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ABSTRACT

PSYCHOLOGY OF UNCERTAINTY:
THE ROOTS OF UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION

Kiigiikkomiirler, Sanem
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor  : Prof. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan

August 2019, 97 pages

The widespread effect of uncertainty led researchers in psychology literature to
examine this concept. Different conceptualizations and different theories pointed to
specific properties of psychological processes under uncertainty. In this thesis, a new
comprehensive model was proposed. According to the model, perceived uncertainty
creates a discomfort and level of the discomfort determines responses toward
uncertainty. It was expected to find generalization responses under low discomfort
and high discomfort manipulations and specification responses under moderate
discomfort manipulation. In order to test this model, two pretests were conducted. In
the first pretest, uncertainty provoking themes in cultural structure of Turkey was
searched. It was found that frequently mentioned uncertainties are mostly external,
short-term oriented, and related to contents such as work/graduation, health, and
social contact. In the second pretest, discomfort manipulations were tested. Three
themes with three discomfort levels in each were selected by looking at their effect
sizes. Lastly, in the main study, the proposed model was tested via manipulation

themes and discomfort levels determined with previous pretests. Results
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demonstrated that participants used generalization tendency more in low discomfort
manipulation but it decreased in both moderate and high discomfort manipulations.
Also there was an increase in specification tendency depending on increase in
discomfort levels. Therefore, the proposed model was partially supported.
Interestingly, despite the difference between low and moderate-high discomfort
conditions and increase in specification tendency with respect to discomfort levels,
mean scores in each condition were in the generalization area. This finding led us to
suggest an alternative explanation. There may be a sequence between generalization
and specification responses in which generalization is a first order and specification

second order process.

Keywords: Uncertainty, Uncertainty Reduction, Psychological Processes under

Uncertainty, Response toward Uncertainty
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BELIRSIZLiGIN PSIiKOLOJISI:
BELIRSIZLIGI AZALTMANIN KOKENLERI

Kiigiikkomiirler, Sanem
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Y Oneticisi - Prof. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan

Agustos 2019, 97 sayfa

Belirsizligin yaygin etkisi psikoloji alan yazindaki aragtirmacilar1 bu olguyu
incelemeye itmistir. Farkli kavramlastirmalar ve siirece dair farkli savlar belirsizligin
altinda yaratan siirece dair kisith agiklamalar sunmaktadir. Bu tez calismasinda
kapsayici yeni bir model 6ne siiriilmektedir. Bu modele gore belirsizlik kiside bir
huzursuzluk yaratir ve bu huzursuzlugun seviyesine bagl olarak verilen tepkiler
degisir. Bu dogrultuda diisiikk ve yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyelerinde kisilerin
genelleme egilimi gdstermesi ve ortalama huzursuzluk seviyesinde detaylandirma
egilimi gostermesi beklenmektedir. Modelin test edilebilmesi igin iki 6n galisma
planlanmistir. Birinci 6n ¢alismada Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel yapisinda belirsizlik yaratan
temalar arastirllmistir. Bulgulara goére en sik tekrarlanan temalar g¢ogunlukla
cevresel, kisa-siire yonelimli ve ig/mezuniyet, saglik ve sosyal temas gibi igerikleri
olan temalardir. ikinci 6n galismada huzursuzluk manipiilasyonlar: test edilmistir.
Etki alanlarina bakilarak {i¢ huzursuzluk seviyesi olan ii¢ tema belirlenmistir. Son
olarak ana calismada Onerilen model, on ¢alismalarin bulgularindan ¢ikarimla
olusturulan manipiilasyon kosullar ile test edilmistir. Sonucglara gore; genelleme
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egilimi disiik huzursuzluk kosulunda artmakta fakat ortalama ve yiiksek huzursuzluk
kosullarinda azalmaktadir. Ayrica detaylandirma egilimi de huzursuzluk
kosullarindaki artisa paralel bir artis gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla model kismen
desteklenmistir. Ilging bir bulgu olarak, diisiik ve ortalama-yiiksek huzursuzluk
kosullar1 arasinda fark olmasinda ve detaylandirma tepkisinde bir artis olmasina
ragmen, her kosuldaki ortalama degerleri genelleme araliginda kalmistir. Bu durum
bizi alternatif bir agiklamaya yonlendirmektedir. Genelleme egilimi birincil sirada,
detaylandirma egilimi ise ikinci sirada olacak sekilde, bu egilimler arasinda siireg

acisindan bir siralama farkli olabilir

Anahtar Kelimeler: Belirsizlik, Belirsizligi Azaltma, Belirsizligin Altinda Yatan

Psikolojik Siiregler, Belirsizlige Yonelik Tepkiler
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

To be uncertain is to be uncomfortable,
but to be certain is to be ridiculous.
Chinese Proverb

1.1. Living in an Uncertain World

We are living in an uncertain world, and we try to deal with uncertainties
in every phase of life. For example; a baby is born without any knowledge about
the external world, but with consistent caring, this baby solves uncertainties about
need satisfaction (e.g., when she/he cries, the caregiver would satisfy her/his
needs). Later this baby grows up and faces uncertainties including social relations
(e.g., what to do while playing with peers), general knowledge about the world
(e.g., Gods are fighting, or positive and negative charges in clouds are responsible
for the lighting), life transitions (e.g., do | need to go abroad for a university?),
essential choices (e.g., do | want to have a baby?), and even related to
herself/himself (e.g., who am 1?). These uncertainties may be long term (e.g.,
waiting for results of an exam) or short-term (e.g., waiting for answer of a
proposal); change depending on developmental pathways (e.g., holding an object
for a baby and using pen for a primary school student); and can be a part of our
lives (e.g., every intervention of firefighters or doctors). Because of the widespread
effect of uncertainty, it is critical to know our relationship with it.

There are different conceptualizations and different theories about
uncertainty in the psychology literature. Most of the time, researchers examined
uncertainty within different conceptualizations, and theories were developed for
specific frameworks. Actually, this variety turned to a richness, which in turn may
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create an opportunity to discover whether there is a general mechanism of
uncertainty free from its framework. In this thesis, it is suggested that processes
that are proposed and sometimes tested within theories give insight about
psychological mechanisms under uncertainty. However, this insight is not tested
before from a broader perspective. In the following parts, psychology literature
about uncertainty and a new model will be introduced.

1.2. Literature about Uncertainty

1.2.1. Definitions

Literature includes a variety of definitions for uncertainty starting from the
1970s. In these definitions, researchers examined uncertainty with its different
aspects (see Table 1). It is possible to analyze these definitions within four
properties: studied level, value, related terms, and its structure.

In studied level, it is visible that most of the definitions include self-
related issues. However, there are still others mentioning social interactions (e.g.,
Knobloch & Solomon, 1999) and the external world (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982)
while defining uncertainty. In self-related explanations; identity crises (McGregor,
Zanna, Holmes, & Spencer, 2001), and inconsistency in self (Sedikides, De
Cremer, Hart, & Brebels, 2010) were defined as sources of uncertainty experiences.
In interaction related definitions; some researchers examined uncertainties within
first seconds in social interactions as happening with both known people and
strangers (e.g., Yamagishi, Cook, & Watabe, 1998), or, in a more specific case,
within a relationship involvement period with a romantic partner (Knobloch &
Solomon, 1999).

Secondly, the attributed value of uncertainty changes depending on
explanations. Starting from Kagan (1972), uncertainty mostly explained as a
negative concept. According to Kagan (1972), uncertainty is a concept related to
discrepancies or contradictions; and the term uncertainty is indicating a “cognitive

conflict”; though the term "uncertainty reduction" is representing a “cognitive



Table 1.

Examples for Definitions of Uncertainty

Author(s) Term

Definition

Uncertainty

Kagan, 1972 resolution

Monat, Averill, & Lazarus, 1972 Uncertainty

Humphreys & Berkeley, 1985  Uncertainty

Kahneman & Tversky, 1982  Uncertainty

Douglas, 1991 Uncertainty
Gudykunst, 1993 Uncertainty
Relational

Knobloch &Solomon, 1999 .
Uncertainty

McGregor, Zanna, Holmes, &  Personal
Spencer, 2001 uncertainty
Sedikides, De Cremer, Hart, Self-
&Brebels, 2010 uncertainty

Uncertainty is “incompatibility between cognitive structures, between cognitive structures and
experience, or between cognitive structures and behavior” (p.54) or difficulty at future prediction

Uncertainty is "the period of anticipation prior to the confrontation with a potentially harmful event"
(p.237)

Inability to attain certainty property among (a) relations of behavior and event, (b) event and event,
(c) results, (d) decisional period, (e) behavior and future probabilities, and (f) impact on future events

"Uncertainty is a fact with which all forms of life must be prepared to contend. At all levels of
biological complexity, there is uncertainty about the significance of signs or stimuli and about the
possible consequences of actions™ (p. 144).

“Uncertainty is a measure of confidence and so can be taken to reflect the extent to which persons
judge a plan adequate and/ or trust their ability to generate plans opportunistically.” (p. 360)

“Inability to predict and explain our own and others’ behavior” (p. 39).

Doubts about relationships

“Personal uncertainty refers to an acute kind of identity crisis that can arise from awareness of having
inconsistent or unclear self-relevant cognitions™ (p.473)

“... the perception that life lacks purpose, direction, and meaning” (p. 143).




harmony” (p. 57). In another example, Monat, Averill, and Lazarus (1972)
describe uncertainty as a kind of waiting period happening before a negative
experience. Also, links between uncertainty and identity crises (e.g., McGregor,
Zanna, Holmes, & Spencer, 2001), and losing meaning in life (e.g., Sedikides, De
Cremer, Hart, & Brebels, 2010) are different examples for the attributed
negativity in definitions. On the other hand, some researchers emphasize the
positive sides of uncertainty. As an example, Hogg, Adelman, and Blagg (2010)
indicate that people might choose to be under uncertainties because uncertainties
may turn to a necessary (or beneficial) tool (e.g., collective actions). Similarly,
Bammer and Smithson (2008) state that “uncertainty is not just a problem to be
overcome or manage; it is also an essential source of opportunity, discovery, and
creativity” (pp.11-12).

Despite the dominant negative attributions, there is a variation in selected
words to represent uncertainty. Table 1 demonstrates that researchers refer low (or
inability to detect) probabilities for occurrence of an event or action (e.g.,
Kahneman & Tversky, 1982), unknown/unpredictable consequences (e.g.,
Gudykunst, 1993), having insufficient information (e.g., Humphreys & Berkeley,
1985), incongruities between cues (e.g., a new experience contrast with our
existing schema) (e.g., Kagan, 1972), and adverse possibilities (e.g., Monat,
Averill, & Lazarus, 1972).

Lastly, the structure of uncertainty is examined (or at least implied) in the
literature. Most of the time our relationship with uncertainty is described as a
cognitive process (e.g., Hogg, 2009; Kagan, 1972; Sorrentino & Short, 1986) with
an affective component such as stress, anxiety, and surprise (Bal & Van den Bos,
2012; Hofstede, 2001; Koerner & Dugas, 2008).

Definitions in the literature collectively indicates that uncertainty is a
phenomenon (1) experienced related to self, interactions, or environment, (2)
including negative and positive meanings, (3) associated with probability,
inadequate knowledge, unknown/ unpredictable being, discrepancy between cues,
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and negative expectations, and (4) a cognitive phenomenon which may carry
affective expressions too.

1.2.1.1. Definition in this Paper

It is possible to suggest a broader definition with an inference from the
literature. Uncertainty is the perceived difference in a stimulus property attributed
to current features or possible future outcomes of the stimulus. The term
“difference” can be used as a synonym of discrepancies, incongruities (e.d.,
Kagan, 1972), and failure at probability attribution (e.g., Kahneman & Tversky,
1982). Additionally, this difference can be perceived between a previous and a
new stimulus (as an actual difference); and also between past and current
perceptions, evaluations, and behaviors (as a perceived difference) (see also
Kagan, 1972). Therefore, (1) there is no need to an actual difference, only
awareness of a differentiation is needed even for a pseudo-difference, and (2)
there is no need to an external stimulus to create uncertainty, sometimes
awareness of a difference in an internal stimulus (e.g., Cognitive Dissonance,
Festinger, 1975) may create uncertainty, as well.

Properties of the uncertainty-provoking stimulus in this definition can be
evaluated into three categories; novelty, complexity, and ambiguity. Novelty
implies undisregardable discrepancy between previous information (or schema)
and a new stimulus. That is why unknown, unexpected and unexperienced stimuli
can be examined in this category. In complexity, the stimulus has different
properties, including more than one possibility. Thus, it will be difficult to add a
complex stimulus into one category. So, probability related uncertainties (e.g., for
low probabilities for happening; see, Kahneman & Tversky, 1982) and
incongruence between cues (e.g., Kagan, 1972) are examples of the complex
stimulus. Lastly, ambiguity implies that a stimulus represents two possibilities at
the same time. In ambiguity, identification and probability attribution are difficult.
So, the inability to detect probabilities (Humphreys &Berkeley, 1985) and
problems in identification (Gudykunst, 1993) can be examined under this
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property. Therefore; uncertainty-provoking stimulus can be novel (unknown),
complex (similar to more than one known stimulus, but difficult to differentiate),
and ambiguous (similar to more than one known stimulus, but difficult to
identify). Properties of a stimulus may be taken into two or more categories. For
example, a long-haired man can be a novel stimulus for a baby if this baby did not
see a long-haired man before. The long-haired man in this situation is both novel
(unknown before) and ambiguous (includes properties of two different sexes).
This baby may cry (response toward uncertainty) because of the confusion of (or
conflict between) new stimuli and the schemas emitted before.

1.2.2. Psychological Processes under Uncertainty

Literature suggests psychological processes under uncertainty from a
variety of perspectives as similar as seen in the definitions. It is possible to
examine these processes within different theories. These theories bring
explanations in individual, relational, and cultural levels (see Table 2).

Theories in individual-level are Intolerance of Uncertainty Theory (IUT),
Causal Uncertainty Theory (CUT), Uncertainty Orientation Theory (UOT), and
Uncertainty Management Theory (UMT). In these theories, our relation with
uncertainty is taken either as individual difference or a general response shared by
most of the people but includes individual-level responses when faced with
uncertainty. From individual differences perspective, three theories in the
literature can be examined: Intolerance of Uncertainty, Causal Uncertainty, and
Uncertainty Orientation theories.

IUT proposes that there is an individual difference in our relationship
with uncertainties, in which some people have difficulties at tolerating it
(Freeston, Rheaume, Dugas, & Ladouceur, 1994; Koerner & Dugas, 2008). In this
literature, the focus is on the relationship between uncertainty and anxiety. Studies
demonstrate that Intolerance of Uncertainty (IU) is related to worry (Dugas,
Gosselin, & Ladouceur, 2001; Ladouceur, Gosselin, Dugas, 2000), anxiety
(Dugas, Gosselin, & Ladouceur, 2001), stress (Greco & Roger, 2003), generalized

6



Table 2.

Theories Related to Uncertainty

Author(s)

Theory

Definition

Studied to explain

Basic assumptions

Dugas, Gosselin, &
Ladouceur, 2001

Weary & Edwards,
1994

Sorrentino &
Short, 1986

Hogg, 2009

Bal & Van den
Bos, 2012

Intolerance of

Uncertainty
Theory

Causal
Uncertainty
Theory

Uncertainty
Orientation
Theory

Uncertainty-
Identity
Theory

Uncertainty
Management
Theory

1U is “ predisposition to react negatively to an uncertain event or
situation, independent of its probability of occurrence and its
associated consequences” (p.934)

Causal uncertainty is “generalized self-constructs about one’s
uncertain or inadequate ability to fully understand or detect
causal relations in the social world.” (p.309)

“Uncertainty-oriented people attend to situations that attain
clarity, whereas certainty-oriented people attend to situations that

maintain clarity” (p.391)

“..term self-uncertainty refers to any aspect of self that one is
uncertain of and argues that group identification can be a
powerful resolution of uncertainty even about personal aspects of

self.” (p.222)

Personal uncertainty is “a subjective sense of doubt or instability
in self-views, worldviews, or the interrelation between the two”

(p.835)

Worry,

Psychopathologies

(e.g., GAD)

Individual
differences at
cause-effect
attribution

Individual
difference (in
un/certain
situations)

Group processes,
group identification

Responses toward

(un)fairness,
cultural world
values

Intolerance of uncertainty
is related to anxiety

People who have high
causal-uncertainty suspect
their ability to understand
cause-effect relation
Uncertainty-oriented
people are open for
uncertainties, but
certainty-oriented people
are not

High self-uncertainty can
be reduced by group
identification

Personal uncertainty can
be reduced by worldview
defense




anxiety disorder (Birrell, Meares, Wilkinson, & Freeston, 2011; Dugas, Freeston,
& Ladouceur, 1997; Dugas, Gagnon, Ladouceur, & Freeston, 1998), obsessive
compulsive disorder (OCD) for repeating and checking responses (Tolin,
Abramowitz, Brigidi, & Foa, 2003), OCD for responsibility beliefs (Lind &
Boschen, 2009), social anxiety (Whiting, Jenkins, May, Rudy, Davis, & Reuther,
2014), rumination and depression (De Jong-Meyer, Beck, & Riede, 2009),
negative life events (Chen & Hong, 2010), threat attribution (Bredemeier &
Berenbaum, 2008; Koerner, Dugas, 2008), low self-concept clarity and social
comparison frequency (Butzer & Kuiper, 2006), and even low affiliative humor
(relationship enhancing humor) (Kuiper, Klein, Vertes, & Maiolino, 2014). In
general, IUT accepts our relation with uncertainty as dispositional and negative.
Second theory examining the individual difference in relation to
uncertainty is Causal Uncertainty Theory (CUT). According to the theory; causal
uncertainty appears when there is a problem in cause-effect attribution and
overtime this attribution problem lead some people to doubt their causal
attribution ability (Weary & Edwards, 1994; 1996). Therefore; the theory assumes
that everyone can experience causal uncertainty, but it becomes an individual
difference for some people when it turns out to be a meta-cognitive belief (Weary,
Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001). It is found that high causal uncertainty is
related to an increase in negative affect (Tobin & Raymundo, 2010), neuroticism,
(Edwards, Weary, & Reich, 1998), depression (Weary & Edwards, 1994; 1996),
decrease in perceived control with time (Jacobson, Weary, & Edwards, 1999), and
tendency for seeking reassurance (Jacobson & Weary, 1999; Jacobson, 2007).
People with high causal uncertainty were demonstrated as spending more time
within a task including social information processing (Jacobson, Weary, & Lin,
2008), striving to make deep information processing (vs. heuristic information
processing) (Weary, Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001), seeking more
information for unknown people (Weary & Jacobson, 1997), having tendency to
use stereotyping less (Weary, Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001), and rating an
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unknown person as atypical (even after they gained some information about the
person) (Tobin, Weary, Brunner, Gonzalez, & Han, 2009).

