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ABSTRACT

WORLDVIEWS AND IDEOLOGICAL ORIENTATIONS:
AN INTEGRATION OF POLARITY THEORY, DUAL PROCESS MODEL, AND
MORAL FOUNDATIONS THEORY

Sayilan, Giilden
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Banu Cing6z Ulu

August 2018, 139 pages

Scholars in the field of political psychology examined the psychological factors that
underlie political orientation and contributed greatly to our understanding of the
concept. However, there is still more to learn on the processes by which these factors
result in ideological orientations. Integration of worldviews in the study of ideology
would be valuable since they have effects on a wide range of sociopolitical beliefs
attitudes and they show the route from feelings and ideas about everything, to
concrete and organized ideological orientations. After reviewing Polarity Theory,
Dual Process Model and Moral Foundations Theory and their postulations related to
links between worldviews and ideological orientation, this thesis tests an integrative
model examining the links between worldviews and ideological orientations. Results
indicate that dual social worldviews of Dual Process Model constitute the schematic
bases upon which the worldview constructs of Polarity Theory (i.e., humanism and
normativism) and moral foundations (i.e. individualizing and binding moral
foundations) build and predict the ideological orientations of individuals in an

integrative manner.

Keywords: worldview, political ideology, Polarity Theory, Dual Process Model,
Moral Foundations Theory
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DUNYA GORUSLERI VE IDEOLOJIK YONELIMLER:
KUTUPLASMA KURAMI, iKiLi SUREC MODELI VE AHLAKI TEMELLER
KURAMININ BUTUNLESTIRILMESI

Sayilan, Giilden
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Banu Cingéz Ulu

Agustos 2018, 139 sayfa

Politik ideolojilerin temelinde yatan psikolojik etmenler alanyazinda siklikla
incelenmis ve ideoloji konusunda pek ¢ok faydali bakis agisi ortaya atilmistir. Ancak,
bu etmenlerin ideolojik yonelimlere doniisme siireci hakkinda 6grenilmesi gereken
¢ok sey vardir. Diinya gorislerinin ideoloji hakkindaki ¢aligmalarla dahil edilmesi,
sosyopolitik inanig ve tutumlara olan etkileri ve her sey hakkindaki duygu ve
diigiincelerden daha somut ve organize bir kavram olan ideolojik yonelime giden
yolu gostermeleri bakimindan énemlidir. Bu tez, Kutuplasma Kuramu, Ikili Siireg
Modeli ve Ahlaki Temeller Kurami ile bu kuramlarin diinya goriisleri ve ideolojik
yonelimler arasindaki iliskiye dair 6nermelerini derledikten sonra diinya goriisleri ve
ideolojik yonelimler arasindaki iliskileri inceleyen biitiinlestirici bir modeli test
etmektedir. Elde edilen bulgular ikili Siireg Modelinin bir pargasi olan ikili sosyal
diinya goriislerinin Kutuplasma Kuraminin iki diinya goriisii (hiimanizm ve
normativism) ile ahlaki temellerin (bireysellestirici ve bagdastirict temelleri)
tizerinde sekillendigi ve biitiinclil bicimde bireylerin ideolojik yonelimlerini
belirledikleri sematik temeller oldugunu gostermektedir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: diinya goriisii, politik ideoloji, Kutuplasma Kuramu, ikili Siireg
Modeli, Ahlaki Temeller Kurami
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The difference between political attitudes of individuals with a left-wing
orientation and those with a right-wing orientation could be seen as a fundamental
topic in the study of political psychology (Jost, 2006). One of the first attempts in
examining ideological differences of individuals identifying themselves with either
political left or right mostly is the seminal study of Adorno and his colleagues
(Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950). Since then researchers
have studied on the psychological variables underlying ideological differences and
came up with different explanations (see Jost, 2006; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, &
Sulloway, 2003 for reviews).

Despite these efforts, there is still need for a more integrative framework on
the structure of ideology. In my view, an integrated study of ideological orientation
should take worldviews into account since worldviews, as broad patterns of meaning,
affect individual variation in a wide range of sociopolitical attitudes as well as
political variations (Tomkins, 1963). A widely supported view of Duckitt and his
colleagues (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt, Wagner, du Plesis, & Birum; 2002) suggests that
ideological attitudes of individuals are rooted in a dual process in which threat and
dominance-based worldviews as well as personality traits predict individual
variability in ideology. Tomkins’ (1963) Polarity Theory suggests that left wing and
right wing ideologies are rooted in two worldviews, namely humanism and
normativism. These worldviews are composed of biological, psychological and
social factors and show how these broad patterns of meaning might turn into concrete
ideological positions. They could be considered as the affective basis that structures
the personality of individuals and determines the direction of interactions individuals

form with others, as well as emotional experiences and appraisal of those
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experiences. A more recent perspective of Haidt and his colleagues; on the other
hand, argues that ideological differences are rooted in the moral foundations of
individuals (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt, 2012; Haidt & Graham, 2007,
2009). | believe that an integrative model including these perspectives will shed light
on the relationship between worldview and ideology since it shows us how the
broadest patterns of meaning might turn into more organized beliefs and principles

about the social world which determines the ideological orientation of individuals.

This paper is divided into 5 chapters. Chapter 1 is the Introduction Chapter
which | summarize the differences between political right and left, define the
construct of worldview within the boundaries of psychological research, review
Polarity Theory, Dual Process Model and Moral Foundations Theory as well as their
postulations on ideological differences and present an integrative model examining
the links between worldviews and ideological orientations. Chapter 2 includes two
studies (Study la & 1b) aiming at adaptation of dual social worldview scales into
Turkish cultural context. Chapter 3 includes two studies (Study 2a and 2b) conducted
to adapt polarity scale into Turkish cultural context and test the factor structure.
Chapter 4 includes one study; i.e. the main study, where the proposed model
examining the relationship between worldviews and ideological orientation is tested.
Finally, Chapter 5 includes a general discussion and implications of findings from all

studies conducted.
1.1. The Differences between Ideological Left and Right

Although various definitions of political ideology are in use in the literature,

it could be defined in the broadest terms as

a set of ideas, beliefs, opinions, and values that (1) exhibit a recurring pattern,
(2) are held by significant groups, (3) compete over providing and controlling
plans for public policy, and (4) do so with the aim of justifying, contesting or
changing the social and political arrangements and processes of a political
community (Freeden, 2003, p. 32).

Similar to this, Lane (1962, pp. 415-416; italics added) suggested that "for

any society, an existential base creating certain common experiences interpreted
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through certain cultural premises by men with certain personal qualities in the light
of certain social conflicts produces certain political ideologies™ As these definitions
suggest, political ideologies are all common in explaining individuals’ beliefs,
values, and behaviors related to politics. Hence, the study of political ideologies from
a psychological perspective focuses on how and why individuals are attracted to

certain political ideologies as well as the outcomes of ideologies.

Scholarly interest of social and political psychologists in political ideologies
begins with analysis of personality differences between right wingers and left
wingers. After Jaensch (1938; as cited in Brown, 2004) who compared the two types
of personalities on the assumption that personalities represent a ‘unity of style’,
Adorno and his colleagues published their famous study, The Authoritarian
Personality (Adorno et al, 1950). In their book, the authors focused on the
differences between the ideologies of potential fascists and those of democratic
individuals and argued that the authoritarian personality type is characterized by a
cluster of nine traits (i.e. authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression,
conventionalism, anti-intellectualism, antiintraception, superstition and stereotypy,
destructiveness and cynicism, projectivity, power and ‘toughness’, and elevated
concerns over sex). Moreover, they argued that these traits form a ‘structural unit’
making individuals predisposed to an attitudinal syndrome including ethnocentrism,
intolerance of ambiguity and mental rigidity, submission to and idealization of the
authorities, generalized prejudice, glorification of the in-group, outgroup hostility,
and economic and political conservatism (Adorno et al., 1950). Upon its publication,
the work has been widely discussed and faced a number of theoretical and
methodological criticisms the shared emphasis of which was that there were no
significant psychological differences between right wingers and left wingers (see
Brown, 2004 for a review of critiques, see also McClosky & Chong, 1985).

The critiques were well-embraced by the end-of-ideology theorists of the era
who argued that (a) political attitudes of ordinary citizens are not consistent and
coherent enough to be considered as ideological, (b) political ideologies have lost

their power to prompt individuals into action, (c) the political and ideological content
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of contemporary left wing and right wing ideologies are not substantially different
from one another, and (d) supporters of left wing and right wing ideologies are
similar in terms of their psychological portraits (Jost, 2006). Moreover, the political
climate and societal concerns of 1960s led researchers to focus on other topics
(Levinson & Sanford, 1982). These arguments and the ‘political climate’ slowed
down the research on the psychological bases of political ideology and its effects on
the lives of individuals, but after two decades, ideology has resurged as a topic in
social and political psychology (Jost, 2006) resulting in various perspectives
examining the link between psychological variables and ideological orientations.
Although mentioning each of the valuable theories on ideological differences in
detail goes beyond the scope of this review, it is crucial to mention them since they

have critical importance in building today’s work on political ideology.

In a comprehensive review, Jost and his colleagues (Jost et al., 2003) grouped
major perspectives aiming to conceptualize political ideology (a) theories focusing
on personality factors and individual differences (e.g. Altemeyer, 1988; 1996; 1998;
Rokeach, 1960; Tomkins, 1963), (b) theories emphasizing epistemic and existential
needs (e.g. Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986; Higgins, 1997; 1998;
Kruglanski, 1989) and (c) theories focusing on the rationalizations of the social
systems (e.g. Jost & Banaji, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Later on, the
perspectives of these theories have been integrated in a new approach named
“Ideology as a Motivated Social Cognition” (Jost, 2006; Jost & Amodio, 2012; Jost
et al., 2003; Jost et al., 2007). This approach suggests that psychological variables
have an effect on political positions as well as sociopolitical attitudes. In particular,
individuals’ basic epistemic, existential and relational needs determine their positions
on the issues of equality (i.e. supporting vs. rejecting equality) and social change (i.e.
supporting vs. resisting social change), which are seen as the core dimensions
differentiating political left and right (Jost, 2006; 2009).

When we take a closer look into the differences between proponents of right
wing and left wing, it can be seen that these individuals are different from one

another not only in terms of psychological tendencies (i.e. epistemic and existential
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needs; Jost et al., 2003a; Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009) and personality differences
(i.e. differences in openness to experience and conscientiousness; Caprara,
Barbaraneli, & Zimbardo, 1999; Caprara, Schwartz, Capanna, Vecchione, &
Barbanelli, 2006; Carney, Jost, Gosling, & Potter 2008; Gerber, Huber, Doherty, &
Dowling, 2011; see also Block and Block, 2006 for a longitudinal account), but also
in neurological features (i.e. differences in brain anatomy, brain functioning and
genetic makeup; Amodio, Jost, Master, & Yee, 2007; Jost & Amodio; 2012) and
sociopolitical attitudes (i.e. differences in attitudes towards equality and social
change; Altemeyer, 1998; Conover & Feldman, 1981, Duckitt, 2001; Goren, 2004,
2005; Graham, et al., 2009; Haidt & Graham, 2007; Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004;
Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1996; as well as in prejudiced attitudes towards members
of disadvantaged groups such as ethnic and gender minorities; Duckitt, 2001;
Duckitt, et al., 2002; Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004; Jost, Nosek, & Gosling, 2008;
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).

As briefly summarized above, the differences between individuals with left
wing and right wing political orientation have been studied from a variety of
different perspectives in political and social psychology. Although all these
perspectives are fruitful in understanding the components of political ideologies and
variables associated with them, how basic feelings and ideas related to human nature
and the world turn into more complex notion of political ideology still needs to be
questioned. In other words, there is still more to thoroughly understand the structure
and development of political ideology from a psychological standpoint. Believing
that worldviews could be of critical importance in development of ideological
orientation, this thesis focuses on the different constructs of worldview and their
relationships with ideological orientation. Hence it reviews the study of worldviews
in the field of psychology, as well as three different perspectives examining the link
between worldviews and political orientation, although they might not explicitly use
the term worldview; namely Polarity Theory (Tomkins, 1963), Dual Process Model
(Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt et al., 2002), and Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt &
Joseph, 2004) and tests an integrative model of worldviews predicting political

ideology.
18



1.2. Worldviews in the Study of Psychology

Derived from the German Weltanschauung — which can be defined as a
subjective perception of reality and universe which is “used to describe one’s total
outlook on life, society and its institutions” (Wolman, 1973, p. 406) — the construct
of worldview has been widely used in psychological research (e.g. Overton, 1991
for developmental psychology; Kelly, 1955 for personality theory; Ibrahim, 1991,
1999 for psychotherapy; Altman & Rogoff, 1987 for environmental psychology;
Kontos & Breland-Noble, 2002 for sports psychology) yet the construct is largely
studied under the name of different concepts such as values or schemas and it is
somewhat neglected in mainstream theorizing (Koltko-Rivera, 2000; Naugle, 2002).
Moreover, in the literature, the term worldview mostly refers to shared systems of
thought such as religions, political ideologies, philosophies, and cultures, rather than
worldviews of individuals (Naugle, 2002). Indeed, regarding the underrepresentation
of the worldview concept in standard textbooks and handbooks, worldview might be
seen as “the most important construct that the typical psychologist has never heard

of” (Koltko-Rivera, 2004, p. 4).

Although the construct of worldview has been defined by various scholars
from psychology and other disciplines (see Koltko-Rivera, 2000, 2004, and Naugle,
2002 for reviews on the perspectives on worldviews), there is no single definition
that researchers have compromised upon. In one of the most comprehensive

attempts, Koltko-Rivera (2000, p.2) defines the construct of worldview as follows:

A world view is a way of describing the world and life within it. It is a set of
beliefs that includes limiting statements and assumptions regarding what the
world is, what exists in the world, what experiences are good or bad, and
what types of behavior and relationships are proper or improper. A world
view defines what can be known in the world, and how it can be known; it
defines what can be done or accomplished in the world, and how it can be
done. In addition to defining what goals can be sought in life, a world view
defines what goals should be pursued. World views are composed of
assumptions that may be unproven, even unprovable.

Hence, it is possible to interpret worldviews as broad patterns of meaning

describing the nature of human beings as well as the nature and meaning of life. The
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concept is closely related to the concepts of value, belief, and schema; however, it
should be distinguished from them. To begin with values, on the basis of Rokeach’s
(1973) definition of values, Koltko-Rivera (2004) suggests that worldviews and
values are similar concepts since they can be both interpreted as beliefs; however,
worldview is a much more comprehensive concept including both descriptive (i.e.
evaluative) and prescriptive (or proscriptive) beliefs while values tap only the beliefs
of the second kind. Secondly, in relation to schemas, worldview can be seen as
related to yet distinct and more comprehensive than the concept of schema, which
could be defined as socio-cognitive frameworks of reference or attitudinal
orientations (McClelland, 1951) functioning as working models on social world, and
providing frameworks for individuals to respond to novel experiences and situations
(Baldwin, 1992; Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Worldviews are similar to schemas since
they are both socio-cognitive structures helping us make sense of the world around
us. However, for Koltko-Rivera (2004, pp. 25 - 27), they are distinct concepts in
terms of the entities they address (i.e. concrete everyday objects vs. abstract objects),
the mechanism by which they are formed (i.e. generalization from direct experiences
in daily life vs. cultural transmission or culturally mediated abstraction of daily life),
their conceptual structure (i.e. monopolar vs. multipolar structure), ease of
disconfirmation (easy to difficult vs. difficult to extremely difficult), the

consequences of disconfirming them (i.e. minimal vs. catastrophic).

As suggested previously, worldviews can be regarded as an important
concept in psychology since they occupy places in discussions on both applied; e.g.
the relationship between the counselor and the client in a therapeutic relationship,
(Fischer, Jome, & Atkinson, 1998; Goldfried & Wolfe, 1996) or the differences in
the assumptions of reality among ethnic (Barnouw, 1985) and religious groups
(Wulff, 1997), and theoretical psychology; e.g. worldview related factors, or
metatheses, affecting theory building process (Hoshmand, 1996; Slife & Williams,
1995). However, since worldview is a broad and comprehensive construct difficult to
measure with common tools in psychological research (Koltko-Rivera, 2000), the
construct is widely understudied in the mainstream psychology. This study hopes to

fill this gap by developing a model of worldviews which can be used to predict
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ideological orientation of individuals by integrating the worldview components of
three theories, namely, Polarity Theory (Tomkins, 1963), Dual Process Model
(Duckitt, 2001); Duckitt et al., 2002), and Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt &
Joseph, 2004; Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009).

1.3. Polarity Theory

Developed by Tomkins (1963), Polarity Theory focuses on worldviews and
ideologies and suggests that the differences between left wing and right wing
ideologies depend on the polarity between two poles, namely, humanism and
normativism. In humanism (which constitutes the left), human beings are essentially
good and valuable, and he is viewed as “the measure, an end in himself, an active,
creative, thinking, desiring, loving force in nature” (p. 391). In normativism (which
constitutes the right); on the other hand, human being is portrayed as neutral, if not
negative, and he might “realize himself, attain his full stature only through struggle
toward, participation in, conformity to a norm, a measure, an ideal essence basically

prior to and independent of man” (p. 392).

For Tomkins, this fundamental polarity has a number of derivatives including
assumptions related to metaphysics (i.e. reality is constructed vs. reality and value
exist independent of humans.), human nature (i.e. humans are inherently good vs.
bad.), approach towards affect (i.e. positive vs. negative approach towards emotions
and their displays), satisfactions of needs and drives (i.e. all needs should be satisfied
and drive satisfaction should be maximized vs. satisfaction of needs and drives
should be controlled by reason and social norms), interpersonal orientations (i.e.
human beings should be loved and respected unconditionally vs. love and respect
should be earned via achievement and conformity), socialization patterns (i.e. a child
centered approach focusing on child’s uniqueness vs. a norm centered approach
focusing on rearing child in expected route), and political values (i.e. promotion of
individual rights and well-being vs. maintenance of order) (Tomkins, 1963; Nilsson,
2014).
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Although humanism and normativism are conceptualized as broad patterns of
meaning, they also reflect the structure of individuals’ worldviews, alternatively
named as ideo-affective postures, and defined by Tomkins as “any loosely organized
set of feelings and ideas about feelings” (p. 389). These worldviews primarily result
from systematic differences in the socialization of affect during the course of
development in which tolerance or intolerance towards primary human affects; (i.e.
enjoyment, excitement, surprise, distress, fear, anger, shame, and contempt, for
Tomkins’ perspective) designates the direction of individuals’ feelings about oneself
and others. In addition to affect, innate biological tendencies such as shyness or
negative affectivity; developmental factors such as parenting, peer relations, and life
events; cultural and contextual elements such as institutions, war, or economic
growth; as well as individual appraisals and narrative accounts of personal
experiences contribute to development of worldviews, or ideo-affective postures of
individuals (Tomkins, 1963).

For Tomkins, all individuals have ideo-affective postures since they refer to
feelings and ideas related to anything; however, they might not have ideological
postures, defined as “highly organized and articulate set of ideas about anything”,
since ideological postures necessitate coherence and articulation (Tomkins, 1963; p.
389; see also Converse, 1964; Koltko-Rivera 2000; 2004). Ideo-affective postures
may turn to ideological postures through a process of ideo-affective resonance in
which the sets of more loosely organized feelings and ideas engage in close
relationships with ideologies that are similar to them so that they strengthen one
another. Tomkins likens this process to a love affair between similars. However,
ideo-affective postures might also resonate with ideologies that are not so similar to
them if the alternatives are restricted or ideo-affective resonance may not even occur
if the individuals do not have the chance to form close associations with the

philosophy, art, and knowledge surrounding ideologies (Tomkins, 1963).

Moreover, since individuals’ ideo-affective postures are organized in
accordance with the polarity between humanism and normativism, ideological

orientations and sociopolitical attitudes should also be organized according to the
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polarity between left and right despite the differences in the content of ideologies
(Tomkins, 1963). Recent research supports this postulation by showing that these
dimensions are apparent in various societies (Aspelund, Lindeman, & Verkasalo,
2013; Jost, 2006; Schwartz et al., 2014).

Measured via the Polarity Scale - developed by Tomkins (1964; reprinted in
Stone & Schaffner, 1988) and revised by Stone and Schaffner (1988; 1997), de St.
Aubin (1996), and Nilsson (2014) respectively, humanism and normativism have
been found to be coherent yet distinct worldviews (de St. Aubin, 1996; Nilsson,
2014; Stone & Schaffner, 1997). Moreover, they are associated with a wide range of
psychological phenomena including affectivity (Nilsson 2007; 2013; Stone &
Schaffner, 1997), religiosity (de St. Aubin, 1996; 1999; Lindeman & Aarnio, 2006),
values (de St. Aubin, 1996), beliefs related to discipline and control (Alker,
Tourangeau, & Staines, 1976; Glirsimsek & Goregenli, 2004; Williams, 1984), and
prejudice (Alker & Poppen, 1973; Alker et al., 1976; Caldwell, 2007; see also
Nilsson, 2013 and Stone, 1986 for reviews).

Political orientation has been another topic of interest among scholars
studying affective polarity. Tomkins’ postulation that individuals’ worldviews would
be related to their ideological orientations in such a way that humanism is associated
with left wing political orientation and normativism is associated with right wing
orientation (Tomkins, 1963; 1965) has been widely supported with subsequent
research (Albaugh & McAdams, 2007; de St. Aubin, 1996; Nilsson & Jost, 2017;
Schultz, Stone, & Christie, 1997; Stone & Schaffner, 1997). All of these studies
support Tomkins’ argument that humanism and normativism constitute distinct
patterns of meaning, which are resultant of distinct processes and which lead to
different - and opposing - consequences in people’s lives, including their political

orientations.
1.4. Dual Process Model

Dual Process Model developed by Duckitt and his colleagues (Duckitt, 2001,
Duckitt et al., 2002; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009a) suggests that social and political
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attitudes are rooted in two separate dimensions, namely Right Wing Authoritarianism
(RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO); rather than a single dimension
from left to right. Moreover, these two dimensions have distinct antecedents and
consequences including prejudice against outgroups, sociopolitical attitudes, and
political orientation (Dicktt & Sibley, 2009a; 2010).

RWA and SDO are among the widely used variables in social and political
psychology. RWA, which has been presented by Altemeyer (1996; 1998; 2006) as a
readjustment of authoritarian personality (Adorno et al. 1950), can be defined as a
combination of (a) “a high degree of submission to the authorities who are perceived
to be established and legitimate™; (b) “a general aggressiveness, directed against
various persons, which is perceived to be sanctioned by established authorities”; and
(c) “a high degree of adherence to the social conventions which are perceived to be
endorsed by society” (Altemeyer, 1996; p. 6). Although RWA is not necessarily
associated with right wing as an ideological identity (Altemeyer, 2006), research so
far generally connected it to right wing attitudes including partisanship, pro-capitalist
attitudes, punishment of those deviating from in-group norms, ethnic and sexual
prejudice, victim blaming, and religious conservatism (Altemeyer, 1996; 1998;
2006).

SDO; on the other hand, can be defined as ‘‘a general attitudinal orientation
toward intergroup relations, reflecting whether one generally prefers such relations to
be equal, versus hierarchical’’ (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994, p. 742).
Moreover, since it represents one’s inclination to accept some groups in the society -
preferably one’s in-group - as superior over others and to favor ideologies and
policies enhancing the hierarchical structure of the society (Jost & Thompson, 2000;
Pratto et al., 1994), it can be suggested that SDO is a “a route to superiority and
power in a ‘dog eats dog’ world” (Lippa & Arad, 1999; p. 488). In line with this,
research on SDO has associated it with a variety of social, political, and intergroup
phenomena associated with right wing including pro-war attitudes, capital

punishment, ethnocentrism, sexism, as well as ethnic and sexual prejudice (Jost &
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Thompson, 2000; Pratto et al, 1994; Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Sidanius &
Pratto, 1999; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994).

According to Duckitt’s Dual Process Model (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt et al.,
2002; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009a; 2010), the motivational goals and values expressed
by RWA and SDO are rooted in individuals’ worldviews, which consist of
dispositions and socialization practices of individuals. Specifically, individuals who
are born into and socialized in contexts that appear to be dangerous and threatening
and who have the personality traits of high conscientiousness and low openness to
experience tend to develop the worldview that the world is a dangerous, threatening
and unpredictable place (rather than a secure, safe, and stable one). And this
worldview makes them predisposed to develop RWA as an ideological attitude and
have the motivational goal of maintaining a stable, cohesive and secure societal order
(as opposed to a social order in which autonomy, individual freedom, and self-
expression are valued). All of these factors, in turn, produce the outcomes associated
with RWA such as support in right wing ideologies and policies, nationalism,
ethnocentrism, and intergroup prejudice.

The route to political and intergroup outcomes is different for SDO.
Individuals who are born to and socialized in social contexts where groups are not
equal to one another and compete for dominance over others and who have the
personality trait of tough-mindedness (i.e. low agreeableness) tend to develop the
worldview that “the world is a ruthlessly competitive jungle in which might is right,
the strong win, and the weak lose, as opposed to a place of cooperative harmony, in
which people care for, help, and share with each other” (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; p.
1869). Affected by this worldview, these individuals tend to have the dominance,
power and superiority over others as motivational goals and SDO as an ideological

attitude, which in turn produces the aforesaid outcomes.

