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ABSTRACT

MASTERING THE CHAOS BY ASSERTING AGENCYRANDOMNESS
SALIENCEAND ITS EFFECTS FOR DIFFERENT MODELS OF AGENCY

Alper, Sinan
Ph.D., Department d?sychology
SupervisorProf. Dr.N e b i S¢mer

June 2016153 pages

In the current research, it was hypothesized that (1) the sense randomness would make
people feel insignificant objects rather than active agents; andd@)endent 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 detettors a
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 randomn
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 commol 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 imgificance hypothesis. In Chapter 5, trait sshstruals

were measured and only randomness was manipulated. Study 7 and 8, but not 6,



provided some evidence that randomness interacted witosefrual in predicting
control orientations. In Study 9pwtrol 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 weliscussed in Chapter 6.

Keywords randomness, agency, independent, interdependent, control
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¥ZNELKJK KURARAK KAOSUN ! STESKNDEN GEL MEK
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Alper, Sinan
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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 happeangitmoment 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 abdish 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 esthbtise theoretical foundation of these
hypotheses, in this chapter, first | 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 nonrandomnesg¥antionary (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 édfést of undermining the
sense of agency which is my first hypothesis in the current research (section 1.5). In
Chapter 2, | will discuss independent and interdependent models of agency and
hypothesize that independent agents would assert independeneecasvh
interdependent agents would assert interdependence after randomness salience which
is my second hypothesis. In Chapter 3, 4, and 5, | will report the findings of nine
different studies testing these two hypotheses. Lastly, | will overview the fgding
discuss its practical implications, and mention some limitations of the current study in
Chapter 6.
1.1Humans See Patterns EverywheréEven 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 fAhot hand fallacyo (Alter
fan would know, if a player scores on a
h and o . anded player is &xpected 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). Foexample, 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 gererate randomness when asked to (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006). | argue that
this is because people prefer order, structure, and pattern, as compared to randomness
and chaos. | posit that there are two underlying reasons for this tendency: (1) Humans
are evoled in this way and they are wired to detect patterns in their environment; and

(2) Humans need nonrandomness in order tmatd their existential anxiety

1.2Humans are Born as Pattern Detectors

Human beings are born as pattern detectors. In one studijel@amd Haith
(1991) demonstrated that the infants who were as young asr@datBold 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 tkgrexpected
the next pictures would emerge. This suggests that even-thamrold infants can

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

& Op
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environment more predictable for them. Similarly, another study showed that3 t
monthold 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 1yearold, they possess the capacity to remember both familiar and novel
events in the correct temporal order (Bauer & Mandler, 1992). In addition,
neuropsychologicastudies 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 sunturrent 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.
Classi@l 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 akes 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 ocaifter different behaviors, the learning becomes easier and
faster (Miltenberger, 2011). Language acquisition similarly relies on detection of
patterns since one needs to distinguish randoroccarences from stable and
consistent relationships to acquaeguage (Kelly & Martin, 1994; Zhao et al., 2014).

Thus people seek and detect consistent relationships and start doing so when
they are as young asrni2onthold. They have an inborn capacity to detect nonrandom
patterns and their learning and acquisitiprocesses 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 mafi(zZhao 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 cgprotessespthetr changesdafo h uman s
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 ottmaisgrhumans 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 r ol evericlhaoshumansd tenden

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

From an existential perspective, detecting patterns allows us to produce
Aimeaningso by inferring connections, so that
where everythig 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 assign meaning, which Albert Camus (as

cited in Heine et al , 2006) | abeled as fAthe nostalgia
perspective, there is a fAuniversal human nee
i nto a single, uni fied, cohesive frameworKk

2006, p. 89). Hmans are motivated to maintain and protect this coherent and
structured framework (Heine et al., 2006; Hennes, Nam, Stern, & Jost, 2012).

Proulx, Inzlicht, and Harmedones (2012) argued that the same motivation to
maintain consistency and coherence uneeihe 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), compengatontrol model (Kay,
Whitson, Gaucher, & Galinsky, 2009), uncertainty management model (van den Bos,
2001), system justification theory (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004), meaning making
mo d e | (Par k, 2010) , Pi aget 6s trpeadale,¢ of cogni
Smith, 2009), model of ambivalengo®luced 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 suggestdhe ne

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 theoriehiest humansé need f o
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? Whwe 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, ascribengéa the
universe, and thus avoid the sense of meaninglessness (Greenberg et al., 2004). A vast
|l iterature in social psychol og ymahkaesr sdbe mo
and they explore the universe to find consistent and predictable relationger
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 thata$ 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 dogserceiving 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 Randomnes

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
happeningandomly 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 CCNh, pduple 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 andwsteuétay 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., 2868pherd, 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 sourcestiaf ¢gay et

al., 2009). Past research has obtained empirical support for the gmadticing

effect of the perception of randomness. It was demonstrated that randomness
manipulation leads to increase in both gefforted 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 salaluation by living up to the
standards of their worldview(rke, Martens, & Faucher, 2018plomon et al.,

1991). But past studies showed that this effect was partly due to the uncontrollable

natue of death Agroskin & Jonas, 2013; Fritsche, Jonas,R&a n k h2 ne | , 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 obwusly 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 predtt the exact time of death.



According to meaning maintenance model (Heine et al., 2006), humans are
meaningmakers. They are not comfortable with the idea that life could be
meaningless, or fAabsurdod, thus thdey sear
to create internally consistent meaning structures (Heine et al., 2006). These systems
of meaning provide a sense of nonr ando mi
pl aces, objects, and ideas to one anothe
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). Uncertaingemana
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 ih thieiperson
is uncertain about his/her sefiews 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
avesive 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 theworld 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 féieag of randomness in order to reestablish their sense of order and
structure (Proulx et al., 2012). In the next section, | will offer a novel hypothesis and
argue that the negative impact of randomness is due to its undermining effect on sense
of agencyBecause a need for agency would underlie both evolutionary and existential

need for nonrandomness.

1.5Randomness is Uncomfortable Because It Undermines the Sense of Agency

So f ar I have demonstrated t hat rand

survivalandoe 6s desire to infer meaning from

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 amot 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 senseofagey . Agency can be defined as Athe
Kitayama, 2003, p. 4) and refers to the subj
actions in life. As lack of pattern and structure implies uncontrollability of events and
helplessness in ¢hface of completely random occurrences, it could be argued that
agentic feeling of being in control of oneods
a sense of randomness. Existing evidence is consistent with this proposition: The sense
of randomness igositively 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 wbud obstruct the process of attri
existence in this universe. I f there is no m
feel like insignificant objects who take no part in shaping the course of events in life
rather than having aesse 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 regarch, | 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
ishypothess ed t hat this is, at | east partially, dit
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 regardingswhat
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 1Randomness salience would lead to a feeling of mifgzgnce.

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 fitstead 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 efforssitogni fi c
assign meaning to onef6s existence and cc
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 isdiggubthe
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, peopleds motivation toereass:¢
same way, as there is more than one kind of agéndgpendenandinterdependent
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 healy influenced by the culture they live in (Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1989). Although independence and interdependence are highly related to the
cultural contrast betwedndividualismandcollectivism(Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1989), ithas 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, cagon, and emotion of that person (Markus & Kitayama,
2003; Kitayama & Uchida, 2005). In the next chapter, | 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 contie¢ 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 frearfomdividuals (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%hadlgh such cultural
orientations have usually been analyzed at ndéwel, there is also significant
interpersonal variation (e.g., Singelis, 1994; Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand,
1995; Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991). For example, even witiensame 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) smifistruals at different
levels Cross, Hardin, & GerceBwing, 2011;Singelis, 1994). Independent self
corstrual was defined as being a person fiwho
meaningf ul primarily by reference to onebs
feelings, and actions, rather than by reference to the thoughts, feelings and actions of
ot her kus & Kitdpgama, 1991, p.226). People with independentcseistrual
value their autonomy, freedom to choose, and understand themselves as unique
individuals who are separate from their surroundings (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

Interdependent setfonstrualon t he ot her hand, was defined a
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of an encompassing soci al relationship
determined, contingent on, and to a large extent organized by what the actor perceives

to be the thoughts, feelings, calactions of others n t he r el ati onshi p
Kitayama, 1991, p. 227). People with interdependeniceeitrual value being part of

a relationship, committing themselves to their duties and obligations, and maintaining
harmony within their ingroup (lskkus & Kitayama, 1991). Although independent and
interdependent setfonstruals are highly different from each other, everyone has some

level of independent and interdependenteetistrual at the same time and individuals

differ based on whether therdependent or interdependent side is relatively stronger

(Cross et al., 2011, Singelis, 1994).

Thus, seHconstruals deeply affect how people construe and understand
themselves. Such belief structures would expectedly be closely related to how people
undestand agency and under what conditions they have the sense of being an agent.
Past research has demonstrated thatcselétruals indeed are closely related with
different ways of agency (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 2003; Kitayama & Uchida, 2005;
Snibbe & Makus, 2005). In the remaining parts of the chapter, | 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 diffeently 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 wiiey 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 ottagrd) 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 tlseiwes(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 interdepeadents 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 Indidareu{Savani, Markus,

Naidu, Kumar, & Berlia, 2010). Similarly, among the more interdependent werking
class context, concern for others become more focal than freedom to choose, when
compared with middikelass Americans (Stephens et al., 2011). Thus, arnt
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 frdeiswil
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 ehu®mar
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
betweenanalytical andholistic thinking (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; Miyamoto, 2013;
Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001). Independent agents prefer analytical
t hi nki n gemphakizes logic,ficonstant or stable states and properties, and
categoriesdefned by strict ruleso (Zhou, )He, Yang,
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., 201). Thus, the style of thinking based on an independent model of
agency emphasizes separate entities rather interconnected ones. Interdependent agents
prefer hol i st iemphasites wHolesnand dmaledtias,hcharfiging and
flowing states,andrelai ons hi pso (Zhou et al ., 2012, p.
each object as in a relationship with other objects and the c§hasuda & Nisbett,

2001; Miyamoto, 2013; Nisbett et al., 2001). So, such style of thinking is in accordance

with an intedependent 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
thinkerswhereas interdependent agents are holistic thinkers.

Third, there is also difference between independent and interdependent agents
regarding their emotional experience (Kit
most intense emotions are evoked afteytreached to their goals (e.qg., pride) or failed
to do so (e.g., frustration) whereas i nt
more influenced by whether they accomplished interdependence (e.g., closeness) or
not (e.g., guilt), as the past reseaiistrated (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 expegisacially 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 thieeivel

of independent agents relied more on diseimgpgmotions 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 impdotatite 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. |
hypotheszed 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.
Independenand 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 b®me 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 reesshlihg 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 salienceuBethey would have to assert
their interdependence and embrace the characteristics of interdependennstifal
in order to reestablish their interdependent model of agency. Thus, my second
hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 2After randomness salience, in@eplent 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
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 pbsaise
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 uncobléoegperience
because randomness results in a feeling
are completely unpredictable and just randomly occurring, it would imply that the
person is just a passive, insignificant object rather than an actiyecswho is in
control of his/her life. So my first hypothesis was as following:

Hypothesis 1Randomness 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 indepedent agents would become even more independent and interdependent
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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 2After 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 diu&iesly
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 manipulah 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/interdependentasdtrual andconstructs
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. Interdependenceganitiar
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 sdeimographic differences weealso
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 aeddependent

agents.

3.1 Study 1

3.1.1 Participants and Procedure

The participants were provided with a hyperlink directing them to an online
guestionnaire hosted by Qualtrics data collection service. All participants were
informed that theiparticipation 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 1845.7%) were male. Mean age was 21.3D € 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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3.1.2Materials

Self-construal. The selfconstrual scale (Singelis, 1994) differentially
measures independent and interdependenteabtruals. The scale was adapted to
Turkish by Wasti and Erdil, 2007). The-88m Turkish selconstrual scale utilizes a

7-point response format (Lcompletely disagree/ =completely agreeand consists

of 15 items for independent s&lfonst r u al (e. g., Al enj oy &
from others in many respectosigtramad I1%®.0go
when | strongly disagree with group membe

(2007) reported Cronbachodés alpha scores
construals as .63 and .72, respectively. In this study, alpha coefficients were .70 and
.71, espectively (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). Wasta Erdil (2007) found a-8actor 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 4actor model. The-3actor model consists of 29 items and utilizes

a 5point response format (1strongly disagree5 =strongly agreg Example items

were @Al hate to disagree with others in
when | cooperatenwalt hcolthectsiovi(fhm)y, zand
|l ife independently of otherso (horizont

reported Cronbachés al pha scores for vert
horizontal individualism as .69, .68nd .68, respectively. In this study, they were .72,
.72, and .76, respectively (see Appendix B for the complete list of items).

