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ABSTRACT

A TERROR MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE TO SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION
IN DISASTER CONTEXT:
THE CASE OF EARTHQUAKES IN TURKEY

Dogulu, Canay
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu

February 2017, 224 pages

There is a growing body of research that attests to study system justification theory
from an applied perspective to understand how system justification processes
operate in various social issues including disasters. This thesis aims to contribute to
this line of research by addressing system justification in disaster context from a
terror management perspective in the case of earthquakes in Turkey. The aim was to
explore the social cognitive processes underlying perceptions of and reactions to
earthquakes with focus on fatalism and system justification as indirect and direct
forms of bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively, and also
earthquake preparedness. To this end, an experimental study was conducted to
investigate, after controlling for earthquake exposure (EQEXPO), how mortality
salience (MS) and system threat (ST) influence fatalism, system justification, and
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earthquake preparedness, and whether and how this influence differs with respect to
general and specific (i.e., disaster-related) levels of MS and ST. In an online study,
308 participants were randomly assigned to one of 9 conditions of a 3 (MS: death
vs. earthquake vs. control) X 3 (ST: general vs. disaster-related vs. control)
between-subjects design with EQEXPO as the covariate. The results revealed a
main effect of MS only for earthquake fatalism. The main effect of ST and the MS
X ST interaction effect were not observed in any of the dependent variables. The
findings were discussed along with its contributions, implications, limitations, and

directions for future research.

Keywords: Earthquakes, System Justification, Terror Managment, Fatalism,

Preparedness
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DEHSET YONETIMI BAKIS ACISIYLA
AFET BAGLAMINDA SISTEMI MESRULASTIRMA:
TURKIYE’DE DEPREMLER ORNEGI

Dogulu, Canay
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu

Subat 2017, 224 sayfa

Sistemi mesrulastirma kurami, afetlerin de dahil oldugu cesitli sosyal konu ve
sorunlarda sistemi mesrulasgtirma siireclerinin roliine dair uygulamali bir bakis
acisiyla gitgide artan bir ilgiyle c¢alisilmaktadir. Bu tezin amaci, sistemi
mesrulagtirma siireglerini Tiirkiye’de depremler 6zelinde ve dehset ydnetimi
cergevesinde ele alarak ilgili yazina katkida bulunmaktir. Tezde, depremlere dair
alg1 ve tepkilerin altinda yatan sosyal biligsel siire¢leri anlamak amaciyla sistemin
algilanan hakliligin1 giliglendirmenin dolayli ve dolayli olmayan yollari olarak
kadercilik ve sistemi mesrulastirma ve de depremlere hazirlik iizerine
odaklamlmistir. Bu amagla, éliimliiliik uyarimimnin (OU) ve sistem tehdidinin (ST)
deprem maruziyeti kontrol edildikten sonra kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma ve

deprem hazirligin1 nasil etkiledigi ve de bu etkinin genel ve spesifik (afetle ilgili)
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seviyelerde nasil farklilastigi deneysel bir galismayla arastirilmistir. Online olarak
yiiriitiilen ¢alismada, 308 katilime1 3 (OU: 6liim veya deprem veya kontrol) X 3
(ST: genel veya afetle ilgili veya kontrol) denekler arasi desenin 9 deneysel
kosulundan birine seckisiz olarak atanmistir. Bulgulara gdre, OU’nun ana etkisi
sadece deprem kaderciligi i¢in gozlemlenirken, ST ana etkisi ile OU ve ST
etkilesimi bagimli degiskenlerin hi¢birinde gézlemlenmemistir. Calisma bulgulari,
ilgili mevcut yazin 1s18inda sagladigr pratik c¢ikarimlar, sinirliliklart ve gelecek

calismalara dair Onerileriyle beraber tartisilmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Depremler, Sistemi Mesrulastirma, Dechset Yonetimi,
Kadercilik, Hazirlikl1 Olma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The last decade has witnessed an increasing interest in research addressing system
justification from an applied perspective. Several theoretical and empirical attempts
have been made to understand the social psychological mechanisms pertaining to
the role that the system justification motive plays in various societal issues and
social problems including disasters. The present research aims to contribute to this
line of research by addressing system justification processes in disaster context
from a terror management perspective in the case of earthquakes in Turkey. Based
upon this theoretical perspective, this research can be considered as an attempt to
explore the social cognitive processes underlying perceptions of and reactions to
earthquakes with focus on fatalism and system justification as indirect and direct
forms of bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively, and also

earthquake preparedness.

To this end, an experimental study was conducted to investigate, after controlling
for earthquake exposure (EQEXPQO), (i) how mortality salience (MS) and system
threat (ST) influence fatalism, system justification, and earthquake preparedness
and (ii) whether and how this influence differs with respect to general and specific
(i.e., disaster-related) levels of MS and ST. Furthermore, within the scope of this
thesis, a qualitative (the first study) and a quantitative study (the second study) were
conducted preceding the experimental study, which are presented in Chapters 2 and
3, respectively. The first study qualitatively explored general perceptions of fatalism
and aimed to lay out the qualitative foundation for the second study, which involved

the development of a new scale to be used in the experimental study (i.e., the third



study; Chapter 4) for assessing individual differences in dispositional fatalistic
beliefs. The first study also aimed to understand public perceptions of the system
within the context of disaster risk management (DRM) in Turkey, which would be
used in the experimental study for informing content of system justification

measures (for both manipulation and dependent variable).

In this first chapter, an introduction to the theoretical background of the study is
provided. For this purpose, initially, an overview of disasters is given with focus on
terminology used, prevalence and impact of disasters, and policies within the
international community. It is followed by a review of the social psychological
literature on disasters. As the main theoretical focus of the study, the introduction
proceeds with an overview of system justification theory (SJT; Jost & Banaji, 1994;
Jost & van der Toorn, 2012) and terror management theory (TMT; Greenberg,
Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986; for a review, see Burke, Martens, & Faucher,
2010). Then, system justification in disaster context is elaborated with respect to
current literature, theoretical rationale, and fatalism, which is followed by the case
for preparedness. In the next section, information about earthquakes in Turkey is
given in order to better convey the disaster context in which the study was
conducted. Finally, the rationale for the study is explained with an overview of aims

and hypotheses.

1.1 Disasters: Terminology, Impact, and Policies

A widely recognized agenda of the world today is disasters, which is defined as the
“serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society involving
widespread human, material, economic or environmental losses and impacts, which
exceeds the ability of the affected community or society to cope using its own
resources” (The United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction
[UNISDRY], 2009, p. 9). The distinction between the terms disaster and hazard is
noteworthy as they are both commonly used in the literature, but refer to different
phenomena (Alexander, 1993). The term hazard is defined as “a dangerous
phenomenon, substance, human activity or condition that may cause loss of life,

injury or other health impacts, property damage, loss of livelihoods and services,
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social and economic disruption, or environmental damage” (UNISDR, 2009, p. 17).
On the other hand, disasters are typically characterized by hazard exposure,
conditions of existing vulnerability, and insufficient capacity (or measures) for
reducing or coping with potential adverse consequences of the hazard (UNISDR,
2009). Another related term used in the literature is natural hazard. As a subset of
all hazards, it refers to a natural process or phenomenon that may cause the negative
consequences of hazards (UNISDR, 2009).

The Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED; 2016a)
distinguishes two generic categories for disasters, natural and technological, with
natural disasters consisting of five subgroups, namely, geophysical (e.g.,
earthquake, tsunami, etc.), meteorological (e.g., hurricane, tornado, etc.),
hydrological (e.g., flood, landslide, etc.), climatological (e.g., heatwave, drought,
etc.), and biological (e.g., epidemic, insect infestation, etc.) disasters. Among the
technological disasters are industrial accidents (e.g., chemical spill, radiation, etc.),
miscellaneous accidents (e.g., collapse, explosion, etc.), and transport accidents

(e.g., road, air, etc.).

Throughout the history, many disasters have occurred and societies have become
more vulnerable to the effects of disasters as the world’s population continues to
grow. According to the Emergency Events Database (EM-DAT; the International
Disaster Database) of CRED (2015), 6,873 natural disasters were recorded
worldwide between the years 1994 and 2013, which claimed 1.35 million lives in
total, corresponding to an average of 68,000 lives per year. In 2013, 330 natural
disasters were reported worldwide, affecting 96.5 million people, causing the death
of more than 21,610 people, and costing 118.6 billion US dollars (CRED, 2014).
During the 20-year period between 1994 and 2013, earthquakes ranked third in the
share of occurrence of natural disasters with 8% after floods (43%) and storms
(28%). Although earthquakes (including tsunamis) occurred less frequently than
floods and storms, they caused more casualties than other types of disaster put
together, accounting for 55% of disaster deaths in 1994-2013 and claiming nearly
750,000 lives (CRED, 2015).



Given the increasing frequency of disasters coupled with increasing severity of
impact, disasters pose important challenges to societies at both macro and micro
levels. These challenges have led to the tackling of disasters with policies to be
implemented at local, national, regional, and global levels involving state, civil
society, and community-based actors. Acknowledging that the adverse
consequences of disasters can be reduced with effective disaster preparedness, the
need for greater emphasis on preparedness to reduce loss of lives along with social,
economic, and environmental impacts has been highlighted in these policy
platforms. In this respect, an international milestone policy agreement was the ten-
year Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) which was developed by UNISDR and
adopted by 168 states at the United Nations (UN) World Conference on Disaster
Reduction held in Kobe, Hyogo, Japan in 2005. HFA outlines five priorities for
action to substantially reduce disaster losses by building the resilience of nations
and communities to disasters (UNISDR, 2007). One priority action identified in this
framework concerns preparedness, namely, strengthening disaster preparedness for
effective response at all levels. HFA acknowledges that “at times of disasters,
impacts and losses can be substantially reduced if authorities, individuals and
communities in hazard-prone areas are well prepared and ready to act and are
equipped with the knowledge and capacities for effective disaster management”
(UNISDR, 2007, p. 12). Recently, as a successor to HFA along with a shift of focus
from disaster management to DRM for both natural and man-made hazards, the
Sendai Framework (UNISDR, 2015) has also acknowledged disaster preparedness
as a priority action. This global policy agreement was adopted by the UN member
states at the Third World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction held in Sendai
City, Miyagi Prefecture, Japan on 18 March 2015. As in HFA, it points out the need
to take focused action at all levels as well as within and across sectors to enhance
disaster preparedness for effective response and to “Build Back Better” in recovery,

rehabilitation, and reconstruction (UNISDR, 2015).

Within this policy context of disasters, an important stakeholder in both the national
and international arena is academia and the scientific community. Their role in the

process of facilitating reduction and management of disasters by providing



scientific and research-based evidence is highly recognized (e.g., UNISDR, 2007;
2015). Social psychology is one of the scientific disciplines that contribute to
disaster research. Having introduced the topic of disasters in terms of terminology,
impact, and policies, now, the scientific study of disasters in social psychology with

particular focus on preparedness is elaborated.

1.2 Disasters and Social Psychology

In this era of more global attention given to DRM with increased focus on disaster
preparedness, disasters are an increasingly important area of scientific study in
psychology. As have been noted by Kwan and White (2014), much of research on
the psychology of disasters has focused on mental health, particularly on how
people respond to disasters as well as how they cope with the psychological effects
of disasters. Although the social psychological aspects of disasters are not as
commonly studied as the mental health aspects, various topics have been studied in
relation to disasters within the social psychological literature. Preparedness has
been extensively studied since 1990s in an effort to understand the psychological
factors underlying preparedness behaviors (e.g., Becker, Paton, Johnston, & Ronan,
2012; Dooley, Catalano, Mishra, & Serxner, 1992; Heller, Alexander, Gatz, Knight,
& Rose, 2005; Karanci & Aksit, 1999; Karanci, Aksit, & Dirik, 2005; Lindell,
2012; Lindell & Prater, 2002; Miceli, Sotgiu, & Settanni, 2008; Norris, Smith, &
Kaniasty, 1999; Riistemli & Karanci, 1999). Among other topics that have been
studied in relation to the social psychological aspects of disasters are risk perception
(e.g., Crozier, McClure, Vercoe, & Wilson, 2006; Eiser et al., 2012; Vistfjall,
Peters, & Slovic, 2008) and social representation of risks (e.g., Joffe, Rossetto,
Solberg, & O’Connor, 2013), risk communication (e.g., Doyle, McClure, Paton, &
Johnston, 2014; McClure, Allen, & Walkey, 2001; Paton, 2008a), psychological
disaster myths (Drury, Novelli, & Stott, 2013), helping (e.g., Marjanovic, Struthers,
& Greenglass, 2012), schadenfreude (Gao et al., 2014), religious meaning-making
(Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, & Hamedani, 2013), agency (Stephens, Hamedani,
Markus, Bergsieker, & Eloul, 2009), fatalism (e.g., McClure et al., 2001; Solberg,
Rossetto, & Joffe, 2010), and resilience (e.g., Cox & Perry, 2011; Dogulu, Karanci,



& Ikizer, 2016; Drury, 2012; Kimhi, 2014; Norris, Stevens, Pfefferbaum, Wyche, &
Pfefferbaum, 2008).

Given the range of topics being studied and their time frame, these studies suggest
that the social psychological aspects of disasters have received considerable
research attention over the last decade. Only recently has there been an attempt to
highlight the importance of studying the social cognitive processes underlying
perceptions of and reactions to disasters. In their editorial for the special issue of
Social Cognition on the social cognition of modern disasters, Kwan and White
(2014) have noted that investigating perceptions of and reactions to disasters from
different theoretical perspectives is essential for a deeper understanding of modern
disasters and disaster preparedness. The articles in this special issue address how
disaster-related perceptions and reactions are influenced by contextual information,
framing of disasters, means of disaster communication, personal experiences with
disasters, individual differences, and anthropomorphism (Kwan & White, 2014).
For instance, the study by White, Johnson, and Kwan (2014) provides evidence for
the effect of psychological proximity with disease threat manipulated via contextual
information on spatial, temporal, social, and probability distances on the social

cognitive processes involved in threat perceptions.

In an effort to contribute to this line of research on the social psychological aspects
of disasters, the present research investigated, through the lens of SJT and TMT, the
social cognitive processes underlying perceptions of and reactions to earthquakes.
The focus was on fatalism and system justification as indirect and direct forms of
bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively as well as on
earthquake preparedness. Before proceeding to elaborate on system justification in

disaster context, SJT and TMT are explained with an overview of their postulates.

1.3 System Justification Theory (SJT)

The past two decades have witnessed a surge of interest in SJT which has generated
a substantial line of research in social psychology (for reviews, see Jost, Banaji, &
Nosek, 2004; Jost & Hunyady, 2002). The goal of SJT research has been to

understand the motivational underpinnings of and social cognitive processes
6



involved in system justification as well as to investigate the antecedents and
consequences of viewing the existing system as fair and legitimate (Jost &
Hunyady, 2005; Liviatan & Jost, 2011). According to the theory, people are, in
general, motivated to defend, justify, and rationalize the status quo, often at the
unconscious level and even at the expense of individual and group interests (Jost &
Banaji, 1994; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012).

Within SJT, the term “system” is used to refer to any existing social, economic or
political institutions and arrangements that individuals and/or groups are a part of.
These systems can range in scale from nuclear family to nation state (van der Toorn
& Jost, 2014). Research has shown that system justification as a cognitive-
emotional process is observed mostly among members of advantaged and
disadvantaged groups bearing on economic (rich and poor), gender (men and
women; heterosexuals and homosexuals), and age (old and young) relations as well
as on relations pertaining to diverse national, ethnic, and racial backgrounds (van
der Toorn & Jost, 2014). There are various means of engaging in system
justification, including stereotyping, ideological endorsement of political and
religious systems, legitimation of institutions and authorities, denial and
minimization of system problems or shortcomings, and rationalization of inequality
(Jost & van der Toorn, 2012; van der Toorn & Jost, 2014).

SJT has introduced the concept of system justification as a distinct motive from ego
and group justification motives (Jost & Banaji, 1994). The theory posits that system
justification is compatible with the motives of ego and group justification for
members of advantaged groups (i.e., people who are favored by the status quo). By
contrast, for members of disadvantaged groups (i.e., people who are disfavored by
the status quo), system justification conflicts with ego and group justification
motives (Jost et al., 2004; Jost & Burgess, 2000; Jost & Thompson, 2000).
Accordingly, for members of advantaged groups, system justification is positively
associated with self-esteem, ingroup favoritism, and psychological well-being
whereas for members of disadvantaged groups, system justification is negatively
associated with self-esteem, ingroup favoritism, and long-term psychological well-
being (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012). The palliative function of system justification
7



is experienced by members of both advantaged and disadvantaged groups (Jost &
Hunyady, 2002; 2005; Wakslak, Jost, Tyler, & Cohen, 2007). Particularly, research
has revealed that endorsement of system-justifying beliefs alleviates emotional
distress and enhances well-being. Further, system justification is, in the short term,
associated with increased positive affect, decreased negative affect, and satisfaction
with the status quo (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012; van der Toorn & Jost, 2014).

The motive of system justification satisfies various psychological needs to reduce
uncertainty (epistemic needs), to manage threat (existential needs), and to affiliate
with others (relational needs) (Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012).
Hence, situational (i.e., contextual) and dispositional (i.e., individual difference)
variability in epistemic, existential, and relational needs will affect the strength with
which one is motivated to justify the system (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012). Research
on SJT has revealed that uncertainty avoidance, intolerance of ambiguity, needs for
order, structure and closure, perceptions of a dangerous world, and death anxiety
are positively associated with system justification whereas cognitive complexity
and openness to new experiences are negatively associated with system justification
(Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012). Regarding the contextual
nature of system justification, this motive has been found to increase under
conditions of system threat, system dependence, system inescapability, and low
personal control (Kay & Friesen, 2011).

Although the theory was developed to account for stereotyping and intergroup
relations, it has been studied with regard to a range of topics in self and identity,
social justice, and political psychology (van der Toorn & Jost, 2014). SJT has also
been studied from an applied perspective in that there have been both theoretical
and empirical efforts at delineating how system justification processes operate in
various social issues and problems including environmental issues (e.g., Feygina,
Jost, & Goldsmith, 2010), sexism (e.g., Napier, Thorisdottir, & Jost, 2010),
collective protest (e.g., Jost et al., 2012), and disasters (e.g., Napier, Mandisodza,
Andersen, & Jost, 2006). The present research seeks to address the motive of
system justification in disaster context (in particular, the case of earthquakes in
Turkey) from a terror management perspective in an effort to delineate the social
8



cognitive processes underlying perceptions of and reactions to disasters as they

relate to fatalism, system justification, and preparedness.

1.4 Terror Management Theory (TMT)

As a motivational theory, TMT (Greenberg et al., 1986) provides explanations
about the reasons for individuals’ behaviors, their attachment to value systems, and
their need for self-esteem, and behavior (Greenberg, Solomon, & Arndt, 2008;
Pyszczynski, Solomon, & Greenberg, 2003; Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski,
2004). Over the 30 years that the theory was first introduced (Greenberg et al.,
1986), TMT has generated an important body of research in an effort to investigate,
both theoretically and empirically, the motivational basis of human behavior
pertaining primarily to intergroup relations (including stereotypes, prejudice, and
discrimination) and also close relationships, health, and religion among many others

(for a review, see Greenberg, Solomon, & Arndt, 2008).

The theoretical background of TMT is primarily built upon the work of the cultural
anthropologist Ernest Becker (Greenberg et al., 1986; Solomon et al., 2004). The
theory considers awareness of death as an important source of motivation for why
humans behave the way they do. In doing so, the theory mainly focuses on culture
and self-esteem, particularly, their psychological functions (Greenberg et al., 1986;
Solomon et al., 2004). The theory posits that humans’ unique awareness of the
inevitability of death conflicts with the desire for continued survival and that this
conflict leads to an existential terror (Greenberg et al.,, 1986; Pyszczynski,
Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt, & Schimel, 2004). According to TMT, this cultural
anxiety due to awareness of death is controlled by maintaining cultural worldviews
and attaining self-esteem by living up to the standards of value prescribed by those
worldviews. Hence, cultural worldview defense and self-esteem striving are the two
means through which individuals manage death anxiety (Greenberg et al., 1986;
Pyszczynski et al., 2004). This dual process of terror management comprises the
main premise of the theory and involves three main hypotheses for which a large

number of studies providing empirical support exists (for a review, see Burke et al.,



2010; Pyszczynski et al., 2004; Vail et al., 2012). These are the MS hypothesis,
anxiety-buffer hypothesis, and death-thought accessibility (DTA) hypothesis.

According to the MS hypothesis, reminding people of death (i.e., making mortality
salient) increases self-esteem striving and faith in one’s cultural worldview because
self-esteem and cultural worldviews buffer death anxiety (Burke et al., 2010).
According to the anxiety-buffer hypothesis, the anxiety-buffering function of a
particular psychological construct is evident in the extent to which its presence
determines how defensive the reactions to reminders of death are. For example, as
for self-esteem, research has revealed that people with low self-esteem display
stronger MS effects than people with high self-esteem (Pyszczynski et al., 2004).
According to the DTA hypothesis, the anxiety-buffering function of a particular
psychological construct is evident in the extent to which it leads to an increase in
DTA when that construct is undermined. Support for this hypothesis comes from
research showing that threats to cultural worldviews increase the accessibility of
death-related thoughts (Schimel, Hayes, Williams, & Jahrig, 2007).

Having explained SJT and TMT with an overview of their postulates, now, insights
from SJT for disaster research are introduced with respect to current literature,

theoretical rationale, and fatalism.

1.5 System Justification and Disasters

1.5.1 Current Literature

The current literature on system justification processes in disaster context is quite
recent. The first attempt to address relevance of system justification to disasters has
been made by Napier and her colleagues (2006). In their review article, Napier et al.
(2006) point out that the aftermath of hurricane Katrina was an indirect threat to the
system because governmental shortcomings were revealed by the inadequate
disaster relief efforts. They further discuss various forms of system justification that
took place in the aftermath of hurricane Katrina; namely, direct defense of the status
quo (i.e., denying the existence of the racial inequality problem that was exposed in
the aftermath of the disaster), victim blaming (i.e., blaming disaster victims for their
10



suffering as they preferred to live in a city below sea level and stay in the disaster
site although evacuation was mandatory), complementary stereotyping (i.e.,
stereotyping disaster site residents as immoral and aggressive but also fun-loving),
and internalization of inequality (i.e., evacuees’ reports of rumors of violence and
murder in the disaster site as legitimizing the chaos in rescue efforts). According to
Napier and her colleagues (2006), these forms of system justification served to
bolster the perceived legitimacy of the system which was undermined by the

government’s inadequate disaster response in the aftermath of hurricane Katrina.

Further attempts to address system justification processes pertaining to disasters
include three empirical studies. In one study, Kaiser, Eccleston, and Hagiwara
(2008) provided support for the system-justifying function of racial attitudes in the
aftermath of hurricane Katrina when the system was directly threatened by
racialized explanations for ineffective disaster response. Another study by Hart
(2014) demonstrated that the salience of hurricane Candy (based on self-reports of
exposure to positive news coverage of Obama as managing the disaster aftermath)
was associated with more positive attitudes toward and higher levels of voting
intentions for Obama for the 2012 US presidential election. Shepherd and Kay
(2014) further presented findings on how government confidence as indicated by
increased perceptions of government competency and agency undermines people’s

engagement with environmental disasters.

The most recent study addressing system justification in disaster context focused on
perceptions of racism in the aftermath of hurricane Katrina (Blodorn, O’Brien,
Cheryan, & Vick, 2016). Its aim was to delineate the roles of group and system
justification motives (group identity and meritocracy beliefs, respectively) among a
community sample from New Orleans. Providing support for Napier et al.’s (2006)
point that denying the existence of the racial inequality problem in the aftermath of
the disaster was a direct defense of the status quo, Blodorn et al. (2016) found that
perceptions of racism in Katrina-related events were much lower among European
Americans as compared to African Americans. Their findings showed that there
was a negative relation between racism perceptions and meritocracy beliefs among
both African and European Americans. On the other hand, the relation of racism
11



perceptions with group identity (particularly, private regard) was positive for
African Americans and negative for European Americans. Overall, Blodorn et al.’s
(2016) study showed that perceptions of racism in an important disaster event can
be independently predicted by motives of system and group justification, which
appear to be conflicting with each other for African Americans, but compatible for

European Americans.

Overall, the literature on system justification and disasters seems to focus on
intergroup phenomena such as racial attitudes, stereotyping, and voting. Hence, the
primary focus of the existing research is not on topics that are directly relevant to
disasters. In this regard, the present research aimed to provide a novel perspective to
the study of system justification in disaster context. Specifically, it investigated the
social cognitive processes underlying how people perceive and react to disasters
with focus on topics directly relevant to disaster research, namely, fatalism and

preparedness.

1.5.2 Theoretical Rationale

The theoretical rationale for addressing system justification processes in disaster
context is threefold. The first one concerns qualification of DRM as a system with
its potential social, economic, and/or political institutions and arrangements that
individuals potentially belong to in case of disasters. The second one concerns the
contextual nature of system justification. In particular, disasters characterized as
embodying ST and low personal control can be suggested to increase system
justification tendencies. The third one pertains to terror management in that
disasters as natural reminders of death (i.e., MS) might activate the motive to justify
the system as a cultural worldview defense. These three theoretical rationales are

elaborated in the following sections.

1.5.2.1 Disaster Risk Management (DRM) as a System

Qualification of DRM as a system within the framework of SJT is one basis for
studying system justification processes in disaster context. Disaster professionals

define DRM as encompassing “the systematic process of using administrative
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directives, organizations, and operational skills and capacities to implement
strategies, policies and improved coping capacities in order to lessen the adverse
impacts of hazards and the possibility of disaster” (p. 10, UNISDR, 2009).
Accordingly, DRM involves all the actions and measures taken for prevention,
mitigation, and preparedness of disasters (UNISDR, 2009). Acknowledging what
Bertalanffy (1968) emphasized with his general theory of systems, adopting a
systems approach to different fields can safeguard from vague analogies that have
often disrupted their progress. Within the scope of this thesis, consideration of
DRM as a system is viewed fundamental to delineate the interplay between
components of DRM as well as their interaction with communities and individuals.
In the context of disasters, individuals are embedded in a network of actors and
actions pertaining to management of disasters and disaster risk at local, national,
and international levels and this network potentially bears upon them in social,
economic, and/or political aspects. From the perspective of SJT, DRM can be
considered to constitute a whole of social, economic or political institutions and
arrangements that individuals and/or groups are a part of (van der Toorn & Jost,
2014). Hence, it seems worthwhile to investigate the psychological reflection of
DRM as a system on individuals, particularly, their perceptions of and reactions to

disasters.

The focus of the present research was on public (not institutional/organizational)
perceptions of the system investigated with respect to nation and DRM,
corresponding to the general and specific (i.e., disaster-related) levels, respectively.
The general level system concerns the social, economic, and political conditions in
Turkey (Kay, Jost, & Young, 2005) whereas the specific (disaster-related) level
system, i.e., the DRM system, pertains to actions and measures taken for
prevention, mitigation, and preparedness of disasters (UNISDR, 2009).
Accordingly, in the present research, justification of the general and disaster-related
system was investigated as a direct form of bolstering the legitimacy of the

respective system.
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1.5.2.2 Contextual Nature of System Justification

The relevance of SJT to disasters is also based on the contextual nature of system
justification. Kay and Friesen (2011) point out that people are more likely to
perceive the system as fair and legitimate under certain conditions. Specifically, ST,
system dependence, system inescapability, and low personal control have been
identified as factors that increase people’s tendency to engage in system-justifying
processes. As relevant to disaster context, responses to natural disasters that reveal
the system’s shortcomings and failures qualify as a ST for they embody the
potential to jeopardize the legitimacy of the system (Kay & Friesen, 2011; Napier et
al., 2006). Hence, it can be argued that system justification motive becomes more
salient when the system is threatened indirectly by the government’s inefficient
disaster response. Furthermore, people might compensate the lack of or low levels
of personal control they feel for disasters by defending existing social systems as a
source of external control (e.g., Shepherd & Kay, 2014). According to
Compensatory Control Theory, achieving such balance in perceptions of personal
control and institutional or external control would function to maintain the belief
that they are living in a controlled, non-random world (Kay & Friesen, 2011; Kay,
Whitson, Gaucher, & Galinsky, 2009).

Within the scope of this thesis, the contextual nature of system justification
pertaining to disasters was explored in two respects. Firstly, it was investigated
whether disaster-related ST has the same function of increasing the need to justify
the system as general ST does. Secondly, it was investigated how ST (induced with
general and disaster-related ST) influence fatalism, system justification, and
earthquake preparedness. Based on theoretical reasoning, it was hypothesized that
ST would lead to increased levels of fatalism and system justification (as indirect
and direct forms of bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively)

and decreased levels of preparedness.

1.5.2.3 Terror Management Function of System Justification

TMT (Burke et al., 2010; Greenberg et al., 1986) provides a further ground for

studying system justification processes in disaster context. As mentioned earlier,
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MS activates the need to manage death-related anxiety via cultural worldview
defense and self-esteem striving (Greenberg et al., 1986; Pyszczynski et al., 2004).
The TMT rationale for addressing system justification processes in disaster context
is based on the view that providing ideological support for the system could be a
way of defending one’s cultural worldview (Anson, Pyszczynski, Solomon, &
Greenberg, 2009; Landau et al., 2004). In particular, system justification might
increase in response to MS to the extent that it serves a cultural anxiety buffering
function (Arndt, Greenberg, Schimel, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 2002) by
addressing existential motives, i.e., by serving the psychological need to manage
threat, insecurity, and distress (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012; Jost, Gaucher, & Stern,
2015; e.g., Ullrich & Cohrs, 2007). After all, it is the social, economic, and political
ideologies that define the content of cultural worldviews (Anson et al., 2009). As
relevant to disaster context, disaster threat might activate the same defense
mechanisms with MS (e.g., Kastenmiiller, Greitemeyer, Hindocha, Tattersall, &
Fischer, 2013). Accordingly, viewing disasters as evoking natural MS, individuals
might be motivated to bolster particular aspects of the existing social, economic or

political system in case of disasters.

Within the scope of this thesis, the terror management function of system
justification pertaining to disasters was explored in two respects. Firstly, the MS
role of earthquakes was investigated to understand whether reminding people their
own experience of a possible earthquake qualify as MS as reminding people their
own death does. Secondly, it was investigated how MS (induced with reminders of
death and experience of an earthquake) influence fatalism, system justification, and
earthquake preparedness. Based on theoretical reasoning, it was hypothesized that
MS would lead to increased levels of fatalism and system justification (as indirect
and direct forms of bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively)

and decreased levels of preparedness.

1.5.3 Fatalism as System Justification

Now that the theoretical rationale for addressing system justification processes in

disaster context is explained, in this section, fatalism as a means of justifying the
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system is elaborated. In his review of the concept of false consciousness which has
paved the way for SJT, Jost (1995) has proposed fatalism as one of the six basic
means of having a consciousness that is “false”. According to Jost (1995), false
consciousness is defined as “the holding of false or inaccurate beliefs that are
contrary to one’s own social interest and which thereby contribute to the
maintenance of the disadvantaged position of the self or the group” (p. 400). In his
review, Jost (1995) discusses that fatalism as a means of false consciousness
involves the thinking that protest is futile, embarrassing, and exhausting. This in
turn contributes to the sustaining of one’s disadvantage since political fatalism
fosters the belief that protesting for change is not an option. Based on the relevance
of fatalistic thinking for false consciousness within the framework of SJT, in the
current research, system justification is addressed in relation to fatalistic beliefs
both in general and pertaining to disasters. As for fatalism in general, it is
considered to be directly related to system justification tendencies as holding
fatalistic views in general might be a sustaining factor for one’s need to justify the

system.

As for fatalism as system justification in disaster context, a person who is fatalistic
about disasters tends to think that one has limited or no capacities to avoid
him/herself from risk and that one lacks control over life events because they are
controlled by external factors such as fate and luck (McClure, Walkey, & Allen,
1999). In particular, fatalism reflects the belief that it is inevitable to prevent the
destructive effects of a hazard as indicated by judgments of damage preventability
and damage attributions (McClure et al., 2001; Paton, McClure, & Biirgelt, 2006;
Solberg et al., 2010). In the case of earthquakes, fatalism entails the view that
people cannot do anything to influence the outcomes they will experience following
an earthquake (McClure & Vellupillai, 2013). People who have fatalistic views
about earthquakes think that the damage caused by earthquakes cannot be prevented
and also tend to attribute damage to an earthquake’s magnitude and/or to act of God
rather than to building design (McClure et al., 2001).

Accordingly, holding fatalistic beliefs towards disasters, particularly earthquakes,
can serve a system-justifying function in that viewing earthquake damage as
16



inevitable might bolster the perceived legitimacy of the DRM system threatened by
its shortcomings and failures. That is, instead of holding the DRM system
responsible for the adverse consequences of an earthquake, thereby, accepting the
system’s shortcomings and failures in managing the earthquake risk encompassing
pre-, during, and post-quake phases, viewing the damage as unpreventable and
attributing damage to act of God might serve to enhance the perceived legitimacy of
the existing system. Further, the strength of system justification motive might vary
according to different damage attributions. Specifically, system justification might
be expected to be higher among people who attribute disaster damage to God as
compared to people who attribute disaster damage to nature (i.e., earthquake
magnitude). Such reasoning is based on the view that seeing God as the cause of
disaster damage deflects blame from humans. For instance, for earthquake damage,
if one thinks that buildings collapsed because the earthquake was a punishment
from God where the actual reason is that they are not earthquake-resistant, the
individual might be more motivated to justify the system because thinking so helps
to bolster the legitimacy of the system.

In view of this reasoning, in the current research, fatalism was investigated as an
indirect form of system justification at both general and specific levels,
corresponding to fatalistic beliefs in general and fatalism about earthquakes (i.e.,
earthquake and damage attributions). Specifically, it was hypothesized that MS and
ST would lead to increased levels of fatalism. Having explained insights from SJT
for disaster research with respect to current literature, theoretical rationale, and
fatalism, now, disaster preparedness is elaborated with an overview of the social
psychological study of the topic and a system justification approach to

preparedness.

1.6 The Case for Preparedness

One of the key features of DRM is facilitating preparedness at societal, community,
and individual levels to be able to effectively anticipate, respond to, and recover
from the impact of possible hazards (UNISDR, 2009). The psychological study of

preparedness (referred to as preparedness, protective or hazard adjustment
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measures, actions or behaviors) tends to focus on individual household
preparedness for earthquakes (e.g., Lindell & Perry, 2000; Solberg et al., 2010).
These preparedness behaviors aim to reduce risk of earthquake damage (e.g.,
retrofitting buildings, securing household objects, etc.) and facilitate post-impact
preparations (e.g., ensuring essential supplies of food, water and medicine, having a
meeting plan for household members for reuniting after an earthquake, having
insurance, etc.) (Solberg et al., 2010).

1.6.1 Social Psychology of Disaster Preparedness

In their review of the international literature on the social psychological aspects of
seismic hazard adjustment, Solberg and his colleagues (2010) identify five main
factors that influence seismic adjustment, namely, risk perception, norms and social
identities, trust, responsibility, and beliefs about control, efficacy, and fatalism.
There are also a number of factors that shape risk perception, which are earthquake
experience (EQEXPE), optimism, demographic factors (age, gender, socioeconomic
status, majority/minority group status), and actual seismic risk. These researchers
also point out that more emphasis should be given to wider contextual factors that
influence seismic adjustment including cultural and normative influences (Solberg
etal., 2010).

A number of psychosocial theories and/or models have been used to understand
these factors that influence disaster preparedness including Theory of Planned
Behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Mclvor & Paton, 2007), Person
Relative to Event Model (Duval & Mulilis, 1999; Mulilis & Duval, 1995; 1997), the
Protection Motivation Theory (Mulilis & Lippa, 1990; Rogers, 1983; Riistemli &
Karanci, 1999), the Protective Action Decision Model (Lindell & Perry, 2011;
Terpstra & Lindell, 2012), the Disaster Preparedness Model (DPM; Paton, 2003;
Paton, Smith, & Johnston, 2005), and the Community Engagement Theory (CET,;
Paton, 2006; 2008b). All these theories and/or models attempt to understand factors
facilitating preparedness behaviors for different natural disasters including
earthquakes, floods, and tsunamis (see Karanci, 2009; 2013). The psychological

factors elaborated in these theories and/or models include hazard awareness, risk

18



perception, perceived responsibility, self-efficacy, collective efficacy, response
efficacy, outcome expectancy, problem-focused coping, sense of community, trust,

empowerment, and community participation.

Among the above listed models, DPM and CET are prominently studied for
understanding psychological factors underlying preparedness behaviors. Developed
by Paton and his colleagues (Paton, 2003; Paton et al., 2005), DPM stands out for
addressing how individual and social factors interact to predict the extent to which
people adopt preparedness behaviors. This model views preparedness as the
outcome of a social cognitive process and proposes three phases of disaster
preparedness, namely, motivation to prepare, formation of intentions to prepare, and
conversion of intentions into actual preparation (Paton, 2003; Paton et al., 2005).

In the first phase, critical awareness (the extent to which people think and talk about
hazards), risk perception (the extent to which the person anticipates hazard-related
damage), and hazard anxiety (the extent to which a person feels anxious about a
specific hazard) are suggested to motivate preparedness behavior (Paton, 2003;
Paton et al., 2005). Presence of these three motivator factors at appropriate levels
progresses the preparedness process to the second phase in which outcome
expectancy (the extent to which the person believes that his/her actions can
effectively mitigate hazard effects), self-efficacy (the extent to which the person
thinks of him/herself as having the capacity to act, i.e., that he/she can actually
engage in preparedness behaviors), and action coping (the number and quality of
action plans, behavioral investment in terms of effort and perseverance to reduce
risk) form intentions. Here, action coping is characterized by problem-focused
coping (the tendency to choose action to change a situation) and response efficacy
(the perception that a particular action aimed at mitigating hazard effects would be
effective when adopted, based on availability of resources and benefits involved).
Concerning the third phase, DPM suggests that various variables can potentially
moderate the link between intentions (to prepare and to seek information) and
preparedness behaviors. These moderator variables include perceived responsibility,
timing of hazard activity, response efficacy, sense of community, and normative
factors (trust and empowerment) (Paton, 2003; Paton et al., 2005).
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In a questionnaire study conducted in New Zealand with homeowners, Paton and
his colleagues (2005) showed that the process of preparedness to earthquakes
consists of three interdependent phases — namely, motivation to prepare, formation
of intentions to prepare, and conversion of intentions into actual preparation. Their
findings largely supported the relationships between the variables as delineated in
DPM. However, an unanticipated finding was that there was a distinction between
intention to seek information and intention to prepare, with only the latter predicting
adoption of earthquake preparedness behaviors. The relationship between intention
to seek information and actual preparedness was moderated by timing of hazard
activity whereas the relationship between intention to prepare and actual
preparedness was moderated by trust. The findings showed that expecting a
damaging earthquake in the near future and having trust in information sources

increased the likelihood of engaging in preparedness behaviors (Paton et al., 2005).

Recent studies on preparedness using CET developed by Paton (2006; 2008b) have
addressed the importance of social context for conversion of intensions into actual
preparedness behaviors. This theory extends DPM by taking into account the role of
community factors on preparedness. It focuses on how person-, community- and
societal-level factors interact to predict levels of hazard preparedness. CET
proposes that the interaction of interpretive processes at the individual level,
namely, personal beliefs, with social context processes including community and
institutional factors is important in prediction of preparedness. In CET, outcome
expectancy is used to refer to interpretive processes. The social context processes,
on the other hand, concerns community and institutional factors. Community factors
refer to the relationship between community members (i.e., social influences) as
indicated by community participation and collective efficacy. Institutional factors
refer to the relationship between community members and civic agencies of hazard

information as indicated by empowerment and trust (Paton, 2006; 2008b).

Several cross-cultural studies have provided empirical support for the propositions

of CET (Paton, Bajek, Okada, & Mclvor, 2010; Paton, Okada, & Sagala, 2013). For

instance, the study by Paton and his colleagues (2013) empirically supported the

cross-cultural applicability of CET for preparedness to earthquakes and volcanoes
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using data from New Zealand, Japan, Indonesia, and Taiwan. In their study, they
found that irrespective of culture and hazard, the relationship between hazard
beliefs (outcome expectancy) and preparedness intention was mediated by
community (community participation and collective efficacy) and institutional
(empowerment and trust) factors. Accordingly, citizens’ ability to collectively
formulate their risk management needs and strategies and citizens’ perception that
their needs have been met through their relationship between civic agencies foster
citizens’ trust in them and the information they provide as well as increase the
likelihood that citizens use that information to base their decision on adopting

hazard preparedness measures (Paton et al., 2013).

Having outlined the social psychological research on natural hazard preparedness
with particular focus on earthquakes, in the following section, a system justification

approach to preparedness is discussed.

1.6.2 Preparedness and System Justification

System justification in disaster context might also bear on individual-level
responses to disasters in that it can be a hindering factor for individual household
preparedness. Specifically, system justification might function as a motivational
factor that negatively influences the degree to which people adopt earthquake
preparedness behaviors. Building upon Paton and his colleagues’ emphasis on
social and community factors in understanding preparedness, the present research
aimed to address the wider socio-political context that one is situated in, particularly

pertaining to the DRM system.

When addressing preparedness in relation to system justification in disaster context,
a focus on government response to disasters appears relevant. In particular, people
can justify the system with respect to failures and shortcomings of DRM activities.
People might think that the government has effectively managed the risk of
disasters in general and in particular the aftermath of a disaster and that it is not
responsible for the negative impact of the disaster. As mentioned earlier, system
justification is suggested to increase in the case of disasters because these major

events might embody a threat to the system and to one’s sense of control as well as
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qualify as natural reminders of death. However, such increase in system
justification processes might decrease individuals’ adoption of preparedness
behaviors. Having a perception of the government as competent in DRM might
foster the belief that system-level solutions are enough for managing large-scale
issues such as disasters and that public engagement — in case of disasters,
individual-level preparedness — is not necessary (in case of disasters, important or
effective) to resolve these issues (Shepherd & Kay, 2014). Accordingly, it can be
argued that system justification in disaster context might be negatively associated
with earthquake preparedness at the individual level. Thus, in the current research,
it was hypothesized that MS and ST would interact to yield the lowest levels of
preparedness-related variables including general preparedness, intention, self-

efficacy, and outcome expectancy.

1.7 Context: Earthquakes in Turkey

In the global picture of the occurrence and mortality of earthquakes, Turkey is
among the first five countries with a high frequency of earthquakes (CRED, 2016b).
It is located in a seismically high-risk region of the world and earthquakes are by far
the most commonly experienced type of disaster in the country, also leading to
significant economic consequences along with casualties and injuries. According to
the seismic zone map of Turkey, 96% of its total area lies in earthquake zones and
the 98% of its total population lives in these earthquake-prone regions (Ozmen,
Nurlu, & Giiler, 1997). A look at the seismic history of the country reveals that an
average earthquake in Turkey claims 1,159 lives and affects around 90,000 people
(CRED, 2016c).