As summarized above, Dual Process Model suggests that although RWA and
SDO produce similar results, the process by which they emerge and produce their
outcomes are distinct (Sibley & Duckitt, 2009). As for their political outcomes, it is

suggested that individuals’ political orientations and political part preferences are
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rooted by the threat-based process of RWA and dominance-based process of SDO.
Although both result in right wing orientation, individuals who are high in RWA do
it in order to manage the threat they feel, the ones high in SDO since they value
group-based dominance and superiority of in-group over others. Similarly, although
both groups vote for right wing parties, high RWAs prefer the ones defending
traditional and religious values and putting emphasis on order and law whereas high
SDOs prefer the ones emphasizing antiwelfare policies and free-market capitalism
(Sibley & Duckitt, 2009).

The postulations of Dual Process Model have been tested in a wide range of
studies with experimental and longitudinal designs and gained empirical support for
both the processes and outputs included in the model (See Duckitt & Sibley, 2009a;
2010; and Perry, 2013 for reviews). In relation to political consequences, Weber and
Federico (2007) found that RWA and SDO correlate with individuals’ political
orientation. Extending this finding, Federico, Hunt, and Ergun (2009) found that the
dangerous world and competitive jungle worldviews predict individuals’ positions on
a left-right spectrum and that expertise in politics reinforces the link between the
worldviews and political orientation by increasing the effect of worldviews on RWA
and SDO.

Although in Dual Process Model the worldview variables are suggested to be
rooted in the personalities and socialization practices, a recent study (Nilsson & Jost,
2017) showed that they might be associated with humanism and normativism, the
two worldviews of Tomkins’ (1963) Polarity Theory. They found that humanism
which brings human beings and their well-being into the fore has a negative
relationship with both competitive and dangerous world beliefs, whereas
conservatism, which focuses on the group norms and social order, predicted

competitive and dangerous world beliefs in a positive fashion.

A recent study by Federico, Weber, Ergun, and Hunt (2013), on the other
hand, suggests that the route from dual social worldviews and ideological attitudes to
political orientation is not a direct one, rather, it is mediated by moral intuitions of
individuals, which will be reviewed next.

26



1.5. Moral Foundations Theory

Moral Foundations Theory has been developed by Haidt and Joseph (2004) in
an effort to understand the bases of and variability in moral reasoning across cultures
and individuals. The ‘moral domain’, which is described by Turiel (1983; p.3) as
“prescriptive judgements of justice, rights, and welfare pertaining to how people
ought to relate to each other” has been a topic of interest for psychologists since
Kohlberg’s (1969) developmental account of moral reasoning. The Moral
Foundations Theory benefits from Kohlberg’s (1969; 1971) developmental account
and as well as Gilligan’s argument that morality cannot be based on a single
foundation (Gilligan; 1982; Gilligan & Wiggins, 1987), Nucci and Turiel’s (1978)
emphasis on the social context in which moral development occurs, and, most
importantly the perspective of Schweder and his colleagues on the cultural variability
and breadth of morality (Schweder, 1990; Schweder, Mahapatra, & Miller, 1987;
Schweder, Much, Mahapatra, and Park, 1997). Moreover, it extends these
perspectives with evolutionary perspective as well as the process of moral
development (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Haidt & Graham, 2007; see Haidt, 2012 for a

review of studies on morality).

The theory is built on three arguments one of which is an evolutionary claim,
the other is a developmental claim and the last is a cultural one. The evolutionary
claim of the theory is that, as a result of natural selection, human beings are
predisposed to learn how to notice and react in accordance with five patterns of
morality; namely harm/care, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, authority/subversion,
and sanctity/degradation (Haidt, 2012). The developmental argument of the theory is
that the moral foundations enable children to acquire some virtues while making
harder to learn other ones in accordance with the specific cultural context they grow
in. Although moral foundations are considered to be innate mechanisms, they are not
closed to change; rather they can be considered as a first draft of a book which is
revised by experience throughout one’s life. As the individuals grow up, they learn
how to behave in a culturally appropriate manner and have the correct intuitive

reactions to cultural patterns of morality. The cultural/historical argument of the
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theory is that cultures differ from one another in terms of the importance they attach
to each foundation and the virtues, norms, and institutions they build in accordance
with them (Haidt, 2012).

Moreover, Moral Foundations Theory assumes that moral decisions are given
automatically and rapidly on the basis of intuitions and emotions; rather than
conscious reasoning. In accordance with Social Intuitionist Model developed earlier
by Haidt (2001), they argue that when faced with stimuli, individuals respond with
gut feelings or intuitions, which can be defined as “judgments, solutions, and ideas
that pop into consciousness without our being aware of the mental processes that led
to them” (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; p. 56) and that the outputs of intuitions are edited
by a subsequent reasoning process, which is considered to be an intentional and
effortful process. Moral intuitions; are considered as a subset of intuitions which
include an evaluative feeling (i.e. good/bad, like/dislike) and an approval/disapproval
response about the social stimuli (Haidt, 2001; Haidt & Joseph, 2001) and these

intuitions are organized in five modules, or foundations.

According to the theory, a moral foundation can be explained as a
psychological system which constitutes a basis upon which cultures construct their
moral systems and which helps individuals to decide whether others behavior is to be
trusted or to be blamed (Haidt, 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). In other words, moral
foundations could be viewed as the principles about human nature and social world,
or as the ‘taste receptors of moral sense’ if I borrow Haidt’s (2012) analogy. Similar
to taste receptors of human tongue, everyone in the world have these foundations;
however, ‘the moral cuisines’ are varied across the world since cultures build their
values, norms, virtues, etc. by benefiting from the foundations in their own degrees
and ways (Haidt, 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). The foundations proposed by the
theory are as follows:

The foundation of Harm/Care focuses on concerns related to nurturance and
welfare of human beings and animals as well as suffering and it is associated with
virtues such as caring, kindness, and the emotion of compassion. The foundation of
Fairness/Cheating, secondly, focuses on making sure that everyone gets what he/she
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deserves and treated equally and is related to concerns with equity, justice and
individual rights and virtues such as fairness, justice, and trustworthiness. The third
foundation, namely, Loyalty/Betrayal, focuses on group concerns such as loyalty to
the group, self-sacrifice for the benefit of the group, and aggression towards the
deviants and it is associated with virtues such as loyalty and patriotism. The
foundation of Authority/Subversion focuses on the hierarchical structure of the
society and is associated with concerns such as respect, obedience, and performance
of role-based duties in the society and deference. The last foundation,
Sanctity/Degradation; on the other hand, focuses on physical and spiritual
contamination and related to virtues of bodily and religious cleanliness (See Haidt,
2012 for wider definitions of the foundations; the foundations will be named

throughout the text as follows: harm, care, loyalty, authority, and purity).

Although the theory has initially focused on four foundations of morality
(Haidt, & Joseph, 2004) the foundation of authority has been added as a separate
foundation in the early phases of development (Haidt & Bjorklung, 2008; Haidt &
Graham, 2007). Moreover, the theory is open for further developments; any
candidate could be accepted as a moral foundation on condition that they meet the
five criteria, that is, having a concern for third party moral decisions, leading to
automatic affective reactions, varying in accordance with cultural context, having
some evidence for innateness, and presenting adaptive advantages (Graham et al.
2013). For example, Liberty/Oppression has been suggested as a new foundation and
included in the theory (Haidt, 2012; lyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012).

All of the moral foundations are of similar importance for the theory, none of
them is prioritized or credited more. However, the prevalence and importance of
each foundation might vary from one culture to another. Defining cultures as moral
systems that are “interlocking sets of values, practices, institutions, and evolved
psychological mechanisms that work together to suppress or regulate selfishness and
make social life possible”, Haidt (2008, p.70) suggests that cultures throughout the
world could be grouped into two: the individualizing cultures which deals with

human selfishness by focusing on individual rights and welfare and the binding ones
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which try to repress selfishness by taking institutions and groups -rather than
individuals - into the fore and binding individuals into duties and social roles. The
moral foundations of care and fairness tend to be emphasized in the first type of
cultures and named individualizing foundations whereas the foundations of loyalty,
authority, and purity tend to be prioritized in the cultures with a binding approach

and named accordingly as binding foundations.

According to Moral Foundations Theory, the modern and westernized
societies put a specific emphasis on the individualizing foundations while
deemphasizing or even reversing the worth of the binding ones. However, in
nonwestern cultures of the world; i.e. rest of the world, binding foundations are also
considered as important in building the ‘moral cuisine’ (Haidt, 2012; Haidt &
Graham, 2007; 2009).

When the postulations of Moral Foundation Theory have been applied to the
field of political ideology, it has been found that moral foundations prioritized by
individuals vary according to the place they put themselves in the ideological
spectrum. The ones who identify themselves with political left value the foundations
of care and fairness (i.e. individualizing foundations) more than other three (i.e.
binding foundations), the ones identifying themselves with political right value all
five foundations more equally (see for example Graham, et al. 2009; Graham et al.,
2011; Graham, Nosek, & Haidt, 2012; Haidt, & Graham, 2007; 2009; Haidt et al,
2009). When this result is interpreted with an ideological differences perspective, it
can be concluded that individuals with left wing orientation value individualizing
foundations more than the ones with a right wing orientation and individuals with
right wing political orientation value binding foundations more than the ones with a
left wing orientation do. Graham and his colleagues (Graham et al. 2009), for
example, showed that this difference is consistent across four different measures
including moral foundations questionnaire (measuring both agreement with
foundation specific moral concerns and explicit judgements of moral relevance),
willingness to violate foundation related taboos in exchange of money, and a content

analysis of liberal and conservative church sermons. Similar results have been
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obtained in narrations of religious and politically active individuals living in USA
(McAdams et al. 2008) and in a recent web-based study comparing responses of
individuals from eleven different regions of the world (Graham et al. 2011).
Although the content of political left and right might vary from one culture to
another, the theoreticians of Moral Foundations Theory suggest that this approach
could be beneficial to understand the ‘culture war’ between the right and the left

from a psychological perspective (Graham et al. 2009; Haidt, 2008; 2012).

The finding that political left and right could be differentiated according to
the moral foundations has had broad repercussions among researchers studying
political ideology. Haidt and his colleagues argued that the binding foundations,
namely loyalty, authority, and purity, are ‘moral’, not ‘amoral’ or ‘immoral’ as long
suggested by the literature of social psychology and that they should be incorporated
into social psychological research to increase political diversity and dialogue
between the parties (Duarte et al. 2015; Haidt & Graham, 2007).

As a response to them, Jost (2009; as cited in Kugler, Jost, & Noorbaloochi,
2009) argued that the ‘moral’ characteristics attributed to political right by the Moral
Foundations Theory (e.g. defending the norms of the in-group, valuing the authority
figures and rank order in the group and applying the standards of purity and divinity)
are similar to right wing authoritarianism, which has been long characterized as a
combination of conventionalism, submission to authorities and aggression towards
the ones who break the norms of the group. In line with Jost’s argument, van
Leeuwen and Park (2009) found that individuals’ places on a left-right spectrum and
the moral foundations they value can be predicted by their beliefs in a dangerous
world, which is considered as an antecedent of RWA in Dual Process Model
(Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt et al, 2002). Then, based on a study conducted in New
Zeeland on a large and nationally representative sample, Milojev et al. (2014)
concluded that binding foundations have positive and moderately correlations with
RWA and positive yet low correlations with SDO whereas individualizing
foundations are negatively and moderately related to SDO and unrelated to RWA.

The study by Federico and his colleagues (Federico et al., 2013) contributes to these
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findings by showing that individuals’ moral foundations are, in fact, predicted by
individuals’ levels of right wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientations,
as well as the competitive jungle and dangerous world beliefs, which are considered
as the antecedents of RWA and SDO in Duckitt’s (2001; Duckitt et al, 2002) Dual
Process Model. Specifically, they have found that individuals’ belief in a competitive
jungle positively and strongly predicts their level of SDO, which, in turn, negatively
and moderately predicts concerns on individualizing foundations whereas
individuals’ beliefs in a dangerous world positively and strongly predicts their levels
of RWA which positively and moderately predicts their concern on the binding
foundations. In a Turkish sample; on the other hand, it has been found that RWA
predicts binding foundations whereas SDO predict each of the 5 moral foundations.
Moreover, when the role of moral foundations in the link between ideological
attitudes (i.e. RWA and SDO) and ideological orientations was explored, it has been
found that only authority foundation has a mediatory role in this relationship
(Sayilan, Tirkoglu, & Cing6z-Ulu, 2017; see also Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015; but
also, Kugler et al., 2014, for different perspectives on the link between moral
foundations and ideological orientations). Moreover, a recent study suggests that
moral foundations individuals value might be predicted by humanistic and
normativistic tendencies and that moral foundations mediate the link between
worldviews and ideological orientations (Sayilan & Cingoz-Ulu, 2018). Specifically,
it has been found that humanism predicts ideological orientation through the
mediation of both individualizing and binding foundations whereas the link between

normativism and ideological orientation is mediated solely by binding foundations.

1.6. An Integrative Model Examining the Links between Worldviews
and ldeological Orientations

The literature that has been reviewed provides a synthesis on how the study
of ideology could be enriched with the perspectives on worldview. So far, the
relationship humanism and normativism have with ideological orientation has been
tested as well as the links between dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs

and the ones between individualizing and binding foundations and ideological
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orientations. Humanism and normativism, to begin with, are found to have small to
moderate correlations with ideological orientations in the sense that humanistic
tendencies are related to left wing orientations and normativistic tendencies are
related to right wing orientations (e.g. Albaugh & McAdams, 2007; de St. Aubin,
1996; Nilsson & Jost, 2017; Schultz, Stone, & Christie, 1997; Stone & Schaffner,
1997). For the link between dual social worldviews and ideological orientations,
secondly, high levels of both dangerous and competitive social beliefs have been
found to be related to right wing ideological orientation as well as sociopolitical
attitudes and the strength of the relationship has ranged from, again, small to medium
(e.g. Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt et al., 2002; Duckitt & Fisher, 2003; Duckitt & Sibley,
2009a; Federico, Hunt, and Ergun, 2009; Jugert & Duckitt, 2009a; 2009b; 2010;
2017; Weber and Federico, 2007). Lastly, for the link between moral foundations and
ideological orientations, individualizing foundations are related to left wing
ideological orientation whereas binding foundations are related to right wing
orientation, the strength of which ranging from small to moderate (e.g. Federico et
al., 2013; Graham et al. 2009; 2011; McAdams et al. 2008; Nilsson & Erlandsson,
2015).

In addition to these links, some binary combinations among the proposed
worldview variables have been tested in relation to their link with ideological
orientation and gained empirical support. In fact, two perspectives have been put
forward so far on how these constructs of worldviews could be integrated to one
another. One perspective suggests that dual social worldviews and moral foundations
could be studied integratively since, (a) the moral foundations individuals value can
be predicted by their levels on dual social worldviews (i.e. dangerous world and
competitive jungle beliefs) as well as their levels on RWA and SDO (Federico et al.,
2013; Sayilan, Tiirkoglu, & Cingdz-Ulu, 2017) and (b) moral foundations mediate
the link between dual social worldviews and ideological orientations (van Leeuwen
& Park, 2009). The other perspective; on the other hand, implies that the relationship
among the worldview constructs could be more complex since the two worldview

dimensions of Tomkins’ (1963) Polarity Theory (i.e. humanism and normativism)
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predict both the dual social worldviews (Nilsson & Jost, 2017) and moral
foundations (Nilsson and Jost, 2017; Sayilan & Cing6z-Ulu, 2018).

However, no integrative framework showing the route in which worldviews
in the broadest sense would turn into more specified beliefs and principles about
social world and, in turn, determine the ideological orientation of individuals has
been suggested. What | suggest is that the worldviews included in the Polarity
Theory (Tomkins, 1963), Dual Process Model (Duckitt, 2001) and Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004) could be integrated in a model of

worldviews that can be used to predict ideological orientation.

As depicted in Figure 1, | consider humanism and normativism (i.e. the
worldviews in Polarity Theory) as the affective basis upon which the more specific
beliefs and attitudes about human nature and social environment (i.e. dangerous
world and competitive jungle worldviews of Dual Process Model) are formed and
which give rise to even more specific principles about the social world (i.e. the
individualizing and binding foundations of Moral Foundations Theory).

As one may infer, all the theories | reviewed in this paper have similar
arguments related to their concepts. They all argue that the worldview variables they
suggest is the underlying mechanism shaping the relationships individuals form with
the social world, including their ideological orientations. In my model, | have
included the variables in accordance with their place in the process by which
worldviews in the broadest sense would turn into more specific beliefs and principles
about social world and predict ideological orientation of individuals.
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Figure 1. An Integrative Model Examining the Links between Worldviews and
Ideological Orientations

| believe that humanism and normativism should be the predictor variables in
the model because they can be considered as the cognitive and affective bases that
designate the characteristic affects and direction of emotional experiences as well as
appraisals of those experiences and forms the personalities of individuals. Moreover,
they can be considered as the bases upon which more specific beliefs and principles
related to social world develop. Second comes in the model the dangerous world and
competitive jungle worldviews of Dual Process Model. These worldviews, or social
beliefs in Duckitt’s (2001) terminology, can be considered as more organized beliefs
about human nature and the social world. In other words, in accordance with the
position individuals place themselves within the clash between two poles, individuals
might develop more organized beliefs about the social world and the nature of
individuals in that world as Tomkins (1963) suggested. Individuals may develop the
belief that the world is a threatening and dangerous place or that it is a safe and
secure place. Similarly, they may develop the belief that the world is a competitive
jungle where only the mighty wins or they might believe that it is a cooperative
harmony in which individuals help and care for each other. In accordance with these
beliefs, then on, they might develop more organized principles related to social world
and value either the individualizing foundations (i.e. care and fairness) or binding
foundations (i.e. loyalty, authority, and purity) more. All these worldviews, then,

predict ideological orientations of individuals in an integrative manner.
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Specifically, | believe that humanistic tendencies would have a negative
relationship with beliefs in a competitive jungle since humanist individuals would
tend to portray the world as a cooperative place and value forgiveness and support
for the weak ones rather than a harsh place where one should be toughened to win
the struggle over resources. Secondly, | expect that normativism would be positively
related to beliefs in a dangerous world since normativistic individuals tend to believe
that human beings are inherently bad, and they should be disciplined by rules and

social norms.

As for the relationship dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs have
with moral foundations, | expect that competitive jungle beliefs would have a
negative relationship with individualizing foundations (i.e. care and fairness) since
these foundations are related to equity and justice among individuals Dangerous
world beliefs; on the other hand, should have a positive relationship with binding
foundations since the focus of these beliefs is one’s need for the maintenance of a
safe and secure social environment. Moreover, | expect that humanism and
normativism would affect moral foundations both indirectly through the mediation of
dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs. In particular, | expect to find that
humanistic tendencies would have a positive relationship with individualizing
foundations since humanism favors individual rights and well-being as well as
empathy and forgiveness towards others. Normativism; on the other hand, because of
its focus on conformity with the in-group norms and traditions, would have a positive

relationship with binding foundations.

In the upcoming chapters, | present findings from studies to adapt dual social
worldview scales (Chapter 2) and polarity scale (Chapter 3) into cultural context of
Turkey, the main study where | test the integrative model examining the links
between worldviews and ideological orientation (Chapter 4) and, finally, overview
and discuss the findings from the entire thesis (Chapter 5).
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CHAPTER 2

ADAPTATION OF DUAL SOCIAL WORLDVIEW SCALES INTO
TURKISH CULTURAL CONTEXT

This study was conducted to adapt the Dangerous World Scale and
Competitive Jungle Scale developed by Duckitt and his colleagues (Duckitt et al.,
2002) into Turkish cultural context and to conduct the reliability and validity tests in
two samples. The scales were adapted into Turkish through a four-step procedure

described below:

As a first step, researchers translated the scales into Turkish separately and
created a joint form by comparing their translations. Secondly, the joint forms along
with the original forms and construct definitions were presented to 8 bilingual social
psychologists who checked the forms in terms of both authenticity and fitness to
measure the intended constructs. Upon their feedbacks, the Turkish forms were
revised and sent to a professional linguist who back-translated them to English,
which constitutes the third step. Lastly, an independent bilingual social psychologist
compared the original and back-translated forms to decide on the authenticity of the
back-translated form and the form was finalized on the basis of the feedback

provided by them.

2.1. Study 1a - Exploring Factor Structures of Dual Social Worldview
Scales in an Adult Sample

In Study 1a, the factor structures of the adapted scales were explored in a
Turkish adult sample and the reliability and validity tests were conducted. In
accordance with the postulations of Dual Process Model, it was expected that
individuals’ scores on these scales would be related to their scores on the measures
of personality traits, right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and

political ideology. Specifically, endorsement of belief in a dangerous world was
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expected to have a positive and consistent relationship with RWA, a nonsignificant
or small and negative relationship with SDO; a positive relationship with
conscientiousness trait, and a negative relationship with openness to experience trait.
The belief in a competitive jungle; on the other hand, it expected to be positively and
consistently related to SDO, negatively yet poorly related or unrelated to RWA, and
negatively related to agreeableness trait. Also, the relationship between dual social
worldviews and the two worldview dimensions in Tomkins’ (1963) Polarity Theory;
i.e. humanism and normativism were tested. For this relationship, it was expected
that beliefs in a competitive jungle would have a negative and significant relationship
with humanism whereas beliefs in a dangerous would be positively and consistently

related to normativism.

2.1.1. Method

2.1.1.1. Participants and Procedure

Participants were 376 adults (251 women, 121 men, and 4 unspecified) who
were reached through various social media channels and voluntarily participated in
the online study. Age of participants ranged from 18 to 68 (M = 30.93, SD = 9.83).
Majority of participants had a university degree, or higher (169 participants had
bachelor’s degree; 128 of them had postgraduate degree, 73 participants had a high
school degree, 2 of them were primary school and 2 of them were secondary school
graduates.). Most participants had a religious identification (65 %) although they did
not consider themselves as faithful (M = 4.34, SD = 3.24) or conservative (M = 3.60,
SD = 2.65) on a 0-10 Likert type scale. As for their ideological self-placements,
participants were in the left of the center (M = 4.10, SD = 2.72 in a 11-point Likert
type item where 1 represents extreme left, 6 represents center and 11 represents

extreme right).

Subjects participated in the online study voluntarily and were free to leave the
study at any time they wished. Firstly, they read and signed the Informed Consent
Form mentioning the aim of the study as “getting information on their worldviews
and ideas related to various social issues”. They completed the scales presented in

separate blocks in the following order: Dual Social Worldview Scales, Basic
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Personality Traits Inventory, Polarity Scale, Social Dominance Orientation Scale,
Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale, and the demographic form. The questions were
randomized in each block in order to prevent possible effects of question order. After
completing the battery, they were fully debriefed regarding the nature of the study
and variables tested.

2.1.1.2. Measures
2.1.1.2.1. Demographic and Background Variables. The participants were asked to
indicate their gender (woman, man, and other), age, the city they were born and live,

education, piety, and conservativeness (See Appendix A).

2.1.1.2.2. ldeological Orientation. Both ideological self-placements and
ideological identities of the participants were measured. As for ideological self-
placement, a single 1 (left) to 11 (right) Likert type question was asked in which
higher scores reflect more rightist ideological orientation. As for ideological
identities, a modified version of Sayilan and Tirkoglu’s (2015) 12-item scale
(Anarchism, Atatlirk’s ideology, Communism, Conservatism, Conservative
Democracy, Ecologism, Fascism, Feminism, Idealism, Kurdish Political Movement,
Liberalism, Libertarianism, Marxism, Nationalism, Nationalist Conservatism,
National Vision Movement, Radical Islam, Socialism, Social Democracy, and
Turkism) was used in which participants rated their identification with the ideologies
of in a 1 (it does not reflect me at all) to 11 (it totally reflects me) Likert type scale
(See Appendix B). The original scale included 3 components, namely, right wing
ideological identity (a = .91), left wing ideological identity (oo = .81), and central
ideological identity (o =.78).

Principal Component Analysis with Promax rotation was conducted on 20-
items modified ideological identities scale, which was used to measure ideological
orientations in the model. The score of Kaise-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy test was found to be .87, reflecting that the items were suitable for factor
analysis. According to results, 5 components were found with eigenvalues over 1.00
and 69.11 % of total variance was explained by these 5 components. However, the
analysis of scree plot and parallel analysis revealed that a 2-components solution was
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more admissible. Therefore, the analysis was repeated by forcing the items into 2
components. The 2-component solution explained 46.63% of total variance and it
was observed that two items (i.e. Libertarianism and Social Democracy) loaded to
both of the factors and two items (i.e. Atatiirk’s ideology and Liberalism) had
loadings lower than .50. In order to avoid any problems in tests of validity, the
analysis was repeated after removing these 4 items. The resultant two components
explained 58.18 % of total variance in ideological identities. The first component
included 9 right wing ideological identities and explained 40.80 % of total variance
with an eigenvalue of 6.53. The second component included 7 left wing ideological
orientations and explained 15.38 of total variation in ideological identities with an
eigenvalue of 2.46 (See Table 1 for an overview of components.). Both components

were found to be reliable.