A

Locus of contro. Rot t er 6 s (-&xgtd )Jocus af toatrolnsaale
measures individual s 6 shheleves irstheir BvgsaAnd i n g
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 inflaieg such events. The scale was adapted to
Tur ki sh by Da-jtem Tkisil8cys.of contra scalerutilizes qbint

response format (1 strongly disagrege5 =strongly agreg An example item was
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AMany of the unhappyréehipmagds!| yndpeoploe'bsadl il

Appendix C for the complete list of items). Higher score means more external locus of

control and | ower score means more internal

Cronbachos al pha -retestoreliadity with one-Bhénth anterdal oA t e s t

.88. The scale had a good level of internal consistdbcy € . 89) i n this study
Desirability of control. Bur ger and Cooperds (1979) des

scale measures the extent to which people desire having a persotral in their

l i ves. 't was adapted t o -it@nuTurtkishsldsirabilyy Ej r i g° z |
of control scale utilizes apoint response format (1strongly disagree5 =strongly

agreg . An example item was iflconppotogerwhatl a | ob whe
do and when | do ito (see Appendix D for th
means a hi gher desirability o f per sonal C «

Cronbachos al ph aetestcetiabilty withf onenonthinteaval of .40.e s t

The scale had satisfactory internal consistetty = . 83) in this study.
Causal uncertainty. Weary and Edwardsdéds (1994) caus:

measures to what extent people feel uncertain regarding what causes the events in their

lives. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Uz (2015). Thiebd Turkish causal

uncertainty scale utilizes aint scale (1 =tcompletely disagrees = completely

agreg . An e x a mgdoeot unteestandwhas causes most of the problems

that lhavewi h ot her so (see Appendi x UER0L5r t he <cor

reported a Cronbachds alpha score of . 82. [ n
Rule-based versus family resemblancbased object categorizationObject

categorization materials were developed byrdthizayan, 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 includegf@eaht 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 featuré 8tares with all members of

one of the pairs, it was coded as adldesed 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 resemiddrased categorization. The number
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of rule-based and family resemblanbased categorizations was divided by the total
number of sets in order to compute a percenteige preference score for each type
of categorization. See Appendix F for the stimuli thare used.

SocioDemographic Characteristics.Participants were asked to state their
age, gender, religiosity (1 mot religious at all 7 =very religioug. To measure the
perceived socioeconomic status, they were also asked to imagine the socikwethey
in as a 1&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 standigl{er, Boyce, Chesney, Cohen, Folkman, Kahn, &
Syme,1994)and choose where they would stand on this ladderb@dttem rung 10
=top rung.

The Scales Adapted to Turkish during the Current Study

The following scales were translated into Turkish and then-traocklated into
English by two different Ph@zandidates 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 contro. Mor | i ng and Fiters haenbny cofollsba®9 ) 21
was adapted to Turkish. The scale measures the level of harmony the person seeks
within his/her ingroup. It includes 5 subscalkgfier poweyfriends careanticipate
others wait on luck andmerge with othefjsand utilizes a -point responseoirmat (1
= strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agreg Morling and Fiske (1999) reported that
Cronbachodés alpha scores for the factors
samples.

Consistent with the original scale, principal components analysis usimgyro
rotation revealed 5 factors includimggher power(6 items),friends care(6 items),
anticipate otherg3 items),wait on luck(4 items), andnerge with other¢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 goo@®(179) = 647.85p < .001,CFI = .82,

AGFI = .82, RMSEA = .08).
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Cronbacho6és alpha scores for higher power,
on luck, and merge with others were .88, .67, .49, .61, and .69, respectively. Although
some of the scales had relatively low reliabibiyice they have a few items, overall
har mony control scale had an acceptable reli
Testretest reliabilities for higher power, friends care, anticipate others, wait on luck,
merge with others, and mean harmony conwete .77, .66, .57, .37, .39, and .62,
respectively s < .001). See Table 1 for the list of items and their factor loadings.
FAD-Plus.Paul hus and C-demefrgedvdll arfd22éterminism 2 7
scale (FADPIus) was adapted to Turkish. The scale inclu#idactors:fatalistic
determinismscientific determinispfree will, andrandomnessThe scale utilizes a5
point response format (1 totally disagree 5 =totally agreg. Paulhus and Carey
(2011) reported Cronbachosrespetctipelya scor es, . 82
Principal components analysis using promax rotation initially revealed 7
factors. But, the emerged factors did not possess conceptual consistency and the scree
plot suggested afactor solution. When the number of factors to extract wato e
4, consistent with the original scale, results revealed factors of fatalistic determinism,
scientific determinismfree will, and randomness. The 4 factors explained 44.42% of
the total variance. However, 1 item did not have a loading over .3Gowofahe
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 tre original 4factor structure of the scale fits into the Turkish sample. The
analysis initially revealed an acceptable fitne€$318) = 958.18p < .001, CFl = .79,
AGFIl = .80, RMSEA = .07). However, LMTEST suggested addition of two error
covariances; one of which was between the t\
are unpredictableo and fPe&¥l)=e40.80,pkutures ca
.001), and the other one was between the ite
the decisions they makeo anXdl)ideédpxl e have c
.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 iIitem (AChance events seem to

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 googkf{290) = 766.83p <
.001, CFI = .83, AGFF .84, RMSEA =.06)Cr onbachdés al pha scor
determinism, scientific determinism, free will, and randomness were .87, .63, .68, and
.80, respectively. Testetest reliabilities of the factors were .74, .38, .56, andp$2 (
.001). See Tdb 2 for the list of items and their factor loadings.

Analysis-Holism. Ch o i , Koo, a n d -ite@ MApalygissiolism2 0 0 7 )
Scale was adapted to Turkish. The original scale includes 4 faCarsality, attitude
toward contradictions, perception ofiange, and locus of attentio@hoi et al. (2007)
reported Cronbachos al pha scores for th
respectively; and the overall scale had an acceptable level of internal consisteney (
.71). The scaletilizes a 7point response format (1strongly disagreg7 =strongly
agrese.

Principal components analysis using promax rotation initially supported a 5
factor solution but scree plot suggested-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 t o
predictable based on present situationso
and A We ossidar thé situation a person is faced with, as well as his/her
personality, in order to understand onegd
causality factor although they were expected to belong to perception of change and
locus of attention factordn 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 fitnes¥?(183) = 739.64p < .001, CFI = .81,
AGFI = .81, RMSEA = .09)LMTEST suggested adding 4 error covariances: The first
one was Amephen@nenon hds numerous numbers of causes, although some
of the causes are not knowno and AAny ph
consequences, although some of them maypret k n(&*@)=®4.77,p < .001)
the second one was between Alf an event
continue to move toward that directiono
in predict a@ile= 6@.17rpe<c.@01)ahe shird one was between
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AEverything in the wuniverse is somehow 71 el ¢
unr e l(&(t)e 803B2,p < .001) and the fourth one was betw
who is currently honest fAwWA Iple rsstoany whhoon e sst ciunr r
l' i ving a successful | i f(8(1)wBA.3Bp<c@h.As nue to st
the items were highly related with each other, it was decided to implement the addition

of error covariances. The final model was improvad had a better fit¢(179) =

528.84,p<.001, CFl = .88, AGFI = .86, RMSEA = .07).

Cronbachdés alpha scores for |l ocus of at
contradiction, and perception of change are .83, .78, .73, and .79, respectively. Test
retestreliability scores were .42, .51, 56, and .p5 € .001). Although the subscales
had acceptable internal consistency andrisist 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

uniti ncrease in other factorsdé scores correspo
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 ahdlems

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 (WeBskauglanski,

1994): Preference for order, preference for predictability, and discomfort with
ambiguity. Kashima and Loh (2006) reported a
overall scale.

Principal components analysis using promax rotation supposiegla factor
solution and the factor explained 43.34% of the total variance. A confirmatory factor
analysis using EQS software yielded a poorXf(27) = 246.39p < .001, CFI = .81,

AGFIl = .81, RMSEA = .14). LMTEST suggested adding 4 error covariambedirst
one was Ibeetmeoeyn hiavi ng a cl ear and structure
establishing a consistent 6(1)t 87Ep<enabl es me

.001) the second one was between fAWhen | am c¢c
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feel very upseto and @Al dEG1PH-t50.66p<k081) si t uat

the third one was between Al hate to char
unpredict alf(b=16bapxd01) oasd the fourth one
feel uncomfortable when | dondét wundersta
l'ifeo and dl prefer to socialize with fa

fr om t(H@)md2.59,p< .001) The model was improved and had a better fit
(X?(23) = 79.23p < .001, CFI = .95, AGFI = .92, RMSEA=.08.r onbachos al
score was .83. Tesetest reliability was .56(< .001). See Table 4 for the list of items
and their factor loadings.

Socially engaging and disengaging emotion$he list of socially engaging
and disengaging emotions (Kitayama & Uchida, 2005; Kitayama, Markus, &
Kurokawa, 2000; Kitayama, Mesquita, & Kaeava, 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.qg., friendly feelingspaally 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 apbint scale (1 =never 7 =alway9. Mean engaging and
disengaging emotions scores were also calculated. In addition, subjectimeingll
was measured by a single item (AAIIl thincg
will be with your life as a whole inthe nefaru t u r e ? o-pointuesgonsg format 7
(1 =very dissatisfied7 =very satisfiejl

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 \
anothero unexpectedly |l oaded on socially
itwasexe ct ed to | oad on socially engaging ne
loaded on socially disengaging negative emotions factor although it was supposed to
load on general negative emotions factor.

However, a confirmatory factor analysis using EQ8veare revealed a poor
level of fitness X3(215) = 922.65p < .001, CFl = .82, AGFI = .79, RMSEA = .09)
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LMTEST suggested addition of 3 error covariances: The first one was between

idi sgust AX3(A)nIR3.87p<e@1)0 t he second one was bet we
fiup $X(1)936.16p<.001) and the third one was between
(X?(1)= 16.04p < .001) The model was improved and had a betteXfi112) = 693,

p <.001, CFI = .88, AGFI = .84, RMSEA =8) Socially engaging positive, socially

engaging negative, socially disengaging positive, socially disengaging negative,

gener al positive, and gener al negative emot.
.58, .79, .69, .82, and .86, respectively. Fretst reliability scores were .78, .48, .47,

.77, .61, and. 52, respectivelys(< .001) See Table 5 for the list of items and their

factor loadings.

3.1.3 Results

Correlations among the variablesAs presented iffable 6, independent and
interdependentelf-construals were correlated with individual differences in the
orientation towards an independent or interdependent agency. Independence was
negatively related to external locus of contro&(-.11, p = .023) and more strongly
associated with horizoalt individualism ¢ = .59, p < .001) than horizontal
collectivism ¢ = .11,p = .035). Interdependence was positively related external locus
of control ¢ =.11,p = .023), horizontalr(= .55,p < .001), and vertical collectivism
(r = .57,p <.001), as expected. Religiousness was found to be positively related to
interdependence € .19,p< .001) and negatively to independence {.13,p=.011).

In addition, older participants had decreased levels of interdependectsstifual(

= -.14, p = .007) and socioeconomic status was found to be negatively related to
independent selfonstrual ( = -.18, p < .001). There was no gender difference with
regard to independent or interdependentseaitistrual.

Table 7 depicts that differences in setinstruals predict differences in control
orientations in the expected directions. Harmony control was strongly related to
interdependence € .42,p < .001) whereas desirability of control£ .42,p < .001)
was strongly related to independence. Tl 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 £ .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 beuedgto be a serious flaw
undermining the subscalesd validity. Fut
reasons. Furthermore, object categorization, was found not to be related to independent
or interdependent setfonstrual. Table 9 summarizesthesults with regard to the
relationship between setbnstrual and emotional experience. Results showed that the
differences in emotional experience were generally in the expected directions and
mean disengaging emotions were related to independerc@l,p < .001) whereas

mean engaging emotions were related to interdependernc8Z,p < .001).

