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ABSTRACT

Intellectual Humility and Political Belief Bias

Intellectual humility (IH) is the tendency to recognize that one’s beliefs may be
wrong. The main goals for the first study of this thesis were to replicate and expand
upon a previous exploratory finding, IH’s negative relationship with right-wing
political orientation, by measuring different aspects of ideology and comparing
various perspectives from political psychology literature. IH was not related to
political orientation or social conservatism (at least not robustly enough), but it was
negatively linked to right-wing authoritarianism. An exploratory analysis also
showed that IH was lower in participants who saw ideology as more central for their
self-definition. Dogmatism explained both relationships via its negative relationship
with IH. The second study aimed to test the validity of an IH scale that was
previously adapted to Turkish — General Intellectual Humility Scale — using a
syllogism task. Research on syllogistic reasoning has shown that people are affected
by the believability of conclusions when evaluating their logical validity; this
phenomenon is referred to as belief bias. Contrary to expectations, IH was not
negatively related to belief bias. The second study also found that left-wing ideology
and analytic thinking were seemingly linked to a reverse belief bias (i.e., participants
were more likely to endorse a statement as logically valid when it did not align with
their prior beliefs) but these effects disappeared when taking stimulus characteristics

into account.



OZET

Entelektiiel Tevazu ve Politik Inang Onyargisi

Kisinin kendi inang¢larinin yanlis olabilecegini kabullenme egilimi entelektiiel tevazu
(ET) olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Onceki bir ¢alismada, ET nin sagc: siyasi yonelimle
negatif iligkisi bulunmustur. Bu tezin ilk ¢alismasinin temel amagclari, bu kesif
bulgusunu replike etmenin yaninda ideolojinin farkli yonlerini dlgerek ve politik
psikoloji literatiirtinden ¢esitli perspektifleri karsilastirarak genigletmek olmustur.
Calismada ET’nin siyasi yonelim veya sosyal muhafazakarlikla saglam bir iliskisi
bulunamamustir, ancak sagci otoriterlikle negatif iliskisi bulunmustur. Ayni zamanda,
kendini ideolojisiyle tanimlamay1 6nemseyen katilimcilarda ET'nin daha diisiik
oldugu da goriilmiistiir. Bu iki iliskinin, ET’nin dogmacilik ile olan negatif
iliskisinden kaynaklandig1 bulunmustur. ikinci ¢alisma, daha &nce Tiirkceye
uyarlanmis bir IH 6lgeginin (Genel Entelektiiel Tevazu Olcegi) gecerliligini tasim
(syllogism) formatindaki argiimanlari kullanarak test etmeyi amaglamistir.
Tasimlarin sonug ciimlelerinin inandirict olup olmamasi, insanlarin mantiksal
gegerlilik yargilarini etkilemektedir. Bu durum inang 6nyargisi olarak
adlandirilmigtir. Beklentilerin aksine, ET nin inang 6nyargisi ile olumsuz iliskisi
bulunamamustir. Ikinci ¢alismada ayrica sol ideolojinin ve analitik diisiincenin ters
inang 6nyargisiyla (katilimcilarin inanglarina ters diisen arglimanlari onaylamaya
daha egilimli olusu) iliskili oldugu gériilse de, uyaran 6zellikleri dikkate alindiginda

bu etkilerin kayboldugu anlasilmistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Intellectual humility (IH) is the tendency to properly evaluate the limitations of one’s
beliefs and to recognize that these beliefs might be wrong (Leary et al., 2017;
Whitcomb, Battaly, Baehr, & Howard-Snyder, 2017). In a previous project (Giingor,
Sencan, & Saribay, 2019, unpublished), we adapted two measures that best matched
our conceptualization of IH: General Intellectual Humility Scale (GIHS; Leary et al.,
2017) and Limitations-Owning Intellectual Humility Scale (LOIHS; Haggard et al.,
2018). An exploratory analysis showed that conservative participants tended to report
lower IH. The first study of this thesis aimed to check the reliability of this finding,
while adapting different theoretical positions from political psychology to IH and
testing each of them. Additionally, I tested whether the IH differences in ideological
self-placement will generalize to issue-based ideology measures, such as Right-Wing
Authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1996) and social conservatism.

Turkish adaptations of GIHS and LOIHS both correlated positively with
Openness to Experience (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991) and negatively with
Closed-Mindedness (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994), which served as preliminary
evidence for their validity. But given that these are all self-report scales, validity can
be better established by linking IH scores to a behavioral measure that is not affected
by social desirability. The first aim of the second study was to see whether IH would
predict less belief bias in syllogistic reasoning tasks. The second was to apply the
same political psychology perspectives from the first study and compare different

hypotheses on how ideology would relate to belief bias. Another question to explore



was whether IH and ideology would interact when predicting belief bias, such that
IH’s expected protective effect against belief bias would work differently for people
with different ideologies.

Both studies were designed beforehand, and their data collection periods were
quite close to each other. They were conducted within a tight schedule, affected by
the author’s graduation deadlines and the measures taken for the COVID-19
pandemic. The analyses for both were done around the same time. Since the second
study was not done as a follow-up after what is learned from the first one, I thought
that it would be better to reflect that situation in a single discussion section for both

studies.

1.1 Intellectual humility and ideology

IH is presumed to have a potential role in alleviating the increasingly polarized
political discourse, by making people more tolerant of opposing viewpoints (Leary et
al., 2017; Porter & Schumann, 2018). For example, Stanley, Sinclair and Seli (2020)
showed that intellectually humble people were less likely to denigrate people who
think differently on political issues. But how is this trait distributed across the
political spectrum? For the first goal of the first study, I started by comparing GIHS’s
correlation with the one-item measure of political orientation in the Giingor et al.
(2019) study with the rest of the literature to interpret whether it would hold up.
Previous work did not find ideological differences in general IH (Leary et al., 2017;
Porter & Schumann, 2018). Despite the lack of overall difference in IH, Leary et al.
(Study 3, 2017) also showed that higher IH made Republicans react more positively

to a hypothetical political candidate who changed his views; low-IH Republicans



displayed more negative reactions compared to Democrats and Independents, whose
reactions were not predicted by IH. A recent study by Krumrei-Mancuso and
Newman (2020) found that conservatives displayed lower IH when the participants
were instructed to think about their political beliefs when completing the IH scale.

Even though these were somewhat mixed findings, the case for a relationship
between conservatism and low-1H could still be made, given that other correlates of
conservatism such as dogmatism, closed-mindedness and low-Openness (Jost,
Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003b) negatively correlate with IH measures
(Haggard et al., 2018; Hoyle, Davisson, Diebels, & Leary, 2016; Leary et al., 2017).
The theoretical position that links conservatism to epistemic and existential needs is
called “ideological asymmetry” or “rigidity-of-the-right” (Jost, 2017; Jost et al.,
2003b)). According to this view, people’s needs to manage uncertainty and threat
lead them to adopt certain viewpoints over others. Opposition to social change and
equality are defined as the pillars of conservatism that appeal to people who highly
need certainty and security. IH may be related to the same core needs as well.
Especially people with high needs to manage uncertainty may not “afford” to attend
to their intellectual limitations, or to be confused by listening to opposing
viewpoints. If these people are also motivated to resist equality and change, which
were in fact linked to conservatism in Turkish samples (Saribay et al., 2017), it
would not be surprising for the negative relationship between conservatism and IH to
replicate.

The second perspective that we may call “contingent asymmetry” or
“moderated asymmetry” asserts that the link between the psychological and

ideological positions depends on the topic, the political context, and how people



interact with that context (see Federico & Malka, 2018 for a review). For example,
the rigidity-of-the-right model suggests that the need for security would direct people
to right-wing economic attitudes, since these justify the existing inequalities (Jost et
al., 2017). However, a cross-national analysis by Malka and colleagues (2014)
showed that although epistemic and existential needs predicted social conservatism,
they were also linked to left-wing economic views in many countries, where political
actors combine issues differently. Within a country, the strength of the link between
needs and political attitudes are determined by factors that allow or motivate people
to take a look at the “menu” offered by the political elites (Malka & Soto, 2015) and
have a consistent stance across issues, so that they can express their personality.
Some examples of these moderators are education (Federico & Tagar, 2014; Osborne
& Sibley, 2015), interest in politics (Kemmelmeier, 2007), and political identity
centrality (Federico & Ekstrom, 2018). When applied to IH, the contingent
asymmetry approach would expect such factors, which lead people to be more
politically engaged, to moderate the IH-ideology relationship, such that personality
would be more predictive of political attitudes among the politically engaged
compared to the unengaged. For the first study, the moderator 1 used to test this
hypothesis was political identity centrality, which directly taps into the motivation to
express oneself with politics. Thus, we would expect that the negative link between
IH and conservatism would be stronger among people who see their political identity
as important, compared to the ones that do not.

The third view which has often been pitted against the asymmetry view is
called the “rigidity-of-the-extreme” (Zmigrod, 2020) or “ideologue” (Tetlock, 1989).