2.1.1.2.3. Belief in a Dangerous World Scale. The 10-item balanced Likert type
scale developed by Duckitt and his colleagues (Duckit et al. 2002) was used to
measure participants’ intention to have the social belief that the world was a
dangerous and threatening place rather than a safe and secure place where essentially
good people lived. The internal consistency coefficient of the original scale was
found to be .80 (See Appendix C for original and revised scale.). Participants rated

each item on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (Strongly agree).

2.1.1.2.4. Belief in a Competitive Jungle World Scale. Duckitt and his colleagues’
by Duckitt et al. (2002) 20-item-balanced-Likert type scale was used to measure
participants’ tendency to believe that the world was a ruthless and competitive
jungle, rather than a cooperative and peaceful harmony where individuals helped and
cared for one another. The alpha coefficient of the original scale was .84 (See
Appendix D for items of the original and adapted scale.). Participants rated each item
on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (Strongly agree).

2.1.1.2.5. Personality Traits. Gengdz and Onciil’s (2012) 45-items and 6-
factors scale was used to measure basic personality dimensions of the participants.

The internal consistency coefficients were reported as a = .89 for extroversion, a =
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.85 for agreeableness, o = .85 for conscientiousness, o = .83 for neuroticism, a = .80
for openness to experience, and a = .71 for negative valence. Participants rated their
personality characteristics on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 5

(Strongly agree).
Table 1

Results for Principle Components Analysis Ideological Orientations Scale

Items M SD c1t c2t
12. Nationalist Conservatism 3.17 3.19 .84
11. National Vision Movement 3.91 3.44 .82
15. Radical Islam 1.95 2.10 81
19. Nationalism 5.10 3.52 .79
14. Conservatism 3.17 2.97 .78
18. Turkism 4.32 3.57 a7
13. Conservative Democracy 3.44 3.00 74
4. Fascism 1.66 1.64 .70
20. Idealism 3.21 3.03 .62
10. Marxism 5.67 3.25 .86
6. Communism 5.61 3.37 .85
17. Socialism 7.46 2.92 71
1. Anarchism 4.28 3.30 .70
5. Feminism 7.18 3.35 .64
7. Kurdish Political Movement 3.74 3.33 .64
3. Ecologism 7.25 2.87 .57
Eigenvalue 6.53 2.46
Variance (%) 40.80 15.38
Cronbach’s a 91 .83

1C1 = Right Wing Ideological Identity; C2 = Left Wing Ideological Identity

2.1.1.2.6. Right Wing Authoritarianism. Weber and Federico’s (2007) 12-item
version of Altemeyer’s (1996; 1998) RWA scale was used to measure individuals’
tendency to conform to social authorities as well as social order (o = .72). The scale
was adapted into Turkish by Goregenli (2010) and the internal consistency
coefficient of the adapted form was reported as a = .71. Participants rated each item
on a scale ranging from -4 (strongly disagree) to +4 (Strongly agree), as instructed by
Altemeyer (1996, 1998).

2.1.1.2.7. Social Dominance Orientation. Turkish version (Akbas, 2010) of Pratto
et al.’s (1996) balanced 16-item and 2-factor SDO scale was used to measure the
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extent to which participants supported the social hierarchy and inequality among
social groups. Both the original (o = .91) and adapted (o = .81 for group-based
dominance and a = .91 for opposition to equality subscale) versions of the scale were
found to be internally reliable. Participants rated each item on a scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) and 7 (Strongly agree).

2.1.1.2.8. Polarity Scale. Nilsson’s (2014) 30-item and 2-factor Polarity Scale was
used to measure individuals’ tendency to have humanistic and normativistic
worldviews. The alpha coefficients were reported as .89 for humanism and .87 for
normativism in the original sample. The scale has been adapted to Turkish by
Sayilan, Tung, & Cing6z Ulu (2016). In Turkish sample the internal consistency
coefficients are .76 for humanism and .76 for normativism (See Appendix E for the
original and adapted scale). Participants rated each item on a scale ranging from 1

(strongly disagree) and 7 (Strongly agree).
2.1.2. Results

Principle Component Analyses with Promax Rotation were performed in
order to determine the factor structures of Belief in a Dangerous World and Belief in
a Competitive Jungle measures. The number of factors were decided through Kaiser
criterion of eigenvalues over 1.00, the Catell scree plot test, Monte Carlo parallel

analysis and the interpretability of scores.

2.1.2.1. Exploratory Factor Analyses of Belief in a Dangerous World Scale

The score of Kaise-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy test was
found to be .82, reflecting that the 10 items were suitable for factor analysis. Initially,
3 factors were found with eigenvalues over 1.00 and 56.23 % of total variance was
explained by these 3 factors. However, the analysis of scree plot and parallel analysis
revealed that the original 2 factor solution was more appropriate. Therefore, the

analysis was repeated, and Item 9 was excluded because of loading into both factors.

The 2 factors, together, explained 50.70 % of total variance. The first
component included 5 items (items 2, 3, 6, 8, and 10) and accounted for 37.36 % of

total variance with an eigenvalue of 3.36. When the items were interpreted, it was
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seen that the items were depicting the world as a dangerous and threatening place full
of unreliable people, as expected, and this component was named as “Presence of
Dangers and Threats”. The second component; on the other hand, comprised of
reversed items (i.e. items 1, 4, 5, and 7) and accounted for 13.41% of total variance
with and eigenvalue of 1.20. The items of this component were inferred to depict the
world as a stable and secure place. Therefore, this component was named as
“Absence of Safety and Security”. The internal consistency coefficients of the two
components were .73 and .68, respectively, indicating that the reliabilities of both

component were in expected range (See Table 2 for an overview of the components).

Table 2

Results for Principle Components Analysis of Belief in a Dangerous World Scale

Items M SD c1t C2
8. It seems that every year there are fewer and fewer truly

respectable people, and more and more persons with no morals 5.48 145 .78

at all who threaten everyone else

10. My knowledge and experience tell me that the social world
we live in is basically a dangerous and unpredictable place, in
which good, decent and moral people’s values and way of life
are threatened and disrupted by bad people

6. Every day as society become more lawless and bestial, a
person’s chances of being robbed, assaulted, and even murdered 5.95 1.18 .72
go up and up.

3. There are many dangerous people in our society who will
attack someone out of pure meanness, for no reason at all.

2. Any day now chaos and anarchy could erupt around us. All
the signs are pointing to it.

7. My knowledge and experience tell me that the social world
we live in is basically a safe, stable and secure place in which 4.99 1.59 .85
most people are fundamentally good.

1. Although it may appear that things are constantly getting
more dangerous and chaotic, it really isn’t so. Every era has its

539 134 .76

538 155 .68

523 151 47 .20

problems, and a person’s chances of living a safe, untroubled 476 172 12
life are better today than ever before.

5. If a person takes a few sensible precautions, nothing bad is

likely to happen to him or her; we do not live in a dangerous 5.47 1.48 .68
world

4. Despite what one hears about “crime in the street,” there 519 166 54

probably isn’t any more now than there ever has been.

Eigenvalue 3.36 1.20
Variance (%) 37.36 13.34
Cronbach’s a .73 .68
1C1 = Presence of Dangers and Threats; C2 = Absence of Safety and Security
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2.1.2.2. Exploratory Factor Analyses of Belief in a Competitive Jungle Scale

Similar to Belief in a Dangerous World Scale, the factor structure of 20-item
balanced Belief in a Competitive Jungle World Scale was determined with Principle
Component Analysis with Promax Rotation. The score of Kaise-Meyer-Olkin
Measure of Sampling Adequacy test was found to be .90, reflecting that the items
were suitable for factor analysis. Initially, 3 factors were found with eigenvalues over
1.00 and 45.41 % of total variance was explained by these 3 factors. However, the
analysis of scree plot and parallel analysis revealed that the original 2 factor solution
was more suitable. Therefore, the analysis was repeated, and it was seen that
resultant 2 factors explained 38.82 % of total variance.

The first component included 10 items (i.e., items 1, 3, 4, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17,
and 18) and accounted for 29.53 of total variance with an eigenvalue of 5.91. The
items reflected the world as a ruthlessly competitive jungle, as intended; therefore,
the component was named as “Presence of Competition and Ruthlessness”. The
second component; on the other hand, included the 10 reversed items of the scale
(ie., 2,5,7,8, 15, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19, and 20) and explained 9.29% of total variance
with an eigenvalue of 1.86. since the items in this component depicted the world as a
cooperative place in which individuals helped and cared for one another, this
component was named as “Absence of Mutual Care and Cooperation”. Four items in
the component 1 (i.e. items 1, 6,17, and 4) and 2 items of component 2 (i.e. items 19
and 8) loaded to both of the components; however, since the cross-loadings were not
above the cut-off (.32) suggested by Tabachnick and Fidel (2001), they were kept in
the analysis. Both components were found to be reliable measures of beliefs in a
competitive jungle, the internal consistency coefficients of the two components being
.81 and .77, respectively (See Table 3 for an overview of the two components.).

2.1.2.3. Results for Validity of Dual Social Worldview Scales
In accordance with the postulations of Dual Process Model, the correlations
Dual Social Worldview Measures had with personality traits and attitudinal

orientations of RWA and SDO were tested in order to learn on the construct validity
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Table 3

Results for Principle Components Analysis of Competitive Jungle Scale

Items M Ssb cC1t C2
1. Winning is not the first thing; it’s the only thing. 243 15 .83 -21
11. You know that most people are out to “screw” you, so you have
. 218 1.36 .68
to get them first when you get the chance.
15. There is really no such thing as “right” and “wrong.” It all boils
. 205 125 .67
down to what you can get away with.
9. It’s a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be ruthless at times. 387 169 .65
3. !f one has power |r3 a situation, one should use it however one has 187 127 63
to in order to get one’s way.
6. Money, wealth and luxury are what really count in life. 190 125 .61 21
18. .Ba5|cally, peo7ple are objects to be quietly and coolly 449 190 55
manipulated for one’s own benefit.
13. My knowledge and experience tells me that the social world we
live in is basically a competitive “jungle” in which the fittest
. . . - 347 187 52
survive and succeed, in which power, wealth, and winning are
everything, and might is right.
17. One of the most useful skills a person should develop is how to
A . A 160 .96 .51 .32
look someone straight in the eye and lie convincingly.
4. If it’s necessary to be c_zold blooded and vengeful to reach one’s 193 126 50 91
goals, then one should do it.
14. Honesty is the best policy in all cases. 223 1.25 .76
19. One should give others the benefit of the doubt. Most people are
trustworthy if you have faith in them. 301 132 -26 65
1_2. All in all it is better to be humble and honest than important and 154 79 65
dishonest.
5. Life is not governed by the “survival of the fittest.” We should let
. - 2.03 1.29 .63
compassion and moral laws be our guide.
2. The best way to lead a group under one’s supervision is to show
them kindness, consideration, and treat them as fellow workers, not 1.90 1.04 .58
as inferiors.
10. _Charlty (|.e.,_ giving somebody something for nothing) is 175 1.00 58
admirable not stupid.
16. Do unto to others as you would have them do unto you, and
. . 138 .65 57
never do anything unfair to someone else.
8. It is much more important in life to have integrity in your
. . 174 91 .23 51
dealings with others than to have money and power.
20. We can make a society based on unselfish cooperation, sharing
and people generously helping each other, and NOT on competition 2.52 1.48 51
and acquisitiveness.
7. 1tis better to he loved than to be feared. 1.68 .96 45
Eigenvalue 591  29.53
Variance (%) 29.53 9.29
Cronbach’s o 81 77

1C1 = Presence of Competition and Ruthlessness; C2 = Absence of Mutual Care and Cooperation
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of these measures. Additionally, their relations with the two worldview measures of
Tomkins’ Polarity Theory (i.e., humanism and normativism) were tested. Results
indicated that the Dual Social Worldview measures had the anticipated relationships
partially. To begin with Dangerous Worldview measure of Duckitt and his
colleagues, it was expected that the social belief that the world was a dangerous and
threatening place would have a positive relationship with conscientiousness and a
negative relationship with openness to experience. However, results indicated that it
was unrelated to both traits. Although not directly asserted by DPM, van Hiel,
Cornelis, and Roets (2007) suggested that neuroticism might be another antecedent
of belief in a danger since it predicted both the dangerous world social belief and
RWA in a positive manner. The findings from this study supported their suggestion
since neuroticism was found to be positively related to belief in a dangerous world (r
=.19, p <.01). As for its relationships with attitudinal orientations, this worldview
was expected to be positively and consistently related to RWA and unrelated or
poorly related to SDO. However, it was found to have a small positive correlation
with RWA (r = .13, p < .05) and a small yet significant negative correlation with
SDO (r = -.13, p < .05). Apart from these, this worldview was found to have a
positive relationship (r = .15, p < .01) with Normativism measure of Polarity Scale,

as expected.

The Competitive Jungle measure developed by Duckitt et al. (2002); on the
other hand, had the relationships in the expected directions. According to Dual
Process Model, it was expected to be negatively related to Agreeableness trait. The
results confirmed this expectation (r = -.30, p < .01). Moreover, it was expected to
have a positive and relatively strong relationship with SDO, and a relatively weak
relationship with RWA. This was also confirmed by the results as the social belief
that the world was a ruthlessly competitive jungle was positively and moderately
related to SDO (r = .35, p < .01) whereas its correlation with RWA was
nonsignificant. Moreover, it had a negative relationship with Humanism dimension
of Polarity Scale (r = -.41, p < .01), as expected. (See Table 4 for an overview of

bivariate correlations.).
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Table 4

Descriptive Statistics, Internal Consistency Coefficients, and Zero-Order Correlations between Variables! 2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1.BDW (.73)

2.BCJ .09 (.85)

3. RWA 3% 06 (.53)

4.SDO -13* 35%* 24%* (.91)

5. AGR Ao% -.30% 8% 17w (.83)

6. OE -03 -12% .06 -.02 A5* (.66)

7.NEU g%+ 23%* .09 .04 -20% - 23% (.78)

8. NV -.09 35 -.09* 20% - 4% -.33%* A0%* (71

9. EXT 07 -.09 .00 -.09 A% A48*x - 1% -.26% (.70)

10. CON -04 2T 14% -01 30%+ 31% - 18%* -.35% 26%* (.84)

11. HUM -01 - 41% 1% -33% A3* 26%* -.09 -27* 9% 25% (.75)

12. NOR 5w 3gx 39%+ 30%* - 20%* - 14% .09 6% -21% -.04 - 23% (.78)

13.1SP S23% 04 37x ALx -.09 .00 -.04 10 .06 10% -.04 23%% -

14. RWII -.09 02 ALx A3* -01 -.03 .05 10 -01 8% -.02 28%* BT (.91)

15. LWII 13* -01 - 37 -38%* .09 2% 07 -03 .06 -10 08 S25%R Bl 4% (83)
Mean 531 258 5.39 227 416 357 2.86 1.63 3.47 3.59 5.70 4.12 4.10 3.40 5.87

) 91 71 115 94 46 56 64 49 79 70 54 78 272 2.32 227

1(BDW = Belief in a Dangerous World; BCJ = Belief in a Competitive Jungle; RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation;
AGR = Agreeableness; OE = Openness to Experience; NEU = Neuroticism; NV = Negative Valence; EXT = Extroversion; CON = Conscientiousness; HUM =
Humanism; NOR = Normativism; ISP = Ideological Self-Placement; RWII = Right Wing Ideological Identity; LWII = Left Wing Ideological Identity)
2Internal consistency coefficients for the scales are presented in parentheses.

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)



2.1.3. Discussion

To sum up, the results of adaptation study indicated that the Dual Social
Worldview measures that were adapted into Turkish in this study were reliable
measures. However, the correlations they had with the mentioned variables indicated
that the Dual Social Worldview measures were comparatively valid measures of
worldviews in terms of construct validity since some of the relationships of belief in
a dangerous world measure were not in the expected pattern. In order to learn better
on the relationships duals social worldviews has in Turkish cultural context and test
the factor structures obtained in Study la in another sample, a second study was

conducted.

2.2. Study 1b - Testing the Factor Structures of Dual Social Worldview

Scales in a Student Sample

This study was conducted to test the factor structures of dual social
worldview measures in another Turkish sample and perform further tests of
reliability and validity. Confirmatory Factor Analyses were conducted in order to test
the factor structures of the scales and bivariate correlations of the variables with
identical variables in Study 1a were tested in order to test the construct validity of the

measures.

Since this study was planned to be a replication of Study 1a, the procedure
was identical to the previous one with two exceptions. Data of this study was
gathered from university students in order to test whether the findings of Study la
which were based on adult sample can be generalized to a student sample. Secondly,
as previously reported, the expectations regarding the relationships the belief in a
dangerous world belief had with other variables tested were only partially confirmed
since its relationship with RWA was a positive yet small one. In order to better
understand whether it was a methodological problem related to the measure
employed in Study 1a (i.e. item wordings, low internal consistency coefficient, etc.)
or it was the nature of the variable in this cultural context, a different and longer

measure of RWA was employed in this study.
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2.2.1. Method

2.2.1.1. Participants

Participants were 272 students (153 women; 118 men; 1 unspecified) of
Middle Technical University who joined the online study in exchange of course
credit. Their ages ranged from 19 to 32 (M = 21.83, SD = 1.82). They were a
predominantly religious (M = 1.36, SD = .48) sample yet their scores in both in faith
(M =4.02, SD = 3.07 in a 0-10 Likert type scale) and conservatism (M = 3.15, SD =
2.62 in a 0-10 Likert type scale) were low. As for ideological self-placement, they
were slightly leftist (M = 4.15, SD = 2.18). The procedure of the study was identical
to Study 1a.

2.2.1.2. Measures

The measures employed for data gathering were identical with the ones used
in Sample 1, except the Right-Wing Authoritarianism measure. In sample 2,
Altemeyer’s (1996) 22-item Likert type scale that has been adapted into Turkish by
Gildii (2011) has been employed in order to measure participants’ levels of right
wing authoritarianism. The scale has two factors, namely, Turkish version, namely
authoritarianism (o = .82) and conventionalism (o = .78). Participants rated the items
on a 9-points Likert type scale ranging from -4 to +4, as instructed by Altemeyer
(1996).

2.2.2. Results

A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted with LISREL 9.3
Student Version to test how well the factor structures of Dangerous World and
Competitive Jungle measures obtained in Study la fits the data. In the analyses,
covariance matrix was used as an input and Maximum Likelihood Estimation was
employed for parameter estimation. The chi-square test %2, the root mean square of
approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean residual (SRMR), the Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC), the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), and the
comparative fit index (CFI), were used to assess the model fit. A nonsignificant y2
statistic, a y2/df ratio < 3, a RMSEA < .08, a SRMR < .05, a comparatively lower
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AIC (for nonnested models), an AGFI > .90, and a CFI > .90 were taken into account
as indicators of good fit (Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler, 1999.). In addition to fit
indices, the chi-square difference test and interpretability of the solutions were used

to compare fit for nested models.

For Belief in a Dangerous World Scale, the 9-item and 2-factor
adapted version (Model 1 — the model obtained in Study 1a) was tested against 3
alternatives: The original 10-item single factor measure (Alternative Model 1), a 9-
item single factor measure (Alternative Model 2) and a 2-factor 10-item version
(Alternative Model 3). Results indicated that proposed model (Model 1) fit the data
better than the alternatives as indicated by comparatively better goodness of fit
statistics and also by lower AIC levels (See Table 5 for model statistics). When it
was compared to Alternative Model 2 (the nested alternative) Chi-Square difference
test was found to be significant, 4y2 (1, N =272) = 177.75, p< .01

For Belief in a Competitive Jungle Scale, the 20-item and 2-factor adapted
version (Model 1) was tested against the 20-item single factor version proposed by
Duckitt et al (2002). Similar to Belief in a Dangerous World Scale, the adapted
version obtained in Exploratory Factor Analysis provided significantly better fit to
data, when compared to Duckitt e al.’s original single factor version, 4y2 (1, N =

272) = 12.50, p < .01 (See Table 5 for model statistics).

As for the reliabilities of the scales in this sample, it can be concluded that
both scales were reliable. The internal consistency coefficients were found to be o =
.77 for belief in a dangerous world measure (the coefficients of the subcomponents
of the scale were o = .71 and a = .58, respectively) and a = .86 for belief in a
competitive jungle measure (the coefficients of the subcomponents of the scale were

a = .82 and a = .81, respectively).

For further tests of validity, the correlations dangerous world and competitive
jungle worldviews had with personality traits and attitudinal orientations components
of Dual Process Model as well as the humanism and normativism dimensions of

Polarity Theory were tested. In accordance with Dual Process Model, dangerous
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worldview was expected to have a positive correlation with conscientiousness and a
negative correlation with openness to experience trait. According to results, these
expectations were partially confirmed since it was found to be unrelated to
conscientiousness yet negatively related to openness to experience (r = -.15, p <.01).
In relation to attitudinal orientations, dangerous worldview was expected to
positively and strongly related to RWA and unrelated to SDO. However, according
to results, it was found to be negatively related to both these variables (r =-.12, p <
.05 for RWA and r =-.16, p < .01 for SDO). As for the two worldview dimensions of

Polarity Theory, it was found to be unrelated normativism.
Table 5

Model Statistics for Confirmatory Factor Analysis on Dual Social Worldview Scales

Model X df p RMSEA Cl SRMR AIC AGFI  CFI

Belief in a Dangerous World

Model 1

(EFA Model) 4808 26 .00 .06 .03-.08 05 8883 93 .95
Alternative 7744 35 00 07 .05-.09 .06 12293 91 .91
Model 1

Alternative 6058 27 .00 .07 .04-.09 05 10111 .92 .93
Model 2

Alternative 6532 34 00 06 .04-08 05 11125 92 .93
Model 3

Belief in a Competitive Jungle

Model 1

(EFA Model) 29638 169 .00 05 .04-06 .06 38080 .88 .91
Alternative 47413 170 .00 .10 .09-.11 .08 72727 .76 .79
Model

Note. The values reported in the table are approximate.

Competitive jungle worldview; on the other hand, had correlations in the
expected directions for all the variables tested. For personality traits, it was
negatively correlated with agreeableness (r = -.29, p < .01); for attitudinal
orientations, it was unrelated to RWA and positively related to SDO (r = .34, p <
.01). Moreover, it was found to be negatively correlated with humanism (r = -.45, p <
.01), as expected (See Table 6 for an overview of bivariate correlations between the

variables tested.).
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2.2.3. Discussion

This study was conducted to test the factor structure as well as the reliability
and validity of dual social worldview measures in a Turkish student sample. For both
measures, results yielded by CFA indicated that the factor structures obtained in
Study 1 provided good fit to data in terms of both goodness-of-fit statistics and
comparison against alternative models. As for the reliabilities, both measures were
found to be reliable although the reliability of one of the subcomponents of belief in
a dangerous belief measure (Component 2 - “Absence of Safety and Security”) was

lower than it was expected.

For validity of the measures, it was seen that belief in a competitive jungle
had all the relationships with tested variables in expected pattern and direction. The
belief in a dangerous world measure; on the other hand, met the expectations only
partially. Moreover, the reliability of the second component of the belief in a
dangerous world measure had a comparatively low reliability (o = .58 for “Absence
of Safety and Security”), which implies that the reversed coded items might be

problematic.

The use of reversed coded items in scales, in fact, a controversial issue in
scale development and measurement literature. Although including reverse coded
items to identify and control for acquiescence bias is a common practice in the
development of multi-item scales (e.g. Churchill, 1979; Hersche & Engelland, 1996),
sometimes, as it is the case in both of the dual social worldview measures adapted in
Study la and 1b, reverse coded items might produce artificial factors although a
single construct is intended to measure throughout the scale (Spector, Van Katwyk,
Brannick, & Chen, 1997) hence confound the measurement. Moreover, some
researchers argue incorporating these type of items is not a good strategy to reduce
the acquiescence bias because these negatively worded items tend to be less reliable
and valid than the rest of the scale (Harvey, Billings, & Nilan, 1985; Krosnick &
Presser, 2009; Swain, Weathers, & Niedrich, 2008; Wong, Rindfleisch, &
Burroughs, 2003); therefore, it is a better strategy to avoid using such items. On the

grounds of this discussion in the literature, | have decided to avoid the second
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components of both belief in a dangerous world (i.e. Absence of Safety and Security)
and competitive jungle (i.e. Absence of Mutual Care and Cooperation) and use only
the first components of both scales (i.e. Presence of Dangers and Threats & Presence
of Competition and Ruthlessness, respectively) in further analyses in order to prevent
any reliability and validity problems.
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics, Internal Consistency Coefficients, and Zero-Order Correlations between Variables!?

