted by only lower positive (5 = -.20, p <.05)
and higher negative system emotions (f = .28, p < .01) in the third step, (F(7, 223) =
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5.63, p <.001, R?=.15, Adjusted R?= .13, AR?=.13, AF = 16.91, p < .001) in the
whole sample. Neither individual nor group emotions significantly predicted action
tendencies across regression steps. Also, the time of study was not significant in the
first step. Results demonstrated that system emotions are important predictor of
system tendencies and actions, after controlling individual and group emotions. The
same analyses were conducted in both party group supporters and non-supporters.
For party non-supporters, positive group emotions (f = -.21, p <.05) significantly
predicted system tendencies in the second step, (F(5, 118) = 1.65, p <.001, R? = .07,
Adjusted R?=.03, AR?= .07, AF = 2.02, ns. In the third step, only positive (5 = -.25,
p <.05) and negative (f = .41, p <.001) system emotions were reached the
significant level, (F(7, 118) =5.79, p <.001,R? = .27, Adjusted R? = .22, AR? = .23,
AF =17.34, p < .001). However, in party supporters, three steps of the model did not
reach the significant level.

Table 4.5. Model Summary of Regression Analyses Examining the Effects of

National System Emotions on System Related Action Tendencies and Behavior

System Tendencies System Behavior
B RZA B RZA
Step 1 01 001 000
Survey End Date -08
Step 2 .02 .05*
Posm_ve Individual -0 -03
Emaotions
Negative Individual
. .01 18

Emaotions
Positive Political Party

. 1 1
Group Emotions
Negative Political Party

. .08 -.02
Group Emotions
Step 3 N Kikalied Q7***
Positive National System * *

. -20 -.16

Emaotions
Negative National g 4g*

System Emotions

GSJ = General System Justification *p < .05 **p < .01, ***p < .001,

With regard to system behavior, as presented in Table 4.5., in the whole
sample, only negative individual emotions significantly predicted system actions (5 =
.18, p <.05) in the second step, (F(5, 223) = 2.09, p =.07, R? = .05, Adjusted R? =
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.02, AR?=.05, AF = 2.61, p < .05). However, only positive (f = -.16, p < .05) and
negative (5 = .19, p <.05) system emotions made significant contributions to the
third step, (F(7, 223) = 3.99, p <.001, R?=.11, Adjusted R?=.09, AR?>= .07, AF =
8.38, p < .001). This means that, as hypothesized, the more system emotions the
more participation to the protests, even after controlling individual and group
emotions. Again, in party-non supporters, only positive (f = -.32, p < .01) and
negative (8 = .30, p <.05) system emotions reached the significant level in the third
step, (F(7, 118) =5.48, p < .001, R?= .27, Adjusted R?= .22, AR>= .21, AF = 15.65,
p <.001). However, in the party supporters, although three steps of the model did
not reach the significant level, only individual negative emotions (5 = .27, p <.05)

significantly predicted action behavior in the second step (F(5, 103) = .17, ns).

4.2.7. Testing Hypothesis 4: System Emotions Mediates the Relation Between

System Justification and Action Tendencies and Behaviors

The mediating role of system emotions in the link between system
justification and system related tendencies and behaviors were tested path analysis
using LISREL 8.51. Following the data analysis strategy used in previous studies,
general system justification was used as a predictor variable, the positive and
negative system emotions as mediating variables, and system related tendencies and
behavior were employed as the outcome variables. The final model was given in
Figure 4.4. A goodness-of-fit statistics indicated very good fit to the model, (4 (2, N
=224) =2.29, p = ns. GFI =1, AGFI =.97, NNFI =.99, CFI =.1, RMSEA =.03).

As seen in Figure 4.4., system justification predicted lower positive (5 = .41, p
<.05) and higher negative (# = -.37, p < .05) system emotions, actions tendencies (5
=-.31, p < .05), and behaviors (8 = -.18, p < .05) related to the 2013 Gezi Protests,
suggesting that individuals with higher general system justification tended to report
more positive and less negative system emotions, as well as lower willingness to
participate in and less behavioral participation to the protests. Also, negative system
emotions predicted lower system tendencies (f = .22, p <.05) and behavior (f = .22,
p < .05). Research findings provide support for Hypothesis 4 that system emotions

mediate the relationship between system justification and system-related tendencies
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and behaviors. Negative national system emotions partially mediated the relationship
between general system justification and action tendencies (indirect effect =-.08, t =
-2.95, p <.05) and the relation between general system justification and behaviors
(indirect effect = -.08, t = -2.82, p < .05). Overall, general system justification
explained 14% and 17%, of the total variance in positive and negative system
emotions, respectively. Full model explained 19% and 11% of the total variances in
action tendencies and behaviors, respectively. These results demonstrated that system
justification both directly and indirectly-by affecting emotions that are experienced

in relation to the social system- undermines participation in the 2013 Gezi protests.

Positive National

/ System Emotions
System-Relataed

41 " i havi
18 Action Behavior
General System
Justification 22
-.31
-37
\ Negative National

System Emotions L

System-Related
Action Tendencies

Figure 4.4. Path Model Using National System Emotions as a Mediator

4.2.8. Testing Hypothesis 5: System-Level Emotions are Regulated by System-

Related Emotion Regulation

The fifth hypothesis of the research is that system-based emotions will be

regulated by system related emotion regulation. First, as presented in Table 4.2., the
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correlations between individual and system emotion regulation strategies were
computed. Results indicated that individual cognitive reappraisal and individual
suppression was positively correlated (r = .17, p < .05). System cognitive reappraisal
and system suppression was also positively related to each other (r = .40, p <.001).
Positive relation was found between individual and system reappraisal (r = .40, p <
.001), as well as between individual and system suppression (r = .42, p <.001).
These findings demonstrates that who frequently use individual suppression and
reappraisal were no more (less) likely to use system suppression and reappraisal,
respectively than individuals who use individual suppression and reappraisal
infrequently.

Then, the links between system emotion regulation and system emotions
strategies were investigated. Confirming Hypothesis 5a, system emotions were
associated with system emotion regulation strategies but not with individual emotion
regulation strategies. In other words, as compared to individual emotion regulation
strategies, system-related emotion regulation strategies will be strongly related to
system emotions. As presented in Table 4.2., system and individual suppression
yielded different result patterns with emotions. Although stronger system
suppression was marginally significantly related to less positive system emotions (r
=.12, p =.07), stronger individual suppression was associated with less positive (r =
-.18, p <.01) and more negative (r = .15, p <.05) individual emotions. Consistent
with Hypothesis 5b, while the chronic use of system suppression was related to lower
negative system affect, the chronic use of individual suppression was related to lower
positive individual affect. This means that emotion regulation at the individual-and
system-level seems to have different impacts on emotions.

Moreover, while system reappraisal was associated with higher system positive
(r=.21, p<.01) and lower negative emotions (r = -.16, p < .05), it was not
significantly linked with positive and negative individual and group emotions.
However, individual reappraisal was not related to any positive and negative
individual, group, and system emotions. Additionally, with regard to group emotions,
only system suppression was related to negative group emotions (r = .14, p <.05).
Group emotions were not associated with any individual emotion regulation

strategies.
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Next, the correlations between emotion regulation strategies and general
system justification were examined. As presented in Table 4.2., system justification
was associated with system suppression (r = .27, p < .001) and system reappraisal (r
= .24, p <.001) but not significantly related to individual suppression and
reappraisal. These results mean that people who chronically high in system
justification are more likely to use system reappraisal and suppression to regulate
their emotions toward the Turkey’s system. Confirming Hypothesis 5c, in the current
research, as compared to individual emotion regulation strategies, system emotion
regulation strategies are related to system justification.

Then, the relationships between system emotions and emotion regulation
strategies were investigated via a series of moderated regression analyses. In the
analyses, as in previous studies, the centered version of individual and system
emotion regression strategies were entered in the first step, system justification was
entered in the second step, and their two-way interactions were added to the third
step. The results were provided in Table 4.6.

In both positive and negative system emotions and discrete system emotions, as
contrary to the Hypothesis 5d, no interaction term reached the significant level. Only
main effects of strategies significantly predicted emotions. As shown in Table 4.6.,
higher system reappraisal predicted more positive (5 = .20, p < .05) and less
negative (5 = -.18, p <.05) system emotions in the first step. With regard to discrete
system emotions, the main effect of system reappraisal on system anger (8 = -.14, p
=.07), sadness (f = -.18, p < .05), and happiness (5 = .16, p < .05) were observed,
whereas higher system suppression predicted lower system anger (5 = -.18, p < .05)
but higher system guilt/shame (8 =.17, p < .05). Overall these results indicated that
system emotions are affected by system related emotion regulation strategies. That is
to say, compared to individual emotion regulation strategies, system-related emotion
regulation strategies are strongly related to system emotions.
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4.3. Discussion

The current study supports and extends prior findings by demonstrating that
system emotions (1) reflect standing in the social order, (1) reflect appraisals of the
social order, (111) affect action tendencies and behaviors in the real life protest
behaviors. Importantly it offers evidence that affective underpinnings of social
protests cannot be understood, nor addressed, without taking into consideration the
key role of system-level emaotions. In line with findings from first two studies
described above, system emotions mediate the relation between system justification
and action tendencies and behaviors. Moreover, it provides further evidence that
system emotions are regulated by system-level emotion regulation. Testing the study
hypothesis in the context where system emotions naturally occur - during the 2013
Gezi protests- replicates, strengthen, and extends previous findings. System-level
approach to emotions has reintroduced emotions to social psychology of protest.

The findings of Study 3 yielded support for the study hypotheses. As
predicted, in Hypothesis 1a, it was found that overall SES was positively linked with
positive system emotions, suggesting social class differences promote divergent
emotional experiences related to social order. Moreover, consistent with Hypothesis
1b, the current findings, again, imply the importance of the palliative function of
system justification. This means that detrimental effect of low social status on
emotions (on the negative system emotions, system sadness, and system fear/anxiety)
is less common among people who chronically perceive the system in more positive
light.

Also, the results of Study 3, again, provided evidence that system emotions
are related to person’s level of system justification. In other words, system
justification predicted more positive and less negative system emotions, even after
controlling group justification, suggesting that system emotions are derived from
system justification motivation.

As predicted in Hypothesis 3, system emotions affect willingness to
participate in the 2013 Gezi protests and behaviors regarding this protest

participation. People with more negative and less positive system emotions are more
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likely to have collective action intentions. However, the important role of system
emotions in collective action tendencies and behaviors related to the 2013 Gezi
protests were observed in the nonparty identifiers sample. It appears that system
emotions strongly affect collective action, especially among those who do not
identify with any political party during the protests. Also, as expected in Hypothesis
4, the system emotions partially mediate the relation between system justification
and action tendencies and behaviors related to the Gezi protests. To the extent that
individuals endorse system justification, they reported lower level of negative system
emotions and higher level of positive system emotions, then leading to action
tendencies and behaviors in the Gezi protests. System justification motive and
system emotions, therefore, are important social psychological phenomena of the
protest participation.

Finally, results supported Hypothesis 5a, in a way that system emotions are
related system emotion regulation strategies. Consistent with Hypothesis 5b, the
pattern of association of individual suppression and system suppression with
emotions was different. Whereas the chronic use of system suppression was related
to lower negative system affect, the chronic use of individual suppression was related
to lower positive individual affect. However, the moderating role of system
suppression in the relationship between system justification and system emotions
was not found. One of the possible explanations of this nonsignificant effect may be
that participants (activists) were less likely to suppress their emotions toward the
Turkey’s system during the protests.

Overall, Study 3 provided evidence for the study hypothesis. The results will
be discussed in detail in the general discussion. However, the correlational nature of
the first three studies restricts us to provide a causal link between system justification
and system emotions. Study 4, thus, attempts to test the study hypotheses using an

experimental design.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 4: TESTING THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SYSTEM-LEVEL

EMOTIONS IN THE EXPERIMENTAL SETTING

Although the results of three studies reported above yielded consistent results
supporting the study hypotheses, they were correlational in nature and relying on
individual differences measures. In other words, the cross-sectional design of the
previous studies prevents making a causal inference between system justification and
system emotions as well as system justification, system action tendencies, and
emotion regulation. Therefore, the fourth study was designed to test the study
hypotheses in an experimental setting.

Study 4 was designed to provide experimental evidence that system emotions
were causally related to system level-motivation, namely system justification goals.
People are motivated to experience emotions in the service of their goals (Mauss &
Tamir, 2014). However, goals are not singular or isolated entities, rather individuals
have many different goals at the same time (Mauss & Tamir, 2014). System
justification operates as both a conscious and unconscious goal and the activation of
system justification goal, motivates individuals to restore their belief toward the
status quo by allowing them to adopt system justification means (Jost et al., 2008). In
the current dissertation it is claimed that system justification motive is one of the
conditions that allows individuals to experience basic system emotions. Because
assessment of system justification relied on individuals’ self —report in the first three
studies of the current dissertation, system justification was conceptualized as a trait
variable. Therefore, in the first three studies, this raises the possibility that
individuals may pursue not only system justification goal but also other different
goals such as individual and group-related goals at the same time when they report
their emotions and system-related action tendencies. To eliminate this possibility,
there is a need to clarify whether system emotions are attributable to system
justification goal pursuit rather than other motivational concerns, such as the

individual goal pursuit or group justification goal pursuit. Therefore, to fully
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understand the role of system justification in system emotions, collective action, and
emotion regulation, it was aimed to examine the system emotions as a function of the
type of motivation, or the status of goal pursuit in Study 4. In other words, Study 4
focuses on the unique effect of system justification goal on system emotions,
controlling alternative goals, namely individual and group goals.

In doing so, this study examined the effects of individual-, group- and
system-level mindsets on the characteristic of system emotions. Specifically, system
emotions will be compared with individual- and group emotions by using self,-
group-, and system- affirmation manipulations and the control manipulation (see
McQueen &KlIein, 2006). Reconstructing the stability of the status quo, system
affirmation offers a powerful tool to fulfill system justification goal pursuit that is
activated by system threat (see Feygina, 2012). Following this argument, this study
aims to understand whether affirming the system in the face of system threat, would
reduce negative and increase positive system emotions more than group and
individual affirmation conditions.

In this study, the classic self- and group-affirmation manipulations were
extended to the system-level. Presumably, self-affirmation and group-affirmation
satisfy ego justification and group justification, respectively, whereas system
affirmation will satisfy the system justification motive. The study was designed to
determine whether system emotions are attributable to system justification goal
pursuit rather than other motivational concerns, such as the individual or group
justification goal pursuit. Thus, the current study focuses on those hypotheses about
the links between system emotions, system justification, collective action, and
emotion regulation, namely Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 5, stated in the previous sections.

Finally, the previous three studies have demonstrated the assumed
relationships between system justification, system emotions, and emotion regulation
in more politically liberal and less religious samples. However, the participants in
this final study will be drawn from a more religious and more politically conservative

population, as compared to the previous ones.
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5.1. Method

5.1.1. Participants

The initial sample size was 345 Abant Izzet Baysal University students, in
Bolu, Turkey. Participants who did not fully complete the manipulation part of the
study (affirmation manipulation) were excluded from the analyses, leaving 241
participants. Specifically, participants who only listed 5 characteristics of the
relevant manipulation and write a short story about these characteristics were kept in
the analyses. Then, eight participants who did not complete at least one scale were
also removed from the analyses, remaining sample size was 233. Of these
participants, 49 (21%) took part in the system affirmation condition, 48 (20.6%) in
the group affirmation condition, 63 (27%) in the individual affirmation condition,
and 73 (31.3%) took part in the control condition.

Participants were 171 female (74%), 59 male (25.5%) and 1 participant
(0.4%) who did not indicate a gender, ranging from 17 to 32 years of age (M = 20.96,
SD =1.92). Regarding the ethnic origins of the participants, 199 (86.1%) were
Turkish, 22 (9.5%) were Kurdish, 1 (0.4%) were Arab, 7 were “Other” (3%), and 2
participant did not report their ethnicity (0.9%). Of the participants, 218 (94.4%)
were Muslim, 4 (1.7) were Atheist (7.8%), and 4 (1.7%) were Deist, 2 (0.9%)
reported their religious affiliation as “Other”, and 3 (1.3%) did not report their
religious affiliation.

With regard to the participants’ perceived socioeconomic class, 30 (12.9%)
participants reported low SES class, 148 (64.1%) of them reported middle class, and
47(21.3%) of them reported upper class. 5 (2.2%) participants did not indicate their
gender. The mean degree of perceived social economic status (1 = Low SES, 7 =
High SES ) was 4.07 (SD = .75). The mean degree of participants’ political
orientation (1 = Left, 9 = Right) was 4.86 (SD = 2.10) and the mean degree of their
religiosity (1 = Not all religious, 9 = Very religious) was 5.70 (SD = 1.97).
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5.1.2. Procedure

Initially, participants filled out the same questionnaires used in the previous
studies. The study was conducted as a class exercise in the 40 min of their class, after
giving written consent. Participants were told that the experiment ostensibly
examined the individuals’ attitudes toward different social issues. Then, participants
were told that they would read a newspaper article written by a foreign journalist and
excerpted from an international newspaper. They were instructed to read it carefully
(and as many times as necessary) to become familiar with its details. Also, they were
told that their memory will be tested in the end of the study. Next, they read a system
threating essay. Then, they were randomly assigned to one of four conditions,
namely self-affirmation, group-affirmation, system-affirmation, and control
conditions. The detailed information about the experimental manipulation was
provided in the measures section of the dissertation. Following the affirmation
manipulation, participants completed the measures regarding individual, group, and
system emotions, as well as action tendencies and emotion regulation. Finally,
participants completed a debriefing questionnaire in which they were asked to

speculate about the general aim of the study.

5.1.3. Measures

All experimental materials, as mentioned above, were administered as a class
exercise. After the study manipulation, participants filled out the measures for
emotions, group and system justification tendencies, emotion regulation, system-

related actions and demographics used in previous studies.

5.1.3.1. System Threat Essay

In order to activate a system justifying goal pursuit, participants were asked
to read a passage about the current state of Turkey. Specifically, the participants were
exposed to a system threat passage, ostensibly written by a journalist, and instructed
to try to remember the passage later. The passage was designed to be threatening to
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the system by emphasizing the systemic problems in Turkey. The passage primes a
system justification goal pursuit. The participants were instructed to read the essay
and try to remember the it for a memory test later. The following passage was
adopted from Kay et al., (2005) and slightly adapted to the Turkey’s context. The
passage was as follows:

The System and Order are Falling

“These days, many people in Turkey feel disappointment and worry with the nation’s
condition. Many citizens feel that the country has reached a low point in terms of social,
economic, and political factors. People do not feel as safe and secure as they used to, and
there is a sense of uncertainty, pessimism and chaos regarding the country’s future. Many
believe that the country conditions are getting worse, and any day now chaos and anarchy
could erupt around us. People do not see stability in social, economic, and political arenas
and believe that the county is unlivable. Many people believe that the system and order of

Turkey are not for hard working and honest people. That is, people believe that in their daily

lives, they do not get what they deserve and pulling strings, injustice, and exploitation are

widespread. It seems that many countries in the world are enjoying much better social,
economic, and political conditions than Turkey. More and more people express a willing to
leave Turkey and emigrate to other nations.”

As a manipulation check, participants were asked to complete a 8-item
General System Justification Scale (Wakslak et al., 2011), used in the previous
studies (e.g., “Everyone in Turkey has a fair shot at wealth and happiness”).
Participants indicated their level of agreement with each statement on a 9-point scale
ranging from 1(Strongly disagree) to 9 (Strongly agree). In the present study, the

Cronbach’s alpha was .90.

5.1.3.2. Affirmation Tasks

After the system threat manipulation, participants were randomly assigned
to one of four experimental conditions. The aim of the affirmation task was to
manipulate the type of goal pursuit. In a system-affirmation condition, participants
completed a task that affirms the legitimacy of the status quo. In other words, they
fulfill the system justification goal. For this, in a system affirmation condition, they
were asked to think of themselves as a participant in the Turkey’s system, order, and
“the way of life” and they were asked to list five positive aspects of the Turkish
system and the way of life and write a short essay about these five aspects. In a

group-affirmation condition, participants completed a task that affirms their ingroup.
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Thus, they were exposed to fulfill a group justification goal. Specifically, they were
instructed to think about themselves as an Abant izzetbaysal Univesity (AIBU)
student, list the five positive features of AIBU students and write a shot essay about
these features. In a self-affirmation condition, participants completed a task that
affirms their self-concept in a way that they were asked to think about themselves as
an individual and list five positive features of themselves, then write a short essay
about them. Individual affirmation task allowed individuals to fulfill the individual
goal. In a control condition, participants were asked to list five daily life activities

and write a short essay about them.