Its proponents suggest that the need to manage uncertainty would draw people to



extreme ideologies on both ends of the political spectrum (Greenberg & Jonas, 2003;
van Prooijen & Krouwel, 2019). Indeed, extremists do have a simpler view of the
political landscape (Lammers, Koch, Conway, & Brandt, 2017), think that they know
better than others (Toner, Leary, Asher, & Jongman-Sereno, 2013), and display
mental inflexibility on behavioral tasks (Zmigrod, Rentfrow, & Robbins, 2019,
2020). Since these features are unlikely to coincide with proper attention to one’s
own intellectual limitations, this perspective would predict a reverse u-shaped
relationship, such that those on the extreme right and extreme left will show less IH
than the moderates. An integration of rigidity-of-the-right and rigidity-of-the-extreme
approaches may also suggest some variants of this quadratic pattern. Jost and
colleagues (2003a) argued that although both left-wing and right-wing movements
can be dogmatic and rigid, leftists will be more open-minded on average, because
left-wing movements are generally more supportive of social change. This
hypothesis can be applied to IH in two ways. The first is that those on the moderate
left will have the highest IH (Tetlock, 1984), i.e., the peak of the reverse u-shape will
shift leftwards. The second is that the effect of ideological extremity on IH will be
more pronounced for the conservatives, i.e., the line will be steeper on the right-side
of the political spectrum (see Figure 2c in Jost et al., 2003a).

Finally, there is the null hypothesis which states that there will be no
relationship between IH and ideology; everyone across the political spectrum can be
intellectually humble or arrogant. This would not necessarily mean that IH has no
relevance to politics; it just may be hard to map it on the left-right axis in a given
political environment. If people do not feel represented on either side of the

spectrum, the proposed relationships (i.e. linear or quadratic link between IH and



ideology) can be masked. Let us assume that epistemic and existential needs (which
could determine IH) guide people toward certain attitudes, as the asymmetry
hypotheses suggest. Politicians from opposite sides may strategically declare support
for the same policy if they compete for the same group of voters. A person who takes
a certain political position that expresses their epistemic needs but hears the same
words from both sides may end up confused and become skeptical of politics. Or let
us assume that mentally rigid people (who would be low in IH) are drawn to
extremes. These people can still take extreme positions on several issues, but if these
issues are not in the same ideological package (metaphor borrowed from Federico &
Malka, 2018), they may not want to position themselves on either side. Or since the
internet can offer polarization and conflict in any topic, people who would have
ended up on ideological extremes can instead express their dogmatism in non-
political areas, like becoming a football fanatic or picking a side in the Apple vs.
Android debate. Of course, these scenarios are too complicated to know beforehand
in a way that allows us to predict a null result. But I made one null prediction due to
the same challenge of mapping political attitudes on the left-right scale: | expected
IH to have no relationship with economic conservatism, because the latter was a poor
predictor of right-wing self-placement (Saribay & Yilmaz, 2018).

Apart from clarifying the IH-ideology relationship, the first study also aimed
to replicate two findings, one from the broader literature on IH and one from our
previous project. The first one was the negative link between dogmatism and IH. The
literature seemed somewhat consistent on this (Haggard et al., 2018; Hoyle et al.,
2016; Leary et al., 2017), so establishing the same relationship using the Turkish

adaptation of GIHS would support its validity. The second finding was IH’s negative



correlation with religiosity from Giingor et al. (2019). Previous work on IH and
religiosity found inconsistent results. Hopkin and colleagues (2014) found that the
most and the least religious reported lower IH. Krumrei-Mancuso (2018) found the
opposite pattern, such that IH was higher at the extremes. Leary et al. (2017) found
no quadratic or linear pattern. If dogmatism is related to 1H, as suggested by the
literature, we can try using it as a proxy for low-1H to make a prediction about
whether religiosity and IH are related in our sample. Research with Western samples
showed that religious fundamentalism predicted dogmatism (Altemeyer, 2002;
Bronstein, Pennycook, Bear, Rand, & Cannon, 2019). This relationship was
replicated in a mostly Muslim Turkish sample (Tolunay, 2001). Assuming that IH
will be negatively related to dogmatism, we may expect that the negative link

between IH and religiosity will replicate.

1.2 Intellectual humility and belief bias

Arguments in the form of two premises and a conclusion are called syllogisms
(Khemlani & Johnson-Laird, 2012), e.g., (Premise 1) “All A are B.” (Premise 2) “No
C are B.” (Conclusion) “No C are A.” The rules of logic are supposed to dictate what
necessarily follows from the premises and what does not, but human reasoning does
not always align with them. Early research on factors that affect the perceived
validity has identified an atmosphere effect (Woodworth & Sells, 1935), where the
positivity and negativity of premises influence the conclusion. The effect of
conclusion believability was first referred to as another kind of atmosphere effect
(Morgan & Morton, 1944), but it later got its own term: “belief bias” (Evans,

Barston, & Pollard, 1983). Participants may reject an unbelievable conclusion that



logically follows from the premises or accept a believable one that does not [example
of an unbelievable but valid conclusion: (P1) “All mammals can walk.” (P2)
“Whales are mammals.” (C) “Whales can walk.”]. As I will mention in the next
section, the effect of believability is not limited to statements that are obviously true
or false; belief bias is also induced by one’s personal beliefs, such as political
attitudes.

Although syllogisms do not exactly mimic the content one encounters in
everyday life, performance on the task is related to measures of cognitive ability and
effortful or open-minded thinking (Pennycook, Cheyne, Koehler, & Fugelsang, 2013;
Sa, West, & Stanovich, 1999; Stanovich & West, 1998; but also see Thompson &
Evans, 2012). Similarly, a study by Zmigrod and colleagues (2019) showed that
intelligence and cognitive flexibility made up for each other in predicting IH: high
cognitive flexibility was linked to higher IH for people with lower intelligence,
whereas intelligence predicted higher IH for people with lower flexibility. Assuming
that both IH and resistance to belief bias are related to cognitive ability and thinking
dispositions, it is reasonable to expect that belief bias performance can serve as a
behavioral predictor of IH. Another feature that makes this task suitable is the use of
logic for evaluating participants’ responses. One might argue that it is not biased to
not change your mind after reading a short piece of evidence that contradicts your
beliefs (e.g., Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979 and other similar manipulations in social
psychology studies). But here, the rules are clear enough to identify bias, regardless
of how justified the prior belief is. Indeed, sticking to objective rules is proposed as
one of the ways by which IH could reduce biases (Samuelson & Church, 2015). IH is

about properly evaluating the limitations of one’s beliefs (Whitcomb et al., 2017) and



these could be judged better when it is based on some principle (in this case, logic).
IH could make someone more likely to recognize that, although the beliefs may have
served them well before, they might be limited now given the rules of that particular
task. Thus, an intellectually humble person may be less likely to let prior beliefs
affect their judgment when they conflict with the principles.

There was no direct empirical evidence on how IH influences belief bias
before this thesis, so | used dogmatism as a proxy for low-IH, just as I did to infer the
relationship between IH and religiosity. Martin (2008) showed that low dogmatism
was related to less belief bias and more sensitivity to logical validity. Bettinghaus
and colleagues (1970) found no effect of dogmatism on syllogisms with neutral
content, but this could be due to low and high dogmatism groups having similar
reasoning ability scores in the pretest. With controversial content, low-dogmatism
group scored higher overall; they also performed better than high-dogmatism
participants on conflicting (i. e., valid-unbelievable and invalid-believable)
syllogisms. Bettinghaus et al. also manipulated the source that syllogisms were
attributed to, which might serve as a cue for argument soundness. Less dogmatic
participants performed better than more dogmatic ones when source positivity and
validity conflicted (i.e., when invalid syllogisms were presented by positive sources,
and when valid syllogisms were presented by negative ones). Like dogmatism, we
could expect IH to be more helpful in conditions (such as charged content) that
trigger affect-based reasoning (i.e., “hot cognition”; Redlawsk, 2002).

Apart from the main effect of believability, researchers also observed an
interaction of validity and believability, such that participants made better validity

judgments with unbelievable conclusions compared to believable ones (Evans et al.,



1983). This interaction resembles the phenomenon of motivated skepticism, where
people apply stricter criteria to information they do not want to hear (Ditto & Lopez,
1992; Ditto, Munro, Apanovitch, Scepansky, & Lockhart, 2003). Some researchers,
who analyzed the syllogism data with signal detection theory models, argued that this
validity-believability interaction was an artefact of the traditional methods (Dube,
Rotello, & Heit, 2010; Heit & Rotello, 2014). However, a recent meta-analysis
concluded that even if this effect was not universal, it could be observed as a
function of individual differences, using appropriate models (Trippas et al., 2018).
Effortful thinking (measured by Cognitive Reflection Test; Frederick, 2005) was one
such predictor of interaction, even though it was negatively associated with belief
bias (Trippas, Pennycook, Verde, & Handley, 2015; but also see Calvillo et al.,
2019). IH did not correlate with CRT in Giingér et al. (2019), but it was associated
with another construct that could lead to being harsher critics of others. GIHS
positively correlated with the Social Vigilantism Scale (Saucier & Webster, 2010)
items that expressed contempt toward ignorant people (e.g. “Some people just
believe stupid things.”). Since the limitations-owning account of IH (Whitcomb et
al., 2017) is based on how one attends to limitations of one’s own beliefs, it does not
explicitly forbid being judgmental towards others’ beliefs. Yet, this relationship was
not expected or found in the literature (Haggard et al., 2018; Leary et al., 2017). This
confusing finding is not sufficient to form a clear hypothesis about IH and interaction

component on the syllogism task but carries some potential for exploratory analyses.
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1.3 Ideology and belief bias

As mentioned above, research on belief bias did not only deal with universally
believable or unbelievable statements, but also controversial ones. During World
War 11, Morgan and Morton (1944) used syllogisms with war-related content; they
suggested that the syllogism task could be used to measure participants’ attitudes on
controversial topics without the influence of social desirability biases. Indeed, studies
that looked at attitudes have found that they predicted belief bias (Janis & Frick,
1943), from general political attitudes (Lefford, 1946) to ones in specific topics such
as race (Thistlethwaite, 1950), Soviet Russia (Gorden, 1953; Henle & Michael,
1956), or unions (Lynn & Williams, 1990).