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1.BDW (77)

2.BCJ -.04 (.86)

3.RWA -12% 02 (91)

4.SDO - 16%* 34+ Agxx (.92)

5. AGR 12 - 29%* 07 -11 (.81)

6. OE -15% .00 03 10 35 (74)

7.NEU 21%% 12 08 .00 -7 -7 (81)

8. NV -10 A45%% 18%* 20%%  -38%* - 16% 30%* (.64)

9. EXT -.02 03 -.04 -03 38%* 55 -11 -14* (87)

10. CON -.04 - 1% .09 .08 20 20 -13* -21% 7% (.84)

11. HUM 03 - 45%% 01 S34Rx 4R 7% -12% - 30% 13* 18%* (.81)

12. NOR 08 3% 2% 35%% 20wk -.08 7% 24 -21%* -07 -23%% 77)

13. ISP -25 -02 60** 34%%  -03 06 -03 16%* -03 08 03 09

14. RWII -.06 .09 69** 377 14 .09 .08 .08 -03 10 03 12 A9x* (.90)

15. LWII 14 -05 -41 -31 10 05 .00 -.09 .05 -11 .06 -.25%% -50 -13* (.83)
Mean 5.00 2.65 357 2.73 4.08 352 2.84 172 3.24 348 552 437 415 3.42 5.16

SD .83 70 1.35 97 48 62 67 49 79 69 62 69 218 217 213

'BDW = Belief in a Dangerous World; BCJ = Belief in a Competitive Jungle; RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation;
AGR = Agreeableness; OE = Openness to Experience; NEU = Neuroticism; NV = Negative Valence; EXT = Extroversion; CON = Conscientiousness; HUM =

Humanism; NOR = Normativism; ISP = Ideological Self-Placement; RWII = Right Wing Ideological Identity; LWII = Left Wing Ideological Identity
Z Internal consistency coefficients are presented in parentheses.

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



CHAPTER 3

ADAPTATION OF POLARITY SCALE INTO TURKISH CULTURAL
CONTEXT

This study was conducted to adapt the Polarity Scale developed by Nilsson
(2014) as a refinement of Tomkins’ Polarity Scale (1964; reprinted in Stone &
Schaffner, 1988) into Turkish and to conduct the reliability and validity tests. The
adaptation of the scales into Turkish was conducted employing the four-step

procedure described below:

As a first step, researchers translated the scales into Turkish separately then
created a joint form by comparing their translations. Secondly, the joint forms along
with the original forms and construct definitions were presented to 10 bilingual
social psychologists who checked the forms in terms of both authenticity and fitness
to measure the intended constructs. Upon their feedbacks, the Turkish forms were
revised and sent to two professional linguists who independently back-translated
them to English, which constitutes the third step. Lastly, an independent bilingual
social psychologist compared the original and back-translated forms to decide on the
authenticity of the back-translated form and the form was finalized on the basis of

the feedback provided by them.

3.1. Study 2a - Exploring Factor Structure of Polarity Scale in an Adult
Sample

This study was conducted to explore the factor structure of the Polarity Scale
in Turkish cultural context as well as to conduct tests of reliability and validity. The
reliabilities of the scales were determined by the internal consistency coefficients
(i.e. Cronbach’s alpha) whereas the construct validity was tested on the basis of
correlations humanism and normativism had with ideological orientation as well as

the attitudinal orientation measures of DPM (i.e. RWA and SDO). As for the
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relationship with ideological orientation, in accordance with the postulations of
Polarity Theory, it was expected that humanism would be related to left wing
ideological orientation and normativism would be related to right wing ideological
orientation. As for the relationship with attitudinal orientations, it was expected that
humanism would be negatively related to both RWA and SDO and whereas

normativism would be positively related to both of the variables.

3.1.1. Method

3.1.1.1. Participants

Participants were 315 adults (161 women, 149 men, and 2 unspecified) who
were reached through various social media channels and voluntarily participated in
the online study. Age of participants ranged from 18 to 72 (M = 30.31, SD = 10.90).
Majority of participants had a university degree, or higher (140 participants had
bachelor’s degree; 89 of them had postgraduate degree, 81 participants had a high
school degree, 1 of them were primary school and 1 of them were secondary school
graduates.). Most participants had religious identifications (64 %) although they did
not consider themselves as faithful (M = 4.14, SD = 3.31) or conservative (M = 3.60,
SD = 2.65) in a 0-10 Likert type scale). As for their ideological self-placements,
participants were in the left of the center (M = 4.37, SD = 2.74). The procedure was
identical to the one in Study 1a apart from the measures. Participants completed the
measures in the following order: Polarity Scale, Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale,

Social Dominance Orientation Scale, and demographics form.

3.1.1.2. Measures

The measures employed in this study were Polarity Scale (Nilsson, 2014;
TR: Sayilan, Tung, & Cingéz Ulu, 2016), Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale
(Altemeyer, 1996; TR: Goregenli, 2010) and Social Dominance Orientation Scale
(Pratto et al., 1994; TR: Akbas, 2010) as well as the demographic and background
variables and the measures of ideological orientation (brief definitions of the scales

were presented in Study 1a).
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3.1.2. Results

Principle Component Analysis with Promax Rotation was performed in order
to determine the factor structure of 30 item Polarity Scale. Since the scale had two
subscales, namely humanism and normativism, the EFAs were performed separately
for each subscale. The number of factors were decided through Kaiser criterion of
eigenvalues over 1.00, the Catell scree plot test, Monte Carlo parallel analysis, and
the interpretability of scores.

3.1.2.1. Exploratory Factor Analyses on Humanism Subscale

The score of Kaise-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy test was
found to be .76, reflecting that the items were suitable for factor analysis. According
to results, 5 factors were found with eigenvalues over 1.00 and 59.91 % of total
variance was explained by these 5 factors. The factor structure was generally
compatible with 5 facets Nilsson (2016) suggested for Humanism subscale with only
1 item (item 1) loading onto a different factor than it should have been.

The 4™ component included 3 items (7, 11, and 15) and explained 7,45% or
total variance. Since the items were compatible with the epistemology facet of the
original scale, the component was named accordingly. The last component included
3 items (3, 6, and 13) and explained 7,23% of total variance. Since the items were
compatible with the political values facet of the original scale, the component was
named accordingly. The internal consistency coefficient of the whole scale was .76
(See Table 7 for an overview of the components.).

3.1.2.2. Exploratory Factor Analyses on Normativism Subscale

For Normativism subscale, the score of Kaise-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy test was found to be .77, reflecting that the items were suitable
for factor analysis. According to results, 4 factors were found with eigenvalues over
1.00 and 52.05 % of total variance was explained by these 4 factors. However, the
analysis of scree plot and parallel analysis revealed that a 3-factor solution was more
appropriate. Therefore, the analysis was repeated by forcing the items into 3 factors.

The 3-factor solution explained 44.34% of total variance and several items (items 4,
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Table 7

Results for Principle Components Analysis of Humanism Scale

Items M SD Cc1! C2 C3 C4 C5
10. You need to be open to your feelings

to learn from them and understand who 5,70 1.08 .79

you are.

8. You must always leave yourself open

to your own feelings — alienas theymay  5.18 1.30 .78
sometimes seem.

2. Feelings are the most important aspect

of being human, because they give our 559 1.23 74

lives meaning.

4. People are basically kind and helpful. 3.74 157 .89

12. Human beings are basically good. 409 174 .88

9. Human beujgs should be treated with 502 117 79

respect at all times.

14. When people are in trouble, they need

help and should be helped. 570 106 n

1. All persons are in themselves valuable. 5.42 1.69 .60

5. Human beings should be loved at all

times, because they want and need to be 548 1.35 42

loved.

11. Creativity and curiosity are the most

important tools in the search for 6.02 .97 .78
knowledge.

_15. A scientist must rely on creativity and 535 142 66
intuition.

7. The main purpose of education should

be to enable the young to discover and 6.11 1.03 .58
create novelty.

3. The most important purpose of society

is to protect people’s rights, freedoms, 6.32 1.01 .70
and dignity.

6. It is necessary to break the laws and

rules of society when these lead to unfair  4.54 1.80 .67

treatment of some people.

13. The most important goal for a society

is to make sure that its members have a 6.18 .97 .36 .56
chance to lead a good life.

Eigenvalue 3.78 176 125 112 1.09
Variance (%) 25.17 11.74 832 745 7.23
Cronbach’sa .71 .78 .63 .53 42

1C1 = Attitudes to Affect; C2 = Human Nature; C3 = Interpersonal Attitudes; C4 = Epistemology; C5
= Political Values

11, and 14) loaded into more than factor. After omitting them, the total variance
explained by the final 3-component and 12-item solution increased to 48.98%.
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The first component included 5 items: 3 items of the attitudes to affect facet
of the original scale, (3, 6, and 13) and 2 items from the epistemology facet (1 and
15) and it explained 25.7% of total variance with and eigenvalue of 3.09. When the
items were interpreted, it was seen that they were related to attitudes towards affect
and reasoning; therefore, this component was named “Attitudes to Affect and
Reasoning”. The second component included 4 items: items 2, 7, 9 (the human
nature facet of the original scale), and 8 (item belonging the interpersonal attitudes
facet of the original scale). This component explained 13.04% of total variance with
an eigenvalue of 1.56. since the items reflect attitudes related to human nature, the
component was named accordingly. The last component; on the other hand, included
items 5, 10, 2, the three items comprising of the political values facet of the original
scale. This component, named as “Political Values”, explained 10.22% or total
variance with an eigenvalue of 1.23. The internal consistency coefficient of the
whole scale was found to be « = .75 (See Table 8 for an overview of the

components).

3.1.2.3. Results for Validity of Polarity Scale

In order to test the validity of Polarity Scale in Turkish cultural context, the
correlations humanism and normativism had with right wing authoritarianism, social
dominance and ideological orientations were tested. According to Tomkins’
theorizing, it was expected that humanistic tendencies would be negatively correlated
to both RWA and SDO whereas normativism would be positively related to both of
them. As for ideological orientations, humanism was expected to be positively
related to left wing ideological orientations and negatively to right wing ideological
orientations. For normativism, on the contrary, a positive correlation with right wing
ideological orientation and a negative one with left wing ideological orientation was

expected.

The results generally confirmed the expectations. Humanism, firstly, was
found to be negatively related to RWA (r =-.10, p <.05) and SDO (r =-.10, p <.01)
and positively with left wing ideological orientation (r = .21, p < .01). Its correlation

with right wing ideological orientation was nonsignificant (r = -.05, p > .05)
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Table 8

Results for Principle Components Analysis of Normativism Scale

Items M SD c1t C2 C3
6. Feelings must be controlled by reason, because they .80
R 455 1.67
can make you do stupid things.
3. Human beings would be lost without reason, because 71
. 411 1.66
feelings cannot be trusted.
1. Reason has to be continually disciplined and corrected .62
. 410 1.67
by reality and hard facts
13. Feelings are often an obstacle to seeing how things 431 154 .60
really are.
15. Imagmatlon leads people into self-deception and 257 152 .58
delusions
2. People don’t really care what happens to the next 418 164 75
person.
9. The bad people in the world outnumber the good 4103 172 12
people.
7. When people do good deeds, it is almost always out .67
. . A 432 158
of an expectation to receive something in return.
8. When people are in trouble, they should help .38
298 155
themselves and not depend on others.
12. A society must enforce its laws and rules strictly in .78
. 3.75 1.78
order not to deteriorate.
5. People who commit crimes must be punished severely 4160 173 .76
so that they are deterred from repeating the crime. ' '
10. The maintenance of law and order is the most 74

important duty of any government. 523 162

Eigenvalue  3.09 1.56 1.23
Variance (%) 25.74 13.04 10.22
Cronbach’s o g1 .54 .64

1C1 = Attitudes to Affect and Reasoning; C = Human Nature; C3 = Political Values

however, its correlation with ideological self-placement measure was significant and

negative, indicating a negative relationship with right wing political orientation.

For normativism, similarly, the correlations were in expected pattern and
direction. This tendency had positive correlations with RWA (r = .39, p < .01), SDO
(r = .36, p <.01), right wing ideological orientation (r = .21, p <.01), and ideological
self-placement (r = .16, p < .01), and a negative one with left wing ideological
orientation. r = -30, p < .01 (See Table 9 for descriptive statistics, internal
consistency coefficients, and zero-order correlations between variables tested.).
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3.1.3. Discussion

The results of Study la indicated that the adapted scale was a reliable and
valid measure in Turkish cultural context. As for the reliability, the internal
consistency coefficients of both subscales were found to be in expected levels, in
terms of both facet variables and whole scales (the internal consistency coefficients
for the facet scales of humanism and normativism scales could be found in Tables 7
and 8, respectively, and the coefficients for the total scales were presented in Table
9). In terms of validity; it was seen that humanism and normativism had correlations

with tested variables in expected pattern and direction.

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics, Internal Consistency Coefficients, and Zero-Order

Correlations between Variables?! 2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. HUM (.76)

2.NOR -.33" (.76)

3. RWA -10" 39" (.84)

4.SDO -.32" 36™ 50" (.86)

5. RWII -.05 21 71 42" (.89)

6. LWII 21" -.30™ -58™ -.39™ -37" (.83)

7.1SP -12" 16™ 56 33" 58" -.60™ -
Mean  5.43 417 4.36 2.68 3.37 5.57 4.37

sD .64 78 1.63 1.05 2.45 2.26 2.74

!HUM = Humanism; NOR = Normativism; RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism; SDO = Social
Dominance Orientation; RWII = Right Wing Ideological Identity; LWII = Left Wing Ideological
Identity; ISP = Ideological Self-Placement

Z Internal consistency coefficients are presented in parentheses.

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

3.2. Study 2b — Testing the Factor Structure of Polarity Scale in a
Student Sample

As a test of whether the factor structures obtained in Study 2a fit the data
better than the original factor structure obtained by Nilsson (2014), a second study
was conducted. The data used in this study was collected by Tun¢ (2016) and

included in this thesis upon his permission.
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3.2.1. Method

3.2.1.1. Participants

Participants were 320 university students (225 women, 75 men, and 20
unspecified) who completed the scales within another project investigating the
relationship between worldviews and sociopolitical attitudes. Age of participants
ranged from 18 to 42 (M = 21.00, SD = 2.10). Most participants had religious
identifications (92 %) and they considered themselves as moderately faithful (M =
6.97, SD = 2.89) and conservative (M =5.90, SD = 2.58) in a 0-10 Likert type scale).
As for their ideological self-placements, participants were in the slightly right of the
center (M = 6.29, SD = 2.99).

3.2.1.2. Measures

Similar to Study 2a, participants were asked to fill a demographic form
including information on their gender (woman, man, and other), age, the city they
were born and live, education, piety, and conservativeness. Their ideological
orientations were measured via ideological self-placement measure; i.e. a single 1
(left) to 11 (right) Likert type question was asked in which higher scores reflect more
rightist ideological orientation. Also, they filled the adapted Turkish form of

Nilsson’s Polarity Scale.

3.2.2. Results

The adapted Turkish form has been tested with confirmatory factor analyses
(CFA). The CFAs were performed on Humanism and Normativism subscales of
Polarity Scale with LISREL 8.8 in order to see how well the data fit the 5-factor
solution proposed by Nilsson (2014) and the solution suggested by the EFA
conducted in Study 2a.

The 3-item facets were used as manifest variables in CFA and the models
tested were generated in accordance suggestions of Nilsson (2014). In Model 1, one
latent factor representing humanism and normativism dimensions as two opposite
ends of one bipolar worldview dimension was used. In Model 2, one latent factor
(worldview) including error terms between corresponding facets of humanism and
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normativism was used. In Model 3, humanism and normativism were used as
orthogonal two latent variables with no relations between them. In Model 4,
humanism and normativism were represented as distinct but negatively correlated
latent variables with a relation added between these two latent variables. In Model 5,
the model proposed by Nilsson (2014), relations between the error terms of
corresponding facets were added so that humanism and normativism were
represented as distinct but negatively correlated latent variables across their facets. In
Model 6 (the nonnested alternative), the solution suggested by EFA in Study 2a was
used so that the model suggested by Nilsson (2014) were also tested against the

adapted version.

In the analyses, covariance matrix was used as an input and Maximum
Likelihood Estimation was employed for parameter estimation. The chi-square test
x2, the root mean square of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean
residual (SRMR), the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), the adjusted goodness of
fit index (AGFI), and the comparative fit index (CFI), were used to assess the model
fit. A nonsignificant y2 statistic, a y2/df ratio <3, a RMSEA < .08, a SRMR < .05, a
comparatively lower AIC (for nonnested models), an AGFI > .90, and a CFI > .90
were taken into account as indicators of good fit (Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler,
1999.). For nested models, the chi-square difference test and interpretability of the

solutions were used to compare fit.

According to results, Model 5, the model proposed by Nilsson, provided
better fit to the data when it was compared to all nested alternatives: Ay2 (4) =
231.02, p < .01 for Model 1, 4x2 (1) = 155.89, p < .01 for Model 2, 4y2 (4) = 114.10,
p < .01 for Model 3, and 4y2 (3) = 98.04, p < .01 for Model 4. As for the nonnested
alternative, although Model 6 provided lower AIC than Model 5 did, the model
proposed by Nilsson (Model 5) was decided to be taken as the final model.
According to theory, this model had a better grasp of the facets of humanism and

normativism proposed by Tomkins (1963) (See Table 10 for details).

The standardized parameters of Model 5 are presented in Figure 2. The 5
facets of humanism dimension loaded between .41 and .71 (p < .001) on the
63



humanism factor and the facets of normativism dimension loaded between .39 and
.65 (p <.001) on the normativism factor. Similar to what Nilsson (2014) found in his
study, the standardized estimates for the relationships between the facets of human
nature, interpersonal attitudes and attitudes to affect were significant and negative
whereas the relationship between the facets of political values and epistemology
were negative yet nonsignificant. Additionally, the relationship between the facets of
humanism and normativism was found to be significant and negative (r = -.20, p <
.01), a finding supporting Nilsson’s postulation that humanism and normativism
were distinct yet negatively related constructs rather than bipolar ones as Tomkins

formulated them.

Table 10

Model Statistics for Polarity Scale Sample 2

X a  p RMSEA Cl SRMR AIC AGFI CFI

Model 1 346.99 35 .00 19 A7-.20 A3 466.67 .67 .60
Model 2 270.86 30 .00 17 16 -.19 .16 36543 .70 .69
Model3 229.07 35 .00 13 JA12-.15 12 271.70 .80 75
Model4 213.01 34 .00 13 A12-.15 10 265.77 .80 77
Model 5 11497 31 .00 .09 07-.11 .08 160.34 .88 .89
Model 6 71.09 17 .00 .10 .08 -.12 .08 108.40 .89 .89

3.2.3. Discussion

The results of this study indicated that both the factor structure obtained in
Study 2.1 and the one proposed by Nilsson (2014) fit the data poorly yet adequately.
The model obtained in Study 2.1 (Model 6) provided lower AIC levels than
Nilsson’s model (Model 5); however, Model 5 yielded better goodness of fit statistics
(x¥/df =3.70, RMSEA = .09) than Model 6 (y*df =4.18, RMSEA = .10) and it was a
more theoretically plausible alternative by representing all of the dimensions of
humanism and normativism postulated by Tomkins (1963); therefore, Model 5 was
decided to be taken as the final model and be used in further analyses.
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CHAPTER 4

TESTS FOR THE INTEGRATIVE MODEL EXAMINING THE LINKS
BETWEEN WORLDVIEWS AND IDEOLOGICAL ORIENTATIONS

This study was conducted in order to test how well the integrative model
examining the links between worldviews and ideological orientations fit the data as
well as the relationships among worldview variables suggested by Polarity Theory,
Dual Process Model and Moral Foundations Theory. As previously discussed in the
Introduction chapter, it was hypothesized that humanism and normativism would be
the affective bases upon which the more specific beliefs and attitudes about human
nature and social environment (i.e. dangerous world and competitive jungle
worldviews of Dual Process Model) were formed and which gave rise to even more
specific principles about the social world (i.e. the individualizing and binding
foundations of Moral Foundations Theory) and that all these worldviews would

predict ideological orientations of individuals in an integrative manner.

Specifically, as depicted in Figure 1, it was hypothesized that humanism
would predict ideological orientation indirectly through the mediation of belief in a
competitive jungle and individualizing foundations, respectively. Moreover, it was
hypothesized that humanism would predict individualizing foundations through the
mediation of belief in a competitive jungle. As for normativism, it was expected that
this worldview would predict ideological orientation indirectly through the mediation
of belief in a dangerous world and binding foundations. Moreover, it was
hypothesized that normativism would predict binding foundations indirectly, through

the mediation of belief in a dangerous world.
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4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participants

Participants of this study were 1042 students from 10 different universities in
Turkey (826 women; 211 men; 5 other), of which 857 were undergraduates and 185
were postgraduate students enrolled in M. Sc. or Ph.D. programs. The ages of
participants ranged from 18 to 50 (M = 20.65, SD = 2.50). They were a
predominantly believer (81 % had religious identifications) sample with moderate
levels of piety (M =5.47, SD = 3.00) and conservatism (M = 4.54, SD = 2.75) in a 0-
10 Likert type scale). As for their ideological self-placements, participants were in
the center (M = 5.14, SD = 2.66).

Subjects participated in the online study in exchange of course credit and
were free to leave the study at any time they wished. Firstly, they read and signed the
Informed Consent Form mentioning the aim of the study as “getting information on
their worldviews and ideas related to various social issues”. They completed the
scales presented in separate blocks in the following order: Polarity Scale, Dual Social
Worldview Scales, Moral Foundations Scale and the demographic form. The
questions were randomized in each block in order to prevent possible effects of
question order. After completing the battery, they were fully debriefed regarding the

nature of the study and variables tested.

4.1.2. Measures

Polarity Scale, Dual Social Worldviews Scale, ldeological Self-Placement
Measure, and the demographic form was identical to the ones in Study la. Moral
foundations individuals value were measured by the Moral Foundations Scale
described below. Also, a different version of Ideological Identities Measure was
employed in this study.

4.1.2.1 Moral Foundations Scale. The 30-item Likert type scale developed by
Graham et al. (2009) was used to measure the extent to which individuals prioritize
five moral foundations; i.e., care (a = .69), fairness (o0 = .65), loyalty (a0 = .71),

authority (a = .64), and purity (a = .64) in terms of agreement with foundation-
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specific moral concerns as well as explicit judgments of moral relevance. The scale
was adapted into Turkish by Yal¢indag and Ozkan (Yalgindag, 2015; Yalgindag et
al., 2017) and the internal consistencies of each subscale were o = .64 for care, o =
.70 for fairness, a = .66 for loyalty, a = .78 for authority, and a = .79 for purity in the
Turkish form). Participants rated the items in terms of whether they 1(I do not care et
al) 6 (I care very much).

4.1.2.2. Ideological Orientation. In order to explore the factor structure of the 20-
item Ideological Identities Measure, which was used to measure ideological
orientations in this sample, Principal Component Analyses with Promax rotation

were conducted.

The score of Kaise-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy test was
found to be .87, reflecting that the items were suitable for factor analysis. According
to results, 5 components were found with eigenvalues over 1.00 and 67.77 % of total
variance was explained by these 5 components. However, the analysis of scree plot
and parallel analysis revealed that a 2-components solution was more admissible.
Therefore, the analysis was repeated by forcing the items into 2 components. The 2-
component solution explained 46.26% of total variance and it was observed that
loadings of some items were lower than expected. Since low loadings might create
estimation problems in model testing, items with loadings lower than .50 (i.e.
Fascism, Feminism, Atatiirk’s ideology, and Kurdish Political Movement) was
omitted and the analysis was repeated. The resultant two components explained
53.38 % of total variance in ideological identities. The first component included 8
right wing ideological identities and explained 31.55 % of total variance with an
eigenvalue of 5.05. The second component included 8 left wing ideological
orientations and explained 21.84 of total variation in ideological identities with an

eigenvalue of 3.49 (See Table 11 for an overview of components.).

4.2. Results

A correlational research design was employed to examine the relationships
worldviews and ideological orientations. In this regard, univariate statistics and

correlations between study variables were presented firstly and tests of the proposed
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model with Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was introduced secondly. Data
was analyzed with SEM since is a valuable approach enabling researchers to test
causal models that are too broad or complex hence difficult to test experimentally

and it shows how well their causal models fit the data obtained.

Table 11

Results for Principle Components Analysis Ideological Orientations Scale

Items M SD c1t C2

12. Nationalist Conservatism 4.50 3.24 .87

18. Turkism 6.36 3.51 .82

20. Idealism 4.41 3.22 81

11. National Vision Movement 6.42 3.30 81

13. Conservative Democracy 4.37 3.08 a7

14. Conservatism 4.67 3.35 A7

19. Nationalism 6.57 3.14 71

15. Radical Islam 3.21 2.79 .68

17. Socialism 6.92 2.83 q7

10. Marxism 5.05 2.83 74

6. Communism 4.86 2.99 12

9. Libertarianism 5.15 2.58 .62

3. Ecologism 6.54 2.69 .62

16. Social Democracy 7.77 2.57 .59

8. Liberalism 5.93 2.87 57

1. Anarchism 4.09 2.94 .57

Eigenvalue  5.05 3.49

Variance (%) 31.55 21.84
Cronbach’s a 91 .81

1C1 = Right Wing Ideological Identity; C2 = Left Wing Ideological Identity

4.2.1. Tests of Univariate Statistics and Correlations between Variables

Several patterns emerged among correlations between variables tested. The
correlation between left wing and right wing ideologies, to begin with, were
nonsignificant; therefore, the ideological orientation of individuals (i.e. the outcome
of the proposed model) were measured in two variables, namely, right wing and left
wing ideological orientations. Secondly, since the correlations Dangerous Worldview
and Competitive Jungle measures of Dual Process Model had with other variables
are not in expected direction and strength in studies 1la and 1b, only positively
worded items of each scales were included in the analyses (Descriptive statistics,
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internal consistency coefficients, and zero-order correlations between study variables

are presented in Table 12).

