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ABSTRACT

MASTERING THE CHAOS BY ASSERTING AGENCY: RANDOMNESS
SALIENCE AND ITS EFFECTS FOR DIFFERENT MODELS OF AGENCY

Alper, Sinan
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

June 2016, 153 pages

In the current research, it was hypothesized that (1) the sense randomness would make
people feel insignificant objects rather than active agents; and (2) independent agents
would assert their independence and interdependent agents assert their
interdependence after randomness salience in order to reestablish their sense of
agency. In Chapter 1, after illustrating that people are evolved as pattern detectors and
they also need nonrandomness in order to mitigate existential anxiety, | demonstrated
some of the negative effects aroused by randomness salience. | argued that these
negative effects were caused by the randomness’ effect of undermining sense of
agency. In Chapter 2, | hypothesized that independent and interdependent agents
would reestablish their agency in different ways after randomness salience. In Chapter
3, the correlational analyses showed that independent agency was related to seeking
personal control and socially disengaging emotions whereas interdependent agency
was related seeking harmony and socially engaging emotions. In Chapter 4, the
findings in Study 2 and 3 were not conclusive, but the findings in Study 4 and 5
supported the feeling of insignificance hypothesis. In Chapter 5, trait self-construals
were measured and only randomness was manipulated. Study 7 and 8, but not 6,



provided some evidence that randomness interacted with self-construal in predicting
control orientations. In Study 9, control deprivation was manipulated and the results
showed that, after randomness salience, independent agents enhanced their
independence by distancing themselves from external sources of control. Overview of

the findings and the potential limitations were discussed in Chapter 6.

Keywords: randomness, agency, independent, interdependent, control
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OZNELIGI KURARAK KAOSUN USTESINDEN GELMEK: RASTGELELIK
BELIRGINLIGININ FARKLI OZNELIK BICIMLERI UZERINDEKI ETKILERT

Alper, Sinan
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

Haziran 2016, 153 sayfa

Bu calismada, rastgelelik belirginliginin 6nemsizlik hissini arttiracagi ve bunun
sonucunda 6zerk 6znelerin 6zerkliklerini, iliskisel 6znelerin ise iligkiselliklerini 6n
plana ¢ikararak 6zneliklerini yeniden kurmak isteyecekleri varsayilmistir. Boliim 1°de,
insanlarin Oriintii tespit etmeye uygun sekilde evrildigi ve bu Oriintiilerin varolussal
kaygiyr kontrol etme islevine sahip oldugu savlandiktan sonra, rastgelelik
belirginliginin bazi olumsuz sonuglarindan bahsedilmistir. Sonrasinda, bu olumsuz
deneyimin sebebinin, rastgeleligin 6znelik hissini azaltmasi oldugu iddia edilmistir.
Boliim 2°de 6zerk ve iliskisel 6zneligin 6zelliklerinden bahsedilmis, 6zerk ve iligkisel
Oznelerin rastgelelik belirginligi sonrasinda 6zneliklerini farkli yollardan yeniden
kuracaklar1 varsayilmistir. Boliim 3’te gerceklestirilen korelasyonal calisma, 6zerk
Ozneligin bireysel kontrol istegi ve sosyal olarak ayristirict duygularla; iliskisel
Ozneligin ise ahenk saglama istegi ve sosyal olarak biitiinlestirici duygularla iligkili
oldugunu gostermistir. Boliim 4’te, Calisma 2, 3 ve 4’teki deneylerde, hem benlik
kurgusu hem de rastgelelik manipiile edilmistir. Caligma 2 ve 3’lin ortaya koydugu
sonuclar hipotezlerle uyumlu olmamakla birlikte, Calisma 4’{in sonuglar1 6nemsizlik

hissi hipotezini desteklemistir. Calisma 5 de bu sonucu tekrarlamis ve ilgili hipotezin

vi



desteklendigi tespit edilmistir. Bolim 5’te, benlik kurgusu genel kisilik 6zelligi olarak
Olclilmiis, sonrasinda da rastgelelik manipiile edilmistir. Calisma 6’daki sonuglar
Ozneligin yeniden kurulmasi hipotezini desteklememis, ancak Calisma 7 ve 8 bu
hipotezi destekler nitelikte bazi bulgular1 saglamigtir. Calisma 9°da, ortiilii olarak
rastgelelik hissini arttiran kontrol yoksunlugu manipiile edilmis; rastgelelik
belirginligi sonrasinda 6zerk 6znelerin, kontrol sahibi bir tanriya inang seklinde viicut
bulan digsal kontrol odaklariyla aralarina daha fazla mesafe koyarak 6zerkliklerini 6n
plana c¢ikardiklar1 bulunmustur. Boliim 6’da, ¢alismalarin bulgulari, bu bulgularin
sagladig pratik ¢ikarimlar ve ¢calismalarin olas1 kisitlari tartisilmastir.

Anahtar kelimeler: rastgelelik, 6znelik, 6zerk, iligkisel, kontrol
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CHAPTER 1

PERCEPTION OF RANDOMNESS AND ITS NEGATIVE EFFECTS

Imagine yourself living a life where nothing happens for a reason. You have
no control over the events, and in fact, no one does, including other people,
government, the god, etc. Anything can happen at any moment and there is absolutely
no way of predicting it. In the current research, based on previous findings in the
literature, | argue that such sense of chaos and randomness is highly aversive and
people attempt to overcome this by attempting to reestablish the feeling of being an
agent in life.

Briefly, | propose that the sense of randomness is uncomfortable because it
undermines the sense of agency and people react to it by reasserting either independent
or interdependent agency. In order to establish the theoretical foundation of these
hypotheses, in this chapter, first 1 will mention a few examples about how people
always want to see patterns as opposed to randomness (section 1.1). Then, | will
discuss the reasons for the need of nonrandomness from evolutionary (section 1.2) and
existential (section 1.3) perspectives. Afterwards, | will cite some evidences for that
perception of randomness produces an aversive experience (section 1.4) and the
uncomfortable nature of randomness might be related to its effect of undermining the
sense of agency which is my first hypothesis in the current research (section 1.5). In
Chapter 2, I will discuss independent and interdependent models of agency and
hypothesize that independent agents would assert independence whereas
interdependent agents would assert interdependence after randomness salience which
is my second hypothesis. In Chapter 3, 4, and 5, I will report the findings of nine
different studies testing these two hypotheses. Lastly, I will overview the findings,
discuss its practical implications, and mention some limitations of the current study in
Chapter 6.

1.1 Humans See Patterns Everywhere —Even When They Do Not Exist

People perceive patterns even in completely random events (Kahneman &

Tversky, 1972; Nickerson, 2004). One of the most known examples of this



phenomenon is “hot hand fallacy” (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006). As every basketball
fan would know, if a player scores on a streak, that player is believed to have a “hot
hand”. A hot handed player is expected to succeed in the subsequent shots as well and
score at a higher rate than normal. However, past research demonstrated that this is
simply not the case whether it is basketball, baseball, tennis, golf, and the list goes on
(Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006). In case of hot hand fallacy, people look for and detect
a pattern (i.e., the player scores repeatedly) and base their predictions on such pattern.
However, the initially perceived pattern usually is not there and this perception is a
result of inability to accurately distinguish randomness and nonrandomness (Alter &
Oppenheimer, 2006). Similarly, gamblers were also found to be very prone to
assuming patterns in randomness (Gaissmaier, Wilke, Scheibehenne, McCanney, &
Barrett, 2015). For example, in the case of coin tossing, people generally believe that
the number of heads and tails would balance out each other, although the probability
for each toss is actually completely independent from the previous ones (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1974).

Hot hand and gambling fallacies are just two examples of how people are
relentless in their quest to detect patterns in their universe and that they see patterns
even in randomness. They not only understand the world as an orderly place, but also
fail to generate randomness when asked to (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006). | argue that
this is because people prefer order, structure, and pattern, as compared to randomness
and chaos. I posit that there are two underlying reasons for this tendency: (1) Humans
are evolved in this way and they are wired to detect patterns in their environment; and

(2) Humans need nonrandomness in order to mitigate their existential anxiety

1.2 Humans are Born as Pattern Detectors

Human beings are born as pattern detectors. In one study, Canfield and Haith
(1991) demonstrated that the infants who were as young as 2 to 3-month-old were able
to detect patterns and form certain expectations based on them. When the infants were
exposed to a sequence of pictures, they fixated on the locations where they expected
the next pictures would emerge. This suggests that even 2 to 3-month-old infants can

seek and detect consistent patterns which would enable them to render their



environment more predictable for them. Similarly, another study showed that 3 to 3.5-
month-old infants had the capacity to predict when objects would be occluded behind
other objects and understand that there were two identical objects moving in the
opposite direction when their expectations about the movement of objects were
violated (Aguiar & Baillargeon, 2002). Past research also showed that, by the time
infants turn 1-year-old, they possess the capacity to remember both familiar and novel
events in the correct temporal order (Bauer & Mandler, 1992). In addition,
neuropsychological studies demonstrated our innate capacity to perceive and expect
patterns: Among adults, certain responses in prefrontal cortex have been observed
when their expectations regarding sequence patterns were violated (Huettel, Mack, &
McCarthy, 2002). In sum, current evidence supports that human beings have an inborn
capacity to seek and detect patterns and make the world they live in as more predictable
rather than chaotic.

How people learn is also heavily dependent on their ability to detect patterns.
Classical conditioning, for example, relies on making associations between an
unconditioned and a conditioned stimuli which necessitates identifying which pairings
are nonrandom (Recorla & Wagner, 1972; Zhao, Hahn, & Osherson, 2014). Perceiving
the pattern also makes it easier to learn via operant conditioning. One of the four
factors influencing the effectiveness of reinforcement and punishment is contingency
(Miltenberger, 2011). Accordingly, when a reinforcement consistently follows a
behavior and does not occur after different behaviors, the learning becomes easier and
faster (Miltenberger, 2011). Language acquisition similarly relies on detection of
patterns since one needs to distinguish random co-occurences from stable and
consistent relationships to acquire language (Kelly & Martin, 1994; Zhao et al., 2014).

Thus people seek and detect consistent relationships and start doing so when
they are as young as 2-month-old. They have an inborn capacity to detect nonrandom
patterns and their learning and acquisition processes are heavily dependent on
perception of such patterns. In addition, it has been argued that humans learn and adapt
by detecting patterns and coherent structures which enable them to build strategies for
finding food, avoiding predators, and mating (Zhao et al., 2014). Past research seems
to be consistent with the evolutionary perspective suggesting that human beings are

wired to detect patterns. Making the distinction between what is random and



nonrandom seems to be contributing to humans’ learning processes, their chances of
survival, and capacity to reach to their goals. However, the apparent evolutionary
benefits are not the only reasons humans almost always prefer order, structure, and
pattern as opposed to chaos and randomness. Unlike other animals, humans have the
capacity to reflect on their existence and question the meaning of their life and the
universe (see Greenberg, Koole, & Pyszcynzki, 2004). Such an existential angst seems

to be playing a major role in humans’ tendency to prefer order over chaos.

1.3 The Existential Need to Perceive the World as a Nonrandom Place

From an existential perspective, detecting patterns allows us to produce
“meanings” by inferring connections, so that we can fit everything into a single reality
where everything has a consistent and predictable relationship with every other thing
in our universe (Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). Western existentialist philosophers
have underlined this pervasive tendency to assigh meaning, which Albert Camus (as
cited in Heine et al., 2006) labeled as “the nostalgia for unity.” According to this
perspective, there is a “universal human need to relate all elements of perceived reality
into a single, unified, cohesive framework of expected relationships” (Heine et al.,
2006, p. 89). Humans are motivated to maintain and protect this coherent and
structured framework (Heine et al., 2006; Hennes, Nam, Stern, & Jost, 2012).

Proulx, Inzlicht, and Harmon-Jones (2012) argued that the same motivation to
maintain consistency and coherence underlies the seemingly disparate psychological
theories, including cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), reactive approach
motivation (McGregor, Nash, Mann, & Phills, 2010), terror management theory
(Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991), compensatory control model (Kay,
Whitson, Gaucher, & Galinsky, 2009), uncertainty management model (van den Bos,
2001), system justification theory (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004), meaning making
model (Park, 2010), Piaget’s theory of cognitive development (Miiller, Carpendale, &
Smith, 2009), model of ambivalence-induced discomfort (Van Harreveld, van der
Plight, & de Liver, 2009), and meaning maintenance model (Heine et al., 2006).
According to Proulx et al. (2012), all of these theoretical perspectives suggest the need

for consistency, coherence, and structure. One could also add learned helplessness



(Maier & Seligman, 1976) and belief in a just world (Lerner, 1980) to the list as
theories underscoring such necessities.

The common factor underlying these theories is the humans’ need for structure
and pattern. We humans are unique in our capacity to understand our own mortality
and this produces an enormous amount of anxiety (Solomon et al., 1991). What is the
point of doing anything if we are bound to die some day? Why do we care so much
about our decisions if all of them lead to the same end? Studies in existential
experimental psychology suggested that, in order to avoid the paralysis that would be
caused by such questions, we hold onto certain worldviews, ascribe meaning to the
universe, and thus avoid the sense of meaninglessness (Greenberg et al., 2004). A vast
literature in social psychology has demonstrated that people are “meaning-makers”
and they explore the universe to find consistent and predictable relations to infer
meaning (Heine et al., 2006). If the universe was a random place where nothing can
be predicted, what kind of meaning one could infer from it, other than concluding that
there is no meaning? So we are beings with existential worries and that is one of the
reasons why we need coherence and consistency (Hennes et al., 2012).

So far | have covered some potential reasons why people have a tendency to
seek and detect patterns. But what about the instances when they fail to perceive any
pattern? How does perceiving the universe as a random place affect people? In the next
section, | will present the argument that perception of randomness is an uncomfortable

experience by referring to several empirical studies.

1.4 Negative Effects of Perception of Randomness

So, people prefer order and structure over randomness, and they have both an
innate capacity and a strong need for doing so. However, it might not always be
possible to maintain a sense of order as events in our lives sometimes seem to be
happening randomly and unpredictably. Past research demonstrated that, when this
happens, it leads to certain negative effects.

Compensatory control model (CCM; Kay et al., 2009), for example, posits that
a sense of randomness leads to anxiety. According to CCM, when people are deprived

of having a personal control over their lives, they compensate for such lack by



endorsing some external sources of control (e.g., believing that God has control over
the events in life) in order to maintain a sense of order and structure (Kay et al., 2009).
The underlying reason behind this compensation process was argued to be that people
are uncomfortable with the idea that universe might be operating randomly as such
perception leads to anxiety (Kay & Eibach, 2013; Kay et al., 2009; Shepherd, Kay,
Landau, & Keefer, 2011). CCM posits that, when people lack personal control, they
still want to believe that the events in their lives are somehow nonrandom in order to
avoid such anxiety, and that is why they enhance external sources of control (Kay et
al., 2009). Past research has obtained empirical support for the anxiety-producing
effect of the perception of randomness. It was demonstrated that randomness
manipulation leads to increase in both self-reported anxiety and neurophysiological
activities related to elevation in anxiety (Tullett, Kay, & Inzlicht, 2014). Furthermore,
a study by Laurin, Kay, and Moscovitch (2008) showed that the effect of personal
control deprivation on enhancing external control was observed only among those who
reported increased levels of subjective anxiety after the control deprivation
manipulation.

Several other social psychological theories also had implications with regard
to how a sense of randomness results in an aversive arousal. Terror management theory
(TMT; Solomon et al., 1991), for example, posits that human beings are terrified by
the fact that they will have to die some day. In order to buffer the anxiety produced by
such awareness of mortality, people ascribe meaning to their lives by adopting
worldviews and try to maintain a positive overall self-evaluation by living up to the
standards of their worldviews (Burke, Martens, & Faucher, 2010; Solomon et al.,
1991). But past studies showed that this effect was partly due to the uncontrollable
nature of death (Agroskin & Jonas, 2013; Fritsche, Jonas, & Fankhinel, 2008).
Consistently, it was showed that when people are made to think about suicide, the
effects suggested by TMT were not observed (Fritsche et al., 2008). Because, although
suicide is obviously related to death, it is controllable and predictable unlike almost
any other way of dying. So it could be argued that mortality awareness produces a
great deal of anxiety, and this is partly because it is a random process and there is no

way to predict the exact time of death.



According to meaning maintenance model (Heine et al., 2006), humans are
meaning-makers. They are not comfortable with the idea that life could be
meaningless, or “absurd”, thus they search for patterns and draw connections in order
to create internally consistent meaning structures (Heine et al., 2006). These systems
of meaning provide a sense of nonrandomness as “meaning is what links people,
places, objects, and ideas to one another in expected and predictable ways” (Heine et
al., 2006, p. 89). If the meaning structures do not sufficiently provide the sense of
consistency, it is a distressing experience as it implies that one does not have the proper
means to render the universe predictable (Heine et al., 2006). Uncertainty management
theory (Van den Bos, 2001, 2009), very similarly, posits that people tend to search for
meaning in order to make sense of their lives. However, occasionally they fail to find
a meaning and this could result in a state of personal uncertainty in which the person
is uncertain about his/her self-views and worldviews (Van den Bos, 2009). Personal
uncertainty renders people unable to form confident expectations about their
environment (Van den Bos, 2009). Such experience was found to result in highly
aversive and uncomfortable feelings (Hogg, 2007; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002).

So, people are wired to detect patterns. They need consistency and structure to
mitigate their existential angst. In addition, lacking a sense of order and structure and
perceiving the world as a random place has been repeatedly demonstrated to be a
negative experience. People feel uncomfortable when they are not able to render the
universe predictable for themselves. They do not only feel uncomfortable, but also try
to overcome the feeling of randomness in order to reestablish their sense of order and
structure (Proulx et al., 2012). In the next section, I will offer a novel hypothesis and
argue that the negative impact of randomness is due to its undermining effect on sense
of agency. Because a need for agency would underlie both evolutionary and existential

need for nonrandomness.
1.5 Randomness is Uncomfortable Because It Undermines the Sense of Agency
So far I have demonstrated that randomness undermines one’s chances of

survival and one’s desire to infer meaning from life. Consistently, a perception of

randomness produces an aversive state. | argue that a need for sense of agency is



keystone in this process as it is the main underlying factor that renders randomness
aversive. If one cannot actively adapt to his/her environment and find meaning in
his/her life, then it means that the person is not an active agent, but a passive object in
life. The aversive experience produced by randomness would be related to the
undermined sense of agency. Agency can be defined as “the self in action” (Markus &
Kitayama, 2003, p. 4) and refers to the subjective experience of actively guiding one’s
actions in life. As lack of pattern and structure implies uncontrollability of events and
helplessness in the face of completely random occurrences, it could be argued that
agentic feeling of being in control of one’s life would be diminished when exposed to
a sense of randomness. Existing evidence is consistent with this proposition: The sense
of randomness is positively associated with the sense of loss of control (Chae & Zhu,
2014; Kotabe, 2014) and powerlessness (Kotabe, 2014). In addition, it would be
understandably hard to infer coherent meanings from and make sense of life when life
seems chaotic. This would obstruct the process of attributing meaning to one’s
existence in this universe. If there is no meaning in one’s existence, then people would
feel like insignificant objects who take no part in shaping the course of events in life
rather than having a sense of agency. In short, | argue that both evolutionary and
existential need for nonrandomness overlap at least to some extent as they both are
highly relevant to how much people feel like agents who actively participate in the
course of life.

In this research, | propose a novel hypothesis that when a sense of randomness
is made salient, people would especially be motivated to assert their agency. As the
past research suggests, lack of pattern and structure triggers an aversive feeling, and it
is hypothesized that this is, at least partially, due to the randomness’ effect of rendering
the person a passive object that is unable to participate in shaping the course of events.
When one fails to identify any pattern at all, one would be clueless regarding what is
going on around them. In this case it would be quite hard to experience agency as the
person would be at the mercy of the random occurrences. This reasoning leads to my
first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Randomness salience would lead to a feeling of insignificance.

In this research, feeling of insignificance is defined as the feeling of not being

able to participate in the course of events. When people feel insignificant, their sense



of agency would be lacking since they would feel like going with the flow instead of
determining a path to follow. In that case, one would feel like a piece of tree branch
dragged by the river instead of someone who is swimming to a particular destination.
Such passivity and feeling of insignificance would both undermine one’s efforts to
assign meaning to one’s existence and compromises one’s chances of success and
survival. As this feeling of insignificance would be aversive and uncomfortable, it is
expected to produce a need to reinstate the sense of agency. Thus it is hypothesized
that people would perceive randomness as a threat to their capacity to participate in
the course of events, and in response they would reassert and reestablish their agency.

However, people’s motivation to reassert agency would not be observed in the
same way, as there is more than one kind of agency: Independent and interdependent
agents experience their sense of agency in very different ways (see Markus &
Kitayama, 2003). Human beings are cultural animals and how they construe their
selves is heavily influenced by the culture they live in (Markus & Kitayama, 1991,
Triandis, 1989). Although independence and interdependence are highly related to the
cultural contrast between individualism and collectivism (Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1989), it has previously been shown that every individual in any culture
possesses both an independent and an interdependent self at varying levels (Singelis,
1994). Whether a person is more strongly an independent or interdependent agent
shapes the motivation, cognition, and emotion of that person (Markus & Kitayama,
2003; Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). In the next chapter, |1 will elaborate on how
independent and interdependent agents differ from each other and how they are

expected to react to randomness salience.



CHAPTER 2

THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF RANDOMNESS FOR INDEPENDENT
AND INTERDEPENDENT AGENCY

2.1 Different Cultural Self-Construals

In traditional psychological literature, agency has been conceptualized as
having the capacity to personally control the world (Rothbaum Weisz, & Snyder, 1982;
Snibbe & Markus, 2005; Weisz, Rothbaum, & Blackburn, 1984). However, this is due
to the heavy influence of Western individualistic cultures (e.g., Azuma, 1984), which
emphasize autonomy, separateness, and freedom of individuals (Hofstede, 2001;
Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989). However, there are also collectivistic
cultures which emphasize connectedness, harmony, and being part of a relationship
(Hofstede, 2001; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989). Although such cultural
orientations have usually been analyzed at nation-level, there is also significant
interpersonal variation (e.g., Singelis, 1994; Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand,
1995; Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991). For example, even within the same culture,
individuals vary in how much they adhere to individualistic or collectivistic
understanding of the world based on their socioeconomic status (Snibbe & Markus,
2005; Stephens, Fryberg, & Markus, 2011) or occupation (Uskul, Kitayama, &
Nisbett, 2008).

Past research has shown that every individual has both independent (i.e.,
individualistic) and interdependent (i.e., collectivistic) self-construals at different
levels (Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-Swing, 2011; Singelis, 1994). Independent self-
construal was defined as being a person “whose behavior is organized and made
meaningful primarily by reference to one’s own internal repertoire of thoughts,
feelings, and actions, rather than by reference to the thoughts, feelings and actions of
others” (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p.226). People with independent self-construal
value their autonomy, freedom to choose, and understand themselves as unique
individuals who are separate from their surroundings (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

Interdependent self-construal, on the other hand, was defined as “seeing oneself as part
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of an encompassing social relationship and recognizing that one’s behavior is
determined, contingent on, and to a large extent organized by what the actor perceives
to be the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others in the relationship” (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991, p. 227). People with interdependent self-construal value being part of
a relationship, committing themselves to their duties and obligations, and maintaining
harmony within their ingroup (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Although independent and
interdependent self-construals are highly different from each other, everyone has some
level of independent and interdependent self-construal at the same time and individuals
differ based on whether their independent or interdependent side is relatively stronger
(Cross et al., 2011; Singelis, 1994).

Thus, self-construals deeply affect how people construe and understand
themselves. Such belief structures would expectedly be closely related to how people
understand agency and under what conditions they have the sense of being an agent.
Past research has demonstrated that self-construals indeed are closely related with
different ways of agency (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 2003; Kitayama & Uchida, 2005;
Snibbe & Markus, 2005). In the remaining parts of the chapter, I first argue that there
are two different models of agency, namely independent and interdependent agencies
(section 2.2); second, | will argue that independent and interdependent agents would

react differently to randomness salience (section 2.3).

2.2 Models of Agency

Markus and Kitayama (2003) proposed two different models of agency:
Independent and interdependent (or disjoint and conjoint). Accordingly, independent
agents feel the sense of agency when they autonomously determine their own actions.
These agents see themselves as disconnected from others and they are motivated to
change the world in accordance with their own personal goals, desires, and free will.
For interdependent agents, on the other hand, duties and obligations determine actions.
Being part of a meaningful relationship feeds the sense of agency for interdependent
agents and they adjust themselves in accordance with the world instead of trying to

change the world in accordance with themselves (Rothbaum et al., 1982).
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Independent and interdependent agents differ with respect to their motivation,
cognition, and emotion (Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). First, independent agents are
motivated to pursue their own choices whereas interdependent agents are motivated to
satisfy the needs and expectations of others in the relationship. For example, in
American culture, having free choices is central to having a sense of agency; however,
duties and obligations override freedom to choose in Indian culture (Savani, Markus,
Naidu, Kumar, & Berlia, 2010). Similarly, among the more interdependent working-
class context, concern for others become more focal than freedom to choose, when
compared with middle-class Americans (Stephens et al., 2011). Thus, independent
agents like to be behind the wheels and have personal control over their lives whereas
interdependent agents are motivated to do whatever necessary to maintain the harmony
in their groups (Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). Furthermore, as belief in free will is
related to belief of having personal control over life, independent agents are usually
argued to be more likely to endorse a belief in free will as compared to interdependent
agents who are more comfortable with external sources of control and thus are more
determinists (e.g., Sarkissian, Chatterjee, De Brigard, Knobe, Nichols, & Sirker,
2010).

Second, these two models of agency also differ with respect to cognitive styles
they utilize (Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). Such difference is due to the difference
between analytical and holistic thinking (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; Miyamoto, 2013;
Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001). Independent agents prefer analytical
thinking which “emphasizes logic, constant or stable states and properties, and
categories defined by strict rules” (Zhou, He, Yang, Lao, & Baumeister, 2012, p. 460).
Analytical thinkers perceive each object as separate from its environment and attend
to focal object instead of the context (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; Miyamoto, 2013;
Nisbett et al., 2001). Thus, the style of thinking based on an independent model of
agency emphasizes separate entities rather interconnected ones. Interdependent agents
prefer holistic thinking which “emphasizes wholes and dialectics, changing and
flowing states, and relationships” (Zhou et al., 2012, p. 460). Holistic thinkers perceive
each object as in a relationship with other objects and the context (Masuda & Nisbett,
2001; Miyamoto, 2013; Nisbett et al., 2001). So, such style of thinking is in accordance

with an interdependent model of agency which emphasizes relationships, obligations,
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duties, and the necessities of the context. In short, the two different ways of being an
agent also differ with respect to cognitive styles as independent agents are analytical
thinkers whereas interdependent agents are holistic thinkers.

Third, there is also difference between independent and interdependent agents
regarding their emotional experience (Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). Independent agents’
most intense emotions are evoked after they reached to their goals (e.g., pride) or failed
to do so (e.g., frustration) whereas interdependent agents’ emotional experience is
more influenced by whether they accomplished interdependence (e.g., closeness) or
not (e.g., guilt), as the past research illustrated (Kitayama, Karasawa, & Mesquita,
2006; Kitayama, Markus, Kurokawa, 2000). So independent agents experience
socially disengaging (i.e., related to individual goals) emotions more frequently and
intensely, however interdependent agents experience socially engaging (i.e., related to
maintaining group harmony) emotions more intensely and frequently (Kitayama et al.,
2000; Kitayama et al., 2006). In addition, past research illustrated that the well-being
of independent agents relied more on disengaging emotions whereas it relied more on
engaging emotions for interdependent agents (Kitayama et al., 2006). Thus,
independent and interdependent agents also differ with respect to their overall
emotional experience. Disengaging emotions are more important for the former one

and engaging ones are more important for the latter.

2.3 Independent and Interdependent Ways of Reacting to Randomness

In the first chapter, | argued that perception of randomness would lead to a
feeling of insignificance. Because people would feel like a passive object at the mercy
of random occurrences and this would seriously undermine their sense of agency. |
hypothesized that, in order to overcome this uncomfortable arousal, people would be
motivated to reestablish their agency to feel once again in control of the events in their
lives. However, as described above, there is no single way of being an agent.
Independent and interdependent agents indeed differ in their motivation and control
orientation, cognition, and emotion. Hence, | argue that the reestablishment of agency
process would be different for independent and interdependent agents. Independent

agents would become more independent as they would be more motivated to be
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personally in control, analytically think, and experience disengaging emotions more
intensely after randomness salience. Hence, they are expected to assert their
independence even more by reestablishing their independent model agency.
Interdependent agents, however, would become more interdependent as they would be
more motivated to maintain harmony, holistically think, and experience engaging
emotions more intensely after randomness salience. Because they would have to assert
their interdependence and embrace the characteristics of interdependent self-construal
in order to reestablish their interdependent model of agency. Thus, my second
hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 2: After randomness salience, independent agents would become

more independent and interdependent agents would become more

interdependent in order to reestablish the sense of agency.

2.4 Overview of the Current Research

| have so far shown that humans prefer order and structure as opposed to
randomness and chaos. By referring to a wide range of studies, | argued that there are
two main reasons for this: First, humans are evolved to detect patterns; second, they
need nonrandomness in order to make sense of their lives. But it is not always possible
to perceive the world as an orderly place. Sometimes people perceive that the events
in their lives are happening randomly and such perception of randomness results in
negative effects.

| argued that perception of randomness leads to an uncomfortable experience
because randomness results in a feeling of insignificance. If the events in one’s lives
are completely unpredictable and just randomly occurring, it would imply that the
person is just a passive, insignificant object rather than an active subject who is in
control of his/her life. So my first hypothesis was as following:

Hypothesis 1: Randomness salience would lead to a feeling of insignificance.