More relevant for our purposes is another line of research that dealt with who
is susceptible to belief bias, whether the syllogisms are political or not. Several
studies looked at religiosity as a predictor. Feather (1964) found that compared to
anti-religious participants, pro-religious ones had higher belief bias on religious
syllogisms and lower accuracy on neutral syllogisms with no believability
manipulation. Pennycook et al. (2013) and Nuutinen et al. (2015) showed that
religious people showed more belief bias on syllogisms with neutral content.
Interestingly, religiosity was not related to performance for political syllogisms in
Nuutinen et al.’s (2015) sample, even though these included a religiously-charged
topic like abortion. In a mostly Catholic Slovak sample, Cavojova (2018) found that
Christians showed more belief bias compared to non-religious participants on
abortion-related syllogisms.

Recent work sought to predict belief bias from participant ideology. Nuutinen

and colleagues (2015) found that conservatives showed higher belief bias on political
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syllogisms, based on believability ratings for each conclusion. Calvillo et al. (2019)
did not measure believability, but calculated belief bias and interaction indices for
each political camp (i.e., coding conservative sounding conclusions as believable for
conservative bias index and vice versa). Belief indices correlated with participant
ideology, such that both camps were more likely to accept syllogisms that favored
their views. Overall, their sample showed a liberal bias, even though liberals were
not overrepresented. Calvillo et al.’s explanation was that, for moderates, liberal
conclusions may have sounded more socially desirable. Finally, across three large
samples (total N = 2,898), Gampa et al. (2019) found mixed results for ideological
differences in belief bias. They also found a small interaction effect, such that
liberals performed better with valid-liberal and invalid-conservative syllogisms and
vice versa.

Overall, it seemed clear that religiosity can be linked to belief bias in the
second study, but the findings were inconsistent for political orientation. Still, 1
aimed to adapt each theoretical perspective, reviewed in the first study, to belief bias
and compare them to each other, while keeping in mind that the ideological
asymmetries found with self-report measures of open-mindedness (Jost et al., 2003b)
may not readily translate to behavioral measures of bias (Ditto et al., 2019) or
prejudice (Brandt et al., 2015; Brandt & Crawford, 2019; Crawford, 2014). The last
research question was whether IH’s expected protective effect against belief bias
would work similarly for both sides of the political spectrum or one side would
benefit more from IH, as conservatives did on a different task in the 3rd study of
Leary et al. (2017). Although it sounds simple to verbally pit these against each

other, their statistical expressions would be highly dependent on the belief bias-
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ideology patterns. For example, consider one scenario where there is no linear or
quadratic relationship between ideology and belief bias among high-1H individuals,
but low-1H individuals show more belief bias as they become more ideologically
extreme. Another scenario could be that high-IH individuals show less belief bias
compared to low-IH ones, but the ideology-belief bias patterns would be the same in
both groups. Although both sides of the political spectrum would similarly benefit
from IH in both scenarios, the first one would mean a Believability * Ideology * IH
interaction, whereas the latter would not. Because of this complexity, and the lack of
prior evidence pointing to a clear direction, | decided to examine this question with

exploratory analyses.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1

This main goal of this study was to investigate how IH relates to ideology, as well as
beliefs and traits that are tangentially related to ideology (i.e., dogmatism and
religiosity). It also served as a stepping stone for the next study by allowing me to
collect ratings for stimuli to be shown in Study 2, without interfering with the task
itself. Finally, this study allowed me to replicate previous findings that was unrelated

to the main goal of this study (see Materials).

2.1 Hypotheses

To examine the IH-ideology relationship, theoretical approaches from political
psychology literature that are reviewed above were considered. Although the
asymmetry hypothesis was the most credible, due to the previous finding from our
lab, | tested each of these competing hypotheses:

H1 (asymmetry i.e., rigidity-of-the-right): IH will be negatively related to
conservatism/right-wing ideology.

H2 (moderated asymmetry): IH will negatively predict conservatism/right-wing
ideology, but there will be an interaction between IH and political identity centrality,
such that the ideological asymmetry in IH will be greater among those who see their
political identity as more central.

H3 (rigidity-of-the-extreme): There will be a reverse U-shaped relationship between
IH and ideology, such that those on the extreme ends of the ideological spectrum will

have lower IH than those closer to the center.
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H4 (integration of rigidity-of-the-right and rigidity-of-the-extreme hypotheses):
There will be a reverse U-shaped relationship between IH and ideology, such that
extremists will report lower 1H, but the slope will be steeper on the right side of the
breaking point.

H5 (the null): There will be no linear or quadratic relationship between IH and
ideology.

The main measure of ideology in all hypotheses was the 7-point ideological
self-placement question. But the same analyses were also conducted on RWA and
social conservatism since these were expected to behave like the main measure.
There was one additional hypothesis about IH and ideology:

H6: There will be no relationship between IH and economic conservatism.

Hypotheses related to the secondary goal of this study were as follows:

H7: IH will be negatively related to dogmatism.
H8: IH will be negatively related to religiosity.
All hypotheses were pre-registered before data collection started. The pre-

registration can be found at https://osf.io/g5ke8.

2.2 Method

2.2.1 Participants

Participants were Bogazigi University undergraduates who were taking introductory
psychology courses. Participation was compensated for by course credit and
participants were informed that they could receive monetary reward if they were

selected for the second study. The minimum number of participants was based on the
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smallest effect size from Giingor et al. (2019) that are of primary interest. This
happened to be the GIHS - religiosity relationship, r = -.21. According to G*Power
(v 3.1.9.2; Faul et al., 2007), 236 participants are required to achieve 95% power to
find this effect when a = .05 (one-tail). After the minimum sample size was reached,
data collection was going to stop when either of the two conditions was met:
reaching the deadline of April 27th or the sample size needed to reliably replicate the
smallest effect of secondary interest from Giingor et al. (2019). The latter was based
on the counterintuitive relationship between GIHS and Disdain subscale of Social
Vigilantism (r = .16). Since the relationship could be expected in the opposite
direction (as Leary et al., 2017 did), it required a two-tailed test; this put us at 497
participants to obtain 95% power when « = .05.

Data collection stopped at the proposed deadline, with 295 non-duplicate
entries. Participants who failed the attention check question (see Procedure) and
those who completed the survey either too fast or too slow * were removed from the
analyses. Final sample consisted of 272 participants (116 men, 154 women, 2 non-
binary, Mage = 20.56), which would allow us to detect a correlation of p = .198 with

95% power when a = .05.

1 Surveys that were submitted in under 10 minutes and over 3 hours were filtered out. These upper and
lower limits were not specified in the pre-registration because it was difficult to estimate what a
sensible pace would be for participants, as the quarantine might affect people’s attention spans
differently. Although having an acceptable range is necessary, the exact bounds are arbitrary. Hence,
the readers can change this line in the code (to be uploaded to https://osf.io/zr3x8/) to set their own
time limits: “studyl <- studyl1[studyl$Duration..in.seconds. > 600 & study1$Duration..in.seconds. <
7200,]”. The results were virtually identical when | ran the analyses without filtering for time.

16



2.2.2 Materials

2.2.2.1 Materials related to the main hypotheses

General Intellectual Humility Scale (GIHS; Leary et al., 2017) is a 6-item, single
factor IH measure with 5-point Likert type scale was adapted to Turkish in a
previous project (Gilingdr et al., 2019). Since it showed better correlations (compared
to LOIHS) with our variables of interest in that project, hypotheses and the power
analysis for the first study were based on this scale (a = .78) (Appendix A).

For ideology, participants completed social (« = .86) and economic
conservatism (a = .76) measures from Yilmaz & Saribay (2018), in addition to the
one-item political orientation question (Appendix B). Another ideology measure was
Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA,; Altemeyer, 1996). RWA is a measure of
attitudes towards preserving traditional values and hostility toward groups that go
against them. Krumrei-Mancuso (2018) suggested that it might mediate the IH-
religiosity relationship. It contains 22 items and uses a 9-point Likert scale (o = .92,
Appendix C). Turkish adaptations of ideology measures (except for the one-item
self-placement question) were taken from
https://www.moralintuitionslab.com/materials. Participants were also asked to
choose a category that best defines their ideology (conservative, social democrat,
nationalist, etc.) and then to answer, “How important is it for you to define yourself
with this category?” This question was used as a proxy for political identity
centrality.