The correlations humanism had with right wing (r = .03, p >. 05) and left
wing ideologies (r = .01, p >. 05) were nonsignificant whereas normativism
dimension of the Polarity Scale was unrelated to left wing ideological orientation (r =
-.01, p >. 05) and weakly and negatively related (r = -.06, p <. 05) to right wing
ideological orientation. Although Tomkins (1963) suggested that ideological
orientations of individuals were rooted in their humanistic and normativistic
tendencies, the proposed model assumed that the relationships between these two
worldviews and ideological orientations were not direct ones, rather, they were

mediated by other worldviews.

As for the relationships dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs had
with moral foundations, it was expected that the relationship between belief in a
dangerous world would have a positive and consistent relationship with the binding
foundations (i.e. loyalty, authority, and purity); however, the correlations were small
yet positive for loyalty (r = .11, p <. 01) and authority (r = .11, p <. 01) and the
correlation it had with purity foundation was a small and negative one (r = -.09, p <.
01). For the belief in competitive jungle, the main concern of which was intergroup
competition and protection of (if not enhancing) the status one’s in-group has in the
social hierarchy, it was expected that it would have a consistent and negative
relationship with individualizing foundations (i.e. care and fairness) since these
foundations were related to equity and justice among individuals. Although the
correlation between competitive jungle belief and individualizing foundations were
in expected direction, the correlations were found to be small (r = -.28, p <. 01 for
care and r = -.20, p <. 01 for fairness). All other correlations were in expected pattern

and direction.

4.2.2. The Test of Structural Equation Models
In order to assess the proposed model, structural equation analyses with
LISREL 8.80 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2006) was employed, using maximum likelihood
for parameter estimation. Following the suggestions of Hu and Bentler (1999), the
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model fit indices were assessed with chi-square test, the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), the non-normed fit index (NNFI), the standardized root
mean square residuals (SRMR) the adjusted goodness of fit indices (AGFI) and the
comparative fit index (CFI). a comparatively lower AIC (for nonnested models), an
AGFI > .90, and a CFI > .90 were taken into account as indicators of good fit
(Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler, 1999.). In addition to fit indices, the chi-square

difference test and interpretability of the solutions were used to compare fit.

The two-step approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) was followed to evaluate
both the determinants of latent variables and test the proposed hypotheses. In the
measurement model, confirmatory factor analysis was used to specify indicators and
enable the modifications for a better model. Structural model allowed me to test my
hypothesis among given structural relations between constructs.

The proposed model had the two worldview dimensions of Polarity Theory;
I.e. humanism and normativism as predictor variables and 4 mediator constructs,
namely dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs of Dual Process Model and
individualizing and binding foundations of Moral Foundations Theory. The outcome
construct, namely, ideological orientation, was indicated by individuals’ tendencies
to have right wing and left wing ideological identities. (see Figure 1 for the
Integrative Model Examining the Links between Worldviews and Ideological

Orientations).

The measurement model included eight latent variables and their indicators.
For humanism and normativism facet variables were used as indicators. For Dual
Process Model measures, positively worded items were combined into parcels in
order to simplify the measurement models; two parcels were generated for dangerous
worldview and three for competitive jungle worldview. For Moral foundations, each
of the five subscales including moral relevance and moral judgement items were
used as indicators of latent variables; i.e. individualizing and binding foundations.
For ideological orientations, three parcels were generated from the ideological
identities scale for each of the left wing and right wing ideological orientations. The
metric of all latent variables was set by constraining the first factor loading for each
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics, Internal Consistency Coefficients, and Zero-Order Correlations between Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Humanism (.73)
2. Normativism -.18™ (.75)
3. Dangerous World -.00 377 (\76)
4. Competitive Jungle =22 447 28" (.81)
5. Care A4 097 08"  -28™ (63
6. Fairness 32" -01 .18 -20" .60  (.54)
7. Loyalty A7 147 117 -00 277 AT (63)
8. Authority 09 23™ 11 13" 4™ 05 66T (.75)
9. Purity 197 AT -09" -06 277 A7 61T 687 (72)
10. Right Wing Ideologies 03 12% -00 .03 04  -05 57" 56 55T (91)
11. Left Wing Ideologies .01 -.01 -.06" 3™ -.00 09" =227 -24™ -247 -04 (.81)
12. Ideological Self Placement -.01 06" -12" -09™ -00 -10" 397 427 457 597 42"
Mean 5.55 4.19 5.01 2.95 5.01 5.06 4.00 3.50 3.85 5.07 5.79 5.14
SD .55 .70 .99 91 .59 .59 a7 .86 .87 251 2.52 2.66

Note: Internal consistency coefficients of the scales are presented in parentheses.
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



to 1. Correlations between error variances of corresponding facets of humanism and
normativism were added. The measurement model provided adequate fit to data, (>
(263, N = 1042) = 1499.23, p = .00, x*/df = 5.70, RMSEA = .07 with 90 % CI = [.07
- .09], SRMR = .08, NNFI = .90, AGFI = .86, CFI = .92). All the indicators loaded
significantly on their latent variables and loadings ranged from .35 to .86 (See Figure

3 for the measurement model of the study variables).
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Figure 3. Measurement Model for the Integrative Model Examining the Links
between Worldviews and Ideological Orientations.

In the structural model, the fit indices indicated an adequate fit to the data, >
(277, N = 1042) = 1887.09, p = .00, y*/df = 6.81, RMSEA = .08 with 90 % CI =[.07
-.08], SRMR = .10, NNFI = .90, AGFI = .86, CFI = .92 (See Table 12 for results
from the models tested.). An examination of standardized path coefficients let me
conclude that most of the proposed relationships were significant with t values
greater than +/- 1.96 (p < .05). The total variance the proposed model explained was
.16 for left wing ideological orientation and .63 for right wing ideological orientation

(See Figure 4 for an overview of the results for the proposed model).

Individualizing foundations had a positive direct effect on left wing
ideological orientation (# = .09) and a negative one on right wing ideological

orientation (# = -.21). The direct effect of binding foundations; on the other hand,
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Figure 4. Proposed Structural Equation Model Examining the Link between
Worldviews and Ideological Orientations.

Note. Standardized estimates are shown, factor loadings for latent variables are not
shown.

was negative on left wing ideological orientation (f = -.42) and positive on right
wing ideological orientation (8 = .83). However, the results yielded that the
relationships humanism and normativism had with ideological orientations were not
mediated by dual social worldviews and moral foundations since the indirect effects
of humanism and normativism on right wing and left wing ideological orientations
were found to be nonsignificant. As for the relationships dual social worldviews had
with the ideological orientation, it was found that the relationship belief in a
dangerous world had with right wing and left wing ideological orientations were not
significantly mediated by binding foundations whereas the relationship belief in a
competitive jungle had with right wing and left wing ideological orientation was
significantly mediated by individualizing foundations, despite the fact that the effects
were small (f# =- .05 for left wing ideological orientation and g = .18 for right wing

ideological orientation).

In order to get a better grasp of relationships worldviews had with ideological
orientations, the proposed model was tested against a DPM version in which the dual
social worldviews were taken as predictor variables whereas the worldview variables
of Polarity Theory and Moral Foundations Theory were taken as mediators,

respectively. Results indicated that Alternative Model provided a significantly better
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fit to data when compared to the model proposed, 4y2 (0, N = 1042) = 64.34, p < .01
indicating that humanism and normativism were predicted by dual social worldviews
rather than vice versa. Hence, Alternative Model was taken as the final model, »?
(279, N = 1042) = 1822.75, p = .00, y*/df = 6.53, RMSEA = .08 with 90 % CI =[.07
-.08], SRMR = .09, NNFI = .89, AGFI = .84, CFI = .90.

An examination of standardized path coefficients let us to conclude that all
the proposed relationships were significant with t values greater than +/- 1.96 (p <
.05). The total variance the final model explains on left wing ideological orientation
is .17 for left wing ideological orientation and .64 for right wing ideological
orientation. Individualizing foundations had a positive direct effect on left wing
ideological orientation (B = .10) and the direct effect of binding foundations was
positive on right wing ideological orientation (B = .82). Moreover, the results yielded
that the relationships dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs had with
ideological orientation were significantly mediated by humanism, normativism, and
moral foundations. Accordingly, the indirect effect of dangerous world beliefs on left
wing ideological orientation was negative (p = -.08) whereas its indirect effect on
right wing ideological orientation was positive (B = .27). For competitive jungle
beliefs; similarly, the indirect effects were negative yet for left wing ideological
orientation (B = -.02) and positive and significant for right wing ideological
orientation ( = .08). Additionally, the indirect effect of competitive jungle beliefs on
individualizing foundations was negative (B = -.11) whereas the indirect effect of
dangerous world beliefs on binding foundations was a positive one (f = .11) (The

standardized estimates of Final Model are presented in Figure 4).

4.2.3. The Exploratory Tests of Alternative Structural Equation Models

Although both and the final models provided valuable information regarding
how different worldview constructs might be integrated in a model of worldviews
that can be used to predict ideological orientation, some exploratory models were
also generated with an aim to better understand the relationship among the
worldviews constructs as well as their links with ideological orientation. The first

model was a saturated version of the proposed model (Exploratory Model 1) in
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which all parameters in the model were allowed to predict one another rather than in
a dual pathway fashion; a trimmed version of Exploratory Model 1 in which
nonsignificant paths were deleted and the model was rerun (Exploratory Model 2); a
different version of the Alternative Model in which dual social worldviews were
predictors but the sequence of mediator variables was changed; i.e. the worldview
variables of Moral Foundations Theory came first and they were followed by the
worldview variables of Polarity Theory (Exploratory Model 3); a model in which
moral foundations were taken as predictors, the worldview variables of Polarity
Theory and Dual Process Model were taken as mediators, respectively (Exploratory
Model 4); and finally, an alternative version of Exploratory Model 4 in which moral
foundations were, again, taken as predictors but the sequence of mediator variables
was different; i.e. the worldview variables of Dual Process Model came before the
worldviews of Polarity Theory (Exploratory Model 5; See Table 13 for Model
Statistics for all the models tested).

Table 13

Model Statistics for Study 3

' df  p RMSEA Cl NNFI  SRMR AGFI  CFlI

Measurement Model  1499.23 263 .00 .07 .07 - .07 .90 .08 .86 .92
Proposed Model 1887.09 279 .00 .08 .07-.08 .88 10 .84 .90
Alternative Model 1822.75 279 .00 .08 .07-.08 .89 .09 .84 .90
Exploratory Model 1 1530.55 265 .00 07  .07-.07 .90 .08 .86 .92
Exploratory Model 2 1557.38 276 .00 .07 .07 - .07 .90 .09 .86 .92
Exploratory Model 3  1511.50 264 .00 .07 07 -.07 .90 .08 .86 .92
Exploratory Model 4  2096.19 279 .00 .09 .08-.09 .86 A1 81 .88

According to results, both Exploratory Model 1 and 2 provided better fit to
data than both the proposed model, [4y2 (12, N = 1042) = 356.54, p < .01 for
Exploratory Model 1 and 4y2 (3, N = 1042) = 329.71, p < .01 for Model 2] and the
final model [4y2 (14, N = 1042) = 292.20, p < .01 for Exploratory Model 1 and 4,2
(3, N = 1042) = 265.37, p < .01 for Model 2], as expected. However, these
alternatives were rejected because they were data driven models with few free

parameters. Exploratory models 4 and 5 were also rejected since it was not possible
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to test these models; i.e. they did not converge. However, Exploratory Model 3 was
an important alternative requiring more attention since it implied that the relationship
between worldviews might be different than expected in the proposed model.
However, it was also rejected since both the proposed [4x2 (0, N = 1042) = 209.10, p
< .01] and final models [4x2 (0, N = 1042) = 273.44, p < .01] provided better fit to

data, compared to this model.
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Figure 5. Final Structural Equation Model on the Relationship between Worldviews
and Ideological Orientation.

Note. Standardized estimates are shown factor loadings for latent variables are not
shown.

4.3. Discussion

This study has been conducted to explore the relationship between
worldviews and ideological orientation as well as the relationship among different
worldview constructs through the tests of an integrative model on worldviews and
ideological orientation. Based on Tomkins’ (1963) postulations on ideo-affective
polarity and attempts of integrating humanism and normativism to dual social
worldviews and moral foundations separately (Nilsson & Jost, 2017; Sayilan &
Cing6z-Ulu, 2018) it has been expected that humanism and normativism would

constitute the ideo-affective bases upon which dual social worldviews and moral
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foundations built and predicted ideological orientation. However, the results yield
that this might not be the case since the indirect effects of humanism and
normativism on ideological orientations through the mediation of dual social
worldviews and moral foundations are not significant, despite the fact that the
general model fit the data adequately.

As briefly discussed in Chapter 1, all the perspectives included in the
Integrative Model Examining the Links between Worldviews and Ideological
Orientation suggest that their worldview variables would be the psychosocial bases
for the development of ideological orientation. Moreover, although no integrative
model examining the relationships among these three sets of worldview constructs as
well as their links with ideological orientation has been suggested so far, there is an
accumulating evidence on how these relationships might be formed alternatively. As
previously discussed, studies conducted from a DPM perspective imply that
dangerous world and competitive jungle beliefs might constitute alternative bases
upon which the worldview constructs of Polarity Theory as well as Moral
Foundations Theory are built. Therefore, the proposed model has been tested against
a DPM alternative in which dual social worldviews are the predictors and it has been
seen that it provides a significantly better fit to data, compared to the proposed
model. In other words, results indicate that the two worldview dimensions of
Tomkins’ (1963) Polarity Theory are predicted by the dual social worldviews in the
Dual Process Model of Duckitt and his colleagues (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt et al.,
2002), rather than vice versa. The models have been also tested against some
exploratory alternatives in order to better learn the process by which broad patterns
of meaning about the human nature and the social world may turn into concrete
ideological positions. According to results, none of the alternative models has been
seen as more plausible than the final model since (a) although some of them provides
a better fit to the data, they are not theoretically plausible alternatives and (b) the
theoretically plausible alternatives provide significantly poorer fit to data or even do

not converge.

78



When results of this study are interpreted from a Dual Process Model
perspective, it can be concluded that humanism and normativism dimensions of
Tomkins’ Polarity Theory as well as the individualizing and binding foundations of
Moral Foundations Theory are organized in accordance with the two dimensions of
ideological attitudes, namely RWA and SDO. In fact, according to DPM, humanism
and normativism can be listed among the socio-political attitudes and values
corresponding to RWA and SDO (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009a). From
this perspective, one of these two dimensions (i.e. characterized with
authoritarianism or RWA) is characterized as a bipolar construct where
authoritarianism, social and cultural conservatism, high normativism, and
traditionalism on the one pole and openness, autonomy, low levels of normativism,
liberalism, individualism, or personal freedom at the other one. The second
dimension (i.e. characterized with SDO); on the other hand, has sociopolitical
attitudes and values such as equality, humanism, social welfare, and egalitarianism
on the one pole whereas economic conservatism, low levels of humanism, power,
belief in hierarchy or inequality constitutes the other pole. Based on the findings
from this study and existing literature (e.g. Federico et al., 2013; Van Leeuwen and
Park, 2009) it can be suggested that individualizing and binding foundations can be
added to the list of sociopolitical attitudes or values that are in line with the two
ideological attitude dimensions of DPM where individualizing foundations could be
listed under SDO-related constructs whereas binding foundations could be listed with
RWA-related ones.

DPM suggests that having certain personality traits (i.e. social conformity and
tough-mindedness) and chronic accessibility to corresponding sociocultural schemas
(i.e. threat and security) may generate social worldviews related to the nature of
human beings and the social world which may, in turn, activate two relatively
orthogonal sets of motivational goals and attitudinal orientations expressed in these
two dimensions (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009a). Specifically, the social
schema of threat and the trait pattern of social conformity (i.e. low openness and high
conscientiousness) might lead individuals to develop the social belief that the world

is a threatening, dangerous, and unpredictable place rather than a safe, secure, and
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stable one. In effect, this social belief might activate the motivational schema that
can be expressed in the sociopolitical attitudes and values aligning with RWA. This
study; on the other hand, shows us that this pattern might be better developed with
the inclusion of normativism and binding foundations. In line with this, individuals
who have the motivational goal of maintaining social control and security might
develop a normativistic stance (i.e., they might value norms, rules, and institutions
more than the individuals and their well-being) and with the joint effect of dangerous
world social belief and normativistic tendencies, they might put special emphasis on
binding foundations, which make them more inclined to right wing ideological
orientation. On the other hand, individuals who have developed the social belief that
the world is a safe, stable, and secure place as a result of their personalities and the
social schema of security, might have the opposing motivational goal of personal
autonomy and freedom, develop non-authoritarian sociopolitical attitudes and values
as well as low levels of normativism and they might not focus on binding
foundations. In effect they will be less likely to develop right wing ideological

orientation.

As for the individuals who have developed the social belief that the world is a
competitive jungle rather than a cooperative harmony where individuals care and
help one another as a result of personality trait of tough-mindedness (i.e. low
agreeableness) and the social schema of dominance, this social belief might activate
the motivational goal of seeking superiority and dominance over others as well as
power. In turn, they might have the sociopolitical attitudes and values enhancing and
justifying the hierarchical structure of the society and superiority of their ingroup
over others including low levels of humanism (which might incline them to view
human beings in a less positive frame) and individualizing foundations. The ones
who have developed the social belief that the world is a cooperative harmony as a
result of their personalities and the social schema of cooperation; on the other hand,
might have the motivational goal of viewing and treating others as equals as well as
helping them. In turn, they might have the sociopolitical attitudes and values

supporting egalitarianism including high levels of humanism and individualizing
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foundations (i.e. caring for the human beings and animals as well as the suffering as

well as valuing fairness among and equal treatment of individuals).

In fact, the theories included in the Integrative Model Examining the Links
between Worldviews and Ideological Orientation have shared emphasis. For
example, they all focus on the developmental process and socialization practices.
DPM suggests that the socialization practices and family environment are crucial
factors in worldview development; since punitive and unaffectionate socialization
might affect the personality traits of individuals as well as their likelihood of
exposure to social schemas of threat and dominance (Duckitt, 2001). Polarity Theory
also states that family context and environment are crucial for development of
worldviews since the main context of ideo-affective socialization is stated to be the
family. In other words, it is the family context where children learn what types of
emotions are appropriate to feel as well as proper ways and limits of expressing
them. As a consequence of the influences of the socialization practices and
experiences in the family context, individuals become oriented towards humanism
and normativism which affect how they maintain their lives (Tomkins, 1963).
Similar to them, the process of socialization is important for Moral Foundations
Theory (Graham et al, 2009; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). In fact, it is one of the three
major arguments of the theory which states the context of socialization enable
children to acquire some values and virtues whereas making harder to learn others.
Moreover, it is the socialization context where children primarily learn to behave in
culturally appropriate manners, all of which influence the emphasis they put on each
of the five moral foundations. Although the model tested in this study does not
include socialization practices as components they are thought to be inherent in the

worldviews individuals have.

A second shared emphasis of the perspectives included in the model, is their
focus on personal experiences as well as the cultural context in which individuals
grow up. DPM underlines the socio-cultural and political context by integrating
dangerous/threatening and intergroup dominance/competitive social and group

context in the model as well as the social schemas making these contexts salient
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during the developmental process of individuals. For Polarity Theory, similarly, the
sociopolitical context is viewed as one of the most important factors shaping ideo-
affective socialization and development of worldviews. Moreover, the theory
underlines the importance of personal experiences as personal interactions are
considered as crucial for any change or adaptation in worldviews. For Moral
Foundations Theory, lastly, the sociocultural context is stated as one of the three
basic arguments of the theory which states that moral foundations individuals
prioritize are directly influenced by the sociocultural context individuals are raised
because cultures vary in terms of both the importance they attach to each foundation
and the norms, virtues, and institutions they build on the bases of these foundations.
Similar to socialization practices, sociocultural context is not a variable measured in
this study; however, it should be taken into consideration that the sociopolitical
context of contemporary Turkey is inherent in the process of worldview
development. Hence, cross cultural research is needed in order to compare the

findings from this study to other contexts.

Although the models have shared emphasis in such important aspects as
briefly mentioned above, no single study so far have indicated that they can be
combined in a single model that can be used to predict such an intricate topic as
ideological orientation in an integrative manner. Hence, this study is believed to fill

an important gap in the study of worldviews as well as the field of political

psychology.

An important point to note about the model is that although the model aims to
explore the psychosocial background of ideological orientation, ideological
orientation is not measured as a single dimension ranging from left to right, which is
the common practice in studies focusing on ideological orientation (e.g. Nilsson &
Jost, 2017; Weber & Federico, 2007; 2013). Rather, it has been measured in terms of
ideological identities under two latent constructs, namely, right wing and left wing
ideological orientation comprising of ideological identities. This strategy has been
used for two reasons, one methodological and one theoretical. The methodological

reason is that although single item measures can be used in studies with SEM
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approach under certain conditions, they are generally viewed as problematic in terms
of both reliability and validity, especially for the complex models such as the one
tested in this study (Diamantopoulos, Sarstedt, Fuchs, Wilczynski, & Kaiser, 2012;
Fuchs & Diamantopoulos, 2009). Theoretically; on the other hand, the structure and
content of left wing and right wing ideologies might differ across countries although
this orientations and identities exist throughout the world (Aspelund, Lindeman, &
Verkasalo, 2013; Jost, 2006; Tomkins, 1963). For the sociopolitical context of
contemporary Turkey, empirical research suggesting that left wing and right wing
ideologies are the opposite ends of a single left-to-right is lacking. Yet, we have
some basic support to suggest that ideologies do not emerge as bipolar constructs,
rather the ideological identities seem to be multi-polared (Sayilan & Tiirkoglu,
2015). Moreover, the results in this study suggest that ideological orientations are
distinct and orthogonal concepts with no significant correlations between them (See
Table 11 for correlations between ideological orientations). Therefore, it has been
concluded that measuring left wing and right wing ideologies as separate constructs

is an appropriate strategy both theoretically and methodologically.

Although the findings of this study are valuable for us to better grasp the
transformation of worldviews and their relationship with ideological orientation, it is
not free of limitations. To begin with ideological orientations, the outcome of the
model, it has been seen that the model is not equally successful at explaining
variance in right wing and left wing ideological orientations. In fact, the explained
variance in right wing ideological orientation (R? = .64) is quite higher than the left
wing ideological orientation (R? = .17). This is a problematic issue for a thesis aimed
at understanding the psychosocial bases of ideological orientations. However, this is
a widely shared problem considering the fact that since the works of Adorno et al.
(1950) the focus of researchers in the fields of social and political psychology has
mostly been the ideological right rather than ideological left. Hence most of the
theories and models try to explore individuals’ tendencies to adapt right wing
ideologies and sociopolitical attitudes. The possible reason behind this might be that
ideological right is associated with psychosocial characteristics that are viewed as

problematic ranging from cognitive closure to prejudice and discrimination against
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disadvantaged groups in the society (See Chapter | for a brief review of differences
between ideological left and right). For example, the Dual Process Model, the
predictor worldview in the model, mostly focuses on right wing ideologies and
sociopolitical attitudes. Another possible factor affecting the inequality between the
explained variances in right wing and left wing ideological orientations, is the
sociopolitical context in which they study has been conducted. Although we don’t
have cross-cultural evidence to compare the findings from other sociopolitical
contexts, the fact that both Polarity Theory and Moral Foundations Theory; i.e., two
of the three perspectives included in the model, have assumptions regarding both the
left wing and right wing ideologies yet they have not been successful at explaining
variance in left wing ideological orientation can be attributed to the sociopolitical
context of contemporary Turkey, where a political Islamist and rightist party has

been ruling for 15 years.

Secondly, this model focuses on the link between worldviews and ideological
orientation; therefore, it excludes other important factors affecting ideological
orientation such as personality traits, values, and sociopolitical attitudes. Further
research is needed to combine the worldviews with such factors so that we can get
close to seeing the big picture of ideological orientations from a psychological
perspective. Moreover, similar to most of the research conducted in the field of
political psychology, this model has a bottom-up approach in the study of ideological
orientations suggesting that ideology might be rooted in psychological factors. Since
the study of ideological orientations is characterized with both bottom-up and top-
down approaches (Jost, 2009) further research is needed to see how psychological
variables interact with top-down processes like leadership and influence of political

elites through political discourse and mass-media communication.

Another limitation is that the relationships among the study variables have
been found to be smaller than expected. Even if the final model explains a good
proportion of variance in ideological orientations - especially in the right wing —
small to medium correlations among the worldview constructs do not allow us to

make strong speculations regarding that they might be alternate versions of the same
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construct (i.e. the dual social worldviews might be the psychosocial bases upon
which the other worldviews and moral foundations develop). However, this
limitation is not specific to this study, either. Duckitt (2001) suggests that the
relationships between worldviews and ideological orientations might not be as strong
as expected in younger and student samples as well as in countries where politics are
not organized in accordance with a single left-right continuum. Hence, considering
the characteristics of the sample and the sociopolitical context of Turkey, these

results seem reasonable.