5.1.3.3. Emotions

Individual, group, and system emotions were measured in the current study.

5.1.3.3.1. Individual Emotions

To measure individual emotions, participants read the same instruction used
in the previous three studies with the wording “When you think of yourself as an
individual, to what extent are you feeling each of the following emotions right now?
And, then, they rated the same 27 emotions, including 9 positive (e.g., “As an
individual, I am feeling happy”) and 19 negative (e.g., “As an individual, I am
feeling sad”’) emotions. Detailed information regarding this scale was provided in the
method section of Study 1 and Study 2. Responses were given on a 7-point scale (1 =
Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree). To provide consistency between the current
study and previous studies conducted in Turkey, two items (item 2 “I am feeling
angry at others” and item 27 “As an individual, I am feeling envious™) were removed
from the further analyses. Cronbach’s alpha values were .88 for positive and .94 for
negative individual emotions, respectively.

Additionally, as in the previous studies, individual emotions were also
combined into the same five composites, namely individual anger, fear/anxiety,
sadness, guilt/shame, and happiness (Cronbach’s alphas = .66, .78, .84, .71, and .81,

respectively).
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5.1.3.3.2. Group Emotions

Group emotions were measured for only university group. Similar to
previous studies, participants were asked to read the instruction used in the Study 1,
with the wording “When you think of yourself as an AIBU student, what extent are
you feeling each of the following right now?” They were presented the same list of
27 emotions. The sample items of group emotions are as follow: “As an AIBU
student, | am feeling happy”, “As an AIBU student, I am feeling feel outrage.” The
responses were give on a 7-point Likert scale with anchors from strong Strongly
disagree (1) to Strongly agree (7). To provide consistency with previous studies
conducted in Turkey, two items (item 2 “As an AIBU student, I feel angry at others”
and item 27 “As an AIBU student, I feel envious™) were removed from the further
analyses. Cronbach’s alpha values were .93 for positive university group emotions
and .92 for negative university emotions. Additionally, the same party group discrete
emotions subscales were created. Additionally, as in the previous studies, group
emotions were also combined into the same five composites, namely group anger,
fear/anxiety, sadness, guilt/shame, and happiness (Cronbach’s alphas = .71, .76, .81,

.60, and .89, respectively).

5.1.3.3.3. System Emotions

In order to measure system emotions, participants were asked about their
emotions about being a participant in the Turkey’s system. They were asked to read
the following instruction: “When you think of yourself as a participant in the
Turkey’s system and order, to what extent are you feeling each of the following right
now?” Participants responded to the same 27 emotions with appropriate wording
(e.g., “As a participant in the Turkey’s system and order, | am feeling happy”, “As a
participant in the Turkey’s system and order, I feeling moral outrage”). Responses
were given on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree).
Considering the factor structure of emotions in previous studies, again two items,
(item 27 “As a participant in Turkey’s system and order, | am feeling envious”; item

2 “As a participant in Turkey’s system and order, | am feeling angry at socialist
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system”) were removed from the further analyses. Cronbach alpha’s values were .94
and .96 for positive and negative national system emotions, respectively.
Additionally, as in the previous studies, system emotions were also combined into
the same five composites, namely group anger, fear/anxiety, sadness, guilt/shame,

and happiness (Cronbach’s alphas = .86, .88, .90, .72, and .90, respectively).

5.1.3.4. System-Related Tendencies

In order to measure individuals’ willingness to participate in collective action,
the same 8-item scale for system-related tendencies used in Study 2 was also used in
Study 4 with one exception: The item “I support those who are participating in the
“Occupy Wall Street” movement” was replaced with the item “I support those who
are participating in the Gezi protests”. Detailed information about the scale was
provided in Study 1.Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale ranged from (1)
Strongly disagree to (7) Strongly agree. The explanatory factor analysis with
varimax rotation results yielded a single factor that accounted 62.70% of the results.

Cronbach’s alpha value was .90.

5.1.3.5. Emotion Regulation Strategies

As in previous studies, emotion regulation tendencies were measured for both
trait emotion regulation tendencies, namely individual-related emotion regulation and
emotion regulation tendencies toward the Turkey’s system-that is, system-related
emotion regulation. The detailed information about emotion regulation scales were
provided in Study 1 and Study 2.

5.1.3.5.1. Individual-Related Emotion Regulation

As in previous studies, at the individual-level, Gross and John’s (2003) 10-
item Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ), including reappraisal and
suppression dimensions, was used to assess the individual differences in emotion
regulation. Cronbach’s alpha values were .80 and .63 for reappraisal and suppression

strategies at the individual level, respectively.
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5.1.3.5.2. System-Related Emotion Regulation

Similar to previous studies, the same system-related emotion regulation scale
was used in the current study. Specifically, 10-item ERQ at the system level,
including reappraisal and suppression dimensions, was used to assess the individual
differences in emotion regulation Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale (1
= Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha values were .79 and .79

for reappraisal and suppression strategies at the system-level, respectively

5.1.3.6. Socio-Demographic Questionnaire

The section included socio-demographic variables such as gender, age,
income, religion, religiosity, political orientation, and perceived socio-economic
status. In order to measure political orientation participants were asked to place
themselves on a scale ranging from 1(Extremely leftist) to 9 (Extremely rightist).
Similarly, religiosity was measured with a scale ranging from 1(Not all religious) to
9 (Very religious). To measure socio-economic status, participants were asked to
indicate their socioeconomic status on a scale ranging from 1(Lower class) to 7
(Upper class).

5.2. Results

5.2.1. Data Screening and Cleaning

Although the initial sample size was 346, participants who did not complete
or partially completed the manipulation part of the study, was excluded from the
analyses. In other words, only participants who both wrote least 5 positive features
and a short essay about them were kept in the analyses (N = 241). Specifically,
although 100 participants were in the system affirmation condition, the manipulation
requirement was met only by 54 participants. As originally, 68 participants were in
the group affirmation condition, 70 participants were in the individual affirmation

condition, and 83 participants were the a control condition, whereas the manipulation
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requirement was fully met by 49 participants the a group affirmation condition, by 64
participants the a individual affirmation condition, and by 74 participants in the
control condition.

Also, then, 8 participants who did not complete at least one scale were
removed from the analyses, remaining sample size was 233. Of the participants 49
(21%) from the system affirmation condition, 48 (20.6%) the group affirmation
condition, 63 (27%) the individual affirmation condition, and 73 (31.3%) the control
condition.

There was no missing value in the data set. The data was analyzed for
univariate based on the criteria “high +3.30 or beyond values of standard z- scores”
and multivariate outliers based on Mahalonobis distance values, X?(13) =34.53. Ina
system and a group affirmation condition, there were no univariate or multivariate
outliers. In the individual affirmation condition, 1 univariate outlier was detected but
there was no multivariate outlier. In the control condition, 1 univariate outlier was
removed from the analyses, and there was no multivariate outlier. The remaining
sample was 49 (21.2%) for the system affirmation condition, 48 (20.6%) for the
group affirmation condition, 62 (26.8%) for the individual affirmation condition, and
72 (31.2%) for the control condition. The skewness and kurtosis levels were all in
acceptable ranges, indicating the normality of the distributions in each condition.

5.2.2. Manipulation Check

A manipulation check was performed to confirm that system affirmation
manipulation leads to higher system justification. One-way ANOVA was conducted
on general system justification that assessed whether system affirmation
manipulation leads to higher tendencies to support the status quo as compared to
other experimental conditions. Results revealed a significant statistical difference the
between experimental groups, F(3, 230) = 3.13, p <.05). As presented in Table
5.21., participants in the system affirmation condition (M =4.10, SD = 1.92)
reported higher system justification than participants in the group affirmation
condition (M =3.13, SD = 1.71) and the individual affirmation condition (M = 3.20,
SD = 1.73).
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In addition, in order to compare system affirmation mindset with overall
cumulative effect of other experimental conditions, the experimental conditions were
recoded in two-categories: system affirmation condition (1= system affirmation
condition) and other overall experimental conditions (0 = other conditions: individual
affirmation, group affirmation, and control conditions). Then, one-way ANOVA was
performed to examine whether participants in the system affirmation condition were
different in terms of system justification tendencies from those in the other
conditions. As demonstrated in Table 5.2., participants in the system affirmation
condition (M = 4.10, SD = 1.92) was higher in system justification than those in
other conditions, (M = 3.30, SD =1.75), F(1, 230) = 7.76, p < .05). Moreover, none
of the participants guessed that the study was investigating anything related to

people’s motivation to justify the status quo or emotions.

5.2.3. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and ranges) for the major
study variables per each conditions were presented in Table 5.1.

Mean scores of the subscales were roughly compared with the given scale’s
absolute midpoint to see how common (or frequent) the observed emotions, emotion
regulation, system tendencies, and system-related tendencies are experienced among
the participants. In the system affirmation condition, the comparison of the means of
emotions demonstrated that while the mean of positive individual (4.76) and group
emotions (4.60) were higher than the midpoint, the mean of negative individual
(2.62) and group emotions (2.17) were lower than the midpoint. Although negative
system emotions (3.18) were lower than the midpoint, system positive emotions
(3.75) were not significantly different from the scale midpoint. The mean of
collective tendencies (4.61) were higher than the midpoint. In terms of emotion
regulation strategies, system suppression (3.38) was lower and individual cognitive
reappraisal (4.62) was higher than the midpoint. With regard to discrete emotions,
individual anger (2.80), fear/anxiety (3.04), sadness (2.74), guilt/shame (2.99) as well
as group anger (2.35), fear/anxiety (2.57), sadness (2.22), and guilt/shame (1.78)

were lower than the midpoint, whereas individual (4.66) and group happiness (4.67)
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were higher than the group midpoint. In terms of system emotions, only system
sadness (3.27) and guilt/shame (2.12) were lower than the midpoint.

In the group affirmation condition, the mean positive individual (4.91) and
group emotions (4.92) were higher than the midpoint, the mean of negative
individual (2.59) and group emotions (1.76) were lower than the midpoint. Although
positive system emotions (3.13) were lower than the midpoint, system negative
emotions (4.02) were not significantly different from the scale midpoint. The mean
of collective tendencies (5.43) was higher than the midpoint. In terms of emotion
regulation strategies, system suppression (2.95) and individual suppression (3.42)
were lower and individual cognitive reappraisal (4.63) was higher than the midpoint.
With regard to discrete emotions, individual anger (2.74), fear/anxiety (3.18),
sadness (2.87), guilt/shame (2.07) as well as group anger (1.92), fear/anxiety (2.11),
sadness (1.73), and guilt/shame (1.53) were lower than the midpoint, individual
(5.05) and group happiness (5.08) were higher than the group midpoint. In terms of
system emotions, system anger (4.65), fear/anxiety (4.58) was higher but system

guilt/shame (2.67) and happiness (2.97) were lower than the midpoint (2.97).
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Table 5.2. Effect of Affirmation Type Task (1 = System Affirmation Condition; 0 =

Other Experimental Conditions) on Main Study Variables

Dependent Variables System Other
Affirmation Experimental
Group Conditions
M SD M Sb F
Positive Individual Emotions 476 1.30 4.94 1.16 0.89
Negative Individual Emotions 2.62 144 257 1.26 0.05
Positive University Group 4.60 1.59 4.63 1.28 0.02
Emotions
Negative University Group 217 144 1.91 89 2.51
Emotions
Positive National System 3.75 1.70 313 1.45 5.80*
Emotions
Negative National System 3.18 1.75 3.89 1.66 7.02*
Emotions
System-Related Action 4.61 1.70 5.25 1.36 7.60*
Tendencies
System Cognitive Reappraisal 4.05 1.22 4.14 113 0.21
System Suppression 3.38 145 3.18 1.39 0.85
Individual Cognitive 4.62 1.14 4.82 1.11 1.42
Reappraisal
Individual Suppression 3.56 1.55 3.78 1.44 0.89
University Group Justification 421 1.26 4.24 1.10 0.03
General System Justification 4.10 1.92 3.30 1.75 7.76*
National System Anger 357 2.04 452 1.96 8.91%*
National System Fear/Anxiety 3.91 3.91 4.60 460 5.37*
National System Sadness 3.27 2.10 4.05 2.01 5.74*
National System Guilt/Shame 2.12 151 261 154 3.91x
National System Happiness 357 184 3.09 156 3.31x

*p < .05, **p< .01, xp < .07
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In the individual affirmation condition, as presented in Table 5.1., positive
individual emotions (5.04) and group emotions (4.62) were higher than the midpoint,
negative individual (2.53) and group emotions (1.90) were lower than the midpoint.
Although positive system emotions (3.12) were lower than the midpoint, system
negative emotions (4.08) were not significantly different from the scale midpoint.
The mean of collective tendencies (5.23) was higher than the midpoint. In terms of
emotion regulation strategies, while system suppression (3.05) was lower than the
midpoint, individual reappraisal (3.99) was higher than the midpoint. With regard to
discrete emotions, individual anger (2.63), fear/anxiety (2.91), sadness (2.74),
guilt/shame (2.11) as well as group anger (1.98), fear/anxiety (2.41), sadness (1.97),
and guilt/shame (1.65) were lower than the midpoint, individual (5.12) and group
happiness (4.80) were higher than the group midpoint. In terms of system emotions,
system anger (4.66), fear/anxiety (4.81) was higher but system guilt/shame (2.78)
and happiness (3.09) were lower than the midpoint (2.97)

In the control condition, positive individual emotions (4.89) and group
emotions (4.45) were higher than the midpoint, negative individual (2.60), group
emotions (2.02), and positive system emotions (3.24) were lower than the midpoint.
The mean of collective tendencies (5.15) was higher than the midpoint. In terms of
emotion regulation strategies, while system suppression (3.44) was lower than the
midpoint, individual cognitive reappraisal (4.85) was higher than the midpoint. Also,
individual anger (2.80), fear/anxiety (3.13), sadness (2.69), guilt/shame (2.20) as well
as group anger (2.06), fear/anxiety (2.69), sadness (1.96), and guilt/shame (1.89)
were lower than the midpoint, individual (4.93) and group happiness (4.65) were
higher than the midpoint. In terms of system emotions, fear/anxiety (4.43) was
marginally significantly higher but system guilt/shame (2.43) and happiness (3.17)
were lower than the midpoint (2.97).

Overall, in the whole sample, as demonstrated in Table 5.1., positive
individual emotions (4.91), group emotions (4.63), collective tendencies (5.11), and
individual cognitive reappraisal were higher (4.79) than the midpoint, whereas
positive (3.29) and negative (3.74) system emotions as well as individual (3.74) and
system suppression (3.22) were lower than the midpoint. In relation with discrete

emotions, while individual anger (2.74), fear/anxiety (3.06), sadness (2.75),
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guilt/shame (2.11), group anger (2.07), group fear/anxiety (2.47), group sadness
(1.97), and group guilt/shame (1.73) were lower than the midpoint, individual
happiness (4.95) and group happiness (4.78) were higher than the group midpoint. In
terms of system emotions, anger (4.32), fear/anxiety (4.45) was higher but system
guilt/shame (2.51) and happiness (3.19) were lower than the midpoint (2.97).

A 2 x 4 ANOVA of gender and affirmation task on positive and negative
individual, group, and system emotions were run to examine potential gender
differences. Results demonstrated that gender did not have any material effects on
emotion measures. Gender was marginally significantly related with only negative
individual emotions, F(1, 229) = 4.01, p =.05) in a way that women (M = 2.68)
reported slightly (marginally) more negative individual emotions than men (M =
2.30). The only significant interaction between gender and affirmation task was
observed in the positive system emotions, F(3, 229) = 4.41, p < .05, indicating that
there was no significant link between gender and positive system emotions in the
system, group, and individual justification tasks but men (M = 4.48) reported more
positive system emotions than women(M = 2.94) in the control condition, F(1, 71) =
13.94, p < .001. Considering that gender differences were minor across the variables,

analyses were conducted on the whole sample ignoring the gender classification.

5.2.4. The Correlations Between Individual, Group, and System Emotions

To explore the relations between study variables, two-tailed Pearson product-
moment correlations were computed. Bivariate correlations between major study
variables were presented in Table 5.3. The average correlation of corresponding
emotions between individual-, group- and system-level was ranging from -.31 to -.79
in the system affirmation condition; from -.03 to -.84 in the group affirmation
condition; from -.06 to -.75 in the individual affirmation condition; and from -.05 to -
.73 in the control condition.

Specifically, as seen in Table 5.3., positive individual emotions was
significantly correlated with negative individual emotions in the system, group,
individual affirmation conditions and in the control condition (r =-.79,r =-.60, r = -

.64, p<.001; r =-.33, p <.05, respectively). Also, the relationship between positive
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and negative university group emotions were significant in the system, group,
individual affirmation as well as in the control conditions (r =-.74, p <.001; r = -
A43,p<.01; r=-46,p<.001; r =-.35, p<.01, respectively). Likewise, higher
positive system emotions were associated with lower negative system emotions in
the system, group, individual affirmation conditions and in the control condition (r =
-73, r=-84,r=-751r=-73,p<.001).

As shown in Table 5.3., the correlation between individual and system
emotions was between -.50 and .80 in the system affirmation condition; between -.09
and .30 in the group affirmation condition; between -.16 to .41 in the individual
affirmation condition; and between -.30 to .62 in the control condition. Moreover, the
correlation between system and group emotions were between -.31 and .60 in the
system affirmation condition, indicating the highest correlation as compared to the
same relationships in the other experimental conditions. This relationship was
between .00 and .26 in the group affirmation condition; between -.06 to .35 in the
individual affirmation condition; and between -.13 to .39 in the control condition.
These results implied that heightened system affirmation as a response to a system
threat not only increased the relation between positive and negative system emotions
but also the links of system emotions with the individual and the group emotions
became stronger. Therefore, system emotions derived from affirming a system under
a system threat overlaps with individual and group emotions to some degree.

Moreover, the correlation between group and individual emotions was
between .-.37 and .59 in the system affirmation condition; -.23 and .55 in the group
affirmation condition; and -.21 to .59 in the individual affirmation condition; and -.03
to .50 in the control condition.

Additionally, with regard to five types of discrete emotions, namely, anger,
sadness, fear/anxiety, guilt/shame, and happiness, the correlations of system
emotions with individual emotions ranged from -.38 to .67 in the system affirmation
condition; from -.04 to .38 in the group affirmation condition; from .04 to .38 in the
individual affirmation condition; and from -12. to .60 in the control condition. The
correlation of discrete system emotions with discrete group emotions ranged from -
.26 t0 .62; from .001 to .26 from ;-.03 to .37; and from -.03 to .38 in the system, the
group, and the individual affirmation, and control conditions, respectively.
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5.2.5. Testing Hypothesis 2: System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the

Social Order

Hypothesis 2 states that system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social
order. For this aim, experimental conditions (1 = system affirmation condition; 0 =
other experimental conditions) were correlated with positive and negative individual,
group, and system emotions. The analyses revealed that the system affirmation
condition, as expected, was associated with positive (r = .16, p <.001) and negative
(r =-.17, p < .05) system emotions, in that system justification goal pursuit was
related to positive and negative system emotions but not individual and group
emotions. With regard to discrete emotions, the system affirmation was negatively
related to system anger (r = -.19, p < .01), fear/anxiety (r = -.15, p <.005), sadness (r
=-.16, p <.05), and marginally associated with guilt/shame (r = -.13, p =.05). This
means that affirming the system as a response to system threat was related to lower
negative and higher positive system emotions.

In order to test whether system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social
order, a series of analyses of variance (ANOVAs) was performed. The results were
presented in Table 5.1. As expected, post hoc analysis using LSD showed that the
system affirmation group (M = 3.18, SD = 1.75) experienced significantly less
negative system emotions than the individual affirmation group (M = 4.08, SD =
1.68), and the group affirmation group (M =4.01, SD = 1.67); F(3, 230) =3.18, p <
.05). Although, positive system emotions were higher in the system-affirmation
condition (M =3.75, SD = 1.70), as compared to the individual (M= 3.12, SD =
1.46) and the group affirmation (M = 3.13, SD = 1.39) conditions, the statistical
differences failed to reach the significant level.