For religiosity, participants answered the question “Do you consider yourself

to be a religious person?”” on a 7-point Likert type scale (Appendix B). Participants
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also filled out the dogmatism scale (Tolunay, 2001; Appendix D), which was a
combination of original items and items taken from various other measures including
Rokeach’s (1960) Dogmatism scale and California F scale (Titus & Hollander,
1957). It was included to replicate IH’s negative correlation with Dogmatism
(Haggard et al., 2018; Hoyle et al., 2016; Leary et al., 2017) (oo = .63). Finally,
participants were asked several demographic questions such as their gender, age,
ethnicity, socioeconomic status (SES) during childhood, hometown size (Appendix

E).

2.2.2.2 Materials related to the second study

| collected believability ratings for the conclusions in the syllogism task which would
be solved by participants in Study 2 (Appendix F). Participants answered the
question “How much do you believe in or agree with this statement?” on a scale of 1
to 10 for the conclusions. Since the opposite of the same sentence would be used to
manipulate believability, participants rated 16 conclusions for 32 syllogisms: 4
believable and 4 unbelievable conclusions for the non-political ones, 4 liberal and 4
conservative conclusions for the political ones. Non-political conclusions served as
fillers because people were not expected to meaningfully vary in their beliefs. But
the political ones were used in the second study to code believability. Although |
expect belief in political conclusions to correlate with political orientation, these
would not be perfect correlations because people may differ in their motivation to
align their views on each topic to reach a coherent ideological position (Converse,
2006). Belief ratings allowed me to code the believability for each participant

without having to assume it from ideological self-placement.
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Another measure that was included for the second study was the Specific
Intellectual Humility Scale by Hoyle and colleagues (2016). Abbreviated version of
this measure uses a 5-point scale and consists of 3 items (Appendix G). This scale
was adapted to Turkish for this project. Participants were instructed to fill out these
scales for each syllogism topic (cross-border military operations, a = .77; capital
punishment, a = .87; mandatory military service, a = .82; alcohol consumption, o =
.79; animals, o = .79; vehicles, o = .82; plants, o = .79;) based on their responses in
the previous page (believability ratings).

The final measure that was included for the second study was the Cognitive
Reflection Test (CRT; Frederick, 2005; Thomson & Oppenheimer, 2016). CRT
measures the tendency to engage in reflective thinking versus intuitive thinking
(Appendix H). The original scale is composed of 3 questions with “baits” that
immediately jump to mind; participants have to resist this intuitive answer to
eventually find the correct one (e.g. “If it takes 5 machines 5 minutes to make 5
widgets, how long would it take 100 machines to make 100 widgets?”, the intuitive
and wrong answer is 100 and the reflective and correct answer is 5). Trippas and
colleagues (2015) showed that CRT predicted less belief bias but more motivated
reasoning (i.e., better performance in unbelievable conclusions than believable ones).
Calvillo et al. (2019) found that CRT scores predicted better sensitivity to validity for
both political and non-political syllogisms, but they were not related to belief bias for
either type of content. CRT would allow me to test if these results held up in the
second study. Alongside the original scale, I also included the CRT-2 (Thomson &
Oppenheimer, 2016; scale taken from

https://www.moralintuitionslab.com/materials), which depends less on numeracy.
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2.2.2.3 Materials to replicate findings unrelated to this study
Although the Analysis-Holism Scale (AHS; Choi, Koo, & Choi, 2007) was not
directly related to the questions of this study, it was included to replicate the positive
relationship between IH and holistic thinking that was found in Giingor et al. (2019).
AHS is a measure of holistic thinking — a cultural thinking style that encompasses
attention to context, expectation of constant and non-linear change, tolerance of
contradictions and a more complex understanding of causality (Appendix I). These
principles, grounded in Chinese philosophy (Peng & Nisbett, 1999; Peng, Spencer-
Rodgers, & Nian, 2006; Spencer-Rodgers, Anderson, Ma-Kellams, Wang, & Peng,
2018), are measured with 4 subscales: Causality, (« = .83; e.g., “Everything in the
world is intertwined in a causal relationship.”), Attitude Toward Contradictions (o =
715 e.g., “It is more desirable to take the middle ground than go to extremes.”),
Perception of Change [a = .73; e.g., “Every phenomenon in the world moves in
predictable directions.” (reverse coded)] and Locus of Attention (a = .83; e.g., “The
whole, rather than its parts, should be considered in order to understand a
phenomenon.”). This scale was first adapted to Turkish and modified in Saribay,
Sencan, & Giingor (2018, unpublished); this version has 29 items in total and uses a
7-point Likert scale (also see https://osf.io/q8vey/ for the modifications). Results for
this scale and other measures in this subsection won’t be reported in this thesis but
they will be reported in the manuscript for the relevant project (a for the whole scale
=.79).

Another measure of secondary interest was the Limitations-Owning
Intellectual Humility Scale (LOIHS; Haggard et al., 2018; Appendix J). Like GIHS,

this scale was also adapted to Turkish for Giingér et al. (2019). Although it was not
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the primary measure of IH for this study, it was included to replicate the IH-holistic
thinking relationship in Giingdr et al. It uses a 9-point Likert scale and has 3
subscales with 4 items in each: Love of Learning (o =.70; e.g., “If I do not
understand something, I try to get clear about what exactly is confusing to me.”),
Appropriate Discomfort with Limitations [« = .61; e.g., “I tend to get defensive about
my intellectual limitations and weaknesses.” (reverse coded)], and Owning
Limitations (a = .67; e.g., “When someone points out a mistake in my thinking, I am
quick to admit that I was wrong.”) (o for the whole scale = .71).

Self-Deception subscale of Social Desirability Scale (SD; Akin, 2010) was
another variable in the model in Giingor et al. (2019) that we want to replicate (i.e.,
IH-AHS relationship). This 13-item subscale is similar to the one in Paulhus’ (1988)
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. It measures overconfidence in one’s
decisions and reasoning (« = .70, Appendix K).

Lastly, Study 1 included Social Vigilantism (SV; Saucier & Webster, 2010),
which measures how much a person believes that their ideas are superior and must be
adopted by others (Appendix L). Leary et al. (2017) and Haggard et al. (2018) both
found null relationships between SV and IH; these results were inconsistent with the
predictions of the former, but confirmed those of the latter (see Whitcomb et al.,
2017 for a discussion of why IH should be unrelated to the estimation of intellectual
strengths). Giingor et al. (2019) similarly found a null result, but also conducted
confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses to show that it might be more
productive to divide SV into 3 subscales: Responsibility for Educating Others (o =
.75; e.g., “I feel a social obligation to voice my opinion.”, Imposing One’s Ideas (o =

.62; e.g., “If everyone saw things the way that I do, the world would be a better
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place.”, Disdain toward the Ignorant (a = .73; e.g., “There are a lot of ignorant
people in society.”). It was included in this study to replicate the positive GIHS-
Disdain relationship in Giingdr et al. (2019). Results for this scale, like AHS, will be

reported elsewhere (« for the whole scale = .82).

2.2.3 Procedure

The survey for the study was compiled using Qualtrics. Participants reached the
survey link through the university’s research participation system and completed the
study online. Since this study also aimed to replicate the IH-holism relationship in
Gilingor et al. (2019), AHS and the two IH measures were presented first in
randomized order, similar to the previous study. Following this block, RWA, SV, SD
and CRT were presented in random order. All items within the mentioned scales
were randomized. SD also included an attention check question; participants were
asked to rate “I have never ridden in a car.” on a 5-point Likert type scale ranging
from “Does not describe me at all” to “Absolutely describes me”. Participants who
selected the midpoint and above were filtered out. After this block, participants rated
the believability of conclusions and completed the specific IH measures for each
topic. Then they completed the measures for ideology (self-placement, social and
economic conservatism, centrality), religiosity, and demographics. Syllogism
conclusions and the items in the social and economic conservatism scales were also

randomized within each scale.
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2.2.4 Data analysis
Data for both studies were cleaned, wrangled, and analyzed using R (Version 3.5.1;

R Core Team, 2018).

2.3 Results

2.3.1 Analyses for the main hypotheses

I will first go through the four hypotheses from political psychology literature
(asymmetry, moderated asymmetry, rigidity-of-the-extreme, and the integration of
asymmetry and rigidity-of-the-extreme) and report the results for the main ideology
measure (self-placement) and auxiliary ones that were expected to behave similarly
to it (Right-Wing Authoritarianism, social conservatism). For the symmetry (i.e., the
null) hypothesis, I will report the equivalence tests for the variables on which 1 did
not find support for the first four hypotheses, and the one ideology variable that I did
not expect to correlate with IH (economic conservatism).

As stated in the pre-registration, one-tailed Pearson’s correlation tests were
conducted to test the asymmetry (i.e., rigidity-of-the-right) hypothesis. The data did
not show any support for a relationship between IH and the one-item ideological self-
placement, »=-.01, #(261) =-0.16, p = .437. However, RWA negatively correlated
with IH, »=-.20, #270) = -3.31, p=.001. Social conservatism was negatively related
to IH as well, though the effect was small, r=-.12, #269) =-1.93, p = .027.