Lastly, Table 10 summarizes the results regarding the relationships between
other variables. Results demonstrated that interdependence was associated with
fatalistic determinismr(= .28,p < .001), scientific determinisny £ .12,p = .020),
and randomness € .12,p = .020), as would be expected since interdependent self
construal is related to fitting in with the overall course of events. Free willearthier
hand, was related to independence (24,p < .001), as again would be expected. In
addition, causal uncertainty was negatively related to independencé$,p=.002),
and need for closure positively to interdependenee22,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 randomnesBurther analyses were
conducted irorder 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 betwegndomness and independent-self
construal predicting free will was significarit € .16,p = .001). Whenndependent
self-construal was low, randomness did not predict free fwil{11,p = .141). When
independent selfonstrual was high, on the othéand, randomness positively
predicted free will(b = .20, p = .001). The interactiotetween randomness and
independent selfonstrual was not significant for fatalistic or scientific determinism
(ps > .05).
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The interaction between randomness and intemiégnt selconstrual also
significantly predicted scientific determinisim% .15,p = .002). When interdependent
self-construal was low, randomness did not predict scientific determ{ifismO07,p
= .274). When interdependent setinstrual was high, dwever, randomness
positively predicted scientific determinis¢h = .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 fregosvif (05).

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

The interaction between randomness and locus of control was also significant
for both scientific determinisrfb = .13,p = .011) and free wil(b = .19,p < .001).
Randomness predicted scientific determinism for both intebral 15,p = .015) and
external locus of controb(= .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 internab = .15,p = .015) and external locus of cont{bl=.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 seadbnstruals and locus of control were not

significant for the other major variables measured in this spsly (05).

3.1.4 Discussion

The results of the correlational study (Study 1) largely supported the
hypotheses. Independent and interdependentcsefitruals were significantly
correlatedwith 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 wagselated 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 TalBle However, no differences regarding cognitive
styles were identified given that both holism scale and object categorization task were
not significantly related to setfonstruals (see Table 8). In addition, trait sense of
randomness was found to be nateting with seHconstruals 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. Similadighough 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, wh@esiive 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
althoudh 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 tobe 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 & Kitaga 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 setbnstruals 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 randamness
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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
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 dentified. 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/interdepesrite 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
experimentalmanipulation of seltonstrual and randomness interacts in predicting
several outcome measures related to different styles of agency. In Studies 2, 3, and 4,
sense of randomness and smihstrual were experimentally manipulated and the
effects on manipaktion 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 corat) 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 sekfonstrual,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 resultassertion 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 vadze

and 112 were female. Fourteen participants did not mention their gender. The mean
age was 21.305D= 1.47).
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4.1.2 Materials and Procedure

The participants were provided with a hyperlink directing them to an online
guestionnaire hosted by Qualsidata 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 weregsented 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 chronolagsil 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 onpaiiit scale (1 very bad 7 =very
good.

Manipulation check. Randomness subscale of FAus scale (Paulhus &
Carey, 2011) was used to test whether manipulation material actually manipulated the
sense of randomness. Cr ob apoihtéesponadfnaa was f ou
(1 =strongly disagree7 =strorgly agreg was used.

Feeling of insignificance.A feeling of insignificance scale consisting of 2

items (i .e., Al think that whether | do some
what is going on in my enviroraaorin@t, AWhet he
does not have any effect on the overall cour

for feeling of insignificance scale was .82. A@int response format (1 strongly
disagree 7 =strongly agregwas used.

Independence versus interdepetence 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 wé&etds 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 thendé and family and

write down 3 of the things that they share with them.
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Dependent measures related to agency styleBhree 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 scal es). Cr onbattnd ss .8 1apdh.80, f or
respectively. The other variable was related to-atfistrual. It included a list of 18
values ( Kam, Zhou, Zhang, & Ho, 2012) de
including values relevant to independence (freedom, independeable, creativity,
varied life, influential, an exciting life, setespect, choosing own goals) and
interdependence (sense of belonging,-8mi€ipline, family security, loyal, humble,
obedient, hel pful, forgivi ngependeerce pndnsi bl
interdependence were found as .85 and .79, respectively. Participants were asked to
indicate how important these values are for them (ibtmportant 7 = of supreme

importancé. The three dependent measures were presented in a randordezed o

4.1.3 Results

Manipulation check. Randomness manipulation did not increase reported
sense of randomnedd € 4.17,SD=1.16 vsM = 4.09,SD= 1.10;F(1, 193) = .27p
= .603,d,%= .001).

Feeling of insignificance.Similarly, random ordering dighot result in an
increase in feeling of insignificanc® (= 2.51,SD= 1.23 vs.M = 2.45,SD= 1.02;

F(1, 193) = .12p =.727,dp>= .00J).

Interactions. The main effect of selfonstrual group (independence versus
interdependence) was not significant @sirability of control (1, 191) = .40p =
.527,dx?>=.002, harmony controlf(1, 191) = .83p = .363,dp>= .004, independence
values F(1, 191) = .02p = .890,dp>= .000, and interdependence valu€1, 191)
= .134,p = .714,d,>= .001). The main effect of randomness manipulation was not
significant for desirability of controlR(1, 191) = .81p = .370,ds?>= .004, harmony
control (1, 191) = .19p = .664,d,>= .00]), independence values((, 191) = .01,

p = .944,dy> = .000, and irierdependence valueB({, 191) = .84p = .361,dp* =
.004. The 2 (randomness versus nonrandomness) x 2 (independence versus

interdependence) interaction was not significant for desirability of corki(d] (91)
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=.81,p = .370,d,>= .004, harmony cotrol (F(1, 191) = 1.74p = .189,d,>= .009,
independence value&((l, 191) = 3.16p = .077,d,>= .01, and interdependence
values F(1, 191) = .12p = .729,d,?= .001).

The effect of randomness manipulation on both independence and
interdependeneprimed groups was analyzed using-oveey 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 nosupport the hypotheses. Randomness
manipulation did not significantly increase the sense of randomness and feeling of
insignificance. Similarly, the interaction between smihstrual and randomness
manipulations failed to result in a significant effegttbe 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 @64 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 2335 @.02). Study 3 was a
replication of Study 2 with a singldifference: 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 trtes 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 season#s ¢ye., 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 é®ver story, participants were

led to believe that the task was about rating the contrast of each photograph and they
were asked to rate on gpoint scale (1 Fow contrast 7 =high contras). The rest of

the study was t he s alphascares foSrandodngess2feelin@r on b
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 esented with unseasonal
(random) orderings of trees did not report higher sense of randonvhes4.14,SD
= .99 vsM = 4.00,SD= 1.06;F(1, 162) = .78p = .379,ds*>= .005.

Feeling of insignificance.Similarly, random ordering did not result in an
increase in feeling of insignificanc® (= 2.58,SD = 1.30 vs.M = 2.49,SD = 1.39;
F(1, 162) = .19p = .666,d,>= .007).

Interactions. The main effect of selonstrual group (independence versus
interdependence) was not significant for desirabilitgaitrol (1, 160) = 3.78p =
.054,d,?=.023, harmony controlf(1, 160) = .82 = .367,d,>= .009, independence
values F(1, 160) = .32p = .570,ds?>= .002, and interdependence valu€1, 160)
= .26,p = .612, dp? = .009. The main effect ofandomness manipulation was
significant for harmony controlF(1, 160) = 4.94p = .028, dp?> = .030 but
nonsignificant for desirability of controF(1, 160) = 2.85p = .093, dp? = .018,
independence value§(@, 160) = .81p = .368,dp> = .009, and irlerdependence
values F(1, 160) = .26,p = .608, d,> = .003. The 2 (randomness versus
nonrandomness) x 2 (independence versus interdependence) interaction was not
significant for desirability of controlR(1, 160) = .55p = .460,dy>= .003, harmony
control F(1, 160) = 1.32p = .252,d:%>= .008, independence values((, 160) = .34,

p = .563,dp,>= .002, and interdependence valugl, 160) = 1.53p = .218,dp*=
.009. See Tables 13 and 14 for the results ofwag ANOVAs exploring the effects
of randomness manipulation for independence and interdepenrgieémesl 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 failedupport 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 wassSI®.37 (
=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 ad 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 professords ar gumaohdlear atva® =evernycteaj.t he pas s ac
The rest of the study was the same as Study
randommess, 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 pgessa

referring to quantum physics (randomness condition) reported significantly an
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increased sense of randomnéds=(3.94,SD= 1.21 vsM = 3.37,SD= .99) than those
in control condition (1, 207) = 13.53p < .001,dp>= .061).

Feeling of insignificance. Randomness manipulation also resulted in an
increased feeling of insignificanc® (= 2.69,SD = 1.53 vs.M = 2.32,SD = 1.38)
although the effect was marginally significaR{1, 207) = 3.40p = .067,dy>= .016.

Interactions. The main effect of selonstrual group (independence versus
interdependence) was not significant for desirability of conf¢l,(205) = .87p =
.352,dx2=.004, harmony controlR(1, 205) = .41p = .521,dp>= .002), independence
values F(1, 205) = .01p = .906,dp?= .000, and interdependence valu€£1(, 205)
= .05,p = .818,d,?> = .000. The main effect of randomness manipulation was not
significant for desirability of controlR(1, 205) = .68p = .409,ds?>= .003, harmony
control F(1, 205) = 3.23p = .074,ds%= .015, independence values((, 205) = .42,

p = .516,dp> = .009, and interdependence valuéX, 205) = .27p = .603,dp?> =

.00). The 2 (randomness versus nonrandomness) x 2 (independence versus
interdependence) intection was not significant for desirability of contréi({, 205)

= .01,p = .916,d,? = .000, independence valueB((, 205) = .07p = .797,d,> =

.000), and interdependence valu€£1, 205) = .10p = .756,dy>= .000. The effect

was marginallyignificant for harmony controF(1, 205) = 3.64p = .058,dp>= .017).

See Tables 15 and 16 for the results of-aag ANOVAs exploring the effects of
randomness manipulation for independence and interdeperpiemaal groups.

In summary, the results gported 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 nhdirectly 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 maniplation material. Furthermore, the interaction betweencmiktrual 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 indeperdceprimed participants, although it was expected to
increase it for interdependenpeamed participants (see Table 16). Thus, there was not
support for the hypothesis regarding the outcome measures related to assertion of
agency and control orientationdput 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 effiects 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 insignificasceh as
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
randomnes 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 artble 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 sampleedclisd
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 &D2571.94).
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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 7point response format (1strongly disagree7 =strongly agreg

Experimental manipulation. In the randomness condition, participants
responded to 2 questions: (1) ASome =even
and coincidence. It is not possible to predict and foresee such events. Please think of a
similar situation youexperienced in your life and shortly describe it in the textbox
bel owo; (2) AHow did the coincidental n a
nonrandomness condition, participants instead asked about an event in their life that
was completely predictéd and foreseeable and how that event affected them.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the conditions.

RandomnessThe randomness subscale of FRIus scale (Paulhus & Carey,

2011) was used to measur e | evphdscaefwass en s e
.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 mea&na$cor
item 1 and 2. Cronbachdés alpha score was

State anxiety.The st ate anxiety scale was ada|]
Compte (1983). The scale included 20 iter

the scale was .94.
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4.3.3 Results

A oneway 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 evelts=(3.41, SD = .99), the
participants who recalled mdom eventsNl = 3.74,SD = 1.17) reported increased
sense of randomness({, 155) = 3.55p = .061,dp>= .029 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 significantf(1, 155) = 4.90p = .028,dp>= .031). The two groups did not
differ in predicting state anxiety( = 3.11,SD= 1.14 versuM = 3.26,SD = 1.14,

F(1, 155) = .69p = .407,d,>= .009. In addition, the results showed that randomness
and feeling of insignificance were positively correlated 22,p = .005). In summary,
feeling of insignificance hypothesis was once again supported as randomness

manipulation increased both perception eid@mness 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 sensmnoiomness 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 Syutland 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 insifoance 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 marlipat ed parti ci pant sao
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 sems@ddmness 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 correlatioetween 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 detect®dg a selreport 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 focipartis 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 eten.dn 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 needelhito exp
the reasons behind it.

As the moderation analyses in Study 1 illustrated, randomness interacts with
both selfconstrual and locus of control in predicting beliefs in free will and
determinism. It suggested that next studies should also focus omgerelttions 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 andrssthual) and this mig
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
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selfconstrual 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 emotionapegience (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 hypothesratidamness 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 manipulBhios, in this
chapter, the studies will be conducted in two separate parts: First, the moderator
variables (i.e., sel€onstrual, locus of control, and individualigrallectivism) will be
measured; second, the randomness will be manipulated and its effedbtpendent
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 &t study using the Sona system. The
first part was an online correlational study including measures et@edttrual, locus
of control, individualismcollectivism, and demographic forhiThe sample initially
consisted of 153 students participated in exgldor 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, andcsally engagingdisengaging 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 nfdlese participants did not mention
their gender. Mean age was 21.3D(= 3.07). The materials were presented in the
enlisted order. All scales utilized apoint response format (1 strongly disagreg7

= strongly agreg

5.1.2 Materials

Selfconstrual. Wa s t i and Er eonstroas scale2n@ds atapteds e | f
similarly to Study 1. Cronbach©os al pha C C
interdependence were found as .70 and .71, respectively. Scores in both independence
and interdependence sdales were divided into two groups (high versus low) using
a median split.