Moreover, it was examined whether the system affirmation group was higher
in positive system emotions as compared to other experimental conditions (1 =
system affirmation condition; 0 = other experimental conditions). As presented in
Table 5.2., the system affirmation group reported more positive system emotions
than the other groups (positive system emotions: Msystem affirmation condition = 3. 79, SD =
1.70 vS. Mother conditions = 3.17, SD = 1.45, F(1, 230) = 5.80, p < .05). Also, the system
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affirmation group reported less negative system emotions than the other groups
(negative system emotions: Msystem affirmation condition = 3.18, SD = 1.75 VS. Mother conditions
=3.89, SD = 1.67, F(1, 230) = 7.02, p < .05), implying that system emotions are
depend on the system justification motivations. However there were no significant
differences between system affirmation and other conditions in terms of individual
and group emotions.

In terms of discrete emotions, participants in the system affirmation condition
reported less system anger (M = 3.57, SD = 2.04) than those in the individual
affirmation condition (M = 4.66, SD = 2.06), the group affirmation condition (M =
4.65, SD = 1.81), and the control condition (M = 3.43, SD = 1.83); F(3, 230) = 3.39,
p <.05). Also, system affirmation group reported less system sadness (M = 3.27, SD
= 2.10) than individual affirmation group (M = 4.31, SD = 1.99), and group
affirmation group (M =4.22, SD = 1.98), F(3, 230) = 3.01, p <.05).

Again, ANOVAs were run to compare the system affirmation condition with
the other conditions in terms of discrete emotions (1 = system affirmation condition;
0 = other experimental conditions). As expected, participants in the system
affirmation condition reported less system anger (Msystem affirmation condition = 3.97, SD =
2.04 vs. Moher conditions = 4.52, SD = 1.96; F(1, 230) = 8.91, p < .01), fear/anxiety
(Mosystem affirmation condition = 4.60, SD = 1.80 VS. Mother conditions = 3.91, SD = 1.99, F(1,
230) = 5.37, p < .05), sadness (Msystem affirmation condition = 3.27, SD = 2.10 VS. Mother
conditions = 4.05, SD = 2.01, F(1, 230) = 5.74, p < .05), and guilt/shame, (Msystem
affirmation condition = 2.12, SD = 1.51 VS. Mother conditions = 2.61, SD = 1.54; F(1, 229) =
3.91, p =.05) but more happiness (Msystem affirmation condition = 3.57, SD = 1.84 vS. Mother
conditions = 3.09, SD = 1.55; F(1, 230) = 3.31, p = .07) than those in the other
experimental conditions. However there were no any significant difference between
the system affirmation condition and other conditions in terms of a individual and
group emotions.

Taken together, these findings implied that affirming the system following a
system threat exposure decreased negative and increased positive system emotions.
Therefore, system emotions depend to one’s system-level motivation- that is, system
justification motivation. The result provided evidence that system emotions are

attributable to system justification goal pursuit rather than other motivational
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concerns, such as the individual goal pursuit or group justification goal pursuit. In
other words, supporting Hypothesis 2, system-based emotions reflect appraisals of

the social order.

5.2.6. Testing Hypothesis 3: System-Level Emotions Affect Action Tendencies

and Behaviors

The third hypothesis of the study was that system-level emotions affect
action tendencies and behaviors. Significant relations were observed among system-
emotions and action tendencies and behaviors. Specifically, as presented in Table
5.3., collective tendencies were positively correlated with negative system emotions
(r = .49, p <.001) and negatively linked with positive system emotions (r = -.43, p <
.001) in the whole sample. Higher collective tendencies were also related to higher
individual emotions (r = .23, p < .01) but not associated with group emotions.

Moreover, significant relationships between system related action tendencies
and behaviors with discrete system emotions were as follow: national system anger
(r =.51, p <.001), national system fear/anxiety (r = .50, p <.001), national system
sadness (r = .46, p <.001), national system guilt/shame (r = .33, p <.001), and
national system happiness (r = -.44, p <.001).

Importantly, as shown in Table 5.1., ANOVA results demonstrated that
participants in the system affirmation condition (M =4.61, SD = 1.70) reported less
willingness to participate in collective action than those in the individual affirmation
condition (M =5.23, SD = 1.37), the group affirmation condition (M =5.42, SD =
1.21), and the control condition (M =5.15, SD = 1.46); F(3, 230) = 2.89, p <.05).
These findings implied that when the system is under threat, the social change is
attenuated by affirming the status quo.

Also, whether system emotions affect action tendencies were tested via
hierarchal regression, for controlling individual and group emotions. Then, the
regression model, in which experimental condition (1 = system justification
condition; 0 = other conditions) was entered in the first step, positive and negative
individual and group emotions in the second step, and system emotions in the third

step, was tested. The coefficients from this model are presented in Table 5.4. System
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affirmation condition was a significant predictor of the system tendencies (f =-.18, p
<.001) in the first step, (F(1, 230) = 7.60, p < .05, R?=.03, Adjusted R?=.03,p <
.05). Again, this indicated that affirming the status quo provided lower willingness to
participate in collective action. Negative individual emotions (5 = .22, p < .05) was
the only significant predictor of collective tendencies in the second step, (F(5, 230) =
4.60, p < .01, R?=.09, Adjusted R?= .07, AR?=.06, AF = 3.76, p < .05), implying
that more negative individual emotions are associated with stronger support for
collective action. However, negative system emotions (5 = .30, p <.05) and positive
system emotions (5 = -.23, p < .05) were the strongest predictors of willingness to
participate in collective action in the third step, (F(7, 230) = 11.67, p <.001, R?=
.27, Adjusted R? = .25, AR?= .18, AF = .26.71, p < .001), after controlling individual
and group emotions. Moreover, after entering system emotions in the third step,
negative individual emotions did not reach the significant level (5 = .07, ns). These
finding replicated the results of previous there studies.

Table 5.4. Model Summary of Regression Analyses Examining the Effects of Emotion

on System Tendencies (The Whole Sample)

Action

Tendencies
B RA
Step 1 03*
Experimental Conditions
(1=SA; 0=0EC) 18*
Step 2 06*
Positive Individual
Emotions 002
Negative Individual 99*
Emotions ’
Positive University 08
Group Emotions ’
Negative University 07
Group Emotions ’
Step 3 18**
Positive National System "
Emotions ~23
Negative National 30*

System Emotions

SA = System Affirmation Condition; OEC = Other Experimental Conditions *p< .05; **p < .001
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Taken together, the findings demonstrated that fulfilling the system
justification goal in the face of system threat decreased people’s intentions to take
pro-social change action to solve system-related problems. Moreover, supporting
Hypothesis 3, system-level emotions affect action tendencies, after controlling

individual and group emotions.

5.2.7. Testing Hypothesis 4: System Emotions Mediate the Relation Between

System Justification and Action Tendencies

Path analysis was used to examine the pattern of relationships between
system emotions, system justification, and action tendencies. Consistent with
previous studies of the current dissertation, first, a fully saturated path model was
assessed, in which system justification mindset (1= system affirmation; 0 = other
conditions) was used a predictor of (a) positive and negative system emotions, and
collective tendencies, and (b) positive and negative emotions were predictors of
action tendencies. Specifically, the final model included only the significant paths by
trimming the nonsignificant paths in a standardized fashion. The final model fit the
data every well, »* (2, N = 231) = 5.01, p = ns. GFI =.99, AGFI =.95, NNFI =.97,
CFl = .99, RMSEA =.08).

Examination the path coefficients in the model illustrated in Figure 5.1.
provided evidence that was consistent with predictions. System affirmation was a
positive predictor of negative system emotions (5 = .17, p < .05) and positive system
emotions (f = -.16, p <.05). In turn, negative system emotions was a strong predictor
of willingness to participate in collective action (# = .49, p <.05). Negative national
system emotions fully mediated the relationship between system affirmation and
action tendencies (indirect effect = .08, t = 2.52, p < .05). Overall, general system
affirmation explained 3% and 3%, of the total variance in positive and negative
system emotions, respectively. Full model explained 14% of the total variances in
action tendencies. In line with Hypothesis 4, these results suggested that fulfilling the
system justification goal in the face of a system threat affected system-related

tendencies via system emotions.
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Positive National

/ System Emotions

.16

Experimental System-Related Action
Conditions (1=SA;0=

Tendencies
OEQ) /
-17
.49
\ Negative National

System Emotions

Figure 5.1. Path Model Using National System Emotions as a Mediator

5.2.8. Testing Hypothesis 5: System Emotions are Regulated by System Emotion

Regulation

Before examining whether system emotions are regulated by system emotion
regulation, the correlations between individual and system emotion regulation
strategies were examined. In the whole sample, as presented in Table 5.3., individual
cognitive reappraisal and system cognitive reappraisal was positively correlated (r =
.50, p <.001). Also the relationship between individual suppression and system
suppression was positive (r = .55, p < .001). Supporting the previous three studies,
these findings demonstrate that those who frequently use individual suppression and
reappraisal are also more likely to use system suppression and reappraisal,
respectively.

Likewise, system cognitive reappraisal and suppression was positively
related to each other (r = .31, p <.001). Individual reappraisal was positively

correlated with individual suppression (r = .27, p <.001). These results showed that
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cognitive reappraisal and suppression was related to each other both at the individual
level and system level.

Furthermore, although the system affirmation (1 = system affirmation
mindset; 0 = other conditions) was not significantly associated with any emotion
regulation strategies, general system justification tendency was positively associated
with system suppression (r = .26, p <.001) as well as individual suppression (r = .16,
p <.05) and individual cognitive reappraisal (r = .16, p <.05). However, although
the relationship of system justification with system emotion regulation strategies
look higher than its relationship with individual emotion regulation strategies, there
was no significant difference between the correlation coefficients (z = 1.12, ns).
Therefore, Hypothesis 5¢ was not supported.

Examination of the relationships between emotions and emotion regulation
strategies demonstrated that system suppression was positively related to positive
system emotions (r = .23, p <.001) and lower negative system emotions (r = -.21, p
<.01). Neither individual reappraisal nor individual suppression was associated with
system emotions. These results are in line with Hypothesis 5a that system-related
emotion regulation strategies are associated with system emotions than individual
emotion regulation strategies. Also, partially confirming Hypothesis 5b, system
suppression was associated with more positive and less negative system emotions.
However, , Hypothesis 5¢ was not supported because, as shown in Table 5.3,.system
affirmation condition (vs. other experimental conditions were not significantly
related to individual and system emotion regulation strategies

Finally, the study hypotheses were also tested via a series of moderated
regression analyses. In the analyses, controlling affirmation manipulation,
experimental conditions (1 = system affirmation; 0 = other conditions) were entered
in the first step, then individual and system emotion regression strategies were
entered in the second step, and two-way interactions between experimental
conditions and emotion regulation were added in the third step. In the analyses,
emotion regulation strategies and system justification were centered, and then the
interaction terms were created using the centered predictors (see Aiken & West,
1991). The results were provided in Table 5.5. In line with Hypothesis 5d, system

suppression is a critical emotion regulation strategies in regulating system emotions,
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in a way that system suppression buffers negative emotional effects of low system
justification mindset.

As shown in Table 5.5., specifically, in positive national system emotions,
participants who were exposed to the system affirmation manipulation reported
somewhat more positive system emotions in the first step (8 = .16, p <.05), (F(1,
230) = 5.80, p < .05, R?= .03, Adjusted R?=.02,AR?= .03, AF =5.80, p <.05).
Higher system suppression predicted higher positive system emotions in the second
step, (B =.20, p <.05), (F(5, 230) = 3.84, p < .01, R?=.08, Adjusted R?>= .06, AR> =
.05, AF = 3.30, p < .05). However, the effect was qualified by a marginally
significant two-way interactions of the experimental conditions with system
suppression (4 = -16, p = .05) and individual suppression in the third step, (5 =.14, p
=.07) (F(9, 230) = 2.69, p < .05, R?=.10, Adjusted R?= .06, AR?>= .02, AF = 1.23,
ns). An additional regression analysis was conducted to examine the unique effect of
interaction. In this regression analysis, experimental conditions and system
suppression were included in the first step, and their interaction was added in the
second step. Because the results showed that the interaction between system
suppression and experimental conditions was not significant in predicting positive
system emotions in the second step, the interaction graph for the relationship
between the system suppression and experimental conditions (f = -.06, ns) (F(3, 230)
=6.33, p <.001, R?=.08, Adjusted R?=.003, AR?= .09, AF = .74, ns) and the graph
for individual suppression and experimental conditions were not plotted (5 = .07, ns)
(F(3, 230) = 3.77, p < .001, R? = .05, Adjusted R? = .04, AR? = .01, AF = 1.20, ns).
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In negative national system emotions, as shown in Table 5.5., participants who
were exposed to the system affirmation manipulation reported somewhat less
negative system emotions in the first step (6 =-.17, p <.05), (F(1, 230) =7.02, p <
.05, R?=.03, Adjusted R?=.03, AR?= .03, AF =7.02, p < .05). Higher system
suppression predicted lower negative system emotions in the second step, (8 =-.22, p
<.05), (F(5, 230) =3.77, p < .01, R?=.08, Adjusted R?>= .06, AR?= .05, AF =2.91,
p <.05). Again, the effect was qualified by a significant interaction of the
experimental conditions with system suppression in the third step (5 = 19, p <.05),
(F(9,230) =3, p < .01, R?=.11, Adjusted R?= .07, AR?>= .03, AF =1.95, ns). To
examine the unique effect of interaction, an additional regression analysis was
conducted. In the regression analysis experimental conditions and system
suppression were included in the first step, and their interaction was included in the
second step. Results indicated that experimental conditions (# = .16, p < .05) and
system suppression (8 = -.20, p < .05) predicted negative national system emotions in
the first step and the interaction between system suppression and the experimental
conditions was marginally significant in the second step (5 =.12, p = .07), (F(3, 230)
= 6.85, p <.001, R?=.08, Adjusted R?>=.07, AR?>= .01, AF =3.22, p =.07). As
shown in Figure 5.2, participants with low system suppression reported less negative
system emotions after being exposed to the system affirmation task as compared with
those who were exposed to the other experimental manipulations, (t(227) =- 3.03, p <
.05), whereas participants with high system suppression did not show a significant
effect of the conditions (t(227) = -.67, ns). These results were consistent with
Hypothesis 5d which states that system suppression reduces the detrimental effect of

system justification on system emotions.
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Figure 5.2. The Interaction Between Experimental Conditions and System

Suppression in Predicting Negative System Emotions

Moreover, the interaction terms in system anger, fear/anxiety, sadness,

guilt/shame, and happiness were also significant. Taken together, as demonstrated in

Table 5.5, participants who were exposed to the system affirmation manipulation

reported somewhat less system anger (5 = -.19, p <.01), fear/anxiety (= -.15, p <

.05), and sadness ( = -.16, p < .05) as well as marginally less guilt/shame (5 = -.13,

p = .05) but more happiness (# = .12, p = .07) in the first step. Again, system

suppression predicted system anger (5 = -.19, p < .05), fear/anxiety (5 =-.18, p <

.05), sadness (# = -.19, p < .05), guilt/shame (# = -.25, p < .05) and system happiness

in the second step (# =.18, p <.05). As expected, the effect was qualified by a

significant interaction of the experimental condition with system suppression in

predicting system fear/anxiety (5 = .22, p <.05), sadness (5 = .20, p <.05),

177



guilt/shame (5 = .16, p < .05), and happiness (5 = -16, p < .05). Also, results revealed
a marginally significant interaction between experimental conditions and system
suppression in the system anger (5 = .15, p = .06).

To interpret the interaction, the unique effect of interactions and relevant
simple slopes for the interactions were examined. To examine the unique effects, an
additional regression analyses were run. In this additional regression analyses,
experimental conditions and system suppression were included in the first step, and
their interaction was included in the second step. Simple slope graphs were drawn
based on this unique interaction. Overall results revealed that system suppression
consistently serve as a buffer for detrimental effects system threat on emotions
regarding with the status quo.

Results based on unique regression analyses demonstrated that the only
interaction term of system fear/anxiety and system sadness reached the significant
level. Thus, only the interaction graphs of system fear/anxiety and system sadness
were plotted. Specifically, the main effects of experimental conditions and system
suppression were significant in predicting system fear/anxiety (5 = .14, f =-.15,p <
.05, respectively) and system sadness in the first step (8 = .15, f = -.16, p < .05,
respectively), (F(2, 230) =5.41, p < .05, R? = .05, Adjusted R>= .04, AR?= .05, AF =
5.41, p <.05), (F(2, 230) = 6.01, p <.001, R?= .05, Adjusted R?=.04, AR?= .05, AF
=6.01, p <.01), respectively. In the second step, the interaction between system
suppression and experimental conditions was significant in system fear/anxiety (5 =
14, p <.05), (F(3, 230) =5.29, p < .01, R?=.07, Adjusted R?=.05, AR?>= .05, AF =
5.41, p < .05), whereas the same interaction in predicting system sadness was a
marginally significant (5 = .13, p = .05), (F(3, 230) =5.32, p < .01, R? = .07,
Adjusted R? = .05, AR? = .02, AF = 3.80, p = .05).

As demonstrated in Figure 5.3. and 5.4. while participants low in system
suppression reported less system fear/anxiety (t(227) = -3.12, p < .01) and system
sadness (1(227) =-2.30, p < .01) in the system affirmation condition as compared to
the other experimental conditions, participants high in system suppression did not
show a significant effect of condition t(227) = -.17 ns, p < .01, t(227) = -39, ns

respectively. Overall, in line with Hypothesis 5d, system-related emotion regulation
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strategies moderated the relation between system justification and system emotions

(sytem fear /anxiety and system sadness).
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Figure 5.3. The Interaction Between Experimental Conditions and System

Suppression in Predicting System Fear/Anxiety
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5.2.9. Discussion

The current study has provided evidence for both supporting the previous
results and extended them in the experimental setting. The findings of Study 4
indicate that system emotions are attributable to system justification goal pursuit
rather than other motivational concerns, such as the individual goal or group
justification goal pursuit. The experimental manipulation (rather than measurement)
of system affirmation that triggers system justification goal pursuit in the face of a
system threat permits me to conclude that a causal relationship exists between system
justification and system emotions. These results provide the evidence for Hypothesis
2 that system-based emotions reflect appraisals of the social order. Specifically, the
current study demonstrated that exposure to the system affirming manipulation
following a system threat increased positive and decreased negative system
emotions. Results demonstrated that system emotions are attributable to only system
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justification goal but not individual goal or group goal. Therefore, system
justification motive is one of the conditions that allows individuals to the experience
of system emotions.

Consistent with Hypothesis 3, it was found that system emotions affect
willingness to participate in social protests. The results showed that affirming the
status quo provided lower willingness to participate in collective action. Also, the
system emotions were the strong predictors of collective tendencies, after controlling
individual and group emotions. Moreover, when system justification goal was
fulfilled, individuals were less willing to participate in the collective action than
those who fulfilled the individual or the group justification goals Therefore fulfilling
the system justification goal in the face of a system threat decreased people’s
intentions to participate in the collective action in favor of social change.

Moreover, as expected in Hypothesis 4, the system emotions mediated the
relation between system justification mindset (system affirmation) and action
tendencies. Affirming the system leads individuals to report decreased level of
negative and increased level of positive system emotions, then leading to action
tendencies. This suggests that system emotions play a role in social stability vs.
social change.

Consistent with previous studies, results supported Hypothesis 5a in a way
that system emotions are related system emotion regulation strategies. Partially
supporting Hypothesis 5b, however, it was found that the chronic use of system
suppression was related to lower negative system affect, but the chronic use of
individual suppression was not related to individual affect. At the same time, in line
with Hypothesis 5d, the results demonstrated that system suppression serve as a
buffer for detrimental effect of lower system justification goal on the system
emotions (system fear/anxiety and system sadness). Overall, Study 4 has provided
ample experimental evidence linking system justification mindset to system
emotions, as well as system action tendencies, and emotion regulation. The findings

will be discussed in detail in the general discussion below.
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CHAPTER 6

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present dissertation research has attempted to provide empirical evidence
for the characteristics of system-level emotions that are either elicited by some
characteristics of the system, or directed toward individuals, groups, and systems
(Solak et al., 2012). In addition, the present study aimed to examine how system
justification affects the ways in regulating emotions evoked by the system-level
context.