However, scatterplots and diagnostic measures suggested that multivariate outliers
influenced these estimates. | used the Minimum Covariance Determinant (MCD)

described in Leys et al. (2018), to detect and remove the outliers. MCD75 was the

23



variant recommended by Leys et al. (2018), as it was the best estimator of the true
correlation (compared to classic Mahalanobis and MCD50) when outliers made up
less than 25% of the data. Based on MCD75, outliers made up 0.76%, 5.88%, and
12.92% of the subsamples for GIHS’s correlations with political orientation, RWA,
and social conservatism, respectively. After these cases were removed, the result for
self-placement remained similar, »=-.03, #259) =-0.44, p = .329, whereas RWA-IH
relationship became smaller, »=-.15, #(254) = -2.44, p=.008, and IH’s correlation
with social conservatism disappeared, » =-.02, #(234) = -0.30, p = .381. Since the
cleaning procedure was not pre-registered, | provide both the cleaned and uncleaned

plots in Figure 1.
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Fig. 1 IH's relationship with ideology variables before (left panel) and after (right panel) cleaning

Moderated asymmetry hypothesis was tested using regression models with
ideology measures as the outcome variable. IH, political identity centrality, and their
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interaction were entered as predictors,? as specified in the pre-registration.
Interaction of IH and political identity centrality did not predict any variance in
ideological self-placement, b= 0.05, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.16], #(259)=0.91, p = .366,
RWA, »=0.01, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.13], #(266) = 0.24, p = .808, or social conservatism,
b=-0.06, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.15], #(266) =-0.53, p = .598.

Rigidity-of-the-extreme hypothesis was tested using the two-lines test
(Simonsohn, 2018); IH was the outcome variable while ideology measures were the
predictors. As the figures 2, 3 and 4 show, IH had no quadratic relationship with any
of the ideology variables. Hence, testing the integration of rigidity-of-the-right and

rigidity-of-the-extreme hypotheses was not applicable.
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Fig. 2 Two-lines test for ideological self-placement (x axis) predicting IH (y axis)

2 GIHS and political identity centrality were mean centered.

25



5— o o G Tl o (o (o oL ]

o0 como @ ooo o @ | o
0 0 o0 omooom o o | oo @
Domy  oo0m @ @O o | ]
~ a@m gooooowmoo o | oo o
0 00 omwod moemargp ol o o
4 | mwoo o omer oo momomd 0T =~ —go o
00D O 0 00000 O @0 0@ Ta— —
c o o0 o 000 o ! o0 o
o 0 oooo o @ o)
1] o oo @ Qo i oo o
= o oo @ o ! o
0 3 oo o o | o o o
I 1
= a I
o |
|
2 =° 409

;ﬂweme 1: ﬁweMe 2-

1 —’1|: -ﬂﬂjrul?:-1 1|_,." n= ﬁﬁl'.ﬁ’ll’Hﬁl?:J qlﬂ h:'”:wlﬂ

1 2 3 4 5 G T
RWAMean

Fig. 3 Two-lines test for right-wing authoritarianism (x axis) predicting IH (y axis)

F o momowom o oo o o0 o o0
TOLOO 00 OO @ o o o
To @ooo ol oo o @ oo
o 0 oo@n Joooom o oooo o
o (w1 m ) Lu g wu ] o [ma] o Q o
O T oo ToT W I moe a0 . o
4 — coo@oom@momn o o o Y- N R .
TOooOOOm o0 o o o o oo O o & T -
c @ omoo mob @ o o o o
[+ o om ID o o
O T o | o o o o o
= oo o o0 ol o o
o 3 = oo : o o o o
I o |
O i
i
2 o 3.1
ﬁvera%slﬂpe 1. Average e2:

1 =002 7= n 24 Hl:cﬁmmﬁ z= 204 n= n4a18
2 4 6 8 10
SOCCONMean

Fig. 4 Two-lines test for social conservatism (x axis) predicting IH (y axis)

26



There was only one variable, economic conservatism, whose relationship
with IH was explicitly predicted to support the symmetry (i.e., the null) hypothesis.
Indeed, I found no evidence of a linear (#(258) =-0.67, p =.503) or quadratic
relationship (p = .213 for the average slope 1, p =.213 for slope 2). Apart from
economic conservatism, the analyses on ideological self-placement and social
conservatism also showed no support (or only weak support, in the case of the latter)
for any of the preceding hypotheses. But since null results do not necessarily imply
the absence of an effect, | conducted equivalence tests (Lakens, 2017) to see if these
effects in fact supported the symmetry hypothesis. For the equivalence bounds, |
decided to use a round number between the smallest effect of primary interest from
the previous project (r =.21) and the smallest effect that can be detected with the
final sample (r = .198, given that 1 - # = .95 and a = .05), so | set them to r = -.2 and
.2. The tests showed that, effectively, IH had no relationship with ideological self-
placement (p = .002 for the lower bound, p <.001 for the upper bound), social
conservatism (p = .003 for the lower bound, p < .001 for the upper bound), or
economic conservatism (p = .005 for the lower bound, p < .001 for the upper
bound).

As predicted, IH negatively correlated with dogmatism, » = -.45,
1(269)=-8.30, p <.001. Results were similar after removing multivariate outliers,
r=-44, 1(266) =-8.05, p <.001.

In our previous project we had found that IH was negatively linked to

religiosity, but this exploratory finding did not replicate in this sample, »=-.03,

3 All equivalence tests were done on subsets of data which were cleaned of multivariate outliers based
on MCD75 (Leys et al., 2018).
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1(267)=-0.44, p = .331. An equivalence test showed that the effect was indeed
statistically equivalent to zero (p = .009 for the lower bound, p < .001 for the upper

bound).

2.3.2 Exploratory analyses
| had set out to test whether IH would interact with political identity centrality when
predicting ideology (moderated asymmetry hypothesis), but I had not made a
prediction about how IH itself would relate to seeing one’s political identity as
important. Participants who saw it important to define themselves with their political
identity reported less IH, »=-.21, 95% CI [-.32, -.10], #(268) =-3.58, p <.001, and
more dogmatism, »=.30, 95% CI [.19, .41], #(267)=5.22, p <.001.

Then, I built 3 models with political identity centrality as the outcome, to see
how each ideology measure was related to it. Ideological self-placement had a
quadratic relationship with political identity centrality, in which people on the
extremes saw their political identity as more central, b= 7.83, 95% CI [4.23, 11.43],
1(260)=4.28, p <.001 (Figure 5, also see Figure 6 for the two-lines test that confirm
the pattern). RWA had a positive linear relationship with centrality, 5 = 8.83, 95% CI
[5.22, 12.43], 1(267) = 4.82, p <.001, but no quadratic one, »=2.92, 95% CI [-0.66,
6.50], #(267)=1.61, p=.110. Finally, social conservatism had both a positive linear
relationship, 5 =6.22, 95% CI [2.59, 9.86], #(267)=3.37, p=.001, and a quadratic

one, b =6.22, 95% CI [2.59, 9.86], #267) = 3.37, p=.001.
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As figures 7 and 8 show, centrality increased with conservatism for the scores
above the midpoint, but the pattern became complicated on the lower end of the
scale. This might mean that people who described themselves as moderates on the
ideological self-placement item had more liberal views on social issues. If centrality
was the real predictor of ideological differences on IH, then moderates and liberals
being lumped together at one end of the scale might explain the higher presence of
outliers in the linear IH-social conservatism model, and why it stopped being

significant after cleaning.
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Fig. 7 Linear and quadratic relationship between social conservatism (x axis) and political identity
centrality (y axis)
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Fig. 8 Two-lines test for social conservatism (x axis) predicting political identity centrality (y axis)

I built another model to see if political identity centrality could explain the
IH-RWA relationship. Even after adjusting for centrality, RWA still explained some
variance, b =-0.07, 95% CI [-0.12, -0.01], #(267) = -2.40, p=.017. | wondered if this
was due to the intensity of authoritarianism that went beyond just being a partisan, or
to its direction (i.e., right-wing ideology). | thought that dogmatism might explain the
intensity part. When dogmatism was entered in the model, centrality and RWA no
longer predicted IH (#(265)=-1.16, p = .247 for centrality, #265)=-1.07, p = .286).
Thus, if I am correct in assuming that dogmatism is a purer measure of the
intensity/inflexibility component of RWA, then it appears that it is this component,

rather than the right-wing content of RWA that is associated with IH.
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Finally, I looked at how dogmatism was distributed across the political
spectrum. Although there was a barely-significant quadratic relationship, 5 = 0.85,
95% CI1[0.04, 1.67], 1(259) =2.08, p =.039, this pattern was not supported in the

two-lines test (Figure 9).
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2

The main purpose of this study was to examine whether self-reported IH scores could
predict performance in a behavioral task, in this case the syllogism task. The second
aim was to adapt the perspectives from political psychology to the study of belief
bias. Finally, I wanted to replicate previous findings on how beliefs and thought

styles (e.g., religiosity, dogmatism, analytic thinking) are linked to belief bias.

3.1 Hypotheses

I had two predictions regarding IH and belief bias, which were derived from the

theoretical construct of IH and previous work on dogmatism and belief bias:

H1: IH will predict less belief bias.