Randomness manipulationln both conditions, participants read a paragraph
referring to a hypothetical physics professor. In nonrandomness condition, the
professor argued that eyagvent 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 publicégn as ked how cl ear the professor
not clear at al] 7 =very clea). Their responses were not included in the analysis.

Outcome measuresBeliefs in free will and determinism (FABIlus; Paulhus
& Carey, 2011), desirability of control {Er i g° z | ¢ , 2002) , har mony co
& 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 subssaté FADP | u s , Cronbachods al
scores were .73, .78, .89, and .66, respecti
of control, harmony control, socially engaging, and socially disengaging emotions

were .86, .80, .63, and .61, respectively.

Sociodemographic characteristics.Participants stated their age and gender
and rated how religious they were (het religious at all 5 =very religious.
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5.1.3 Results

Manipulation check. Randomness subscale of FAus was used the check
whether themanipulation material indeed manipulated the sense of randomness. A
oneway analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted. Compared to participants
who read the paragraph quoting classic phy#its (3.85,SD=.77), those who read
the paragraph quoting quantum thedw € 4.24,SD = 1.00) scored higher on the
randomness subscalg({, 93) = 4.39p = .039,d,°= .049, as expected.

Interaction between randomness and independent setbnstrual. ANOVA
was condated to investigate the interaction between randomness manipulation and
independent selfonstrual. 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 wasnarginally significant for only desirability of contrd¥(1, 88) = 3.51p =
.064,dy> = .039. The effect of religiosity, on the other hand, was significant for both
fatalistic determinismK(1, 88) = 42.05p < .001,d,? = .323 and harmony control
(F(1, 88) = 13.27p < .001,d,%= .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 setinstrual was significant for scientific
determinismF(1, 90) = 7.22p = .009,dp> = .074 and desirability of controF(1, 90)
= 11.49,p = .001,d? = .113, but not significant for free will§(1, 90) = 1.92p =
.170,dp?= .02J), fatalistic determinismF(1, 90) = .51p = .478,dy>= .006, harmony
control (F(1, 90) = 1.97p = .164,dp>= .021), engaging emotions$=(1, 90) = .15p =
.699,dp?= .002, and disengaging emotior&({, 90) = .27p = .605,dy>= .003. The
main effect of randomness manipulation was marginally significant for fatalistic
determinism (1, 90) = 3.83p = .054,d,> = .041), but not significant for free will
(F(1, 90) = .76p = .386,dp> = .008, scientific determinismH(1, 90) = .02p = .881,
dp? = .000, desirability of control E(1, 90) = .17,p = .679,d,? = .00, hamony
control (1, 90) = .15p = .696,d,>= .009, engaging emotiond=(1, 90) = .07p =
.797,dx%= .001), and disengaging emotior&({, 90) = .22p = .638,dp>= .003.

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

dependent measures. The effect was nonsignificant for freeRdll 90) = 2.72p =
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.103,d,%= .029, fatalistic determinismH(1, 90) = .01p = .945,d,>= .000, scientific
determinism (1, 90) = .15p = .704,dp> = .002), desirability of control F(1, 90) =
.04, p = .835,d,> = .000, harmony controlK(1, 90) = .06,p = .806,dp? = .00,
engaging emotiong=(1, 90) = .31p = .576,d,>= .003, anddisengaging emotions
(F(1, 90) = .13p = .717,dx?= .001).

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables anging from .04 to 2.4%s >
.05). Furthermore, a moderatedgmession analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent-selistrual as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
between them was similarly not significgdps > .05).

Interaction between randomness and interdependent setfonstrual. The
effect of religiosity as a covariate was significant for both fatalistic determimigbn (
90) = 29.19p < .001,dy? = .245 and harmony controF(1, 90) = 5.22p = .025,dp?
= .055 but it was nonsignificant for free wilF(1, 90) = 1.77p = .186,dp>= .019,
scientific determinismH(1, 90) = .78,p = .379,dy> = .009, desirability of control
(F(1, 90) = .14p = .705,dp> = .002), engaging emotiond=(1, 90) = .183p = .670,
dw?=.002, and disengaging emotior&({, 90) = 1.21p = .275,d,>= .013. The main
effect of interdependent satbnstrual was significant for fatalistic determinigagl(,
90) = 9.16p = .003,d,?>= .092 and harmony controF(1, 90) = 2734, p < .001,d?
=.233, but not significant for free willf(1, 90) = .01p = .932,d,>= .000, scientific
determinism (1, 90) = 1.87p = .175,d,*>= .020), desirability of control E(1, 90) =
1.39,p = .242,dy> = .015, engaging emotiond=(1, 90) = 2.45p = .121,dp>= .02,
and disengaging emotionB((, 90) = .91p = .342,d,>= .010. The main effect of
randomness manipulation was not significant for any of the dependent measures
including free will F(1, 90) = .24p = .624,dy? = .003), fatalistic determinismR(1,
90) = 2.52p = .116,dp> = .027), scientific determinismA(1, 90) = .23p = .632,dy?
=.003, desirability of control F(1, 90) = .10p = .758,d,>= .001), harmony control
(F(1, 90) = 1.72p = .193,dp> = .019, engaging emotiong=(1, 90) = .02p = .904,
dp? = .000, and disengaging emotiors({, 90) = .35p = .556,d,>= .004.

After adjusted by the religiosity, the interaction between interdependent self

construal and randomness manipulation was not signifior any of the dependent
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variables including free will R(1, 90) = .39,p = .536, > = .00, fatalistic
determinism (1, 90) = .14p = .712,dp> = .002), scientific determinismH(1, 90) =
12,p = .734,dp> = .007), desirability of control (1, 90) = .00p = .964,d,>= .000,
harmony controlF(1, 90) = .58p = .449,dy>= .006, engaging emotiong=(1, 90) =
.91,p = .344,ds* = .010, and disengaging emotions({, 90) = .22p = .639,dy* =
.002.2

When the analysis was repeated withcowariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables fanging from .00 to .9%s >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent-selfstrual as # moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
between them was similarly not significaps ¢ .05).

In summary, there was no support for the reestablishment of agency hypothesis
as randomess 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, similarigtiady 5 and 6. However, the
interaction between trait independent/interdependentcealtruals and randomness
manipulation was not significant for the different control orientations and emotional
experiences. Religiosity turned out to be a significamtidate, 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 lirfnce 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 thatwesg 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 ., Thalahimpligitptmmngn & H
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will be used in the next study in order to investigate whether being conscious of what

i's being primed or not makes a difference in

5.2 Study 7

5.2.1 Participants and Procedure

The samfe consisted of the participants of a previously conducted
correlational study (Study 1). The 403 participants of this study were contacted via
their email addresses retrieved from the data of Study 1 and they were informed that
2 randomly selected pargants 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%)are female and 34 (34.3%) were male. Three participants
did not mention their gender. The mean age was 285B2 (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 translion-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 coect sentence using 3 of the words. In the randomness
condition, 10 out of 20 items included a word associated with randomness (e.qg.,
chaotic, unpredictably, mayhem). In the negativity condition, 10 out of 20 items
included a word associated with negativie.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 ralydassigned to one of these
conditions. After completing unscrambling task, they filled out measures offHAE)

desirability of control, harmony control, socially engagdigengaging emotions,
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respectively, similarly to Study 6. However, measures ofaigcengaging 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 he ratedtions.

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-@oint response format (1strongly disagre, 7 =strongly

agre¢ . Cronbachés alpha scores for randomn
scientific determinism subscales of FABus were .78, .75, .90, and .60, respectively.
Cronbachodés alpha scores f orontdlevere .85ahdi | i t y

.83, respectively.

5.2.3 Results

Manipulation check. Participants in the randomness conditivh< 4.28,SD
= .91) reported higher sense of randomness than those in the negativity coMilition (
= 3.96,SD=.99), but the difference was only marginally signific&{tL( 97) = 2.88,
p=.093,d,>=.029.

Interaction between randomness and independent setbnstrual. 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 determinisf({, 94) = 53.97p < .001,d?
= .365 and harmony controF(1, 94) = 29.05p < .001,dp? = .23 whereas it was
nonsignificant for free will (1, 94) = .32p=.571,d,%= .003, scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .16p = .690,dp>= .00, and desirability of controF(1, 94) = 1.91p =
.170,dp? = .020. The main effect of independent setfnstrual wasignificant for
desirability of control E(1, 94) = 9.05p = .003,dp>= .088) and marginally significant
for fatalistic determinismR(1, 94) = 3.61p = .060,dp> = .037 whereas it was not
significant for free will E(1, 94) = 1.72p = .193,d,? = .018), scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .42p = .520,d,*>= .009, and harmony controF(1, 94) = 1.08p = .301,
dp?= .011). The main effect of randomness manipulation was not significant for any
of the dependent measures including free VRA(lL( 94)= .24,p = .628,d% = .003,
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fatalistic determinismR(1, 94) = 2.06p = .155,dp> = .021), scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .67p = .415,dp>= .007), desirability of controlF(1, 94) = 2.30p = .133,
dp? = .024, and harmony controF(1, 94) = .26p = .609,dy>= .003.

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and independent setbnstrual was not significant for any of the dependent variables
which include free will E(1, 94) = 1.07p = .304,dp> = .011), fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 94) = .45p = .503,dp> = .009, scientific determinismA(1, 94) = 1.21p = .273,
dp? = .013, desirability of control (1, 94) = 1.42p = .237,dy>= .0159, and harmony
control (1, 98) = .17p = .685,dp>= .002.

Interaction between randomness and interdependent setfonstrual. The
effect of religiosity as a covariate was significant for fatalistic determinigtn 94)
= 47.46,p < .001,dy? = .33 and harmony controF(1, 94) = 28.87p < .001,d,?=
.235 and marginally significant for desirability of contré({, 94) = 3.63p = .060,
dp? = .037) whereas it was not significant for free wili(l, 94) = .01p = .905,dp> =
.000 and scientific determinisniF(1, 94) = .01p = .945,d,?>= .000. Themain effect
of interdependent setfonstrual was significant for scientific determinidagl(, 94) =
4.61,p=.034,dy>= .047 and harmony controF(1, 94) = 11.69p = .001,d,?=.111)
whereas it was nonsignificant for free wiF((, 94) = .73,p = .397, d,> = .009,
fatalistic determinismR(1, 94) = .10p = .754,d,?>= .007), and desirability of control
(F(1, 94) = .26p = .610,d,?= .003. The main effect of randomness manipulation was
marginally significant for desirability of contrdF(1, 94) = 3.30p = .072,dp>= .039
whereas it was nonsignificant for free wiF((, 94) = .04,p = .848,d,? = .000,
fatalistic determinismR(1, 94) = 1.23p = .270,dy? = .013, scientific determinism
(F(1, 94) = .62p = .435,d,>= .006, and hamony control E(1, 94) = .28p = .600,
dp?=.003.

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and interdependent salbnstrual was marginally significant for fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 94) = 3.86p = .052,dp> = .039 whereas it was nonsignificant for free wH((,

94) = 1.64p = .204,d:>= .019), scientific determinismA(1, 94) = .07p = .800,dy?
= .001), desirability of control E(1, 94) = .11p = .738,d,> = .001), and harmony
control (1, 94) = 1.66,p = .201, d,> = .0179. The results showed that when

interdependence was high, the effect of randomness manipulations was not significant
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(F(1, 44) = .46p = .503,d,>= .001), controlling for the level of religiosity. However,
when interdependence was loparticipants in the randomness condition reported
increased belief in fatalistic determinisM € 3.63,SD= 1.21) as compared to those
in the negativity conditionM = 3.02,SD= 1.46) and the difference was statistically
significant, controlling for the level of religiosit§(1, 48) = 7.93p = .007,dy>= .142.
In summary, randomness did not interact with independence; however it did interact
with interdependence in prediatj fatalistic determinism.

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (anging from .00 to 1.4%s >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conductedifyy the
continuous measure of independent-selistrual as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction

between them was similarly not significaps ¢ .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/interdependernsgléial.
Although te effect of manipulation was marginally significant for the reported sense
of randomness, its interaction with interdependenta®istrual, unlike the previous
studies, was significant for fatalistic determinism. Accordingly, for low
interdependence paripants, 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 determinismvould 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 godise 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 lwgh 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 arguedl floa example, when a person is an

independent agent (i.e., having a high independentcsaHtrual and/or low
interdependentsef onstrual ), randomness salience unde
internal base of control and thus the person starts radyirexternal 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 paé&ant for people with relatively more

interdependent agency. United States is considered as a more individualist country

than Turkey (Hofstede, 2001) and this cultur
reactions to perception of randomness. As thed@minant 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 thas

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 reqed 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 QGdles.