Thirdly, Uncertainty Orientation Theory (UOT) suggests that tendency to
cope with uncertainty is a shared tendency among people, but the ways to deal are
different depending on individuals and situations (e.g., Sorrentino, Short, &
Raynor, 1984; Sorrentino & Hewitt, 1984). In UOT, responses toward uncertainty
are defined as a self-regulation strategy (e.g., Sorrentino, Walker, Hodson, &
Roney, 2001; Sorrentino, Nezlek, Yasunaga, Kouhara, Otsubo, & Shuper, 2008) in
which individual difference appears depending on orientations toward uncertainty
as being either uncertainty orientation or certainty orientation. Uncertainty
oriented (UO) people are explained as having approach tendency for uncertainties
to gain certainty; while certainty oriented (CO) people are defined as having an
avoidance tendency for uncertainties to stand still in certainty (Sorrentino &
Short, 1986). Already known situations are better for CO people, but situations
including the need for resolution are better for UO people (Sorrentino & Short,
1986). Thus, UO people are characterized as evaluating uncertainties as a
challenge, and CO people as evaluating uncertainty as a threat. These suggestions
are supported by the findings demonstrating different information processing
tendencies (UO people mostly engaged in systematic information processing
while CO mostly engaged in heuristic information processing (Sorrentino,
Bobocel, Gitta, Olson, & Hewitt, 1988), and affective responses (Sorrentino,
Nezlek, Yasunaga, Kouhara, Otsubo, & Shuper, 2008; Sorrentino, Smithson,
Hodson, Roney, & Walker, 2003).

Studies in UOT additionally find out that UO is positively related to
openness to experience (CO was negatively related) (Hodson & Sorrentino,
1999), need for cognition (Sorrentino, Bobocel, Gitta, Olson, & Hewitt, 1988),
need for structure (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993), and preference for cooperative
learning (Huber, Sorrentino, Davidson, Epplier, & Roth, 1992), rating partner’s
trustworthiness as moderate (CO rated as low or high) (Sorrentino, Holmes,
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Hanna, and Sharp, 1995). Also, CO was related to increased reliance on group
norms (Huber & Sorrentino, 1996), group-biased thinking under closed leadership
(Hodson & Sorrentino, 1997), and attributing importance and similarity to in-
group under the need for assimilation (Sorrentino, Seligman, & Battista, 2007).

Lastly, Uncertainty Management Theory (UMT), as similar to
Uncertainty Orientation Theory (UOT) takes the situation into account while
explaining the underlying psychological processes. According to UMT; when
uncertainty becomes salient (when a person faced with personal uncertainty),
approach responses for other people and events that fit with personal worldview
and avoidant responses for other people and events that unfit with personal
worldview occur (Mass & Van den Bos, 2009; Van den Bos, 2007; also see Van
den Bos, 2001; 2009). UMT defines uncertainty as an aversive state, which may
be perceived as an alarm (Van den Bos, Ham, Lind, Simonis, Van Essen, &
Rijpkema, 2008) to lead people to give a quick response with a survival tendency
(Van den Bos, 2009). In UMT, opposing to IUT and CUT, uncertainty salience
makes responses toward uncertainty stronger rather than creating a sensitization
(Tiedens & Linton, 2001). Studies reveal that when uncertainty is salient, people
give both emotional (Van den Bos, 2001) and behavioral reactions (Van Den Bos,
Euwema, Poortvliet, & Maas, 2007) to violations of worldviews. These reactions
varied as aggression toward unfair treatment (for job application and evaluation
for in-group) (Van den Bos, Poortvliet, Maas, Miedema, & Van den Ham, 2005),
dissatisfaction with job (Diekmann, Barsness, & Sondak, 2004), religion support
(Van den Bos, Van Ameijde, & Van Gorp, 2006), and victim blaming (Bal & Van
den Bos, 2012). In general, findings demonstrate that when uncertainty becomes
salient, people strive to manage uncertainty forming (or increasing commitment
in) a worldview, which has a personal value and relevance (Van den Bos, 2009)

In group-based approach, Uncertainty ldentity Theory (UIT) can be
examined. UIT suggests that dealing with uncertainties is an initial motivation

within the group identification process (Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg, 2009).
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UIT assumes that self-uncertainty (e.g., uncertainties related to ourselves or our
values) creates an aversive state in which people strive to deal with it (Hogg,
2009). According to UIT, categorization of self and others in a group is a tool to
decrease uncertainties, as it helps to define self with values, attitudes, and
behaviors. Importantly, UIT and UMT assume that having (or enhancing) a
personal worldview is an effective coping strategy to deal with uncertainty. UIT
additionally suggests group identification as a dealing strategy, and focus on
group identification processes mostly. In the literature studies demonstrate that
self-uncertainty increases belonging of a group and self-esteem (Grieve & Hogg,
1999) (even if this group is a low-status group (Reid & Hogg, 2005)), attributions
of strict schemas to the identified groups (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner,
& Moffitt, 2007), belonged group’s polarization (Sherman, Hogg, & Maitner,
2009), choice of a prototypical leader (Rast Ill, Hogg, & Tomory, 2015), and out-
group discrimination (Mullin & Hogg, 1998).

Lastly, in a culture-based approach, uncertainty avoidance dimension can
be examined. Hofstede (2001) determines five dimensions to differentiate
cultural structures depending on findings of his study. One of these dimensions
was the uncertainty avoidance dimension (UA). Hofstede defines UA dimension
as threatened responses toward uncertainties shared among members in a culture;
and states that cultures deal uncertainty with the law (for other people related
uncertainties), technology (for nature-related uncertainties), and religion (for the
things we cannot control). Hofstede specifies characteristics of countries
depending on UA scores. People in countries with high UA scores are
experiencing uncertainties as an endless threat, having to avoid tendencies for
unknown risks and differences, striving to get clarity, giving importance for
orders, and having a low level of well-being. People in countries with low UA
scores are characterized as accepting uncertainties easily, approaching unknown
risks and differences with curiosity, untroubled with ambiguities, flexible about
changes and novelties, and having a high level of well-being. As people
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experience stress and anxiety for an ambiguous future in countries with high UA
scores, they strive to use strict rules to make life more certain and predictable
(Hofstede & McCare, 2004). These responses to get certainty can be seen in the
family, at school, at work, in politics and religion (Hofstede, 2001). Therefore
every organization within a country experiences the effects of this cultural value
in daily life. Importantly, Hofstede mentions that these characteristics represent
extreme cases in order to explain this dimension more clearly. In reality, some of
the defined characteristics can be found (some of them cannot) with a variety of
strength (Hofstede, 2001).

1.2.2.1. Concluding Marks for the Literature: What is Missing?

Different theories in the literature give inside about the psychological
processes under uncertainty. Depending on the findings, it is possible to suggest
that people try to decrease uncertainties when they face them. But the ways that
people use to reduce uncertainty differs. For example; people may test their
previous beliefs, examine the uncertain stimulus with its differential aspects,
strengthen their current views or positions, or set up rules to gain certainty via
anxiety or sometimes with curiosity. Findings in the literature demonstrate that
there are two kinds of responses to deal with uncertainty. These responses can be
characterized as generalization and specification (see Table 3). It is possible to
explain generalization tendency as adding uncertainty-provoking stimulus into a
known category and specification tendency as collecting new information to
identify the stimulus as a new one.

In generalization tendency, people use categories to get certainty. UMT,
UIT, UOT (certainty oriented people), and UA (countries with high scores) can be
examined under this tendency. UMT states that (personal) uncertainty leads
holding (or bolstering) personal worldviews. It seems that people need to clarify
the self and define themselves (to enhance one's position related to a stimulus)
within clear borders to get certainty. For example; findings displaying increased
negative affect (Bal & Van den Bos, 2012), reactions to fairness (violation of a
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Table 3:

The Underlying Mechanism to Deal with Uncertainty Depending on Theories

Response category Theory Supportive sides
UMT Strongly holding a personal worldview

Generalization

(Adding uncertainty-provoking stimulus uIT Generalization via group identification

into a known category) - . .
uoT CO people (stand still in certainty); uses shallow processing

UA dimension A

Generalization within a cultural structure (e.g., rules, laws, and belief in the
absolute truth)

Specification
(Collecting new information to identify
uncertainty-provoking stimulus)

CuT

uoT

UA dimension W

Scales

Striving to get more time and information to evaluate a stimulus with details
UO people (gain certainty); uses deep processing

Good with uncertainties (e.g., flexibility without strict rules, and belief in
variety in truth)

Two scales suggest one factor including approach orientation toward
uncertainty




social norm) (Van den Bos, 2001), worldview defense (Van den Bos, Poortvliet,
Maas, Miedema, & Van den Ham, 2005), religious belief defense (Van den Bos,
Van Ameijde, & Van Gorp, 2006), avoidance of people who are socially deviant
(Van den Bos, Euwema, Poortvliet, & Maas, 2002), victim blaming (Bal & Van den
Bos, 2012), and just world belief tendency (Van den Bos & Lind, 2002) after
personal uncertainty manipulations support generalization tendency to gain
certainty.

As being parallel, UIT suggests a similar process but emphasize enhanced
group identification. The primary claim in UIT is that uncertainty leads people to
identify self and others (both in-group and out-group members) by adding them
into assured categories (Hogg & Abrams, 1993). This group identification (or
categorization) both defines self within a group and differentiates from others
(Hogg, 2009). Supportive findings point out that self-uncertainty leads to both
identification with a new group (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt,
2007), enhancing belonged identification (Hogg, & Adelman 2013; Hogg,
Adelman, & Blagg, 2010), even with extreme groups (Hogg, Adelman, & Blagg,
2010) via increased polarization (under high uncertainties) (Sherman, Hogg, &
Maitner, 2009).

Also in individual difference perspective, UOT states that some people
(who have certainty orientation) prefer to stay in certainty (Sorrentino & Hewitt,
1984; Sorrentino, Short, & Raynor, 1984) and they may even sacrifice reality to get
certainty. As an example; it is found that certainty oriented people avoid self-related
uncertainties (Sorrentino & Hewitt, 1984), motivated to stay consistent (Roney &
Sorrentino, 1995), use peripheral information processing (even when self-relevance
is high) (Sorrentino, Bobocel, Gitta, Olson, & Hewitt, 1988), give importance for
similarity to in-group under need for assimilation (Sorrentino, Seligman, &
Battista, 2007), perceive their partner as good or bad (but not moderate)
(Sorrentino, Holmes, Hanna, & Sharp, 1995), not open to new experiences (Hodson
& Sorrentino, 1999), and demonstrate tendency to follow groupthink under close
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leadership style (Hodson & Sorrentino, 1997). Therefore, these people have a
tendency to evaluate information which gathered first to get a quick resolution.
Consequently, they tend to use categorization to get certainty.

Lastly, supportive evidence for generalization response can be found in
cultural structures with high UA scores. In these cultures, tolerance of uncertainty
defined as low (Hofstede, 2001). It was found that high UA countries use more
strict rules to get clarity and predictability in life (Hofstede & McCare, 2004).
People in high UA countries were characterized as evaluating uncertainty as a
threat, striving to be away from unknown and different ones, aiming to get clarity,
and accepting the order as necessary (Hofstede, 2001). This tendency prevents
people from taking initiatives, which necessitate examining cases in their unique
properties, and lead people to use generalization within the borders of rules in their
daily lives.

On the other hand, specification responses are examined in theories as
well, but with low severity. Examples for specification can be tracked in CUT,
UQOT (uncertainty oriented people), countries with low UA scores and in findings
and suggestions of different researchers. In CUT, researchers suggest that people
who have problems related to uncertainty display a specification tendency rather
than generalization. It is proposed that under uncertainty about cause-effect
attribution ability (a specific kind of uncertainty), people need more precise
information to gain certainty. Supportive evidence can be examined in findings
with high causally uncertain people demonstrating the need for more time
(Jacobson, Weary, & Lin, 2008), detailed information (Weary & Jacobson, 1997),
and deeper information processing (Weary, Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001)
during social information processing period; and less stereotypical (Weary,
Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001), and more atypical attributions (Tobin, Weary,
Brunner, Gonzalez, & Han, 2009) during evaluation. These findings reveal that
high causally uncertain people tend to collect data from the environment as much
as to compensate their perceived doubt about cause-effect relations.
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In UOT, Uncertainty Oriented (UO) people are defined as good with
uncertainties and prefer to resolve uncertainty to get certainty (Sorrentino, &
Hewitt, 1984; Sorrentino, Short, & Raynor, 1984). These people were characterized
as having “discovery-oriented cognitive style” (Hodson & Sorrentino, 1999),
preferring resolution needed situations (Sorrentino, Short, & Raynor, 1984),
motivated in resolution of self-discrepancies (Roney & Sorrentino, 1995), deal to
use central info processing (if personal relevance is high) (Sorrentino, Bobocel,
Gitta, Olson, & Hewitt, 1988), prone to be influenced by two-sided messages, tend
to select moderate risk (Sorrentino, Hewitt, & Raso-Knott, 1992), perceive their
partners’ trustworthiness as moderate (Sorrentino, Holmes, Hanna, & Sharp ,1995),
and moderately related with openness to new experiences (Hodson & Sorrentino,
1999). So, it is possible to state that UO people strive to be away from extreme
judgments, and they evaluate new information with detail to gain certainty.

In cultural perspective, it is defined that people in low UA countries accept
uncertainties with curiosity, strive to approach unknown and different ones, good
with ambiguities, changes, and novelties, and have a high level of well-being and
low level of stress and anxiety (Hofstede, 2001). These tendencies give rise to the
thought that people in these countries are good with the flexibility (without strict
rules), and analyze the uncertain situation within its specific properties in their
daily lives.

In addition to these theories, some researchers suggest that there is an
approach-oriented tendency toward uncertainties. Particularly they state that there
are positive outputs of uncertainty. For example; Bammer and Smithson (2008)
emphasized the relationships of uncertainty with discoveries and improvements.
Also, findings of different scales developed in the uncertainty literature
demonstrate that one factor in our relationship to uncertainty is linked to openness
to new experiences and need for cognition (e.g., Greco & Roger, 2001;
Kiiglikkomiirler, 2016). These suggestions in the literature imply the specification
tendency.

16



Among uncertainty theories, only IUT is exceptional. Studies of IUT are
searching for anxiety, worry, and problematic coping strategies via the concept of
intolerance of uncertainty (Rosen, Ivanova, & Knauper, 2014). Even intolerance of
uncertainty scale is developed to differentiate groups depending on their anxiety
levels (e.g., anxiety symptoms, GAD diagnosed and neither) (e.g., Buhr & Dugas,
2002). Therefore; speculatively, their findings explain cases in which uncertainty
backfires (e.g., when people have problems with uncertainty management).
Responses of people with high 1U may demonstrate inefficient strategies; for
example, they reveal specification responses (e.g., repeated checking) when they
may continue with generalization; and they perform generalization responses (e.g.,
labeling a stimulus as threatening) when they may demonstrate specification.

Generalization and specification responses can be tracked from
information processing theories as well. Starting from Piaget, researchers pointed
out two different information processing tendencies. Piaget (1952) stated that
cognitive development is an adaptation period in which children progress by using
assimilation or accommodation processes while evaluating an uncertain stimulus.
In assimilation, a child uses previous schemas to identify a new stimulus; but if the
existed schema is not appropriate, the child refers to accommodation to revise
previous schemas by collecting new information.! Also two models, Heuristic-
Systematic Model (HSM; Chaiken, 1980) and Elaboration Likelihood Model
(ELM; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), examined information processing with two
different routes. In these models, it is stated that message relevant thinking changes
depending on motivation and ability via routes of either systematic/central
information processing or heuristic/peripheral information processing. In the
systematic/central route, a stimulus is examined with its main properties (e.g., the

suggestions in a campaign); but in the heuristic/peripheral route, the stimulus is

L In his theory, Piaget explained accommodation by focusing on the previous schema. In this thesis,
contrarily, specification is explained by focusing on the uncertain stimulus itself. So the suggested
similarity between accommodation and specification is the process of collecting new information for
correction.
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examined with its ancillary properties (e.g., the expertise of the speaker). Therefore
the former route is similar to the tendency to clarify an uncertain stimulus with
detail, and the latter was is similar to the tendency to get certainty by using
previous categories.

To conclude, these findings and suggestions in the literature point out to a
variation in responses. These responses can be described as generalization and
specification responses. But the underlying process, which leads to different
responses, is unknown.

1.3. Proposed Model

Literature suggests that our relationship with uncertainty is triggered with
an awareness of an uncertain stimulus. This uncertain-provoking stimulus leads to
discomfort, and people try to deal with it to turn to a balanced state. Depending on
previous findings in the literature, it is possible to suggest that there are two kinds
of responses to deal with uncertainty, which are generalization (adding uncertainty-
provoking stimulus into a known category) and specification (collecting new
information to identify the stimulus as a new one).

In order to suggest determining conditions for this variation, examining
the evolutionary perspective can be helpful. Organisms need to deal with chaos
(uncertainty) around the world and among individuals to survive and to reproduce
new generations. Therefore uncertainty reduction need is an evolutionary need
(also see; Kagan, 1972). However, it is important to select different strategies to
deal with different uncertain stimuli. For example, an individual cannot survive if
this individual spends too much time to a dangerous stimulus to decrease
uncertainty. Instead of doing this, that individual is in need of identifying the
uncertain stimulus as quickly as possible to take action. But for a different stimulus,
this individual may spend time with uncertainties. This explanation fits with the
cognitive miser suggestion (Alport, 1954). With the term cognitive miser,
researchers state that people have a limited resource of energy, which in turn lead

individuals to use categorizations in daily life to preserve this limited energy. As
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the resource is limited, it is a beneficial way to save (or canalize) this energy to a
more necessary stimulus.

Importantly, there are two cases that necessitate saving time and energy.
These are undisturbing uncertainties and very disturbing uncertainties. When an
individual faces an undisturbing uncertainty, s/he will not need to spend her/his
energy to identify this stimulus with detail. Additionally, when the uncertain
stimulus is very disturbing (e.g., with high survival value), this individual needs
quick relief to take action. Spending energy would keep this individual in a
dangerous position. Therefore, under two different condition, people may
demonstrate similar responses but with different processes.