Cities have become more vulnerable to natural, technological, environmental, and
human-induced hazards especially during the post-1950s period, with earthquakes
being the most important risk (Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery
[GFDRR], 2012). It was urban settlements receiving domestic migration at a
massive and rapid rate and poor supervision of urban development along with
industrialization process taking place at an equally rapid rate that have led to this
increased vulnerability (GFDRR, 2012). A milestone for DRM in Turkey has been
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the 1999 Marmara earthquakes (Kocaeli and Diizce) prior to which disaster
management activities focused mostly on response and recovery phases (Balamir,
2002). Following these devastating quakes with a severe economic cost of
approximately US$16-20 billion (corresponding to 5-7% of that year’s GDP;
Bibbee, Goneng, Jacobs, Konvitz, & Price, 2000), a shift of focus in governmental
policies occurred with risk mitigation taking prominence over response and
recovery. Since then, a series of regulatory, constitutional, and financial actions
have been undertaken for management and mitigation of disaster risk (GFDRR,
2012).

As have been outlined by GFDRR (2012), the major legal actions taken for DRM
included Decree on Building Construction Supervision, Decree Law on Turkish
Catastrophe Insurance Pool (DASK; in Turkish, Dogal Afet Sigortalart Kurumu)
and compulsory earthquake insurance, and regulatory framework for construction
within earthquake zones. Among the institutional actions were the establishment of
Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency (AFAD; in Turkish, Afet ve Acil
Durum Yénetimi Baskanligr) as a more centralized authority for coordinating all
institutions responsible for DRM activities and the adoption of Housing
Development Administration in Turkey (TOKI; in Turkish, Toplu Konut /daresi
Baskanlig1) as a new government support mechanism for urban transformation and
strengthening of existing building stock, which also included disaster housing
projects. Strategic action plans were further adopted for increasing earthquake
preparedness, which included National Earthquake Strategy and Action Plan,
Integrated Urban Development Strategy and Action Plan, and Istanbul Seismic Risk
Mitigation and Emergency Preparedness Project (ISMEP) (GFDRR, 2012).

The recent destructive earthquake in Turkey was the 2011 Van earthquakes. Two
consecutive earthquakes hit the province of Van in eastern Turkey on October 23
and November 9, 2011. The first earthquake ranked fifth (with 604 deaths) in the
top ten natural disasters by number of deaths in 2011 (Guha-Sapir, Vos, Below, &
Ponserre, 2012). It had a magnitude of 7.2 with Tabanli Village (located in the north
of the city center) as the epicenter. The second earthquake, which occurred two
weeks after the first earthquake, had a magnitude of 5.6 and its epicenter was
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Edremit, a subprovince of Van located in the south of the city center. In total, 644
people were killed and 1,966 people were injured (Republic of Turkey Prime
Ministry Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency [AFAD], 2014). The
earthquakes further led to disruptions in telecommunications, electricity, natural gas
system, and water services along with collapse and cracking in some roads (Daniell
et al., 2011). The earthquakes caused an estimated economic damage of around 1.8
million US$ (CRED, 2016b). According to damage assessment conducted in Van
after the earthquakes, 39% of its building stock was slightly damaged, 12% was
moderately damaged, and 26% was heavily damaged or destroyed (AFAD, 2014).
As the majority of the damaged building stock comprised of houses (AFAD, 2014),
more than 250,000 people were displaced (The Internal Displacement Monitoring
Centre, 2012). Furthermore, the 2011 -earthquakes revealed that disaster
management activities were not conducted efficiently in Van due to deficits in
mitigation (Basbug-Erkan et al., 2015).

Given the country’s susceptibility to experience earthquakes with devastating
consequences, earthquakes pose a significant risk for Turkey. This risk renders it
necessary to strengthen and facilitate resilience and preparedness of individuals and
communities to disasters as have been acknowledged in international disaster policy
platforms (e.g., UNISDR, 2007; 2015). In this respect, it is essential to understand
individuals’ perceptions of and reactions to disasters with insights from social

psychological research.

1.8 The Overview of the Present Research

The present research aims to contribute to social psychological research on disasters
by addressing system justification in disaster context from a terror management
perspective in the case of earthquakes in Turkey and by addressing topics that are
directly relevant to disaster research. Particularly, the focus was on fatalism and
system justification as indirect and direct forms of bolstering the perceived
legitimacy of the system, respectively, and also individual earthquake preparedness.
Considering the relevance of system justification processes to disasters, it seems

worthwhile to investigate the social cognitive processes underlying perceptions of
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and reactions to disasters through the lenses of SJT and TMT. Notably, this thesis
aims to extend previous work on this topic by employing an experimental method
informed by SJT and TMT in the context of earthquakes in Turkey, thereby,
providing an empirical outlook on the theoretical link between the field of disasters

and mainstream social psychology.

To this end, an experimental study was conducted to investigate, after controlling
for EQEXPO, (i) how MS and ST influence fatalism, system justification, and
earthquake preparedness and (ii) whether and how this influence differs with
respect to general and specific (i.e., disaster-related) levels of MS and ST. Thus, in
the present study, the independent variables were MS and ST and the dependent
variables were fatalism, system justification (as indirect and direct forms of
bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively), and earthquake
preparedness. The levels of MS and ST (the independent variables) as well as the
levels of the dependent variables fatalism and system justification were assessed at
both general and disaster-related levels. The aim of employing such experimental
design was to investigate whether the effects of MS and ST differed depending on
whether they are induced with general or specific (i.e., disaster-related) content. A
further aim was to investigate whether these effects were similar for general and

disaster-related measures of fatalism and system justification.

The variables used for fatalism included general fatalism (GFAT; consisting of the
subscales  destiny,  functionality, helplessness,  submission, valuation,
uncontrollability, and luck) and disaster-related fatalism (DFAT; consisting of the
variables earthquake fatalism, earthquake blame, damage blame, and damage
preventability). System justification variables included general system justification
(GSJ) and disaster-related system justification (DSJ). The variables used for
earthquake preparedness were general preparedness, intention, self-efficacy, and
outcome expectancy. As for EQEXPO, the reason for inclusion of this variable as a
covariate in the study design was that it would enable examination of research
questions independent of one’s previous experience of earthquake and his/her

exposure to the adverse consequences of the quake.
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Based on the above mentioned research aims and focus, the present study seeks to
address three research questions with respect to MS, ST, and the interplay between
them. Specifically, the research questions of the experimental study can be

summarized as follows:

1. Research questions on MS (MS main effect)
1.1. Does reminding people of a possible EQEXPE qualify as MS as
reminding people of their death does?
1.2. How do levels of MS (death vs. earthquake vs. control) influence

fatalism, system justification, and preparedness?

2. Research questions on ST (ST main effect)
2.1. Does disaster-related ST have the same function as general ST, i.e.,
to increase the need to justify the system?
2.2. How do levels of ST (general vs. disaster-related vs. control)

influence fatalism, system justification, and preparedness?

3. Research question on the interplay between MS and ST (interaction effect)
3.1. How do the levels of MS and ST interact to influence fatalism, system

justification, and preparedness?

In view of these research questions and based on the relevant literature, it was
hypothesized that MS and ST would lead to higher levels of fatalism and system
justification, and lower levels of preparedness. Moreover, it was hypothesized that
MS and ST would interact to yield the highest levels of fatalism and system
justification as well as the lowest levels of preparedness.

In addition to the primary aim of this thesis as part of which an experimental study
(Study3, see Chapter 4) was conducted to explore research questions delineated
above, a secondary aim was to develop a self-report Likert scale to be used in the
experimental study for assessing general fatalism (GFAT) that would reveal
individual differences in dispositional fatalistic beliefs. For this purpose, a
qualitative study (Study 1, see Chapter 2) involving semi-structured interviews with
20 participants was conducted to understand perceptions of fatalism in general,

which would guide the item generation process. A follow-up study (Study 2, see
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Chapter 3) was further conducted to establish the reliability and validity of the
newly developed GFAT scale. In this regard, the present thesis further contributes
to social psychological research in Turkey by introducing a reliable and valid

measure of general fatalistic beliefs.
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CHAPTER 2

THE FIRST STUDY:
UNDERSTANDING FATALISM

This chapter is devoted to the first study which was conducted to lay out the
qualitative foundation for the development of a new scale for assessing fatalism in
general (see Study 2; Chapter 3) to be used in the main study (i.e., hypothesis
testing with experimental design, see Study 3; Chapter 4). Accordingly, the main
purpose of this study was to explore general perceptions of fatalism that would
reveal individual differences in dispositional fatalistic beliefs. The qualitative
findings, in particular, themes reflecting how people perceive fatalism in general
were used to inform item generation process. This study also aimed to understand
public perceptions of the system within the context of DRM in Turkey. This
information was used in the experimental study for (i) writing up the passage for the
disaster-related ST and (ii) operationalizing the system pertaining to DRM in
Turkey to be given in the respective system justification scale. Hence, the first study

was conducted as a qualitative study with focus on GFAT and DRM in Turkey.

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Participants

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 20 participants recruited through
convenience sampling in Ankara and Diizce. In order to ensure the heterogeneity of
the sample, participants were selected based on EQEXPE (the 1999 earthquakes),
age, gender, education, socio-economic status (SES), and occupation (see Table 2.1

for the sociodemographic characteristics of the sample).
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Table 2.1 Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Sample (Study 1)

No. EQEXPE Age Gender Education SES Occupation

P1 No 34 Male High school Medium Employee

P2 No 32 Female High school Medium Catering worker
P3 No 36  Female High school Medium Project assistant
P4 No 48  Female University Medium Landscape architect
P5 No 34 Male University Medium Teacher

P6 No 41  Female Primary school Medium Housewife

P7 No 60 Female Vocational school Medium Teacher

P8 No 32 Male High school Medium Electrician

P9 No 46 Male University Medium White-collar worker
P10 No 32 Male Secondary school Low Technician

P11 Yes 27  Female University Medium Lawyer

P12 Yes 30 Male Graduate school High Engineer

P13 Yes 57 Male High school Medium Self-employed
P14 Yes 47  Female Primary school Medium Trader

P15 Yes 39 Female High school Medium Housewife

P16 Yes 43 Male High school High Sales marketing supervisor
P17 Yes 60 Male  Vocational school High Teacher

P18 Yes 54  Female Primary school Medium Tailor

P19 Yes 40 Male University High Imam

P20 Yes 42  Female University High Teacher

2.1.2 Interview Schedule

An interview schedule consisting of 15 questions designed according to the

specified research purposes was employed. The interview topics included fatalism

in general, fatalism in relation to earthquakes, and DRM in Turkey. In line with the

topics covered, the interview schedule was structured around three parts enquiring

about perceptions of fatalism in general (7 questions), perceptions of fatalism in

relation to earthquakes (4 questions - these allowed transition from fatalism to

disasters), and perceptions of DRM in Turkey (4 questions) (see Appendix A for the
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interview guide). During the interviews, participants were probed to further explain

their responses when deemed necessary by the researcher.

2.1.3 Procedure

Ethical approval for the conducting study was granted from Middle East Technical
University (METU) Human Subjects Ethics Committee (see Appendix F, Study 1).
Data collection took place during November — December 2015. The interviews,
scheduled at a time and place that was convenient for each participant, were
conducted face-to-face by the researcher. Written informed consent was obtained
from the participants prior to the interviews. At the end of the interviews, they were
debriefed and thanked for their participation. The interviews were audio-recorded
for transcription purposes and lasted approximately 10 to 60 minutes. Verbatim
transcriptions were made by two undergraduate students and did not include names
of the participants. Numbers were allocated to participants to ensure their
anonymity. These numbers were used to refer to participants throughout the

transcripts.

2.1.4 Analysis

Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Joffe, 2012) was used to conduct a
preliminary analysis of the interview data on the topics of GFAT and DRM in
Turkey. Themes were coded deductively based on the theoretical framework of the
research and in accord with the research aims. Themes on the perceptions of
fatalism in general were used for the development of a GFAT scale. Themes on the
perceptions of DRM in Turkey were used to inform operationalization of the DRM
system in Turkey to be used for the passage for the disaster-related ST and for the
system explanation to be given in the DSJ scale. For reliability purposes, a
qualitative data analysis software, namely, MAXQDA plus12 (MAXQDA, 2016)

was used as it enables systematic storage and retrieval of coded segments.
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2.2 Results

The results for the first study are presented in two parts, namely, development of
items for the GFAT scale and operationalization of DRM for the experimental
study. Thematic analysis findings pertaining to perceptions of fatalism in general
and DRM in Turkey are explained respectively for item development and DRM

operationalization.

2.2.1 Item Development

Item generation for the development of a new scale assessing individual differences
in dispositional fatalistic beliefs was based on two resources. The first one was the
interview findings in that themes on the perceptions of fatalism in general guided
the item generation process. The second one was the review of existing scales that
contained useful material related to fatalistic beliefs. Drawing on these two sources
for item generation, an initial version of item pool with a total of 54 items was

developed to assess dispositional fatalism (see Appendix B).

2.2.1.1 Interview Findings

Participants’ accounts that captured the essence and nature of fatalism in general
were used to generate specific items. The preliminary qualitative analysis of the
interviews revealed eight themes, namely, functionality, submission, helplessness,
personal control, predetermination, divine control, centrality in life, and luck.
These themes were only used to guide the item generation process. In order to give
an overview of the findings, each theme is elaborated in the following paragraphs

with quotations from the participants.

The first theme, named functionality, reflected views on the functionality of
fatalism, particularly how being fatalistic makes life easy and/or difficult. There
were two opposing views in that some of the participants perceived fatalism to be
functional as a coping skill whereas some perceived it to be dysfunctional. This
seemed to be independent from whether one believes in fatalism and/or from how
strongly one endorses fatalistic beliefs. Some participants, on the other hand, were
ambivalent as they perceived it to be functional in some respects but not in others,
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suggesting that being fatalistic at an optimal level was the healthiest. Among the
participants who viewed fatalism as functional, for instance, one male participant
aged 34 (P5) mentioned fatalism as the easiest way of accepting what one cannot

change, giving an example about close relationships. He said:

(in English)

Because it’s the easiest way of accepting something that one cannot change.
Or, if cannot change or cannot cope with it, this is the easiest way of
accepting it. ... It maybe eases, to some extent, acceptance when it’s not
possible for the individual to accept. For example, for both parties, one might
have fallen in love with the person due to his/her attraction to the opposite
sex, but couldn’t get the same reaction somehow. So, that person has to
accept him/herself in this context. How will s/he say it? Fate. That is, s/he will
say that it won't happen anymore, in this way s/he will try to comfort
him/herself, or, if s/he has lost his/her coping strength, s/he will say that it’s
destiny so as not to find his/her inner strength for coping. S/he will say “since
it is destiny, I will resume on” or s/he can continue his/her struggle saying
that “the road doesn’t end here and maybe my destiny is written differently”.
In my opinion, s/he might increase his/her coping strength by saying that
“maybe I have lost but I am going after winning ”, instead of thinking that “I
have lost”.

(in Turkish)

Degistiremeyecegi bir seyi kabul etmenin en kolay yolu c¢iinkii. Ya da
degistiremiyorsa eger, miicadele de edemiyorsa, kabul etmesinin en kolay
yolu bu. ... Insan kabullenemeyecegi bir seyi kabullenmesini belki bir miktar
kolaylastirtyor. Ornegin, iki taraf icin de konusuyorum yani karst cinse olan
ilgisinden dolay1 ¢ok asik olmus olabiliv ama bir tirlii aynm reaksiyonu
alamanugtir. Kendini artik bu baglamda kabul etmek zorunda. Nasil diyecek?
Kader. Yani olmuyor artik diyecek, bu sekilde kendini rahatlatmaya ¢alisacak
veya miicadele giiciinii kaybettiyse icinde o miicadele giiciinii bulmak igin
gene kader diyecek. “Madem kader bu, kaldigim yerden devam edecegim ya
da bu yol burada bitmiyor, belki kaderim farkli yazilmigstr” deyip de
miicadelesine devam edebilir. Yani kaybettim degil de diyecek belki kaybettim
ama kazanmanin yolunda gidiyorum da deyip miicadele giiciinii de artirabilir
bence.

The second theme was coded submission and pertained to fatalistic beliefs that one
cannot change his/her destiny, casting a passive role to the individual. Some of the
participants believed that in some cases nothing one does can change what destiny
has for the person and that there is no option other than resigning to fate. However,
there were also participants who did not perceive fate as unchangeable and thought

that it was in one’s hands to create his/her destiny. For example, as a participant
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who associated being completely fatalistic with unhappiness, a 60-year old female

teacher (P7) explained fatalism as diminishing one’s coping capacity. In her words:

(in English)

Being totally fatalistic is not a good thing, the individual becomes unhappy. If
| resign to my faith that much [bowing to the inevitable], | cannot do anything
in my life, I can’t live. | struggle when something such happens. One should
struggle thinking “This happened to me but what can I do to overcome it?”.
You live monotonously when you believe in fate. Because you think that it is
your destiny and you don’t struggle yourself, in that way you don’t give your
fight for life. Waiting for fate, everything, waiting for everything saying this
will happen to me won’t give a good result.

(in Turkish)

Tamamen kaderci olmak iyi bir sey degil, mutsuz olur insan. Ben o kadar da
yani kaderime eger boyun egersem hi¢c hayatimda hi¢bir sey yapamam
vasayamam. Ben kendim de oyle basima bir sey geldiginde miicadele ederim
yani. “Bu basima geldi ama bunu yenmem i¢in neler yapabilirim” diye
miicadele etmesi lazim. Monoton yasarsin kadere inanirsan. Ciinkii bu
kaderim dersin hi¢c kendini miicadele etmezsin, yasam i¢in miicadele
vermemis olursun. Kaderi, her seyi, beklemek, bu basima gelecek diye her
seyi beklemek iyi bir sonug¢ vermez.

According to the third theme, namely, helplessness, fatalism accounts for things that
individuals feel helpless and powerless about. In particular, fatalism was perceived
to involve helplessness for things that one cannot explain or are incapable of doing.
As the 32-year old male participant (P10) said, for instance, “Belief in fate is
stronger when your strength is not enough and you are not able to do anything,
when you’re desperate. If you have an opportunity, you certainly first use that
opportunity but if there is no opportunity you believe in fate” (in English), “Senin
giiciiniin yetmedigi, elinden gelen bir sey olmadigi zaman, caresiz kaldigin
zamanlarda daha c¢ok kadere inanilir yani. Elinde bir imkan varsa mutlaka 6nce
imkanmi kullanirsin ama imkan yoksa kadere inanirsin” (in Turkish). Another
participant (female, 54, P18) viewed fatalism as the best way out when one feels

helpless:

(in English)

Especially about topics you cannot succeed, like when you fight but you
cannot win through, you cannot get out of it, you just let things drift saying
this is my destiny. You leave events to fate when there is nothing to do. The
individual does not have any way out. The best way out is resorting to fate.
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Isn'’t it? That is, resorting to faith in cases when one cannot achieve, cannot

do.

(in Turkish)

Hani ozellikle basaramayacagimiz konularda, hani bir kavga edersiniz de

sonucuna ulasamazsiniz, artik ¢ikamazsiniz o seyden, ya bu benim

kaderimmis deyip oluruna birakirsiniz.  Bir sey yok noktasinda kadere

bwrakirsiniz olaylari. Yani baska da ¢ikis yolu yoktur insanin. En giizel ¢tkis

yvolu kadere siginmaktir. Degil mi? Yani ulasamayacagi, yapamayacagi

verlerde kadere siginmak.
The fourth theme was named personal control and involved fatalistic beliefs in
relation to internality and externality. Particularly, some participants stated that one
cannot control everything and that there might be things which cannot be prevented,
thus reflecting an externalist view of control. On the other hand, some participants
attributed internality to fatalism, thinking that it was up to the individual to
determine how his/her life would be. For instance, the 32-year old male participant

(P10) explained fatalism in relation to externality, giving an example of dismissal:

(in English)

They [people who believe in fate] are faithful and sometimes people who are
lazy in general also [say] “there was not nothing I could do, it’s destiny, it
came from God”. However, before fate, there must have been certainly
something to do. But in those cases that one did not do, I think that it is
something that people use as an excuse. Lazy people [say] there was nothing |
could do, it’s fate, it was meant to be so.

(in Turkish)

[Kadere inanan insanlar] Dine baghdir ama bazen de iste genelde tembel
insanlar da ¢alisip gayret gostermedikleri zaman da igte “benim
yapabilecegim bir sey yoktu, kader, Allah'tan geldi” [der], ama halbuki
kaderden once kendisinin yapabilecegi mutlaka bir seyler vardir. Ama o iste
vapmadigr zamanlarda da insanlarin bahane olarak kullandigi bir sey olarak
da goriivorum. Tembel insanlar benim yapabilecegim bir sey yoktu, kader
yani o oyle olmast gerekiyormus oldu [der].

The fifth theme was coded as predetermination pertained to the fatalistic belief that
some things in life such as birth and death are predetermined. According to the 60-
year old male participant (P17), “What | believe in is that if this is meant to be, if
we have faith in God, what we call destiny, that it is written when one is born, even
when both it is determined when one will die. This is what | consider as fate is this”

(in English), “Bu bir yasanilacaksa, Allah’a inancimiz varsa, hani alin yazisi
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dedigimiz, insan dogarken alnina yazilir sudur budur deniyor ya, dogdugu zaman
bile ne zaman Olecegi bellidir, gibi bu seye inaniyorum ve kader olarak
diistintiyorum bunu” (in Turkish). Some participants also viewed fatalism as
predetermination of everything in life. One participant (male, 34, P5) cited a saying

of his religion teacher in high school to express his view of fatalism. He said:

(in English)

Back in high school, our religion teacher told us: Kids, think that on the top of
a hill two trains are moving towards each other. He said that foreknowing of
this, seeing this in advance, from the top of the hill, knowing that it will
happen, this is what fate is like. | think the same way more or less.

(in Turkish)
Bize lisede din ogretmenimiz soyle anlatmisti. Bir tepenin basinda iki tane
trenin birbirine dogru hareket ettigini diistintin ¢ocuklar. Iste bunun onceden
bilinmesi, bunu énceden gérmek, tepenin basindan gormek, olacagini bilmek,
kader boyle bir sey demisti. Ben de yaklasik boyle diigtintiyorum.
The sixth theme, named divine control, reflected the belief that one’s life is
determined by an entity that is superior to humans. Such view of fatalism was
mostly associated with religion, with God as executing limitless divine control over

human life. The 30-year old male participant (P12) explained this as follows:

(in English)

If you are a faithful person.. Ultimately, you believe in the existence of a will
that is higher than yours, though this differs according to particular faith.. If
you are a Muslim, you think about the will of Allah [God] which is greater
than your will and which is infinite. Yours is limited, in fact, belief in fatalism
is something in parallel with that.

(in Turkish)

Hani inangli biriysen.. Sonugta hani, senin idarenin iizerinde bir iradenin
varligina inaniyorsun. Yani tabi bu inanca gore degisir de.. Miisliimansan
falan, hani orada senden daha biiyiik bir Allah iradesini, yani onun idaresinin
sonsuz oldugunu diistiniiyorsun. Seninki sumirli, orada aslinda kader inanci da
belki o paralelde olan bir sey yani.

Another participant (female, 42, P20) expressed her belief in fatalism as rooted in

fatalism, she said:
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(in English)

Speaking for myself, not for people, but I think that belief in faith is a
requirement since it is in our religion. | believe that it is so when also |
evaluate events, that it is in our destiny. But, as | said, this destiny might be
created by God, it is our fate but we choose that fate by ourselves and
because Allah [God] knows us, because Cenab-: Allah [supreme God] knows
that we will go that direction, he guides us to that direction.

(in Turkish)

Ben kendi adima séyleyeyim, insanlar olarak demiyorum ama mesela ben
dinimizde bu var, o yiizden kadere inanmak gerektigini diistiniiyorum.
Olaylart da degerlendirdigimde de d&yle olduguna inaniyorum zaten
kaderimizde olduguna. Ama dedigim gibi bu kader Allah tarafindan
varatilmis olabilir kaderimiz bizim ama o kaderi biz kendimiz segiyoruz ve
Cenab-i Allah da bizi bildigi i¢in, bizim zaten o tarafa gidecegimizi bildigi
icin bizi o tarafa yonlendiriyor.

The seventh theme was centrality in life which was coded based on the life domains
that participants mentioned as being relevant to belief in fatalism. Viewing fatalism
as a safeguard for psychological problems, the 40-year old imam (P19) stated that
fatalistic thinking was prevalent in life. He mentioned several life events for which

people tended to rely on fatalistic beliefs:

(in English)

For instance, for birth they believe [in faith]. For marriage thet believe
though they actually have the option to choose. For raising children they
believe. Especially for major events there is a concept that they resort to,
what they call as will of God [takdir-i ilahi]. And this in fact comforts people
psychologically at some point. It can even prevent them from losing one’s
senses, experiencing psychological problems. This we encounter a lot in
death.

(in Turkish)

Mesela dogumda inanwrlar [kadere]. Iste evlilikte ashinda se¢me ihtimalleri
olmasina ragmen evlilikte inanmirlar. Cocuklarini yetistirmede inanirlar.
Ozellikle boyle biiyiik olaylarda takdir-i ilahi dedikleri ve buna sigindiklar:
bir kavram vardir. Ve bu da ashinda ayni zamanda hani ashinda psikolojik
olarak da insanlar bir noktada rahatlativ. Ashinda belki cildirmalari, iste
boyle daha psikolojik sorunlara girmelerine engel olabilir. Mesela 6liimde
buna cok sahit oluruz.

The eighth and last theme was luck, which emerged, though rarely, as an opposing
view of fatalism. Particularly, low or lack of belief in fatalism was associated with

belief in luck, pointing out that it is the individual him/herself, not fatalism, that
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determine one’s destiny, however, this also requires luck. According to the 46-year
old male participant (P9), his belief in luck parallels his disbelief in fatalism. In his

own words:

(in English)

In my opinion, believing that some things come from above is fatalism. This is
related to resignation, I don’t believe in it. I believe that the individual shapes
his/her own [fate]. But that does not mean that everything is completely in the
hands of the person, there should also be a luck factor to a degree. That is, |
should say, you should be lucky. You might be in your good day, or it
coincides. It might also be related to destiny to some degree but not in a
religious sense, they are intertwined. But | do not lean to fatalism but believe
in the luck factor.

(in Turkish)

Yani simdi bir seylerin direk ben yukaridan geldigine inanmak bence
kadercilik. Ya bu kabullenmislikle alakali, ben buna inanmiyorum. Insan
kendi seyini [kaderini] kendisinin yaptigina inaniyorum. Ama bu tamamen de
her seyin insanmn elinde oldugu anlamina gelmiyor, biraz da sans faktériiniin
olmasi gerekiyor. Sansiniz da yaver gidecek, éyle soyleyeyim yani. Iyi
giiniinde olursun, ne bileyim ondan sonra denk gelir. Bir nebze dini anlamda
degil ama kismetle de alakali olabilir yani. Bunun tarifi ¢ok zordur, birbirine
i¢ ice gegcmistir. Ama ben kadercilige ¢ok sicak bakmiyorum ama sans
faktoriine inaniyorum.

2.2.1.2 Review of Existing Scales

A second source of item generation for scale development was the review of
existing scales that contained useful material related to fatalistic beliefs. Among
these were the Multidimensional Fatalism Measure in English and Spanish
(Esparza, Wiebe, & Quifiones, 2015), Free Will and Determinism Scale (FAD-plus;
Paulhus & Carey, 2011), Ways of Coping Inventory (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980;
Kesimci, 2003; Siva, 1991), Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966;
Dag, 1991; 2002), Belief in Good Luck Scale (Darke & Freedman, 1997; Oner-
Ozkan, 2003), and scales assessing cancer fatalism (Powe, 1995), Traffic Locus of
Control Scale (TLOC; Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005; Warner, Ozkan, & Lajunen, 2010),
and health fatalism (Shen, Condit, & Wright, 2009).
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2.2.2 Operationalization of DRM

The interview findings on DRM in Turkey helped to understand how it was
perceived as a system. This information was, in turn, used to operationalize what
the DRM system entails and what constitutes a threat to it. Thematic analyses of the
interview data revealed that perceptions of DRM in the case of earthquakes in
Turkey involved four main themes that reflected the topics covered in the interview,
thus were organized and named accordingly. With a seemingly major focus on post-
quake period, these themes included actors responsible for DRM, aid and services,
role of aid and services in this period, and effectiveness of DRM in general. In order
to give an overview of the findings, each theme is elaborated in the following
paragraphs with quotations from the participants.

The first theme, namely, actors responsible for DRM, included the institutions
and/or individuals that the participants expected to provide support in the post-
quake period. According to the interview findings, DRM in Turkey involved several
actors ranging from administrative bodies to community stakeholders. Specifically,
state (including both local and central government, corresponding to municipality
and governorate), Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency (AFAD), other
responsible ministries (e.g., Ministry of Health), security forces (police force and
the army), Turkish Red Crescent (KIZILAY) and Search and Rescue Association
(AKUT) along with other non-governmental organizations (NGOs), volunteers,
public, and family were the actors which were held responsible for providing
support in the post-quake period. For instance, one participant (P3, female, 36),
while stating that she personally did not expect any support from anyone, listed the
institutions and/or individuals that she thought were responsible for providing aid as

follows:

(in English)

As for aid, Turkish Red Crescent, AFAD, what else? Various aid institutions
maybe, and also wealthy people living in that region or factories or people
with employment institutions, | think that these people, with good
organization, can uplift those affected in the region sooner
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(in Turkish)

Yardim olarak Kizilay, AFAD, baska ne var? Cesitli yardim kuruluslari
olabilir, bir de o bolgede yasayan gelir diizeyi ¢ok yiiksek ya da fabrikalar ya
da iste is kurumlar:t olan insanlar iyi bir organize olarak oralardaki
[etkilenen] insanlart daha ¢cabuk kalkindirabilir diye diisiiniiyorum.

The second theme, namely, aid and services, reflected views on aid and services
that the participants expected to be provided in the post-quake period. Examples
given by the participants pertained to both the immediate and the long-term
aftermath. These included search and rescue, burial procedures, debris removal,
temporary accommodation (suited to local climate conditions) as well as permanent
housing (e.g., TOKI), food, health, personal hygiene, security, communication,
psychological support, resumption of children’s schooling, transfer of patients,
children, and elderly to places where the conditions for their vulnerability are
improved, and also rebuilding of city infrastructure. For instance, the 60-year old
male participant who survived the 1999 Diizce earthquake (P17) specified the
arrangement of aid and services that he thought should be provided in the post-

quake period as follows:

(in English)

| think that health is very important. First health. Then, at the first stage
certainly no food or any other thing. One cannot think about it because
his/her arm or leg is ripped off, is injured or else. After health, food for
maintaining health of the healthy. Food and clothing. It is so in the immediate
aftermath, that is, first health, hospital, medical attention. Then comes food,
and then comes sheltering, and others.

(in Turkish)

Tabii sey cok énemli énce bence saghk. Once saghk. Ondan sonra tabii o ilk
etapta ne yemek ne bilmem ne, hi¢bir sey. Adamin aklina gelmiyor ¢iinkii kolu
bacag bilmem nesi kopmus, yarali sudur budur. Saghk ardindan saghklilarin
saghiksizlasmamasi icin yiyecek. Yiyecek ve giyecek. Ilk etapta boyle, ilk once
bana gére saglik, hastane, tibbi miidahaleler. Sonra gida, ondan sonra zaten
barinma, sudur budur diye éyle gidiyor.

The third theme, referred to as the role of aid and services in the post-quake period,
emphasized the view that aid and services were facilitative for resumption of daily

functioning as well as post-quake coping and adaptation. It was expressed by many
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participants that provision of the above mentioned aid and services by responsible

actors was of vital importance. As the 43-year old male participant (P16) said:

(in English)

In the first stage, as | said, people are in need of everything. You live on with
that aid coming. There was no bread here back then. As you know nothing
works. People are hungry and thirsty. Staple food, thanks to Ankara they took
the initiative, these things are important in my opinion.

(in Turkish)

Yani ilk etapta, diyorum ya insanin her seye ihtiyaci var. O gelen ihtiyaglarla
sen hayatini idame ettiriyorsun. Burada ekmek yoktu ya. Biliyorsunuz hi¢bir
sey calismiyor. Insan a¢ susuz. Temel gidalar, sag olsun Ankara bu iste on
ayak oldu, bu gibi seyler 6nemli bence.

Another participant (P12, male, 30) explained how critical it was for the survivors
to re-establish their routines so that the impact of the earthquake on daily life could

be lessened:

(in English)

I think it is important because at one point reverse destruction happens, some
things happen and you have to reconstruct things from scratch. In order to do
those, the more there are people helping, if we are to make an analogy to “if
everyone sweeps their own front door”, the more people get involved in the
work and start doing something to get back to normal life as soon as possible,
the more you overcome the effects of the event, in both material and moral
sense. ... For instance, you are a tradesman, if you are able to continue doing
your job, if you have a new house to live in and set it in order, and the more
people you have contributed to their setting their order, the more you
counteract the disaster impact.

(in Turkish)

Bence, énemli ¢iinkii bir noktada geri ytkim oluyor, bir seyler oluyor, hani bir
seyleri sifirdan yeniden insa etmek durumunda kaliyorsun. Onlar: yapabilmek
icin de orada ne kadar isin ucundan tutan olursa, yani ‘“herkes oniinii
stiptirse” benzetmesi yaparsak, herkes orada ne kadar isin dahil olur bir an
once normal hayata donmek icin bir seyler yapmaya baslarsa, o kadar
aslinda olayin etkilerini de atlatmig oluyorsun, maddi manevi anlamda. ...
Mesela esnafsin, artik isini yapmaya devam edebiliyorsan, yasayacagin yeni
bir evin olduysa, diizenini kurduysan, ne kadar ¢ok insamin diizenini
kurmasin basarabildiysen, o kadar afetin etkilerini gidermis oluyorsun.

The fourth and final theme, named as effectiveness of DRM, reflected participants’

views on, in all phases, what makes DRM effective. The findings revealed that
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effective DRM involved various aspects pertaining to pre- (preparedness,
mitigation), during (response), and post-quake (recovery, reconstruction) phases.
These included preparedness at all levels at all times, long-term planning based on
lessons learned from previous disaster experiences and local risk-needs assessment,
earthquake awareness and education (what to do before, during, and after an
earthquake), earthquake-resistant buildings and supervisions according to related
legal frameworks, social solidarity and cooperation, psychological support, not
being fatalistic (i.e., not being dependent on the government, instead taking
individual responsibility), effective response (e.g., financial and psychological
support and aid, adequate and fair aid, organization, transportation, infrastructure,
healthy communication and accurate debriefing, financial resources, qualified
personnel, technological equipment, etc.), cooperation and coordination between
stakeholders with properly identified responsibilities (between the institutions as
well as between the institutions and the community), and a moral, honest, and
transparent profile of institutional directors (absence of nepotism, political interests,
etc.). For instance, a 48-year old female participant (P4) mentioned the importance

of earthquake education as follows:

(in English)

We talk about raising awareness, at schools or maybe via television, radio,
every means of outreach, for example, directors of corporations, volunteers.
That is, people should comprehend what will actually happen in the case of
an earthquake, in what kind of despair they might experience, first telling this,
they should understand what earthquake is like. After that, as | just said, an
earthquake happens in Japan and people line up, without panicking, staying
calm and respecting each other — which | think that is impossible in Turkey —
we should be able to teach this. | believe that this should start from
elementary school, pre-school.

(in Turkish)

Iste hani bilinglendirme diyoruz ya yani okullarda iste ne bileyim belki
televizyondan, ondan sonra radyolardan ne bileyim her tiirlii ulasilabilecek
sey mesela sirket yoneticileri ya da ne bileyim belki bazi hani goniilliiler
falan. Yani insanlarin deprem oldugu zaman ger¢ekte ne yasayacagini, nasil
bir ¢aresizlik icinde olabileceklerini, once bunu anlatip, depremin nasil bir
sey oldugunu idrak ettirmek lazim. Sonrasinda da iste az once séyledim,
Japonya'da deprem oluyor ve insanlar kuyruga girip hi¢bir sekilde panik
olmadan sakin sakin, birbirlerine saygi gostererek - Ki bu zannediyorum ki
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Tiirkiye'de imkansiz - hani bunu ogretebilmek lazim. Bu da zannediyorum
yani ilkokuldan anaokulundan falan baslayacak bu is.

2.3 Discussion and Conclusion

The qualitative findings on perceptions of fatalism in general pointed out that it was
viewed by Turkish participants as reflecting aspects that were in parallel with
typical characterization of fatalism in the literature including external locus of
control, belief in predetermination, acceptance of reality, or a coping skill (Esparza
et al., 2015). With its positive connotation regarding adaptation and coping, the
findings showed that GFAT can also be a healthy belief unlike its association in the
literature with lack of personal control or passivity and the emphasis on its adverse
consequences (Norenzayan & Lee, 2010). Overall, the findings indicate that
fatalism is a psychological construct that bears on multiple dimensions which are
not necessarily mutually exclusive. In this respect, studying the roles of fatalism
dimensions and their interplay with various attitudes and behaviors as well as
whether there are cultural variations in fate attributions has the potential to

constitute a main research agenda in psychology (e.g., Norenzayan & Lee, 2010).

The qualitative findings on perceptions of DRM in Turkey revealed how it was
perceived as a system encompassing pre-, during, and post-quake phases and
involving administrative-institutional and community stakeholders along with aid
and services. These findings are largely consistent with UNISDR’s (2009)
definition of DRM which encompasses all actions and measures taken for
prevention, mitigation, and preparedness of disasters with the aim of lessening the
devastation of hazards and preventing them from turning into disasters. The above
outlined aspects of effective DRM in Turkey with focus on earthquakes particularly
serve this aim; thus, they might well be considered as comprising the DRM system.
Any shortcomings and/or problems related to these aspects would then function as a
disaster-related ST. In view of this reasoning, effectiveness aspects of this particular
system were taken into consideration when writing up the passage for disaster-

related ST and operationalization of the system for DSJ.
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CHAPTER 3

THE SECOND STUDY:
DEVELOPMENT OF THE GENERAL FATALISM (GFAT) SCALE

In this chapter, the second study devoted to development of a GFAT scale is
presented. This study was conducted to test the reliability and validity of a newly
developed scale (to be used for the main study, i.e., the experimental study) for

assessing individual differences in dispositional fatalistic beliefs.

3.1 Introduction

In the last two decades, there has been a growing body of research on fatalism,
especially in personality and health psychology to better understand its role in risk-
taking and protective behaviors (see Esparza et al., 2015). Various
conceptualizations of fatalism have been made in the psychological literature, with
fatalism typically characterized as external locus of control, belief in
predetermination, acceptance of reality, or a coping skill (Esparza et al., 2015; e.qg.,
Acevedo, 2005; Futa, Hsu, & Hansen, 2001; Parker & Kleiner, 1966; Ross,
Mirowsky, & Cockerham, 1983; Scheier & Bridges, 1995; Wheaton, 1983).
Different conceptualizations of fatalism have been accompanied by a variety of
scales aimed at measuring fatalism (Esparza et al., 2015). Most of these scales were
developed and used in health research tapping domains such as cancer fatalism
(Powe, 1995), diabetes fatalism (Egede & Ellis, 2010), and health beliefs (Shen et
al., 2009). Furthermore, fatalism has been measured mostly with Rotter's Internal-
External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966) and also with scales of different
constructs (e.g., coping skill, learned helplessness, pessimism, etc.) (for a review,
see Esparza, 2005).
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In general, assessment of fatalism seems to be characterized by diversity of fatalism
constructs, lack of established and reliable scales, and limited evidence for the
validity of existing scales, especially in health research (Abraido-Lanza et al.,
2007). Hence, there is a need to resolve issues of construct unity and psychometric
quality concerning assessment of fatalism. A multidimensional fatalism measure in
English and Spanish has been developed in a recent research based on the analysis
of different fatalism scales by Esparza (2005) (Esparza et al., 2015). This measure
consisted of five dimensions, namely, fatalism, helplessness, internality, luck, and
divine control. The present study further aimed to develop a reliable scale for
measuring fatalism in Turkish capturing general fatalistic beliefs in a sample
embedded within a predominantly Muslim and collectivistic culture. For this
purpose, the item development process was informed by qualitative interviews as
well as review of existing measures of fatalism and related constructs (see Study 1).
This study also aimed to investigate the relation of GFAT with previously validated
measures of potentially relevant constructs including control orientation, just world
belief, and religious orientation. Thus, the current study attempted to establish the
factor structure of the newly developed GFAT scale as well as assess its convergent

and discriminant validity.

3.2 Method

3.2.1 Participants

A total of 361 participants were recruited through convenience sampling. The
sample consisted of 241 women (66.8%), 117 men (32.4%), and three (.8%) who
did not indicate their gender. The mean age for the participants was 32.49 (SD =
12.97) ranging from 18 to 72. The majority of the sample was university graduates,
single, and Muslim and reported having spent most of their lives in a metropolis
city. Among participants who indicated themselves as belonging to a religion (n =
251; Muslim, Christian, Jewish, and also other), the mean reported level of
religiousness was 2.40 (SD = .96). The mean reported levels of belief in fatalism
was 2.75 (SD = 1.20). The sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are listed
in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 361, Study 2)

Variables Frequency  Percentage M SD Range
Age 3249 1297 18-72
Gender

Female 241 66.8

Male 117 324

Not indicated 3 8
Education

Secondary school 5 1.4

High school 96 26.6

Vocational school 21 5.8

University degree (undergraduate) 154 42.7

University degree (postgraduate) 85 235
Perceived SES 6.30 1.57 1-10
Marital status

Single 219 60.7

Married 117 324

Divorced 19 5.3

Widowed 6 1.7
Place mostly lived in

Town 3 .8

Village 6 1.7

Province 36 10.0

City 90 24.9

Metropolis city 226 62.6
Political orientation 3.89 2.04 1-10
Religion

Muslim 231 64.0

Not belonging to any religion 110 30.5

Other 20 55
Religiousness (N = 251) 2.40 .96 1-5
Belief in fatalism 2.75 1.20 1-5

3.2.2 Measures

The survey included measures of sociodemographic information, GFAT, locus of

control (LOC), belief in a just world (BJW), and religious orientation. All the

measures can be seen in Appendix C.

3.2.2.1 Sociodemographic Measures

Participants reported their gender, age, marital status, place they lived in most of

their life, education, perceived SES (based on participants’ reports of their standing

in their community relative to other people in the community, on a ladder with ten

45



steps from 1 referring to people at the bottom, having the lowest standing to 10
referring to people at the top, having the highest standing), political orientation
(based on participants’ reports on a continuum ranging from 1 left to 10 right),
religion, religiousness (based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 not at all to 5 very
much), and belief in fatalism (based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 not at all to 5

very much).

3.2.2.2 General Fatalism (GFAT)

The item generation process was completed in two stages. In the first stage, an
initial version of the item pool was developed based on the findings of the
interviews conducted as part of the first study and the review of existing scales that
contained useful material related to fatalistic beliefs (see Study 1). This evidenced
the content validity of the measure. The initial version of the scale consisted of 54
items, 20 of which were reverse (see Appendix B). In the second stage, this item
pool was revised by the researcher based on the feedback obtained from three social
psychologists (the researcher’s advisor and two members of the thesis committee)
and four voluntary people (two psychology research assistants and two community
members). The feedback focused on the evaluation of the wording and content of
the items for redundancy, quality, ease of understanding, and relevance to the
construct of interest (i.e., fatalism). In the revised version of the item pool, eight
new items were added and some others were removed and wording of some of the
items were improved for content validation purposes. Accordingly, the final version
of the item pool to be used in the experimental study consisted 62 items, 22 of

which were reverse (see Appendix C).