Addressing these two research goals, four studies were conducted to
understand the affective processes of system justification. Using a diverse range of
settings, samples, and methods, the present set of studies has provided generalizable
evidence for the study hypotheses. In Study 1 and Study 2, system justification
motivation was measured as an individual difference variable in the US and Turkish
samples, respectively. In Study 3, the study hypotheses were tested during the 2013
Gezi Protests, and in Study 4, system justification motivation was experimentally
manipulated. The empirical evidence offered by the current line of research provides
consistent and ample evidence on linking system justification, system-level
emotions, and action tendencies and behavior. Although the primary goal of the
present study was to examine the characteristics of the system emotions, by
comparing individual and group emotions, these findings also advance our
understanding of the role of emotion regulation in the relationship of the system
justification with respect to system emotions. Overall, these findings demonstrate
that system justification both directly and indirectly-by affecting emotions that are
experienced in relation to the social system-undermines support for social change
and promotes social stability.

The current study provided empirical evidence for the characteristics of
system-level emotions. Specifically, the dissertation studies have revealed that
system-based emotions (I) reflect standing in the social order, (11) reflect appraisals

of the social order, (I11) affect action tendencies and behaviors. Moreover, it was
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shown that system emotions mediate the relationship between system justification
and action tendencies and behaviors.

The relationship of emotion regulation with system emotions and system
justification was also considered in the present study. In that sense, emotion
regulation measures were included in the research across four studies. Examination
of the results has showed system-based emotions are regulated by system-level
emotion regulation tendencies.

Social behavior occurs within the context of institutional, political, and
cultural system, therefore emotions cannot be fully understood without taking into
consideration the mutual relationship between emotions and social structure. Hence,
the current study empirically extended emotions from individual level and group
level to the level of system. Examination of the findings has revealed important
implications for the emotion and emotion regulation literature. The present chapter
discusses the finding of the study considering each research question and hypothesis,
separately. It is followed by limitations and suggestions for future, and the major
contribution of the present study.

6.1. Relationships Between System, Group, and Individual Emotions

System emotions are embedded in the system-level process, including
ideologies, social status, and system-level motives (cf. Jost, 2011) rather than arising
in response to personal-self relevance events or events related to one’s ingroup
identification. Results indicate that correlations between the three levels of emotions,
namely individual, group, and system emotions are in the expected direction. The
moderate correlations indicate that system emotions are different from individual
emotions, although they overlap to some degree. Also, the correlation pattern within
system emotions (Study 1 and Study 2) is higher than the correlations of system
emotions with individual and group emotions. These correlational results indicate
that system emotions are different from individual and group emotions, although
they overlap to some degree.

Additionally, as was found in Study 4, the correlation of system emotions

with the individual and the group emotions are higher in the system affirmation
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condition than the correlations in the other experimental conditions. One possible
reason for these high associations might be that although fulfilling system
justification goal had the strongest effect on system emotions, feeling satisfaction
with the system may also positively affect individuals’ emotional experience at the
individual and the group-levels. When individuals fulfill a system justification goal,
they not only report more positive affect and less negative emotions related to the
status quo but also fulfilling this goal might spill over on the individual and the group
emotions. Palliative function of system justification states that system justification
operates as a coping response to the many stressors and justifying the status quo
“making people feel better about their own situation, whatever that situation happens
to be” (Jost & Hunyady, 2002, p.146). Therefore, justifying the system strongly
affects system-level concerns and also have some emotional impacts on the

individual-and the group-level concerns.

6.2. System-Level Emotions Reflect Standing in the Social Order

The first hypothesis of the present study was that system-level emotions
reflect standing in the social order. In current research line, the combination of
objective social status (monthly income) and subjective social status (perceived
social status) was used as an indicator of the social status (see also Kraus &
Spethens, 2012). Findings provide evidence that a person’s social status position in a
social structure affects emotional experience, in a way that high SES individuals
reported more positive and less negative system emotions. Moreover, it was shown
that adopting system justification ideologies reduced the detrimental effect of low
social status on negative system emotions.

In line with Hypothesis 1a, it was demonstrated that the social class shapes
emotions that are experienced as a direct or indirect consequence of system-level
characteristics. Results showed that individuals with high social status reported more
positive and less negative system emotions. Specifically, social status is positively
correlated with positive capitalist emotions in the US sample (Study 1) and
negatively associated with negative capitalist emotions in Turkey (Study 2). Also,

social status was positively associated with positive national system emotions during
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the 2013 Gezi Park protests (Study 3). Furthermore, social status was related to less
fear/anxiety derived from being a member of the capitalist economy (Study 2). These
findings are in line with the previous evidence that social class differences promote
divergent emotional experiences related to the status quo (e.g., Mackie et al., 2000;
Tiedens, 2000, 2001; Van Kleef et al., 2008). For instance, reviewing the relevant
literature on the links of power and social status with emotions, Keltner et al. (2003)
reported that reduced power and status were associated with negative feelings, such
as fear and anxiety. Therefore, social status influences and/or modifies individuals’
emotions.

Emotions have social functions that coordinate social interactions in ways
that help individuals to form and maintain the relationships that are beneficial for
social stability (vs. social change) (Keltner & Haidt, 1993; Morris & Keltner, 2000).
Social status guides individuals in their affective responses to maintain their “place”
in the social structure. Therefore, one possible reason for the differences in system
emotions across different social groups might be related to the unequal distribution
of life conditions (see McLeod, 2013). Individuals who are socially close to the
upper social class may have economic and emotional interests that lead them to feel
sympathy towards and satisfaction with the status quo. These individuals may see
themselves successful at moving up in the socioeconomic ladder and they may
believe that they have a fair chance to succeed. Because they gain the benefits of the
current economic and social system, they might be satisfied with their financial
situation and a life that leads them to report more positive and less negative system
emotions.

However, lower status individuals can criticize the system that put them in a
disadvantageous position (see also Zimmerman & Reyna, 2013). Lower social class
individuals are deprived from the current economic and social system because they
are more likely to be the focus of threats, inequality, and punishment that results in
more negative system emotions (see Keltner et al., 2003; S. T. Fiske, 2003). Hence,
they are more likely to be dissatisfied with the status quo. These findings point, yet
again, to the importance of understanding and addressing social status characteristics

as the underpinnings of system emotions.
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In the current study, it also appears that while individual and group emotions
were not associated with social status in the US sample, positive individual emotions,
and specifically, individual happiness, were positively related to social status in
Turkey (Study 2 and Study 3). These results point out that social class differences not
only promote divergent emotional experience related to the status quo but also these
affective responses toward the self (see also Kraus & Stephens, 2012). Exposure to
stressors and limited access to other coping mechanism (e.g., material coping
mechanism) may lead lower status individuals to experience more negative
individual emotions than higher status individuals (see Chen & Miller, 2013; Mc
Leod, 2013). The relationship between happiness and social status was reported in
previous studies. For example, Easterlin reviewed 30 studies conducted in different
countries and he demonstrated that wealthy people are happier than poor people.
Also, Dianer (1984) indicated the positive link between income and happiness. It
also appears that social status is related to individual emotions in Turkey but not in
the USA. One of the possible explanations might be that because inequality is more
prevalent in Turkey as compared to the USA (Factbook, 2010), not only one life
domain (e.g., emotions toward the status quo)- but also other life domains, such as
personal life is affected by the system-level contexts.

Hypothesis 1b states that system justification reduces the detrimental effects
of low social status on negative system emotions. As explained in the introduction
section, palliative function of system justification results in higher satisfaction with
the status quo, positive affect, life satisfaction but lower moral outrage, frustration,
and cognitive dissonance (Dalbert, 2002; Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Harding & Sibley,
2013; Rankin et al., 2009). Confirming the legitimacy of status quo, as mentioned
before, serves as the basis for coping strategies (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; 2005; Jost et
al., 2008). Current findings align with this argument. It was found that economic
system justification significantly moderates the relationship of social status with
system sadness (Study 1, Study 2) and system happiness (Study 1). The perception of
the economic system as fair and legitimate serves as a system-justifying function,
and maintain a positive view of the system (Jost & Thompson, 2000). Therefore, at
the low level of economic system justification, low status individuals reported more

capitalist economy sadness and less happiness than high status individuals, whereas

186



for high level of system justification, there was no significant difference between
social status groups.

In addition, justifying the existing national system significantly moderates the
relationship between social status and negative emotions derived from being a
participant of the Turkey’s system during the 2013 Gezi protests. Specifically,
although low SES individuals reported more negative national system emotions than
high SES individuals, at the high level of system justification, no significant SES
group differences were observed. In line with Study 1 and Study 2, sadness showed
the parallel pattern of the results of Study 3. That is to say, low SES individuals
reported more national system sadness. These results indicate that bolstering the
social status quo serves as a mitigates expressing sadness, disappointment, and
resentfulness derived from being a member of the Turkey’s national system.

Why does system justification consistently affect the link between SES and
system sadness? One of the possible explanations is that individuals who express
sadness may engage in a more extensive deliberation during decision making. In
other words, as compared to other emotions, sadness might be associated strongly
with accuracy perceptions of the status quo. For example, past research demonstrated
that induction of a sad emotional state decreases the likelihood of false memory bias
that shows that “with sadness comes accuracy” (Storbeck & Clore, 2005, p. 785).

However, adopting system justifying ideologies reduces accuracy in the
evaluation of the status quo. System justification goal pursuit results in memory
distortions such as misremembering the reasons for the power differences as being
more fair and legitimate than they actually are (Haines & Jost, 2000). These results
may imply that since sadness about the status quo is more related to the accuracy
perception of the system, as compared to the other discrete emotions, system
justifying ideologies consistently affect sadness derived from some aspects of the
status quo. Also, another possible explanation for the relationship between system
justification and sadness is that sadness is more frequently experienced and regulated
as compared to other emotions (see Webb, Miles, & Sheeran, 2012).

In sum, the available evidence derived from the current research suggested
that social status affects emotional experience in a way that higher status individuals

report more positive and less negative system emotions. However, system
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justification buffers detrimental effecst of disadvantaged status on system emotions
by giving the “illusory happiness of the people” (see Jost et al., 2010, p. 5). Thus,
system justifying ideologies mitigate the effect of social status on negative system

emotions (mainly, sadness).

6.3. System-Based Emotions Reflect Appraisals of the Social Order

Across four studies, results showed a strong relationship between system
emotions and system justification motives, even after controlling group justification
motives. It was found that system justification tendencies were correlated with
system emotions, and these correlation ranges are stronger than those of system
justification tendencies with individual and group emotions both in the USA and
Turkey in Study 1 and Study 2. Specifically, while economic system justification
was the strongest predictor of the capitalist economy emotions, general system
justification was the strongest predictor of the -national system emotions. Also,
system justification tendencies were the most important predictor of naturally
occurring system emotions both in political party supporters sample and non-
supporters sample during the protests in Study 3. Generally speaking, it was found
that in the first three correlational studies that general system justification positively
predicted positive national system emotions and negatively predicted negative
system emotions, after controlling group justification motives.

Moreover, system justification was experimentally manipulated in Study 4,
and it was found that affirming the system in a response to a system threat evokes
more positive and less negative national system emotions. In other words, as
compared to individual justification and group justification mindsets, system
justification mindset leads individuals to report more system emotions. Therefore,
Study 4 indicated that system emotions are attributable to system justification goal
pursuit rather than other relevant motivational concerns, such as the individual
justification or the group justification. Specifically, in the condition where system-
defensive motivation was fulfilled, individuals were more likely to experience
positive system emotions and less likely to experience negative system emotions, as

compared to the conditions in which ego-defensive and group-defensive motivations
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were fulfilled. Therefore, affirming the system serves as a palliative function when
individuals confront with threatening information about the status quo (see also,
Feygina, 2012). As a result of the palliative function of system justification (Jost &
Hunyady, 2002; Jost et al., 2003), accessing to system-justifying beliefs or activation
of various social systems increase the positive affect and decrease the negative affect
(e.g., Cichocka & Jost, 2012; Harding & Sibley, 2013; Napier & Jost, 2008; Napier,
Thorisdottir, & Jost, 2010; O’Brien & Major, 2005; Rankin et al., 2009).

Overall, the data patterns suggest that system emotions are largely derived
from system justification motive. System justification motive leads individuals to
avoid negative feelings and report positive feelings regarding to the status quo. This
makes sense because individuals experience emotions in the service of their goals
(Mauss & Tamir, 2014), thus system justification motive is one of the conditions that
induces emotional experience regarding with the status quo. These results indicate
that system level emotions are dependent to one’s level of system level motives such

as system justification motive.

6.4. System-Level Emotions Affect System-Relevant Action Tendencies and

Behaviors

The results of the current study also demonstrate that system-level emotions
predicted system-relevant action tendencies and behaviors, above and beyond the
predictive power of individual and group emotions. The third characteristic of
system-level emotions is that system-level emotions affect action tendencies and
behavior, including behaviors that promote system stability vs. change. Consistent
with Hypothesis 3, the data patterns suggested that system emotions predict action
tendencies and behaviors, after controlling the effects of individual and group
emotions.

The results of the current study showed that negative system emotions were
the most important predictor of intention and behavior regarding the collective
action, after controlling individual and group emotions. For example, consistent with
Hypothesis 3, it was found that negative national and capitalist economy emotions

were the most important predictor in the system relevant action tendencies and
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behavior, after controlling individual and group emotions, in the US (Study 1). It was
also shown that people with more negative capitalist system emotions were more
likely to have higher willingness to participate in collective action, after controlling
individual and group emotions in Turkey (Study2). Also, higher negative and lower
positive system emotions predicted willingness and actual participation in the 2013
Gezi protets (Study 3). Considering these patterns of results, it appears that negative
system emotions were a more important determinant than positive system emotions
in predicting system-related action tendencies and behavior. This was also consistent
with previous work. For instance, research on collective action has pointed out the
role of negative emotions in predicting collective action participation (e.g., lyer et al.,
2007; Livingstone, Spears, Manstead, & Burder, 2009; Van Zomeren et al., 2004,
2008).

Moral outrage and anger are the central components of social protests and
attitudes towards social policies (Gurr, 1970; Nepstad & Smith, 2001; Montada &
Scheinder, 1989; Smit et al, 2008; VVan Zomeren et al., 2004, 2008). Specifically,
anger is one of the important emotions in collective action. Because anger is related
to a high level of arousal and action readiness (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989;
Roseman,Wiest, & Swartz, 1994) and it is typically elicited when other person,
group, or a particular situations are appraised as being unjustified or unfair (Averill,
1982). In line with this work, in the current study anger was the most important
emotion in motivating individuals to participate in the protests. In other words, as
compared to other discrete emotions, relationship of system anger with collective
action intention was stronger.

Furthermore, one of the critical findings in the current research is that
experimental manipulation of system justification reduced individuals’ willingness to
participate in collective protests. As mentioned before, Jost et al. (2012)
demonstrated that individuals in a system justification condition reported less
willingness to participate in protest as compared to those in a system non-justifying
condition. Current findings provided support for these previous studies Specifically,
Study 4 provides evidence that affirming the system in response to a system threat
leads to lower willingness to participate in collective action as compared to

individual affirmation, group affirmation, and control conditions. Considering that
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system justification satisfies epistemic, existential, and relational needs (Hennes et
al., 2012), threats to the system are likely to increase the motivation to justify the
status quo (Kay & Jost, 2005). In this respect, system affirmation offers a powerful
tool to satisfy these needs and reconstruct a sense of coherence and security about the
status quo, that in turn, reduced willingness to engage in social change (see also
Feygina, 2012). Also, this result is consistent with the results obtained in Study 3.
Moreover, the mediating model in Study 3, showed that system justification has a
direct effect on the 2013 Gezi Park protest participation. Overall, system justification
motivation typically leads people to take action against the status quo.

In line with Hypothesis 4, system emotions mediated the relationship between
system justification and action tendencies and behaviors, in a way that system
justification both directly and indirectly undermines support for collective action.
Wakslak et al. (2007) demonstrated that system justification reduces moral outrage,
which in turn undermines intentions and actions aiming at helping disadvantages.
Likewise, Jost et al. (2012) indicated that system justification was negatively related
to anger and willingness to protest, and then anger mediated the relationship between
system justification and collective action. The current research findings are align
with these results. Specifically, across four studies both national and capitalist
economy emotions mediated the effect of system justification on intentions and
actions related to protests. These results indicated that when system justification
motivation is heightened either chronically or temporally, individuals are more likely
to report more positive and less negative system emotions and they show less
willingness to take action against the status quo, and those emotions mediate the
effect of system justification on system-related action tendencies and behavior.

6.5. System Emotions, Emotion Regulation, and System Justification

In the current study, it was also suggested that regulating ways of emotions
have implications for system emotions and system justification. It was found that
individual and system emotion regulation strategies are correlated to each other.
Across four studies, the relationships of system emotion regulation strategies with

individual emotion regulation strategies ranged from .10 to .55. Chronic emotion
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regulation strategies overlap with system-related emotion regulation strategies to
some degree. These results showed that who frequently use individual suppression
and reappraisal are frequently more likely to use system reappraisal and suppression.

Emotion regulation is affected by the motive people have in the current
context. In other words, emotion regulation strategies are adopted to the extent that
they help individuals to attain their goals (Tamir & Bigman, 2014). System
justification is a powerful motive that affects the ways of seeing the world,
behavioral and emotional experiences. Past research attempts to explain how system
justification influences emotional reactions (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Harding &
Sibley, 2013; Rankin et al., 2009). From the majority of findings, it can be seen that
system justification is also associated with emotion regulation tendencies. The study
results indicated that system justification was positively associated with both system
reappraisal and system suppression. Specifically, consistent with Hypothesis 5c, the
relationship of system justification with system emotion regulation strategies was
stronger than the relationship of system justification tendencies with individual
emotion regulation strategies. This hypothesis was supported in Study 2 and Study 3.
Cognitive reappraisal allows individuals to change the meaning of emotional event
whereas suppression results in inhibiting expression of emotional state (Gross, 1998;
John & Gross, 2003).

System justification might lead to positive reappraisal of negative events
regarding the status quo and decreasing the behavioral expression of negative
system-level affective concerns. Specifically, Study 3 provides the most important
support for the current hypothesis. In Study 3, system justification tendencies were
only correlated with system emotion regulation strategies, but not individual emotion
regulation strategies. One of the possible reasons of this result might be that system-
level motives are activated during the social protests. System justification operates as
a goal which motivates individuals to restore their belief toward the status quo by
leading them to adopt system justification means (Jost, 2008; Liviatan & Jost, 2014).
When system justification goal is activated, individuals will be more motivated to
use emotion regulation strategies related to the status quo in order to achieve their
desired emotional state. System justification, therefore, is related to emotion

regulation strategies which are functional in the given context, so by using these
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strategies, people particularly regulate their emotions congruent with their system-
level motives.

Following goal approach of emotion regulation (Tamir & Bigman, 2014), the
findings of three studies conducted in Turkey (Study 2, Study 3, and Study 4)
demonstrated that system emotions were associated with system emotion regulation
strategies more than individual emotion regulation strategies. In other words, as
compared to individual emotion regulation strategies, system-related emotion
regulation strategies will be strongly related to system emotions. As stated before,
emotion regulation strategies operate in a service of the desired goals (e.g., Mauss &
Tamir, 2014). In the current study, system justification motivation may determine
which emotions people attempt to regulate. Therefore, system-related emotion
regulation may operate in the service of system justification which affect emotional
experience related to the status quo. Together, these findings also provide convergent
and discriminant validity for system-related emotion regulation strategies.

Confirming Hypothesis 5b, system suppression was linked with more positive
and less negative system emotions, whereas individual suppression was associated
with less positive and more negative individual emotions. Past studies showed that
using trait suppression is associated with lower well-being, self-esteem,
inauthenticity, environmental mastery, and a sense of control (Gross & John, 2003).
Consistent with these previous findings on trait suppression, in the current study
chronic use of individual suppression was associated with lower levels of positive
(Study 1, Study 2, Study3) and higher levels of negative (Study 2, Study 3)
individual emotions. Higher system suppression, however, is associated with more
positive (Study 2; Study 3; Study 4) and less negative system (Study 2, Study 4)
emotions. These findings indicated that individuals who use suppression about the
status quo deal with the system level concerns by controlling their emotional
expression.

As mentioned above, people use the emotion regulation strategies in line with
their goals. For instance, if system justification promotes the experience of
satisfaction with the status quo, the emotion regulation strategies should increase
positive affect and decrease negative affect related to the system. In the context of

current study, therefore, system justification may allow individuals to employ
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suppression toward the status quo, which results in more positive and less negative
emotions.