Contrarily, stimuli that trigger discoveries and inventions are candidates
for stimuli that necessitate time and energy. When individuals are faced with these
stimuli, there must be a discomfort to allocate attention and motivation to examine.
According to Berlyne (1963), regular figures create pleasing feelings but irregular
figures (e.g., novelty, complexity or incongruity in the pattern) create interest. The
path between the uncertain stimulation and the discoveries may follow this
interestingness judgments. Another example may give insight into the motivation to
examine an uncertain stimulus with detail. Csikszentmihalyi (1975/2000) states that
creativity needed tasks may lead people to allocate attention with an intense
concentration and motivate them to persist in a task, such that people might even
lose their awareness for their physical needs during this process. This phenomenon
is called flow and flow experience is defined as happening when challenges and
skill are in a balance. When the balance between challenge and skill is not matched,
people experience either boredom (low challenges with high skill) or anxiety (high
challenges with low skill). Therefore there is a need to a challenge (or a discomfort)
for people to give specification response.

Depending on these suggestions, it is possible to introduce a new model to
discover determining conditions (see Figure 1). In this model, | propose that
uncertainty leads to discomfort for people. But the variations in discomfort level
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lead to alterations in responses. Specifically, a low level of discomfort expected to
create generalization response. In this case, uncertainty becomes perceived as it is
in a tolerable range, and the response appears as a generalization (e.g., automaticity
in responses) such as adding the stimulus into a known category. Thus, people can
ignore this uncertainty. In the second case; in the moderate level of discomfort,
uncertainty is still perceived as it is in a tolerable range, but ignoring it is relatively
difficult as discomfort is relatively high. People, in this case, may approach
uncertainty with curiosity, as uncertainty cannot be disregarded, but also it is still
away from being threatening. Therefore, individuals are expected to give
specification response, such as collecting new information about the stimulus to
identify it as a new stimulus. Lastly, a high level of discomfort leads to perceive
uncertainty above the tolerable range. People, in this case, add this stimulus into a
known category but with a kind of defensive ignorance, as discomfort is very high

and can be perceived as threatening in some cases.
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Figure 1. Proposed model.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDIES

The general aim of this paper is to discover if responses of uncertainty
change depending on discomfort levels. Specifically, it is hypothesized that low
and high levels of discomfort lead to generalization tendency in response while a
moderate level of discomfort leads to specification tendency. To test this
hypothesis, two critical issues are needed to be answered before. These issues are
deciding (a) uncertainty provoking events and (b) manipulation of discomfort
levels. To answer these questions and test the proposed model, two pretests and one
main study were planned to be conducted. In the plot studies, aim was to find out
uncertainty provoking themes, and effective discomfort manipulations for each
theme, respectively. Lastly, in the main study, the proposed model was tested by
using manipulations determined in the pretests. Ethical approval for all studies was
taken before the first pretest.

2.1. Pretest 1

Aim of the first pretest was to discover uncertainty-provoking events
within the cultural structure of Turkey and to find out a proper theme to use as
manipulation in the main study. For this reason, participants were asked to report
uncertainty-provoking events in two steps.

2.1.1. Method

2.1.1.1. Participants

One hundred fifty people participated in the pretest. Data from participants
who have missing values in perceived uncertainty ratings (2 people) and discomfort
ratings (2 people) excluded from the analyses. Data of the remaining 146
participants included in the analyses. Only 97 participants filled the demographical
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information part. These participants were mostly women (70 women and 27 men),
their age range was between 15 and 62 (M= 33.63, SD= 8.94), their education level
was heterogeneous starting from elementary school graduation to doctoral degree
(M= 4.28, SD= 1.05), and they reported their marital status as single mostly (M=
1.52, SD=0.63).

2.1.1.2. Procedure

A short questionnaire including three parts was prepared to be shared
online, and the data were collected by using snowball sampling. In the first part,
there was a demographical information package. In the second part seven possible
uncertainty-provoking events were introduced, and participants were asked to rate
perceived uncertainty level (1= not uncertain, 7= very uncertain) and discomfort
level (1= not discomforting, 7= very discomforting) for each event. To determine
these events, a focus group interview with seven graduate students from different
areas of the psychology department had conducted before the pretest. Topics in
which consensus was achieved were selected to use in this pretest. In the third part,
participants were asked to write possible uncertainty provoking events, and then,
perceived uncertainty and discomfort levels were asked to rate for each event (see
Appendix A for the first pretest questions).

2.1.2. Results

To discover the uncertainty provoking themes, descriptive statistics for the
seven themes and additionally written 310 themes were examined and coding
categories were formed for the written themes.

Firstly, descriptive statistics for the seven themes were assessed (see Table
4). The range for mean values was from 3.97 to 5.63 for perceived uncertainty level
and 3.43 to 5.42 for discomfort level, and the range for standard deviations was
from 1.56 to 2.03 for perceived uncertainty level; and 1.64 to 2.08 for discomfort
level. Descriptive statistics of the 7 themes revealed that all themes except the 5"
theme were evaluated as uncertain with mean scores more than 4; and themes with

higher uncertainty ratings were related to looking for a job after graduation, the
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Table 4.

Descriptive Statistics for Given Seven Themes and Correlation Coefficients between Uncertainty and Discomfort Ratings.

Uncertainty Discomfort
Themes Mean SD Mean SD r
1. You take an important exam. Weeks pass and you still 5.14 1.56 5.10 1.64 0.74"
haven’t learned your results.
2. One of your teachers tells you that he/she wishes to speak 4.75 1.68 4.36 1.96 0.80"
with you after class.
3. You decide to move to a place that you have never lived 5.31 1.65 4.22 2.04 0.70"
in before.
4. You have almost graduated. However, you are unsure 5.63 1.59 5.27 1.72 0.79"
whether you will be able to practice your profession after
graduation.
5. You go to a place where extreme sports activities are 3.97 2.03 3.43 2.08 0.79"

performed. You will participate in an extreme sports activity

of your choice.

6. You decide to go to a youth camp for the summer. Upon 4.46 1.88 3.90 2.08 0.77"
your arrival, you are told that there will be double rooms and

you will have to share it with someone you don’t know.

7. You have doubts about whether your relationship with 5.45 1.64 5.42 1.75 0.77"
your partner will continue.

P < 0.001
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Table 5.

Coding Categories for Themes.

Coding Singular/Plural Context Content

1 Only one uncertainty provoking event Self Future

2 Two or more uncertainty provoking events Relational Health/ Diseases/Death

3 Not uncertainty provoking or just definition of uncertainty External Education

4 Work/ Task/ Carrier

5 Country

6 Journey/ Move out

7 Financial issues

8 Reciprocity

9 Social contact/activity/meeting
10 Marriage/Divorce

11 Human rights/personal rights
12 Relational conflict

13 Physical appearance

99 Other




decision about continuing to a relationship, and moving to a new place. Also,
themes were evaluated as discomforting with mean scores more than 4 except 5"
and 6™ themes. Themes with higher discomfort ratings were related to decision
about continuing to a relationship, looking for a job after graduation, and waiting
for an exam result respectively. Also, correlation coefficient scores were examined
to discover whether perceived uncertainty and discomfort ratings are related or not.
Correlation coefficient scores were high for all questions.

Secondly, written themes were coded, and frequencies of codes were
analyzed to evaluate findings. One hundred six participants wrote uncertainty-
provoking events. Sixteen of them wrote one theme, and six of them wrote ten
themes. Total of 366 themes were obtained. One participant repeated the same
theme nine times, so only the first response kept and others were omitted. Coding
and analyses continued with 358 themes. Two different people coded these written
responses separately, and then consensus coding was conducted. Three different
coding categories were used; (1) whether a theme includes one uncertainty-
provoking event (vs. two and more, or none), (2) to determine its context (self,
relational, or external), and (3) to determine its content (future, health, education,
work, and the like; see Table 5).

In the first coding, the appropriateness of themes for coding was
evaluated. In 29 themes it was not clear if the theme was about an uncertain event,
and in 19 themes there were more than one uncertain event. Only themes including
single uncertainty-provoking event were continued for coding to reduce possible
confusions. Therefore, 310 themes were assessed in the following investigations.

In the second coding category, the context of themes was examined. The
most frequently mentioned context was external context, and then relational, and
self contexts followed respectively (see Table 6). Depending on the change in
contexts, emphasizes of themes were changed as well. For example, emphasize in
external context was made on conditions and their unpredictable effects (e.g.,

“appointments in the job”). In relational context emphasize made on either
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condition for someone other than self (20 themes) (e.g., “future of our children”),
or interaction with others even including unknown others (63 themes) (e.g.,
“occasions including new people that you need to meet”). Lastly, in self context
there were three main emphases; ability or capability (28 themes) (e.g., "Having
success in the university exam to study in the department that I want to study”),
choices and decisions (22 themes) (e.g., “career choice”), and physical appearance
(8 themes) (e.g., “having esthetic operation™).

In the third coding category, contents of themes were identified. The most
frequently mentioned contents were work/job (67 themes), health (35 themes), and
social contact (33 themes) (see Table 7). Additionally, if we examine contents in
each context, contents with high frequency were work/job (18 themes) and health
(14 themes) in self context; social contact (27 themes), relational conflict (12
themes), and marriage/divorce (12 themes) in relational context; and work/job (45
themes), future (19 themes), and journey/move out (16 themes) in external context.

Interestingly, short-term uncertainties were mentioned more frequently
than long-term uncertainties. This tendency can be seen in the number of responses
for contents orienting either short-term or long-term. For example, education,
journey, relational conflict, and social contact categories mostly involved short-
term uncertainties and include 86 themes in total; but future, country,
human/personal rights contents mostly related with long-term uncertainties and
includes 49 themes in total. Also, there were examples for short-term uncertainties
in the ‘other’ category such as “waiting for the score of my favorite team in a hard
competition”, “entrance into a stage for a performance”, and “doing a bureaucratic
procedure by myself that I have not done before”.

Lastly, descriptive statistics for contexts and contents examined. All
categories were rated as uncertain and discomforting with mean values higher than
4 in the 7-point scale. In context; the highest mean value for uncertainty and
discomfort ratings was in the relational context, and then self and external contexts

followed respectively (see Table 7). In content; maximum mean values for
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uncertainty were given in country, reciprocity, relational conflict, and health
themes. For discomfort, country, financial issues, relational conflict, and health
themes rated with maximum mean values. Also, standard deviations were high in
work/task/carrier, social contact, and relational conflict themes for uncertainty; and

in social contact, marriage/divorce, journey themes for discomfort (see Table 8).

Table 6.
Frequencies for Contexts and Contents.
Context

Content Self Relational External Total
1. Future 2 5 19 26
2. Health/ Diseases/Death” 14 11 10 35
3. Education 8 0 10 18
4. Work/ Task/ Carrier 18 4 45 67
5. Country 0 1 11 12
6. Journey/ Move out 4 3 16 23
7. Financial issues 5 2 14 21
8. Reciprocity 0 3 0 3
9. Social
contact/activity/meeting 0 27 6 33
10. Marriage/Divorce 0 12 0 12
11. Human rights/personal
rights 0 0 11 11
12. Relational conflict 0 12 0 12
13. Physical appearance 8 0 0 8
99. Other 5 8 16 29
Total 64 88 158 310

“Only four themes were related to death and one of them was about having a terminal illness.
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Table 7.

Descriptive Statistics for Each Theme and Correlation Coefficients

Uncertainty and Discomfort Ratings.

between

Uncertainty Discomfort
Contexts of Themes Mean  SD Mean SD r
1. Self 5.87 123 567 1.50 50"
2. Relational 6.16 1.17 599 1.68 61"
3. External 5.31 165 4.22 2.04 457
*p <0.001
Table 8.

Descriptive Statistics for the Thematic Categories and Correlation Coefficients

between the Uncertainty and the Discomfort Ratings.

Uncertainty Discomfort

Themes N Mean SD Mean SD r

1. Future 26  6.15 0.97 5.76 1.30 55"
2. Health/ Diseases/Death 3B 637 0.84 6.36  0.99 15
3. Education 18  6.33 0.97 5.94 1.30 46
4. Work/ Task/ Carrier 67 5.83 1.35 5.53 1.54 AT
5. Country 12 6.67 0.65 6.67 0.49 76"
6. Journey/ Move out 23 565 1.11 4.78 1.86 56"
7. Financial issues 21 6.28 1.15 6.48 0.93 62"
8. Reciprocity 3 6.67 0.58 6.33 1.15 1.0
9. Social contact/activity/meeting 33 564 1.22 548 1.90 14
10. Marriage/Divorce 12 6.33 1.15 5.50 1.88 46
11. Human rights/personal rights 1 7 0 7 0 -

12. Relational conflict 12 6.50 1.24 6.67 1.15 .89"
13. Physical appearance 8 6.20 1.09 4.33 3.05 .95
99. Other 29 6.03 1.12 5.26 1.99 .10

“p<0.001
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To sum up, the theme analysis demonstrated that the most frequent
uncertainties are mostly external, short-term oriented, and related to contents such
as work/graduation, health, and social contact. All themes were rated as both
uncertain and discomforting, and scores were very close to each other. Therefore,
theme selection was made by taking theme frequencies into account. Depending on
these findings, it was planned to use themes including these properties in the next
pretest.

2.2. Pretest 2

In the second pretest, the aim was to find out uncertainty-provoking
themes which are proper to manipulate with discomfort levels. For this reason,
uncertainty provoking events with properties defined in the Pretest 1 were used,
and they were varied with different discomfort levels.

2.2.1. Method

2.2.1.1. Participants

One hundred ninety-five participants joined to the second pretest with an
exchange of course credit. Responses in which missing scores are more than one
over three of the total response (10 responses), including the same rating in all
questions (1 response), and has a duration less than 10 minutes (8responses) were
omitted. Analysis continued with scores of 176 participants.

2.2.1.2. Procedure

Thirty-six stories were generated which is composed of 12 themes and
three discomfort levels for each theme (see Appendix B). These themes were
formed as being parallel to the findings of the first pretest. Among these 12 themes,
there were two themes about exploration which were generated for the second
pretest. Exploration-related uncertainties were mentioned in the literature and also
in the focus group interview during the first pretest. Their representations were low
among themes identified in the first pretest, and perceived uncertainty value was
low among given themes. However, it was intended to control exploration related

uncertainties in the second pretest, as well.
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Three discomfort levels were formed by changing intensities in familiarity,
time gap, the importance of consequences, novelty, and unpredictability. A total of
36 stories were given with random order in which randomization was conducted
between themes and within discomfort levels in each theme. Participants saw three
stories (three discomfort levels for the same theme) in each page with random
order. After each story, they were asked to rate with 7-point Likert scale questions
for perceived uncertainty (1= not uncertain, 7= very uncertain) and discomfort
levels (1= not discomforting, 7= very discomforting) (see Appendix C).

2.2.2. Results

Firstly, two Explanatory Factor Analyses (EFAsS) were conducted to
discover if stories can be differentiated under different factor structures depending
on three discomfort levels. In both analyses, Principle Component Analysis was
selected as an extraction method to extract possible factors by using overlapping
variance. In the first analysis, EFA was conducted without forcing the number of
factors, and the analysis suggested 12-factor-structure (KMO = .723, Bartlett’s test
of sphericity = 2600.501, p < 0.001), and explained total 69.67% of the variance. In
the second analysis, three-factor structures were fixed by using principal
component analysis for the extraction method with varimax rotation, and this factor
structure explained a total of 34.16% of the variance. The first factor included
items representing discontent with uncertainty and explained 4.99 % of the
variance. Marker item was about taking an evaluation from an instructor. The
second factor included anxiety related items, and the marker item was about
moving to a country with a high crime rate. The second factor explained 3.72% of
the variance. The third factor was about exploration with a marker item about
testing new food and explained 3.59% of the variance. Interestingly factor
structures were very similar to the suggested model. However, the EFA findings
demonstrated that stories are differentiated depending on the themes but not the

discomfort ratings.
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Secondly, to find out whether discomfort ratings were differentiated, a 12
(themes) X 3 (discomfort levels) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.
Mauchly’s test of sphericity was violated (p < .001 for main effects and their
interaction). Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser scores were used to deal with the
sphericity violation. There was a significant effect of themes (F(8.91, 1559.24) =
202.76, p < .001, #%=.54), discomfort levels (F(1.78, 301.53) = 1054.66, p < .001,
n? =.85), and their interaction (F(15.65, 2738.17) = 30.27, p < .001, »? =.15) on
discomfort ratings. Themes were significantly different from each other (p < .05 for
all comparisons) except 1-4, 2-3, 3-9, 6-8, and 10-11 pairs (p > .05 for these pairs).
Also discomfort levels were differentiated from each other (M= 3.06, SE= 0.06,
95% CI [2.91, 3.13] for the low level, M= 4.34, SE= 0.06, 95% CI [4.23, 4.46] for
the moderate level, M= 4.99, SE= 0.06, 95% CI [4.87, 5.10] for the high level, and
p< .001 for all comparisons). In the interaction, only second and third levels of
discomfort in the first theme were not significant (p = .08) but all other conditions
were significantly different (p < .05 for all comparisons). At this point, as nearly all
discomfort levels were differentiated except the ones in the first theme, it was
decided to select themes to use in the main study by looking at their effect sizes.
Higher effect sizes were found in the second (i7p>= .83), sixth (y7p>= .70), and the
twelfth (5,%= .60) themes (see Table 9).

2.3. Main Study

In the main study, the aim was to test the proposed process of responses
under uncertainty. Therefore, | examined whether differences among discomfort
levels leads to a differentiation between responses.

2.3.1. Method

2.3.1.1. Participants

Power analysis (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) was conducted
to decide the number of participants. As this model had not been tested before, it
was planned to test the model with high power and small effect size to increase the

predictability of the possible effect. The design was selected as a within-
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participants design with two independent variables, power and effect size were
selected as .99 and .20, respectively. Power analysis suggested 76 participants. To

deal with possible missing scores, data collected from 96 participants.

Table 9.

Effect Size, Mean, Standard Error, and Confidence Interval Scores for Each Theme

Themes e’ M SE 95%Cl

1. In summer camp, you are going to
occupy the same room with someone you don’t  .223 3.57 A2 3.34,3.80
know.

2. You are waiting for test results at the

hospital. .832 5.09 .07 4.96, 5.23
3. _ You :_ipply for a job and think this is the 483 490 10 4.71,5.08
most suitable job for you.