As people would feel insignificant when they are exposed to randomness, they
would become motivated to feel like an agent once again. Thus, they would feel the
need to reestablish their sense of agency. Based on this assumption, | hypothesized

that independent agents would become even more independent and interdependent

14



agents would become even more interdependent after randomness salience in order to
avoid being a passive object and assert their agency. Accordingly, my second
hypothesis was:

Hypothesis 2: After randomness salience, independent agents would become

more independent and interdependent agents would become more

interdependent in order to reestablish the sense of agency.

In order to test these hypotheses, | have conducted a total of 9 studies. In Study
1, correlational analyses were conducted to examine whether independent and
interdependent agents indeed differ with respect to their motivation, cognition, and
emotion in Turkish context. In Study 2, 3, 4, and 5, a series of experiments were
conducted where both independence/interdependence and randomness was
manipulated. Based on the results of these studies, in Study 6, 7, 8, and 9, trait levels
of independence and interdependence were measured and how they interacted with a

randomness manipulation were investigated.
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CHAPTER 3

DIFFRENCES BETWEEN AGENCY STYLES: EXPLORATORY
ANALYSES

As preliminary analyses, an exploratory study was conducted by investigating
the correlations between independent/interdependent self-construal and constructs
related to agency. On the one hand, independence was expected to be related to
individualism, internal locus of control, desirability of personal control, analytical
thinking, disengaging emotions, and belief in free will. Interdependence, on the other
hand, was expected to be associated with collectivism, external locus of control,
harmony control, holistic thinking, and belief in determinism. Potential associations
with need for closure, causal uncertainty, and socio-demographic differences were also
investigated. In addition, a series of moderation analyses were conducted to see if there
exists preliminary support for the hypothesis indicating that the sense of randomness
have differential effects on control orientations for independent and interdependent

agents.

3.1 Study 1

3.1.1 Participants and Procedure

The participants were provided with a hyperlink directing them to an online
questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics data collection service. All participants were
informed that their participation would be in exchange for a partial course credit and
they signed an informed consent before filling out the questionnaire. The sample
consisted of 403 Middle East Technical University (METU) students of which 219
(54.3%) were female and 184 (45.7%) were male. Mean age was 21.70 (SD = 1.56).
For the scales that were adapted to Turkish during the current research, there was a
retest conducted 3 weeks following the initial study. Eighty five participants

participated in the retest session.
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3.1.2 Materials

Self-construal. The self-construal scale (Singelis, 1994) differentially
measures independent and interdependent self-construals. The scale was adapted to
Turkish by Wasti and Erdil, 2007). The 30-item Turkish self-construal scale utilizes a
7-point response format (1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree) and consists
of 15 items for independent self-construal (e.g., “I enjoy being unique and different
from others in many respects”) and 15 for interdependent self-construal (e.g., “Even
when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument”). Wasti and Erdil
(2007) reported Cronbach’s alpha scores for independent and interdependent self-
construals as .63 and .72, respectively. In this study, alpha coefficients were .70 and
.71, respectively (see Appendix A for the complete list of items).

INDCOL. INDCOL (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995) measures
vertical and horizontal forms of individualism and collectivism. It was adapted to
Turkish by Wasti and Erdil (2007). Wasti and Erdil (2007) found a 3-factor model
(including vertical collectivism, horizontal collectivism, and horizontal individualism
while excluding vertical individualism) for the Turkish form of the scale, which had a
better fit than the 4-factor model. The 3-factor model consists of 29 items and utilizes
a 5-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Example items
were “I hate to disagree with others in my group” (vertical collectivism), “I feel good
when I cooperate with others” (horizontal collectivism), and “One should live one’s
life independently of others” (horizontal individualism). Wasti and Erdil (2007)
reported Cronbach’s alpha scores for vertical collectivism, horizontal collectivism, and
horizontal individualism as .69, .65, and .68, respectively. In this study, they were .72,
.72, and .76, respectively (see Appendix B for the complete list of items).

Locus of control. Rotter’s (1966) internal-external locus of control scale
measures individuals’ beliefs regarding what controls the events in their lives. An
internal locus of control corresponds to the general belief that one is usually personally
in control of the events whereas an external locus of control refers to the belief that
external factors are the major forces influencing such events. The scale was adapted to
Turkish by Dag (2002). The 47-item Turkish locus of control scale utilizes a 5-point

response format (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). An example item was
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“Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck™ (see
Appendix C for the complete list of items). Higher score means more external locus of
control and lower score means more internal locus of control. Dag (2002) reported a
Cronbach’s alpha score of .92 and a test-retest reliability with one-month interval of
.88. The scale had a good level of internal consistency (o = .89) in this study.

Desirability of control. Burger and Cooper’s (1979) desirability of control
scale measures the extent to which people desire having a personal control in their
lives. It was adapted to Turkish by Egrig6zlii (2002). The 20-item Turkish desirability
of control scale utilizes a 5-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly
agree). An example item was “I prefer a job where I have a lot of control over what |
do and when I do it” (see Appendix D for the complete list of items). Higher score
means a higher desirability of personal control. Egrigozlii (2002) reported a
Cronbach’s alpha score of .75 and test-retest reliability with one-month interval of .40.
The scale had satisfactory internal consistency (o. = .83) in this study.

Causal uncertainty. Weary and Edwards’s (1994) causal uncertainty scale
measures to what extent people feel uncertain regarding what causes the events in their
lives. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Uz (2015). The 14-item Turkish causal
uncertainty scale utilizes a 5-point scale (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely
agree). An example item was “l do not understand what causes most of the problems
that | have with others” (see Appendix E for the complete list of items). Uz (2015)
reported a Cronbach’s alpha score of .82. In this study, it was .91.

Rule-based versus family resemblance-based object categorization. Object
categorization materials were developed by Norenzayan, Smith, Nisbett, and Kim
(2002). They are used to measure analytical versus holistic thinking. They were
previously used in a study conducted in Turkey (Uskul, Kitayama, & Nisbett, 2008).
It consists of 10 different sets and each set includes 2 different pairs of objects.
Participants were asked to identify which pair the target object belongs to. Each set
was presented with 2 different target objects, thus a total of 20 sets were used. If the
target object was categorized based on one feature that it shares with all members of
one of the pairs, it was coded as a rule-based categorization. If the target object was
categorized based on a few features that it shares with the majority of members in one

of the pairs, it was coded as a family resemblance-based categorization. The number
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of rule-based and family resemblance-based categorizations was divided by the total
number of sets in order to compute a percentage-wise preference score for each type
of categorization. See Appendix F for the stimuli that were used.

Socio-Demographic Characteristics. Participants were asked to state their
age, gender, religiosity (1 = not religious at all, 7 = very religious). To measure the
perceived socioeconomic status, they were also asked to imagine the society they live
in as a 10-rung ladder where the top rung represents the people having the highest
standing with respect to wealth and education and the bottom rung represents the
people having the lowest standing (Adler, Boyce, Chesney, Cohen, Folkman, Kahn, &
Syme, 1994) and choose where they would stand on this ladder (1 = bottom rung, 10
= top rung).

The Scales Adapted to Turkish during the Current Study

The following scales were translated into Turkish and then back-translated into
English by two different PhD candidates in Social Psychology. Any discrepancy in
translations was resolved by consensus under the supervision of a third researcher. A
retest was conducted 3 weeks after the initial test.

Harmony control. Morling and Fiske’s (1999) 21-item harmony control scale
was adapted to Turkish. The scale measures the level of harmony the person seeks
within his/her ingroup. It includes 5 subscales (higher power, friends care, anticipate
others, wait on luck, and merge with others) and utilizes a 7-point response format (1
= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Morling and Fiske (1999) reported that
Cronbach’s alpha scores for the factors ranged from .70 to .78 across 7 different
samples.

Consistent with the original scale, principal components analysis using promax
rotation revealed 5 factors including higher power (6 items), friends care (6 items),
anticipate others (3 items), wait on luck (4 items), and merge with others (2 items).
The 5 factors explained 56.21% of the total variance. In order to test the fitness of this
5-factor structure, a confirmatory factor analysis was also conducted using EQS
software and the results revealed a good fit (X3(179) = 647.85, p < .001, CFI = .82,
AGFI = .82, RMSEA =.08).
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Cronbach’s alpha scores for higher power, friends care, anticipate others, wait
on luck, and merge with others were .88, .67, .49, .61, and .69, respectively. Although
some of the scales had relatively low reliability since they have a few items, overall
harmony control scale had an acceptable reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .79.
Test-retest reliabilities for higher power, friends care, anticipate others, wait on luck,
merge with others, and mean harmony control were .77, .66, .57, .37, .39, and .62,
respectively (ps <.001). See Table 1 for the list of items and their factor loadings.

FAD-Plus. Paulhus and Carey’s (2011) 27-item free will and determinism
scale (FAD-Plus) was adapted to Turkish. The scale includes 4 factors: fatalistic
determinism, scientific determinism, free will, and randomness. The scale utilizes a 5-
point response format (1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally agree). Paulhus and Carey
(2011) reported Cronbach’s alpha scores, .82, .69, .70, and .72, respectively.

Principal components analysis using promax rotation initially revealed 7
factors. But, the emerged factors did not possess conceptual consistency and the scree
plot suggested a 4-factor solution. When the number of factors to extract was set to be
4, consistent with the original scale, results revealed factors of fatalistic determinism,
scientific determinism, free will, and randomness. The 4 factors explained 44.42% of
the total variance. However, 1 item did not have a loading over .30 on any of the
factors, and 3 items had loadings on the other factors and did not have loadings over
.30 on the factors they belong to in the original version of the scale.

A confirmatory factor analysis using EQS software was also conducted to test
how well the original 4-factor structure of the scale fits into the Turkish sample. The
analysis initially revealed an acceptable fitness (X?(318) = 958.18, p < .001, CFI = .79,
AGFI = .80, RMSEA = .07). However, LMTEST suggested addition of two error
covariances; one of which was between the two conceptually similar items; “People
are unpredictable” and “People’s futures cannot be predicted” (X?(1) = 40.80, p <
.001), and the other one was between the items of “People have complete control over
the decisions they make” and “People have complete free will” (X3(1) = 39.70, p <
.001). As the items were closely related to each other and the addition of both error
covariances significantly improved the model, such changes were applied to the
model. Another item (“Chance events seem to be the major cause of human history”)

had a loading on an unexpected factor, similarly to the results of the exploratory factor
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analysis. This item was removed from the analysis. The other two items which had
unexpected loadings in the exploratory factor analysis were kept on based on the
suggestions of LMTEST. The resulting model had a good fit (X?(290) = 766.83, p <
.001, CFI = .83, AGFI = .84, RMSEA = .06). Cronbach’s alpha scores for fatalistic
determinism, scientific determinism, free will, and randomness were .87, .63, .68, and
.80, respectively. Test-retest reliabilities of the factors were .74, .38, .56, and .62 (ps <
.001). See Table 2 for the list of items and their factor loadings.

Analysis-Holism. Choi, Koo, and Choi’s (2007) 24-item Analysis-Holism
Scale was adapted to Turkish. The original scale includes 4 factors: Causality, attitude
toward contradictions, perception of change, and locus of attention. Choi et al. (2007)
reported Cronbach’s alpha scores for these factors as .71, .69, .58, and .56,
respectively; and the overall scale had an acceptable level of internal consistency (o =
.71). The scale utilizes a 7-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree).

Principal components analysis using promax rotation initially supported a 5-
factor solution but scree plot suggested a 4-factor solution, as consistent with the
original scale, and the 4 factors explained 52.06% of the total variance. When the
number of factors to extract was set to be 4, three items (i.e., “Future events are
predictable based on present situations”, “Current situations can change at any time”,
and “We should consider the situation a person is faced with, as well as his/her
personality, in order to understand one’s behavior”) unexpectedly had loadings on
causality factor although they were expected to belong to perception of change and
locus of attention factors. In order to test how well the original structure of the scale
fits to the Turkish sample, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using EQS
software. Initial model yielded a fair fitness (X?(183) = 739.64, p < .001, CFI = .81,
AGFI =.81, RMSEA =.09). LMTEST suggested adding 4 error covariances: The first
one was between “Any phenomenon has numerous numbers of causes, although some
of the causes are not known” and “Any phenomenon entails a numerous number of
consequences, although some of them may not be known” (X?(1) = 94.77, p < .001);
the second one was between “If an event is moving toward a certain direction, it will
continue to move toward that direction” and “Every phenomenon in the world moves

in predictable directions” (X3(1) = 62.17, p < .001); the third one was between
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“Everything in the universe is somehow related to each other” and “Nothing is
unrelated” (X?(1) = 50.32, p < .001); and the fourth one was between “An individual
who is currently honest will stay honest in the future” and “A person who is currently
living a successful life will continue to stay successful” (X?(1) = 39.38, p < .001). As
the items were highly related with each other, it was decided to implement the addition
of error covariances. The final model was improved and had a better fit (X?(179) =
528.84, p <.001, CFI = .88, AGFI = .86, RMSEA = .07).

Cronbach’s alpha scores for locus of attention, causality, attitude toward
contradiction, and perception of change are .83, .78, .73, and .79, respectively. Test-
retest reliability scores were .42, .51, 56, and .55 (ps < .001). Although the subscales
had acceptable internal consistency and test-retest reliability; perception of change, in
contrary to the expectation, had positive correlations with the other subscales.
Perception of change subscale was designed to measure analytical thinking while all
other subscales were designed to measure holistic thinking. Thus, one unit increase in
perception of change corresponds to an increase in analytical thinking whereas one
unit increase in other factors’ scores corresponds to an increase in holistic thinking. So
perception of change was expected to have a negative correlation with other factors
but it had positive ones, as can be seen in Table 8. See Table 3 for the list of items and
their factor loadings.

Need for closure. A 9-item short form of need for cognitive closure scale
(Kashima & Loh, 2006) was adapted to Turkish. The scale includes 3 items for each
of the factor of the original need for cognitive closure scale (Webster & Kruglanski,
1994): Preference for order, preference for predictability, and discomfort with
ambiguity. Kashima and Loh (2006) reported a Cronbach’s alpha score of .80 for the
overall scale.

Principal components analysis using promax rotation supported a single factor
solution and the factor explained 43.34% of the total variance. A confirmatory factor
analysis using EQS software yielded a poor fit (X?(27) = 246.39, p < .001, CFI = .81,
AGFI = .81, RMSEA = .14). LMTEST suggested adding 4 error covariances: The first
one was between “I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life” and “I find that
establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more” (X?(1) = 87.69, p <

.001); the second one was between “When I am confused about an important issue, I
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feel very upset” and “I don’t like situations that are uncertain” (X?(1) = 50.66 p < .001);
the third one was between “I hate to change my plans at the last minute” and “I dislike
unpredictable situations” (X?(1) = 16.56, p < .001); and the fourth one was between “I
feel uncomfortable when I don’t understand the reason why an event occurred in my
life” and “I prefer to socialize with familiar friends because I know what to expect
from them” (X?(1) = 12.59, p < .001). The model was improved and had a better fit
(X?(23) = 79.23, p < .001, CFI = .95, AGFI = .92, RMSEA = .08). Cronbach’s alpha
score was .83. Test-retest reliability was .56 (p <.001). See Table 4 for the list of items
and their factor loadings.

Socially engaging and disengaging emotions. The list of socially engaging
and disengaging emotions (Kitayama & Uchida, 2005; Kitayama, Markus, &
Kurokawa, 2000; Kitayama, Mesquita, & Karasawa, 2006) was adapted to Turkish.
The list included 6 different categories: Socially disengaged positive (3 items; e.g.,
superior), socially disengaged negative (4 items; e.g., frustration), socially engaged
positive (3 items; e.g., friendly feelings), socially engaged negative (3 items; e.g.,
guilt), general positive (4 items; e.g., happy), and general negative (6 items; e.g.,
pessimistic) emotions. Participants were asked to state how frequently they experience
the given emotions on a 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = always). Mean engaging and
disengaging emotions scores were also calculated. In addition, subjective well-being
was measured by a single item (“All things considered, how satisfied do you think you
will be with your life as a whole in the near future?”) using a 7-point response format
(1 = very dissatisfied, 7 = very satisfied).

Principal components analysis using promax rotation yielded 6 factors (socially
engaging positive, socially engaging negative, socially disengaging positive, socially
disengaging negative, general positive, and general negative emotions) as expected
and they explained 64.49% of the total variance. The emotion of being “sorry for
another” unexpectedly loaded on socially engaging positive emotions factor although
it was expected to load on socially engaging negative emotions factor. Similarly, “fear”
loaded on socially disengaging negative emotions factor although it was supposed to
load on general negative emotions factor.

However, a confirmatory factor analysis using EQS software revealed a poor
level of fitness (X?(215) = 922.65, p < .001, CFI = .82, AGFI = .79, RMSEA = .09).
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LMTEST suggested addition of 3 error covariances: The first one was between
“disgust” and “fear” (X?(1) = 123.87, p < .001); the second one was between “sad” and
“upset” (X?(1) = 36.16, p < .001); and the third one was between “peaceful” and “calm”
(X?(1) = 16.04, p <.001). The model was improved and had a better fit (X?(212) = 693,
p <.001, CFI = .88, AGFI = .84, RMSEA = .08). Socially engaging positive, socially
engaging negative, socially disengaging positive, socially disengaging negative,
general positive, and general negative emotions had Cronbach’s alpha scores of .66,
58, .79, .69, .82, and .86, respectively. Test-retest reliability scores were .78, .48, .47,
77, .61, and. 52, respectively (ps < .001). See Table 5 for the list of items and their

factor loadings.

3.1.3 Results

Correlations among the variables. As presented in Table 6, independent and
interdependent self-construals were correlated with individual differences in the
orientation towards an independent or interdependent agency. Independence was
negatively related to external locus of control (r = -.11, p = .023) and more strongly
associated with horizontal individualism (r = .59, p < .001) than horizontal
collectivism (r = .11, p = .035). Interdependence was positively related external locus
of control (r = .11, p = .023), horizontal (r = .55, p <.001), and vertical collectivism
(r = .57, p <.001), as expected. Religiousness was found to be positively related to
interdependence (r = .19, p <.001) and negatively to independence (r =-.13, p =.011).
In addition, older participants had decreased levels of interdependent self-construal(r
= -.14, p = .007) and socioeconomic status was found to be negatively related to
independent self-construal (r = -.18, p < .001). There was no gender difference with
regard to independent or interdependent self-construal.

Table 7 depicts that differences in self-construals predict differences in control
orientations in the expected directions. Harmony control was strongly related to
interdependence (r = .42, p < .001) whereas desirability of control (r = .42, p <.001)
was strongly related to independence. Thus, the results supported that disjoint agency
was related to having a personal control whereas conjoint agency was associated with

fitting in and being a part of a greater whole. Table 8 shows that, as expected, holism
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was related to interdependence (r = .35, p < .001) and not associated with
independence. Perception of change subscale, however, was positively correlated with
the subscales other than causality, although it was expected to have a negative
relationship with all other subscales. This could be argued to be a serious flaw
undermining the subscales’ validity. Future research is needed to examine its potential
reasons. Furthermore, object categorization, was found not to be related to independent
or interdependent self-construal. Table 9 summarizes the results with regard to the
relationship between self-construal and emotional experience. Results showed that the
differences in emotional experience were generally in the expected directions and
mean disengaging emotions were related to independence (r = .21, p <.001) whereas
mean engaging emotions were related to interdependence (r = .32, p <.001).

Lastly, Table 10 summarizes the results regarding the relationships between
other variables. Results demonstrated that interdependence was associated with
fatalistic determinism (r = .28, p < .001), scientific determinism (r = .12, p = .020),
and randomness (r = .12, p = .020), as would be expected since interdependent self-
construal is related to fitting in with the overall course of events. Free will, on the other
hand, was related to independence (r = .24, p < .001), as again would be expected. In
addition, causal uncertainty was negatively related to independence (r =-.15, p =.002),
and need for closure positively to interdependence (r = .22, p <.001), which suggested
that interdependent agents, compared to independent ones, are more likely to perceive
the world as a random place and feel uncomfortable about it.

Further analyses exploring the effects of randomness. Further analyses were
conducted in order to explore the effects of trait randomness. Randomness subscale of
FAD-Plus was used as the independent variable and independent/interdependent self-
construals and locus of control were taken as moderators.

As seen in Figure 1, the interaction between randomness and independent self-
construal predicting free will was significant (# = .16, p = .001). When independent
self-construal was low, randomness did not predict free will (8 =-.11, p =.141). When
independent self-construal was high, on the other hand, randomness positively
predicted free will (# = .20, p = .001). The interaction between randomness and
independent self-construal was not significant for fatalistic or scientific determinism
(ps > .05).
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The interaction between randomness and interdependent self-construal also
significantly predicted scientific determinism (= .15, p =.002). When interdependent
self-construal was low, randomness did not predict scientific determinism (8 = .07, p
= .274). When interdependent self-construal was high, however, randomness
positively predicted scientific determinism (8 = .35, p < .001). See Figure 2 for the
graphic depicting simple slopes. The interaction between randomness and
interdependence was not significant for fatalistic determinism and free will (ps > .05).

When locus of control is taken as the moderator, however, the interaction
between randomness and the moderator was significant for fatalistic determinism (5 =
.09, p = .037). When locus of control score was high (i.e., external), randomness
positively predicted fatalistic determinism (8 = .25, p <.001). When locus of control
was internal, randomness still predicted fatalistic determinism (5 = .11, p = .039), but
the effect was relatively less significant. See Figure 3 for the graphic depicting simple
slopes.

The interaction between randomness and locus of control was also significant
for both scientific determinism (# = .13, p = .011) and free will (# = .19, p < .001).
Randomness predicted scientific determinism for both internal (5 = .15, p =.015) and
external locus of control (5 = .31, p < .001), but the effect was relatively stronger for
external locus of control. For free will, the randomness was a significant predictor for
both internal (8 = .15, p = .015) and external locus of control (8 = .47, p <.001), but
its effect was relatively stronger for external locus of control, as the beta values
suggested. See Figures 4 and 5 for the graphics depicting simple slopes.

The moderating effects of self-construals and locus of control were not

significant for the other major variables measured in this study (ps > .05).

3.1.4 Discussion

The results of the correlational study (Study 1) largely supported the
hypotheses. Independent and interdependent self-construals were significantly
correlated with locus of control, collectivism, and individualism in the expected
directions (see Table 6). Independence and interdependence were also related to

control orientations where the former was associated with desirability of personal
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control and latter was related to seeking harmony control (see Table 7). Such
differences in agency were also related to emotional experience and disjoint agency
was largely related to disengaging emotions whereas conjoint agency was associated
with engaging emotions (see Table 9). However, no differences regarding cognitive
styles were identified given that both holism scale and object categorization task were
not significantly related to self-construals (see Table 8). In addition, trait sense of
randomness was found to be interacting with self-construals and locus of control in
predicting beliefs in free will, fatalistic, and scientific determinism.

The results of Study 1, however, failed to provide support for the relationship
between agency and cognitive styles. Similarly, although the mean engaging and
disengaging emotions were associated with interdependence and independence,
respectively, their positive and negative emotions subscales did not have consistent
associations with different agency styles. For example, whereas positive engaging
emotions were positively related to both independent and interdependent self-
construals, negative engaging emotions were only related to interdependence.
Furthermore, positive disengaging emotions were associated with independence
although negative disengaging emotions were correlated with only interdependence.
Thus, emotional experience, in addition to cognitive styles, did not significantly and
consistently vary based on different agency styles although they were both previously
shown to be important factors distinguishing independent and interdependent agency
(Kitayama et al., 2006; Masuda & Nisbett, 2001).

Control orientations, however, were reliably associated with the agency styles,
consistently with the past research (Markus & Kitayama, 2003; Kitayama & Uchida,
2005). As Table 7 shows, independent agency was strongly associated with desirability
of personal control whereas interdependent agency was strongly related to seeking
harmony control.

In addition, moderation analyses conducted in Study 1 illustrated that sense of
randomness interacts with self-construals and locus of control in predicting beliefs in
free will and determinism which are closely related to control orientations as they are
beliefs concerning the general causes shaping the events in daily life. Hence, the results
suggested that there is reliable association between different agency styles and control

orientations, and such agency styles interacts with the sense of randomness in
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predicting outcomes related to control orientations. Such result was in consistence with
the hypothesis that after randomness salience, independent agents become more likely
to seek personal control whereas interdependent agents seek maintaining harmony in
order to reestablish their sense of agency. Previous research, for example,
demonstrated that a sense of randomness increases belief in a controlling god (e.g.,
Kay et al., 2009, 2010) but no factor moderating such effect of randomness was
previously identified. In the current research, consistently with the reestablishment of
agency hypothesis, it was found out that randomness increases fatalistic and/or
scientific determinism for interdependent agents whereas it increases belief in free will
for independent agents.

In Chapter 4, a series of experimental studies were conducted to test
reestablishment of agency hypothesis by manipulating both randomness and self-
construal and investigate how their interaction affects assertion of
independence/interdependence and different control orientations.
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CHAPTER 4

EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION OF THE INTERACTION BETWEEN
SELF-CONSTRUAL AND RANDOMNESS PRIMINGS

In this chapter, a series of experimental studies were conducted to examine how
experimental manipulation of self-construal and randomness interacts in predicting
several outcome measures related to different styles of agency. In Studies 2, 3, and 4,
sense of randomness and self-construal were experimentally manipulated and the
effects on manipulation checks (i.e., feeling of insignificance and sense of
randomness), assertion of independence or interdependence (i.e., importance given to
independent and interdependent values) and control orientations (i.e., desirability of
control and harmony control) were investigated. These three studies were indeed the
replications of each other with the exception of different randomness salience
materials used for each study. It was hypothesized that, for the participants primed
with independent self-construal, randomness salience would result in assertion of
independent values and increase desirability of personal control, as compared to
control condition. For the participants primed with interdependence, it was expected
that randomness salience would result in assertion of interdependent values and

increase harmony control.
4.1 Study 2
4.1.1 Participants
The sample consisted of 195 Middle East Technical University students who
participated in exchange for partial course credit. Of the participants, 69 were male

and 112 were female. Fourteen participants did not mention their gender. The mean
age was 21.30 (SD = 1.47).
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4.1.2 Materials and Procedure

The participants were provided with a hyperlink directing them to an online
questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics data collection service. The materials were presented
in the following order.

Randomness manipulation. A graphic novel consisting of 6 boxes was
developed by the author and used to prime randomness (see Appendix G). In control
condition, the boxes were presented in the normal chronological order. In experimental
condition, the boxes were presented in one of three different mixed orders generated
using a random number generator. For both conditions, the orderings were presented
twice so that the chronological order or the randomness is fully understood. As a cover
story, participants were led to believe that the aim of the task is to rate the quality of
the drawing and they were asked to rate on a 7-point scale (1 = very bad, 7 = very
good).

Manipulation check. Randomness subscale of FAD-Plus scale (Paulhus &
Carey, 2011) was used to test whether manipulation material actually manipulated the
sense of randomness. Crobach’s alpha was found to be .88. A 7-point response format
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) was used.

Feeling of insignificance. A feeling of insignificance scale consisting of 2
items (i.e., “I think that whether I do something or not does not have any influence on
what is going on in my environment”, “Whether I engage in a particular action or not
does not have any effect on the overall course of events”) was used. Cronbach’s alpha
for feeling of insignificance scale was .82. A 7-point response format (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree) was used.

Independence versus interdependence priming. In order to guide
participants to assert their agency in independent or interdependent way, a priming
technique developed by Trafimow, Triandis, and Goto (1991) was used. Half of the
participants were primed with independence as they were asked to think about how
they are different from their friends and family and write down 3 of the things that
makes them different. The other half of the participants primed with interdependence
as they were asked to think about what they share with their friends and family and

write down 3 of the things that they share with them.
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Dependent measures related to agency styles. Three different dependent
variables were tested. Two of them were intended to measure control orientations and
included desirability of control and harmony control scales (see Study 1 for the details
of these scales). Cronbach’s alpha for these scales were found as .85 and .80,
respectively. The other variable was related to self-construal. It included a list of 18
values (Kam, Zhou, Zhang, & Ho, 2012) derived from Schwartz’s Value Inventory
including values relevant to independence (freedom, independent, capable, creativity,
varied life, influential, an exciting life, self-respect, choosing own goals) and
interdependence (sense of belonging, self-discipline, family security, loyal, humble,
obedient, helpful, forgiving, responsible). Cronbach’s alpha for independence and
interdependence were found as .85 and .79, respectively. Participants were asked to
indicate how important these values are for them (1 = not important, 7 = of supreme

importance). The three dependent measures were presented in a randomized order.

4.1.3 Results

Manipulation check. Randomness manipulation did not increase reported
sense of randomness (M =4.17, SD =1.16 vs. M = 4.09, SD = 1.10; F(1, 193) = .27, p
=.603, np?=.001).

Feeling of insignificance. Similarly, random ordering did not result in an
increase in feeling of insignificance (M = 2.51, SD = 1.23 vs. M = 2.45, SD = 1.02;
F(1,193) = .12, p =.727, n,° = .001).

Interactions. The main effect of self-construal group (independence versus
interdependence) was not significant for desirability of control (F(1, 191) = .40, p =
527, np? = .002), harmony control (F(1, 191) = .83, p = .363, ny> = .004), independence
values (F(1, 191) = .02, p = .890, ny2 = .000), and interdependence values (F(1, 191)
= .134, p = .714, np? = .001). The main effect of randomness manipulation was not
significant for desirability of control (F(1, 191) = .81, p = .370, np? = .004), harmony
control (F(1, 191) = .19, p = .664, ny% = .001), independence values (F(1, 191) = .01,
p = .944, np? = .000), and interdependence values (F(1, 191) = .84, p = .361, np? =
.004). The 2 (randomness versus nonrandomness) X 2 (independence versus

interdependence) interaction was not significant for desirability of control (F(1, 191)
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= .81, p = .370, np? = .004), harmony control (F(1, 191) = 1.74, p = .189, np? = .009),
independence values (F(1, 191) = 3.16, p = .077, np? = .016), and interdependence
values (F(1, 191) = .12, p = .729, np? = .001).