In line with Hypothesis 5d, it was also found that system related emotion
regulation strategies will moderate the link between system justification and system
emotions, in a way that system emotion regulation strategies will buffer the
detrimental effects of low system justification on negative system emotions.
Generally speaking, it was found that system suppression buffers the detrimental
effects of system justification on negative system emotions. Specifically, when
individuals employ system suppression strategy, they are prone to express less
negative system emotions at the low level of system justification. Specifically,
system suppression buffers negative effects of system justification on negative
system emotions in general (Study 1, Study 2, Study 4) as well as system anger
(Study 2), system sadness (Study 1, Study 2, Study 4), system guilt/shame (Study 2),
and system fear/anxiety (Study 4) in particular. Moreover, system suppression results
in heightened positive system emotions (Study 1, Study 2), and system happiness
(Study 2) at the low system justification condition. Together, the results
demonstrated that employing suppression strategy toward the status quo allows
individuals to report less negative and more emotions derived from experiences with
the status quo. As mentioned in the introduction section, past research has showed
that suppression strategy is adopted in the cultures where uncertainty avoidance and
power distance at the high level (Matsumoto et al., 2008).

Past research has also provided support for the assumption that endorsing
system-justifying ideologies is associated with epistemic needs to attain certainty,
consistency and meaning (see Hennes et al., 2012). In the current study, system-
related suppression operates as a function of sustaining the social order and the social
status quo. Suppressing emotional responses toward the status quo restraints negative
affect derived from the system-related context and disrupt actions that challenge the
status quo. For instance in Study 4, those who chronically employ suppression
toward the status quo, reported more positive and less negative system emotions,
even when their system-defensive motivation is not fulfilled as a response to system
threat. It appears that suppression is one of the system justifying means to maintain

the status quo. Therefore, these results seem to provide new explanations for why
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individuals are still satisfied with the system, even they accept that system is not just
and fair.

Additionally, the moderating effect of system suppression was not found in
Study 3 which was conducted during the protests. It makes sense because during the
protests individuals are less likely to suppress their emotions toward the status quo.
Consistent with the current study’s findings, past research has showed that
suppression reduced willingness to participate in collective action (Gill & Matheson,
2006).

6.6. Limitations and Future Suggestions

The current work made important contributions to the available literature by
providing empirical evidence for system-level emotions. However, the current study
has also limitations that should be considered while interpreting the results. First,
although system justification motive was experimentally manipulated in the current
study, alternative explanation could be that people who have more positive and less
negative system emotions are more likely to justify the status quo. Future research
should test whether reporting system emotions affects the strength of system
justification motivation. This could be done in longitudinal studies that analyze
system emotions and change in system justification tendencies over time.

The second limitation of the present investigation is the fact that the findings
are subject to common method bias. The study used self-report measures for each
variable across four studies. The future studies should consider implicit measures to
assess emotional experiences and emotion regulation.

The third limitation of the present research is related to discrete emotions.
The current research largely focuses on classifying emotions as positive or negative.
Previous research has explored that discrete emotions such as anger, guilt, shame,
fear have quite different social functions and consequences (Frijda & Mesquita,
1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999). This conclusion implies a need for a research on
comparing the effects of individual, group, and system level effects of discrete

emotions.
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As a fourth limitation, the first hypothesis of the study is that system-based
emotions reflect one’s subjective as well as objective standing in the social order. In
the current study, social status is measured based on individuals’ self-reported
income and status. Thus, future research should test this hypothesis in the setting
where social status is experimentally manipulated.

Fifth limitation is that although the study hypotheses based on emotion
regulation were built on goal approach of emotion regulation (e.g., Mauss & Tamir,
2014; Tamir, 2009), it was not tested that whether system justification was associated
with choosing to use system suppression more often to regulate emotions, even when
other emotion regulation strategies exist in the current context. Future research, thus,
should test frequency of using of system suppression when other regulation strategies
are available.

Finally, the current study showed that system justification motive is one of
the conditions that allows individuals to the experience of system emotions. The
future studies should examine other possible motivations underlying system
emotions, and how these possible motivations affect the characteristics of system

emotions.

6.7. Contributions and Implications of the Study

The present study has many implications for emotion and emotion regulation
literature, as well as system justification theory.

First of all, past research has examined the links between emotional
experience and social structure, focusing on individual and group-level process (e.g.,
lyer & Leach, 2008; Smith & Mackie, 2008). However, current study provides
empirical evidence for system-level emotions. Specifically, current dissertation
focuses on the characteristics of system-based emotions which are experienced by
individual as a consequence of subjective and objective system-level characteristics
(Solak et al., 2012). Drawing on the variety of empirical findings and theoretical
approaches based one emotional experiences, the current study provides empirical
support for the fact that individuals not only experience emotions derived from

individual-and group-level processes, but they also they experience emotions derived
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from some aspect of the social status quo. It was demonstrated that the evidence for
the characteristic of system-level emotions. Therefore, the current study contributed
to the emotion literature by extending emotions form individual-and group-level
context to system-level context.

Second, current study has shown that emotion regulation strategies toward the
status quo play a role in maintaining the social stability. Specifically, it has been
showed that suppressing system emotions operates as a tool for protecting social
order. Suppressing emotional responses toward the status quo restraints negative
affect derived from the system-related context and disrupts actions against the status
quo. Moreover, past research suggests that cognitive reappraisal is a healthy strategy
(see John & Gross, 2003). However, employing reappraisal strategy would have
some detrimental consequences for social stability. System justification is related to
system reappraisal, which is associated with more positive system and less negative
system emotions.

Moreover, the current study offers empirical evidence to better understand
how system justification processes play a role in emotional experience and emotion
regulation related to the system-level concerns. A great deal of research in system
justification theory has focused on cognitive and motivational components of
supporting the status quo. However, the current study provides an example of fruitful
collaboration of system justification theory with emotion research both in
psychology and sociology. At the same time, this study has provided an opportunity
to better interpret and/or understand emotional dynamics underlying social stability

(vs social change).

6.8. Conclusion

The line of research presented here demonstrates that responses to social
stability vs. social change cannot be fully understood without taking into
consideration the key role of system-level emotional experiences, which are mutually
associated with the motivations aimed at supporting or opposing the status quo.
Individuals not only experience emotions derived from individual-or group-level

concerns, but they also can experience emotions either evoked by some features of
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the system or directed toward individual, group, and system. Moreover, the present
study showed how system justification affects the regulating ways of emotions
induced by the system-level context. Also, the current research line findings
demonstrate that system justification both directly and indirectly-by affecting
emotions that are experienced in relation to the social system—undermines support
for social change and promotes social stability. Including reciprocal linkages
between emotional experiences and social structure, | hope that the current research
has contributed in the current literature by shedding some lights on the dynamics of

social change.
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APPENDICES

A. Materials of Study 1

EMOTION REGULATION QUESTIONNAIRE

What do you think and do in general, while attempting to influence your feelings? Please indicate
to what extent you agree with each statement. (7 point scale; 1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly

agree)

1)
2)
3)

4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)

Not at all Very Much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I control my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I'm in.

When I want to feel less negative emotion, I change the way I'm thinking about the situation.
When I want to feel more positive emotion, I change the way I'm thinking about the situation.
When I want to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), I change what I'm
thinking about.

When I want to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger), I change what I'm
thinking about.

When I'm faced with a stressful situation, I make myself think it in a way that helps me stay
calm.

I control my emotions by not expressing them.

When I am feeling negative emotions, I make sure not to express them.

I keep my emotions to myself.

When I am feeling positive emotions, I am careful not to express them.

INDIVIDUAL EMOTIONS

Now we would like you to focus only on YOURSELF. When you think of yourself as an unique
INDIVIDUAL, to what extent do you feel each of the following emotions? Choose the number that
indicates your best estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about
yourself an individual. Simply, how do you feel about YOURSELEF?

Not at all Very Much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1) Ifeel angry at myself.

2) Ifeel angry at others.

3) Asanindividual, I feel satisfied.
4) Asanindividual, I feel afraid.

5) As an individual, I feel hopeful.
6) As an individual, I feel proud.

7) Asan individual, I feel disgusted.

8) As an individual, I feel uneasy.

9) As an individual, I feel happy.
10) As an individual, I feel grateful.
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11) As an individual, I feel guilty.

12) As an individual, I feel respectful.
13) As an individual, I feel irritated.

14) As an individual, I feel cheerful.

15) As an individual, I feel frustrated.
16) As an individual, I feel at ease.

17) As an individual, I feel shame.

18) As an individual, I feel excited.

19) As an individual, I feel anxious.

20) As an individual, I feel sad.

21) As an individual, I feel outrage.

22) As an individual, I feel regretful.

23) As an individual, I feel bothered.

24) As an individual, I feel disappointed.
25) Not As an individual, I feel betrayed.
26) Not As an individual, I feel resentful.

27) As an individual, I feel envious.

GROUP EMOTIONS-POLITICAL PARTY IDENTITY

Please indicate whether you identify yourself as Republican or Democrat.
I identify myself as a Republican.
Iidentify myself as a Democrat.
Other (Please specify).....................

Please indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.

Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Completely agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

—_

I see myself as a typical member of my political party.

)
2) Iam pleased to be a member of my political party.
3) Ifeel strong ties with members of my political party.
4) Tidentify with other members of my political party.
5) Members of my political party are superior to members of most other political parties.
6) Asarule, members of my political party are justified in acting the way they do.

Now we would like you to focus only on YOUR POLITICAL PARTY GROUP or political party
belongingness. When you think of yourself as a member of YOUR POLITICAL PARTY, to what
extent do you feel each of the following emotions? Choose the number that indicates you best
estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about yourself as a member of
your party. Simply, how do you feel about being a member of YOUR POLITICAL PARTY?

Not at all Very Much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1)  Ifeel angry at Democrats.
2)  Ifeel angry at Republicans.
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3)  Asamember of my political party, I feel satisfied.
4)  As a member of my political party, I feel afraid.

5)  As amember of my political party, I feel hopeful.
6) Asamember of my political party, I feel proud.

7)  As amember of my political party, I feel disgusted.
8)  Asamember of my political party, I feel uneasy.

9)  Asamember of my political party, I feel happy.
10) As a member of my political party, I feel grateful.
11) As a member of my political party, I feel guilty.

12) As a member of my political party, I feel respectful.
13) As a member of my political party, I feel irritated.
14) As a member of my political party, I feel cheerful.
15) As a member of my political party, I feel frustrated.
16) As a member of my political party, I feel at ease.
17) As a member of my political party, I feel shame.
18) As a member of my political party, I feel excited.
19) As a member of my political party, I feel anxious.
20) Asamember of my political party, I feel sad.

21) Asa member of my political party, I feel outrage.
22) As amember of my political party, I feel regretful.
23) As amember of my political party, I feel bothered.
24) As a member of my political party, I feel disappointed.
25) As a member of my political party, I feel betrayed.
26) Asamember of my political party, I feel resentful.
27) As a member of my political party, I feel envious.

GROUP JUSTIFICATION AND GROUP EMOTIPNS (NYU IDENTITY)
What is your university?---------

Please indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.

Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Completely agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1) Isee myself as a typical NYU student.
2) Iam pleased to be an NYU student
3) Ifeel strong ties with NYU students.

4) Tidentify with other NYU students.
5) NYU students are superior to students in most American universities.

6) As arule, NYU students are justified in acting the way they do.

Now please focus on your NYU GROUP or NYU belongingness. When you think of yourself as an
NYU STUDENT, to what extent do you feel each of the following emotions? Choose the number
that indicates your best estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about
yourself an NYU student? Simply, how do you feel about being an NYU STUDENT?

Not at all Very Much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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1) Ifeel angry at NYU students.

2) Not at I feel angry at non-NYU students.
3) Asan NYU student, I feel satisfied.

4) Asan NYU student, I feel afraid.

5) Asan NYU student, I feel hopeful.

6) Asan NYU student, I feel proud.

7) As an NYU student, I feel disgusted.
8) Asan NYU student, I feel uneasy.

9) As an NYU student, I feel happy.

10) As an NYU student, I feel grateful.
11) As an NYU student, I feel guilty.

12) As an NYU student, I feel respectful.
13) As an NYU student, I feel irritated.
14) As an NYU student, I feel cheerful.
15) As an NYU student, I feel frustrated.
16) As an NYU student, I feel at ease.
17) As an NYU student, I feel shame.
18) Asan NYU student, I feel excited.
19) Asan NYU student, I feel anxious.
20) Asan NYU student, I feel sad.

21) As an NYU student, I feel outrage.
22) Asan NYU student, I feel regretful.
23) Asan NYU student, I feel bothered.
24) As an NYU student, I feel disappointed.
25) As an NYU student, I feel betrayed.
26) Asan NYU student, I feel resentful.
27) As an NYU student, I feel envious.

GENERAL SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION AND NATIONAL SYSTEM EMOTIONS ( THE
AMERICAN SYSTEM)

General System Justification Scale

Please indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.

Strongly disagree O O O O O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1) In general, America is just and fair.

2) In general, American society operates as it should.

3) America needs to be restructured.

4) America is the best country in the world.

5) America serves the greatest good for its citizens.

6) Everyone in America has a fair shot at wealth and happiness.
7) America is getting worse every year.

8) America is set up so that people usually get what they deserve.

Now we would like you to focus only on the AMERICAN SYSTEM and AMERICAN “WAY OF
LIFE”. When you think of yourself as a PARTICIPANT IN THE AMERICAN SYSTEM, to what do
you feel each of the following emotions in general? Choose the number that indicates your best
estimate of how much you experience each emotion when you think about yourself as a participant
in the American system. Simply, how do you feel about being participant of the AMERICAN
SYSTEM?
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Not at all Very Much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1)  Ifeel angry at American system.

2)  Ifeel angry at systems in other countries.

3)  Asa participant in the American system, I feel satisfied.
4)  Asa participant in the American system, I feel afraid.

5)  Asa participant in the American system, I feel hopeful.
6) Asa participant in the American system, I feel proud.

7)  Asa participant in the American system, I feel disgusted.
8)  Asa participant in the American system, I feel uneasy.

9)  Asa participant in the American system, I feel happy.
10) As a participant in the American system, I feel grateful.
11) As a participant in the American system, I feel guilty.

12) As a participant in the American system, I feel respectful.
13) As a participant in the American system, I feel irritated.
14) As a participant in the American system, I feel cheerful.
15) As a participant in the American system, I feel frustrated.
16) As a participant in the American system, I feel at ease.
17) As a participant in the American system, I feel shame.
18) As a participant in the American system, I feel excited.
19) As a participant in the American system, I feel anxious.
20) As a participant in the American system, I feel sad.

21) Asa participant in the American system, I feel outrage.
22) As a participant in the American system, I feel regretful.
23) As a participant in the American system, I feel bothered.
24) As a participant in the American system, I feel disappointed.
25) As a participant in the American system, I feel betrayed.
26) As a participant in the American system, I feel resentful.
27) As a participant in the American system, I feel envious.

ECONOMIC SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION AND CAPITALIST ECONOMY EMOTIONS

Economic System Justification Scale

Please indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.

Strongly disagree O O O O O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

If people work hard, they almost always get what they want.

The existence of widespread economic differences does not mean they are inevitable.
Laws of nature is responsible for differences in wealth in society.

There are many reasons to think that the economic system is unfair.

It is virtually impossible to eliminate poverty.

The poor people are not essentially different from reach people.

Most people who don’t get ahead in our society should not blame the system; they have only themselves
to blame.

Equal distribution of resources is a possibility for our society.

Social class differences reflect differences in the natural order of things.

10. Economic differences in the society reflect an illegitimate distribution of resources.

11. There will always be poor people, because there will never be enough jobs for everybody.
12. Economic positions are legitimate reflections of people’s achievements.
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13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

If people wanted to change the economic system to make things equal, they could.

Equal distribution of resources is unnatural.

It is unfair to have an economic system which produces extreme wealth and extreme poverty at the
same time.

There is no point to make incomes more equal.

There are no inherent differences between rich and poor; it is a purely a matter of the circumstances into
which you born.

Now we would like you to focus on the CAPITALIST ECONOMY. When you think of yourself as a
MEMBER OF A CAPITALIST ECONOMY, to what extent do you feel each of the following
emotions in general? Choose the number that indicates your best estimate of how much you
experience each emotion when you think about yourself as a member of the capitalist economy?
How do you feel about being a member of a CAPITALIST ECONOMY?

D)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Not at all Very Much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I feel angry at the capitalist system.

I feel angry at the socialist system.

As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel satisfied.
As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel afraid.

As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel hopeful.
As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel proud.

As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel disgusted.
As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel uneasy.
As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel happy.

10) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel grateful.
11) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel guilty.

12) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel respectful.
13) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel irritated.
14) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel cheerful.
15) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel frustrated.
16) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel at ease.
17) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel shame.
18) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel excited.
19) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel anxious.
20) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel sad.

21) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel outrage.
22) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel regretful.
23) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel bothered.
24) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel disappointed.
25) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel betrayed.
26) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel resentful.
27) As a member of a capitalist economy, I feel envious.

COLLECTIVE ACTION TENDENCIES AND BEHAVIORS

Following includes a list of collective actions and please indicate how much you would be willing
to participate in each action.

Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Completely agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1) I am willing to participate in protest actions against the high tuition costs at my university.
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2) I am willing to participate in actions in favor of equal access to university education for everyone.
3) I am willing to participate in actions to protest against gender disparities in the workplace.

4) I am willing to participate in actions in favor of protecting the rights of ethnic minorities.

5) I am willing to participate in actions in favor of increasing freedom of speech and expression in
society.

6) I am willing to participate in actions to increase financial assistance for homeless people.

7) I am willing to participate in actions in favor of a more equal distribution of economic resources.
8) I support those who are participating in the “Occupy Wall Street” movement.

How often have you engaged in each of the following actions during the past 1 year?
1 =never; 2 =1 time; 3 = two times; 4 = three times; 5= four times;6= five times; 7= more than 6 times

Participated in a political demonstration.

Added your name to e-mail petitions or a protest letter.

Attended meetings or discussion groups about how to address a social problem.

Taken part in protest via social networking websites (e.g., joining in a protest group on
Facebook, protesting something on your Facebook Wall)

Help to organizing a demonstration or public campaign.

SYSTEM-RELATED EMOTION REGULATION QUESTIONNAIRE

What do you think and do in general, while attempting to influence your feelings about the
American system? Please indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.

Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Completely agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1)  Icontrol my emotions about the American system by changing the way I think about the
situation I'm in.

2)  When I want to feel less negative emotion about the American system, I change the way I'm
thinking about the situation.

3)  When I want to feel more positive emotion about the American system, I change the way I'm
thinking about the situation.

4)  When I want to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement) about the American
system, I change what I'm thinking about.

5)  When I want to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger) about the American system,
I change what I'm thinking about.

6) When I'm faced with a stressful situation, I make myself think about the American system in a
way that helps me stay calm.

7) I control my emotions about the American system by not expressing them.

8)  When I am feeling negative emotions about the American system, I make sure not to express
them.

9) Ikeep my emotions about the American system to myself.

10) When I am feeling positive emotions about the American system, I am careful not to express
them.
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Appendix B
Turkish Abstract
Tezin Tiirkce Ozeti
Sosyal ve politik davranis duygularla i¢icedir. Duygular ve duygu
diizenlemesi ¢ok yonlii bir olgu olup, sosyal ve politik tutumlarin anlasilmasi igin
onemlidir. (Bar-Tal, Halperin, & de Rivera, 2007; Gill & Matheson, 2006; Halperin,
Sharvit, & Gross, 2011; Marcus, 2003). Sosyal sistemlere verilen tepkiler sadece
duygulardan etkilenmemekte, ayn1 zamanda duygular da mevcut sosyal diizenin
stirdiiriilmesi ya da bu diizene karsi1 ¢ikilmasina yonelik tepkileri ¢esitli yollardan
bi¢imlendirmektedir (Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Shepherd, Spears, & Manstead, 2013;
Sweetman, Spears, Livingstone, & Manstead, 2013, Van Zomeren, Postmes, &
Spears, 2008). Ozellikle de sosyoloji ve politik bilimler alanlarindaki bir¢ok diisiiniir
duygularin sosyal sistemlerle karsilikli iligskisine dikkat ¢ekmistir (6rn., Goodwin,
Jasper, & Polletta, 2011; Marcus, 2003; Kemper, 1991).