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 sties. 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 unreliableanticipants (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, &
Davidenko, 2009), two attention check questions (Park, Banchefsky, & Reynolds,
2015) were wutilized in this study. One of
sure that people are actually reading the questmease mark the | somewhat agree
button for this itemo) waaenstreaidecatedTtheeothera mo n g
item (ASometi mes these research question
strongly disagree but t amongftheitemd ofidesrability e mo )
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 anéittresponses 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 relNultasy111.

5.3.2 Materials

The materials and their orderingag/the same as Study 7. As the participants
were Englishkspeakers, the original English versions of-selfistrual scale (Singelis,
1994), randomness unscrambling task (Kay et al., 2010);FB (Paulhus & Carey,
2011) , desirabi |l i,6t2002),cahd harrmomyt cordardl (Morihp & i g ° z |
Fi ske, 1999) scal es. Cronbachdés al pha sc
interdependent setfonstruals, respectively. For the subscales of PN scale, they
were 84, .72, .86, and .59 for free will, ramdhess, 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 anerdeippendent setfonstrual score.

5.3.3 Results

Interaction between randomness and independent saetbnstrual. ANOVA
was conducted to investigate the interaction between randomness and independent

self-construal group (high versus low). Religiosity wasdias a covariate. The effect
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of religiosity was significant on free willF(1, 106) = 7.57p = .007,ds?> = .067,
fatalistic determinismK(1, 106) = 12.04p = .001,d,?>= .102, and harmony control
(F(1, 106) = 36.14p < .001,dp>= .259 whereas itvas not significant for randomness
(F(1, 106) = .10p = .756,dp> = .001), scientific determinismA(1, 106) = .57p =
.452,d,%=.009, and desirability of controR(1, 106) = .30p = .583,d,?= .003. The
main effect of independence was significéomt desirability of control (1, 106) =
27.41,p < .001,dy? = .209, however it was not significant for free wiF(1, 106) =
2.68,p=.105,d,°= .025, randomness(1, 106) = .86p = .357,dx>= .008, fatalistic
determinism (1, 106) = .91p = .343,d:>= .008, scientific determinismHA(1, 106)
=.26,p = .609,dy>= .002, and harmony controF(1, 106) = .06p = .803,dp>= .001).
The main effect of randomness manipulation was not significant for any of the
measures including free wilF(1, 106) = .12p = .726,d,?= .001), randomnessH(1,
106) = 1.21p = .275,dx%= .01)), fatalistic determinismA(1, 106) = .00p = .960,dp>
=.000, scientific determinismHA(1, 106) = .05p = .829,d> = .000) desirability of
control (1, 106) = 1.12p = .292,dy>= .010, and harmony controF(1, 106) = 1.43,
p=.235,d,>=.013.

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and independent setbnstrual was marginally significant for fatalistietdrminism
(F(1, 106) = 3.12p = .080,d,>= .029 and desirability of controF(1, 106) = 2.88p
= .093,dy? = .026 whereas it was not significant for free wik(Q, 106) = .18p =
.670, dp? = .002, randomnessH(1, 106) = 2.55p = .113,dy? = .023, scientific
determinism (1, 106) = .24p = .627,d,>= .002, and harmony controF(1, 106) =
.21,p = .646,dx>= .002. However, the results showed that the effect of randomness
manipulation on fatalistic determinism was not significant whetteindependence
was low F(1, 52) = 1.19p = .280,dp>= .022 or high F(1, 53) = 1.40p = .242,dp°
=.029. Similarly, the effect of randomness manipulation on desirability of control did
not reach to significance whether the independence was$-[dw52) = 3.51p = .066,
dp?=.063 or high F(1, 53) = .17p = .683,d,>= .003.

When the analysis was repeated with no covariate, the interaction was again
not significant for any of the dependent variables (anging from .01 to 3.0@s >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the

continuous measure of independent-selistrual as the moderator and randomness
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manipulation as the independent variable. When they were centralized, the interaction
betweenthem was similarly not significanpg > .05).

Interaction between randomness and interdependent setfonstrual.
ANOVA was conducted to investigate the interaction between randomness and
independent selfonstrual group (high versus low). Religiosity wasdisas a
covariate. The effect of religiosity was significant on free via(ll{ 106) = 7.00p =
.009,d,? = .062), fatalistic determinismR(1, 106) = 9.00p = .003,d,>= .079, and
harmony controlf(1, 106) = 29.83p = .000,d,>= .220 whereas it \&s not significant
for randomnessH(1, 106) = .20p = .656,d,> = .002), scientific determinismR(1,

106) = 1.61p = .207,dp>= .019, and desirability of controF(1, 106) = .37p = .546,
dw? = .003. The main effect of interdependence wsignificant for fatalistic
determinism (1, 106) = 7.68p = .007,dp> = .068, scientific determinismA(1, 106)
=5.32,p = .023,d:>= .048, and harmony controF(1, 106) = 18.71p < .001,dp> =
.150 whereas it was not significant for free wi((, 106) = .26p = .609,d,>= .002),
randomnessH(1, 106) = 2.79p = .377,dp> = .007), and desirability of controlF(1,
106) = 2.39p = .125,d,?>= .022. The main effect of randomness manipulation was
not significant for any of the measuresluding free will (1, 106) = .05p = .817,
dp?= .007), randomnessH(1, 106) = 1.12p = .292,d,>= .010), fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 106) = .12p = .726,dp> = .007), scientific determinismR(1, 106) = .30p =
.584,dy% = .003, desirability ¢ control (F(1, 106) = 1.74p = .190,d,>= .016, and
harmony controlK(1, 106) = .51p = .478,dy>= .005.

After adjusted for the level of religiosity, the interaction between randomness
and interdependent satbnstrual was marginally significafar fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 106) = 3.71p = .057,dx>= .034 whereas it was not significant for free wH((,

106) = .03p = .860,d,?>= .000, randomnessH(1, 106) = .08p = .782,dy>= .001),
scientific determinismR(1, 106) = .01p = .910,dy>= .000, desirability of control
(F(1, 106) = 1.90p = .171,dp? = .018, and harmony controF(1, 106) = .77p =

.382, dp?> = .007. However, the results showed that the effect of randomness
manipulation on fatalistic determinism was not signiftcawhether the
interdependence was low((L, 51) = 2.50p = .120,dp> = .047 or high F(1, 54) =
1.08,p = .303,d,?= .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 anging from .01 to 2.09s >
.05). Furthermore, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by taking the
continuous measure of independent-selistrual as the moderator and randomness
manipulation as the independent variable. When they were lsgdidhe interaction
between them was similarly not significant for the dependent measures, including
fatalistic determinismps > .05).

Interaction  between randomness and independence  minus
interdependence. Both independent and interdependent -selistuals 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 tapture
effect of a potential interaction between shstruals 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 spli€ Religiosity was considered as a covariate. The main effects of religiosity
(F(1, 106) = 12.84p = .001,dp> = .108§ and independence minus interdependence
(F(1, 106) = 4.51p = .036,dy> = .04 were significant whereas the main effect of
randomness was ndg((l, 106) = .11p = .737,d,>= .001). The interaction between
randomness and independence minus interdependence was significant, after adjusted
by the level of religiosityR(1, 106) = 6.14p = .015,dy>= .059. When independence
minus interdependence score was low (i.e., when the participants is less independent),
the effect was not significanE(1, 53) = 1.60p = .211,d,?>= .029. When the score
was high (i.e., when the participant was more independent rather than interd€penden
randomness manipulation significantly reduced fatalistic determiriém 2.74,SD
=1.19 vsM = 3.36,SD=1.18,F(1, 52) = 4.14p = .047,d,*>= .074. When religiosity
was not considered as a covariate, the same interaction similarly signfi¢ant@7)
= 4.62,p = .034,dp> = .041). When a moderated regression analysis was conducted,
the interaction between centralized randomness manipulation and independence minus
interdependence scores was statistically signifidast.9,p = .046). However, the
effect of randomness did not reach to significance whether independence minus
interdependence score was h{gh- .24,p = .081) or lomb =-.14,p = .276).
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In summary, the reestablishment of agency hypothesis received a verg limite
support as the interaction between-selfistrual 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 candess 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 odlifigs. 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, aftedlounfor
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 determirasihthus 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 andetgp
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 aftanmnasd
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 thewlcontr
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 valiapted
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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 imposecontrol over their lives, even if it is an external control. By manipulating
control deprivation, | would have manipulated randomness at an implicit level and
investigated whether everyone compensates the lack of personal control by enhancing
external conbl 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 novélypothesis 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 mighe 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 measur
which has been frequently usedaadependent 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. Thegiteeted
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 2236 @.20). The

participants responded to the following materials in the enlisted order.

5.4.2 Materials

Sdf-construal. Wa s t i and Er eonbtrdad scdlewdd atidpteds e | f

similarly to Study 1. Scores in both independence and interdependence subscales were
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di vided into two groups (high versus | ow)
scores for idependent and interdependent-selhstrual 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 thaasvcompletely 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 measuresThe participants firstly responded to two items measuring
belief in a controlling god (Kay et al .,
think it is feasible that God, or some type of fimmman entity, is in control, at least in
part, oft he events within our universe?0 and
events that occur in this world unfold a
entityés, plan?06) had a verJy.92).Smiartb ev el
the previas studies, participants also filled out FMus scale (Paulhus & Carey,
2011) which incl ude®=r.ath0d)o,mnferseseU£vdit))oln b(aCrkt
fatalistic det&rmi®8sm 4€Cdonbiaehdisli c det
= .63). Nx t , they responded desirability of c
control scales (Morling & Fiske, 1999) he
respectively. Lastly, participants filled out the demographic form including items

concerning agegender, and religiosity (1 mot religious at all 7 =very religious.

5.4.3 Results

Interaction between control deprivation and independent seitonstrual.
ANOVA was conducted to investigate the interaction between control deprivation
(control vs. lak of control) and independent selfnstrual 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(1, 241) = 262.00p < .001,d? = .521),
fatalisticdeterminism (1, 241) = 180.34p < .001,dx%= .428, and harmony control
(F(1, 241) = 72.88p < .001,dy% = .232. The effect was marginally significant for
desirability of control E(1, 241) = 2.94p = .088,dp> = .012 but nonsignificant for
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randommess E(1, 241) = .65p = .420,dp>= .003, free will (F(1, 241) = .44p = .508,
dp?=.002, and scientific determinisni(1, 241) = .57p = .452,dy>= .002. The main
effect of independent setionstrual was significant for randomneB§l( 241) = 84,
p = .004,d,? = .033, free will (F(1, 241) = 9.79p = .002,dp? = .039, scientific
determinism(1, 241) = 18.03p < .001,dp? = .070, desirability of control (1, 241)
=22.74,p < .001,dp>= .086, and harmony controF(1, 241) = 11.52p = .001,dp>=
.046) whereas nonsignificant for belief in a controlling gb¢l( 241) = .14p=.712,
dp?=.00]) and fatalistic determinisni(1, 241) = .09p = .767,dp>= .000. The main
effect of control deprivation manipulation was significant desirability of control
(F(1, 241) = 4.98p = .027,d,* = .020 but nonsignificant for belief in a controlling
god F(1, 241) = .26p = .608,dp>= .001), randomness(1, 241) = 1.17p = .280,d?
=.009, free will (F(1, 241) = .47p = .493,dy? = .002), fatalistic determinismH(1,
241) = 1.84p = .176,d,> = .008, scientific determinismA(1, 241) = .20p = .653,
dp?= .00, and harmony controF(1, 241) = .01p = .931,ds*= .000.

After controlling for the level of religiosity, thdnteraction between
independent selfonstrual and control deprivation was significant for belief in a
controlling god F(1, 241) = 7.45p = .007, dp?> = .030 but nonsignificant for
randomnessH(1, 241) = .25p = .617,dx>= .00J), free will (F(1, 241)=.00,p = .956,
dp? = .000, fatalistic determinismA(1, 241) = .07p = .794,d,> = .000, scientific
determinism E(1, 241) = .92p = .337,dp>= .004, desirability of control (1, 241)
= 1.12,p = .292,d,> = .005, and harmony controF(1, 241) = .67p = .413,d,>=
.003. When participants had a low level of independence, control deprivation did not
significantly influence belief in a controlling god, after adjusted for religio$ity=(
4.80,SD=2.14 vsM = 3.99,SD= 2.02,F(1, 119 = 2.56,p = .112,dp>= .021). When
they had a high level of independence, control deprivation decreased the belief in a
controlling god, after adjusted for religiositylE 5.06,SD= 2.04 vsM = 4.34,SD=
2.27) and the effect was statistically sigraht (1, 121) = 4.82p = .030,d,>= .039.