The 62-item GFAT scale was used for data collection and analysis. All items were
scaled according to a 6-point Likert format in which participants were asked to
indicate their degree of agreement (1 strongly disagree, 6 strongly agree). The
neutral option neither agree nor disagree was not used for the sake of research
purposes. Responses were coded such that higher scores indicate higher levels of
beliefs of GFAT.
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3.2.2.3 Locus of Control (LOC)

Control beliefs were measured with Rotter’s Internal-External Locus of Control
Scale (Rotter, 1966). This is a 29-item measure, with each item having two forced-
choice options. For each of the 29 pair of statements, participants were asked to
choose the one that they think is more representative of themselves. Six items
function as buffer items, thus are not included in scoring. For the remaining 23
items, options corresponding to external LOC are scored one point (thus, options
corresponding to internal LOC are scored zero point). The possible scores ranged
from 0 to 23, with higher scores reflecting external LOC and lower scores reflecting
internal LOC. Rotter’s LOC scale was found to be a reliable measure as the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged between .65 and .79 for internal consistency
reliability and .49 and .83 for test-retest reliability (Rotter, 1966). The scale was
adapted to Turkish by Dag (1991) and found the Cronbach alpha coefficient as .71
with a test-retest reliability of .83. The adapted version of the scale was also found
to have construct and criterion validity (see Dag, 1991). In the current study,
Rotter’s internal-external LOC scale was found to have an internal consistency
reliability of .79 (n = 324).

3.2.2.4 Belief in a Just World

Just world beliefs were measured with the General Belief in a Just World (GBJW)
Scale (Dalbert, 1999; Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt, 1987). The scale consists of six
items (e.g., “Adaletin her zaman adaletsizligi yendigine giivenim tamdu”) rated on a
6-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree), with higher
scores indicating higher levels of belief in a just world. It was found to be a reliable
measure with the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .82 and .81 for the German and
English versions, respectively (as cited in Furnham, 2003). The scale was translated
to Turkish by Yalgin (2006). A mean score of the responses given to the six items
was used as an overall index for GBJW. In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for the translated version of the GBJW scale was .78 (n = 332).
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3.2.2.5 Religiosity Measures

Participants’ religious tendencies were assessed with the revised version of the
Muslim Religious Orientation Scale (MROS) and Intrinsic Religious Motivation
(IRM) Scale. MROS was answered by the participants who reported their religion
as Muslim and IRM scale was answered by the participants who reported

themselves as belonging to a religion (i.e., Muslim, Christian, Jewish, and other).

MROS was originally developed by Harlak, Eskin, and Demirkiran (2008) and
revised initially by Ercan (2009) and then by Ceylan (2016). In the current study,
the recent modified version of MROS with 22 items (Ceylan, 2016) was used. This
version of the scale consists of four subscales, namely, intrinsic religious orientation
(IRO; 6 items; e.g., “Allah’in varligimi hissettigim zamanlarda siikrederim”),
extrinsic religious orientation (ERO; 6 items; e.g., “Toplumda iyi bir yer edinmek
icin dinime baglh kalmaya ¢alisirim”), quest religious orientation (QRO; 5 items;
e.g., “Ben degistikce dini inanclarim da benimle birlikte degisip gelisir”), and
fundamentalist religious orientation (FRO; 5 items; e.g., “Inan¢h bir kisi olarak dini
kurallarin yarim yamalak uygulanmasina karsyum”). Participants were asked to
rate their agreement with each item on a 6-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 6 = strongly agree) with higher scores indicating higher levels of religious
orientation. A mean score of the responses given to each subscale was used as an
overall index for IRO, ERO, QRO, and FRO. Ceylan (2016) has established the
internal consistency reliability of the scale for a shorter version with 16 items based
on the exploratory factor analysis findings for the 4-factor solution. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient for the scale was .84 with the subscales IRO (4 items; a = .74),
ERO (4 items; a = .63), QRO (4 items; a = .79), and FRO (4 items; o = .84)
showing sufficient internal consistency. In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for the scale was .76 (n = 208) with the subscales IRO (6 items; a = .82),
ERO (6 items; a = .76), QRO (5 items; a = .79), and FRO (5 items; o = .82)

showing good internal consistency.

The IRM scale was developed by Hoge (1972) to assess religious devotion to God.
It consists of ten items (e.g., “Dinimi hayatimdaki tiim diger islere katmak i¢in

biiyiik ¢aba sarf ederim”) rated on a 4-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly
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disagree, 4 = strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher levels of intrinsic
religious motivation, i.e., higher levels of devotion to God. In the current study, the
translated version of the scale (Yilmaz & Bahgekapili, 2015; a = .84) was used with
ratings on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree) (n = 226; a =
.92). A mean score of the responses given to the ten items was used as an overall
index for IRM.

3.2.3 Procedure

Ethical approval for conducting the study was granted from METU Human Subjects
Ethics Committee (see Appendix F, Study 2). Data was collected online using a
survey link generated by online survey software (Qualtrics, LLC). The study was
announced via a social media outlet, namely, Facebook during February - April
2016. In the study announcement, participants were asked to complete an online
survey on fatalism estimated to last approximately 20 minutes in average and the
survey link was provided. There were no specific criteria required for participation
other than age. Adults aged 18 and older were invited to participate in the study. In
the beginning of the survey, participants were informed about the study and assured
of confidentiality. Those who agreed with the consent form were able to proceed
with the survey. In the survey, participants were first asked to indicate their
demographic information (including gender, age, marital status, place they lived in
most of their life, education, SES, political orientation, religion, religiousness, and
belief in fatalism) and then to complete the GFAT measure. This was followed by
measures of LOC, GBJW, and religious orientation (MROS and IRM). The order of
these last three measures was counterbalanced across participants. Three fatalism
items related to religion and the religious orientation measures were presented to
participants who indicated that they belonged to a religion (Muslim, Christian,
Jewish or other). At the end of the survey, participants were asked to indicate their
impression about the study and share any comments they have. Upon completion of
the survey, participants were debriefed and thanked for their collaboration.
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3.3 Results

All data analyses were performed using IBM SPSS v.20. There was no need to
evaluate the data for the amount and distribution of missing values as the survey
was set up on the online survey software (Qualtrics, LLC) to record only the
responses of participants who completed all the fatalism items. Data was screened
for univariate outliers on the fatalism items. Thirty two cases with z scores outside
the range of -3.29 and 3.29 were excluded, leaving 361 participants. For the factor
analyses, listwise deletion was used for managing missing values on the three
fatalism items related to religion. The reason for having these missing values was
that participants who described their religion as not belonging to any religion (n =
110) were not presented with these items.

3.3.1 Factor Structure

An exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on the 62 items
of the GFAT scale. Examination of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity revealed that data was suitable
for factor analysis (KMO = .92; »4(1891) = 9399.17, p < .001) (see Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Principal components was used as the extraction method for
examining the factor structure of the 62 fatalism items. The maximum number of

iterations was set at 99 and .40 was used as the cut-off point for factor loadings.

The Kaiser criterion of eigenvalues over 1.0, the Cattell scree plot test, parallel
analysis, and the interpretability of factors were the four criteria used for
determining the number of factors. In the initial analysis, 12 factors had eigenvalues
over 1.0, explaining 65.22% of the total variance. However, the scree plot and
parallel analysis supported a seven-factor structure. Thus, exploratory factor
analysis with varimax rotation limited to seven factors was conducted on the 62
fatalism items and revealed seven interpretable factors. Four items, whose
communality scores were lower than 3.5, did not load on any of the factors (“/nsan
kaderine boyun egmemelidir”, “Hayat oldugu gibi kabullenmemek lazim”, “Insanin
neyi nasil yasayacagr onceden bilinemez”, “Hayatta mucizeler olur”). The seven-

factor solution with a total of 58 items (whose communality scores were higher than

50



3.5) accounted for 55.97% of the variance. When examined based on their item
content, the factors were named as destiny (factor 1), functionality (factor 2),
helplessness (factor 3), submission (factor 4), valuation (factor 5), uncontrollability
(factor 6), and luck (factor 7). The factor structure of the scale with items, factor
loadings, item-total correlations, eigenvalues, proportions of explained variance,

and reliability values are summarized in Table 3.2.

The first factor destiny explained 15.38% of the total variance and consisted of 17
items reflecting destiny beliefs (e.g., “Human life is predetermined by a
power/entity superior than humans themselves”). The second factor functionality
explained 10.76% of the total variance and included 11 items tapping functions of
fatalism (e.g., “Faith in fatalism relieves people psychologically”). The third factor
helplessness explained 6.72% of the total variance and included 7 items
representing fatalism as helplessness (e.g., “There are some things in life that a
person’s power is not sufficient”). The fourth factor submission explained 6.59% of
the total variance and consisted of 8 items pertaining to submission to fate, in other
words, ineluctability of fatalism (e.g., “No matter how much one tries, it’s not
possible to change one’s fate”). The fifth factor valuation explained 5.85% of the
total variance and included 6 items reflecting fatalism as of having high value (e.g.,
“Resorting to fatalism passivates the person” — reverse item). The sixth factor
uncontrollability explained 5.61% of the total variance and consisted of 5 items
pertaining to uncontrollability of fate (e.g., “With reason and logic one can direct
his/her own fate” — reverse item). The seventh factor luck explained 5.07% of the
total variance and consisted of 4 items representing fatalism in relation to belief in
luck (e.g., “Being lucky is not important in life” — reverse item).
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The item-total correlations ranged between .81 and .55 for destiny (the first factor),
.74 and .56 for functionality (the second factor), .67 and .45 for helplessness (the
third factor), .67 and .37 for submission (the fourth factor), .69 and .50 for valuation
(the fifth factor), .61 and .47 for uncontrollability (the sixth factor), and .73 and .53
for luck (the seventh factor). With the overall range between .37 and .81, all the
item-total correlations were above the criteria of at least .30 (see Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007).

The reliability of the GFAT subscales were assessed with Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for internal consistency. The alpha coefficient of the subscales ranged
between .78 and .95, thus were all higher than the criteria of .70. These results
indicate that the subscales were homogeneous and reliably measured the seven

dimensions of general fatalistic beliefs.

3.3.2 Subscales

Intercorrelations among the seven subscales of GFAT are provided in Table 3.3. A
mean score of the responses given to the subscales was used as the score for each
subscale. Results indicated that all the subscales were significantly and positively
correlated with each other (ranging from .18 to .72, p < .01), except for luck. The
only subscale that luck was significantly correlated with was helplessness (r = .17, p
< .01). Luck was not correlated with destiny, functionality, submission, valuation,
and uncontrollability. The subscales were further examined with regard to their
association with participants’ self-reported levels of religiousness and belief in
fatalism. They all correlated significantly with religiousness (ranging from -.25 to
.58, p <.01; except for uncontrollability with r = .05, p = .41) and belief in fatalism
(ranging from -.16 to .82, p < .01) (also see Table 3.3).
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3.3.3 Gender Differences

Table 3.4 lists gender differences for the seven subscales of GFAT, providing
descriptive information regarding the variables of interest. The results revealed that
males and females significantly differed with respect to their scores on destiny and
valuation. In particular, females showed significantly higher levels of destiny belief
(M =3.72, SD = 1.24) than males did (M = 3.22, SD = 1.35), t(212.14) = 3.40, p =
.001. Similarly, females viewed fatalism as a valuable faith significantly higher (M
= 2.82, SD = 1.03) than males did (M = 2.51, SD = .90), t(258.9) = 2.92, p = .004.
However, males and females did not differ with respect to their scores on

functionality, helplessness, submission, uncontrollability, and luck.

3.3.4 Validity

Having established the factor structure of the GFAT scale, its convergent and
discriminant validity were assessed based on the factors’ correlations with the
selected criterion measures. The correlations between the seven fatalism subscales
and the measures of LOC, GBJW, MROS (i.e., IRO, ERO, QRO, and FRO), and
IRM are shown in Table 3.5. It was reasoned that the subscales would show
significant associations with the criterion variables, particularly, positive
correlations with LOC, GBJW, IRO, ERO, FRO, and IRM and a negative
correlation with QRO.

The first five subscales, namely, destiny, functionality, helplessness, submission,
and valuation were significantly correlated with all the criterion variables. As
expected, higher scores on these subscales were associated with external LOC
(ranging from .26 to .43), higher levels of GBJW (ranging from .12 to .39), IRO
(ranging from .24 to .57), ERO (ranging from .30 to .60), and FRO (ranging from
.16 to .61), lower levels of QRO (ranging from -.19 to -.47), and intrinsic religious
motivation (ranging from .38 to .74). In fact, it was the destiny factor that showed
the highest correlations with religiosity measures (ranging from .47 to .74). As for
uncontrollability, as expected, higher scores on this subscale were associated with

external LOC (r = .33), higher levels of FRO (r =.16), intrinsic religious motivation
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(r = .13), and lower levels of QRO (r = -.76). Notably, the highest correlation
among all was the one between uncontrollability and QRO. There were no
significant correlations between uncontrollability and the criterion variables GBJW,
IRO, and ERO. As for luck, higher scores on this subscale were associated with
external LOC (r = .37), lower levels of GBJW (r = -.31), FRO (r = -.27), and
extrinsic religious motivation (r = -.31). There were no significant correlations
between luck and the criterion variables of IRO, ERO, and QRO. Thus, FRO was

the only MROS subscale that luck was associated with.

Overall, these results indicate that people high in GFAT (with exceptions for the
subscales uncontrollability and luck) tended to have extrinsic LOC and higher
levels of GBJW as well as exhibit higher levels of IRO, ERO, and FRO but lower
levels of QRO and IRM (i.e., higher levels of devotion to God). While the expected
pattern of correlations provided support for the convergent validity of the GFAT
subscales, the somewhat unexpected pattern of correlations for uncontrollability and

luck underscore the discriminant validity of these two subscales.
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In order to further assess the discriminant validity of the GFAT subscales,
differentiation of GFAT from LOC was examined based on the correlations of each
with the criterion variables GBJW, MROS (i.e., IRO, ERO, QRO, and FRO), and
IRM. Fatalism subscales all showed significant correlations with GBJW (ranging
from .12 to .39; except for the correlation between uncontrollability and GBJW,
which was insignificant) and IRM (ranging from -.31 to .74) whereas LOC did not
correlate with GBJW (r = -.06, p = .29) and IRM (r = .13, p = .064). As for the
MROS subscales, in general, fatalism subscales tended to have higher correlations
with IRO (ranging from .24 to .57; except for uncontrollability and luck which were
insignificant), ERO (ranging from .30 to .60; except for uncontrollability and luck
which were insignificant), and QRO (ranging from -.19 to -.76; except for luck
which was insignificant) than LOC did (r =.18, p<.05; r=.22,p<.01;and r = -
.14, p < .05 respectively for IRO, ERO, and QRO). Fatalism subscales all showed
significant correlations with FRO (ranging from .16 to .61) whereas LOC did not
correlate with FRO (r = .12, p = .082). These correlational patterns point out that
the GFAT subscales shared more of the variance with GBJW, MROS, and IRM
than does LOC. Thus, the results indicate that GFAT subscales are related to, but
different from, LOC.

3.4 Discussion and Conclusion

The second study established the factor structure of the newly developed GFAT
scale as well as its convergent and discriminant validity. The findings of the
exploratory factor analysis demonstrated that the measure developed in Turkish
with 58 items is reliable and valid and also has a good factor structure. Though in
the literature a fatalism orientation scale was developed in Turkish with a sample of
high school and university students (Kaya & Bozkur, 2015), the item generation
process of this scale was not informed by qualitative interviews - it was based only
on literature and expert opinions for the initial version of the item pool and a pilot
study for its final version. The developed measure of fatalism orientation consisted
of a total of 24 items consisting of the subscales predetermination, personal control,
superstition, and luck. The present study further provided a measure of fatalism
whose development, particularly, item generation process was also informed by
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qualitative interviews. In this respect, GFAT scale consisted of more dimensions as
there were additional domains tapping fatalism beliefs pertaining to functionality,

submission, and valuation.

The GFAT subscales seem to portray a conceptualization that is consistent with the
typical characterization of fatalism in the psychological literature (e.g., external
LOC, belief in predetermination; also see Esparza et al., 2015). However, the
findings notably demonstrated that fatalism is related to but at the same time
distinguishable from external LOC. This finding is consistent with what
Norenzayan and Lee (2010) proved in their study investigating cultural variations in
fate attributions. As have been noted by these researchers, establishing the
uniqueness of the fatalism construct — in the present study with a psychometric tool
— negates the confounding of existing research of fatalism with other related
constructs (Norenzayan & Lee, 2010). Thus, in addition to development of a
reliable and valid measure for assessing general fatalistic beliefs, the present study
can be further considered to contribute to the existing psychological research on
fatalism by delineating its associations with religiosity measures in a predominantly
Muslim culture. Overall, it can be concluded that the GFAT scale can be used as a
reliable and valid measure in future studies to investigate the role of different
fatalism dimensions in various attitudes and behaviors. This would be especially
fruitful in understanding the psychological processes involved in risk-taking and
protective behaviors pertaining to major life events such as earthquakes, traffic

accidents, and diseases.
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CHAPTER 4

THE THIRD STUDY:
HYPOTHESIS TESTING WITH EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

In this chapter, the third study devoted to testing of the research hypotheses
delineated in the first chapter is presented. This study was conducted to
experimentally investigate, after controlling for EQEXPO, (i) how MS and ST
influence fatalism and system justification (as indirect and direct forms of
bolstering the perceived legitimacy of the system, respectively) and also individual
earthquake preparedness, and whether this influence differs with respect to (ii)

general and specific (i.e., disaster-related) levels of MS and ST.

4.1 Method

4.1.1 Participants

The sample of the experimental study consisted of 308 participants (194 women,
112 men, 2 not indicated) recruited online through convenience sampling. The
mean age was 26.41 (SD = 12.17). Of the participants, 132 were recruited via social
media (Facebook) and 176 (undergraduate students from TOBB University of
Economics and Technology, Ankara [n = 15] and Biilent Ecevit University,
Zonguldak [n = 161]) participated in exchange for partial course credit. The

sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are listed in Table 4.1
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Table 4.1 Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 308, Study 3)

Variables Frequency  Percentage M SD Range
Age 26.41 1217 17-74
Gender
Female 194 63
Male 112 36.4
Not indicated 2 .6
Education
Primary school 1 3
High school 158 51.3
Vocational school 21 6.8
University degree (undergraduate) 92 29.9
University degree (postgraduate) 96 11.7
Perceived SES 5.78 1.58 1-10
Income
below 1499 TL 65 21.1
1500 - 3999 TL 129 41.9
4000 - 5999 TL 59 19.2
above 6000 TL 55 17.9
Employment status
Employed 66 21.4
Self-employed 18 5.8
Student 199 64.6
Retired 15 4.9
Unemployed 0 3.2
Home status
Owner 71 23.1
Family owned 91 29.5
Renter 86 27.9
Other 60 195
Marital status
Single 232 75.3
Living with partner 2 .6
Married 68 22.1
Divorced 5 1.6
Widowed 1 3
Place mostly lived in
Town 23 7.5
Village 4 1.3
Province 65 21.1
City 75 214
Metropolis city 140 45.5
Political orientation 4.89 1.76 1-10
Religion
Muslim 263 85.4
Not belonging to any religion 31 10.1
Other 14 4.6

Religiousness
Belief in fatalism

2.54 1.10 0-5
2.93 1.12 1-5
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4.1.2 Design and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of 9 conditions of a 3 (MS: death vs.
earthquake vs. control) X 3 (ST: general vs. disaster-related vs. control) between-
subjects design with EQEXPO as the covariate. The study employed three sets of
dependent variables, which were fatalism, system justification, and earthquake
preparedness. Both fatalism and system justification were assessed at two levels,
namely, general and specific (i.e., disaster-related). Fatalism involved GFAT
(consisting of the subscales destiny, functionality, helplessness, submission,
valuation, uncontrollability, and luck) and DFAT (consisting of the variables
earthquake fatalism, earthquake blame, damage blame, and damage preventability).
System justification included GSJ and DSJ. Earthquake preparedness consisted of
four variables, namely, general preparedness, intention, self-efficacy, and outcome

expectancy.

Ethical approval for conducting the study was granted from METU Human Subjects
Ethics Committee (see Appendix F, Study 3). The study was announced as an
online study ostensibly about personality, cognition and social attitudes about
various topics with an estimated duration of 30-40 minutes. There were no specific
criteria required for participation other than age. Adults aged 18 and older were
invited to participate in the study. Qualtrics, an online survey-based research
platform that allows random allocation of participants to different experimental

conditions, was used for data collection which took place in October 2016.

Upon consenting to participate in the study, all participants completed the measures
presented consecutively with no break between them. Initially, participants were
randomly assigned to the experimental manipulation conditions for MS and ST.
Both of the manipulations were followed by their respective manipulation check
measures, DTA and system evaluation. The order of the two experimental
manipulations was counterbalanced across participants. Participants then completed
the measures for the dependent variables fatalism and system justification (both at
general and specific levels), and also earthquake preparedness. The order of

fatalism and system justification measures (both within and between) was
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counterbalanced across participants, except for preparedness which was presented
as the last dependent measure. Finally, participants completed the measures for
EQEXPO and demographic information. At the end of the survey, participants were
asked to indicate their impression about the study and share any comments they
have. Upon completion of the survey, participants were debriefed and thanked for

their collaboration (for the survey flow, see Figure 4.1).

4.1.3 Measures

The survey included measures of experimental manipulations for MS and ST and
their manipulation checks (DTA and system evaluation, respectively), general and
disaster-related fatalism (GFAT and DFAT, respectively), general and disaster-
related system justification (GSJ and DSJ, respectively), earthquake preparedness,
EQEXPO, and sociodemographic information. All the measures can be seen in

Appendix D.

4.1.3.1 Manipulation of Mortality Salience (MS)

MS manipulation was induced by asking participants to answer two open-ended
questions about either their own death, their own experience of an earthquake, or a
neutral topic (watching television). The death and control conditions included the
typical MS manipulation questions used in TMT research (Pyszczynski et al., 2004;
e.g., Rosenblatt, Greenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, & Lyon, 1989). In particular,
participants responded to the questions “Please briefly describe the emotions that
the thought of your own death (or watching television) arouse in you” and “Jot
down, as specifically as you can, what you think will happen to you as you
physically die (or as you watch television)”. For the earthquake condition, these two
questions were reworded to reflect EQEXPE. Specifically, participants in this
condition responded to the questions “Please briefly describe the emotions that the
thought of you experiencing an earthquake arouse in you” and “Jot down, as
specifically as you can, what you think will happen to you as you physically
experience a major earthquake”. Hence, the manipulation consisted of three

conditions (death vs. earthquake vs. control) to which participants were randomly
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assigned. In all three conditions, the measure was introduced as “The Projective

Life Attitudes Assessment” to obscure the aim of the MS manipulation.

[ Block 1: Informed Consent ]

Randomization

@ock 2: Mortality Salience (MS) ]

Randomization: Death vs. Earthquake vs. Control

[ Block 3: System Threat (ST) ]

Randomization: General vs. Disaster-related vs. Control

Randomization

Randomization

[ Block 4: General Fatalism (GFAT) ]

[ Block 5: Disaster-related Fatalism (DFAT) ]

Randomization

[ Block 6: General System Justification (GSJ) ]

[ Block 7: Disaster-related System Justification (DSJ) ]

e N

Block 8: Earthquake Preparedness

Block 9: Earthquake Exposure (EQEXPO)

Block 10: Demographics

Block 11: Comments

Block 12: Debriefing

\ J

Figure 4.1 Survey Flow in Qualtrics
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4.1.3.2 Death-thought Accessibility (DTA)

A word-fragment completion task developed by the researcher was used to assess
the accessibility of death-related cognitions, serving as a manipulation check for the
MS conditions. Following the MS manipulation, participants were presented with a
list of 25 fragment words which they were asked to complete with the first word
that comes to their minds by filling in the missing letters. Seven fragments (e.g.,
E_ EN) can be completed with either a death-related (e.g., kefen) or a neutral word
(e.g., keten). Other six possible death fragments are ME_A_ (mezar or mekan), E_
AZ_ (cenaze or terazi), __ PRAK (toprak or yaprak), UM (¢lim or iiziim), TA_
_T (tabut or or tasit), OM_EK (gémmek or gomlek). Higher numbers of death-
related words that a participant completes indicate higher DTA. Of the 25 fragment
words, the remaining 18 can be completed only with neutral words (e.g., K_ L UK
as koltuk; DE_T_R as defter). Higher DTA in the death and earthquake conditions
compared to the control condition would prove the effectiveness of the MS
manipulation. The DTA measure also provided a delay between the MS
manipulation and the dependent variable assessment. The delay task enables death-
related thoughts to remain accessible but be outside of consciousness as previous
research on TMT has shown that the MS effect is stronger when death-related
thoughts are highly accessible but not conscious (e.g., Greenberg, Pyszczynski,
Solomon, Simon, & Breus, 1994).

4.1.3.3 Manipulation of System Threat (ST)

ST manipulation was designed to activate the need to justify the system for which
participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions, namely, general
ST, disaster-related ST, and no threat (the control condition). In the two threat
conditions, participants were asked to read one of two passages where the
legitimacy and stability of two different systems were threatened with focus on
system problems. The passages were introduced as excerpts ostensibly written by a
local journalist about how Turks feel about the state of Turkey in general or
specifically about the DRM in Turkey. A bogus reference was given to increase
credibility of the passages. Participants were asked to read the passage as carefully

as possible to become familiar with it so that they could respond to a series of filler
69



questions about the passage (evaluation of the journalist’s writing skills with regard

to seven criteria).

For the general ST condition, the passage used by Kay et al. (2005) and adapted to
Turkish by Solak (2015) was used. In this condition, participants read the following
passage in which the social, economic, and political conditions in Turkey were

portrayed by the journalist as worsening:

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.

In the disaster-related ST condition, participants instead read a passage where the
DRM in Turkey was criticized. The passage used in the general ST condition was
adapted by the researcher to refer to disaster-related ST. The adaptation was based
on the themes on the perceptions of DRM in Turkey, derived from the qualitative
analysis of the interviews conducted as part of the first study as well as on the
UNISDR’s (2009) definition of DRM. These themes were further used to
operationalize DRM to be given in the instruction of this condition for ease of

understanding of the passage.

On the other hand, in the no ST condition, participants read a passage that was
neither related to the social, economic, and political conditions nor the DRM in
Turkey. The passage in this condition focused on the recent fall fashion trend in
Turkey. For this, an online newspaper article about the fall 2015 trend in the world
(Siizmen, 2015) was shortened and modified to refer to fall trend of 2016 in Turkey.
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4.1.3.4 System Evaluation

The effectiveness of the ST manipulation was assessed by asking participants to
evaluate Turkey regarding the social, economic, and political conditions (i.e., nation
- the topic of the general ST condition), DRM (the topic of the disaster-related ST
condition), and fall fashion (the topic of the no ST condition). Hence, all
participants rated Turkey in all the three topics. System evaluation was presented as
one of the filler questions that the participants were asked to respond to about the
passage. Ratings were done using a 9-point Likert type scale ranging from not very
favorable (1) to very favorable (9) with higher scores indicating more favorable
evaluation. The effectiveness of the ST manipulation would be confirmed if nation
and DRM evaluations in the general and disaster-related ST conditions are more

favorable than evaluations in the no threat condition.

4.1.3.5 General Fatalism (GFAT)

The 58-item GFAT scale developed in the second study was used to assess fatalism
in general. It aims at revealing individual differences in dispositional fatalistic
beliefs. The scale consists of seven subscales, namely, destiny (17 items; o = .95),
functionality (11 items; a = .91), helplessness (7 items; a = .82), submission (8
items; a = .82), valuation (6 items; o = .82), uncontrollability (5 items; a = .78), and
luck (4items; a = .83) (also see Table 3.2 and Appendix D). Participants were asked
to indicate on a 6-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree)

their degree of agreement.

The factor structure of the GFAT scale was further tested in the experimental study.
An exploratory factor analysis with promax rotation was conducted on the 58 items
of the GFAT scale. Examination of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity revealed that data was suitable
for factor analysis (KMO = .94; y4(1653) = 10532.67, p < .001) (see Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Principal components was used as the extraction method for
examining the factor structure of the 58 fatalism items. The maximum number of
iterations was set at 99 and .40 was used as the cut-off point for factor loadings. The

Kaiser criterion of eigenvalues over 1.0, the Cattell scree plot test, parallel analysis,
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and the interpretability of factors were the four criteria used for determining the
number of factors. In the initial analysis in which all the items had communalities
greater than .40, nine factors had eigenvalues over 1.0, explaining 61.37% of the
total variance. However, the scree plot and parallel analysis supported a seven- and
six-factor structure, respectively. Overall, based on theoretical interpretability and
the seven-factor structure obtained in the second study (see chapter 3), exploratory
factor analysis (with promax rotation and principal components as the extraction

method) limited to seven factors was conducted on the 58 GFAT items.

As expected and consistent with the original factor structure, the findings revealed
seven interpretable factors explaining 57.58% of the total variance. However, two
helplessness (item 33 “Insanin aciklama getiremedigi seyler vardir”, item 35
“Hayatta bazi seylere razi olmak gerekir”,) and two submission items (item 40
“Kader, insan hayatinin 6nceden belirlenmis olmasiyla ilgilidir”, and item 42 “Basa
gelen ¢ekilir”) were eliminated because their communality scores were below .40
(item 35 also did no load on any of the factors). Further, though reverse coded for
the analysis, item 12 (“Elinden geleni yaptiktan sonra gerisi kaderdir”) negatively
loaded to destiny (-.76), indicating that it is not actually a reverse item. That is, item
12 was found to be a reverse item in Study 2 and but not in Study 3, indicating that
it was an ambiguous item. Due to such inconsistency in meaning as revealed by
exploratory factor analyses conducted in two different studies, elimination of item
12 was deemed appropriate. Item 28 (“Kadere inanmak, insanin degistiremeyecegi
seyleri kabul etmesine yardimci olur”) was also eliminated because it negatively
cross-loaded to destiny (-.49) in addition to its original factor functionality (.53).
Thus, after elimination of these six items, the seven-factor structure was as follows:
destiny (15 items; o = .95), functionality (10 items; o = .91), helplessness (5 items;
a = .78), submission (6 items; a = .82), valuation (7 items; a = .83),
uncontrollability (5 items; « = .80), and luck (4 items; « = .80). The seven factors
explained 60.24% of the total variance.

As different from the original factor structure obtained in the second study, item 14

(“Insan kaderinde ne varsa onu yasar”) loaded to submission (.53) in addition to its

original factor destiny (.44). Despite higher loading for destiny, item 14 was
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retained in submission due to better fit for the item content. Item 39 (“Insanimn her
yasadigi kaderdendir”), originally an item of the factor submission, cross-loaded to
both submission and valuation with the same loading of .45. Due to better content
fit, it was retained as a submission item. Item 43 (“Sorgulamadan kadere inanmak
saglikli degildir”) loaded to valuation instead of submission, which was considered
to be a better fit for the item content. The updated factor structure of the GFAT
scale with 52 items, factor loadings, item-total correlations, eigenvalues,
proportions of explained variance, and reliability values are summarized in Table
4.2. A mean score of the responses given to the items of each subscale was used as
an index for GFAT.

A confirmatory factor analysis was further conducted to test the measurement
model for GFAT, i.e., the hypothesis that a relationship between observed variables
and their underlying latent constructs (destiny, functionality, helplessness,
submission, valuation, uncontrollability, and luck) exists and that the seven-factor
model fits the data well. The model was tested by using the structural equation
modelling software LISREL 8.51 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2001). The results revealed
acceptable fitness (* (1253, N = 308) = 2852.55, p < .001), CFI = .85, RMSEA =
.06, 90% CI [.06, .07]). Thus, the final version of the developed GFAT scale
consisted of seven factors with a total of 52 items (see Appendix E).
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4.1.3.6 Disaster-related Fatalism (DFAT)

Fatalism pertaining to disasters (particularly earthquakes) was assessed with a set of
measures enquiring about participants’ perception of earthquake fatalism in general,
earthquake blame, damage blame, and damage preventability. The first two
measures (earthquake fatalism and earthquake blame) were taken from Joffe et al.
(2013) and adapted to Turkish as part of the cross-cultural, longitudinal intervention
study fix-it conducted in Seattle, USA and lzmir, Turkey (Joffe, Perez-Fuentes,
Potts, & Rossetto, 2016). The remaining two measures (damage blame and damage
preventability) were taken from lkizer (2014, the quantitative study) which were
developed based on the ones used by McClure et al. (2001) and the findings of the
qualitative study by Ikizer (2014). In the present study, however, only the questions
focusing on earthquakes in general were used and their wording were adapted based

on the wording of the earthquake blame question.

Earthquake fatalism was measured with three items tapping fatalistic beliefs about
earthquake risk and its reduction. It pertained to three sources, namely, individual
(“If an earthquake happens, it will, and there is nothing I can do about it”),
city/society (“If an earthquake happens, there is not much my city/community can
do to lessen its effect”), and experts (“Decisions about how to reduce the damaging
effects of an earthquake should be left to experts”). Ratings were made on a 4-point
Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree). A mean score of the
responses given to the three items was used as an index for general earthquake

fatalism with higher scores reflecting higher levels of fatalistic beliefs (a = .28).

Earthquake blame was measured by asking participants to indicate the extent to
which earthquakes were the result of the following: human actions, act of God, act
of nature, and/or other. Ratings were made on a 4-point Likert type scale (1 = not at
all to 4 = very much). Higher levels of fatalistic beliefs would be indicated by
higher earthquake blame ratings for God and nature and lower blame ratings for

human actions.
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Damage blame, used to measure attributions of post-quake damage, was measured
by asking participants to indicate the extent to which damage caused by earthquakes
were caused by the result of the following: human actions (non-sturdy design/non-
resistance of buildings), act of God, act of nature (earthquake magnitude), and/or
other. Ratings were made on a 4-point Likert type scale (1 = not at all to 4 = very
much). Higher levels of fatalistic beliefs would be indicated by higher damage

blame ratings for God and nature and lower blame ratings for human actions.

As for damage preventability assessing perceptions of the extent to which damage
caused by earthquake can be prevented, participants were asked to indicate the
extent of likelihood that, in general, damage caused by earthquakes can be
prevented. Ratings were made on a 4-point Likert type scale (1 = not at all to 4 =
very much). Responses given to this question were reverse coded so that higher
scores reflected higher levels of fatalism in terms of perceived damage

preventability.

4.1.3.7 General System Justification (GSJ)

The 8-item GSJ Scale (a = .88; Wakslak, Jost, & Bauer, 2011), which is a slightly
adapted version of Kay and Jost’s (2003) general (American) system justification
scale (o = .87), was used to obtain a measure of GSJ at the national level. GSJ scale
is an individual difference self-report measure for assessing the extent to which
participants perceive the prevailing social system they live in to be fair, legitimate,
and justifiable. The scale consists of eight opinion statements which were reworded
to refer to the Turkish system instead of the American system as in the original
scale (e.g., “Everyone in Turkey has a fair shot at wealth and happiness™).
Participants were asked to indicate their degree of agreement with each item on a 9-
point Likert type scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (9).
Responses were coded such that higher scores indicate higher levels of system
justification. A mean score of the responses given to the eight items was used as an
overall index for GSJ. The GSJ scale used by Kay and Jost (2003) was adapted to
Turkish by Goregenli (2004; 2005) (a = .71), which was used by Islambay (2014)
and Solak (2015). Upon reviewing this adapted version, the GSJ scale used by
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Wakslak and his colleagues (2011) was adapted to Turkish by the researcher and
used for the current study (a = .85).

4.1.3.8 Disaster-related System Justification (DSJ)

DSJ scale was designed by the researcher to measure the extent to which
participants justify the disaster risk management system in Turkey. This scale was
constructed by changing the wording of the Turkish version of the GSJ scale used
by Wakslak et al. (2011) to refer to disaster risk management in Turkey (e.g.,
“Disaster risk management in Turkey operates as it should”). Participants were
asked to indicate their degree of agreement with each item on a 9-point Likert type
scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (9). Responses were
coded such that higher scores indicate higher levels of justification of the DRM
system in Turkey. A mean score of the responses given to the eight items was used
as an overall index for disaster-related system justification (o = .88). The
explanation on what DRM entails (one that was used in the instruction of ST
condition) was also given in the instruction of the scale for ease of understanding of
the items.

4.1.3.9 Earthquake Preparedness

Participants’ level of earthquake preparedness was assessed by using measures of
actual preparedness and intention to prepare. Actual preparedness was assessed at
both general and specific levels. As for general preparedness, participants were
asked to indicate the extent to which they thought they were prepared for a major
earthquake on a 7-point Likert type scale (1 = not at all prepared, 7 = very
prepared) with higher scores reflecting higher levels of preparation. Thus, this
measure was based on participants’ own general judgment of their earthquake
preparedness. For the specific measure of actual preparedness, the set of 16
earthquake preparedness items used in the cross-cultural, longitudinal intervention
study fix-it conducted in Seattle, USA and Izmir, Turkey was used. Consisting of
low-cost and easy to adopt adjustment measures for earthquakes (e.g., “I have
stored heavy objects on the floor.”), this measure is a modified version of the

preparedness items used in Joffe et al. (2013) (see Joffe et al., 2016). Participants
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were asked to indicate (Yes or No) whether they adopted each preparedness item (o
= .77). For the items that were answered as not adopted, participants were asked to
indicate on a 7-point Likert type scale (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely) the
likelihood that they would adopt each of the adjustment measure in the next three
months, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of intention to prepare. The set
of items for earthquake preparedness were adapted to Turkish by a team of Turkish
researchers (one of whom was the author of this thesis) who took part in the fix-it

intervention study in Izmir.

In order to obtain an overall index for intention, a composite weighted score was
computed using the answers to the fix-it items for both actual preparedness (recoded
as 1=1 for Yes and 2=0 for No) and intention to prepare. The scores ranged between
0 and 1, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of intention for undertaking non-
adopted preparedness activities. The formula for this scoring, which was generated
based on the consultation of an expert statistician, is as follows (after recoding of

the 7-point scale for intention from 1-7 to 0-6):
(Fixit_YES / 16) + [(Fixit_NO / 16)*(Intention_meanRC / 7)]

In order to better understand intention to prepare, self-efficacy (personal belief that
one has the ability and capacity to engage in preparedness behaviors) and outcome
expectancy (personal belief that one can effectively mitigate or reduce hazard
effects with his/her actions) were also assessed. Self-efficacy was measured with 10
items used in Joffe et al. (2016), which is a modified version of the Personal
Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs & Knight, 1994). Specifically, it was reworded to
focus on ability to do the basic tasks to prepare for earthquakes (instead of ability to
do the tasks required by one’s job) (e.g., “I have confidence in my ability to do the
various preparedness tasks”). Ratings were made on a 4-point Likert type scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree). A mean score of the responses given to the
ten items was used as an index for self-efficacy with higher scores reflecting higher
levels of efficacy beliefs (o = .75). As for outcome expectancy, participants were
asked to indicate the extent to which they thought it would be useful to do four

adjustment measures to prevent or reduce damage due to an earthquake (e.g.,
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“Securing heavy, tall furniture to the wall”) (Joffe et al., 2016). Ratings were made
on a 4-point Likert type scale (1 = of no use to 4 = very useful). A mean score of the
responses given to the four items was used as an index for outcome expectancy with

higher scores reflecting higher levels of expectancy beliefs (o = .71).

4.1.3.10 Earthquake Exposure (EQEXPO)

Measures of prior disaster experience (including earthquake and other disasters),
severity of EQEXPO and post-disaster adversity were used to assess EQEXPO as a
covariate. Prior disaster experience (including earthquakes and other disasters)
were assessed with two Yes/No questions asking participants to indicate whether
they have experienced a major earthquake or other disaster in their lives.
Participants who answered Yes to the first question were further asked to indicate
when and where they experienced the particular earthquake. Participants who
answered Yes to the second question were further asked to indicate what particular

disaster(s) they experienced.

Severity of EQEXPO (both objective and subjective) and post-disaster adversity
were assessed with the measures used by ikizer (2014; the quantitative study), but
were adapted to focus on lifetime EQEXPO instead of the 2011 Van earthquakes.
Participants who indicated having prior EQEXPE answered severity of EQEXPO
questions which were assessed with eleven Yes/No questions addressing both
subjective and objective impact from prior EQEXPE. These questions were formed
by lIkizer (2014) according to the diagnostic criteria for post-traumatic stress
disorder in DSM-IV-TR (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2000),
particularly, criterion A specifying what qualifies as a traumatic event. “Subjective
severity of EQEXPO”, corresponding to the criterion A2, included four questions (a
= .64) asking participants to indicate whether they thought their or a close one’s life
was threatened, felt helpless or experienced intense fear or horror during the
earthquake. “Objective severity of EQEXPO”, corresponding to the criterion Al,
included seven questions (o = .61) asking participants to indicate whether they
experienced, witnessed, or were confronted with actual or threatened death or

serious injury, or threat to the physical integrity of self or others during the
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earthquake. Responses were coded such that higher scores reflect higher levels of
severity of EQEXPO (both subjective and objective). The sum of the responses
given to the eleven items was used as an index for severity of EQEXPO (n =82; a =
.79).

Participants who indicated having prior EQEXPE were then asked to answer eleven
Yes/No questions about post-disaster adversity, specifically, their experience of
possible adverse events and conditions after the earthquake. These questions were
formed by Ikizer (2014) based on the domains of resource loss that were identified
by the researcher in Hobfoll, Lilly, and Jackson’s (1992) Resource Loss Scale and
Sattler et al.’s (2006) Conversation of Resources Evaluation Scale. The identified
resource loss domains included forced migration, temporary accommodation,
material loss (money for living expenses, household appliances, furniture, etc.),
disruptions in work conditions as well as in social relationships including family
relations, and health problems (both physical and psychological). There were also
two questions on material/financial and emotional support for which No responses
indicate resource loss in the domain support from others. Higher scores reflect
higher levels of post-disaster adversity. Due to the low item-total correlations of the
items addressing forced migration, support from others, temporary accommaodation,
and material loss (ranging between .03 and .14), only the items addressing
disruptions in work life and conditions, disruptions in social relationships, and
health-related problems (with Cronbach’s alpha increasing from .45 to .60) were
retained for the analyses in Ikizer’s (2014) study. In the present study, all the ten
items were used to assess post-disaster adversity despite the low item-total
correlations of half of the items. Responses were coded such that higher scores
reflect higher levels of post-disaster adversity. The sum of the responses given to

the ten items was used as an index for post-disaster adversity (n = 82; a = .81).

The mean of the scores for severity of EQEXPO and post-disaster adversity was
used as an overall index for EQEXPO. Participants who indicated not having prior
EQEXPE, thus, who did not answer severity and adversity questions (n = 82) were
given a score of 0 for both severity of exposure and post-disaster adversity. Thus,
higher scores indicate higher levels of EQEXPO.
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4.1.3.11 Sociodemographic Measures

Participants reported their age, gender, education, perceived SES (based on
participants’ reports of their standing in their community relative to other people in
the community, on a ladder with ten steps from 1 referring to people at the bottom,
having the lowest standing to 10 referring to people at the top, having the highest
standing), income, employment status, home status, marital status, place they lived
in most of their life, political orientation (based on participants’ reports on a
continuum ranging from 1 extreme left to 10 extreme right), religion, religiousness
(based on a 6-point Likert scale from O I have no religious belief and 1 not at all to
5 very much), and belief in fatalism (based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 not at
all to 5 very much).