Last but not least, the correlational and cross-sectional design of the study
limits the strengths of speculations on the basis of findings. To begin with
correlational nature of the study, as posited before, this design has been preferred
over an experimental one because it would be difficult to manipulate all the
worldview constructs in such a complex model. A causal path model with SEM
approach; on the other hand, has been preferred because this approach enables
researchers to test their proposed model in terms of its fit to obtained data as well as
to compare it to other possible alternatives. In this study, the final model is the best
fitting alternative to data in terms of various indices of fit as well as comparison to
other alternatives; however, this does not rule out reverse causality among the
variables tested. It might be suggested for future research to manipulate each of the
worldview constructs separately and test their causal effects on ideological
orientations. As for the cross-sectional nature of the study design, again it limits the
speculation on the causal order among the worldview constructs included in the
model. Further research with longitudinal design would be beneficial to speculate on
the causal order of the worldviews as well as to better understand development of

worldviews and the relationships among them.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

Political ideology has been an important topic in the field of political
psychology since the seminal study of Adorno and his colleagues (Adorno et al.,
1950) and although a loss of interest in the topic has taken place for a few decades, it
regained its popularity in the last two decades (Jost, 2006). Although the content and
structure ideologies are defined in accordance with the social, cultural and political
conditions of the context they emerge from, most studies of political ideology in the
field of political and social psychology have focused on the (political) left and the
right and shown that meaningful differences exist between them (Jost, 2006; Jost,
Nosek, & Gosling, 2008). Since the first use of these terms with a political
connotation in the French Parliament (Bobbio, 1996), political left has been
identified with egalitarian ideas and social change whereas political right represents
political ideas that are hierarchical, conservative and in favor of status quo.
Moreover, recent studies show that these ideological orientations are rooted in the
clash between the basic feelings and ideas related to human nature such as being
human versus norm oriented, preferring change versus stability, complexity versus
order, and creativity versus conformity (Jost, 2006; 2009; Jost, Nosek, & Gosling,
2008).

For more than 60 years now, scholars in the field of political psychology
examined the psychological factors underlying political ideology and contributed
greatly to our understanding of the concept today. However, there is still more to
learn on the processes by which these factors result in ideological orientations. In my
belief, integration of worldviews in the study of ideological orientations would be
valuable since these broad patterns of meaning have effects on a wide range of

sociopolitical beliefs including political orientation.
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So far, the construct of worldview has been defined by scholars in social
psychology and other disciplines in various ways. Koltko-Rivera (2000; 2004) and
Naugle (2002) have provided comprehensive and interdisciplinary reviews of these
perspective. However, it should be noted that the construct of worldviews still lacks a
comprehensive model. Hence, this thesis aims to provide an integrative model which
can be used to understand the psychosocial background of ideological orientation as
well as other sociopolitical attitudes. In Chapter | of this thesis, | have reviewed
major theories focusing on the link between worldviews and ideological orientation
and suggested a synthesis of them in an integrative model so that we can better
understand “love affair of a loosely organized set of feelings and ideas about feelings

with a highly organized and articulate set of ideas” (Tomkins, 1963; p. 389).

Duckitt’s (2001) Dual Process Model view worldviews as orthogonal yet
related components in a dual process underlying ideological orientation as well as
sociopolitical attitudes. According to this perspective, worldviews are schematic
beliefs related to the nature of human beings as well as the social world. Duckitt and
Sibley (2009b, p. 309) summarize the central role of worldviews in shaping
ideological orientations and sociopolitical attitudes as follows:

... two motivational goals result in dual ideologies that justify existing and
desired social arrangements by emphasizing quite different characteristics of
outgroups and that stratify and position groups based on qualitatively different
evaluations. To understand the process by which ideologies legitimate social
systems, then, it is necessary to understand the motivational bases of these two
different ideological dimensions, the conditions under which they will cause
the individual to espouse different legitimizing myths, and importantly, the
conditions under which these different domains of legitimizing myths may

combine to form an integrated ideological system that maintains the existing
social order through multiple ideological mechanisms.

From the perspective of Polarity Theory (Tomkins, 1963), similarly,
ideological orientation might be rooted in worldviews, affective tendencies, ways of
thinking and living. Specifically, Tomkins suggests that worldviews, or feelings and
ideas about everything, might turn into more concrete and organized ideological
orientations through ideo-affective resonance (Tomkins, 1963). Finally, Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Haidt, 2012) suggests that five basic
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patterns of morality underlie the breadth and depth of morality across cultures and
individuals, and they influence variation in ideological orientations and sociopolitical
attitudes. As previously reviewed, ideo-affective resonance can be defined as a
process by which loosely organized feelings and ideas affiliate with factors creating
an internal harmony. | believe that during the process of resonance, beliefs related to
social world and human nature (i.e. the worldview variables of Dual Process Model)
might come together with humanistic and normativistic perspectives (i.e. the
worldview constructs of Polarity Theory) as well as principles and rules about social
relations (i.e. the individualizing and binding foundations of Moral Foundations
Theory) that are consonant with them.

In Chapters 2,3, and 4 | have presented finding from 5 studies aiming to adapt
dual social worldview scales (Chapter 2) and polarity scale (Chapter 3) into Turkish
cultural context and a test of the integrative model examining the links between
worldviews and ideological orientation (Chapter 4). Findings from Chapter 2 and 3
indicate that both the scales of dual social worldviews and ideo-affective polarity are
reliable and valid, although the validity of belief in a dangerous world scale is
comparative (i.e. some of the relationships it has with other variables are not in
expected pattern). Findings presented in Chapter 4; on the other hand, where the
main study has been tested, indicate that worldviews included in the model can be
studied in an integrative manner and they have a joint effect in explaining ideological
orientation. Moreover, findings imply that worldviews underlying ideological
orientation are organized in a dual pathway fashion despite the fact that the final
model (i.e., the one in which dual social worldviews are predictor variables, and
Tomkins’ worldview constructs and moral foundations are the mediators) is not the
one originally proposed (i.e. the one in which Tomkins’ worldviews are the

predictors, dual social worldviews and moral foundations are the mediators).

The proposed model makes two important contributions to the literature.
First, it shows that the major perspectives focusing on the link between worldviews
and ideological orientation could be studied in an integrative manner since their

postulations are compatible with one another. So far, no single study has argued that
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these perspectives could be integrated conceptually although their links with
ideological orientation and some binary combinations among them have been
studied. Moreover, this model sheds light on the process of ideo-affective resonance
by which loosely organized feelings and beliefs turn into more concrete structures,
which, in turn, predict ideological orientation.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Demographic and Background Variables

1. Cinsiyetiniz:

O Erkek 0 Kadin O Diger

2. Yasiiz:

3. Dogum yeriniz:

4, Yasaminizin biiyiik boliimiinii ge¢irdiginiz yer:

O Biiyiiksehir Oil O ilge O Semt

Koy

5. Egitim durumunuz:

00 Okuma yazma O ilkokul O Ortaokul

bilmiyor

O Lise O Universite Y. lisans / Doktora
6. Toplumun geneline kiyasla kendinizi hangi gelir grubuna ait goriiyorsunuz?
O Alt O Alt-Orta O Orta OOrta-Ust OUst
1. Hangi etnik kdkene mensupsunuz?

8. Herhangi bir dini gruba mensup musunuz?
L] Evet U Hayr

9. (Evetse) Hangi dini gruba mensupsunuz?

10. Kendinizi ne 6l¢iide inangli tanimlarsiniz?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Hig Oldukga
fazla
11. Kendinizi ne 6l¢iide muhafazakar olarak tanimlarsiniz?
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
. Oldukca
Hig fazla
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Appendix B: Measures of Political 1deology

Ideological Self-Placement Measure

Liitfen politik olarak yakin durdugunuz yeri agagida belirtilen aralikta bir sayiy1

isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

0 1 2

5

10

Sol

Merkez

Sag

Ideological Identities Measure

Liitfen asagidaki politik goriiglerinin her birinin sizin goriisiiniizii ne dl¢lide

yansittigini belirtiniz.

(-5= Hig yansitmiyor; 0 = Emin degilim; +5 = Oldukga fazla yansitiyor.)

Anarsizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Atatiirkgiilik -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 3 4 5
Ekolojizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Fagizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Feminizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Komiinizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Kiirt Siyasi Hareketi -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Liberalizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Liberteryenizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Marksizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Milli Goriig -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Milliyetci -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Muhafazakarlik

Muhafazakar -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Demokratlik

Muhafazakarlik -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Radikal islam -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Sosyal Demokrasi -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Sosyalizm -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Tiirkgiiliik -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Ulusale1lik -5 -4 =3 -2 =1l 0 1 3 4 5
Ulkiiciiliik -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5




Appendix C: Belief in a Dangerous World Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne 6lclide

katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.

Hig katilmiyorum 1 2 3

Tamamen katiliyorum

Original form

Turkish Form

1. Although it may appear that things are
constantly getting more dangerous and
chaotic, it really isn’t so. Every era has its
problems, and a person’s chances of living a
safe, untroubled life are better today than ever
before.

1. Diinya gittik¢e daha tehlikeli ve karmasik bir
hale geliyormus gibi goriinse de, igin asli dyle
degil. Her donemin kendine has sorunlari
vardir, hatta insanlarin bugiin giivenli ve
sorunsuz bir hayat yasama olasiligi her
zamankinden daha da fazladir.

2. Any day now chaos and anarchy could
erupt around us. All the signs are pointing to
it.

2. Bugiin yarin ¢evremizde kaos ve anarsi
patlak verecek gibi; biitiin isaretler bunu
gosteriyor.

3. There are many dangerous people in our
society who will attack someone out of pure
meanness, for no reason at all.

3. Toplumumuzda, sirf kotiiliik olsun diye, hig¢
yoktan birine saldirabilecek pek g¢ok tehlikeli
insan var.

4. Despite what one hears about “crime in the
street,” there probably isn’t any more now
than there ever has been.

4. Sokaktaki sucun arttigina dair ne denirse
densin, muhtemelen su anki su¢ oranlart
eskisinden daha fazla degildir.

5. If a person takes a few sensible
precautions, nothing bad is likely to happen
to him or her; we do not live in a dangerous
world.

5. Eger insan birka¢ makul 6nlem alirsa, basina
muhtemelen hi¢bir kotiilik gelmez; o kadar da
tehlikeli bir diinyada yasamiyoruz.

6. Every day as society become more lawless
and bestial, a person’s chances of being
robbed, assaulted, and even murdered go up
and up.

6. Toplum her gegen giin hukuk tanimaz ve
daha vahsi hale geldik¢e, insanin soyulma,
saldirtya ugrama ve hatta 6ldiiriilme olasiligi da
artryor.

7. My knowledge and experience tells me that
the social world we live in is basically a safe,
stable and secure place in which most people
are fundamentally good.

7. Bilgilerim ve tecriibelerim bana, iginde
yasadigimiz diinyanin aslinda saglam, istikrarli
ve glivenli bir yer, insanlarin da 6zlinde iyi
oldugunu soyliiyor.

8. It seems that every year there are fewer and
fewer truly respectable people, and more and
more persons with no morals at all who
threaten everyone else.

8. Oyle goriiniiyor ki, her gegen yil, saygideger
insanlarin sayisi azalirken, herkesi tehdit eden
ahlak yoksunu insanlarin sayis1 artiyor.

9. The “end” is not near. People who think
that earthquakes, wars, and famines mean
God might be about to destroy the world are
being foolish.

9. Diinyanin sonu yakin degil; depremleri,
savaslart ve kitliklar1 Allah'm diinyayr yok
etmek tizere oldugunun isareti olarak gorenler
sa¢cmaliyorlar.

10. My knowledge and experience tells me
that the social world we live in is basically a
dangerous and unpredictable place, in which
good, decent and moral people’s values and
way of life are threatened and disrupted by
bad people.

10. Bilgilerim ve tecriibelerim bana, icinde
yasadigimiz diinyanin iyi, diizglin ve ahlakl
insanlarin degerlerinin ve yasam bigimlerinin
kotiiler tarafindan alt iist edildigi, tehlikeli ve
ongoriilemez bir yer oldugunu soyliiyor.
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Appendix D: Belief in a Competitive Jungle World Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne 6lclide

katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.

Hig katilmiyorum 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Winning is not the first thing; it’s the only
thing.

1. Kazanmak en dnemli sey degil, her seydir.

2. The best way to lead a group under one’s
supervision is to show them Kkindness,
consideration, and treat them as fellow workers,
not as inferiors.

2. Sorumlu oldugunuz bir grubu ydnetmenin
en iyi yolu, onlara nezaket ve duyarlilik
gostermek ve onlara astlarimiz gibi degil,
calisma arkadaglariniz gibi davranmaktir.

3. If one has power in a situation, one should
use it however one has to in order to get one’s
way.

3. Gici elinde bulunduran kisi, istedigini
elde etmek i¢in giiclinii gereken her sekilde
kullanmalidir.

4. If it’s necessary to be cold blooded and
vengeful to reach one’s goals, then one should
do it.

4. Eger bir insanin hedeflerine ulagmasi i¢in
acimasiz ve kindar olmasi gerekiyorsa, Oyle
olmalidir.

5. Life is not governed by the “survival of the
fittest.” We should let compassion and moral
laws be our guide.

5. Yasam "en gii¢liiniin hayatta kalmasi1"
ilkesiyle yiirimez; rehberimiz merhamet ve
ahlaki degerler olmalidir.

6. Money, wealth and luxury are what really
count in life.

6. Hayatta en 6nemli seyler, para, varlik ve
liikstiir.

7. It is better to he loved than to be feared.

7. Sevilmek korkulmaktan daha iyidir.

8. It is much more important in life to have
integrity in your dealings with others than to
have money and power.

8. Yasamda, diger insanlarla iligkilerinizde
erdemli davranmak, para ve giic sahibi
olmaktan ¢ok daha 6nemlidir.

9. It’s a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be
ruthless at times.

9. Diinya, bazen acimasiz olmay1 gerektiren
bir kurtlar sofrasidir.

10. Charity (i.e., giving somebody something
for nothing) is admirable not stupid.

10. Birine karsiliksiz bir sey vermek gibi
hayir isleri aptalca degil, 0Ozenilecek
hareketlerdir.

11. You know that most people are out to
“screw” you, so you have to get them first when
you get the chance.

11. Pek ¢ok insanin, seni kaziklamak ig¢in
hazir bekledigini biliyorsun; o yilizden
firsatin1 yakaladigin an ilk davranan sen
olmalisin.

12. All in all it is better to be humble and honest
than important and dishonest.

12. Nifuzlu ve hilekar olmaktansa, miitevazi
ve diiriist olmak daha iyidir.

13. My knowledge and experience tells me that
the social world we live in is basically a
competitive “jungle” in which the fittest survive
and succeed, in which power, wealth, and
winning are everything, and might is right.

13. Bilgilerim ve tecriibelerim bana, iginde
yasadigimiz diinyanin sadece en giicliiniin
hayatta kaldigi ve giiclin, zenginligin ve
kazanmanin her sey oldugu, rekabetci, vahsi
bir “orman” oldugunu soyliiyor.

14. Honesty is the best policy in all cases.

14. Diiristlik, her durumda en iyi yoldur.

15. There is really no such thing as “right” and
“wrong.” It all boils down to what you can get
away with.

15. “Dogru” ya da “yanlis” diye bir sey
yoktur; sonugta Onemli olan pagay1
kurtarabilmektir.

16. Do unto to others as you would have them
do unto you, and never do anything unfair to
someone else.

16. Kendine yapilmasimi istemedigini
bagkasina yapma ve asla bir bagkasina
haksizlik etme.

17. One of the most useful skills a person should
develop is how to look someone straight in the
eye and lie convincingly.

17. Insanmn gelistirmesi gereken en faydali
beceri, birinin goziiniin igine baka baka ikna
edici bir sekilde yalan sdyleyebilmektir.
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18. Basically, people are objects to be quietly
and coolly manipulated for one’s own benefit.

18. Aslinda insanlar, kisinin ¢ikar1
dogrultusunda sessiz ve sakince
yonlendirilebilecegi nesnelerdir.

19. One should give others the benefit of the
doubt. Most people are trustworthy if you have
faith in them.

19. Bagkalarina iyi niyetli yaklasmak gerek.
Cogu insan, eger onlara inanirsan,
giivenilirdir.

20. We can make a society based on unselfish
cooperation, sharing and people generously
helping each other, and NOT on competition
and acquisitiveness.

20. Rekabete ve acgozliiliige degil, bencilce
olmayan is birligine ve paylasima dayals;
insanlarin birbirine cdmertge yardim ettigi bir
toplum olusturabiliriz.
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Appendix E: Polarity Scale

Liitfen agagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne dlgiide katildiginiz1

belirtiniz

Hig katilmiyorum 1 2 3

4 5 6 7 Tamamen katiliyorum

Humanism

1. All persons are in themselves valuable.

1. Biitiin insanlar insan olduklari i¢in degerlidir

2. Feelings are the most important aspect of
being human, because they give our lives
meaning.

2. Duygular insan olmanin en 6nemli yamidir,
¢linkii hayatimiza anlam verirler.

3. The most important purpose of society is to
protect people’s rights, freedoms, and dignity.

3. Devletin birinci vazifesi kisilerin haklarini,
Ozgiirliiklerini ve itibarlarin1 korumaktir.

4. People are basically kind and helpful.

4. Insanlar 6ziinde kibar ve yardimseverdir.

5. Human beings should be loved at all times,
because they want and need to be loved.

5. Insanlar her daim sevilmelidir, ¢iinkii sevilmek
hem istek hem de ihtiyagtir.

6. It is necessary to break the laws and rules
of society when these lead to unfair treatment
of some people.

6. Toplumun kanun ve kurallar1 bazi insanlara
haksiz muameleye yol actiginda, onlar1 ¢ignemek
gerekir.

7. The main purpose of education should be
to enable the young to discover and create
novelty.

7. Egitimin ana amaci genglere kesif ve yenilik
yaratma olanag1 saglamak olmalidir.

8. You must always leave yourself open to
your own feelings — alien as they may
sometimes seem.

8. Kimi zaman ¢ok yabanci gelseler bile, insan
kendini duygularina agik birakmalidir.

9. Human beings should be treated with
respect at all times.

9. Insanlara her
edilmelidir.

zaman saygiyla muamele

10. You need to be open to your feelings to
learn from them and understand who you are.

10. Duygularimizdan bir seyler dgrenebilmek ve
kim oldugunuzu anlayabilmek i¢in duygulariniza
acgik olmalisiniz.

11. Creativity and curiosity are the most
important tools in the search for knowledge.

11. Bilgiye ulasmak i¢in en Onemli araglar
yaraticilik ve meraktir

12. Human beings are basically good.

12. insanlar temelde iyidir.

13. The most important goal for a society is
to make sure that its members have a chance
to lead a good life.

13. Toplumun en 6nemli hedefi, mensuplarina, iyi
bir hayat siirebilme sansint saglamak olmalidir.

14. When people are in trouble, they need | 14. insanlar, basi derde girenlere yardim
help and should be helped. etmelidir.

15. A scientist must rely on creativity and | 15. Bilim insan1 yaraticiliga ve sezgilere
intuition. giivenmelidir.
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Normativism

1. Reason has to be continually disciplined
and corrected by reality and hard facts

1. Diisiinceler somut gerceklerle dizginlenmelidir.

2. People don’t really care what happens to
the next person.

2. Insanlar aslinda bir baskasina ne oldugunu pek
umursamazlar.

3. Human beings would be lost without
reason, because feelings cannot be trusted.

3. Mantik olmasaydi insanlar kaybolurdu, ¢iinkii
duygular giivenilmezdir.

4. Human beings should be treated with
respect only when they deserve respect.

4. Insanlara, sadece hak ettikleri zaman saygiyla
muamele edilmelidir.

5. People who commit crimes must be | 5. Su¢ isleyen kisiler sert bir sekilde
punished severely so that they are deterred | cezalandirilmali ki, su¢u  tekrarlamaktan
from repeating the crime. caysinlar.

6. Feelings must be controlled by reason,
because they can make you do stupid things.

6. Duygular mantik tarafindan kontrol edilmelidir
ciinkii aptalca seyler yapmaniza sebep olabilirler.

7. When people do good deeds, it is almost
always out of an expectation to receive
something in return.

7. Insanlar iyi seyler yaptiklarinda, bunu
genellikle karsihiginda bir sey elde etme
beklentisinden yaparlar.

8. When people are in trouble, they should
help themselves and not depend on others.

8. Zor duruma diisenler baskalarindan yardim
beklememelidir.

9. The bad people in the world outnumber the
good people.

9. Diinyadaki kotii insanlarm sayisi iyilerden
fazladir.

10. The maintenance of law and order is the
most important duty of any government.

10. Kanun ve nizami muhafaza etmek devletlerin
en onemli gorevidir.

11. To observe objectively and describe in a
neutral language is crucial to the pursuit of
knowledge.

11. Nesnel bir sekilde gozlem yapmak ve bunu
tarafsiz bir dille anlatmak bilgi arayisi i¢in ¢ok
onemlidir.

12. A society must enforce its laws and rules
strictly in order not to deteriorate.

12. Toplumlar yozlagsmay1 6nlemek i¢in kanun ve
kurallarini kat1 bir bigimde uygulamalidir.

13. Feelings are often an obstacle to seeing
how things really are.

13. Duygular siklikla ger¢ekte olan biteni
gdrmemize engel olur.

14. Human beings should be loved only when
they have acted so that they deserve to be
loved.

14. Insanlar ancak sevgiyi hak edecek sekilde
davranirlarsa sevilmelidir.

15. Imagination leads people into self-

deception and delusions.

15. Hayal kurarak insan ancak kendini kandirir.
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Appendix G: Turkish Summary / Tiirkce Ozet

Sag kanat ve sol kana ideolojik yonelimlere sahip bireyler arasindaki
farkliliklar politik psikoloji alaninin baslica konularindan biri olarak goriilebilir (Jost,
2006). Bu baglamda yapilmis ilk ¢alismalardan biri Adorno ve arkadaslarinin sag ve
sol ideolojik yonelimlere sahip olan kisilerin kisilik ozeliklerini inceledikleri
calismalaridir (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson ve Sanford, 1950). Bu ufuk
acict caligmadan bu yana arastirmacilar ideolojik farkliliklarin altinda yatan
psikolojik faktorleri arastirmis ve birbirinden farkli pek ¢ok agiklama 6ne stirmiistiir
(konu hakkinda yapilmis derlemeler i¢in bkz. Jost, 2006; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski ve
Sulloway, 2003). Bu cabalara ve elde edilen bilgi birikimine ragmen ideolojinin
yapisina iligkin biitlinciil bir ¢cergeveye duyulan ihtiya¢ devam etmektedir. Bana gore,
ideolojik yonelimler hakkindaki biitlinciil bir ¢alisma diinya goriislerini i¢cermelidir
zira genis anlam Oriintiileri olarak tanimlanabilecek diinya goriisleri bireylerin pek
cok sosyopolitik tutum ve politik farkliliklar baglaminda nasil birbirinden ayrildiginm

anlamamiza yardimci olmaktadir (Tomkins, 1963).

Duckitt ve arkadaglarinin (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt, Wagner, du Plesis ve
Birum; 2002) genis Olciide desteklenen bakis agisi, bireylerin ideolojik
yonelimlerinin soldan saga uzanan tek bir skalada degerlendirilemeyecegi
iddiasindadir. Aksine, ideolojik yonelimler ikili bir silire¢ sonucunda ortaya
¢ikmaktadir. Kurama gore bireylerin i¢ine dogduklari ve yetistikleri sosyal ¢evrenin
ozellikleri ile bireylerin sahip olduklar: kisilik 6zelliklerinin etkisi ile olusan tehdit ve
baskinlik temelli diinya goriisleri (tehlikeli ve tehditkar inanis1 ve rekabet dolu orman
inanisg1) bireylerin sahip oldugu tutum oriintiilerini ve dolayisiyla sahip olduklar

sosyopolitik tutumlar1 ve ideolojik yonelimleri belirlemektedir.

Tomkins’in (1963) Kutuplasma Kurami ise sag ve sol ideolojilerin
kaynaginin hiimanizm ve normativism isimli iki genis anlam oriintiisii oldugunu ileri
stirmektedir. Kurama goére bu genis anlam oriintiileri kendilerini biyolojik, psikolojik
ve sosyal etmenlerden olusan diinya goriislerinde de gosterir ve her sey hakkindaki
duygulart ve bu duygular hakkindaki diislinceleri kapsayan bu genis anlam

Oriintlilerinin nasil yapilandirilmis ve somutlasmis ideolojik yonelimler halini
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aldigmi anlamamiza yardimci olur. Bu diinya goriisleri bireylerin kisiliklerini
sekillendiren ve gerek bireylerin baskalartyla kurdugu iliskilerin gerekse de bu
deneyimlere iliskin degerlendirmelerin yoniinii belirleyen duygusal bir temel

olusturmaktadir.