When religiosity was not considered as a covariate, the interaction was similarly
significant E(1, 242) = 8.01p = .005, d,?> = .032). When a moderated regression
analysis was conducted, the interaction leetw centralized versions of randomness
manipulation and continuous independence score was found to be marginally
significant =-.12,p = .057).
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Interaction between control deprivation and interdependent seH
construal. ANOVA was conducted to investigatbe interaction between control
deprivation (control vs. lack of control) and interdependentcseistrual group (high
versus low). Religiosity was used as a covariate. The effect of religiosity as a covariate
was significant for belief in a controllirgpd F(1, 241) = 262.08) < .001,dp?= .521),
fatalistic determinismR(1, 241) = 182.54p < .001,dp>= .431), and harmony control
(F(1, 241) = 77.67p < .001,dp> = .244 but nonsignificant for randomned&({, 241)
=1.17,p=.282,dp>= .009, free will (F(1, 241) = .66p = .417,dp>= .003, scientific
determinism (1, 241) = .57p = .450,dy> = .00, and desirability of controlR(1,
241) = 2.32p =.129,dp>= .010. The main effect of interdependent setinstrual was
significant for fiee will (F(1, 241) = 10.77p = .001,d,?= .043, fatalistic determinism
(F(1, 241) = 7.58p = .006,dx = .030, scientific determinismH(1, 241) = 30.92p <
.001), desirability of controlH(1, 241) = 19.06p < .001), and harmony contrd¥(l,
241) = 13.24p < .001,d,> = .114 whereas nonsignificant for belief in a controlling
god F(1, 241) = .55p = .460,dp>= .002 and randomnes&(1, 241) = 2.37p = .125,
dp? = .010. The main effect of control deprivation manipulation was sigaifionly
for desirability of control E(1, 241) = 5.22p = 023, d,*> = .02) and it was not
significant for belief in a controlling godF(1, 241) = .29,p = .590, dp? = .007),
randomnessH(1, 241) = 1.26p = .264,dp> = .009, free will (F(1, 241) = .45p =
504, dp? = .002), fatalistic determinismR(1, 241) = 1.69p = .195,d,*> = .003,
scientific determinismK(1, 241) = .18p = .675,d,*> = .001), and harmony control
(F(1, 241) = .06p = .810,dx*= .000.

After adjusted for the level ofreligiosity, the interaction between
interdependence and control deprivation was not statistically significant for belief in a
controlling god E(1, 241) = .13p = .722,d,>= .007), randomnessH(1, 241) = .10p
= .753, dp? = .000, free will (F(1, 241)= .19, p = .662, d,*> = .00J), fatalistic
determinism (1, 241) = .02p = .898,dp> = .000, scientific determinismR(1, 241)
=.00,p = .950,d,> = .000, desirability of control F(1, 241) = 2.94p = .088,d> =
.012, and harmony controF(1, 241) = .96p = .327,dy>= .004. When religiosity
was not considered as a covariate, the interactions were similarly not signifisant (
ranging from .01 to 3.06s > .05). Moderated regression analyses also did not reveal

significant resultsgs >.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 becomentendependent 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. Sa¢hwas 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 reassertatigicy 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 maaiation on any of the dependent measures. In Study
7, however, interdependent setinstrual did interact with the randomness
manipulation in predicting fatalistic determinism. When there was a low level of
interdependent selfonstrual, randomness manigion 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 tabegrocedure 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. Thisdprovid

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, ¢se findin
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. Heever, the effect of randomness did not vary for other charstatsrof

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 theetical background of my hypotheses, | 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 structuseoaposed 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 tife 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 iej@eddence 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 tthe 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 harmonydaexperience engaging emotions more strongly.

In addition, randomness interacted with smifistrual and locus of control in

predicting free will, fatalistic, and scientific determinism. Obtained findings showed
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that independent agents enhance their beli&ee 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.anagysis
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 witedes
might have caused the problem as perception of change was the only subscale that was
reversecoded. Such imbalance renders the scales more vulnerable to acquiescence
bias which would seriously undermine the validity of a citmdstural comparison as
collectivistic cultures suffer more from acquiescence bias (see Schimmack, Oishi, &
Diener, 2005). Although there was no cras#tural comparison in the current study,
independent and interdependent selhstruals are very closely related to the
characteistics 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 1 was previously used in a study conducted in Turkey (Uskul et al., 2008).
But Uskul et al.o6s (2008) study was cond
student sample of the current study might have caused the difference. Future studies
would be neded to investigate why cognitive style differences sometimes cannot be
detected in Turkish samples.

In Study 2 and 3, randomness and-selfistrual were both manipulated but the
hypothesized effects were not found. As the participants were expected tosefese
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 orderthistest
reasoning, in Study 4, randomness was manipulated by directly referring to the
randomness in the universe. Such manipulation, as expected, resulted in increases in
selfreported sense of randomness and feeling of insignificance. These resultsjrovide
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 leadsebne f
of insignificance was supported.

Although Study 4 and 5 provided support for the insignificance hypothesis,
randomness did not significantly interact with ssihstrual priming in Study 2, 3, and
4. These results have indicated that-selfistrualpriming 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 ctiMistic ones(Cross et al.,

2011; Oyserman & Lee, 2008). Kitayama, Duffy, and Uchida (2007), for example,
argued that priming Al o6 would automaticalll
cultures, as self is understood as encompassing others in thenrgldtie cultures in
guestion. In addition, it has also been shown that trait differences-icossifrual can
interact with priming and it is relatively easier to prime the nondominanrteestrual
(Gardner et al., 1999). In other words, it is easgeptime 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,uldcalso be argued that
making two manipulations (randomness and-seffstrual) in a row might undermine

the strength of the manipulations. Considering all of these factors, tratossifrual

levels were measured in the remaining studies rather tipanigentally manipulating

them.

However, the interaction between trait sabhstruals 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 andomness in Study 4 and 6, randomness manipulation did not significantly
interact with seHconstrual in both studies. Past literature suggested that very explicit
techniques for priming techniques sometimes might not produce the expected
outcomes and is more effective to use more subtle manipulations, like unscrambling
tasks (Cross et al ., 2011; K¢hnen & Hannove
randomness was manipulated using an unscrambling task in Study 7. This time there
was an interaction betwa 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 imtependent 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 interdependeaseould 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 woa@sstrual, it

is also possible that the participants in thégdiss 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 d#i 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 limgagdport 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, adoo@idid) 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 contro
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 maingotheses in the current research. First, |
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; Brat 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 geis 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.

65



Accordingly, this feeling explains hy 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 woalso deteriorate the attempts to
assign meaning to oneodos |ife (e.g., Heine et
My second hypothesis was that independent agents would assert their
independence and interdependent agents would assert their interdependence after
randomness salieacas 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 ofmotivational, 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 interdegmdent 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 reestablishmeaftagency 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 @bble 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 cogeitand 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 expe 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 arewithyield g contr ol to godds hands
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 desirapiit 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 undermirtee 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, CCNMustrated 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) assugamly 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 shinaed
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
l i mted to peopleds control orientations
experience of the agents.

So, although the feeling of insignificance hypothesis received support, the
reestablishment of agency hypothesis was not supported as thmgdivdere 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, fataligtic and/o
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 ofandomness 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 sel€onstrual. 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 metlmdology 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 shockinglystrong 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 woulde 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.

Despit 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 stied, 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 othienitations 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 reacta certain realife 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 | ocation of al
such unpredt@ability is one of the major reasons why earthquakes evoke such distress
(e. g., Bakojlu, kalcéojlu, & Livanou, 2002).
be comfortable with the idea that they are helpless in the face of potential earthquakes
that carhappen 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
p eopl poases ta igsges 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 pople with external locus of control (which is more closely related to
interdependence) believe that the government should find solutions for such problems
(Ecevit & Kasapoj !l u, 2002) . So in the
earthquake, independenpents 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 it government,

in this case. Thus, it coulak 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 evetike earthquakes.

We perceive earthquakes or other natural disasters to occur randomly to a large
extent, but these events wusually do not
entire life is dominated by randomness? According to life history theegyStearns,

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 thatdaicg 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 @082). 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
i's Anow or nevero in these wmupundeysuohent s,
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 éotemaf
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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 aimdependent selfonstrual 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 myrpposition 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 pete 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 andseftrual wer@ot 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). Rukbased versus resembladz#sed 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
di scussed before, it might be due the differ
study was conducted on a sample of herders and fishermen. In addition, analysis
holism scale Choi et al., 2007)lso failed to distinguish the cognitive styles of
independent and interdependent agents. Future research should investigate its potential

reasms 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 hasmstn 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 sedpot 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 independantl 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 samBlindy 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). Thusntighe 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
I mportant di mension that di fferentyi ates
avoidanceo (Hofstede, 2001). Uncertainty
uncertainty and ambiguity (Hofstede, 2001). According to uncertainty avoidance index
created by Hofstede (2001), Turkey ranks higher in uncertainty avoidancertied U
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
invedigate 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 manipalated
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 daatvet
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conscious level, similarly to the case of death anxiety in TMT studies (e.g., Solomon
et al., 1991).

Lastly, selfreport measures were utilized as dependent variables in the current
research. Behavioral measures could be used in future reseadtutly 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 (re.wtseonly 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 addiidonmaess
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

lIn order to investigate culture orientations which might have effects on control
orientations, | 20@2)1ad individualisreollectiasm (Wabtia&j
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 they thvere 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 th&her studies, so it was not mentioned,

except for in Study 8.
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Table 1

Items of the TurkisWersion of Harmony Control Scale and Factor Loadings

Item Loading R? Reliability TestRetest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbg
Alpha)

Daha Y¢ksek Bir Gegce | .88 77

*6-Hayatl arémézén daha .79

y°netildijine inanméy (

5T Hayatéemézdaki iy V .76

daha y¢ksek bir g¢é¢- be

2iDaha y¢ksek bir geé¢cy 75

sajl ayacajéné biliyor\y

*371 Benim i-in belirle .67

dée¢kenmegyor um.

47 Kaderek ar k@ gel menin fa .65

Ar kadakl arén Destef]inge .67 .66

11 i Bakka insanl ar ¢ 74

karkél ayacakl aréna g¢\

12i Ar kamda bakka insanl .54

di be vurmayacaj émé bil

*817 Benmadéma °©°nemli kar 46

bakka insanl ara g¢é¢ventd

10 Bakka insanlarén ih .30

benim de -o0oju ihtiyacdé

7-Khtiyacém ol dujunda .32

il gilenecejini bhiskettirydr.

*9 7 Bakkal ar énén beni .35

benim i-in o kadar da

Tali hin D°necejine Knig .61 .57
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Table 1(continued)

207 Kot ¢ zamanl!l ar @ me u .64

eninde sonunda iyi zamanlar gelecektir.

217 Ar t arda Kanseémeéen .54

Kanséméen d°nmesini bel

19T Ky i bir kekilde kaylt 42

Bakkal aréenén Tepkil eri .37
14iNe istedi klerini vV ey 75

bildijinde, insanl ar | ¢

13i ¢oju zaman ne yapa 42

insanlarl a ivyi ge-ini\y

*157Di Jjer insanlarén he 41

°ng°r memi n, onl arl a i

et meddi¢ki¢gnnigyor um.

Kendi ni Bakkal aréeyl a 49 .39
Hissetmek

1671 Di jJ er insanl arl a be .87

tamamen yapteékl aré kKey

1771 Di j er insanl arl a be .66

ol arak ne istekéyom al

* Reverse coded item.
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Table 2

Items of the Turkish Version of FABlus Scale and Factor Loadings

Loading R? Reliability | TestRetest
Coefficient | Reliability
(Cronb
Alpha)
Kaderci Belirlenimcilik .87 .74
9iKaderin halihazérda h .88 77
1-Gel ecejin kader taraf .85 .73
inanéyor um.
5 7 Ne kadar denerseniz deneyin, kaderir .76 .58
dejiktiremezsiniz.
17T Knsanl ar én h giknesnagizenrili .66 A4
g¢-ler onlarén hayateéen
137 Ol acaj e Vv ia rsizim bu okbnuda .66 A4
yapabilecejiniz pek bi
Bilimsel Belirlenimcilik .62 .45
10i Genl eriniz gelecejini .60 .36
2iKnsanl arén biyolojik .57 .32
ve kikiliklerini belir]l
147iBilim sizin ge-mikK - .56 31
ki kilijinizi naseéel olu
18iDi J er hayvanl ardavpbphdg A7 22
her zaman dojanén kanu
22 - Ebeveynlerinin k a .36 .13
karakterlerini belirleyecektir.
6iPsi kol og ve psikiyatr .28 .08
davranékl aréné -°zecekl
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Table 2(continued)

¥zg¢r Krade .66 .60
167 Su-lul ar , yapt ékl ar ¢ .65 42
sorumludurlar.