4.1.4 Analysis

IBM SPSS v.20 was used for conducting all data analyses which were performed
mainly in four stages. Firstly, descriptive statistics for the main study variables (also
referred to as the dependent variables) were examined. It was followed by
correlation analyses conducted to understand the relationship among the main study
variables as well as their relationship with the sociodemographic and independent
(i.e., experimental manipulation) variables. Then, a series of univariate analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was performed on DTA and system evaluation to examine the
effectiveness of the MS and ST manipulations, respectively. Finally, a series of 3
(ST) X 3 (MS) between subjects analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and
multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) with EQEXPO as the covariate
was conducted to test the main hypotheses of the experimental study for the three
sets of dependent variables, namely, fatalism, system justification, and earthquake
preparedness. Fatalism involved GFAT (consisting of the subscales destiny,
functionality, helplessness, submission, valuation, uncontrollability, and luck) and
DFAT (consisting of the variables earthquake fatalism, earthquake blame [human
actions, act of God, act of nature], damage blame [human actions, act of God, act of
nature], and damage preventability). System justification involved the variables GSJ
and DSJ. Earthquake preparedness consisted of the variables general preparedness,

intention, self-efficacy, and outcome expectancy. In the hypothesis testing analyses,
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the effects of MS and ST as well as their interactions on the dependent variables

were examined.

4.2 Results

Before proceeding with the analyses, the responses of 308 participants were
screened for data accuracy and assumptions of multivariate analysis (outliers,
normality, linearity, and multicollinearity). There were no missing values since the
online survey software (Qualtrics, LLC) did not allow continuing the survey
without answering all the questions in a page (except for earthquake and damage
blame questions). Further, Qualtrics was set up to record only the responses of
participants who completed the survey from the beginning to the end. All the
correlations among the main study variables were smaller than .70, assuring that the
variables are independent. As for normality, skewness and kurtosis values of all the
variables were within the acceptable range. Data screening for multivariate outliers
among 308 cases revealed five cases whose Mahalanobis scores for the main study
variables were above the critical value (%21, n = 308) = 46.80, p < .001), thus were
excluded from the analyses. Though a number of cases with z scores outside the
range of -3.29 and 3.29 were identified as univariate outliers (particularly for the
variables uncontrollability, earthquake blame: act of nature, damage blame: human
actions and act of nature, damage preventability, general preparedness, self-
efficacy, outcome expectancy, and EQEXPO), these cases were not excluded not to
affect the distribution of cases among experimental conditions. None of the variable
pairs were suspected to be nonlinearly and heteroscedastically related with each
other as all the variables had acceptable skewness and kurtosis values. None of the
variables were found to be highly correlated with each other (i.e., r > .90),
suggesting that multicollinearity and singularity were not an issue (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Thus, all the analyses were conducted with 303 participants. The
number of participants across experimental manipulation conditions can be seen in
Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3 Number of Participants across Experimental Manipulation Conditions
(N =303)

Mortality Salience (MS)

Death Earthquake Control
System threat (ST) (n=104,34.3%)  (n=108, 35.6 %) (n =91, 30.0%)

General 0 . .

(n =112, 37.0%) 35 (11.6%) 42 (13.9%) 35 (11.6%)
Disaster-related

(n = 83, 27.4%) 40 (13.2%) 25 (8.3%) 18 (5.9%)
Control . . .

(n = 108, 35.6%) 29 (9.6%) 41 (13.5%) 38 (12.5%)

Note. The two between-subjects variables MS and ST were not found to be independent (x*(4, n = 303) = 10.63, p = .03).
However, before excluding five cases identified as multivariate outliers, they were found to be independent (x*(4, n = 308)
=8.84,p>.05).

The results of the third study are presented in four parts. Firstly, descriptive
statistics for the study variables are given. It is followed by examination of
correlations including the correlations among the main study variables (i.e., the
dependent variables) as well as their correlations with the sociodemographic and
independent (i.e., experimental manipulation) variables. Then, ANOVAs conducted
for the manipulation checks on MS and ST (for the measures DTA and system
evaluation, respectively) are given. Finally, hypothesis testing with 3 (MS: death vs.
earthquake vs. control) X 3 (ST: general vs. disaster-related vs. control) between-
subjects ANCOVAs and MANCOVAs controlling for EQEXPO are presented.

4.2.1 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and ranges for the main
study variables are presented in Table 4.4. Mean scores for these variables were
assessed in terms of their closeness to midpoint scores of their respective scoring
range. This assessment was done to obtain descriptive information on the extent to
which the sample endorsed fatalistic beliefs and justified the system in both general
and disaster-related domains as well as on the preparedness, intention, self-efficacy,

outcome expectancy, and EQEXPO levels of the sample.

86



Regarding fatalism in general, the sample tended to endorse moderate levels of
fatalistic beliefs. Specifically, participants tended to endorse more fatalistic beliefs
regarding destiny (M = 4.15, SD = 1.14), functionality (M = 4.30, SD = .96),
helplessness (M = 4.88, SD = .77), and luck (M = 4.12, SD = 1.08) as the mean
scores for these variables were higher than the scale midpoint. On the other hand,
participants tended to be relatively less fatalistic in terms of submission (M = 3.00,
SD = 1.02), valuation (M = 2.85, SD = 1.05), and uncontrollability (M = 2.57, SD =
.86).

As for fatalism pertaining to disasters, participants seemed to be moderately
fatalistic about earthquakes in general (M = 2.21, SD = .56), but were relatively less
fatalistic about damage preventability as they tended to think that damage caused by
earthquakes can be prevented (M = 1.60, SD = .58). When the mean scores for
earthquake blame were examined, the mean for human actions (M = 2.25, SD =
1.08) was lower than the scale midpoint whereas the means for act of God (M =
2.97, SD = 1.13) and act of nature (M = 3.57, SD =.76) were higher, suggesting that
the sample seemed to be fatalistic in terms of earthquake attributions. When the
mean scores for damage blame were examined, the mean for act of God (M = 2.50,
SD = 1.16) corresponded to the scale midpoint whereas the means for human
actions (M = 3.84, SD =.41) and act of nature (M = 3.53, SD = .74) were higher,
suggesting that the sample seemed to be moderately fatalistic in terms of post-quake

damage attributions.

With regard to system justification, participants’ tendencies to justify the general (M
= 291, SD = 1.39) and disaster-related (M = 3.79, SD = 1.46) system were
relatively low as their mean scores were lower than the scale midpoint. As for
earthquake preparedness, participants reported low levels of preparedness in general
(M = 2.25, SD = 1.33) and their intention to prepare for non-adopted preparedness
activities (M = .51, SD = .24) corresponded to the midpoint of the scoring range.
Further, mean scores for self-efficacy (M = 2.59, SD = .42) and outcome expectancy
(M = 3.51, SD = .47) were higher than the scale midpoints, suggesting that the
sample had high levels efficacy and expectancy beliefs. Lastly, participants had low
levels of EQEXPO (M = .74, SD = 1.64).
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Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics for the Main Study Variables (N = 303)

Variables Mean SD Range
GFAT 1-6
Destiny 4.15 1.14
Functionality 4.30 .96
Helplessness 4.88 a7
Submission 3.00 1.02
Valuation 2.85 1.05
Uncontrollability 2.57 .86
Luck 4.12 1.08
DFAT
Earthquake Fatalism 2.21 .56 1-4
Earthquake Blame 1-4
Human Actions (n = 302) 2.25 1.08
Act of God (n=300) 2.97 1.13
Act of Nature (n =302) 3.57 .76
Damage Blame 1-4
Human actions (n = 301) 3.84 41
Actof God  (n=295) 2.50 1.16
Act of Nature (n=298) 3.53 74
Damage Preventability 1.60 .58 1-4
System Justification
GSJ 291 1.39 1-9
DSJ 3.79 1.46 1-9
Earthquake Preparedness
General Preparedness 2.25 1.33 1-7
Intention 51 .24 0-1
Self-efficacy 2.59 42 1-4
Outcome Expectancy 3.51 A7 1-4
EQEXPO 74 1.64 0-105

Note. N = 303. GFAT = General Fatalism; DFAT = Disaster-related Fatalism; GSJ = General System
Justification; DSJ = Disaster-related System Justification; EQEXPO = Earthquake Exposure.

4.2.2 Correlations among the Study Variables

Bivariate correlations among the study variables are reported in three parts, namely,
correlations among the main study (i.e., dependent) variables (see Table 4.5) and
their correlations with the independent (experimental manipulation) variables and
the disaster-related sociodemographic variables (see Table 4.6) as well as with the

key sociodemographic variables (see Table 4.7).
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Correlations among the main study variables were first examined with respect to the
correlations among the GFAT subscales followed by their correlations with DFAT,
system justification, and preparedness variables. As for the relationships among
GFAT subscales, destiny, functionality, helplessness, submission, and valuation all
had significant and positive correlations with each other (ranging from .28 to .69, p
< .01). Uncontrollability was significantly and positively correlated with destiny,
functionality, submission, and valuation (ranging from .18 to .50, p < .01), but not
with helplessness and luck. Luck was negatively associated with destiny and
valuation (both r = -.19, p < .01) and positively associated with helplessness (r =
.18, p <.01) whereas it showed no associations with functionality, submission, and

uncontrollability.

Concerning the relationships of GFAT subscales with DFAT variables, earthquake
fatalism was observed to have significant positive correlations with helplessness (r
= .16, p < .01), submission (r = .23, p < .01), and valuation (r = .13, p < .05), but
not with others. Earthquake blame on human actions was not associated with any of
the subscales, whereas earthquake blame on God was significantly correlated with
all the subscales, which were positive for all except luck (ranging from .25 to .69;
for luck, r = -.21, p < .01). Earthquake blame on nature had significant correlations
with all the subscales except helplessness. It had a positive association with luck (r
= .27, p < .01) and negative associations with others (ranging from -.25 to -.12).
Damage blame on human actions was significantly correlated with only
uncontrollability (r = -.13, p < .05) whereas damage blame on God significantly
correlated with all the subscales (p < .01). There was a negative association with
luck (r =-.19) and a positive association with the rest (ranging from .22 to .59). The
only GFAT subscales that damage blame on nature had significant correlations with
were helplessness and luck, which were positive for both (r = .13, p<.05and r =
.18, p < .01, respectively). Damage preventability was significantly and positively
correlated with only destiny (r = .22, p < .01), submission (r = .23, p < .01), and

valuation (r =.19, p <.01), but was not associated with the other subscales.
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With regard to the relationship between GFAT and system justification, GSJ was
observed to have a significant correlation with all the GFAT subscales (ranging
from .14 to .38, for luck -.20, p < .01) except for helplessness. On the other hand,
DSJ was significantly correlated with only three subscales, which were destiny (r =
.36, p < .01), submission (r = .36, p <.01), and valuation (r = .31, p <.01). As for
the relation of GFAT subscales with earthquake preparedness variables, it was
observed that general preparedness was significantly and negatively correlated with
functionality (r = -.15, p < .05) and helplessness (r = -.13, p < .05), but not was
unrelated to the rest of the subscales. Intention had a significant correlation with
only helplessness (r = -.23, p < .01). Self-efficacy significantly and negatively
correlated with destiny (r = -.13, p < .05), functionality (r = -.18, p < .01), and
valuation (r = -.16, p < .01). Outcome expectancy had significant negative
correlations with submission (r = -.18, p < .01), valuation (r = -.17, p < .01), and

uncontrollability (r = -.29, p <.05).

Next, correlations among DFAT variables are examined along with their
correlations with system justification and earthquake preparedness variables. As for
earthquake blame, nature was significantly correlated with both human actions (r =
-.18, p <.01) and God (r = -.23, p < .01) whereas the two were unrelated. On the
other hand, damage blame on God had a negative correlation with human actions (r
=-.19, p <.01) and a positive correlation with nature (r = .13, p < .05) whereas the
two were not related to each other. Furthermore, earthquake blame on nature had a
significant negative correlation with damage blame on God (r = -.17, p < .01) and
positive correlation with damage blame on nature (r = .28, p < .01). And as
expected, earthquake and damage blame on God were highly related to each other (r
= .65, p <.01). Earthquake fatalism was significantly and negatively correlated with
earthquake blame on human actions (r = -.20, p < .01), but was associated neither
with earthquake blame on God and nature nor damage blame on human actions,
God, and nature. As for damage preventability, there were no significant
correlations with earthquake blame on human actions and nature. It was
significantly and positively correlated with both earthquake blame on God (r = .17,

p < .01) and damage blame on God (r = .29, p < .01). Damage preventability also
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had a significant negative correlation with damage blame on human actions (r = -

.15, p <.05), but was not associated with damage blame on nature.

When the relationship of blame variables with system justification is examined,
both GSJ and DSJ had significant positive correlations with earthquake blame on
God (r = .36, p < .01 and r = .30, p < .01, respectively) and negative correlations
with earthquake blame on nature (r = -.19, p < .01 and r = -14, p < .05,
respectively), but were unrelated to earthquake blame on human actions. Similarly,
both GSJ and DSJ were significantly and positively correlated with damage blame
on God (r =.36, p <.01 and r = .29, p < .01, respectively). Only GSJ, but not DSJ,
had a significant correlation with damage blame on human actions (r = -.15, p <
.05). Still, neither GSJ nor DSJ was related to damage blame on nature. When the
relationship of DFAT variables with blame variables is examined, self-efficacy was
significantly and negatively correlated with earthquake blame on both human
actions and God (both r = -.12, p < .05). Further, damage blame on human actions
was observed to have a significant negative correlation with general preparedness (r
=-.15, p < .05) and positive correlation with outcome expectancy (r = .22, p < .01).
The remaining correlations among blame variables and preparedness variables were

not significant.

Moreover, there was a significant and positive correlation between earthquake
fatalism and damage preventability (r = .15, p < .05). However, earthquake fatalism
did not show any associations with variables pertaining to system justification and
preparedness. Damage preventability was significantly and positively correlated
with both GSJ (r = .21, p < .01) and DSJ (r = .25, p < .01). It also had significant
negative correlations with self-efficacy (r = -.16, p < .01) and outcome expectancy

(r =-.13, p <.05), but was unrelated to general preparedness and intention.

Finally, correlations among system justification and preparedness variables are
examined. As for system justification variables, as expected, GSJ and DSJ were
highly related to each other as they had a significant correlation of .64 (p < .01).
Both GSJ and DSJ had significant correlations with general preparedness (r = .23, p

<.0land r = .17, p < .01, respectively) and outcome expectancy (r = -.16, p < .01
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and r = -.12, p < .05, respectively). DSJ was also significantly correlated with self-
efficacy (r = -.12, p < .05). Neither GSJ nor DSJ was associated with intention.
Regarding the correlations among the preparedness variables, general preparedness
had significant positive correlations with intention (r = .34, p < .01) and self-
efficacy (r = .20, p < .01), though the two did not show any association. There were
also no significant correlations between outcome expectancy and the rest of the
preparedness variables. All the correlations among the main study variables can be

seen in Table 4.5.

The correlations of the main study variables with the independent (experimental
manipulation) and the disaster-related sociodemographic variables are listed in
Table 4.6. The only main study variable that MS was significantly correlated with
was uncontrollability (r = .12, p < .05), indicating that reminding death was
associated with increased fatalism with respect to uncontrollability beliefs. There
were no significant correlations between ST and the main study variables,
suggesting that ST was not associated with any changes in levels of fatalism, system
justification, and preparedness variables.

As for the relationships between GFAT and disaster-related sociodemographic
variables, both EQEXPE and EQEXPO were significantly and negatively correlated
with destiny (r =-.15, p < .05 and r = -.19, p < .01, respectively), functionality (r =
-14,p<.05and r =-.13, p <.05), and helplessness (r =-.16,p<.0land r =-.13, p
< .05). EQEXPO also had a significant and negative correlation with submission (r
= -12, p < .05) and valuation (r = -.17, p < .01), whereas experience did not
correlate with them. Neither experience and nor exposure were significantly

correlated with uncontrollability and luck.
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Regarding the relationships between DFAT and disaster-related sociodemographic
variables, EQEXPE was significantly correlated only with damage blame on God (r
= -.15, p < .01), but not with others. EQEXPO was significantly and negatively
correlated with earthquake fatalism (r = -.16, p < .01), earthquake blame on God (r
= -17, p < .01), damage blame on God (r = -.16, p < .01), and damage
preventability (r = -.17, p < .01). There were no significant correlations between
exposure and the rest of the variables. When the relationships between system
justification and disaster-related sociodemographic variables were examined, both
GSJ (r=-.11, p <.05) and DSJ (r = -.20, p <.01) were significantly and negatively
correlated with EQEXPO. DSJ also showed a negative association with EQEXPE (r
= -.15, p < .01). Among earthquake preparedness variables, experience showed
significant positive correlations with general preparedness (r = .13, p < .05),
intention (r = .12, p < .05), and self-efficacy (r = .14, p < .050, but not with
outcome expectancy. Exposure was also significantly correlated with intention (r =
.16, p < .01) and self-efficacy (r = .17, p < .01), but not with general preparedness

and outcome expectancy.

EQEXPE and EQEXPO were highly related with each other, as expected, with a
significant positive correlation of .75 (p < .01). Though the size and valence of the
correlations of these two variables with the dependent variables seemed to show a
similar pattern, exposure was significantly correlated with more of the variables
than experience was. All the variables that had significant correlations with
experience were also significantly correlated with exposure. The only exception to
this was general preparedness, which was correlated with experience (r = .13, p <
.05), but not with exposure (r = .10, p > .05). Thus, use of EQEXPO as the
covariate in hypothesis testing analyses for all the dependent variables, except for
general preparedness, was deemed appropriate. EQEXPE was used as the covariate

in hypothesis testing analysis for general preparedness.
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Table 4.6 Correlations of the Main Study Variables with the Independent
(Experimental Manipulation) and Disaster-related Sociodemographic Variables

Independent Disaster-related Sociodemographic
Variables Variables
Variables MS ST EQEXPE EQEXPO  HOMES
GFAT
Destiny .04 .00 -.15* -.19%* .00
Functionality .04 .02 -.14* -13* .01
Helplessness .03 .08 - 16** -13* .09
Submission .06 -.03 -.03 -12* -.08
Valuation .05 -.08 -11 - 17%* -.01
Uncontrollability 2% -01 .00 -.06 -.04
Luck .09 .08 -.01 -.02 .04
DFAT
Earthquake Fatalism .08 .09 -.09 -16** -.05
Earthquake Blame
Human Actions -.08 -.09 -.00 .01 .00
Act of God -.02 -.06 -10 - 17%* -.04
Act of Nature -.05 .05 .01 .08 .07
Damage Blame
Human actions .06 .05 .02 .03 -.03
Act of God .02 -.03 -.15%* -.16%* .05
Act of Nature .06 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.00
Damage Preventability .09 .07 -.10 - 17** .01
System Justification
GSJ .03 -.08 -.08 -11* -.02
DSJ .09 -.00 - 15%* -.20%* .06
Earthquake Preparedness
General Preparedness -.06 -.03 13* 10 -.10
Intention -01 -.06 J12* 16** -23**
Self-efficacy -.04 -.02 14* 17 -.06
Outcome Expectancy -.04 -.00 -01 .04 -.02

Note. N = 303. Pairwise deletion method was used to deal with missing data on blame variables. For earthquake blame
correlations; N = 302 for human actions and act of nature, N = 300 for act of God. For damage blame correlations; N = 301
for human actions, N = 295 for act of God, and N = 298 for act of nature. GFAT = General Fatalism; DFAT = Disaster-
related Fatalism; GSJ = General System Justification; DSJ = Disaster-related System Justification. MS = Mortality
Salience; ST = System Threat; EQEXPE = Earthquake Experience; EQEXPO = Earthquake Exposure; HOMES = Home
Status. MS coded as 1 = control; 2= earthquake; 3 = death. ST coded as 1 = control; 2= disaster; 3 = general. EQEXPE
coded as 0 = no; 1 = yes. HOMES coded as 1 = owner; 2 = family owned; 3 = renter; 4 = other. Higher scores on EQEXPO
indicate higher levels of exposure to earthquakes.

® I eQexpe, EQExPo = - 75, P < .01; I Howmes, egexpe = -.08, p > .05; I homes, Egexro = -.05, p > .05

*p<.05 **p<.01.

As for home status, neither experience nor exposure was significantly correlated
with whether one lives in house that is owned by oneself or one’s family, or that is
rented or has a different status (e.g., dormitory). Home status was significantly

correlated with only intention (r = -.23, p < .01), with which also experience (r =
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.12, p < .05) and exposure (r = .16, p < .01) had significant positive correlations.
Hence, for hypothesis testing analysis for intention, both exposure and home status

were used as covariates.

The correlations of the main study variables with the key sociodemographic
variables are listed in Table 4.7. Gender had significant correlations with destiny,
functionality, valuation, damage blame on God, and outcome expectancy in the
negative direction (ranging from -.11 to -.17) and with general preparedness and
self-efficacy in the positive direction (r = .13, p < .05 and r = .21, p < .01,
respectively). Age showed significant negative correlations with destiny,
functionality, helplessness, valuation, blame on God (for both earthquake and
damage), damage preventability, and system justification (both GSJ and DSJ)
(ranging from -.33 to -.12). It also showed significant positive correlations with
general preparedness, intention, and self-efficacy (ranging from .20 to .22), but not
with outcome expectancy. Education was negatively and significantly correlated
with destiny, helplessness, valuation, blame on God (for both earthquake and
damage), damage preventability, and system justification (both GSJ and DSJ)
(ranging from -.37 to -.17), but was not significantly associated with any of the
preparedness variables. Perceived SES had a significant negative correlation with
helplessness as well as significant positive correlations with general preparedness,
intention, and self-efficacy (ranging from .17 to .19).

Political orientation, religiousness, and fatalism were significantly and positively
correlated with all the subscales of GFAT (ranging from .14 to .77) except for luck,
which was negative (ranging from -.25 to -.20). They also showed significant
positive correlations with blame on God (for both earthquake and damage), damage
preventability, and system justification (both GSJ and DSJ) as well as a significant
negative correlation with earthquake blame on God. Whereas the three
sociodemographic variables showed significant and positive correlations with
earthquake and damage blame on God (ranging from .41 to .60) and also damage
preventability (ranging from .12 to .17), they had negative correlations with
earthquake blame on nature (ranging from -.27 to -.15). Political orientation,
religiousness, and fatalism were further significantly and positively correlated with
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GSJ and DSJ (ranging from .33 to .50). There was also a significant negative
correlation between fatalism and self-efficacy (r = -.13, p <.05).

Table 4.7 Correlations of the Main Study Variables with the Key Sociodemographic
Variables

Variables GEN Age EDU PSES POL REL FAT
GFAT
Destiny -11* -31**  -36** -.06 S51** .65** T
Functionality -16**  -16** -10 -.09 27 28** AL**
Helplessness -.04 =22%% - A7** - 13* 20%* 23** .30**
Submission .01 -.03 -.09 -.01 37 .39** 50**
Valuation S17Fx - 24%% - 22*%*  -08 .39** A9** B67**
Uncontrollability -.05 -.09 -.04 -.03 A4* 19%* 33**
Luck -.06 -01 .06 .02 -24** - 20*%* - 25**
DFAT
Earthquake Fatalism .00 .03 .02 .04 .02 -01 -.00
Earthquake Blame
Human Actions .03 .00 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.01 .04
Act of God -.10 -28**  -37**  -03 A2** 58** .60**
Act of Nature -.08 .10 .04 .02 -15%* 17 27
Damage Blame
Human actions -.02 .04 .01 .04 -.06 -.04 -.03
Act of God -12* -33**  -35** .09 A1** A5** 54**
Act of Nature .01 .00 -.06 -.00 .03 -.03 .01
Damage Preventability — -.05 -.14* -22**  -09 2% 2% A7**
System Justification
GSJ .07 -.12* - 19** .09 50** .39** .35**
DSJ .07 -21** - 27** .05 A1** 37** 33**
Earthquake Preparedness
General Preparedness A3* 21%* .05 A7** .03 .03 -.03
Intention -.07 20** .05 A9** -11 -.05 -.08
Self-efficacy 21%* 22%* 10 A8**  -.04 -01 -13*
Outcome Expectancy -.15%* A1 .04 .05 -.08 -.08 -.07

Note. N = 303. Pairwise deletion method was used to deal with missing data on blame variables. For earthquake blame
correlations; N = 302 for human actions and act of nature, N = 300 for act of God. For damage blame correlations; N = 301
for human actions, N = 295 for act of God, and N = 298 for act of nature. GFAT = General Fatalism; DFAT = Disaster-related
Fatalism; GSJ = General System Justification; DSJ = Disaster-related System Justification. GEN = Gender; EDU =
Education; PSES = Perceived SES; POL = Political Orientation; REL = Religiousness; FAT = Fatalism. Gender coded as 1 =
female; 2= male; 3 = other/prefer not to say. EDU coded as 1 = never went to school; 2 = primary school; 3 = secondary
school; 4 = high school; 5 = vocational school; 6 = university degree (undergraduate); 7 = university degree (postgraduate).
Higher scores on PSES (bottom 1 — 10 top), POL (extreme left 1 — 10 extreme right), REL (have no religious belief 0, not at
all 1 — 5 very much), and FAT (not at all 1 — 5 very much) indicate higher levels of perceived SES and self-reported right
wing orientation, religiousness, and belief in fatalism.

*p<.05 **p<.01.
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4.2.3 Manipulation Checks

4.2.3.1 Mortality Salience (MS)

A one-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted on DTA to examine the
effectiveness of the MS manipulation. The results yielded a significant effect of MS
on the accessibility of death-related cognitions, F(2, 300) = 7.26, p = .001, partial 5
= .046 (though the assumption of equality of error variances was not met) (see
Table 4.8). A significant difference between the three conditions (i.e., higher levels
of DTA in the death and earthquake conditions compared to the control condition)
would prove the effectiveness of the manipulation. Post hoc comparisons revealed
that participants in the death condition (M = 1.42, SD = 1.32) had higher DTA
scores than participants in the earthquake (M = .93, SD = 1.01) and control (M =
.89, SD = .97) conditions. However, there was no significant difference between
DTA scores of participants in the earthquake and control conditions (see Table 4.8).
Thus, the MS manipulation was effective for only the death condition, but not for

the earthquake condition, indicating that reminding earthquake did not induce MS.

4.2.3.2 System Threat (ST)

In order to examine the effectiveness of the ST manipulation, a series of one-way
between-subjects ANOVA was conducted on the system evaluation ratings for
nation (social, economic, and political conditions), DRM, and fall fashion
corresponding to general, disaster-related, and control topics of ST, respectively. A
significant difference between the three conditions (i.e., more favourable ratings of
the nation and DRM in the general and disaster-related ST conditions as compared
to the no threat condition) would prove the effectiveness of the manipulation. The
results revealed that, for all the three ratings, the effect of ST on evaluations of
nation (F(2, 300) = .70, p = .50, partial #° = .005), DRM (F(2, 300) = .25, p = .78,
partial #° = .002), and fashion (F(2, 300) = .64, p = .53, partial 772 = .004) was not
significant (see Table 4.8). Thus, the ST manipulation did not increase system
evaluations, indicating that it failed to activate the need to justify neither the general
nor the disaster-related system.
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4.2.4 Hypothesis Testing

In order to investigate, after controlling for EQEXPO, (i) how MS and ST influence
fatalism, system justification, and earthquake preparedness and (ii) whether and
how this influence differs with respect to general and disaster-related levels of MS
and ST, it was tested whether mean differences in the dependent variables across
levels of MS and ST were significant after removing the effect of the covariate.
Thus, the dependent variables (i.e., the main study variables) consisted of variables
pertaining to fatalism, system justification, and preparedness. Fatalism included
GFAT (consisting of the subscales destiny, functionality, helplessness, submission,
valuation, uncontrollability, and luck) and DFAT (consisting of the variables
earthquake fatalism, earthquake blame, damage blame, and damage preventability).
System justification included the variables GSJ and DSJ. Earthquake preparedness
consisted of four variables, namely, general preparedness, intention, self-efficacy,

and outcome expectancy.

Hypothesis testing involved a 3 (MS: death vs. earthquake vs. control) X 3 (ST:
general vs. disaster-related vs. control) between-subjects ANCOVAs and
MANCOVAs. EQEXPO was used as the covariate in hypothesis testing analyses of
the dependent variables with which it was significantly correlated with. Since it was
EQEXPE, not EQEXPO, which was significantly correlated with general
preparedness, experience was used as the covariate for ANCOVA conducted for
this dependent variable. Home status was used as the second covariate for
ANCOVA conducted for intention as it was significantly correlated with both

exposure and home status.

The main and interaction effects on the dependent variables were expected to be
significant to provide support for the hypotheses. Specifically, it was expected that
(1) participants in the death and earthquake conditions would report increased levels
of fatalism and system justification and decreased levels of preparedness compared
to participants in the control (i.e., baseline) condition, (2) participants in the threat
conditions would report increased levels of fatalism and system justification as well

as decreased levels of preparedness compared to participants in the no threat (i.e.,
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baseline) condition, and (3) participants assigned to the death and earthquake
conditions who were exposed to ST would show the highest levels of fatalism and

system justification and also the lowest levels of preparedness.

4.2.4.1 Fatalism

EQEXPO was used as the covariate for hypothesis testing analysis for GFAT as it
was significantly correlated most of the GFAT subscales, which were destiny,
functionality, helplessness, submission, and valuation. A 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-
subjects MANCOVA with exposure as the covariate was conducted on the seven
dimensions of GFAT. Box’s M was found to be significant (p < .05) indicating that
the assumption of equality of covariance matrices was not met. Further, the
assumption of equality of error variances among the independent variables was not
met for luck, F(8, 294) = 3.05, p < .01. Hence, Pillai’s Trace was used as the
multivariate test statistic when interpreting the results. The analysis yielded
significant results neither for the main effects of MS (Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(14,
576) = .88, p = .58, partial #° = .021) and ST (Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(14, 576) = .87,
p = .60, partial #° = .021) nor their interaction (Pillai’s Trace = .08, F(28, 1160) =
.87, p = .67, partial % = .020). Thus, the hypotheses were not supported for GFAT

(see Table 4.9 for mean differences).

As for hypothesis testing analyses conducted for DFAT variables, EQEXPO was
used as the covariate due to its significant correlation with most of them. The results
of the 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects ANCOVA conducted for earthquake
fatalism with exposure as the covariate yielded a main effect of MS (F(2, 293) =
491, p < .01, ;7p2 =.032) whereas the main effect of ST (F(2, 293) = 1.63, p = .20,
partial #° = .011) and the interaction effect of MS and ST (F(4, 293) = 1.15, p = .34,
partial #2 = .015) were insignificant. Post hoc comparisons for the main effect of
MS revealed that participants who were in the earthquake condition (i.e., who were
reminded of earthquake as MS) (M = 2.31, SD = .60) endorsed higher levels of
fatalistic beliefs about earthquakes than participants in the control (i.e., baseline)
condition (M = 2.09, SD = .49). Thus, the hypotheses for earthquake fatalism were
only partially supported.
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A 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects MANCOVA with exposure as the covariate
was conducted on the three dimensions of earthquake blame, namely, human
actions, act of God, and act of nature. The analysis yielded significant results
neither for the main effects of MS (Wilks’ Lambda = .99, F(6,574) = .74, p = .62,
partial 7> = .008) and ST (Wilks’ Lambda = .99, F(6, 574) = .72, p = .64, partial 5
= .007) nor their interaction (Wilks’ Lambda = .97, F(12, 759.62) = .63, p = .82,
partial % = .009). Thus, the hypotheses were not supported for earthquake blame

(see Table 4.9 for mean differences).

A 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects MANCOVA with exposure as the covariate
was conducted on the three dimensions of damage blame, namely, human actions,
act of God, and act of nature. Box’s M was found to be significant (p < .01)
indicating that the assumption of equality of covariance matrices was not met.
Further, the assumption of equality of error variances among the independent
variables was not met for human actions (F(8, 285) = 5.28, p < .001). Hence,
Pillai’s Trace was used as the multivariate test statistic when interpreting the results.
The analysis yielded significant results neither for the main effects of MS (Pillai’s
Trace = .02, F(6, 566) = .78, p = .59, partial #° = .008) and ST (Pillai’s Trace = .02,
F(6, 566) = .72, p = .63, partial #* = .008) nor their interaction (Pillai’s Trace = .03,
F(12, 852) = .80, p = .65, partial #* = .011). Thus, the hypotheses were not
supported for damage blame (see Table 4.9 for mean differences).

The results of 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects ANCOVA conducted for damage
preventability revealed that neither the main effects of MS (F(2, 293) = 2.46, p =
.09, partial % = .016) and ST (F(2, 293) = .58, p = .56, partial #° = .004) nor their
interaction (F(4, 293) = 1.93, p = .11, partial 42 = .026) were significant. It should
also be noted that the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was not met
for MS and ST as their interaction with the covariate (i.e., EQEXPO) were found to
be significant, F(2, 289) = 3.53, p < .05, npz =.024 for MS and F(2, 289) =4.31,p <
.05, npz = .029 for ST. Thus, the hypotheses were not supported for damage

preventability (see Table 4.9 for mean differences).
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4.2.4.2 System Justification

Due to its significant correlations with both GSJ and DSJ, EQEXPO was used as
the covariate for hypothesis testing analyses for system justification. Results of the
3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects ANCOVA conducted for the dependent
variables GSJ and DSJ after controlling for EQEXPO revealed that the main effect
of MS was not significant for both GSJ (F(2, 293) = .25, p = .78, partial #° = .002)
and DSJ, (F(2, 293) = 1.41, p = .25, partial % = .009). A similar pattern emerged for
the main effect of ST as it was significant for neither GSJ (F(2, 293) = 1.55, p = .21,
partial #> = .010) nor DSJ, (F(2, 293) = .24, p = .79, partial »° = .002). The
interaction effect of MS and ST was also not significant for both GSJ (F(4, 293) =
1.37, p = .25, partial #°= .018) and DSJ, (F(4, 293) = .19, p = .94, partial 4° = .003).
Thus, the hypotheses were not supported for system justification variables (see

Table 4.9 for mean differences).

Further examination of whether the effects of MS and ST on GSJ and DSJ differed
across different types of system (i.e., general and disaster-related corresponding to
nation and DRM systems) after controlling for EQEXPO was deemed necessary. To
this end, a 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) X 2 (system type) mixed design ANCOVA with
repeated measures on the last factor was conducted for system justification (see
Table 4.10 for mean differences). The only significant main effect was that of
system type (F(1, 293) = 132.09, p < .001, npz = .311), indicating that participants
justified the DRM system (M = 3.79, SD = 1.46) more strongly than the general
(i.e., nation) system (M = 2.91, SD = 1.39). The analysis also yielded a significant
two-way interaction effect of ST and system type, F(2, 293) = 3.26, p < .05, npz =
.022. Reflecting the pattern of the system type main effect, in each of the ST
conditions, participants engaged in system justification (both types of justification
combined) more strongly for the DRM system (for general ST, M = 3.79, SD =
1.38; for disaster-related ST, M = 3.76, SD = 1.44; and for control, M = 3.80, SD =
1.55) as compared to the general system (for general ST, M = 2.75, SD = 1.41; for
disaster-related ST, M = 3.02, SD = 1.27; and for control, M = 3.00, SD = 1.45).

However, there were no significant differences in mean justification scores to
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indicate higher levels of justification when threat and type pertained to the same
social system than when the two referred to different systems. Furthermore, the
three-way interaction between MS, ST, and system type was marginally significant,
F(4, 293) = 2.30, p = .06, npz =.030. Post hoc comparisons revealed that there was a
marginal trend for participants in the death condition to justify the DRM system
more when the general system is threatened (M = 4.13, SD = 1.18) as compared to
when the DRM system is threatened (M = 3.87, SD = 1.52). Thus, though
marginally significant, higher levels of system justification was observed when
being reminded of death was accompanied by a mismatch of the two social systems
(i.e., when threat and type pertained to different social systems), particularly, when
DRM system is evaluated following exposure to general ST. There was also a
marginal trend for participants across all MS and ST conditions except the “MS
control and disaster-related ST” condition to justify the DRM system more strongly

than the general system.

Table 4.10 Experimental Manipulations and Mean Differences for the System
Justification Variables

MS
ST Total Death Earthquake Control
General
GEN 2.75 (1.41) 3.06 (1.44) 2.72 (1.52) 2.46 (1.18)
DRM 3.79 (1.38) 413 (1.18) 3.55 (1.47) 3.75 (1.43)
Disaster-related
GEN 3.02 (1.27) 2.87 (1.17) 2.93 (1.28) 3.47 (1.45)
DRM 3.76 (1.44) 3.87 (1.52) 3.76 (1.42) 3.51(1.32)
Control
GEN 3.00 (1.45) 3.06 (1.61) 2.94 (1.52) 3.02 (1.26)
DRM 3.80 (1.55) 3.97 (1.35) 3.79 (1.59) 3.69 (1.68)
Total (GEN) 2.91 (1.39) 2.99 (1.38) 2.85 (1.46) 2.89 (1.31)
Total (DRM) 3.79 (1.46) 3.99 (1.36) 3.69 (1.50) 3.68 (1.51)

Note. Means with standard deviations in parentheses are given in cells. MS = Mortality Salience; ST = System Threat; DRM
= Disaster Risk Management System; GEN = General System. Higher mean scores (ratings done on a 9-point Likert type
scale with 1 = strongly disagree; 9 = strongly agree) indicate higher levels of justification.
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4.2.4.3 Earthquake Preparedness

EQEXPO was used as the covariate for hypothesis testing analyses for intention and
self-efficacy as it was found to have significant correlations with these two
variables. Home status was used as the second covariate for intention as it was also
significantly correlated with this disaster-related sociodemographic variable.
EQEXPE was used as the covariate for hypothesis testing analysis for general
preparedness due to their significant correlation with each other. Since neither
experience nor exposure was significantly correlated with outcome expectancy, no

covariate was used for the hypothesis testing analysis for this dependent variable.

Results of the 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects ANCOVA conducted for general
preparedness after controlling for EQEXPE revealed that neither the main effects of
MS (F(2, 293) = .86, p = .43, partial #° = .006) and ST (F(2, 293) = .10, p = .91,
partial #° = .001) nor their interaction (F(4, 293) = .22, p = .93, partial > = .003)
were significant. Results of the 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-subjects ANCOVA
conducted for intention after controlling for EQEXPO and home status revealed that
neither the main effects of MS (F(2, 292) = .22, p = .81, partial #* = .001) and ST
(F(2, 292) = .55, p = .58, partial #° = .004) nor their interaction (F(4, 292) = .96, p =
43, partial % = .013) were significant. Results of the 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) between-
subjects ANCOVA conducted for self-efficacy after controlling for EQEXPO
revealed that neither the main effects of MS (F(2, 293) = .56, p = .57, partial 5° =
.004) and ST (F(2, 293) = .17, p = .85, partial #° = .001) nor their interaction (F(4,
293) = 1.47, p = .21, partial 5> = .020) were significant. Results of the 3 (MS) X 3
(ST) between-subjects ANOVA conducted for outcome expectancy revealed that
neither the main effects of MS (F(2, 294) = 1.21, p = .30, partial #* = .008) and ST
(F(2, 294) = .79, p = .46, partial ° = .005) nor their interaction (F(4, 294) = .25, p =
.91, partial 7> = .003) were significant. Thus, none of the hypotheses were supported

for earthquake preparedness variables (see Table 4.9 for mean differences).
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The present research addressed system justification processes in disaster context
from a terror management perspective in the case of earthquakes in Turkey.
Specifically, it aimed to explore the social cognitive processes underlying
perceptions of and reactions to earthquakes with focus on fatalism and system
justification as indirect and direct forms of bolstering the perceived legitimacy of
the system, respectively, and also earthquake preparedness. To this end, an
experimental study was conducted to investigate, after controlling for the effect of
relevant disaster-related sociodemographic variables (experience of and exposure to
earthquakes, home ownership status), (i) the influence of MS and ST on fatalism,
system justification, and preparedness and (ii) whether and how this influence
differs with respect to general and specific (i.e., disaster-related) levels of MS and
ST.

In addition to the primary aim for which an experimental study was conducted, a
secondary aim of this research was to develop a self-report Likert scale to be used
in the experimental study (Study 3) for assessing GFAT that would reveal
individual differences in dispositional fatalistic beliefs. For this purpose, a
qualitative study with semi-structured interviews (Study 1) was conducted to
understand how GFAT is perceived, guiding the item generation process for scale
development. The psychometric properties of the newly developed GFAT scale

were examined in a follow-up study (Study 2).

In this chapter, the findings of the experimental study are discussed in relation to
the research questions explored and the existing literature. The discussion begins
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with an overview of the findings. It is followed by a discussion of the contributions
of the present thesis to the literature along with the implications of the findings.
Then, certain limitations of this thesis are discussed based on which directions for

future research are suggested. The discussion ends with a general conclusion.

5.1 Overview of the Findings

In line with the aims of the experimental study, three main research questions
pertaining to MS, ST, and their interplay were explored. The research questions on
MS and ST were twofold: The first one concerned whether the disaster-related
levels of MS and ST (MS with earthquake reminders and ST with DRM focus,
respectively) yield the same effects as typically induced levels of MS and ST (MS
with death reminders and ST with nation focus, respectively) do. The second one
concerned how the different levels of MS and ST influence fatalism, system
justification, and earthquake preparedness. Thus, the research questions on MS and
ST focused on their main effects. On the other hand, the research question on the
interplay between MS and ST focused on their interaction effect, exploring how the
levels of MS and ST interact to influence fatalism, system justification, and

preparedness.

Fatalism as an indirect way of defending the system included the variables GFAT
(namely,  destiny, functionality,  helplessness,  submission,  valuation,
uncontrollability, and luck) and DFAT (namely, earthquake fatalism, earthquake
blame, damage blame, and damage preventability). System justification as a direct
way of bolstering the system included the variables GSJ and DSJ. The variables for
earthquake preparedness involved general preparedness, intention, self-efficacy, and

outcome expectancy.

Based on the theoretical reasoning reviewed in the first chapter, it was hypothesized
that MS and ST would lead to higher levels of fatalism and system justification, and
lower levels of preparedness. Moreover, it was hypothesized that MS and ST would
interact to yield the highest levels of fatalism and system justification as well as the
lowest levels of preparedness. Accordingly, a 3 (MS: death vs. earthquake vs.

control) X 3 (ST: general vs. disaster-related vs. control) between-subjects design
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was used for hypothesis testing. In the following sections, an overview of the
findings of the experimental study is given with focus on the main effects of MS
and ST and their interaction effect.

5.1.1 The Main Effect of MS

The main effect of MS was examined to see (i) whether reminding one’s possible
experience of earthquake qualify as MS as reminding own death does, and (ii) how
the levels of MS (death vs. earthquake vs. control) influence fatalism, system
justification, and preparedness. As for the MS manipulation, the findings revealed
that it was effective only for the death condition, but not for the earthquake
condition. Specifically, higher levels of DTA were observed among participants in
the death condition as compared to participants in the earthquake and baseline
conditions. However, there was no significant difference between earthquake and
baseline conditions in terms of DTA. These results indicate that the MS role of
death was evident, as typical of TMT research, whereas the MS role of earthquake
was not observed contrary to the prediction that reminders of one’s own experience
of an earthquake would qualify as MS as reminders of death do. This might be in
part explained by the association of earthquakes with not dying in addition to dying.
That is, the notion of earthquake might have invoked the possibility of not dying as
people can also be rescued alive from the rubble of a collapsed building. Thus,
reminders of earthquake experience might not have served a 100% MS function.