Son yirmi yildir, duygularin siyasi ve sosyal davranistaki rolii psikologlarin
da arastirma alan1 haline gelmis, bu alanda yapilan ¢aligmalar duygularin insanlarin
bilis ve eylemleriyle iliskilerine isaret etmistir (e.g., de Rivera, 1992; Mackie &
Smith, 1998; Parkinson, Fischer, & Manstead, 2005; Tiedens & Leach, 2004).
Bununlar beraber, sosyal psikolojideki duygu ve duygu diizenlemesi ¢caligmalarinda
iki goriis hakimdir (Solak, Jost, Siimer, & Clore, 2012). Bu goriislerden biri
duygular1 birey perspektifinden ele alirken, diger goriis de duygular1 grup-temelli
bakis agisindan hareketle analiz eder (e.g., Frijda, 1986; Ortony, Clore, & Collins,
1988; C. A. Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007; Ray, Mackie,
& Smith, 2014). Grup temelli ¢aligmalar duygular1 grup —diizeyindeki motivasyonlar,
grup lyeligi ve grup-temelli amaglarla iliskilendirirken (Iyer & Leach, 2008;
Kuppens & Yzerbyt, 2014; Kuppens, Yzerbyt, Dandache, Fischer, & Van der Schalk,
2013; Mackie, Smith, & Ray, 2007; Smith et al., 2007), duygulara birey diizeyindeki
perspektiften yaklasan ¢alismalar ise duygulari birey diizeyindeki motivasyon ve
degerlendirmelerden hareketle analiz etmektedir (6rn., Ortony, et al., 1988; C. A.
Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).

Duygularin yani sira, duygu diizenlemesi konusunda yapilan ¢alismalarin da

odak noktasi bu stirecin kisisel ya da kisiler aras1 dogasi iizerinde durmaktadir
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(Butler & Gross, 2009; Rime, 2009). Son yillarda, duygu diizenlemesi iizerine
yapilan ¢alismalar gruplara arasi ¢atismanin dogasini incelemeye odaklansa da,
arastirmacilar sosyal 6zdesimin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikan grup duygularini
incelemeye yonelmistir (6rn., Gross, 2014a; Halperin & Gross, 2011; Halperin et al.,
2011; Halperin, 2014).

Duygu ve duygu diizenlemenin birey ve grup bakis agsisina vurgu yapan soz
konusu iki hakim bakis agisina ragmen, insan davranisi sadece birey ve grup
baglamlariyla sinirli olmayip, ayni zamanda sistem-diizeyindeki dinamiklerden ya da
mikro, marko sistemlerden ve sosyal yapilardan da etkilenmektedir (Doise, 1986;
Jost & Banaji, 1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004; Stangor &
Jost, 1997; Wakslak, Jost, & Bauer, 2011). Stangor ve Jost (1997), sistem-
diizeyindeki analizin birey ve grup diizeyindeki analizden farkli oldugunu ileri
stirmiistiir. Baska bir deyisle, sistem diizeyindeki analiz, birey grup ve sistemleri de
kapsayan sosyal sistemlerin karakteristikleri hakkindaki agiklamalara dayanmaktadir.

Sistem diizeyindeki analizi benimseyen sistemi mesrulastirma kurami (Jost,
2011; Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2010; Jost & Van der Toorn, 2012; Van der
Toorn & Jost, 2014), sosyal yapu, statiiko, gii¢c ve ideoloji arasindaki karsilikli
iligkilere odaklanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, sistemi mesrulagtirma kurami duygu, bilis, ve
motivasyonu sistem-diizeyinde incelemektedir. Son yillarda duygularin sistemi
mesrulastirma kuramindaki roliine odaklanan ¢aligmalarin sayis1 artmistir (cf.
Chapleau & Oswald, 2014; Connelly & Heesacker, 2012; Godfrey, 2013; Harding &
Sibley, 2013; Jost & Kramer, 2003; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Jost, Wakslak, & Tyler,
2008; Napier & Jost, 2008; O’Brien & Major, 2005; Rankin, Jost, & Wakslak, 2009;
Wakslak, Jost, Tyler, & Chen, 2007; Zimmerman & Reyna, 2013). Bununla beraber,
sistemi mesrulastirma siireglerinde duygularin rolii, motivasyon ya da biligsel
etkenlerin roliine gore daha az ¢alisilmistir.

Solak, Jost, Stimer ve Clore (2012) duygularin sistem-diizeyindeki analizini,
sistemi mesrulastirma kurami (Jost et al., 2004), soysal statii (e.g., Keltner,
Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003; Kraus et al., 2011), grup-diizeyindeki duygular (lyer
& Leach, 2008; Leach, 2010; Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Ray et al., 2014; Smith
et al, 2007) ve duygu diizenlemesi (e.g., Gross, 2014; Gross & John, 2003; Gill &
Matheson, 2006) gibi psikolojideki diger arastirma literatiirlerini birlestirerek ileri
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stirmiistiir. Bu yaklagimda, sistem diizeyindeki duygular biitiinlestirici bir kavram
olarak ortaya sunulmus olup, duygularla ilgili 6nceki kavramalara Karsit degildir,
daha ziyade onlara tamamlayici bir niteliktedir.

Bu tezin amaci Solak ve arkadaslar tarafindan ileri siiriilen sistem-
diizeyindeki duygulara empirik destek saglamaktir. Ayrica, sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimlerinin sistem-diizeyindeki baglamdan ortaya ¢ikan duygu diizenleme
stratejileri ile iliskisi de incelenmistir. Bu iki aragtirma amaci kapsaminda, s6z
konusu doktora tezinde dort ¢aligma yer almaktadir. Calisma 1 ve Calisma 2’de
sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi bireysel bir fark degiskeni olarak dl¢iilmiistiir. Calisma
3’te sistem-diizeyindeki duygular 2013 Gezi Parki eylemleri baglaminda
incelenmistir. Calisma 4’de ise sistemi mesrulastirma motivasyonu deneysel olarak
manipiile edilmistir. S6z konusu tez, sistemi mesrulastirma stireglerinin duygularla
iligkili boyutunun daha iyi anlagilmasini amaglamaktadir.

Tezde ilk olarak, sistem duygularinin analizine deginilecek ve daha sonra
sistemi mesrulastirma kuramina, sistem duygularinin 6zelliklerine deginilecek ve son
olarak da sistemi mesrulastirma kurami, sistem-temelli duygular ve duygu
diizenlemesi arasindaki iliskilerden kisaca bahsedilecektir.

Duygularin Sistem Diizeyindeki Analizi ve Sistem-Diizeyindeki Duygular

Daha 6nceden de belirtildigi tizere, duygular genellikle birey ve/ya grup ile
iliskili giidiiler, biligseler, egilimler ve davraniglar temelinde ¢alisilmaktadir (6rn.,
Frijda, 1986; lyer & Leach, 2008; Smith & ark., 2007; Tajfel, 1978). Buna karsin, az
sayida ¢aligma sosyal diizen ve ideolojilerin duygularla iliskisini incelemistir (6rn.,
Conover & Feldman, 1986; de Rivera, 1992). Buna karsin, sosyal degisim ve
istikrarinin dinamiklerinin analiz edilmesi i¢in duygularin rolii g6z oniinde
bulundurulmalidir. Gordon’un (1990) da dedigi iizere “bir sosyal kurumu
diisiindiigimiizde onunla ilgili belirli bir duyguyu” da diisiiniiriiz” (p. 167).
Dolayisiyla duygular, “isyerleri, semtler, topluluklar, politik partiler, eylemler ve
devletler gibi sosyal organizasyonlarin biiyiik 6l¢ekli birimlerinin ve bu birimlerin
birbiriyle etkilesimlerinin icine gdmiiliidiir” (Goodwin et al., 2001a, p.1). Ornegin,
dini sistemlerde umut, sucluluk ve 6zkontrol duygusu baskinken (Kay, Gaucher,
McGregor, & Nash, 2010; Sedikides, 2010), askeri kurumlar ise 6tke duygusuyla
iliskilendirilmektedir (Clanton, 2006). Dolayisiyla,“sosyal psikologlar ‘makro’
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yapilari ve siirecleri incelemeden duygular1 tam olarak anlayamazlar” (Goodwin et
al., 2001, p. 16).

Duygular, bazen grup diizeyindeki siireglerin iistiinde ve 6tesinde olup, ayni
zamanda makro ve mikro sistemlerle de iliskilidir (Barbalet, 1998; Gordon, 1989,
1990; Ridgeway, 2006; Stets & Turner, 2008). Bununla beraber, duygularin sosyal
yap1 ve sistemlerle iliskileri psikologlar tarafindan kendi kuramsal ve gorgiil
analizlerinde ihmal edilmistir. Halbuki, duygularin sosyal sistemlerle iliskileri
incelenmeden duygular tam olarak anlasilamaz. Ornegin, neden bazi bireylerin
yoksulluk, issizlik ve is glivencesizligi karsisinda kaygi ve utanma yasadiklarini
(Adaiar, 2002; Ashford, Lee & Bobko, 1989) ya da neden baz1 politik sistemlerde
korku ve giivensizlik atmosferinin yaygin oldugunu (de Rivera, Kurrien, & Olsen,
2007) tahlil etmek, duygularin sosyal yap1 ve ideolojiyle iliskisi g6z oniine
alinmadan anlagilamaz.

Bu baglamda, Solak ve arkadaglar1 (2012) tarafindan duygular sistem
diizeyinde kavramsallastirilmistir. Yazarlar, insanlarin birey ve grup diizeyinin yan1
sira sistem diizeyindeki siireclerle iligkili sistem-diizeyindeki duygular (system-level
emotions) da hissettiklerini ileri stirmiistiir. Bu duygular sistem diizeyindeki hedefler,
giidiiler, degerlendirmeler ve arzulardan kaynaklanan sistem temelli duygular
(system-based emotions) veya sosyal sistemi desteklemeye da buna kars1 ¢ikmaya
dayanan degerlendirmeleri igeren sistem hedefli duygulardir (System-targeted
emotions). Ornegin, kisinin yoksullugundan &tiirii utanmasi sistem temelli bir
duyguyken, protestolarda sisteme kars1 6fke hissetmesi sistem hedefli bir duygudur.

Sistem diizeyindeki duygular, temel olarak sistemi mesrulastirma kurami ve
duygularin sosyolojik analizi ¢alismalarinda temellenmis bir kavramdir. Sistem
perspektifinden duygularin ele alinmasi, duygularla ilgili mevcut literatiiriin sosyal
yapi, ideoloji ve sistem penceresinden yeniden okunmasini kapsar. Sistem
perspektifinden duygularin degerlendirilmesi, sistemi mesrulastirma kuramina
dayanmasina ragmen onunla siirli degildir. Baska bir deyisle, sistemi mesrulastirma
motivasyonlarini barindirdig gibi sisteme meydan okuyucu veya sistemle iliskili

diger ¢esitli motivasyonlar1 da igerir.
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Sistemi Mesrulastirma Kuram

Sistem diizeyindeki duygular kavraminin temel aldig1 kuramlarin en 6nemlisi
sistemi mesrulagtirma kuramidir. Sistemi mesrulagtirma kurami Jost ve Banaji
tarafindan 1994 yilinda gelistirilmis olup, insanlarin kendi kisisel ve kollektif
¢ikarininin tersine dahi olsa ni¢in ve nasil mevut diizeni mesrulastirdiginin ve
rasyonalize ettiginin sosyal-bilissel analizini 6nermektedir (Jost & Hunyady, 2002).
Sistemi mesrulastirma kurami birey, grup ve sistem olmak {izere {i¢ giidiiniin
varligina isaret etmektedir. Buna gore, sistemi, bu ii¢ giidii de birbirinden farkli olup
farkl1 sonuglara sahiptir. Bu baglamda, egonun mesrulastirilmasi giidiisii kisisel
benlik ¢ikar1 ve saygisin1 korumaya ve arttirmaya yonelik olup, grubun
mesrulastirilmasi olumlu grup ayirt ediciligini arttirmakla iligkilidir. Bununla
birlikte, sistemin mesrulastirilmasi giidiisii sistem ve diizenin mesru algilanmasi ile
ilgilidir (Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, & Sullivani, 2003).

Sistemi mesrulastirma kuramina gore, sistemi mesrulastirma insanlarin
kendilerini iyi hissemesine yol agmakta, yasam doyumunu arrtirmakta, sugluluk,
engellenme ve kizginlik duygularini azaltmakta ve adaletizliklerle basa ¢ikmasina
yardimci1 olmaktadir. Bagka bir deyisle sistemi mesrulastirmanin acilar1 hafifletici bir
islevi mevcuttur (palliative function) (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Rankin, Jost, &
Wakslak, 2009; Wakslak & ark., 2007). Ornegin, sistemi mesrulastirci bir isleve
sahip meritokratik ideolojileri onaylamanin yoksullar arasinda bile ekonomik
kosullardan memnuniyete yol agmaktadir (Jost, Pelham & ark., 2003; ayrica bkz.
Kluegel & Smith, 1986). Sistemi mesrulastirmanin acilar1 hafifletici islevi, kisilerin
iginde yasadigi adaletsiz durumdan kaynaklanan olumsuz duygular1 azaltarak
statiikonun korunmasi ve siirdiiriilmesine katkida bulunmakta ve degisime ket
vurmaktadir.

Sistem-Diizeyindeki Duygularin Ozellikleri

Sistem diizeyindeki duygularin {i¢ temel 6zelligi mevcuttur (Solak et al,,
2012). Bunlar: (1) sistem temelindeki duygular kisinin sosyal yapidaki “yeri’ni
yansitir; (II) sistem temelli duygular kisinin sosyal diizen hakkindaki 6znel
degerlendirmelerini yansitir; ve (III) sistem diizeyindeki duygular sistemin istikrarini
ve degisimine yonelik sistem diizeyindeki egilim ve davranislar etkiler. S6z konusu

Ozellikler ayn1 zamanda mevcut ¢calismanin hipotezleridir.
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Buna gore, sistem duygularinin ilk 6zelligi kisinin sosyal diizendeki 6znel ve
nesnel konumu ya da “yeri” hakkinda bilgi vermesidir. Duygular {izerine ¢alisan
sosyologlar ve psikologlar sosyal statii ve gii¢ farkliliklarinin duygular etkiledigini
gostermistir (Barbalet, 1998; Clark, 1990; Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson, 2003;
Mackie, Devos & Smith, 2000; Kraus, Piff & Keltner, 2011; Ridgeway, 2006;
Tiedens, 2000, 2001; Van Kleef, Oveis, van der Lowe, LuoKogan, Goetz, & Keltner,
2008). Ornegin, erkeklerin kizginlik gibi daha “baskin” duygular bildirirken,
kadinlarin {iziintii ve korku gibi daha “boyun egici” duygular bildirdigi cesitli
caligmalarda bulgulanmistir (bkz. Fischer, Mosquera, van Vianen &Manstead, 2004;
Matsumoto, Takeuchi, Andayni, Kouznetsova & Krupp, 1998). Jost, Wakslak ve
Tyler (2008) ise sosyal statii agisindan daha az giice sahip olanlara kiyasla giiglii
konumda bulunanlarin daha fazla memnuniyet, buna karsin daha az engellenme
bildirdiklerini gozlemistir.

Sistem-diizeyindeki duygularin ikinci 6zelligi ise kisinin sosyal diizen
hakkindaki 6znel degerlendirmesini yansitmalaridir. Sistem temelindeki duygular
politik, sosyal ya da ekonomik sistemle ilgili degerlendirmeleri, algilar ve
ideolojileri yansitma egilimindedir. Cesitli arastirmalar, sistemi mesrulastirict
ideolojilerin Kisinin, adaletsiz ve meritokratik sistemden dogan olumsuz duygulari
azalttigina isaret etmistir (6rn., Cichocka & Jost, 2014; Jost, Blount, Pfeffer, &
Hunyady, 2003; Jost & Hunyady, 2002, 2005; Jost & ark., 2003b; Kluegal & Smith,
1986; Napier & Jost, 2008). Ornegin, Wakslak ve arkadaslar1 (2007) sistemi
mesrulastirmanin olumsuz duygulari ortadan kaldirdigini deneysel ¢aligmalarinda
gostermistir.

Sistem diizeyindeki duygularin diger bir 6zelligi ise, sistemin istikrarini ve
degisimini i¢eren sistem diizeyindeki kolektif egilim ve davranislar: etkilemeleridir.
Ornegin, Wakslak ve arkadaslari (2007) sistemi mesrulastirmanin sadece olumsuz
duygular1 azaltmadigini, ayn1 zamanda, az yogunluktaki olumsuz duygularin esitlik¢i
politikalar1 da daha az desteklemeye yol agtigini bulmustur. Jost ve arkadaslari
(2012) yaptiklar bir dizi deneysel ¢alismada sistemi mesrulastirma kosuluna maruz
kalan katilimeilarin devlete kars1 daha az kizginlik bildirdiklerini ve diisiik diizeydeki

kzigimigin sosyal protestolara daha az katilma egimini azalttigin1 géstermistir.
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Sistem-Diizeyindeki Duygular, Duygu Diizenlemesi ve Sistemi Mesrulastirma

Duygularin yanisira, duygularin diizenlenmesi de statilkoyo mesruiyet ve
istikrar affetmede onemlidir ve kolektif eylemler i¢in birtakim sonuglart mevcuttur.
Duygu diizenlemesi sirasinda duygular, kisinin amaglar1 dogrultusunda degistirilir,
yonetilir, yogunluklar1 azaltilir yada arttirilir (Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2004; Gross,
1999b; Thompson, 1994).

Mevcut ¢alismada, iki duygu diizenlemesi strateji lizerinde durulmaktadir. Bu
stratejiler, biligsel yeniden degerlendirme (cognitive reappraisal) ve bastirma
stratejileridir (expressive suppresion). Bilissel yeniden degerlendirme stratejisi
kiginin diistinme seklini degistirerek duygularini etkilenmesi olarak tanimlanirken,
bastirma stratejisi ise kisinin kendi duygularinin ifade etmesini bastirmasi olarak
tamimlanmaktadir (Gross, 1998a,b). ilgili literatiirde, bastirma ve yeniden
degerlendirmenin fizyolojik, biligsel ve 6znel deneyimler olmak tizere farkli
sonuclart mevceuttur (Gross, 1998a, b). Spesifik olarak, biligsel degerlendirme
stratejisi duygu olusmadan 6nce kullanilirken, bastirma stratejisi ise duygu
olustuktan sonra kullanilmaktadir. Bundan 6tiirii biligsel yeniden degerlendirme
stratejisi daha fazla olumlu ve daha az olumsuz duygularla iliskiliyken, bastirma
stratejisi ise daha az olumlu ve daha fazla olumsuz duygularla iligkilidir (Gross &
John, 2003).

Bununla beraber, bireyler acidan kacinmak ve haz almak gibi sadece hedonik
glidiiler yilizinden degil, ayn1 zamanda aragsal (instrumental) giidiiler yiiziinden de
duygu diizenlenmesi stratejilerine bagvurabilirler (Manstead & Fischer, 2000). Bagka
bir deyisle, bireyler amaglarina ulasmak i¢in bazen olumlu duygularini azaltabilirler
ve olumsuz duygularini artirabilirler (Erber, Wegner, & Therriault, 1996; Gross &
Thompson, 2007; Maus & Tamir, 2013; Tamir, 2009). Yani, insanlar mevcut
baglamla tutarli ve bu baglama yarar saglayacak olan duygular yasamak isterler.
Ornegin, kisiler arasi catismaya girecekleri zaman kizgmlik duygularini artirmaya
ancak isbirligi yapacaklar1 zaman ise mutluluk duygusunu arttirmaya
giidiilenmislerdir (6rn, Tamir & Ford, 2012; Tamir et al., 2008). Bu nedenle, duygu
diizenleme siireci kisinin i¢inde bulundugu baglamdaki motivasyonlarindan ve

amagclarindan etkilenir.
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Bu bakis agisiyla tutarli olarak, sistemi mesrulastirma motivasyonu insanlarin
sistem diizeyindeki amaglarina ulagsmay1 kolaylastiracak duygu diizenleme
stratejilerini kullanmalarini etkileyebilir. Duygu diizenleme stratejisi kiginin i¢inde
bulundugu baglamdaki giidiiden etkilendiginden sistem-temelli duygular bireysel
duygu diizenleme stratejilerinden ¢ok sistemle iligkili duygu diizenleme stratejileriyle
iliskilidir. Bu baglamda statiikoya yonelik duygularin bastirilmasi ve yeniden
yorumlanmasi duygular i¢in birey diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme siirecinden farkli
sonuglara yol agabilir. Bu baglamda, statiikoya yonelik sistem diizeyindeki bastirma
stratejisinin kullanimi1 daha fazla olumlu ve daha az olumsuz sistem temelli
duygularla iliskiliyken, birey diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisinin kullanimi ise daha
fazla olumsuz ve daha az olumlu birey diizeyindeki duygularla iliskilidir. Eger
statiikoya yonelik duygularin bastirilmasi daha az diizeyde olumsuz sistem
duygularinin ifade edilmesiyle iligkiliyse, bu durumda sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimlileri diisiik olanlar dahi bile sistem diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisini
kullandiklarinda daha az olumsuz sistem duygulari ifade edeceklerdir. Bu nedenle
sistem diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejileri sistemi mesrulagtirma ve sistem-
diizeyindeki duygular arasindaki iligskide diizenleyici bir rol oynayacaktir.