4, You are going to move to a new place.  .570 3.61 .09 3.42,3.79
5. You are going to move to a new place.  .540 6.05 .06 5.92,6.17
?ém”y You are going to meet your partner’s 699 421 09 4.03, 4.39
_7. _You conduct research on a piece of 400 285 10 2.76,3.14
information.

8. _ Your teacher has called you for a 245 403 10 3.83. 4.23
meeting.

9. You have a presentation. 372 4.66 A3 4.41,4.91
10. You are going to attend a festival. .547 2.39 .08 2.23,2.54
1_1. _ There is food that you will taste for the 957 244 10 2.24. 2.64
first time.

12. You share a post on social media. 597 5.49 .08 5.32,5.65

Five participants' data were excluded from the analysis because of the
missing scores in ratings. Data of one participant had nine missing scores, and four
participants had one missing score. Also, two items in each story were used to
check validity of participants’ responses in order to find out if there is a problem in
reading instructions. In these items; participants were asked (1) to select one
category which describes their possible response best (either generalization or
specification), and (2) to rate their response in a blind ruler to demonstrate how
much closer their response to the category they selected before. In the second item;
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definition of two categories were represented in each end. These two items were
checked to find out if all responses were in a consistent direction?. Responses in the
blind ruler of 15 participants were inconsistent with their selection in the
categorical response item. This kind of inconsistency may represent problems in
reading instructions. Therefore data from these participants were excluded from the
analysis. Analysis continued with the data of 76 participants.

In the study, most of the participants were female (55 women and 21 men)
(M =1.28, SD = .45), their age range was 18 to 30 (M = 20.87, SD = 2.12), they
reported their marital status as single, and all of them were students in METU.

2.3.1.2. Procedure

The study was announced to the participants with two sources. Some of
the participants were informed with an online platform in which they would take a
course credit, and some of them informed via leaflets on different buildings on the
university campus. A link for the study was shared with all participants, and data
was collected online.

There were nine stories (gathered from the second pretest) composed of
three themes and three discomfort levels for each theme (see Table 10). Each story
was screened one by one on different pages. Participants saw three discomfort
levels of the same theme serially but with random order. Also, each theme was
randomized. In each page, participants saw one story (one theme with a discomfort
manipulation) and questions related to the story. These questions were (a)
perceived uncertainty, (b) perceived discomfort level, (c) negativity, and (d)
positivity with 7-point-Likert scales.

Additionally, possible responses were asked in three questions on each
page after Likert questions. Firstly participants were asked to write their possible

responses. Secondly, two alternative categories were presented, and participants

2 Consistency decision depended on this logical sequence: If a participant selects generalization (vs.
specification) tendency, then their response in the blind ruler that gives a continuous response
between 1 to 7 needs to be between 1 to 4 (vs. 4 to 7).
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were asked to select the category that describes their written response best. In these
categories, brief descriptions for both generalization and specification responses
were given without naming these categories. In the category of generalization,
given definition was “I evaluated the case depending on similarity in properties
with my previous information (such as past experiences, observations or similar
cases that | heard about before)". In the category of specification, the definition was
"l evaluated the case depending on differential properties with my previous
information (such as past experiences, observations or similar cases that | heard
about before)” (Bold face characters were used in the original text). Lastly, an
arrow centered blank ruler was presented including the definition of two categories
in each end; and positioning the arrow to the point which describes the response
best was asked. In both ends, written descriptions were "I evaluated depending on
similarity in properties” and “I evaluated depending on differential properties”

(Bold face characters were used in the original text) (see Appendix D).

Table 10.
Stories in the Main Study
Theme Discomfor Stories
t Level
1 1 You are waiting for test results at the hospital. The results will show
whether you have an iron deficiency.
2 You are waiting for test results at the hospital. The results will show
whether you have hepatitis.
3 You are waiting for test results at the hospital. The results will show
whether you have cancer.
2 1 You are going to meet your partner’s family. Their world-view is
very similar to that of the environment you grew up in.
2 You are going to meet your partner’s family. Their world-view is a
little different than that of the environment you grew up in.
3 You are going to meet your partner’s family. Their world-view is
very different than that of the environment you grew up in.
3 1 You share a post on social media. Your friends might disapprove.
2 You share a post on social media. You might get a warning from
your school.
3 You share a post on social media. You might get arrested for it.
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2.3.2. Results

Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients were computed to
investigate the structure of the data. In each theme; mean scores for uncertainty,
discomfort, and negativity ratings were increased depending on the discomfort
manipulation (see Table 11). Correlation scores were examined by taking average
scores for ratings of uncertainty, discomfort, negativity, and positivity for each
theme and discomfort manipulations. Correlations between perceived uncertainty
and discomfort ratings were significant within each condition (themes’ score and
discomfort manipulations) with r scores changing from .27 to .76. Also, significant
correlations between discomfort and negativity were found within each condition
with r scores between .76 and .87 (see Table 12 and Table 13).

To find out if manipulation worked as expected before, 3(themes) x
3(discomfort manipulation) within participants designed ANOVA was conducted
by taking perceived discomfort ratings in each story as the dependent variable. The
aim was to investigate if discomfort ratings were changing in each story as parallel
with the discomfort manipulation. Results demonstrated that main effects (F(2,
150) = 69.32, p < .001, 7,%= .48 for uncertainty theme®, and F(2, 150) = 470.65, p
< .001, 7,>= .86 for discomfort manipulations) and their interaction (F(4,300) =
18.82, p < .001, 7,>= .20)) were significant Also in pairwise comparison with
Bonferroni adjustment, all pairs were significantly different from each other (p <
.001 in all comparisons). Specifically, in each theme, participants rated discomfort
levels as increasing as the discomfort manipulation increased. This finding
demonstrates that participants evaluated discomfort level of each story as being

parallel with the manipulation condition.

3 Mauchly’s test of sphericity was violated for the main effect of uncertainty (p = .002) and the
interaction (p = .019). Both Greenhouse-Geiser scores for the main effect (F(1.73,130.09) = 9.32.23,
p <.001, ny?= .48) and interaction (F(3.49, 262.14) = 18.82, p < .001, 7%= .20) were significant. In
the text, as both scores were consistent, sphericity assumed statistics were reported.
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Table 11.
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Uncertainty, Discomfort, Negativity, and

Positivity Ratings within each Condition

'(\:A::(;Fi)t?é?]tsion Uncertainty Discomfort Negativity Positivity
Themes Discomfort M SD M SD M SD M SD
1 1 3.21 1.73 2.37 1.22 2.55 1.34 242 1.58
2 5.59 1.32 5.84 1.26 5.34 1.60 1.74 .98
3 6.13 1.35 6.32 1.20 6.05 1.34 1.75 .98
Total 4.98 .99 4.84 .90 4.65 1.11 1.97 .93
2 1 2.36 1.58 1.87 1.44 1.62 1.14 5.64 161
2 3.66 1.55 3.59 1.58 3.53 1.63 2.93 1.53
3 4.63 1.98 5.01 1.83 4.86 1.77 1.99 .93
Total 3.55 1.28 3.49 1.25 3.33 1.16 3.52 91
3 1 3.63 1.60 4.03 1.85 3.95 1.74 2.53 1.36
2 4.70 1.88 5.37 1.69 5.37 1.62 1.61 .95
3 5.16 1.88 6.28 1.30 6.14 1.26 1.51 .96
Total 4.49 1.49 5.22 1.27 5.15 1.16 1.88 .79
Total scores 1 3.07 1.03 2.75 .93 2.71 .87 3.53 .96
2 4.65 .95 4.93 1.06 4.75 1.18 2.09 a7
3 531 121 5.87 1.00 5.68 1.06 1.75 .60
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Table 12.

Correlations between ltems in each Theme.

Stories Ratings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 1 Uncertainty

2 Discomfort  .274*

3 Negativity  .075 759**

4 Positivity -065  -.125 -.156

5 2 Uncertainty .035 A71 230 .023

6 Discomfort -.046  .257 .300**  .040 .667**

7 Negativity .005 344**  331%* 021 STT** 871**

8 Positivity .065 .263 243 219 -.120 -211 -.167

9 3 Uncertainty .257* 173 115 178 244 157 137 113

10 Discomfort  .088 530**  .401*%*  .024 144 232 341** 137 .468**

11 Negativity .078 500**  451*%*  -101 125 216 318** 127 .356*%*  .764**

12 Positivity 125 102 .098 .381** 158 159 .200 159 025 -.009 -.319**

*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 13.

Correlations between Items in each Discomfort Manipulation.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Discomfort  Ratings
1 1 Uncertainty
2 Discomfort 465**
3 Negativity A412%*  802**
4 Positivity .023 .063 .081
5 2 Uncertainty  .399**  .209 147 .182
6 Discomfort 241* S509**  .549*%* 216 439+
7 Negativity 164 A435**  B11** 078 392**  .833**
8 Positivity 116 128 .061 A463**  -.002 -.087 -.143
9 3 Uncertainty  .419**  .267* .182 125 .585*%* 200 210 .099
10 Discomfort 367+ .536*%*  .498** 115 387**  712*%*  676**  -.116 459+
11 Negativity 107 A443**  416%*  .069 319**  574*%*  703** -101 A17**  807**
12 Positivity 124 .160 .240* 324**  -028 .060 -.124 b575**  -05 -.199 -.245*

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



In order to test whether uncertainty and discomfort interaction has a
statistical effect on response towards uncertainty, within participants designed two-
way ANOVA was conducted. Results demonstrated that main effect of the
uncertainty themes was not significant (F(2, 150) = .521, p = .595) “, but main
effect of the discomfort manipulations (F(2, 150) = 14.20, p < .001, 7,>= .159) and
the interaction (F(4, 300) = 5.23, p < .001, 7,>= .065) were significant. Pairwise
comparison with Bonferroni adjustment revealed that participants in the low
discomfort manipulation condition (M= 2.908, SE= .126, 95% CI [2.658, 3.158])
had lower scores than moderate discomfort (M= 3.535, SE=.139, 95% CI [3.258,
3.812]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-.924, -.330]), and high discomfort manipulation
conditions (M= 3.505, SE = .157, 95% CI [3.192, 3.819]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-.959,
-.236])°. However, difference between moderate and high discomfort conditions
was not significant (p = 1.00, 95% CI [-.284, .344]) (see Figure 2). Among the
pairwise comparisons of the interaction, the pattern found in the main effect of
discomfort manipulation was very similar in the first uncertainty theme. For the
first uncertainty theme; scores were lower in the low discomfort level (M= 2.414,
SE= .184, 95% CI [2.048, 2.780]) than moderate (M= 3.735, SE= .211, 95% ClI
[3.315, 4.156]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-1.947, -.696]) and high discomfort levels (M=
3.601, SE=.247, 95% CI [3.109, 4.093]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-1.789, -.585]), but not
different between moderate and high discomfort levels (p = 1.00). For the second
uncertainty theme; only low discomfort scores (M= 2.882, SE= .190, 95% CI
[2.503, 3.261]) and high discomfort scores (M= 3.583, SE= .223, 95% CI [3.139,
4.026]) were different (p = .007, 95% CI [-1.243, -.159]). For the third uncertainty
theme, conditions were not different from each other (p < .05 for all comparisons)
(see Figure 3 and Table 15).

# Mauchly’s test of sphericity was significant for the main effect of uncertainty (y*(2)= 12.120, p=
.002). Both sphericity assumed and Greenhouse-Gaisser scores (F(1.74, 130.31)= .52, p = .570) were
insignificant. Sphericity assumed statistics were reported in the text.

5 Low score indicates generalization tendency while high score indicates specification tendency.
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Figure 2. Mean scores for response evaluations in three discomfort conditions.

(Error bars represent standard error scores in each condition)
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Figure 3. Mean scores for response evaluations in the interaction of uncertainty
themes and discomfort levels.
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Table 14.

Frequencies of Generalization and Specification Ratings in each Condition

Discomfort 1 Discomfort 2 Discomfort 3 Total

Theme 1 Generalization 65 44 43 152
Specification 11 32 33 76
Theme 2 Generalization 58 51 45 154
Specification 18 25 31 74
Theme 3 Generalization 49 49 45 143
Specification 27 27 31 85
Total Generalization 172 114 133
Specification 56 84 95

2.3.3. Discussion of the Main Study

In the proposed model, it was expected that high and low discomfort level
would lead to an increase in generalization tendency while moderate level
discomfort leads to increase in specification tendency. Findings of the main study
supported the proposed model partly. It was found that generalization tendency
increased in low-level of discomfort and decreased in moderate and high level of
discomfort conditions. Contrary to the model, moderate and high level of
discomforts did not differ from each other. Also, this pattern for the moderate and
high level of discomfort was similar in all uncertainty themes.

Additionally, mean scores demonstrated that there is a difference between
conditions but scores in each condition still fall into generalization area. When
frequencies of responses in each condition was examined, it was realized that still
there is an increase in specification tendency usage with respect to discomfort

levels.

42



Table 15.

Mean and Standard Error Scores for Responses within each Condition.

Discomfort 95% Confidence Interval

Themes Level M SE Lower and Upper Bound

1 1 241 18 2.05 2.78
2 3.73 21 3.15 4.16
3 3.60 25 3.11 4.09
Total 3.25 16 293 3.57
2 1 2.88 19 250 3.26
2 3.34 .20 293 3.75
3 3.58 22 3.14 4.03
Total 3.27 A7 292 361
3 1 343 20 3.02 384
2 3.53 21 3.11 3.95
3 3.33 .23 2.88 3.78
Total 3.43 A5 3.13 3.73
Total scores 1 291 13 2.66 3.16
2 3.53 14 3.26 381
3 3.50 16 3.19 3.82

The reason behind the scores’ range as being in the generalization area and
nonsignificant difference between moderate and high level of discomforts can be
related to problems in manipulation. Manipulation check demonstrates that there is
a gradual increase in each discomfort manipulation within each theme for

perceived discomfort ratings. But it is unknown if this gradual increase is enough
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to create high discomfort, which may lead to a change in response. When reported
discomfort levels and written responses were examined, it is suspected that there
may be a difference in discomfort manipulation depending on themes. It was
observed that the second theme was perceived as less discomforting and third
theme as low probable to occur in participants’ lives. In perceived discomfort
ratings, the second theme demonstrates lower scores beside a gradual increase.
Also in the written responses in the third theme, it was realized that some
participants wrote that it is not possible for them to act as suggested in the
manipulation text (e.g., "I think that | won't post something that makes me into a
scrape”, “If there is a risk like that, I prefer not to post something”). These reasons

may cause discomfort manipulation in the second and third themes to fail to work.
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CHAPTER 3

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Uncertainty can be defined as the awareness of the difference in properties
of a stimulus that we faced. Recognition of this difference appears as novelty,
ambiguity, or complexity; and can be related to current properties or future
consequences of the stimulus. In this respect, there is a widespread effect of
uncertainty in our lives, starting from birth to death. This widespread effect of
uncertainty led researchers in psychology literature to examine this concept.
Researchers studied uncertainty either with particular dependent variables or in the
way of individual differences. However, there was not a comprehensive perspective
to explain the underlying psychological processes of uncertainty free from context
and individual differences.

Findings of the previous studies suggest different processes. Some of them
point out that people tend to categorize self, others, and the external world that is
represented in rigidity in attitudes personal values, and enhanced need for rules and
group identification. This tendency can be defined as a generalization tendency.
Some other findings indicate that there is a tendency to get clarification that is
represented in increasing need for time and details for identification, and a
motivation to explore. This tendency can be called specification. Both evolutionary
and information processing perspectives supports these two responses. But
determining conditions for these two processes are unknown. Therefore, there is a
need for a comprehensive model to explain psychological processes under
uncertainty.

In this thesis, a new model was proposed. In this model, it was assumed that

uncertainties create discomfort, and the level of discomfort determines tendencies in
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responses. Also, it was hypothesized that (a) low level of discomfort leads
generalization tendency, (b) moderate level of discomfort leads to specification
tendency, and (c) high level of discomfort leads to generalization tendency. Two
pretests and one main study were conducted to test this model. These studies
revealed (a) properties of uncertainty stimulus, (b) discomfort manipulations, and (c)
changing responses toward uncertainties after a discomfort manipulation.

In pretest 1, the aim was to define the most frequent uncertainties in Turkey.
It was demonstrated that properties of the most frequent uncertainties in Turkey are
short-term oriented, external-sourced, and including contents of work, health, and
social contact. In the pretest 2, manipulation conditions for discomfort levels of
uncertain themes were searched, and uncertainty themes (identified via pretest 1)
were varied with three discomfort levels. Discomfort manipulations were determined
by changing properties within each theme (e.g., familiarity, time gap, the importance
of consequences, novelty, and unpredictability). Three themes (with three discomfort
levels in each) were selected to use in the main study by looking at their effect sizes.
In the main study, the proposed model was tested. It was found that discomfort level
leads to a change in responses in which a low level of discomfort increases
generalization tendency while the moderate and high level of discomforts increase
specification. Therefore the model was partially supported.

This finding demonstrates that (1) when the discomfort of an uncertain
stimulus is low, people tend to add this stimulus in a previously known category; and
(2) when the discomfort of an uncertain stimulus increases; people tend to think it in
more detail. The first tendency, the generalization of low discomforting stimulus,
demonstrates similarity in information processing literature with heuristic/peripheral
information processing suggestions (see, HSM, Chaiken, 1980; and ELM, Petty &
Cacioppo, 1986) because of the need to get clarity without deep examination. An
explanation for this tendency can be found in suggestions of cognitive miser
perspective, as well (Alport, 1954). Examples of this strategy come from the findings

of automaticity of experts. Experts use previous information while dealing with new
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stimuli. This is the reason they benefit from time and efficiency but they may make
mistakes such as missing important information or using biased thinking (Dror,
2011) because of their generalization tendency in low discomforting stimuli.
Particularly in the findings of this study, if we accept low discomforting stimulus as
having low survival or informational value, adding this stimulus into a known
category can be a good energy consuming strategy. Otherwise, spending energy and
time to a low discomforting stimulus may cause to keep individuals’ attention active
all the time. Examples of this maladaptive strategy (e.g., spending psychological
energy to a low discomforting stimulus) can be found in the studies on intolerance of
uncertainty theory in which demonstrate that increased intolerance of uncertainty
leads people to spend their resources even when it is not necessary (e.g., positive
relation between IU and repeating and checking response in OCD (Tolin,
Abramowitz, Brigidi, & Foa, 2003)). The tendency for generalization of the low
discomforting stimulus also fits with the evolutionary perspective. If individuals
strive to define all stimuli in detail by using their energy to all low discomforting
stimuli, it may cost to waste this limited energy before facing with a highly
discomforting stimulus such as a survival one.