As for hypothesis testing for the main effect of MS, the results revealed that MS
neither lead to an increase in levels of fatalism and system justification variables
nor a decrease in levels of preparedness variables. The only exception to this was
the MS effect observed in the variable earthquake fatalism. Particularly, after
controlling for EQEXPO, there was a significant main effect of MS in that
participants in the earthquake condition had higher levels of fatalistic beliefs about
earthquakes than participants in the baseline condition. This result indicates that,
among a sample of Turkish participants, reminding possible experience of an
earthquake activated and/or strengthened fatalistic tendencies about earthquake risk

and risk reduction. However, the MS effect was observed in neither the rest of the
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DFAT variables (i.e., earthquake blame, damage blame, and damage preventability)
nor GFAT variables (i.e., destiny, functionality, helplessness, submission, valuation,
uncontrollability, and luck). A note of caution is due here. According to the
manipulation check results for MS, earthquake reminding did not function as MS
since DTA levels were similar across earthquake and baseline conditions. Previous
research has demonstrated that association of earthquakes with fatalism pertaining
to earthquake risk was especially marked in Turkish participants though the
association was also prevalent among US and Japan participants (Joffe et al., 2013).
In view of this finding, it might be that the observed difference in levels of
earthquake fatalism in earthquake and baseline conditions was due to priming of
earthquake instead of death priming via making earthquake salient. Further, it is
interesting that such effect of earthquake prime did not apply to sources of blame
for earthquake and damage as well as damage preventability, which in fact

correspond to more domain-specific variables of DFAT.

The typical MS effect, namely, a significant difference between the death and
baseline conditions for the dependent variables (which were hypothesized to serve
as cultural worldview defense reflecting system justification processes in
earthquake context), was not observed in the present study. Though the MS
manipulation was effective for the death condition (as indicated by higher levels of
DTA compared to the baseline condition), making death salient did not lead to any
change in the levels of the dependent variables for fatalism (GFAT and DFAT),
system justification (GSJ and DSJ), and preparedness (general preparedness,
intention, self-efficacy, and outcome expectancy). The finding that the typical MS
effect was not observed for GFAT is inconsistent with previous research showing
that belief in fatalism (and also karma) increases in response to MS compared to the
control condition among Asian participants and that fatalism belief was a culture-
specific way of managing death-related anxiety (Yen, 2013). Overall, in the present
study neither fatalism nor system justification variables (both general and disaster-
related) served a terror management function. Further, the typical MS did not
influence preparedness variables. These results may be partly explained by the

duration of delay between the MS manipulation and the dependent variables. In
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their meta-analysis on the MS hypothesis of TMT conducted with 277 experiments
reported in 164 articles, Burke and his colleagues (2010) found that the effect of
MS on worldview- and self-esteem-related variables was of moderate size (r = .35).
Concerning the role of delay duration, their meta-analysis showed that longer
delays, which enable death-related thoughts to be unconscious but highly accessible
(e.g., Greenberg et al., 1984), lead to stronger MS effects (Burke et al., 2010).
Considering that a particular delay task was not employed in the experimental
design before the dependent variable assessment, it might be that lack of delay

played a role in obtaining non-significant MS effects.

A further explanation for these results might pertain to culture in that culture is
considered to be an important factor influencing the particular ways individuals
respond to MS effects. Based on TMT reasoning, cultural variations can be
observed in MS effects since worldviews are embedded in the culture that
individuals are members of (Pyszczynski & Kesebir, 2012; e.g., Ma-Kellams &
Blascovich, 2011; 2012; Yen & Cheng, 2010). For instance, Ma-Kellams and
Blascovich (2012) found that, following MS, tendency to think about life and
striving to enjoy life was stronger among East Asian participants compared to
European American participants. Supporting this finding, Burke et al.’s (2010)
meta-analysis findings showed that the MS effect was stronger among American
participants (r = .37) than among Europeans or Israelis (r = .31) or Asians (r = .26).
There is also research evidence showing that, contrary to TMT predictions, Muslim
participants may react less defensively to MS due to “greater acceptance of death
among Muslims compared to Christians” (p. 52, Martin & Van den Bos, 2014; e.g.,
Van den Bos et al., 2012). The findings of the experimental study provide support
for this cultural aspect of TMT since MS did not produce the expected effect on the
dependent variables. It might be that the typical MS effect was not observed due to

these cultural factors.

5.1.2 The Main Effect of ST

The main effect of ST was examined to see (i) whether disaster-related ST have the

same function as general ST, i.e., to increase the need to justify the system, and (ii)
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how the levels of ST (general vs. disaster-related vs. control) influence fatalism,
system justification, and preparedness. As for the ST manipulation, the findings
revealed that it was not effective at all since the difference in system evaluations
between the threat conditions and the baseline condition failed to reach significance
for both the general and the disaster-related systems. Not surprisingly, the ST effect
was not observed in any of the dependent variables. This being said, before
reaching firm conclusions about the findings, further work is needed to replicate the

experimental study with an effective ST manipulation.

The ST manipulation employed in this study involved temporary activation of the
system justification motive. As in a typical experimental study with ST, in the
present study, it was induced with passages ostensibly written by a local journalist
with statements that threaten the legitimacy and stability of the system (Jost et al.,
2015). According to SJT research, this motivation shows contextual variations and
exposure to ST (i.e., when the system is criticised, challenged or threatened) is one
situational factor that leads to activation of (or increase in) system-justifying
tendencies (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012; Kay & Friesen, 2011). However, there is
also research evidence on ST showing a person-by-situation interaction such that it
can be more influential on system-justifying tendencies of individuals who have
chronically low levels of this motivation compared to those with chronically high
levels of system justification (Jost et al., 2015; e.g., Mallett, Huntsinger, & Swim,
2011; van der Toorn, Nail, Liviatan, & Jost, 2014). An important finding on this
interactionist aspect of ST, according to Jost and his colleagues (2015), is that the
effect of ST for chronically high vs. low individuals displayed itself in certain kinds
of system justification with ST leading to direct, explicit ways of bolstering the
system among high system justifiers and indirect, subtle ways of defending the
system among low system justifiers (see Cutright, Wu, Banfield, Kay, &
Fitzsimons, 2011).

In the present study, the sample in general seemed to consist of chronically low

system justifiers as the mean scores on both GSJ and DSJ were below the midpoint

of the 9-point scale (2.91 and 3.79, respectively). Accordingly, based on the person-

by-situation interaction observed in ST effects, the expected finding would be to
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obtain significant ST effects. Contrary to the predictions, the results revealed that
there was no difference in the threat conditions and the baseline condition in terms
of fatalism, system justification, and preparedness variables. However, it is
important to bear in mind that the ST manipulation was not successful and that the
finding regarding the ST main effect may be limited by this methodological flaw in

the experimental design.

5.1.3 The Interaction Effect of MS and ST

The interaction effect of MS and ST was examined to see how the levels of MS and
ST interact to influence fatalism, system justification, and preparedness. Bearing in
mind that the MS manipulation was effective only for the death condition and that
the ST manipulation was not effective at all, the results did not reveal a significant
interaction between MS and ST, which was the case for all the dependent variables.
Overall, the main effects of MS and ST as well as their interaction were not
observed in the experimental study, thereby, not providing support for the
hypotheses. This finding might be in part explained by the topic of the study (i.e.,
earthquakes), which did not involve a particular group context. It is known that
TMT and SJT were first developed to account for intergroup phenomena, on which
research evidence for the MS and ST effects are abundant. Accordingly,
incorporating a group context focus on the topic of earthquake might reveal a
different picture, one that might provide support for the hypotheses regarding the
MS and ST effects.

Further analyses were conducted for GSJ and DSJ in an attempt to see whether the
effects of MS and ST showed variations across the two types of system (namely,
general and disaster-related corresponding to nation and DRM systems). To this
end, a 3 (MS) X 3 (ST) X 2 (system type) mixed design ANCOVA with repeated
measures on the last factor and controlling for EQEXPO was conducted. The results
revealed a main effect of system type as indicated by higher levels of justification
observed for the DRM system compared to the general (i.e., nation) system.
Moreover, an interaction effect of ST and system type was observed. Consistent

with the main effect of system type, this interaction effect indicate that across all ST
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conditions, system justification was stronger for the DRM system compared to the
general system. However, there was no empirical evidence to indicate that a parallel
combination of ST and type of system (i.e., when they referred to the same system —
general ST combined with nation as system type; disaster-related ST combined with
DRM as system type) led to increased justification as compared to when they were
not parallel (i.e., when they referred to different systems — general ST combined
with DRM as system type; disaster-related ST combined with nation as system
type). This finding seems to be inconsistent with the notion of spreading
rationalization that Wakslak and her colleagues (2011) observed in their
experimental studies examining justification in the case of large- and small-scale
systems. Specifically, their findings showed that support for the national system as a
whole (a large-scale system) as well as for the small-scale systems (the high school
popularity system in Experiment 1 and the nuclear family system in Experiment 2)
increased following exposure to ST targeting each level of the social systems. That
is, ST effect spreaded from the specific system that was directly threatened to
systems at other levels of analysis (Wakslak et al., 2010). Notably, they found that
“somewhat greater justification occurred when the threat and justification measure
were related to the same social system than when they were related to different
social systems” (p. 293, Wakslak et al., 2010). In the present study, spreading
rationalization was not observed in a notably non-threatening system conditions.
This finding indicates that the spreading effect works under system-threatening

conditions, but not in non-threatening conditions.

The results of the mixed design ANCOVA further revealed a marginally significant
(p = .06) three-way interaction effect between MS, ST, and system type. This effect
was twofold: Firstly, reflecting the main effect of system type, system-bolstering
was stronger for DRM than for nation across all conditions with the only exception
being the “MS control and disaster-related ST” condition. Secondly and most
importantly, when reminded of death, participants engaged in higher levels of
justification for the DRM system when ST pertained to the general system (nation)
compared to when the disaster-related system (DRM) was threatened. Accordingly,

a pattern that was inconsistent with prior research showing that justification is
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increased when the targets of threat and the system justification measure are the
same (Wakslak, 2011) was observed. In the present study, there was a marginal
trend in the death condition participants to justify the DRM system more when ST
and type of system pertained to different social systems. Thus, it seems to be the
case that reminding death reversed the pattern. One explanation for this finding may
be related to terror management processes. Specifically, when given the option to
justify the two systems following exposure to death reminders, justification of the
DRM system served as a stronger buffer for death-related anxiety when the nation
was threatened compared to when DRM was threatened. One explanation for this
interesting finding might be that the nation system was “too real to be justified” due
to the recent socio-political context in the country (see section 5.3.2 for the related
discussion). It might also be that participants were more familiar with the nation
system than the DRM system. This unfamiliarity aspect of DRM might have
rendered it a more comfortable venue for justification in compared to the nation
which participants were way more familiar with and which was too real with
already existing MS and ST conditions in the country. Still, the findings should be

interpreted cautiously as the ST manipulation was found to be ineffective.

5.2 Contributions and Implications

The present research embodies both theoretical and practical importance, thereby
contributing to the social psychological literature in several respects. Firstly, it
points out to the importance of studying system justification processes in disaster
context and from a terror management perspective. As have been noted by Kaiser et
al. (2008), theoretical perspectives from social psychology have the potential to
provide insights into a better understanding of important societal issues and social
problems. In this regard, this research can be considered as an attempt to
demonstrate how adoption of SJT and TMT as a lens for the social psychological
study of disasters might be fruitful in advancing existing knowledge on people’s
perceptions of and reactions to disasters. Thus, the findings of this research provide
an empirical outlook on the theoretical link between the field of disasters and

mainstream social psychology.
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Secondly, the current research complements prior work on SJT, particularly, the
motive of system justification as it relates to disasters, by addressing fatalism (both
general and disaster-related) as an indirect way of bolstering the perceived
legitimacy of the system. It further provides explanation as to whether and how the
need to defend the system influences preparedness and associated variables
(namely, general preparedness, intention, self-efficacy, and outcome expectancy).
Overall, a distinct contribution of this research is that it explores the possible link
between a concept that is not directly related to disasters, i.e., system justification,
and various disaster-related topics (i.e., earthquake fatalism and preparedness) from
a social psychological perspective. The present research also extends prior work on
TMT by addressing terror management processes in the context of disasters.
Specifically, the findings provide empirical evidence for the MS role of disasters,
which have been rarely studied in TMT research (Kastenmiiller et al., 2013; Rutjens
& Loseman, 2011; Ullrich & Cohrs, 2007; Vastfjall et al., 2014). The current
research further contributes to social psychological literature as it gives an empirical
account for the link between SJT and TMT. Previous research on the interplay of
system justification and terror management processes (Anson et al., 2009; Arndt,
2002) have focused on the topics of terrorism (Ullrich & Cohrs, 2007), epidemics
(Lyons & Martens, 2009), gender (Dogulu, 2012), and voting intention (Sterling,
Jost, & Shrout, 2016). The present study complements this line of research by
addressing the interplay of SJT and TMT in the context of natural disasters,

particularly, in the case of earthquakes in Turkey.

Thirdly, this research further extends our knowledge on system justification
processes by addressing DRM as a distinct system whose perceived legitimacy can
be bolstered in response to threats to its functioning. In this respect, the present
research can be considered as an attempt to define an abstract subsystem (i.e., DRM
system) embedded within the concrete general system at the national level
involving institutions and/or arrangements pertaining to the social, economic, and
political conditions in the country. Thus, this research complements previous SJT
research focusing on systems at different levels of analysis (Wakslak et al., 2011)

by examining two systems of different scales yet embedded in each other (namely,

118



the nation as a whole and DRM) and by exploring whether spreading
rationalization applied to justification of these two systems following ST to each
system. Further, understanding the social-cognitive processes pertaining to the
interplay between the nation-level system and DRM as its subsystem may also hold
relevance for interventions to increase preparedness. As have been noted by Joffe et
al. (2016), intervention studies targeting disaster preparedness, though rare in
number, have revealed that successful interventions (i.e., those that result in
improved levels of preparedness) are characterized by use of hands-on training,
drills, and face-to-face interactions (e.g., Miller et al., 2014; Simpson, 2002) with
focus on social empowerment and community cohesion (e.g., Eisenman et al., 2009;
Paton, Smith, Johnston, Johnston, & Ronan, 2003). In addition to these proven
aspects of successful disaster preparedness interventions, the findings of the current
research, particularly findings on the motive of justifying the nation-level system as
well as DRM as its subsystem (though more research is needed to reach firm
conclusions), have the potential to inform targeting intervention efforts to facilitate
individual preparedness to earthquakes. Notably, with the devastating 1999
earthquakes being a milestone, Turkey has witnessed a major shift of focus in its
governmental policies with prioritization of risk mitigation over response and
recovery (Balamir, 2002; GFDRR, 2012). Disaster management with responsibility
solely on the government was superseded by DRM with responsibility shared with
individuals and communities (Karanci, 2013). Accordingly, there has been an
increasing trend in adopting a participatory approach in DRM by promoting
preparedness of individuals/communities to earthquakes (e.g., DASK and
compulsory earthquake insurance). In this regard, it might be valuable to delineate
the dynamics of DRM responsibility attributed to government and
individuals/communities as revealed by the interplay between the nation-level
system and DRM as its subsystem. This might in turn inform efforts at facilitating

individual/community preparedness.

Finally, the present research contributes to social psychological research by
introducing a reliable and valid measure for assessing general fatalistic beliefs. The

development of this scale, in particular, its item generation process, was based on
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the qualitative findings of semi-structured interviews conducted with community
members of a predominantly Muslim and collectivistic culture (with and without
EQEXPE) as well as on the review of existing scales pertaining to fatalistic beliefs.
This qualitative background of the scale items combined with satisfactory
psychometric properties point out to its usefulness as a measure for assessing
fatalism tendencies, thus paving the way for future research on the role of different

fatalism dimensions in various attitudes and behaviors.

5.3 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

When interpreting the findings of the experimental study, certain limitations need to
be considered. These limitations include both methodological and contextual
considerations. In this section, directions for future research are provided with

respect to these considerations as they are explained.

5.3.1 Methodological Considerations

There are two main methodological considerations that have bearing on the
interpretation of the findings, namely, the effectiveness of experimental
manipulations and disaster-related sociodemographic characteristics of the sample.
Concerning the experimental manipulations, the findings revealed that the
manipulation check for MS was effective only for the death condition with higher
levels of DTA in this condition than in the control condition. However, contrary to
the prediction regarding the MS role of earthquake, the difference in DTA levels
between the earthquake and control conditions failed to reach significance. On the
other hand, the manipulation check for ST was not effective at all since the
difference in system evaluations between the threat conditions and the control
condition failed to reach significance for both the general and the disaster-related
systems. Taken together, ineffectiveness of experimental manipulations remains a
source of uncertainty as to whether the findings obtained for the dependent
variables would be different with stronger manipulations of the independent
variables. At this point, it is important to note that data for the experimental study
was collected online. This medium of data collection is considered advantageous in

terms of generalizability and external validity of the findings as it enables
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participants to complete the survey at a time and place that is convenient for them
(Reips, 2000). However, it might also embody a potential disadvantage for the
effectiveness of the manipulations as online data collection can undermine
experimental control, thus, internal validity, by bringing about confounding factors
such as distraction during completion of the survey (e.g., Clifford & Jerit, 2014).
Thus, replicating the experimental study with stronger manipulations and/or in a lab

setting would enable to reach more firm conclusions.

As further related to experimental manipulations, the method used for the MS and
ST conditions pertaining to disaster might have played a role in the effectiveness of
the experimental manipulations. In the present study, earthquake MS condition was
made salient by asking participants to write about their own experience of an
earthquake and disaster-related ST condition was induced by asking participants to
read a passage about DRM in Turkey which was portrayed as worsening by a local
journalist. Accordingly, as for the MS manipulation, the earthquake condition
involved a writing task on the topic. However, an alternative method might be to
use visual stimuli to make disaster salient (e.g., for tsunami, using pictures of the
2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, Kastenmiiller et al., 2013; writing down the first three
images that the tsunami word brings to mind, Vastfjall et al., 2014). Thus, in future
studies, pictures of a specific earthquake event such as the 1999 Marmara
earthquakes can be used for this condition to see whether the MS manipulation
would be more effective. As for the ST manipulation, the disaster-related condition
had a general content as it was about the worsening aspects of DRM in general. An
alternative method here would be to use a more case-specific content for DRM with
focus on a particular disaster event (e.g., for hurricane, ineffective disaster response
to hurricane Katrina as being due to racism, Kaiser et al., 2008). In the case of
earthquakes in Turkey, for instance, this can be ineffective disaster response to 2011
Van earthquakes as being due to political nepotism. Thus, it might be useful to
investigate in future studies whether using a case-specific content for DRM
strengthens the effectiveness of the ST manipulation. This would also enable use of

dependent variables for different means of engaging in system justification unique
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to the particular disaster event, providing a more real-life assessment for the
participants (e.g., Hart, 2014; Kaiser et al., 2008).

Regarding the generalizability of the findings obtained from the experimental study,
the sample seems to portray a representative profile in terms of general
sociodemographic characteristics including education, perceived SES, income, and
political orientation. However, the sample was not drawn from a population of
residents of a highly seismic area. The experimental study employed both a
community sample recruited online through Facebook, a powerful research tool
with increasingly popularity (Kosinski, Matz, Gosling, Popov, & Stillwell, 2015),
and a student sample recruited from two Turkish universities (one state university in
the city of Zonguldak and the other a private university in the capital city of
Ankara). Thus, the total sample did not consist of participants who were residents of
a particular city and/or region known to be at high risk for earthquakes (e.g.,
Istanbul, Diizce, etc.). This might imply low levels of risk perception among
participants since actual seismic risk is influential in shaping how risk is perceived
(Solberg et al., 2010). Though in the analyses the effects of relevant disaster-related
sociodemographic variables were removed, actual seismic risk and risk perception
might have played a role in the particular findings obtained in the experimental
study. Considering that the study was designed with earthquake focus, the findings
may be somewhat limited by levels of seismic risk perception of the participants.
Based on this reasoning, it is possible to hypothesize that the findings may be
different for samples characterized with high risk perception and/or actual seismic
risk. Thus, replicating this study with such particular samples (e.g., residents of
Diizce which was hit by the 12 November 1999 earthquake, residents of Van which
was hit by two consecutive earthquakes in October 23 and November 9, 2011)
would enable a better understanding of the system justification processes from a

terror management perspective in the context of earthquakes in Turkey.

5.3.2 Contextual Considerations

In addition to these methodological considerations, there is also a major contextual

consideration that has bearing on the interpretation of the findings. Particularly, a
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possible explanation for the results obtained from the experimental study may
pertain to the recent socio-political context in Turkey preceding the period of data
collection (October, 2016). Situated in a global landscape of conflicts from refugee
crisis to spread of terrorism and the concomitant politics of fear, Turkey is listed
among the top ten volatile flashpoints in the world foreseen to experience serious
conflicts in 2017 (Guéhenno, 2017). The reason for such foresight is mainly the

rising terrorism and violence within a climate of political instability.

The country is challenged by major security threats due to the crisis in Iraq and
Syria and the armed conflict with Kurdish groups (Almukhtar, 2017; Guéhenno,
2017). There were 15 major terrorist attacks throughout the country since July 2015
(which corresponds to the period following the collapse of cease-fire agreement for
the Kurdish conflict), leading to death of more than 400 people (Almukhtar, 2017).
The Islamic State and Kurdish militants claimed responsibility for most of the
attacks though there were also a few attacks for which no one has claimed
responsibility. The attacks by the Islamic State have mostly targeted civilians in
popular places, whereas the Kurdish attacks have mainly targeted the police and
military members (Almukhtar, 2017). Among the terrorist attacks with the highest
death toll were the peace rally attack in Ankara killing more than 100 people
(October 10, 2015; ISIS), the public square (Kizilay) attack in Ankara killing more
than 37 people (March 13, 2016; Kurdish Militants), the airport attack in Istanbul
killing 44 peope (June 28, 2016; ISIS), and the wedding attack in Gaziantep Killing
more than 50 people (August 20, 2016; ISIS) (for full lists, see Almukhtar, 2017;
Montague, Rosen, & Williams, 2016). Considering that the cost included many
number of people injured in addition those killed, it can be said that the series of

terrorist attacks since July 2015 was traumatizing for the public.

Turkey has been further challenged by a military coup attempt in July 15, 2016,

which was supressed by the government the following day (Arango & Yeginsu,

2016). The overnight of the coup attempt witnessed serious violence including

raiding of TV stations by soldiers, explosions heard in major cities of the country

including Istanbul and Ankara, shooting of protestors clashing with military forces,

bombing of the parliament and presidential buildings, shooting down of a military
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helicopter, and hostage-taking of the Turkish military chief (“Turkey’s Coup
Attempt: What you need to know”, 2016). It was a traumatizing event for the
country, resulting in the death of more than 250 people and leaving more than 1,400
wounded (Arango & Yeginsu, 2016; “Turkey’s Coup Attempt”, 2016). The
government blamed the Islamic community led by Fethullah Gulen, “a powerful,
reclusive US-based Muslim cleric”, for the coup attempt and started a crackdown
on his suspected followers. Following the failed coup attempt on mid-July, there
was a mass wave of detentions and arrests of high-ranking soldiers and military
personnel, police officers, prosecutors, judges, journalists, and academicians in
addition to dismissal and suspension of more than 80,000 people from various state
and civic institutions (Said-Moorhouse, 2016). The post-coup crackdown was
extended with a state of emergency declared by the government in late July,
intensifying the series of arrests and dismissals (“Turkey’s coup attempt: State of

emergency announced”, 2016).

In the wake of the abovementioned terrorist attacks and the failed coup attempt
creating instability in the socio-political context, the public was systematically
exposed to death and serious nation-related threats. Thus, it is probable that the
events have evoked “natural” MS and ST. Considering that the data collection for
the experimental study took place in the midst of such socio-political context
(October 2016), it might be the case that the alleged nation-wide exposure to MS
and ST throughout the country overweighed the experimental manipulations,
thereby undermining their effectiveness. Specifically, individuals might have
normalized death and system-related threats as they get used to them with the
frequently occurring terrorist attacks and the failed coup attempt. Therefore, an
important line of research for future studies would be to investigate research
questions explored in the experimental study in a country with a relatively stable
and unstrained socio-political context such as New Zealand and Japan. This would
enable to see whether individuals not systematically exposed to death and nation-

related threats display MS and ST effects in the case of earthquakes.
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5.3.3 Further Suggestions for Future Research

Based on the theoretical perspective adopted in the current thesis, namely SJT and
TMT, there are also further suggestions that can be made for future research. First
and foremost, it would be worthwhile to investigate different forms of system
justification. Previous research has revealed that racial attitudes (Blodorn et al.,
2016; Kaiser et al., 2008), voting intention (Hart, 2014), government confidence
(Shephard & Kay, 2014) were among the ways of engaging in system justification.
In particular, a focus on the different means of defending the system in the case of
earthquakes and also whether and how manifestation of system justification differs
according to disasters with different characteristics (e.g., disaster type, natural vs.
technological disasters; mortality associated with disaster, earthquakes vs. floods)
might be useful for better understanding disaster-related system justification
processes. Furthermore, scope of system justification might vary in that people
might be motivated to justify the system in general (e.g., direct defense of the status
quo — government defense) or they might engage in disaster-specific forms of
system justification (e.g., blaming victims for their suffering, complementary
stereotyping of disaster victims, etc.) (Napier et al., 2006). In the current thesis, the
findings did not provide support for the system-justifying role of GFAT and DFAT
as well as GSJ and DSJ. However, since the ST manipulation in the experimental
study failed to activate the need to justify the system, the findings need to be

interpreted with caution.

The research questions explored in the current thesis can be further studied in
different disaster contexts regarding DRM setting and disaster type. As for the
DRM setting, there might be variations in system justification processes in countries
with different levels of DRM. For instance, an earthquake in Turkey might lead to
higher levels of system justification than an earthquake in Japan. Turkey’s having
more shortcomings in DRM compared to Japan might increase the extent to which
earthquakes qualify as a ST in Turkey. Moreover, Turkey’s having higher levels
casualties due to earthquakes than Japan might make earthquakes perceived as
stronger reminders of death in Turkey than in Japan. These discrepancies associated

with ST and MS in Turkey and Japan might influence the extent to which people in
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these two countries have the need to defend the system in the case of earthquakes.
Particularly, system justification motives of people living in Turkey might be
stronger than those living in Japan. However, in case of tsunamis, if both countries
show low levels of competency in DRM, then similar levels of justification might

be observed among people in both Turkey and Japan.

Regarding disaster type, there might be variations in system justification processes
for different kinds of disasters. Particularly, the strength of system justification
motivation might vary depending on the extent to which disasters embody ST, low
personal control, and MS. A disaster type that qualifies more as a ST, that embodies
high personal control, and that is a stronger reminder of death might lead to higher
levels of justification than another disaster type that is less associated with ST,
personal control, and MS. For instance, earthquakes might lead to higher levels of
system justification than floods would because earthquakes are stronger reminders
of death than floods are. Furthermore, people might be more likely to perceive the
system as fair and legitimate in the case of technological (i.e., man-made) disasters
than in the aftermath of natural disasters. Particularly, it might be that a perception
of technological disasters as more controllable and preventable by government
and/or related institutions (instead of controllable and preventable by also
individuals as in natural disasters) means higher levels of undermined confidence in
these external sources in the disaster aftermath. This in turn might yield more
system-bolstering effects. Thus, disasters that rely greatly on external sources of
responsibility (e.g., mine disaster, epidemics) compared to disasters that rely both
on external sources and individuals for responsibility (e.g., earthquakes, floods)
might lead to a stronger need to defend the system by denying and minimizing

system problems and/or shortcomings.

Another line of research that bears greatly on the topic is based on the need to adopt

an all-hazard perspective for preparedness (i.e., readiness) measures to facilitate

theory development and testing (Paton, 2015). There is a recent trend in adopting a

multi-hazard approach in disaster preparedness (e.g., floods, earthquakes, terrorism,

and epidemics, Shreve, Begg, Fordham, & Miiller, 2016; earthquake and fire, Joffe

et al.,, 2016). In line with this trend in disaster research, the hypotheses of the
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experimental study based on SJT and TMT can be tested with a study design
involving a multi-hazard scenario (e.g., an earthquake coupled with a fire or
tsunami). It can be argued that presence of multiple hazards at a time might embody
a stronger threat to the system (nation or DRM) and/or elicit greater MS, thereby,
increasing the need for defending the system more as compared to when the threat

pertains to only an earthquake event.

Culture might also be important for the future study of system justification
processes in the case of disasters. The strength of system-justifying tendencies
might differ across cultures since the need to bolster the legitimacy of the system
might be influenced by the extent to which members of a culture are tolerant of
uncertainty (Hofstede, 2001) associated with disasters. In particular, cultures
characterized by high levels of uncertainty avoidance might be motivated to justify
the system more as it would satisfy the psychological need to reduce uncertainty in
the face of disasters. Hence, future research can explore the role culture plays in

system justification processes in disaster context.

5.4 Conclusion

The primary goal of the present thesis was to provide empirical evidence pertaining
to system justification processes in disaster context and from a terror management
perspective in the case of earthquakes in Turkey. The focus was on fatalism and
system justification (assessed at both general and disaster-related levels) as well as
preparedness. Particularly, the effects of MS and ST and whether these effects differ
with respect to general and specific (i.e., disaster-related) levels of MS and ST were
investigated with an experimental study. Overall, though somewhat limited by
methodological and contextual considerations, the findings seem to point out to the
importance of system justification and terror management processes in shaping
perceptions of and reactions to earthquakes. In view of all its contributions and
implications as well as its limitations, the current thesis aims to become a
springboard for future research on how individuals regulate threats bearing on death
and wide-ranging systems in disaster context within a changing world that is

becoming more threatening alongside the increasing burden of disasters. In doing
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so, it is crucial that stronger experimental designs informed by theoretical
perspectives from social psychology are employed. Such better understanding might
then be of use to policy makers and practitioners in the field of disasters in their

efforts to facilitate earthquake preparedness at the individual and household levels.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. Interview Guide

Giriisme No:

Gorismenin Tarihi (GG/AATYY)

Gorismenin Yapildig: Sehir

Gorisme Siiresi

Géorigmeyvi Yapan Kigi

Giriigiilen Kisinin:

Cinsiveti

[ | Kadm [] Erkek

Medeni Durumu

[ ]| Bekar
[ ] Bosanmss

[] Evi
[ Dul

Yast

Egitimi

Okuma varmam vok D
Okuma vazmam var [ |
Ilkokul ]
Ortaokul |:|
Lise |:|
‘_(_’ﬁks ekokul |:|
Uniwversite D
Lisanstistii ]

Meslegi

Hanenize giren geliri degerlendirdiginizde avlik toplam
geliriniz ne dizevdedir?

Orta istii
Yiiksek

Kendinizi ne kadar dindar biri olarak tanmmlarsmiz?

Hig

Biraz

Fazla
Oldukca fazla
Cok fazla

Herhangi bir deprem vasamishifmiz var mi?
Evetse, ..

Ewvet Havir
L] [] 3

Depremden sonra dini inancmizda degisiklik oldu mu?

Cok azaldi
Biraz azaldi
Degisiklik olmadi
Biraz giiclendi [ |
Cok giiglendi

Deprem digmda herhangi bir afet vasadmiz mi1?
Evwetse, ..

|:| Evet : Havrr

Genel anlamda, kendinizi politik olarak nasil
tanmmlarsiniz?

1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8--9--10
Sol Sag
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[BOLUM 1]
Ik olarak, genel olarak kadercilik (diger bir deyisle, kadere inanma, kaderci
diisiinme) ile ilgili goriislerinizi 6grenmeye calisacagim.

1. Sizce kadercilik nedir?
a. Kadercilik, diger bir deyigle kader inanci, deyince akliniza neler geliyor?
b. Kaderci olma, kaderci diisiinme nasil olur?
C. Kadere inanmaya bir érnek verebilir misiniz?

2. Insanlar hangi konularda kadere inanir? Ornek verebilir misiniz?
3. Sizce insanlar neden kadere inanirlar?
4. Hangi durumlarda insanlarmn kaderciligi artar, kadere daha ¢ok inanir?
5. Kadere inanan insanlarin 6zellikleri nelerdir?
a. Kaderci bir yaklasima sahip insanlar nasil diigiiniir, nasil davranir?
6. Kadere inanmak hayati nasil kolaylastirir ya da zorlastirir?
7. Kadere inanmanin, hayatta karsilasilan zorluklarla bas etmede nasil bir rolii vardir?

[BOLUM 2]
Simdi soracagim sorular icin, sizden kaderciligi depremlerle ilgili olarak diisiinmenizi
isteyecegim.

8. Kadere inanan bir insana gore, depremlerin yol actig1 hasarlar ne kadar 6nlenebilir?
9. Kadere inanan bir insan, depremlerde olusan hasar ne(ler)den kaynaklandigini
diisiintir?
10. Kader inancinin, depreme hazirlikli olmada rolil/etkisi var midir? Varsa nasildir?
a. Kaderci olma (kadere inanma) depremlere karst hazirlikli olmayr nasil
etkiler?
11. Kader inancinin, deprem sonrasi halkin hayata devam etmesinde rolii/etkisi var
midir? Varsa nasildir?
a. Kaderci olma (kadere inanma) deprem yasantisiyla saghkli basa ¢itkmayt
nasil etkiler?

[BOLUM 3]
Sirada soracagim sorularda, depremler 6zelinde Tiirkiye’de afet risk yonetimi, yani
depremler oncesi ve sonrasi saglanan yardim ve verilen hizmetler ile ilgili

goriislerinizi 6grenmeye calisacagim.

12. Sizce, afet risk yonetiminin basarili olmasinda neler etkilidir? Neler basarisizliga
sebep olur?
a. Deprem olmadan 6nce (hazirlikli olma; risk ve zarar azaltma agisindan)
b. Depremden hemen sonra (miidahale)
C. Depremden sonra (iyilesme, yeniden yapilanma)
13. Deprem sonrasinda kimlerden (hangi kurumlardan) destek beklersiniz?
14. Deprem sonrasinda ne gibi yardimlarin saglanmasini ve hizmetlerin verilmesini
istersiniz?
15. Sizce, deprem sonrasi halkin hayata devam etmesinde, afet risk yonetimi
kapsaminda saglanan yardim ve hizmetlerin rolii nedir?

Son olarak, eklemek istediginiz baska bir sey var m1?
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APPENDIX B. Item Pool for the GFAT Scale

(Initial version, 54 items)

Her iste bir hayir vardir.

Kadere inanmak insani teselli eder.

Kader inanci, insani psikolojik olarak rahatlatir.

Insanin kaderinde olan1 yasamasi onun iyiliginedir.

Insanmn bir ¢ikis yolu bulamadiginda olaylar1 kadere baglamasi onu rahatlatir.
Olumsuz yasantilar sonrasi kadere siginmak insani giiclendirir.

Insan kadere inanarak yasadiklarina anlam yiikler.

Kader, insanin hayatina denge getirir.

© 0 N o g bk~ wbhPE

Kadere inanan insan daha sabirli olur.

-
©

Kadere inanmak, hayata tutunmay1 kolaylastirir.

-
-

. Kader, insanin basina gelenleri kabullenmesini kolaylastirir.

-
N

Kadere inanmak, insanin degistiremeyecegi seyleri kabul etmesine yardimci

olur.

13. Insan, kadere inanarak hayatinda olumlu ve olumsuz arasinda denge kurar.

14. Kader inanci, miicadele edemedigi durumlarda insana hayata devam etme
giicii verir.

15. Kadere sigman insan, yasadiklarin1 daha rahat kabullenir.

16. Sorgulamadan kadere inanmak saglikli degildir.*

17. Her seyi kadere baglamak gerekmez.*

18. Kader, batil inangtan baska bir sey degildir.*

19. Kadercilik, amagsiz yasamak gibidir.*

20. Olaylar kadere baglamak aslinda sadece bahanedir.*

21. Hayatin gidisatin1 kadere baglamak insan1 ¢ikmaza sokar.*

22. Kadere sigimmmak insani pasiflestirir.*

23. Insan, kaderinde ne varsa onu yasar.
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24.
25.
26.
217.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

Basa gelen cekilir.

Insan, basina gelecekleri degistiremez.

Ne kadar ¢abalarsa ¢abalasin insan kaderini degistiremez.
Bazi seylere razi olmak gerekir.

Bazi seyleri kabullenmek gerekir.

Ne yaparsa yapsin insan kaderinin disina ¢ikamaz diye bir sey yoktur.*
Insan, kendi iradesiyle kaderini kendi yaratabilir.*

Insanin kaderi elindedir.*

Insan kaderini degistiremez diye bir sey yoktur.*

Kader, insanin kendi ¢izdigi yoldur. *

Insan, kaderine boyun egmemelidir.*

Insan kararli olursa kaderini degistirebilir.*

Insan akil ve mantikla kaderini yonlendirebilir.*

Elinden geleni yaptiktan sonra gerisi kaderdir.*

Insanin ¢aresiz kaldig1 zamanlar olur.

Hayatta insanin giiciiniin yetmedigi seyler vardir.

Insanin agiklama getiremedigi seyler vardir.

Insan, hayatta her seyi kontrol edemez.

Insanin engel olamayacag seyler vardir.

Hayatini nasil yasayacagi insanin kendi elindedir.*

Insan, yasayacaklarini segebilir.*

Dogum, 6liim gibi seyler 6nceden belirlenmistir.

Insanin bagina gelecekler ezelden bellidir.

Insanin hayati, kendinden daha giiclii bir sey tarafindan belirlenmistir.
Insanin hayatini belirleyen kendinden daha iistiin bir irade yoktur.*
Kader, insanin hayatinda 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.

Insanin her yasadig: kaderdir.

Kader, hayatin bir¢ok alanini ilgilendirir.

Insan hayatin1 kader odakli yasamamalidir.*

Bazi seyler sans isidir.

Hayatta mucizeler olur.
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APPENDIX C. Measures Used In Study 2

Informed Consent Form

Goniillii Katilim ve Bilgilendirme Formu

Sayin Katilimet,

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Psikoloji Boliimii Sosyal
Psikoloji Doktora Programi 6grencisi Canay Dogulu tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray
Sakalli Ugurlu danismanligindaki doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu
form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin amaci nedir?
Arastirmanin amaci, katilimcilarin genel olarak kadercilige yonelik tutum ve
egilimleriyle ilgili bilgi toplamaktir.

Bize nasil yardimci olmanizi isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, ankette yer alan bir dizi
soruyu derecelendirme 6l¢egi lizerinde yanitlamanizdir. Anketin farkli boliimlerinde
sorularin nasil cevaplanacagi konusunda bilgi ilgili bolimiin basinda verilmistir.
Her soruya vereceginiz yanit son derece dnemlidir. Liitfen boliim baglarinda verilen
aciklamalar1 dikkatlice okuyarak size en uygun cevabi isaretleyiniz. Ankette yer
alan sorularin dogru veya yanlis bir cevabi yoktur, 6nemli olan sizin ne
diislindiigiiniiz ve hissettiginizdir. Caligmaya katilim ortalama olarak 20 dakika
stirmektedir. Anketi tek oturumda tamamlamaniz, arastirmanin giivenilir ve gegerli
olmas1 bakimindan 6nem tagimaktadir.

Sizden topladigimiz bilgileri nasil kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli
tutulacak, sadece aragtirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimeilardan elde
edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda
kullanilacaktir.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden o6tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir durumda
doldurdugunuz anket ¢alismaya dahil edilmeyecektir.
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Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
Veri toplama ve analiz siirecinin sonunda elde edilen bulgularla ilgili tiim
sorularimiz cevaplanacaktir.

Calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in

ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii Sosyal Psikoloji Doktora Programi dgrencisi
Canay Dogulu (E-posta: canay.dogulu@metu.edu.tr)

ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum.
Calismayt istedigim zaman yarida birakabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin
bilimsel amagh yayimlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

o Evet o Haywr
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Sociodemographic Information

1.

Cinsiyetiniz
o Kadn o Erkek o Diger/Séylememeyi tercih ediyorum

. Yasiniz
. Medeni durumunuz : o Bekar o Evli 0 Bosanmis 0 Dul

. Mesleginiz/Isiniz :

. Tamamladiginiz en {ist egitim seviyesi nedir?

o Okula hi¢ gitmedim o Ilkokul o Ortaokul
o Lise o Yiiksekokul o Universite (lisans)
o Universite (yliksek lisans, doktora)

. Yasaminizin ¢cogunun gegtigi (en uzun yasadiginiz) yer:

o Koy o Kasaba/Beldle o ilce o il o Biiyiksehir

. Asagidaki merdivenin Tiirkiye'deki insanlarin durdugu yeri temsil ettigini
distiniin.

Merdivenin tepesindekiler her seyin en iyisine (en ¢ok

1o paraya, en iyi egitime ve en saygin mesleklere) sahip
olanlar.
Merdivenin en altindakiler ise, en kotii kosullara sahip
olanlar (en az paraya, en az egitime ve en az sayilan
mesleklere sahip olanlar ya da hig bir isi olmayanlar).
Bu merdivende daha yiiksek bir konuma sahip olmaniz en
tepedeki insanlara gore daha yakin oldugunuz; daha asagida
olmaniz ise en alttaki insanlara daha yakin oldugunuzu
gosterir.

Bu merdivende kendinizi nereye yerlestirirdiniz?

oEnaltl o2 o3 o4 o5 o6 o7 o8 o9 oEnistl0

8. Genel olarak, kendinizi politik olarak nasil tanimlarsiniz?

(Liitfen size en uygun olan sayy1 isaretleyiniz)
oSoll o2 o3 o4 o5 o6 o7 o8 o9 o Saglld

9. Asagidaki segeneklerden hangisi dini inancinizi en iyi sekilde tanimlar?

O Miisliiman
O Hristiyan

o Musevi

o Herhangi bir dine mensup degilim.
o Diger (belirtiniz):
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10. Kendinizi ne kadar dindar biri olarak tanimlarsiniz?

(9. Soruda ilk ii¢ secenekten biri segildiyse)

O

Ooooaog

Hig¢ dindar degilim (1)
Biraz (2)

Orta derecede (3)
Oldukga fazla (4)

Cok fazla (5)

11. Kendinizi ne kadar kadere inanan biri olarak tanimlarsiniz?

O

O
O
O
O

Hi¢ inanmam (1)

Biraz inanirim (2)

Orta derecede inanirim (3)
Oldukga fazla inanirim (4)
Cok fazla inanirim (5)
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General Fatalism (GFAT) Scale (final version of the item pool; 62 items)

Asagida kaderci diistinmeyle ilgili bir dizi ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen verilen
ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi
Olcekteki sayilardan uygun olan secenegi isaretleyerek (o segenegin iistiine
tiklayarak) belirtiniz.

Cevap secgenekleri su sekildedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz katilmiyorum

4 = Biraz katiliyorum

5 = Katiliyyorum

6 = Kesinlikle katilryyorum

Functionality (coping skill) (n = 19)

1. Kadere inanmak insani teselli eder.

2.Kader inanci, insan1 psikolojik olarak rahatlatir.

3. Insanin kaderinde olan1 yasamas: onun iyiliginedir.

4. Bir ¢ikis yolu bulamadiginda olaylar1 kadere baglamak insani rahatlatir.

5. Olumsuz olaylar/yasantilar sonrasinda kadere siginmak insana gii¢ verir.

6. Insan kadere inanarak yasadiklaria anlam yiikler.

7.Kader, insanin hayatina denge getirir.

8. Kadere inanan insan daha sabirl1 olur.

9.Kadere inanmak, hayata tutunmay kolaylastirir.