Mevcut Calisma

Mevcut ¢alisma, sistemi mesrulastirma kuramindan hareketle, sistem-
diizeyindeki duygularin 6zelliklerini ve bu duygularin duygu diizenleme
stratejileriyle iligkililerini incelemektedir. Mevcut ¢alisma dort ¢alismadan
olugmaktadir. Calisma 1 Amerika, Calisma 2 Tiirkiye o6rneklemlerini icermektedir.
Calisma 3, 2013 Gezi olaylari sirasinda gergeklestirilmistir ve Calisma 4 deneysel bir
calisma olarak yapilmustir. Tlgili literatiirden hareketle bes temel hipotez formiile
edilmistir. Bu hipotezler sunlardir:

1. Sistem temelindeki duygular kisinin sosyal yapidaki nesnel ve 6znel “yeri’ni
yansitir. (H1a): yliksek statliye sahip bireyler diisiik statiiye sahip olanlara
kiyasla daha fazla olumlu ve daha az olumsuz sistem duygularina sahip
olacaktir; (H1b) Sistemi mesrulagtirmanin acilar1 hafifletici islevinden otiirti,
sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi sosyal statiiniin sistem diizeyindeki duygular

tizerindeki etkisinde tampon gorevi gorecektir.
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Sistem temelli duygular kisinin sosyal diizen hakkindaki 6znel
degerlendirmelerini yansitir. Bagka bir deyisle, sistem diizeyindeki duygular
kisinin sistemi mesrulastirma diizeyine baglidir.

Sistem diizeyindeki duygular sistemin istikrarina ve degisimine yonelik sistem
diizeyindeki egilimleri ve davranislari etkiler. Sistem duygular1 sistemle ilislikli
egilim ve davranislar1 birey ve grup duygularindan daha giiglii olarak yordar.
Sistem duygular1 sistemi mesrulastirma ve sistem diizeyindeki egilim ve
davranislar arasindaki iliskilere aracilik eder.

Sistem-diizeyindeki duygular sistemle iligkili duygu diizenleme stratejileri
tarafindan diizenlenir (H5a). Sistem diizeyindeki duygular, birey temelli duygu
diizenleme stratejilerinden ziyade, sistemle iliskili duygu diizenleme
stratejileriyle iligkilidir (H5b). Birey diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisi ve sistem
diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisi farkli sonuglar gosterebilir. Bu baglamda,
statiilkoya yonelik sistem diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisi daha fazla olumlu ve
daha az olumsuz sistem temelli duygularla iliskiliyken, birey diizeyindeki
bastirma stratejisi ise daha fazla olumsuz ve daha az olumlu birey diizeyindeki
duygularla iligkilidir (H5c). Birey temelli stratejilerden ziyade, sistem temelli
stratejiler sistemi mesrulastirma egilimiyle/motivasyonuyla daha fazla iligkilidir

(H5d). Sistem diizeyindeki stratejiler sistemi mesrulastirma ve sistem duygulari
arasindaki iliskiyi diizenlemektedir.

Cahisma 1

Ik c¢ahigma sistem-diizeyindeki duygularin o6zelliklerini Amerikali bir

orneklemde incelemektedir.

Yontem

Katilimcilar

Calismanin katilimeilarim, New York Universitesi’nde iiniversite dgrencisi

olan 124 kadin ve 37 erkek olmak {izere 161 kisi olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin yasi

18 ve 25 arasinda degismektedir (M = 19. 57, SD = 1.27).

Uygulama

Katilimeilar birey, grup ve sistem duygularini, sistemi ve grubu mesrulastirma

egilimlerini, birey ve sistem duygu diizenleme stratejilerini ve sistem-diizeyindeki

egilim ve davranislari kapsayan dlgek bataryasini doldurmustur (bkz. Appendix A).
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Sistem diizeyindeki duygularin 6zelliklerinin incelenmesi i¢in Smith ve
arkadaglarinin (2007) prosediirii kullanilmistir. Bu prosediirde Smith ve arkadaslari
grup duygularinin birey duygularindan farkli oldugunu gostermistir. Bu tezde, birey
ve grup duygularinin yaninda ulusal sistem duygular1 ve kapitalist ekonomi
duygulari da dl¢tilmiistiir.

S6z konusu duygular olumlu duygular ve olumsuz duygular olmak tizere iki
boyutta analize dahil edilmistir. Ayrica, daha detayli analizlerin yapilabilmesi i¢in
kizginlik, iizlintli, sugluluk/utanma, korku/kaygi ve mutluluk olmak iizere bes ayr1
spesifik duygu alt 6l¢ekleri olusturulmustur. Sistemi mesrulastirma 6lgekleri harig,
tiim 6l¢me araglar1 7 dereceli Likert tipi bir aralikta katilimcilara sunulmustur.
Sistemi mesrulastirma 6lgekleri 9 dereceli bir 6lgekte katilimcilara sunulmustur.
Araclar

Birey Diizeyindeki Duygular. Birey temelli duygularin dlgiilmesi i¢in
katilimcilara kendilerini 6zgiin bir birey olarak diisiinmeleri istenmis ve kendilerine
sunulan 9 olumlu (6rn., mutlu, umutlu) ve 19 olumsuz duyguyu (6rn., korku, utanma)
7-basamakl1 Likert tipi bir 6l¢ek iizerinde ne siklikla hissettikleri sorulmustur (1 =
Hi¢,; 7= Cok fazla) (6m., “Bir birey olarak, mutlu hissederim).

Grubu Mesrulastirma ve Grup Diizeyindeki Duygular. Grup diizeyindeki
duygular hem kisinin {iniversite grubu hem de politik grubu i¢in 6l¢iilmiistiir. Grup
duygulariin 6l¢iilmesinden 6nce kisilerin kendi gruplarint mesrulastirma egilimleri
Ol¢lilmiisgtiir. Buna gore, tiniversite grup duygularinin dl¢iimiinde kisiler 6nce grubu
mesrulastirma egilimleriyle ilgili bir 6l¢ek doldurmustur (6rn., “Benim tiniversitemin
ogrencileri, diger iiniversitelerin ogrencilerinden iistiindiir’) ve daha sonra
katilimcilardan kendilerini bir New York Universitesi 6grencisi olarak diisiinmeleri
istenmis ve kendilerine 27 duygunun oldugu ayni liste sunulmustur. Bu liste birey
duygulart listesiyle ayn1 duygular1 igermektedir ancak listedeki vurgu grubun
tizerindedir (6rn., “Bir NYU 6grencisi olarak mutlu hissederim”).

Benzer bi¢cimde politik grupla iligkili duygularin 6l¢tilmesi i¢in kisiler politik
grubu mesrulastirma dl¢egini doldurduktan sonra ayni 27 maddelik duygu 6l¢egini
kendilerini politik partilerinin bir destek¢isi seklinde diisiinerek doldurmustur (6rn.,

“Politik partimin bir destek¢isi olarak mutlu hissederim.”)
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Sistemi Mesrulastirma ve Sistem Diizeyindeki Duygulari. Sistem
duygular1 ulusal sistem ve kapitalist ekonomi i¢in dl¢lilmiistiir. Sistemin
mesrulastirilmasinin 6l¢giilmesi icin ilk olarak katilimcilar Genel Sistemi
Mesrulastirma (Kay & Jost, 2003) 6l¢egini doldurmus ve daha sonra kendilerini
Amerikan sisteminin ve yasam tarzinin bir katilimeisi olarak diisiinerek, ayni 27
maddelik duygu 6lgegini doldurmuslardir (6rn., “Amerikan sisteminin bir katilimcisi
olarak mutlu hissederim”).

Kapitalist ekonomi duygularinin 6l¢iilmesi igin ise katilimcilar Ekonomik
Sistemi Mesrulastirma 6lgegini (Jost & Thompson, 2000) doldurduktan sonra, ayn1
27 maddelik duygu 6l¢egini kapitalist ekonomi duygulari i¢in yanitlamislardir (6rn.,
“Kapitalist ekonominin bir iiyesi olarak mutlu hissederim”)

Sistem-Diizeyindeki Egilimler ve Davramslar. Sistem-diizeyindeki
egilimler 8 madde ile dl¢iilmiistiir. Bu maddeler kisilerin etnik azinliklarin haklarinin
korunmasi, ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin arttirilmasi, evsiz insanlara ekonomik yardimin
yapilmasi gibi ¢esitli alanlardaki kolektif eylemlere katilma istegini kapsamaktadir
(O, “Herkesin iiniversite egitimine esit diizeyde erigimini saglayan protestolara
katilmak isterim”).

Sistem-diizeyindeki eylemlerin 6l¢iilmesi igin ise katilimcilara gecen 1 sene
igersinde c¢esitli kolektif eylemlere ne kadar siklikla katildiklarini bildirmeleri (1 =
Hig; 7 = 6 ya da 6 defadan fazla) istenmistir (6rn., “politik gosteriye katilmak”;
“ismini protesto e-mailine ya da mektuba eklemek™).

Duygu Diizenleme Stratejileri. Duygu diizenleme stratejileri hem bireysel
hem de sistem-diizeyinde 6l¢iilmiistiir. Birey diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme
stratejilerinin 6l¢timii icin Gross ve John’un (2003) 10 maddelik 6lcegi
kullanilmigtir. S6z konusu 6lgek biligsel yeniden degerlendirme ve bastirma olmak
tizere iki boyuta sahiptir. S6z konusu dlgegin maddeleri ayrica sistem-diizeyindeki
duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin 6lgtimii igin Amerikan sistemine de uyarlanmistir
Bulgular

Calismanin birinci hipotezi, sistem-temelli duygularin kisinin sosyal
diizendeki yerini yansittigidir S6z konusu hipotezi test etmek i¢in kisinin kendi
sosyal-ekonomik statiisiinli degerlendirmeye yonelik degiskeni (6znel statii

degiskeni) ve kisinin aylik geliri degiskeni (objektif statii) standardize edilip,
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toplanmis ve sosyo-ekonomik statii (SES) degiskeni olusturulmustur. S6z konusu
hipotez SES degiskeni i¢in test edilmistir.

ANOVA analizi sonuglart diisiik SES’ye sahip katilimcilarin (M = 3.55, SD =
1.01), yiiksek SES’e sahip katilimcilara(M = 3.86, SD = .96) gore daha diisiik
diizeyde olumlu kapitalist ekonomi duygusu bildirdiklerini géstermistir (F(1, 159) =
4.09, p =.05). Sosyal statiiniin etkisi birey ve grup duygularinda gézlenmemistir. S6z
konusu sonug Hipotez 1a (H1a) ile tutarhdir.

Daha sonra, sistemi mesrulastirma egilimlerinin sosyal statii ve sistem
duygular1 arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyip diizenlemediginin incelenmesi i¢in
hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Moderasyon etkisini test edebilmek i¢in
sistemi mesrulastirma ve sosyal statli degiskenlerinin ¢arpimi alinarak ortak etki
(interaction) degiskenleri olusturulmustur. Regresyonun ilk boyutunda, sistemi
mesrulastirma egimleri ve sosyal statli degiskenlerinin temel etkileri (iki ana etki)
regresyona katilmistir. Ikinci asamada ise ortak etki degiskeni regresyon modeline
dahil edilmistir. Aiken ve West’in (1991) 6nerisi dogrultusunda biitiin bagimsiz
degiskenler kendi ortalamalarindan ¢ikarilarak merkezilestirilmis ve ortak etki
degiskenleri bu degerler kullanilarak hesaplanmustir.

Ulusal sistem duygularinda, sistemi mesrulastirma degiskeni i¢in genel
sistemi mesrulastirma 6l¢egi bagimsiz degisken olarak kullanilirken, kapitalist
ekonomi duygulari i¢in ekonomik sistemi mesrulastirma degiskeni bagimsiz
degisken olarak kullanilmistir. S6z konusu diizenleyici regresyon analizi sadece
olumlu ve olumsuz duygu boyutlari i¢in degil ayni1 zamanda kizgnlik, iiziintd,
korku/kaygi, sucluluk/utang ve mutluluk boyutlari i¢inde yapilmakta olup, toplam 14
regresyon analizi ger¢eklestirilmistir. Moderasyon etkisine yonelik sonuglara
bakildiginda, ortak etkinin kapitalist ekonomi mutlulugu i¢in marjinal diizeyde
anlaml1 oldugu goriilmistiir (8 = -.14, p = .07); F(3, 159) = 5.83, p <.01. Anlaml
olan ortak etki degiskenlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamliligini test etmek i¢in
“simple slope” analizleri yapilmistir. Sonugclar, diisiik diizeyde sistemi mesrulastiran
katilimcilar arasinda, yiiksek statiiye sahip olanlarin diiiik statiiye sahip olanlara
kiyasla kapitalist ekonomi sistemiyle ilgili daha fazla mutluluk bildirdiklerini (t(156)
=2.69, p <.05), buna karsin yiiksek diizeyde sistemi mesrulastiran katilimcilarda

statli gruplar1 arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlamli diizeyde bir fark olmadigini
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gdstermistir, (1(156) = .19, ns). Ozetleyecek olursak, Hipotez 1a ve Hipotez 1b ile
tutarl1 olarak, 6zellikle de sistem duygulari kisinin sosyal statiisiinden etkilenmekte,
diisiik SES’ye sahip katilimcilar bile sistemi mesrulagtirdiklarinda ekonomik
sistemden mutlu ve memnun olduklarini bildirmektedir.

Calismanin ikinci hipotezi, sistem duygularinin sosyal diizen ile ilgili
degerlendirmeleri yansitacagidir. S6z konusu hipotezi test etmek igin grubu
mesrulastirma egilimlerinin birinci basamaga ve sistemi mesrulastirma egilimlerinin
ikinci basamaga eklendigi hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Buna gére ulusal
sitsem duygularinin bagimsiz degisken oldugu regresyon analizinde, genel sistemi
mesrulagtirma degiskeni kullanilirken, kapitalist ekonomi duygularinin bagimli
degisken oldugu modelde ise ekonomik sistemi mesrulastirma degiskeni
kullanilmigtir. Sonuglar, Hipotez 2 (H2) ile tutarli olarak, sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimlerinin grubun mesrulastirilmasi egilimlerine kiyasla sistem duygularini giicli
bir sekilde yordadigini gostermistir. Ayrica, sistemi mesrulastirmanin acilari
hafifletici islevi dogrultusunda, sistemi mesrulastirma egilimleri arttikca
katilimcilarin hem ulusal hem de ekonomik statiikoya yonelik olumlu duygularinin
da arttig1 buna karsin olumsuz duygularinin azaldig1 gozlenmistir.

Calismanin tigiincii hipotezi, sistem duygularinin kolektif eylemlerle ilgili
niyet ve davranislar1 yordayacagidir. S6z konusu hipotez hem ulusal sistem duygulari
ve ekonomik sistem duygulari i¢in ayri olarak test edilmis olup, bu dogrultuda dort
regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Buna gore, ilk regresyon analizinin ilk basamagina
olumlu ve olumsuz birey ve grup duygulari dahil edilirken, ikinci basamagina olumlu
ve olumsuz sistem duygular1 dahil edilmistir. Sonuclar, Hipotez 3 ile tutarl olarak,
sadece sistem duygularinin bagiml degiskenleri anlamli diizeyde yordadigini
gostermistir. Ozellikle de olumsuz sistem duygular, kolektif eylem niyetleri ve
davraniglari i¢in kritiktir. Buna gore, olumsuz sistem duygulari arttik¢a kolektif
eylem egilimleri ve davranislar1 da artma egilimindedir.

Calismanin dordiincii hipotezi sistem duygularinin sistemi mesrulagtirma
egilimleri ve sistem diizeyindeki egilim ve davranislar arasindaki iligkiye aracilik
edecegidir. S6z konusu hipotezin test edilmesi amaciyla, ulusal sistem ve ekonomik
sistem duygulart icin iki ayr1 yol (path) analizi gerceklestirilmistir. Bu dogrultuda,

oncelikle bagimsiz degiskenlerden araci degiskenlere ve bagimli degiskenlere olan
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iliskiler, ayrica arac1 degiskenlerden bagimli degiskenlere olan iliskiler
tanimlanmistir. Daha sonra ilgili modelde istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz olan biitiin
baglantilar (beta degerleri) tek tek ¢ikarilarak model siirekli olarak yeniden test
edilmistir. Bu siireg igerisinde, eger modifikasyon endeksinde her hangi bir iligkinin
yeniden anlamli olabilecegi goriiliirse, bu iligki tekrar model icerisinde
tanimlanmustir. En son model sadece anlamli olan iliskilerden olusmaktadir.

Sonuglar, ulusal sistem duygulari ve ekonomik sistem duygulari i¢in test
edilen her iki modelin de uyum endekslerinin olmasi gereken araliklarda oldugunu
gostermistir. Her iki modelde de sistemi mesrulastirma egilimleri (ulusal sistem
duygular1 modelinde genel sistemi mesrulastirma ve kapitalist ekonomi sistem
duygular1 modelinde ise ekonomik sistemi mesrulastirma egilimleri) sistem
duygularin1 yordamakta ve sistem duygular da sistem diizeyindeki niyet ve
eylemleri yordamaktadir. Buna gore, genel sistemi mesrulagtirma negatif sistem
duygular: (8 = - .53) ve sistem diizeyindeki egilimler (8 = -.34) lizerinde dogrudan
etkiye sahiptir, olumsuz ulusal sistem duygular1 da sistem diizeyindeki davraniglari
anlamli diizeyde yordamaktadir (f = .27). Benzer olarak, ekonomik sistemi
mesrulastirma egilimi de hem olumlu (4 = .35) hem de olumsuz (5 = -.36) kapitalist
ekonomi duygular ile sistem diizeyindeki egilim (£ = -.56) ve davranislar (8 = -.24)
tizerinde dogrudan etkiye sahiptir. Sistem diizeyindeki duygular iizerinde olumsuz
kapitalist ekonomi duygularinin dogrudan etkisi de mevcuttur (f = .20). S6z konusu
bulgular, sistem duygularinin araci roliine isaret etmektedir.

Son olarak, duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin sistemi mesrulastirma ve sistem
duygular ile iliskisi incelenmistir. Oncellikle, sistemle iliskili duygu diizenleme
stratejilerinin sistem diizeyindeki duygularla iliskisi arastirilmigtir. Yapilan z-testi
analizlerine gore sistem diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin Sistem
duygulari ile iligkilerinin, birey diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin sistem
diizeyindeki duygularla iligkilerinden farkli olmadig1 bulunmustur, dolayisiyla
Hipotez 5a desteklenememistir. Buna karsin Hipotez 5b dogrultusunda, birey
diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisinin diisiik diizeyde olumlu duygu bildirimi ile iligki
oldugu (r = -.31, p <.001) ancak sistem diizeyindeki bastirmanin ise diisiik diizeyde
kizgmlik duygusu (r = -.15, p = .06) ile (marjinal diizeyde anlamli) iliskisi

bulunmustur. Buna karsin, Hipotez 5c ile karsit olarak, yine yapilan z-testi sonuglari,
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sistemi mesrulastirma egilimlerinin birey diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejileri
ile iliskisinin, sistemi mesrulastirmanin sistem diizeyindeki stratejilerle iliskisinden
anlamli diizeyde farklilagsmadigini gostermistir.

