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ABSTRACT

A SOCIAL RELATIONAL APPROACH TO SHAME

Dalgar, Ilker
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor : Assist. Prof. Dr. Bagak Sahin Acar

Co-supervisor : Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

March 2019, 155 pages

Shame has traditionally been associated with withdrawal behaviors. However,
recent research has demonstrated that shame is indeed associated with both
approach and avoidance motivations. In this dissertation, an alternative explanation
assuming that experiences of shame differ depending on the social relational
context was proposed and tested within the framework of Relational Models
Theory. In four studies, it was examined if the experience of shame and its resulting
outcomes vary across social relational situations. Specifically, it was hypothesized
that both the activated features of shame (Chapter 3), and the approach and
avoidance motivations after a moral transgression (Chapter 4) would differ in the
four relational models (Communal Sharing, Authority Ranking, Equality Matching,
Market Pricing). Participants (N = 668, Females = 418) were recruited in four
studies. Overall, the results revealed that participants successfully categorized their
daily interactions within the four relational models and they identified different
moral and social elicitors for shame in each relational model. Perceived shame and
arousal levels were rated higher in communal sharing and in authority ranking

compared to equality matching and market pricing situations. Moreover,
v



participants rated higher approach motivations in communal sharing and in
authority ranking when transgressors were in the superordinate position compared
to neutral condition, but rated higher avoidance motivations in market pricing and
in authority ranking when transgressors were in the subordinate position compared
to other relational situations. The implications of these findings were discussed on

the basis of both the shame and social relationships literature.

Keywords: Shame, situated conceptualization, relational models theory, approach

and avoidance motivations
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UTANCA SOSYAL ILISKISEL BiR YAKLASIM

Dalgar, Ilker
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi : Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Basak Sahin Acar
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi : Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

Mart 2019, 155 sayfa

Utang geleneksel olarak uzaklasma ve ¢ekilme davraniglan ile iligskilendirilmistir.
Ancak, yeni calismalar utancin gercekte hem yaklasma hem de kaginma
motivasyonlari ile iligkisini gostermistir. Bu tezde utang deneyiminin farkli sosyal
iligkiler baglaminda degisecegine yonelik alternatif bir yaklasim 6ne siiriilmiis ve
Iliskisel Modeller Teorisi ¢ercevesinde ¢alisilmistir. Rapor edilen dort galismada,
utang deneyiminin ve utancin sonuglarmin farkli iligskisel durumlarda nasil degistigi
incelenmistir. Ozel olarak, hem utancin bellekte aktiflesen 6zelliklerinin (Boliim 3)
hem de bir ahlaki ihlalden sonra yaklasma ve kaginma motivasyonlarmin (Boliim 4)
dort farklr iliskisel modele (Komiinal Paylasim, Yetke Siralamasi, Esitlik¢i Esleme,
Piyasa Degeri) gore farklilasacagi varsayilmistir. Katilimcilar (N = 668, Kadin =
418) dort galismaya alindi. Sonuglar katilimcilarn kendi giinliik iliskilerini dort
iligkisel model ile siniflandirabildigini ve iligskisel modellerle baglantili utang
duyulmasma yol acan ahlaki ve sosyal faktorlar1 tanimlayabildigini ortaya
koymustur. Algilanan utan¢ ve duygusal uyarilma seviyeleri en yiiksek komiinal

paylasim ve yetke siralamasi modellerinde goriilmiistiir. Dahasi, katilimcilar en

vi



yiiksek yaklagsma motivasyonunu komiinal paylasim ve yetke siralamasi (list
pozisyon) kosullarinda degerlendirirken, en yiiksek kaginma motivasyonlarini
piyasa degeri ve yetke siralamasi (ast pozisyon) kosullarinda degerlentirmistir. Bu

bulgularin ¢ikarimlart hem utang hem de iligki literatiirii temenlinde tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Utang, durumsal kavramsallastirma, iligskisel modeller teorisi,

yaklagma ve kaginma motivasyonlari
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To the Great Humanity

“Guibariane did not die of fear, he died out of shame. The salvation of humanity is

in its shame!”

Andrey Tarkosvsky (Solyaris, 1971)
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CHAPTER 1

A SOCIAL RELATIONAL APPROACH TO SHAME

Shame usually involves self~-blame (Tangney, 1991; Tracy & Robins, 2004) and
avoidance motivation (Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996) following
transgression of moral or social codes. Traditional social psychological approaches
describe shame as an ugl/y emotion stemming from a dispositional attribution and it
mostly results in negative outcomes (Randles & Tracy, 2015; Tangney, 1991;
Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney & Tracy, 2012). However, recent evidence has
challenged the idea that shame is totally an “ugly” emotion (De Hooge, 2013; 2014;
De Hooge, Breugelmans, & Zeelenberg, 2008; Jacquet, Hauert, Traulsen, &
Milinski, 2011; Schmader & Lickel, 2006; Sheikh, 2014). Although there exists
contradicting findings regarding the outcomes of shame, many agree that, as a
self-conscious emotion, shame plays a key role in regulating social behavior and
morality (Haidt, 2003). Shame appears to help individuals avoid from violating
social norms and breaking social relationships. However, both the functions and

consequences of shame have not been fully understood.

On the one hand, past studies have demonstrated that shame is associated with
painful consequences including, but not limited to, isolation, social withdrawal,
aggression, decreased self-esteem, symptoms of depression, anxiety, substance
abuse, and suicidal ideation (c.f. Tangney & Tracy, 2012). When individuals were
induced shame, they were more likely to show avoidance motivation such as denial
and externalization of transgressing behavior, hiding and escaping from the
situation (De Hooge, Zeelenberg, & Breugelmans, 2007; Randles & Tracy, 2015).
On the other hand, recent research has revealed that shame does not always result in

negative outcomes. Eliciting or inducing shame in the laboratory experiments were



found to be leading individuals to have approach motivations such as prosocial
decisions when the behavior is related to the shameful event (De Hooge et al, 2008;
De Hooge, 2013). Furthermore, individuals prefer to be with other people when
they are induced shame (De Hooge, Bruegelmans, Wagemans, & Zeelenberg,

2018).

These recent findings are contradicting with the previous conceptualization of
shame and have evoked questions about the nature of shame. It is still unclear if
being ashamed is mainly associated with social isolation and withdrawal from the
social relationships or if it is related to social approach, protection of social
relationships, and even hoping to enhance social support. This dissertation aims to
understand if these conflicting motivations of shame (i.e., approach vs. avoidance)
are indeed related with the specific aspects of a given social relational situation in
which a person transgressed a social norm. Indeed, an emotional experience is
mostly determined by a top down process via individuals’ mental models, and in
turn, they affect their cognition (Rosch, 1975). Thus, mental models that are
activated in different social relational situations are expected to linked with how
individuals experience shame. The variation across the relational contexts can also
alter individuals’ motivations to deal with the consequences of their shameful
violations. Thus, the cognitive models used to regulate social relationships,
specifically relational models proposed by Alan P. Fiske (1992; 2004) have
potential to better understand the differences in experiences and consequences of

shame.

The Relational Models Theory (RMT; Fiske, 1992; 2004) provides a rich
theoretical framework for investigating the association between human sociality
and shame. RMT identifies four elementary models of social relationships;
communal sharing (CS), authority ranking (AR), equality matching (EM), and
market pricing (MP), which represent generalized knowledge of human sociality
(Craik, 1943; Fiske, 1992; Johnson-Laird, 2005). Each elementary model has its
unique set of rules and moral motives to regulate a particular kind of relationship

(see Fiske, 1992; Fiske & Rai, 2014; Rai & Fiske, 2011). The aim of this study is to
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extend the assumption of RMT to the conceptualization of shame by investigating
how individuals experience and identify shame in their social relationships and if
shame functions differently in approach or avoidance related situations. Finally,
this study also aims to examine if shame indeed serves for commitment in social

relationships.

In sum, this dissertation aims to investigate (1) situated prototypicality of shame as
grounded on different relational models and (2) the associations between social
approach as well as social withdrawal (avoidance) motivations that shame possibly

evokes within different relational situations.

1.1. Traditional Theories of Shame

Shame is one of the fundamental self-conscious emotions. Tracy and Robins (2004,
2007) identified five properties distinguishing self-conscious emotions from
non-self-conscious emotions. First, self-conscious emotions are elicited after
self-evaluative processes following a moral transgression or misdeed. That’s why
self-awareness and self-representation of self-conscious emotions leading
individuals to evaluate, compare, and judge themselves and their behaviors are
critical. Thus, self-conscious emotional states require more elaborative cognitive
processes and a notion of self (M. Lewis, 2008). The second discriminating feature
of self-conscious emotions is that they relatively develop later following infancy
almost by the end of 3 years. This feature also implies that these emotions require
at least some ability of abstraction and knowledge of social and cultural norms.
The social functions indeed are the third distinguishing feature of self-conscious
emotions. These emotions regulate moral and goal-related motivations, and
promote behaviors to attain goals (Haidt, 2003). Thus, they require internalized
social standards and goals. Individuals learn and acknowledge these standards,
rules, norms, and goals in a given culture (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett,
1998). Internalization of these standards, social norms, and social groups’ cogency
over members to confirm these rules determine the regulatory effects of

self-conscious emotions. Eventually, when individuals fail to achieve culturally



prescribed goals and standards, they feel ashamed, embarrassed or guilty. Fourth,
although ’basic’ emotions have biological markers identified with the unique
universal facial muscle movements, there are no universally distinct facial
expressions for the self-conscious emotions, suggesting their cultural and social
origins. Facial and bodily expressions of self-conscious emotions resemble each
other, at least those for shame, guilt, and embarrassment. Lastly, self-conscious

emotions are cognitively more complex than “basic” emotions.

Because self-conscious emotions motivate and regulate how people think, feel, and
behave in social contexts, they have moral and social functions, and thus, they are
also evaluated as social and moral emotions (Fischer & Manstead, 2008; Haidt,
2003; Hoffman, 2008; Keltner & Buswell, 1996; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek,
2007; Tracy & Robins, 2004). Self-conscious emotions are imperative for
effectively functioning within social groups since they regulate cooperation (De
Hooge, 2013; Fessler, 2007; Fessler & Haley, 2003; Jacquet et al., 2011; Wong &
Tsai, 2007) and motivate prosocial behavior and decision-making (De Hooge, 2014;
De Hooge et al., 2008; Haidt, 2003; Nelissen, 2014). These emotions help people to
organize a group or society in hierarchies (Fessler, 2004; Tracy & Robin, 2007),
and they direct individuals to construct a relational self (Baumeister, Stillwell, &
Heatherton, 1994; Gilbert, 1998). Furthermore, self-conscious emotions have
critical roles in morality through intensifying or diminishing moral judgments
(Lindquist, Wager, Kober, Bliss-Moreau, & Barrett, 2012). Therefore,
self-conscious emotions can be best conceptualized and understood within a social
relational context. This thesis will specifically focus on shame but the basic
premises stated here could apply to the other self-conscious and moral emotions if

not to all them.

Shame is categorized as a self-conscious emotion along with guilt, embarrassment
and pride. Although the elicitors of shame, guilt, and embarrassment have much in
common, researchers have attempted to identify discriminative properties of these
emotions (Tangney et al., 2007; Wolf, Cohen, Panter, & Insko, 2010). These

attempts focused on the so-called emotions’ unique antecedents, and their
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psychological and social consequences. Past research, first, focused on
distinguishing shame and guilt through their unique moral and social transgressions
and tried to discover their unique elicitors. However, the empirical evidence have
revealed that shame and guilt were indeed elicited by the similar events (Keltner &
Buswell, 1996). Hence, shame and guilt-specific moral or social transgressions

have not been identified.

Second, anthropologists have distinguished shame in terms of their eliciting
situations (Benedict, 1946). According to this claim, the situation, whether it is
private or public, was determining whether guilt or shame was the elicited emotion
(Schmader & Lickel, 2006). Shame was thought to be elicited when transgression
was exposed to public attention, whereas guilt was elicited when transgression was
private. Distinguishing shame from guilt on the publicity of shame has very old
roots in science. Darwin (1871) thought that shame was related to the judgment of

others. Similarly, William James (1890) stated that

my social self-love, my interest in the images other men have framed
of me ... these thoughts in other men’s minds .... come and go and
grow and dwindle, and I am puffed up with pride, or blush with
shame, at the result (p. 321)

suggesting that shame is a result of how bad an individual is in others’ eyes. In
these accounts, shame is related to loss of respect, value, status, and honor in
others’ eyes. However, later evidence did not confirm that shame was distinguished
from guilt (the most similar negative self-conscious emotion) by public attention
(Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996). In these studies, both shame and guilt
were found to be equally elicited in the presence of others and both are
predominantly in public situations (Tangney et al, 1996; Tangney et al, 1996).
Indeed, both shame and guilt are social in nature and elicitors of them involve
misdeeds in relational situations. The focus should not be the global properties of
these emotions but should be the properties of social context, in which they occur.
In this thesis, it is assumed that the property of the social context is determined by

the relational situation, which in turn determines how shame is experienced.



At last, researchers have distinguished shame by its target of blame (H.B. Lewis,
1971). Accordingly, if the individual blames the self as the target of the misdeed
that shame was elicited from, but if the target was only the behavior, then guilt was
to be elicited. It is extensively emphasized in the self-conscious emotion literature
that shame differs in its target of blame: the self. Self-evaluations tend to be internal,
stable, uncontrollable, and global when shame is elicited, as it is in “/ am
wrong-doing”’; whereas self-evaluations tend to be internal, unstable, controllable,
and unique to an action in guilt, as it is in “I am wrong-doing” (Tracy & Robins,
2007). In other words, the object of the unpleasant effect in shame is the global self,
whereas it is a particular behavior in guilt. As a consequence, shame and guilt lead
to distinct affective experiences, and in turn, are linked to different motivational
and behavioral outcomes (Schmader & Lickel, 2006; Tangney et al., 2007). In this
manner, shame is seen as a more painful and enduring emotion when compared to

the other self-conscious emotions.

Former approaches stand on the aforementioned distinctions and conceptualize
shame as it has a unique set of corresponding cognitions, motivations, behaviors,
evaluations, and feelings (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney et al., 1996;
Tangney et al., 2007). Accordingly, shame is associated with avoidance behaviors
(e.g., hiding, isolation, and decreasing gaze). In other words, shame is correlated
with withdrawal and inhibition from the social life or the relationship, and leads to
escape and aggression (H.B. Lewis, 1971; Schmader & Lickel, 2006; Tangney &
Dearing, 2002; Tangney et al., 2007). Thus, shame is an “ugly” and painful
emotion (Tangney, 1991) associated with some individual and interpersonal
problems including, but not limited to, feelings of inferiority and worthlessness,
lack of empathy, interpersonal distrust, and some psychological pathologies like
depression and social anxiety (Kim, Thibodeau, & Jorgensen, 2011; Tangney et al.,
2014). To support these claims, in a longitudinal study, Tangney et al. (2014) found
that shame-proneness is positively related with inmates’ re-offence and positively,

but indirectly, related with recidivism via externalized blame. In another study,



alcohol problems were also found to be positively correlated with shame proneness

(Dearing, Stuewig, & Tangney, 2005).

1.2. Shame and Human Sociality

As aforementioned, shame is elicited when individuals transgress a social, moral, or
personal standard and when the self is blamed for the misdeed. According to the
traditional approaches, individuals have a painful experience after feeling ashamed
and isolate themselves from social life (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). However, the
measures in past researches to assess dispositional shame were questioned (De
Hooge, 2014; De Hooge et al, 2018; Giner-Sorolla, Piazza, & Espinoza, 2011). For
instance, the Test of Self-Conscious Emotions (TOSCA-3; Tangney, Dearing,
Wagner, & Gramzow, 2000) is the widely used proneness to shame scale to
measure individuals’ dispositional tendencies to experience shame (besides other
self-conscious emotions) in different situations. TOSCA-3 has 16 vignettes
depicting moral or social transgressing scenarios that participants have to respond
to as if they were doing the violations. In TOSCA-3, for all scenarios, participants
have to rate motivational or behavioral consequences for shame, guilt,
embarrassment, externalizing, detachment, and pride. The studies with TOSCA-3
have consistently shown positive correlations between dispositional shame and
negative social outcomes, such as aggressive behaviors, externalizing, alcohol use,
and mood problems, all of which are underlined by avoidance motivations (Randles

& Tracy, 2015).

These measures of shame have also some limitations in assessing shame. First,
investigating the social situations represented within these measures reveals that
most social situations are restricted to events occurred in workplaces, schools, or
shopping occasions. The social relationships in these situations are commonly
regulated and generated by moral codes of institutionalized proportionality (i.e.,
market pricing in relational models theory of Fiske, 1992), which is sometimes
combined with equality of relationships or hierarchy of relating parties (only one

item from TOSCA-3 directly refers to communal bonds, and most vignettes are

7



indefinite about social context of relating). Thus, the moral transgressions described
in these measures are limited to cheating that is sometimes combined with lack of
reciprocity. None of the transgressions directly refers to any harm to purity, unity,
or hierarchy; but these morals are the most important drives of human behavior in
many cultures. Thus, the social situations of commonly used shame scales fall short

when reflecting a complete nature of shame.

In addition to their failure to represent all possible basic social relational situations,
the so-called scales also force individuals to select a set of motivations or behaviors
after a social misdeed. The scales only provide avoiding, hiding, and escaping
motivations and behaviors to measure shame-proneness, which are directly
supporting the account that assertive shame is associated with social withdrawal
and isolation. For instance, think about one of the scenarios; “You made a mistake
at work and find out that a coworker is blamed for the error”. The scale presents
“You would keep quiet and avoid the coworker” as the only behavioral
consequence for the shame. However, avoidance and social withdrawal cannot be
the only consequences of shame. Under certain circumstances, individuals could
seek help to recover from their misdeed (Sheikh, 2014). Hence, past researches,
which were based on dispositional shame, and measures that were used in these
researches do not capture and control the effects of shame under all kinds of

relational situations.

On the contrary, recent research has revealed that shame is not necessarily related
to avoidance motivations and negative outcomes (De Hooge et al., 2008; De Hooge
et al., 2018; Sheikh, 2014). For instance, in four experiments De Hooge and her
colleagues (2008) found that prosocial individuals tend to make more prosocial
decisions both in dilemma games and in daily life situations, if the judgement is
relevant to the shame situation. Their studies showed that shame is a moral emotion
promoting interpersonal relationships. Furthermore, cultural studies indicated that
shame has a role in regulating hierarchical relationships in some societies (Fessler,
2004), and enhances communal bonds in order to reduce the emotional pain the

transgressor possibly experiences (Boiger, Mesquita, Uchida, & Barrett, 2013).
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Fessler and Haley (2003) also suggested that shame can enhance interpersonal
cooperation in dyadic interactions. For instance, the possibility of partner’s
awareness of transgression leads to shame and knowledge of such a possibility

prevents the transgression.

Aforementioned signs of shame (e.g., lowering voice and gaze, shrinking the body,
and blushing on the face around nose) are also interpreted as signs of avoidance
motivations. However, such effects do not directly imply avoidance from social
relationship. They may be common only in Western cultures (Wong & Tsai, 2007),
which emphasizes individual achievement and “feeling good about the self” (Fiske,
Kitayama, Markus, & Nissbett, 1998). Indeed, shame occurs in different social
situations and the individual gets public attention. Thus, public indicators of shame ,
such as lowering gaze, reducing voice, and hiding from others, can be evaluated as
the individual being aware of his or her transgression to others (De Hooge, 2013).
This awareness can be a sign of individual’s intention to confirm social and moral

norms for others.

Besides, lowering gaze, reducing voice, and hiding can be learned or modeled
moral standards in some cultures. For instance, women’s hiding behaviors in front
of men, including their kin members, are among the desired behaviors in
honor-cultures (Schneider, 1971). These postures help the coherence of these social
groups and reflect the respect to others and guarantee hierarchy in the social group
(Fessler, 2007). Further, such expressions of the emotion could facilitate social
support from close others to recover from the effects of a shameful event in some
instances (Sheik, 2014). From the social relational perspectives, shame could be
associated with different motivational and behavioral consequences due to how it is
experienced and conceptualized in different relational situations. Various and
(sometimes) contradicting norms and rules regulate different kinds of relationships
(Fiske, 1991; 2004; Foa & Foa, 1974; Mills & Clark, 1982), thus, transgressions

and the nature of elicited feelings are expected to change accordingly.



1.3. Relational Models Theory

Relational Models Theory (RMT) identifies four elementary models that have
unique and distinct rules and norms to regulate social relationships (Fiske, 1992;
2004). Moral motives are embedded to the model’s direct individuals to decide and
act in certain ways (Fiske & Rai, 2014; Rai & Fiske, 2011). These rules and
motives include acceptable actions and taboos for particular relationships, and thus,
relationship regulation also involves regulation of moral behavior. In this respect,
shame is conceivable as being situated in relational models. Standards of each

relational model can interact with different shame representations.

The first relational models is communal sharing. Communal sharing represents the
most symmetrical relationships among the models, where individuals seek
solidarity, mutual care, and warmth from others. Individual selves merge, bodily
fluids are shared, and relating parties are perceived as parts of a whole. Intense
romantic relationships, family bonds, being in the same school, sports team
membership, being a fan of the same sports team, fellow-township, and nationhood
could facilitate implementation of communal sharing rules within the so-called
groups and are examples of communal sharing groups in different levels. Unity is
the moral principle in these relationships that motivates individuals to share, care,
and cooperate with each other (Fiske & Rai, 2014; Rai & Fiske, 2011). Group
integrity and needs of individuals are collective responsibilities. Individuals feel a
moral obligation to care for common fate and welfare. Violating moral codes of
unity results in negative affection in all members of the group. For instance,
refusing to share welfare with descendants was perceived as shameful in immigrant
families that live in squatter houses in Ankara (Kalaycioglu & Rittersberger-Tilig,
2000), since it was perceived as a transgression of the Unity motive in this social
group. Furthermore, purity is a key concept in communal sharing to maintain
boundaries of the in-group and to prevent any contamination (Haidt, 2007; Rai &
Fiske, 2011; Sunar, 2009). Transgressing sexual and food taboos contaminates the
group and harms the meaning of being a communal group. Conceptualization of

shame should consist of the knowledge of communal sharing and Unity, in order to
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motivate individuals to confirm these rules and standards, obey moral obligations,

and escape from violating such taboos.

Second relational model is authority ranking in which symmetry and mutuality
between individuals are broken down and individuals are arranged in a linear order
in this model (Fiske, 1992; 2004). Individuals within a group or the groups in a
society are organized around an established hierarchy. Application of power is
inherent to authority ranking. Sub- and superordinate relationships in military units,
relationships between teachers and students, supervisors and supervisees, kings and
their vassals, and men and women in some cultures are regulated by implementing

an authority ranking.

Hierarchy is the moral motive associated with authority ranking (Fiske & Rai, 2014;
Rai & Fiske, 2011). Status, rank, duties, and rights organize social relationships.
Subordinates have to show respect and obey the dominance of their superordinates,
whereas superordinates should lead, guide, and protect them. Any transgression for
such duties and rights provoke discomfort, and then, punishment becomes morally
acceptable or required (Rai & Fiske, 2011). Shame also functions in regulating
authority ranking relations and Hierarchy motives. However, as rules and moral
motives change comparing to communal sharing, conceptualization of the emotion
should change accordingly. Protection of purity and of unity are the main tasks in
communal sharing; however, it is hierarchy in authority ranking relationships.
Shame becomes a commitment device for individuals for the sake of status and
hierarchy of individuals in a group or society when authority ranking is

implemented (Fessler, 2004; Gilbert & McGuire, 1998).

Equality matching is the third relational model. The balance and concrete equality
are the bases of implementing equality matching (Fiske, 1992; 2004). Individuals
keep track of what they have given to the relationship and expect the same amount.
If the balance in the reciprocity is broken, related parties can track it. Fiske (1991)
described this cognition as “equality matching is like using a pan balance: People

know how to assemble actions on one side to equal any given weight on the other
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side” (p: 691). One person using one vote, playing lotteries, and equal start points
in sports games are some instances of implementing equality matching. The basic
moral motive in these relationships is Equality (Fiske & Rai, 2014; Rai & Fiske,
2011). Equality directs individuals to conduct ‘tit-for-tat’ strategies and encourages
them to cooperate where partners are balanced. People are morally motivated to
demand the protection of equality and reciprocity. It is direct reciprocity that
enables the survival of these relationships in the future. If the reciprocity is ruined,
individuals either leave the relationship and look for revenge, or try to repair the
condition. In this manner, in equality matching, moral transgressions involve
impairment of equality that evokes perception of unfairness, such as inequitable
harm and unbalanced share of resources or gain. The function and meaning of
shame will be different in equality matching relations and conceptualization would

be associated more with achieving versus failing the equality.

Market pricing (or proportionality) is the fourth relational models. It is the
implementation of pre-established ratios into social relationships (Fiske, 1992;
2004). In these relationships, the individuals aim to maximize their gain and try to
minimize their loss. Money can be a measure of the relationship. Besides, taxes,
salaries, gain to loss ratios (even human lives) can be examples of market pricing.
Proportionality is the moral motive of these relationships. The abstract proportions
are based on common consensus in a given cultural and social context. Market
pricing implementations are based on rationally estimated outcomes. Personal
benefit and maximization of this benefit is the important principle; but people, in
general, seek proportional benefits and have a tendency to escape undeserved gain.
Cheating 1is the basic transgression in proportionality; it causes inequity in
relationships and provides undeserved benefits to the transgressor (Rai & Fiske,
2011). In conjunction with legal regulations, shame (and other moral emotions)
function in conservation of proportionality and it motivates people to avoid

cheating to survive the relationship.

The basic rules and standards of the relational models and their related moral

motives are distinct. Transgressing different rules would elicit different emotions
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with varying consequences. Although naming an emotional state is a part of how it
is experienced (Barrett, Lindquist, & Gendron, 2007; Wilson-Mendenhall, Barrett,
Simmons, & Barsalou, 2011), the situation that the emotion is evoked is also
important in emotion experience. Thus, it does not mean that all emotional
experiences under the category of shame should be experienced in the same manner.
Individuals can experience different emotional states and label them as shame after

transgressing distinct moral and social rules.

The described models of social relationships and associated moral psychology
evolved throughout human history and are universal at the elementary level (Fiske,
1991; 1992; 2004). However, distinct cultures produce different implementation
standards and vary extensively in their emphases on various features of these
standards (Fiske, 2000; 2006; Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998).
Accordingly, in addition to individuals’ internalization of group norms, social
groups compel its group members to confirm their rules. Such acculturation would
also determine the conceptualization of shame and its consequences. Therefore,
although relational models are universal, their implementations are specific to
cultures. Categorical knowledge of shame is acquired when the knowledge of
relational models are established during socialization of children or acculturation of

individuals.

This thesis focuses on shame as a social relational construct as it is linked to the
relational models. In other words, it is assumed that individuals experience shame
in different relational situations though these relational situations are governed by
different moral motives. However, it can be expected that violating different moral
motives would result in different affective and behavioral consequences. Thus,
shame is expected to be experienced differently across the relational situations.
Finally, it is assumed that because the concept of shame consists of various moral
motives, expectancies, and behavioral consequences, it can have different
conceptualizations. In sum, this dissertation aims to explore how individuals
conceptualize shame in different social relationships (i.e., relational models) and

what functions shame serve in these relationships in a series of studies.
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1.4. Outline

Relational models differ in their regulatory rules and moral motives. These rules
and moral motives are acquired during socialization process and acculturation of
individuals. Human beings learn and internalize their social groups’ norms for each
relational model. These norms are also attached to different affective reactions,
both positive and negative. For instance, in three studies Simao and Seibt (2014)
demonstrated that individuals show gratitude to the one that benefits them when
applying communal sharing, but not the other relational models because they
perceive their partner as motivated to meet their needs (one of the basic principles
of communal sharing). Similarly, each relational model is potentially associated
with a specific affective state that is elicited when the relational model is intensified.
For instance, when individuals experience a sudden and intense communal sharing
situation, they also experience an emotional state of being moved or touched
(Schubert, Zickfeld, Seibt, & Fiske, 2016). This emotional state is called Kama
Muta (a Sanscrit word meaning “moving with love”). Individuals feel a warmth in
their chest, chills or goosebumps, and their eyes get moist. Furthermore, this
emotional state is found to be experienced in many countries including Turkey
(Zickfeld et al., 2018), even if there is no direct name for it. Thus, communal
sharing is linked to a specific affective state that motivates individuals to confirm
norms of the relational model. It can be expected that the other relational models
are also with  specific affective states. For instance, intensified authority ranking
probably evokes ‘awe’. It is plausible to expect that each relational model would
represent different consequences for the transgression of their moral motives. Thus,
this thesis assumes that the concept of shame includes different characteristics that
are closely related to knowledge of separate relational models. Any transgression
will result in different experiences of shame. Accordingly, this thesis explores how
individuals conceptualize their own shame experiences and how shame is

associated with different outcomes in different relational situations.
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1.5. Hypotheses

It is assumed that conceptualization of shame differs in four relational models and
shame has different prototypical characteristics within each model. In other words,
this study aims to examine whether individuals have different experiences of shame
in different relational situations and whether they can distinguish typical
characteristics of shame in these situations. Thus, this study first aims to identify
the prototypical characteristics of shame for each relational model. Accordingly, it
is hypothesized that situated conceptualization of shame will consist of (1) purity
and unity related events, experiences, and moral motives when individuals
implement communal sharing to relate; (2) hierarchy, status quo, and order related
events, memories, and moral judgments when authority ranking is implemented; (3)
equity and balance related events, experiences, and moral motives when equality
matching is the situation; and (4) proportionality related events and morals when

individuals implement market pricing.