10. Kader, insanin bagina gelenleri kabullenmesini kolaylastirir.

11. Kadere inanmak, insanin degistiremeyecegi seyleri kabul etmesine yardimci
olur.

12. Insan, kadere inanarak hayatinda olumlu ve olumsuz olaylar/durumlar arasinda
denge kurar.

13. Kader inanci, insana zorluklara ragmen hayata devam etme giicii verir.

14. Sorgulamadan kadere inanmak saglikli degildir.*

15. Olaylar1 kadere baglamak sadece bahanedir.*

16. Hayatin gidisatin1 kadere baglamak insan1 ¢ikmaza sokar.*

17. Kadere siginmak insani pasiflestirir.*

18. Kadercilik, amagsiz yagamak gibidir.*

19. Kader, batil inangtan baska bir sey degildir.*

Submission to fate (n = 9)
20. Her iste bir hayir vardir.
21. Bir seyin olacagi varsa olur.
22. Insan, kaderinde ne varsa onu yasar.
23. Basa gelen cekilir.
24. Ne kadar cabalarsa ¢abalasin, insanin kaderini degistirmesi miimkiin
degildir.
25. Insan, kaderine boyun egmemelidir. *
26. Insan, iradesiyle kendi kaderini yaratabilir.*
27. Insan kararli olursa kaderini degistirebilir.*
28. Insan akil ve mantikla kaderini ydnlendirebilir.*
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Personal control belief (Internality) (n =7)
29. Kader, insanin elinde olan bir sey degildir.
30. Insanin segemedigi seyler vardir.
31. insan basina gelecekleri degistiremez.
32. Insan baz1 seylere engel olamaz.
33. Insanin neyi nasil yasayacag kendisine baghidir.*
34. Hayatin kontrolii insanin kendi elindedir.*
35. Elinden geleni yaptiktan sonra gerisi kaderdir.*

Helplessness (n = 6)
36. Insanin caresiz kaldig1 zamanlar olur.
37. Hayatta insanin giiciiniin yetmedigi seyler vardir.
38. Insanin agiklama getiremedigi seyler vardar.
39. Baz1 seyler insanin elinde degildir.
40. Hayatta baz1 seylere raz1 olmak gerekir.
41. Hayat1 oldugu gibi kabullenmemek lazim.*

Predetermination (n = 5)
42. Kader, insan hayatinin 6nceden belirlenmis olmasiyla ilgilidir.
43. Dogum, 6liim gibi seyler 6nceden belirlenmistir.
44, Insanin basina gelecekler ezelden bellidir.
45. Hayatta higbir sey onceden belirlenmis degildir.*
46. Insanin neyi nasil yasayacagi dnceden bilinemez.*

Divine control (n = 5)
47. Insanin hayati, kendinden daha istiin bir gii¢/varlik tarafindan belirlenmistir.
48. Bizim i¢in neyin iyi ya da kotii oldugunu Allah/Tanr bilir.
49. Allah’in/Tanri’nin herkes i¢in bir plani vardir.
50. Bagimiza ne gelecegini bir Allah/Tanr1 bilir.
51. insanin hayatin1 belirleyen kendinden daha {istiin bir irade yoktur.*
Luck (n =5)
52. Bazi seyler sans isidir.
53. Hayatta mucizeler olur.
54. Sans hayatin bir pargasidir.
55. Hayatta sansli olmanin bir 6nemi yoktur.*
56. Hayatta tesadiiflere yer yoktur.*
Centrality in life (n = 6)
57. Kader, insanin hayatinda 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.
58. Insanin her yasadig1 kaderdendir.
59. Kader, hayatin bir¢ok alanini ilgilendirir.
60. Insanlar kadere gereginden fazla énem veriyor.*
61. Kader, insan hayati i¢in belirleyici bir sey degildir.*
62. Her seyi kadere baglamak anlamsizdir.*

* Reverse items (n = 22)
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Rotter’s Internal-External Locus of Control Scale
(Rotter, 1966; Dag, 1991)

Asagida yer alan maddeler, toplumda belirli 6nemli olaylarin farkli insanlar1 nasil
etkiledigini anlamaya yoneliktir. Her bir maddede iki segenek bulunmaktadir.
Liitfen, her bir madde i¢in, kendinizi diislindiigiiniizde, iki secenekten size en uygun
olduguna inandiginiz segenegi isaretleyiniz (o segenegin iistiine tiklayarak).

Sec¢iminizi, dogru olmasini istediginiz ya da se¢gmeniz gerektigini diisiindiigiiniiz
secenege gore degil de; sizin i¢in daha dogru oldugunu diisiindiigiiniiz secenege
gore yaptigimizdan emin olunuz. Dogru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur, 6nemli olan
kisisel fikrinizi belirtmenizdir.

1.
a. Ana-babalar1 ¢ok fazla cezalandirdiklar i¢in ¢cocuklar problemli oluyor.
b. Giiniimiiz ¢ocuklarinin ¢gogunun problemi, ana-babalari tarafindan asir1 serbest
birakilmalaridir.

a. Insanlarin yasamindaki mutsuzluklarin ¢cogu, biraz da sanssizliklarina bagldir.
b. insanlarm talihsizlikleri kendi hatalarinin sonucudur.

a. Savaslarin baslica nedenlerinden biri, halkin siyasetle yeterince
ilgilenmemesidir.

b. Insanlar savasi 6nlemek i¢in ne kadar ¢aba harcarsa harcasin, her zaman savas
olacaktir.

a. insanlar bu diinyada hak ettikleri saygiy1 er ge¢ goriirler.
b. Insan ne kadar ¢abalarsa gabalasin ne yazik ki degeri genellikle anlagilmaz.

a. Ogretmenlerin dgrencilere haksizlik yaptig: fikri sagmadr.
b. Ogrencilerin cogu, notlarmin tesadiifi olaylardan etkilendigini fark etmez.
a. Kosullar uygun degilse insan basarili bir lider olamaz.

b. Lider olamayan yetenekli insanlar firsatlar1 degerlendirememis kisilerdir.

a. Ne kadar ugrassaniz da bazi insanlar sizden hoslanmazlar.
b. Kendilerini baskalarina sevdiremeyen kisiler, bagkalariyla nasil geginilecegini
bilmeyenlerdir.

a. Insanin kisiliginin belirlenmesinde en &nemli rolii kalitim oynar.
b. Insanlarin nasil biri olacaklarin1 kendi hayat tecriibeleri belitler.
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9.
a. Bir sey olacaksa eninde sonunda olduguna sik sik tanik olmusumdur.
b. Ne yapacagima kesin karar vermek kadere giivenmekten daima iyidir.

10.
a. Iyi hazirlanmuis bir 6grenci igin, adil olmayan bir sinav hemen hemen s6z
konusu olamaz.
b. Sinav sonuglari derste islenenle ¢ogu kez o kadar iliskisiz oluyor ki,
calismanin anlam1 kalmryor.

11.
a. Basarlh olmak ¢ok ¢alismaya baghdir.
b. Iyi bir is bulmak, temelde, dogru zamanda dogru yerde bulunmaya baglidir.

12.
a. Hiikiimetin kararlarinda sade vatandasta etkili olabilir.
b. Bu diinya gii¢ sahibi bir kag kisi tarafindan yonetilmektedir ve sade vatandasin
bu konuda yapabilecegi fazla bir sey yoktur.

13.
a. Yaptigim planlar yiiriitebilecegimden hemen hemen eminimdir.
b. Cok uzun vadeli planlar yapmak her zaman akillica olmayabilir, ¢iinkii bir ok
sey zaten iyi ya da kotii sansa baghdir.

14.
a. Hig bir yonii iyi olmayan insanlar vardir.
b. Herkesin iyi tarafi vardir.

15.
a. Benim ag¢imdan istedigimi elde etmenin talihle bir ilgisi yoktur.
b. Cogu durumda, yazi-tura atarak da isabetli kararlar verilebilir.

16.
a. Kimin patron olacagi, genellikle, dogru yerde ilk 6nce bulunma sansina kimin
sahip olduguna baglidir.
b. Insanlara dogru seyi yaptirmak bir yetenek isidir; sansin bunda pay1 ya hig
yoktur ya da ¢ok azdir.

17.
a. Diinya meseleleri s6z konusu oldugunda, cogumuz anlayamadigimiz ve
kontrol edemedigimiz gii¢lerin kurbaniyizdir.
b. Insanlar siyasal ve sosyal konularda aktif rol olarak diinya olaylarini kontrol
edebilirler.

18.
a. Birgok insan rastlantilarin yasamlarini ne derece etkilediginin farkinda
degildir.
b. Aslinda ‘sans’ diye bir sey yoktur.
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19.
a. Insan, hatalarini kabul edebilmelidir.
b. Genelde en iyisi insanin hatalarini ispat etmesidir.

20.
a. Bir insanin sizden ger¢ekten hoslanip hoslanmadigini bilmek zordur.
b. Kag arkadasinizin oldugu, ne kadar iyi oldugunuza baglidir.

21.
a. Uzun vadede, yasaminizdaki kot seyler iyi seylerle dengelenir.
b. Cogu talihsizlikler yetenek eksikliginin, ihmalin, tembelligin ya da her ii¢liniin
birden sonucudur.

22.
a. Yeterli ¢abayla siyasal yolsuzluklar1 ortadan kaldirabiliriz.
b. Siyaset¢ilerin kapali kapilar ardinda yaptiklari iizerinde halkin fazla bir
kontrolii yoktur.

23.
a. Ogretmenlerin verdikleri notlar1 nasil belirlediklerini bazen anlayamiyorum.
b. Aldigim notlarla ¢alisma derecem arasinda dogrudan bir baglant1 vardir.

24.
a. Iyi bir lider, ne yapacaklarina halkin bizzat karar vermesini bekler.
b. Iyi bir lider herkesin gérevinin ne oldugunu bizzat belirler.

25.
a. Cogu kez basima gelenler iizerinde ¢ok az etkiye sahip oldugumu hissederim.
b. Sans ya da talihin yasamimda 6nemli bir rol oynadigina inanmam.

26.
a. Insanlar arkadasca olmaya calismadiklari icin yalnizdirlar.
b. Insanlart memnun etmek i¢in ¢ok fazla cabalamanin yarar1 yoktur, sizden
hoslanirlarsa hoslanirlar.

27.
a. Liselerde atletizme gereginden fazla 6nem veriliyor.
b. Takim sporlari kisiligin olusumu igin mitkemmel bir yoldur.

28.
a. Basima ne gelmisse, kendi yaptiklarimdandir.
b. Yasamimin alacagi yon ilizerinde bazen yeterince kontroliimiin olmadigini
hissediyorum.

29.
a. Siyasetcilerin neden dyle davrandiklarini ¢cogu kez anlayamiyorum.
b. Yerel ve ulusal diizeydeki kotii idareden uzun vadede halk sorumludur.

Note. Items 1, 8, 14, 19, 24, and 27 are buffer items.
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General Belief in A Just World Scale
(GBJW; Dalbert, Montada & Schmitt, 1987; Yalgin, 2006)

Asagida bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen verilen ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz
ve her bir ifadeye ne derece katilip katilmadiginiz1 6lgekteki sayilardan uygun olan
secenedi isaretleyerek (o secenegin listline tiklayarak) belirtiniz.

Cevap segenekleri su sekildedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz katilmryorum

4 = Biraz katiliyorum

5 = Katilyyorum

6 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

Temelde, diinyanin adaletli bir yer olduguna inanirim.
Genel olarak, insanlarin hak ettikleri seyleri elde ettiklerine inanirim.
Adaletin her zaman adaletsizligi yendigine giivenim tamdir.

Uzun vadede insanlarin ugradiklari adaletsizliklerin telafi edilecegine inanirim.

o &~ DN e

Hayatin tiim alanlarindaki (is, aile, siyaset, vb.) adaletsizliklerin, bir kuraldan
ziyade istisna olduguna kuvvetle inanirim.

6. Bence insanlar 6nemli kararlar verirken adaletli olmaya calisirlar.

160



Religious Orientation Measures

Asagida dini degerlerinizle ilgili bir dizi ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen verilen
ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi
Olcekteki sayilardan uygun olan secenegi isaretleyerek (o segenegin iistiine
tiklayarak) belirtiniz.

Cevap secgenekleri su sekildedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz katilmyyorum

4 = Biraz katiliyorum

5 = Katiltyyorum

6 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

Muslim Religious Orientation Scale
(MRO; Harlak, Eskin, & Demirkiran, 2008; Ceylan, 2016; Ercan, 2009)

1. igimden geldigi igin dua ederim. (I)

2.1¢imden geldigi i¢in Allah’a inanirim. (I)

3. Allah’1n varligini hissettigim zamanlarda stikrederim. (I)
4. Allah’1n varligini sik sik derinden hissederim. (I)

5. Ibadet, benim i¢in Allah’tan bir sey dileme firsat1 degil, siikiinet ve Allah’in
varligini hissetme yoludur. (I)

6. Allah’a goniilden bagli olmanin dogru ve miikemmel bir din anlayigina sahip
olmaktan daha 6nemli oldugunu diisiintiyorum. (I)

7.1badet etmek igin en 6nemli sebep Allah’in yardimimi korumasimi saglamaktir.
(E)

8. Din, her seyden Once, basima ac1 ve felaket geldigi zaman beni teselli eder. (E)

9. Toplumda 1yi bir yer edinmek i¢in dinime bagl kalmaya ¢aligirim. (E)

10. Sevap kazanmak icin ibadet ederim. (E)

11. Obiir diinyada cezalandirilmamak adina dini kurallara bagl yasamaya
calisirim. (E)

12. ibadet etmemin amaci kendimi mutlu ve huzurlu hissetmektir. (E)

13. Bir¢ok dini konu hakkindaki goriislerim hala degismektedir. (Q)

14. Ben degistik¢e dini inanglarim da benimle birlikte degisip gelisir. (Q)

15. Dine siipheci yaklagsmanin beni yeni agilimlara yonlendirdigini diistinliyorum.

Q)
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16. Dini sorgulamadan sunuldugu gibi kabul edemem. (Q)

17. Dinin kurallarin1 sorgular ve kendime gore uygularim. (Q)

18. Dinimin gerekli gérdiigii biitiin kurallar1 yerine getirmeye ¢aligirim. (F)

19. Hayatta her konuda dini kurallar1 temel alirim. (F)

20. Inangl bir kisi olarak dini kurallarin yarim yamalak uygulanmasina karsiyim.
(F)

21. Din kurallar degistirilemez bir biitiindiir; ya hepsini oldugu gibi kabul
edersiniz, ya da hepsini reddedersiniz. (F)

22. Dinimin 6ngdrdiigi kurallar tizerinde sorgulanip, yorum yapilmasini dine kars1

gelmekle bir tutarim. (F)

() = Intrinsic religious orientation (IRO) items

(E) = Extrinsic religious orientation (ERO) items

(Q) = Quest religious orientation (QRO) items

(F) = Fundamentalist religious orientation (FRO) items

Intrinsic Religious Motivation Scale
(IRM; Hoge, 1972; Yilmaz & Bahgekapili, 2015)

1. Dini inancim tiim hayatimi etkiler.

2. Dinimi hayatimdaki tiim diger islere katmak icin biiyiik ¢aba sarf ederim.

3. Hayatimda kutsal bir giiclin var oldugunu hissediyorum.

4.Benim i¢in Tanr1'ya hizmet etmekten daha 6nemli higbir sey yoktur.

5. Dini inancim bazen hareketlerimi kisitlar.

6. Insan verecegi her 6nemli kararda Tanr1'nin yol gostericiligine basvurmalidir.
7.Hayat goriisiimiin arkasinda yatan asil sey dini inanglarimdir.

8. Ahlakl1 bir hayat yasadigim siirece neye inandigim ¢ok 6nemli degildir.*

9. Dindar bir insan olsam da dini meselelerin giindelik islerimi etkilemesine izin

vermem.*
10. Dinime inansam da hayatta daha 6nemli baska bir¢ok sey oldugunu

diistinliyorum. *

* Reverse items
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Katiliminizdan dolay: tesekkiir ederiz. Anket burada sonlanmigstir.

[k katilimcilarindan biri olarak, anketin anlasilir olup olmadigina ve ¢alismayla
ilgili gelistirebilecegimiz seyler olup olmadigina dair izlenimlerinizi paylasarak bize
yardimc1 olmanizi rica ediyoruz.

1. Oncelikle, calismayla ilgili genel izlenimleriniz nelerdir? Calismanin
amacinin ne oldugunu diislindiiniiz?

2. Baska diisilinceleriniz ve yorumlariiz var mi?
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APPENDIX D. Measures Used In Study 3

Informed Consent Form

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Sayim Katilimet,

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Psikoloji Béliimii Sosyal
Psikoloji Doktora Programi dgrencisi Uzm. Psk. Canay Dogulu tarafindan Prof. Dr.
Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu danismanligindaki doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir.
Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin amact nedir?
Arastirmanin amaci; Kisilik, bilis ve g¢esitli konulara iligkin sosyal tutumlar
arasindaki iligki hakkinda bilgi toplamaktir.

Bize nasil yardimci olmanizi isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmayr kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, ankette yer alan bazi
gorevleri yapmaniz ve gesitli konulara iliskin sosyal tutumlarla ilgili bir dizi soruyu
derecelendirme Olgegi lizerinde yanitlamanizdir. Anketin farkli bdliimlerinde
sorularin nasil cevaplanacagi konusunda bilgi ilgili boliimiin basinda verilmistir.
Liitfen bolim baslarinda verilen agiklamalar1 dikkatlice okuyarak size en uygun
cevab1 isaretleyiniz. Caligmaya katilim ortalama olarak 30 dakika slirmektedir.
Anketi uygun oldugunuz bir zamanda ve tek oturumda ara vermeden
tamamlamaniz, aragtirmanin giivenilir ve gegerli olmasi bakimindan Onem
tagimaktadir.

Sizden topladigimiz bilgileri nasil kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli
tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde
edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda
kullanilacaktir.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:
Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi
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rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir durumda
doldurdugunuz anket ¢alismaya dahil edilmeyecektir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
Veri toplama ve analiz siirecinin sonunda elde edilen bulgularla ilgili tim
sorularmiz cevaplanacaktir.

Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢cin ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Sosyal
Psikoloji Doktora Programi o6grencisi Uzm. Psk. Canay Dogulu (E-posta:
canay.dogulu@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Calismaya katildiginiz i¢in
simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum.
Calismayr istedigim zaman yarida birakabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin
bilimsel amacgh yayimlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

o Evet o Haywr

Eger su an boliinmeyeceginiz (ara vermeden) ve dikkatinizi dagitabilecek higbir
seyin olmadigi bir 30 dakika civarinda vakit ayiramayacaksaniz, liitfen sayfay:
kapatiniz. Bu kosullar sagladiginiz uygun bir zamaninizda ¢alismaya katilabilir,
anketi yapabilirsiniz.

Ankete baglamak i¢in hazirsaniz diger sayfaya ge¢gmek icin sag alt tarafta bulunan
">>" tusunu tiklaymiz.
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Mortality Salience (MS) Manipulation

Sonraki boliimde iki tane agik uglu soru yer almaktadir.
Liitfen, akliniza ilk gelen olagan cevabi yansitacak sekilde bu sorular1 yanitlayiniz.
Katilimcilarin bu sorulara sezgisel tepkiler vermelerini bekliyoruz.

Projektif Yasam Tutumlari Degerlendirmesi

Asagidaki iki madde, yakin zamanda gelistirilen yenilik¢i bir kisilik degerlendirme
aract olarak olusturulmustur. Yapilan arastirmalar, yasama dair duygu ve
diistincelerin kisilik hakkinda ¢ok 6nemli miktarda bilgi sagladigin1 gostermektedir.
Asagidaki  sorulara vereceginiz  yanitlar, kisiliginizin bazi  boyutlarim
degerlendirmek i¢in analiz edilecektir. Liitfen, s6z konusu maddeleri tam olarak
cevaplaymiz.

(Oliim Kosulu)

1. Litfen, kendi Oliimiiniizii diisiinmenin sizde uyandirdigi duygular1 kisaca
aciklaymiz.

2. Litfen, fiziksel olarak olmekte oldugunuzda ve fiziksel olarak artik Olii
oldugunuzda size ne olacagi konusundaki diisiincelerinizi olabildigince agik bir
bicimde yaziniz.

(Deprem Kosulu)

1. Liitfen, deprem yasadigiizi diisiinmenin sizde uyandirdigi duygular1 kisaca
aciklaymiz.

2. Litfen, fiziksel olarak depremi yasarken ve fiziksel olarak artik deprem
bittiginde size ne olacagi konusundaki diisiincelerinizi olabildigince agik bir
bi¢cimde yaziniz.

(Kontrol Kosulu)

1. Liitfen, televizyon seyrettiginizi diisiinmenin sizde uyandirdig1 duygular kisaca
aciklaymniz.

2. Liitfen, televizyon izlediginizde size fiziksel olarak ne olacagi konusundaki
diistincelerinizi olabildigince agik bir bigimde yaziniz.
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Death-Thought Accessibility (DTA; manipulation check for the MS manipulation)

Liitfen asagidakileri, kelime olusturacak sekilde bosluklardaki harfleri doldurarak
tamamlamaya c¢alisiniz. Her bosluga bir harf gelmesi gerekmektedir.
Liitfen akliniza gelen ilk kelimeyi yandaki satira yaziniz.

Tesekkiirler.
1. _E_EN 10. KE _ _ 9. TA_ T
22 K_L_UK 11. _AS _ 1K 20 VS _N
3. E_ CER _ 12 ME _A _ 21. LA _YE
4, 1S 13. O _U _ 2. OT US
5. UM 4. P A TIK 23 _E_AZ_
6. C _ _EK 5. AS _K 24, DE_T _R
7.B__A 6. _ _PRAK 25. K_H_E
8. OM _ EK 17 MA _ _S
9.A) _ _DA 18. Y __EK

Note. Items 1, 5, 8, 12, 16, 19, 23 are the possible death-related fragments.

Sizce ¢ozdiigiiniiz kelime bulmacasi ne kadar zordu?
Cok kolay (1)

Kismen kolay (2)

Biraz kolay (3)

Ne kolay ne zor (4)

Biraz zor (5)

Kismen zor (6)

Cok zor (7)

|

U
U
[]
[]
U
U
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Manipulation of System Threat

(General system threat)

Asagidaki paragraf, yerel bir gazetecinin Tiirklerin Tiirkiye’nin durumu hakkinda
ne diisiindiigiiyle ilgili bir yazisindan (Bekfun, 2016) alintidir. Liitfen bu paragrafi
sonrasinda gazeteciyi ve yazisini degerlendirebilmeniz i¢in asina olacak kadar
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Bugiinlerde, Tiirkiye’deki bircok insan tilkenin durumuyla ilgili hayal
kirikhig ve endise hissetmektedir. Cogu vatandas lilkenin sosyal, ekonomik
ve politik acidan diisiik bir seviyeye geldigini diisiinmektedir. Insanlar
eskisi gibi kendilerini giivende hissetmemektedir ve iilkenin gelecegiyle
ilgili bir belirsizlik, karamsarlk ve kaos s6z konusudur. Cogu insan tilkenin
kosullarinin daha kétiiye gittigine ve bugiin yarin bir kaos ve anarsinin
patlak verebilecegine inanmaktadir. insanlar sosyal, ekonomik ve politik
alanlarda istikrar grmemekte ve iilkenin yasanmaz oldugunu diistinmektir.
Cogu insan, Tiirkiye’de sistemin ve diizenin ¢caligkan ve diiriist insanlara
gore olmadigina inanmaktadir. Diger bir deyisle, insanlar giinliik
hayatlarinda hak ettiklerini elde edemediklerine ve torpil, adaletsizlik ve
sémiirmenin yaygin olduguna inanmaktadir. Oyle gériiniiyor ki, diinyadaki
bircok iilke Tiirkiye’den daha iyi sosyal, ekonomik ve politik kosullara
sahiptir. Gitgide daha fazla insan Tiirkiye’den ayrilma ve diger tilkelere goc
etme istegini dile getirmektedir.
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(Disaster-related system threat)

Asagidaki paragraf, yerel bir gazetecinin Tiirklerin Tiirkiye’ nin afetler karsisindaki
durumu hakkinda ne diisiindiigiiyle ilgili bir yazisindan (Bekfun, 2016) alintidir.
Liitfen bu paragrafi sonrasinda gazeteciyi ve yazisint degerlendirebilmeniz igin
asina olacak kadar dikkatlice okuyunuz. Yaziy:1 okurken asagida verilen afet risk
yonetimi tanimini goz 6niinde bulundurunuz.

Afet risk yonetimi, depremin yol agabilecegi olumsuz etkileri azaltmak ve depremin afete
doniismesini engellemek amaciyla kisa ve uzun vadede yapilan Onleme, zarar azaltma ve
hazirlik tedbirleri biitiiniidiir.

o Bu tedbirlere 6rnek olarak halka deprem bilinci kazandirilmas: ve deprem egitiminin
verilmesi, binalarin depreme dayanikli yapilmasi ve ilgili ydnetmeliklere gore
denetlenmesi, afete hizli, etkili ve dogru sekilde miidahale edilmesi ve deprem
sonrasinda yardimlarin ve hizmetlerin etkili bir sekilde saglanmasi (6rn., zamaninda,
adil, giivenli, vb.) verilebilir.

o Afet risk yOnetimi c¢aligmalarindan devletin idari birimlerinden (belediye, valilik,
AFAD, diger resmi kuruluglar, vb.) Kizilay ve AKUT gibi sivil toplum orgiitlerine,
giivenlik gii¢lerinden halka kadar ¢ok ¢esitli paydaslar sorumludur.

o Afet risk yonetimi kapsaminda, 6zellikle deprem sonrasi yapilan yardim ve verilen
hizmetlerin (arama-kurtarma c¢aligmalari; konaklama, gida, saglik, vb. temel ihtiyaglarin
kargilanmasi; yardimlarin dagitimi, psikolojik destek verilmesi) depremi yasayanlarin
afetin yarattig1 zorluklarla bas etmesinde ve normal hayatlarina geri donmesinde dnemi
biiyiiktiir.

Bugiinlerde, Tiirkiye’deki bircok insan iilkenin afetler karsisindaki durumuyla
ilgili hayal kiriklig1 ve endise hissetmektedir. Cogu vatandas lilkenin afet risk
yonetimi calismalarinin basari durumunun diisiik bir seviyeye geldigini
diistinmektedir. Olasi bir depremle ilgili olarak insanlar eskisi gibi kendilerini
glivende hissetmediklerini ve lilkenin afet risk yonetimi acisindan gelecegiyle
ilgili bir belirsizlik, karamsarlik ve kaos s6z konusu oldugunu belirtmektedir.
Cogu insan lilkenin afet risk yonetimi calismalarinin daha kétiiye gittigine ve
bugiin yarin bir deprem oldugunda kaos ve anarsinin patlak verebilecegine
inanmaktadir. insanlar afet risk yénetimi ¢caligmalarinda istikrar ggrmemekte
ve depremin afete dontisebilecegi endisesinden dolay: iilkenin yagsanmaz
oldugunu diistinmektir. Cogu insan, Tiirkiye’'de afet risk yonetimi sisteminin
ve diizeninin ¢caligkan ve diiriist insanlara goére olmadigina inanmaktadir.
Diger bir deyisle, insanlar deprem yasantilari sebebiyle hak ettikleri yardim
ve hizmetleri elde edemediklerine/edemeyeceklerine ve torpil, adaletsizlik ve
sémiirmenin yaygin olduguna/olacagina inanmaktadir. Oyle gériiniiyor ki,
diinyadaki bircok iilke Tiirkiye’den daha iyi afet risk yonetimine sahiptir.
Gitgide daha fazla insan Tiirkiye’den ayrilma ve diger iilkelere goc etme
istegini dile getirmektedir.
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(No system threat)

Asagidaki paragraf, yerel bir gazetecinin Tiirkiye’de 2016 sonbahar modas1 ve 6ne
cikan renkler ile ilgili bir yazisindan (Bekfun, 2016) alintidir. Liitfen bu paragrafi
sonrasinda gazeteciyi ve yazisini degerlendirebilmeniz i¢in asina olacak kadar
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Eyliil kapiy1 caldi. Sonbahar tiim romantizmi ve yenilikleriyle bizi heyecanlara
stirtiklemek icin beklemede. Moda diinyasi da Sonbahar 2016 sezonunda
birbirinden ¢ok farkh stillerin podyumlara yansidigi ve bireyselligin 6n plana
ciktigi koleksiyonlarla moda tiiketicilerini heyecanlandiriyor. iste podyumlardan
one cikan defile ve trendler:

Sonbaharda hangi renklere biiriinecegiz?

Kirmizinin elli tonu: Sonbaharda dékiilen kizilyapraklara, giiciin ve tutkunun
rengi olan kirmizi eslik edecek. Sasirtan pembe: Sezonda 6ne ¢ikan lolita stilini
destekleyen pembe renk, sevimli oldugu kadar feminen ve asi bir gériinimii
biitiinleyerek ezber bozuyor. Beyazdan vazge¢cmiyoruz: "Yaz bitti, mevsim
sonbahar" diyerek beyaz renge veda etmek zorunda degiliz, zira yazin bastan
ayaga beyazlarabiiriinmek akimi sonbaharda da devam edecek. Beyaz orgiiler,
sifon, grafik kesimli deriler ile masumiyetin pesinde kosmaya devam edecegiz.
Ortaya karisik desenler: Farkli renk ve desenleri karistirmak annelerimize
gore olacak is degilken, artik cok moda. Anneanne orgiisii: Sevgiyle 6riilmiis bir
hirkanin yerini hi¢bir seyin tutmayacagini anlamis olacaklar ki, moda diinyasi
anneannelerimizin el 6rgiisii giysilerini 2016’n1n en 6nemli akimlarindan biri
olarak sundu. Ozellikle biiyiik érgiiler ve asimetrik 6rgii elbiseler nostalji
duygusuylaicimiziisitacak.
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System Evaluation (Manipulation check for the system threat manipulation)

(Filler Question)
Liitfen simdi paragrafi yazan gazetecinin yazma becerilerini asagida yer alan
kriterler agisindan degerlendiriniz.

1 Gok 2 3 4 5 Cok

zayif Zayif Orta Iyi iyi
Dilbilgisi (1) ) o) o) o) @)
Yazim ve noktalama (2) o 0O 0O 0O O
Kelime haznesi (3) ) @) @) 0] @)
Anlagilirlik (4) o O O Q O
Akicilik (5) ) O O o @)
Anlam biitlinliigi (6) 0o O O O O
Yaraticilik (7) ) O O o @)

Diiriist olmaniz gerekirse, yaziyr basindan sonuna kadar dikkatlice okudugunuzu
soyleyebilir misiniz?

_ Evet

'] Hayir

Simdiki boliimde, sizden istenen asagida siralanan ¢esitli konularda Tiirkiye'yi
1'den (hi¢ olumlu degil) 9'a (¢ok olumlu) genel olarak degerlendirmenizdir.

1 Hig 2 Pek 3 4 Biraz 5 Ne 6 7 8 9
olumlu olumlu  Olumlu  olumlu olumlu Biraz Olumlu  Oldukga Cok
degil degil degil degil ne olumlu olumlu  olumlu
olumsuz
Sosyal,
politik ve O o o o O O o o
ekonomik
kosullar
Afet risk o) o) o) o) ) 0 o) o)
yonetimi
Sonbahar 0 o) 0 o) ) o) ) o)
modasi
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General Fatalism (GFAT) (58 items — version used in the experimental study)

Asagida kaderci diistinmeyle ilgili bir dizi ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen verilen

ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi
Olcekteki sayilardan uygun olan secenegi isaretleyerek (o segenegin iistiine
tiklayarak) belirtiniz.

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

Dogum, 6liim gibi seyler 6nceden
belirlenmistir.

Basimiza ne gelecegini bir Allah/Tanr bilir.

Insanin hayat1, kendinden daha iistiin bir
gii¢/varlik tarafindan belirlenmistir.

Allah'in/Tanr1'nin herkes i¢in bir plan1 vardir.

Bizim i¢in neyin iyi ya da kotii oldugunu
Allah/Tanr1 bilir.

Kader, batil inangtan baska bir sey degildir. *
Insanin basina gelecekler ezelden bellidir.

Kader, insanin hayatinda 6nemli bir yere
sahiptir.

Insanin hayatini belirleyen kendinden daha
iistlin bir irade yoktur. *

Hayatta hicbir sey 6nceden belirlenmis
degildir. *
Her iste bir hayir vardir.

Elinden geleni yaptiktan sonra gerisi
kaderdir. *

Kader, hayatin bir¢ok alanini ilgilendirir.
Insan, kaderinde ne varsa onu yasar.
Kader, insanin hayatina denge getirir.
Kader, insan hayat1 i¢in belirleyici bir sey
degildir. *

Bir seyin olacagi varsa olur.

Kader inanci insan1 psikolojik olarak
rahatlatir.

Kadere inanmak insani teselli eder.

Kader, insanin basina gelenleri
kabullenmesini kolaylastirir.

1 Kesinlikle

©c 00 0 0 O O ©

O

©c 0 0 0 0 o000 0o 0 ©

katilmryorum

2

Katilmiyorum

©c 00 0 0 O O ©

O

©c 0 0 0 0 o000 0o 0 ©

3 Biraz
katilmiyorum

©c 00 0 0 0 0O ©

(@)

©c 0 0 0 0 000 0O 0O ©

4 Biraz
katiliyorum

c 00 0 0 0 0O ©

@

©c 0 0 0 0 000 0O 0O 0

5
Katiliyorum
6 Kesinlikle

c 00 0 0 0 0O ©

@

©c 0 0 0 0 000 0O 0O ©

c 00 0 0 0 0O ©

@

©c 0 0 0 0 000 0O 0O ©

katiliyorum
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21.

22.
23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

37.

38.
39.
40.

41.

42.
43.

44,
45.

46.

Bir ¢ikis yolu bulamadiginda olaylar
kadere baglamak insan1 rahatlatir.

Kadere inanan insan daha sabirli olur.

Kadere inanmak, hayata tutunmay1
kolaylastirir.

Olumsuz olaylar/yasantilar sonrasinda
kadere siginmak insana gii¢ verir.

Kader inanci, insana zorluklara ragmen
hayata devam etme giicii verir.

Insan kadere inanarak yasadiklarina
anlam yiikler.

Insan, kadere inanarak hayatidaki
olumlu ve olumsuz olaylar/durumlar
arasinda denge kurar.

Kadere inanmak, insanin
degistiremeyecegi seyleri kabul etmesine
yardimct1 olur.

Insan bazi seylere engel olamaz.

Hayatta insanin giiciiniin yetmedigi seyler
vardir.

Insanin segemedigi seyler vardir.
Bazi seyler insanin elinde degildir.

Insani agiklama getiremedigi seyler
vardir.

Insanin caresiz kaldig1 zamanlar olur.
Hayatta bazi seylere razi olmak gerekir.
Ne kadar ¢abalarsa ¢abalasin, insanin
kaderini degistirmesi miimkiin degildir.
Kader, insanin elinde olan bir sey
degildir.

Insan, basina gelecekleri degistiremez.
Insanin her yasadig1 kaderdendir.

Kader, insan hayatinin 6nceden
belirlenmis olmasiyla ilgilidir.

Insanim kaderinde olan1 yasamas1 onun
iyiliginedir.

Basa gelen ¢ekilir.

Sorgulamadan kadere inanmak saglikli
degildir. *

Kadere siginmak insani pasiflestirir. *

Olaylar1 kadere baglamak sadece
bahanedir. *

Hayatin gidisatin1 kadere baglamak insani

c 00 0 0 00 0 00 0o O o

©c 0 0 0 0 ©0

c 0o 0 0 00 0O 00 O o o©

©c 0 0 0 0o ©

©c 00 0 0 00 0 00 0o O o

©c 0 0 0 0 ©0

c 00 0 0 00 0 00 0o O o

©c 0 0 0 O O©0

c 00 0 0 00 0 00 0o O o

©c 0 0 O O ©0

c 00 0 0 00 0 00 O O o

©c 0 0 0 0 O
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47.
48.

49.
50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.
57.
58.

cikmaza sokar. *
Kadercilik, amagsiz yasamak gibidir. *

Insanlar kadere gereginden fazla énem
veriyor. *

Her seyi kadere baglamak anlamsizdir. *

Insan akil ve mantikla kaderini
yonlendirebilir. *

Insan, iradesiyle kendi kaderini
yaratabilir. *

Hayatin kontrolii insanin kendi elindedir.
*

Insanin neyi nasil yasayacagi kendisine
baghdir.*

Insan kararli olursa kaderini degistirebilir.

*

Hayatta sansli olmanin bir 6nemi yoktur.
*

Sans hayatin bir pargasidir.
Bazi seyler sans isidir.

Hayatta tesadiiflere yer yoktur. *

©c o0 O O ©

@)

o000 O

©c ©0 O 0 O

@)

©C 00 O

©c ©0 O 0 O

@)

©C 00 O

O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
O o o
O o o
O O O
O o o
O o o
O o o
@) o o
O O O
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Earthquake Fatalism

Depremlere ve hazirlikli olmaya yonelik inanglariniz hakkinda daha fazla sey
ogrenmek istiyoruz. Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve verilen
Olcekteki sayilardan uygun olan segenegi isaretleyerek goriisiiniizli belirtiniz.

Earthquake Fatalism

g = £
£ 5| & gt
X E 3 S ¥ 5
1. Bir deprem olacaksa olur ve bu konuda
. o o o
yapabilecegim hicbir sey yok.
2. Bir deprem olacaksa, etkisini azaltmak i¢in
sehrimin/toplumun yapabilecegi pek bir sey o o O o
yoktur.
3. Depremin yikici etkilerinin nasil
azaltilacag ile ilgili kararlar uzmanlara o o o o
birakilmalidir.
Earthquake Blame
Sizce depremler asagidakilerin ne 1 2 3 4
kadarinin sonucudur? Hig Pek degil | Kismen Cok
Insan (1) o o O O
Allah/Takdir-i ilahi (2) o o o o
Doga (3) o o O O
Diger (Liitfen belirtin): ...... 4 o Q Q o
Damage Blame
Sizce depremlerde olusan hasar 1 2 3 4
asagidakilerin ne kadariin Hig Pek degil | Kismen Cok
sonucudur?
Insan (blnalarm( i?glam olmayis1) o o o o
Allah/Takdir-i ilahi (2) O o o o
Doga (depremin siddeti) (3) o o O O
Diger (Liitfen belirtin): ...... 4 o o o o

Damage Preventability

Genel olarak, depremlerin yol a¢tig1 hasarin ne kadar dnlenebilir oldugunu

diistinliyorsunuz?
o 1 Hig O 2 Pek degil
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General System Justification
(Wakslak, Jost, & Bauer, 2011)

Liitfen asagida verilen ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derece
katilip katilmadiginiz1 6lgekteki sayilardan uygun olan segenegi isaretleyerek (o
secenegin listiine tiklayarak) belirtiniz.

£ £ £ £E| 2 E = ®
5 5 2 = s €| < E
cE gf 5 3ieBEyE £ Z: £
Tz dZ vf gz E8gce ~2 22 58
= _ = | < = _= = ©o 8 8 sl v B
3 3 5 3 =] 2 J| e g =
¥ ¥/ M 2 g o

1. Genel olarak, Tiirkiye
adil ve adaletlidir.

2. Genel olarak, Tiirk

@)
@)
@)
@)
@)
@)
@)
@
@

toplumu gerektigi gibi o o o O O Q Q Q Q
isler.

3. Tirkiye'nin yeniden

yapilandirilmasi o o o O O Q Q Q Q
gerekir.*

fl. ."lil'irkiy.e, diinyadaki en o o o o o o o o o
iyi tilkedir.

5. Tiirkiye

Vatgn.dasla.lrlnln‘ iyiligine o o o) o) o) o) o o) o
en iyi sekilde hizmet

eder.

6. Tirkiye'de herkes
zenginlik ve mutluluk
i¢in adil bir firsata
sahiptir.

7. Tiirkiye her y1l daha
kétiiye gidiyor. *

8. Tiirkiye, insanlarin

hak ettiklerini genellikle
elde ettikleri sekilde O |/o o o o |o o o o

diizenlenmistir.

* Reverse items

Disaster-related System Justification
adapted from Wakslak, Jost, & Bauer (2011) by the researcher

Liitfen asagida verilen ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derece
katilip katilmadiginiz1 6lgekteki sayilardan uygun olan secenegi isaretleyerek (o
secenegin listiine tiklayarak) belirtiniz. Yanitlarinizi verirken asagida verilen afet
risk yonetimi tanimini1 géz 6niinde bulundurunuz.
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Afet risk yonetimi, depremin yol agabilecegi olumsuz etkileri azaltmak ve depremin afete
doniigsmesini engellemek amaciyla kisa ve uzun vadede yapilan onleme, zarar azaltma ve

hazirlik tedbirleri biitiintudiir.

o Bu tedbirlere 6rnek olarak halka deprem bilinci kazandirilmasi ve deprem egitiminin

verilmesi, binalarin depreme dayanikli yapilmasi ve ilgili ydnetmeliklere gore
denetlenmesi, afete hizli, etkili ve dogru sekilde miidahale edilmesi ve deprem
sonrasinda yardimlarin ve hizmetlerin etkili bir sekilde saglanmasi (6rn., zamaninda,
adil, giivenli, vb.) verilebilir.

Afet risk yonetimi g¢aligmalarindan devletin idari birimlerinden (belediye, valilik,
AFAD, diger resmi kuruluglar, vb.) Kizilay ve AKUT gibi sivil toplum Orgiitlerine,
giivenlik gii¢lerinden halka kadar cok ¢esitli paydaslar sorumludur.

Afet risk yonetimi kapsaminda, 6zellikle deprem sonrast yapilan yardim ve verilen
hizmetlerin (arama-kurtarma ¢aligmalar1; konaklama, gida, saglik, vb. temel ihtiyaglarin
kargilanmasi; yardimlarin dagitimi, psikolojik destek verilmesi) depremi yasayanlarin
afetin yarattig1 zorluklarla bas etmesinde ve normal hayatlarina geri donmesinde 6nemi

bilyiiktiir.

1. Genel olarak, Tiirkiye’de afet
risk yonetimi adil ve adaletlidir.

2. Genel olarak, Tiirkiye’de afet
risk yonetimi gerektigi gibi
isler.

3. Tiirkiye'de afet risk yonetimi
yeniden yapilandirilmast
gerekir. *

4. Tirkiye, diinyada afet risk
yOnetiminin en iyi oldugu
tilkedir.

5. Tirkiye’de afet risk yonetimi,
vatandaslarinin iyiligine en iyi
sekilde hizmet eder.

6. Tiirkiye'de herkes Tiirkiye’de
afet risk yonetimi
hizmetlerinden yararlanmak i¢in
zenginlik ve mutluluk i¢in adil
bir firsata sahiptir.

7. Turkiye’de afet risk yonetimi
her yil daha kétiiye gidiyor. *

8. Tirkiye’de afet risk yonetimi,
insanlarin afet sonrasi bas etme
ve uyum siireclerini genellikle
kolaylagtiracak sekilde
diizenlenmistir.

1 Hig
katilmiyorum

@)

@)

2 Pek
katilmiyorum
3

@)

Katilmiyorum

4 Biraz
katilmiyorum

@

5 Ne
katiliyorum ne

O

katilmiyorum

6 Biraz

O

katiliyorum
7
Katiliyorum
8 Oldukga
katiliyorum
9 Kesinlikle

@)
@)
(@)

katiltyorum
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Earthquake Preparedness

General Preparedness

Biiyiik bir deprem i¢in hazirlikli oldugunuzu diisiinliyor musunuz?
1 Hi¢ hazirlikli degilim

2 Hazirlikli degilim

3 Kismen hazirlikli degilim

4 Ne hazirlikliyim ne hazirlikli degilim

5 Kismen hazirlikliyim

6 Hazirlikliyim

7 Cok hazirlikliyim

CO0000O0

Actual Preparedness

Liitfen agagida listelenen deprem hazirlig1 faaliyetlerini okuyunuz ve yapip
yapmadiginizi belirtiniz.