The effect of randomness manipulation on both independence and
interdependence-primed groups was analyzed using one-way ANOVAs and the results
were depicted in Tables 11 and 12. In summary, none of the results provided

significant results that supported the hypothesis.

4.1.4 Discussion

The results of Study 2 did not support the hypotheses. Randomness
manipulation did not significantly increase the sense of randomness and feeling of
insignificance. Similarly, the interaction between self-construal and randomness
manipulations failed to result in a significant effect on the measures related to assertion
of agency and control orientations. Such results could be due to ineffective priming of
randomness, thus in Study 3, randomness will be primed using a different manipulation

material.

4.2 Study 3

The sample consisted of 164 Middle East Technical University students who
participated in exchange for partial course credit. Of the sample, 61 (37.2%) were male
and 103 (62.8%) were female. The mean age was 21.35 (SD = 2.02). Study 3 was a
replication of Study 2 with a single difference: Randomness was manipulated by a
series of tree photographs, instead of graphic novel boxes (see Appendix H for the
photographs). The materials used were the same ones used by Heintzelman, Trent, and
King (2013). Sixteen different photographs of trees were employed. In each
photograph, the tree(s) were representing characteristics of a season (fall, winter,
spring, and summer) and there were 4 photographs for each season. For control
condition, four different sets representing a full seasonal cycle (i.e., fall, winter, spring,
and summer) were presented. For experimental condition, each set was in a different

random order. Three different random orders were used to avoid the possibility that
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participants might detect a pattern in these orders. As a cover story, participants were
led to believe that the task was about rating the contrast of each photograph and they
were asked to rate on a 7-point scale (1 = low contrast, 7 = high contrast). The rest of
the study was the same as Study 2. Cronbach’s alpha scores for randomness, feeling
of insignificance, desirability of control, harmony control, independent values, and

interdependent values were .83, .77, .85, .77, .89, and .81, respectively.

4.2.1 Results

Manipulation check. Participants who were presented with unseasonal
(random) orderings of trees did not report higher sense of randomness (M = 4.14, SD
=.99 vs. M =4.00, SD = 1.06; F(1, 162) = .78, p = .379, ny? = .005).

Feeling of insignificance. Similarly, random ordering did not result in an
increase in feeling of insignificance (M = 2.58, SD = 1.30 vs. M = 2.49, SD = 1.39;
F(1, 162) = .19, p = .666, np? = .001).

Interactions. The main effect of self-construal group (independence versus
interdependence) was not significant for desirability of control (F(1, 160) =3.78, p =
.054, np?=.023), harmony control (F(1, 160) = .82 p = .367, n,?>=.005), independence
values (F(1, 160) = .32, p = .570, n?> = .002), and interdependence values (F(1, 160)
= .26, p = .612, ny? = .002). The main effect of randomness manipulation was
significant for harmony control (F(1, 160) = 4.94 p = .028, n,> = .030) but
nonsignificant for desirability of control (F(1, 160) = 2.85, p = .093, ny? = .018),
independence values (F(1, 160) = .81, p = .368, np? = .005), and interdependence
values (F(1, 160) = .26, p = .608, mp?> = .002). The 2 (randomness versus
nonrandomness) x 2 (independence versus interdependence) interaction was not
significant for desirability of control (F(1, 160) = .55, p = .460, ny? = .003), harmony
control (F(1, 160) = 1.32, p = .252, ny% = .008), independence values (F(1, 160) = .34,
p = .563, np? = .002), and interdependence values (F(1, 160) = 1.53, p = .218, np? =
.009). See Tables 13 and 14 for the results of one-way ANOVAs exploring the effects
of randomness manipulation for independence and interdependence-primed groups. In

summary, none of the results provided significant results that supported the hypothesis.
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4.2.2 Discussion

Similarly to the Study 2, the results of Study 3 failed to support the hypothesis.
In Study 5, randomness was manipulated using a different material in order to see
whether a more effective manipulation of randomness would result in significant

effects on the manipulation check and the other outcome measures.

4.3 Study 4

The sample consisted of 209 participants recruited via social media and they
participated voluntarily. Of the sample, 63 participants were male and 145 were
female. One participant did not mention his/her gender. The mean age was 29.37 (SD
=10.12). In Study 4, randomness was manipulated by priming participants with quotes
from a hypothetical physics professor (see Appendix | for the quotes). In control
condition, the professor referred to classical physics and argued that everything in the
universe, even the things that seem completely coincidental, actually follows the laws
of the universe and thus predictable if one had enough knowledge about the
surrounding factors. In randomness condition, the same professor referred to quantum
physics and argued that there is no law or a certain algorithm in this universe, instead
there are probabilities, and thus the universe is dominated by unpredictability. As a
cover story, participants were led to believe that the task is about a project regarding
dissemination of scientific knowledge to general public and asked to rate how clear
the professor’s arguments were in the passage (1 = not clear at all, 7 = very clear).
The rest of the study was the same as Study 2 and 3. Cronbach’s alpha scores for
randomness, feeling of insignificance, desirability of control, harmony control,
independent values, and interdependent values were .84, .74, .77, .79, .82, and .80,

respectively.

4.3.1 Results

Manipulation check. Participants who were presented with the passage

referring to quantum physics (randomness condition) reported significantly an

34



increased sense of randomness (M =3.94, SD = 1.21 vs. M = 3.37, SD = .99) than those
in control condition (F(1, 207) = 13.53, p < .001, ny% = .061).

Feeling of insignificance. Randomness manipulation also resulted in an
increased feeling of insignificance (M = 2.69, SD = 1.53 vs. M = 2.32, SD = 1.38)
although the effect was marginally significant (F(1, 207) = 3.40, p = .067, np? = .016).

Interactions. The main effect of self-construal group (independence versus
interdependence) was not significant for desirability of control (F(1, 205) = .87, p =
.352, np%=.004), harmony control (F(1, 205) = .41, p = .521, np?=.002), independence
values (F(1, 205) = .01, p = .906, ny% = .000), and interdependence values (F(1, 205)
= .05, p = .818, np? = .000). The main effect of randomness manipulation was not
significant for desirability of control (F(1, 205) = .68, p = .409, np? = .003), harmony
control (F(1, 205) = 3.23, p = .074, ny? = .015), independence values (F(1, 205) = .42,
p = .516, np? = .002), and interdependence values (F(1, 205) = .27, p = .603, np? =
.001). The 2 (randomness versus nonrandomness) x 2 (independence versus
interdependence) interaction was not significant for desirability of control (F(1, 205)
= .01, p = .916, np? = .000), independence values (F(1, 205) = .07, p = .797, np? =
.000), and interdependence values (F(1, 205) = .10, p = .756, np = .000). The effect
was marginally significant for harmony control (F(1, 205) = 3.64, p = .058, np?=.017).
See Tables 15 and 16 for the results of one-way ANOVAs exploring the effects of
randomness manipulation for independence and interdependence-primed groups.

In summary, the results supported the feeling of insignificance hypothesis as
randomness manipulation increased both perception of randomness and feeling of
insignificance. However, there was no support for the reestablishment of agency

hypothesis.

4.3.2 Discussion

In Study 4, unlike Study 2 and 3, randomness was significantly manipulated
and successfully increased feeling of insignificance although the effect was marginally
significant. The difference could be due to the fact that, in Study 2 and 3, randomness
was indirectly manipulated as participants were expected to infer a sense of

randomness out of stimuli lacking pattern. In Study 4, however, randomness was more
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directly manipulated as there was a direct reference to the randomness in the universe
in the manipulation material. Furthermore, the interaction between self-construal and
randomness primings had a marginally significant effect for harmony control.
However, the effect was not in the expected direction as randomness increased
harmony control for independence-primed participants, although it was expected to
increase it for interdependence-primed participants (see Table 16). Thus, there was not
support for the hypothesis regarding the outcome measures related to assertion of
agency and control orientations, but randomness manipulation successfully
manipulated the sense of randomness and increased feeling of insignificance, as
expected. In Study 5, a different manipulation material similarly directly referring to a
sense of randomness was used to replicate such effects on the sense of randomness and

feeling of insignificance observed in Study 4.

4.3 Study 5

So far only partial support was provided for the hypothesis that randomness
salience increases the sense of randomness and feeling of insignificance, as such
effects were observed only in Study 4. Thus, another study was conducted by
manipulating randomness using a different priming technique in order to provide
further support for the hypothesized effect of randomness. In addition, the effect of
randomness on state anxiety was also investigated as randomness was previously
argued to be provoking anxiety (Kay et al., 2010; Tullett et al., 2015) and potential

changes in level of anxiety could be related to the dependent measures of interest.

4.3.1 Participants

It was an online study and the participants were recruited via social media. All
participants voluntarily participated. The sample initially consisted of 164 participants.
After the outliers were excluded from the analysis, the resulting sample included 157
participants. Of the sample, 104 (66.2%) were female and 51 (32.5%) were male. Two
participants did not mention their gender. The mean age was 26.25 (SD = 7.94).
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4.3.2 Materials and Procedure

Participants were provided with a link to the online study hosted by Qualtrics
data collection service. The materials were presented in the following order. All scales
utilized a 7-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

Experimental manipulation. In the randomness condition, participants
responded to 2 questions: (1) “Some events in life unfold completely based on luck
and coincidence. It is not possible to predict and foresee such events. Please think of a
similar situation you experienced in your life and shortly describe it in the textbox
below”; (2) “How did the coincidental nature of that event make you feel?” In the
nonrandomness condition, participants instead asked about an event in their life that
was completely predictable and foreseeable and how that event affected them.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the conditions.

Randomness. The randomness subscale of FAD-Plus scale (Paulhus & Carey,
2011) was used to measure level of sense of randomness. Cronbach’s alpha score was
81.

Feeling of insignificance. A 10-item feeling of insignificance scale was
developed by the author. The items were intended to measure how much people feel
passive and helpless in the face of events unfolding in their lives and they were
conceptually similar to the items used in previous studies (see Appendix J for the
complete list of items). Compared to the previous studies, an extended version of the
feeling of insignificance scale was utilized in order to better capture the effect of
randomness. After careful investigation, the results revealed that the first two items of
the scale worked best to illustrate the effect of experimental manipulation. Thus, in the
analysis, feeling of insignificance score was computed by taking the mean score of
item 1 and 2. Cronbach’s alpha score was .82.

State anxiety. The state anxiety scale was adapted to Turkish by Oner and Le
Compte (1983). The scale included 20 items (e.g., “I am tense”). Cronbach’s alpha for
the scale was .94.

37



4.3.3 Results

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted for the dependent
measures of randomness, feeling of insignificance, and state anxiety. As expected,
compared to those who recalled predictable events (M = 3.41, SD = .99), the
participants who recalled random events (M = 3.74, SD = 1.17) reported increased
sense of randomness (F(1, 155) = 3.55, p = .061, np? = .022) although the difference
was marginally significant. Randomness priming also increased feeling of
insignificance (M = 2.36, SD = 1.45 vs. M = 1.92, SD = 1.02) and the effect was
statistically significant (F(1, 155) = 4.90, p = .028, np> = .031). The two groups did not
differ in predicting state anxiety (M = 3.11, SD = 1.14 versus M = 3.26, SD = 1.14,
F(1, 155) = .69, p = .407, > = .004). In addition, the results showed that randomness
and feeling of insignificance were positively correlated (r = .22, p =.005). In summary,
feeling of insignificance hypothesis was once again supported as randomness

manipulation increased both perception of randomness and feeling of insignificance.

4.3.4 Discussion

The results of Study 5, similarly to Study 4, demonstrated that when
randomness was manipulated by directly reminding participants of a sense of
randomness, its effect on the reported sense of randomness becomes relatively stronger
and it also increases a feeling of insignificance, as expected. Thus the hypothesis that
randomness makes people feel helpless, passive objects in the face of events unfolding

in their lives was supported in both Study 4 and 5.

4.4 General Discussion of Studies 2 to 5

The results of Study 2 and 3 were not supportive of the main hypotheses. Only
physics quotes manipulation in Study 4 had a significant effect on the manipulation
check materials (i.e., feeling of insignificance and sense of randomness) whereas
graphic novel and tree photographs manipulations did not work. This could be because

physics quotes manipulation directly referred to universe being a chaotic place
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whereas the other two techniques indirectly manipulated participants’ sense of order
and pattern. In order to test this suggestion, in Study 5, randomness was manipulated
by directly reminding the sense of randomness. The hypothesis was supported and
such randomness manipulation did increase the sense of randomness and the feeling
of insignificance. This finding suggests that perception of randomness in life would
make a person feel like an insignificant, passive object that is helpless in the face of
events unfolding in life. High and positive correlation between randomness and feeling
of insignificance also supports such argument. The fact that the manipulation did not
alter the level of state anxiety might be due to the measurement technique and subtle
differences in state anxiety might not be detected using a self-report measure.

As for the dependent measures related to second hypothesis, the results again
were not supportive of the expectations. There were only two significant effects.
Firstly, in Study 3, randomness increased harmony control for participants primed with
interdependence, as expected. Secondly, in Study 4, randomness elevated harmony
control for participants primed with independence, in contrary to the expectation.
Thus, only two effects were significant but they contradicted with each other. In short,
randomness manipulation techniques in Study 2 and 3 were not as effective as
expected, probably because they did not directly reminded participants of the
randomness in their lives. Furthermore, the expected effects on dependent measures
related to assertion of agency and control orientation were not observed in Study 2, 3,
and 4. These were the first studies in the literature investigating differential effects of
randomness for different modes of agency and further studies are needed to explain
the reasons behind it.

As the moderation analyses in Study 1 illustrated, randomness interacts with
both self-construal and locus of control in predicting beliefs in free will and
determinism. It suggested that next studies should also focus on such interactions and
explore how randomness salience effects beliefs in free will and determinism.

Lastly, a potential limitation of Studies 2, 3, and 4 was that there were two
separate subsequent manipulations (i.e., randomness and self-construal) and this might
have undermined the effectiveness of these manipulations. Considering these potential
limitations, next studies investigating the interaction between randomness and self-

construal in Chapter 4 was conducted in two separate sessions: In the first session,

39



self-construal as a potential moderator was measured; in the second session,

randomness will be manipulated and dependent variables was measured.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDIES INVESTIGATING THE INTERACTION BETWEEN TRAIT
SELF-CONSTRUAL AND RANDOMNESS MANIPULATION

So far, Study 1 in Chapter 3 suggested that agency styles were most closely
related to control orientations (i.e., desirability of personal control versus harmony
control), beliefs in free will and determinism, and emotional experience (i.e.,
experience of engaging versus disengaging emotions). Based on findings of Study 1,
these variables were selected as dependent measures. Furthermore, Studies 2, 3, and 4
presented in Chapter 4 did not provide support for the hypothesis that randomness has
differential effects for different kinds of agency styles. Failure to obtain significant
results might be due the fact that there were two successive manipulations in each
study and this might have reduced the strength of each manipulation. Thus, in this
chapter, the studies will be conducted in two separate parts: First, the moderator
variables (i.e., self-construal, locus of control, and individualism-collectivism) will be
measured; second, the randomness will be manipulated and its effects on dependent
measures (desirability of control, harmony control, belief in free will and determinism,

engaging emotions, disengaging emotions) will be investigated.

5.1 Study 6

5.1.1 Participants and Procedure

The participants were recruited to a 2-part study using the Sona system. The
first part was an online correlational study including measures of self-construal, locus
of control, individualism-collectivism, and demographic form.! The sample initially
consisted of 153 students participated in exchange for partial course credit. The same
participants were asked to participate in the second part of the study where randomness
manipulation was conducted and dependent variables of free will and determinism,
desirability of control, harmony control, and socially engaging-disengaging emotions

were measured. The participants were informed that 3 randomly selected participants
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would be rewarded with 50 TL. Ninety five participants participated in the second part.
Of the sample, 57 were female and 35 were male. Three participants did not mention
their gender. Mean age was 21.39 (SD = 3.07). The materials were presented in the
enlisted order. All scales utilized a 7-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 7

= strongly agree).

5.1.2 Materials

Self-construal. Wasti and Erdil’s (2007) self-construal scale was adapted,
similarly to Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for independence and
interdependence were found as .70 and .71, respectively. Scores in both independence
and interdependence subscales were divided into two groups (high versus low) using
a median split.

Randomness manipulation. In both conditions, participants read a paragraph
referring to a hypothetical physics professor. In nonrandomness condition, the
professor argued that every event in universe is completely predictable. In randomness
condition, he argued that everything in universe is completely random. As a cover
story, participants were told that the study was about dissemination of scientific
knowledge to general public and asked how clear the professor’s arguments were (1 =
not clear at all, 7 = very clear). Their responses were not included in the analysis.

Outcome measures. Beliefs in free will and determinism (FAD-Plus; Paulhus
& Carey, 2011), desirability of control (Egrigozlii, 2002), harmony control (Morling
& Fiske, 1999), and socially engaging and disengaging emotions (Kitayama et al.,
2006) were utilized as dependent measures. For the randomness, free will, fatalistic
determinism, and scientific determinism subscales of FAD-Plus, Cronbach’s alpha
scores were .73, .78, .89, and .66, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha scores for desirability
of control, harmony control, socially engaging, and socially disengaging emotions
were .86, .80, .63, and .61, respectively.

Socio-demographic characteristics. Participants stated their age and gender

and rated how religious they were (1 = not religious at all, 5 = very religious).
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5.1.3 Results

Manipulation check. Randomness subscale of FAD-Plus was used the check
whether the manipulation material indeed manipulated the sense of randomness. A
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted. Compared to participants
who read the paragraph quoting classic physics (M = 3.85, SD =.77), those who read
the paragraph quoting quantum theory (M = 4.24, SD = 1.00) scored higher on the
randomness subscale (F(1, 93) = 4.39, p = .039, np? = .045), as expected.

Interaction between randomness and independent self-construal. ANOVA
was conducted to investigate the interaction between randomness manipulation and
independent self-construal. Age, gender, and religiosity were tested as covariates. The
effect of age was not significant for any of dependent measures whereas the effect of
gender was marginally significant for only desirability of control (F(1, 88) =3.51, p =
.064, np? = .038). The effect of religiosity, on the other hand, was significant for both
fatalistic determinism (F(1, 88) = 42.05, p < .001, np? = .323) and harmony control
(F(1,88) =13.27, p <.001, np?=.131). Thus variables of age and gender were removed
from the analysis and only religiosity was considered as a covariate.

The main effect of independent self-construal was significant for scientific
determinism (F(1, 90) = 7.22, p = .009, np? = .074) and desirability of control (F(1, 90)
=11.49, p = .001, np? = .113), but not significant for free will (F(1, 90) = 1.92, p =
170, np? = .021), fatalistic determinism (F(1, 90) = .51, p = .478, np = .006), harmony
control (F(1, 90) = 1.97, p = .164, 0> = .021), engaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .15, p =
.699, np? = .002), and disengaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .27, p = .605, ny% = .003). The
main effect of randomness manipulation was marginally significant for fatalistic
determinism (F(1, 90) = 3.83, p = .054, np? = .041), but not significant for free will
(F(1, 90) = .76, p = .386, np> = .008), scientific determinism (F(1, 90) = .02, p = .881,
np? = .000), desirability of control (F(1, 90) = .17, p = .679, ny? = .002), harmony
control (F(1, 90) = .15, p = .696, np? = .002), engaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .07, p =
797, np? = .001), and disengaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .22, p = .638, np? = .003).

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between independent
self-construal and randomness manipulation was not significant for any of the

dependent measures. The effect was nonsignificant for free will (F(1, 90) =2.72, p =
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.103, np?=.029), fatalistic determinism (F(1, 90) = .01, p = .945, np? = .000), scientific
determinism (F(1, 90) = .15, p = .704, np? = .002), desirability of control (F(1, 90) =
.04, p = .835, np? = .000), harmony control (F(1, 90) = .06, p = .806, np? = .001),
engaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .31, p = .576, np? = .003), and disengaging emotions
(F(1, 90) = .13, p = .717, ny2 = .001).

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (Fs ranging from .04 to 2.45, ps >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent self-construal as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
between them was similarly not significant (ps > .05).

Interaction between randomness and interdependent self-construal. The
effect of religiosity as a covariate was significant for both fatalistic determinism (F(1,
90) = 29.19, p < .001, n? = .245) and harmony control (F(1, 90) = 5.22, p = .025, np?
= .055) but it was nonsignificant for free will (F(1, 90) = 1.77, p = .186, np? = .019),
scientific determinism (F(1, 90) = .78, p = .379, ny? = .009), desirability of control
(F(1, 90) = .14, p = .705, np? = .002), engaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .183, p = .670,
np? = .002), and disengaging emotions (F(1, 90) = 1.21, p = .275, ny> = .013). The main
effect of interdependent self-construal was significant for fatalistic determinism (F(1,
90) = 9.16, p = .003, np? = .092) and harmony control (F(1, 90) = 27.34, p <.001, ny?
=.233), but not significant for free will (F(1, 90) = .01, p =.932, > = .000), scientific
determinism (F(1, 90) = 1.87, p = .175, np? = .020), desirability of control (F(1, 90) =
1.39, p = .242, np? = .015), engaging emotions (F(1, 90) = 2.45, p = .121, np? = .027),
and disengaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .91, p = .342, np? = .010). The main effect of
randomness manipulation was not significant for any of the dependent measures
including free will (F(1, 90) = .24, p = .624, n,®> = .003), fatalistic determinism (F(1,
90) = 2.52, p = .116, np? = .027), scientific determinism (F(1, 90) = .23, p = .632, 1y’
=.003), desirability of control (F(1, 90) = .10, p = .758, np? = .001), harmony control
(F(1, 90) = 1.72, p = .193, np? = .019), engaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .02, p = .904,
np? = .000), and disengaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .35, p = .556, np> = .004).

After adjusted by the religiosity, the interaction between interdependent self-

construal and randomness manipulation was not significant for any of the dependent
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variables including free will (F(1, 90) = .39, p = .536, n,> = .004), fatalistic
determinism (F(1, 90) = .14, p = .712, np? = .002), scientific determinism (F(1, 90) =
12, p =.734, ny? = .001), desirability of control (F(1, 90) = .00, p = .964, np? = .000),
harmony control (F(1, 90) = .58, p = .449, ny% = .006), engaging emotions (F(1, 90) =
91, p = .344, n,® = .010), and disengaging emotions (F(1, 90) = .22, p = .639, 1p* =
.002).2

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (Fs ranging from .00 to .98, ps >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent self-construal as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
between them was similarly not significant (ps > .05).

In summary, there was no support for the reestablishment of agency hypothesis
as randomness did not interact with independence or interdependence in predicting any

variables related to agency.

5.1.4 Discussion

In the current study, randomness was successfully manipulated by directly
referring to randomness in life and universe, similarly to Study 5 and 6. However, the
interaction between trait independent/interdependent self-construals and randomness
manipulation was not significant for the different control orientations and emotional
experiences. Religiosity turned out to be a significant covariate, unlike age and gender,
and thus was used as a covariate in the next studies. The importance of religiosity
might be because religious beliefs directly refers to external sources of control, like
fate or a controlling God, which would strongly influence how people understand
agency. In addition, in Study 7, an implicit manipulation technique will be used to
manipulate randomness in order to see whether failure to obtain the expected results is
due to the fact that participants were aware that they were being primed with reminders
of randomness. Because previous research has suggested that the subtle primings
usually are more effective in experimental manipulations, as compared to more explicit

primings (Cross et al., 2011; Kiihnen & Hannover, 2000). Thus, an implicit priming
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will be used in the next study in order to investigate whether being conscious of what

is being primed or not makes a difference in people’s reactions to randomness salience.

5.2 Study 7

5.2.1 Participants and Procedure

The sample consisted of the participants of a previously conducted
correlational study (Study 1). The 403 participants of this study were contacted via
their e-mail addresses retrieved from the data of Study 1 and they were informed that
2 randomly selected participants would be rewarded with 100 TL. A total of 99
participants accepted to participate and completed the study. The questionnaire battery
they filled out was the same as Study 6, except for the different manipulation material.
Of the sample, 62 (62.6%) were female and 34 (34.3%) were male. Three participants
did not mention their gender. The mean age was 21.32 (SD = 1.30).

5.2.2 Materials

The materials used in the study were the same as Study 6, except for the
manipulation material. In this study, randomness was manipulated using an
unscrambling task. The original material developed by Kay et al. (2010) was adapted
to Turkish using a translation-back translation procedure (see Appendix K). The task
included 2 different sets (i.e., randomness and negativity) and each set included 20
items. Each item consisted of 4 words in a mixed order and participants were asked to
write a grammatically correct sentence using 3 of the words. In the randomness
condition, 10 out of 20 items included a word associated with randomness (e.g.,
chaotic, unpredictably, mayhem). In the negativity condition, 10 out of 20 items
included a word associated with negativity (e.g., fear, poorly, idiotic). Using words
with negative connotations in the control condition ensures that the effect of
randomness is not solely due to the negative feelings provoked by a sense of
randomness (Kay et al., 2010). Participants were randomly assigned to one of these
conditions. After completing unscrambling task, they filled out measures of FAD-Plus,

desirability of control, harmony control, socially engaging-disengaging emotions,
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respectively, similarly to Study 6. However, measures of socially engaging and
disengaging emotions were removed from the analysis due to very large numbers of
missing values (ranging from 16% to 40% for different items), probably caused by
misusage of the slider that the participants were supposed to use to rate the emotions.
Because of a technical problem, the participants were not required to respond to every
item and some participants continued to the next page by skipping majority of the
items. All scales utilized a 7-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). Cronbach’s alpha scores for randomness, free will, fatalistic determinism, and
scientific determinism subscales of FAD-Plus were .78, .75, .90, and .60, respectively.
Cronbach’s alpha scores for desirability of control and harmony control were .85 and

.83, respectively.

5.2.3 Results

Manipulation check. Participants in the randomness condition (M = 4.28, SD
=.91) reported higher sense of randomness than those in the negativity condition (M
= 3.96, SD =.99), but the difference was only marginally significant (F(1, 97) = 2.88,
p =.093, np%=.029).

Interaction between randomness and independent self-construal. ANOVA
was conducted to investigate the interaction between randomness and independent
self-construal group (high versus low). Religiosity was used as a covariate. The effect
of religiosity was significant for fatalistic determinism (F(1, 94) = 53.97, p <.001, np?
=.365) and harmony control (F(1, 94) = 29.05, p < .001, np? = .236) whereas it was
nonsignificant for free will (F(1, 94) = .32, p =.571, np,?=.003), scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .16, p = .690, np2 = .002), and desirability of control (F(1, 94) = 1.91, p =
170, np? = .020). The main effect of independent self-construal was significant for
desirability of control (F(1, 94) = 9.05, p =.003, np? = .088 ) and marginally significant
for fatalistic determinism (F(1, 94) = 3.61, p = .060, np? = .037) whereas it was not
significant for free will (F(1, 94) = 1.72, p = .193, np? = .018), scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .42, p = .520, np? = .004), and harmony control (F(1, 94) = 1.08, p = .301,
np? = .011). The main effect of randomness manipulation was not significant for any
of the dependent measures including free will (F(1, 94) = .24, p = .628, 1% = .003),
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fatalistic determinism (F(1, 94) = 2.06, p = .155, np? = .021), scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .67, p = .415, np? = .007), desirability of control (F(1, 94) = 2.30, p = .133,
np? = .024), and harmony control (F(1, 94) = .26, p = .609, np? = .003).

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and independent self-construal was not significant for any of the dependent variables
which include free will (F(1, 94) = 1.07, p = .304, np? = .011), fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 94) = .45, p = .503, np? = .005), scientific determinism (F(1, 94) = 1.21, p = .273,
np? = .013), desirability of control (F(1, 94) = 1.42, p = .237, np? = .015), and harmony
control (F(1, 98) = .17, p = .685, ny> = .002).

Interaction between randomness and interdependent self-construal. The
effect of religiosity as a covariate was significant for fatalistic determinism (F(1, 94)
= 47.46, p < .001, % = .336) and harmony control (F(1, 94) = 28.87, p < .001, np? =
.235) and marginally significant for desirability of control (F(1, 94) = 3.63, p = .060,
np? = .037) whereas it was not significant for free will (F(1, 94) = .01, p = .905, ny? =
.000) and scientific determinism (F(1, 94) = .01, p = .945, 1> = .000). The main effect
of interdependent self-construal was significant for scientific determinism (F(1, 94) =
4.61, p =.034, ny?=.047) and harmony control (F(1, 94) = 11.69, p = .001, n?=.111)
whereas it was nonsignificant for free will (F(1, 94) = .73, p = .397, np? = .008),
fatalistic determinism (F(1, 94) = .10, p = .754, n,®> = .001), and desirability of control
(F(1, 94) = .26, p = .610, np? = .003). The main effect of randomness manipulation was
marginally significant for desirability of control (F(1, 94) = 3.30, p = .072, np> = .034)
whereas it was nonsignificant for free will (F(1, 94) = .04, p = .848, np®> = .000),
fatalistic determinism (F(1, 94) = 1.23, p = .270, 1% = .013), scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .62, p = .435, np? = .006), and harmony control (F(1, 94) = .28, p = .600,
np? = .003).

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and interdependent self-construal was marginally significant for fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 94) = 3.86, p = .052, np% = .039) whereas it was nonsignificant for free will (F(1,
94) = 1.64, p = .204, n,? = .017), scientific determinism (F(1, 94) = .07, p = .800, np?
= .001), desirability of control (F(1, 94) = .11, p = .738, np?> = .001), and harmony
control (F(1, 94) = 1.66, p = .201, n,?> = .017). The results showed that when

interdependence was high, the effect of randomness manipulations was not significant
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(F(1, 44) = .46, p = .503, np? = .001), controlling for the level of religiosity. However,
when interdependence was low, participants in the randomness condition reported
increased belief in fatalistic determinism (M = 3.63, SD = 1.21) as compared to those
in the negativity condition (M = 3.02, SD = 1.46) and the difference was statistically
significant, controlling for the level of religiosity (F(1, 48) = 7.93, p = .007, ny%=.142).
In summary, randomness did not interact with independence; however it did interact
with interdependence in predicting fatalistic determinism.