Second, considering that conflicting movies and behavioral outcomes (i.e. approach
vs. avoidance behaviors) have been associated with shame in the previous research
(De Hooge et al., 2008; De Hooge et al., 2018; Jacquet, Hauert, Traulsen, &
Milinski, 2011; Randles & Tracy, 2015; Sheikh, 2014; Tangney & Tracy, 2012;), it
will be investigated if the assessment of shame within different relational models
and varying conceptualizations of shame would explain previous contradictory
findings. There exist a substantial literature linking shame (especially high
tendency to feel shame) with avoidance motivations and behaviors (including social
isolation, withdrawal, anger, denial, negative mood). However, as aforementioned,
a new line of research has demonstrated that shame can also evoke approach
motivations and behaviors (including pro-social behaviors, restoration of self, and
cooperation). Thus, most probably, shame is related to both avoidance and
approach motivations. This study aims to investigate if relational situations are
correlated with the way individuals behave when they experience shame. It is
expected that (5) individuals will be more likely to approach a relating partner after

a shameful experience in the communal sharing situation compared to the other
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three relational situations. It is also expected that (6) individuals will be more likely
to show avoidance motivations after their shameful experience in authority ranking
and market pricing situations compared to communal sharing and equality
matching. Finally, regarding the emotional intensity and strength of shameful
experience, (7) it is hypothesized that shame would be experienced the stronger in
in the authority ranking and market pricing relationships as compared to communal

sharing and equality matching.
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CHAPTER 2

HOW INDIVIDUALS IDENTIFY THEIR RELATIONSHIPS AS
DESCRIBED IN RMT: A PILOT STUDY

Relational Models Theory (RMT) has accumulated substantial empirical evidence
across different cultures for almost three decades (see A. P. Fiske’s website for a
full bibliography:
http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/anthro/faculty/fiske/RM_PDFs/RM_bibliography.htm).

Thus, it is evidenced that people implicitly apply different sets of rules and norms
in their relationships when relating with other individuals and groups. However, the
relational models explained by the theory are at the elementary level and it is
difficult to explicitly detect which models are actually operating in a given

relational situation.

It is important to note that actual social relations are indeed the combination of
relational models. According to the theory, “By combining the elementary forms in
various concatenations and nested hierarchies, people produce complex social
forms” (Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske, 1991, p. 658). For instance, consider a football
team: There is a coach and his or her assistants, captains, players, and other
assistants. There is a hierarchy between coaches and players or captains and players
and all these professionals are bound with different rates of salaries, but the team
with all its members is perceived as an indifferent unity. Thus, it is difficult to
analyze such a group by only relying on one elementary model. It will not be easy
to detect which model is dominant in the given situations for all times for lay
people or experts. Therefore, it is necessary to assess the degree of agreement
between the researchers and participants in identifying relational models at the
elementary level in varying social situations. For that purpose, a pilot study is

designed, where participants were asked to distinguish their relationships on basis
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of elementary level relational models after they were given a detailed description of
each relational model. The purpose of this study is to investigate to what extent the
lay people can understand and discriminate their own relationships in terms of
relational models. It is expected that there would be a strong agreement between
participants and the researcher in describing g social interactions into specific

relational models.
2.1. Method
2.1.1. Participants

Sixty-three Middle East Technical University (METU) students (Female = 36)
participated in the study in return for bonus credit. The average age was 21.87 (SD
=2.06) and 71.1% of their mothers had a high school degree or more.

2.1.2. Procedure and Materials

The participants were recruited from the participants of another lab experiment (4
experiment in Uysal, Ugurlar, & Dalgar, manuscript in preparation) by asking them
if they would like to voluntarily participate in this study. After they finished the
main lab experiment, the researcher asked the participants if they would like to
voluntarily participate in this study. If they agreed, then the questionnaire was

given (see Appendix A).

First, the participants were asked to provide a detailed description of one of their
experiences that they felt ashamed when they were in a social contact with some
other people (adapted from Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987; and
Tangney et al., 1996). Then, they rated their level of shame on a 10-point Likert
type scale (1’ referred to ‘I didn’t feel ashamed at all’ and ‘10’ referred to ‘I felt

ashamed very much’). These ratings were not analyzed in scope of this study.

Then, the participants were asked to evaluate their relationships in the social
interaction they had just written. To rate their relationships, the participants

provided five paragraphs describing each relational model (each paragraph was
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describing one relational model, adapted from Haslam, Reichert, & Fiske, 2002).
Two alternative descriptions for authority ranking were used to distinguish where
the participants were superordinates or subordinates. For instance, the following

paragraph was used to describe communal sharing.

You and this person take a “one for all and all for one” approach
toward one another. You each feel that “what’s mine is yours” and
that what happens to the other person is nearly as important as what
happens to you. If the other person needed your help, you would
cancel your plans and help them out, and they would do the same for
you. Similarly, you would give the person the shirt off your back if
they really needed it and they would do the same for you. You
willingly share food with this person and, if necessary, you would
happily share a soda using the same straw or share a meal using the
same fork

The participants were asked to rate the question ‘how much your relationship with
the individual(s) in your shame experience resembled to the following
descriptions?’ on a 7-point Likert type scale (‘1’ referred to ‘not resembled at all’
and ‘7’ referred to ‘completely resembled’) after reading each description. At last

the participants were thanked and debriefed.

The researcher of this thesis blindly read all the experiences the participants had

written and independently rated all the narrated relationships on the same scale.

2.2. Results and Discussion

This study aimed to examine if people can discriminate their own social
interactions in terms of relational models. A high degree of agreement between
participants and researchers in identifying specific relationships in a given situation
in terms of relational models when the descriptions of the models were provided
would support the expectation. A series of two-way random inter class correlations
[ICC(2,k)] were conducted to investigate the ratio of the agreement between
participants and researcher and a series of t tests were performed on each relational

model to examine the ratio of the discrepancy between participants and researcher.
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As it is depicted in Table 2.1, participants of the study and the researcher
significantly agreed on evaluation of their relationships when identifying them in
terms of relational models in all but authority ranking superordinate condition, and
ICC(2,2) values ranged between .59 to .84 for the significant effects. There was
lack of agreement on the authority ranking when the participants were in
superordinate positions in the interaction, ICC(2,2) = .29, p = .093, 95% C.L
[-.18, .57], and relatively small agreement on equality matching (ICC(2,2) = .59, p
<.001, 95% C.I. [.32, .75]).

The paired samples t-tests (Table 2.2) indicated non-significant discrepancies
between participants and researcher for the identification of communal sharing (4M
=-25, s.e. = .19, 95% C.1I. [-.64 .15], t(60) = -1.23, p = .222), authority ranking
when the participants were in subordinate position (AM = -.11, s.e. = .24, 95% C.1.
[-.59 .37], «61) = -0.47, p = .640), and market pricing (AM = -.03, s.e. = .21, 95%
C.I. [-45 .38], «(62) = -0,15, p = .879) indicating that participants and the
researcher were not discrepant on these conditions. However, consistent with the
ICC results, there were significant discrepancies between participants and the
researcher in authority ranking when the participants were in superordinate position
(UM = -1.13, s.e. = .22, 95% C.I. [-.1.57 -.68], t(61) = -5.08, p < .001) and in
equality matching (AM = .59, s.e. = .24, 95% C.1. [.10, .1.08], #(62) = 2.40, p
=.019).

Table 2.1

Consistency between participants and researcher on relational models

Variables icc p 95% C.1.
Communal Sharing 0.84 <.001 .73, .90
Authority Ranking_sup. 0.29 0.093 -.18, .57
Authority Ranking_sub. 0.68 <.001 47, .81
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Equality Matching 0.59 <.001 32,.75

Market Pricing 0.74 <.001 .57, .84

Notes: “Authority Ranking sup.” stands for the condition where participants were
in superordinate position, and “Authority Ranking sub.” stands for the condition
where participants were in subordinate position.

The results of the study revealed that the participants agreed with the researcher
when they were asked to evaluate their specific relationships and identify them in
terms of elementary level relational models when the conditions were communal
sharing, authority ranking (when they were in subordinate positions), and market

pricing, and they partially agreed on the identification of equality matching.

Table 2.2

Discrepancies between the researcher and participants on evaluation of  social

interactions

Pairs Variables N M (SD) t df D 95% C.1.

Pair 1 CS_researcher 61 3.54(1.99) -1.23 60 0.222 -0.64,0.15
CS_Participants 61 3.78(2.16

Pair2 AR _Sup. researcher 62 1.32(0.81) -5.08 61 <.001 -1.57,-0.68
AR _Sup. Participants 62 2.45(1.74)
Pair3 AR _Sub. researcher 62 3.15(1.94) -047 61 0.64 -0.59,0.37

AR _Sub. Participants 62 3.26 (1.91)

Pair4 EM researcher 63 4.27(1.57) 24 62 0.019 0.10,1.08
EM_Participants 63 3.68 (1.99)

Pair 5 MP researcher 63 2.35(1.75) -0.15 62 0.879 -0.45,0.38
MP_ Participants 63 2.38(1.85)
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Table 2.2 (continued)

Notes: CS = Communal Sharing; AR _Sup. = Authority ranking when the
participant was in the superordinate position; AR _Sub. = Authority ranking when
the participants was in the subordinate position; EM = Equality Matching; MP =
Market Pricing; "Researcher" indicates the ratings of the researcher, whereas
"Participants" indicates the ratings of participants.

The lack of agreement on authority ranking when the participants were in
superordinate position could be related to the characteristics of participants. They
were relatively young and all of them were students, thus, it’s unlikely for them to
engage in relationships where they were higher in status and in a administrative or
supervisor position. Although the theory accepts the relational models are
biologically innate, in other words, human beings are evolved to implement some
aspects of these elementary models, individuals have to learn the implementation
rules within a culture through socialization or acculturation (Fiske, 1992). Thus,
student samples of this study likely have insufficient direct experience in authority
ranking when they were in superordinate position and cannot discriminate their

social interactions in terms of this condition.

Since human sociality is very complex, and no relationship is regulated by only one
relational model, it was not easy for individuals to identify any relationship by
elementary models. Still the participants were fairly good in identifying their
relationships into specific relational models. Thus, there is enough evidence for
further research to rely on participants’ ability to identify and classify their social
interactions in terms of relational models in a given situation. Only the authority
ranking when the participants were in superordinate condition can be omitted from
the studies when the students will be the only participants, however this condition

will be kept in the next study for exploratory purposes.
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CHAPTER 3

FEATURE LIST TASK

The pilot study indicated that people are substantially successful in evaluating their
own social interactions based on relational models at the elementary level. In the
present study, a feature list task was used to explore how shame is conceptualized
in different relational situations categorized by relational models. First, the category
knowledge for shame in each relational model will be explored in this feature list
task. Then, the exemplars, rules, prototypical features of shame in each model will

be investigated and compared between different models.

Meanings of different concepts (e.g., “chair”, “bird”, etc.) are, at least partly,
represented by their feature bases in the memory (Collins & Quillian, 1969; McRae,
De Sa, & Seidenberg, 1997): but, not all of these features were central to the
meaning of the concept (Rosch, 1975), and not all of them are activated in every
situation (Barsalou, 1982). Individuals can access the activated category knowledge
about concepts, and present the features (or activated characteristics; i.e. feature
lists) of the concepts when they are asked (Barsalou, 2003; McRAe, De Sa, &
Seidenberg, 1975; Rosch, 1975).

The prototypicality analyses of feature lists identify the most common features of a
concept’s (i.e., it is shame in this study) category knowledge (Horowitz, French, &
Andersen, 1982). On the one hand, prototypically organized concepts should be
identifiable by lay people, centrality of these features to the concept should be rated
by people, and these judgments should affect the cognitive processes related to the
concept (Rosch, 1975). On the other hand, these judgments of prototypicality are
also affected by the situation in which the judgment is made (Barsalou, 2003, 2005;
Lebois, Wilson-Mendenhall, & Barsalou, 2014; Wilson-Mendenhall, Barrett, &
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Barsalou, 2015). In this manner, relational models by their distinct regulatory rules
and moral motives could be best candidates to represent different prototypical
features of shame. Representations of shame are possibly associated with or
embedded in the mental representations of social relationships. Thus, it is expected
to detect at least four categories of shame, prototypical features of which would

correlate with relational model.

Using the feature list task to understand shame will provide us (1) information of
perceptual and experiential features of shame in a given relational situation, (2)
activated features of shame in that situation, (3) individuals’ general knowledge of
shame, and (4) their knowledge of their language (McRae et al., 1997; Ratcliff &
McKoon, 1988). This study will specifically focus on the first and the second

aspects, which are the situated features of shame in a particular relational model.

Specifically, it is expected that prototypical conceptualization of shame are
expected to consist of (1) purity and unity related moral motives and behaviors in
communal sharing; (2) hierarchy, status quo, and order related moral motives and
behaviors in authority ranking; (3) equity and balance related moral motives and
behaviors in equality matching; and (4) fairness and proportionality related moral

motives and behaviors in market pricing.

3.1. Methods

3.1.1. Participants

Two hundred fifteen (Females = 130) university students were recruited from
psychology courses of Middle East Technical University Psychology Department
during a semester using the METU SONA system. The mean age was 21.36 (SD =
2.03) and all participants were fluently speaking Turkish.

3.1.2 Procedure and Materials

The feature list task was designed as an online survey. Participants were randomly

assigned to one of the five conditions. Similar to the pilot study, authority ranking
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was divided into two as the participants were in superordinate condition and as they

were in subordinate condition. Thus, five relational models were the conditions.

First, participants were presented the description of the relational model that they
were randomly assigned (the same descriptions from the Pilot Study, adapted from
Haslam et al., 2002, see Appendix B for all materials)). After participants read the
paragraphs, they were asked to think of their social relationships of the same kind.
Then, they were asked to name one person, with whom they contact as the
described way. They, later, wrote down one of their memories that they felt
ashamed of during their contact with that person. The purpose of asking naming
and writing down the memories was indeed to activate participants’ mental network
associated with a particular relational model (Ratcliff & McKoon, 1988), forsing
them to more thoroughly thinking about the described model, and to restrict their
activated memories to the related relational model only. In other words, the aim
was to activate their shame related knowledge, but only within the questioned

(situated) model.

After participants answered the list of questions, they were asked to make two
separate lists (i.e., feature list). On the first list, they made a list of what the
emotion shame means, refers to, and what are the characteristics of this emotion in
the given social relationship. On the second list, they made a list about what could
be eliciting factors and events of shame in the given model (situation). Lastly,

participants were debriefed and thanked.

3.1.3. Analysis Strategy

Participants were asked to make two separate lists related to their own shame
experiences. Data on two lists were transformed on a spreadsheet and those
participants who did not complete the survey were omitted from the data. Then,
first, the data were divided into five conditions, that each spreadsheet consisted of
only two lists (i.e. a feature list and an elicitor list) for one relational model. In this
process, the information about which spreadsheet belongs to which condition

(which relational model have participants assigned) was deleted, thus, the analyzed
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data was anonymized in order to blind code when re-coding the data. At the end of
this data preparation process, the coder had five spreadsheets all consisted of two

lists for one relational model condition.

I re-coded each statement in the feature lists and elicitor lists by decomposing the
statements into their most basic semantic components. Thus, following the
procedure used by McRea et al. (1997), each re-coded statement expressed only
one semantically meaningful feature. For instance, the raw statement that was
written by a participant was (in Turkish) “Gereken 6zeni saygiy gostermemekten
dolayr kotii hissetmek!”. This statement was separated and re-coded in three
statements: (1) “gereken ozeni géstermemek”, (2) “gereken saygiyr gostermemek”,
and (3) “kotii hissetmek”. In this re-coding process, the meaningless and unrelated
statements were also deleted from the analysis data. For instance, a participant
wrote “en zoru baskasi adina utanmadir’” or another wrote “bu kalici bir utanc
olabilir*”. Such statements were unrelated to the question (the first example
indicated a vicarious shame, whereas the second is meaningless in the first sense)

and were omitted from further analyses.

In the next step of the analysis, the re-coded data for each condition was
investigated if there were common patterns across the statements and if abstract
categories could be reached through the statements. For instance, the following
statements were re-coded from the lists of several participants: “Beni yetersizlik
duygusu utandwrdi’”, “Ona yardim edememek beni utandirdi’”, “Utang

beceriksizligin  sonucudur®”, “Utanc alg1 vyetersizliginin sonucudur’”, “Kisi
9 9

! In English: “Feeling bad due not to show required care, respect”.
2 In English: “The hardest is feeling ashamed on behalf of other”.

3 In English: “This can be a lasting shame”.

4 In English: “Feeling being inadequate ashamed me.”

5 In English: “My inability to help her/him ashamed me.”

¢ In English: “Shame is result of indexterity.”
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kendisini zeka seviyesinden yoksun hissedebilir®”, and “Kisi kendisini ezik
hissedebilir’”. Participants who provided these statements were in the authority
ranking condition, where they were in the superior position. These statements were
collected in the same category in the analysis, because all were characterized
authority ranking when the person was in superior position as being competent,
capable, and omnipotent to protect and care when the relational contacts needed.
Any inadequacy in these characteristics were linked to shame, thus, the category
was labeled as “Fail to do something when being famed as expert”. The same
strategy was followed until all possible statements were categorized into all

relational situations.
3.2. Results

The aim of the current study was to investigate different conceptualizations of
shame within the four relational models. A feature list task was given to
participants to see prototypical features of shame. Participants were expected to
make two lists: the first was about what shame means in the given relational
situation (feature list), and the second was about what made them ashamed in the
given relational situation (elicitor list). It was hypothesized that conceptualization
of shame would include basic moral motives embedded to relational models.
Particularly, it was expected to include purity and unity related features in
communal sharing, hierarchy related features in authority ranking, equality related

features in equality matching, and fairness in proportionality in market pricing.

After the data was re-coded and cleaned for the analyses, the first analysis revealed
that participants in all five conditions made the two lists almost identical. Both

feature list and elicitor list were consisted very similar or same statements. For

7 In English: “Shame is result of lack of understanding.”
8 In English: “The person can feel oneself as deprived of adequate intelligence.”

% In English: “The person can feel oneself as bruised.”
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10>" in her feature list

instance, a participant wrote “ilk kez elini tutmak utandiricidir
and wrote “Opiismek ve ilk kez elini tutmak utandiricidir’” in her elicitor list.
Similarly, another participant wrote “Bu iliskide tiikiirdiigiimii yalamam benim igin

bir utangtir’?”

in her feature list and wrote “Yapmam dedigim bir seyi yapmak'3”
in her elicitor list. In these examples, the former one was almost identical, whereas
the second indicated same behavior. Thus, since all the data was similar in this

manner, only the feature list was analyzed.

Examination of the feature list showed that the majority of the re-coded statements
were about what made the participants ashamed in their reported shame experiences.
Participants had difficulties in defining and providing the meaning of shame in their
lists, but reported different eliciting factors of shame. However, the list was still

rich enough to investigate the features of shame under different relational models.

Looking at the general frequencies, participants listed the similar number of items
in all conditions after cleaning the first unrelated items, such as 132 items in
communal sharing, 130 items in authority ranking where the participants were
superordinate, 119 items in authority ranking where the participants were
subordinate, 137 items in equality matching, and 136 items in market pricing.
Again similar in all relational situations, the most items were under the
miscellaneous category, which shared all relational models and were not coded as
distinct categories. Items such as “lying”, “feeling regret after a misdeed”, or

“inconsideration” were categorized under this category.

Specifically, unity related properties were expected in communal sharing.
Supporting the hypothesis, the results revealed that main categories in communal
sharing situation involved violation of unity rules such as being unavailable when

the contact person was needed and disappointing close others, and violation of

10 In English: “holding his/her hand for the first time is shameful”.
' In English: “holding his/her hand and kissing for the first time is shameful”.
12 In English: “Eating my word in this relationship was shame for me”.

13 In English: “Doing something that I have told I don’t”.
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purity such as sexual/physical contact, adultery. Misdeeds to family and close
others also appeared as categories, as well as public awareness of their

transgressions.

Table 3.1

The main categories in communal sharing

Categories f
1.Miscellaneous 56
2. Being caught, public knowledge, denunciation, being disgraced 19
3. Getting closer, physical contact with (romantic) others including 15
sex

4. Leaving others in the lurch, could not share others' problem in 14
need

5. Disappointing others 9

6. Making mistake against family 9

7. Being praised, being grateful 5

8. Blushing 5

It was hypothesized that hierarchy and status related properties would emerge in
authority ranking situation. The results showed that in the authority ranking when
transgressors were in superordinate position, participants brought out properties
related to hierarchy such as failing to satisfy some requirement for being a superior
or an expert in general, and failing in protection, being bruised, being disgraced,
and swallowing one’s word in particular. Besides, fear of feeling small or being

laughed at also appeared as categories.
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Table 3.2

The main categories in authority ranking (superordinate)

Categories f
1. Miscellaneous 54
2. Fail to do something when being famed as expert 20
3. Being bruised (eziklik), being disgraced 19
4. Going back on (s6zii tutamamak) and swallowing one's word 16
5. Fail in protection 8
6. Feeling small 7
7. Being laughed at 6

The categories appeared to be related to devaluation of selves in authority ranking
when transgressors were in subordinate position. The categories involved properties,
such as feeling of being wasted, worthlessness, wishing to hide. Violation of
respect and shortcoming to meet expectations were other topics that came out from

the lists.

Table 3.3

The main categories in authority ranking (subordinate)

Categories f
1. Miscellaneous 61
2. Feelings of being wasted, worthlessness 24
3. Failing in fulfilling one's promise, failing in meeting expectations 13
4. Wish to hide, not having face to others 12
5. Disrespect 6

6. Being alone 3
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It was hypothesized that participants would bring out categories related to balance
and equality and problems with fairness when the relational situation was equality
matching. There were fewer categories in equality matching compared to other
relational situations. The categories involved failing in reciprocity, falling short in
some duties, feeling degraded in front of contact people, and public knowledge of

their misdeeds.

Table 3.4

The main categories in equality matching

Categories f
1. Miscellaneous 49
2. Fail in paying back, fail in reciprocity 37
3. Feel degraded 27
4. Being short of 12
5. Public knowledge 12

In the case of market pricing, it was hypothesized that similar to equality matching,
the categories would involve impairment of fairness and damages in pre-established
ratios in relationships. The results indicated categories related to failing in meeting
expectations, and misimpression. Besides, worthlessness, being short of

responsibilities, supremacy of others were categories.

Table 3.5

The main categories in market pricing

Categories f
1. Miscellaneous 72
2. Fail in meeting expectations 13
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Table 3.5 (continued)

3. Misimpression, disfavour 11
4. Being short of responsibilities 9
5. Fail in reciprocity 8
6. Worthlessness 8
7. Supremacy of others 7
8. Being insulted 5
9. Talking about money, goods, merchandise 3

3.3. Discussion

The Feature List Task was conducted to test the hypothesis that conceptualization
of shame would be situated in relational models, and thus, category knowledge of
shame under different relational situations would involve moral motives of
corresponding relational models. However, the lists participants provided did not
clearly respond the question of what shame was, but which factors elicit shame.

Thus, the main categories were created after analyzing the shame-eliciting factors.

Although the lists were not directly about how individuals conceptualized shame, it
was still possible to extract the categories which reflected that participants could
distinguish certain moral properties of relational models associated with shame.
Unity related properties in communal sharing and hierarchy related properties in
authority ranking were observed supporting the hypotheses. In addition, the
categories in equality matching and market pricing were also parallel to
expectations. However, the properties listed in market pricing were similar to both
categories of authority ranking and equality matching. Most items in the lists did
not directly reflect a relational situation. These items were shared in all tested
relational models and involved eliciting factors such as telling a lie, crying in front

of others, or properties such as feeling regret, feeling stressful. These properties
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appear to be common features of shame and participants probably brought them out

due to their general knowledge of shame.

Since participants did not clearly report how they specifically conceptualized
shame for each relational model, it is hard to conclude that shame is situated in
relational models. The results only indirectly support the claims of this thesis. One
possible reason for participants not clearly identifying their category knowledge of
shame might be related with the design of the study. Reporting almost identical lists
to the two different questions implies that the questions were not clearly understood
by participants. A lab experiment that enables face-to-face communication between
researcher and participants or in-depth interviews with the participants could be
more effective design strategy. In addition, given that shame is an abstract concept
and could be difficult for the participants to reflect its situated features, an in-depth
interview with fewer participants could be more effective to activate and report

their situated knowledge of shame.
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CHAPTER 4

SITUATED EFFECTS OF SHAME

The Feature List Task study investigated the situated conceptualization of shame as
grounded in relational models. The results of the study suggested that different
eliciting factors could be detected for each relational model though the , the support
was indirect in terms of the knowledge of shame that that regulates interpersonal
relationships. This chapter focuses on the two outcomes of shame, approach and
avoidance motivation and the strength of the emotion within each relational model.
If shame is situated in social relationships, the association between a shameful
transgression and approach/avoidance motivations would change according to the
relational situations and if shame has different associations with relational models,

and its strength should be different for each relational model.

As explained above, there seems to be two main paradigms or research lines of
shame in terms of its effects on social behavior. In the first line of research, shame
is associated with avoidance motivations, and certain individuals and interpersonal
problems including but not limited to feelings of inferiority and worthlessness, lack
of empathy, interpersonal distrust, some social problems like interpersonal
aggression and violence, and psychological pathologies (Lewis, 1971; Randles &
Tracy, 2015; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney et al., 2014; Tangney & Tracy
2012). However, in the recent line of research, shame was alos linked with
approach motivation, prosocial behaviors, social support, regulation of cooperation,
and hierarchical relationships (De Hooge, 2014; De Hooge et al., 2008; De Hooge
et al., 2011; Fessler 2004; 2007; Jacquet et al., 2011; Sheikh, 2014; Wong & Tsai,
2007). All of these recent studies are indeed related to the regulation of social
relationships in general. Thus, there exist an inconsistency between the two lines of

research in terms of motivations emerged after a moral transgression.

34



Shame might motivate people in two ways to regulate relationships and behaviors
(Lickel, Kushlew, Savalei, Matta, & Schmader, 2014). Individuals have the
knowledge of relational models that regulate social relations. Having the
knowledge of moral motives of relational models, shame has a preventive role for
moral and social transgressions (Skeikh & Janoff-Bulman, 2010), because these
transgressions involve high risk of avoidance, isolation or loss of relationships. On
the one hand, individuals try to escape punishment or social isolation, and
knowledge of shame motivates them to escape transgressing moral motives in a
relationship. On the other hand, shame also motivates the feeling of “undoing” the
situation or “repair” if it is possible or if the risk is not very high (De Hooge, et al.,
2010). This thesis asserts that if the given relationship in a shameful situation is too
valuable to lose, or if the related individual or group supports individuals, they
would more likely show approach motivation after their transgressions. They also

would be more willingly to engage in reparative actions.

The relational model that was implemented in a situation can influence how
individuals experience the emotion according to the nature of transgression, and
thus the outcome of shame on social behavior differs according to moral motives of
the implemented relational model. Since the rules of relationships change, the

outcomes associated with shame, as avoidance or approach, would also change.

This chapter will explore shame considering its outcomes, namely its relation to
avoidance and approach motivations within different relational situations. It aims to
investigate whether the contradicting outcomes of shame on approach and
avoidance motivations found in the literature were due to its different
conceptualization and functioning in different relational models. It is hypothesized
that shame will be highly associated with the approach motivation in communal
sharing compared to the other relational models and it will be strongly associated
with the avoidance motivation in authority ranking and market pricing compared to

other relational models (Hypotheses 5 and 6 of the thesis).
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4.1. Study 2

The primary purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between shame
and the motivations of avoidance and approach within the framework of relational
models. Specifically, it will be investigated if the outcomes of feeling ashamed
have a tendency to change in different relational situations. Secondly, this study
will explore if individuals differ in their cleansing and volunteering behaviors after
shame induction to repair consequences of their shameful behavior. It will be
explored if participants would be differ in their prosocial tendencies in different
relational situations after they remember their shameful behaviors. In addition, it
will be also explored if they will differ in their ratings of cleansing products, which
was supposed to be related their moral cleaning intentions (Zhong & Liljenquist,
2003). Finally, this study will also be used as a reference for detecting effect size of
scientific interest in the hypothesized associations between relational models and

outcomes of shame for the future studies.

4.1.1. Methods

4.1.1.1. Participants

Ninety-seven (Female = 56) Amazon Mechanical Turk workers participated in the
study. The mean age was 34.88 (SD = 10.73) and 62% of the participants had at
least a 4-year college degree. Majority of the participants were Caucasian (72.2%),

which was followed by African-Americans (11.3%).

4.1.1.2. Procedure and Materials

After giving their consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of three
relational conditions (communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching).
They were first asked to read a short description of assigned relational model
(adapted from Haslam, et al., 2002) and reflect on their relationships of the same
kind. Then, they were asked to think about a situation, in which they were ashamed

when they were in a social environment with a person or a group of people that
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they relate as described.. To help them in narration and remember the situation as
vivid as possible, open-ended questions were provided (adapted from Shaver et al.,
1987 and Tangney et al., 1996). The same procedure was used to induce shame to

participants in the previous studies (e.g., Shaver et al., 1987; Tangney et al., 1996).

The questions included (1) “Tell in detail what happened to cause you feel
ashamed”; (2) “Why did it happen?”; (3) “Tell in as much detail as you can what
you were feeling and thinking; what you said, if anything, and how you said it;
what physical signs of shame you showed, if any; and what you did, how you
acted”; (4) “About how long did the feeling last? How was it resolved? What
caused it to change or subside? Did you do anything to repair the consequences of
your behavior that caused you to feel ashamed?”; (5) “Can you add anything that

would help to describe the emotion episode more fully?”

After providing these narrations, the participants completed a survey to assess the
dependent variables (the instruction will also remind them to remember the feeling
as vivid as possible when they were responding to the questions). The survey can be
seen on Appendix C. All statements were rated on a 10-point Likert type scale,

from ‘0’ (not at all) to 9 (very strongly).

The approach and avoidance motivations were measured by seven items, adopted
from Schmader and Lickel (2006). A principle component analysis with direct
oblimin rotation revealed two factors as approach and avoidance items successfully
distinguished (loadings ranged between .79 to 87 for approach motivation, and .89
to .91 for avoidance motivation). The internal consistency of both factors was also

satisfactory (.74 for approach motivation and .91 for avoidance motivation).