H2: Magnitude of the negative IH - belief bias association will be greater on

syllogisms with political content, compared to the ones with non-political content.
Similar to the first study, hypotheses about ideology and belief bias were

adapted from political psychology literature. I compared them against each other,

without making a prediction about which one will find support:

H3 (asymmetry i.e., rigidity-of-the-right): Conservatives will show more belief bias

compared to liberals.

H4 (moderated asymmetry): Belief bias will be positively related to

conservatism/right-wing ideology, but the relationship will interact with political
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identity centrality, such that the ideological asymmetry in belief bias will be greater
among those who see their political identity as more central.*
H5 (rigidity-of-the-extreme): There will be a quadratic relationship between belief
bias and ideology, such that those on the extreme ends of the ideological spectrum
will show more belief bias than those closer to the center.
H6 (integration of rigidity-of-the-right and rigidity-of-the-extreme hypotheses):
There will be a quadratic relationship between belief bias and ideology, such that
extremists will show more belief bias, but the slope will be steeper on the right side
of the breaking point.
H7 (the null): There will be no linear or quadratic relationship between belief bias
and ideology.

The other set of hypotheses, which were not directly related to the main
research questions but tested to replicate previous findings, were as follows:
H8: Religiosity will predict more belief bias.
H9: Dogmatism will predict more belief bias.
H10: Analytic thinking will predict less belief bias.
H11: Analytic thinking will interact with validity and believability, as in Trippas et
al. (2015), such that analytic thinkers will make better judgments when conclusions

are unbelievable.

4 Hypotheses related to political psychology in Study 2 were adapted from the ones in Study 1. In the
pre-registration document, this hypothesis was mistyped as “Belief bias will be negatively related to
conservatism”. This is because the moderated asymmetry hypotheses predicted that IH would be
negatively related to conervatism and | forgot to change the adjective. Readers who know that this
hypothesis is supposed to be a modified version of the rigidity-of-the-right view would see the
obvious mistake here, but I still apologize for the confusion.
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Lastly, there were the questions that were meant to be tested with exploratory
analyses. The first was whether IH would interact with ideology in predicting belief
bias. The second was whether IH or ideology would predict the “interaction effect”
from syllogistic reasoning literature (see last paragraph in the “Intellectual Humility
and Belief Bias” section).

All of the hypotheses, as well as the exploratory analyses, were pre-registered
at https://osf.io/8vnhk. Due to COVID-19 related scheduling turmoil, and the
correspondence for much needed advice to build the right model®, pre-registration
was done while data collection was still underway. The data was accessed before
pre-registration only to determine who has completed the study, so that reminders
could be sent to the rest of the subject pool. The data was not analyzed or wrangled

until after the end of data collection.

3.2 Methods

3.2.1 Participants

Participants from the first study were selected for the second study based on the
following inclusion criteria: having filled out the GIHS without missing data, having
answered the one-item ideological self-placement question, having reported their
beliefs toward the syllogism conclusions that would be used in this study without
missing data, and having correctly answered the attention check question. 269
students from Study 1 who fit these criteria received a Qualtrics link for Study 2.

Participation was compensated for by course credit. Additionally, participants were

5| am grateful to Henrik Singmann for his help.
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informed that if they answered all of the questions, they would enter a raffle to win
one of 5 Amazon gift cards each worth 100 TL.

Sample size was determined by time constraints. Even though there was not a
predetermined minimum sample size, a round of reminders was sent to encourage
participation a week after data collection started. The survey link was deactivated on
the specified deadline (May 5th), chosen to allow timely completion of this thesis.
Out of 159 non-duplicate entries with complete validity responses, participants who
failed the training check question (see Procedure) and the ones who had received
formal logic training were excluded. Data from the 123 participants were put into

analysis.

3.2.2 Materials

Participants solved 32 simple syllogisms, half with political content and half with
non-political content (Appendix M). They all used universal quantifiers (All/None)
except where the items cannot be quantified (as is the case with almost all of the
political syllogisms). Four kinds of deductions for valid and invalid conclusions are
as follows: (1) “All A are B. All C are A. All C are B.” (modus ponens, valid), (2)
“All A are B. No C are B. No C are A.” (modus tollens, valid), (3) “All A are B. No
C are A. No C are B.” (denial of the antecedent, invalid), (4) “All A are B. All C are
B. All C are A.” (affirming the consequent, invalid) Non-political syllogisms were
adapted from Calvillo et al. (2019) whereas political syllogisms were produced by
our lab members. For these new syllogisms, we tried to ensure that the premises were
neutral or vague enough to sound plausible and left the controversial statements for

the conclusion. This would allow us to maximize the effect we want to observe, since
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unbelievable premises (i.e., “warning signals’) decrease belief bias (Hilscher, 2014;
Thompson, 1996). Political syllogisms were on four topics: alcohol consumption,
capital punishment, cross-border military operations, and compulsory military
service. Believability ratings for political statements in all topics correlated with
political orientation in the expected directions. The effects sizes for the two
conclusions on each topic were as follows: rs = .38 - .39 for cross-border operations,
rs = .30 - .30 for capital punishment, rs = .22 - .26 for mandatory military service, rs
= .41 - .45 for alcohol, all ps < .001. Each political topic had 4 syllogisms, one for
each validity-ideology combination (valid-conservative, invalid-conservative, valid-
liberal, invalid-liberal). 8 of the non-political syllogisms were about animals, 4 of
them were about vehicles and the remaining 4 were on plants. Each topic (both
political and non-political) was designed to have all four kinds of deductions
mentioned above. Due to researcher error that was recognized after data collection
had already started, syllogisms on plants were missing the fourth type (affirming the
consequent) and instead had 2 of the second type (denial of the antecedent); validity

and believability combinations remained balanced.

3.2.3 Procedure

Participants solved the task on Qualtrics’ web platform. Participants first went
through a training session (Appendix N and O), then they judged the validity of 32
syllogisms and rated their confidence in their judgments. They saw one syllogism
and two questions on each page. The first question was “In your opinion, is the
conclusion logically valid?”, to which they were asked to give a binary response

(“Logically valid/invalid”). The second one was “How confident are you in your
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answer?”, for which they were asked to select one of three options: “Very confident”,
“Moderately confident”, “Not confident”.

After the task, the participants were asked to judge the validity of another
syllogism, designed to check if they remember what they were supposed to do in the
task (Appendix P). They were explicitly told to remember the rules they saw in the
training task, and then asked to judge the validity of this syllogism: “Humans have
eight legs. Octopuses are not humans. Therefore, octopuses do not have eight legs.”
“Invalid” is the correct answer here but it is also what the participants would choose
if they acted on believability (octopus tentacles are referred to as “legs” in everyday
Turkish, so the conclusion is not believable). If the participants chose this option,
they saw a follow-up question: “In your opinion, why is the conclusion logically
invalid?” They could choose one or many of three options: 1. “Because humans do
not have eight legs.” 2. “Because octopuses have eight legs.” 3. “Because the
conclusion ‘Octopuses do not have eight legs’ cannot be derived from the given
premises.” The participants were instructed to only take the relationship between the
premises and conclusion, and ignore whether the content is believable or not.
Therefore, checking any option other than the last one would show that the
participant either forgot or had not understood the instructions; these participants
were removed from the analyses. Lastly, participants were asked “Have you received

university-level formal logic training?”.®

& Materials for Study 2, as well as those of Study 1, received the approval of Bogazici University
Ethics Committee (Appendix Q).
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3.2.4 Design and analysis

The study employed a mixed experimental design, in which the dependent variable
was the perceived validity of the syllogisms (i.c., participant’s judgments as “valid”
or “invalid”). IH, ideology, dogmatism, religiosity, and analytic thinking were the
between-subjects variables, though not all of them were analyzed in the same model.
Within-subjects variables were validity (valid vs. invalid), believability (believable
vs. unbelievable), content (political vs. non-political), topic (alcohol consumption,
capital punishment, cross-border military operations, compulsory military service,
animals, vehicles, plants), and syllogism type (i.e., whether the first or second
component of the first premise is included in the second premise).

Hypotheses on syllogistic reasoning were tested using hierarchical Bayesian
probit models, following the advice from Trippas and colleagues (2018), with
weakly-informative priors for all effects, using the rstanarm package (Goodrich,
Gabry, Ali, & Brilleman, 2020). Perceived validity was the outcome variable in all
models. 95% credible intervals of posterior distributions were used to make
inferences. Validity, believability, the content (political vs. non-political) of
conclusions, and all of the variables mentioned in the Hypotheses section (IH,
ideology, political identity centrality, belief strength, religiosity, dogmatism, CRT)
were entered as fixed-effects. The values for these variables had to be constrained
within -1 and 1. To do that, scores from Likert-type scales were transformed to have
the midpoint of the scale as zero, and the end points as -1 and 1. CRT scores were
mean centered. Participants were entered as a random-effect, i.e., participants’
individual deviations from the intercept, from the main effects of validity and

believability, and from the interaction of validity and believability were assumed to
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distribute normally. Syllogism type and topics were not entered as random-effects
since the number of levels were low, but they were entered as fixed-effects in
separate models to see if a certain effect was sensitive to their interaction. Initial
values were entered as 0.5 or 0.1 to allow for easier computation.