Additionally, the second tendency is parallel with deep/systematic
information processing suggestions (see, HSM, Chaiken, 1980; and ELM, Petty &
Cacioppo, 1986). These terms identify information processing in which individuals
examine the information by looking at its content. It is possible to define this
information processing tendency as stimulus relevant thinking. Therefore the main
focus is the identification of the stimulus itself and the decision is based on a detailed
examination of the information. The specification tendency can be explained with
the term rumination, as well. Martin (1999) defines rumination with an incapability
to stop thinking about a stimulus, which in turn creates a motivation to interest with
this stimulus curiously (also see, Martin & Tesser, 1996). Examples for examining
uncertain stimulus with curiosity support findings from different works of literature

such as interestingness judgments and flow. Berlyne (1963) examined
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interestingness judgment with respect to complexity. He found that uncertain
properties of a visual stimulus (e.g., novelty, complexity or incongruity in the
pattern) increases attention allocation. He called “more irregular figures” to stimuli
with these properties and suggested that these properties increases arousal and leads
“judgments of interestingness”, while less irregular properties decrease arousal and
lead to “judgments of pleasingness”. Another example of this tendency can be seen
in the flow literature. In flow, it is stated that creativity and persistence in a task
depend on both the ability and the difficulty of the task (Csikszentmihalyi,
1975/2000). If the task is not so easy (e.g., low discomforting cognitively) and not so
difficult (e.g., high discomforting), but difficult enough to be handled (e.g.,
moderately discomforting), people experience flow as a psychological state in which
they lose personal and temporal awareness. If we accept that the task is an
uncertainty stimulus, our finding fits with the suggestions of flow literature. Our
finding in the main study, together with findings in the literature, demonstrates that
the tendency to examine a stimulus more precisely is a function of the need to reduce
discomfort sourced by uncertainty (also see, Kiiciikdmiirler & Ozkan, 2018).
Importantly, this tendency can be a sign of the relation between uncertainty reduction
need and discovery orientation.

Moreover, there was not a difference between the moderate and high level
of discomfort. It was expected in the proposed model that generalization tendency
could be found in a high level of discomfort. In our study, high discomfort does not
bring a change more than a moderate level of discomfort. This finding brings us into
three possibilities. First, there is not a change in high discomfort level, which means
high discomfort level only creates an increase in the tendency for the specification.
Second, our manipulation was not suitable to create a high level of discomfort. This
alternative explanation is reasonable. Hypothetically, from the evolutionary
perspective, using specification under high discomfort condition is not functional.
For example; in a dangerous situation, which is an uncertain situation with high

discomfort, an individual cannot survive if this individual uses specification.
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Adaptive strategy in this situation would be defining the uncertain stimulus quickly
to take action (e.g., for protection). This tendency can be supported by studies on
terrorism. For example, Sirin and Geva (2013) found that when participants watched
news about a terrorist attack, they tend to select aggressive political actions such as
using military force; and their information acquisition and time for information
processing were decreased. Also, uncertainty literature supports these findings.
Studies of both Uncertainty Management Theory (UMT) and Uncertainty
Identification Theory (UIT) demonstrated that increase in uncertainty lead to an
increase rigidity in attitudes and in-group identification (e.g., avoiding people who
are socially deviant, see Van den Bos, Euwema, Poortvliet, & Maas, 2002),
enhancing belonged identification (Hogg & Adelman 2013; Hogg, Adelman, &
Blagg, 2010) and increased polarization (Sherman, Hogg, & Maitner, 2009). A third
possible explanation is lack of a moderator, which | did not control in the main
study. Hale, Lemieux, and Mongeau (1995) found that information processing
changes depending on participants’ state and trait anxiety levels. According to their
findings, participants with state anxiety use both central and peripheral processing,
but participants with trait anxiety use only central processing. Also in uncertainty
literature, a link between anxiety and uncertainty was demonstrated (e.g., 1UT;
Freeston, Rheaume, Dugas, & Ladouceur, 1994). It is possible to speculate that
people who are sensitive to uncertainties (e.g., people with trait anxiety) cannot use
generalization tendency, but stay in specification even if it is not functional. This
assumption worth to search in future studies to understand the underlying
psychological mechanism of uncertainty.

Importantly, even if the number of specification responses increased
depending on discomfort levels, mean scores were still in the range of
generalization. Therefore, as another explanation for the findings of main study, it is
possible to suggest that generalization tendency is relatively decreasing depending
on discomfort levels; but there is not an effect on specification directly. It means that

in low level of discomfort, people use generalization tendency; but when discomfort
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increases, only the generalization response decreases. So, the basic mechanism can
be generalization; and the specification, which is suggested in the literature and
found with a gradual increase in the main study, can be a second order mechanism.
Supportive evidence for this explanation comes from studies of Gilbert. Gilbert and
his colleagues conducted different studies (e.g., Gilbert & Hixon, 1991; Gilbert,
Krull & Pelham, 1988; Gilbert & Osborne, 1989; Gilbert, Pelham &Krull, 1988) and
demonstrated that there are two stages during attribution process. First stage is called
characterization and defined as automatic and quick processes, in which people has a
low level of conscious attention. Second stage is called correction and defined as a
stage for collecting situational cues to correct attribution that was made in the first
stage. If we adopt suggestions of Gilbert to the findings of this study; speculatively,
it is possible to accept generalization tendency as a first order process and
specification as a second order process (which may appear when generalization
tendency decreased). Therefore decreased generalization allows a cognitive state to
process information deeply for specification. This explanation does not exclude the
idea of having two kinds of responses. But it creates a question about whether
generalization and specification responses are serial or parallel processes. In order to
discover underlying processes, this question necessitates future studies.
3.1. Implications

There are both theoretical and daily life implications of these studies. First
of all, as mentioned before, there was a need to collect findings in the literature about
uncertainty to discover the psychological mechanism of uncertainty. In this respect, |
suggested a parsimonious model, including suggestions in the literature, which can
be applied to different contexts. Therefore, effects of uncertainty can be studied in
different frameworks in future studies, which in turn enrich our understanding of
psychology of uncertainty.

Secondly, this is the first attempt, to my bent knowledge, to find out
uncertainty triggering events in Turkey. In the cultural examination of Hofstede’s
dataset, Turkey’s UA score is 85 over 120 (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010)
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that is explained as a negative association with uncertainty. Taken this negative
relationship into account, identifying uncertainty themes is beneficial to learn how
people perceive uncertainties in Turkey.

Lastly, studies in this thesis are attempts to understand psychological
processes under uncertainty. Additionally, these attempts enable us to create new
questions about the underlying process. Therefore, findings of new studies with
answers to these questions will serve to suggest more proper daily implications.
However, it is still possible to examine findings of these studies to suggest daily
implications. Uncertainty takes part in our life around the world either individually
(e.g., evaluations, decisions, personal crisis, and milestones in life) or collectively
(e.g., terrorist attacks, economic fluctuations, and legal insecurities/doubts). In this
respect, there is daily impact of these findings. In individual level, knowing the
tendency to use generalization under low discomfort conditions may help people in
daily life. This awareness may function for people to detect their mistakes sourced
by generalization easily. Also, knowledge about specification tendency may create
an opportunity to examine uncertainty contexts with more discomforting properties
as settings for creativity. In collective level, suggestions can be given for leaders.
Leaders may prefer to give general information that fits with previous beliefs in low
discomforting uncertainties, and detailed information in high discomforting
uncertainties. Especially in collective crisis (high discomforting uncertainties),
knowing that hiding information may even increase perceived discomfort can be
beneficial during management of the crisis.

3.2. Limitations

The uncertainty themes used in the main study were identified by the
findings of the first pretest. The aim of the first pretest was to find out the culture-
specific themes. Therefore, their effects in other countries are unknown. In future
studies, it is possible to suggest finding universal themes for culture-free
examinations of the psychology of uncertainty. Secondly, subjects of the main study
were university students. In order to discover validity of the model, there is a need to
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replicate main study with a larger sample. Additionally, as this is the first attempt to
examine the proposed model; both exact and conceptual replications are needed to
form the valid explanation of the underlying process.
3.3. Conclusion

This thesis includes a comprehensive analysis about psychological effects
of uncertainty. Additionally a new model was proposed and tested. According to
results, responses toward uncertainty change among generalization and specification
responses depending on discomfort levels. Generalization response increases under
low discomfort conditions, but it decreases when discomfort increased. This finding
supports and creates new explanations for different findings in the literature. Also it
may lead new studies to find out answers for new questions about the underlying

studies.
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APPENDICES

A. QUESTIONS IN THE PRETEST 1

Demographical Information

Liitfen asagidaki bosluklart doldurunuz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz: K E
2. Yasiniz:
3. Hayatimizin en biiyiik kismini asagidakilerden hangisinde gecirdiniz?

___ lIstanbul / Ankara / izmir
___ Diger sehir merkezleri
___ Kasaba
___ Koy
4, Egitim durumunuz:
_ [Ikdgretim
__ Lise
___ Universite (6n lisans)
___ Universite (lisans)
___Yiiksek lisans
____Doktora
5. Eger iiniversitede okuyorsaniz ya da bitirdiyseniz liitfen asagidaki sorulari
cevaplayniz.
Okulunuz:
Boliimiiniiz:
6. Calistyorsaniz mesleginiz:
Scenario Evaluations
Liitfen asagida verilen durumlart dikkatlice okuyup, kendinizi béyle bir durumu yasarken
hayal ediniz. Daha sonra her durumun altindaki olgekler ile bu durumlar sizin i¢in ne kadar

belirsizlik yarattig1 ve ne kadar rahatsiz olabileceginiz agisindan degerlendiriniz.

1. Sizin i¢in dnemli olan bir sinava girdiniz. Sinav bitti fakat haftalar gegmesine ragmen

notunuzu dgrenemediniz.
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Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadigimizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
igeriyor?

Hig belirsizdegil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?

Hic¢ rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

2. Bir hocaniz ders sonunda size sizinle konusmak istedigini sdyledi.

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
iceriyor?

Hig belirsiz degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?
Hic¢ rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

3. Daha once hi¢ yasamadigimz bir yere tasinmaya karar verdiniz.

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
iceriyor?

Hig belirsiz degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?
Hig¢ rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

4. Mezun olmaniza az bir zaman kaldi. Fakat mezun olunca kendi mesleginizi icra edip
edemeyeceginizi bilmiyorsunuz.

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
iceriyor?

Hig belirsiz degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?

Hig¢ rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

5. Ekstrem sporlarin yapildig1 bir yere gittiniz. Sectiginiz bir ekstrem spor aktivitesine
katilacaksiniz.

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadigimzi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
iceriyor?

Hig belirsiz degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?

Hic rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder
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6. Yaz i¢in genglik kampina gitmeye kara verdiniz. Gittiginizde odalarim iki kisilik
oldugu ve yaniniza tanimadiginiz birinin yerlesecegi sdylendi.

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
iceriyor?

Hic belirsizdegil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?

Hic rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

7. Partnerinizle (sevgilinizle/esinizle) iliskinizin devam edip etmeyecegine dair
stipheleriniz var.

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik
iceriyor?.

Hic belirsizdegil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz

Bu durumu/deneyimi yasadiginizi hayal edin. Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?

Hic rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

Liitfen agagida verilen bosluklara sizin icin belirsizlik yaratan durumlar listeleyiniz.
Onceki sayfada verilen 6rneklere benzer durumlar yazabilirsiniz.
Daha sonra her durumun/deneyimin altindaki 6l¢ekler ile bu durumlart sizin i¢in ne kadar

belirsizlik yarattigi ve ne kadar rahatsiz olabileceginiz agisindan degerlendiriniz.

1-

Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsizlik i¢eriyor?
Hic belirsizdegil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen belirsiz
Kendinizi ne kadar rahatsiz hissedersiniz?

Hic rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cokrahatsiz eder

(Ankette sorunun bu kismi ayni sekilde 10 kez tekrar etmektedir.)

67



B. STORIES FOR DISCOMFORT MANIPULATION USED IN THE
PRETEST 2

(Each number represents a theme, and each latter represents discomfort levels)

1) Yaz kampinda tammadigimiz bir kisiyle ayn1 odada kalacaksiniz
a) Bu kisi tatile gittiginiz okul grubundan bir kisi
b) Bu kisi bagka tiniversiteden bir kisi
c) Bukisi degisim programiyla baska iilkeden gelmis bir kisi
2) Hastanede test sonucu bekliyorsunuz
a) Bu sonug demir eksikliginiz olup olmadigini gésterecek
b) Bu sonug hepatit olup olmadiginiz1 gésterecek
c) Bu sonug kanser olup olmadiginizi gésterecek
3) Is basvurusu yaptiiz ve bu isin size en uygun is oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz.
a) Is goriismesi bittikten hemen sonra sonucu dgrenemediniz
b) s goriismesi bittikten bir hafta sonra sonucu égrenemediniz
c) Is goriismesi bittikten bir ay sonra sonucu dgrenemediniz
4) Yeni bir yere tagiacaksiniz
a) Burasi daha 6nceki evinizin iki iist sokaginda
b) Burasi farkl bir sehirde
¢) Burasi farkl bir iilkede
5) Yeni bir yere taginacaksiniz
a) Burasi trafik kazalarmin ¢ok oldugu bir yer
b) Burasi su¢ oraninin yiiksek oldugu bir yer
c) Burasi savasin oldugu bir yer
6) Partnerinizin ailesiyle tamsacaksiniz
a) Ailesinin hayat goriisii sizin yetistiginiz ¢evrenin hayat goriisiine gok

benziyor

b) Ailesinin hayat goriisii sizin yetistiginiz ¢evrenin hayat goriisiinden biraz
farkll

c) Ailesinin hayat goriisii sizin yetistiginiz ¢evrenin hayat goriisiinden ¢ok
farkli

7) Bir bilgiyi arastirtyorsunuz
a) Bubilgi 6nemsediginiz bir bilgi degil
b) Bu bilgi 6nemsediginiz bir bilgi
c) Bubilgi sizin i¢in ¢ok 6nemli bir bilgi
8) Hocamz sizi bir gériisme igin ¢agirdi
a) Bu goriismede herkese dair genel bir degerlendirme yapilacak
b) Bu goériismede sizin dahil oldugunuz ekip degerlendirilecek
c) Bu goriismede bireysel olarak sadece siz degerlendirileceksiniz
9) Sunum yapacaksiniz
a) Bu sunum kendi sinifinizda bir ders sunumu olacak
b) Bu sunum kendi okulunuzda bir seminerde yapacaginiz bir sunum olacak
c) Busunum baska bir okulda bir seminerde yapacaginiz bir sunum olacak
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10) Bir festivale katilacaksiniz (reverse order)
a) Ik defa diizenleniyor ve ¢ok bir bilginiz yok
b) Daha 6nce de diizenlenmis ve bir tanidiginizdan duydunuz
¢) Daha 6nce diizenlenmis ve siz de daha 6nce katildiniz

11) Ilk defa tadacagimz bir yemek var
a) Bu yemek sizin kiiltiiriiniizden ama daha 6nce yemediginiz bir yemek
b) Bu yemek baska kiiltiirden bilinen bir yemek
€) Bu yemek bagka kiiltiirden egzotik bir yemek
12) Sosyal medyada bir paylasim yaptiniz
a) Bu paylasiminiz sebebiyle arkadaglarimz sizi kinayabilir
b) Bu paylasiminiz sebebiyle okuldan uyari alabilirsiniz

C) Bu paylagimimz sebebiyle tutuklanabilirsiniz
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C. QUESTIONS IN THE PRETEST 2

A) Demographical Information (Questions in the first pretest were asked)

B) Scenario Evaluations

Liitfen asagidaki belirsizlik iceren durumu/deneyimi okuyunuz ve ardindan gelen
sorulari bu durumu/deneyimi goz oniine alarak degerlendiriniz. (Stories in Appendix-B

were introduced)

Example:

“Yaz kampinda tanimadiginiz bir kisiyle ayni odada kalacaksiniz. Bu kisi tatile gittiginiz okul
grubundan bir kisi.

1- Bu durumu yagadiginiz1 hayal edin. Bu durum sizin igin ne kadar belirsiz?

Hig belirsiz degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok belirsiz

2- Bu durumu yasadigimizi hayal edin. Bu durum sizi ne kadar huzursuz eder?

Hig rahatsiz etmez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok rahatsiz eder
3- Bu durumu yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durumu ne kadar olumsuz degerlendirirsiniz?
Hig olumsuz degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok olumsuz
4- Bu durumu yasadiginizi hayal edin. Bu durumu ne kadar olumlu degerlendirirsiniz?
Hig olumlu degil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok olumlu
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D. QUESTIONS IN THE MAIN STUDY

A) Demographical Information (Demographic information questions in Appendix A
was used)
B) Scenario Evaluations

Liitfen asagidaki belirsizlik iceren durumu okuyunuz ve ardindan gelen sorulari bu
durumu goz oniine alarak degerlendiriniz. (2", 6, and 12 themes in Appendix B were
given with their discomfort manipulations)

Example:

“Hastanede test sonucu bekliyorsunuz. Bu sonug¢ demir eksikliginiz olup olmadigini

gosterecek.”

Bu durumu yasadiginizi hayal ederek asagidaki sorular1 degerlendiriniz.

IHg 23 4 5 6 7Cok

1- Bu durum sizin i¢in ne kadar belirsiz?
2- Bu durum sizi ne kadar huzursuz eder?

3- Bu durumu ne kadar olumsuz
degerlendirirsiniz
4- Bu durumu ne kadar olumlu

degerlendirirsiniz

5- Boyle bir durumla karsilagtiginizda aklinizdan gegebilecek diisiinceleri liitfen asagiya

yazmiz.
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6- Asagida belirtilen iki se¢enegi dikkatlice okuyunuz. Ardindan, yukarida belirttiginiz
diigiincelerinizi asagidaki iki secenekten hangisine dahil edebileceginizi isaretleyiniz.

o  Belirsizlik yaratan durumu daha 6nce edindigim bilgilere (eski deneyimler, gdzlemlenen
ya da duyulan benzer olaylar vb.) olan benzerligine bagh olarak degerlendirdim.

o  Belirsizlik yaratan durumu daha edindigim bilgilere (eski deneyimler, gézlemlenen ya da
duyulan benzer olaylar vb.) benzetmeden, farklilasan ézelliklerine bagh olarak

degerlendirdim.