The situated approach and avoidance motivations were measured by four
statements, (‘How much do you like to be close to the person you were relating/to
the group you belong to?’; ‘How much do you engage in your group after this
situation?’; ‘How much do you avoid from the person you were relating in that
situation?’; and ‘How much do you escape from your group after this situation’).
These statements were used to assess how much the participants were likely to be
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close to or escape from the individuals or groups they were in touch with when they
were ashamed. These motivations were considered as situated approach and
avoidance motivations, respectively, since the targets of the motivation were the

individuals in the situation that participants felt ashamed.

Volunteering tendencies of the participants were also measured in this study. The
volunteering item [‘How willing would you be to be a volunteer in any way (e.g.,
active working, donating, tweeting, public discussions, etc.) to help children in
need?’] was to measure if participants would be willing to help others to repair

consequences of their shameful behavior.

Cleansing motivations of participants were measured as how much participants
would be more likely to reach cleansing product after they remember their
shameful behavior. 10-item cleansing scale (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2003) to measure
participants’ moral purification tendencies. The cleansing scale consisted of five
cleaning items such as Dove shower soap, Crest toothpaste, Lysol countertop
disinfectant, Windex glass cleaner, and Tide laundry detergent, and five
non-cleansing items such as Post-it notes, Nantucket Nectars juice, Energizer
batteries, Sony CD cases, Snickers candy bar. Participants rated these items on

‘how much they desire each product’.!*

4.1.2. Results

A series of one-way between subject analyses of variance (ANOVA) were
performed on dependent variables to explore if shame has different motivational
outcomes as expected within the three different relational situations. The effects
were tested first, on general approach and avoidance motivations, and then on

situated approach and avoidance motivations, and at lastly on cleansing and

4 The survey also included Guilt and Shame Proneness scale (Cohen, Wolf, Panter, & Insko, 2011)
and 6 items from Circles in Relational Configuration Arrays (CIRCA; Thomsen, 2010) were used to
measure participants’ preferences for communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching.
But these scales were not analyzed in this study
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volunteering intentions. Means of all dependent variables for the three conditions

were depicted in Table 3.1.

The results revealed no significant effect on general approach [F(2,92) = 0.65, p
= .522] and avoidance [F(2,92) = 0.38, p = .689] motivations, in situated avoidance
motivation [F(2,92) = 1.29, p = .283], and cleansing [F(2,92) = .27, p = .764] and
volunteering [F(2,92) = 2.09, p = .130] intentions. However, there was a marginal
difference in situated approach motivation, F(2,92) = 2.85, p = .063. Post-hoc
comparison with Bonferroni adjustment indicated that participants in the communal
sharing situation reported marginally more approach motivation towards their
contact person or group after feeling ashamed (AM = 1.43, s.e. = .63, p = .077). The

rest of the post-hoc comparisons did not yield any significant differences.

Table 4.1

Means, standard deviations and one-way ANOVA results

Communal ‘ ~ Equality
‘ Authority Ranking ‘ F(2,92)p
Sharing Matching
Variable M SD M SD M SD
Approach 7.43 247  6.89 2.04 7.52 243  0.65 .522

Avoidance 735 2.68 7.85 222 7.43 237 038 .689

Situated
6.65 246 522 2.78 6.39 230 2.85 .063

Approach

Situated
. 4.71 322 597 3.20 5.24 3.02 1.28 .283

Avoidance

Cleansing 497 227 534 2.14 5.30 230 027 764
Volunteering 7.62 274  6.27 2.74 7.16 2,51 2.09 130

Considering that non-significant results presented above do not directly imply that
null hypotheses for all dependent variables were true (Lakens, 2017) equivalence

testing (Hauck & Anderson, 1984) was applied on the mean differences by using

39



two one-sided tests (TOST) approach (Schuirmann, 1987) using TOSTER
spreadsheet proposed by Lakens (2017). In all equivalence tests a mean difference

of Cohen’s d = 0.5 (a medium effect) was determined as the minimum effect size.

For general approach motivation, the TOST procedure based on Welch's t-test
indicated that the observed effect size was not significantly within the equivalent
bounds of d = -0.5 and d = 0.5 when comparing communal sharing and authority
ranking (Cohen’s d = 0.24, #61.75) = -1.05, p = .149). However, it was
significantly in equality bounds when comparing communal sharing with equality
matching (Cohen’s d = -0.03, #62.62) = 1.88, p = .032). In terms of general
avoidance motivation the TOST procedure based on Welch's t-test indicated that
the observed effect size was not significantly within the equivalent bounds when
comparing communal sharing and authority ranking (Cohen’s d = 0.20, #(61.77) =
1.19, p = .119) and equality matching and authority ranking (Cohen’s d = 0.18,
#(57.35) = 1.19, p = .109) but again it was significantly in equality bounds when
comparing communal sharing with equality matching (Cohen’s d = -0.03, #61.87)
=1.88, p =.033).

The TOST procedure based on Welch's t-test indicated that the observed effect size
was not significant within the equivalent bounds of d = -0.5 and d = 0.5 when
comparing communal sharing and authority ranking (Cohen’s d = -0.39, #(61.10) =
0.43, p = .335), communal sharing and equality matching (Cohen’s d = -0.17,
#(62.94) = 1.33, p = .094), and equality matching and authority ranking (Cohen’s d
=-0.23, #(58.51) =-1.05, p = .149) in terms of situated avoidance motivation.

For cleansing measure, the TOST procedure based on Welch's t-test indicated that
the observed effect size was not significant within the equivalent bounds of d = -0.5
and d = 0.5 when comparing communal sharing and authority ranking (Cohen’s d =
0.17, 1(62.92) = 1.34, p = .093) and communal sharing and equality matching
(Cohen’s d = 0.14, #(60.80) = 1.34, p = .081). However, it was significant in
equality bounds when comparing authority ranking and equality matching (Cohen’s

d=0.02, 1(58.35) = 1.88, p = .033).
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The TOST procedure based on Welch's t-test indicated that the observed effect size
was not significant within the equivalent bounds of d = -0.5 and d = 0.5 when
comparing communal sharing and authority ranking (Cohen’s d = -0.49, #(62.45) =
-0.03, p = .488), communal sharing and equality matching (Cohen’s d = 0.17,
#62.99) = -1.31, p = .097), and equality matching and authority ranking (Cohen’s d
=-0.34, #(58.21) = 0.63, p = .265) in terms of volunteering intentions.

4.1.3. Discussion

The results indicated non-significant differences for all of the outcomes of shame
across relational models but situated approach motivation, in which participants
were marginally more likely to be close to their relationships and groups after their

shame situation compared to participants in authority ranking condition.

These non-significant results did not support the main premises of this study that
the approach and avoidance motivation following shame could be distinguished
across the relational models. However, these non-significant differences between
relational models do not directly evidence the lack of effect (Lakens, 2017). In
accordance, the results of equivalence tests indicated that the measured outcomes of
shame were not equal to each other between relational models in the majority of
situations. Thus, there were differences between relational models though the effect

sizes were small in this sample.

Considering the results from both null hypotheses testing and equivalence testing, it
is worth to note that participants were more likely to reveal approach motivations,
and tend to engage in their groups after shameful experiences when they were in
communal sharing and equality matching situations compared to authority ranking.
On the contrary, when the participants were in authority ranking situations, they
were more likely to show avoidance motivation and isolate themselves from their
contact persons compared to participants in communal sharing and equality
matching. However, since these results are due to equivalence testing but not due to
null hypothesis testing, these results should be interpreted cautiously until they are

replicated with a larger sample.
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4.2. Study 3

The Study 2 did not directly support the idea that inducing shame in different
relational situations would create differences in approach and avoidance
motivations of transgressors. However, the null results were also not confirmed by
equivalence tests. In other words, equivalence tests suggested that with a
statistically adequate power it was possible to detect significant differences for
interested effect sizes (Lakens, 2017). This study was designed to increase power
and effectiveness of manipulation to detect the potential differences in approach
and avoidance motivations of transgressors after their shameful actions. In this
study, instead of using direct experiences, participants were asked to read vignettes
in which a transgressor violates codes of a specific relational model. They were
asked to evaluate the situation and to rate emotional state of the transgressors. Thus,
perceived emotional states of transgressors and related perceived approach and

avoidance motivations were assessed in this study.

It was hypothesized that participants would perceive higher emotional arousal when
transgressors were in communal sharing and authority ranking situations as
compared to the other relational situations. Second, it was expected that participants
will rate approach motivations higher and avoidance motivations lower in a
communal sharing situation compared to the other models, and that they will rate
avoidance motivations higher and approach motivations lower in authority ranking
situations compared to the other models. Moreover, participants’ relative preference
for communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching will influence their

ratings of approach and avoidance motivations.

4.2.1.Method

4.2.1.1. Participants

A power analysis was performed by GPower software prior to data collection for a
mixed groups analysis of variance design with 6 repeated measures for 2 groups

and holding alpha level as .05 and power as 95%, and the effect size as = .14
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(using partial 7° = .02). The results suggested 82 participants were needed to
correctly reject the null hypothesis if there is a small effect at 95 % chance. Three
hundred eight (Female = 200, Male = 82, Other = 1, missing = 25) undergraduate
students attending psychology classes at Altinbas University (N = 26), Middle East
Technical University (VN = 117), and Van Yiiziincii Y1l University (N = 124) were
recruited to complete an online survey. Data of participants who did not complete
the survey were omitted from the analyses. Furthermore, 10 participants were also
deleted from the analysis since they were detected as univariate outlier (z > 4.00).
After cleaning the data, 293 participants remained for the further analyses (Female
=196, Male = 76, Other = 1, Missing = 25). The mean age was 21.72 (SD = 3.12).

4.2.1.2. Procedure and Measurements

An online survey was prepared using Qualtrics software (2018). The anonymous
link was distributed to the participants via different channels in each university. The
METU students were reached via the department participant pool. Similarly,
Altinbas University students were recruited from the university’s participant pool.
Students from Van University were reached via an invitation from their psychology
course professor. All participants from three universities received extra point added
to their course in return to completion of the survey. The participants completed the
questionnaire after they confirmed the informed consent and voluntarily agreed to

participate.

The survey consisted of a total of 33 vignettes. Of them, 25 vignettes depicted a
moral transgression, 5 vignettes depicted a taboo trade-off in a specific relational
situation, and 3 of them were neutral vignettes for the control condition (See
Appendix 4 for the vignettes). All vignettes were presented in completely random
order. These vignettes were developed by the author of this dissertation using the
event sample from the Feature List study presented in Chapter 3 and Study 2
presented in Chapter 4. Thus, all transgressions used in this study were created
based on the real life experiences. Each relational model was represented by 5

different vignettes since the transgressor in authority ranking was represented in
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both superordinate and subordinate positions. For instance, a moral transgression in
communal sharing situation was “Zeynep and Gaye were very close friends and
they meet each other’s need without any hesitation. Zeynep realized that she had
been careless about Gaye in recent times. She wasn’t there when Gaye needed
her.”'> After reading each vignette, participants first rated the perceived arousal
level of transgressors (“Considering the situation that Zeynep was in and how she
acted in the situation, how much do you think Zeynep was emotionally aroused?”)
on a 7-point Likert type scale (“/” referred to “Not at all” and “7” referred to
“Extremely”). Then, participants were asked to rate each vignette in terms of how
much they think the transgressor ashamed, felt guilty, anger, embarrassed, regret,
and disgust. They responded to the vignettes as “Considering the situation that
Zeynep was in and how she acted in the situation, how much do you think Zeynep
felt each of the following emotions?” on a 7-point Likert type scale (/ = Not felt at
all and 7 = Felt very much”). Finally, participants were asked to rate how much
approach (“Approached her more”) and avoidance (“Incline away, avoid her”)
motivations transgressors showed after each vignette by “After this situation, how
much did Zeynep show the following tendencies in her relationship with Gaye?” on

a 7-point Likert type scale (I = Not at all, 7 = Very much).

The questionnaire also included 6 items from the Circles in Relational
Configuration Arrays (CIRCA; Thomsen, 2010) to measure relative endorsement of
communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching to test whether relative
preference for a relational model would influence the participants’ perceptions of
the outcomes of transgressions under different relational situations. The CIRCA is a
graphical measurement that is composed of circles; each circle represents a person
and the relationship between circles represents the kind of relationship between
people in a group. Thus, participants rated “how much do you like groups like

this?” on a 6-point Likert type scale (“/” referred to “I don’t like groups like this at

15 In Turkish: Zeynep ve Gaye ¢ok yakin arkadaglar ve birbirlerinin ihtiyaci olan her seyi tereddiit
gostermeden karsiliyorlar. Zeynep son zamanlarda Gaye'yi ihmal ettigini ve onun ihtiyaglarina karsi
umursamaz davrandigini fark ediyor. Gaye’nin ihtiya¢ duydugu bir anda yaninda olmuyor.
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all” and “6” referred to “I like groups like this very much’). The survey concluded

with demographics questions and a debriefing statement.

There were two identical forms of the survey, which differed only in the gender of
the transgressors. Only one of the forms was randomly presented to the
participants. Thus, the gender of the transgressing person in all vignettes was kept
constant to control whether the gender of transgressors had any influence on the
perception of moral transgressions. Thus, the gender of transgressors in each

vignette was used as a covariate in all analyses.

4.2.1.3. Analysis Strategy

The repeated measures were used since participants rated the degree of the
transgressor’s arousal level, how much they felt ashamed, guilty, angry,
embarrassed, regretful, and disgusted, and how much they would approach and
avoid people they interacted in the vignettes. The mean differences in perceived
arousal level that transgressor would have across the relational situations as well as
the level of shame, guilt, anger, embarrassment, regret, and disgust of transgressor
would experience after their actions were tested by using mixed model analyses

with random intercepts using split-half validation method.

Five different relational models and the control condition were entered as 6-level
predictor in the models to test differences between relational models. In all analyses,
the gender of transgressors of vignettes was added into the model as the covariate.
Furthermore, tests were conducted with and without the relative endorsement of
communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching (CIRCA ratings of

participants) to control whether these ratings have any effect.

Again, mixed model analyses with random intercepts using split-half validation
method were conducted to detect whether the ratings of specific emotions (i.e.,
shame, guilt, anger, embarrassment, regret, and disgust) within a relational model
differed (i.e., whether a specific emotion is elicited more after transgressing codes

of each relational model).
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To increase robustness of the results, all analyses were conducted with train/test
cross-validation approach. The whole data was randomly split into two parts taking
% of it as training data and 5 as test data. First, all analyses were performed in the
training data, which were then repeated with the test data to confirm the findings.
This approach enhanced the certainty of the findings, if test data confirmed the

results of training data.

Estimation plots (Ho, Tumkaya, Aryal, Choi, & Claridge-Chang, 2018) and
raincloud plots (Poggiali, Whitaker, Marshall, & Kievit, 2018) were used to
visualize the data and to compare the mean differences. The estimation plots are
informative to demonstrate all of the data points at once, to focus on and compare
the effect sizes, visualize the estimation, and show mean difference (effect size)
distribution and its 95% confidence interval via bootstrapping the sample. Similarly,
raincloud plots depict all of the data points which provides all the data points and
nature of the data to the reader at one glance. Furthermore, raincloud plots depict

the distribution of data for better interpretation of the reported results.
4.2.2. Results
4.2.2.1. Manipulation Check

A one-way repeated measures analysis of covariance was performed with shame as
the repeated measure and gender of the transgressors as the covariate to test
whether participants perceived vignettes with a transgression as more shameful
compared to those with neutral events. As depicted in Figure 4.1, the results
indicated a successful manipulation, in that participants perceived the vignettes
presenting a transgression (Mudjusiea = 4.838, SE = .057) in all models significantly
more shameful than the neutral condition (Mugjusea = 1.356, SE = .039), after
controlling for gender of transgressor, F (1, 294) = 263.199, p < .001, partial 7°
= .48. The gender of transgressors did not have a significant effect, F (1, 294) =
0.002, p = .968, partial 7> = .000).
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Figure 4.1 The Gardner-Altman estimation plot for manipulation check. The figure
reveals the paired set of observations connected by lines on the left axis. The paired
mean difference is plotted on the right axis as a bootstrap sampling distribution.
The mean difference is depicted as a dot, the 95% confidence interval is indicated

by the ends of the vertical error bar. AM = -3.51 [95% CI -3.64; -3.38]
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Figure 4.2 The Gardner-Altman estimation plot for differences between gender of
protagonists in vignettes. It reveals the distribution of shame ratings for vignettes
when transgressors were female-only or male-only on the left axis. The mean
difference is plotted on the right axis as a bootstrap sampling distribution. The
mean difference is depicted as a dot, the 95% confidence interval is indicated by the
ends of the vertical error bar. Accordingly, AM = -0.101 [95 CI% -0.334; 0.119]

and is not significant.

Furthermore, an independent samples t test was conducted to investigate whether
the gender of transgressors in vignettes had an effect on the shame ratings. As
Figure 4.2 depicts, results indicated that participants did not perceive any difference

between female (M = 4.881, SD = 1.017) and male transgressors (M = 4.780, SD =
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1.001) across all relational situations (#294) = 0.861, p = .390). The gender of

transgressors was used as a between-subjects factor in all mixed model analyses.

4.2.2.2. Comparing Perceived Arousal Levels Across Relational Models

It was expected that participants would rate higher arousal levels when the
transgressors violated implementing rules of communal sharing and authority
ranking in the relational situation comparing to equality matching and market
pricing. As a manipulation check, it was also expected that arousal level of
transgressors in all relational situations would be rated higher than arousal level in
the neutral condition. Mixed model analyses with random intercepts were
conducted for comparing perceived arousal levels between relational models first in
the training data set and second in the test data set. Six relational situations
(communal sharing, authority ranking when the transgressors were in superordinate
position and when they were in subordinate position, equality matching, market
pricing, and the neutral condition as a control condition) and gender of
transgressors in vignettes were entered as predictors to predict perceived arousal
levels.The model first tested in the training data set to explore best fitting model,

and then tested in the test data set to confirm the model.

The results for the training data set indicated a significant fixed effect of relational
models (F (5, 918.344) = 293.489, p < .001) and no significant fixed effect of
gender of transgressors (F (1, 185.830) = 0.335, p = .564). When the fixed effect
estimates were checked, the intercept was observed as 3.124 (se = .098, 95% C.1.
(2.931, 3.317)). Participants perceived significantly higher arousal levels in
communal sharing (b = 2.376, se = .078, p < .001, 95 % C.I. (2.222, 2.529)), in
authority ranking, both when the transgressor was in the superordinate position (b =
2.639, se =.079, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (2.485, 2.793)) and in the subordinate position
(b=12.249, se = .078, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (2.095, 2.403)), in equality matching (b =
1.878, se = .079, p < .001, 95 % C.I. (1.724, 2.033)), and in market pricing (b =
1.623, se = .078, p < .001, 95 % C.I. (1.470, 1.777)) compared to the neutral

condition.
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Post hoc analysis with Bonferroni adjustment was performed to compare perceived
arousal levels between relational situations. Accordingly, as seen in Table 3.2 and
Figure 4.3, participants perceived the highest arousal levels in authority ranking
when transgressors were in the superordinate position (M = 5.797, SE = .077).
Perceived arousal level of transgressors in communal sharing (M = 5.534, SE
=.077) and authority ranking situation when the transgressors were in subordinate
position (M = 5.407, SE = .077) were not significantly different from each other,
but both were significantly higher than equality matching (M = 5.036, SE = .077)
and market pricing (M = 4.781, SE = .077). Participants rated higher arousal levels

in the equality matching situation than it was in the market pricing situation.

Figure 4.3 The raincloud plot of arousal level in training data set reveals the

distribution of data and box plot around the median.

The same model that was tested in training data set was tested with the same
command in the test data set. The results confirmed the fixed effects estimates of
the training data set. However, the arousal level difference between communal
sharing (M = 5.677, SE = .099) and authority ranking when transgressors were in
superordinate position (M = 5.908, SE = .098) became non-significant. Further, the
difference between equality matching (M = 5.102, SE = .098) and market pricing
(M =4.833, SE = .099) situations also became non-significant (Please see Table 4.2
and Figure 4.4 for all estimations).
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Figure 4.4 The raincloud plot of arousal level in test data set reveals the distribution

of data and box plot around the median.

Table 4.2.

The summary of mixed models: Relational situations and gender of transgressors

on perceived arousal

Fixed Effects

Data Predictors Mean (SE) (SE) p 95% CI
Training

Intercept 3.124 (.098) <.001 2.931,3.317
Data

1.CS 5.534 (.077)a 2.376 (.078) <.001 2.222,2.529

2. AR

‘ 5.797 (.077)b  2.639 (.079) <.001 2.485,2.793
superordinate

3. AR subordinate  5.407 (.077)a 2.249 (.078) <.001 2.095,2.403

4. EM 5.036 (.077)c 1.878 (.079) <.001 1.724,2.033
5. MP 4781 (.077)d 1.623 (.078) <.001 1.470,1.777
6. Neutral 3.158 (.077)e - - -
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Table 4.2 (continued)

Gender of
0.067(.116) .564 -0.162, 0,296
transgressors
Test Data Intercept 3.091 (.114) <.001 2.867,3.316
1.CS 5.977 (.099)ab 2.643 (.106) <.001 2.435,2.851
2. AR
‘ 5.908 (.098)a 2.873(.105) <.001 2.667,3.080
superordinate

3. AR subordinate  5.562 (.099)b 2.527(.105) <.001 2.320,2.735

4. EM 5.102 (.098)c 2.068 (.105) <.001 1.861,2.274
5.MP 4.833 (.099)c 1.798(.105) <.001 1.591,2.005
6. Neutral 3.034 (.099)d - - -
Gender of

-0.114(.143) 429 -0.399,0.171
transgressors

Note: The post hoc comparison with Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the mean
values with same subscript did not significantly differed.

4.2.2.3. Comparing Perceived Shame Level of Transgressors Across Relational

Models

It was hypothesized that participants would rate the levels of shame higher when
transgressors were in communal sharing and authority ranking models, compared to
equality matching and market pricing. Thus, their relative preference for communal
sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching would influence their ratings of
shame levels. Accordingly, higher preference of a relational model (e.g., communal
sharing) would increase the shame ratings when the transgressors were
implementing that relational model (i.e., communal sharing). Mixed model analyses
with random intercepts were performed with ratings of shame as outcome and 5
relational situations plus one neutral control) as first level and CIRCA ratings of

communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching and gender of
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transgressors as second level predictors. In addition, binary interactions between

relational situations and CIRCA ratings were entered into the equation.

The initial results from the training data set revealed significant fixed effects of
relational models, (F(5, 872.657) = 13.427, p < .001) and interaction between
relational situations and CIRCA ratings of communal sharing (F(5, 872.357) =
2.697, p = .020). Thus, before proceeding to interpreting unique estimates, the
model was re-tested by deleting non-significant interaction terms and
non-significant CIRCA ratings to reach a more parsimonious model. Results of the
revised model indicated significant fixed effects of relational situations F(5,
872.185) = 37.354, p < .001) and their interactions with CIRCA ratings of
communal sharing (F (5, 872.223) = 2.692, p =.020). Gender of transgressors did
not reveal significant fixed effects ( (1, 175.158) =0.112, p = .738).

Unique estimates of fixed effects showed that participants rated shame vignettes in
all relational situations significantly higher than in the neutral condition. Significant
interaction of the CIRCA ratings of communal sharing revealed that endorsing
communal sharing significantly increased the difference in the shame ratings
between communal sharing (b = 0.148, se = .062, p = .016, 95 % C.I (0.027,
0.269)), authority ranking when transgressors were in superordinate position (b =
0.181, se = .062, p = .003, 95 % C.1. (0.060, 0.302)) and in subordinate position (b
=0.177, se = .062, p = .004, 95 % C.1. (0.055, 0.297)), and equality matching (b =
0.164, se = .062, p = .004, 95 % C.I. (0.043, 0.285)) from neutral condition.
However, CIRCA ratings of communal sharing did not interact with market pricing
(b=10.078, se =.062, p = .206, 95 % C.1. (-0.043, 0.199)) for its difference from the

neutral condition.

Compatible with the hypotheses, post hoc analyses with Bonferroni correction
revealed that participants rated shame levels highest when transgressors were in the
authority ranking situation in the superordinate position (Mugjusei—= 5.359, SE

=.083)'. Ratings of shame in the communal sharing situation (Maugjusiea= 5.105, SE

16 Mean difference in shame ratings between communal sharing and authority ranking when
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= .083) were not significantly different from the authority ranking situation when
transgressors were in the subordinate position (Mugjusea= 5.047, SE = .083) but were
significantly higher than in equality matching (Mudjusiea = 4.755, SE = .083) and
market pricing (Magjusea = 3.887, SE = .083) situations. Ratings of shame in the
equality matching situation were significantly higher than in market pricing (see

Table 4.3 and Figure 4.5).

6 4
£
a4
2 4
@ o) o
\QJ 3 @ . Q) .'0
& t;\(\’a & & &
N § 3 {8 o
¢ 0 & ¢ X ¢
N & ® W &
\ e N4 & &
e 9 & N

Figure 4.5 The raincloud plot of shame level in training data set reveals the

distribution of data and box plot around the median.

The same tests were repeated with the test data set. Results revealed a pattern of
results similar to those of training data set, but did not fully confirm the findings
from training data set. First, the fixed effects of relational situations (£ (5, 505) =

35.419, p <.001) and CIRCA ratings of communal sharing (¥ (1, 101) = 4.804, p

transgressors were in superordinate position was with the ratings in communal sharing situation was
close to non-significance (p = .042, 95% C.I. ( -0.505, -0.004) ).
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=.031) were found to be significant, whereas their interaction (F (5, 505) = 0.543,
p = .744) become non-significant. Gender of transgressors was again
non-significant (¥ (1, 101) = 0.356, p = .552). Estimates of fixed effects indicated
that shame ratings in all shame vignettes in all relational situations were rated

significantly higher than in the neutral condition (See Table 4.3).
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Figure 4.6 The raincloud plot of shame level in test data set reveals the distribution

of data and box plot around the median.

Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni correction showed that ratings of shame
were not significantly different between communal sharing (M = 5.219, SE = .103)
and authority ranking situations both when transgressors were in superordinate (M
= 5.441, SE = .103) and subordinate (M = 5.136, SE = .103) positions. Ratings in
equality matching situation (M = 5.020, SE = .103) were significantly lower than in
the authority ranking situation when transgressors were in the superordinate
position, and also significantly higher than market pricing situation (M = 3.781, SE
= .103), but were not statistically distinguished from communal sharing and
authority ranking when transgressors were in the subordinate position (see Figure
4.6).
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These results were partially supporting the hypotheses that participants rated
significantly higher shame levels when transgressors violated a norm in authority
ranking and communal sharing than market pricing. However, the results were not
robust when the situation was equality matching, in that the significantly lower
shame ratings in equality matching situation compared to communal sharing and
authority ranking were not observed in the test data set. Moreover, the interaction
between endorsing communal sharing (or authority ranking, equality matching) did

not interact with relational situations.

Table 4.3.

The summary of mixed models: Relational situations, CIRCA ratings of communal

sharing, their interactions, and gender of transgressors on perceived shame level

Fixed
Data Predictors Mean (SE) p 95% CI
Effects (SE)

Training
Intercept 1.520 (.277) <.001 0.974, 2.065
Data
1.CS 5.105 (.083)ab 3.128 (.282) <.001 2.574,3.681
2. AR
‘ 5.359 (.083)a 3.240 (.282) <.001 2.687,3.793
superordinate

3. AR subordinate  5.047 (.083)b 2.951 (.282) <.001 2.398,3.504

4. EM 4.755 (.083)c 2.709 (.282) <.001 2.156,3.263
5. MP 3.887 (.083)d 2.217(.282) <.001 1.663,2.770
6. Neutral 1.330 (.083)e - - -

CIRCA CS -0.048 (.060) .424 -0.167,0.070
CS*CIRCA CS 0.148 (.062) .016 0.027,0.269
ARsup*CIRCA CS 0.181 (.062) .003 0.060, 0.302
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Table 4.3 (continued)

ARsub*CIRCA CS 0.176 (.062) .004 0.055, 0.297
EM*CIRCA CS 0.164 (.062) .008 0.043, 0.285
MP*CIRCA CS 0.078 (.062) .206 -0.043,0.199
Neutral*CIRCA
cs ) _ )
Gender of
.043 (.125) 738 -0.204, 0.288

transgressors

Test

Data Intercept 1.102 (.312) <.001 0.488,1.715
1.CS 5.219 (.103)ab 3.422 (.342) <.001 2.750,4.093
2. AR
superordinate 5.441 (.103)a 3.830(.342) <.001 3.158,4.501
3. AR subordinate 5.136 (.103)ab 3.462 (.342) <.001 2.791,4.134
4. EM 5.020 (.103)b 3.403 (.342) <.001 2.731,4.074
5. MP 3.881 (.103)c 2.276 (.342) <.001 1.605,2.948
6. Neutral 1.303 (.103)d - - -
CIRCA CS 0.037 (.067) .585 -0.095,0.168
CS*CIRCA CS 0.115 (.075) .125 -0.032,0.261
ARsup*CIRCA CS 0.072 (.075) .338 -0.075,0.218
ARsub*CIRCA CS 0.086 (.075) .250 -0.061,0.233
EM*CIRCA CS 0.073 (.075) .329 -0.074, 0.220
MP*CIRCA CS 0.047 (.075) .530 -0.100,0.194
Neutral*CIRCA
cs ) _ )
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Table 4.3 (continued)

Gender of
0.087 (.145) .552 -0.202, 0.375
transgressors

Note: All mean estimates were adjusted according to the CIRCA ratings of CS (M
=4.385). The same scripts depicted non-significant mean differences.

4.3.2.4. Comparing Perceived Approach Motivation of Transgressors Across

Relational Models

It was expected that participants would rate approach motivations for transgressors
towards their contact persons highest when relational situation was communal
sharing and lowest when the relational situation was authority ranking. Furthermore,
it was hypothesized that participants’ relative preference for communal sharing,
authority ranking, and equality matching would interact with their ratings in
relational situations. Mixed model analysis with random intercepts was conducted
for comparing perceived approach motivations between relational situations. Six
relational situations (one is the neutral condition) as level 1 predictors, CIRCA
ratings of communal sharing, of authority ranking, and of equality matching as
level 2 predictors and their binary interactions were entered into the equation.
Gender of transgressors in the vignettes was also a level 2 predictor. Later, the

same command was run for the test data set.