Evet | Hayir
1. Agir egyalar yere yakin yerlestirdim. o o
2. Agir ve yliksek mobilyalarin (6rn., kitap raflar1) duvara o o
sabitlendiginden veya saglamlastirildigindan emin oldum.
3. Biiyiik elektronik ve diger elektrikli cihazlarin (6rn., televizyon,
bilgisayar, buzdolab1) sabitlendiginden (kendinden yapigkanli cirt o o

bant, kaydirmaz plastik o6rtii, dokuma kayislar/plastik klipsli
seritler veya kilitler ile) emin oldum.

. Acil durum igin su depoladim (en azindan 3 giin igin).
. Acil durum i¢in yiyecek depoladim (en azindan 3 giin i¢in).

. Ik yardim ¢antas1 stokladim.

~N o o1 b

. Hizl1 tahliye durumu i¢in (i¢inde 6nemli belgelerin de oldugu) acil
durum ¢antam var.

8. Hastaliklar ve alerjiler (astim solunum cihaz) i¢in ila¢ stogum var.
9. Caligir durumda kurmali/pilli radyom var.

10. Kanepelerin veya yataklarin iizerine hi¢bir esya (6rn., cergeveli
resimler, aynalar) yerlestirilmemistir.

11. Deprem sigortam var.

12. Belirlenmis bir toplum bulugma noktasi veya alaninin nerede
oldugunu ve oraya nasil gidebilecegimi biliyorum.

©C 0O 0 00O 0 00O
©c 0 0 00O O 00O

13. Acil bir durumda desteklemek i¢cin mahallemde yaslilarin ve

engellilerin nerede yasadigini biliyorum. Q Q
14. Acil bir durumda aile iiyelerimle haberlesmek igin yollar o o
ayarladim.
15. Deprem i¢in bir aile planim var. Q o
16. Yakin zamanda deprem plan1 denendi veya iizerinden gegildi. o o
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Intention to Prepare

"Hay1r"1 isaretleyerek yapmadiginizi belirttiginiz deprem hazirligi
faaliyetlerini 6niimiizdeki ii¢ ay igerisinde yapma olasiliginiz nedir?
(Faaliyetlerin hepsine "Evet" dediyseniz burada soru goziikmeyecektir, dolayisiyla

bir sonraki sayfaya gecebilirsiniz)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig Pek Biraz Hem Biraz | Olduk¢a | Biiyiik
olasi olasi olast | olasthem | olasi olasi olasilikla
degil degil | degil olast
degil
Haywr
isaretlenen o o o o o o o
maddeler
i¢in
Self-efficacy

Bir dogal afete hazirlanmak igin temel isleri (6rn., agir esyalar1 duvara sabitlemek)

yapabilme becerinizi diisiiniin. Asagidaki sorular1 kendi bireysel becerilerinizi ve bu

isleri yapabilme yeteneginizi diisiinerek yanitlaymiz.

1. Farkli hazirlikli olma islerini yapabilme yetenegime
giiveniyorum.

2. lyi yapamadigim gerekli baz isler var.

3. Performansim zayif oldugunda, bu benim yetenek
yoksunlugumdandir.

4. Bu isleri yapma yetenegimle ilgili siiphelenirim.

5. Bu isleri ¢ok iyi yapmak i¢in gerekli tiim becerilere
sahibim.

6. Benim durumumda ¢ogu insan bu isleri benden

daha iyi yapabilir.
7. Bu igleri yapmada bir uzmanim.

8. Dogal afetlere hazirlikli olmaya yonelik beceri
yoksunlugumdan dolay1 gelecegim tehlikede.

9. Becerilerim ve yeteneklerimle gurur duyarim.

10. Bu isleri yaparken baskalar1 beni izlediginde
rahatsiz hissederim.

1
Kesinlikle
katilmryorum

¢ 0 0 O ©O

©c 0 0 O O

© 0 0 0 © 2
Katilmiyorum

©c 0 0 O 0O

3 Katiltyorum
4
Kesinlikle

¢ 0 0 O ©0
©c 0 0 O O

©c 0 0 O O
©c 0 0 O ©

katiliyorum
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Outcome Expectancy

Asagidakileri yapmanin deprem kaynakli zarar1 6nlemek veya azaltmak i¢in ne

kadar faydali olacagini diisiiniiyorsunuz?

1. Agir elektronik ve diger elektrikli
cihazlar1 kendinden yapiskanl cirt
bant, kaydirmaz plastik o6rtii, dokuma
kayislar/plastik klipsli seritler veya
kilitler ile sabitlemek

2. Agir, yiiksek mobilyalari1 duvara
sabitlemek

3. Cergeveli resimleri kanepelerin ve
yataklarin tizerinden kaldirmak

4. Onemli ¢ikislarin 6niinii agik
tutmak

1
Faydasiz

2
Muhtemelen
faydasiz

O

3
Muhtemelen
faydali

O

4
Cok
faydali

O
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Earthquake Exposure (EQEXPO)

Disaster Experience

Hayatinizda deprem disinda herhangi bir afet yagamiglhiginiz var mi1? Cevabiniz
"Evet" ise liitfen bu cevabin altindaki kutuya hangi afet(ler)i yasadiginiz1 yaziniz.

Q Evet
O Hayir

Earthquake Experience

Hayatinizda biiyiik bir deprem yasamisliginiz var mi1?
Q Evet

Q Hayir

(Evet ise) Liitfen bu depremi ne zaman ve nerede yasadiginizi belirtiniz.

Zaman (ay, y1l)

Yer (sehir, konum)

Earthquake Exposure

(Severity of earthquake exposure)

Deprem sirasinda;
1. Hayatimizin tehlikede oldugunu diisiindiiniiz mii?

2. Yakinlarinizdan ya da tanidiklarinizdan bir kiginin hayatinin
tehlikede oldugunu diistindiiniiz mii?

3. Kendinizi ¢aresiz hissettiniz mi?

4. Biiyiik bir korku ya da dehset duygusu yasadiniz mi?

5. Fiziksel bir yara aldiniz m?

6. Yakinlarinizdan ya da tanidiklarinizdan biri fiziksel bir yara aldi m1?
7. Yakinlarinizdan ya da tanidiklarmizdan can kaybi oldu mu?

8. Gociik altinda kaldiniz m1?

9. Binalarin yikildigina tanik oldunuz mu?

10. Birinin ciddi sekilde yaralandigina tanik oldunuz mu?

11. Birinin hayatin1 kaybettigine tanik oldunuz mu ya da hayatini
kaybetmis birini gordiiniiz mii?

Evet

@)

©C 00000000 O

Hayir

@)

©C 0000000 O
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(Post-quake adversity)

Deprem sonrasinda; Evet | Hayir

1. Barmma/egitim gibi ihtiyac¢larinizi karsilamak i¢in yasadiginiz
yerden ayrilmak zorunda kaldiniz mi?

@
@)

2. Maddi yardim (para, gida yardimi gibi destekler) aldiniz mi1?
3. Manevi yardim (duygusal destek) aldiniz m1?
4. Cadirda ya da konteynerde kaldiniz m1?

5. Maddi (gecim giderleri i¢in para, ev esyasi, mobilya gibi)
kayiplariniz oldu mu?

6. Is kaybiniz ya da ¢alisma diizeninizde bozulma oldu mu?
7. Aile iliskilerinizde sorunlar/bozulma oldu mu?

8. Aile dis1 sosyal iliskilerinizde sorunlar/bozulma oldu mu?
9. Tedavi gerektiren fiziksel bir rahatsizlik gecirdiniz mi?
10. Tedavi gerektiren ruhsal bir rahatsizlik gecirdiniz mi?

11. Barinma/egitim gibi ihtiyacglariniz1 karsilamak i¢in yasadiginiz
yerden ayrilmak zorunda kaldiniz mi?

©C 00000 O 00O
©C 00000 O 00O
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Sociodemographic Information

1. Cinsiyetiniz
o Kadin o Erkek o Diger/S6ylememeyi tercih ediyorum

2. Yasiniz

3. Tamamladiginiz en iist egitim seviyesi nedir?

o Okula hi¢ gitmedim o Ilkokul o Ortaokul
o Lise o Yiksekokul o Universite (lisans)
o Universite (yiiksek lisans, doktora)

4. Medeni durumunuz :
o Bekar 0 Biriyle yasiyor o Evli o Bosanmis o Dul

5. Calisma durumunuz : ) _
0 Calisan 0 Kendi isim/Serbest meslek 0 Ogrenci o Emekli o Issiz

6. Mesleginiz/Isiniz:

7. Yasadiginiz yere iligkin iskan durumunuz:
o Evsahibi o Aileye ait o Kiract o Diger

8. Yasamimzin ¢ogunun gegtigi (en uzun yasadiginiz) yer:
o Koy o Kasaba/Belde o llce o Il o Biiyliksehir

9. Evinize giren ortalama aylik gelir miktarini belirtiniz.
o 1499 TL ve alt1
o 1500 - 3999 TL
o 4000 - 5999 TL
o 6000 TL ve tsti

10. Asagidaki merdivenin Tiirkiye'deki insanlarin durdugu yeri temsil ettigini
diisiiniin.
Merdivenin tepesindekiler her seyin en iyisine (en ¢ok paraya,
en 1yi egitime ve en saygin mesleklere) sahip olanlar.
Merdivenin en altindakiler ise, en kotii kosullara sahip olanlar
(en az paraya, en az egitime ve en az sayilan mesleklere sahip
olanlar ya da hig bir isi olmayanlar).
Bu merdivende daha yiiksek bir konuma sahip olmaniz en
tepedeki insanlara gore daha yakin oldugunuz; daha asagida
olmaniz ise en alttaki insanlara daha yakin oldugunuzu
gosterir.

Bu merdivende kendinizi nereye yerlestirirdiniz?

oEnaltl o2 o3 o4 o5 o6 o7 o8 o9 oEnuastl0
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11. Genel olarak, kendinizi politik olarak nasil tanimlarsiniz? (Liitfen size en
uygun olan sayiy1 isaretleyiniz)
oAsimSoll o2 o3 o4 o5 o6 o7 o8 o9 oAsirniSagll

12. Asagidaki segeneklerden hangisi dini inancinizi en iyi sekilde tanimlar?
0 Miisliiman

Hristiyan

Musevi

Herhangi bir dine mensup degilim.

Diger (belirtiniz):

Oo0ooao

13. Kendinizi ne kadar dindar biri olarak tanimlarsiniz?
(9. Soruda ilk ii¢ secenekten biri segildiyse)
o Hig dindar degilim (1)
Biraz (2)
Orta derecede (3)
Oldukgca fazla (4)
Cok fazla (5)
Dini inancim yok (0)

Oo0oooad

14. Kendinizi ne kadar kadere inanan biri olarak tanimlarsiniz?
Hi¢ inanmam (1)

Biraz inanirim (2)

Orta derecede inanirim (3)

Oldukga fazla inanirim (4)

Cok fazla inanirim (5)

O

O o0ooao

Diiriist bir sekilde séylemeniz gerekirse, sizin verinizi bu ¢calismanin analizlerinde
kullanmalt myy1z?
QO Evet

O Hayir

Hepsi bu kadardi, anket burada sonlanmistir. Zamaniniz ve ¢abaniz igin ¢ok
tesekkiirler!

Ik katitlimcilardan biri olarak, anketin anlagilir olup olmadigina ve ¢alismayla
ilgili gelistirebilecegimiz seyler olup olmadigina dair izlenimlerinizi paylasarak
bize yardimci olmanizi rica ediyoruz.

1. Oncelikle, ¢alismayla ilgili genel izlenimleriniz nasildi? Calismanin
amacinin ne oldugunu diistindiiniiz?

2. Baska diislinceleriniz ya da yorumlarmiz var mi1?
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Katilim sonrast bilgi formunu okumak igin liitfen bir sonraki sayfaya geginiz.

Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu

Bu arastirma, daha once de belirtildigi iizere ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii 6gretim
tiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu damigsmanliginda Sosyal Psikoloji
Doktora Programi 6grencisi Uzm. Psk. Canay Dogulu'nun tezi kapsaminda
yiiriitiilmektedir. Katildiginiz aragtirmanin amaci, Sistemi Mesrulagtirma Kurami
(SMK) ve Dehset Yonetimi Kurami (DYK) ¢ergevesinde ve Tiirkiye'de depremlerle
ilgili alg1 ve tepkilerin altinda yatan sosyal biligsel siirecleri kadercilik, sistemi
mesrulastirma ve hazirlikli olma agisindan incelemektir. Katilimcilarin arastirmanin
hipotezlerini fark etmesi verecekleri tepkileri etkileyebileceginden, basta
arastirmanin amaci agik ve ayrintili olarak verilmemis ve amacin "kisilik, bilis ve
cesitli konulara iligkin sosyal tutumlar arasindaki iliski hakkinda bilgi toplamak"
oldugu belirtilmistir.

Sosyal psikoloji yazininda ¢ogunlukla bagimsiz olarak g¢alisgilan SMK ve DYK
arasindaki kuramsal baglanti, DYK'nin ana hipotezi olan oOliimliiliiglin
hatirlatilmasinin  mevcut sistemi mesrulastirma egilimi {izerindeki etkisinde
dayanmaktadir. Kuramsal olarak, oOliimliiliiglin  hatirlatilmasinin  sistemi
mesrulagtirma egilimlerini arttiracagina dikkat ¢ekilmistir. Bu kuramsal iligki
temelinde ve arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak, 6limliligiin hatirlatilmasinin
sistemi mesrulastirmanin dolayli ve dolaysiz yollar1 olarak ele alinan genel ve
depremler 6zelinde kaderciligi ve sistemi mesrulagtirmay1 arttirmast; bu artisin da
hazirlikli olma niyetini etkilemesi beklenmektedir. Bu iliskiyi ortaya ¢ikarmak
amactyla bu arastirmada, bir grup katilimciya genel olarak oOliim, bir grup
katilimciya deprem ve kontrol prosediirii olarak da bir diger gruba televizyon
izlemek hatirlatilmisgtir (6liimliilik uyarimi). Ayrica, sistemi mesrulagtirma
egilimlerini aktive etmek i¢in bir grup katilimcidan genel sistem, bir grup
katilimcidan afet risk yonetimi sistemi ve kontrol prosediirii olarak da bir diger
gruptan sonbahar modas: ile ilgili bir metin okumalar1 istenmistir (sistem tehdidi).
Buna gore, oOliimlilik uyarimi ve sistem tehdidinin sistemi mesrulastirma
egilimlerini arttiracagi; dolayisiyla, katilimcilarin genel ve depremler ozelinde
kadercilik ve sistemi mesrulastirma ve de hazirlikli olma diizeylerinin bulunduklari
gruba gore degismesi beklenmektedir.

Bu c¢alismadan alinacak ilk wverilerin Ocak 2017 sonunda elde edilmesi
planlanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Calismanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi
icin ¢alismaya katilacagini bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayl bilgi
paylasiminda bulunmamaniz1 dileriz. Bu aragtirmaya katildigiiz igin tekrar ¢ok
tesekkiir ederiz.

Aragtirmanin sonuglarin1 6grenmek ya da arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin Uzm. Psk. Canay Dogulu (e-posta: canay.dogulu@metu.edu.tr) ve Prof. Dr.
Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu (e-posta: nurays@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
Calismaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak katilimer haklarmizla ilgili veya etik
ilkelerle ilgili soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamal1 Etik Arastirma Merkezi'ne
(e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr) iletebilirsiniz.
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APPENDIX E. Final Version of the GFAT Scale

(54 items, 7 factors) — item numbering used in Study 3 is given in parantheses

Asagida kaderci diisiinmeyle ilgili bir dizi ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen verilen
ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi
Olcekteki sayilardan uygun olan secenegi isaretleyerek (o segenegin iistiine
tiklayarak) belirtiniz.

1S

2E| | § g g2
= O Omocse =
S uDEZNES H S E
8 g gmgme = 8
XE| Eeg YE E|X

< <
— S Mg M| o

Kader (15 madde)

1. Dogum, 6liim gibi seyler 6nceden
belirlenmistir. (1)

2. Basimiza ne gelecegini bir Allah/Tanr1
bilir. (2)

3. Insanin hayati, kendinden daha iistiin bir
gli¢/varlik tarafindan belirlenmistir. (3)

4. Allah'in/Tanr1'nin herkes i¢in bir plan
vardir. (4)

5. Bizim i¢in neyin iyi ya da kotii oldugunu
Allah/Tann bilir. (5)

6. Kader, batil inangtan baska bir sey
degildir.* (6)

7. Insanin basina gelecekler ezelden
bellidir. (7)

8. Kader, insanin hayatinda 6énemli bir yere
sahiptir. (8)

9. Insanin hayatin1 belirleyen kendinden
daha iistiin bir irade yoktur.* (9)

10. Hayatta higbir sey dnceden belirlenmis
degildir.* (10)
11. Her iste bir hayir vardir. (11) O O o]0 0o O

12. Kader, hayatin bir¢ok alanini ilgilendirir.
(13)

katiliyorum
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13.

14.

15.

Kader, insanin hayatina denge getirir.
(14)

Kader, insan hayati i¢in belirleyici bir
sey degildir.* (16)

Bir seyin olacagi varsa olur. (17)

Islevsellik (10 madde)

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Kader inanci insani1 psikolojik olarak
rahatlatir. (18)

Kadere inanmak insani teselli eder. (19)

Kader, insanin bagina gelenleri
kabullenmesini kolaylastirir. (20)

Bir ¢ikis yolu bulamadiginda olaylari
kadere baglamak insani rahatlatir. (21)

Kadere inanan insan daha sabirli olur.
(22)

Kadere inanmak, hayata tutunmay1
kolaylastirir. (23)

Olumsuz olaylar/yasantilar sonrasinda
kadere siginmak insana gii¢ verir. (24)

Kader inanci, insana zorluklara ragmen
hayata devam etme giicii verir. (25)

Insan kadere inanarak yasadiklarina
anlam ytikler. (26)

Insan, kadere inanarak hayatindaki
olumlu ve olumsuz olaylar/durumlar
arasinda denge kurar. (27)

Caresizlik (5 madde)

26.
217.

28.
29.
30.

Insan baz1 seylere engel olamaz. (29)

Hayatta insanin giiciiniin yetmedigi
seyler vardir. (30)

Insanin segemedigi seyler vardir. (31)
Bazi seyler insanin elinde degildir. (32)

Insanin ¢aresiz kaldig1 zamanlar olur.

(34)

Boyun egme (6 madde)

31.

32.

Ne kadar ¢abalarsa ¢abalasin, insanin
kaderini degistirmesi miimkiin degildir.
(36)

Kader, insanin elinde olan bir sey
degildir. (37)

©c OO0 O ©0

©c 00 O O

©c 00 O O

©c 00 O O

©c 00 O O

©c 00 O O
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33. Insan, basina gelecekleri degistiremez.
(38)

34. Insanin her yasadig1 kaderdendir. (39) O |0 |0|/0 O O

35. Insanin kaderinde olan1 yasamasi onun
iyiliginedir. (41)

36. Insan, kaderinde ne varsa onu yasar.
(14)

Bicilen deger (7 madde)

37. Kadere siginmak insani pasiflestirir.*
(44)

38. Olaylar1 kadere baglamak sadece
bahanedir.* (45)

39. Hayatin gidisatin1 kadere baglamak
insan1 ¢ikmaza sokar. * (46)

40. Kadercilik, amagsiz yasamak gibidir.*
(47)

41. Insanlar kadere gereginden fazla 5nem
veriyor.* (48)

42. Her seyi kadere baglamak anlamsizdir.*
(49)

43. Sorgulamadan kadere inanmak saglikli
degildir.* (43)
Kontrol edilemezlik (5 madde)

44. Insan akil ve mantikla kaderini
yonlendirebilir.* (50)

45, Insan, iradesiyle kendi kaderini
yaratabilir.* (51)

46. Hayatin kontrolii insanin kendi
elindedir. * (52)

47. Insanm neyi nasil yasayacagi kendisine
baglidir.* (53)

48. Insan kararli olursa kaderini
degistirebilir.* (54)

Sans (4 madde)

49. Hayatta sansli olmanin bir 6nemi

yoktur.* (55) AR e e e

50. Sans hayatin bir parcasidir. (56) O O OO0 O |O

51. Bazi seyler sans isidir. (57) O O O|0o 0o |Oo

52. Hayatta tesadiiflere yer yoktur.* (58) O O OO0 O |O
* Ters maddeler
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APPENDIX G. Tiirkce Ozet

DEHSET YONETIMI BAKIS ACISIYLA
AFET BAGLAMINDA SiSTEMI MESRULASTIRMA:
TURKIYE’DE DEPREMLER ORNEGI

1. Giris

Sistemi Mesrulastirma Kurami (SMK), afetlerin de dahil oldugu ¢esitli sosyal konu
ve sorunlarda sistemi mesrulastirma siireglerinin roliine dair uygulamali bir bakis
acistyla hem kuramsal, hem de gorgiil arastirmalarla gitgide artan bir ilgiyle
calisilmaktadir. Bu tezin amaci, sistemi mesrulastirma stireglerini Tiirkiye’de
depremler 6zelinde ve Dehset Yonetimi Kurami (DYK) ¢ercevesinde ele alarak
ilgili yazina katkida bulunmaktir. Bu kuramsal yaklagimlarin temel alindigi bu
tezde, depremlere dair algi ve tepkilerin altinda yatan sosyal biligsel siiregleri
anlamak amaciyla sistemin algilanan hakliligin1 giiclendirmenin dolayli ve dolayli
olmayan yollar1 olarak kadercilik ve sistemi mesrulastirma ve de depremlere
hazirlik iizerine odaklanilmigtir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda, oliimliiliik uyariminin
(OU) ve sistem tehdidinin (ST) deprem maruziyeti kontrol edildikten sonra
kadercilik, sistemi mesrulagtirma ve deprem hazirligini nasil etkiledigi ve de bu
etkinin OU ve ST nin genel ve spesifik (afetle ilgili) seviyelerinde nasil farklilastig1

deneysel bir ¢alismayla arastirilmastir.

Bu tez kapsaminda, deneysel ¢alismay1 dnceleyen biri nitel (Calisma 1) digeri nicel
(Calisma 2) olmak iizere iki ayr1 ¢alisma yapilmustir. ilk ¢calismada, genel kadercilik
algilar1 arastirilarak, deneysel calismada (Calisma 3) kullanilmak iizere kaderci
inanis yatkinliginda bireysel farkliliklar1 yansitacak gecerli ve gilivenilir bir 6l¢iim
aracinin  gelistirilecegi nicel g¢aligmanin (Caligma 2) nitel temelinin ortaya

konulmas1 amaglanmistir. Ik ¢alismanm bir diger amaci ise, Tiirkiye’de afet risk
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yonetimine (ARY) dair sistem algilarini anlamaktir. Buradan elde edilecek nitel
bulgular 15181nda, deneysel calismada kullanilacak sistemi mesrulagtirmayla ilgili
Ol¢lim araglarinin (hem manipiilasyonlarda, hem de bagimli degisken dl¢iimlerinde)

iceriginin olusturulmasi amaglanmistir.

1.1. Sistemi Mesrulastirma Kuram (SMK)

Sosyal psikoloji yazininda son yirmi yildir gitgide artan bir ilgiyle ¢alisilan SMK
(Jost ve Banaji, 1994; Jost ve van der Toorn, 2012), sosyal ve politik psikoloji
alanlarinda Onemli bir yazin olusturmustur. SMK c¢alismalariyla sistemi
mesrulastirmanin altinda yatan motivasyonel kaynaklar1 ve mesrulastirmada rol
oynayan sosyal biligsel siirecler anlasilmaya c¢alisilmis; mevcut sistemi adil ve
mesru gormenin Onclilleri ve sonuglar1 aragtirilmistir (Jost ve Hunyady, 2005;
Liviatan ve Jost, 2011). Kurama gore, insanlar genel olarak, kisisel ve grup
cikarlariyla ¢elisse bile, ¢ogunlukla bilingdist seviyede mevcut sosyal diizeni
savunma, destekleme ve rasyonellestirme motivasyonuna sahiptir (Jost ve Banaji,
1994; Jost ve van der Toorn, 2012). SMK; ego, grup ve sistem olmak tizere {i¢ farkl
mesrulastirma motivasyonundan bahseder ve bu figiiniin avantajli grup fyeleri
(statiikodan avantajli, ayricalikli) i¢in birbiriyle uyumlu oldugunu, dezavantajli grup
iiyeleri (statiilkodan dezavantajli, ayricaliksiz) iginse birbiriyle geliski igerisinde

olabilecegini soyler (Jost, Banaji ve Nosek, 2004; Jost ve Burgess, 2000).

SMK’ya gore; sistem insanlarin ve/veya gruplarin pargasit oldugu mevcut sosyal,
ekonomik veya politik kurumlar ve diizenlemelerdir ve sistemler ¢ekirdek aileden
ulusal devlete kadar cesitli 6lgeklerde olabilir (van der Toorn ve Jost, 2014).
Yapilan aragtirmalar, sistemi mesrulastirmanin ¢ogunlukla ekonomik (zengin ve
fakir), cinsiyet (kadin ve erkek; heteroseksiiel ve homoseksiiel), yas (yasl ve geng)
ve de cesitli ulusal, etnik ve irksal ge¢gmise dayanan iliskiler baglaminda avantajli
ve dezavantajli grup iyelerinde gozlemlendigini gostermistir (van der Toorn ve
Jost, 2014). Sistemi mesrulastirma; kalipyargilar, politik ve dini sistemlere verilen
ideolojik destek, kurumlarin ve otoritelerin onaylanmasi, sistem problemlerinin ya
da eksikliklerinin inkar1 ya da az goriilmesi ve esitsizligin rasyonellestirilmesi gibi
yollarla kendini gosterebilir (Jost ve van der Toorn, 2012; van der Toorn ve Jost,

2014). Bu motivasyonunun belirsizligi giderme (bilgisel ihtiyaclar), tehdidi
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yonetme (varolussal ihtiyaglar) ve digerleriyle anmilma (iliskisel ihtiyaclar) gibi
cesitli psikolojik ihtiyaclari karsilama islevi vardir (Jost ve Hunyady, 2005; Jost ve
van der Toorn, 2012). Dolayisiyla; bilgisel, varolussal ve iligkisel ihtiyaclardaki
durum (baglam) ve yatkinlik (bireysel farkliliklar) temelli degiskenlikler, bireyin
sistemi ne derecede mesrulastirmaya motive oldugunu etkileyecektir (Jost ve van

der Toorn, 2012).

SMK, her ne kadar kalipyargilar ve gruplar arasi iligkiler konularina agiklama
getirmek amaciyla gelistirilmis olsa da; kuram benlik ve kimlik, sosyal adalet ve
politik psikolojiye iliskin ¢ok c¢esitli konularda ¢alisilmistir (van der Toorn ve Jost,
2014). Uygulamali sosyal psikoloji yaklasimiyla da ele almman SMK; cevrecilik
(6rn., Feygina ve ark., 2010), cinsiyetgilik (6rn., Napier ve ark., 2010), kolektif
eylem (6rn., Jost ve ark., 2012) ve afet yonetiminin (6rn., Napier ve ark., 2006) de
dahil oldugu cesitli sosyal konu ve sorunlarda sistemi mesrulagtirma siireglerinin
roliine dair getirdigi acgiklamalarla hem kuramsal hem de gorgiil calismalarla 6n
plana ¢ikmaktadir. Bu tezde, afet baglaminda sistemi mesrulastirma motivasyonu
Tiirkiye’de depremler orneginde ve dehset yonetimi bakis agisiyla kadercilik,
sistemi mesrulastirma ve hazirlikli olma konularina iligkin algi ve tepkilerin altinda

yatan sosyal biligsel siiregleri anlamak amaciyla caligilmistir.

1.2. Sistemi Mesrulastirma ve Afetler

SMK’nin afet baglaminda c¢alisilmasi1 kuramsal olarak {i¢ agiklamayla
gerekeelendirilebilir. Ik aciklama, SMK cercevesinde ARY nin bir sistem olarak
nitelendirilmesine dayanmaktadir. Bireyler; yerel, ulusal ve uluslararas1 seviyede
afetlerin ve afet riskinin yonetiminde yer alan paydas ve faaliyetler aginin bir
pargasidirlar. Bu ag sosyal, ekonomik ve/veya politik iliskiler bakimindan bireyleri
ilgilendirmektedir. SMK agisindan ele alindiginda; ARY, bireylerin ve/veya
gruplarin parcast oldugu sosyal, ekonomik veya politik kurum ve diizenlemeleri
iceren bir sistem olarak disiiniilebilir (van der Toorn ve Jost, 2014). Dolayisiyla,
ARY’nin bir sistem olarak bireyler ve bireylerin afetlerle ilgili algi ve afetlere
verdikleri tepkiler iizerindeki psikolojik yansimasini arastirmak degerli

goriilmektedir.
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Ikinci agiklama, sistemi mesrulastirmanin baglamsal bir dogaya sahip olmasiyla
ilgilidir. Yapilan ¢aligmalarda ST nin insanlarin sistemi mesru gérme egilimlerini
arttiran etkenlerden biri olarak tespit edildigine deginen Kay ve Friesen (2011),
dogal afetler sonrasinda sistemin eksikliklerini ve basarisizliklarini ortaya ¢ikaran
miidahalelerin sistemin mesrulugunu tehlikeye sokma potansiyeline sahip oldugu
icin ST olarak degerlendirilebilecegini 6ne slirmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, sistemin
devletin yetersiz afet miidahalesi sebebiyle tehdit edildigi durumlarda bireylerin

sistemi mesru gorme motivasyonlarinin daha belirgin olacagi soylenebilir.

Ucgiincii agiklama ise, DYK’nin (Greenberg ve ark., 1986; derleme i¢in bkz., Burke
ve ark., 2010) insanlarin 6lim farkindaliginin yarattigi kaygiyla kiiltiirel diinya
goriislerini koruma ve bu kiiltiirel diinya goriislerinin sagladigi degerlere uygun
sekilde yasayarak benlik saygisi kazanma yollariyla bas edecegi seklindeki temel
onermesine (OU ya da 6liim belirginligi hipotezi; Burke ve ark., 2010; Greenberg
ve ark., 1992; Pyszczynski ve ark., 2003) dayanmaktadir. Dehset yOnetiminin
sistemi mesrulastirma siirecleriyle iliskisiyle ilgili olarak, OU’nun kiiltiirel kaygi
tamponunu giiclendirdigi derecede sistemi mesru gorme egilimini arttiracagi
soylenebilir (Arndt ve ark., 2002). Nitekim, kisilerin sahip olduklar1 diinya goriisleri
yasadiklar kiiltiiriin barindirdig1 sosyal, ekonomik ve politik ideolojiler temelinde
olusmaktadir (Anson, Pyszczynski, Solomon ve Greenberg, 2009). Benzer sekilde,
sistemi mesrulastirma siireclerini dehset yonetimi bakis agisiyla afet baglaminda ele
alacak olursak, depremin dogal bir OU islevi gérmesinden hareketle kisilerin
devletin deprem sonrasi miidahalesini daha olumlu degerlendirmesi s6z konusu
olabilir. Yani, kisiler 6liim hatirlatildiginda ARY c¢alismalarindaki eksikliklere
ragmen devleti afet miidahalesinde yetkin gorerek ve depremin olumsuz
etkilerinden devletin sorumlu olmadigin1 diisiinerek sistemi mesru goérme

egiliminde olabilir.

1.3. Sistemi Mesrulastirma, Kadercilik ve Deprem Hazirhg

Sistemi mesrulastirma siireclerinin afetlerle ilgili olarak ele alindigi ¢alismalara
bakildiginda, ilgili yazinin goérece yeni oldugu goriilmektedir (Blodorn ve ark.,
2016; Hart, 2014; Kaiser ve ark., 2008; Napier ve ark., 2006; Shepherd ve Kay,

2014). Bu calismalarda irksal tutumlar, kalipyargilar, devlet yonetimiyle ilgili
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algilar ve oy verme gibi gruplar arasi konulara odaklanilmistir. Mevcut ¢alismalara
ek olarak, bu tezde sistemi mesrulastirma kadercilik ve deprem hazirlig1 konulariyla
ilgili olarak g¢alisilmistir. SMK c¢ergevesinde kaderci diistinmenin yanlis biling ile
olan iliskisinden (Jost, 1995) hareketle, tezde kadercilik sistemi mesrulastirmanin
dolayl1 bir yolu olarak genel ve afetle ilgili olmak iizere iki seviyede ele alinmistir.
Sistemi mesrulastirma ayrica bireysel seviyede deprem hazirligi i¢in engelleyici bir
etken olabilir. Afet baglaminda sistemi mesrulastirmanin bir sekli olabilecek ARY
faaliyetlerindeki eksikliklere ve basarisizliklara ragmen devleti bu bakimdan
basarili gorme algisina sahip olma, afetler gibi biiyilik 6l¢ekli sorunlarin idaresinde
sistem seviyesinde coziimlerin yeterli oldugu ve bireysel seviyede c¢oziimlerle
stirece dahil olmanin gerekli, onemli ya da etkili olmadig1 diisiincesini besleyebilir
(Shepherd ve Kay, 2014). Buna gore, sistemi mesrulastirma bireysel seviyede

deprem hazirligin1 olumsuz yonde etkileyebilir.

1.4. Arastirmaya Genel Bakis

Tezde, genel ve spesifik seviyelere karsilik gelen iilke ve ARY igin sisteme dair
genel algilara odaklanilmistir. Genel seviyede ele alinan sistem, tilkedeki sosyal,
ekonomik ve politik kosullar1 (Kay ve ark., 2005) ilgilendirmektedir. Spesifik
(afetle ilgili) seviyede ele alinan sistem ise, ARY kapsaminda tehlikelerin yikimini
azaltma ve afete donlismesini engelleme amaciyla afetlere iliskin Onleme, zarar
azaltma ve hazirlikli olma i¢in atilan adimlar1 ve alinan onlemleri kapsamaktadir.
Buradan hareketle, bu calismada genel ve afetle ilgili sistemlerin mesrulastirilmast,
bu sistemlerin mevcut diizenini savunma, destekleme ve rasyonellestirmenin dolayli

olmayan bir yolu olarak arastirilmistir.

Sistemi mesrulastirmanin baglamsal yapisi tezde ST ana etkisi olarak iki arastirma
sorusuyla ele almmustir. Ilk olarak, afetle ilgili ST nin genel ST gibi sistemi mesru
gdrme ihtiyacini arttirma islevine sahip olup olmadig1 arastirilmustir. ikinci olarak,
genel veya afetle ilgili olmak tizere iki sekilde verilen ST’nin ¢alismanin bagimli
degiskenleri olan kadercilik, sistemi mesrulagtirma ve deprem hazirligin1 nasil
etkiledigi arastirilmistir. Sistemi mesrulastirmanin dehset yénetimi islevi OU ana
etkisi olarak iki arastirma sorusuyla ele alimustir. Ik olarak, kisilere olasi bir

deprem yasadiklarini hatirlatmanin tipik OU olan kisilere dliimlerini hatirlatmayla
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ayn1 isleve sahip olup olmadig1 arastirilmistir. ikinci olarak, 6liim veya olas1 bir
deprem deneyimi hatirlatilarak yapilan OU’nun kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma ve
deprem hazirhgini nasil etkiledigi arastirnlmistir. OU ve ST’nin diizeylerinin
beraber ¢alismanin bagimli degiskenlerini nasil etkiledigi ise etkilesim etkisi olarak

ele alinmstir.

Ilgili yazin 1s181nda, arastirma sorularmin test edildigi deneysel c¢alismada ana
etkilerle ilgili olarak OU ve ST nin kadercilik ve sistemi mesrulastirmay arttirirken
deprem hazirligin1 azaltacagi hipotezi test edilmistir. Etkilesim etkisiyle ilgili olarak
da, OU ve ST diizeylerinin kadercilik ve sistemi mesrulastirmayi en yiiksek diizeye
cikaracak ve hazirlikli olmayr en diisiik diizeye indirecek sekilde -etkilesim

gosterecegi hipotezi test edilmistir.

2. Birinci Calisma

Bu calismanin amaci, ana (deneysel) ¢alismada kullanilmak iizere genel kadercilik
icin gelistirilecek gegerli ve giivenilir O6l¢tim aracinin niteliksel temelini
olusturmaktir. Buna gore, bu calismada kaderci inanis yatkinliginda bireysel
farkliliklar1 ortaya koyacak kadercilik algilari arastirilmigtir. Niteliksel bulgular
1s1¢inda insanlarin  kaderciligi nasil algiladigina dair temalar madde {iretme
stirecinde kullanilmistir. Bu ¢alismada ayrica Tiirkiye’de ARY baglaminda sisteme
dair genel algilarin anlasilmasi amaglanmistir. Bu bilgi, deneysel ¢aligmada (i)
afetle ilgili ST metnini yazmak ve (ii) Tirkiye’de ARY’ye dair sistemi
mesrulastirma O6l¢eginde vermek iizere s6z konusu sistemin islemsel tanimini

yapmak i¢in kullanilmistir.

2.1. Yontem

2.1.1. Katihmcilar

Aragtirmaya, Ankara ve Diizce’de uygun 6rnekleme yontemiyle belirlenmis 20 kisi
(10 kadin ve 10 erkek; yas 27-60) katilmustir. Orneklemin heterojenligini saglamak
adna katilimcilar deprem deneyimi, cinsiyet, yas, egitim, sosyo-ekonomik seviye ve
meslek degiskenleri géz onilinde bulundurularak seg¢ilmistir. Katilimeilarin yarisi
biiyiik bir deprem deneyimi olmadigini belirtirken, diger yarist 1999 depremini (17

Agustos, Golciik ve/veya 12 Kasim, Diizce) yasadigini belirtmistir.
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2.1.2. Veri Toplama Araclar

Arastirma kapsaminda katilimcilarla yari-yapilandirilmis goriismeler yapilmustir.
Goriismelerde, basta baz1 demografik sorular1 cevaplamalar istenen katilimcilara,
daha sonra genel olarak kadercilik (7 soru), depremler 6zelinde kadercilik (4 soru;
konu gecisini saglama amagli) ve Tirkiye’de ARY (4 soru) konularinda agik uglu
sorular sorulmustur (bkz. Ek A). Arasgtirmacinin gerekli gordiigii durumlarda

katilimcilardan yanitlarin1 daha ayrintili agiklamalari istenmistir.

2.1.3. lIslem ve Analiz

Arastirma i¢in etik izin ODTU Insan Arastirmalart Etik Kurulu’ndan alinmistir
(bkz. Ek F). Arastirmanin verileri Kasim-Aralik 2015 tarihinde toplanmustir.
Gortismeler, katilimcilar i¢in uygun yer ve zamanda, sozli ve yazili onam
alindiktan sonra yiiz yiize yapilmistir. Stireleri 10 ile 60 dakika arasinda degisen
goriismelerin ~ desifreleme amaciyla ses kaydi alimmistir. Katilimeilardan

kimliklerine iliskin bilgiler istenmemis ve desifrelerde numaralar kullanilmistir.

Gortismelerden elde edilen nitel veri, gorlisme sorulari ve ARY’nin asamalari
1s1ginda gelistirilen kodlama cercevesiyle tiimdengelimli olarak yapilan tematik
analiz (Braun ve Clarke, 2006; Joffe, 2012) ile incelenmistir. Kodlama ¢ergevesi,
analiz stlirecinde yeni ¢ikan temalari yansitacak sekilde glincellenmistir.
Giivenilirlik amaciyla, kodlanan boliimlerin sistematik saklanimini ve geri erisimini

saglayan MAXQDA plus 12 veri analizi yazilimi (MAXQDA, 2016) kullanilmustir.

2.2. Bulgular

2.2.1. Genel Kadercilik Algilar

Goriisme verilerinin tematik analizine gore, kadercilige yonelik genel algilar sekiz
tema altinda toplanmustir: islevsellik, boyun egme, caresizlik, kisisel kontrol,
onceden belirlenmislik, ilahi kontrol, yasamsal merkeziyet ve sans. Bu temalar1
temsil eden katilimci ifadeleri, Olgek gelistirmede madde iiretme amaciyla

kullanilmistir. Yazinda kaderci diistinmeyle ilgili igerige sahip mevcut dlgekler de
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gbzden gecirilmis ve madde iiretme siirecinde ek kaynak olarak kullanilmistir.
Gortisme bulgulart ve ilgili mevcut Olgek igerikleri 1s18inda, kader inancinda
bireysel farkliliklar1 degerlendirmek amaciyla gelistirilecek 6lgek i¢in 54 maddelik
bir havuz olusturulmustur (bkz. Ek B).

2.2.2. ARY Algilan

Tiirkiye’de depremler 6zelinde ARY algist dort temel tema altinda toplanmustir.
Gortismelerde ele alinan konulara paralel olarak sekillenen temalar, Ozellikle
deprem sonras1 donemde ARY’ye yonelik sorumlu paydaglar, yardim ve hizmetler
ve bu yardim ve hizmetlerin siiregteki rolii ile genel olarak ARY’nin etkililigi
hakkinda goriisleri icermektedir. Ozellikle etkililik temasmi yansitan katilimci
ifadeleri g6z Oniinde bulundurularak afetle ilgili ST metni olusturulmus ve
Tirkiye’de ARY’ye dair sistemi mesrulagtirma olgeginde vermek {izere sistemin

islemsel tanim1 yapilmistir.

2.3. Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Goriismelerin icerik analizinden elde edilen temalar, genel olarak kaderciligin ve
Tirkiye’de  ARY’nin nasil algilandigini ortaya koymustur. Genel kadercilik
algilarima yonelik elde edilen bulgular, kaderciligin yazinda tipik olarak
iligkilendirildigi dissal kontrol odagi, énceden belirlenmislige inang, gergekligin
kabulii ya da bas etme becerisi gibi ozelliklere (Esparza ve ark., 2015) paralel
ozellikler barindirdigin1 gostermistir. Bulgular, kaderciligin ¢cok boyutlu bir kavram
oldugunu, ancak yazinda ¢ogunlukla ele alinan olumsuz anlamlara (kisisel kontrol
yoklugu ya da pasiflik, olumsuz sonuglara vurgu; Norenzayan ve Lee, 2010) ek
olarak uyum ve bag etme agisindan olumlu anlamlar da tasidigina isaret etmektedir.
Farkli kadercilik boyutlarinin ve bu boyutlar arasindaki iliskinin ¢esitli tutum ve
davraniglarda bir psikolojik faktdr olarak oynadig roliin arastirilmasi yazina 6nemli

katkilar saglayabilir.

ARY algilarina gore, ARY nin afet oncesi, sirast ve sonrasim ilgilendiren, ¢esitli
yonetimsel-kurumsal ve toplumsal paydaglar ile yardim ve hizmetleri i¢eren bir
biitlin olarak algilandigr goriilmistiir. Bulgular géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda,

ARY’ye yonelik bir sistem algisinin mevcut oldugu goézlemlenmistir. Kuramsal
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olarak bakildiginda, arastirma bulgulari, bu alginin igerigiyle ilgili eksiklikler ya da
sorunlarin ARY sistemine bir tehdit olarak da algilanabilecegini, dolayisiyla sistemi

mesrulastirma siireglerinin devreye girebilecegine isaret etmektedir.