7- Liitfen yukarida belirttiginiz cevabinizi puanlayiniz.
Asagidaki cetvelin ortasinda duran oku “yukarida isaretlediginiz secenege ne kadar yakin

oldugunu” belirtecek sekilde konumlandiriniz.

Benzerligine bagh Farkllllg{na bagll _
olarak degerlendirdim. olarak degerlendirdim.
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H. TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

Belirsiz bir diinyada yasiyoruz ve hayatin her asamasinda bu belirsizlikleri
yonetmeye calistyoruz. Belirsizliklerle iliskimiz dogdugumuz andan itibaren
hayatimizin bir pargast haline geliyor. Ornegin, bir ¢ocuk dogumuyla birlikte
hakkinda higbir bilgisi olmayan dis diinya ile tanisir. Zaman iginde, bakim veren
kisinin tutarli ilgisi ile birlikte, ihtiyaglarinin tatminine iligkin bir belirlilik elde eder
(Or., agladigr zaman bakim veren kisinin ihtiyacin1 karsilamak i¢in yaninda olmast).
Daha sonra karsilastigi belirsizlikler c¢esitlenmeye baslar (or., sosyal iliskiler, dis
diinyaya iliskin genel bilgiler, 6nemli degisimler, kararlar ve hatta kisinin kendisi).
Karsilagilan belirsizlikler uzun ya da kisa vadeli olabilecegi gibi gelisimsel siireclere
bagl olarak da cesitlenebilir. Belirsizligin bu yaygin etkisi sebebiyle belirsizlikle
olan iliskimizin altinda yatan psikolojik siirecleri 6grenmek kritik bir 6nem arz
etmektedir.

Psikoloji alan yazininda belirsizlige dair farkli tanimlar 6ne stirtildiigi gibi
belirsizlikle olan iliskimize dair de farkli siiregler Onerilmistir. Bu tez calismasi
ozelinde, alan yazindaki kuramlarin isaret ettigi genis kapsamli bir model
onerilmistir. ilerleyen boliimlerde sirasiyla psikoloji alan yazininda belirsizlik ve
onerilen yeni model tanitilacaktir.

Alan Yazinda Belirsizlik
Belirsizlik nedir?

Alan yazinda farkli tanimlar bulunmaktadir. Bu tanimlara bakildiginda
belirsizligin kisinin kendisiyle (6rn., McGregor, Zanna, Holmes ve Spencer, 2001;
Sedikides, De Cremer, Hart ve Brebels, 2010), iliskileriyle (6rn., Knobloch ve
Solomon, 1999; Yamagishi, Cook ve Watabe, 1998) ve dig diinya ile (6rn.,
Kahneman ve Tversky, 1982) ilgili tanimlandigi; belirsizlige olumlu ya da olumsuz
anlamlar yiiklenildigi; ve olasilik (Kahneman ve Tversky, 1982), sonuglar1 tahmin

edememek (Gudykunst, 1993), yeterli bilgi sahibi olmamak (Humphreys ve
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Berkeley, 1985) ve onceki deneyimimizle ¢elisen durumlarla karsilasmak (Kagan,
1972) gibi olgularla birlikte agiklandig1 goriilmektedir.

Yazindaki g¢esitlilikten ¢ikarimla daha kapsamli bir tanim yapmak
miimkiindiir. Belirsizlik; bir uyaranin karsilastigimiz andaki ozelliklerine ya da
gelecekteki olasi sonuglarina dair fark ettigimiz bir farkliliktir. Bu tanimdaki
“farklilik” kelimesi celigki, tutarsizlik, uyumsuzluk, ve olasilik yiiklemede yasanan
problemleri kapsamaktadir. Farklililk daha once karsilastigimiz uyaranla yeni
karsilagtigimiz uyaran arasinda fark edilen gergek bir farklilik olabilecegi gibi dnceki
ve yeni deneyimlenen uyaranlar, degerlendirmeler ve davraniglar arasinda algilanan
bir farklilik da olabilir. Dolayisiyla (1) gercek bir farkliliga ihtiya¢ bulunmamaktadir,
sadece farkliliga dair bir farkindalik olmasi yeterlidir ve (2) dissal bir uyaranin
olmasi sart degildir, bazen igsel bir uyaranla iligkili de olabilir (6rn., Bilissel Celigki
Kurami, Festinger, 1975). Ayrica belirsizlik yaratan uyaran yenilik, ikirciklik ve
karmasiklik gibi 6zellikler barindirabilir. Dolayisiyla belirsizlik yaratan uyaran ilk
defa karsilastigimiz, daha once karsilastigimiz farkli uyaranlarla benzerlik tagiyan ya
da tanimlamamiz miimkiin olmayacak kadar karmasik bir uyaran olabilir.

Altta yatan psikolojik siirecler nelerdir?

Psikoloji alan yazininda belirsizlikle iligkimize dair agiklama sunan farkl
kuramlar vardir. Bu kuramlar belirsizligi birey seviyesinde, grup seviyesinde ve
kiiltiir seviyesinde incelemektedir.

Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizlik Kurami (Intolerance of Uncertainty Theory),
Nedensel Belirsizlik Kurami (Causal Uncertainty Theory), Belirsizlik Yonelimi
Kurami (Uncertainty Orientation Theory) ve Belirsizligi Yonetme Kuramu
(Uncertainty Management Theory) birey seviyesinde agiklamalar getiren
kuramlardir. Bu kuramlardan {igii, belirsizlikle olan iliskimizi bireysel farklilikla
aciklamaktadir. Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizlik Kurami’na (Freeston, Rheaume,
Dugas ve Ladouceur, 1994; Koerner ve Dugas, 2008) gore bazi kisiler belirsizligi
tahammiil etmeye iliskin problem yasamaktadir. Calisma bulgularina gore

belirsizlige tahammiilsiizliik ile endise (Dugas, Gosselin ve Ladouceur, 2001), stres
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(Greco ve Roger, 2003), genel endise bozuklugu (Birrell, Meares, Wilkinson ve
Freeston, 2011; Dugas, Freeston, ve Ladouceur, 1997; Dugas, Gagnon, Ladouceur ve
Freeston, 1998), takintili-zorlantili bozukluk (Lind ve Boschen, 2009; Tolin,
Abramowitz, Brigidi ve Foa, 2003), depresyon (De Jong-Meyer, Beck ve Riede,
2009) ve olumsuz yasantilar (Chen ve Hong, 2010) ile olumlu yo6nde iliski
bulunmaktadir.

Nedensel Belirsizlik Kurami’na (Weary ve Edwards, 1994; 1996) gbre bazi
kisiler neden-sonug atfetme becerilerine iligskin iist biligsel bir siiphe duymaktadir.
Arastirmacilara gére nedensel belirsizlik ile olumsuz duygu durum (Tobin ve
Raymundo, 2010), norotik kisilik yapist (Edwards, Weary ve Reich, 1998),
depresyon (Weary ve Edwards, 1994; 1996), ve giivence ihtiyact (Jacobson ve
Weary, 1999; Jacobson, 2007) gibi degiskenlerle iliskilidir. Ayrica, nedensel
belirsizligi yliksek olan kisilerin sosyal bilgi isleme siirecinde fazla zamana
(Jacobson, Weary ve Lin, 2008) ve bilgiye (Weary ve Jacobson, 1997; Weary,
Jacobson, Edwards ve Tobin, 2001) ihtiya¢ duyduklari, daha az kalip yargi
kullandiklar1 (Weary, Jacobson, Edwards ve Tobin, 2001) ve kisileri alisitlmamis
(atipik) degerlendirme egilimlerinin oldugu (Tobin, Weary, Brunner, Gonzalez ve
Han, 2009) bulunmustur.

Belirsizlik Yo6nelimi Kurami (Sorrentino, Short ve Raynor, 1984; Sorrentino
ve Hewitt, 1984) herkesin belirsizlikle basa ¢ikma egiliminde oldugunu fakat
kisilerin iki farkli stratejiyle bu egilimi gosterdigini savunmaktadir. Belirsizlik
Yonelimi Kurami’na gore belirlilik yonelimli kisiler belirlilik iginde kalarak,
belirsizlik yonelimli kisiler ise belirsizliklerle ugrasarak belirlilik elde etme
egilimindedir.  Belirlilik yonelimli kisilerin yiizeysel bilgi isleme egiliminde,
belirsizlik yonelimli kisilerin derin bilgi isleme egiliminde oldugu gosterilmistir
(Sorrentino, Bobocel, Gitta, Olson ve Hewitt, 1988). Ayrica belirlilik yonelimli
kisilerin grup normlarma bagl olduklar1 (Huber ve Sorrentino, 1996), i¢ grup
tiyelerine Onem atfettikleri ve i¢c grup Tlyelerine benzemeyi Onemsedikleri

(Sorrentino, Seligman ve Battista, 2007) bulunmustur. Belirsizlik yonelimli kisilerin
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ise yeni deneyimlere ag¢ik olduklar1 (Hodson ve Sorrentino, 1999), bilis ihtiyaglarinin
(Sorrentino, Bobocel, Gitta, Olson ve Hewitt, 1988) ve yapi ihtiya¢larinin (Neuberg
ve Newsom, 1993) yiiksek oldugu gdsterilmistir.

Son olarak, Belirsizligi Yonetme Kurami (Mass ve Van den Bos, 2009; Van
den Bos, 2007; ayrica bknz., Van den Bos, 2001; 2009) belirsizlikle iliskimizi birey
seviyesinde fakat bireysel farklilik vurgusu yapmadan inceler. Belirsizligi Yonetme
Kurami’na gore belirsizlik farkindaliginin (uncertainty salience) kisiler iizerinde
uyarict bir etkisi bulunmaktadir (Van den Bos, Ham, Lind, Simonis, Van Essen ve
Rijpkema, 2008) ve kisiler bu farkindaligi deneyimledikleri anda belirsizligi
yonetme ihtiyact duyarlar. Calismalarin sonuglarina gore kisiler belirsizlik
farkindalig1 yasadiklarinda inandiklar diinya goriislerine karsin sergilenen ihlallere
dair olumsuz duygu (Van den Bos, 2001) ve davranislar (Van Den Bos, Euwema,
Poortvliet ve Maas, 2007) sergilemektedirler. Bu tepkiler 6fke (Van den Bos,
Poortvliet, Maas, Miedema ve Van den Ham, 2005), ise yonelik memnuniyetsizlik
(Diekmann, Barsness ve Sondak, 2004) ve kurbani su¢lamak (Bal ve Van den Bos,
2012) gibi farkli sekillerde ortaya ¢ikabilmektedir.

Psikoloji alan yazininda belirsizlikle olan iliskimize dair grup seviyesinde
aciklama sunan kuram ise Belirsizlik Kimlik Kurami’dir (Uncertainty Identity
Theory; Hogg ve Abrams, 1993; Hogg, 2009). Belirsizlik Kimlik Kurami’na gore
kisi kendini ve diger kisileri kategorize etmek ve deger yargilarini, tutumlari ve
davraniglar1 tanimlayabilmek adina grup aidiyetini bir ara¢ olarak kullanir. Bu
kurama iligkin yapilan c¢aligmalarda kisisel belirsizligin (self-uncertainty) artmasi
grup aidiyetinde bir artisa (Grieve ve Hogg, 1999), aidiyet hissedilen gruba iliskin
semalarin katilasmasma (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner ve Moffitt, 2007)
gruplasmalarda artisa (Sherman, Hogg ve Maitner, 2009) ve dis grup ayrimciliginda
artisa (Mullin ve Hogg, 1998) sebep olmaktadir.

Son olarak belirsizlikle iliskimize dair kiiltiir seviyesinde agiklama sunan
bir yaklasim da bulunmaktadir. Bu yaklasim Hofstede’nin (2001) kiiltiirler arasi

farkliliklara iligkin yaptigr c¢alismasi dahilinde onerdigi Belirsizlikten Kaginma
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(Uncertainty Avoidance) boyutudur. Hofstede, Belirsizlikten Ka¢inma boyutunu bir
kiltirdeki kisilerin paylastigi belirsizlige yonelik tehdit algis1 olarak agiklar.
Belirsizlikten Kaginma puani yiiksek olan iilkeler belirsizligi sonsuz bir tehdit olarak
algilayan, bilinmeyen risklerden ve farkliliklardan kaginan, netlik arayan, kurallara
ve diizene 6nem veren topluluklar olarak; Belirsizlikten Ka¢inma puani diistik olan
iilkeler ise belirsizligi kolayca kabullenen, bilinmeyen risklere ve farkliliklara
merakla yaklasan, yenilik ve farkliliklar konusunda esnek olan topluluklar olarak
tanimlanir.

Bu tez kapsaminda onerilen model ve gerekceleri

Alan yazin1 inceledigimizde farki kuramlarin igaret ettigi genel bir siiregten
bahsetmek miimkiindiir. Kuramlarin isaret ettigine gore kisiler belirsizlikle
karsilagtiklarinda belirsizligi azaltma egilimindedirler. Fakat belirsizligi azaltmak
icin  verdikleri tepkiler farklilasmaktadir. Bu tepkileri iki kategoride
degerlendirmemiz miimkiindiir: (1) genelleme ve (2) detaylandirma tepkileri.
Genelleme tepkisini belirsizlik yaratan uyarani bilinen bir kategoriye dahil etmek
olarak tanimlamak miimkiindiir. Detaylandirma tepkisini ise belirsizlik yaratan
uyarani yeni bir uyaran olarak tanimlamak adina bu uyaran ile ilgili yeni bilgi
toplama tepkisi olarak tanimlayabiliriz.

Belirsizlik  kuramlarin1 inceledigimizde genelleme tepkisine Ornek
olabilecek yaklagimlar1 Belirsizlik Yonetme Kurami, Belirsizlik Kimlik Kurama,
Belirsizlik Yonelimi Kurami (belirlilik yonelimli kisiler) ve Belirsizlikten Kaginma
boyutu (belirsizlikten kaginma puami yiiksek olan iilkeler) ile Orneklendirmek
miimkiindiir. Detaylandirma tepkisini ise Nedensel Belirsizlik Kurami, Belirsizlik
Yonelimi Kurami (belirsizlik yonelimli kisiler) ve Belirsizlikten Kaginma boyutu
(belirsizlikten kaginma puani diisiik olan iilkeler) ile 6rneklendirmek miimkiindiir.

Alan yazin belirsizlige verdigimiz tepkiler agisinda iki farkli egilime igaret
etmektedir. Fakat bu iki tepkinin hangi kosullarda olustuguna dair bir varsayim
bulunmamaktadir. Hangi tepkinin hangi durumda ortaya c¢iktigini bulmak ig¢in

evrimsel yaklasimi ve bilgi isleme yaklagimlarini incelemek miimkiindiir. Evrimsel
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perspektiften baktigimizda organizmanin hayatta kalmasi ve neslini siirdiirmesi i¢in
diinya tzerindeki kaosla (belirsizlikle) basa c¢ikmasi gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla
belirsizligi azaltma ihtiyaci evrimsel bir ihtiyactir (ayrica bknz., Kagan, 1972). Fakat
farkli belirsizlik uyaranlar icin farkli stratejiler kullanmak 6nem arz etmektedir.
Ornegin, bir kisi tehlikeli bir uyaranin yarattig1 belirsizligi azaltmak istediginde fazla
zaman harcarsa bu durum hayati bir tehlike yaratabilir. Bunun yerine kisinin hizl
harekete gecebilmesi i¢in bu uyarani olabildigince ¢abuk belirli hale getirmesi (or.,
tanimlamasi) gerekmektedir. Diger yandan hayati tehlike barindirmayan farkli bir
belirsizlik uyarani ile karsilagildiginda, kisi bu uyarani belirli hale getirmek i¢in
zaman harcayabilir. Bu agiklama ayrica biligsel cimrilik varsayimi (Alport, 1954) ile
de paralellik gostermektedir. Bilissel cimrilik terimiyle arastirmacilar kisinin limitli
bir bilissel enerjisi oldugundan ve bu sebeple kisilerin bu enerjiyi tilkketmemek adina
giinliik yasamda kategorize etme egilimini kullandigindan bahsetmektedir. Kaynagin
sinirli olmast sebebiyle bu enerjiyi daha 6nemli bir uyaran i¢in saklamak (ya da
yoneltmek) faydali bir yontemdir.

Bu noktada onemli olan nokta sudur ki; zamandan ve enerjiden tasarruf
edilmesine ihtiya¢ duyulan iki farkli kosul vardir. Bu kosullar (a) huzursuz edici
olmayan ve (b) ¢ok huzursuz edici olan belirsizlikleri barindiran kosullardir. Kisi
huzursuz edici olmayan bir belirsizlikle karsilagtiginda enerjisini bu uyarani detayli
bir sekilde tanimlamak i¢in kullanmaya ihtiya¢ duymaz. Belirsizlik yaratan uyaranin
cok huzursuz edici olmasi durumunda (6rn., hayati tehlike barindiran belirsizlikler)
ise kisinin hizli bir sekilde belirlilige ulagsmasi ve boylece harekete gegebilir olmasi
gerekmektedir. Boyle bir durumda kisinin enerjisini harcamasi kisiyi tehlikeli bir
pozisyona sokabilir. Dolayisiyla kisiler iki farkli kosulda benzer tepkiler
sergileyebilirler.

Kesifleri ve icatlar tetikleyen uyaranlar ise zaman ve enerji kullanimini
gerektiren belirsizlik uyaranlaridir. Kisi bu belirsizliklerle karsilastiginda dikkatini
ve inceleme motivasyonunu yonlendiren bir huzursuzluk deneyimliyor olabilir.

Berlyne’e (1963) gore diizenli figiirler memnuniyet hissi yaratirlar fakat diizensiz
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(6rn., yapisinda yenilik, karmasiklik ya da uyusmazlik barindiran figlirler) merak
hissi uyandirir. Belirsizlik yaratan uyaran ile kesifler arasindaki iligki bu
degerlendirmeler araciligtyla saglaniyor olabilir. Belirsizlik yaratan uyarani inceleme
motivasyonuna ornek olabilecek baska bir siire¢ ise akis (Flow, Csikszentmihalyi,
1975/2000) siirecidir. Csikszentmihalyi’ye gore yaraticilik gerektiren isler kisinin
dikkatini ve yogun konsantrasyonunu o ise yonlendirmesini ve is iizerinde ¢alismaya
dair motivasyonunu tutarli bir sekilde devam ettirmesini gerektirir. Bu oldu akis
olarak adlandirilmistir ve akis deneyiminin de zorluk ve beceri arasinda bir denge
olustugu zaman deneyimlendigi belirtilmektedir. Beceri ve zorluk arasindaki denge
kurulmadiginda kisiler sikilir ya da endiselenir. Dolayisiyla kisinin detaylandirma
tepkisinin ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in kararinda bir zorluga (baska bir deyisle huzursuzluga)
ihtiyag vardir.