The results from the training data set revealed that fixed effects of relational
situations (F(5, 873.247) = 3.743, p = .002) and CIRCA ratings of authority ranking
(F(1, 175.227) = 4.575, p = .034) on ratings of approach motivation were
significant. CIRCA ratings of communal sharing had a trend towards significance
(F(1, 174.752) = 3.507, p = .063). None of the interactions were significant. Then
the analysis was repeated after deleting interaction terms and non-significant
CIRCA ratings from the equation. New analysis revealed significant fixed effects
of relational situations (F (5, 872.981) = 108.077, p < .001) and non-significant
fixed effects of CIRCA ratings of authority ranking (F(1, 175.071) = 3.516, p
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= .062)!7 and gender of transgressors (F(1, 174.818) = 0.345, p = .558) on the

ratings of approach motivation.

Examination of the estimates (see Table 4.4) showed that participants rated
approach motivation in communal sharing situation (b = 0.413, se = .101, p < .001,
95 % C.I. (0.213, 0.611)) and authority ranking situation when transgressors were
superordinate (b = 0.744, se = .101, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (0.545, 0.943)) significantly
higher than in the neutral condition (intercept = 3.270, se = .202, 95 % C.I. (2.873,
3.669)). Approach motivation in equality matching (b =-0.214, se = .101, p = .035,
95 % C.I. (-0.413, -0.015))18, market pricing (b = -0.850, se = .101, p <.001, 95 %
C.I (-1.049, -0.651)), and authority ranking when transgressors were in subordinate
position (b = -1.222, se = .101, p < .001, 95 % C.I. (-1.421, -1.023)) was rated

significantly lower than in the neutral condition.

Post hoc analysis with Bonferroni adjustment was performed to compare ratings of
approach motivations between relational situations after controlling for CIRCA
ratings of authority ranking (Figure 4.7). Contrary to hypotheses, participants rated
approach motivations in authority ranking significantly highest when transgressors
were in the superordinate position (Mudgjusea = 4.276, SE = .093), which was
followed by communal sharing (Magjusea = 3.944, SE = .093) situations. Mean
ratings of approach motivation in the neutral condition (Mugjusiea = 3.531, SE = .093)
and equality matching (Mudjusea = 3.317, SE = .093) did not significantly differ from
each other and both were significantly higher than market pricing (Mudjustea = 2.682,
SE = .093). Lowest rating of approach motivation was observed in authority
ranking when transgressors were in the subordinate position (Mugjusiea = 2.309, SE

.093).

17 CIRCA ratings of authority ranking was removed from the analyses in test data set.

8 Actually, considering high power of the study, I'm in favour of interpreting the difference

between equality matching situation and neutral condition as a trend towards significance but not as
significant.
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Figure 4.7 The raincloud plot of approach level in training data set reveals the

distribution of data and box plot around the median.
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Figure 4.8 The raincloud plot of approach level in test data set reveals the

distribution of data and box plot around the median.

The same command was run with the test data set after removing CIRCA ratings of
authority ranking, and the results confirmed the findings of the training data set,
except that the fixed effect estimate of equality matching became non-significant (b

= 0.163, se = .137, p = 233, 95 % C.I (-0.431, 0.105)). Also, the difference
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between the communal sharing situation (M = 4.285, SE = .132) and the authority
ranking situation when transgressors were in the superordinate position (M = 4.269,
SE = .131) become non-significant. The rest of the findings were in the same
direction (See Table 4.4 and Figure 4.8 for all estimates).

Table 4.4

The summary of mixed models: Relational situations, CIRCA ratings of communal

sharing, their interactions, and gender of transgressors on perceived approach

motivation
Fixed
Data Predictors Mean (SE) p 95% CI
Effects (SE)
Training
Intercept 3.271 (.202) <.001 2.873,3.669
Data
1.CS 3.944 (.093)a 0.413 (.101) <.001 0.214,0.612
2. AR
‘ 4.276 (.093)b 0.744 (.101) <.001 0.545,0.934
superordinate
3. AR
. 2.309 (.093)c -1.222 (.101) <.001 -1.421,-1.023
subordinate
4. EM 3.317 (.093)d -0.214 (.101) .035 -0.413,-0.015
5. MP 2.682 (.093)e -0.850(.101) <.001 -1.049,-0.651
6. Neutral 3.531 (.093)d - - -
CIRCA AR 0.110 (.059) .062 -0.006, 0.225
Gender of
-0.078 (.134) .558 -0.342,0.185
transgressors
Test Data Intercept 3.381 (.153) <.001 3.080, 3.63
1.CS 4.285(.132)a 0.906 (.137) <.001 0.636,1.176
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Table 4.4 (continued)

2. AR
. 4.269 (.131)a 0.890 (.137) <.001 0.622,1.159
superordinate
3. AR
2402 (.132)b -0.977 (.137) <.001 -1.246,-0.708
subordinate
4. EM 3.216 (.131)c -0.163 (.137) .233  -0.431,0.105
5. MP 2.670 (.1132)b -0.709 (.137) <.001 -0.978,-0.440
6. Neutral 3.379 (.133)c - - -
CIRCA AR - - -
Gender of
-0.006 (.196) .977 -0.395,0.384
transgressors

Note: All mean estimates were adjusted according to the CIRCA ratings of AR (M
=2.728 in training data set). The same scripts depicted non-significant mean
differences.

4.3.2.5. Comparing Perceived Avoidance Motivation of Transgressors Across

Relational Models

Contrary to ratings in approach motivation, it was anticipated that participants
would rate avoidance motivations for transgressors towards their contact persons
highest when the relational situation was authority ranking and lowest when the
relational situation was communal sharing. Participants’ relative preference for
communal sharing, authority ranking, and equality matching would interact with
their ratings in relational situations. Mixed model analysis with random intercepts
was conducted for comparing perceived avoidance motivations between relational
situations after a shameful action. Six relational situations (one is the neutral
condition), CIRCA ratings of communal sharing, of authority ranking, and of
equality matching and their binary interactions, and gender of transgressors in the

vignettes were entered as the predictors to predict approach motivations. The final
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command that was run for the training data set was also run for the test data set.

The results by training data set revealed that only the fixed effects of relational
situations ( F (5, 873.441) = 8.344, p < .001) was significant on the ratings of
avoidance motivation. The rest of the associations were non-significant. Then the
analysis was repeated after deleting non-significant interaction terms and related
CIRCA ratings from the equation. The results revealed a significant fixed effect of
relational situations, (F' (5, 917.259) = 170.543, p < .001). Gender of transgressors
was not significantly associated with ratings of avoidance motivation, (F (1,

184.758) = 0.208, p = .649).

Unique estimates showed that all relational situations [communal sharing (b =
1.445, se = .094, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (1.261, 1.630)), authority ranking when
transgressors were superordinate (b = 1.164, se = .094, p <.001, 95 % C.1. (0.978,
1.349)) and subordinate positions (b = 2.554, se = .094, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (2.369,
2.739)), equality matching (b = 1.718, se = .095, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (1.533, 1.904))
and market pricing (b = 2.026, se = .094, p <.001, 95 % C.I. (1.841, 2.211)) had

significantly greater avoidance ratings than the neutral condition (See Table 4.5).

Post hoc analysis with Bonferroni adjustment was performed to compare ratings of
approach motivations between relational situations. Parallel to hypotheses, as
depicted in Table 4.5 and Figure 4.9) participants rated avoidance motivations in
authority ranking significantly highest when transgressors were in the subordinate
position (M = 4.277, SE = .093). Avoidance ratings for market pricing (M = 3.749,
SE = .092) followed and significantly differed from equality matching (M = 3.441,
SE = .093), communal sharing (M = 3.168, SE = .092), and authority ranking when
transgressors were in the superordinate position (M = 2.886, SE = .093). Avoidance
ratings in equality matching were not significantly different from communal
sharing situations though it was marginally significant (p = .057) but were
significantly higher than authority ranking when transgressors were in the
superordinate position. At last, unexpectedly, the lowest ratings of avoidance

motivation were observed in authority ranking when transgressor is in the
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superordinate position, but its difference with communal sharing situation was

significant (p = .042).
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Figure 4.9 The raincloud plot of avoidance level in training data set reveals the

distribution of data and box plot around the median.

The last model was tested on the test data set to confirm the findings. The results
were in the same direction with the findings in training data set, in that all ratings in
all relational situations were significantly higher than in the neutral condition (see
all fixed effects estimates in Table 4.5). The only different estimate from the
training data set was that the non-significant difference between communal sharing
(M = 2.849, SE = .132) and equality matching situations (M = 3.327, SE = .131)
became significant in the test data set. Ratings were the second highest in the
market pricing situation (M = 3.763, SE = .132). Besides, avoidance ratings in the
authority ranking situation when transgressors were in the subordinate position (M
= 4.307, SE = .132) were highest, whereas they were lowest in authority ranking
when transgressors were in the superordinate position (M = 2.789, SE = .132) and

in communal sharing situations (See Table 4.5 and Figure 4.10).
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Figure 4.10 The raincloud plot of avoidance level in test data set reveals the

distribution of data and box plot around the median.

Table 4.5

The summary of mixed models: Relational situations and gender of transgressors

on perceived avoidance motivation

. Fixed o
Data Predictors Mean (SE) Effects (SE) ) 95% CI
Training
Intercept 1.755 (.118) <.001 1.523,1.987
Data
1.CS 3.168 (.092)a* 1.445(.094) <.001 1.261, 1.630

2. AR superordinate 2.886 (.093)b* 1.164 (.094) <.001 0.978, 1.349
3. AR subordinate  4.277 (.093)c 2.554 (.094) <.001 2.369, 2.739

4. EM 3.441 (.093)a 1.718 (.095) <.001 1.533,1.904

65



Table 4.5 (continued)

5. MP 3.749 (.093)d 2.026 (.094) <.001 1.841,2.211
6. Neutral 1.723 (.093)e - - -
Sjrrlls(l;;e(s)sfors -0.064 (.140) .649 -0.340, 0.212

Test Data Intercept 1.643 (.153) <.001 1.341, 1.945
1.CS 2.849 (.132)a 1.179 (.137) <.001 0.911, 1.448

2. AR superordinate 2.789 (.132)a 1.119(.136) <.001 0.852, 1.386

3. AR subordinate ~ 4.307 (.132)b 2.637 (.136) <.001 2.370, 2.905

4. EM 3.327 ((131)c  1.657 (.136) <.001 1.390, 1.924
5.MP 3.763 (\132)d  2.094 (.136) <.001 1.826,2.361
6. Neutral 1.670 (.133)e - - -
Gender of

0.054 (.197) .786 -0.338, 0.445
transgressors

Note: The post hoc comparison with bonferroni adjustment revealed that the mean

values with same subscript differed non-significantly.
*p =.042

4.3.2.6. Exploring Differences Between Different Moral Emotions within

Relational Model

Five separate mixed model analyses with random intercepts were performed to
explore whether any emotions (i.e., shame, guilt, anger, embarrassment, regret, and
disgust) would be more likely to become prominent when people transgress moral
motives of different relational models. Although these analyses were exploratory in
nature, it is expected to find higher ratings of shame and disgust in communal
sharing and authority ranking compared to other emotions, and higher ratings of
guilt and regret in equality matching and market pricing compared to other

emotions. In all analyses, 6 emotion types were held as predictors and ratings of
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these emotions in each relational situation as outcomes. Gender of transgressors
was also controlled in all models. All means and distributions were depicted in

Figures 4.11 and 4.12.

First, when emotion ratings in communal sharing situation was the outcome, the
fixed effect of emotion types (F (5, 932.708) = 306.328, p < .001) was significant,
whereas the gender of transgressors (F (1, 186.580) = 0.073, p = .788) was
non-significant in the training data set. The test data set confirmed the results, as
fixed effect of emotion types (F (5, 519.930) = 204.054, p < .001) was significant
and gender of transgressors (F (1, 103.830) = 0.033, p = .856) was non-significant.

Post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction in both training data set (Mhame =
5.077, SEshame = .086; Memparrassment = 5.173, SEemberrassment = .086) and test data set
(Mshame = 5.262, SEshame = .109; Membarrassmen: = 5.266, SEemberrassmen: = .109) were
invariant, indicating that mean ratings of shame and embarrassment were not
significantly different from each other and were highest among other emotions in
the communal sharing situation. Guilt was not different from regret in both training
(Mguii = 4.720, SEguitr = .086; Myegret = 4.720, SEregret = .086; Manger = 3.264, SEanger
=.086; Muisgus: = 2.546, SEisgust = .086) and test (Mguir = 4.860, SEguiit = .109; Mregres
4.759, SEregres = 109; Manger = 3.158, SEanger = .109; Muisgus = 2.554, SEdisgust

.109) data sets and both were significantly lower than shame and embarrassment
and higher than anger and disgust. Mean anger ratings were higher than disgust

ratings.

Second, when emotion ratings in the authority ranking situation when transgressors
were in the superordinate position was the outcome, the fixed effect of emotion
types (£ (5, 915) = 319.647, p < .001) was significant, whereas the gender of
transgressors  (F (1, 183 = 0.042, p = .838) was non-significant in the training data
set. The test data set confirmed the significant fixed effect of emotion types (F (5,
528.160) = 182.039, p < .001) and the non-significant effect of gender of
transgressors (F (1, 104.238) = 0.489 p = .486). Post hoc comparisons with

Bonferroni correction in both training (Mshame = 5.362, SEghame = -088; Memparrassment

67



= 5.499, SEcnverrassment = .088; Mguii = 5.458, SEguitr = .086; Myegret = 5.261, SEegres
= .088; Munger = 4.023, SEunger = .088; Muisgus: = 2.548, SEuisquse = .088) and test
(Mshame = 5.426, SEshame = .124; Membarrassment = 5.558, SEemberrassment = 1245 Mguin =
5.464, SEquin = .124; Myegret = 5.306, SEregrer = 1245 Manger = 3.979, SEanger = .124;
Muisguse = 2.707, SEaisquse = .124) data sets were invariant, in that mean ratings of
shame, embarrassment, guilt, and regret were not significantly different from each
other and were significantly higher than anger and disgust. Furthermore, anger was

rated higher than disgust.

Third, when emotion ratings in the authority ranking situation with transgressors in
the subordinate position was the outcome, the fixed effect of emotion types (F (5,
916.719) = 185.232, p < .001) was significant, whereas the gender of transgressors
(F (1, 183.474) = 0.115, p = .735) was non-significant in the training data set. Test
data set confirmed the results, as the fixed effect of emotion types (F (5, 538.563) =
90.157, p < .001) was significant and gender of transgressors (F (1, 104.599) =
0.101, p = .751) was non-significant. Test data set confirmed the findings of mean
comparisons in the training data. Accordingly, in both training (Miame = 5.069,
SEshame = .095; Membarrassment = 5.199, SEemberrassment = .095; Mguitr = 4.223, SEguitt
=.095; Myegret =4.0377, SEregret = .095; Manger = 4.208, SEanger = .095; Maisgust = 2.549,
SEisquse = .095) and test (Msiame = 5.092, SEshame = .136; Membarrassmen: = 5.000,
SEemberrassment = 1365 Mguir = 4.119, SEguitr = .136; Myegret = 3.878, SEregres = .13,6;
Manger = 4.453, SEunger = 1365 Muisgust = 2.609, SEdisuse = .136) data sets shame and
embarrassment were rated significantly highest among emotions. Guilt was not
significantly distinguished from anger and regret in either data set and all three

were significantly higher than disgust.

The fixed effect of emotion types (F (5, 908.244) = 356.179, p < .001) was

significant, whereas the gender of transgressors (£ (1, 182.120) = 0.288, p =.592)

was non-significant in the training data set for emotion ratings in equality matching.

The test data set confirmed the results, as the fixed effect of emotion types (£ (5,

536.172) = 178.900, p < .001) was significant and gender of transgressors (¥ (1,

107.573) = 0.079, p = .779) was non-significant. The results by test data set
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partially confirmed the results by training data set. Mean ratings of all emotions
were significantly different from each other in the training data set (Mhame = 4.777,
SEshame = .093; Membarrassment = 5.179, SEemberrassment = 0935 Mguir = 4.255, SEguin
=.093; Myegres = 3.837, SEregret = 0935 Munger = 2.539, SEunger = 0935 Muisgust = 1.932,
SEdisquss = .093), where embarrassment rated significantly highest, which was
followed by shame, guilt, regret, anger, and disgust, respectively. In the test data set
(Mshame = 4.865, SEshame = .131; Membarrassment = 5.234, SEemberrassment = 1315 Mguinn =
4.160, SEguir = .131; Myegrer = 3.879, SEregrer = .131; Manger = 2.508, SEanger = 131,
Muisgust = 2.058, SEaisquse = .131) difference in mean ratings of emotions between
shame and embarrassment and between guilt and regret become non-significant, but

still embarrassment and shame were rated highest.

Emotion ratings in the market pricing situation was the final outcome. Results in
the training data set revealed significant fixed effects of emotion types (F (5,
927.357) = 170.694, p < .001) and non-significant fixed effects of gender of
transgressors (F (1, 186.087) = 0.078, p = .780), which were confirmed in the test
data set (F (5, 538.780) = 71.158, p < .001; F (1, 103.457) = 0.003, p = .956).
Ratings of embarrassment were highest in both training (Membarrassmen: = 4.299,
SEemberrassment = .083; Mshame = 3.958, SEshame = .082; Mguix = 4.019, SEguir = .082;
Myegres = 3.551, SEregree = 0835 Manger = 3.317, SEanger = .082; Mauisguse = 2.051,
SEdisqust = .083) and test (Membarrassment = 4.201, SEemberrassment = 1175 Mhame = 3.734,
SEshame = 1175 Mguin = 3.908, SEguin = .117; Myegret = 3.405, SEvegrer = .117; Manger =
3.321, SEunger = 117; Maisguse = 2.070, SEuisquse = .117) data sets, but it did not
significantly differfrom ratings of guilt in the test data set. Ratings of shame and
guilt were not distinguished in both data sets, whereas they were rated significantly
higher than regret, anger, and disgust (the significant difference between shame and
regret become non-significant in test data set). Ratings of anger and regret did not

differ and both were rated significantly higher than disgust.
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Figure 4.11 The raincloud plots of emotion comparisons within each relational
model in training data set reveal the distribution of data and box plot around the
median. The figures reveals emotions in communal sharing, authority ranking when
transgressors were in superordinate position, authority ranking when transgressors

were in subordinate position, equality matching, and market pricing, in order.

70



6 8
84 ¥ 34
. &
2 2
@& \\,b\ o & @\ 6@ & o . & & J
9 ) N ) 5 P N § &
© &° ¢ ¢ ¢ o © P & @ & o
emotiontype etmotiontype
8 6
g g
&4 n $4
© w
4
2 2
$ & & & & S $ & & & &
3 3 &
R S L T A A
emotiontype emotiontype
6 F
g K
i H H H
= W
o2
Q;é \;} G & & <&
7 & < - & e

emotiontype

Figure 4.12 The raincloud plots of emotion comparisons within each relational
model in the test data set reveal the distribution of data and box plot around the
median. The figures reveal emotions in communal sharing, authority ranking when
transgressors were in the superordinate position, authority ranking when
transgressors were in the subordinate position, equality matching, and market

pricing, respectively.
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4.3.3. Discussion

It was hypothesized that the way individuals perceive others’ emotional states after
observing others violating one or more moral codes would differ according to the
relational situation that the transgressors were in. Using split-half validation
methods, mixed model analyses with random intercepts revealed robust estimates

and in most cases the findings were parallel to prior expectations.

First, the perceived arousal levels of transgressors were found higher when the
transgressors violated moral motives of communal sharing and authority ranking
compared to when they violated moral motives of equality matching and market
pricing. When specifically investigating the perceived shame levels of transgressors,
participants rated highest shame levels when transgressors violated authority
ranking when they were in the superordinate position. Violation of communal
sharing and authority ranking when transgressors were in the subordinate position
was significantly lower than when transgressors were in superordinate position in
the training data set, but the difference become non-significant in the test data set.
Violation of equality matching norms was rated as eliciting more shame than
market pricing but it was rated lower than communal sharing and authority ranking

situations in the training data set, which became non-significant in the test data set.

The relationship between level of shame and relational situations was influenced by
endorsement of communal sharing in the training data set, which was again not a
robust finding that was not confirmed in test data set. Possible consequences of
breaking a relationship may differ according to the importance of this relationship
to an individual. However, communal sharing and authority ranking are special in
their survival importance. Unity is a very central moral motive that is closely
related to identification of self (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), sense of belonging
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and attachment (Bowlby, 1969), which all are central
motives of human behavior. Similarly, almost all societies of a reasonable size
(Bolender, 2012) have a kind of hierarchical organization, which regulates most

ongoing processes of human life. Besides, unity and hierarchy are two closely
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bound motives in some meta-relational models (Fiske, 2012), such that the
combination of these two models directs certain morals. Here, violation of these
morals is punished strictly by methods ranging from direct isolation (eliminating all
contact with certain individuals or groups) to killing due to loss of honor to loss of
status (Fessler, 2005; Fiske & Rai, 2015, Sheikh, 2014). Thus, higher perceived
emotional arousal and shame in authority ranking and communal sharing compared

to more modern (and maybe peripheral) market pricing is understandable.

Besides, the consequences in equality matching and especially market pricing are
easy to track. In the worst case, tit for tat could apply in equality matching to repair
the damage. In market pricing, it is easier to estimate the consequences as people
could foresee the ratios behind the relationships. Even the laws and legal
regulations of modern societies ease the estimation of consequences of
transgressions. However, it is much more difficult to figure out possible
consequences of the damage in communal sharing and authority ranking situations.
Thus, as uncertainty generates more distress (Grupe & Nitschke, 2013), individuals
might experience higher emotional arousal in communal sharing and authority

ranking due to uncertainty.

The data was also investigated considering how participants thought that
transgressors would approach or avoid their contact people after they violated some
moral motive of relational models they were implementing. For both motivations,
the mean ratings in neutral conditions were around the midpoint of the scale (it was
3.270, where 1 was “not at all” and 7 was “very much”). Participants rated
approach motivation higher when transgressors violated communal sharing and
authority ranking when transgressors were in superordinate position, compared to
the neutral condition. However, it was either lower or equal to the neutral condition
when the relational situation was equality matching. The lowest approach ratings
were observed when the transgressors violated norms of authority ranking when
transgressors were in the subordinate position. Participants rated avoidance higher
when transgressors violated a moral motive compared to neutral condition.

However, in contrast to approach motivation, the highest avoidance ratings were
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observed in authority ranking when transgressors were in the subordinate position
and the lowest were in authority ranking when transgressors were in the

superordinate position.

Given the conventional approach in literature regarding the social functions of
shame (e.g., Tracy & Robin 2007), more emotional arousal and a higher shame
level would be associated with higher avoidance. However, to the contrary, even
though the communal sharing and authority ranking when transgressors were in
superordinate position had the highest arousal and shame ratings, participants
predicted that transgressors would approach their contact people and avoid them
less, compared to equality matching and especially to market pricing and authority
ranking when transgressors were in subordinate positions. The difference in two
positions in authority ranking may be due to power issues. When the individuals
were believed to have power to undo their damages they were expected to approach
repairing the consequences of their violations. Besides, they seemed to take a risk
of losing their status. Thus they cannot hide or run away but must actively repair
their damage. However, when transgressors are in the subordinate position, they
may not have the power to change the consequences of their misdeeds. They only
can be forgiven, be tolerated, or otherwise be punished in different ways. Hence,
they can be expected to hide, withdraw, and become smaller as a sign of

submission (compliance).

The vignettes used in this study were taken from the Feature List Study and
represent the event samples of real life situations. The participants of the Feature
list study were asked to write down a shameful experience of their own. Thus, it
was expected that participants of the current study would rate shame higher than
other moral emotions. However, considering shame’s close link with
embarrassment and guilt, the data was explored to see if any other moral emotion
would be prominent in each relational model. Participants rated embarrassment as
highest in all relational situations. Embarrassment after a transgression do not
appears to differ across relational models. Shame was rated higher than other

emotions (together with embarrassment) in communal sharing and authority
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ranking when the transgressor was in subordinate positions. Embarrassment, shame,
guilt, and regret were not differentiated when the situation was authority ranking
when the transgressor was in the superior position. However, all emotions were
distinguished in the equality matching situation; embarrassment was followed by
shame and guilt. On the other hand, guilt and shame were rated as high as

embarrassment in the market pricing situation.

Consistent with the past work (Tangney & Fischer, 1995), shame eliciting events
were also rated as eliciting embarrassment and guilt. Non-significant differentiation
between guilt and regret was also supporting the literature that feeling guilty was
closely related to regret which leads to repairing behaviors (Tangney, 1999).
However, this study also revealed that when people were in the superior position in
a hierarchy, the shame ratings were not distinguished from regret. Perhaps, it was
evaluated as the superior person having resources to redeem the consequences of

his/her violations.
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CHAPTER 5

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This dissertation asserted that shame is situated in social relations. The relational
models, a well-stated theory on social relationships, were selected to ground shame.
Accordingly, relational models as the cognitive models represent the fundamental
knowledge of social relationships. The models consist of elementary rules that
organize relationships and the cultural implementation norms that were gained with
actualization. Thus, as tools to regulate social relationships and moral behavior, the
knowledge should have been represented in relational models. As a result, the way
individuals experience shame and its consequences, including how people deal with
it, would be associated with relational models. A series of studies with mixed

methods were conducted to test hypotheses.

Before proceeding to the first study to investigate how individuals conceptualized
shame in different relational situations, a pilot study was conducted. The results of
the pilot study revealed that university students could classify their daily contacts in
regard to all relational models only by reading a short description of the basics of
relational models, except authority ranking when they were in superior position.
Thus, it was feasible to use these descriptions for further studies to manipulate

relational situations.

The results suggested that individuals could identify different eliciting factors for
shame in different relational situations in the feature list study even though they
could not list how they conceptualized shame. This study indicated that individuals
discriminate different moral motives of relational models, thus shame is elicited by
violations of these motives. The identified violations/elicitors were parallel to what

is represented in cognitive models of social relationships. Specifically, shame was
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found to be related to violation of unity motives in communal sharing situations.
When the situation was authority ranking, in general, hierarchy related topics
including protection, respect, duties were found to be related with shame. A recent
study demonstrated that relational models matter when individuals judge moral
violations (Tepe & Aydinli-Karakulak, 2019). The results supported it by showing
that individuals discriminate specific features of shame and its eliciting factors,
which reflect the relational models. These findings also support the idea that
relational models guide what is moral or immoral (Rai & Fiske, 2011; Sunar, 2009).
The results underline that the moral motives that are unique to relational models are
the bases for shame. However, since the participants did not report what
characterizes shame after the transgression of these distinct moral motives, it is
uncertain if individuals experienced shame in the same way or not. Thus, these
results were not conclusive to support the hypothesis that shame is conceptualized
in relational models and the characterization of the emotion would change

accordingly.

Studies reported in Chapter 4 suggested that individuals experience shame
differently, at least in regard to consequences and emotional arousal. Highest
arousal levels and perceived shame were observed in authority ranking when
transgressors were in superordinate position, which was followed by communal
sharing and authority ranking when transgressors were in subordinate position.
Only, the perceived shame level in equality matching situation was as high as
communal sharing and authority ranking when transgressors were in subordinate
position. These results were congruent with Sunar’s (2009) proposition and
findings of Sunar, Tosun, and Tokus (2016) where violation of communal sharing
and authority ranking rules would result in greater shame compared to equality
matching and market pricing, which were supposed to elicit higher guilt instead of

shame.

However, the results were inconsistent with the findings reported in Rozin, Lowery,
Imada, and Haidt’s study (1999). These authors found greater level of badness in

moral violations of autonomy (corresponds to equality matching and market pricing
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in relational models context) comparing to violations of community (corresponds to
authority ranking in relational models context) in the American cultural context.
Although they agree that there is not a cross-cultural standard for the importance of
moral motives, different moral motives could be seen more important in different
cultural contexts. Turkish culture would attach more importance to communal

sharing within the identified groups and hierarchy in the organization of society.

The results of this dissertation were partially congruent with Simpson, Laham, and
Fiske’s (2016) findings showing that violation of unity was judged as morally more
wrong than others. However, contrary to current results, they reported relatively
lower judgments for violation of loyalty (or hierarchy) motives. The complexity of
implementation of relational models seems to be one of potential reasons for these
inconsistent findings since past studies, including the current study, used specific
vignettes depicting a transgressor who was violating just a specific rule in a
relational situation. Although all human sociality can be reduced and understood by
elementary models (Fiske, 1992; 2004), almost all social relationships are
complexes of different relational models and meta-relational models (Fiske, 2011).
Thus, different events depicted in different vignettes could be the possible reason
for such inconsistencies as well as cross-cultural variation in the importance of

moral motives.

Two studies tested if approach and avoidance motivations were differentially
associated with shame according to the relational situations that transgressors were
in. The Study 2 was inconclusive due to its low power to discriminate association
of shame with approach and avoidance motivations in different relational situations.
However, Study 3 revealed robust results by split-half validation method (3/2 vs 1/3
as training and test data sets). Accordingly, participants evaluated that transgressors
would approach their contact people when they were implementing communal
sharing and authority ranking when they were in superordinate position (higher
than neutral condition). Contrarily, transgressors would avoid their contact people
when they were implementing authority ranking when they were in subordinate

position and market pricing (higher than neutral condition). Thus, as expected,
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these results showed that the association between shame and approach-avoidance
motivations differs depending on the specific relational situation, in which the
transgression occurs. The results supported the expectation that shame is not
directly linked to avoidance motivations and inhibition behaviors such as hiding,
isolation, and withdrawal. Consistent with the recent research, shame is an emotion
of approach motivation, as well as avoidance motivation (Lickel et al., 2014). In
this manner, the results are congruent with the recent findings of de Hooge et al.
(2008), de Hooge et al. (2010) and de Hooge, et al. (2018). Similar to our findings,
they reported shame was associated with prosocial motivations (de Hooge et al.,
2008), restore and protect behaviors (de Hooge et al., 2010), and social approach
(de Hooge et al., 2018).