231 Knsanl ar her zaman Kk .58 .34
hatal édér |l ar .

8 1T Knsanl ar yapt ékl ar é .50 .25
soruml wlsujlemunel i dirl er

12T Ej er ger-ekten istiy 43 .18
icstesinden gelebilirle
2l1iKnsanl ar tamamen °zg 43 .18
47 Knsanl ar kendi karar 37 .14
sahiptir.

26 -Zi hnin gécé her zam .19 .04
icstesinden gelebilir.

Rastgelelik .80 .63
197 Hayat é °ng°r mek zZo .68 A7
tamamen rastgeledir.

11- Hayat , zar a ttumaaatmaky gébi, .68 46
tahmin edilemez giby ° r ¢ n¢yor .

27iKnsanl arén gel ecekl e .63 .40
20ikans insanlarén hayat .61 .37
15T Knsanl ar ©°ng°r ¢l emez .54 .29
25iKnsanl arén bakéna gel .53 .28
77Bu d¢ngadbhacaj éné kin .49 .24
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Table 3

Items of the Turkish Version of Analysislism Scale and Factor Loadings

vardér v e bbauz ésl eabreép

Item Loading R? Reliability TestRetest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbag
Alpha)
.83 42
Di kkat Odaj é
17 7 B¢y ek dilkkaem almadan .88 77
par-alaré anl amak
101 B¢t ¢n, par -al ar .82 .67
beyekt gr.
2iAyrént él ar yerin .61 .37
et mek daha ©°nemlid
13i Par - al ar yerine .60 .36
daha ©°nemlidir.
57T Bir ol guyu anl a .52 .27
yerine b¢gteng di kK
.78 .51
Nedensellik
97T Evrendeki bir u .69 48
dejikim ©bile di J €
derecede deji ki me
77 D¢nyadakey hleirr .69 48
ilikkisi i-inde i-
liEvrendeki her ke .66 44
bajlanteéel eder .
37 Hi -bir Key bir .66 44
dejil dir.
11 ¥ Her olgunun birden fazla sebe 42 .18
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Table 3 (continued)

151 Her ol gu birden fazla sorf .35 12
bazélaré bilinmez.
.73 .56
¢telikkiye Y°nelik Tutum
6iOrta yolu bulmak, akéré u .70 .49
brkeydi r .
21T Kendinden farkleée d¢gkegnen .60 .36
ol maktansa, uyum i-inde ol m
200Bir insan dijerleriyle fi .60 .36
veya hakseéez ol duj unwzl tamtaé
bul mak daha °nemlidir.
22iU- noktalara gitmekten ka .54 .29
167 Ar al arénda anl akmazl ék o .54 .29
arayép herkesin g°r¢kengeg ku
*iBir tartékbmaldmalotram kad an .38 .14
.79 .55
Deji kim Al gése
1l4iku an bakarél e bir hayat .80 .64
olmaya devam eder.
127 ku an dg¢rést olan bir in .70 .49
devam eder.
24- Birolayb el | i bir y°ne dojru .70 .49
gitmeye devam edecektir.
23iD¢nyadaki her olay °ng°r ¢ 41 17

* Reversed coded item
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Table 4

Items of the Turkish Version of Need for Closure Scaldratbr Loadings

Item Loading | R?
57¥ng°r ¢l emeyen duruml ar h .76 .58
3i Sonucunda ne ol acajéne .70 .49

i -ine girmekten hokl anmam

6iBel irl i ve d¢zenli bir h .61 .37

771 Tut arrluét ibni rol ukt ur manén .59 .35

al mamé sajladéjéené d¢gkeng

4iSon daki kada plan dejikt .59 .35
2iBel irsiz durumlardan hok .59 .35
9i Kendil erinden ne bekl ey 48 .23
ol dujdmulmadaxkl!l arl a sosyalle

8 i Hayat émdaki bir ol ayé .48 .23

anl amadéejémda kendimi rah

li¥neml: i bir konu hakkeéend4d .37 .14
sekel éer .

Reliability Coefficient ( Cr onbachés Al f g .83
TestRetest Reliability .56

89



Table 5

ltems of the Turkish Version of Socially Engaging and Disengaging Emotions

Inventory and Factor Loadings

Item Loading R? Reliability TestRetest
Coefficient Reliability
(Cronbg
Alpha)

Socially Disengaging Negative .69 a7

Aksi ve somurtkan 72

¥f kel .68

Késkan- 51

Engell enmi k ve h 49

Socially Diseganging Positive .79 A7

Gururlu .70

¥zel .69

1'steén .60

Socially Engagingi Positive .66 .78

Arkadak canl ese a7

Bakkasé adéna mu .70

Saygel e 43

Socially Engagingi Negative .58 48

Su-1lu .87

Mah-up .76

Bakkasé adéna ¢z 14
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Table 5 (continued)

General Positive .82 .61
Sevin-li .93
Mutlu .89
Huzurlu 71
Sakin .38
General Negative .86 .52
Cané sékkén .86
Karamsar .80
1Zgen 78
Mutsuz .75
Tiksinti .53
Korku .48
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Table 6

The Correlations between Cultural Orientations and Main Demographic Differences

10.

Ind. SC

Inter.S
C

ExterL
ocus of
Cont.
Vertica
|
Collecti
vism
Horizo
ntal
Collecti
vism
Horizo
ntal
Individ
ualism

Age

Sex (1
=F, 2=
M)
Religio
usness
Socioec
onomic
Status
@ =
low, 10
= high)
M

SD

.10*

=11

.09

A1

.59**

-.09

-.05

-.13*

-.18**

A1+

57+

.55%

-.10

-.14*

-.02

.19**

-.08

4.97 4.66

.64 .66

A7

.03

-.16**

A1

-.12*

.29%*

.10*

2.61

42

A1

-.02

-.10

-.04

.32%*

-.16**

3.54

.53

-.03

-.10*

-.09

.13*

-11*

3.85

.49

-.07

-.13*

-.21%*

=13

4.03

.23**

.00

-.00

21.70

-.07

-.06

1.46

.50

-.13*

2.70

1.37

10

4.21

1.47

*< .05, **<.001
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Table 7

The Correlations between Cultural S€lonstrual and ControDrientations

1 2 3 4

5

6

1. Independent

SC

2. Interdependent .10* -

SC

3. Desirability of

Control

4. Higher Power -.12*

(Harmony
Control)

5. Friends Care

(Harmony
Control)

6. Wait on Luck

(Harmony
Control)

7. Anticipate
Others
(Harmony
Control)

8. Merge
Others
(Harmony
Control)

9. Mean
Harmony
Control
M

SD

-.03 .35

-.02 19**

427 -.08 -

25%% - 20%

-15%  19*

A7 25%  -.09

32%*

.16* 21 21 -.04

-15%  13*

.04 A2

-16*  .63*

4.97 4.66 3.87 3.71

.64 .66 A4 1.50

23*

32%*

.16*

59**

4.29

.96

.16*

9%

.65**

4.27

1.10

A5 BT

4.90 3.78

1.02 1.32

4.19

.69

*< .05, **<.001
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Table 8
The Correlations between Cultural S€6énstruals and Thinking Styles
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Independent -
SC

2. .10* -
Interdependent
SC

3. Percentage o -.00 .05 -
Analytical
Categorization

4. Holistic Locus .03 21%* -.02 -
of Attention

5. Holistic .05 .21** .00 A40** -

Causality

6. Holistic -.00 .36** -.07 .33 .35** -
Attitude toward
Contradiction

7. Analytical .02 .15* A1 .20%* -.12* .10* -

Perception  of

Change

8. Mean Holism .03 .35** .02 4k .56 .64+ 53** -

M 4.97 4.66 42 4.82 5.27 4.89 3.56 4.57
SD .64 .66 .18 1.04 .92 .95 91 .68

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

The Correlations between Cultural S€énstruals and Frequency of Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 8 9

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

.10*

.29%*

-.06

.06

.34**

-.04

21+

9. Subjective .18*

Well-Being
10. WellBeing
M

SD

24

4.97

.64

.35%*

24%*

32%*

-.01

A1

.07

14

.07

4.66

.66

A7

.50**

19**

=17

-.00

31

.38**

5.70

.86

.89**

-.06

.38**

24%*

-.06

_.22**

4.17

1.04

.02

27T

.22

.06

-.06

4.67

.79

-.06

.65**

31

.33%

5.06

1.00

2%

=32 -.02 -

-50** -15*%  .64*

4.16 461 5.06

1.09 .72 1.28

4.65

.86

*< .05, **<.001
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Table 10

The Correlations between Cultural SElbnstruals and Other Variables

1

2 3

4

5

1. Independeni -
SC

2. .10*
Interdependent
SC

3. Fatalistic -.08
Determinism
(FAD-Plus)

4, Randomnes: .07
(FAD-Plus)

5. Free Wil .21*
(FAD-Plus)

6. Scientific .08
Determinism
(FAD-Plus)

7. Causal -.15*
Uncertainty

8. Need for .11*%
Closure

M 4.97

SD .64

.28** -

12 A43**

14* .04

12 .18**

.06 24%*

22% 22%F

4.66 2.65

.66 1.06

.09

21+

.29%*

.07

3.038

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 Meabifferences for Participants Primed with

Interdependence
Random Pattern
M SD M SD F(1,92) p dp?
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 Rarticipants Primed with
Independence
Random Pattern
M SD M SD  F(1,92) p dp?
Desirability of control 5.35 .61 5.17 72 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 PhotographManipulation and Mean DifferencesrfBarticipants Primed with

Interdependence
Random Seasonal
M SD M SD  F(4, 80 p d?
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 Photograph#anipulation and Mean DifferencesrfBarticipants Primed with
Independence
Random Seasonal
M SD M SD  F(1, 80 p dp?
Desirability of control 5.08 a7 5.18 74 42 521 .005
Harmony control 4.30 .58 4.19 .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 Quotedanipulation and Mean Differencesrf®articipants Primed with

Interdependence
Random Nonrandomnes
M SD M SD  F(1,109 p dp?
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 A4 .509 .004
Interdependent values 5.60 1.01 5.70 .93 .28 .600 .003
Table 16
Physics Quotedanipulation and Mean Differencesrf@articipants Primed with
Independence
Random Nonrandomnes
M SD M SD  F(1,109 p dp?
Desirability of control 5.34 .67 5.41 .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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3,8

3,7 -
36| T
3,5 -

3,4 —e— Low

. \ Independence
--4-- High

3.2 1 Independence

Free will

3,1+

2,9
Low Randomness High Randomness

Figure 1 The interaction between independent-selfistrual and randomness in predicting belief in free will.

----------------- —e— Low

3 = ¢ Interdependence
~-#-- High

2,5 1 Interdependence

Scientific determinism

Low Randomness High Randomness

Figure 2 The interaction between interdependsgifconstrual and randomness in predicting belief in scientific

determinism.
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_____________ —— Low Locus of
———— control

2,5 ---4--- High Locus of
control

Fatalistic determinism

Low Randomness High Randomness

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 neotternal locus of control.

—&— Low Locus of
control

--4--- High Locus of
control

Scientific determinism

Low Randomness High Randomness

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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Free will
w
e

____________ —&— Low Locus of
—————— control

2,5 1 ---&-- High Locus of
control

Low Randomness High Randomness

Figure 6 The interaction leveen 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 disagree7 =Strongly agree

IND = The items used to measure independentcaeiftrual.

INTER = The items used to measure interdependentsaftrual.