Bu bilgiler 1s181nda, belirsizlik yaratan uyaranla karsilagildiginda verilen
tepkileri belirleyen siireclere dair bir model Onermek miimkiindiir. Diisiik
huzursuzluk seviyesinde belirsizliklerin tahammiil edilebilecek bir alanda olacag1r bu
sebeple genelleme tepkisinin verilecegi beklenmektedir (6rn., otomatik tepkiler).
Ortalama bir huzursuzluk seviyesinde belirsizliklerin hala tahammiil edilebilir bir
alanda algilanacagi fakat gozadri etmenin miimkiin olmayacag1 diisliniilmektedir.
Boyle bir durumda belirsizlik gbézardi edilemeyecek kadar ortada ve tehdit
etmeyecek diizeyde olacagi icin kisilerin belirsizlik yaratan uyarana merak ile
yaklasacagi diigiiniilmektedir. Son olarak yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesinde belirsizlik
tahammiil edilebilir alanin disgina ¢ikacaktir. Bu wuyaranin tehlikeli olarak
degerlendirilmesi de miimkiindiir. Dolayisiyla bu yeni modelde diisiik ve yliksek
huzursuzluk seviyelerinin genelleme tepkisine yonlendirecegi, ortalama bir
huzursuzluk seviyesinin ise detaylandirma tepkisine yonlendirecegi onerilmektedir.
Cahismalar

Bu tez ¢alismasindaki genel amag belirsizlige verilen tepkilerin huzursuzluk
seviyesine bagli olarak farklilagip farklilasmadigimi bulmaktir. Alan yazin

dogrultusunda, diisiik ve yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyelerinde genelleme egiliminin,
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ortalama huzursuzluk seviyesinde ise detaylandirma egiliminin olusacagi hipotez
edilmistir. Bu hipotezi test edebilmek i¢in iki 6n ¢alisma bir ana ¢alismadan olusan
caligma siireci planlanmugtir.

Birinci én ¢alisma

Birinci 6n ¢alismadaki amag¢ Tirkiye’nin Kkiiltiirel yapisi igerisinde
belirsizlik yaratan olaylar1 tespit etmektir. Bu dogrultuda iki asamada katilimcilardan
belirsizlik yaratan durumlari rapor etmeleri istenmistir. Ik asamada psikolojinin
farklh alt alanlardan yedi yiiksek lisans/doktora 6grencisi ile odak grup goriismesi
yapilmis ve uzlasma saglanan yeni tema belirlenmistir. Ikinci asamada kartopu
teknigi ile 146 kisiye ulasilmistir. Bu kisilerden sirasiyla demografik bilgi formunu
doldurmalar1, odak grup goriismelerinde belirlenen belirsizlik temalarini belirsizlik
ve huzursuz edicilik agisindan degerlendirmeleri ve kendileri icin belirsizlik yaratan
durumlart  yazip her birini belirsizlik ve huzursuz edicilik agisindan
degerlendirmeleri istenmistir.

Belirsizlik yaratan temalarin belirlenebilmesi i¢in hem odak grup sonucunda
¢ikan yedi temanin betimleyici istatistikleri ve katilimcilarin yazdigi temalar
incelenmistir. Yazili yedi temada en yliksek belirsizlik degerlendirilmesi yapilan
temalar sirasiyla mezuniyetten sonra ig bulma, bir iliskiye devam edip etmeme karari
ve yeni bir yere tasinma temalart ¢gikmistir. En fazla huzursuzluk yaratan temalar ise
sirastyla bir iliskiye devam edip etmeme karari, mezuniyetten sonra ig bulma ve bir
sinav sonucunu beklemek temalar1 ¢ikmistir. Ayrica katilimcilarin her tema igin
yaptig1 belirsizlik ve huzursuzluk degerlendirmeleri arasindaki korelasyonlar
yiiksektir (en kiigtik r degeri = . 74).

Katilimcilarin  kendi yazdiklar1 temalar incelenirken farkli kodlama
kategorileri olusturulmustur. Bu kategorilerde (1) temanin tek belirsizlik temasi
icerip igermedigi, (2) temanin baglami ve (3) temanin icerigi belirlenmeye
caligilmustir. 11k kodlama kategorisinde temanin uygunlugu degerlendirilmis ve tek
belirsizlik temasi igeren 310 temanin icerik analizine dahil edilmesine karar

verilmistir. Ikinci kodlama kategorisinde yazilan temalarm baglaminm Kkisinin
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kendisi (64 tema), iliskileri (88 tema) ve dis diinya (158 tema) olabilecegi
bulunmustur. Uciincii kodlamada ise iceriklere bakilmistir ve en cok tekrarlanan
icerigin calisma/is (67 tema), saglik (35 tema) ve sosyal temas (33 tema) icerikleri
oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica yazilan temalarin ¢ogunlukla kisa vadeli durumlari
icerdigi belirlenmistir.

Bu ¢alismaya gore, kiiltlirel yap1 dahilinde belirsizlik olarak degerlendirilen
temalarin 6zellikleri cogunlukla cevresel, kisa siireli ve ¢alisma/is/mezuniyet, saglik
ve sosyal temas igerikli olmasidir. ikinci 6n calismada bu Ozellikleri igeren
belirsizlik temalarinin kullanilmasi planlanmustir.

Ikinci én calisma

Ikinci 6n ¢alismada huzursuzluk seviyesi agisindan manipule edilebilecek
belirsizlik temalarmin belirlenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu dogrultuda birinci 6n
calismada belirlenen temalar farkli huzursuzluk seviyelerini icerek sekilde
cesitlendirilmistir.

On iki tema ve her birinin {iger huzursuzluk seviyesinden olusan otuz alt1
hikaye belirlenmistir (bkz. Appendix B). On iki tema birinci 6n ¢aligma bulgularina
dayanarak olusturulmustur; huzursuzluk seviyesi ise her temada asinalik, zaman
boslugu, sonucun Onemi, yenilik ve tahmin edilebilirlik acisindan farklilik
yaratilarak belirlenmistir. Her sayfada ayn1 temanin farkli huzursuzluk seviyesi bulan
tic hikaye rastgele bir sirayla verilmistir. Ayrica temalar arasi da rastgele bir sira
bulunmaktadir.  Biitiin katilimcilardan 36 hikayeyi okumalari ve her birini
belirsizlik, huzursuzluk, olumluluk ve olumsuzluk agisindan degerlendirmeleri
istenmistir.

176 kisinin sonuglarinin incelendigi veri setinde; dnce ac¢imlayic1 faktor
analizi uygulanmis ve temalarin huzursuzluk seviyesine gore degil tema igeriklerine
gore farklilastigi bulunmustur. Daha sonra 12 (tema) X 3 (huzursuzluk seviyesi)
tekrarlanan ol¢gim ANOVA uygulanmistir. Analiz sonucunda birgok hikayenin

hema-huzursuzluk etkilesiminde ayristigi bulunmustur. Ana ¢alismada kullanilmak
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tizere segilecek temaya hikayelerin etki alanimna bakilarak karar verilmesi
planlanmistir. Bu durumda 2., 6., ve 12. temalar ana ¢alisma dahil edilmistir.
Ana ¢alisma

Ana calismada modelin test edilmesi planlanmigtir. Daha belirgin olarak,
kisilerin belirsizlige verdigi tepkilerin huzursuzluga bagli olarak degisip degismedigi
arastirtlmistir. Katilimer sayisini belirlemek amaciyla giic analizi (Faul, Erdfelder,
Buchner, & Lang, 2009) yapilmis; yiiksek glic (.99) ve diisik etki alani (.20)
olabilecegi varsayimiyla gerekli katilime1 sayisi 76 olarak belirlenmistir.
Yontem

Calismada ii¢ tema ve ii¢ huzursuzluk seviyesinden olusan dokuz hikaye
katilimcilara rastgele bir sirayla verilmistir. Fakat katilimcilar her temanin farkli
huzursuzluk seviyesi bulunan hikayelerini art arda karisik sirayla gormeleri
saglanmistir. Her hikayeden sonra katilimcilarin bu hikayeyi her birini belirsizlik,
huzursuzluk, olumluluk ve olumsuzluk acisindan degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Daha
sonra katilimcilardan (a) bdyle bir durumda verecekleri tepkileri yazmalari, (b)
yazdiklar1 tepkiyi verilen isimsiz iki kategoriden hangisine daha yakin oldugu
acisinda degerlendirmeleri ve (c) bos bir cetvel lizerinde yazdiklar1 tepkinin
belirttikleri kategoriye ne kadar yakin oldugunu gostermeleri istenmistir. Cetvel
iizerinde belirtilen degerlendirmeler genelleme ve detaylandirma egilimleri i¢in
olusturulmus siirekli veri degerini gostermektedir (1= tamamen genelleme egilimi,
7= tamamen detaylandirma egilimi).
Sonuclar

Manipiilasyon kontrolii i¢in 3 (tema) x 3(huzursuzluk seviyesi) tekrarlanan
Ol¢iim desenli ANOVA uygulanmis ve her hikayedeki huzursuzluk puanlamasi
bagimli degisken olarak alinmistir. Buradaki amag¢ katilimcilarin  huzursuzluk
puanlarimin  manipiilasyon kosullarina gore degisip degismedigini gormektir.
Sonuglara gore temel etkiler ve etkilesim etkisi tutarli olarak farklilasmaktadir
(belirsizlik temasmin temel etkisi i¢in, F(2, 150) = 69.32, p < .001, 7%= .48;
huzursuzluk seviyesinin temel etkisi icin, F(2, 150) = 470.65, p < .001, 7p*= .86;
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etkilesim degerleri icin, F(4,300) = 18.82, p < .001, 7°= .20). Dolayisiyla
manipiilasyon kosullarinin beklendigi sekilde calistigini1 sdylememiz miimkiindiir.
Modeli test etmek icin 3 (tema) x 3(huzursuzluk seviyesi) tekrarlanan 6l¢iim
desenli ANOVA uygulanmistir. Bagimli degisken olarak katilimcilarin verecekleri
tepkileri degerlendirdikleri stirekli veri kullanilmistir. ANOVA sonucu temanin
temel etkisinin tutarli olmadigmi (F(2, 150) = .521, p = .595) fakat huzursuzluk
seviyesinin F(2, 150) = 14.20, p < .001, 7%= .159) ve bu iki degiskenin etkilesimin
(F(4, 300) = 5.23, p < .001, 7p°>= .065) tutarli oldugunu gostermektedir. Bonferroni
diizenlemesi ile olusturulan ikili karsilagtirmalara baktigimizda katilimcilarin diisiik
huzursuzluk kosulunda (M= 2.908, SE= .126, 95% CI [2.658, 3.158]) ortalama
huzursuzluk (M= 3.535, SE=.139, 95% CI [3.258, 3.812]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-.924,
-.330]) ve yiiksek huzursuzluk kosullarina (M= 3.505, SE= .157, 95% CI [3.192,
3.819]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-.959, -.236]) oranla tepki Olgiimiinde daha diisiik
puanlar1 oldugu goriilmektedir. Fakat ortalama ve yiikksek huzursuzluk seviyeleri
arasinda tutarli bir fark bulunmamaktadir (p = 1.00, 95% CI [-.284, .344]).
Etkilesimin ikili karsilagtirmalarina baktigimizda ise; benzer Oriintiiniin ilk tema i¢in
gecerli oldugu bulunmustur. ilk temada, diisiik huzursuzluk seviyesinde verilen
tepkiler (M= 2.414, SE= .184, 95% CI [2.048, 2.780]) ortalama seviyedeki (M=
3.735, SE= .211, 95% CI [3.315, 4.156]) (p < .001, 95% CI [-1.947, -.696]) ve
yiiksek seviyedeki (M= 3.601, SE= .247, 95% CI [3.109, 4.093]) (p < .001, 95% CI
[-1.789, -.585]) huzursuzluga verilen tepkilerden daha diisiiktiir; fakat orta ve yiiksek
huzursuzluk seviyesinde verilen tepkiler arasinda tutarl bir fark bulunmamaktadir (p
= 1.00). Ikinci temada, diisik (M= 2.882, SE= .190, 95% CI [2.503, 3.261]) ve
yiksek (M= 3.583, SE= .223, 95% CI [3.139, 4.026]) huzursuzluk seviyeleri
farklilasmaktadir (p = .007, 95% CI [-1.243, -.159]). Uciincii temada ise higbir tema

birbirinden farklilik géstermemektedir (p < .05 for all comparisons).
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Ek olarak katilimcilarin her kosulda rapor ettigi olasi tepkilerine tekamiil
eden kategorik degerlerin siklig1 incelenmistir. Her kosulda huzursuzluk seviyesine
bagli olarak detaylandirma tepkisinde bir artis oldugu bulunmustur.

Tartisma

Onerilen modelde diisiik ve yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyelerinin genelleme
egilimine, ortalama huzursuzluk seviyesinin ise detaylandirma egilimine
yonlendirmesi beklenmekteydi. Ana c¢aligma bulgular1 bu modeli kismen
desteklemektedir. Bulgulara gore diisiik huzursuzluk seviyesi genelleme egiliminde,
orta ve yliksek huzursuzluk ise detaylandirma egiliminde yiikselise yol agmaktadir.
Modelde beklenenin tersine ortalama ve yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyeleri arasinda bir
fark bulunmamaktadir. Ayrica ortalama ve yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyeleri arasinda
bulunan bu 6riintii tiim belirsizlik temalar1 igin gegerli bulunmustur.

Ayrica ortalama puanlarina bakildiginda, kosullar arasinda fark olmasina
ragmen, biitlin puanlarin aslinda genelleme alaninda kaldigi goriilmektedir. Rapor
edilen tepkilerin sikligima her kosul i¢in ayr1 ayri bakildiginda detaylandirma
tepkisinde huzursuzluk kosullarina bagli olarak bir artis oldugu bulunmustur.

Ortalamalarin  genelleme alaninda kalmasinin  ve ortalama-yiiksek
huzursuzluk seviyeleri arasinda fark ¢ikmamasinin altinda yatan sebep manipiilasyon
ile ilgili bir probleme isaret ediyor olabilir. Manipiilasyon kontrolii icin yapilan
analize gore huzursuzluk seviyeleri agisindan manipiilasyon kosullariyla tutarlt
yonde kademeli bir yiikselis bulunmaktadir. Fakat bu kademeli yiikselisin, 6zellikle
yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesi i¢in, yeterli olup olmadigi net degildir. Katilimcilarin
huzursuzluk puanlamalar1 ve yazili olas1 tepkileri incelendiginde temalardaki
algilanan huzursuzluk agisindan farklilik olabileceginden siiphelenilmistir. Ikinci
temada katilimcilar tarafindan az rahatsiz edici bulunmus ve {i¢lincii tema da
gercekte yasanma ihtimali diisiik olarak degerlendirilmistir. Katilimcilarin puanlarina
bakildigindan kademeli bir yiikselisi bulunmasina ragmen ikinci tema diger temalara
oranla daha az huzursuz edici olarak degerlendirilmistir. Ugiincii temadaki yazil

tepkilere bakildiginda ise katilimcilarin benzer bir durumu aslinda deneyimleme
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ihtimallerinin olmadigindan bahsedildigi fark edilmistir (6r., “Beni zor durumda
birakabilecek boyle bir paylasim yapacagimi sanmiyorum”, “Eger boyle ir tehlike
varsa hi¢ bir sey paylasmamayi tercih ederim”). Bu sebeplerle ikinci ve iiglincii
temalarda huzursuzluk manipiilasyonunun c¢aligmamis olabileceginden siiphe
edilmektedir.

Genel Tartisma

Belirsizlik, karsilagtigimiz bir uyarana dair farkliligin fark edilmesi olarak
tanimlanabilir. Uyaranda karsilastigimiz bu farklilik; yenilik, ikirciklilik veya
komplekslik gibi 6zelliklerle karsimiza cikabilir ve uyaranin halihazirdaki 6zellikleri
ya da gelecekteki olasi sonuglari ile ilgili olabilir. Bu dogrultuda diinya ile
tanistigimiz ilk glinden itibaren hayatimizin i¢inde yer alir. Belirsizligin yayginlig
ve yonetme egilimi psikoloji alan yazini i¢inde yerini almistir. Bu konuda yapilan
calismalar belirsizligi belli kosullar altinda tanimlamakta veya bireysel farkliliklar
acisindan incelemektedir. Fakat belirsizlikle olan iliskimizin psikolojik siirecine dair
kapsayict bir goriis bulunmamaktadir. Belirsizlik ile ilgili yiirlitilen ¢alismalarin
bulgulart incelendiginde, iki farkli siiregten bahsedildigi goriilmektedir. Bu iki
siirecin hangi kosullarda nasil sekillendigini incelemek adina kapsamli bir modele
ithtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.