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (Fs ranging from .00 to 1.45, ps >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent self-construal as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction

between them was similarly not significant (ps > .05).

5.2.4 Discussion

In the current study, randomness was manipulated at a subconscious level using
an unscrambling task in the hope of better capturing the differences caused by the
interaction between randomness and trait independent/interdependent self-construal.
Although the effect of manipulation was marginally significant for the reported sense
of randomness, its interaction with interdependent self-construal, unlike the previous
studies, was significant for fatalistic determinism. Accordingly, for low
interdependence participants, randomness manipulation increased fatalistic
determinism, even after controlling for the differences in religiosity. However, this
effect indeed contradicted with the hypothesis. According to the hypothesis, an
increase in fatalistic determinism would be expected in a case of high level of
interdependence. The results suggested that an agent who has low interdependence
(and thus closer to being an independent agent) increases his/her interdependence after
randomness salience. So the person goes in the opposite direction of what would be
expected based on the hypothesis and enhances interdependence, although he/she is
normally an independent agent, after randomness salience. A plausible explanation for
this unexpected finding would be more in line with CCM (Kay et al., 2009). CCM
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posits that when people are deprived of personal control, they utilize external control
(e.g., believing that God controls the events and thus everything is under control) to
compensate for such lack. It could be argued that, for example, when a person is an
independent agent (i.e., having a high independent self-construal and/or low
interdependent self-construal), randomness salience undermines the person’s regular
internal base of control and thus the person starts relying on external control, and vice
versa for the interdependent agent. But CCM studies have not included any potential
moderators related to different styles of agency and it is also likely that such observed
effect of control deprivation is actually more prevalent for people with relatively more
interdependent agency. United States is considered as a more individualist country
than Turkey (Hofstede, 2001) and this cultural difference might play a role in people’s
reactions to perception of randomness. As the predominant model of agency is
independent in United States, when randomness is salient, American participants
might be compensating their lack of agency by endorsing interdependence, as
suggested by CCM (Kay et al., 2009). However, it could also be the case that
enhancing external control after randomness salience is more prevalent among
relatively more interdependent Americans.

In order to test the plausible alternative perspectives, two further studies were
conducted: In the first study, Study 7 was replicated using American participants
recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk to see whether the cultural context has an
effect. In the second study, control deprivation, rather than randomness, was
manipulated in order to replicate the regular procedure of CCM studies.

5.3 Study 8

5.3.1 Participants and Procedure

Study 8 was a replication of Study 7 and it was conducted on an American
sample recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk. The sample was restricted to
Americans and the participants who had at least 90% approval rate for their
participation in the previous studies. Each participant was paid $0.30 for their

participation. They were directed to an online questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics data
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collection service. As it is a common practice to use attention check questions in
studies having potentially unreliable participants (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, &
Davidenko, 2009), two attention check questions (Park, Banchefsky, & Reynolds,
2015) were utilized in this study. One of the items (“It is important in surveys to make
sure that people are actually reading the questions, please mark the 1 somewhat agree
button for this item”) was embedded among the items of self-construal scale. The other
item (“Sometimes these research questions can be really boring, please mark the I
strongly disagree button for this item”) was embedded among the items of desirability
of personal control scale. A total of 166 participants completed the survey. However,
49 participants failed to follow the instructions in the attention check items and thus
they were not paid for their participation and their responses were not included in the
analyses. Furthermore, 6 participants were excluded from the analyses because they

were outliers in at least one of the dependent measures. The resulting N was 111.

5.3.2 Materials

The materials and their ordering was the same as Study 7. As the participants
were English-speakers, the original English versions of self-construal scale (Singelis,
1994), randomness unscrambling task (Kay et al., 2010), FAD-Plus (Paulhus & Carey,
2011), desirability of control (Egrigozlii, 2002), and harmony control (Morling &
Fiske, 1999) scales. Cronbach’s alpha scores were .74 and .77 for independent and
interdependent self-construals, respectively. For the subscales of FAD-Plus scale, they
were 84, .72, .86, and .59 for free will, randomness, fatalistic determinism, and
scientific determinism, respectively. For desirability of control and harmony control,
they were .86 and .82, respectively. Participants were divided into two groups by
conducting median split on both independent and interdependent self-construal score.

5.3.3 Results

Interaction between randomness and independent self-construal. ANOVA
was conducted to investigate the interaction between randomness and independent

self-construal group (high versus low). Religiosity was used as a covariate. The effect
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of religiosity was significant on free will (F(1, 106) = 7.57, p = .007, ny? = .067),
fatalistic determinism (F(1, 106) = 12.04, p = .001, np? = .102), and harmony control
(F(1, 106) = 36.14, p < .001, ny% = .254) whereas it was not significant for randomness
(F(1, 106) = .10, p = .756, np? = .001), scientific determinism (F(1, 106) = .57, p =
452, 1p?=.005), and desirability of control (F(1, 106) = .30, p = .583, np>=.003). The
main effect of independence was significant for desirability of control (F(1, 106) =
27.41, p < .001, n? = .205), however it was not significant for free will (F(1, 106) =
2.68, p =.105, np? = .025), randomness (F(1, 106) = .86, p = .357, ny> = .008), fatalistic
determinism (F(1, 106) = .91, p = .343, ny? = .008), scientific determinism (F(1, 106)
= .26, p =.609, np?> = .002), and harmony control (F(1, 106) = .06, p = .803, np> = .001).
The main effect of randomness manipulation was not significant for any of the
measures including free will (F(1, 106) = .12, p =.726, n,*> = .001), randomness (F(1,
106) = 1.21, p = .275, ne% = .011), fatalistic determinism (F(1, 106) = .00, p =.960, np?
=.000), scientific determinism (F(1, 106) = .05, p = .829, n? = .000), desirability of
control (F(1, 106) = 1.12, p =.292, ny? = .010), and harmony control (F(1, 106) = 1.43,
p =.235, np?=.013).

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and independent self-construal was marginally significant for fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 106) = 3.12, p = .080, np? = .029) and desirability of control (F(1, 106) = 2.88, p
=.093, 1% = .026) whereas it was not significant for free will (F(1, 106) = .18, p =
670, np? = .002), randomness (F(1, 106) = 2.55, p = .113, np? = .023), scientific
determinism (F(1, 106) = .24, p = .627, n,*> = .002), and harmony control (F(1, 106) =
21, p = .646, np> = .002). However, the results showed that the effect of randomness
manipulation on fatalistic determinism was not significant whether the independence
was low (F(1, 52) = 1.19, p = .280, np? = .022) or high (F(1, 53) = 1.40, p = .242, np?
=.026). Similarly, the effect of randomness manipulation on desirability of control did
not reach to significance whether the independence was low (F(1, 52) = 3.51, p = .066,
np? = .063) or high (F(1, 53) = .17, p = .683, np> = .003).

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (Fs ranging from .01 to 3.00, ps >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the

continuous measure of independent self-construal as the moderator and randomness
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manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
between them was similarly not significant (ps > .05).

Interaction between randomness and interdependent self-construal.
ANOVA was conducted to investigate the interaction between randomness and
independent self-construal group (high versus low). Religiosity was used as a
covariate. The effect of religiosity was significant on free will (F(1, 106) = 7.00, p =
.009, np? = .062 ), fatalistic determinism (F(1, 106) = 9.00, p = .003, ny? = .078), and
harmony control (F(1, 106) = 29.83, p =.000, np? = .220) whereas it was not significant
for randomness (F(1, 106) = .20, p = .656, np? = .002), scientific determinism (F(1,
106) = 1.61, p = .207, np? = .015), and desirability of control (F(1, 106) = .37, p = .546,
np? = .003). The main effect of interdependence was significant for fatalistic
determinism (F(1, 106) = 7.68, p =.007, ny? = .068), scientific determinism (F(1, 106)
=5.32, p =.023, np? = .048), and harmony control (F(1, 106) = 18.71, p < .001, > =
.150) whereas it was not significant for free will (F(1, 106) = .26, p =.609, ny>=.002),
randomness (F(1, 106) = 2.79, p = .377, np? = .007), and desirability of control (F(1,
106) = 2.39, p = .125, np? = .022). The main effect of randomness manipulation was
not significant for any of the measures including free will (F(1, 106) = .05, p = .817,
np? = .001), randomness (F(1, 106) = 1.12, p =.292, > = .010), fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 106) = .12, p = .726, np? = .001), scientific determinism (F(1, 106) = .30, p =
584, np? = .003), desirability of control (F(1, 106) = 1.74, p = .190, 0> = .016), and
harmony control (F(1, 106) = .51, p = .478, np? = .005).

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and interdependent self-construal was marginally significant for fatalistic determinism
(F(1,106) = 3.71, p =.057, ny? = .034) whereas it was not significant for free will (F(1,
106) = .03, p = .860, np? = .000), randomness (F(1, 106) = .08, p = .782, ny% = .001),
scientific determinism (F(1, 106) = .01, p = .910, ny? = .000), desirability of control
(F(1, 106) = 1.90, p = .171, ny? = .018), and harmony control (F(1, 106) = .77, p =
382, mp? = .007). However, the results showed that the effect of randomness
manipulation on fatalistic determinism was not significant whether the
interdependence was low (F(1, 51) = 2.50, p = .120, np? = .047) or high (F(1, 54) =
1.08, p =.303, np? = .020).
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When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (Fs ranging from .01 to 2.02, ps >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent self-construal as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
between them was similarly not significant for the dependent measures, including
fatalistic determinism (ps > .05).

Interaction  between randomness and independence  minus
interdependence. Both independent and interdependent self-construals had
marginally significant interaction with randomness in predicting fatalistic
determinism, yet the effect did not reach to statistical significance in neither low nor
high conditions for independence and interdependence. In order to better capture the
effect of a potential interaction between self-construals and randomness in predicting
fatalistic determinism, interdependence scores were subtracted from independence,
and the resulting scores were divided into low versus high conditions by conducting
median split.? Religiosity was considered as a covariate. The main effects of religiosity
(F(1, 106) = 12.84, p = .001, np? = .108) and independence minus interdependence
(F(1, 106) = 4.51, p = .036, np? = .041) were significant whereas the main effect of
randomness was not (F(1, 106) = .11, p = .737, np? = .001). The interaction between
randomness and independence minus interdependence was significant, after adjusted
by the level of religiosity (F(1, 106) = 6.14, p = .015, %= .055). When independence
minus interdependence score was low (i.e., when the participants is less independent),
the effect was not significant (F(1, 53) = 1.60, p = .211, np? = .029). When the score
was high (i.e., when the participant was more independent rather than interdependent),
randomness manipulation significantly reduced fatalistic determinism (M = 2.74, SD
=1.19 vs. M =3.36, SD = 1.18, F(1, 52) = 4.14, p = .047, n,? = .074). When religiosity
was not considered as a covariate, the same interaction similarly significant (F(1, 107)
= 4.62, p = .034, np? = .041). When a moderated regression analysis was conducted,
the interaction between centralized randomness manipulation and independence minus
interdependence scores was statistically significant (5 = .19, p = .046). However, the
effect of randomness did not reach to significance whether independence minus

interdependence score was high (5 = .24, p = .081) or low (8 = -.14, p = .276).
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In summary, the reestablishment of agency hypothesis received a very limited
support as the interaction between self-construal and randomness was significant only
for fatalistic determinism. Randomness decreased endorsement of an external source
of control (i.e., fatalistic determinism) when the level of independence was high, as

consistent with the hypothesis.

5.3.4 Discussion

The current study replicated the Study 7 on an American sample. The results
in Study 7 suggested that, as one gets closer to being an independent agent, he or she
would increase interdependence after randomness salience. This was in contradiction
with the hypothesis that independent agents would become more independent, and
interdependent agents would become more interdependent after randomness salience.
However, Study 8 revealed a different pattern of findings. When the same procedure
was conducted on an American sample, the hypothesis was supported. After
randomness salience, agents that are closer to independence rather than
interdependence were less likely to endorse fatalistic determinism, after controlling for
the differences in overall religiosity. This suggested that, independent agents become
even more to detach themselves from interdependent way of obtaining control (in this
case, obtaining an external control in the form of fatalistic determinism) and thus get
closer to the independent way of being an agent. Thus the results in Study 7 implied
that there might be a compensatory process during reestablishment of agency (i.e.,
independent agents compensate for the lack of agency by enhancing interdependent
agency after randomness salience) although the results in Study 8 were relatively more
consistent the hypothesis proposed in the current research (i.e., independent agents
reestablish their sense of agency by bolstering their independence after randomness
salience). However, it should be noted that the support for the reestablishment of
agency hypothesis was very limited. According to the hypothesis, it was originally
expected that agency styles would differ from each other with regard to their control
orientations, cognitive styles, and emotional experience. But here the only difference
observed was related to the belief in fatalistic determinism. Furthermore, this result

contradicted with the findings in Study 7. In Study 9, a CCM procedure will be adapted
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by implementing a control deprivation, rather than randomness, manipulation.
According to CCM, control deprivation increases the sense of randomness at a
subconscious level (e.g., Kay et al., 2009) and that is why people become motivated
to impose control over their lives, even if it is an external control. By manipulating
control deprivation, I would have manipulated randomness at an implicit level and
investigated whether everyone compensates the lack of personal control by enhancing
external control or such process is moderated by the model of agency, as the
reestablishment of agency hypothesis suggests. The aim is to investigate whether the
findings would replicate a regular CCM study, as Study 7 suggested, or it would be as
expected by the novel hypothesis proposed in this research, as Study 8 suggested.

5.4 Study 9

In Study 9, control deprivation was manipulated rather than randomness in
order to replicate CCM studies. According to CCM, control deprivation reminds
people that the universe might be out of order and thus primes randomness at an
implicit level (Kay et al., 2009). The remaining parts were the same as previous studies
except that there was one additional measure, called “belief in a controlling god”,
which has been frequently used as a dependent variable in CCM studies (e.g., Kay et
al., 2008).

5.4.1 Participants and Procedure

The sample consisted of 246 METU students who participated in exchange of partial
course credit. The participants were recruited via Sona Systems. They were directed
to an online questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics. Of the sample, 134 (54.5%) were
female and 112 (45.5%) were male. The mean age was 22.36 (SD = 2.20). The

participants responded to the following materials in the enlisted order.

5.4.2 Materials

Self-construal. Wasti and Erdil’s (2007) self-construal scale was adapted,

similarly to Study 1. Scores in both independence and interdependence subscales were
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divided into two groups (high versus low) using a median split. The Cronbach’s alpha
scores for independent and interdependent self-construal were .49 and .51.

Control deprivation manipulation. Participants were randomly divided into
two conditions. In control condition, participants were asked to think of a positive
event in the last few months that was completely under their control and briefly write
it down using a few sentences. In control deprivation condition, they were asked think
of a positive event in the last few months that happened completely out of their control
and write it down.

Outcome measures. The participants firstly responded to two items measuring
belief in a controlling god (Kay et al., 2008). These two items (“To what extent do you
think it is feasible that God, or some type of non-human entity, is in control, at least in
part, of the events within our universe?” and ‘“To what extent do you think that the
events that occur in this world unfold according to God’s, or some other nonhuman
entity’s, plan?”) had a very good level of reliability (Cronbach’s a = .92). Similar to
the previous studies, participants also filled out FAD-Plus scale (Paulhus & Carey,
2011) which includes randomness (Cronbach’s o= .80), free will (Cronbach’s a =.74),
fatalistic determinism (Cronbach’s a = .88), and scientific determinism (Cronbach’s a
= .63). Next, they responded desirability of control (Egrigozlii, 2002) and harmony
control scales (Morling & Fiske, 1999) having Cronbach’s alpha scores of .85 and .80,
respectively. Lastly, participants filled out the demographic form including items

concerning age, gender, and religiosity (1 = not religious at all, 7 = very religious).

5.4.3 Results

Interaction between control deprivation and independent self-construal.
ANOVA was conducted to investigate the interaction between control deprivation
(control vs. lack of control) and independent self-construal group (high versus low).
Religiosity was used as a covariate. The effect of religiosity as a covariate was
significant for belief in a controlling god (F(1, 241) = 262.00, p < .001, 1% = .521),
fatalistic determinism (F(1, 241) = 180.34, p < .001, np? = .428), and harmony control
(F(1, 241) = 72.88, p < .001, np? = .232). The effect was marginally significant for
desirability of control (F(1, 241) = 2.94, p = .088, np? = .012) but nonsignificant for
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randomness (F(1, 241) = .65, p = .420, np? = .003), free will (F(1, 241) = .44, p = .508,
np? = .002), and scientific determinism (F(1, 241) = .57, p = .452, np? = .002). The main
effect of independent self-construal was significant for randomness (F(1, 241) = 8.24,
p = .004, np? = .033), free will (F(1, 241) = 9.79, p = .002, np? = .039), scientific
determinism (F(1, 241) = 18.03, p <.001, np?=.070), desirability of control (F(1, 241)
=22.74, p < .001, ny% = .086), and harmony control (F(1, 241) = 11.52, p = .001, ny?=
.046) whereas nonsignificant for belief in a controlling god (F(1, 241) = .14, p = .712,
np? = .001) and fatalistic determinism (F(1, 241) = .09, p = .767, np> = .000). The main
effect of control deprivation manipulation was significant for desirability of control
(F(1, 241) = 4.98, p = .027, np? = .020) but nonsignificant for belief in a controlling
god (F(1, 241) = .26, p = .608, np> = .001), randomness (F(1, 241) = 1.17, p = .280, np?
=.005), free will (F(1, 241) = .47, p = .493, ny? = .002), fatalistic determinism (F(1,
241) = 1.84, p = .176, np* = .008), scientific determinism (F(1, 241) = .20, p = .653,
np? = .001), and harmony control (F(1, 241) = .01, p = .931, np? = .000).

After controlling for the level of religiosity, the interaction between
independent self-construal and control deprivation was significant for belief in a
controlling god (F(1, 241) = 7.45, p = .007, np? = .030) but nonsignificant for
randomness (F(1, 241) = .25, p = .617, n,®>=.001), free will (F(1, 241) = .00, p = .956,
np? = .000), fatalistic determinism (F(1, 241) = .07, p = .794, n? = .000), scientific
determinism (F(1, 241) = .92, p = .337, np? = .004), desirability of control (F(1, 241)
= 1.12, p = .292, np? = .005), and harmony control (F(1, 241) = .67, p = .413, np> =
.003). When participants had a low level of independence, control deprivation did not
significantly influence belief in a controlling god, after adjusted for religiosity (M =
4.80,SD =2.14vs. M =3.99, SD = 2.02, F(1, 119) = 2.56, p = .112, ny> = .021). When
they had a high level of independence, control deprivation decreased the belief in a
controlling god, after adjusted for religiosity (M =5.06, SD =2.04 vs. M =4.34, SD =
2.27) and the effect was statistically significant (F(1, 121) = 4.82, p = .030, np?=.038).
When religiosity was not considered as a covariate, the interaction was similarly
significant (F(1, 242) = 8.01, p = .005, np? = .032). When a moderated regression
analysis was conducted, the interaction between centralized versions of randomness
manipulation and continuous independence score was found to be marginally
significant (f = -.12, p = .057).
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Interaction between control deprivation and interdependent self-
construal. ANOVA was conducted to investigate the interaction between control
deprivation (control vs. lack of control) and interdependent self-construal group (high
versus low). Religiosity was used as a covariate. The effect of religiosity as a covariate
was significant for belief in a controlling god (F(1, 241) = 262.08, p <.001, n,%=.521),
fatalistic determinism (F(1, 241) = 182.54, p < .001, np? = .431), and harmony control
(F(1, 241) = 77.67, p < .001, np? = .244) but nonsignificant for randomness (F(1, 241)
=1.17, p = .282, np? = .005), free will (F(1, 241) = .66, p = .417, np? = .003), scientific
determinism (F(1, 241) = .57, p = .450, np? = .002), and desirability of control (F(1,
241) = 2.32, p =.129, np?= .010). The main effect of interdependent self-construal was
significant for free will (F(1, 241) = 10.77, p = .001, np? = .043), fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 241) = 7.58, p = .006, % = .030), scientific determinism (F(1, 241) = 30.92, p <
.001), desirability of control (F(1, 241) = 19.06, p <.001), and harmony control (F(1,
241) = 13.24, p < .001, np? = .114) whereas nonsignificant for belief in a controlling
god (F(1, 241) = .55, p = .460, np? = .002) and randomness (F(1, 241) = 2.37, p = .125,
np? = .010). The main effect of control deprivation manipulation was significant only
for desirability of control (F(1, 241) = 5.22, p = 023, n®> = .021) and it was not
significant for belief in a controlling god (F(1, 241) = .29, p = .590, np? = .001),
randomness (F(1, 241) = 1.26, p = .264, np? = .005), free will (F(1, 241) = 45, p =
504, np? = .002), fatalistic determinism (F(1, 241) = 1.69, p = .195, np? = .003),
scientific determinism (F(1, 241) = .18, p = .675, np® = .001), and harmony control
(F(1, 241) = .06, p = .810, np> = .000).

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between
interdependence and control deprivation was not statistically significant for belief in a
controlling god (F(1, 241) = .13, p =.722, 1> = .001), randomness (F(1, 241) = .10, p
= .753, ny? = .000), free will (F(1, 241) = .19, p = .662, np?> = .001), fatalistic
determinism (F(1, 241) = .02, p = .898, np2 = .000), scientific determinism (F(1, 241)
=.00, p = .950, np? = .000), desirability of control (F(1, 241) = 2.94, p = .088, np? =
.012), and harmony control (F(1, 241) = .96, p = .327, np? = .004). When religiosity
was not considered as a covariate, the interactions were similarly not significant (Fs
ranging from .01 to 3.06, ps > .05). Moderated regression analyses also did not reveal

significant results (ps > .05).
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In short, control deprivation manipulation interacted with independence in
predicting belief in a controlling god. When there was high independence, control
deprivation decreased the belief in a controlling god. All other interactions were found

to be nonsignificant.

5.4.4 Discussion

The findings in Study 9 was consistent with Study 8 (which suggested that
independent agents become more independent after randomness salience), rather than
Study 7 (which suggested that independent agents become more interdependent after
randomness salience). The current findings demonstrated that, when there was a high
level of independence, control deprivation actually decreased belief in a controlling
god, after controlling for the differences in religiosity. So there was no compensatory
process and more independent agents further detached themselves from interdependent
ways of having a sense of control. Such finding clearly supported the hypothesis that,
when their sense of agency is undermined, people reassert their agency in an
independent or interdependent way and such preference is based on their general self-
construal.

5.5 General Discussion of Studies 6 to 9

In Study 6, neither independence nor interdependence had a significant
interaction with randomness manipulation on any of the dependent measures. In Study
7, however, interdependent self-construal did interact with the randomness
manipulation in predicting fatalistic determinism. When there was a low level of
interdependent  self-construal, randomness manipulation increased fatalistic
determinism, and this effect was significant after adjusted for the differences in
religiosity. This finding contradicted with the reassertion of agency hypothesis and
was more in line with the suggestions of CCM. Study 8 tested the procedure of Study
7 on an American sample and revealed different results. The results of Study 8
demonstrated that, for the agents who were more independent rather than
interdependent, randomness salience decreases fatalistic determinism. This provided

some partial support for the reassertion of agency hypothesis as it illustrated that
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independent agents become less likely to utilize interdependent ways of having control
and thus become even more independent after randomness salience. Thus, the findings
of Study 7 and 8 contradicted with each other. In order to compare two possible
explanations for the effect of randomness (reassertion of agency vs. compensatory
control), control deprivation was manipulated in Study 9 in order to replicate regular
procedures followed in CCM studies. Study 9 demonstrated that control deprivation
decreases belief in a controlling god when there was high level of independence. When
the agent is independent, control deprivation further distances that person from
utilizing interdependent ways of having a sense of agency and thus renders him or her
independent rather than interdependent. This specific finding was in consistence with
the results of Study 8 and the reestablishment of agency hypothesis of the current
research. However, the effect of randomness did not vary for other characteristics of

the agency.
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CHAPTER 6

OVERALL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

6.1 Overview of the Findings

In the current research, | aimed to test if randomness undermines sense of
agency and whether people attempt to reestablish their agency in order to overcome
such feeling of insignificance. Overall, findings provided some contributions to the
current literature as past research has not previously investigated how independent and
interdependent agents react to a perception of randomness. | argue that, in addition to
the theoretical contribution, these findings also have important practical implications
which | will later elaborate in the following sections.

With regard to the theoretical background of my hypotheses, I first argued that
humans are wired to detect patterns from an evolutionary perspective by referring to
several findings showing that we are born this way. Second, | also mentioned that
people need order and structure as opposed to unpredictability and randomness in order
to make sense of their lives. Third, after discussing the negative effects of a perception
of randomness, | proposed my first hypothesis that randomness undermines the sense
of agency and that is one of the reasons why people prefer order over randomness.
Fourth, | discussed independent and interdependent models of agency in detail and
proposed that independent agents would assert their independence whereas
interdependent agents would assert their interdependence after randomness salience in
order to restore their sense of agency.

In Study 1, correlational analyses illustrated that independent and
interdependent agents differ with regard to their control orientations and emotional
experience, similarly to the suggestions of past research (Markus & Kitayama, 2003;
Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). Accordingly, independent agents prefer having personal
control and experience disengaging emotions more strongly whereas interdependent
agents value maintaining harmony and experience engaging emotions more strongly.
In addition, randomness interacted with self-construal and locus of control in

predicting free will, fatalistic, and scientific determinism. Obtained findings showed
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that independent agents enhance their belief in free will while interdependent agents
enhance their belief in fatalistic and scientific determinism when they perceive a high
level of randomness in the universe, as it was hypothesized.

However, no difference was found regarding cognitive styles. The analysis-
holism scale (Choi et al., 2007) was particularly problematic as perception of change
subscale had positive correlations with the other subscales although it was supposed
to have a negative one. Unequal number of positively and negatively worded items
might have caused the problem as perception of change was the only subscale that was
reverse-coded. Such imbalance renders the scales more vulnerable to acquiescence
bias which would seriously undermine the validity of a cross-cultural comparison as
collectivistic cultures suffer more from acquiescence bias (see Schimmack, Oishi, &
Diener, 2005). Although there was no cross-cultural comparison in the current study,
independent and interdependent self-construals are very closely related to the
characteristics of these cultures (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991) and thus a similar
problem might have occurred in this study as well. In addition, object categorization
task (Norenzayan et al., 2002) also failed to distinguish the two models of agency
although it was previously used in a study conducted in Turkey (Uskul et al., 2008).
But Uskul et al.’s (2008) study was conducted on fishermen and herders and thus the
student sample of the current study might have caused the difference. Future studies
would be needed to investigate why cognitive style differences sometimes cannot be
detected in Turkish samples.

In Study 2 and 3, randomness and self-construal were both manipulated but the
hypothesized effects were not found. As the participants were expected to infer a sense
of randomness from materials which were out of their ordinary sequence (graphic
novel boxes in Study 2 and tree photographs in Study 3), such indirect manipulation
might not have been strong enough to produce significant results. In order to test this
reasoning, in Study 4, randomness was manipulated by directly referring to the
randomness in the universe. Such manipulation, as expected, resulted in increases in
self-reported sense of randomness and feeling of insignificance. These results provided
the first support for the expectations of the study. In Study 5, randomness was similarly

directly manipulated by reminding people of random events in their lives increased
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feeling of insignificance. Thus, my first hypothesis that randomness leads to a feeling
of insignificance was supported.

Although Study 4 and 5 provided support for the insignificance hypothesis,
randomness did not significantly interact with self-construal priming in Study 2, 3, and
4. These results have indicated that self-construal priming might not always work as
expected in Turkish samples. Although there is a vast literature on priming self-
construals, those studies were usually conducted in Western individualistic cultures
and only few studies replicated the effects in more collectivistic ones (Cross et al.,
2011; Oyserman & Lee, 2008). Kitayama, Duffy, and Uchida (2007), for example,
argued that priming “I” would automatically also remind “we” in collectivistic
cultures, as self is understood as encompassing others in the relation in the cultures in
question. In addition, it has also been shown that trait differences in self-construal can
interact with priming and it is relatively easier to prime the nondominant self-construal
(Gardner et al., 1999). In other words, it is easier to prime independence in an
interdependent context, or vice versa. Because the level of interdependence is already
high in an interdependence context and thus a manipulation intended to increase
interdependent might not be very effective. Furthermore, it could also be argued that
making two manipulations (randomness and self-construal) in a row might undermine
the strength of the manipulations. Considering all of these factors, trait self-construal
levels were measured in the remaining studies rather than experimentally manipulating
them.

However, the interaction between trait self-construals and randomness
manipulation did not reach to significance in Study 6, similar to the previous studies.
Although directly referring to universe being a random place did influence the level of
reported randomness in Study 4 and 6, randomness manipulation did not significantly
interact with self-construal in both studies. Past literature suggested that very explicit
techniques for priming techniques sometimes might not produce the expected
outcomes and it is more effective to use more subtle manipulations, like unscrambling
tasks (Cross et al., 2011; Kiihnen & Hannover, 2000). Following this reasoning,
randomness was manipulated using an unscrambling task in Study 7. This time there
was an interaction between trait interdependence and randomness manipulation in

predicting fatalistic determinism: A sense of randomness increased fatalistic
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determinism only for those with low interdependent agency. This finding contradicted
with the expectation that highly interdependent agents would assert their
interdependence after randomness salience. It could be argued that independent agents
(who are low on interdependence) compensates for their lack of agency implied by the
randomness with bolstering their interdependence, as could be suggested from a CCM
perspective (Kay et al., 2009; Kay & Eibach, 2013). Considering that the studies in
CCM literature have not specifically demonstrated any differences in self-construal, it
is also possible that the participants in these studies were low on independence or high
on interdependence and thus they enhanced an external source of control (e.g., belief
in a controlling god) to deal with the sense of randomness provoked by control
deprivation manipulation. In order to test the validity of different potential
explanations for the findings in Study 7, Study 8 replicated the Study 7 on an American
sample and Study 9 directly manipulated control deprivation to replicate the regular
CCM procedure. Both studies provided some very limited support for the initial
hypothesis regarding reestablishment of agency: A high level of independence
decreased belief in fatalistic determinism when randomness and control deprivation
(which increases sense of randomness at a subconscious level, according to CCM) was
manipulated. However, the interaction was not significant for the other dependent
measures. It was initially hypothesized that randomness would have different effects
on independent and interdependent agents with regard to the domains of control
orientation, cognitive style, and emotional experience. It should be note here that such
effect was observed only for a partial aspect of control orientation (i.e., belief in a
controlling god which shapes the events).