5.1. Limitations and Future Directions

The thesis empirically tested if shame is situated in relational models by using
different experimental methods. However, all experimental manipulations and
following tests were online, which may lead to a miscommunication with
participants (Reips, 2002), creating a risk that participants could misunderstand the
instructions. This can be one of the factors for participants giving almost the same
answer to two different questions of Feature List Task (Chapter 3). Future research
should consider using deep interviews to reach how people actually experience
shame and how they conceptualize their experience to reach situated category

knowledge of shame to repeat the Feature List Task.

The experiment to induce shame (Study 2 in Chapter 4) was inconclusive especially
due to low power, which required to re-designe to increase the power. Using within
subject’s design with a more powerful manipulation would work better. The Study
3 (Chapter 4) increased both power and manipulation strength of Study 2. However,
it had two limitations. Using vignettes as shame situations and perceived
transgressions rather than actual experiences limits the external validity of the
findings. The vignettes used in this study were created based on the actual

experiences of participants of the Pilot Study (Chapter 2), Feature List Study
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(Chapter 3), and Study 2 of Chapter 4, indicating high ecological validity. However,
using limited number of vignettes represented in a small sample of moral
transgressions in each relational model, which is far from representing all possible
transgressions. Future research should try to replicate these findings with other
methodologies and mediums, especially using lab experiments to induce shame

representing the actual experiences of participants.

Cross-cultural validation is an important factor in generalizability of findings in
such studies. Study 2 (Chapter 4) recruited Amazon Turk workers from the US.

Future studies should replicate these findings on different samples.

This thesis aimed to collect data from community samples in addition to university
students to increase generalizability. However, only Study 2 (Chapter 4) recruited
non-student samples, which were not powerful enough in terms of effect size.
Therefore, the results of these studies should be interpreted cautiously, especially in
generalizing to other cultures. Because university students have potentially less
experience in authority ranking when they were in superordinate position, they had
problems in reporting appropriate past experiences. Thus, the results might be
affected by this inexperience. It is an especially interesting question how

low-educated people or older people would react to the same situations.

5.2. Conclusion

This thesis acclaimed that shame is situated in social relationships. As relational
models that regulate social relationships consist of moral motives of human
sociality, they also include situated knowledge of moral emotions. This dissertation
has contributed to the current literature by empirically demonstrating that
experience of shame in different social situations were associated with the
knowledge of specific relational models. For all relational models, the concept of
shame included the issues related to moral motives specific to relational models, as
unity in communal sharing, hierarchy in authority ranking, equality in equality
matching, and ratios, fairness in market pricing, at least in terms of eliciting factors.

Furthermore, this thesis revealed that the consequences of shame is associated with
80



the implemented relational model in regard to approach and avoidance motivations
indicating that social relationships in general, relational models in specific, matters
to research on moral emotions and their outcomes. Furthermore, the difference
between the statuses in the authority ranking situations was robust, and the research
on relational models should take authority ranking or hierarchy motives as two

different implementations.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: SURVEY MATERIAL IN THE PILOT STUDY

Introduction

Simdi sizden UTANC duydugunuz bir ani dislinmenizi istiyoruz. Utang
hissettiginiz bu olayr miimkiin oldugunca fazla detayli hatirlamaya ¢alisiniz. Bunun
icin isterseniz arkaniza yaslanip gozlerinizi kapatarak olaym tiim ayrintilarini

diisiinmek i¢in biraz zaman ay1rabilirsiniz.

Utang hissetmenize neden olan olay1 detaylica anlatiniz.

Utang hissetmenize neden olan neydi?

Utang hissettiginiz bu anda ne yaptiniz, nasil davrandiniz, liitfen takip eden sorulari
da yanitlayacak sekilde biitiin kiiciik ayrintilart ile birlikte anlatiniz.

Nasil hissettiginiz ve ne diistindiigliniinz?

Bir sey sOylediniz mi, eger sdylemisseniz neyi, nasil sdylediniz?

Utang hissetmenin hangi fiziksel/bedensel belirtilerini (yiiziinlizde, bedeninizde,
durusunuzda ya da sesinizde, vb. degisimler) gosterdiniz?

Utang duygunuz ne kadar siire sonra gecti? Nasil ¢oziimlendi? Utancinizin
yatismasima ne yol act1? Utan¢ duymaniza yol acan olaym/davranisinizi telafi
etmek icin herhangi bir sey yaptiniz m1? Liitfen detaylica anlatiniz.

Yasadigimiz deneyimi daha iyi anlayabilmemiz i¢in baska bir detay eklemek ister

misiniz?

Bu olay1 yasarken ne diizeyde utang hissettiginizi asagidaki dl¢ekte degerlendiriniz:

Hig utang hissetmedim(1) Cok fazla utang hissettim (10)
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Anlattiginiz utan¢ deneyiminiz sirasinda iletisim halinde oldugunuz kisi ve kisilerle
iligkiniz asagida verilen tanimlardaki iliski bi¢imine ne kadar benziyor? Liitfen
verilen 0l¢ekte degerlendirniz.

Hi¢ Benzemiyor (1)  Tamamen Benziyor (7)

Communal Sharing

Bu iliskideki kisiyle aranizda ‘birimiz hepimiz hepimiz birimiz i¢in’ yaklagimi var.
Ikiniz de “benim neyim varsa senindir” diye diisiiniiyorsunuz ve digerinin basina ne
geldiyse sizin de basiniza gelmis kadar Onemli oluyor. Eger diger kisinin
yardiminiza ihtiyaci varsa mevcut planlariniz1 iptal edip ona yardim ediyorsunuz ve
o da ayn1 seyi sizin i¢in yapiyor. Benzer sekilde gercekten ihtiyaci olsa o kisiye
elinizde avucunuzda ne varsa verirsiniz ve o da memnuniyetle ayni seyi sizin i¢in
yapar. Bu insanla hi¢ ¢ekinmeden yemeginizi paylasirsiniz, ve gerektiginde ayni
pipetle gazoz icip ayni ¢atal-kasikla yemek yemekten kaginmazsiniz.

Authority Ranking in superordinate position

Bu iliskide siz “kontrolii elinde tutma” ve inisiyatif alma digeri ise takip etme
egilimindedir. Kararlarin ¢ogunu siz verirsiniz, digeri ise bu kararlar1 kabul eder.
Karar1 veren kisi olarak siz, istediginiz gibi davranir ve islerin sorumlulugunu
tistlenirsiniz. Diger kisi bu iliskide takipgidir ve sizin arkanizda yardimci olarak
durur ve ihtiyact oldugunda sizin kendisini koruyup kollayacagina giivenir.
Authority Ranking in subordinate position

Bu iligkide siz “takip eden” ve digerini izleyen kisisiniz, digeri ise kontrolii elinde
tutma ve inisiyatif alma egilimindedir. Kararlarin cogunu diger kisi verir, siz ise bu
kararlart kabul edersiniz. Karar1 veren kisi, istedigi gibi davranir ve islerin
sorumlulugunu stlenir. Siz bu iliskide takipg¢isinizdir ve digerinin arkasinda
yardimci olarak durursunuz ve ihtiyaciniz oldugunda sorumlu kisinin sizi koruyup
kollayacagina gilivenirsiniz.

Equality Matching

Bu iliskiniz her sey 50-50 ilkesine gore kurulmustur. Birbiriniz i¢in yapti§iniz
seylerin oldukga esit oldugunu diisiiniirsiiniiz. O sizin i¢in bir sey yaparsa bir giin

karsiligint vererek aynisini ona yapmaya calisirsiniz. Bir seyleri bdliisiiyor
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olsaydiniz ortadan esit iki yariya/pargaya boélersiniz. Cogunlukla her seyi sirayla
yaparsiniz. Her seyi dengede tutmak i¢in fayda - bedel hesabini dikkate alirsiniz.
Diger kisinin verdiginden cok aldigim1 hissettiginizde rahatsiz olursunuz. Her
ikinizin de istedigi esit bir muamele ve esit bir paylasimdir.

Market Pricing

bir anlamda “paranizin karsiligini” aliyorsunuz. Her ikinizin de, bu iliskiye
kattiklariiz karsiliginda/oraninda, adil bir geri doniis (kazang) hakki oldugunu
diisiiniiyorsunuz. Bu nedenle, her ikiniz de 6diil - bedel (para, zaman, ¢aba ya da
zarar) hesabma dikkat edersiniz. Iliskiniz nihayetinde buna benzer pratik
meselelerden ibarettir. Gerektiginde, her biriniz kar - zarar hesabini yaparak “ne
koydum, karsiliginda ne aldim” diye diistinerek iliskide kalip kalmamaya karar

verirsiniz
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY MATERIALS IN FEATURE LIST TASK

Goniilli Katihm Formu

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi

Calismanmin Baghgi: Utang Duygusunun Ozellikleri

Arastirmacilar: Ilker Dalgar, M.S., ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii,
idalgar@metu.edu.tr,

Hans [Jzerman, PhD, VU Amsterdam Klinik Psikoloji  Bdliimii,
h.ijzerman@gmail.com,

Nebi Siimer, PhD, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii, nsumer@metu.edu.tr

Calismanin Amaci: Bu calismanin amaci utan¢ duygusunun sosyal iligkiler
baglaminda nasil kavramsallastirildigini daha iyi anlamaktir.

Calisma ne kadar siirecek? Toplam siire yaklasik 15-20 dakikadir.

Calisma icin ne yapmam bekleniyor? Verilen duygu kavrami (utang) ile ilgili bir
ozellik listesi yapmaniz ve bu duygu ile ilgili deneyimlerinizle ilgili sorulari
yanitlamaniz  beklenmektedir. Ayrica kisa bir demografik bilgi formu
bulunmaktadir.

Olas1 risk ve rahatsizhiklar nelerdir? Caligmanin 6ngoriilen bir riski yoktur.
Ancak, deneyimlerinizden bahsetmekte zorlanabilirsiniz. Ancak c¢alismaya
katiliminiz anonimdir, verdiginiz bilgilerle ilgili kisisel hi¢bir veriyi saklamiyoruz
ve paylasmiyoruz. Ayrica kisi bazli analizler yapmayacagiz, toplanan veriyi biitiin
olarak degerlendirecegiz. Calismaya katiliminiz ve verdiginiz bilgiler tamamen
anonim kalacaktir.

Bu ¢calismaya katilmalh miyim? Caligmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliidiir. Eger
katilmaya karar verirseniz her hangi bir asamada hicbir gerekge goOstermeden
calismay1 birakabilirsiniz.

Verdigim bilgileri kimler gorecek? Sizi tanimlayabilecek ve yasalarin
gerektirmedigi hicbir veriyi saklamayacagiz. Verdiginiz bilgiler diger katilimcilarin
verdikleri bilgilerle bir arada degerlendirilecektir. Calismanin sonuglarini
yazdigimiz zaman sadece bu birlesik verinin sonuglarini paylasacagiz. Higbir yazili
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materyalde sizi tamimlayacak bir bilgi olmayacaktir. Bu g¢aligmanin sonuglari
yayinlanabilir, bu durumda da taninabileceginiz bilgiler yayinda yer almayacaktir.
Calisma sonunda biitiin asamalarda kimliginiz ve verdiginiz bilgiler tamamen
anonim kalacaktir.

Calismaya katilmamin bir Kkarsihgt olacak m? Calismaya katilmaniz
karsiliginda 1ilgili dersinizden dersin 0gretim {iiyesinin belirledigi bir krediye hak
kazanacaksiniz.

Her hangi bir sorum olursa: Calisma ile ilgi herhangi bir agsamada bir sorunuz
olursa liitfen arastirmaci Ilker Dalgar ile temasa geciniz. idalgar@metu.edu.tr
adresinden ulasabilirsiniz.

Asagidaki “Evet” i secerek verilen bilgiyi okudugunuzu ve bu onam formunu

onayladigimizi belirtebilirsiniz.

Anketimize hosgeldiniz! Liitfen asagidaki bilgiyi dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Bu anket araciligla utan¢ duygusu hakkindaki bilgimizi biraz daha arttirmak
istiyoruz. Utang¢ farkli iliski bicimlerinde deneyimlenen bir duygudur. Biz de
insanlarin iligkilerinde utanci nasil deneyimledigiyle ilgileniyoruz. Nasil
hissediyorlar? Ve tipik olarak, genellikle, nasil etkilenirler, davranirlar? Utang
duygusuyla nasil bagederler? Eger bunu farkli insanlardan &grenebilirsek, utancin
iligkilerimize hangi durumlarda yardimci oldugunu ya da hangi durumlarda
iligskilerimizi engelledigini daha iyi anlayabiliriz.

Bu nedenle sizden utan¢ hakkinda bir Ozellikler ve nitelikler listesi yapmanizi
istiyoruz. Bunun igin, iligki sirasinda utan¢ duygusunu deneyimlemis olabileceginiz
bir iliski tiirti hakkinda diisiinmenizi istiyoruz. Size bu iligki tiiriinii tanimladigimiz
bir paragraf verecegiz.

Bu ¢alisma sirasinda, size dnce bu tanimi saglayacagiz. Sizden tarif edilen iliski
tiiri iizerine derinlemesine diisiinmenizi ve ondan sonra paragrafta tanimladigimiz
sekilde iligkiniz olan bir kiginin ismini yazmanizi istiyoruz.

Daha sonra bu kisi ile utang duydugunuz bir deneyiminiz lizerine diisiinmenizi

istiyoruz. Sizden bunu istememizini sebebi, bu iliski icindeki utan¢ duygunuzla

ilgili deneyimin Ozellik ve niteliklerini daha kolay bulmaniza yardimci olmaktir.
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Lutfen listeyi yaparken ifadeleriniz iizerinde cok fazla diisinmeyin ve ihtiyaciniz

oldugu kadar zaman kullanin. Bu sorularin dogru bir cevabi yok, biz sadece sizin

diistincelerinizle ilgileniyoruz.

Son olarak, liitfen sizin verinizi anonim tutmak i¢in her seyi yapacagimizdan emin
olun; kisisel bilgilerinizi ve hikayenizi arastirma ekibimiz disinda hi¢ kimseyle
hicbir zaman paylasmayacagiz.

Question Sheet

Liitfen paragrafi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve tammmladigimiz sekilde kurdugunuz
bir iliskiniz hakkinda diisiiniiniiz. Sonra takip eden sorular1 yanitlayiniz.
Communal Sharing

Bu iliskideki kisiyle aranizda ‘birimiz hepimiz hepimiz birimiz i¢in’ yaklagimi var.
Ikiniz de “benim neyim varsa senindir” diye diisiiniiyorsunuz ve digerinin basina ne
geldiyse sizin de basiniza gelmis kadar Onemli oluyor. Eger diger kisinin
yardiminiza ihtiyaci varsa mevcut planlariniz1 iptal edip ona yardim ediyorsunuz ve
o da ayn1 seyi sizin i¢in yapiyor. Benzer sekilde gercekten ihtiyaci olsa o kisiye
elinizde avucunuzda ne varsa verirsiniz ve o da memnuniyetle ayni seyi sizin i¢in
yapar. Bu insanla hi¢ ¢ekinmeden yemeginizi paylasirsiniz, ve gerektiginde ayni
pipetle gazoz icip ayni ¢atal-kasikla yemek yemekten kaginmazsiniz.

Authority Ranking in superordinate position

Bu iliskide siz “kontrolii elinde tutma” ve inisiyatif alma digeri ise takip etme
egilimindedir. Kararlarin ¢ogunu siz verirsiniz, digeri ise bu kararlar1 kabul eder.
Karar1 veren kisi olarak siz, istediginiz gibi davranir ve islerin sorumlulugunu
tistlenirsiniz. Diger kisi bu iliskide takipgidir ve sizin arkanizda yardimci olarak
durur ve ihtiyact oldugunda sizin kendisini koruyup kollayacagina giivenir.
Authority Ranking in subordinate position

Bu iligkide siz “takip eden” ve digerini izleyen kisisiniz, digeri ise kontrolii elinde
tutma ve inisiyatif alma egilimindedir. Kararlarin cogunu diger kisi verir, siz ise bu
kararlart kabul edersiniz. Karar1 veren kisi, istedigi gibi davranir ve islerin
sorumlulugunu ustlenir. Siz bu iliskide takipg¢isinizdir ve digerinin arkasinda
yardimci olarak durursunuz ve ihtiyaciniz oldugunda sorumlu kisinin sizi koruyup

kollayacagina giivenirsiniz.
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Equality Matching

Bu iligkiniz her sey 50-50 ilkesine goére kurulmustur. Birbiriniz i¢in yaptiginiz
seylerin oldukca esit oldugunu diistiniirsiiniiz. O sizin i¢in bir sey yaparsa bir giin
karsiligin1 vererek aynisini ona yapmaya calisirsiniz. Bir seyleri bolisiiyor
olsaydiniz ortadan esit iki yariya/pargaya boélersiniz. Cogunlukla her seyi sirayla
yaparsiniz. Her seyi dengede tutmak i¢in fayda - bedel hesabini dikkate alirsiniz.
Diger kisinin verdiginden cok aldigini1 hissettiginizde rahatsiz olursunuz. Her
ikinizin de istedigi esit bir muamele ve esit bir paylasimdir.

Market Pricing

bir anlamda “paranizin karsiligini” aliyorsunuz. Her ikinizin de, bu iliskiye
kattiklarimiz karsiliginda/oraninda, adil bir geri doniis (kazang) hakki oldugunu
diisiiniiyorsunuz. Bu nedenle, her ikiniz de 6diil - bedel (para, zaman, ¢aba ya da
zarar) hesabma dikkat edersiniz. Iliskiniz nihayetinde buna benzer pratik
meselelerden ibarettir. Gerektiginde, her biriniz kar - zarar hesabini yaparak “ne
koydum, karsiliginda ne aldim” diye diistinerek iliskide kalip kalmamaya karar
verirsiniz

Liitfen yukarida tanimladi@imiz bicimde iliski kurdugunuz bir Kisinin ismini
yaziniz.

Simdi bu kisiyle iliskili utan¢ duygusu yasadigimiz bir zaman ya da durumla
ilgileniyoruz. Liitfen, bu Kisiyle iliski icindeyken utan¢ hissettiginiz bir zamam
ve olay1 kisaca anlatimz.

1. Bu iligkiye yonelik yasadiginiz deneyimi ve utang duygusunu dikkate

aldiginizda, bu duygunun Ozelliklerinin ve niteliklerinin neler oldugunu

diistiniiyorsunuz? Liitfen, UTANC ne ifade ediyor, ona gore bir bir liste yapiniz.

UTANC1 tanimlayan, ya da bunun yol ag¢tigi miimkiin oldugu kadar ¢ok 6zellik

yaziniz.

nn

Listenizi yaparken "Bu.... utan¢dir.", "... utandirdi." vb. ifadeler kullanabilir ya da

akliniza gelen, istediginiz herhangi bir sekilde ifade edebilirsiniz.
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2. Yaptigmiz listeyi ve bu kisi ile yasadiginiz utang duygusunu goz Oniine

aldiginizda, neler utan¢ duymaniza yol acar, liitfen bir liste yapiniz?

Katilim Sonrasi Bilgi Formu

Oncelikle calismamiza katildiginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz. Liitfen sectiginiz dersten
bonus alabilmek icin asagidaki linke tiklayarak acilacak yeni sayfada gerekli
bilgileri giriniz. Girdiginiz bilgiler burada verdiginiz bilgilerle eslestirilmeyecektir.
Bu calismada farkli sosyal iliski baglamlarinda “utang” duygusunun nasil
kavramsallastirildigini anlamaya ¢alistyoruz. Okudugunuz paragraftaki gibi farklh
iliski kurma sekillerinde duygular1 deneyimlerken bu duygularin farkl
Ozelliklerinin ortaya ciktigin1 disiiniiyoruz. Farklilasan oOzelliklerine gore de
duyguya yiklenen anlamlar ve duygusal deneyimin sosyal yasantiya etkisi
degisiyor. Diger sosyal duygular gibi utan¢ da sosyal yasantinin ve iliskilerin
diizenlenmesinde 6nemli duygulardan birisidir. Bu c¢alismada yazdigimiz ve diger
katilimcilarin ~ yazdiklart  6zellik listelerini  toplayarak s6z konusu iliski
baglamlarinda hangi Ozelliklerin 6ne ¢iktigini, utang duygusunun anlaminin ve
islevinin farkli iliski durumlarinda nasil degistigini anlamaya calisacagiz.

Calisma sirasinda kisisel deneyimlerinizi diistinmenizi ve tanimladigimiz iligki
biciminde temas ettiginiz bir kisi ile utanmaniza yol acan bir deneyiminizi
yazmanizi istedik. Bunu yapmaktaki amacimiz o deneyimi hatirladiginiz anda
ortaya c¢ikan utancla ilgili kavramlara ve Ozelliklere ulagsmanizi ve listeyi daha
kolay ve tutarli yapmaniza yardimci olmakti. Boylece utanci tanimlarken o
deneyim sayesinde tanimladigimiz iligki bigimi {izerinden bir liste yapmaniz daha
kolay olacakti.

Calismanin kuramsal zemini ve kullandigimiz yontem ile ilgili daha fazla bilgi
almak isterseniz idalgar@metu.edu.tr adresinden sorularinizi yoneltebilirsiniz ya da
asagidaki makaleleri okumak isteyebilirsiniz.

Katiliminiz i¢in tekrar tesekkiir ederiz.

Okuyabileceginiz bazi makaleler:

Barrett, L. F. (2012). Emotions are real. Emotion, 12, 413-429
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Fiske, A. P. (2004). The Relational Models Theory 2.0. In N. Haslam (Ed.),
Relational models theory: A contemporary overview (pp. 3-25), New Jersey:
Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc.

Uskul, A. K., Cross, S. E., Sunbay, Z., Gercer-Swing, B., & Ataca, B. (2012).
Honor-Bound: The cultural construction of honor in Turkey and the Northern

United States. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 43, 1131-1151.
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY MATERIALS IN STUDY 2 AND STUDY 3

Study 2

Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Middle East Technical University

TITLE OF STUDY: Emotional experiences

INVESTIGATORS OF STUDY: llker Dalgar, M.S., METU Department of
Psychology, idalgar@metu.edu.tr; Hans [Jzerman, Ph.D., VU Amsterdam
Department of Clinical Psyhcology, h.jjzerman@vu.net; Nebi Sumer, Ph.D.,
METU Department of Psychology

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY? The purpose of this study is to
better understand how people experience "shame" in different relational contexts.
HOW LONG WILL IT LAST? Total amount of time required will be about 20
minutes.

WHAT WILL I BE ASKED TO DO? You will be asked to write down an
experience of you that you felt ashamed and respond to questions about this
experience. It will include basic demographic questions.

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS? There are no
foreseeable risks other than possible discomfort in answering personal questions.
ARE THERE ANY BENEFITS FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY? The
possible benefits of this study include improved understanding of how people
experience certain emotions in different relational situations. The information
collected may not benefit you directly, however, the information learned in this
study may bring new insights to emotion science and may be helpful to develop
sensitive interventions to understand cultural differences.

DO I HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY? Your participation in this
research is voluntary. If you decide to participate in the study, you may withdraw
your consent and stop participating at any time without penalty.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT I GIVE?
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We will keep private all research records that identify you, to the extent allowed by
law.

Your information will be combined with information from other people taking part
in the study. When we write about the study to share it with other researchers, we
will write about the combined information we have gathered. You will not be
identified in these written materials. We may publish the results of this study;
however, we will keep any kind of identifying information private.

WILL I RECEIVE ANY COMPENSATION FOR TAKING PART IN THIS
STUDY?

There is $1.35 compensation in return for completing this survey.

WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? Before you decide whether to accept this
invitation to take part in the study, please ask any questions that might come to
mind. Later, if you have questions about the study, you can contact the investigator,

Ilker Dalgar, at idalgar@metu.edu.tr.

Introduction

Welcome to our survey. Please carefully read the below information.

Via this survey we want to learn a bit more about the emotion shame. Shame is
experienced by people in different types of relationships. We are interested just
how people experience shame in their relationships. How do they feel? And what
kind of actions do they typically take? If we are able to learn about this from
different people, we will be better able to understand when shame helps or hinders
our relationships.

We will thus ask you to write down a very detailed story of an experience you felt
ashamed. To help you to remember all details of your experience and how you felt
in the situation, we will ask you several questions.

In this task, we will first provide you a short definition of a relationship kind and
ask you to reflect on it, and then think about your relationships that you are in

contact as it pertains to our definition.

Then we will ask you to think of a particular person or group of people that you

relate as the described way. And think of an experience of you, in which you felt
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ashamed when you were with this person or group. We ask you in this way, to help
you come up with characteristics of your own experience of shame in that

relationship. Please do not think about your statements too much, and take as much

time as you need. There are no correct answers for our questions, and we are simply

interested in your opinion.

Finally, please be ascertained that we will do anything to keep your data
anonymous; we will never share your personal stories with anyone except the
research team.

Please carefully read the paragraph and think about your relationships of the
same kind. Answer the questions thereafter.

You and this person take a “one for all and all for one” approach toward one
another. You each feel that “what’s mine is yours” and that what happens to the
other person is nearly as important as what happens to you. If the other person
needed your help, you would cancel your plans and help them out, and they would
do the same for you. Similarly, you would give the person the shirt off your back if
they really needed it and they would do the same for you. You willingly share food
with this person and, if necessary, you would happily share a soda using the same

straw or share a meal using the same fork.

One of you tends to “call the shots” and take initiative in this relationship and the
other tends to follow along. One of you makes most of the decisions and the other
one goes along with that person’s choices. The one in charge usually gets their way,
and takes responsibility for things. The other is a follower in this relationship and
backs the other person up, knowing that they can depend on the one in charge to

lead and protect them when it’s needed.

Your relationship is structured on a 50: 50 basis. You feel like you and the other
person are pretty equal in the things you do for each other. If they do something for
you, you will try to do the same thing in return for them sometime. If the two of

you were dividing something, you’d probably split it down the middle into even
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shares. You often take turns doing things. As a way of keeping things balanced, you
more or less keep track of favors and obligations between you. And you get
irritated when you feel that the other person is taking more than they are giving.

What you each want is equal treatment and equal shares.

Please think about your relationships that you usually contact as the described
way. Then, please remember an experience of you that you felt ashamed in a
situation when you were in touch with a person or group of people you relate
as the described way.
Try to remember this experience as vivid as possible when responding the
following questions.
Tell in detail what happened to cause you feel ashamed.
Why did it happen?
Tell in as much detail as you can

what you were feeling and thinking;

what you said, if anything, and how you said it;

what physical signs of shame you showed, if any; and

what you did, how you acted.
About how long did the feeling last? How was it resolved? What caused it to
change or subside?
Did you do anything to repair the consequences of your behavior that caused you to
feel ashamed?
Can you add anything that would help to describe the emotion episode more fully?
Approach and Avoidance ( Schmader & Lickel, 2006)
Please answer the following questions using the scale below.

Not at all (0) Very strongly (9)
I felt like I should do something after the event to make it better.
I tried to do something after the event to make it better.
I felt like I should apologize for what happened.

I wanted to be completely unassociated with the event.
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At the time, | remember wishing that I could hide or remove my association to what
happened.
I felt like I wanted to disappear from the situation.
I wanted to distance myself as much as possible from the event.
Situated Approach and Avoidance
Please answer the following questions by thinking how you felt when you were
ashamed in the situation you told.

Not at all (0) Very much (9)
How much do you like to be close to the person you were relating/to the group you
belong to? How much do you engage in your group after this situation?
How much do you avoid from the person you were relating in that situation?
How much do you escape from your group after this situation?
Volunteering
Please answer the following questions using the scale below.
Not willing at all (0) Strongly willing (9)
How willing would you be to be a volunteer in any way (e.g., active working,
donating, tweeting, public discussions, etc.) to help children in need?
How willing would you be to be a volunteer in any way (e.g., active working,
donating, tweeting, public discussions, etc.) to save refugees?
How willing would you be to be a volunteer in any way (e.g., active working,
donating, tweeting, public discussions, etc.) to support the US Air Force?
Cleansing
We would like to gather information about the desirability of various household
items. For each of the following products, please indicate: How much you desire
this product
Not at all (0) Very much (9)
Post-it notes
Dove shower soap
Crest toothpaste
Nantucket Nectars juice

Energizer batteries
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Sony cd cases

Windex glass cleaner

Lysol countertop disinfectant
Snickers candy bar

Tide laundry detergent
Demographics

Sex

o Female (1)

o Male (2)

o Other (3)

Age

Ethnicity/Race

o Hispanic/Latino (1)

o African American (2)

o Caucasian (3)

o Asian/Pacific Islander (4)
o Native American (5)

o Other (6)

Highest Educational Level Achieved
o Less than high school (1)
o High School/GED (2)

o Some College (3)

o 2-year college degree (4)
0 4-year college degree (5)
o Master's degree (9)

o Doctoral degree (10)

o Professional degree (11)
Total household income

o Less than $10,000 (1)

0 $10,000 to $19,999 (2)

0 $20,000 to $29,999 (3)
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0 $30,000 to $39,999 (4)

o0 $40,000 to $49,999 (5)

0 $50,000 to $59,999 (6)

0 $60,000 to $69,999 (7)

0 $70,000 to $79,999 (8)

o0 $80,000 to $89,999 (9)

0 $90,000 to $99,999 (10)

0 $100,000 to $149,999 (11)
0 $150,000 or more (12)
Marital Status

o Single/Never married (1)
o Married (2)

o Separated (3)

o Divorced (4)

o Widowed (5)

Religious Affiliation

o Christianity (1)

o Islam (7)

o Judaism (8)

o Hinduism (9)

o Spiritual/Nan-affiliated (10)
o Buddhism (11)

o Non-religious (12)

o Other (13)

Have you ever participated in a similar study?
oNo (1)
oYes (2)
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Study 3
Goniilli Katihm Formu

ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Sosyal Psikoloji Doktora Programi 6grencisi Ilker
Dalgar tarafindan yiiriitiilen bu ¢alismaya katkida bulunmak i¢in davet edildiniz. Bu
form c¢aligma hakkinda bilgi vermektedir.