Haidt ve arkadaslar1 tarafindan ortaya atilan daha yakin zamanli bir bakis
acis1 ise ideolojik farkliliklarin temelinin bireylerin 6nemsedigi ahlaki temeller
oldugunu ileri siirmektedir (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt, 2012; Haidt &
Graham, 2007, 2009). Kurama gore, kiiltiirlerin kendi ahlaki temellerini zerine bina
ettigi temeli olusturan ve bireylere neyin dogru neyin yanlis olduguna ve digerlerinin
davraniglarinin  giivenilir olup olmadigmma karar vermelerinde yardimci olan
psikolojik sistemler olarak tanimlanabilecek ahlaki temeller, bireylerin hemen her
konudaki tutum ve davraniglarini etkiledikleri gibi onlarin ideolojik yonelimlerini
belirlemede de etkilidir (Haidt, 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Bir baska deyisle,
ahlaki temelleri insan dogas1 ve sosyal diinya hakkindaki prensipler olarak gérmek
mimkiindiir. Kuram, evrimsel, gelisimsel ve kiiltiirel temeli olan bakim, adalet,
sadakat, otorite ve kutsallik olarak adlandirilabilecek bes ahlaki temel dnermektedir.
Dahasi, bu temeller zaman zaman ikiye boliinerek bireysellestirici (bakim ve adalet)
ve bagdastirici (sadakat, otorite ve kutsallik) ahlaki temeller olarak da ele

alinmaktadir (Graham ve ark., 2009; Haidt, 2012).

Bahsi gecen kuramlar tarafindan ortaya atilan diinya goriislerinin ve bu diinya
goriislerinin bir takim ikili kombinasyonlarinin ideolojik yonelimler ile iligkisi test
edilmis ve gorgilil destek kazanmistir. Ancak alanyazinda bahsi gecen diinya
goriiglerinin birbirt ile nasil biitiinlesecegi konusunda ortaya atilmis bir model
bulunmamaktadir. Bana gore, bu bakis acilarini igeren biitiinciil bir model, her sey
hakkinda olusturulan en genis anlam oriintiilerinin nasil sosyal diinya hakkindaki
daha diizenli inanis ve prensiplere ve nihayetinde bireylerin ideolojik yonelimlerine
dontistiigiinli bize gostererek diinya goriisleri ile ideolojik yonelimler arasindaki
iligskiye 151k tutacaktir. Bu tez kapsaminda olusturulan ve test edilen Diinya Gorisleri
ve Ideolojik Yonelimler Arasindaki iliskiyi Inceleyen Biitiinlestirici Bir Model

baslikli model, Kutuplasma Kurami tarafindan ortaya atilan iki diinya goriisiiniin
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(hlimanizm ve normativizm) insan dogasi ve sosyal ¢evre hakkindaki daha belirli
inanis ve tutumlarin (Ikili Siire¢ Modeli tarafindan ortaya atilan tehlikeli ve tehditkar
diinya ile rekabet dolu orman diinya goriisleri) iizerinde bina oldugu ve sosyal diinya
hakkindaki daha da belirlenmis prensiplerin (Ahlaki Temeller Kurami tarafindan
ortaya atilan bireysellestirici ve bagdastirict ahlaki temeller) olusmasina sebebiyet
verdigi ideo-afektif bir temel oldugu ve tiim bu diinya goriislerinin biitlinciil bi¢imde
bireylerin  ideolojik  yoOnelimlerini  belirledigi ~ varsayimindan  hareketle

olusturulmustur.

Bu tez kapsaminda gergeklestirilen calismalar 3 baslik altinda toplanabilir.
Boliim II’de rapor edilen ilk 2 calisma (Calisma la ve 1b) model kapsaminda ele
aliman degiskenlerden ikisini olusturan ikili sosyal diinya gorisleri olgeklerinin
Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel baglamina uyarlanmasini, ve 6l¢ekler iizerinde gergeklestirilen
gecerlilik ve giivenirlik testlerini icermektedir. Boliim III’te rapor edilen sonraki iki
calisma (Calisma 2a ve 2b) de benzer sekilde modelde ele alinan hiimanizm ve
normativizm degiskenlerinin 6l¢iim aracit olan Kutuplasma Olgegi’nin Tiirkiye
baglamina uyarlanmasini kapsamaktadir. Boliim IV’te rapor edilen tek calisma, bu
tezin ana calismasmi olusturmakta ve edilen Diinya Goriisleri ve Ideolojik
Yonelimler Arasindaki Iliskiyi inceleyen Biitiinlestirici Bir Model bashikli modele

iliskin analizleri igermektedir.

Cahisma 1 — ikili Sosyal Diinya Goriisii Olgeklerinin Tiirkceye

Uyarlanmasi

Bu caligma Duckitt ve arkadaslar1 (2002) tarafindan olusturulan Tehlikeli
Diinya Inanci ve Rekabet Dolu Orman Inanci dlgeklerinin Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel
baglamina uyarlanmast; bu kiiltiirel baglamdaki faktor yapisinin 2 farkli 6rneklemde
test edilmesi, gegerlilik ve giivenilirlik testlerinin  yapilmasit amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Olgeklerin Tiirkgeye uyarlanmasinda 4 asamali bir prosediir

izlenmistir:

[k asamada 6lcekler arastirmacilar tarafindan bagimsiz bigimde Ingilizceden

Tirkgeye cevrilmis ve sonrasinda yapilan ¢eviriler birbiri ile kiyaslanarak ortak tek
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bir form olusturulmustur. 2. asamada, bu form, orijinal dl¢ekler ve yapilara iligkin
tanimlar ile birlikte her iki dile de hakim olan 8 sosyal psikologa sunulmus ve
cevirileri aslina uygunluk ve Olglilmesi istenen yapiya uygunluk agisindan
degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. 3. Asamada, uzmanlardan elen geribildirimler
dogrultusunda giincellenen 6lgekler orijinal dilleri olan Ingilizceye cevrilmesi
amaciyla profesyonel bir dilbilimciye gonderilmistir. 4. ve son asamada ise her iki
dile de hakim bagimsiz bir sosyal psikolog orijinal dlgekler ile Ingilizceye cevrilmis
olan oOlgekleri birbiri ile kiyaslayarak ¢evrilmis olan formun aslina uygunlugunu
degerlendirmis ve ondan gelen geribildirimler dogrultusunda ol¢eklere son halleri

verilmistir.

Calisma 1a: iKkili Sosyal Diinya Gériisii Olgeklerinin Faktor Yapilarinin

Yetiskin Ornekleminde incelenmesi

Ikili Siire¢ Modelinin varsayimlar1 dogrultusunda bireylerin bu 6lgeklerdeki
puanlarinin, kendilerinin kisilik o6zellikleri, sag kanat yetkecilik [right wing
authoritarianism], sosyal baskinlik egilimi [social dominance orientation] ve
ideolojik y®énelim o&lgiimlerindeki puanlari ile iliskili olmasi beklenmistir. Ozel
olarak bakildiginda, tehlikeli diinya inanisinin sag kanat yetkecilik ile olumlu ve
istikrarl bir iliski i¢inde olmasi; sosyal baskinlik egilimi ile diisiik diizeyli negatif bir
iliski i¢inde ya da iliskisiz olmasi; temel kisilik Ozelliklerinden sorumluluk
[conscientiousness] Ozelligi ile olumlu bir iliski i¢inde ve deneyime agiklik
[openness to experience] ile olumsuz bir iliski icerisinde olmasi beklenmistir.
Rekabet dolu orman inancinin ise sosyal baskinlik egilimi ile olumlu ve istikrarli bir
iliski igerisinde olmasi; sag kanat yetkecilik ile olumsuz ve giigsiiz bir iliski
igerisinde ya da iliskisiz olmasi ve son olarak temel kisilik 6zelliklerinden uyumluluk
[agreeableness] ile olumsuz bir iliski i¢inde olmas1 beklenmistir. Bunlara ek olarak,
ikili sosyal diinya goriislerinin Tomkins (1963) tarafindan ortaya atilan iki diinya
goriisii (hiimanizm ve normativizm) ile olan iligkisi de test edilmis; ikili sosyal diinya
gorlslerinin hiimanizm ile olumsuz ve kayda deger bir iliski i¢inde olmasi,
normativizm ile kurduklar iliskininse daha istikrarli ve olumlu bir iligki olmasi

beklenmistir.
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Yontem

Calismanin verileri ¢esitli sosyal medya kanallar1 araciligi ile ulasilan ve web
tabanli c¢alismaya goOniilliiliik esasina dayali olarak katilan 376 yetiskinden

toplanmistir. Calisma kapsaminda kullanilan 6lgekler asagidaki gibidir:

1. Sosyo-demografik degiskenler. Katilimcilarin cinsiyeti, yasi, dogduklari ve
yasadiklar1 sehir, egitim, inan¢ ve muhafazakarlik seviyeleri bu form araciligiyla

Ol¢iilmiistiir (Bkz. Ek A).

2. Ideolojik Yénelimler. Katilimcilarm ideolojik yonelimleri kendini
konumlandirma 6l¢egi ve ideolojik kimlikler 6l¢egi araciligi ile 6l¢iilmiistiir. Kendini
konumlandirma 6lgegi katilimcilarin - kendilerini  sag-sol skalasinda nerede
konumlandirdiklarii 6lgen 11°li Likert tipi bir sorudur (1: Sol — 11: Sag). Ideolojik
kimlikler ise Sayilan ve Tiirkoglu (2015) tarafindan olusturulmus 12 maddelik
Olcegin genisletilmis bir versiyonu ile Olgiilmiistiir. 20 maddelik bu Olcekte
katilimcilar kendilerini Tiirkiye’deki hakim ideolojilerle (Anarsizm, Atatiirkgiiliik,
Ekolojizm, Fasizm, Feminizm, Kiirt Siyasi Hareketi, Komiinizm, Liberalizm,
Liberteryenizm, Marksizm, Milli Goriis Hareketi, Milliyetci Muhafazakarlik,
Muhafazakarlik, Muhafazakar Demokrathik, Radikal Islam, Sosyalizm, Sosyal
Demokrasi, Tiirkgiiliik, Ulusalcilik ve Ulkiiciiliik) ne dl¢iide 6zdeslestirdiklerini 1-11
arast bir degeri isaretleyerek belirtmektedirler (Bkz. Ek B). Orijinal 6lgek sag (o =
.91), sol (a = .81) ve merkez (a = .78) ideolojik yonelimler olmak iizere 3 faktore

sahiptir.

Olgegin genisletilmis versiyonunun faktdr yapismin belirlenmesi amaciyla
gerceklestirilen Temel Bilesenler Analizi sonucunda toplam dagilimin %58,18’ini
aciklayan 16 maddelik 2 faktorlii bir yapida karar kilinmis. Bu faktorler 6.53 6z
degeri ile toplam dagilimin %40,80’in1 agiklayan ve 9 sag kanat ideolojik
yonelimden olusan sag ideolojik yonelim ile 2.46 6z degeri ile toplam dagilimin
%15.38’in1 agiklayan 7 maddelik sol ideolojik yonelimdir (Bilesenler Tablo 1°de

kisaca 6zetlenmistir).
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3. Tehlikeli Diinya Inamg: Olgegi. Duckitt ve arkadaslar1 (2002) tarafindan
gelistirilmis olan ve bireylerin (diinyanin giivenli ve emniyetli bir yere nazaran)
tehlikeli ve giivenilmez bir yer oldugu inancina sahip olma egilimlerini dlgmeyi
amaglayan 10 maddelik bu 6lgek bu calisma kapsaminda Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmigtir
(Orijinal ve uyarlanmis Olgekler Ek C’de sunulmustur). 7°li Likert tipi dlgek tek
faktorden olusmaktadir (o = .80).

4. Rekabet Dolu Orman Inamsi Olgegi. Duckitt ve arkadaslart (2002)
tarafindan gelistirilmis olan ve bireylerin diinyanin (is birligi ve baris ile
nitelendirilebilecek bir yerdense) acimasiz ve rekabet dolu bir orman oldugu inancina
sahip olma egilimlerini O0lgmeyi amaglayan 20 maddelik bu o6lgek bu calisma
kapsaminda Tirkceye uyarlanmistir (Orijinal ve uyarlanmis Olgekler Ek D’de

sunulmustur). 7’li Likert tipi orijinal 6lgek tek faktérden olugmaktadir (o = .84).

5. Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri. Gengdz ve Onciil (2012) tarafindan gelistirilen,
45 madde ve 6 faktorden olusan bu 6lgek katilimcilarin 6 temel kisilik 6zelligine ne
Olciide sahip olduklarini 6lgmeyi amaclamaktadir. 5°1i Likert tipi sorulardan olusan
orijinal Olgekte aktorlerin i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 disadoniiklik i¢in a = .89,
uyumluluk i¢in a = .85, sorumluluk i¢in o = .85, duygusal tutarsizlik i¢in o = .83,

gelisime agiklik i¢in a = .80 ve olumsuz degerlik i¢in o = .71 olarak bulunmustur.

6. Sag Kanat Yetkecilik (SKY). Sag Kanat Olgeginin (Altemeyer, 1996)
Weber ve Federico tarafindan yeniden diizenlenmis 12 maddelik versiyonu olan
Olcek bireylerin sosyal otoritelere ve sosyal diizene uymaya yonelik egilimlerini
O0lcmeyi amaclamaktadir (o = .72). Tirkgeye Goregenli (2010) tarafindan

uyarlananan Ol¢ek -4’ten +4’e uzanan 9’lu Likert tipi sorulardan olugsmaktadir (a0 =
71).

7. Sosyal Baskinlik Egilimi (SBE). Pratto ve arkadaslar1 (1994) tarafindan
gelistirilmis olan 16 maddelik Sosyal Basklilik Egilimi Olgegi bireylerin toplumsal
gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi ve toplumsal hiyerarsik yapisini ne Olciide

desteklediklerini Glgmeyi amaglamaktadir (a0 = .91). Akbas (2010) tarafindan
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Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan 7°1i Likert tipi dlgek grup temelli baskinlik (a = .81) ve esitlik
karsithigr (o = .91) olmak lizere 2 faktorden olusmaktadir.

8. Ideo-Afektif Kutuplasma. Nilsson (2014) tarafindan gelistirilen ve 2
béliimden olusan Kutuplasma Olgegi bireylerin hiimanistik (o = .89) ve normativistik
(a0 = .87) diinya goriislerine ne Sl¢iide sahip oldugunu 6lgmeyi amaclamaktadir.
Toplamda 30 maddeden olusan 7°li Likert tipi 6lgek Sayilan, Tung ve Cingdz-Ulu
(2016) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmis; Tiirkge versiyonda i¢ tutarlilik katsayilari

hiimanizm i¢in o = .76, normativizm i¢in o, = .76 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Bulgular

Bu calisma kapsaminda Tehlikeli Diinya inanisi ve Rekabet Dolu Orman
Inanis1 6lgeklerinin Tiirkiye kiiltiirel baglamindaki faktor yapisiin belirlenebilmesi
amactyla Promax dondiirmesi ile bir dizi Temel Bilesenler Analizi gergeklestirilmis;
faktorlerin sayis1 Kaiser’in 6z degerlerin 1.00’in {izerinde olmast kriteri, Catell ¢izgi

grafigi [scree plot] testi, paralel analiz ve puanlarin yorumlanmasi ile belirlenmistir.

Tehlikeli Diinya Inanist

Temel Bilesenler analizi sonucunda 6z degeri 1.00’in iizerinde olan ve toplam
dagilimin %56,23’linli agiklayan 3 faktor oldugu goriilmiis ancak paralel analiz ve
cizgi grafiginin yorumlanmasi sonucu 2 faktorlii yapimin daha uygun olacag:
gorildiiglinden maddeler 2 faktore sinirlandirilarak analiz tekrarlanmis ve her iki
faktore yiiklenen 9. Madde analizden c¢ikartilmistir. Elde edilen 2 faktor toplam
dagilimin %50,70’ni aciklamaktadir. 5 maddeden (2, 3, 6, 8 ve 10) olusan ilk faktor
3.36 6z degeri ile toplam dagilimin %37,36’s1n1 agiklamis, maddelerin yorumlanmasi
sonucu bu faktoriin diinyanin gilivenilmez insanlarla dolu tehlikeli bir yer oldugu
inancinit betimledigi goriildiigiinden bu faktor “Tehlike ve Tehdidin Varligi” olarak
adlandirilmistir (o = .73). 4 ters maddeden (1, 4, 5 ve 7) olusan 2 faktor ise 1.20 6z
degeri ile toplam dagilimin %13,41’ini agiklamis ve maddelerin yorumlanmasi
sonucu “Giivenlik ve Emniyetin Yoklugu” olarak adlandirilmistir (a = .68). Analizin

bulgular1 Tablo 2’de 6zetlenmistir.
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Rekabet Dolu Orman Inamis

Temel Bilesenler Analizi bu 06lgek icin de baslangicta 3 faktér Onermis,
paralel analiz ve ¢izgi grafiginin yorumlanmast sonucu 2 faktorli yapida karar
kilimmistir. Bu nedenle analiz tekrarlanmis ve elde edilen 2 faktoriin toplam
dagilimin %38,82’sini agikladig1 goriilmiistiir. 10 maddeden olusan ilk faktor (1, 3,
4, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17 ve 18) 591 6z degeri ile toplam dagilimmn %29,53{inii
aciklamaktadir. Maddelerin yorumlanmasi sonucu bu faktér “Rekabet ve
Acimasizlig1 Varligr” olarak adlandirilmistir (¢ = .81). 10 ters maddeden (2, 5, 7, 8,
15, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19 ve 20) olusan 2. faktor ise 1.86 6z degeri ile toplam dagilimin
%9,26’sm1 agiklamistir. Maddelerin yorumlanmasi sonucu bu faktér “Karihikli Ilgi
ve Isbirliginin Yoklugu” olarak adlandirilmistir (¢ = .77). Analizin bulgular1 Tablo

3’te 6zetlenmistir.

Ikili Sosyal Diinya Goriislerinin Gegerliligine Iliskin Bulgular

Bu ¢alismada Ikili Siire¢ Modelinin varsayimlarindan hareketle ikili sosyal
diinya gortislerinin kisilik 6zelikleri, sag kanat yetkecilik ve sosyal baskinlik egilimi
ile nasil iligkilendigi irdelenmis; bunlar ek olarak bu diinya goriislerinin Tomkins’in
Kutuplagsma Kurami baglaminda onerdigi iki diinya goriisii olan hiimanizm ve
normativizm ile olan iliskileri de arastirilmistir. Sonuclar ikili sosyal diinya

gorlslerinin beklenen iliskileri kismen karsiladigini gostermektedir.

[k olarak, tehlikeli diinya inamisinin temel kisilik 6zelliklerinden sorumluluk
ile olumlu, gelisime aciklik ile olumsuz bir iligki igerisinde olmasi beklenirken her
iki ozelik ile de iliskisiz oldugu bulunmustur. Bu inanisin tutumsal yonelimler ile
iligkisi baglaminda ise SKY ile olumlu ve istikrarli bir iliski i¢cinde olmas: SBE ile
ise iliskisiz ya da olumsuz ve gii¢siiz bir iligski i¢inde olmasi beklenirken sonuglar
SKY ile olumlu ve giicsiiz bir iligki, SBE ile ise olumsuz ve yine giigsiiz bir iligki
icerisinde oldugunu gostermistir. Bunlarin yani sira, bu inanmisin beklendigi iizere
Kutuplasma Olgeginin normativizm boyutu ile olumlu bir iliski i¢inde oldugu

goriilmistir.
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Diger yandan, rekabet dolu orman diinya goriisiiniin beklenen tiim iliskilere
sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ikili Siire¢ Modeline gore, bu diinya goriisiiniin
uyumsuzluk 6zelligi ile olumsuz iliskili olmas1 beklenmis ve sonuclar bu beklentiyi
dogrulamistir. Tutumsal oriintiiler baglaminda ise SBE ile olumlu ve nispeten giiclii
bir iliskiye ve SKY ile nispeten zayif bir iligkiye sahip olmasi beklenmis ve analiz
sonuglarima goére SBE pozitif ve orta derecede iligkili oldugu, SKY ile iliskisiz
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Dahasi, beklendigi {izere, bu diinya goriisii Kutuplasma
Olgeginin hiimanizm boyutuyla olumsuz bir iliski igerisindedir (Bulgularin dzeti igin

bkz. Tablo 4).

Ozetle, uyarlama c¢alismasinin sonuglari, Ikili Sosyal Diinya Goriisii
Ol¢iimlerinin gilivenilir dlgekler oldugunu gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, s6z konusu
degiskenler ile olan korelasyonlar, tehlikeli bir diinya oOl¢egine olan inang
iliskilerinden bazilarinin beklenen o&riintiide olmadigindan, ikili Sosyal Diinya
Gortisti Olctimlerinin yapr gecerliligi acgisindan diinya goriislerinin kismi olarak
gecerli olgiitleri oldugunu gostermistir. Ikili iliskilerin daha iyi anlasilabilmesi igin
sosyal diinya goriislerinin Tiirk kiiltiirel baglaminda olmasi ve Calisma la'da elde
edilen faktor yapilarinin baska bir 6rneklemde test edilmesi amaciyla ikinci bir

calisma yapilmistir.

Cahlisma 1b: ikili Sosyal Diinya Géoriisii Olceklerinin Faktor Yapisinin

Ogrenci Ornekleminde Test Edilmesi

Bu caligma, ikili sosyal diinya goriislerinin faktdr yapilarini bir bagka Tiirk
ornekleminde test etmek ve daha fazla giivenilirlik ve gecerlilik testi yapmak
amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Olgeklerin faktdr yapilarini smamak i¢in Dogrulayici
Faktor Analizleri yapilmis ve yap1 gegerliligini test etmek i¢in diinya goriislerinin

Calisma 1a'daki degiskenlerle korelasyonlar1 test edilmistir.

Bu caligmanin Calisma la'nin bir tekrar1 olmasi planlandigindan, ¢alismanin
prosediirii iki istisna diginda bir 6ncekiyle aynidir. Bu ¢alismanin verileri, yetiskin
orneklemine dayanan Calisma la bulgularmin bir 6grenci 6rnegine genellestirilip

genellestirilemeyecegini test etmek amaciyla iiniversite 6grencilerinden toplanmustir.

127



Ikincisi, daha &nce bildirildigi gibi, tehlikeli bir diinya inanisina olan inancin, diger
degiskenler ile olan iligkisine iligskin beklentiler, sadece kismen karsilanabilmistir. Bu
durumun Calisma la'da kullanilan o6l¢iime iliskin bir metodolojik sorundan mi
(madde sozciikleri, diisiik i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi, vb.) yoksa bu degiskenin Tiirkiye
baglamindaki dogasinin bdyle olmasindan mi1 kaynaklandigini tespit edebilmek
amaciyla bu ¢alismada SKY farkli bir dlgek kullanilarak &lgiilmiistiir. internet
ortaminda gergeklestirilen ¢alismanmn katilimcilarimi 272  {iniversite o6grencisi

olusturmus olup kullanilan SKY Olgegine iliskin temel bilgiler asagida sunulmustur:

Sag Kanat Yetkecilik. Giuldi (2011) tarafindan Tiirkceye uyarlanan
Altemeyer'in (1996) 22 maddelik Likert tipi 6l¢egi, katilimcilarin kanat yetkecilik
otoriterlik diizeylerini 6lgmeyi amaglamaktadir. Orijinali tek faktdr olan Slgegin
Tiirk¢e versiyonu, yetkecilik (o = .82) ve gelenekselcilik (o = .78) olmak iizere iki
faktorden olugmaktadir. Katilimcilar, Altemeyer (1996) tarafindan belirtildigi iizere,
maddeyi -4 ila +4 arasinda degisen 9 dereceli Likert tipi bir Olgekte

degerlendirmistir.

Bulgular

Calisma la'da elde edilen Tehlikeli Diinya ve Rekabet¢i Orman 6nlemlerinin
faktdr yapilarmin verilere ne kadar uydugunu test etmek icin LISREL 9.3 Ogrenci
Stirtimii ile Dogrulayici1 Bir Faktor Analizi (CFA) yapilmistir. Analizlerde, girdi
olarak kovaryans matrisi kullanilmis ve parametre tahmini i¢in Maksimum
Olabilirlik Tahmini [Maximum Likelihood Estimation] kullanilmigtir. Ki-kare testi
(x?), yaklastk hatalarin ortalama karekoki [Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)], standardize edilmis kok ortalama rezidiieli [Standardized
Root Mean Residual (SRMR)], Akaike Bilgi Olgiitii [Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC)], diizeltilmis uyum iyiligi indeksi [Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)]
ve karsilastirmali uyum indeksi [Comparative Fit Index (CFI)] model uyumunu
degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilmistir. Uyumun iyiliginin dlgiitleri manidar olmayan bir
y? istatistigi, ¥2/df < 3, RMSEA < .08, SRMR < .05, (i¢ i¢e gecmis olmayan modeller
icin) nispeten diisiik AIC degeri, AGFI > .90 ve CFI > .90 olarak belirlenmistir

(Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler, 1999.). Uyum indekslerine ek olarak, ki-kare fark testi
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ve ¢Oziimlerin yorumlanabilirli§i modellerin  uyumunu karsilastirmak igin

kullanilmustir.