In these models, belief bias refers to the effect of conclusion believability on
perceived validity, i.e. saying “valid” to a believable conclusion (or saying “invalid”
to an unbelievable conclusion) regardless of its actual validity. Hence, the hypotheses
regarding belief bias corresponds to the interaction of conclusion believability with
the specified variable. For example, “IH will predict less belief bias” refers to a
Believability * IH interaction. Each model had validity, believability, content (or
topic), and their interactions as the base predictors. The variables that were thought
to affect syllogistic reasoning were entered such that they would interact with all of

the base predictors.

3.3 Results

3.3.1 Analyses related to main hypotheses

The two hypotheses regarding IH and belief bias were tested in the same model in
which validity, believability, content, and IH, with all of their combined interactions,
were entered as predictors. In this model and all models that followed, the main
effects of validity, [.69, 1.05], and believability, [.09, .32], on endorsement were
present. This means that the participants could distinguish valid from invalid

judgments and showed belief bias. These are reported only once to establish the
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general features of the task and will not be reported for other models, because the
hypotheses are concerned with what interacts with believability or validity.

The data did not support either of the two hypotheses on IH: there was no
evidence for a Believability * IH interaction, [-.25, .09], or a Believability * IH *
Content interaction, [-.13, .20].

Asymmetry (i.e., rigidity-of-the-right) hypothesis, in this task, would entail
that conservatives show more belief bias compared to liberals. This would mean a
Believability * Ideology interaction, but since it is possible that the difference could
only be observed with political syllogisms (as in Nuutinen et al., 2014), it would be
wise to check the Believability * Ideology * Content interaction as well. There
indeed was a three-way interaction, [.04, .31], but as the Figure 10 shows, the pattern
did not exactly align with the rigidity-of-the-right hypothesis. For non-political
syllogisms (left panel), participants were more likely to perceive believable
conclusions as valid and vice versa, but ideology did not predict belief bias ([-.50,
.40] for believable statements, [-.28, .53] for unbelievable). However, for political
syllogisms, liberals were more likely to respond “valid” to conclusions that they did
not believe, [-.89, -.19], so much so that this resulted in a reverse belief bias effect
where they were more likely to accept politically-incongruent statements than
congruent ones. When the results were broken down for each position on the political
spectrum, reverse belief bias in political syllogisms was present for participants who
were very liberal ([.40, 1.12]), liberal ([.32, .82]), somewhat liberal ([.25, .57]) and

middle-of-the-road ([.06, .36]), whereas there was no evidence of belief bias (reverse
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or not) for somewhat conservative ([-.22, .24]) and conservative ([-.50, .18])

participants.’
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Fig. 10 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) depending on ideological self-placement (x axis),
conclusion believability (red line = unbelievable, blue line = believable), and content (non-political on
the left, political on the right)

| decided to further break down the Believability * Ideology interaction by
each political topic (Figure 11). Liberals’ higher endorsement of politically
incongruent conclusions could be observed in syllogisms about alcohol consumption,
[-1.71, -.19], and cross-border military operations, [-1.75, -.42]. However, ideology

was not related to reverse belief bias in syllogisms about death penalty, [-.84, .61], or

" There were no participants in this sample who selected the “very conservative” option.
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mandatory military service, [-1.17, .18]. Ideology did not predict endorsement of

politically congruent statements in any of the topics.

Topic: Alcohol ropic: CrossBorderOg

—

1.5
1.0

054
—_———_—_——_

0.0
0.5 - PBEL

Topic: DeathPenalty  Topic: MilitaryService 1

20 - — 1

1.5 7
1.0 T

Linear prediction

0.0 7

T T T | T T T |
-10 05 00 05 -10 -05 00 05

POL

Fig. 11 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) depending on ideological self-placement (x axis),
conclusion believability (red line = unbelievable, blue line = believable) and topic

Recognizing the effect of content on endorsement, independent of participant
ideology, might help us shed further light on this pattern. Although liberal
participants showed a reverse belief bias, participants across the political spectrum
were more likely to endorse political conclusions, whether it aligned with their prior
beliefs or not, [.36, .47]. This increase in endorsement for political syllogisms was
much more pronounced for conclusions that the participants did not believe, [-1.67, -
1.34], than for the ones they did, [-.43, -.11]. Also, a follow-up model with belief
strength ratings (which were only coded for the political syllogisms) showed that
belief strength increased the likelihood of endorsement for incongruent conclusions,
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[.02, .30] (Figure 12). My best explanation was that participants, who found the task
hard and perhaps deduced its aim, might have consistently endorsed the politically
incongruent statements to appear unbiased. Such motivation is not surprising for
Bogazigi University students, who are competitive and take their performance on
psychological tasks seriously, as observed many times by researchers who have used
the participant pool. They are also a group whose social identity centrally involves

such elements as being socio-politically progressive, cognitively flexible, and

unbiased.
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Fig. 12 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) depending on belief strength (x axis), conclusion
believability (red line = unbelievable, blue line = believable) and topic

The overcorrection strategy was somewhat convincing if you were familiar

with the sample, but the ideology question remained: why did liberals use this
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strategy more? Before attempting political explanations, | decided to search for other
predictors of syllogism task performance that were also related to ideology. Effortful
thinking was one of them; it interacted with believability and content, [-.35, -.02],
and it was negatively related to conservatism in the first sample, »=-.13, 95% ClI
[-.25, -.01], #(261)=-2.17, p=.031.8 As Figure 13 shows, effortful thinking
predicted the endorsement of politically incongruent statements, [.22, 1.10], but not
the congruent ones, [-.36, .54]. Since the CRT and ideology patterns fit like a glove, |
entered the two in the same model ° to see if effortful thinking could fully explain the
effect of ideology. This was indeed the case: CRT still interacted with believability
and content, [-.35, -.00], but ideology no longer did, [-.03, .11].

It made some sense that the same thinking style that allowed people to resist
belief bias (Trippas et al., 2015) could make them overcorrect, but it was not entirely
satisfactory. “If you do not agree with the conclusion, hit ‘valid’” was not a hard
strategy to require mental effort, and why would there be variation among people
when everyone was able to engage in it? To see if it may be due to perceived
difficulty of the syllogisms, | entered a variable that led to worse accuracy in Gampa
et al. (2019): syllogism structure. Participants in Gampa et al. (2019) displayed worse
performance with modus tollens type syllogisms compared to modus ponens types.
When syllogism structure was controlled for, neither CRT nor ideology predicted

belief bias.1®

8 Effortful thinking measure used for both the correlation and the syllogism task model was the
original Cognitive Reflection Test (Frederick, 2005), not the verbal version (CRT-2; Thomson &
Oppenheimer, 2016).

® As in other models, these two variables were entered such that they could interact with each other
and all of the base predictors. Ideological self-placement was divided to three levels (liberal,
moderate, conservative) for easier interpretation in case they interacted.

10 By belief bias, | refer to conclusion believability combined with other variables except conclusion
validity. CRT and ideology did not interact with believability without interacting with validity. There
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Fig. 13 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) depending on analytic thinking (x axis), conclusion
believability (red line = unbelievable, blue line = believable), and content (non-political on the left,
political on the right)

Although testing the asymmetry hypothesis turned out to be very confusing,
the rest were more straightforward. To test the moderated asymmetry hypothesis,
political identity centrality was entered with ideology. There was no Believability *
Ideology * Centrality interaction, [-.02, .20]; these did not interact with content
either, [-.10, .11]. What is also intriguing is that ideology *! did not predict belief bias
in this model. Rigidity-of-the-extreme hypothesis was tested in a model with both the

linear and quadratic term for ideology. The quadratic term did not interact with

believability, [-3.44, 2.83]; nor did the two interact with content [-2.92, 3.19].

was a full six-way interaction in the model that was so complicated that it became irrelevant to the
main research question, so | do not attempt to explain it here.

1 Ideological self-placement was divided to three levels (liberal, moderate, conservative) for easier
interpretation in case they interacted.

46



Because of this, testing the integration of asymmetry and extremism hypotheses was
not applicable.

Religiosity interacted with believability and content, [.02, .15]. But similar to
left-wing ideology, low religiosity predicted reverse belief bias, as shown in Figure
14 ([-.36, -.01] for congruent political conclusions, [-.07, .29] for incongruent

political conclusions).
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Fig. 14 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) depending on religiosity (x axis), conclusion believability
(red line = unbelievable, blue line = believable), and content (non-political on the left, political on the
right)

Contrary to expectations, dogmatism did not predict belief bias. Dogmatism
did not interact with believability, [-.20, .28]; it did not have a three-way interaction

with believability and content either, [-.28, .18].
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As reported above, effortful thinking, measured with the original Cognitive
Reflection Test (Frederick, 2005), was related to reverse belief bias, although this
finding was not very stable. Contrary to expectations, effortful thinking did not
interact with validity and believability, [-.21, .13]; this did not depend on content, [-
.19, .15]. When the original CRT scores were combined with CRT-2 (Thomson &
Oppenheimer, 2016) scores, it did not predict belief bias, [-.40, .10]. No three-way

interaction with content was observed either, [-.40, .08].