Insanlar giinliik iligkilerinde bazen toplum tarafindan kabul edilmis ya da
kendi belirledikleri kurallara uymazlar. Bunun sonucunda da bazi olumsuz
duygular yasayabilirler. Bu ¢alismada bir dizi kisa (birka¢ climlelik) senaryo ve bu
olaylardaki kisilerin davranislarin1 okuyacaksiniz. Bu kisa Oykiiler sizin
degerlendirmelerinize gore yeni bir 6lgegin olusturulmasinda kullanilacaktir.

Anketin cevaplanmasi yaklasik 30 dakika siirmekte olup herhangi bir siire
kisitlamast bulunmamaktadir. Liitfen anketi zaman bakimindan uygun oldugunuz
ve rahatsiz edilmeyeceginiz bir zamanda tamamlayin.

Bu ¢aligma kapsaminda vereceginiz tiim bilgiler tamamen gizli kalacaktir.
Calismanin higbir bdliimiinde isminizi ve kimliginizi ortaya ¢ikaran herhangi bir
soru sorulmamaktadir. Sadece gruplardan elde edilen genel bulgular
degerlendirilecek, bireysel sonuclar analiz edilmeyecektir. Caligmanin objektif
olmasi ve elde edilecek sonuglarin giivenilirligi bakimindan anket uygulamalarinda
samimiyetle duygu ve diislincelerinizi yansitacak sekilde yanitlar vermeniz
onemlidir.

Caligmaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Anket
genel olarak, kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Yine de katihim
sirasinda herhangi bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz istediginiz
zaman birakmakta serbestsiniz. Verdiginiz bilgiler gizli tutulacak ve sadece
aragtirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir; elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel
yayinlarda kullanilacaktir.

Katilimimiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Caligma hakkinda daha fazla
bilgi almak icin Ilker Dalgar (Tel: 312 210 3144; e-posta: idalgar@metu.edu.tr) ile
iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Aciklama:
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Asagida bir dizi kisa senaryo okuyacaksiniz. Her senaryodan sonra olay1 yasayan
karakterin duygusal durumu ile ilgili sizden birka¢ soruyu yanitlamaniz
istenecektir.

Sorular tekrar ediyor gibi goriinse de her senaryonun kendi i¢cinde degerlendirilmesi
bizim i¢in ¢ok Onemlidir. Liitfen sorular1 yanitlarken her seferinde sadece ilgili
senaryoyu goz Oniinde bulundurarak yanitlamaya calisiniz. Bunun icin de
senaryolar1 ¢cok dikkatli okuyunuz.

Her soru i¢in ihtiyaciniz olan zamani kullanin ama ¢ok fazla zaman harcamayin.
Higbir sorunun dogru ya da yanlis yanitt bulunmamaktadir, bizim i¢in énemli olan

sizin ne diisiindiigliniiz. Katkiniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.

Questions:

CS Esra 15 seyahatine ¢ikan esini aldatiyor ve esi bunu 6greniyor.

Esra'nin i¢inde bulundugu durumu ve davranisini dikkate aldiginizda, sizce Esranin
hissettigi duygusal durumun siddeti ne kadardir (duygusal olarak ne kadar
uyarilmistir)?

Hig (1) Asir1 (7)

CS Esra'nin i¢inde bulundugu durumu ve davranisini dikkate aldiginizda, sizce Esra
asagidaki her bir duyguyu hangi yogunlukta hissetmistir?

Hi¢ Hissetmemistir (1) Cok Fazla Hissetmistir (7)

-Utang

-Sucluluk

-Ofke

-Mahcubiyet

-Pismanlik

-Igrenme

CS Esra bu olaydan sonra esi ile iliskisinde asagidaki yonelimleri ne kadar
gostermistir?

Hig (1) Cok Fazla (7)
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-Ona daha fazla yaklagmistir

-Ondan uzaklagmis, kaginmistir

CS Fatma bir siiredir ekonomik sorunlar yasiyor ve bir bankadan ¢ektigi krediyi esi

Hasan'dan gizliyor, ancak Hasan onun ekonomik sorunlarini kazara 6greniyor.

CS Zeynep ve Gaye ¢ok yakin arkadaslar ve birbirlerinin ihtiyaci olan her seyi
tereddiit gdstermeden karsiliyorlar. Zeynep son zamanlarda Gaye'yi ihmal ettigini
ve onun ihtiyaglarina karst umursamaz davrandigini fark ediyor. Gaye’nin ihtiyag

duydugu bir anda yaninda olmuyor.

CS Emine en sevdigi elbisesini kardesi Elif izinsiz giydiginde ¢ok ofkelendi ve
fevri bir tepki verdi. Ertesi giin Elif ona yeni bir elbise alip Emine'nin gardrobuna

koydu.

CS Esin yeni birisiyle birlikte olmaya basliyor. Daha 6nce bircok adamla ¢ikmig ve
kisa siireli iligkiler yasamis olan Esin’i annesi karsisina aliyor ve yeni erkek

arkadasini nasil elinde tutmay1 planladigini soruyor.

ARI1 Selma iki ¢ocugu ile birlikte yasamakta ve evde uyulmas: gereken kurallar
belirlemektedir. Ancak, Selma bazen bu kurallara kendisi uymaz. Bir giin bir kurali

bozdugunu goéren ¢ocuklar1 bunu yiiziine vurur.

AR1 Senay bir basketbol takiminin kogudur. Takiminin yenildigi bir magtan sonra
taraftar takimi protesto etmektedir. Bu sirada Senay soyunma odasina giderek

oyuncular1 sahada yalniz birakir.
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AR1 Yildiz calistigr sirkette bir projenin sorumlusudur ve bir ¢alisma ekibini
yonetmektedir. Yapilan bir hata sonrasinda ekibinden birisi kovulmustur. Daha

sonra, Y1ldiz kovulan ¢alisan1 kendisinin yanlig yonlendirdigini fark eder.

AR1 Inci bir okulda rehber Ogretmen (danmisman) olarak calismaktadir. Bir
Ogrencisinin kendine zarar verme egiliminde oldugunu bilmekte ve 6grencisinin
durumunu takip etmektedir. Bir giin 6grencisinden kendini ¢ok kotii hissettigini
yazan bir mesaj alir, ancak mesaj1 ciddiye almaz. Ertesi giin 6grencinin kendine

ciddi bir zarar verip hastaneye kaldirildigin1 6grenir.

AR1 Giil bir iniversitede matematik dersleri vermektedir. Bir giin derste bir
problemi ¢ozerken bir 6grencisi Giil’ii yanlis formiil kullandig1 konusunda uyariyor
ama Gl Ogrencisini susturarak problemi ¢6zmeye devam ediyor. Dersten sonra

ogrencisinin hakli oldugunu fark ediyor.

AR2 Merve liseye gitmektedir. Bir gilin, 6gretmeni smifta Merve'nin ddevini

begenmedigini ve 6devi yeniden yapmasi gerektigini sdyler.

AR2 Ayse bir iiniversitede Ogretim gorevlisidir. Donem sonu degerlendirilirken

fakiilte dekan1 Ayse'nin 6gretme yonteminde eksiklikler oldugunu sdyler.

AR2 Profesorii Ezgi'den laboratuvar ekipmanlarmin stok bilgisini ¢ikarmasini ve
deneyleri i¢in ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 ekipmanlardan azalanlar1 belirlemesini istiyor.
Ezgi’nin bu gorevi bitirmeyi ertelemesi iizerine profesorii isi bir an evvel

bitirmesini sdyliiyor.
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AR?2 Hatice bir sirkette calismaktadir. Yoneticisi hafta sonu yapilacak énemli bir i
toplantis1 icin Hatice’den bir sunum hazirlamasini istiyor, fakat Hatice bu isi
basariyla tamamlayamiyor.

AR2 Sezen Deniz Kuvvetleri’nde tegmendir. Bir giin askerlerin 6niinde binbasi

tarafindan gorevini daha diizglin yapmasi1 yoniinde uyarilir.

EM Biisra ve Hilal ayni boliimde okuyorlar ve sadece ders notlarin1 paylasiyorlar.
Biisra her seferinde Hilal’e verdiginden daha fazlasini aldigini ve not aligverisinde

esit davranmadigini fark ediyor.

EM Selin ve Hatice dogum giinleri birbirine yakin tarihlerde olan iki arkadastir.
Genelde birbirlerine hediye almazlar ancak bu dogum giiniinde Hatice Selin’e bir

hediye almistir ve Selin karsiliginda verecek bir hediye almamistir.

EM Meryem ve Sinem ev arkadasidir. Sinem ev i¢in market aligverisi yapiyor ama

Meryem kendi payina diisen miktar1 6deyemiyor.

EM Zehra diigiiniinde kendisine yarim altin takan tanidigi evlenirken ona gram

altin takmak zorunda kaliyor.

EM Ceren bir hastanede asistan olarak calismaktadir ve haftada bir kez nobet
tutmaktadir. Bir isi ¢iktig1 i¢in bu haftaki nobetini baska bir asistan olan Burcu’dan
tutmasini rica ediyor ve karsiliginda onun nobetini tutacagina séz veriyor. Burcu
Ceren'in yerine nobeti tutuyor. Ancak Burcu’nun ndbet giinii geldiginde Ceren

onun ndbeti tutamiyor.

MP Melis servisi kagirtyor ve ise mazeretsiz geg kaliyor.
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MP Patronu Sibel’den elindeki biitlin faturalar1 ay sonuna kadar sisteme girmesini

istiyor; ama o bu hedefe ulasamiyor.

MP Tiirkan Yasemin'i bir projeninin tamamlanmasi i¢in ise almisti. Tiirkan

Yasemin’e uzunca bir zamandir maas veremiyor.

MP Nazli bir siipermarketin sahibidir. Sendikaya iiye olmak isteyen calisanlarini

isten cikariyor.

MP Zerrin bir sirketin sahibidir. Bu y1l i¢in hesaplanan vergisini yliksek bulmustur
ve muhasebecisinden 0demesi gereken vergi tutarini azaltacak bazi diizenlemeler

yapmasini istemistir.

N Ada’nin is yeri ile evi yakin oldugu icin genellikle isten eve yiiriiyerek doner.

Ada eve giderken bir tanidigina denk geldi ve ayakiistii sohbet ettiler.

N Deniz bir iiniversitede 6grencidir ve yurtta kalmaktadir. Bu hafta sonu ailesini

ziyaret etmek i¢in yurttan izin almay1 planlamaktadir.

N ilke arkadasinin dvgiiyle bahsettigi filme gitmek igin sehir merkezine indiginde

kitapgiya ugrayarak yeni ¢ikmis kitaplara goz atti.

CIRCA

Asagidaki resimlerde, her dairenin bir kisiyi temsil ettiini ve daireler arasindaki
iligkilerin de bir gruptaki insanlar arasindaki iligkilere benzedigini diistintin.

Liitfen her resim icin gosterilen tlirden gruplar1 ne kadar begendiginizi belirtiniz.

Bu tiir gruplar1 ne kadar begenirsiniz?

Bu tiir gruplar1 hic beenmem (1)
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Bu tiir gruplar1 begenmem (2)

Bu tiir gruplar1 biraz begenmem (3)
Bu tiir gruplar1 biraz begenirim (4)
Bu tiir gruplar1 begenirim (5)

Bu tiir gruplari_¢cok begenirim (6)

Q.
_'\.__‘_','"

Demographics
Cinsiyet
Kadin (1)
Erkek (2)
Diger (3)
Yas
Aylik hane geliri
1.000 TL'den az (1)
1.000 TL - 1.999 TL aras1 (2)
2.000 TL - 2.999 TL aras1 (3)
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3.000 TL - 3.999 TL aras1 (4)

4.000 TL - 4.999 TL aras1 (5)

5.000 TL - 5.999 TL aras1 (6)

6.000 TL - 6.999 TL aras1 (7)

7.000 TL - 7.999 TL aras1 (8)

8.000 TL - 8.999 TL aras1 (9)

9.000 TL - 9.999 TL aras1 (10)

10.000 TL - 14.999 TL aras1 (11)

15.000 TL'den fazla (12)
Bu kaydirma butonunun insanlarin kendi tilkelerinde durdugu yeri temsil ettigini
diistiniin.
Kaydirma butonunun sag tarafindakiler, her seyin en iyisine — en ¢ok paraya, en iyi
egitime ve en saygin mesleklere sahip olanlar. Kaydirma butonunun sol
tarafindakiler ise en kotii kosullara sahip olanlar — en az paraya, en az egitime ve en
az sayllan mesleklere sahip olanlar ya da hicbir isi olmayanlar. — Kendinizi bu
butonun neresinde konumlandirirdiniz?

En yoksul (1) En zengin (7)

Liitfen bu kaydirma butonunu kullanarak herhangi bir dine ne kadar inandiginizi
sizin i¢in en uygun pozisyonu secerek belirtiniz.

Inanmuyor (1) Cok dindar (7)

Liitfen bu kaydirma butonunu kullanarak sol-sag ekseninde ideolojik yoneliminize
en uygun pozisyonu se¢iniz.

Sol (1) Sag (7)

Sayin Katilimci;
Bu c¢alismada farkli iligkiler i¢inde insanlarin kendi belirledikleri ya da toplum
tarafindan belirlenen kurallar1 ihlal ettiklerinde yasadiklari olumsuz duygularin

siddeti incelenmektedir.
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Bireysel duygularlarla ilgili yiiriitiilen ¢calismalar utanma ve su¢luluk duygularinin
birbirleriyle yiiksek iliskili oldugunu ancak kisilerin sosyal hayatlarina olan
etkilerinin farkli oldugunu gostermistir. Ornegin, arastirmalarda utang kisilerde ige
kapanma, saklanma ve sosyal iligkilerden geri ¢ekilmeyle iliskili iken, sugluluk ise
iligkileri tamir etmeyle ilgili bulunmustur. Ayrica, utanma duygusuna yol acan
etkenlerin, insanlarin ait olduklar1 gruplardan dislanmasina ve grup disina itilerek
cezalandirilmasina yol actigi da belirtilmektedir. Bu nedenle utancin insanlarin
grup kurallarina uymasinda ve kendilerinden beklenen sekilde davranmasinda etkili
oldugu soylenebilir. Sugluluk ise insanlarin bir sekilde bozulmus olan iliskilerini
diizeltmek icin, oziir dileme gibi tamir edici davranislar1 motive etmektedir. Sonug
olarak, her iki duygu da farkli davranig bicimlerini harekete gegirerek insanlarin
sosyal yasamlarinin diizenlenmesinde rol oynamaktadirlar. Bu caligmada ise
utanma duygusunun farkli iliski bigimlerinde ne 6l¢iide degistigi arastirilmustir.
Katildiginiz calismadan elde edilecek sonuglar, aragtirmacilar tarafindan bilimsel
dergilerde yayinlanmak ve kongrelerde sunulmak icin kullanilacaktir.

Calismanin sonuglarmi dgrenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi sahibi olmak igin ilker
Dalgar (Tel: 0312 210 3144, e-posta: idalgar@metu.edu.tr ) ile iletisime
gecebilirsiniz.

Arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.
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APPENDIX D: ETHICS COMMITTEE AUTHORIZATION LETTER

GANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T:+90 312 210 22 91
F:+90 312 210 7959
ueam@metu.edu.tr
wHaynBB620816 Y u&
0B MART 2017

Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu (IAEK)
ilgi: Insan Arastirmalars Etik Kurulu Basvurusu

Sayin Prof. Dr. Nebi SUMER;

Damgmanhgini yaptiginz ilker DALGAR' in  “Kama Muta MUltiplex Scale { KAMMUS) Validitiy
Investigation Across different Regions ( KA VIAR) Project ” baslkl arastirmas insan Arastirmalan Etik

Kurulu tarafindan  uygun gorillerek gerekli onay 2017-505-042 protoko!l numarasi le
08.03.2017 - 31.07.2017 tarihleri arasinda gecerli olmak tizere verilmigtir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunarim.

4,&
rof, Dr. Canan SUMER

insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu Baskan

s
! uuy,/'

-

of. Dr. Mehmet UTKU Prof Dr. Ayhan SOL

IAEK Oyesi IAEK Uyesi

Dog. Dr. é

ey
o

Prof. Dr. Ayhan Glirbiiz DEMIR ar konoakgi [ 4.)

1AEK Oyesi IAEK Uyesi
tlw
¥rd. Dod. Dr. Pinar KAYGAN ¥rd. Dog. Dr. Emre SELCUK
IAEK Oyesi IAEK Uyesi
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b ORTA DDGU TEKMiK DNIVERSITESI
A MERKEZ] |
e (D o T T, o tveaiet

DUMLLUPINAR BULVART QEEDD
GANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY

T: #00 312 21022 91

F: +#90 312 210 79 53

:g;;zumptu e I]:‘H._fu Q_%

11 MAYIS 2018
Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalar Etik Kuruly (1AEK)
ingi: insan Aragtirmalari Etik Kurulu Basvurusu

Sayin llker DALGAR

“Duygusal ifadeler” baslikl arastirmaniz insan Aragtirmalan Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun gorilerek

gerekli onay 2010-505-010 protokol numarasi ile 11.05,2018 - 30.12.2018 tarihleri arasinda gecerli
clmak Gzere verilmistir,

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunanm.

5 I -

Prof. Dr. 5. Halil TURAN

Baskan V
Prof. Dr. Ayhan SOL Prof. Dr. Ayhan Giirbiiz DEMIR
Uye Uye
D sarfONDAKC Dog Ay, Zana CITAK
Uye Uye
7 /)
Dog. Dr. Emre SELCUK Dr. Ofr{ Uyesi Pinar KAYGAN
Uye Uye
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UYGULAMALY ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZI : \ ORTA DOGU TEKNIK ONiVERSITESI
APPLIED ETHICS RESEARCH CENTER V) MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

DUMLUFINAR BULVARI 0BEOD
CANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T: 490 312 210 22 51

F:+90 312 210 7959
ueam@metu.edu.tr

Www ueam. metu edu. tr

Sayi: 28620816 ,{)_‘61,_

28 ARALIK 2015

Gonderilen: Dog.Dr. Ahmet UYSAL
Psikoloji Bolimi
Gonderen: Prof. Dr. Canan SUMER
insan Arastirmalari Komisyonu Baskani

ilgi: Etik Onay!

Sayin Dog.Dr. Ahmet UYSAL damismanhigini yaptiginiz llker DALGAR'in “Duygusal ifadeler”
bashkli arastirmasi insan Arastirmalari Kemisyonu tarafindan uygun gériilerek gerekli onay

—  20.12.2015-31.03.2016 tarihleri arasinda gecerli olmak Uzere verilmistir.

Prof. Dr. Canan SUMER

Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi

insan Arastirmalan Komisyonu Baskani
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UYGULAMALL ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZI
APPLIED ETHICS RESEARCH CENTER

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI DRRQ0O
CAMKAYA ANEARA/TURKEY

T: +30 312 210 22 91

F:+90 312 210 79 59 T
LSayr-28620816 / M~ 15

Wy ueam. metu.edu.tr

Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

A DRTA DOGU TEKNiK ONIVERSITESI
__/I MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

04 TEMMUZ 2017

Gonderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu (IAEK)

llgi insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Basvurusu

Sayin llker DALGAR ;

“Duygusal Ifadeler” baslkh arastirmaniz insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun gérilerek
gerekli onay 2016-505-010 protokol numarasi ile 17.07.2017 - 31.12.2017 tarihleri arasinda gecerli

olmak lzere verilmistir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunarim.
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oy,
Praf. Dr. Ayhan 50L
Uye

Do, DEYagar KONDAKCI

Uye

ae
Yrd. Dog. Dr. Pinar(KAYGAN

Uye

2 -

Prof. Dr. 5. Halil TURAN

Bagkan V

Prof. Dr. Ayhan Gudbliz DEMIR

Uye

Dog. Dr/ Zana CITAK
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APPENDIX F: TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

Utan¢ Duygusuna Sosyal iliskisel Bir Yaklasim

Utang ahlaki ya da sosyal kurallarin bozulmasindan sonra kisinin kendi benligini
suglamasi (Tangney, 1991; Tracy & Robins, 2004) genelikle kaginma motivasyonu
ile iliskili oldugu ileri siiriilistiir (Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996).
Birgok geleneksel yaklagim utang konusunu calisirken bunu bir yatkinlik olarak ele
alir ve olumsuz, hatta aci veren sonuglarina odaklanir. Bu nedenle de utancin
“cirkin” ve aci1 veren bir duygu oldugu belirtilir (Randles & Tracy, 2015; Tangney,
1991; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney & Tracy, 2012). Ancak, son yillarda
elde edilen bulgular bu goriislerin pek dogru olmadigin1 gdstermistir (De Hooge,
2013; 2014; De Hooge, Breugelmans, & Zeelenberg, 2008; Jacquet, Hauert,
Traulsen, & Milinski, 2011; Schmader & Lickel, 2006; Sheikh, 2014). Her ne kadar
utang birbirine zit bulgularla baglantili goriilse de bir¢ok arastirmaci utancin sosyal
davranigin ve ahlak psikolojisinin diizenlenmesinde 6nemli bir rolii oldugunda
uzlasir (Haidt, 2003). Utancin bireylerin sosyal iligkilerini kaybetmemek i¢in sosyal
normlar1 ve grup kurallarini ihlal etmekten kacinmayi sagladigi ve onlar1 sosyal
iligkilerini korumak i¢in grup normlarina uymakta rolii oldugu soylenebilir. Yine de

utancin sosyal iligkilerin diizenlenmesindeki rolii tam olarak anlagilmis degildir.

Geleneksel Yaklasimlar

Tracy ve Robins (2004; 2007) oOzbilingli duygular1 ayirt eden bes Ozellik

tammlamustir: (1) Ozbilingli duygular ahlaki bir kuralin ihlali ya da yapilan bir

hatadan sonra kisinin kendi benligini degerlendirmesi sonucu ortaya cikar. Bu

nedenle 6zbilingli duygulardan bahsedebilmek i¢in dncelikle kiginin degerlendirip

yargilayabilecegi bir benlik temsilinin ve bunun farkindaliginin olmasi

gerekmektedir. (2) Ozbilingli duygular diger duygulara gore gdrece daha geg bir
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donemde ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Bu 6zellik bu duygularin ortaya ¢ikabilmesi i¢in en
azindan belli bir diizeyde soyutlama becerisine ve sosyal ve Kkiiltiirel kurallarin
bilgisine sahip olmasinin gerektigini ifade eder. (3) Ozbilingli duygular ahlaki
motivasyonlari diizenler ve ortaya konulan hedeflere ulagsmak icin belli davranislari
tesvik eder. Bu nedenle bu duygular igsellestirilmis toplumsal standartlar ve
hedeflere gereksinim duyar, bu standartlar ve hedefler kiiltiiriin 6grenilmesi ile
icsellestigi icin (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998) 0zbilingli duygular
kiiltirlenme ile O6grenilir. (4) Temel duygular i¢in bazi arastirmacilar sabit ve
evrensel yiiz ifadeleri ve kas hareketleri tanimlamis olsa da 6zbilingli duygular i¢in
bu s6z konusu degildir. Ozbilingli duygularm yiiz ifadeleri ve bedensel gostergeleri
birbiren benzemektedir, en azindan utang, sucluluk ve mahcubiyet gibi duygular
bedensel gostergeleri ile ayirt etmek zordur. (5) Ozbilingli duygular temel
duygularla karsilastirildiginda biligsel olarak daha karmasiktir.

Ozbilingli duygular kisilerin sosyallikleri i¢inde nasil diisiindiigiinii, hissettigini ve
davranmas1 gerektigini giidiiler ve diizenler. Ahlaki ve sosyal islevleri nedeniyle
ahlaki ve sosyal duygular olarak anilirlar (Fischer & Manstead, 2008; Haidt, 2003;
Hoffman, 2008; Keltner & Buswell, 1996; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007;
Tracy & Robins, 2004). Ozbilingli duygular sosyal gruplar icinde kisilerin islevli
olmasi i¢in dnemlidir; ¢linkii isbirligi davraniglarini diizenler (De Hooge, 2013;
Fessler, 2007; Fessler & Haley, 2003; Jacquet ve ark., 2011; Wong & Tsai, 2007)
ve kisilerin prososyal karar verme ve davranislarini motive ederler (De Hooge,
2014; De Hooge ve ark., 2008; Haidt, 2003; Nelissen, 2014). Ayrica bu duygular
bir grupta ya da toplumda hiyerarsik iliskilerin diizenlenmesinde (Fessler, 2004;
Tracy & Robin, 2007) ve bireylerin iliskisel bir benlik olusturmasinda etkilidirler
(Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994; Gilbert, 1998). Ek olarak, biitiin
duygular gibi 0zbilingli duygular da ahlak psikolojisinde ahlaki kararlarin
yogunlagmasinda ya da ortadan kalkmasinda 6nemli roller oynar (Lindquist, Wager,
Kober, Bliss-Moreau, & Barrett, 2012). Ozbilingli duygularin biitiin bu sosyal ve
ahlaki psikolojinin diizenlenmesindeki roliinii géz Oniine alinca bu duygularin en

iyi sosyal iliskisel baglamda anlasilabilecegini sOyleyebiliriz. Bu tez 6zel olarak
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utang duygusunun dogasini daha iyi anlamak icin sosyal iliskisel bir yaklagim
Onermektedir.

Utang duygusu sucluluk, mahcubiyet ve gurur gibi 6zbilingli bir duygudur. Utang,
sucluluk ve mahcubiyet duygusuna yol acan faktorler hemen hemen ayni olmasina
ragmen, arastirmacilar bu duygular1 ayirt eden oOzellikleri belirlemek icin
calismislardir (Tangney ve ark., 2007; Wolf, Cohen, Panter, & Insko, 2010). Bu
calismalar 6zellikle bu duygularin kendilerine mahsus Onciillerine ve onlarin belli
basl psikolojik ve sosyal sonuglarina odaklanmistir. lk olarak, arastirmalar utang
ve sugluluk duygusunun kendilerine mahsus ahlaki ve sosyal ihlallerine
yogunlasmis ve bu faktorleri bulmaya ¢alismistir. Ancak, ampirik kanitlar bu iki
duygunun ¢ok benzer faktorlerden sonra ortaya ¢iktigini gostermistir (Keltner &
Buswell, 1996) ve iki duyguyu birbirinden ayiracak kendine mahsus faktorler kesin

olarak belirlenememistir.

Ikinci olarak, utang ortaya ciktign yer iizerinden ayristirilmaya calisilmistir
(Benedict, 1946). Bu goriise gore, yapilan yanlisin ya da ihlalin ne kadar mahrem
kaldig1 ve ne kadar kamusal oldugu ortaya ¢ikan duygunun utang ya da sugluluk
olacagim belirtilmektedir (Schmader & Lickel, 2006). Hata ve ihlallerin baskalar1
tarafindan bilindigi, goriildiigli ve degerlendirildigi durumlarda utang ortaya
cikarken, bu ihlallerin mahrem kalmasi durumunda sugluluk duyuldugu ifade
ediliyor. Utanci sucluluk duygusunda ayirt etmek i¢in ihlalin baskalar1 tarafindan
ne kadar bilindigi tezi bilimde oldukca eski koklere sahiptir. Darwin (1871) utancin
baskalarinin yargilariyla iliskili oldugunu diisiiniir. Benzer sekilde, William James
(1890) de gururla kabarmanin ya da utang i¢inde kizarmanin baskalarinin zihninde
neler gectigine ve onlarin neler diisiindiigiine gore ortaya ¢ikacagini yazar. Bu
yaklagima gore utang bagkalarinin gdziindeki sayginligin, degerin, statiiniin ve
onurun kaybolmasiyla baglantilidir. Ancak daha sonraki ¢aligmalar utang ile ona en
¢ok benzeyen duygulardan olan suclulugun yapilan ihlalin baskalar1 tarafindan ne
kadar bilinip bilinmedigi ile baglantisin1 gosterememistir (Tangney, Miller, Flicker,

& Barlow, 1996). Bu baglamda bu tez s6z konusu duygularin evrensel 6zelliklerine
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bakmak yerine bu duygularin ortaya ¢iktig1 sosyal iliskisel baglama odaklanmak
gerektigini iddia etmektedir.

Son olarak arastirmacilar utanct ihlal sonrasinda suglanan hedef {izerinden
ayristirmaya calismislardir (H.B. Lewis, 1971). Buna gore, eger ihlalinden sonra
kisi kendi benligini suclarsa ortaya utan¢ duygusu ¢ikiyor; ancak kisi bu ihlalin
kendisini, yani kendi davranisini suglarsa ortaya sucluluk duygusu c¢ikiyor.
Ozbilingli duygular literatiiriinde cokga ¢alisilmis bu yaklasima gore utanca yol
acan faktor yapilan ihlallerin kaynagi olarak kisilerin kendi benliklerini suglamasi
olarak goriilityor. Utang durumunda bu suglamaya yol agan degerlendirmeler kalic,
kontrolsiiz ve evrensel (biitiin benligi, kisiligi kapsayan) olma egilimi gdsteriyor

(Tracy & Robin, 2007).

Bu yaklagimlar utan¢ duygusunun kendisine has biligler, motivasyonlar, davranislar,
degerlendirmeler ve hislere baglantisin1 kurmaktave onun belli sinirli sonuglari
olacagimi ongdrmektedir (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney ve ark., 1996;
Tangney ve ark., 2007). Bu yaklagimlara gore utang duygusu kaginma motivasyonu
ve davraniglar1 (6rnegin, saklanma, izolasyon, bakisi kacirma vb) ile iliskilidir.
Ayrica bu duygu asagilik hissi, degersizlik, empati eksikligi, giivensizlik,
depresyon ve sosyal anksiyete gibi bazi olumsuz davranislarla baglantilandirilmistir
(H.B. Lewis, 1971; Kim, Thibodeau, & Jorgensen, 2011; Tangney ve ark., 2014;
Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney ve ark., 2007). Bu ac¢idan bakinca utang

“cirkin” ve ac1 veren bir duygu olarak tanimlanmistir (Tangney, 1999).