In summary, | proposed two main hypotheses in the current research. First, I
argued that randomness salience would increase a feeling of insignificance. Although
past literature demonstrated that randomness produces anxiety (Kay & Eibach, 2013;
Kay et al., 2009; Shepherd et al., 2011; Proulx et al., 2012; Tullett et al., 2014; Van
den Bos, 2009), the underlying reason behind this was not previously identified. The
current research provided an explanation with empirical support and illustrated that a
sense of randomness implies that the person is a helpless, insignificant object that is
not participating in the course of events. The findings in Study 4 and 5 supported this

hypothesis and showed that randomness in fact increases a feeling of insignificance.
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Accordingly, this feeling explains why perception of randomness is a negative
experience. Because being an insignificant object and lacking agency would
undermine survival goals including learning, finding food, avoiding predators, and
mating (e.g., Zhao et al., 2014). In addition, it would also deteriorate the attempts to
assign meaning to one’s life (e.g., Heine et al., 2006).

My second hypothesis was that independent agents would assert their
independence and interdependent agents would assert their interdependence after
randomness salience as they would desire to overcome the feeling of insignificance
and reestablish their sense of agency. This hypothesis did not receive much support.
Although past literature suggests that independent and interdependent agents would
differ on the basis of motivational, cognitive, and emotional aspects (Kitayama &
Uchida, 2005), the studies in the current research could not identify clear differences
with regard to cognition and emotion. However, there was a small difference regarding
motivation and interdependent agents increased their belief in a controlling god
whereas independents decreased it in order to reestablish their agency after a sense of
randomness was induced in Study 8 and 9. These findings have provided partial
support for the reestablishment of agency hypothesis as interdependent agents became
even more interdependent by relying on vicarious sources of control whereas
independent agents became even more independent by further distancing themselves
from such external sources of control. It could be argued that differences in control
motivation are relatively stronger between independent and interdependent agents as
the literature has usually focused on these differences (see Markus & Kitayama, 2003)
and that is why the results concerning cognitive and emotional differences were not
very supportive. It should also be considered that the effect of randomness was not
significant for all aspects of control orientation as it did not affect desirability of
personal control and harmony control. The expected effect was observed only for a
belief in a controlling god and fatalistic determinism. Considering that religiosity was
also a significant covariate for most of the dependent measures, it could be argued that
how much comfortable people are with yielding control to god’s hands is an important
factor distinguishing independent and interdependent agencies. However, the effect of

randomness on assertion of agency was not significant for a more general control
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orientation (which was measured by desirability of control and harmony control scales
in this research).

Based on these findings, the current research had contributions to the literature.
First, it was demonstrated that randomness renders people insignificant and passive
objects which would undermine the sense of being an agent. To my knowledge, no
similar explanation of why randomness is uncomfortable has been proposed and tested
before. Second, reestablishment of agency hypothesis was tested although it did not
receive much support. Previously, CCM illustrated how control deprivation and a
sense of randomness would lead to attempts to restore control (Kay et al., 2009).
However CCM defines only one way of reacting to randomness (i.e., enhancing
external control in the lack of internal control) assuming only one universal model of
agency. However, by incorporating cultural models of agency (Markus & Kitayama,
2003), | have argued that independent and interdependent agents would react
differently to a sense of randomness. Especially Study 8 and 9 showed that
independent agents are less likely to utilize external control (e.g., believing in a
controlling god) than interdependent agents which provided a partial support for my
reestablishment of agency hypothesis. But it should be noted that this support was
limited to people’s control orientations and did not extend to cognitive and emotional
experience of the agents.

So, although the feeling of insignificance hypothesis received support, the
reestablishment of agency hypothesis was not supported as the findings were both
weak and inconsistent. Actually, the moderated regression analyses conducted in
Study 1 provided some initial support for the reestablishment hypothesis. Those
analyses showed that when a trait sense of randomness increases, fatalistic and/or
scientific determinism increases for interdependent agents whereas free will increases
for independent agents. However, in the subsequent studies, the experimental
manipulation of randomness did not provide supportive findings. In Study 2 and 3,
sense of randomness could not be manipulated. In Study 4, 5, and 6, a direct reference
to universe being a chaotic place successfully manipulated randomness but it did not
significantly interact with self-construal. Implicit priming techniques used in Study 7,
8, and 9 provided some significant findings, especially for differential control

motivations, but the observed effects were not entirely consistent as the findings in
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Study 7 and 8 contradicted with each other. This raised some important concerns for
the methodology used in the current research. It was clear that the randomness
manipulations did not work as expected. It is possible that people might not have found
a general sense of randomness to be threatening. If people were somehow primed with
a shockingly strong sense of randomness in their own life, instead of an unpredictable
but only mildly important event, their reactions to randomness could be easier to
observe and more consistent with the expectations. Because it was hypothesized that
randomness would be quite an aversive experience for people as it would undermine
the sense of agency. In order to make sure that randomness does disturb people and
diminish the sense of agency, more personally relevant randomness primings could be
more effective.

Despite various limitations, the current research provided some evidences that
randomness has different effects on control motivation of independent and
interdependent agents. If such finding would receive further support from
methodologically robust future studies, it would have important practical implications.
In the following sections, | will first give some examples about these practical
implications. Then, in the last section, | will discuss the expectations that were not
supported by the findings and other limitations of the current research.

6.2 Practical Implications of the Findings

If, after randomness salience, people become motivated to reestablish their
agency in different ways based on their model of agency, the findings of current
dissertation have potentially important practical implications for understanding how
people react to certain real-life situations. Because people do face seemingly random
events throughout their lives. Earthquakes would be a good example. It is not possible
to predict the exact time and location of an earthquake with today’s technology and
such unpredictability is one of the major reasons why earthquakes evoke such distress
(e.g., Basoglu, Salcioglu, & Livanou, 2002). It could be argued that people would not
be comfortable with the idea that they are helpless in the face of potential earthquakes
that can happen at any time, because it would imply that they are passive, insignificant

objects rather than agents. Thus they would be motivated to assert their agency in order
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to make sure that they actively participate in the course of events in their lives.
However, they would do it in different ways as independent agents assert independent
agency whereas interdependent ones assert interdependent agency, as the current
research suggests. Consistently, past research showed an important difference in
people’s responses to issues related to earthquakes based on their locus of control.
People with internal locus of control (which is more closely related to independence)
prefer to take the matter into their hands and individually prepare for the earthquakes
whereas people with external locus of control (which is more closely related to
interdependence) believe that the government should find solutions for such problems
(Ecevit & Kasapoglu, 2002). So in the face of an unpredictable event like an
earthquake, independent agents assert their independence by taking initiative and
individual precautions while interdependent agents assert their interdependence by
expecting things to be under control of the group they identify with —the government,
in this case. Thus, it could be argued that governments and other agencies should take
into account the dominant model of agency in their target audience and shape their
public campaigns regarding disaster preparedness based on how those people deal with
random and unpredictable events like earthquakes.

We perceive earthquakes or other natural disasters to occur randomly to a large
extent, but these events usually do not happen very frequently. What if someone’s
entire life is dominated by randomness? According to life history theory (see Stearns,
1977,1992), all organisms, including humans, have varying strategies for reproduction
in different environmental conditions and such strategies have strong impacts on
various factors in life. Most relevant to the current research is that, according to such
perspective, in unpredictable environments (e.g., slums) humans sexually mature
earlier in life, reproduce at larger numbers, invest in their children at a minimal level,
develop insecure attachments, and have a short lifespan (Ellis et al., 2012). The
underlying reason for such effects is that one cannot plan for (and actually stay alive
in) the long run in unpredictable environments (Ellis et al., 2012; Stearns, 1992). As it
is “now or never” in these environments, adolescents who were grown up under such
unpredictable and uncontrollable conditions are more prone to risky behaviors,
aggression, violence, and even suicide (Ellis et al., 2012; Evans, Owens, & Marsh,

2005). It was argued that these adolescents who are at risk have an external locus of
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control (Miller, Fitch, & Marshall, 2003) and this is one of the important factors
leading to unwanted behaviors, like suicide (Evans et al., 2005). These arguments
imply that having an internal locus of control and thus being an independent agent
would be a universal remedy for dealing with unpredictability and randomness.
However, the current research suggests that people assert either independent or
interdependent agency to deal with the sense of randomness and thus one does not
have to have an independent self-construal and desire for personal control in order to
feel like an agent.

Consistently with this argument, Ward (1995) argued that African American
adolescents at risk should reestablish their decaying interdependence as connectedness
and harmony are deeply embedded in Black cultural identity. According to Ward
(1995), if they succeed in doing so, the level of violence among them would decrease
as violence would be understood as a violation of ingroup harmony. Thus, in
consistence with my proposition in the current research, it would also be possible to
deal with an unpredictable environment by asserting interdependent agency. Because
building strong relationships and having people you can rely on would provide a safety

net that protects people from the dangers of unpredictable conditions.

6.3 Potential Limitations and Directions for Future Research

There were some potential limitations in the current research. First, the
interactions between randomness manipulation and self-construal were not significant
for measures of cognitive and emotional differences although both were previously
shown to differ based on model of agency (e.g., Kitayama et al., 2006; Masuda &
Nisbett, 2001). Rule-based versus resemblance-based categorization task which
measures cognitive differences was previously used in Turkey (Uskul et al., 2008),
however it did not effectively measure these differences in the current research. As
discussed before, it might be due the differences in samples, as Uskul et al.’s (2008)
study was conducted on a sample of herders and fishermen. In addition, analysis-
holism scale (Choi et al., 2007) also failed to distinguish the cognitive styles of
independent and interdependent agents. Future research should investigate its potential

reasons and identify different measurement techniques that can differentiate
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independent and interdependent agency. There was also mixed results with regard to
emotional characteristics of independent and interdependent agency. Although
previous research has shown that independent agents experience disengaging emotions
whereas interdependent agents experience engaging emotions more frequently and
strongly, they were mostly correlational studies (e.g., Kitayama et al., 2006). The
results suggest that a self-report measure of emotional experience might not be
appropriate to identify the effects of experimental manipulations. Thus future research
should investigate other potential measurement techniques that can differentiate the
emotional experiences of independent and interdependent agents.

Second, the findings in Study 7 and 8 contradicted with each other as the latter
supported the reestablishment of agency hypothesis whereas the former one had
opposite results. One potential reason is the difference in sampling. Study 7 was
conducted on a Turkish sample, but Study 8 was conducted on an American one. It
was previously argued that priming a feature that is not dominant in a certain culture
is relatively easier (Cross et al., 2011; Gardner et al., 1999). Thus there might be
differences between Turkish and American people with regard to chronic perception
of randomness which leads to such contradictory findings. Relevant to this, there is an
important dimension that differentiates cultures which is called as ‘“uncertainty
avoidance” (Hofstede, 2001). Uncertainty avoidance refers to the level of tolerance for
uncertainty and ambiguity (Hofstede, 2001). According to uncertainty avoidance index
created by Hofstede (2001), Turkey ranks higher in uncertainty avoidance than United
States which implies that Turkish people might have lower tolerance for randomness
as compared to Americans. These chronic differences might have produced different
reactions to a randomness manipulation. Further empirical research is needed to
investigate how such cultural differences affect the reestablishment of agency process
after randomness salience.

Third, as discussed before, reestablishment of agency hypothesis received
partial support only in Study 8 and 9 in which randomness was manipulated at a
subconscious level. Why explicit manipulations did not yield similar results requires
further research. One potential explanation would be that lacking a sense of agency

might be producing an aversive feeling that is too strong for people to deal with at a
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conscious level, similarly to the case of death anxiety in TMT studies (e.g., Solomon
etal., 1991).

Lastly, self-report measures were utilized as dependent variables in the current
research. Behavioral measures could be used in future research. In a study by Ashton-
James, Maddux, Galinsky, and Chartrand (2009), for example, participants were asked
to choose a pen as a payment for their participation. It was found out that participants
seeking uniqueness preferred the pen that was uncommon (i.e., there was only one or
two such pens in a set of five) whereas those who were seeking conformity preferred
the type of pen that was common. Similar behavioral measures could be used to
measure motivational differences after randomness salience. In addition, randomness
could also be manipulated in laboratory setting. In one study, for example, orderliness
or disorderliness was manipulated by making the room in which the participants
completed the questionnaires look tidy or untidy (Vohs, Redden, & Rahinel, 2013).
Similar techniques could also be used to manipulate the sense of randomness at an

implicit level.
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ENDNOTES

'In order to investigate culture orientations which might have effects on control
orientations, locus of control (Dag, 2002) and individualism-collectivism (Wasti &
Erdil, 2007) were also measured as they might be considered as alternatives to self-
construal scale. But the scores on these scales did not have any kind of interactive
effect on any of the measures and thus they were excluded from the analysis.

2Same variable (independence minus interdependence) was also tested in the other
studies in order to investigate whether it results in different findings. It did not have
any contribution to the overall findings in the other studies, so it was not mentioned,

except for in Study 8.
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Table 1

Items of the Turkish Version of Harmony Control Scale and Factor Loadings

Item Loading R? Reliability Test-Retest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbach’s
Alpha)

Daha Yiiksek Bir Giice Inanmak .88 77

*6 - Hayatlarimizin daha yiiksek bir gii¢ tarafindan .79

yonetildigine inanmiyorum.

5 — Hayatimizdaki iyi ve kotii anlar1 nihai olarak .76

daha yiiksek bir gii¢ belirler.

2 — Daha yiiksek bir giiciin sonunda benim iyiligimi 75

saglayacagini biliyorum.

*3 — Benim igin belirlenmis bir yol oldugunu .67

diistinmiiyorum.

4 — Kadere kars1 gelmenin faydasi yok. .65

Arkadaslarin Destegine Giivenmek .67 .66

11 - Bagka insanlarin ihtiyaglarimi 74

karsilayacaklarina giivenebilirim.

12 — Arkamda bagka insanlar olduk¢a hi¢bir zaman 54

dibe vurmayacagimi biliyorum.

*8 — Benim adima 6nemli kararlar vermeleri igin 46

bagka insanlara giivenmem.

10 — Baska insanlarin ihtiyaglarim1 karsiladigimda .30

benim de ¢ogu ihtiyacim karsilanmis olur.

7- Ihtiyacim oldugunda arkadaslarimin benimle .32

ilgilenecegini bilmek kendimi giivende hissettiriyor.

*9 — Bagkalarmm beni destekleyecegini bilmek .35

benim i¢in o kadar da 6nemli degil.

Talihin Dénecegine inanmak .61 .57
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Table 1 (continued)

olarak ne istedigim aklimdan ¢ikiyor.

20 — Koti zamanlarimi umursamiyorum ¢ilinki .64

eninde sonunda iyi zamanlar da gelecektir.

21 — Art arda sansimn iyi gitmedigi anlarda .54

sansimin donmesini beklerim.

19 — Iyi bir sekilde kaybetmek kazanmaktir. 42

Baskalarmin Tepkilerini Ongérmek 37
14 — Ne istediklerini veya neye ihtiya¢ duyduklarini 75

bildiginde, insanlarla geg¢inmek daha kolaydir.

13 — Cogu zaman ne yapacaklarin1 bildigimden, 42

insanlarla iyi geginiyorum.

*15 — Diger insanlarin hedeflerini ve davraniglari 41

ongérmemin, onlarla iyi geg¢inmeme pek yardim

etmedigini diigliniiyorum.

Kendini Baskalariyla Bir Biitiin Halinde 49 .39
Hissetmek

16 — Diger insanlarla beraberken, bazen kendimi .87

tamamen yaptiklari seye kaptirtyorum.

17 — Diger insanlarla beraber oldugumda, kisisel .66

* Reverse coded item.
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Table 2

Items of the Turkish Version of FAD-Plus Scale and Factor Loadings

davraniglarii ¢ézecekler.

Loading R? Reliability Test-Retest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbach’s
Alpha)
Kaderci Belirlenimcilik .87 .74
9 — Kaderin halihazirda herkes i¢in bir plan1 vardir. .88 a7
1 - Gelecegin kader tarafindan ¢oktan belirlendigine .85 73
inantyorum.
5 — Ne kadar denerseniz deneyin, kaderinizi .76 .58
degistiremezsiniz.
17 — Insanlarin hosuna gitsin veya gitmesin, gizemli .66 44
giicler onlarin hayatina karisiyor gibi goziikmektedir.
13 — Olacagi varsa olur — sizin bu konuda .66 44
yapabileceginiz pek bir sey yoktur.
Bilimsel Belirlenimcilik .62 45
10 — Genleriniz geleceginizi belirler. .60 .36
2 — Insanlarm biyolojik yapilar1 onlarm yeteneklerini .57 .32
ve kisiliklerini belirler.
14 — Bilim sizin geg¢mis ¢evrenizin su anki zeka ve .56 31
kisiliginizi nasil olusturdugunu gostermektedir.
18 — Diger hayvanlarda oldugu gibi, insan davranis1 da 47 22
her zaman doganin kanunlarina uyar.
22 - Ebeveynlerinin  karakteri  ¢ocuklarinin .36 A3
karakterlerini belirleyecektir.
6 — Psikolog ve psikiyatristler er ya da geg tiim insan .28 .08
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Table 2 (continued)

Ozgiir Irade .66 60
16 — Suglular, yaptiklar1 kotii seylerden tamamen .65 42
sorumludurlar.

23 — Insanlar her zaman kétii davranislarindan dolayi .58 34
hatalidirlar.

8 — Insanlar yaptiklari kétii tercihlerinin tiim .50 .25
sorumlulugunu tistlenmelidirler.

12 — Eger gergekten istiyorlarsa, insanlar her engelin 43 18
istesinden gelebilirler.

21 — Insanlar tamamen 6zgiir bir iradeye sahiptirler. 43 18
4 — Insanlar kendi kararlari iizerinde tam kontrole 37 14
sahiptir.

26 - Zihnin giicii her zaman viicudun arzularinin 19 .04
iistesinden gelebilir.

Rastgelelik .80 .63
19 - Hayati 6ngdrmek zordur ¢iinkii neredeyse .68 47
tamamen rastgeledir.

11- Hayat, zar atmak ya da yazi-tura atmak gibi, .68 46
tahmin edilemez gibi goriiniiyor.

27 — Insanlarin gelecekleri ongoriilemez. .63 40
20 — Sans insanlarin hayatinda biiyiik rol oynar. .61 37
15 — Insanlar dngériilemezdirler. .54 29
25 — Insanlarin basina gelen seylerin nedeni sanstir. .53 .28
7 — Bu diinyada ne olacagini kimse 6ngoremez. .49 .24
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Table 3

Items of the Turkish Version of Analysis-Holism Scale and Factor Loadings

vardir ve bu sebeplerin bazilari bilinmez.

Item Loading R? Reliability Test-Retest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbach’s
Alpha)
.83 42
Dikkat Odag
17 — Biiyik resmi dikkate almadan .88 a7
parcalar1 anlamak miimkiin degildir.
10 — Biitiin, pargalarin toplamindan daha .82 .67
biiyiiktir.
2 — Ayrmtilar yerine biitiin baglama dikkat .61 37
etmek daha dnemlidir.
13 — Pargalar yerine biitiine dikkat etmek .60 .36
daha dnemlidir.
5 — Bir olguyu anlamak icin pargalari 52 27
yerine biitlinii dikkate alinmalidir.
.78 51
Nedensellik
9 — Evrendeki bir unsurdaki kiigiik bir .69 48
degisim bile diger unsurlarda Onemli
derecede degisime sebep olabilir.
7 — Diinyadaki her sey bir nedensellik .69 .48
iligkisi i¢inde i¢ ice ge¢mistir.
1 — Evrendeki her sey birbiriyle bir sekilde .66 44
baglantilidir.
3 — Higbir sey birbiriyle baglantisiz .66 44
degildir.
11 — Her olgunun birden fazla sebebi 42 .18
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Table 3 (continued)

15 — Her olgu birden fazla sonuca sebep olur ve bu sonuglardan .35 a2
bazilari bilinmez.
73 .56
Celiskiye Yonelik Tutum
6 — Orta yolu bulmak, asir1 u¢ noktalara gitmekten daha istenilen .70 49
bir seydir.
21 — Kendinden farkli diistinen insanlarla uyumsuzluk icinde .60 .36
olmaktansa, uyum iginde olmak daha istenilen bir seydir.
20 — Bir insan digerleriyle fikir ayriligina diistiigiinde, kimin hakli .60 .36
veya haksiz oldugunu tartismak yerine bir uzlagma noktasi
bulmak daha énemlidir.
22 — Ug noktalara gitmekten kaginilmalidir. .54 .29
16 — Aralarinda anlasmazlik oldugunda, insanlar uzlagma yolu .54 .29
arayip herkesin goriigiinii kucaklamalidir.
*8 — Bir tartigmada orta yolu bulmaktan kagimilmalidir. .38 14
.79 .55
Degisim Algisi
14 — Su an basarili bir hayat yasayan insan gelecekte de basarili .80 .64
olmaya devam eder.
12 — Su an diiriist olan bir insan, gelecekte de diiriist olmaya .70 49
devam eder.
24- Bir olay belli bir yone dogru gitmeye bagliyorsa, o yonde .70 49
gitmeye devam edecektir.
23 — Diinyadaki her olay 6ngoriilebilir bir yonde hareket eder. 41 A7

* Reversed coded item
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Table 4

Items of the Turkish Version of Need for Closure Scale and Factor Loadings

Item Loading | R?
5 — Ongdriilemeyen durumlar hosuma gitmez. .76 .58
3 — Sonucunda ne olacagini kestiremedigim bir durumun .70 49

icine girmekten hoglanmam.

6 — Belirli ve diizenli bir hayat tarz1 hoguma gider. .61 37

7 — Tutarli bir rutin olusturmanin hayattan daha fazla zevk .59 .35

almamu sagladigini diisiiniiyorum.

4 — Son dakikada plan degistirmekten nefret ederim. .59 .35
2 — Belirsiz durumlardan hoglanmam. .59 .35
9 — Kendilerinden ne bekleyecegimi bildigim i¢in, samimi 48 .23

oldugum arkadaslarla sosyallesmeyi tercih ederim.

8 — Hayatimdaki bir olaymm neden gerceklestigini 48 .23

anlamadigimda kendimi rahatsiz hissederim.

1 — Onemli bir konu hakkinda kafam karistiginda ¢ok canim 37 14
sikilir.

Reliability Coefficient (Cronbach’s Alfa) .83
Test-Retest Reliability .56
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Table 5

Items of the Turkish Version of Socially Engaging and Disengaging Emotions

Inventory and Factor Loadings

Item Loading R? Reliability Test-Retest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbach’s
Alpha)

Socially Disengaging — Negative .69 a7

Aksi ve somurtkan 72

Ofkeli .68

Kiskang 51

Engellenmis ve hakk: yenmis 49

Socially Diseganging — Positive .79 A7

Gururlu .70

Ozel .69

Ustiin .60

Socially Engaging — Positive .66 .78

Arkadag canlisi a7

Baskasi adina mutlu .70

Saygili 43

Socially Engaging —Negative .58 48

Suclu .87

Mahgup .76

Bagkasi adina {izgiin 14
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Table 5 (continued)

General Positive .82 .61
Sevingli .93
Mutlu .89
Huzurlu 71
Sakin .38
General Negative .86 .52
Cani sikkin .86
Karamsar .80
Uzgiin .78
Mutsuz 75
Tiksinti .53
Korku 48
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Table 6

The Correlations between Cultural Orientations and Main Demographic Differences

1 Ind. SC

2. Inter.S
C

3. ExterL
ocus of
Cont.

4. Vertica
|
Collecti
vism

5. Horizo
ntal
Collecti
vism

6. Horizo
ntal
Individ
ualism

7. Age

8. Sex (1
=F 2=
M)
9. Religio
usness
10.  Socioec
onomic
Status
o =
low, 10
= high)
M

SD

.10*

-11*

.09

A1*

59**

-.09

-.05

-13*

-.18**

.64

57%%

.55**

-.10

-.14*

-.02

19%*

-.08

4.66

.66

A7

.03

-.16**

A1*

-12*

29%*

.10*

42

A41%*

-.02

-.10

-.04

.32%*

-16**

.53

-.03

-.10*

-.09

3%

-11*

3.85

49

-.07

-13*

A

S13**

4.03

49

.23%*

.00

-.00

21.70

-.07

-.06

1.46

.50

-13*

*<.05, **<.001
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Table 7
The Correlations between Cultural Self-Construal and Control Orientations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Independent -
SC

2. Interdependent .10* -
SC

3. Desirability of .42**  -.08 -

Control

4. Higher Power -.12* 25%*F L D]x*
(Harmony
Control)
5. Friends Care -.03 35%*%  -15%  19** -
(Harmony
Control)

6. WaitonLuck .17* 25%* .09 32%*  23*%* -
(Harmony
Control)

7. Anticipate 16* 21%*  21**  -04 32*%* 16* -
Others
(Harmony
Control)

8. Merge with -.02 A9** - 15* A3 16> J19** .08 -
Others
(Harmony
Control)

9. Mean .04 A42%* - 16* .63**  59**  65**  45**  G7**
Harmony
Control
M 4.97 4.66 3.87 3.71 4.29 4.27 4.90 3.78 4.19

SD .64 .66 44 1.50 .96 1.10 1.02 1.32 .69

*< .05, **<.001
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Table 8

The Correlations between Cultural Self-Construals and Thinking Styles

1 2

3

4

5

1. Independent
SC

2.
Interdependent
SC

3. Percentage of
Analytical
Categorization

4. Holistic Locus
of Attention

5. Holistic
Causality

6. Holistic
Attitude toward
Contradiction

7. Analytical
Perception  of
Change

8. Mean Holism
M

SD

.10* -

-.00 .05

.03 21%*

.05 21%*

-.00 .36%*

.02 15*

.03 .35%*

4.97 4.66

.64 .66

-.02

.00

-.07

A1

.02

42

18

A40**

33%*

.20**

9%

4.82

1.04

35%*

-12*

.56**

5.27

.92

.10*

.64**

4.89

.95

53**

3.56

91

4.57

.68

*<.05, **<.001.
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Table 9

The Correlations between Cultural Self-Construals and Frequency of Emotions

1 2

3

4

5

6

7 8

10

1. Independent
SC

2.

Interdependent
SC

3. Positive
Engaging
Emotions

4. Negative
Engaging
Emotions

5. Mean
Engaging

Emotions

6. Positive
Disengaging

Emotions

7. Negative
Disengaging

Emotions

8. Mean
Disengaging

Emotions

9.  Subjective
Well-Being

10. Well-Being
M

SD

10 -

29%*

-.06 24%*

.06 32%*

34**  -01

-.04 A1

21%*% .07

A8** 14*

24** 07
497  4.66

.64 .66

.35**

A7**

50%*

19**

_.17**

-.00

B1**

.38**

5.70

.86

89**

-.06

.38**

24

-.06

-.22%*

4.17

1.04

.02

27

22%*

.06

-.06

4.67

.79

-.06

65**

31

33**

5.06

1.00

TR

-32**  -.02

-50**  -15*%

4.16 4.61

1.09 72

.64**

5.06

1.28

4.65

.86

*<.05, **<.001



Table 10

The Correlations between Cultural Self-Construals and Other Variables

1

2

3

4

5

1. Independent
SC

2.
Interdependent
SC

3. Fatalistic
Determinism
(FAD-Plus)

4. Randomness
(FAD-Plus)

5. Free Will
(FAD-Plus)

6. Scientific
Determinism
(FAD-Plus)

7. Causal
Uncertainty

8. Need for
Closure

M

SD

.10*

-.08

.07

21%*

.08

-.15*

A1

4.97

.64

28%*

A2

4%

A2

.06

22%*

4.66

.66

A3**

.04

18%*

24%*

22%*

2.65

1.06

.09

21%*

29%*

.07

3.03

74

28**

-11*

15*

3.42

.61

A3* -

21%* .09

3.32 2.40

.58 .76

3.96

.65

*<.05, **<.001.
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Table 11

Graphic Novel Manipulation and Mean Differences for Participants Primed with

Interdependence
Random Pattern
M SD M SD  F(1,92) p o2
Desirability of control 5.20 .62 5.20 71 .001 .976 .000
Harmony control 4.13 .69 4.29 .64 1.32 .254 .014
Independent values 6.03 .80 6.20 .64 1.34 251 .014
Interdependent values 5.81 .66 5.75 74 .16 .694 .002
Table 12
Graphic Novel Manipulation and Mean Differences for Participants Primed with
Independence
Random Pattern
M SD M SD  F(,92) p Ne2
Desirability of control 5.35 .61 5.17 12 1.78 .185 .018
Harmony control 4.33 .57 4.25 .60 46 .501 .005
Independent values 6.21 49 6.05 .66 1.93 .168 .019
Interdependent values 5.88 .64 5.76 a7 .83 .364 .008
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Table 13

Tree Photographs Manipulation and Mean Differences for Participants Primed with

Interdependence
Random Seasonal
M SD M SD  F(1,80) p p?
Desirability of control 5.21 71 5.49 .69 3.20 .077 .038
Harmony control 4.32 .80 3.98 .59 4.61 .035 .054
Independent values 5.99 1.12 6.18 .70 .82 .369 .010
Interdependent values 5.63 1.07 5.73 .68 23 .630 .003
Table 14
Tree Photographs Manipulation and Mean Differences for Participants Primed with
Independence
Random Seasonal
M SD M SD  F(1,80) p e?
Desirability of control 5.08 a7 5.18 74 42 521 .005
Harmony control 4.30 .58 419 .55 .750 .389 .009
Independent values 6.14 .68 6.18 .65 .08 778 .001
Interdependent values 5.87 .92 5.63 .70 1.75 .190 .021
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Table 15

Physics Quotes Manipulation and Mean Differences for Participants Primed with

Interdependence

Random Nonrandomnes
M SD M SD  F(1,105) p o
Desirability of control 5.42 .69 5.50 .64 43 512 .004
Harmony control 3.75 .70 3.77 .66 .01 934 .000
Independent values 6.07 .84 6.16 .52 44 .509 .004
Interdependent values 5.60 1.01 5.70 .93 .28 .600 .003

Table 16
Physics Quotes Manipulation and Mean Differences for Participants Primed with
Independence
Random Nonrandomnes
M SD M SD F(1, 105) p Mp?
Desirability of control 5.34 .67 541 .60 .26 .610 .003
Harmony control 4.01 .79 3.64 .69 6.06 .015 .057
Independent values 6.08 .82 6.12 .56 .07 .789 .001
Interdependent values 5.61 .76 5.64 .64 .03 .861 .000
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Figure 1. The interaction between independent self-construal and randomness in predicting belief in free will.
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Figure 2. The interaction between interdependent self-construal and randomness in predicting belief in scientific

determinism.
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Figure 4. The interaction between locus of control and randomness in predicting belief in fatalistic determinism.