Bunun yani sira, sistem diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin
diizenleyici roliiniin test edilmesi i¢in hiyerarsik regresyon yapilmis, regresyonun ilk
basamagina birey ve sistem duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin ana etkileri, ikinci
basamaga genel sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi ve {li¢iincii basamaga da genel sistemi
mesrulastirmanin sistem ve birey duygu diizenleme stratejileriyle iki yonlii ortak
etkileri dahil edilmistir. S6z konusu model sadece ulusal sistem duygulari igin test
edilmistir. Sonuglar sadece olumsuz sistem duygularina ve ulusal sistemden
kaynaklanana iiziintii duygusunda sistem diizeyindeki bastirmanin diizenleyici roliine
isaret etmektedir. Bagka bir deyisle, sistemle iliskili bastirma stratejisi, sistemi
mesrulastirmanin ve sistem duygular1 arasindaki iliskide tampon gorevi gormektedir.

Calisma 2

Calisma 2, sistem duygularinin 6zelliklerinin Tiirkiye kiiltlirtinde test
edilmesine dayanmaktadir. Tiirkiye kiiltiirii Amerikan kiilttirtinden farkli sosyal,
kiiltiirel, politik ve ekonomik kosullara sahiptir (bkz. Hofstede, 2015; OECD
Factbook, 2010, Taydas, Akbaba, & Morrison, 2012; Siimer & Kagitcibasi, 2010).
Ikinci ¢alismanin, amaci arastirma hipotezlerinin Tiirkiye érnekleminde
arastirilmasidir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Calismanin katilimcilarini, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nde iiniversite
ogrencisi olan 88 kadin ve 39 erkek, ve cinsiyetini belirtmemis olan 2 kisi olmak
tizere toplam 129 kisi olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin yasi 19 ve 30 arasinda
degismektedir (M = 21.53, SD = 1.85).

Uygulama ve Araclar

Calisma 2°de Calisma 1’de uygulanan ayn1 prosediir uygulanmistir.
Katilimcilar Calisma 1°de uygulanan ayni dlcekleri doldurmuslardir. Olgekler ilk
once Ingilizceden Tiirkceye ¢evrilmis ve cevirinin yetkinligi sosyal psikoloji
alaninda doktora derecesine sahip {i¢ arastirmaci tarafindan gézden gecirilmistir.

Olgme araglar1 Tiirkiye baglamina uyarlanmustir. Buna gore, iiniversite grup
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duygulart ODTU baglaminda, ulusal sistem duygular1 Tiirkiye’nin sistem ve diizeni
bagalimda oOlglilmiistiir. Sistem diizeyindeki duygu diizenlemesinde ise Tiirkiye’nin
sistem ve diizenine yonelik duygu diizenleme stratejileri dl¢lilmiistiir.

Bulgular

Calisma hipotezleri Calisma 1’°de kullanilan ayni1 analiz yontemleriyle test
edilmistir. Calismanin birinci hipotezi (H1a) dogrultusunda, yiiksek sosyoekonomik
statliye sahip katilimcilar (M = 3.91, SD = 1.27), diisiik sosyal ekonomik statiiye
sahip olanlara (M= 4.35, SD = 1.40), kiyasla marjinal diizeyde daha diisiik negatif
kapitalist ekonomi duygulari bildirmistir (F(1, 126) = 3.44, p = .07). Ayrica, Hipotez
1b dogrultusunda, sistemi mesrulagtirma egiliminin sistem duygularindan tiziintii ve
SES arasindaki iligkiyi diizenledigi bulunmustur. Buna gore, yiiksek sistemi
mesrulagtirma egilimlerine sahip olanlar arasinda statii gruplar1 anlaml diizeyde
birbirinden farklilasmazken (t(122) = -.06, ns), diisiik sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimine sahip olanlarda, diisiik SES’dekiler yiiksek SES’dekilere kiyasla daha fazla
sistem temelli tiziintii bildirmistir t(122) = -2.61, p <.05).

Yine, caligmanin ikinci hipotezi de dogrulanmistir. Buna gore, sistemi
mesrulastirma egilimlerinin grubun mesrulastirilmasi egilimlerine kiyasla sistem
duygularini giiclii bir sekilde yordadigi bulunmustur. Ayrica, sistemi
mesrulastirmanin acilari hafifletici islevi dogrultusunda, sistemi mesrulagtirma
egilimleri arttik¢a katilimeilarin hem ulusal hem de ekonomik statiikoya yonelik
olumlu duygularinin artt1g1 buna karsin olumsuz duygularinin azaldig1 gozlenmistir.

Calismanin tigiincii hipotezi dogrultusunda, sistem duygularinin kolektif
eylemlerle ilgili niyet ve davranislarla iliskisi bulunmustur Sonuglar, 6zellikle de
olumsuz kapitalist ekonomi sistem duygularinin sistem diizeyindeki egilimleri
yordadigini gostermistir (5 = .43). Buna gére olumsuz sistem duygular arttik¢a
kolektif eylemlere katilma istegi azalmaktadir.

Yine, calismanin dordiincii hipotezi dogrultusunda, yol analizi sonuglarina
gore, olumlu ulusal sistem duygularinin genel sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi ve
sistemle iligkili egilimler arasinda araci rolii saptanmustir (dolayli etki =-.18, t = -
3.17, p < .05). Buna karsin, olumsuz kapitalist ekonomi duygularinin ekonomik

sistemi mesrulastirma ve sistem diizeyindeki egilimler (dolayl: etki = -.21, t = -4.02,
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p < .05) ile davranislar (dolayli etki = -.14, t = -2.95, p < .05) arasinda tam aracilik
etkisi bulgulanmustir.

Calismanin besinci hipotezi dogrultusunda, Hipotez 5a ile tutarli olarak
korelasyon analizi sonuglari sistem diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin
birey diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme stratejilerine kiyasla, sistem diizeyindeki
duygularla daha giiglii bir iliskiye sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Hipotez 5b
dogrultusunda da sistemle iliskili bastirmanin daha fazla olumlu ve daha az olumsuz
sistem duygulartyla iligkili oldugu, ancak birey diizeyindeki bastirmanin daha az
olumlu ve daha fazla dazla olumsuz birey duygulariyla baglantis1 saptanmustir.

Hipotez 5c yoniinde, sistemi mesrulastirma egilimlerinin sistem diizeyindeki
duygu diizenleme stratejileriyle olan iliskilerinin birey diizeyindeki duygu diizenleme
stratejileriyle iliskilerinden daha giiglii oldugu saptanmistir. Son olarak da, Hipotez
5d dogrultusunda, sistem diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisinin sistemi mesrulagtirma
egilimi ile sistem duygulari (olumlu sistem duygulari, olumsuz sistem duygulari,
kizgmlik, iizlintii, sugluluk/utanma ve mutluluk) arasinda diizenleyici bir degisken
olarak islev gordiigii bulgulanmistir.

Calisma 3

Calisma 3’iin amac1 sistem diizeyindeki duygularin 6zelliklerini bu
duygularin dogal olarak yasandigi sosyal baglamda test etmektir. Bu nedenle
Calisma 3°de, sistem diizeyindeki duygularin 6zellikleri 2013 Gezi olaylar1 sirasinda
incelenmektedir. Protestolar duygularin yogun yasandig siireclerdir ve duygular
sosyal protestolarda ¢ok dnemli bir yer tutar (bkz. Goodwin & Jasper, 2007), bu
nedenle Calisma 3, bulgularin gecerligini arttiracaktir.

Yontem
Katihhmcilar

Calismanin katilimcilarini, 155 kadin ve 67 erkek ve cinsiyetini belirtmemis
olan 2 kisi olmak tizere toplam 1224 kisi olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin yasi 16 ve
56 arasinda degismektedir (M = 28.59, SD = 7.18).

Uygulama ve Araclar
S6z konusu ¢aligsmada kullanilan 6lgme araglar1 Calisma 2 ile aynidir. Calisma
2’den farkli olarak, Calisma 3’de sadece politik parti grubuna yonelik grup duygular

ve ulusal sistem duygulari 6l¢iilmiistiir. Ayrica, sistem diizeyindeki egilimler ve
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davraniglarla ilgili Calisma 2’deki 6lgme araglar1 Gezi Parki olaylarina gore
uyarlanmistir. S6z konusu ¢alisma Haziran 19 ve Temmuz 17, 2013 tarihleri arasinda
yapilmustir.

Bulgular

Calismanin birinci hipotezi ile tutarli olarak (H1a), yliksek SES’ye sahip
katilimcilar M = 2.46, SD = .79) diisiik SES’ye sahip olanlara (M = 2.26, SD = .87)
kiyasla marjinal diizeyde daha olumlu sistem duygulart bildirmistir F(1, 222) = 3.21,
p =.08). Bunun yani sira, Hipotez 1b ile tutarli olarak sistemi mesrulagtirma
egiliminin bir yandan SES ve sistem duygulari (olumsuz sistem duygulari,
korku/kaygi ve liziintii arasindaki iliskiyi diizenledigi gériilmiistiir).

Calismanin ikinci hipotezi ile tutarli olarak da sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimleri grubu mesrulastirma egilimlerine gore sistem duygularini daha giiglii bir
sekilde yordamaktadir.

Calismanin ticilincii hipotezi yoniinde, birey ve grup duygularinin kontrol
edildigi analizde, olumlu ve olumsuz sistem duygularinin Gezi olaylarina katilma
istegini ve katilma davranisini olumlu ydnde yordadigi bulunmustur. Ozellikle de
olumsuz sistem duygular1 kolektif eylemlerde kritik bir degiskendir.

Calismanin dordiincii hipotezi dogrulanarak, olumsuz sistem duygularinin
sistemi mesrulastirma ve sistemle iliskili egilimler (dolayli etki = -.08, t = -2.95, p <
.05) ve davranislarla iliskisinde kismi aracilik rolii bulgulanmistir (dolayli etki = -
.08,t=-2.82, p <.05).

Caligmanin son hipotezlerinden sistem diizeyindeki bastirma stratejisinin
diizenleyici rolii bu ¢alismada saptanmamistir, dolayisiyla da Hipotez 5d
desteklenmemistir.

Calisma 4

Calisma 4’iin amaci sistem diizeyindeki duygularin 6zelliklerine deneysel bir
arastirma deseni ile test etmektir. Bu ¢aligmada, sistemi mesrulastirma giidiisiiniin
sistem diizeyindeki duygular tizerindeki etkisi birey ve grup giidiileri kontrol edilerek
incelenmistir. ilk ii¢ calismada, sistemi mesrulastirma degiskeni bireysel bir fark

degiskeni olarak olgiiliirken, bu ¢alismada deneysel olarak manipiile edilmistir
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Katihmeilar

241 Abbant izzet Baysal Universitesi dgrencisi ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir.
Katilimeilardan 171°1 kadin, 59’u erkek ve 1 kisi cinsiyetini belirtmemistir.
Uygulama ve Araclar

S6z konusu arastirma 40 dakikalik bir sinif uygulamasi olarak yapilmstir. Tk
olarak katilimcilar Tirkiye’deki sistemden kaynaklanan toplumsal sorunlari
vurgulayan ve sistemin tehdit altinda oldugu mesajin1 veren bir sistem-tehdidi
makalesini okumuslardir (Kay et al., 2005). S6z konusu makalenin bir yabanci
gazeteci tarafindan yazildig1 séylenmis olup, Tiirkiye baglamina uyarlanmistir
Sistem tehdidi makalesinin kullanilmasinin amaci kisinin sistemi mesrulastirma
motivasyonunu arttirmaktir.

Makaleyi okuduktan sonra katilimcilar, sistemi dogrulayici kosul, grubu
dogrulayici kosul, bireyi dogrulayict kosul ve kontrol kosulu olmak {izere dort
kosuldan birine atanmistir. Sistemi dogrulayici kosulda, katilimcilardan, Tiirkiye nin
sistem ve diizeninin 5 olumlu 6zelligini siralamalar1 ve bu 6zellikler hakkinda kisa
bir yazi yazmalari istenmistir. Grubu dogrulama kosulunda ise katilimcilara Abbant
[zzet Baysal Universitesi 6grencisi olmanin 5 olumlu &zelligini siralamalar1 ve bunun
hakkinda kisa bir yaz1 yazmalar1 s6ylenmistir. Benzer olarak, birey kosundakiler
kisilikleri hakkinda 5 olumlu 6zellik siralamislar ve yazi yazmislardir. Kontrol
kosundakiler ise 5 giinliik aktiviteyi siralamiglar ve bunun hakkinda bir yaz1
yazmislardir. S6z konusu deneysel manipiilasyondan sonra katilimcilar Calisma 3’de
kullanilan ve Genel Sistemi Mesrulastirma Olgegini, birey, grup (iiniversite grubu),
ve ulusal sistem duygularini, duygu diizenleme stratejilerini ve sistem diizeyindeki
egilimleri iceren Olgek bataryasini doldurmuslardir. Deney bitikten sorma,
katilimcilar arastirma hakkinda bilgilendirilmistir.

Bulgular

[lk olarak, deneysel manipiilasyonun sistemi mesrulastirma egilimlerini
arttirp arttirmadigi incelenmistir. Bulgular, sistemi dogrulama kosundaki
katilimcilarin (M = 4.10, SD = 1.92), grubu dogrulama (M = 3.13, SD = 1.71) ve
bireyi dogrulama (M = 3.20, SD = 1.73) kosundakilere gore daha yiiksek sistemi
mesrulastirma egilimlerine sahip olduklarini géstermistir. Bu sonug arastirma

manipiilasyonun isledigini géstermektedir.
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Calismanin sonuglarindan biri, sistemi dogrulayici kosulda olanlarin diger
kosullara gore (1 = sistemi dogrulayici kosul; 0 = diger deneysel kosullar), daha fazla
olumlu (F(1, 230) = 5.80, p < .05) ve daha az olumsuz F(1, 230) = 7.02, p < .05)
sistem duygulari bildirmeleridir. S6z konusu bulgular ¢alismanin ikinci hipotezle
tutarlidir.

Calismanin en carpici sonuglarindan biri, sistemi dogrulayici
kosulundakilerin (M =4.61, SD = 1.70), bireyi (M =5.23, SD = 1.37) ve grubu (M =
5.42, SD = 1.21), dogrulayici kosulundakilere ve kontrol kosulundakilere (M = 5.15,
SD = 1.46) gore kolektif eylemlere daha fazla katilma istedigi bildirmeleridir (F(3,
230) = 2.89, p < .05). S6z konusu sonuglar, sistem tehdit altindayken, sistemi
mesrulastirmanin sosyal degisime ket vurdugunu gostermektedir.

Calismanin ti¢ilincii hipotezi yoniinde, 6zellikle de olumsuz sistem
duygularinin kolektif eylemlere katilma istegini yordadigi gozlenmistir (5 = .30).
Yine, olumsuz sistem duygular1 sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi ve kolektif eylemlere
katilma istegi arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmektedir (dolayli etki = .08,t=2.52, p <
.05). Son olarak da, Hipotez 5d dogrultusunda, sistem diizeyinde bastirma stratejini
kullanmanin deneysel kosullar (1 = sistemi dogrulama kosulu; 0 = diger deneysel
kosullar) ve sistem duygular1 arasindaki iliskiyi (olumsuz sistem duygulari,
korku/kaygt, iiziintii) diizenledigi bulgulanmistir.

Tartisma ve Son So6z

Duygular sosyal ve politik olgularin anlagilmasinda 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.
Psikologlar genellikle duygulari birey ya da grup diizeyinde incelemis ve duygularin
sosyal sistem, politikyap ve ideoloji gibi siireglerle iligkileri tizerinde daha az
durmustur. Solak ve arkadaslari1 (2012) ise mevcut literatiirdeki duygu ¢alismalarini
sistem bakis acisindan yeniden ele alarak duygulari sistem diizeyinde tanimlamustir.
Bu tanimlamanin en 6nemli ayag sistemi mesrulastirma kuramina dayanmaktadir.
Bu ¢alismada, duygular sistem diizeyinde yeniden ele alinmis ve duygularin kisinin
sosyal konumundan etkilendigi, toplumdaki ideolojileri yansittig1 ve kolektif eyleme
katilimu etkiledigi gosterilmistir. Ayrica, sistem duygularinin sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimi ile kollektif eylem ve niyelerle iliskisinde araci rolii bulunmustur. Bunun

yanisira, duygu diizenleme stratejileri, sistem duygular1 ve sistemi mesrulastirma
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egilimleri arasindaki iliski de incelenmistir.Calismanin hipotezleri dort calismanin
bulgular tarafindan genellikle destekelenmistir.

Carpic1 sonuglar arasinda, dort calismada da sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimlerinin 6zellikle de SES ve sistemden kaynaklanan {iziintii arasindaki iligkiyi
diizenledigi goriilmiistiir. Bu durumun olasi nedenlerinden biri {iziintii duygusunu
ifade eden kisilerin karar verme siireclerinde daha detayl diisiinme egiliminde
olmalaridir. Bagka bir deyisle liziintii duygusu , diger duygulara gore statiikoya
iliskin dogru algilarla daha yakindan iliskilidir. Ornegin, gecmis ¢aligmalarda {iziintii
duygusunu arttirmanin sahte bellek yanliliklarini azalttigi goriilmistiir (Storbeck &
Clore, 2005, p. 785)

Calismanin diger bir carpict sonucu ise sistemi mesrulastirma motivasyonun
grubu ve bireyi mesrulastirma motivasyonlarina gore kolektif eylemlere katilma
istegini (Calisma 4) arttirmasidir. Bu sonug, sistemi dogrulama siirecinin sistemi
mesrulastirma giidiisiinii tatmin etmede ve sosyal degisime ket vurmada gii¢lii bir
ara¢ oldugunu gostermektedir (bkz. ayrica Feygina, 2012).

Yine bu ¢aligmada, statiikoya yonelik bastirma stratejisini kullanmanin
sistemin adil olmadigini diisiinenlerde dahi sistemden kaynaklanan olumsuz
duygular azalttig1 goriilmiistlir. Bu sonug, sistem baglaminda duygu diizenleme
stratejisini kullanmanin sosyal diizenin ve statiikonun siirdiiriilmesinde 6nemli bir
islev gordiigiine isaret etmektedir.

S6z konusu ¢alismanin bazi sinirliliklart mevcuttur. Bu sinirliliklardan biri de
dort caligmanin agik 6l¢timler olarak degerlendirilmesidir, gelecek galismalarda ortiik
Olctimler kullanilarak sistem diizeyindeki duygular, sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi,
duygu diizenlemesi ve kolektif eylemlerle ilgili tutum ve davranislar arasindaki
iligkiler incelenebilir. Caligmanin diger bir sinirliligi, s6z konusu ¢alismalarin
genelde olumlu ya da olumsuz duygu boyutu tizerinde durmasidir. Halbuki kizginlik,
utanma, sugluluk, korku, kaygi ve tiziintii duygular1 birbirinden farkli islevlere ve
sonuglara sahiptir (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999). Bu durum,
gelecekte spesifik duygularin birey, grup ve sistem diizeyinde karsilastirilmasinin
gerekliligine isaret etmektedir. Yine, diger bir sinirlilik da sosyal statii ile ilgili

Olctimlerin kisinin kendisinin bildirmesine dayanan ol¢limler olmasidir. Gelecek
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caligmalarda, sosyal statii degiskeni manipiile edilerek, sistem duygular1 ve sosyal
statii arasindaki iliski daha ayrintili incelenmelidir.

S6z konusu ¢alismanin duygu literatiiriine katkilarindan biri, duygular1 birey
ve grup diizeyinden sistem-diizeyine genisletmesi ve sistem duygularinin
karakteristikleri i¢cin empirik destek saglamasidir. Calismanin diger bir katkisi ise
duygu diizenleme stratejilerinin sistemi mesrulastirma siireclerindeki roliinii
gostermesidir. Sistemi mesrulagtirma ve duygu diizenlemesi arasindaki iliskiye
deginen bulgular sadece sistemi mesrulastirma literatiiriine degil ayn1 zamanda
duygu diizenlemesi literatiiriine de katki saglayacaktir. Son olarak da, duygularin
sistem diizeyinde ele alinmasinin uzun vadede psikoloji ve sosyoloji literatiine
onemli katkilar yapacagi sdylenebilir. Bu vesileyle hem duygular iizerinde sosyal
yapinin etkisini gormezden gelen psikologlar hem de sosyal yap1 ve duygular
arasinda iliski kurmasina karsin bunlarin biligsel, motivasyonel ve fizyolojik
stireglerle baglantisina deginmeyen sosyologlar arasinda yeni bir koprii kurulmus
olacaktir. Umuyorum ki mevcut ¢aligma sosyal degisimin dinamiklerinin daha iyi

anlasilmasina katki saglayacaktir.
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