Tehlikeli Diinya Inams1 Olgegi icin, 9 maddelik ve 2 faktdrlii uyarlanmis
versiyon (Model 1 - Calisma la'da elde edilen model), Orijinal 10 maddelik tek
faktorlii ¢oziim (Alternatif Model 1), 9 maddelik tek faktorli ¢oziim (Alternatif
Model 2) ve 2 faktorlii 10 maddeli versiyon (Alternatif Model 3) olmak iizere 3
alternatife karst test edilmistir. Sonuglar, Onerilen modelin (Model 1), uyum
istatistiklerinin goreceli olarak daha iyi olusu ve ayn1 zamanda diisiik AIC seviyeleri
baglaminda, eldeki veriye diger alternatiflere nazaran daha iyi uydugunu gostermistir
(Model istatistikleri icin bkz. Tablo 5). Alternatif Model 2 ile karsilagtirildiginda (i¢
ice geemis alternatif) ki-kare fark testi anlamli bulunmustur, 4y2 (1, N = 272) =
177.75, p <.01.

Rekabet Dolu Orman Inamisi Olgegi icin ise 20 maddelik ve 2 faktorlii
uyarlanmis versiyon (Model 1), Duckitt ve arkadaslar1 (2002) tarafindan 6nerilen 20
maddelik tek faktorlii versiyona karsi test edilmistir. Tehlikeli Diinya Inanci
Olgegine benzer sekilde, A¢imlayict Faktdr Analizinde elde edilen uyarlanmis
versiyonun orijinal tek faktorlii versiyona kiyasla veriye daha iyi uydugu

gorilmistiir, 4y2 (1, N =272) = 12.50, <.01 (Model istatistikleri i¢in bkz. Tablo 5).

I¢ tutarlilk katsayilari degerlendirildiginde hem Tehlikeli Diinya Inanigt
Olgeginin (6lgegin tamamu icin a = .77; alt faktorler i¢in sirasiyla a = .71 ve a = .58)
hem de Rekabet Dolu Orman Inanisi Olgeginin (Slgegin tamami icin o = .86; alt
faktorler icin sirasiyla a = .82 ve o = .81) giivenilir 6l¢ekler oldugu goriilmistiir.
Ancak Tehlikeli Diinya Inams1 Olgeginin ikinci bileseninin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisinin
gorece diisiik olusu ters maddelerle ilgili bir sorun olabilecegine isaret etmektedir.
Yap1 gegerliligi baglaminda ise elde edilen sonuglar Rekabet Dolu Diinya Inanist
Olgegi icin beklenen yonde ve beklenen etki biiyiikliigi araliginda oldugunu,
Tehlikeli Diinya Inanisi i¢in ise beklentilerin yine kismen karsilandigimni gostermistir
(bkz. Tablo 6).
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Cok maddeli olgeklerin gelistirilmesinde tanigiklik yanliligini [acquiescence
bias] kontrol etme ve 6nleme amaciyla ters maddelerin kullanilmasi yaygin (orn.
Churchill, 1979; Hersche & Engelland, 1996) olsa da tartismal1 bir durumdur. Ikili
Sosyal Diinya Goriisleri 6lgeklerinin Tiirk¢e versiyonlarinda dlgeklerin orijinallerinin
tek faktorlii olmasina (her iki 6l¢egin de Slgmeyi amagladigi tek yapir olmasina)
ragmen ayr1 faktorler olusturmustur. Alanyazinda baska arastirmacilar tarafindan da
karsilasilan bu yapay faktorler (6rn. Spector, Van Katwyk, Brannick, & Chen, 1997)
Olctimii karigtirma olasiligina sahiptir. Dahas1 baz1 aragtirmacilar, olumsuz ifadelerin
kullaniminin, bu maddelerin 6l¢egin geri kalanindan daha az giivenilir ve gegerli
olma egiliminde olmas1 nedeniyle dnyargi yanlili§ini azaltmak icin iyi bir strateji
olmadigint 6ne siirmekte ve bu nedenle bu maddelerin Olgekten c¢ikartilmasi
gerektigini savunmaktadir (Harvey, Billings, & Nilan, 1985; Krosnick & Presser,
2009; Swain vd., 2008; Wong vd., 2003). Bu tartigmalarda hareketle, olas1 glivenirlik
ve gecerlilik sorunlarinin oniine gegebilmek amaciyla, tez kapsaminda yiiriitiilen
diger ¢alismalarda bu iki dlgegin sadece diiz maddelerden olusan ilk faktoérlerinin
(Tehlikeli Diinya Inanis1 Olgegi icin Tehlike ve Tehdidin Varlign ve Rekabet Dolu
Orman Inanis1 Olgegi igin Rekabet ve Acimasizligin Varligi) kullanilmasina karar

verilmistir.

Cahsma 2 — Kutuplasma Ol¢eginin Tiirkceye Uyarlanmasi

Bu calisma, Tomkins’in (1964, Stone ve Schaffner, 1988'de yeniden
basilmistir) gelistirilmis olan ve Nilsson (2014) tarafindan giincellenen Kutuplasma
Olgeginin Tiirkge'ye uyarlanmasi, faktor yapisinin iki farkli 6rneklemde test edilmesi
ve glivenilirlik ve gegerlilik testlerinin yapilmasi1 amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir.
Olgeklerin Tiirkiye kiiltiirel baglamma uyarlanmasi Calisma la’da tarif edilen

prosediir izlenerek yapilmstir.

Calisma 2a: Kutuplasma Olceginin Faktér Yapisinin

Yetiskin Ornekleminde Arastirilmasi

Calismanin verileri ¢esitli sosyal medya kanallar1 araciligi ile ulasilan ve

aragtirmaya goniilliiliik esasina dayali olarak katilan 315 yetiskinden toplanmuistir.
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Izlenen prosediir, kullanilan dlgekler haricinde Calisma la'daki ile ayni olup bu
calismada katilimcilar su olgekleri tamamlamustir: Kutuplasma Olgegi (Nilsson,
2014; TR: Sayilan, Tung¢ ve Cingdz Ulu, 2016), Sag Kanat Yetkecilik Olgegi
(Altemeyer, 1996; TR: Goregenli, 2010), Sosyal Baskimlik Egilimi Olgegi (Pratto
vd., 1994; TR: Akbas, 2010), demografik form ve ideolojik yonelimler 6l¢iimleri.

Bulgular

Calisma 1a’ya benzer sekilde, 30 maddelik Kutuplasma Olgegiin faktor
yapisint belirlemek i¢in Promax Rotasyonu ile Temel Bilesen Analizi yapilmistir.
Olgegin hiimanizm ve normativizm olmak iizere iki alt boyutu oldugundan, analizler
her bir Olgek igin ayr1 ayr1 gerceklestirilmistir. Faktorlerin sayis1 Kaiser'in 1.00
tizerindeki 6z degerler kriteri, Catell ¢izgi grafigi testi, Monte Carlo paralel analizi ve

puanlarin yorumlanabilirligi ile belirlenmistir.

Hiimanizm Alt-Olgegi

Temel Bilesenler Analizi sonuglar1 Olgegin toplam dagilimm 59,91’ini
aciklayan toplam 5 faktorden olustugunu ve faktorlerin Nilsson (2014) tarafindan
Onerilen yapiyla biiyiik 6l¢iide uyumlu oldugunu gostermistir. 3 maddeden olusan ilk
faktor (Duygulanima Yonelik Tutumlar) toplam dagilimin %25,17’sini; 2 maddeden
olusan 2. faktor (Insan Dogas1) toplam dagilimin %11,74iinii; 3 maddeden olusan 3.
faktor (Kisilerarasi Tutumlar) toplam dagilimin %8,31’ini, 3 maddelik 4. faktor
(Epistemoloji) toplam dagilimin %7.45’ini ve 3 maddelik 5. faktér de (Politik
Degerler) toplam dagilimimn %7,23’iinii agiklamustir. Olgegin biitiinii i¢in hesaplanan

i¢ tutarhilik katsayisi .76 dir (Temel bilesenler Analizi sonuglar i¢in bkz. Tablo 7).

Normativizm Alt-Olgegi

Temel Bilesenler Analizi toplam dagilimm %52,05’ini agiklayan 4 faktor
Oonermis ancak paralel analiz ve ¢izgi grafiginin yorumlanmasi sonucu 3 faktorli bir
yapinin daha uygun olacagina karar verildiginden analiz maddeleri 3 faktore
zorlayarak tekrarlanmigtir. Elde edilen 3 faktorli ¢oziim toplam dagilimin

%44,32°sini  acgiklamig, birden fazla faktére yiiklenen 3 madde analizden
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cikartildiginda agiklanan dagilim %48,98’e yiikselmistir. Bes maddeden olusan ilk
faktdr (Duygulanim ve Mantiga Iliskin Tutumlar) toplam dagilimin %25,7sini; 4
maddelik ikinci faktdr (Insan Dogasi) toplam dagilimm %13.04’iinii; 3 maddeden
olusan Tgilincli faktdor ise (Politik Degerler) toplam dagilimin %10,22’sini

aciklamistir (Temel bilesenler Analizi sonuglart i¢in bkz. Tablo 8).

Kutuplasma Olgeginin Gegerliligine Iliskin Bulgular

Kutuplasma Olgeginin Tiirkiye kiiltiirel baglaminda gegerliligini test etmek
i¢in, hiimanizm ve normativizmin SKY, SBE ve ideolojik yonelimlerle iligkileri test
edilmistir. Tomkins’e gore, hiimanist egilimlerin hem SKY hem de SBE ile negatif
bir iliski icinde olmasi, normativizmin ise her iki degiskenle olumlu yonde iliski
kurmas1 beklenmistir. Ideolojik ydnelimlere gelince, hiimanizmin sol kanat ideolojik
yonelimle olumlu ve sag kanat ideolojik yonelimle olumsuz olarak iligkili olmasi;
normativizmin ise, tam tersine, sag kanat ideolojik yonelim ile olumlu ve sol kanat
ideolojik yo6nelim ile olumsuz bigimde iliskilenmesi beklenmistir. Elde edilen
bulgular (degiskenler arasindaki ikili korelasyonlar i¢in bkz. Tablo 9) bu beklentileri

genel olarak destekler niteliktedir.

Sonug olarak Kutuplasma Olceginin bu calismada Tiirkceye uyarlanan her iki
alt 6lceginin de kuram tarafindan Ongoriilen iliskileri test etmekte kullanilabilecek

gecerli ve giivenilir 6l¢ekler oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Calisma 2b: Kutuplasma (")l(;eginin Faktor Yapisinin

Ogrenci Ornekleminde Test Edilmesi

Calisma 2a'da elde edilen faktor yapilarinin Nilsson (2014) tarafindan elde
edilen orijinal faktor yapisindan daha iyi olup olmadiginin test etmek amaciyla ikinci
bir calisma yapilmistir. Bu calismada kullanilan veriler Tun¢ (2016) tarafindan

toplanmis ve kendisinin izniyle bu teze dahil edilmistir.

Caligmanin 6rneklemini diinya goriisleri ile sosyopolitik tutumlarimn iligkisini

irdeleyen bir baska proje kapsaminda bu 06lgegi dolduran 320 {iniversite dgrencisi
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olusturmustur. Katilimcilar, Calisma 2a’ya benzer sekilde demografik form ve

ideolojik yonelimler 6l¢iimlerini ve Kutuplasma Olcegi’ni doldurmuslardir.

Bulgular

Uyarlanmis Tiirk¢e formun eldeki veriye Nilsson (2014) tarafindan 6nerilen 5
faktorlii yapiya kiyasla ne kadar iyi uydugunu test edebilmek adin hiimanizm ve
normativizm alt 6l¢eklerine LISREL 8.8. programi kullanilarak bir dizi Dogrulayici

Faktor Analizi uygulanmistir.

Nilsson (2014) tarafindan oOnerildigi iizere, her iki Ol¢ek icin de 3’er
maddeden olusan bes faset degisken olusturulmus, bu degiskenler go6zlenen
degiskenler olarak analize dahil edilmistir. Nilsson (2014) tarafindan 6nerilen model
(Model 5), kendisi tarafindan Onerilen 4 i¢ ice gecmis alternatife ve Calisma 2a’da
Acimlayic1 Faktor Analizi sonucu elde edilen i¢ ice gecmis olmayan alternatife
(Model 6) karsi smanmistir. Modellerin veriye uygunlugunu test etmek icin

kullanilan 6lgiitler Calisma 1b ile aynidir.

Elde edilen sonuclar, Nilsson tarafindan onerilen modelin (Model 5) veriye
uygunlugunun tiim i¢ ice ge¢mis alternatiflerden daha iyi oldugunu gostermektedir:
Model 1 igin Ay2 (4) = 231.02, p < .01, Model 2 igin 4y2 (1) = 155.89, p < .01,
Model 3 igin 4y2 (4) = 114.10, p < .01 ve Model 4 igin Ay2 (3) = 98.04, p < .01. I¢
ice gegmis olmayan alternatif icin ise, Model 6, Model 5'ten daha diisiikk AIC
degerine sahip olsa da Nilsson tarafindan onerilen model (Model 5) hiimanizm ve
normativizmin Tomkins tarafindan onerilen alt boyutlar1 baglaminda daha kapsayici
oldugundan bu modelin nihai model olarak alinmasina karar verilmistir (Modellerin
detaylar1 i¢cin bkz. Tablo 10). Model 5’in standartlastirilmig parametrelerine
bakildiginda, modelin dataya uygunlugunun ve modele dahil edilen degiskenlerin

birbiri ile ola iligkilerinin Nilsson’un (2014) bulgular ile ortiistiigli goriilmiistiir.
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Cahsma 3 - Diinya Gériisleri ve ideolojik Yonelimler Arasindaki Iliskiyi

Inceleyen Biitiinlestirici Bir Modelin Test Edilmesi

Bu ¢alisma, diinya goriisleri ve ideolojik yonelimler arasindaki iligkileri
inceleyen biitiinlestirici modelin veriye uygunlugu ile Kutuplasma Kurami, Ikili
Stireg Modeli ve Ahlaki Temeller Teorisi tarafindan Onerilen diinya goriislerinin
birbirleri ve ideolojik yonelimler ile kurduklari iligkileri test etmek amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Hiimanizmin ideolojik yonelimleri rekabet dolu diinya inanci ve
bireysellestirici ahlaki temeller lizerinden dolayli olarak yordamasi; normativizmin
de benzer sekilde ideolojik yonelimleri tehlikeli diinya inanisi ve bagdastirici ahlaki
temeller araciligi ile dolayli olarak yordamasi beklenmistir. Dahast Tomkins’in
diinya goriislerinin ahlaki temeller ile kurdugu iliskide ikili sosyal diinya goriislerinin

araci rol oynamasi beklenmistir.

Calismanin  katilimeilarimi  Tiirkiye’nin  ¢esitli  {iniversitelerinde egitim
gormekte olan 1042 o6grenci olusturmustur. Katilimecilar internet ortaminda
diizenlenen ¢alismaya bonus puan karsiligi katilmiglar ve diger calismalarda
kullanilan Kutuplasma Olgegini (Nilsson, 2014; TR: Sayilan, Tung ve Cingdz Ulu,
2016), Ikili Sosyal Diinya Goériisii Olgeklerini (Duckitt vs., 2002; TR: Sayilan &
Cing6z-Ulu, 2018), demografik formu ve ideolojik yonelimler Olgiimlerini
doldurmuslardir. Bu 06lglimlere ek olarak, katilimcilarin 6nemsedikleri ahlaki

temeller, Ahlaki Temeller Olgegi araciligiyla lgiilmiistiir.

Ahlaki Temeller Olgegi. Graham ve arkadasglari tarafindan (2009) gelistirilmis
ve Tiirk¢eye Yalgindag ve Ozkan (Yalgindag, 2015; Yal¢indag vd., 2017) tarafindan
uyarlanmis olan 30 maddelik 6’11 Likert tipi 6l¢ek katilimcilarin kuram tarafindan
Onerilen bes ahlaki temel olan bakim (o = .69; TR: a = .64), adalet (o = .65; TR: a =
.70), sadakat (a = .71; TR a = .66), otorite (« = .64; TR: a = .78) ve kutsallik (a =
64; TR: a = .79) temellerini ne dlgiide 6onemsediklerini o ahlaki temelle ne Olglide
ilgili olduklar1 ve her bir temelle ilgili yargilar1 ne dl¢iide benimsedikleri iizerinden

Olcmeyi amaglamaktadir.
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Bulgular

Diinya goriisleri ve ideolojik yonelimler arasindaki iligkiyi incelemek {izere
korelasyoel bir arastirma deseni benimsenmis olup verilerin analizinde deneysel
arastirma deseni ile test edilmek i¢in fazla genis olan nedensel modellerin test
edilmesine olanak sunan ve nedensel modellerin veriye ne dlgiide uygun oldugunu
gosteren bir yontem olan Yapisal Esitlik Modeli yaklasimindan faydalanilmistir.
Calismanin verileri LISREL 8.80 aracilig1 ile analiz edilmis, test edilen modellerin
veriye uygunlugunun simanmasinda Calisma la’da  sunulan  kriterlerden
faydalanilmistir. Hem gizil degiskenlerin belirleyicilerinin degerlendirilmesinde hem
de modellerin test edilmesinde iki-asamali yaklasimdan (Anderson & Gerbing, 1998)
faydalanilmistir.

Onerilen model iki belirleyici degisken (hiimanizm ve normativizm), 4 araci
degisken (ikili sosyal diinya goriisleri ile bireysellestirici ve bagdastirict ahlaki
temeller) ve 2 sonug¢ degiskeninden (sag ve sol ideolojik yonelimler) olusmaktadir.
Olgiim modeli, sekiz gizli [latent] degisken ve bunlarin gdstergelerini igermektedir.
Hiimanizm ve normativizm igin faset degiskenler gosterge olarak kullanilmistir. Ikili
Stiregc Modeli olgekleri i¢in, 6lclim modelini sadelestirmek amaciyla her iki 6l¢im
icin diiz maddeler parseller halinde birlestirilmis, her iki 6l¢ek i¢in de tiger parsel
olusturulmustur. Ahlaki temeller icin, ahlaki gegerlilik ve ahlaki yargilarla ilgili
maddeleri igeren bes alt Olgegin her biri gizli degiskenlerin (bireysellestirici ve
bagdastirict temeller) gostergeleri olarak kullanilmistir. Son olarak, ideolojik
yonelimler i¢in, ideolojik kimlikler Sl¢iimiiniin maddelerinden sag ve sol ideolojik
yonelimler igin iiger parsel olusturulmustur. Olgiim modelinin veriye uygunlugu
kabul edilebilir diizeydedir, y? (263, N = 1042) = 1499.23, p = .00, y*/df = 5.70,
RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .08, NNFI = .90, AGFI = .86, CFI = .92 (Ol¢iim modeli
Sekil 3’te 6zetlenmistir.) Benzer sekilde, yapisal modelin veriye uygunlugu da kabul
edilebilir seviyede oldugu ve oOnerilen iliskilerin biiyliik oranda manidar oldugu
gorilmistiir, y? (277, N = 1042) = 1887.09, p = .00, ¥*/df = 6.81, RMSEA = .08,
SRMR = .10, NNFI = .90, AGFI = .86, CFI = .92. Buna gore, bireysellestirici ahlaki

temeller beklendigi sekilde sol ideolojik yonelim iizerinde olumsuz, sag ideolojik
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yonelim {izerinde olumlu bir dogrudan etkiye sahiptir. Bagdastirict temellerin
dogrudan etkileri ise sol ideolojik yonelim i¢in olumsuz, sag ideolojik yonelim igin
olumludur. Ancak hiimanizm ile normativizmin sag ve sol ideolojik yonelimler
tizerindeki dolayli etkileri manidar olmadigindan bu iliskilerde ikili sosyal diinya

goriisleri ile ahlaki temellerin araci rol oynamadigi gorilmistiir.

Diinya goriislerinin ideolojik yonelimler ile ne sekilde iliskilendiginin
daha iyi anlagilabilmesi adina 6nerilen model Ikili Siireg Modeli yaklasimia uygun
sekilde olusturulmus (ikili sosyal diinya goriislerinin belirleyici degiskenler oldugu
ve strastyla Kutuplasma Kurami ile Ahlaki Temeller Kuraminin diinya goriisi
degiskenlerinin araci degiskenler olarak ele alindigi) bir alternatif modele karsi
smanmistir. Sonuglar bu modelin (y? (279, N = 1042) = 1822.75, p = .00, y/df =
6.53, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .09, NNFI = .89, AGFI = .84, CFI = .90) veriye
uygunlugunun onerilen modele kiyasla daha iyi oldugunu gostermistir, 4y2 (0, N =
1042) = 64.34, p <.01. Modelin agikladigi toplam dagilim sag ideolojik yonelim igin
%64, sol ideolojik yonelim igin ise %17 olarak bulunmustur. Dahasi, bu model
kapsaminda test edilen tiim iliskilerin manidar oldugu goriilmiistiir. Buna gore,
tehlikeli diinya ve rekabet dolu orman inanislar ile ideolojik yonelimler arasindaki
iligkilerde hiimanizm, normativizm, bireysellestirici ve bagdastiric1 ahlaki temeller
araci rol iistlenmektedir. Tehlikeli diinya inaniginin sag ideolojik yonelim iizerindeki
dolayli etkisi olumlu, sol ideolojik yonelim tizerindeki dolayl etkisi ise olumsuzdur.
Rekabet dolu diinya inanisinin da benzer sekilde, sag ideolojik yonelim iizerinde
olumlu, sol ideolojik yonelim {iizerinde olumsuz bir dolayli etkiye sahip oldugu
goriilmistiir. Bunlara ek olarak, rekabet dolu orman inanisinin bireysellestirici ahlaki
temeller lizerindeki dolayli etkisinin olumsuz, tehlikeli diinya inanisinin bagdastirici
temeller lizerindeki dolayl1 etkisinin ise olumlu oldugu goriilmiistiir. (Nihai modelin

Ozeti Sekil 4’te sunulmustur).

Bu modele ek olarak, onerilen model ile nihai modeli sinamak ve diinya
goriisleri ile ideolojik yoOnelimler arasindaki iliskilere daha yakindan bakabilmek

amactyla bir dizi kesifsel model olusturulmus ancak yapilan analizler sonucu,
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olusturulan bu modellerin higbirinin teorik ve metodolojik agidan 6nerilen model ile

nihai model kadar uygun alternatifler olmadigina karar verilmistir.

Tartisma

Diinya goriisleri ile ideolojik yonelimler arasindaki iliskiyi biitiinlestirici bir
model iizerinden test etmeyi amaglayan bu calismada Tomkins’in ideo-afektof
kutuplagma ile ilgili varsayimlar1 ve hiimanizm ile normativizmin ikili sosyal diinya
goriisleri ile ahlaki temeller ile biitlinlestirilebilecegine iligskin bulgulara dayanilarak
hiimanizm ve normativizmin ikili sosyal diinya goriisleri ve ahlaki temellerin iizerine
bina olduklar afektif temeller olabilecegi ve bu diinya goriislerinin araci etkisiyle
ideolojik yonelimleri dolayli olarak belirleyebilecegi varsayilmigtir. Onerilen
modelin veriye uygunlugu kabul edilebilir seviyede olsa da dolayli etkilerin manidar

olmayist bu iligkilerin varsayilan sekilde olmadigina isaret etmektedir.

Alanyazinda su ana kadar bu diinya goriislerinin tamamin1 bir arada test eden
bir ¢aligma bulunmasa da bu iliskilerin alternatif bigimde nasil kurulabilecegine
iliskin yaygmlik kazanmakta olan bir goriis mevcuttur. Ikili Siireg Modeli bakis
acisin1 yansitan bu goriisten hareketle ikili sosyal diinya goriislerinin belirleyici
degiskenler olarak ele alindig: alternatif bir model olusturulmus ve bu modelin hem
veriye uygunluk hem de test edilen iligkilerin manidarlig1 agisindan bahsi gegen

iliskileri aciklamada onerilen modele kiyasla daha basarili olduguna karar verilmistir.

Elde edilen bulgular Ikili Siirec Modeli bakis acisi ile yorumlandiginda
hiimanizm ve normativizm ile bireysellestirici ve bagdastirict ahlaki temellerin SKY
ve SBE ile nitelendirilen ikili siirece dahil olabileceklerini sdylemek miimkiindiir.
Buna gore normativizm ve bagdastirici ahlaki temeller SKY {izerinden agiklanan
tehdit temelli silirecte, hiimanizm ve bireysellestirici ahlaki temeller ise SBE

tizerinden aciklanan baskinlik temelli siirecte yer alacaklardir.

Model kapsaminda ele alinan akis acilar1 dikkatle incelendiginde, gelisimsel
stirece sosyallesme pratiklerine, bireylerin i¢inde yetistikleri sosyokiiltiirel baglama
ve bireysel deneyimlere verdikleri 6nem baglaminda biiyiik oranda ortaklastiklar
goriilmektedir. Ancak su ana kadar bu bakis agilarinin tek bir model olarak bir araya
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gelebilecegini ve biitiinciil bigimde bireylerin ideolojik yonelimleri gibi kritik ve
karmasik bir kavrami agiklamada kullanilabileceklerini gosteren bir ¢alisma
bulunmamaktadir. Dahasi, bu model, diisiikk diizeyde organize olmus duygu ve
diisiincelerin daha somut yapilara donlismesi ve sonug olarak ideolojik yonelimleri
belirlemesi siireci olarak adlandirilabilecek ideo-afektif rezonans siirecini anlamak
baglaminda da 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu baglamda, bu ¢alismanin hem politik psikoloji
literatiiri hem de diinya goriisii calismalari baglaminda literatiirdeki 6nemli bir

boslugu giderdigi diisiiniilmektedir.
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