High score in locus of control corresponds to a more external locus of control.
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Figure 5. The interaction between locus of control and randomness in predicting belief in scientific determinism.

High score in locus of control corresponds to a more external locus of control.
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Figure 6. The interaction between locus of control and randomness in predicting belief in free will. High score in
locus of control corresponds to a more external locus of control.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Turkish Self-Construal Scale (Wasti & Erdil, 2007)

1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree.

IND = The items used to measure independent self-construal.

INTER = The items used to measure interdependent self-construal.

1. Bir¢ok yonden kendine 6zgii ve baskalarindan farkli olmaktan hoslanirim. (IND)
2. Benden yasga epey biiyiik olsa bile biriyle tanigtiktan kisa siire sonra ona ilk ismiyle
hitap etmekten ¢ekinmem. (IND)

3. Grubun iiyelerine hi¢ katilmasam bile tartismadan kaginirim. (INTER)

4. Tligkide bulundugum otoritelere saygi duyarim. (INTER)

5. Bagkalar1 ne diisiiniirse diisiinsiin kendi bildigimi okurum. (IND)

6. Kendileri hakkinda al¢akgoniillii olan insanlara saygi duyarim. (INTER)

7. Bagimsiz bir kisi olarak davranmanin benim i¢in ¢ok énemli oldugunu hissederim.
(IND)

8. i¢inde bulundugum grubun menfaati igin kisisel ¢ikarlarimi feda ederim. (INTER)
9. Yanlis anlasilmaktansa, dogrudan “hayir” demeyi tercih ederim. (IND)

10. Canl1 bir hayal giiciim olmasi1 benim i¢in 6nemlidir. (IND)

11. Egitimim ve kariyerimle ilgili plan yaparken anne-babamin tavsiyelerini goz
ontinde bulundurmam gerekir. (INTER)

12. Kaderimin ¢evremdekilerin kaderiyle oriilii oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. (INTER)

13. Yeni tanistigim kisilerle muhatap oldugumda agik ve dobra olmay1 tercih ederim.
(IND)

14. Baskalariyla igbirligi yaptigim zaman kendimi iyi hissederim. (INTER)

15. Herkesin arasindan secilerek ddiillendirilmek veya dviilmek konusunda kendimi
rahat hissederim. (IND)

16. Kardesim basarisiz olsa kendimi sorumlu hissederim. (INTER)

17. Cogu zaman bagkalariyla iliskilerimin kendi bagarilarimdan daha 6nemli oldugunu
hissederim. (INTER)

18. Bir toplanti sirasinda fikirlerimi beyan etmek benim i¢in sorun degildir. (IND)

19. Otobiiste yerimi amirime teklif ederdim. (INTER)

20. Kiminle olursam olayim, ayni sekilde davranirim. (IND)
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21. Benim mutlulugum ¢evremdekilerin mutluluguna baglidir. (INTER)

22. Sagligimin iyi olmasina her seyden ¢ok deger veririm. (IND)

23. Mutlu olmasam bile eger bir grubun bana ihtiyaci varsa grupta kalirim. (INTER)
24. Bagkalarini nasil etkilerse etkilesin, kendim i¢in en iyi olan1 yapmaya caligirim.
(IND)

25. Kendi bagimin ¢aresine bakabiliyor olmak benim i¢in birincil kaygidir. (IND)

26. Grup i¢inde verilen kararlara saygi géstermek benim i¢in dnemlidir. (INTER)

27. Bagkalarindan bagimsiz olarak bireysel kimligim benim i¢in ¢ok énemlidir. (IND)
28. Grubum i¢indeki uyumu muhafaza etmek benim i¢in 6nemlidir. (INTER)

29. Evde ve iste ayni sekilde davranirim. (IND)

30. Kendim farkli seyler yapmak istesem bile, genelde digerlerinin yapmak
istediklerine uyarim. (INTER)
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Appendix B: INDCOL (Wasti & Erdil, 2007)

1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree
HC= Horizontal collectivism, VC= Vertical collectivism
HI= Horizontal individualism, VI= Vertical individualism

1. Benim mutlulugum ¢evremdekilerin mutluluguna ¢ok baghdir. (HC)

2. Kazanmak her seydir. (VI)

3. Yakin ¢evrem i¢in kisisel ¢ikarlarimdan fedakarlik ederim. (HC)

4. Bagkalar1 benden daha basarili oldugunda rahatsiz olurum. (VI)

5. Yakin ¢evremdekilerin birbiriyle uyumunu muhafaza etmek benim i¢in
onemlidir. (HC)

6. Isimi bagkalarindan daha iyi yapmak benim icin énemlidir. (V1)

7. Komsularimla ufak tefek seyleri paylasmak hosuma gider. (HC)

8. Is arkadaslarimin iyiligi benim icin énemlidir. (HC)

9. Rekabet doganin kanunudur. (VI)

10. Is arkadaslarimdan biri &diil kazansa gurur duyarim. (HC)

11. Ozgiin bir birey olmak benim i¢cin énemlidir. (HI)

12. Baskas1 benden daha basarili oldugu zaman kendimi gergin ve kamg¢ilanmig
hissederim. (V1)

13. Cogu zaman kendi bildigim gibi yasarim. (HI)

14. Yakin ¢evremin kararlarina saygi géstermek benim i¢in 6nemlidir. (VC)
15. Bagkalarina glivenmektense kendime giivenirim. (HI)

16. Ne fedakarlik gerekirse gereksin aile bireyleri birbirlerine kenetlenmelidirler. (VC)
17. Anne-baba ve ¢ocuklar miimkiin oldugu kadar birlikte kalmalidirlar. (VC)
18. Baskalarindan bagimsiz bireysel kimligim benim i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir. (HI)
19. Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmak gerekirse de aileme bakmak benim
gorevimdir. (VC)

20. Bireysel kimligim benim i¢in ¢ok énemlidir. (HI)

21. Ben baskalarindan ayr1 6zgiin bir bireyim. (HI)

22. Yakin ¢evremde ¢cogunlugun isteklerine saygt gosteririm. (VC)

23. Kendine 6zgli ve bagkalarindan farkli olmaktan hoslanirim. (HI)
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24. Bir karar vermeden dnce yakin arkadaslara danisip onlarin fikirlerini almak
onemlidir. (HC)

25. Maddi giicliik i¢inde olan bir akrabama imkanlarim 6lgiisiinde yardim ederim.
(HC)

26. Rekabet olmadan iyi bir toplum diizeni kurulamaz. (VI)

27. Insan hayatin1 baskalarindan bagimsiz olarak yasamalidir. (HI)

28. Cok hosuma giden bir seyden ailem onaylamazsa vazgecerim. (VC)

29. Baskalariyla igbirligi yaptigim zaman kendimi iyi hissederim. (HC)

30. Baskalariyla rekabet edebilecegim ortamlarda ¢calismak hosuma gider. (VI)
31. insanlara acik ve dosdogru konusmayi tercih ederim. (HI)

32. Cocuklara vazifenin eglenceden once geldigi 6gretilmelidir. (VC)

33. Benim i¢in zevk baskalariyla vakit gecirmektir. (HC)

34. Basar1 hayattaki en 6nemli seydir. (VI)

35. Eger basarili oluyorsam bu benim yeteneklerim sayesindedir. (HI)

36. Yakin ¢evremle fikir ayriligina diismekten hi¢ hoslanmam. (VC)

37. Ailemi memnun edecek seyleri nefret etsem de yaparim. (VC)
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Appendix C: Turkish Locus of Control Scale (Dag, 2002)

1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree.
* Reversed items
1

Insanin yasamindaki mutsuzluklarin cogu, biraz da sanssizligia baglhidir.
2- Insan ne yaparsa yapsin iisiitiip hasta olmanin dniine gecemez.
3- Bir seyin olacagi varsa eninde sonunda mutlaka olur.

4- Insan ne kadar ¢abalarsa ¢abalasin, ne yazik ki degeri genellikle anlasiimaz.
5

Insanlar savaslar1 6nlemek icin ne kadar ¢aba gosterirlerse gostersinler,
savaglar daima olacaktir.

6- Bazi insanlar dogustan sanslhdir.

7

8
9

Insan ilerlemek i¢in gii¢ sahibi kisilerin gonliinii hos tutmak zorundadr.

Insan ne yaparsa yapsin, hicbir sey istedigi gibi sonu¢lanmaz.

Birgok insan, rastlantilarin yagsamlarini ne derecede etkilediginin farkinda

degildir.

10- Bir insanin hala ciddi bir hastaliga yakalanmamis olmasi sadece bir sans
meselesidir.

11- Dort yaprakli yonca bulmak insana sans getirir.

12- Insamin burcu hangi hastalifa daha yatkin olacagini belirler.

13- Bir sonucu elde etmede insanin neleri bildigi degil, kimleri tanidig1 6nemlidir.

14- Insann bir giinii iyi basladiysa iyi; kotii basladiysa da kotii gider.

15- *Bagsarili olmak ¢ok ¢alismaya baglidir; sansin bunda pay1 ya hi¢ yoktur ya da
cok azdir.

16- *Aslinda sans diye bir sey yoktur.

17- *Hastaliklar ¢ogunlukla insanlarin dikkatsizliginden kaynaklanir.

18- *Talihsizlik olarak nitelenen durumlarin ¢cogu, yetenek eksikliginin, ihmalin,
tembelligin ve benzeri nedenlerin sonucudur.

19- *Insan yasaminda olabilecek seyleri kendi kontrolii altinda tutabilir.

20- Cogu durumda yazi-tura atarak da isabetli kararlar verilebilir.

21- *Insanin ne yapacag konusunda kararli olmasi, kadere giivenmesinden daima

iyidir.

22- Insan fazla bir caba harcamasa da, karsilastig1 sorunlar kendiliginden ¢oziiliir.
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23- Cok uzun vadeli planlar yapmak her zaman akillica olmayabilir, ¢linkii bir¢ok
sey zaten 1yi ya da kotii sansa baghdir.

24- Bir¢ok hastalik insan1 yakalar ve bunu 6nlemek miimkiin degildir.

25- Insan ne yaparsa yapsin, olabilecek kétii seylerin dniine gecemez.

26- *Insanin istedigini elde etmesinin talihle bir ilgisi yoktur.

27-*Insan kendisini ilgilendiren bircok konuda kendi basmna dogru kararlar
alabilir.

28- *Bir insanin basina gelenler, temelde kendi yaptiklarinin sonucudur.

29- *Halk, yeterli cabay1 gdsterse siyasal yolsuzluklari ortadan kaldirabilir.

30- *Sans ya da talih hayatta 6nemli bir rol oynamaz.

31- *Saglikli olup olmamay1 belirleyen esas sey insanlarin kendi yaptiklar1 ve
aliskanliklaridir.

32- *Insan kendi yasamina temelde kendisi yon verir.

33- *Insanlarmn talihsizlikleri yaptiklar1 hatalarin sonucudur.

34- *Insanlarla yakin iliskiler kurmak, tesadiiflere degil, caba gdstermeye baglidir.

35- Insanin hastalanacagi varsa hastalanir; bunu énlemek miimkiin degildir.

36- *Insan bugiin yaptiklariyla gelecekte olabilecekleri degistirebilir.

37-*Kazalar, dogrudan dogruya hatalarin sonucudur.

38- Bu diinya gii¢ sahibi birkag kisi tarafindan yonetilmektedir ve sade vatandasin
bu konuda yapabilecegi fazla bir sey yoktur.

39- Insanin dini inancinin olmasi, hayatta karsilasacag bircok zorlu daha kolay
asmasina yardim eder.

40- Bir insan istedigi kadar akilli olsun, bir ise basladiginda sans1 yaver gitmezse
basarili olamaz.

41- *Insan kendine iyi bakt181 siirece hastaliklardan kagimabilir.

42- Kaderin insan yasami iizerinde ¢ok biiytik bir rolii vardir.

43- *Kararlilik bir insanin istedigi sonuglar1 almasinda en 6nemli etkendir.

44- *Insanlara dogru seyi yaptirmak bir yetenek isidir; sansm bunda pay: hig
yoktur ya da ¢ok azdir.

45- *Insan kendi kilosunu, yiyeceklerini ayarlayarak kontrolii altinda tutabilir.

46- insan yasaminin alacag1 yonii, cevresindeki gii¢ sahibi Kisiler belirler.

47- *Biiyiik ideallere ancak ¢alisip ¢abalayarak ulasilabilir.
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Appendix D: Turkish Desirability of Control Scale (Egrigozlii, 2002)

1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree.

* Reversed items

1- Neyi, ne zaman yapacagim konusunda kontroliin bende oldugu bir iste ¢aligmayi

tercih ederim.

2- Politik katilimlardan hoslanirim; ¢iinkii lilke yonetiminde s6z sahibi olmak isterim.

3- Birisinin bana ne yapmam gerektigini sOyleyecegi durumlardan kaginmaya
caligirim.

4- Bir takip¢i olmaktansa lider olmayi tercih ederim.

5- Diger insanlarin tavir ve davraniglarini etkilemek hosuma gider.

6- Uzun bir yolculuga ¢ikmadan 6nce otomobildeki her seyi dikkatle kontrol ederim.

7- *Benim i¢in neyin daha iyi oldugunu genellikle baskalar1 bilir.

8- Kararlarimi kendim vermekten hoslanirim.

9- Kendi kaderimi kendim tayin etmekten hoslanirim.

10- *Bir ekip ¢alismasi sirasinda yoneticiligi bir bagkasinin {istlenmesini tercih ederim.

11- Degisik olaylarla basa ¢ikmada kendimi diger insanlardan daha yetenekli

buluyorum.

12- Bir bagkasindan emir almaktansa kendi isimi kendim yiirlitmeyi ve kendi

hatalarimi kendim yapmay tercih ederim.

13- Bir ise baslamadan 6nce is hakkinda iyice fikir edinmek isterim.

14- Bir problem gordiigiim zaman onu kendi haline birakmaktansa bir seyler yapmaya

caligirim.

15- Emir almay1 degil vermeyi tercih ederim.

16- *Keske yasamla ilgili glinlik kararlar alma sorumlulugunu bir baskasina

yiikleyebilseydim.

17- Araba kullanirken bir bagkasinin hatasi nedeniyle zarar gorebilecegim durumlara

diismekten kaginmaya caligirim.

18- Birisinin bana neyin yapilmasi gerektigini sdyleyecegi durumlardan uzak durmay1

tercih ederim.
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19- *Bir karar vermektense tek bir secenegin olmasini tercih ettigim bircok durum

vardir.

20- *Bir problemle ugrasmaktansa bu problemi c¢ozebilecek bir kisinin ortaya

¢ikmasini beklemeyi tercih ederim.
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Appendix E: Turkish Causal Uncertainty Scale (Uz, 2014)

1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree.
1- Bagkalariyla iyi gecinmek i¢in ne yapmak gerektigini bilmiyorum.
2- lyi notlar aldigimda neden o kadar iyi yaptigimi genelde anlayamam.
3- Bagkalariyla aramdaki ¢ogu sorunun neden kaynaklandigini bilmiyorum.
4- Bagkalarinin basina iyi bir sey geldiginde, neden dyle oldugunu anlayamam.
5- Kétii notlar aldigimda neden o kadar kotii yaptigimi genelde anlayamam.
6- Tanidigim bir kotii not aldiginda, o kisi bunu 6nlemek i¢in bir sey yapabilir
miydi, bunu ¢ogu zaman tespit edemem.
7- Basima gelen iyi seylerin ¢ogunun sebebini anlayamam.
8- Isler yolunda gittiginde, durumu korumak icin ne yapmam gerektigini bilemem.
9- Koétii seyler oldugunda, genelde nedenini bilmem.
10- Bir kiginin bir hareketi yapmasi i¢in birden fazla muhtemel sebep varsa,
hareketin gergek sebebini bulmak zordur.
11- Diger insanlarin basina gelen seyleri aciklamak i¢in, genellikle yeterince bilgi
sahibi degilmisim gibi gelir.
12- Bagkalarinin basina kotii bir sey geldiginde, neden dyle oldugunu anlayamam.
13- Bagima gelen seylerin sebebini bulmaya c¢alistigimda, ¢ogu zaman yeterince
bilgi sahibi degilmisim gibi gelir.
14- Biri bir seyi ni¢in yapar diye diisiindiigiimde, genelde o kadar ¢ok sebep

olabilir ki; gercek neden hangisiydi tespit edemem.
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Appendix F: Rule-based versus Family Resemblance-Based Categorization

Stimulus Example

Grup 1 Grup 2
ik % P )

lueh) (i ‘
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s
Note. In the example above, the target object shares one feature (diagonally drawn line
on the lower side of the shirt) with all members of Group 1. If the participant

categorizes the target object as belonging to Group 1, then this would be rule-based
categorization. The target object has the same kind of collar and sleeve as three of the
four shirts (i.e., the majority) in Group 2. If the participant categorizes the target object

as belonging to Group 2, then this would be family resemblance-based categorization.
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Appendix G: Graphic Novel Manipulation Materials
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Appendix H: Tree Photographs Manipulation Materials — Sample Photographs
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Appendix I: Physics Quotes Priming Material

Randomness condition:

Unlii fizik profesorii Diederick Stephens’a gore, evrendeki her olay aslinda
rastgele gergeklesiyor. Hayatta bazi seylerin belli kurallara gore ve
ongtiriilebilir sekilde gercgeklesiyormus gibi goziiktiigii dogrudur. Ancak
Stephens bunun kuantum fizigi a¢isindan aslinda dogru olmadigini, kuantum
parcaciklarimin etkilegsimlerinin tamamen rastgele bir sekilde gerceklestigini,
dolayisiyla bu etkilesimin sonucunu kesin olarak ongérmenin imkansiz
oldugunu soyliiyor. Kuantum mekanigine gore, hi¢hbir seyin gergeklesip
gerceklesmeyecegi kesin olarak bilinemez, c¢iinkii kurallar degil ihtimaller
vardir. Kisaca, Stephens evrende belli bir kural ve algoritmaya gore sasmaz
bir sekilde devam eden hichir siirecin olmadigini, evrene rastgeleligin ve
tahmin edilemezligin hakim oldugunu belirtiyor.

Nonrandomness condition:

Unlii fizik profesorii Diederick Stephens’a gore, evrendeki hichir olay rastgele
gerceklesmiyor. Hayatta bazi seylerin tesadiifen ve tamamen sansa dayali
gerceklesiyormus gibi goziiktiigii dogrudur. Ornegin yazi-tura attigimizda,
sonucu kesin olarak 6ngérmenin miimkiin olmadigini, yari yarrya ihtimalle ya
yvazi ya da tura gelecegini diistiniiriiz. Ancak Stephens bunun klasik fizik
agisindan ashinda dogru olmadigini, yazi-tura atarken madeni paranin tutulug
agist, havaya atilirken uygulanan kuvvetin agisi ve buiyiikliigii, ortamdaki hava
sartlart ve benzeri ayrintilart bildigimiz takdirde, sonucun yazi veya tura
gelecegini kesin olarak tahmin edebilecegimizi one siiriiyor. Kisaca, Stephens
evrende rastgele gerceklesen hichir seyin olmadigint ve en tesadiifi gibi

goziiken seylerin bile aslinda tamamen éngoriilebilir oldugunu belirtiyor.
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Appendix J: Items of Feeling of Insignificance Scale

Asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatle okuyunuz. Su an geleceginizi diisiindiigiiniizde, gelecekte
bu ifadeler sizin i¢in ne kadar dogru olacak? Liitfen her bir ifadenin sizin i¢in ne kadar

uygun olacagini igaretleyiniz.

1 = Hi¢ uygun degil

7 = Son derece uygun

1) Bir davranista bulunup bulunmamamin olaylarin genel gidisat1 lizerinde pek

bir etkisi olmayacak.

2) Bir seyi yapip yapmamamin, c¢evremde olup biteni etkileyecegini
diisiinmiiyorum.

3) Davranislarim, yasadigim olaylarin nasil sonlanacagini belirlemeyecek.

4) Yasadiklarim karsisinda kendimi caresiz, pasif bir nesne gibi hissedecegim.

5) Ne yaparsam yapayim, hayatimin gidisatini belirleyemeyecegim.

6) Yasamim, benim yapip ettiklerimden bagimsiz bir sekilde ilerleyecek.

7) Ne yaparsam yapayim pek fark etmeyecek, sanki her sey olacagina varacak.
8) Hayatimda yasayacagim olaylar bir riizgarsa, ben bu riizgarla beraber savrulup

giden bir kagit parcasi gibi hissedecegim.

9) Bir yerden digerine yiizerek giden bir balik gibi degil, suyun akintisiyla
stiriiklenip giden bir dal parcasi gibi hissedecegim.

10)  Gitmesi gereken yone dogru yiiriyen biri gibi degil, yer¢ekiminin etkisiyle

yokus asag1 yuvarlanan bir nesne gibi hissedecegim.
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Appendix K: Unscrambling Task

Bu gorevde, her biri siralamasi karistirilmis 4 kelimeden olusan 16 seti tamamlamaniz
istenecek. Her sette, dort kelimeden ti¢linli secerek dilbilgisi kurallarina uygun birer
ciimle olusturacaksmz. Ornegin, “havliyor képek beklenmedik o” yazan
kanigtirllmis ciimleyi goriirseniz, kelimelerden ii¢linii secip “o kopek havhyor”

climlesini olusturmalisiniz. Liitfen deneme turunu asagida tamamlaymiz.

Dort kelimeden iiclinli secerek dilbilgisi kurallarima uygun bir ciimle olusturun.

Cevabinizi asagidaki bosluga girin.

kullandi o araba eger

“kulland1 o araba eger” seklindeki siralamasi karistirilmig climlenin diizgiin hali “o0

araba kulland1” seklindedir.

Simdi ciimle diizeltme gorevine baslayacaksiniz. Her biri tek tek ekrana gelecek
kelime siralamasi karistirilmis 16 set climle ile karsilasacaginizi unutmayin. Baglamak

i¢in “Devam” tusuna basin.
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Rastgelelik

Olumsuzluk

kaos komiteye kap1 hakimdi

tembellik komiteye kap1 hakimdi

maviydi oyun rengi masanin

maviydi oyun rengi masanin

diizensizlik halletti anarsistler yaratir

korku halletti ordular uyandirir

tercih rastgele yapt1 portakal

tercih kotii yapt1 portakal

kolayca diikkan yirtild1 kagit

kolayca diikkan yirtildi kagit

at cember yavasga topu

at cember yavasga topu

gelisigiizel agackakan i¢in ugtu

bocek agackakanlar yer ugtu

performansi kargasa atletlerin

ongoriilemezdir

sakatliklar1 masa atletlerin berbattir

kizild1 kusursuzluk rengi gokyiiziiniin

kizild1 kusursuzluk rengi gokyiiziiniin

calig onu aptal unutmamaya

calis onu aptal unutmamaya

sana onu mektuba génderirim

sana onu mektuba gonderirim

kalind1 bugiin kitap epey

kalind1 bugiin kitap epey

inang kargasa erdemdir bir

inan¢ kusmuk erdemdir bir

anlamsizdi  konusmasi  karmakarisik

Hande’nin

igrendiler aptalligindan kayip

Hande’nin

denedi Murat sansini diiz

gordii Murat fare diiz

kutuydu sandalyeler biiyiiktii o

kutuydu sandalyeler biiyiiktii o
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Appendix M: Turkish Summary

Bu c¢alismada, rastgeleligin rahatsiz edici bir durum olma sebebinin 6znelik
hissini azaltmas1 oldugu ve insanlarin buna 6zerk veya iliskisel 6zneliklerini yeniden
kurarak yanit verdikleri savlanmaktadir. Bu hipotezlerin teorik altyapisini olusturmak
icin ilk olarak insanlarin neden diizen ve Oriintii istedikleri evrimsel ve varolussal
acidan tartisilmis; rastgeleligin olumsuz sonuglari ve bunun 6znelik hissiyle olan
ilgisine deginilmistir. Bu tartismalarin 1s18inda, rastgelelik algisinin 6znelik hissini
azalttigr seklindeki ilk hipotez One siirlilmiistiir. Sonrasinda, ozerk ve iliskisel
Ozneligin farkli 6zelliklerinden bahsedilmis ve rastgelelik belirginligi sonras1 6zneligi
yeniden insa siirecinin bu iki farkli 6znelik tiirii icin farkl gelisecegi seklindeki ikinci
hipotez one siiriilmiistiir. Devaminda, yapilan dokuz farkli ¢alisma rapor edilmis; son
boliimde ise bulgular ve bu bulgularin saglayabilecegi bazi pratik c¢ikarimlar
tartisilmig, ¢aligmalarin olasi kisitlarina deginilmistir.

Insanlar, tamamen rastgele ger¢eklesen olaylarda bile bir driintii algilayabilirler
(Kahneman ve Tversky, 1972; Nickerson, 2004). Ornegin, basketbol taraftarlari
onceki atiglar1 bagartya ulagsmig bir oyuncunun “eli sicak™ olduguna ve sonraki
atiglarda da basarili olduguna inanir. Ancak yapilan ¢alismalar, 6dnceki ve sonraki
atislarin basarisinin birbiriyle alakasiz oldugunu gostermistir (Alter ve Oppenheimer,
2006).

Evrimsel agidan bakildiginda, insanlarin oriintii tespit etmeye dair dogustan
gelen bir giidiisti oldugu goriilmektedir. Canfield ve Haith (1991) tarafindan yapilan
bir ¢alismada, 2 ila 3 aylik bebeklerin, bir dizi resim gosterildiginde, oriintliyli fark
edebildikleri ve bir sonraki resmin goziikecegi noktaya baktiklar: bulunmustur. Benzer
sekilde, 3 ila 3.5 aylik bebeklerin cisimlerin hareket yonleriyle ilgili tutarli beklentiler
olusturabildikleri (Aguiar ve Baillargeon, 2002) ve 1 yasindaki ¢ocuklarin hikayeleri
dogru zamansal siralamasiyla hatirladiklart gozlemlenmistir (Bauer ve Mandler,
1992). Yetiskinlerde ise, siralama Oriintiisiiyle ilgili beklentileri karsilanmadiginda,
beynin 6nbeyin kabugunda birtakim tepkimeler gergeklestigi bulunmustur (Huettel,
Mack ve McCarthy, 2002). Insanlarin grenme siirecleri de &riintii tespit edebiliyor

olmay1 zorunlu hale getirmektedir. Hem klasik hem de edimsel kosullanma,
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ogrenmenin gergeklesebilmesi i¢in tutarlilik ve oriintiiye ihtiyag duymaktadir (Recorla
ve Wagner, 1972; Miltenberger, 2011; Zhao, Hahn ve Osherson, 2014).

Oriintii tespit etmek varolussal acidan da dnemlidir. Insanlar genel olarak
hayattan bir anlam c¢ikarmaya calismakta ve bu amagla kendi icinde tutarl,
ongoriilebilir cerceveler olusturmaktadirlar (Heine, Proulx ve Vohs, 2006; Hennes,
Nam, Stern ve Jost, 2012). Proulx, Inzlicht ve Harmon-Jones’a (2012) gore, bu
tutarlilik ve biitiinligli koruma motivasyonu bir¢cok goriintirde farkli psikoloji
teorisinin temelinde yatan faktdrlerden biridir: Bilissel ¢eliski (Festinger, 1957),
yaklagim motivasyonu (McGregor, Nash, Mann ve Phills, 2010), dehset yonetimi
(Solomon, Greenberg ve Pyszczynski, 1991), telafi edici kontrol modeli (Kay,
Whitson, Gaucher ve Galinsky, 2009), belirsizlik yonetimi (van den Bos, 2001),
sistemi mesrulastirma (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004), anlam yaratma (Park, 2010),
Piaget’nin bilissel gelisim (Miiller, Carpendale ve Smith, 2009), kararsizlik kaynakl
rahatsizlik modeli (Van Harreveld, van der Plight ve de Liver, 2009) ve anlam koruma
modeli (Heine et al., 2006) kuramlarinin temelinde bu faktdr yatmaktadir.