1. Bir-ok y°nden kendine °zg¢ ve bakkal al
2.Bendeng k- a epey b¢yek olsa bile biriyle ta

hitap etmekten -ekinmem. (1 ND)

3. Grubun ¢yelerine hi- kateél masam bil e
4 . Kl'i kkide bulundujum otoritelere sayge
5. Bakk lgarg@& see dggkKénseéen kendi bil diJ i mi

6 . Kendil er i hakkénda al -akg®°n¢gll ¢ ol an |
7. Bajémséz bir Kkiki olarak davranmaneén
(IND)

8 . K-inde bul unduj unelgr-uébkuanr | naernéfnaéa tfie dia- iel
9. Yanl ékx anl akeél maktansa, dojrudan Ahay:
10. Canl é& bir hayal géscem ol masé benim i

11. Ejitimim ve kariyebamhmenltgavsi peélaar i
° n ¢ muwduaedurmam gerekir. (INTER)

12. Kaderimin -evremdekilerin kaderiyle
13. Yeni tanékteéejéem kikilerle muhatap ol
(IND)

14. Bakkal aréyla i kbirlijrm (WeBERY €] ém z ama
15. Herkesin araséndan se-ilerek °d¢l |l ent
rahat hissederim. (IND)

16. Kardekim bakaréséz olsa kendimi sor ul
17. ¢oju zaman baxkkal aréyl a il ixlkddjeununi r
hissederim. (INTER)

18. Bir toplantée sérasénda fikirleri mi b
19. Otob¢gste yerimi amirime teklif ederdi
20. Ki minle olursam olayeéem, ayné kKekil de
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21. Beni m -meuvtrleunhdugf kuimh er i n mutl ul ujuna bajl éd:i

22. Sajléjémén iyi ol maséeéna her kKeyden -o0ok d
23. Mutl u ol masam bile ejer bir grubun bana

24. Bakkal aréné naseél et klialneér syea pemakyial e-sa lng k él
(IND)

25. Kendi bakémén -aresine bakabiliyor ol mak
26. Grup i-inde verilen kararlara saygé g°st
27. Bakxkalaréendan bajéemseéez lol%Amarl ibdirreyy sl NR
28. Grubum i -indeki uyumu muhafaza et mek ben
29. Evde ve ikte ayné «kekilde davranéreéem. (I
30. Kendim farkl é kKkeyler yapmak istesem bile

i stedi kl erine uyarém. (I NTER)
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Appendix B: INDCOL (Wasti & Erdil, 2007)

1 =Strongly disagrees =Strongly agree
HC= Horizontal collectivism, VC= Vertical collectivism
Hl= Horizontal individualism, VI= Vertical individualism

1. Benim mutlulujum -evibamdeded er( HCmut |
2. Kazanmak her «kxeydir. (VI)

3. Yakén -evrem i -in kikisel -ékarl ar é md:
4 . Bakkal aré benden daha bakareéel e ol duj ul
5. Yakén -evremdekilerin birbiriyle uyumi
°neml(HQ i r

6 . Kki mi bakkal aréndan daha i1yi yapmak bt
7. Komkul aréemla ufak tefek «keyl eri payl al
8 . Kk arkadakl arémén iyilifji benim i-in ¢
9. Rekabet dojanén kanunudur. (VI)

10. Kk arka®dgl akemdasabgurur duyarém. (|
11. ¥zg¢n bir birey ol mak benim i-in ©°nej
12. Bakkasé benden daha bakareéel é ol duju .
hissederim. (VI)

13. ¢oju zaman kendi bildijim gibi yakar
14. Yakéekataviemiéma saygé g°stermek beni

15. Bakkal aréna g¢venmektense kendi me gg¢
16. Ne fedak©O©rl ék gerekirse gereksin aile&e
17.Annebaba ve -ocukl ar m¢mkgmaloelddew]jluark ad avwrC
18. Bakkal aréndan bajémséz bireysel ki ml]
19. Kendi i steklerimden fedak®©rl ek yapmal
gerevimdir (vC)

20. Bireysel kKimlijim benim i-in -0k °nei
21. Benndarkaynéeé®zge¢egn bir bireyim. (HI)

22. Yakén -evremde -ojunlujun isteklerini
2 3. Kendine °zg¢ ve bakkal aréndan farkl &
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24. Bir karar vermeden °nce yakén arkadaxkl ar
°nemlHGYi r .

25. Maddi g¢-1 ¢k i -inde olan bir akrabama i
(HC)

26. Rekabet ol madan iyi bir toplum d¢gzeni ku
2 7. Knsan hayaténé bakkal aréndan bajémséz ol
28. ¢ok hokuma gidéamhizsakepdger-ariem (NVNE&Y
29. Bakkal areyla ikbirliji yaptéejeéem zaman ke
30. Bakkal aréeyl a rekabet edebilecejim ortaml
31. Knsanl ara a-ék ve dosdojru konukmayé ter
32. ¢ocukhaegalearetieni °nce geldiji °Jretil me
33. Benim i-in zevk bakkal aréyla vakit ge-ir
34. Bakaré hayattaki en °neml:i keydir. (VI)
35. Ejer bakareéel é oluyorsam bu benim yetenek
36. Yakeén -evr enmheek tfenk ihri -ayhroékl |édg nermaam.d ¢(kV C)
37. Ail emi memnun edecek «kKkeyl eri nefret etse

106



Appendi x

C:

1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree.

* Reversed items

Tur ki sh Locus of

Contr

o |

1- Knsanén yakaméndajku, muitsazld&|lkcamreans é z |
2 Knsan ne yaparsa yapseén ¢Keeteep hasta o
3Bir Keyin olacajée varsa eninde sonund:
4- Knsan ne kadar -abalarsa -abalasén, n
5 Knsanl ar © nslaesvnaexkkk ar €in ne kadar -aba ¢
savakl ar daima ol acakter.

6- Bazé insanlar dojuktan kKkansl eder.
7-Knsan il erlemek i-in g¢- sahibi Ki ki |
8 Knsan ne yaparsa yapseén, hi-bir kKey i
9- Bi k- o nsan, rastl antéel arén yakamlar én
dej il dir.

10-Bi r i nsanén hala <ciddi bir hastal é] a
meselesidir.

1-D°rt yaprakl é& yonca bul mak insana kKan:
12Knsanén burcu hanglabtagéaééehbal dahar yai
13Bir sonucu el de etmede insanén nel eri
1l4Knsanén bir g¢n¢ 1 yi baxkladéysa iyi; |
155* Bakaréel & ol mak -ok -aléxkmaya bajl edel
-ok razdé

16* Asl enda kans diye bir kKey yoktur.

17-* Hast al ekl ar -ojunlukla insanl areéen di l
18* Tal i hsi zIl ik ol arak nitelenen duruml a
tembellijin ve benzeri nedenl erin soni
19* Knsan yakamewydarol &einldec&lontk rol ¢ alt
20-0¢ 0] u d ur durachtarakydaigabetli kararlar verilebilir.

21-* Knsanén ne yapacajé konusunda karar|l
iyidir.

222Knsan fazla bir -aba harcamasa®°dagl] ¢kal
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23¢ok wuzun vadel: pl anl ar yapmak her zaman

Key zaten iyi ya da k°t¢ kKkansa bajléedeéer.
24Bi r-ok hastal ék insané yakalar ve bunu ©°n
25Knsan ne yaparsa yapsén, olabilecek k°t ¢
26* Knsanén istedijini elde etmesinin talihl
27-* Knsan kendi sini il gil endiren bir-ok kor

alabilir.
28*Bi r insanén bakeéena gelenler, temelde ken
29* Hal k, yeterli - ashuazyl au kd °asrtée rosr e asdiayna skaall dyea
30c*kans ya da talih hayatta °neml:i bir rol
3-* Sajl ekl e olup ol mamayé belirleyen esas

al eéxkanl ekl aréder .

32* Knsan kendi yakaména temelde kendisi y°n
33* Knsanl ar éry atpad IéikH s=air 21 ihlalteardiar én sonucudur .
34*Knsanl arla yakéen ilikkiler kurmak, tesad
3>Knsanén hastalanacajé varsa hastalaneér; b
36* Knsan bug¢n yaptéeklaréyla gelecekte ol ab
37-*Kazal ar, dojrudan dojruya hatalarén sonucu
38Bu d¢nya g¢- sahibi birka- kiki tarafeénda
bu konuda yapabileceji fazla bir kKey yokt
39Knsaneén dini il nancénén ol maseé, hayatta k.
akmaseéedam edeard.

400Bir i nsan istedif]i kadar akell e ol sun, bi
bakar él e ol amaz.

41-* Knsan kendine iyi baktéejé s¢rece hastaleé
42-Kaderin insan yakamé ¢zerinde -o0ok b¢gyeéek b
43* Kar ar | él ek jbi rsoinrusdmere iadtmadiéeénda en °ner
44* Knsanl ara dojru «Keyi yapteéermak bir yet e
yoktur ya da -ok azder.

45* Knsan kendi kil osunu, yiyeceklerini ayar
46Knsan yakaméneén daddlaicag &- ySLahki, bi- elwirwisliemr b
47-* B¢y ¢k i deall ere ancak -al exkép -abalayar a
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Appendi x D:

Tur ki sh

1 =Strongly disagrees =Strongly agree

* Reversed items

1-Neyi , ne

tercih ederim.

2-Pol i ti k

3-Birisi

ni

Desirabild]

zakoamupamaaajke®mtr ol ¢n

katél éml ar dan

n

bana

-al ékér ém.

4-Bi r toal kmapk-tians a

5-Dijer i
6c-Uzun bi

7-* Beni m

8-Karar |l ar @meé

9-Kendi
106*Bir e
11- Dej i Ki
buluyorum.
12- Bi r

ne yapmam

| i der

nsanl arén tav

r

K i
k

p

hat al ar @ mé

13-Bi r i K

e

bakl|l amadan

yol cul

uj a -

in neyin da

kader i mi

kendi m v

kendi

-al eékxmaseé

ol ayl ar |l a

kendi

bakkaséndan e mi

(o]

e
h

e

m

sérasénda

baka

r

ty of Co

bende ol

hok!|l anér ém; - ¢nkg¢

gerektijini

ol mayée tercih eder

r ve davraneéxl!l ar én

kmadan °nce otomob

a 1 yi oldujunu gen

rmekten hokl anér ém

tayin etmekten ho

y°neticil

-ékmadeneklik endi m

al makt ans a kendi

m yapmayé tercih

14Bir problem g°rd¢j ém

-al éexér ém.

15Emi r a
16 * Kek k e

| mayé

def il

yakaml a

yé¢kl eyebil seydi m.
kK ul

17-Ar ab a
d¢kmekt e
18Bi ri si

tercih ederim.

n

ni

n

| anérken bi

ka- é&nmaya

bana

neyin
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r

eder i m.

°nce i kK hakkéenda ivyi

zakhbaneaubkendeyha

ver meyi terci

i1 gili

genl ¢k

h ederin

kararl ar

bakkasénémahat asé€

-al ékér ém.

gerekti]



19* Bi r karar vermektense tek bir se-enejin ¢

vardeér .
200 * Bi r probl eml duuijprabmakni an-sCazebi | ecek bir

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

1 =Strongly disagrees =Strongly agree

1-Bakkal aréyl a iyl gerekmekinti bi heni yap
2-Kyi notl ar aldéjémda neden o kadar iy
3Bakkal aréyl a aramdaki -0ju sorunun ne
4-Bakkal arénén bakéna ivyi bir key gel di

5-Ktnoptl ar al déjémda neden o kadar k°t ¢

6c-Tanedéejém bir k°t¢ not al déjénda, o]
miydi, bunu -o0oju zaman tespit edemem.
7-Bakéma gelen iyi Keylerin -ojunun seb
8Kkl er gyiotltundande, durumu korumak i -1in
9-K°t ¢ keyler oldujunda, genel de nedeni
10- Bi r ki kinin bir hareket.i yapmaseée i -
hareketin ger-ek sebebini bul mak zordu
11-Di j er i nséamd agelnemakeyl eri a-ékl amak
sahi bi dejil mikim gibi gel ir.

l12Bakkal arénén bakéna k°tg¢g bir key gelc
13Bakéma gelen kKeylerin sebebini bul ma
bilgisahi bi dej il mi kim gibi gel ir.

14-Bi r i bir Keyl ni -in yapar diye dg¢Kkyg
olabilir ki; ger-ek neden hangisiydi t
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Appendix F: Rule-based versus Family ResemblaneBased Categorization

Stimulus Example

Grup 1 Grup 2
ik % P )

lueh) (i ‘

Test Nesnest

av

aza?

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 {basaté
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 resemblbased catgorization.

2
10

] -
Test Nesnesi

Grup 1

0

Qe
0>

d
G

Test nesnest
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Grup 1

W
eleka

1)
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O g

o g

p 2
o | Hlee |
bl

© |

Test Nesnesi
>

0
D

p 2
0 | Hee ]
>

© |
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Appendix G: Graphic Novel Manipulation Materials
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