Utanc ve Beseri iliskiler

Yukarida anlatildigi gibi utang sosyal, ahlaki ya da kisisel bir standardin ihlali
sonrasinda ortaya c¢ikan bir duygudur. Her ne kadar geleneksel yaklagimlar utanci
olumsuz sonuglara yol acan aci verici bir duygu gibi ele alsa da yakin zamanl
caligmalar bu yaklasimlar1 tam olarak desteklememistir (De Hooge, 2014; De
Hooge et al, 2018; Giner-Sorolla, Piazza, & Espinoza, 2011). Bunun sebeplerinden

birisi kullanilan ydntem ve dzellikle 6lgiim araglari ile ilgili olabilir. Ornegin, cok

131



yaygin kullanilan Ozbilingli Duygular Testi 3 (ODT-3; Test for self-conscious
emotions - TOSCA-3; Tangney, Dearing, Wagner, & Gramzow, 2000) kisilerin
farkli 6zbilingli duygulara yonelimlerini Olcemektedir ve 16 kisa hikayeden
olusmaktadir. Bu hikayelerde farkli sosyal baglamlarda yapilan ihlaller anlatilmakta
ve katilimcilara utang, sucluluk, mahcubiyet, digsallastirma, tarafsizlik ve onur gibi
duygular icin tanimlanmis bazi davranis kaliplarindan hangisini ne Olciide
gosterecegi sorulmaktadir. Bu dlgekle yapilan ¢aligmalarda utang yonelimi gosteren
kisiler agresif davraniglar, digsallagtirma, alkol kullanimi ve duygudurum

bozukluklar ile ytiksek iligkili bulunmugtur (Randles & Tracy, 2015).

Ancak bu Olcekler bazi sorunlar barindirmaktadir. Oncelikle, bu &lgeklerde
anlatilan senaryolarin ¢ok biiyiik bir kismi is yerinde ya da okulda ve aligveris
ortaminda ge¢mektedir. Ancak sosyal iliskilerin zenginligi ve karmasiklig
diisiiniildliginde s6z konusu ortamlar ¢ok fakir sosyal iliski cesitliligini temsil
etmekte ve sosyal yasam i¢in ¢ok dnemli olan yakin iliski, aile ve yakin arkadagslik
gibi baglamlar1 tamamen dislar. Ayrica bu 6lgekler, olgtiikleri duygularin davranis
ve motivasyon kaliplarini ilgili yaklasimlar ¢ercevesinde tanimlamakta ve utang ile
ilgili maddeleri sadece kaginma motivasyonu ve davranislar1 dlgmektedir. Sugluluk
ile ilgili maddeleri ise sadece yaklasma motivasyonu ve davranislar ile 6lgmektedir.
Boylece yapilan ¢alismalarda utang ile kaginma davranislari arasinda yiiksek iligki

bulma ihtimali de artmaktadir.

Oysa yeni yapilan calismalar utancin sadece kaginma motivasyonu ve olumsuz
sonuclar ile degil ayn1 zamanda yaklagma davranislar ile de iliskili olabilecegi
gosterilmistir (De Hooge ve ark., 2008; De Hooge ve ark., 2018; Sheikh, 2014).
Ornegin utang prososyal davramislarla iligkili bulunmus ve ahlaki kararlara katilimi
arttirdig1 gosterilmistir. Benzer sekilde utang duygusunun hiyerarsik iligkilerin
diizenlenmesinde O6nemli bir rolii oldugu (Fessler, 2004) ve komiinal baglari
giiclendirdigi gosterilmistir (Boiger, Mesquita, Uchida, & Barrett, 2013). Fessler ve
Haley (2003), ayrica, utancin ikili iliskilerde kisiler arasindaki isbirligini
giiclendirdigini belirtmistir.
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Bunlarin disinda, utang ile iliskilendirilen bazi bedensel ve davranissal ifadelerin
(6rnegin, bakisi kacirmak, yere bakmak, sesin kisilmasi, viicudun titremesi,
kiigiilmesi, kizarma vb.) geleneksel yaklasimda olumsuz goriilmiis ve kaginma
motivasyonu ile ag¢iklanmistir. Ancak bu davramislarin her zaman olumsuz
algilanmasi bat1 tarz1 bir yaklagimin sonucu olabilir. Bir¢ok geleneksel toplumda ve
toplulukeu kiiltiirlerde bu tiir davraniglar gruba uyum, saygi, statiiniin ya da onurun
korunmas1 gibi sosyal gerekgelerle dogru kabul edildiginden ve hatta beklenen ve
takdir goren davraniglar olarak goriilmektedir (Fessler, 2007; Schneider 1971;
Sheik, 2014; Wong & Tasi, 2007). Bu nedenle, sosyal baglami ve bu baglamdaki
iligkileri diizenleyen kurallar1 dikkate almadan utan¢ duygusunu c¢aligmak ve dogru
anlamak miimkiin goriinmemektedir. Bu tezde utang, sosyal iliskileri diizenleyen
biligsel modeller (Fiske, 1991; 2004; Foa & Foa, 1974; Mills & Clark, 1982)
cergevesinde ele alinmis ve bu modellerin 6zelliklerine gore bireylerin utanci nasil

deneyimledigi arastirilmistir.

Nliskisel Modeller Teorisi

Iliskisel modeller teorisi (IMT) sosyal iliskileri diizenleyen kurallar1 ve normlari
iceren dort temel bilissel model tanimlamistir (Fiske, 1991; 2004). Ayrica bu
modellere i¢kin ahlaki motiflerin bireylerin belli sekillerde davranmasini sagladigi
belirtilmistir (Fiske & Rai, 2014; Rai & Fiske, 2011). Bu kurallar ve motifler farkli
sosyal iligkiler baglaminda kabul edilebilir davranislart ve tabular1 icermektedir ve
boylece teoriye gore sosyal iligkilerin diizenlenmesi ayn1 zamanda ahlaki davranisin
diizenlenmesini de kapsamaktadir. Bu acidan bakildiginda genel olarak ahlaki
duygularin, 6zelde de utancin iliskisel modellere durumsal oldugu sdylenebilir.
Farkl1 ahlaki motiflere sahip iligskisel modellerde, bu motiflerin ihlali farkli utang

deneyimlerine yol agacaktir.

Iliskisel modellerden ilki komiinal paylasim (KP, communal sharing) modelidir. Bu

modelin uygulandig: iliskilerde kisiler arasinda bir ayrim yapilmaz ve ortak bakim,
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dayanisma ve birlik 6nemsenir. Bu tiir iliskilerde benlikler i¢ ice gecer, bedensel
stvilar (Ornegin, kan, semen, vb.) paylasilir ve iliskideki kisiler bir biitiiniin
pargalar1 olarak algilanir. Birimiz hepimiz hepimiz birimiz ilkesi bu tiir iligkilerin
en Onemli belirleyenidir. Birlik (Unity) bu iliskisel modelin ahlaki motifini
olusturur (Fiske & Rai, 2014; Rai & Fiske, 2011). Grubun birligi ve biitiinliigii,
iligkideki kisilerin ihtiyaclarinin kolektif sorumluluk olmasi, ortak kader ve
kigilerin birbiriyle isbirligi yapmasi ahlaken zorunluluk olarak goriiliir. Bu tiir
ahlaki motiflerin ihlal edilmesi iligskideki kisilerde strese ve 6fkeye yol acar. Ayni
zamanda grubun safligina verilecek zararlar da grup birligini bozucu etkenler
olarak algilanir (Haidt, 2007; Rai & Fiske, 2011; Sunar, 2009). Bu acidan cinsel ve
yiyecek tabulari ortaya ¢ikmaistir.

Ikinci model olan yetke swralamasinda (YS; authority ranking) komiinal
paylasimdaki simetri ve kisiler arasindaki aynilik ortadan kalkar ve kisiler belli bir
hiyerarside siralanir. Statii, giic ve sayginhk 6nemlidir. Ust ve astlar arasindaki
iligkiler belirli hiyerarsi ve statii kurallarina gore belirlenir. Bu modelin temel
ahlaki motifi hiyerarsidir. Ustlerin astlarina kars: sorumluluklari onlar1 korumasi,
kollamas1 ve yonlendirmesi iken astlarin iistlerine karsi gorevleri onlara gerekli
saygl ve bagliligi gostermesi ve Odevlerini yerine getirmesidir. Bu odevlerde
herhangi bir sorun yasandiginda ve hiyerarsi kurallar1 bozuldugunda iliskideki
kisilerde rahatsizlik olusur ve cezalandirma bir se¢enek olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Utang
ise bu tiir iliskilerde iliskinin kurallarina bir tiir baglilik araci olarak islev goriir

(Fessler, 2004; Gilbert & McGuire, 1998).

Diger bir model esitlik¢i eslemedir (EE; Equality matching). Bu iligkide taraflar
arasindaki biitiin kurallar somut bir esitlik ve denge kuralina gore yiiriitiiliir. Ahlaki
motif olarak esitlik¢ilik 6ne c¢ikar ve kisiler karsilikli haklarini ve vereceklerini
kolayca izleyebilecekleri araglar gelistirir. Herkesin 1 oy hakki olmasi, sans
oyunlarinda herkesin esit sans1 olmas1 bu modele 6rnek verilebilir. Eger taraflardan
herhangi birisi esitligi ya da karsiliklilik ilkesini bozarsa goze goz dise dis stratejisi

izlenebilir. Esitsizlik algis1 bu iliskilerde adaletsizlik hissine yol agar.
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Son model piyasa degeri ya da orantililik (PD; market pricing) olarak
adlandirilabilecek iliski tiirlerini diizenler. Bu modelde toplumsal olarak iizerinde
anlagilmig oranlar sosyal iliskilere uygulanir. Kisiler bu tiir iliskilerde kisisel
kazanglarin1  artirmay1r  hedeflerler ancak {izerinde uzlasilmig orantililik
bozuldugunda taraflarda adaletsizlik hissi ortaya c¢ikar. Para iliskileri bu tiir
iligskilere verilebilecek en i1yi Orneklerdir. Paranin degerinde oldugu gibi bu tiir
iligkilerde kurulan oranlarda taraflarin ayni seyi anlamasi dnemlidir. Her ne kadar
kisisel kazanci artirmak mesru olsa da haksiz kazan¢ hos karsilanmaz. Bunu
engellemek i¢in hukuk gibi araclarla diizenlemeler getirilmistir ancak kisisel olarak
utang duygusu da bu tiir haksizliklarin o6niine gececek bir ahlaki motivasyon

saglayabilir.

Buraya kadar iliskisel modeller teorisinde tanimlanan dort modelin temel kurallari
ve ilgili ahlaki motifleri kisaca tanimlandi. Bu tezin iddiasi, farkli ahlaki ilkelerle
diizenlenen farkli sosyal iliski baglamlarinda ihlal edilen ilkenin niteligi degisirken
sosyal baglamin niteligine gore deneyimlenen utang da degisecektir. Ayrica,
yasanan utan¢ deneyimlerinin yol agtigr giidiisel ve davranmigsal sonuglar da
uygulanan iliskisel modelin niteligine gore farklilik gosterecektir. Iliskisel
modellerin  farkli duygusal durumlarla iligskili oldugu farkli caligmalarda
gosterilmistir. Ornegin, komunal paylasim modelinin anlik yogunlasmasi halinde
bunu deneyimleyen ya da izleyen kisilerde gogiislerinde kabarma ve sicaklik,
irperme ve gozlerin yasarmasi gibi gostergelerle deneyimlenen ve Sanskritce Kama
Muta diye adlandirilan (Tirk¢e’ye yogun olarak etkilenme, hislenme olarak
cevirmek miimkiin) bir duygunun yasandigi bir ¢ok kiiltiirde, o dilde bir ismi
olmasa bile deneyimlendigi gosterilmistir (Schubert, Zickfeld, Seibt, & Fiske, 2016;
Zickfeld ve ark., 2018). Yine benzer sekilde yetke siralamasi iliski modelinde anlik
bir yogunlagsma husu (Eng. Awe) duygusuna yol acabilir. Bu ¢aligmalar en azindan
komiinal paylasim ve yetke siralamasi ile bazi duygusal deneyimlerin iligkili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu tezde utan¢ duygusunun deneyiminde iligkisel

modellerin baglantis1 arastirilmistir.
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Yukarida oOzetlenen bilgiler dogrultusunda utang duygusunun farkli iliskisel
modellerde farkli sekilde deneyimlenecegi Ongoriilmiistiir. Buna gore, utang
duygusu (1) komiinal paylasim kosulunda saflik ve birlik ahlaki kavramlari ile
iligkili olaylarin, deneyimlerin ve hatiralarin; (2) yetke siralamast kosulunda
hiyerarsi ve statiiko ile ilgili olaylarin, deneyimlerin ve hatiralarin; (3) esitlikci
esleme kosulunda esitlik ve denge ile ilgili olaylarin, deneyimlerin ve anilarin; (4)
piyasa degeri kosulunda ise orantililik ile ilgili olaylarin, deneyimlerin ve

hatiralarin ortaya ¢ikmasi beklenmektedir.

Ayrica, literatiirdeki yaklasma ve kag¢inma motivasyonlari ile utang arasindaki
iligkiye bakan calismalardaki c¢eliskilere de iliskisel modeller baglaminda
bakilmistir. Bu agidan, (5) katilimcilarin yetke siralamasi ve piyasa degeri
kosullarinda komiinal paylasim ve esitlik¢i esleme modeline kiyasla daha fazla
kacinma motivasyonu ve davranisi géstermesi; (6) komiinal paylasim kosulunda ise
diger modellere gore daha fazla yaklasma motivasyonu ve davranigi gostermesi
beklenmektedir. Son olarak, (7) yetke siralamasi ve piyasa degeri modellerinde
komiinal paylasim ve esitlik¢i esleme modellerine gore daha fazla duygusal

uyarilma ve daha siddetli utan¢ gézlenmesi beklenmektedir.

Boliim 2

Katihmcilar Kendi iliskilerini IMT ile Tarif Edildigi Sekilde Nasil Tanimliyor?
Pilot Calisma

Gegmis calismlarda iliskisel modeller teorisinin (IMT) tanimladigi modellerin
gecerliligi farklh kiiltiirlerde defaten gosterilmis ve sayiltilarini destekleyen genis
gorgiil bulgular elde edilmistir (detayli bir bibliografi i¢in bkz., Fiske’in
http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/anthro/faculty/fiske/RM_PDFs/RM_bibliography.htm

web sitesi). Her ne kadar s6z konusu modeller ve bu modellere bagli kurallar
gorgiil olarak desteklenmis olsa da elementer diizeydeki bu modelleri giindelik

iligkilere uygulamak ve iliskileri bu modeller acisindan ayristirmak her zaman her
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kisi i¢in miimkiin olmayabilir. Ancak bu tezde yiiriitiilecek ¢aligmalarin tamaminda
katilmecilarin  kendi 1iligkilerini en azinda asgari diizeyde iliskisel modeller
acisindan anlayabilmesi beklenmektedir. Bu nedenle uzman olmayan katilimeilarin
kendi iligkilerini  degerlendirip  iliskisel —modellere gore  smiflandirip
siniflandiramadigin1 gostermek icin bu pilot ¢alisma yliriitiilmiistiir. Bu ¢alismada,
katilmcilarin detaylarini anlattii iliski Orneklerini iliskisel modeller agisindan
degerlendirirken katilimcilar ile bu tezin arastirmacist arasinda anlamli bir

aynilik/uzlagma beklenmektedir.

Yontem

Katilimcilar

Calismaya 63 (Kadin = 36) ODTU &grencisi katilmistir ve yas ortalamasi 21.87'dir
(SS =2.06).

Yontem ve Olciim Araclar

Katilimcilar Psikoloji Boliimii arastirma laboratuvarinda yiriitiildii. Katilimcilardan
once bir sosyal ortamda utang duyduklar1 bir anilarin1 detayli bir sekilde yazmalari
istenmigtir (Shaver ve ark.., 1987 ve Tangney ve ark., 1996'dan uyarlanmistir. Daha
sonra katilimcilardan yazdiklar1 olaymn oldugu ortamda iligskide olduklar kisilerle
nasil bir iligki kurduklarin1 kendilerine verilen iligkisel modellerin tanimlarini
(Haslam ve ark., 2002'den uyarlandi) okuyarak degerlendirmeleri istenmistir.
Iliskisel modellerden yetke siralamasindaki ast ve iist pozisyonlar arasindaki
asimetriyi gostermek i¢in bu model iki farkli sekilde, ast pozisyonda olanlar ve {ist
pozisyonda olanlar igin ayr1 ayr1 olgiilmiistiir (Olgekler ve iliskisel modellerin
tanimlar1 i¢in Ek A'ya bakiniz). Katilimcilardan iliskilerini her bir modele ne kadar
benzedigi 7'li likert tipi Olgekle degerlendirmesi istenmistir. Daha sonra bu
calisgmanin arastirmacisi ayni iligkileri bagimsiz bir sekilde ayni Olcekte

degerlendirdi.

137



Sonuc ve Tartisma

Calisma uzman olmayan katilimcilarin kendi iliskilerini iliskisel modellere gore ne
Olciide ayirt edebildiklerini test etmek i¢in diizenlenmistir. Katilimcilar ile
arastirmaci arasinda bulunacak anlamli bir uzlasma seviyesi ve istatistiksel olarak
anlamsiz bir fark katilimcilarin iliskilerini iliskisel modeller acisindan basarili bir

sekilde ayirt edebildigi anlamina gelecektir.

Tablo 2.1'de gosterildigi sekilde katilimcilar ile arastirmaci arasinda yetke
siralamas1 (katilimer iist pozisyonda) disindaki biitiin modellerde anlamli bir

uzlasma goriildii. ICC (2,2) degerleri .59 ile .84 arasinda degisiklik gosterdi.

Katilimcilar ile arastirmaci arasindaki tutarliligin yani sira iki tarafin iligkileri
degerlendirirken ne kadar farklilastiklarimi gormek igin aymi veriler bagiml
orneklem t testi uygulandi. Tablo 2.2°de gosterildigi gibi katilimcilar ile arastirmaci
arasinda degerlendirmeler arasinda komiinal paylasim (AM = -.25, s.e. = .19, 95%
C.I. [-.64 .15], (60) = -1.23, p = .222), yetke siralamasi (ast pozisyon) (4M = -.11,
s.e. = .24, 95% C.I. [-.59 .37], «(61) = -0.47, p = .640) ve piyasa degerleri (AM =
-.03, s.e. = .21, 95% C.1I. [-.45 .38], t(62) = -0,15, p = .879) modellerinde anlamli
bir farklilagsma bulunmazken yetke siralamasi (iist pozisyon) (AM = -1.13, s.e. = .22,
95% C.I. [-.1.57 -.68], ((61) = -5.08, p < .001) ve esitlik¢i esleme (AM = .59, s.e.
=.24,95% C.1. [.10, .1.08], #62) = 2.40, p = .019) modellerinde anlaml1 fark tespit

edilmistir.

Calismanin sonuglar1 katilimcilar ile aragtirmacinin iliskilerin degerlendirilmesinde
iligkisel modeler ilizerinde modellerin tamaminda olmasa da biiyliik bdliimiinde
anlastiklarin1 gostermistir. iliskisel modellerin en temel diizeyde tanimlandiklarini
ve sosyal iligkilerin karmasikligint g6z oniinde bulundurulan bazi uyumsuzluklar
goriilmesi beklenebilir. Ozellikle &grenci katilmcilarm iginde bulunduklari ve
deneyimledikleri sosyal iliski cesitliligi kendilerinin yetke siralamasi modelini iist

pozisyonda uyguladiklar iligkilerin sayisinin ¢ok sinirli olacag: diisiiniildiigiinde bu
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modeldeki farklilik anlam kazanmaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede bu c¢alismanin sonraki
caligmalarda kullanilacak yontemin gegerliligini ve giivenilirligini destekledigi

distntilmistiir.

Boliim 3

Ozellikler Listesi Calismasi

Bu calisgmada ozellikler listesi yontemi kullanilarak utang duygusunun farkli
iliskisel modellerin baglaminda nasil kavramsallastigt ve deneyimlendigi
arastirilmustir. ilk olarak, her bir iliskisel model durumunda utang duygusunun
kategorik bilgisine ulagmak amaclanmistir. Ayrica, her bir modelde duygunun nasil
deneyimlendigi, 6ne ¢ikan karakteri, kurallar1 ve prototipik 6zellikleri bulunmasi

amaclanmustir.

Ozellikler listesi yontemi farkli kavramlarin anlamlarmin bellekte &zellikleri
temelinde temsil edildikleri yaklagimina dayanmaktadir (Collins & Quillian, 1969;
McRae, De Sa, & Seidenberg, 1997). Teoriye gore bellekteki bu ozellikler
uyarildigi zaman aktif hale gelmekte ve bireyler bu aktif hale gelen bilgiye
ulasabilmektedir (Barsalou, 2003; McRAe, De Sa, & Seidenberg, 1975; Rosch,
1975). Bu tezde utang kavramini temsil eden 6zelliklerin iliskisel modelleri temsil
eden kurallar ve ahlaki motiflerler baglantali olacagi ve hatta bellekte bu modellere
gomiilii olarak temsil edilebilecegi ongoriilmektedir. Bu nedenle, bu calismada en
az farkli sosyal iliski baglamlarinda ortaya ¢ikan dort farkli utang kategorisine ve

bu kategorilere 6zgili deneyimlere ulasilmasi beklenmektedir.

Ozellikler listesi yonteminin kullanilmasr ile (1) belirli bir sosyal iliski baglaminda
utang duygusunun algisal ve deneyimsel Ozelliklerini; (2) bu baglamdaki utang
kavraminin aktif hale gelen 6zelliklerini; (3) bireylerin genel utang bilgisini ve (4)

kendi dillerinin bilgisini elde etmek miimkiindiir (McRae et al, 1997; Ratcliff &
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McKoon; 1988). Bu ¢alismada ise oOzellikle ilk ve ikinci hedeflere ulagmak

amagclanmustir.

Bu calismadan o6zel olarak utan¢ kavraminin (1) komiinal paylasim modeli
kosulunda saflik ve birlik ile ilgili ahlaki motifler ve davranislar ile; (2) yetke
siralamas1 modeli kosulunda hiyerarsi, diizen ve statiiko ile; (3) esitlik¢i esleme
modelinde esitlik ve denge ile ilgili ahlaki motifler ve davraniglar ile ve (4) piyasa
degeri modeli kosulunda orantililik ve adalet ile ilgili ahlaki motifler ve davraniglar

ile baglantili bulunmas1 beklenmistir.

Yontem

Katilimcilar

Calismaya 215 (Kadm = 130) ODTU 6grencisi katilmistir. Ortalama yas 21. 36 (SS

= 2.03) olarak bulunmustur.

Yontem ve Olciim Araclar

Calismanin katilimcilarina ¢evrimigi bir anket ile ulagilmistir. Katilimcilar seckisiz
olarak 5 iliskisel model kosulundan (komiinal paylasim, yetke siralamasi-iist
pozisyon, yetke siralamasi-ast pozisyon, esitlik¢i esleme ve piyasa degeri) birisine
atanmigtir. Katilimeilardan atandiklart iliskisel modeli tanitan bir paragrafi
okuyarak o modele benzer iliskide olduklar1 bir kisiyi diigiinmeleri istenmistir
(Liitfen biitiin material i¢in Ek B’ye bakiniz). Daha sonra katilimcilardan bu kisi ile
yasadiklar1 ve utan¢ hissettikleri bir anmilarmi detayli bir sekilde yazilmasi
istenmistir. Boylece bu kisilerin utang ile ilgili temsillerinin sadece bu iliskisel
modelle baglantili boliimiiniin aktif hale getirilmesi hedeflenmistir. Utang anilarinin
yazan katilimcilara iki soru verilerek bu sorulara yanit olarak iki liste yapmalari
istenmistir: (1) utang ne anlama gelmektedir, neye tekabiil eder ve bu duygunun

nitelikleri nelerdir; (2) s6z konusu durumda utanca yol acan faktoérler nelerdir.
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Analiz sirasinda elde edilen iki liste birbirinden bagimsiz olarak incelenmistir.
Oncelikle her listedeki biitiin ifadeler dildeki olabilecek en temel anlamli
bilesenlere ayristirilmistir ve sonra bu anlamli ifadelerden konu ile ilgisiz olanlar

disarida birakilmistir. Geriye kalan listeler igerik agisindan siniflandirilmistir.

Sonuclar

Bu caligmanin amaci utang duygusunun farkl: iliskisel model baglamlarinda nasil
kavramsallastirildigint =~ ve  deneyimlendigini  arastirmakti.  Bunun  ig¢in
katilimcilardan bes farkli iliskisel model kosulunda kendi deneyimlerine dayanarak
ozellikler listesi yapmalar1 istenmistir. Katilimcilardan birincisinde utancin
ozelliklerini ve niteliklerini, digerinde ise hangi faktorlerin utan¢ duymalarina yol
actigint listeledikleri iki farkli liste yapmalar1 istendi. Ancak ilk analizler sonunda
katilmcilarin her iki listeye de ayni maddeleri yazdiklar1 ve listelerin de igerik
olarak biiylik oranda hangi faktorlerin utanca yol actigindan olustugu goriilmistiir.
Bunun iizerine iki listeyi ayr1 ayr1 analiz etmek yerine sadece ikinci listenin analiz
edilmesine karar verilmistir. Bu durumda elde edilen veriler utancin ne oldugunu

degil daha ¢ok nelerin utanca yol actig1 {izerinden incelendi.

Liste temizlendikten ve yeniden kodlandiktan sonra, oncelikle genel frekanslara
bakilmistir. Bes kosulda da katilimcilarin birbirine yakin sayida madde siraladiklari
gorlilmiistiir. Buna gore, komiinal paylasim kosulunda 132; yetke siralamasi (ist
pozisyon) kosulunda 130; yetke siralamasi (ast pozisyon) kosulunda 119; esitlikgi
esleme kosulunda 137 ve piyasa degeri kosulunda 136 madde siralanmistir. Bu
maddeler tekrar incelendiginde her kosulda en ¢ok “yalan sdylemek”, “yapilan
yanlistan pisman olmak” ya da “diisiincesizlik” gibi herhangi bir kategoriye
girmeyen ve biitlin iligskisel modellerde ortaya ¢ikan maddeler goriilmiis ve bu

maddeler “mubhtelif” olarak siniflandirilmistir.

Ozel olarak incelendiginde, Tablo 3.1’de gosterildigi gibi komiinal paylasim

kosulunda katilimcilar genel olarak birlik kavrami ile ilgili deneyimler getirmistir.
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Bu modeldeki kategoriler icinde“iliskide bulunulan kisilerin ihtiyaci oldugunda
yaninda olamamak”, “cinsellik ve fiziksel temas gibi safligi bozdugu diisiiniilen

davraniglar” ve “aile bireylerini ya da yakin kisilere yonelik hatalar” 6ne ¢ikmuistir.

Yetke siralamast (list pozisyon) kosulunda ise beklendigi iizere hiyerarsi ile ilgili
kavramlar getirilmistir. Buna gore one ¢ikan kategoriler “uzman olarak bilinen bir
alanda yetersiz kalmak”, “digerlerini korumada basarisizlik”, “rezil olmak™ ve
“sOziinli yutmak” olmustur (Tablo 3.2). Yetke siralamasi (ast pozisyon) kosulunda
ise “degersizlik”, “saklanma istegi” ve “beklentileri karsilayamamak” 6ne ¢ikmistir

(Tablo 3.3).

Esitlik¢i esleme baglaminda katilimcilar diger kosullara gore daha az sayida madde
siralamistir, ancak maddeler ¢ogunlukla “karsilhik  verememis olmak”,
“sorumluluklarda yetersiz kalmak” ve “iligki kurulan kisilerin goziinde

asagilanmak” kategorilerinde toplanmistir (Tablo 3.4).

Son olarak piyasa degeri modelinde ise katilimcilarin getirdigi ifadeler daha ¢ok
yetke siralamasi ile esitlik¢i esleme kosullarmin birlesimine benzemistir. En ¢ok
one c¢ikan kategoriler “beklentileri karsilayamamak”, “yanlis izlenim vermek™ ve

“sorumluluklarda yetersiz kalmak™ olmustur.

Tartisma

Ozellikler listesi calismasi farli sosyal iliski baglamlarinda utang deneyimlerinin
nasil farklilastigini ve utancin s6z konusu baglamlara 6zgii nitelikleri olup
olmadigin1 arastirmak icin desenlenmistir. Ancak katilimcilarin biiyiik oranda
nelerin utanca yol agtigini listelemesi tizerine analizlerde farkli iligskisel modellerde
utancin nelerle iligkili oldugu tizerine yapilmistir. Buna gore beklentilere uygun
sekilde utang, komiinal paylasim modelinde birlik, yetke siralamasi modelinde
cogunlukla hiyerarsi, esitlik¢i esleme modelinde karsililik ve denge ahlaki motifleri

ile iligkili bulunmustur. Piyasa degeri modelinde ise yetke siralamasi ve esitlik¢i

142



esleme ile karisik kategoriler goriilmiistir. Her ne kadar katilimecilar istenilen
listelere sorularin karsiliginda yanitlar vermemis olsalar da elde edilen veriler
beklenen yonde olmus ve bu tezin varsayimlarini dolayli olarak desteklemistir.
Katilmeilarin  her iki soruya benzer yanitlar vermis olmast iki sekilde
degerlendirilebilir. Ik akla gelen sebep ankette verilen sorularin yanls anlasilmis
olabilecegidir. Online toplanan verilerde katilimcilar ile arastirmaci arasinda bir
yanlig anlama miimkiin olmus olabilir. Diger bir sebep olarak ise soyut bir kavram
olan utan¢ kavramina zihinsel olarak ulagmanin zorlugu sebebiyle katilimcilarin

goreceli olarak daha kolay eristikleri 6zellikleri yazmis olmalar: diisiiniilebilir.