3. Ikinci Calisma

Bu calisma, deneysel calismada kullanilmak {izere kader inancinda bireysel
farkliliklar1 6lgmek i¢in gelistirilen yeni Olgegin gegerlik ve giivenirligini

belirlemek amaciyla yiiriitiilmiistiir.

3.1. Yontem

3.1.1. Katihmcilar

Arastirmaya, uygun Ornekleme yontemiyle belirlenmis 361 kisi (241 kadin, 117
erkek, 3 belirtilmemis) katilmistir. Yaslar1 18 ile 72 arasinda degisen katilimcilar
(Ort. = 32.49, S = 12.97), ¢ogunlukla iiniversite mezunu, bekar, Miisliiman
olduklarii ve yasamlarinin ¢ogunu biiyiiksehirde yasadiklarini rapor etmislerdir.

Katilimcilarin sosyodemografik 6zellikleri Tablo 3.1°de verilmistir.

3.1.2. Veri Toplama Araglari

Genel kadercilik i¢in ilk ¢alismada olusturulan madde havuzu (20’si ters toplam 54
madde; bkz. Ek B) uzman ve meslekten olmayan kisilerin verdigi geribildirim
1s1g¢1inda giincellenmistir. Calismada, madde havuzunun gilincellenmis bu versiyonu
(22’si ters toplamda 62 madde; bkz. Ek C) kullanilmistir. Katilimeilardan, 6 dereceli
Likert tip1 6l¢ekte her bir maddeye ne kadar katildiklarini belirtmeleri istenmistir (1
kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 6 kesinlikle katiliyorum). Yanitlar, yliksek puanlar yiiksek

diizeyde genel kadercilik inancin1 yansitacak sekilde kodlanmistir.

Bu ¢alismada ayrica giivenirlik incelemesi yapmak amaciyla I¢sel-Dissal Kontrol
Odag (Dag, 1991; Rotter, 1966), Genel Adil Diinya Inanc1 (Dalbert, 1999; Dalbert
ve ark., 1987; Yalgin, 2006), Miisliiman Dini Yo6nelim (Ercan, 2006; Ceylan, 2016)
ve I¢sel Dini Motivasyon (Hoge, 1972; Yilmaz ve Bahgekapili, 2015) &lgekleri
kullanilmistir. Yanit kodlamalar1 yiiksek puanlar digsal kontrol odagi, yiiksek
diizeyde adil diinya inanci, yiiksek diizeyde igsel, dissal, sorgulayict ve tutucu dini

yonelim (Miisliiman Dini Yonelim Olgegi’nin dort alt boyutu) ve yiiksek diizeyde
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icsel dini motivasyonu yansitacak sekilde yapilmistir. Olgek ve/veya alt Slcek
puanlar1 hesaplanirken ortalamalar esas alinmistir. Sosyodemografik bilgi formu ile

tiim Olceklerin yer aldigi anketin tamami1 Ek C’de goriilebilir.

3.1.3. islem

Arastirma icin etik izin ODTU Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu’ndan alinmistir
(bkz. Ek F). Aragtirmanin verileri Subat-Nisan 2016 siiresince online olarak
toplanmistir. Facebook aracilifiyla duyurulan anket calismasina 18 yas ve lsti

yetiskinler davet edilmistir.

3.2. Bulgular

Genel Kadercilik Olgegi’nin boyut yapisini incelemek amaciyla 62 madde iizerinde
temel bilesenler analizi ve varimaks eksene dondiirme yontemiyle agimlayici faktor
analizi yapilmigtir. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) istatistigi ve Bartlett testi verinin
faktor analizine uygun oldugnu gostermistir. Boyut sayisina karar verirken
Ozdegerin 1°den bilyiikliigii, 6zdegerlerin grafik dagilimi, paralel analizi ve
boyutlarin yorumlanabilirligi kriterleri kullanmilmigtir. Tekrar edilen analizler
sonucunda, 58 maddelik 7 faktorlii bir yap1 uygun goriilmiistiir. Dort madde higbir
faktore yiiklenmedigi icin madde sayis1 62°den 58’e diismiistiir. Kader, islevsellik,
caresizlik, boyu negme, bigilen deger, kontrol edilemezlik ve sans boyutlarindan
olusan yedi faktorlii ¢6ziim toplam varyansin 55.97’sini agiklamistir. Faktor ytikleri,
madde-toplam korelasyonlari, 6zdegerler, agiklanan varyanslar ve Cronbach Alfa ig¢
tutarlilik katsayilar1 Tablo 3.2’de goriilebilir.

Gelistirilen Olcegin gegerligini test etmek amaciyla yapilan korelasyon analizleri,
genel kader inancinin (kontrol edilemezlik ve sans boyutlar1 harig) dissal kontrol
odagi, adil diinya inanci, i¢sel, digsal ve tutucu dini yonelim ile olumlu; sorgulayici
dini yonelim ve igsel dini motivasyon ile de olumsuz yonde iliskili oldugunu
gostermistir. Ayrica korelasyon bulgulari, genel kadercilik alt boyutlarinin kontrol
odag1 ile iligkili olmalarina ragmen kontrol odagindan farkli olduklarini

gOstermistir.

201



3.3. Tartisma ve Sonuc¢

Bu calismada, kiiltiire 6zgii gelistirilen Genel Kadercilik Olgegi’nin faktor yapist
ortaya konmus ve Olgegin hem birlesen hem de ayrisan gecerlige sahip oldugu
bulunmustur. Gegerlik ve giivenirlik degerleri tatmin edici diizeyde bulunan bu
Olclim araci, farkl kadercilik boyutlarinin ¢esitli tutum ve davranislarla iliskisini
arastirmak icin gelecek calismalarda kullanilabilir. Bu ¢aligmalardan elde edilen
bilgiler deprem, trafik kazasi ve hastaliklar gibi énemli yasam olaylartyla ilgili

psikolojik stiregleri anlama imkan1 saglayacaktir.

4. Uciincii Cahsma

Bu ¢aligmada, giris boliimiiniin sonunda belirtilen aragtirma sorulari ele alinmistir.
Calismanin amaci, deprem deneyimini kontrol ettikten sonra, (i) OU ve ST’nin
kadercilik ve sistemi mesrulastirma ile bireysel deprem hazirligini nasil etkiledigini
ve (ii) bu etkinin OU ve ST’nin genel ve spesifik (afetle ilgili) seviyelerinde

farklilasip farklilagsmadigini deneysel olarak aragtirmaktir.

4.1. Yontem

4.1.1. Katihmcilar

Arastirmaya, uygun Ornekleme yontemiyle belirlenmis 308 kisi (194 kadin, 112
erkek, 2 belirtilmemis; Ort.,,; = 26.41, S, = 12.17) katilmuistir. Katilimeilardan
132’s1 sosyal medya (Facebook) araciligiyla, 176’s1 ise (Ankara ve Zonguldak’ta
okuyan lisans Ogrencileri) ders kredisi karsiliginda goniillii olarak katilmistir.

Katilimeilarin sosyodemografik 6zellikleri Tablo 4.1°de verilmistir.

4.1.2. Desen ve islem

Calisma kapsaminda, 308 katilimci deprem deneyiminin kontrol edildigi 3 (OU:
oliim veya deprem veya kontrol) X 3 (ST: genel veya afetle ilgili veya kontrol)
denekler arasi desenin 9 deneysel kosulundan birine seckisiz olarak atanmustir.
Calismada kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma (genel ve afetle ilgili olmak {izere iki
seviyede) ve deprem hazirligi olmak iizere ii¢ grup bagimli degisken kullanilmistir.
Kadercilik, genel kadercilik (kader, islevsellik, ¢aresizlik, boyun egme, deger

bigme, kontrol edilemezlik ve sans alt Olgekleriyle) ve afetle ilgili kadercilik
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(deprem kaderciligi, depremden sorumlu tutma, deprem hasarindan sorumlu tutma
ve hasar onlenebilirligi degiskenleriyle) ana degiskenlerinden olusmaktadir. Sistemi
mesrulastirma, genel ve afetle ilgili sistemi mesrulastirma degiskenlerini
kapsamaktadir. Deprem hazirligi ise, genel hazirlikli olma, niyet, 6z yeterlik ve
sonug beklentisi degiskenlerinden olugsmaktadir. Deneysel manipiilasyon kosullar
(bagimsiz degiskenler) icin uygulanan seckisiz atama ile bagimli degiskenlerin

verilis sirasini gosteren anket akisi Sekil 4.1°de verilmistir.

Arastirma icin etik izin ODTU Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu’ndan almmustir
(bkz. EK F). Arastirma, kisilik, bilis ve gesitli konulara iliskin sosyal tutumlar
arasindaki iligskiyi anlamak amaciyla yiiriitiilen ve ortalama 30-40 dakika siirmesi
Ongoriilen bir anket caligmasi olarak tanmitilmistir. Caligmaya 18 yas ve {isti
yetiskinler davet edilmistir. Veri toplama icin katilimcilarin farkli deneysel
kosullara rasgele atanmasi olanagina sahip bir veri toplama platformu olan Qualtrics

kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin verileri EKim 2016 siiresince online olarak toplanmustir.

4.1.3. Veri Toplama Araclari

Calismanin deneysel desenine uygun olarak OU ve ST manipiilasyonlar1 yapilmistir
(bkz. Ek D). OU’nun 6liim ve kontrol kosullar1 icin DYK calismalarinda tipik
olarak kullanildig1 tizere katilimcilardan 6liim ve nétr bir konuyla ilgili (televizyon
izleme) iki agik uglu soruyu cevaplamalari istenmistir (Pyszczynski ve ark., 2004;
Rosenblatt ve ark., 1989). Deprem kosulu i¢inse katilimcilardan deprem
yasadiklarini diisiinmenin uyandirdigi duygu ve diisiinceleri iki agik uclu soruyu
verecekleri cevaplar ile belirtmeleri istenmistir. OU manipiilasyon kontrolii igin
olim disiincelerinin ulagilabilirligi bir kelime bulmacasi araciligiyla 6lgiilmistiir.
Oliim diisiincelerinin ulasilabilirliginin kontrol kosuluna gore 6liim kosulunda daha

yiiksek olmas1 manipiilasyonunun ¢alistigini gosterecektir.

ST’nin genel tehdit kosulunda, SMK c¢alismalarinda sistemi mesru gérme ihtiyacini
arttirmak amaciyla tipik olarak kullanilan ST metni kullanilmistir (Kay ve ark.,
2005; Solak, 2015). ST’nin afetle ilgili tehdit kosulu i¢in kullanilan metin ise, genel
ST metninin Calisma 1°de Tiirkiye’de DRM sistemi algis1 iizerine elde edilen

bulgular 1s181inda uyarlanmasiyla olusturulmustur. Bu iki tehdit kosulunda,
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katilimcilardan genel olarak iilkenin durumu ya da Tiirkiye’de ARY ’nin durumu
hakkinda Tiirklerin ne diisindiigli ilizerine yerel bir gazeteci tarafindan yazilmis
metinler olarak sunulan alintilart okumalari ve sonrasinda gazetecinin yazma
becerilerini degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. 1ki kosulda da genel ve afetle ilgili
sistemlerin mesrulugu ve istikrar1 sistem sorunlari iizerine odaklanilarak tehdit
edilmistir. Kontrol kosulunda ise diinyada 2012 sonbahar modas iizerine yazilan bir
gazete haberinin (Stizmen, 2015) Tirkiye’de 2016 sonbahar modastyla ilgili olacak
sekilde degistirilmis ve kisaltilmig hali kullanilmistir. ST manipiilasyon kontrolii, {i¢
tehdit kosulunda da tiim katilimcilarin Tiirkiye’yi {ilkedeki sosyal, ekonomik ve
politik kosullar (iilke; genel ST kosulunun konusu), ARY (afetle ilgili ST kosulunun
konusu) ve sonbahar modasi (kontrol; ST verilmeyen kosulun konusu) konularinda
(1) hi¢ olumlu degil’den (9) ¢ok olumlu’ya degerlendirmeleriyle yapilmistir. ST
maniplilasyonu etkililigi, tehdit kosullarinda iilke ve ARY degerlendirmelerinin
tehdit olmayan kosuldaki degerlendirmelere gore daha olumlu olmasi durumunda

saglanmis olacaktir.

Calismaya dahil edilen bagimli degiskenler ic¢in kullanilan Ol¢iim araglari ile

kullanilan sosyodemografik bilgi formu asagida aciklanmistir.

e Genel Kadercilik: Calisma 2’de gelistirilen 58 maddeli yedi faktorlii Genel
Kadercilik Olgegi (6’li Likert tipi 6lgek; 1 kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 6
kesinlikle katilryyorum) kullanilmistir. Deneysel calisma verisiyle yapilan
acimlayicit faktor analizleri sonucunda Calisma 2 analizlerinde elde edilen
faktor yapis1 kiigiik degisikliklerle (madde sayisinda degisiklikler, bazi
maddelerin yer degistirmesi, bazi maddelerin elenmesi) giincellenmis;
Olcegin son hali kader (15 madde), islevsellik (10 madde), caresizlik (5
madde), boyun egme (6 madde), deger bigme (7 madde), kontrol edilemezlik
(5 madde) ve sans (4 madde) olmak {izere toplamda 54 madde ve 7 faktérden
olusmaktadir (bkz. Ek E). Bu yedi faktdr toplam varyansin 60.24’sini
aciklamigtir. Faktor yiikleri, madde-toplam korelasyonlari, 6zdegerler,
aciklanan varyanslar ve Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 Tablo 4.2°de
goriilebilir. Olgegin son haline gore, 54 maddeli yedi faktorlii yapinin

uygunlugunu test etmek amaciyla LISREL 8.51 (Joreskog ve So6rbom, 2001)
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yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Model uyum indekslerine gore
yedi faktorlii ¢oziimle verinin tanimlanabilecegi, dolayisiyla modelin kabul
edilebilir oldugu bulunmustur. Alt dl¢cek puanlar1 hesaplanirken ortalamalar

esas alinmstir.

Afetle ilgili Kadercilik: Kaderciligin afet {izerinden ele alindigi bu bagiml
degisken grubu; deprem kaderciligi (Joffe ve ark., 2013; Joffe ve ark.,
2016), depremden sorumlu tutma (boyutlar: insan, Allah/Takdir-i ilahi,
doga) (Joffe ve ark., 2013; Joffe ve ark., 2016), deprem hasarindan
sorumlu tutma (boyutlar: insan, Allah/Takdir-i ilahi, doga) (McClure ve
ark., 2001; Ikizer, 2014) ve hasar onlenebilirligi (McClure ve ark., 2001;
Ikizer, 2014) degiskenleriyle dl¢iilmiistiir. Deprem kaderciligi (1 kesinlikle
katilmiyorum, 4 kesinlikle katilyyorum) ve hasar onlenebilirligi (1 hi¢, 4 ¢ok
Onlenebilir) i¢in yanit kodlamalari, yiliksek puanlar yiiksek diizeyde
kaderciligi (genel olarak ve hasar Onlenebilirligi agisindan) yansitacak
sekilde yapilmistir. Bu iki degiskenlerin puanlar1 hesaplanirken ortalamalar
esas almmustir. Depremden ve deprem hasarindan sorumlu tutma boyutlar
icin verilen yanitlar (1 hi¢, 4 ¢ok), yliksek puanlar o boyutun daha fazla

sorumlu tutuldugunu yansitacak sekilde kullanilmistir.

Genel Sistemi Mesrulastirma: Wakslak ve arkadaslarinin (2011) kullandig:
olgegin (9’lu Likert tipi dlgek; 1 hi¢ katiimiyorum, 9 kesinlikle katiliyorum),
aragtirmact tarafindan ilgili yazinda daha oOnce kullanilan farkli bir
versiyonunun (Kay ve Jost, 2003) Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu (Goregenli, 2004;
2005) ve bu adaptasyonun kullanildig1 ¢alismalar (Islambay, 2014; Solak,
2015) gozden gecirilerek uyarlanmigtir. Yanit kodlamalari, yliksek puanlar
yiiksek diizeyde mesrulastirmay1 yansitacak sekilde yapilmistir. Olgek

puanlar1 hesaplanirken ortalamalar esas alinmistir.

Afetle ilgili Sistemi Mesrulastirma: Arastirmaci tarafindan genel sistemi
mesrulastirma i¢in kullanilan OGlgegin, igerik olarak Tiirkiye’de ARY’yi

yansitacak sekilde gozden gegirilmesi ve diizenlenmesiyle olusturulmustur.

Deprem Hazirhgr: Bu bagimh degisken grubunun ilk degiskeni olan genel

hazirhikh olma, katilimcilarin biiylik bir deprem i¢in ne kadar hazirlikli
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olduklarimi diistindiiklerini 1 hi¢ hazirlikli degilim’den 7 ¢ok hazirliklyim’a
kadar belirttikleri bir soruyla dl¢iilmiistiir. ikinci degisken niyet ise, Joffe ve
arkadaglar1 (2016) tarafindan kullanilan hazirlikli olma maddelerinde
“Hayir” cevabi verilenler igin o hazirlik faaliyetini Oniimiizdeki ii¢ ay
icerisinde yapma olasilig1 sorularak olgiilmiustiir (1 hi¢ olast degil, 7 biiyiik
olasilikla). Tim katilimcilar i¢in niyet puanlari, istatistik uzmani goriisiiyle
olusturulan bir formiil ile puanlar O ile 1 arasinda degisecek ve yiiksek
puanlar yiliksek diizeyde niyeti yansitacak sekilde hesaplanmistir. Hazirlikli
olmayr daha iyi anlamak amaciyla, ayrica deprem hazirhigina yonelik 6z
yeterlik (1 Kesinlikle katilmiyyorum, 4 kesinlikle katiliyorum) ve sonug
beklentisi (1 faydasiz, 4 ¢ok faydali) degiskenleri (Joffe ve ark., 2016)
kullanilmigtir. Yanit kodlamalari yiiksek puanlar yiiksek diizeyde 6z yeterlik
ve sonug beklentisi inanglarmi yansitacak sekilde yapilmistir. Olgek puanlar

hesaplanirken ortalamalar esas alinmastir.

Deprem Maruziyeti: Analizlerde kontrol amagh kullanilan bu degisken;
gegmis deprem deneyimi (Evet/Hayir), “Evet” diyenler i¢in depreme maruz
kalma siddeti ve afet sonrasi olumsuzluklar ile ilgili kapali uglu sorularla
(Ikizer, 2014) ol¢iilmiistir. Deprem maruziyeti puanlari, siddet ve
olumsuzluklar sorularinin toplam puanlarinin  ortalamalar1  alinarak

hesaplanmustir. Yiiksek puanlar, yiiksek diizeyde maruziyeti yansitmaktadir.

Sosyodemografik Bilgi Formu: Bu formda sosyodemografik degiskenler
ile politik goriis, dini inang, dindarlik ve kader inanc1 ile ilgili kapali uclu

sorularla 6l¢tilen degiskenlere yer verilmistir.

Deneysel manipiilasyonlar, bagimli degiskenler ile sosyodemografik bilgi formunu

iceren anketin tamami Ek D’de goriilebilir.

4.1.4. Analiz

Temel analizler 6ncesinde veri dogrulugu ve cok degiskenli analiz varsayimlari

acisindan veri temizle islemleri uygulanmistir. Veride eksik degere rastlanmamustir.

Bes katilimcinin verisi p < .001 Mahalanobis uzaklig1 incelemesine gore ¢ok

degiskenli aykir1 degerler olarak saptandigindan veri setinden g¢ikarilmistir. Bazi
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bagimli degiskenler i¢in tek degiskenli aykir1 degerler tespit edilse de, katilimcilarin
deneysel kosullara dagilimmi etkilememek adina bu katilimcilarin verileri veri
setinden ¢ikarilmamistir. Buna gore, tiim analizler 303 kisiyle yapilmistir. Tablo

4.3’te deneysel manipiilasyon kosullarina gore katilimci sayilart gortilebilir.

4.2. Bulgular

4.2.1. Betimleyici Istatistikler
Timi siirekli olan bagimsiz degiskenler i¢in ortalama, standart sapma ve aralik

degerleri hesaplanmustir. Bunlar Tablo 4.4’te sunulmustur.

4.2.2. Korelasyon Analizleri

Calismada yer alan degiskenler arasinda ikili korelasyonlar analiz edilmistir.
Analizler bagimli degiskenler arasi korelasyonlar ile bagimli degiskenlerin bagimsiz
degiskenlerle (deneysel manipiilasyonlarla), afetle ilgili sosyodemografik
degiskenlerle ve ana sosyodemografik degiskenlerle korelasyonlar1 olmak {izere
ayr1 ayrt ele alinmistir. Bu analizlerin sonuglar1 Tablolar 4.5, 4.6 ve 4.7°de

sunulmustur.

4.2.3. Manipiilasyon Kontrolleri

OU manipiilasyonunun etkililigini degerlendirmek igin yapilan tek yonlii varyans
analizi sonuglari, 6lim grubundaki katilimcilarda deprem ve kontrol gruplarindaki
katilimcilardakine gore 6liim diisiincelerinin ulasilabilirliginin daha yiiksek diizeyde
oldugunu gostermistir (bkz. Tablo 4.8). Ancak, deprem ile kontrol grubundaki
katilimeilar arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir. Bu sonuglara gére; OU
manipiilasyonu sadece 6liim kosulu icin etkili olmus, deprem kosulu i¢inse etkili

olmamustir. Diger bir deyisle, depremi hatirlatmak OU islevi gdrmemistir.

ST manipiilasyonunun etkililigini degerlendirmek icin yapilan tek yonlii varyans
analizi sonuglari, ST kosullarinin iilke, ARY ve sonbahar modasi konularinda
yapilan degerlendirmelerin hi¢birinde anlamli olarak farklilasmadigin1 gostermistir
(bkz. Tablo 4.8). Bu sonuglara gore; ST sistem degerlendirmelerini arttirmamaistir.
Diger bir deyisle, ST manipiilasyonu genel ve afetle ilgili sistemleri mesrulastirma

ithtiyacini aktiflestirmede basarisiz olmustur.
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4.2.4. Hipotez Testleri

OU ve ST’nin kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma ve deprem hazith@ bagimsiz
degiskenleri iizerindeki etkisini incelemek igin verilere 3 (OU: ¢lim veya deprem
veya kontrol) X 3 (ST: genel veya afetle ilgili veya kontrol) faktorlii bir seri tek ve
¢ok yonli varyans analizleri uygulanmistir. Deprem maruziyeti, anlamli olarak
iligkili oldugu tiim bagimli degiskenler i¢in yapilan analizlerde kontrol edilmistir.
Genel hazirlikli olma ile anlamli iligkili bulunan deprem maruziyeti degil de deprem
deneyimi oldugundan, bu bagimh degisken i¢in yapilan analizde deprem deneyimi
kontrol degiskeni olarak kullanilmistir. Niyet, hem deprem maruziyeti hem de evin
iskan durumu ile anlaml iligkili bulundugundan, bu bagimli degisken icin yapilan
analizde iki degisken de kontrol edilmistir.

Analiz sonuglarina gore, OU nun ana etkisinin sadece deprem kaderciligi igin
gecerli oldugunu gosterirken, ST ana etkisi ile OU ve ST etkilesiminin bagimli
degiskenlerin higbirinde gdzlemlenmemistir. OU’nun deprem kaderciligi {izerindeki
ana etkisini anlamak amaciyla yapilan analiz sonrasi karsilastirmalarin sonuglart,
deprem kosulundaki katilimcilarin kontrol grubundaki katilimcilara kiyasla daha
yiiksek diizeyde depremle ilgili kaderci diisiinme egiliminde oldugunu gostermistir.
Deneysel manipiilasyon kosullarina goére tiim bagimli degiskenler icin ortalama

farkliliklar1 Tablo 4.9°da verilmistir.

OU ve ST’nin sistemi mesrulastirma degiskenleri iizerindeki etkilesim etkisinin
sistem tipine gore (lilke ve ARY sistemlerine karsilik gelen genel ve afetle ilgili)
degisip degismedigi ek bir analizle incelenmistir. Veriye sistemi mesrulastirma i¢in
deprem maruziyetinin kontrol edildigi 3 (OU) X 3 (ST) X 2 (Sistem Tipi) faktorlii,
son faktorde tekrarlayan karisik desenli tek yonlii varyans analizi uygulanmistir
(bkz. Tablo 4.10). Analiz sonuglari, sadece sistem tipinin ana etkisinin anlamli
oldugunu gostermistir. Buna gore, katilimcilar ARY sistemini genel (iilke)
sistemine kiyasla daha fazla mesrulastirmistir (iki tip mesrulastirma puani birlesik).
Analiz sonuglari, ST ve sistem tehdidinin iki yonli etkilesim etkisinin de anlamli
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu sonuca gore, ST ana etkisine benzer sekilde, tim ST
kosullarinda katilimcilar ARY sistemini genel sisteme kiyasla daha fazla
mesrulastirmistir. Ancak, ortalama mesrulastirma puanlarinda ST ile sistem tipinin
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ayn1 sosyal sisteme yonelik oldugunda (ayn1 sisteme yonelik olmamasina kiyasla)
daha yiikksek diizeyde mesrulastirmaya isaret eden anlamli farkliliklar
gdzlenmemistir. Bunlara ek olarak, analiz sonuglar1 OU, ST ve sistem tipinin {i¢lii
etkilesim etkisinin marjinal diizeyde anlamli oldugunu gostermistir (p = .06).
Yapilan analiz sonrasi karsilastirmalarin sonuglarina gore; 6lim kosulundaki
katilimcilar ARY sistemini genel sistem tehdit edildiginde, ARY sisteminin tehdit
edilmesine kiyasla, daha fazla mesrulagtirma egiliminde olmustur. Dolayistyla,
Oliim hatirlatmanin iki sosyal sistemin uyumsuzlugu (ST ile sistem tipinin farkl
sosyal sistemlerle ilgili olmasi — ARY sisteminin genel ST’ye maruz kaldiktan
sonra degerlendirilmesi) ile eslesmesi durumunda daha yiiksek diizeyde
mesrulastirma gdzlenmistir. Ayrica, “OU: kontrol ve ST: afetle ilgili” kosulu
disindaki tiim OU ve ST ikili kosullarinda katilimcilar ARY sistemini genel sisteme

kiyasla marjinal diizeyde daha fazla mesrulastirma egiliminde olmustur.

5. Tartisma

Bu tezde, afet baglaminda sSistemi mesrulastirma siiregleri Tirkiye’de depremler
ozelinde ve DYK cergevesinde ele alinmistir. Tezin ana amact; depremlere dair algi
ve tepkilerin altinda yatan sosyal biligsel siirecleri, sistemin algilanan hakliligini
giiclendirmenin dolayli ve dolayli olmayan yollar1 olarak kadercilik ve sistemi
mesrulastirma ve de depremlere hazirlik iizerine odaklanarak arastirmaktir. Bu
ama¢ dogrultusunda, OU ve ST’nin deprem maruziyeti kontrol edildikten sonra
kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma ve deprem hazirligini nasil etkiledigi ve de bu
etkinin OU ve ST’nin genel ve spesifik (afetle ilgili) seviyelerinde nasil

farklilastiginin incelendigi bir deneysel ¢alisma yiiriitilmiistiir.

Tez kapsaminda deneysel ¢alismay1 6nceleyen biri nitel digeri nicel olmak tizere iki
calisma daha yapilmustir. ilk calismada, genel kadercilik algilar1 arastirilmis ve
deneysel c¢alismada kullanilmak {izere kaderci inanis yatkinliginda bireysel
farkliliklar1 yansitacak gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lglim aracinin gelistirildigi nicel
calismanm temeli nitel olarak ortaya konulmustur. ilk ¢alismada ayrica Tiirkiye’de
ARY’ye dair sistem algilar1 anlagilmaya calisilmistir. Buradan elde edilen nitel

bulgular 1s181inda, deneysel calismada kullanilan sistemi mesrulagtirmayla ilgili
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Olctim araglarinin (hem manipiilasyonlarda, hem de bagimli degisken 6l¢limlerinde)

icerigi olusturulmustur.

5.1. Bulgulara Genel Bakis

5.1.1. OU Ana EtKkisi

OU ana etkisi, sistemi mesrulastirmanin dehset yonetimi islevine iliskin olarak
arastirilmistir. Bu amagla deneysel ¢alismada iki arastirma sorusu ele alimustir. ilk
olarak, kisilere olas1 bir deprem yasadiklarmni hatirlatmanin tipik OU olan kisilere
Olimlerini hatirlatmayla aymi isleve sahip olup olmadig arastirilmistir.
Manipiilasyon kontrolii i¢in yapilan analizler, manipiilasyonun sadece 6liim kosulu
i¢in etkili oldugunu, deprem kosulu i¢inse etkili olmadigini gostermistir. Buna gore,
depremi hatirlatma OU islevi gormemistir. Bdyle bir sonucun elde edilmesi,
depremin ayn1 zamanda o/meme ihtimalini (enkazsan sag kurtulma) barindirmasiyla
aciklanabilir. Dolayisiyla, depremi hatirlatmanin %100 OU islevine sahip olmadig1

sonucuna varilabilir.

Ikinci olarak, 6liim veya olas1 bir deprem deneyimi hatirlatilarak yapilan OU’nun
kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma ve deprem hazirligint nasil etkiledigi
arastirilmistir. Bu amagla yapilan hipotez testi analizlerine gore, OU sistemi
mesrulastirma ve kadercilik degiskenlerinde bir artisa ya da deprem hazirligi ile
ilgili degiskenlerde bir diislise yol agmamistir. Bu sonuglar sadece bir kadercilik
degiskeni icin gecerli degildir. Deprem kaderciligi degiskeninde gozlemlenen
anlamli OU ana etkisine gére, deprem maruziyeti kontrol edildikten sonra, deprem
kosulundaki katilimeilar kontrol grubundakilere gore daha yiiksek diizeyde deprem
kaderciligi puanlar1 almistir. Deprem riskine iliskin kaderci diistinmenin Tiirk,
Japon ve Amerikali katilimcilarda goriildiigii ama ozellikle Tirk katilimcilarda
bunun 6n plana ¢iktig1 bilinmektedir (Joffe ve ark., 2013). Dolayisiyla, deprem
hatirlatildiktan sonra bu riske iliskin kaderci diistinmenin artmasi, depremin 6limii

hatirlatmasindansa depremi hatirlatmanin hazirlama etkisiyle agiklanabilir.

Deneysel ¢alismada, 6liim ile kontrol gruplar1 arasinda higbir degisken i¢in anlamli
bir tipik OU etkisi gdzlemlenmemistir. Calisma hipotezlerinin desteklenmedigi bu

bulgular, ydntemsel olarak OU manipiilasyonu ile bagimli degisken olgiimleri
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arasinda gecen siireyle aciklanabilir. DYK’nin OU hipotezi iizerine 164 dergide
rapor edilen 277 deneyin sonuglartyla yapilan meta-analiz ¢alismasinda, OU’ nun
kiilttirel diinya goriisii ve benlik saygisi temelli degiskenler tizerindeki etkisinin orta
derecede (r = .35) oldugu bulunmustur. Manipiilasyon ile bagimli degisken
arasindaki siire artttkca da (ki bu Oliim diisiincelerinin biling dilizeyinden
uzaklagsmasini ama hala ulasilabilir olmasini saglayacaktir) bu etkinin daha da
arttigi bulunmustur. Deneysel ¢alismada bu amaca hizmet edecek oyalayict (zaman
gecirici) bir gorev ya da olciim kullanilmamasi, tipik OU etkisinin anlamli
bulunmamasinda rol oynamis olabilir. Ayrica, bagimli degiskenlerde tipik OU
etkisinin gbzlenmemis olmasi kiiltiirel faktorlerle de agiklanabilir. Martin ve Van
den Bos (2014), Hristiyanlara kiyasla Miislimanlarin 6liime daha kabullenici
yaklagsmasma dikkat ¢ekerek Miisliimanlarin OU’ya daha az savunmaci tepkiler
verdigini gosteren c¢alisma bulgularmin DYK’nin kiiltiirel farkliliklara hassas

oldugunu belirtmektedir (6rn., Van den Bos ve ark., 2012).

5.1.2. ST Ana Etkisi

ST ana etkisi, sistemi mesrulastirmanin baglamsal yapisina iligkin arastirilmistir. Bu
amacla deneysel calismada iki arastirma sorusu ele almmustir. ilk olarak, afetle ilgili
ST’nin genel ST gibi sistemi mesru goérme ihtiyacini arttirma islevine sahip olup
olmadig1 arastinnlmistir. Manipiilasyon kontrolii i¢in yapilan analizler, ST
manipiilasyonunun genel ve afetle ilgili sistemleri (sirasiyla iilke ve ARY)
mesrulastirma  ihtiyacini aktiflestirmede basarisiz oldugunu gdéstermistir. ikinci
olarak, genel veya afetle ilgili olmak tizere iki sekilde verilen ST’nin g¢aligmanin
bagimli degiskenleri olan kadercilik, sistemi mesrulastirma ve deprem hazirhigin
nasil etkiledigi aragtirilmistir. Bu amagcla yapilan hipotez testi analizlerine gore, ST
sistemi mesrulastirma ve kadercilik degiskenlerinde bir artiga ya da deprem hazirlig
ile ilgili degiskenlerde bir diisiise yol agmamistir. Manipiilasyonun basarili olmamis

olmas1 géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, bu bulgular sasirtici degildir.

Deneysel ¢alismanin 6rnekleminin kronik olarak diisiik sistemi mesrulastirma
profiline sahip katilimcilardan olusmasi sonuglarin yorumlanmasinda Onemli
olabilir. Soyle ki, SMK ¢alismalarinda gézlemlenen ST etkisindeki birey — ortam
etkilesimine gore (ST araciligiyla gegici olarak mesrulastirma ihtiyacinin
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arttirilmasi ya da aktiflestirilmesinin, kronik olarak sistemi mesru gormeyenler ya
da daha az mesru gorenler iizerinde, kronik olarak yiiksek diizeyde sistemi mesru
gorenlere kiyasla daha giiglii etki yaratacagi; Jost ve ark., 2015; 6rn., Mallet ve ark.,
2011; van der Toorn ve ark., 2014), kisilerin kronik sistemi mesrulastirma diizeyleri
sistemin farkli yollarla desteklenmesinde ya da savunulmasinda rol oynamaktadir
(Jost ve ark., 2015). Yapilan calismalar disiikk diizeyde kronik mesrulastirma
motivasyonuna sahip kisilerin ST sonrasi sistemi dolayli, istii kapali yollarla
savundugunu, yiiksek diizeyde kronik mesrulastirma motivasyonuna sahip kisilerin
ise daha direkt, agik yollarla savundugunu gostermistir (bkz., Cutright ve ark.,
2011). Deneysel galisma oOrnekleminin diisiik diizeyde kronik mesrulastirma
egilimine sahip bir katilime1 profili oldugu g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, anlaml
bir ST ana etkisi elde edilmesi beklenebilirdi. Ancak, bagimli degiskenler agisindan

tehdit kosullar1 ile kontrol grubu arasinda anlamli bir fark gézlenmemistir.

5.1.3. OU ve ST Etkilesim Etkisi

Deneysel calismanin son arastirma sorusu kapsaminda incelenen OU ve ST
etkilesim etkisi, yapilan varyans analizlerinde kadercilik, sistemi mesrulagtirma ve
deprem hazirligi bagimhi degisken gruplarinin higbirinde anlamli bulunmamistir.
Genel olarak bakildiginda ne OU ve ST ana etkileri, ne de etkilesimleri hipotezleri
destekleyecek sekilde anlamli bulunmamistir. Bunun bir sebebi, ¢alisma konusunun
SMK ve DYK’nin ¢ogunlukla c¢alisildigt ve hipotezlerini destekler nitelikte
bulgularin elde edildigi alan olan grup baglami i¢cermemesi olabilir. Dolayisiyla,
caligma hipotezlerinin depremler baglaminda ama ayn1 zamanda grup dinamikleri
iceren konular gergevesinde test edilmesiyle OU ve ST etkilerine iliskin anlamli

bulgular elde edilebilir.

OU ve ST etkilesiminin, demprem maruziyeti kontrol edildikten sonra, sistem tipine
gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigi ayrica incelenmistir. Bunlardan baslicasi, 3
(OU) X 3 (ST) X 2 (Sistem Tipi) faktorlii, son faktdrde tekrarlayan karisik desenli
tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglarinda marjinal olarak anlamli bulunan {igli
etkilesim etkisidir. Buna gore, 6liim kosulundaki katilimcilar ARY sistemini genel
ST de, afetle ilgili ST ye kiyasla, daha fazla mesrulagtirmistir (iki tip mesrulastirma
puani Dbirlesik). Diger bir deyisle, Olimiin hatirlatitlmas1 iki sosyal sistemin
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uyumsuzlugu (ST ile sistem tipinin farkli sosyal sistemlerle ilgili olmas1 — ARY
sisteminin genel ST ye maruz kaldiktan sonra degerlendirilmesi) ile eslestiginde
mesrulastirma diizeylerinde artis gdzlenmistir. Ayrica, kontrol QU ve afetle ilgili
ST ikilisi disindaki tiim ikili kosullarda ARY sistemi genel sisteme kiyasla daha
fazla mesrulastirilmistir. Bu bulgular, Wakslak ve arkadaslarinin (2011) deneysel
caligsmalarinda gozlemledigi yayilan rasyonalizasyon etkisiyle (mesrulagtirmanin
ST sonrasi direkt olarak tehdit edilen sistemden tehdit edilmemis diger
seviyelerdeki sistemlere yayilmasi) tutarli olmamakla beraber, deneysel ¢alismanin
“etkisiz” ST manipililasyonu goz oOniinde bulunduruldugunda yayilim etkisinin
gozlenmemesi sasirtict degildir. ARY sisteminin genel sisteme kiyasla daha fazla
mesrulastirilmasi, katilimcilarin sisteme asinalik diizeyleriyle de agiklanabilir.
Ulkenin sosyal, politik ve ekonomik kosullar, ARY faaliyetlerine gore
katilimcilarca daha bilinir ve sistematik olarak daha fazla giindemlerinde olabilir.
ARY’ye yonelik bu diisiik asinalik, bir sistem olarak daha rahat

mesrulastirilmasinda rol oynamis olabilir.

5.2. Katkilar ve Pratik Cikarimlar

Bu tez, gerek kuramsal gerekse de uygulamali olarak ¢esitli agilardan sosyal
psikoloji yazinina katkilar sunmaktadir. Birincisi, bu aragtirma, afet yazini ile ana
akim sosyal psikoloji arasinda kuramsal bir koprii olusturmus ve ¢alisma konusuyla
ilgili gorgiil bulgular saglamustir. lIkincisi, bu tezde kadercilik sistemi
mesrulastirmanin dolayli bir yolu olarak ve afet baglaminda ele alinmistir. Bununla
birlikte, sistemi mesrulastirma depreme iliskin kaderci inaniglar ve deprem hazirlig
ile ilgili ¢esitli degiskenlerle beraber arastirilmistir. Ugiinciisii, ARY bu ¢alismada
SMK yaklasimiyla genel iilke sisteminin bir alt sistemi olarak ele alinmigtir. Bu iKi
sistem arasindaki dinamik iligkinin bireyler iizerindeki motivasyonel yansimalarini
anlamak, ARY de gitgide 6dnemi artan katilimci yaklasimin (ARY ’nin sadece devlet
sorumlulugunda degil, vatandaslarin da hazirlikli olma agisindan faal bir rol
oynadig1 ve sorumluluk iistlendigi bir paydas ortami olmasi) giliclendirilmesine 1s1k
tutabilir. Son olarak, bu tezde kaderci inanig yatkinliginda bireysel farkliliklart

yansitan gegerli ve gilivenilir bir 6l¢lim arac1 gelistirilmistir.
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5.3. Smrhhklar ve Gelecek Calismalar icin Oneriler

Tez bulgularin1 degerlendirirken yontemsel ve baglamsal bazi smirliliklar goz
onlinde bulundurulmalidir. Yontemsel olarak géz oniinde bulundurulmasi gereken
sinirlilik, manipiilasyonlarin etkililigi ile ilgilidir. Deneysel calismada 6zellikle ST
manipiilasyonunun  mesrulastirma motivasyonunu  aktiflestirmede  ve/veya
arttirmada basarili olmamasi, bulgularla ilgili kesin sonuglara varilamamasina sebep
olmustur. Bu noktada, deneysel manipiilasyonlarin daha gii¢lii yapilmasiyla (6rn.,
deneysel kosullar i¢in yazili yerine gorsel igerik kullanilmasi, ARY i¢in belirli bir
afet olayma odaklanan igerik kullanilmasi, vb.) ya da deneyin bu calismadaki gibi
online olarak degil de laboratuvar ortaminda yapilmasiyla farkli sonuglar elde edilip
edilmeyecegine gelecek ¢alismalarda bakilmasi onemli olacaktir. Ayrica, deneysel
calismanin 6rneklemi genel sosyodemografik 6zellikler agisindan temsili bir profile
sahip olsa da, 6rneklem yiiksek deprem algisi ve fiili deprem riski ile karakterize
degildir. Dolayisiyla, bu calismanin deprem gec¢misi olan yerlesimlerden
orneklemlerle tekrarlanmasi afet baglaminda ve dehset yonetimi agisindan sistemi

mesrulastirma siireglerini daha iyi anlamak adina faydali olacaktir.

Baglamsal olarak gbéz Oniinde bulundurulmasi gereken smirlilik ise, deneysel
caligma verisinin toplandigi Ekim 2016’y1 Onceleyen yaklasik iki yillik yakin
donemde oOne ¢ikan sosyopolitik baglamla ilgilidir. Genel olarak bakildiginda
bulgular, iilkede son iki yildir siiregelen sosyopolitik baglam c¢ergevesinde
degerlendirilebilir. Soyle ki, bu siiregte genel sistemin (iilkedeki sosyal, politik ve
ekonomik kosullar) teror saldirilar1 ve darbe girisimi sebebiyle tehdit altinda olmasi
ve bunlarin sonucunda meydana gelen Oliimler sebebiyle olaylarin dogal 6liim
hatirlaticilart  olmasi, OU ve ST manipiilasyonlarinin zayif kalarak etkili
olmamasinda ve dolayistyla OU ve ST etkilerinin anlamli bulunmamasinda etkili
olmus olabilir. Dolayisiyla, gelecek ¢aligmalarda hipotezlerin istikrarli ve diizenli
sosyopolitik kosullara sahip ve de insanlarin {lkeyi ilgilendiren sistem
problemlerine ve oliimlii olaylara sistematik olarak maruz kalmadig iilkelerde

(6rn., Japonya, Yeni Zelanda) test edilmesi 6nem teskil etmektedir.

Yazmin bahsedilen yontemsel ve baglamsal sinirliliklarin giderilecegi gelecek

caligmalarla giliglendirilmesi 6nemli bir ihtiyag¢ olarak one ¢ikmaktadir. Buna ek
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olarak, sistemi mesrulastirmanin farkli yollarina odaklanildig:r (farkli afetlerde,
farkli seviyelerde, farkli konularda) ve de deneysel desenin OU ve ST agisindan
farkli Ozelliklerdeki afetler (6rn., deprem, sel, maden kazalari, vb.) ve ARY
diizenleri (yerel yoOnetim, merkezi yonetim, sivil toplum kuruluslari, vb.) i¢in
uyarlandig1 ¢alismalar ilgili yazin i¢in 6nemli arastirma kulvarlari olusturabilir.
Ayrica, aragtirma konusunun gerek kiiltiirel, gerekse ¢oklu afet yaklagimlariyla ele

alinmasi yazina zenginlik katacaktir.
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