Peki, insanlar ihtiyag duyduklar1 Oriintii ve diizene ulasamadiklarinda ne
olmaktadir? Ge¢mis ¢aligmalar, bu sekildeki bir rastgelelik algisinin ¢esitli olumsuz
sonuglar1 oldugunu gostermistir. Ornegin telafi edici kontrol modeli (Kay ve ark.,
2009) tizerine yapilan ¢aligmalar, rastgeleligin rahatsiz edici oldugunu ve hem rapor
edilen kaygi seviyesini hem de kaygi ile ilgili norofizyolojik aktiviteleri arttirdiginm
gostermistir (Tullett, Kay ve Inzlicht, 2014). Benzer sekilde dehset yonetimi kurami
(Burke, Martens ve Faucher, 2010; Solomon ve ark., 1991) ilizerine yapilan bazi
caligmalarda, oliimliilik farkindalifinin kaygi yaratma sebeplerinden birinin 6liim
zamani ve seklinin insanlar i¢in ¢ogunlukla belirsiz olmasi oldugu tespit edilmistir
(Agroskin ve Jonas, 2013; Fritsche, Jonas ve Fankhénel, 2008). Ayrica, tutarsizligin
ve kisisel belirsizligin de kaygi uyandirdigr ge¢mis g¢alismalarca gozlemlenmistir
(Heine ve ark., 2006; Van den Bos, 2009).

Bu calismada, rastgeleligin uyandirdigi bu olumsuz duygularin sebebinin,
rastgeleligin 6znelik hissini azaltmasi oldugu oOne siiriilmektedir. Cilinkli eger bir
insanin hayatindaki olaylar rastgele gerceklesiyorsa, bu hem o kisinin hayatta kalma
ve ¢evresine uyum saglama becerisini hem de hayattan kendi icinde tutarli bir anlam

cikarma olasiligint diigiirtir. Kisiler hayatlarinda aktif bir 6zne gibi degil, pasif ve
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Onemsiz birer nesne gibi hissetmeye baslarlar. Buradan hareketle, bu ¢alismanin ilk
hipotezi su sekildedir: “Rastgelelik belirginligi, dnemsizlik hissini arttirir.”

Geleneksel psikoloji literatiiriinde, 6znelik diinyay1 kontrol etme kapasitesi
olarak tanimlanmistir (Rothbaum, Weisz ve Snyder, 1982; Snibbe ve Markus, 2005;
Weisz, Rothbaum ve Blackburn, 1984). Ancak bu, o6zerklik, ayriklik ve bireysel
Ozgiirliikleri 6n plana ¢ikaran Batili bireyci kiltlirlerin etkisinde kalmis bir
tamimlamadir ve bagliligi, uyumu ve iliskinin bir par¢asi olmay1 6n plana ¢ikaran
toplulukgu kiiltiirlerin degerleriyle c¢elismektedir (Hofstede, 1980; Markus ve
Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989). Bireycilik ve toplulukguluk her ne kadar kiiltiirel
farklar olarak ele alinsa da, gecmis calismalar bu yonelimlere dair bireyler arasi
farklilasmalar oldugunu da ortaya koymustur (Cross, Hardin ve Gercek-Swing, 2011;
Singelis, 1994). Bireycilikle iliskili olan bireysel benlik kurgusu bireyi digerlerinden
ayrik bir varlik olarak anlar ve bireysel segme 6zgiirliigiine vurgu yapar (Markus ve
Kitayama, 1991). Ote yandan, toplulukgulukla iliskili olan iliskisel benlik kurgusu,
bireyi daha genis bir iligkisel agin bir parcasi olarak goriir, gorevler, yiikiimliiliikler ve
grup i¢i uyuma vurgu yapar (Markus ve Kitayama, 1991).

Benlik kurgusu kisilerin kendilerini nasil anladiklarimi sekillendirmekle
birlikte, 6znelikten ne anladiklarini1 ve hangi kosullarda kendilerini bir 6zne olarak
hissettiklerini de belirler (6rn., Markus ve Kitayama, 2003; Kitayama ve Uchida, 2005;
Snibbe ve Markus, 2005). Markus ve Kitayama’ya (2003) gore dzerk ve iliskisel olmak
tizere iki farkl 6znelik bi¢cimi vardir. Buna gore, 6zerk 6zneler davranislarini kendileri
belirlemeyi seger ve diinyayr kendi arzu ve isteklerine gore sekillendirmeye caligir.
Davranislar iizerinde bireysel kontrol sahibi olmanin yan1 sira, ayni zamanda analitik
diisiinme bi¢imini tercih ederler (Kitayama ve Uchida, 2005; Masuda ve Nisbett,
2001). Zira analitik diisiince, iliskiler ve baglam yerine nesneleri ayrik olarak merkeze
aldig1 i¢in 6zerk Oznelere daha uygun bir diislince yapisidir (Kitayama ve Uchida,
2005). Ayrica, dzerk 6zneler, bireysel hedefleri 6nemsedikleri i¢in, bu hedeflere ulasip
ulasamadiklarina dair olan ayristirict duygular (6rn., gurur, hiisran), sosyal olarak
birlestirici (6rn., yakinlik, utang) duygulara oranla daha sik ve daha giiclii hissederler
(Kitayama, Karasawa ve Mesquita, 2006; Kitayama, Markus ve Kurokawa, 2000).

Iliskisel 6zneler igin ise, davramsi belirleyen sorumluluklar ve gorevlerdir

(Markus ve Kitayama, 2003). Davraniglarini grup i¢i uyumu siirdiirmeye yonelik secen
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iligkisel 6zneler, analitikten ziyade biitiinciil diisiince bigimini tercih ederler (Kitayama
ve Uchida, 2005; Masuda ve Nisbett, 2001). Ciinkii biitiinciil diisiince sistemi, nesneler
arasi baglantilar1 ve baglami 6n plana ¢ikarir ve iliski odakli iligkisel 6zneler i¢in daha
uygun bir diisiince bigimidir (Kitayama ve Uchida, 2005). iliskisel 6zneler 6zerklerden
duygusal anlamda da farklilasir ve sosyal olarak ayristirict duygular yerine, ait
hissedilen grupla ne kadar uyum iginde olundugunu gosteren sosyal olarak birlestirici
duygular1 daha sik ve daha giiclii hissederler (Kitayama ve ark., 2000; Kitayama ve
ark., 2006).

Ik béliimden hatirlanacag iizere, rastgeleligin znelik hissini azalttig1 one
stiriilmistiir. Bu ¢alismada, insanlarin bu azalan 6znelik hissini yeniden insa etmek
isteyecekleri, ancak bu siirecin o kisinin 6zerk veya iliskisel 6zne olmasina gore
degisecegi savlanmaktadir. Ozerk oznelerin rastgelelik belirginligi sonrasinda
Ozneliklerini yeniden kurmak i¢in davranislari iizerinde bireysel kontrol sahibi olmay1
daha fazla 6nemseyecekleri, daha analitik diisiinecekleri ve sosyal olarak ayristiric
duygular1 daha sik ve giiclii hissedecekleri; 6te yandan iliskisel 6znelerin grup ici
uyum saglamayi daha fazla 6nemseyecekleri, daha biitlinciil diisiinecekleri ve sosyal
olarak biitiinlestirici duygular1 daha sik ve giiglii hissedecekleri savunulmaktadir.
Buradan hareketle, ¢aligmanin ikinci hipotezine gore, rastgelelik belirginligi sonrasi,
Ozneliklerini yeniden kurabilmek icin, 6zerk 6zneler daha 6zerk, iligskisel 6zneler ise
daha iliskisel olacaktir.

Ozerk ve iliskisel 6zneliklerin hangi konularda farklilastiklarmni tespit etmek
igin ilk olarak bir kesfedici ¢alisma yapilmistir. Buna gore 6zerk benlik kurgusunun
kisisel kontrol istegi, analitik diislinme, ayristiric1 duygular ve 6zgiir irade ile; iliskisel
benlik kurgusunun ise ahenk kontrolii, biitlinciil diisiinme, biitiinlestirici duygular ve
belirlenimcilik inanglar ile iligkili bulunmasi beklenmistir. Ayrica kapatma istegi,

nedensel belirsizlik ve sosyo-demografik faktorlerin de olasi iliskileri incelenmistir.

Cahsma 1

Qualtrics kullanilarak bir ¢evrimig¢i anket bataryasi hazirlanmis, ¢aligmaya

219’u kadin, 184’ii erkek 403 Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) 6grencisi
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katilmistir. Yas ortalamasi 21.70’dir (S = 1.56). Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan dlgekler i¢in, ilk

Olctimden 3 hafta sonra 84 kisinin katildig1 bir yeniden-6lgiim yapilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclan

Benlik kurgusu. Ozerk ve iliskisel benligi dlgmek icin, Singelis (1994)
tarafindan hazirlanan ve Wasti ve Erdil (2007) tarafindan Tiirkgeye uyarlanan 30
maddelik benlik kurgusu 6l¢egi kullanilmistir. Katilimeilar 6zerk ve iliskisel benlikle
iligkili 15°er ifadeye ne oranda katildiklarimi (1 = kesinlikle katiimiyorum, 7 =
kesinlikle katiliyorum) belirtmislerdir. Wasti ve Erdil (2007) 6zerk ve iligkisel benlik
kurgusu i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilarini sirasiyla .63 ve .72 bulmustur. Bu
calismada ise degerler sirastyla .70 ve .71 bulunmustur (bkz., Ek A).

INDCOL. Yatay ve dikey bireycilik ile topluluk¢ulugu 6l¢gmek i¢in INDCOL
dlcegi (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk ve Gelfand, 1995) kullanilmistir. Olgek Tiirkgeye
Wasti ve Erdil (2007) tarafindan uyarlanmistir. Wasti ve Erdil’in (2007) bulgular
dikkate alinarak dikey topluluk¢uluk, dikey bireycilik ve yatay bireycilikten olusan, 3
faktorii ve toplamda 29 maddeden olusan bir 6lgek kullanilmigtir. Katilimcilar bu
faktorlerle iliskili ifadelere ne oranda katildiklarini (1 = kesinlikle katiimiyorum, 5 =
kesinlikle katilryyorum) belirtmislerdir. Wasti ve Erdil (2007) s6z konusu 3 faktor i¢in
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilarini sirastyla .69, .65 ve .68 bulmustur. Bu ¢caligmada
ise bu degerler sirasiyla .72, .72 ve .76 bulunmustur (bkz., Ek B).

Kontrol odagi. Rotter’in (1966) hazirladigi, Dag (2002) tarafindan Tiirkceye
uyarlanan 47 maddeli i¢-dis kontrol odagi 6lgegi kullanilmistir. Katilimcilar ifadelere
ne oranda katildiklarii (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 = kesinlikle katiliyorum)
belirtmislerdir. Daha yiiksek skor daha digsal kontrol odagina karsilik gelmektedir.
Dag (2002) 6lgegin Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisini1 92 bulmustur. Bu ¢alismada
ise .89 olarak bulunmustur (bkz., Ek C).

Kontrol istegi. Burger ve Cooper’in (1979) hazirladigi, Egrigdzli’niin (2002)
Tirkceye uyarladigit 20 maddeli kontrol istegi 6lgegi kullanilmistir. Katilimcilar
ifadelere ne oranda katildiklarint (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 = kesinlikle
katiliyorum) belirtmislerdir. Egrig6zlii (2002) Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisini .75
bulmustur. Bu ¢alismada ise .83 bulunmustur (bkz., Ek D).
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Nedensel belirsizlik. Weary ve Edwards (1994) tarafindan hazirlanan ve
Uz’un (2015) Tiirkgeye uyarladigt 14 maddeli nedensel belirsizlik 0Olgegi
kullanilmistir. Katilimcilar ifadelere ne oranda katildiklarmmi (1 = Kkesinlikle
katilmiyorum, 5 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) belirtmislerdir. Uz (2015) Cronbach alfa
giivenirlik katsayisini .82 bulmustur. Bu ¢alismada ise .91 bulunmustur (bkz., Ek E).

Kurala dayalh veya benzerlik temelli nesne simiflandirma. Nesne
siniflandirma materyalleri Norenzayan, Smirth, Nisbett ve Kim (2002) tarafindan
hazirlanmig, Uskul, Kitayama ve Nisbett’in (2008) calismasinda ise Turkiyeli bir
orneklemde basariyla kullanilmistir. Kullanilan materyaller i¢in Ek F’ye bakiniz.

Sosyo-demografik ozellikler. Katilimcilar yas, cinsiyet, dindarlik (1 = hi¢
dindar degil, 7 = fazlasiyla dindar) ve algilanan sosyoekonomik durum seviyelerini (1

= en alt diizey, 10 = en iist diizey) bildirmislerdir.

Bu Caliyma Kapsaminda Tiirkceye Uyarlanan Olcekler

S6z konusu 6lgekler sosyal psikoloji doktora adayr iki 6grenci tarafindan
tercime-geri terciime yontemiyle Tiirk¢eye cevrilmistir. Uyumsuzluklar tigiincii bir
arastirmacinin gézetiminde ¢ozllmiistiir. Yeniden 6l¢tim ilk dlglimden 3 hafta sonra
yapilmugtir.

Ahenk kontrolii. Morling ve Fiske (1999) tarafindan hazirlanan 21 maddeli
ahenk kontrolii 6lcegi Tirkgeye uyarlanmistir. Daha yiiksek bir gilice inanmak,
arkadaslarin destegine giivenmek, talithin donecegine inanmak, baskalarinin tepkilerini
ongdrmek ve kendini bagkalariyla bir biitiin halinde hissetmek seklinde 5 faktorden ve
toplamda 21 maddeden olusmaktadir. Katilimcilar ifadelere ne oranda katildiklarini (1
= kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) belirtmislerdir. Morling ve Fiske
(1999) Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilarinin 7 farkli 6rneklemde .70 ile .78 arasinda
degistigini bulmustur. Bu ¢alismada ise degerler bu 5 faktor icin sirasiyla .88, .67, .49,
.61 ve .69 bulunmustur. Olgiim-yeniden 6l¢iim giivenirlik katsayilari ise sirastyla .77,
.66, .57, .37, .39 ve .62 olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin maddeleri ve faktorleriyle ilgili
ayrintil bilgi i¢in Tablo 1’e bakiniz.

Ozgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik. Paulhus ve Carey’nin (2011) hazirladig1 27

maddeli 6zgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik 6lgegi Tiirkgeye uyarlanmistir. Olgek, kaderci
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belirlenimcilik, bilimsel belirlenimcilik, 6zglir irade ve rastgelelik olarak adlandirilan
4 faktorden olusmaktadir. Katilimeilar ifadelere ne oranda katildiklarini (1 = kesinlikle
katilmyyorum, 5 = kesinlikle katilryyorum) belirtmislerdir. Paulhus ve Carey (2011) bu
faktorler i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilarini sirasiyla .82, .69, .70 ve .72 olarak
bulmustur. Bu ¢alismada ise .87, .63, .68 ve .80 olarak bulunmustur. Ol¢iim-yeniden
olgiim giivenirlikleri ise sirasiyla .74, .38, .56 ve .62 bulunmustur. Olcegin maddeleri
ve faktorleriyle ilgili ayrintili bilgi i¢in Tablo 2’ye bakiniz.

Analitik-biitiinciil diisiinme. Choi, Koo ve Choi (2007) tarafindan hazirlanan
24 maddeli analitik-biitiinciil diisinme 6lgegi Tiirkceye uyarlanmistir. Olgek
nedensellik, ¢eliskiye yonelik tutum, degisim algisi ve dikkat odagi olarak adlandirilan
4 faktorden olugmaktadir. Choi ve arkadaslar1 (2008) bu faktorler i¢in Cronbach alfa
giivenirlik katsayilarini sirasiyla .71, .69, .58 ve .56 olarak bulmustur. Bu calismada
ise bu degerler .83, .78, .73 ve .79 olarak bulunmustur. Ol¢iim-yeniden &lg¢iim
giivenirlik katsayilar1 ise sirasiyla .42, .51, 56 ve .55 olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin
maddeleri ve faktorleriyle ilgili ayrintili bilgi i¢in Tablo 3’e bakiniz.

Kapatma ihtiyaci. Kapatma ihtiyaci 6lceginin 9 maddelik kisa formu
(Kashima ve Loh, 2006) Tirk¢ceye uyarlanmistir. Diizeni tercih etmek,
ongiiriilebilirligi tercih etmek ve belirsizlikten rahatsiz olmak ile ilgili 3’er madde
vardir. Kashima ve Loh (2006) 6l¢egin Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisini .80
bulmustur. Bu ¢aligmada ise .83 bulunmustur. Olgiim-yeniden &lgiim giivenirligi
.56 dir. Olgegin maddeleri il ilgili ayrintil bilgi i¢in Tablo 4’e bakniz.

Sosyal olarak biitiinlestirici ve ayristirict duygular. Sosyal olarak
biitiinlestirici ve ayristirict duygular listesi (Kitayama ve Uchida, 2005; Kitayama,
Markus ve Kurokawa, 2000; Kitayama, Mesquita ve Karasawa, 2006) Tiirkceye
uyarlanmistir. Altt farkli duygu sekli listelenmistir: Pozitif ayristirici, negative
ayristirici, pozitif biitiinlestirici, negatif biitiinlestirici, genel pozitif ve genel negatif.
Duygularin listesi i¢in Tablo 5’e bakiniz. Katilimcilar bu duygulart ne siklikla
deneyimlediklerini bildirmislerdir (1 = hi¢hir zaman, 7 = her zaman). Bu duygu
kategorileri i¢cin Cronach alfa giivenirlik katsayilari sirasiyla .66, .58, .79, .69, .82 ve
.86 bulunmustur. Ol¢iim-yeniden dl¢iim giivenirlikleri ise .78, .48, .47, .77, .61 ve. 52

olarak bulunmustur.
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Bulgular

Degiskenler arasi korelasyonlar. Tablo 6’da goriilecegi iizere, benlik kurgusu
ve dznelik bicimleri arasindaki iliski beklendigi gibi gerceklesmistir. Ozerklik dikey
bireycilik ile pozitif ve giiclii, dis kontrol odag: ile ise negatif iligkili bulunmustur.
Iliskisellik ise dis kontrol odag, yatay ve dikey topluluk¢uluk ile anlaml1 olarak iliskili
bulunmustur. Dindarlik iliskisellik ile pozitif, 6zerklik ile ise negatif yonde iligkilidir.
Daha yash katilimcilar daha az iliskisel, daha yiiksek sosyoekonomik seviyeye sahip
olanlar ise daha az 6zerk bulunmustur.

Tablo 7, benlik kurgusu ve kontrol yonelimleri arasindaki iliskiyi
resmetmektedir. Ahenk kontrolii iliskisellikle, kontrol istegi ise dzerklikle giiclii bir
sekilde iliskili bulunmustur. Tablo 8’de goriilecegi iizere, biitlinciil diisiinmenin
iligkisellikle iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Bu da 6lgegin gecerligine gdlge diisiirmiistiir.
Ayrica, nesne siniflandirma gorevi de 6zerk ve iligkisel benlik kurgusundan herhangi
biriyle iligkili bulunamamistir. Tablo 9°daki sonuclara gore ise, ayristirict duygular
ozerk, biitiinlestirici duygular ise iliskisel benlik kurgusuyla iligkili bulunmustur.

Tablo 10 ise diger degiskenlerin benlik kurgusuyla olan iligkisini gostermistir.
Miskisellik kaderci belirlenimcilik, bilimsel belirlenimcilik ve rastgelelik ile; 6zerklik
ise Ozglir irade inanci ile pozitif iligkili bulunmustur. Ayrica nedensel belirsizlik
ozerklik ile negatif, iliskisellik ile ise pozitif iliskili bulunmustur.

Rastgeleligin etkisini arastirmaya yonelik diger analizler. Ozgiir irade ve
belirlenimcilik Olceginin rastgele faktoriiniin skoru bagimsiz degisken, benlik
kurgular1 ise diizenleyici degiskenler olarak alinmis ve rastgeleligin olas1 etkileri
incelenmistir. Sekil 1’de goriildiigli lizere, rastgelelik ile 6zerk benlik kurgusu
arasindaki iliski, 6zgiir iradeyi anlamli olarak yordamustir (8 = .16, p = .001). Ozerklik
yiiksek oldugunda, rastgelelik pozitif sekilde 6zgiir iradeyi yordamistir (5 = .20, p =
.001). Ayrica, rastgelelik ile iliskisel benlik kurgusunun ortak etkisi bilimsel
belirlenimciligi yordamistir (f = .15, p =.002). Sekil 2’de goriildigii tizere, iliskisellik
diisiik iken, rastgelelik bilimsel belirlenimciligi pozitif sekilde yordamistir (5 = .35, p
<.001).

Kontrol odagi diizenleyici degisken olarak alindiginda, rastgelelik ile ortak
etkisi kaderci belirlenimcilik i¢in anlamli bulunmustur (5 = .09, p = .037). Sekil 4’te
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goriildigii iizere, kontrol odagi dissal iken rastgeleligin etkisi giiglii ve anlamlidir (5 =
.25, p <.001). Kontrol odagi i¢sel iken ise, etki ayn1 seviyede gii¢lii degildir (8 = .11,
p =.039).

Sekil 5 ve 6’da goriildiigii lizere, rastgelelik ve kontrol odaginin ortak etkisi
bilimsel belirlenimcilik (# = .13, p =.011) ve 6zgiir irade (# = .19, p <.001) i¢in de
anlamlhidir. Rastgeleligin bilimsel belirlenimcilik {izerine etkisi hem igsel (5 = .15, p =
.015) hem de dissal kontrol odag1 (5 = .31, p < .001) i¢in anlamlidir, ancak digsal
kontrol odagi i¢in gérece daha gii¢liidiir. Ayn1 sekilde, 6zgiir irade i¢in etki hem igsel
(6 =.15, p=.015) hem de dissal kontrol odag1 (= .47, p <.001) i¢in anlamlidir, ancak

dissal kontrol odagi i¢in gorece daha giicliidiir.

Tartisma

Calisma 1’in sonuglart genel itibariyle hipotezlerle tutarli bir Oriintii
sergilemistir. Ozerk benlik kurgusu igsel kontrol odagi, bireycilik, bireysel kontrol
istegi, ayristirict duygular ve dzgiir irade inanc ile iliskili bulunmustur. Ote yandan,
iligkisel benlik kurgusu ise digsal kontrol odagi, toplulukguluk, ahenk kontrolii,
biitiinlestirici duygular ve belirlenimcilik inanglart ile iligkili bulunmustur.

Ancak beklentinin aksine, 6zerk ve iliskisel belik kurgusuna sahip bireyler
arasinda diisiinme tarzina (analitik veya biitiinclil diisiinme) dair bir fark tespit
edilememistir. Benzer sekilde, her ne kadar ortalama biitiinlestirici duygular
iliskisellikle, ortalama ayristirict duygular ise 6zerklikle iliskili bulunsa da, duygusal
deneyime dair bulgular tutarli bir &riintii olusturmamistir. Ornedin negatif
biitiinlestirici duygular hem 6zerk hem de iliskisel benlikle iliskili bulunmustur.

Son olarak, yapilan regresyon analizlerinin sonucunda benlik kurgusu ve
kontrol odaginin, rastgeleligin etkisini diizenledikleri tespit edilmistir. Buna gore
rastgelelik arttik¢a, 6zerk 6zneler icin 6zgiir irade inanci artarken, iliskisel 6zneler i¢in
kaderci ve bilimsel belirlenimcilik artmaktadir. Bu bulgu da 6zneligin yeniden

kurulma hipotezi ile uyum i¢indedir.
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Calisma 2

Katilimcilar

Omeklem kismi ders notu karsihginda ¢alismaya katilan 195 ODTU
Ogrencisinden olusmustur. Bunlarin 69’u erkek, 112’°si kadindir. On dort katilimei

cinsiyetini belirtmemistir. Yas ortalamasi 21.30’dur (S = 1.47).

Veri Toplama Araclari ve islem

Calisma Qualtrics ilizerinden hazirlanan ¢evrimi¢i anket bataryasindan
olugmustur. Veri toplama araglar1 asagidaki siralama ile katilimcilara sunulmustur.

Rastgelelik manipiilasyonu. Rastgeleligi manipiile etmek i¢in, 6 kutudan
olusan bir ¢izgi roman kullanilmistir (bkz., Ek G).

Manipiilasyon kontrolii. Oncelikle 2 madde (“Bir seyi yapip yapmamamin
cevremde olup biteni etkilemedigini diisiiniiyorum” ve “Bir davranista bulunup
bulunmamamin olaylarin gidisatin1 etkilemedigini diisiinliyorum”) ile dnemsizlik hissi
Olciilmiistiir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .82°dir. Sonrasinda, 6zgiir irade ve
belirlenimcilik 6lgeginin (Paulhus ve Carey, 2011) rastgelelik alt dlcegi ile rastgelelik
algis1 6l¢lilmiistiir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi .88 bulunmugtur. Her iki dlcekte
de 7’11 6lgek (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) kullanilmistir.

Ozerklik veya iliskisellik hazirlamasi. Katilimcilarin 6zneliklerini 6zerk
veya iligkisel sekilde yeniden kurmalar i¢in, Trafimow, Triandis ve Goto (1991)
tarafindan gelistirilen bir hazirlama teknigi kullanilmistir. Katilimcilarin yarisindan,
arkadaslar1 ve ailelerinden farkli olan 3 6zelliklerini diistinmeleri istenmis ve boylece
ozerklik ile hazirlanmislardir. Diger yaridan ise, aileleri ve arkadaslar ile ortak sahip
olduklart 1ii¢ Ozelligi diistinmeleri istenmis ve bu sekilde iliskisellik ile
hazirlanmiglardir.

Bagimh degiskenler. Calisma 1’de ayrintili bir sekilde incelenmis kontrol
istegi ve ahenk kontrolii 6l¢ekleri doldurulmustur. Bu 6lgekler igin Cronbach alfa
giivenirlik katsayilar1 sirastyla .85 ve .80°dir. Ayrica katilimcilar, Schwartz’in

Degerler Listesi’nden alinan ve 6zerklik (6rn., 6zgiirliik) ile iliskisellik (6rn., aidiyet
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hissi) ile ilgili 9’ar degere (Kam, Zhou, Zhang ve Ho, 2012) ne kadar 6nem
atfettiklerini bildirmislerdir (1 = hi¢ onemli degil, 7 = ¢ok fazla onemli).

Sonuclar

Rastgelelik manipiilasyonu rastgeleligi veya énemsizlik hissini arttirmamistir
(ps > .05). Ayrica rastgelelik ile benlik kurgusu manipiilasyonlarinin ortak etkisi de

hi¢bir degisken i¢in anlamli bulunmamustir (ps > .05).

Tartisma

Calisma 2’de hipotezler desteklenmemistir. Bunun, rastgeleligin etkin bir
sekilde hazirlanamadigindan dolay1 olabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Bu sebeple Calisma

3’te rastgelelik farkl bir yolla hazirlanmigtir.

Calisma 3

Omeklem, ¢alismaya kismi not karsilig1 katilan, 61°i erkek, 103’ kadin 164
ODTU bgrencisinden olusmustur. Ortalama yas 21.35°dir (S = 2.02). Calisma 3,
Calisma 2’den sadece bir farkla ayrismistir: Rastgelelik bir ¢izgi roman yerine, bir dizi
agac fotografi ile hazirlanmistir (bkz., Ek H). Kullanilan materyaller Heintzelman,
Trent ve King’in (2013) calismasindan alinmistir. On alt1 farkli aga¢ fotografi
kullanilmistir. Her fotografta, agaclar mevsimlerden (sonbahar, kis, ilkbahar, yaz)
birini temsil etmistir. Kontrol kosulunda, bu agaclar mevsimlerin sirasina gore
gosterilmistir. Deneysel kosulda ise, bu siralama karistirilmistir. Manipiilasyonu
anlamalarim1  engellemek i¢in, katilimcilardan  fotograflarin  kontrastlarin
derecelendirmeleri istenmistir (1 = diisiik kontrast, 7 = yiiksek kontrast). Calismanin
geri kalan1 Calisma 2 ile ayn1 olmustur. Rastgelelik, 6nemsizlik hissi, kontrol istegi,
ahenk kontrolii, 6zerklik degerleri ve iliskisellik degerleri icin Cronbach alfa degerleri

sirastyla 83, .77, .85, .77, .89 ve .81 olmustur.
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Sonuclar

Rastgelelik manipiilasyonu rastgeleligi ve dnemsizlik hissini arttirmamigtir
(ps > .05). Ayrica rastgelelik ile benlik kurgusu manipiilasyonlarinin ortak etkisi de

hi¢bir degisken i¢in anlamli bulunmamustir (ps > .05).

Tartisma

Calisma 3’e benzer sekilde Calisma 4 de hipotezlere destek saglama konusunda
basarisiz olmus, istatistiki olarak anlamli farklilasmalar ortaya koyamamaistir. Calisma

5’te rastgelelik daha farkli bir materyal kullanilarak manipiile edilecektir.

Calisma 4

Orneklem, goniillii bir sekilde ¢alismaya katilan ve sosyal medya vasitasiyla
ulasilan, 63’1 erkek, 145’1 kadin 209 kisiden olugsmustur. Yas ortalamasi 29.37°dir (S
= 10.12). Bu calismada rastgelelik, varsayimsal bir fizik profesoriinden yapilan
alintilar ile manipiile edilmistir (bkz., Ek I). Kontrol kosulunda, profesor klasik fizige
atifta bulunarak her seyin 6ngoriilebilir oldugunu iddia etmistir. Deneysel kosulda ise,
profesor kuantum fizigine atifta bulunarak evrende hicbir seyin kesin olmadigini
belirtmistir. Katilimcilara bunun bilimsel bilginin topluma aktarimiyla ilgili bir proje
oldugu soylenmis ve profesoriin argiimanlarinin ne kadar agik oldugunu
derecelendirmeleri istenmistir (1 = hi¢ a¢ik degil, 7 = fazlasiyla ag¢ik). Calismanin geri
kalan1 Caligma 2 ve 3 ile aynidir. Rastgelelik, 6nemsizlik hissi, kontrol istegi, ahenk
kontrolii, 6zerklik degerleri ve iliskisellik degerleri icin Cronbach alfa glivenirlik

katsayilar sirasiyla .84, .74, .77, .79, .82 ve .80 olmustur.