BOLUM 4

Utancin Durumsal Etkileri

Ozellikler listesi ¢alismasi ile utang duygusunun iliskisel modeller ile kavramsal ve
deneyimsel iliskisi arastirllmigtir. Bulgular iliskisel modellere bagli ahlaki motifler
ile utanca yol agan faktorler arasinda bir iliski oldugunu gostermistir. Bu boliimde
anlatilan iki ¢alismada ise utang duygusu ile yaklasma ve kaginma motivasyonlari
arasindaki iligkinin farkli iligkisel modellerin uygulandigi kosullarda nasil degistigi
aragtirilacaktir. Eger utang duygusu iligskisel modellere bagli ahlaki motiflere bagl

ise farkli sosyal iliski baglamlarinda utancin farkli motivasyonel ve davranigsal

sonuclar1 olacagi ongoriilmektedir.

[k boliimde aktarildig: gibi utang ve takip eden motivasyon ve davranislar iizerine
iki temel yaklasimdan bahsetmek miimkiindiir. Bunlardan ilki utan¢ duygusu ile
kacinma motivasyonunu arasindaki baglantiya odaklanmakta ve bu duyguyu
degersizlik, empati yoksunlugu, kisiler arasi1 gilivensizlik ve saldirganlik gibi
problem davranislar1 ile o6zdeslestirir (Lewis, 1971; Randles & Tracy, 2015;
Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney ve ark., 2014; Tangney & Tracy 2012). Ancak
daha yakin zamanli ¢alismalar utan¢ duygusunun sadece olumsuz sonuclar ile

iligkili olmadigini, baz1 baglamlarda yaklagsma motivasyonu, prososyal davranislar,
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isbirligi ve hiyerarsik iliskilerin diizenlenmesinde rolii oldugunu gdstermistir (De
Hooge, 2014; De Hooge ve ark., 2008; De Hooge ve ark., 2011; Fessler 2004; 2007;
Jacquet ve ark., 2011; Sheikh, 2014; Wong & Tsai, 2007).

Utang ile yaklagsma ve kaginma motivasyonlar1 arasindaki bu ¢eliskili yaklagimlar
utancin farkli iliskisel modellerde farkli yonelimlere yol agmasi ile iligkisi
olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu nedenle, bu bolimdeki iki ¢alismada utang ile
kacinma ve yaklagsma motivasyonlart arasindaki iliskinin farkli sosyal iligki
baglamlarinda nasil degistigi incelenmistir. Buna gbére wutan¢ sonrasinda
katilimcilarin  komiinal paylasim modelinde diger modellere gore daha fazla
yaklagma motivasyonu gdosterecegi; yetke siralamast ve piyasa degerleri
modellerinde ise diger modellere gore daha fazla kaginma motivasyonu gosterecegi

beklenmektedir.

Calisma 2
Bu calismada utan¢ ile yaklasma ve kag¢inma motivasyonlart ve davranislari
arasindaki iligki iliskisel modeller ¢ergevesinde incelenmistir. Ayrica bu ¢aligma bu
iligkinin daha iyi bir desenle caligilmasi ve bilimsel olarak degerli sayilabilecek
minimum etki bliylikligiinii hesaplamak i¢in bir pilot olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Yontem

Katihmcilar
Calismaya 97 Amazon Mechanical Turk c¢alisan1 1.35 ABD Dolart iicret

karsiliginda katilmigtir. Katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 34.88 (SS = 10.73) olarak

bulunmustur.
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Yontem ve Olciim Araclar

Katilimcilar g iligkisel model kosuluna (komiinal paylagim, yetke siralamasi ve
esitlik¢i esleme) seckisiz olarak atanmistir. Katilimcilar 6nce atandiklari modelin
tarif edildigi bir paragrafi okumuslar ve tarif edildigi sekilde iliski kurduklari
kisileri diistinmeleri istenmistir. Daha sonra bu tiir bir iliski i¢indeyken yasadiklari
bir utan¢ deneyimini detayli bir sekilde yazmalar1 istenmistir (Shaver, Schwartz,
Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987; and Tangney ve ark., 1996 c¢aligmalarindan
uyarlanmistir). Bu yontemle katilimcilarda atandiklar iligkisel modeli uyguladiklari
bir sosyal baglamda yasadiklar1 utan¢ deneyimlerini acik bir sekilde hatirlamalari
ve bdylece o duygunun etkilerini yeniden yasamalari amag¢lanmistir. Deneyimlerini
anlatan katilimcilardan 7 maddelik genel yaklagma ve kaginma 6lgegini (Schmader
and Lickel, 2006), durumsal yaklagsma ve kacinma motivasyonlarini dlgmek igin
yazilan 4 soruyu, prososyal davranis egilimlerini 6lgmek ig¢in 1 soruluk
goniilliliik sorusunu ve 10 maddelik temizlenme 6l¢egini (Zhong and Liljenquist,
2003) yanitlamalar1 istenmistir (¢alismanin materyalini Ek C’de verilmistir). Biitiin

Ol¢eklerin giivenirlikleri uygun deger araliklarinda bulunmustur.

Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Elde edilen veri tek yonlii denekler arasi varyans analizi ile incelenmistir.
Analizlerde ¢ iligkisel model kosulu bagimsiz degisken ve yaklagma, kacinma
motivasyonlar1 ile temizlenme ve goniilliilik degiskenleri bagimli degiskenler

olarak tutulmustur.

Sonuglar genel yaklagsma [F(2,92) = 0.65, p = .522] ve genel kacinma [F(2,92) =
0.38, p = .689] motivasyonlari, durumsal kaginma [F(2,92) = 1.29, p = .283],
goniillilik [F(2,92) = 2.09, p = .130] ve temizlenme [F(2,92) = .27, p = .764]
degiskenlerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz bulunmustur (Tablo 4.1). Sadece
durumsal yaklagma motivasyonunda F(2,92) = 2.85, p = .063 iliskisel modeller

arasinda istatistiksel olarak marjinal bir fark goézlenmistir. Durumsal yakinlagma
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motivasyonunda gruplar arasindaki fark i¢in post hoc testler uygulandiginda
komiinal paylasim kosulundaki katilimcilarin marjinal olarak diger kosullardaki

katilimcilardan daha fazla yaklagma motivasyonu gosterdikleri bulunmustur.

Bu c¢alismada bulunan istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz farklar tezin varsayimlarin
zedelemistir ancak istatistiksel olarak bir farkin bulunamamis olmasi gergekte bir
farkin olmadigr anlamina gelmemektedir (Lakens, 2017). Veriye uygulanan
esdegersizlik testleri de  (Hauck & Anderson, 1984) bu goriisii desteklemistir.
Esdegersizlik testleri o6lgiilen degiskenlerin iliskisel modeller arasinda esit
olmadigin1 gostermistir. Tek yonlii denekler arast varyans analizlerinde bu
esitsizligin bulunmamis olmasi ¢alismanin desenindeki bir hatadan kaynaklanmig
olabilir. Oncelikle calismanin drneklem biiyiikliigii bilimsel olarak ilgilenilen etki
biiytlikliigiinii yakalayabilecek kadar yeterli olmadigi aciktir. Bu nedenle ¢alismanin
daha biiyiik bir 6rneklemle tekrarlanmasi gerekmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda daha giiglii

bir manipiilasyon ile ¢aligmanin tekrarlanmasi diistiniilmiistiir.

Calisma 3

Calisma 1 utang ile yaklasma ve kaginma motivasyonlar: arasindaki baglantinin
iligkisel modeller tarafindan belirlendigi varsayimini dogrudan desteklememistir.
Ancak esdegersizlik analizleri yokluk (null) hipotezlerin de dogru olmadigini
gosterdi. Bu c¢alismada istatistiksel olarak daha giicli ve daha 1iyi bir
manipiilasyonla iliskisel modellerin utang ve yaklagma - kaginma motivasyonlari
arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmak icin diizenlendi. Onceki ¢alismadan farkli olarak bu
calismada katilimcilarin  kendi deneyimlerini hatirlatmak yerine onlardan
gozlemledikleri ahlaki ihlalleri degerlendirmelerini istenmistir. Katilimeilarin moral
motifleri ihlal eden aktorlerin komiinal paylasim ve yetke siralamasi kosullarinda
diger modellere gore daha fazla duygusal uyarim ve utang algilamalari
beklenmektedir. Ayrica, katilimcilarin komiinal paylasim kosulunda diger kosullara
kiyasla daha yiiksek yaklagma motivasyonu ve yetke siralamasi ve piyasa degerleri

modellerinde daha yiiksek kaginma motivasyonu algilamalar1 beklenmektedir.
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Yontem

Katilimcilar

Calismadan Once GPower programi ile yapilan istatistiksel gii¢ analizi 82
katilimeryr &nermistir. Calismaya 3 farkli iiniversiteden (Altinbas Universitesi,
ODTU ve Van Yiiziincii Y1l Universitesi) 308 katilimci1 dahil olmustur. Ug
degerlere sahip kisiler temizlendiginde analizler 293 kisi (Kadin = 196) ile
tamamlanmustir. Yas ortalamasi 21.72 (SS = 3.12) bulunmustur.

Yontem ve Olciim Araclar

Katilimcilara Qualtrics programinda (2018) hazirlanmis bir anketle ulasilmistir.
Anket 33 kisa hikaye ve bu hikayeleri takip eden sorulardan olusmustur.
Hikayelerde ana karakter farkli iligkisel modellerde ana karakter bir iligkisel
modelin ahlaki motifini ihlal ediyor. Her iliskisel model 5 farkli hikaye ile temsil
edilmistir, ayrica herhangi bir ahlaki ihlal icermeyen 3 hikaye kontrol amaciyla
eklenmistir. Geri kalan 5 hikaye iliskisel modellerdeki tabularla ilgilidir ve bu tez
icin analiz edilmemistir. Onceki calismalarda oldugu gibi bu ¢alismada da yetke
siralamasinda hiyerarsinin her iki yoni de kullanilmis ve 5 farkli iliskisel model
kosulu olusturulmustur. Her hikayenin 2 farkli versiyonu yazilmis ve katilimcilar
bu versiyonlardan birisine seckisiz olarak atanmistir. Bu iki farkli versiyonda
sadece ahlaki motifleri ihlal eden kisinin cinsiyeti degistirilmistir. Ilkinde bir sosyal
ortamda ilgili iliskisel modeli ihlal eden kisi erkek iken ikincisinde kadin olarak
yazilmistir (Materyaller i¢in Ek C’ye bakiniz). Her hikayeden sonra hikayedeki
iliskide ahlaki ihlalde bulunan kisi ile ilgili baz1 sorular sorulmustur.
Katilimcilardan o kiginin (1) duygusal olarak ne kadar uyarildigi; (2) utang,
su¢luluk, mahcubiyet, kizginlik, pismanlik ve tiksinme duygulariin her birini ne
kadar hissetmis olabilecegi; (3) iliski kurdugu diger kisiye ne kadar yaklagma
egiliminde bulunacagi; ve (4) o kisiden ne kadar kaginma egiliminde bulunacag:

sorularin1 degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Degerlendirme 6lgegi icin 7’11 likert tipi
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dlcek kullanilmistir. Calismada ayrica Daireler icinde iliskisel Bigimler Dizgisi
(CIRCA; Thomsen, 2010) olgegi ile katilimcilarin komiinal paylasim, yetke
siralamasi ve esitlik¢ci esleme modellerini iliskilerinde uygulamay1 ne kadar tercih

ettikleri 6lgilmiistiir.

Elde edilen veriler ikiye boliinmiis dogrulama ydntemi ile '3 ve % oranlarinda iki
farkl veri setine boliinmiistiir. Biitlin analizler 6nce % oranindaki alistirma verisi ile
arastirilmis ve sonra bulunan modelin gegerliligi '3 oranindaki test verisi ile
tekrarlanarak onaylanmistir. Biitiin analizlerde 5 farkli iliskisel model ve kontrol
kosulu tekrarlayan ol¢iimlii bagimsiz degisken ve hikayelerde ahlaki motifleri ihlal
eden ana karakterin cinsiyeti ise denekler arasi bagimsiz degisken olarak modele
eklenmistir. Katilimcilarin degerlendirdigi duygusal uyarilma, utang seviyesi,
yaklagma ve kaginma motivasyonlart analizlerde bagimli degiskenler olarak
kullanildi. Biitiin analizler seckisiz kesmeli karma modelleme analizi kullanilarak

alistirma/test ¢apraz gegerlilik yontemi ile test edilmistir.

Sonuglar

Varsayimlart test etmeden Once yapilan manipiilasyonun calisip calismadigi
incelenmistir. Manipiilasyonun basar1 ile calistigin1 gosterir sekilde, Tek yonli
tekrarlayan Olclimlerde kovaryans analizi sonuglar1 hikayelerde herhangi bir
iligkisel modelin ahlaki motifinin ihlal edildigi kosullarda (Mugjusiea = 4.838, SE
= .057) bir ihlalin olmadig1 duruma (Mugjusea = 1.356, SE = .039) gore anlamli
olarak daha yiiksek utan¢ degerleri bulunmustur, ' (1, 294) = 263.199, p < .001,
partial 72 = .48 (Figiir 4.1).

Katilimeilarin ihlal sonrasi ihlali yapan kisinin yasadigi duygusal uyarilmay1
degerlendirmesine bakildiginda, hem alistirma veri setinde iliskisel kosullarin
anlamli sabit etkisi bulunmustur ( F (5, 918.344) = 293.489, p < .001). Her
iligkisel modelin sabit etkisi kontrol kosulundan anlamli olarak farklilastig

goriilmiistiir (Figiir 4.3 ve Tablo 4.2). Iliskisel modeller arasindaki farklara post hoc
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ikili karsilastirmalar ile incelenmistir. Buna gore algilanan en yiiksek duygusal
uyarilma yetke siralamasi (list pozisyon) kosulunda (M = 5.797, SE = .077)
gorlilmiis ve onu komiinal paylagim (M = 5.534, SE = .077) ve yetke siralamasi (ast
pozisyon) (M = 5.407, SE = .077) kosullar1 izlemistir. Yetke siralamasi (ast
pozisyon) esitlik¢i esleme kosulundan (M = 5.036, SE = .077) ayrismamis ancak
her ikisi de piyasa degeri modelinden (M = 4.781, SE = .077) daha yiiksek
bulunmustur.  Ayni analizler test veri setinde tekrar edildiginde bulgular biiyiik
oranda dogrulanmistir. Ancak yetke siralamasi (iist pozisyon) ile komiinal paylagim
arasinda arastirma setinde bulunan istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark test veri setinde
ortadan kalkmistir. Benzer sekilde esitlikci esleme ile piyasa degeri arasindaki fark
da ortadan kalkmigtir (Tablo 4.2 ve Figiir 4.4). Her iki analizde de ihlal eden kiginin

cinsiyetinin bir etkisi bulunamamustir.

Katilimcilarin ihlal eden kisinin utang seviyesini nasil algiladigi incelendiginde
aragtirma verisinde iligskisel modellerin  (F (5, 872.657) = 13.427, p < .001) ve
modellerle katilimcilarin komiinal paylagim i¢in degerlendirdigi CIRCA oranlarinin
etkilesimi ( F(5, 872.223) = 2.692, p =.020) sabit etkisi anlamli bulunmustur.
Iliskisel modellerin sabit etkileri iliskisel modellerin ahlaki motiflerinin ihlal
edilmesinin kontrol kosuluna gore anlamli olarak daha fazla utanca yol actigi
bulunmustur. Komiinal paylasim modelinin CIRCA degerleri ise piyasa degerleri
hari¢ diger 4 kosulun etkisini anlaml1 olarak ytikseltmistir (Figiir 4.5 ve Tablo 4.3).
Iliskisel modeller arasindaki farklara post hoc ikili karsilastirmalar ile incelendi.
Buna gore en yiiksek utang seviyesi yetke siralamasi (iist pozisyon) kosulunda
(Mudgjusiea= 5.359, SE = .083) izlenmis ve onu birbirinden ayrismayan komiinal
paylasim (Mudgjuseea = 5.105, SE = .083) ve yetke siralamasi (ast pozisyon) M = 5.047,
SE = .083) kosullar izlemistir. Bu kosullar1 sirasiyla esitlik¢i esleme (Mugjused =
4.755, SE = .083) ve piyasa degerleri (Mugjusea = 3.887, SE = .083) izlemistir.
Ayni1 analizler test veri setinde tekrar ettiginde daha dnce bulunan anlamli etkilesim
ortadan kalkmistir. Onun disinda iliskisel modellerin anlamli etkisi dogrulanmistir.
Ayrica yetke siralamasi (iist pozisyon), komiinal paylasim ve yetke siralamasi (ast

pozisyon) arasindaki fark kapanmis ve istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz bulunmustur.
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Yine bu ii¢ kosul esitlik¢i esleme ve piyasa degeri kosullarindan anlamli olarak
daha yiiksek utan¢ degerleri bulunmustur (Figiir 4.6 ve Tablo 4.3). Ihlal eden

kisinin cinsiyeti analizlerin hig birisinde anlamli etkide bulunmamustir.

Yaklasma motivasyonu acisindan veri incelendiginde iliskisel modellerin yaklagsma
degerlerinin birbirinden anlamli olarak farklilastigi goriilmiistiir ( F (5, 872.981) =
108.077, p <.001) . Tablo 4.4 ve Figiir 4.7°de goriildiigii gibi katilimcilar  yetke
siralamasi (list pozisyon)  kosulunda (Mugusea = 4.276, SE = .093) en yiiksek
yaklagma motivasyonunu degerlendirmistir ve komiinal paylasim (Mugjusiea = 3.944,
SE = .093) onu takip etmistir. Kontrol (Mugjusiea = 3.531, SE = .093) ve esitlikei
esleme  (Mugjusiea = 3.317, SE = .093) kosullarinda yaklagsma motivasyonu ortada
yer almis ve onu sirasiyla piyasa degeri (Magjusea = 2.682, SE = .093) ve yetke
siralamasi (ast pozisyon) (Mudjusea = 2.309, SE = .093) kosullar izlemistir. Ayn1
analizler test veri setiyle yapildiginda bu bulgular dogrulanmistir ancak yetke
siralamasi (iist pozisyon) ile komiinal paylasim arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak
anlamsiz hale gelmistir (Tablo 4.4 ve Figir 4.8). Ahlaki motifleri ihlal eden

kisilerin cinsiyetinin etkisi bulunmamustir.

Son olarak kaginma motivasyonu incelenmistir. Sonuglar iligskisel modellerin
anlamli sabit etkisi oldugunu ( F (5, 917.259) = 170.543, p < .001) ve iligkisel
modeller arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermistir. Yapilan analizlere gore
(Tablo 4.5 ve Figiir 4.9) katilimcilar en yiiksek kacinma motivasyonunu yetke
siralamasi (ast pozisyon) kosulunda (M = 4.277, SE = .093) degerlendirmistir. Onu
sirastyla piyasa degeri (M = 3.749, SE = .092) ve esitlik¢i esleme (M = 3.441, SE
= .093), komiinal paylasim (M = 3.168, SE = .092) ve yetke siralamasi ({ist
pozisyon) (M = 2.886, SE = .093) kosullar1 izlemistir. Kontrol kosulunda en diisiik
kacinma motivasyonu bulunmustur. Ayni1 model test veri setinde analiz edildiginde
bulgular biiyiik oranda dogrulanmistir. Farkli olarak, esitlik¢i esleme ve komiinal
paylasim arasindaki anlamsiz fark burada anlamli hale gelmistir (Tablo 4.5 ve Figiir

4.10). ihlal eden kisinin cinsiyetinin sonuglara herhangi bir etkisi bulunamamustir.
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Tartisma

Iliskisel modellerin ahlaki motiflerin ihlal edilmesinin utan¢ ile yaklasma ve
ka¢inma motivasyonlari arasindaki iliskiyi farkli yonlerde etkilecegi ongorilmiistii.
Ayni zamanda utan¢ duygusunun nasil deneyimlendiginin de iligkisel modeller
tarafindan yonlendirildigi distinilmiistiir. Calismanin sonuclar1 biiylik oranda
beklentiler yoniindeydi ve ikiye boliinmiis dogrulama yontemi bulgularin giiciinii
gostermistir. Oncelikle beklendigi gibi katilimcilar komiinal paylasim ve yetke
siralamasi kosullarinda daha fazla duygusal uyarilma ve utang seviyesi algilamistir.
Birlik ve gruba baglilik kurallarinin ¢ok erken yaslarda 6grenildigi ve insanin
benlik 6zdesligi (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), ait olma hissi (Baumeister & Leary, 1995)
ve baglanma (Bowlby, 1969) gibi merkezi motivasyonlari ile iliskili oldugu i¢in bu

iki kosulda duygusal uyarilmanin digerlerine gore daha yiiksek olmasi beklenmistir.

Yaklagma ve kaginma motivasyonlarinda ise beklendigi gibi komiinal paylasim
yliksek yaklagsma ve diisiik kaginma motivasyonlart ile iligkili bulunmustur. Ancak
beklenmedik sekilde yetke siralamasinda ast ve iist pozisyonda bulunan kisilerin
iliskisel modelin ahlaki motiflerini ihlal etmeleri farkli sonuclarla iliskili
bulunmustur. Bulgular hiyerarside iist pozisyonda bulunan kisilerin hatalarindan
sonra diger kisilere yonelik yaklagsma motivasyonuna, ast pozisyonda bulunan
kisilerin ise kaginma motivasyonuna yonelecegini gostermistir. Utang ile yaklagsma
ve kacinma motivasyonlar1 arasindaki iligkiye dair klasik goriis (Tracy & Robin,
2007) dogru olsayd1 utang ile biitiin kosullarda sadece kaginma motivasyonu iliskili
bulunacakti. Ancak bu bulgular tam tersine komiinal paylasim ve yetke siralamasi
(list pozisyon) kosullarinda yiiksek yaklasma motivasyonlar1 gostermistir. Komiinal
paylagim durumunda grup iiyelerinin destegi bu yaklagimi olumlu yonde etkilerken
iligkinin kirilmas1 korkusunun da kisileri yaklagmaya yonelttigi sOylenebilir.
Hiyerarside list pozisyonda olan kisilerin ise hatalarini telafi edebilme giiciine sahip
olduklar1 ve statii kaybi yasamamak i¢in yaklasma motivasyonu gosterdikleri

diisiiniilebilir. Tam tersine ast pozisyonda olanlarin ise cezalandirma korkusu
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nedeniyle ve boyun egme gostergesi olarak kaginma motivasyonu gosterdikleri
diistinilmiistiir.

Genel Tartisma

Bu tezde iliskisel modeller teorisinde tanimlanmis iliskisel modellerin utang
duygusunu kisilerin nasil deneyimledigi ve nasil yasandig1 calistlmistir. Iliskisel
modeller sosyal iligkilerin anlasilmasi ve diizenlenmesini saglayan temel zihinsel
modellerdir. Bu modeller ayni zamanda farkli sosyal iliskilere ait farkli ahlaki
motifleri de icerir. Bu nedenle bu ahlaki motiflerin ihlal edilmesinin farkli duygusal
deneyimlerle iligkili olabilecegi diisliniilmiistiir. Bu tezde bu varsayimi test etmek

icin yiiriitiilen ve farkli yontemler kullanilan ¢alismalar rapor edilmistir.

Ozellikler listesi yontemi ile yiiriitiilen calisma farkl1 iliskisel modellerde dogrudan
o iliskisel modelin ahlaki motiflerinin ihlal edilmesinin utan¢ duyulmasina yol
actigin1 gosterdi. Katilimcilarin listeledigi faktorler iliskisel modeller ile paralel
yonde bulundu. Beklentiler yoniinde, komiinal paylasim modelinde grubun birligi
ile iliskili ahlaki motifler, yetke siralamasinda goérevler, sorumluluklar, baglilik gibi
hiyerarsi ile iligkili ahlaki motifler ve esitlik¢i esleme modelinde kisiler aras1 denge
ve esitlik gibi ozellikler 6ne ¢ikti. Yakin bir zamanda yayinlanan bir makalenin
(Tepe & Aydinli-Karakulak, 2019) sonuglar1 da bu bulgular1 destekleyen yondeydi.
Kisiler ahlaki ihlalleri degerlendirirken iliskisel modelleri diisiinerek karar
veriyorlar. Bu bulgular ayni zamanda iligkisel modellerin neyin dogru ve neyin
yanlis oldugunu belirledigi tezi ile de uyumlu bulunmustur (Rai & Fiske, 2011;
Sunar, 2009).

Doérdiincii boliimde sunulan caligmalarin sonucu ise utang duygusunun farkl
iligkisel modellerde farkli deneyimlendigini utancin sonuglari acisindan
gostermistir. En yiiksek duygusal uyarilma ve utang seviyeleri yetke siralamasi ve
komiinal paylasim modellerinde goriildii. Bu bulgular Sunar (2009) ve Sunar ve
arkadaslarinin (2016) calismalar1 ile uyumludur. Ancak calismalar kismen de olsa

otonomi (iligkisel modeller baglaminda esitlik¢i esleme ve piyasa degerleri ile
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benzesiyor) ihlallerinin daha kotii algilandigi Rozin ve arkadaslarinin (1999)
caligmast ile uyumsuzdur. Ancak farkli kiiltiirlerde farkli ahlaki motiflerin daha
Oonemli sayilmasi agisindan bakinda bu fark anlasilmaktadir. Bu c¢alismanin
sonuglar1 ayni zamanda birlik ahlaki motifinin ihlal edilmesinin diger ahlaki
motiflerin ihlal edilmesinden daha agir bir ahlaki ihlal olarak bulundugu Simpson
ve arkadaslarinin (2016) calismasi ile uyumlu; ancak baglilik motifinin ihlal
edilmesinin daha hafif bir ahlaki ihlal oldugu bulgusu ile uyumsuzdur. iliskisel
modellerin uygulama karmasiklig1 diisiiniildigiinde ve kiiltiirel farklar gz oniinde

bulunduruldugunda bu tarz tutarsizliklar makul gériinmektedir.

Yaklasma ve kacinma motivasyonlarinda iliskisel modeller arasinda bulunan
farklar utang literatiirii agisindan 6nemlidir. Klasik literatiiriin aksine utancin sadece
ka¢inma motivasyonuna ve davranislarina yol agmadigi, aksine komiinal paylagim
ve yetke siralamasi (iist pozisyon) durumlarinda normalden (kontrol kosulu)
anlamli olarak daha fazla yaklasma motivasyonu ile baglantili oldugu gosterildi. Bu
bulgu Lickel ve arkadaslarinin (2014) ve de Hooge ve arkadaslarinin (2018) farkl
deneysel ortamlarda gosterdikleri bulgular1 desteklemektedir. Ayrica daha 6nemlisi,
bu bulgular utan¢ duyulduktan sonra yaklasma ya da ka¢inma motivasyonunun o
andaki sosyal iliskideki aktif iligkisel modelin sonucu ortaya ¢iktigin1 gostermistir.
Komiinal iligkilerde algilanan ya da gercekten verilen sosyal destek ve kabul
yapilan ihlalin sonucu iles bas etmeyi kolaslastiriyor olabilir. Ancak yetke
siralamas1 (iist pozisyon) bulunan yiliksek yaklasma degerleri ise bu kisilerin
yaptiklar1 ihlallerin sonuglarin1 geri alma giicleri ya da kaginmalari durumunda

karsilasacaklar statii kaybiyla iligkili olabilir.

Calismanin Smmirhiliklar: ve Gelecege Yonelik Oneriler

Bu tez gorgiil olarak utan¢ duygusu agisindan iliskisel modellerin 6nemli oldugunu
gostermistir. Ancak bu tezde rapor edilen calismalarin baz1 kisithiliklart mevcuttur.
Oncelikle bu ¢alismalar online deneyler olarak tasarlanmistir ve bu arastirmaci ile

katilmcilar arasinda bazi iletisim eksikliklerine yol agcmis olabilir (Reips, 2002).
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Ornegin, verilen yonergeler katilimcilar tarafindan eksik ya da yanlis anlagilmus
olabilir. Ozellikler listesi yonteminde katilimcilarin iki farkli soruyu benzer
listelerle yanitlamis olmasi ilk sorunun tam olarak anlasilmamis olabilecegini
diisiindiirmistiir. Bu nedenle ilerideki ¢aligsmalar bu tiir bir ¢caligmay1 katilimcilarla
dogrudan iliski kurarak ve derinlemesine miilakatlarla yiiriitiilmelidir. Ayrica
dordiincii boliimde anlatilan ilk ¢aligmanin istatistiksel giicli zayif kalmistir ve bu
sorun daha iyi bir desen ile ikinci ¢alismada giderilmistir. Calismalara biiyiik
oranda Ogrenci katilimec1 kullanilmistir, bu nedenle caligmalarin genellenebilirligi
tiniversite ogrencileri ve yiiksek egitimli kisilerle sinirlandirmak dogru olacaktir.
Daha genellenebilir ¢aligmalar icin farkli egitim ve yas gruplarinda katilimcilar ile
calismanin bulgular: tekrarlanabilir. Son olarak ¢alismalarin katilimcilarinin biiyiik
kism1 Tiirkiye’den sec¢ilmistir ve kiiltlirler arasi benzerlik ve farklara isaret
edebilmek i¢in farkli kiltiirlerden Orneklemlerle calismalar1 tekrarlamak

gerekmektedir.

Sonu¢

Bu tez utan¢ duygusunun iligkisel modellerde durumsal oldugunu 6ne siirmiis ve
gorgiil olarak gostermeyi hedeflemistir. Iliskisel modeller insan sosyalligini ve
kisiler arasi iliskileri diizenlerken utan¢ ve diger duygular da onemli roller
iistlenmektedir. Bu tezde sunulan ¢alismalar bu varsayimlara énemli gorgiil destek
saglamistir. Her iligskisel modelde utancin farkli deneyimlendigi ve en azindan
yaklagma ve kacinma motivasyonlar1 agisindan farkli sonuglara yol agtig1
gosterilmistir. Utang duygusu ilizerine ¢alisirken sosyal iliski baglamini ve iliskisel

modelleri g6z 6niinde bulundurmak gerekmektedir.
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