Bu tez kapsaminda yeni bir model onerilmektedir. Bu modelde belirsizligin
kiside huzursuzluk yarattigi ve bu huzursuzlugun seviyesine bagli olarak verilen
tepkilerin sekillendigi varsayilmaktadir. Ayrica (a) diisiik huzursuzluk seviyesinin
genelleme egilimine yonlendirecegi, (b) ortalama huzursuzluk seviyesinin
detaylandirma egilimine yoOnlendirecegi ve (c) yliksek huzursuzluk seviyesinin
genelleme egilimine yonlendirecegi hipotez edilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda iki on
calisma ve bir ana calisma ylriitiilmiistiir. Bu yiiriitilen calismalar (a) belirsizlik
yaratan uyaranin Ozelliklerini (1. On ¢aligma), (b) huzursuzluk seviyesine bagl
olarak ayristirilabilecek hikayeleri (2. On ¢alisma) ve (c) huzursuzluk
manipiilasyonunun ardindan gesitlenen belirsizlige yonelik tepkileri (Ana ¢alisma)

ortaya koymaktadir.
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Birinci 6n ¢alismada, kiiltiirel etkiler g6z Oniine alinarak Tiirkiye’de sik¢a
karsilagilan belirsizlik durumlarinin belirlenmesi amaglanmistir. Bulgulara gore
Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel yapist iginde en sik belirsizlik olarak tanimlanan temalar kisa
vadeli, dis kaynakli ve is, saglik ve sosyal etkilesimler gibi iceriklere dair konulardan
olusmaktadir. Ikinci 6n c¢alismada etkili huzursuzluk manipiilasyonu bulunan
belirsizlik temalar1 arastirilmistir ve birinci 6n c¢alismada bulunan temalar farkli
huzursuzluk seviyeleri igerecek sekilde gesitlendirilmistir. Huzursuzluk seviyesini
cesitlendirmek i¢in her temada tanidiklik, zaman aralig1, sonucun 6nemi, yeniligi ve
tahmin edilebilirligi degistirilmistir. Etki alanlarima bakilarak ii¢ huzursuzluk
seviyesi bulunan ii¢ belirsizlik temasi1 ana caligmaya dahil edilmistir. Ana ¢aligsmada,
onerilen model test edilmistir. Bulgulara gore kisilerin tepkileri huzursuzluk
seviyesine bagli olarak degismektedir; diisik huzursuzluk seviyesi genelleme
egilimini arttirirken orta ve yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyeleri de detaylandirma
egilimini arttirmaktadir. Diger yandan ortalama ve yiliksek huzursuzluk seviyeleri
arasinda bir fark bulunamamuistir. Dolayisiyla model kismen desteklenmistir.

Bu bulgular, (1) belirsizlik yaratan bir uyaranin yarattigi huzursuzluk
seviyesi diisiikse kisilerin bu uyarani daha 6nceden bildikleri bir kategoriye dahil
ettiklerini ve (2) huzursuzluk seviyesi arttik¢a kisilerin bu uyaran1 daha detayli
degerlendirmeye basladiklarimi gdstermektedir. Ilk egilim, diisiik huzursuzluk
seviyesinde genelleme yapilmasi, bilgi isleme alan yazininda bulunan, derinlemesine
incelemeye basvurmaksizin kisa yol (heuristic information processing) ya da
yiizeysel bilgi kullanimi (peripheral information processing) savlar1 (bknz., HSM,
Chaiken, 1980; ELM, Petty ve Cacioppo, 1986) ile paralellik gostermektedir.Bu
egilim icin bir aciklamay1 biligsel cimrilik 6nerisi (Alport, 1954) ile 6rneklemek
mimkiindiir. Bu stratejiye 6rnek olarak uzmanlarin otomatiklesmesine dair
caligsmalar verilebilir. Uzmanlar yeni bir uyaranla karsilastiklarinda 6nceki bilgilerini
kullanirlar. Bu sebeple zamandan tasarruf ederler ve daha etkili olabilirler fakat yanh
diisiinme egilimleri ve 6neli bilgileri gozden kagirmalart uzmanlarin hata yapmasina

sebep olur (Dror, 2011). Bu tez ¢alismasi 6zelinde, eger diisiik huzursuzluk yaratan
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uyaranin diisiik hayati degere sahip bir uyaran oldugunu kabul edersek, bu uyaran
bilinen bir kategoriye dahil ederek tanimlamanin iyi bir enerji koruma stratejisi
oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Bu 6rnege karsit bir taraftan bakarsak, diisiik huzursuzluk
yaratan bir uyaran i¢in fazla enerji harcamak kisinin dikkatini siirekli aktif tutmasini
gerektirecektir. Bu durumu destekleyecek savlar1 belirsizlige diisiik tolerans
caligmalarindan takip etmek miimkiindiir (belirsizlige diisiik tolerans ile saplantili-
zorlantilt bozuklukta yasanan kontrol etme davraniginin iligkisi i¢in bknz., Tolin,
Abramowitz, Brigidi, & Foa, 2003). Dolayisiyla diisiik huzursuzluk seviyesinde
genelleme kullanma egilimi ayrica evrimsel bakis acist ile de uyumludur. Kisi eger
diisiik huzursuzluk yaratan bir uyarani tanimlamak igin biitiin enerjisini harcarsa, bu
durum kisinin sinirl enerjisini yiiksek huzursuzluk yaratacak bir uyaran (0r., hayati
tehlike barindiran bir uyaran) ile karsilagsmadan once tiiketebilir.

Diger bir bulgu olarak ikinci egilimi, huzursuzluk yiikseldiginde artan
detaylandirma tepkisi, bilgi isleme alan yazmminda derin bilgi isleme (deep
information processing) ya da sistematik bilgi isleme (systematic information
processing) savlar ile paralellik géstermektedir (bknz., HSM, Chaiken, 1980; and
ELM, Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Bu kavramlar kisilerin bilgi isleme egiliminde
uyarani igerigine bakarak degerlendirme egilimine isaret etmektedir. Dolayisiyla
uyarani tanimlama siirecinde temel odak uyanin iistiindedir ve karar detayli bir
degerlendirmeye dayanarak verilir. Detaylandirma tepkisi ruminasyon terimiyle de
aciklanabilir. Martin (1999) ruminasyonu kisinin uyarani diisiinmeyi birakamamasi
olarak aciklar ve bu durumun uyarant merakla inceleme motivasyonunun
tetikleyicisi olarak tanimlar (arica bknz., Martin ve Tesser, 1996). Belirsizlik yaratan
uyarant merak ile inceleme egilimi alan yazindaki farkli calismalarla da
orneklendirilmektedir. Berlyne (1963) bir uyarani ilging olarak degerlendirmenin
altinda yatan siirecin uyaranin kompleks yapisi oldugunu gostermistir. Arastirmanin
bulgularina gore gorsel bir uyaranin yapisinda yenilik, karmasiklik ya da tutarsizlik
icermesi dikkatin uyarana yonlendirilmesine yol acar. Berlyne (1963) bu uyaranlari

diizensiz figilirler olarak tanimlar ve bu uyaranlar kisilerin ilging bulduklarinm
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gosterir. Diger yandan diizenli figiirlerin hosnutluk hissi yarattigi da gosterilmistir.
Bu egilime verilebilecek bir diger ornek ise akis (flow) alan yazimidir. Akis alan
yazininda bir isi yaparken stirekliligi saglamak beceri ve isin zorluguna baglhdir
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975/2000). Eger is ¢cok kolay (0rn., diisiik huzursuzluk yaratan)
degilse ve ¢ok zor (6rn., yiiksek huzursuzluk yaratan) degilse fakat basa ¢ikilabilecek
kadar zorsa (6rn., ortalama huzursuzluk yaratan) kisi fiziksel ve zamansal algisini
bile kaybedebilecek kadar derin bir akig deneyimi yasar. Eger isin belirsiz bir uyaran
oldugunu diisiintirsek, bu tez ¢aligmasindaki bulgunun akis alan yazin ile uyustugunu
belirtmemiz miimkiindiir. Sonug¢ olarak bu tez c¢alismasindaki bulgu ve alan
yazindaki ¢aligmalar1 degerlendirdigimizde bir uyarani detayli bir sekilde inceleme
motivasyonu belirsizligi azaltma egilimine isaret etmektedir (ayrica bknz.,
Kiigiikomiirler & Ozkan, 2018). Bu egilim belirsizligi azaltma motivasyonu ile kesif
yonelimi arasindaki iliskinin belirtisidir.

Ek olarak tez kapsaminda yapilan ¢alismada ortalama huzursuzluk seviyesi
ile yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesi arasinda fark bulunamamustir. Onerilen modelde
yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesinin genelleme egilimine yonlendirecegi varsayimi
bulunmaktadir. Bu caligmada yiliksek huzursuzluk seviyesi ortalama huzursuzluk
seviyesinden farkli bir etki yaratamamustir. Bu durum ii¢ olasilik dogurmaktadir. ilk
olarak yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesinin farkli bir etkisi bulunmamaktadir ve
genelleme yerine detaylandirma egilimi ile iliskilidir. Ikinci olarak ¢aligmada
kullanilan manipiilasyon yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesi yaratmak i¢in uygun degildir.
Ikinci agiklama daha akla yatkin gelmektedir. Ciinkii varsayimsal olarak kisilerin
yiiksek huzursuzluk hissiyati altinda detaylandirma yapmalar1 fonksiyonel degildir.
Ornegin yiiksek huzursuzluk hissedilen bir belirsizlik durumunda (e.g., bir patlama
sesinin duyulmas1), kisiler detaylandirma egilimine yonelirlerse hayatta kalamazlar.
Bu durumda kisilerin olabildigince hizli belirsizlik durumunu tanimlamasi ve hizlica
harekete gecmesi (e.g., kendini korumasi) gerekmektedir. Terdr saldirilar1 iizerine
arastirma yapan calismalar da bu varsayimi desteklemektedir. Ornegin Sirin ve Geva

(2013) yaptiklart ¢alisma ile teror saldirisi ile ilgili haberleri izleyen kisileri agresif
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politik hareketleri (6rn., askeri giic kullanma) desteklediklerini ve bilgi toplama
egilimlerinin ve bu siirecte kullandiklar1 zamanin azaldigin1 géstermistir. Ayica bu
bulguyu belirsizlik ¢alismalar1 da desteklemektedir. Belirsizlik Yonetimi Kurami ve
Belirsizlik Kimlik Kuramimin bulgulart belirsizligin - artmasinin  tutumlarda
katilasmaya ve grup aidiyetinde artisa neden oldugunu gdstermektedir. Ugiincii bir
aciklama ise bu calismada kontrol etmedigimiz fakat modelde etkili olabilecek bir
aract degisken olabilecegine iligkindir. Hale, Lemieux ve Mongeau (1995)
calismalarinda bilgi isleme egiliminin katilimcilarin durumluk endise ve kisilik
ozelligi olarak endise egilimlerine bagl olarak farklilik gosterebilecegine iliskin
bulgular sunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin sonuglarina gére durumluk endisesi olan kisiler
hem merkezi hem de c¢evresel bilgi isleme (central ve peripheral information
processing) egilimlerini kullanmaktadir. Diger yandan kisilik yapisi olarak endise
sahibi olan kisiler sadece merkezi bilgi isleme kullanma egilimindedir. Dolayisiyla,
spekiilatif olarak, belirsizlige hassasiyeti olan kisilerin (6rn., kisilik yapisi olarak
endiseli olan kisiler) genelleme tepkisini kullanamamaktadir, islevsel olmasa bile
detaylandirma tepkisi kullanma egilimindedir. Bu varsayim gelecek ¢alismalarda test
etmeye deger bir varsayimdir.

Onemli bir nokta olarak, detaylandirma tepkilerinin sayis1 huzursuzluk
seviyesine bagl olarak arttig1 halde, ortalama degerleri genelleme alaninda kalmistir.
Dolayisiyla, farkli bir bakis agisiyla sonuglar1 genellemenin huzursuzluk kosullarina
bagl olarak azaldig1 fakat detaylandirma tepkisi {lizerinde direkt bir etkisi olmadig1
seklinde yorumlamak miimkiindiir. Bu agiklama su anlama gelmektedir: Diisiik
huzursuzluk seviyesinde kisiler genelleme egilimindedir, fakat huzursuzluk seviyesi
yiikseldikce sadece genelleme egilimi azalmaktadir. Bu yilizden temel egilim
genelleme egilimi olabilir. Alan yazinda ve ana ¢alismada bulunan detaylandirma
egilimi ise ikincil bir mekanizma olabilir. Bu agiklamayr destekleyen bulgular
Gilbert’in ¢aligmalarinda bulunmaktadir. Gilbert ve arkadaslarinin bulgular1 atfetme
(attribution) siirecinde iki asama oldugunu gostermektedir (6rn., Gilbert & Hixon,
1991; Gilbert, Krull & Pelham, 1988; Gilbert & Osborne, 1989; Gilbert, Pelham
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&Krull, 1988). Ilk asama tamimlama asamasidir ve otomatik hizli tepkiler gibi
kisinin bilingli dikkatini gerektirmeyen siireclerle aciklanir. Ikinci asama ise
diizeltme asamasidir ve kisinin c¢evresel ipuglarini toplayarak ilk asamada
olusturdugu yiliklemeyi diizelttigi agsama olarak tanimlanir. Gilbert’in Onerilerini ana
caligmaya uyarlarsak, varsayimsal olarak genellemenin birincil bir slire¢ oldugunu ve
detaylandirmanin ikincil ve genellemenin azaldigi durumda ortaya ¢ikan bir siireg
oldugunu 6nermemiz miimkiindiir. Bu durumda genellemenin azalmasi ile uyarani
detayli incelemek igin biligsel bir alan olusmaktadir. Bu agiklama iki farkli egilimin
oldugu varsayimimi dislamaz. Fakat genelleme ve detaylandirma egilimlerinin seri
veya parallel siirecler olduguna iliskin yeni sorular yaratir. Bu sorular gelecek
caligmalarin gerekliligine isaret etmektedir.

Oneriler

Bu tez caligmasindan ¢ikarimla hem teorik hem uygulamaya yonelik
onerilerde bulunmak miimkiindiir. ilk olarak, belirsizligin altinda yatan psikolojik
stireci kesfetmek icin alan yazindaki belirsizlige iliskin bulgulari toparlama ihtiyaci
bulunmaktaydi. Bu sebeple bu tezde alan yazindaki ¢alismalar1 da igerecek daha
kapsamli1 bir model 6nerilmistir. Boylece gelecek calismalarda belirsizligin etkilerini
farkli alanlarda inceleme olanagi olugmustur ki bu durum belirsizlik psikolojisini
anlamak adina uygun bir ortam olusturmaktadir.

Ikinci olarak, bu calisma Tiirkiye’de belirsizlik yaratan durumlar
belirlemek adina yapilan ilk ¢aligmadir. Hofstede’ nin kiiltiirel degerlendirmelerini
dayandirdigi veri bankasinda Tiirkiye’'nin Belirsizlikten Kac¢inma puani 120
tizerinden 85 olarak belirtilmektedir (Hofstede, Hofstede ve Minkov, 2010) ve bu
puan Tiirkiye’nin kiltiirel yapisinda kisilerin belirsizlikle olumsuz bir iliski
kurduguna isaret etmektedir. Tiirkiye’de belirsizlikle olumsuz bir iliski kuruldugu
bilgisiyle birlikte Tiirkiye’deki belirsizlik temalarinin belirlemesi kiiltiirel olarak
belirsizlik algimiz1 kesfetmemiz agisindan faydali olacaktir.

Son olarak, bu tez ¢aligmasi belirsizligin altinda yatan psikolojik yapiy1

anlamak adina atilan adimlardan biridir ve aslinda siirece dair yeni sorularin
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olusmasina olanak saglamistir. Dolayisiyla ileriki c¢alismalarla sunulacak giinliik
hayata yoOnelik Oneriler daha aydinlatict ¢oziimler one siirecektir. Fakat suan ki
bilgiler 1s18inda giinliik hayata dair yapilabilecek bir ka¢ Oneri bulunmaktadir.
Belirsizlik bireysel seviyede (6rn., degerlendirmeler, kararlar, kisisel krizler ve
doniim noktalar1) ve topluluklar (6., teror saldirilari, ekonomik dalgalanmalar ve
hukuki giivensizlikler) seviyesinde hayatimizin i¢inde yer almaktadir. Dolayisiyla
bulgularin giinliik yasam {iizerinde etkisi bulunmaktadir. Birey seviyesinde diisiik
huzursuzluk seviyesinde kisilerin genelleme egiliminde oldugunu bilgisi giinliik
hayatta yardimci olabilir. Bu farkindalik kisilerin genelleme egilimleri sebebiyle
yaptiklar1 hatalar1 fark etmesine yardimci olacaktir. Ayrica detaylandirma egilimine
dair bilgi sahibi olmak kisilerin huzursuz edici belirsizlik durumlarini uyarani detayl
incelemek ve dolayisiyla yaraticilik i¢in uygun bir ortam olarak degerlendirmek
adina faydali olacaktir. Topluluklar seviyesinde liderler i¢in Onerilerde bulunmak
miimkiindiir. Liderlerin diisiikk huzursuzluk seviyesinde topluluklarin halihazirdaki
bilgileriyle uyusan bilgi vermeleri fakat huzursuzluk yiikseldik¢e daha detayli bilgi
vermeleri onerilebilir. Ozellikle toplu kriz durumlarinda (yiiksek huzursuzluk
yaratan belirsizlikler deneyimlendiginde), bilgi saklamanin uygun bir strateji
olmayacagini hatta huzursuzlugu arttirabilecegini bilmeleri 6nem arz etmektedir.
Stirliiklar

Bu ¢alismada kullanilan temalar 6n ¢alismadaki goriismelerle belirlenmistir.
Bu sebeple kullanilan temalar kiiltiire 6zgii temalar olabilir. Dolayisiyla bu temalarin
diger kiiltiirlerdeki etkileri bilinmemektedir. Gelecek ¢alismalarda kiiltiirden
bagimsiz olarak belirsizligin psikolojik siire¢lerini anlamak adina evrensel temalarin
arastirilmas1 nerilebilir. Ikinci olarak, birinci 6n ¢alismada toplanan veri genis bir
orneklemden toplanmasina karsin ana c¢alismanin verisi tamamen Ogrenci
ornekleminden toplanmistir. Bu durum ana g¢alismanin ayrica daha genis bir
orneklemde tekrarlanmasi gerekliligini de getirmektedir. Son olarak, model testinin
farkli degiskenlerle tekrarlanmasi modelin gegerliligini anlamak agisindan 6nemlidir.

Ozellikle modelin tamamen desteklenmemis olmasi sebebiyle, altta yatan siirece dair
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givenilir  agiklamalar yapabilmek i¢in yiiksek huzursuzluk seviyesindeki
beklentilerin tekrar test edilmesi gerekmektedir.
Sonuc

Bu tez calismasi belirsizligin psikolojik etkilerini arastirmak adina yapilmis
kapsamli bir analiz igermektedir. Ayrica yeni bir model 6nerilmis ve test edilmistir.
Sonuglara gore belirsizlige verilen tepkiler genelleme ve detaylandirma tepkileri
arasinda huzursuzluk seviyesine bagli olarak farklilagmaktadir. Diisiik huzursuzluk
seviyesinde genelleme egilimi artmakta fakat huzursuzluk seviyesi arttik¢a
genelleme egilimi azalmaktadir. Bu bulgu alan yazindaki farkli bulgular
desteklemektedir ve yeni agiklamalar sunmaktadir. Ek olarak bu sonuglar sonuglarin

yeni sorulart cevaplamak adina yeni ¢aligmalara yonlendirebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.
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