Sonuglar

Rastgelelik manipiilasyonu rastgelelik algisini anlamli diizeyde (F(1, 207) =
13.53, p < .001, np?=.061), dnemsizlik hissini ise sinirda anlamli diizeyde (F(1, 207)
= 340, p = .067, np?> = .016) arttirmistir. Rastgelelik ve benlik kurgusu
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manipiilasyonlarmin ortak etkisi sadece ahenk kontrolii igin anlamli bulunmustur (F(1,

205) = 3.64, p = .058, np>= .017). Ayrmt1 igin Tablo 15 ve 16’ya bakiniz.

Tartisma

Calisma 2 ve 3’lin aksine, Calisma 4°te rastgelelik basariyla manipiile edilmis,
ayrica her ne kadar simnirda anlamli olsa da, Onemsizlik hissinde de bir artis
gozlemlenmistir. Bu fark, Calisma 4’te dogrudan rastgelelige atifta bulunan bir
maniplilasyon materyali kullanilmis olmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilirdir. Calisma
5’te, farkli bir rastgelelik manipiilasyonu materyalinin de rastgelelik ve 6nemsizlik

hissini arttirip arttirmayacagi incelenecektir.

Calisma 5

Simdiye kadar sadece Calisma 4’te, rastgelelik belirginliginin, rastgelelik algis1
ve Onemsizlik hissine etkisine dair bulgular elde edilmistir. Bu ¢alismada bu hipotez
tekrar incelenecek, ayrica rastgeleligin durumsal kaygiya olan olasi etkisi (Kay ve ark.,

2010; Tullett ve ark., 2015) arastirilacaktir.

Katilimcilar

Cevrimigi olan calismaya sosyal medya araciligiyla goniillii 164 katilimer
katilmistir. U¢ degerlere sahip katilimcilar ¢ikarildiktan sonra geriye 157 kisi
kalmistir. Bunlarin 104’1 kadin, 51°1 erkektir ve 2 kisi cinsiyetini belirtmemistir.

Ortalama yas 26.25tir (S = 7.94).

Veri Toplama Araclar ve Islem

Katilimcilar ~ Qualtrics  iizerinden  hazirlanan  ¢evrimigi ankete
yonlendirilmislerdir. Veri toplama araglar1 buradaki siralart ile sunulmustur. Tim
araclarda 7°1i o6l¢ek kullamilmustir (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = kesinlikle

katiliyorum).
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Deneysel manipiilasyon. Rastgelelik kosulunda, katilimcilar su iki soruya
cevap vermislerdir: (1) “Hayattaki baz1 olaylar tamamen sans ve tesadiife bagli olarak
gelisir ve bu olaylar1 6ngérmek imkansizdir. Liitfen yasadiginiz buna benzer bir olay1
disiiniin ve asagidaki kutucuga yazin”; (2) “Bu olayin tesadiifi bir sekilde
gerceklesmis olmasi size nasil hissettirdi?” Kontrol kosulunda ise, insanlardan
hayatlarinda tamamen 6ngoriilebilir bir sekilde gerceklemis bir olay sorulmustur.

Rastgelelik. Ozgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik 6l¢eginin (Paulhus ve Carey, 2011)
rastgelelik alt 6lgegi kullanilmistir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .81°dir.

Onemsizlik hissi. Yazar tarafindan 10 maddeli bir 6nemsizlik hissi 6lcegi
olusturulmustur (bkz., Ek J). Dikkatli bir incelemenin sonucunda, bul listedeki ilk 2
maddenin deneysel manipiilasyonun etkilerini en iyi yansittigir belirlenmis ve
neticesinde bu maddeler kullanilmistir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .82 dir.

Durumsal kaygi. Oner ve Le Compte (1983) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan
20 maddelik durumsal kaygi 6l¢egi kullanilmistir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi
.94°tiir.

Sonugclar

Rastgele bir olay1 hatirlayanlar (Ort. = 3.74, S = 1.17), dngoriilebilir bir olay1
hatirlayanlara (Ort. = 3.41, S = .99) oranla daha yiiksek rastgelelik rapor etmis, ancak
bu sinirda anlaml diizeyde gergeklesmistir (F(1, 155) = 3.55, p = .061, 1% = .022).
Rastgelelik ayn1 zamanda 6nemsizlik hissini de arttirmis (Ort. = 2.36, S = 1.45 ve Ort.
=1.92, S=1.02) ve bu farklilasma anlamli diizeyde olmustur (F(1, 155) =4.90, p =
.028, np? = .031). Durumsal kaygi ise manipiilasyondan etkilenmemistir (F(1, 155) =
69, p = .407, np®> = .004). Ayrica rastgelelik algisi ile dnemsizlik hissi de birbiriyle
iliskili bulunmustur (r = .22, p = .005).

Tartisma
Calisma 4’tekine benzer sekilde, Calisma 5’in de sonuglar1 6nemsizlik hissi

hipotezini desteklemis, rastgeleligi arttiran bir manipiilasyonun 6nemsizlik hissini de

arttirdigini ortaya koymustur.
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Calisma 6

Katiimcilar ve islem

Katilimcilar Sona sistemi iizerinde iki boliimlii bir calismaya katilmislardir. Tlk
boliimde korelasyonel bir calisma yapilmis ve benlik kurgusu, kontrol odagi,
bireycilik-toplulukguluk ve demografik form doldurulmustur. Ancak sonrasinda
benlik kurgusu degerlerinin kullanilmasima karar verilmistir. Orneklem kismi ders
notu karsiligt katilan 153 kisiden olusmustur. Daha sonrasinda katilimcilar
rastgeleligin manipiile edildigi ikinci asamaya davet edilmisler ve kendilerine rastgele
secilecek 3 kisinin 50 TL kazanacagi sOylenmistir. Calismaya toplam 95 kisi
katilmistir. Bunlarin 57°si kadin, 35°1 erkektir, 3 kisi de cinsiyetini belirtmemistir.

Ortalama yas 21.39°dur (S = 3.07).

Veri Toplama Aracglar

Benlik kurgusu. Benlik kurgusu 6l¢egi (Wasti ve Erdil, 2007) ile 6zerklik ve
iligkisellik ol¢iilmiistiir. Bu alt olgekler icin Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilari
sirastyla .70 ve .71°dir. Hem 6zerklik hem de iliskisellik skorlar1 medyandan ikiye
ayrilarak yiiksek ve diisiik skor gruplari olusturulmustur.

Rastgelelik manipiilasyonu. Calisma 4’te kullanilan manipiilasyon
materyalinin aynist kullanilmistir.

Bagimh degiskenler. Ozgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik (Paulhus ve Carey, 2011),
kontrol istegi (Egrigdzlii, 2002), ahenk kontrolii (Morling ve Fiske, 1999) ve sosyal
olarak ayristiric1 ve biitiinlestirici duygular (Kitayama ve ark., 2006) ol¢iilmiistiir.
Ozgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik dlgeginin alt faktdrleri olan rastgelelik, dzgiir irade,
kaderci belirlenimcilik ve bilimsel belirlenimcilik i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik
katsayilar sirasiyla .73, .78, .89 ve .66°dir. Kontrol istegi, ahenk kontrolii, birlestirici
duygular ve ayristirict duygular i¢in Cronbach alfa degerleri ise sirasiyla 86, .80, .63
ve .61 dir.

Sosyodemografik ozellikler. Katilimcilar yas, cinsiyet ve ne kadar dindar

olduklarimi (1 = hi¢ dindar degil, 7 = ¢ok dindar) belirtmislerdir.
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Sonuclar

Manipiilasyon rastgelelik algisin arttirmistir (F(1, 93) = 4.39, p = .039, np? =
.045), ancak rastgelelik ile benlik kurgusunun ortak etkisi hi¢bir degisken i¢in anlamli
bulunmamustir (ps > .05)

Tartisma

Bu ¢alismada her ne kadar rastgelelik basarili bir sekilde manipiile edilmis olsa
da, rastgelelik ve benlik kurgusu arasindaki etkilesimler, beklentilerle tutarli ve
anlamli sonuglar tiretmemistir. Calisma 7’de, bu sorunun iistesinden gelebilmek icin
ortiilk bir manipiilasyon teknigi kullanilacaktir. Daha o©nce, ortiik hazirlama
tekniklerinin deneysel manipiilasyonlarda daha etkili oldugu savunulmustur (Cross ve
ark., 2011; Kiihnen ve Hannover, 2000). Buradan yola ¢ikarak, bir sonraki ¢alismada

rastgelelik ortiik olarak manipiile edilecektir.

Calisma 7

Katihmecilar ve islem

Orneklem Calisma 1’in katilmcilarindan olusmustur. Katilimcilara tekrar
ulasilip, yeni ¢aligmaya katilanlarin ikisine 100’er TL’lik 6diil verilecegi sdylenmistir.
Son 6rneklem 99 kisiden olusmustur. Bunlarin 62°si kadin 34’1 erkektir, 3 kisi ise

cinsiyetini belirtmemistir. Ortalama yas 21.32°dir (S = 1.30).

Veri Toplama Araclarn

Veri toplama araglari, manipiilasyon materyali hari¢ Caligma 6 ile aynidir. Kay
ve arkadaslar1 (2010) tarafindan gelistirilen climle diizeltme gorevi kullanilarak
rastgelelik manipiile edilmistir (bkz., Ek K). Gorevde rastgelelik ve olumsuzluk
kosullar1 vardir. Katilimcilar karigik sirayla verilen 4 kelimenin 3’iiyle kuralli bir

climle kurmuslardir. Rastgelelik kosulunda verilen 20 setten 10’unda rastgelelik ile,
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diger kosulda ise yine 20 setten 10’unda olumsuzluk ile ilgili bir kelime vardir.
Katilimcilar, bu gorevi tamamladiktan sonra, Caligma 6’dakine benzer sekilde 6zgiir
irade ve belirlenimcilik, kontrol istegi, ahenk kontrolii, ayristirici duygular ve
biitiinlestirici duygular 6l¢eklerini doldurmuslardir. Ancak ayristirici ve biitiinlestirici
duygular ol¢ceginde %16 ila %40 arasi degisen oranda bos birakilan maddeler
oldugundan, duygularla ilgili 6l¢iimler analizlere katilmamistir. Tiim veri toplama
araclan 7°1i 6lcek (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) kullanmistir.
Ozgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik o6lgeginin rastgelelik, o6zgiir irade, kaderci
belirlenimcilik ve bilimsel belirlenimcilik alt 6lgekleri i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik
katsayilar1 sirastyla .78, .75, .90 ve .60 bulunmustur. Kontrol ihtiyact ve ahenk

kontrolii i¢in ise .85 ve .83 olarak bulunmustur.

Sonuclar

Rastgelelik manipiilasyonu algilanan rastgeleligi sinirda anlamli 6lcilide
arttirmustir (F(1, 97) = 2.88, p = .093, np? = .029). Dindarhig1 kontrol ettikten sonra,
rastgelelik ile iligkiselligin ortak etkisi kaderci belirlenimcilik i¢in sinirda anlamli
bulunmustur (F(1, 94) = 3.86, p=.052, np? = .039). iliskisellik diisiik iken, rastgeleligin
etkisi anlamsizdir (F(1, 44) = .46, p =.503, np®>=.001). Ote yandan, iliskisellik yiiksek
iken, rastgelelik, dindarligin etkisi kontrol edildikten sonra, kaderci belirlenimciligi
arttirmistir (Ort. = 3.63, S = 1.21 ve Ort. = 3.02, S = 1.46, F(1, 48) = 7.93, p = .007,
np? = .142). Diger ortak etkiler anlamsiz bulunmustur.

Tartisma

Bu calismada rastgelelik ortiik bir sekilde manipiile edilmis ve iliskisellik ile
rastgelelik arasinda kaderci belirlenimcilik i¢in bir etkilesim oldugu bulunmustur.
Buna gore, dindarlik seviyesi kontrol edildikten sonra, iligkiselligi diisiik bireylerde
rastgelelik kaderci belirlenimciligi arttirmistir. Bu 6zerkligin yeniden kurulumu
hipotezi ile celismistir. Clinkli hipoteze gore, rastgelelik belirginliginden sonra
iliskiselligi yiiksek 6znelerin kaderci belirlenimcilik gibi digsal kontrol odaklarma

yonelmesi beklenmistir. Bu bulgu telafi edici kontrol modeli (Kay ve ark., 2009) ile
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aciklanabilirdir. Ciinkii bu modele gore, bireysel kontrol eksikligi digsal kontrol
kaynaklarina yoneltmektedir. Buradan hareketle, rastgelelik belirginligi sonrasi,
iliskiselligi diisiik o6zerk Ozneler dissal kontrol odaklarina yonelerek iliskisel
Ozneliklerini 6n plana ¢ikartyor, bu sekilde de azalan 6zneliklerini farkli bir 6znelik
modeli ile telafi ediyor olabilirdir. Ancak bu literatiirdeki ¢alismalarda 6zerklik veya
iliskisellikten bahsedilmemistir. Dissal kontrol ile telafi etme davranmisinin iliskiselligi
yiiksek 6zneler i¢in daha belirgin olma ihtimali de vardir. Bu olas1 agiklamalar1 test

etmek i¢in, Calisma 8, Calisma 7’yi Amerikal1 bir 6rneklemde tekrarlayacaktir.

Calisma 8

Katiimcilar ve islem

Bu c¢alisma, Calisma 7’nin bir tekrar1 olmustur ve oOrneklemi Amazon
Mechanical Turk iizerinden ulasilan Amerikali katilimcilardan olusmustur. Katilim
karsihigr her kisiye 0.30$ verilmistir. Olgeklerin igine gizlenmis iki dikkat kontrolii
sorusuna dogru cevap veremeyen katilimcilar analizden ¢ikarilmis, son 6rneklem 111

kisiden olusmustur.

Veri Toplama Araclan

Ozgiir irade ve belirlenimcilik 6lgeginin dzgiir irade, rastgelelik, kaderci
belirlenimcilik ve bilimsel belirlenimcilik alt 6lgekleri i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik
katsayilar1 sirastyla 84, .72, .86 ve .59 bulunmustur. Ozgiir irade ve ahenk kontrolii

icin ise sirastyla .86 ve .82 bulunmustur.

Sonugclar

Dindarlig1 kontrol ettikten sonra, rastgelelik ve 6zerklik ile iliskiselligin ortak
etkisi, kaderci belirlenimcilik i¢in anlamli bulunmustur (F(1, 106) = 6.14, p = .015, np?
=.055). Buna gore, bireyler nispeten iliskisellige daha yakin iken rastgeleligin kaderci

belirlenimcilik iizerindeki etkisiz anlamsiz bulunmustur (F(1, 53) = 1.60, p = .211, np?
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= .029). Ancak bireyler, diger gruba gore, Ozerklige nispeten daha yakinlarken,
rastgelelik kaderci belirlenimciligi azaltmistir (Ort. =2.74, S =1.19 ve Ort. = 3.36, S
= 1.18, F(1, 52) = 4.14, p = .047, ny? = .074). Diger ortak etkiler anlaml1 sonuglar

liretmemistir.

Tartisma

Calisma 7, hipotezle celisecek sekilde, rastgelelik belirginliginin 6zerk
Oznelerin iligkiselligini arttirdi@in1  gostermisti. Ancak Calisma 8, ayni islemi
Amerikan Ornekleminde tekrarladiginda farkli sonuglar dogurmustur. Buna gore,
Ozerklige daha yakin olan Ozneler, rastgelelik belirginliginden sonra kaderci
belirlenimcilikten uzaklasarak iliskisellik ile aralarmma daha da fazla mesafe
koymustur. Bu da telafi edici kontrol modelinin (Kay ve ark., 2009) 6nerdiginden
ziyade, bu c¢alismadaki 6zneligin yeniden kurulumu hipoteziyle uyumludur. Bu
bulguya destek saglamak icin, Calisma 9’da telafi edici kontrol modeli
calismalarindaki gibi dogrudan kontrol yoksunlugu manipiile edilmis ve sonuglarin
telafi edici kontrol modeliyle mi, yoksa 6zneligin yeniden kurulumu hipoteziyle mi

uyustugu incelenmisgtir.
Calisma 9

Calisma 9’da, Calisma 8 iki istisna harici tekrarlanmistir: Birincisi, rastgelelik
yerine, rastgeleligi ortiik bicimde hazirlayan kontrol yoksunlugu manipiile edilmistir
(Kay ve ark., 2009). Ayrica bagimli degiskenler arasinda “kontrol sahibi bir tanriya
inan¢” da (Kay ve ark., 2008) ol¢iilmiistiir. Geri kalan kisimlar Calisma 8 ile aynidir.
Katihmecilar ve islem

Sona sistemi vasitasiyla 246 ODTU &grencisine ulasilmistir. Katilimeilarin

134’1 kadindir ve yas ortalamasi 22.36°dir (S = 2.20). Tiim veri toplama araglarinda
7’11 6l¢ek (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) kullanilmistir.
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Veri Toplama Araclan

Benlik kurgusu. Wasti ve Erdil’in (2007) uyarladigi benlik kurgusu 6l¢iilmiis
ve skorlara gore katilimcilar yiiksek ve diisiik gruplara ayrilmustir. Ozerk ve iliskisel
benlik kurgusu i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilari sirastyla .49 ve .51 dir.

Kontrol yoksunlugu manipiilasyonu. Katilimcilar rastgele sekilde iki gruba
ayrilmiglardir. Birinci grupta katilimcilardan son birka¢ ay iginde yasadiklar1 ve
tamamen kendi kontrollerine gerceklesen olumlu bir olay1 diisiinmeleri ve yazmalari
istenmistir. ikinci gruptan ise son birka¢ icinde yasadiklari ve tamamen kendi
kontrolleri disinda gergeklesen olumlu bir olayr diisiinmeleri ve yazmalari istenmistir.

Bagimh degiskenler. Katilimcilar dncelikle kontrol sahibi bir tanriya inanci
(Kay ve ark., 2008) 6l¢cen iki maddeye (“Tanrinin, veya insaniistii bir baska varligin,
evrenimizdeki olaylar1 en azindan kismen kontrol ediyor olmasi sizce ne kadar
miimkiindiir?” ve “Bu diinyadaki olaylarin Tanrinin, veya insaniistii bir bagka varligin,
planina gore gelisiyor olmasi sizce ne kadar miimkiindiir”) ne kadar katildiklarini
belirtmiglerdir (Cronbach a = .92). Onceki calismalardaki gibi, rastgelelik (Cronbach
a = .80), 6zgiir irade (Cronbach a = .74), kaderci belirlenimcilik (Cronbach a = .88)
ve bilimsel belirlenimcilik (Cronbach a = .63) alt 6l¢eklerini kapsayan 6zgiir irade ve
belirlenimcilik 6l¢egiyle beraber kontrol istegi (Cronbach a = .85) ve ahenk kontrolii
(Cronbach a = .80) de dl¢iilmistiir. Ayrica, katilimceilar yas, cinsiyet ve dindarliklarini
(1 = hi¢ dindar degil, T = fazlasiyla dindar) da belirtmislerdir.

Sonuclar

Dindarligin etkisi kontrol edildikten sonra, 6zerk benlik kurgusu ve kontrol
yoksunlugunun ortak etkisi, kontrol sahibi bir tanriya inang i¢in anlamli bulunmustur
(F(1, 241) = 7.45, p = .007, np> = .030). Ozerklik diisiik iken, manipiilasyonun etkisi
anlamsizdir (F(1, 119) = 2.56, p = .112, np? = .021). Ancak 6zerklik yiiksek iken,
kontrol yoksunlugu kontrol sahibi bir tanriya inanci diigiirmiistiir (Ort. =5.06, S = 2.04
ve Ort. = 4.34, S = 2.27, F(1, 121) = 4.82, p = .030, n? = .038). Diger ortak etkiler

anlamli sonuglar tiretmemistir.
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Tartisma

Calisma 9, Calisma 8’in bulgularin1 dogrulamistir. Buna gore, 6zerklik yiiksek
iken, kontrol yoksunlugu, dindarligin etkisi hesaba katildiktan sonra, kontrol sahibi bir
tanrtya inanci azaltmakta, yani 6zerk 6zneler iliskisellikten daha da uzaklagmaktadir.

Bu da 6zneligin yeniden kurulumu hipotezine destek saglamistir.

Genel Tartisma ve Sonucg

Bu calismada, oncelikle insanlarin siirekli olarak oriintii tespit etme pesinde
oldugu vurgulanmis, bunun evrimsel ve varolugsal sebepleri agiklanmistir. Sonrasinda
belirsizlik ve tahmin edilemezligin, yani oriintli eksikliginin, olumsuz bazi sonuglari
tespit edilmistir. Buradan hareketle, ilk hipotez olarak rastgeleligin 6znelik hissine
zarar verdigi One sirilmistir. Sonrasinda oOzerk ve iliskisel Ozneligin farkli
belirtilerek, rastgelelik belirginligi sonras1 6zerk Oznelerin daha ozerk, iligkisel
Oznelerin ise daha iligkisel olarak 6zneliklerini yeniden kuracaklar1 dngoriilmiistiir.

Calisma 1’in sonuglari, ge¢mis calismalarla tutarli sekilde (Markus ve
Kitayama, 2003; Kitayama ve Uchida, 2005) 6zerk ve iliskisel 6zerkliklerin 6zellikle
kontrol yonelimi ve duygusal deneyim agisinda farklilagtigini ortaya koymustur.
Ayrica yapilan regresyon analizleri, rastgelelik algisinin 6zerk 6zneler i¢in 6zgiir irade
inancini, iliskisel 6zneler i¢in belirlenimciligi arttirdigi bulunmustur. Ancak biligsel
tarz (analitik veya biitiinciil) acisinda bir farklilasma bulunamamistir. S6z konusu
durumun sebepleri ileriki ¢alismalarda arastirilmalidir.

Calisma 2 ve 3’°te hem benlik kurgusu hem rastgelelik manipiile edilmis, ancak
hipotezler desteklenmemistir. Calisma 3’te rastgelelik daha dogrudan rastgeleligi
hatirlatan bir materyalle manipiile edilmis ve anlamli sonuglar vermistir. Calisma 4°te
de benzer bir iglem uygulanmis ve rastgelelik belirginliginin ayn1 sekilde algilanan
rastgelelik ve 6nemsizlik hissini arttirdigi bulunmustur. Bu sayede, 6nemsizlik hissi
hipotezi desteklenmistir.

Onceki calismalarda benlik kurgusunun her kiiltiirde esit sekilde manipiile
edilemeyecegiyle ilgili onerileri (Cross ve ark., 2011; Kitayama, Duffy ve Uchida,
2007; Oyserman ve Lee, 2008) dikkate alinarak, sonraki caligmalarda benlik
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kurgusunu manipiile etmek yerine karakter 6zelligi olarak dl¢limiiniin yapilmasina
karar verilmistir. Ancak bu, Calisma 6’da uygulandiginda yine anlamli sonuglar
bulunmamistir. Ge¢gmis arastirmacilarin, daha ortiik hazirlama manipiilasyonlarmin
daha etkili oldugu tizerindeki onerileri (Cross ve ark., 2011; Kiihnen & Hannover,
2000) dikkate alinarak, Calisma 7’de karisik kelimelerden climle kurma gorevi
kullanilarak oOrtiik bir manipiilasyon yapilmistir ve sonucunda iligkiselligi diisiik
Ozneler i¢in rastgeleligin kaderci belirlenimciligi arttirdigi bulunmustur. Bu bulgu,
0zneligin yeniden kurulumu hipoteziyle gelisip, telafi edici kontrol modeline (Kay ve
ark., 2009; Kay ve Eibach, 2013) uygun bir sonugtur. Ancak Caligma 8 ve 9 hipotezle
uyumlu sonuglar vermis, 6zerkligi yliksek 6znelerin rastgelelik belirginliginden sonra
iligkisel kontrolden daha da uzaklasarak kaderciliklerini azalttiklar1 goriismiistiir.

Onceki caligmalar rastgeleligin kayg iirettigini gdstermis olmasina ragmen
(Kay ve Eibach, 2013; Kay ve ark., 2009; Shepherd ve ark., 2011; Proulx ve ark., 2012;
Tullett ve ark., 2014; Van den Bos, 2009), bunun altinda yatan temel faktér daha 6nce
gosterilmemistir. Simdiki arastirmada, 6zellikle Calisma 4 ve 5’te, bunun onemli
sebeplerinden birinin énemsizlik hissi oldugu gosterilmistir. Buna gore, rastgelelik
hem hayatta kalma sansin1 azalttigi hem de varolussal anlam arayigina sekte vurdugu
icin O6znelik hissini azaltip dnemsizlik hissini arttirmaktadir.

Ikinci hipotez ise bu dnemsizlik hissine dzerk ve iliskisel znelerin farkli
tepkiler verecegini dngdrmiistiir. Ozellikle Calisma 8 ve 9 bu hipoteze kismi destek
saglamis, 6zerk Oznelerin rastgelelik algisindan sonra kontrol sahibi bir tanriya ve
kaderci belirlenimcilige inanglarinin azaldigi, yani iligkisel kontrol yoneliminden daha
da uzaklastig1 tespit edilmistir. Bu da en azindan kontrol yonelimi konusunda hipotezi
desteklemistir. Daha once telafi edici kontrol modeli ¢aligmalar: rastgelelige tepkileri
incelemis (Kay ve ark., 2009) ancak su anki arastirma Markus ve Kitayama’nin (2003)
oznelik modellerini de entegre ederek farkli 6znelerin rastgelelige farkli tepkiler
verebildigini ortaya koymustur. Ancak bulgular biligsel ve duygusal boyutla ilgili
farkliliklar ortaya koymamugtir.
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Bulgularin Sagladig Pratik Cikarimlar

Deprem gibi doga olaylarinin yarattigi kaygi, kismen ne zaman
gerceklesecegine dair ortada bir belirsizlik olmasinin sonucudur (Basoglu, Salcioglu
ve Livanou, 2002). Ancak bu calismanin da ortaya koydugu gibi, 6zerk ve iliskisel
Ozneler rastgelelige farkli tepkiler vermektedirler. Bu hipotezi dogrular sekilde, Ecevit
ve Kasapoglu (2002), i¢sel kontrol odagina sahip (yani daha 6zerk) kisilerin olas1
depreme yonelik bireysel tedbirler aldigini, ancak dissal kontrol odagina sahip (yani
daha iliskisel) kisilerin ise devletin ve diger kurumlarin bu tedbirleri almasini
beklediklerini ortaya koymustur. Bu da rastgeleligin farkli 6znelik tiirleri igin farkli
kontrol tiirlerine yonelimi arttirdigina bir 6rnek teskil etmektedir.

Bagka bir ornek olarak, yasam Oykiisii modeline (Stearns, 1977, 1992) gore
belirsizligin hakim oldugu, gecekondu mahallesi gibi, yerlerde biiyliyen kisilerin uzun
vadede riskli davraniglar ve siddet egilimi gosterme ihtimalleri artmaktadir. Bunun
sebebi bu kisilerin digsal kontrol odagina sahip olmasi olarak gosterilse de (Miller,
Fitch, & Marshall, 2003), iliskisel 6zneler icin farkli tespitler yapilmustir. Ornegin,
Ward (1995), Amerikali Siyahi kimliginin iliskisel oldugunu belirterek, Siyahi
genglerin ancak iligkiselliklerini daha fazla 6n plana ¢ikararak bu siddet gemberinden
cikabileceklerini 6ne siirmiistiir. Buna goére, bu arastirmanin beklentisiyle uyumlu

sekilde, farkli tiir 6znelerin belirsizlikle basa ¢ikma yollar1 da farkli olabilmektedir.

Olas1 Kisitlar ve Gelecek Cahismalar I¢in Oneriler

Birinci olarak, 6zneligin biligsel ve duygusal boyutu da oldugu daha 6nce
ortaya koyulmus olmasina ragmen (6rn., Kitayama ve ark., 2006; Masuda ve Nisbett,
2001), rastgeleligin benlik kurgusuyla etkilesimi bu degisken iizerinde anlamli etki
yaratamamugtir. Uskul ve arkadaglarmin (2008) Tirkiyeli orneklem {iizerindeki
calismasi daha once bilissel farkliliklar1 ortaya koymus ancak s6z konusu calisma
balik¢ilik ve hayvancilikla ugrasan bir orneklem {izerinde uygulanmistir. Simdiki
calismadaki hipotezlerin de 6grenci olmayan bir 6rneklemde uygulanmasinda yarar
vardir. Ayrica duygusal farkliliklarla ilgili 6l¢timlerin davranigsal araclar kullanilarak

yapilmasi farkli sonuglar iiretebilirdir.
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Ikinci olarak, Calisma 7 ve 8’in sonuglari birbiriyle celismistir. Bunun
sebebini, iki ¢alismanin farkli kiiltiirlerde (Tiirkiye ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri)
uygulanmis olmasi olabilirdir. iki iilke “belirsizlikten kaginma” (Hofstede, 2001)
boyutunda birbirinden farklilagmaktadir ve rastgelelik algist konusundaki bu kronik
farklilagmanin farkli tepkilere yol agtig1 tahmin edilmektedir.

Uciincii olarak, rastgelelik sadece ortiik olarak manipiile edildiginde benlik
kurgusuyla anlamli etkilesimlere girmistir. Bunun sebebi, dehset yonetimi kuraminda
(Solomon ve ark., 1991) oldugu gibi, 6nemsizlik hissinin biling diizeyinde basa
cikmak icin fazla agir bir duygu olmasi olabilirdir.

Son olarak, ileriki ¢galigmalarda, hem rastgeleligin yeniden kurulumunda olusan
motivasyonlari dlcerken, hem de rastgeleligi manipiile ederken laboratuar ortaminda

davranigsal 6lgiimler yapilmasi tavsiye edilmektedir.
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Appendix N: Tez Fotokopisi Izin Formu

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X
Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii
Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii

YAZARIN

Soyadi: ALPER

Adi:  SINAN

Bolimi: PSIKOLOJI
TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): MASTERING THE CHAOS BY ASSERTING AGENCY:
RANDOMNESS SALIENCE AND ITS EFFECTS FOR DIFFERENT MODELS OF

AGENCY

TEZIN TURU: Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartryla fotokopi aliabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIHi:
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