3.3.2 Exploratory analyses

Confirmatory analyses failed to show support for IH’s protective effect against belief
bias. To explore whether this depends on participant ideology, IH and ideology were
entered in a model with the base predictors. There was no IH * Ideology *
Believability interaction, [-.14, .36], nor a four-way interaction that includes content,
[-.23, .23].

The second question | wanted to explore was whether IH or ideology would
predict the so-called “interaction effect” (Evans et al., 1983). All of the analyses for
Study 2 have dealt with interactions, but this specific term from syllogistic reasoning
literature refers to performing (i.e., distinguishing valid from invalid conclusions)
better when the conclusion is unbelievable rather than believable. The previous
model involving IH and ideology did not link these to belief bias, but there was a
five-way interaction of Believability * Validity * Content * Ideology * IH, [-.61, -
.15]. While the Figure 15 shows complex patterns, follow-up analyses showed that
IH did not meaningfully predict endorsement in any of these cases. The interaction

apparently came from the differences in IH slopes among ideologies in one specific
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case: invalid political conclusions that were incongruent with participants’ beliefs
(bottom left). Effect of IH for liberals differed from its effect for moderates [.01,
1.81], and conservatives [.01, 3.62], while moderates and conservatives also differed
from each other [.01, 1.81]. However, as with other cases, GIHS did not predict
endorsement for liberals, [-.04, 1.80], moderates, [-.79, .72], or conservatives, [-2.38,
.34]. So IH did work differently for people with different ideologies, but those

differences did not really matter.
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Fig. 15 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) depending on IH (x axis), participant ideology (red line =
left-wing, green line = moderate, blue line = right-wing), conclusion believability (PBEL: -1 =
unbelievable, PBEL:1 = believable), conclusion validity (-1 = invalid, 1 = valid), and content (non-
political on top panel, political at the bottom)

Seeing that the general IH did not help against belief bias, I built a model to

explore whether Specific Intellectual Humility scores were related to performance in
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their respective topics. Specific IH interacted with believability and validity for the

vehicles topic only, [.23, 6.28]. In this topic, IH predicted better performance for

believable conclusions by increasing the likelihood of endorsing valid conclusions

(Figure 16), [.38, 26.09]. However, given that the effect was limited to one topic and

the credible interval was too wide, this may likely be a fluke.
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Fig. 16 Likelihood of endorsement (y axis) for syllogisms on the topic of vehicles, depending on
specific IH (x axis), conclusion believability (left panel = unbelievable, right panel = believable), and

conclusion validity (red line = invalid, blue line = valid)
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

The first study found that IH was not related to where people placed themselves on
the broader left-right political spectrum, or how religious they were. However,
authoritarian right-wingers and people who see their political identity as an important
part of who they are were lower in IH. These results were best explained by the link
between dogmatism and IH. In the second study, neither IH nor dogmatism predicted
susceptibility to belief bias. However, there was a very strange pattern: participants
were more likely to endorse political conclusions as valid when it did not suit their
beliefs. This reverse belief bias phenomenon was never seen in the literature before,
and it is thought to be unique to our sample. Left-wingers, analytic thinkers, and less
religious people were more likely to engage in reverse belief bias, but this may have
depended on stimulus characteristics. | will try to put these results into context.

The first thing to admit is that our previous finding on IH and ideology did
not survive an adequately powered replication that used a very similar sample. This
would be bad news for some approaches that would expect a stable and
straightforward relationship, but the ones that focus more on contextual factors may
have an explanation. For instance, contingent asymmetry view notes that when the
political environment becomes polarizing and rich in information, as is the case with
election periods, the link between psychological needs and political preferences
becomes strengthened (Federico & Malka, 2018). Data collection for the previous
project started after Turkey's ruling party contested Istanbul’s local election results,

and it ended about a week after the controversial announcement for repeating the
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election (Galip, 2019). This project’s data was collected during the COVID-19
pandemic, and Fahrettin Koca, the Minister of Health who appeared on TV every
night, received high approval ratings across the board and became the most favored
politician (Haberler.com, 2020; Licali, 2020; Selvi, 2020). The contrast in
polarization between the two time periods might account for the difference in results.
A less polarized environment, which may have given people fewer reasons and
opportunities to express their personalities with their political attitudes, might have
masked the relationship between IH and ideology.

Secondly, | must acknowledge the limitations of the sample, which may have
contributed to my failure to find evidence for some effects. As mentioned, sample
size and student participants were appropriate for replicating the previous finding in
line with the asymmetry hypothesis, but not for testing the contingent asymmetry
hypothesis, given that detecting interactions (unless a cross-over pattern is predicted)
requires much larger samples (Simonsohn, 2014; Sorolla, 2018). For example,
Federico and Ekstrom (2018) used a nationally representative sample of 1,511
Americans, whereas Study 1 involved 272 students. So even if we assumed the effect
of IH would be comparable to that of the personality variables in Federico and
Ekstrom (2018), Study 1°s power was lower. Time constraints prevented me to reach
an adequate sample for more ambitious analyses. Moreover, even if the sample was
larger, the population from which the sample was drawn could still have been a
problem. The median value of political orientation in our student sample was -1
(moderate left), whereas the median political identity centrality was 2 (from a range
of 1 through 7). Especially the skew in centrality, i.e., the not having enough people

high in centrality, might have prevented us from detecting its moderating effect.
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Moreover, IH’s relationships with political identity centrality, RWA, and
dogmatism needs to be discussed. A seemingly ideological asymmetry in IH turned
out to be due to dogmatism, which could be more or less found across the political
spectrum. Since dogmatism was a known correlate of IH (Haggard et al., 2018;
Hopkin et al., 2014; Leary et al., 2017), this may not have advanced our knowledge
of IH, but it is certainly instructive about the measurement of ideology. | was
mistaken to assume that the three ideology measures (self-placement, RWA, social
conservatism) would be similar because higher scores would mean more
conservatism. The focus on relative scores and the use of proxy measures for
political attitudes has been criticized before by Reyna (2017). As the exploratory
analyses with political identity centrality showed, one end of a scale may not show
the same level of investment in politics for all measures. For the self-placement item,
both extremes saw politics as a defining feature of who they are, but this was only
true for the right side of the scale in RWA, while those on the low-end of social
conservatism were a mixed bag compared to the high-scorers. This is crucial for
those who want to test a kind of ideological extremity hypothesis, if a variable such
as political identity centrality is seen as a mediator of the effect of ideology on
political ingroup bias, for example. If one end of an attitude measure does not
necessarily represent an extreme, researchers must find some other measure that
better maps out the political alignments (assuming the ideological left-right holds up
in the studied country).

The results in the second study were even more difficult to grasp. On non-
political stimuli, the task worked in line with the literature, such that validity and

belief effects were present. On political syllogisms, however, the expected pattern of
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belief bias flipped: people across the board, more often than not, accepted the
conclusions they did not believe in. Liberals went further and engaged in a reverse
belief bias, i.e., they were more likely to endorse belief-incongruent conclusions than
congruent ones. Liberals’ reverse belief bias was apparently explained by their
higher levels of analytic thinking. | proposed that the increased endorsement for
incongruent political content might be a strategy to appear unbiased. If so, the reason
for the reverse belief bias of analytic thinkers may be that they devised the point of
the experiment sooner and started using the strategy earlier. But it also brings another
question: if they figured out the research question why they did not apply that
strategy to non-political syllogisms? Also the fact that the effect of a participant
characteristic (ideology or analytic thinking) was wiped out by a stimulus
characteristic (syllogism type) that did not vary between participants was mysterious.

Although we did have a peculiar sample, it would still be wise to own the
potential faults in the materials. Producing the syllogisms was the most difficult part
of the project because | wanted to keep the premises somewhat believable for
everyone and give the controversial statement at the end (for reasons discussed in the
Materials section of Study 2). This greatly limited the range of topics that can be
included, because for most of the politicized issues, the premises would need to
include subjective value judgments that might already introduce the believability
effect. The topics that we ended up with may not have been polarizing enough to
evoke the pattern that we sought after. At the end, since the task might have been
compromised, it appears futile to further discuss why IH did not predict performance,
or why previous effects of dogmatism, religiosity or analytic thinking were not

replicated.
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The studies could not pin IH at a certain point on the political spectrum,
failed to support the validity of the Turkish adaptation of GIHS using a behavioral
task, and revealed some potential problems with ideology measures. Future research
should study IH’s potential relationship with Left-Wing Authoritarianism (Conway
I11, Houck, Gornick, & Repke, 2018) in conjunction with RWA to make sure
whether low-IH predicts the direction of political attitudes or being dogmatic about
any ideology. Additionally, if researchers want to show IH’s predictive power in a
real reasoning task, it might be better to use behavioral tasks that do not feel like
“tasks” that measure performance, so that participants would engage with given
arguments on their own terms. Finally, political psychology researchers should be
more attentive to the effects of the immediate political context and use measures that
correctly map the different positions within that context.

The efforts to map intellectual humility on the political spectrum proved
inconclusive. Although there was some evidence that linked low-1H to right-wing
ideology, this was better explained by dogmatism, rather than the direction of
ideology. The negative relationship between IH and dogmatism, found in the first
study, replicated a finding from the literature in a non-WEIRD (Henrich, Heine, &
Norenzayan, 2010) sample, as well as complementing previous work on the validity
of the Turkish adaptation of the General Intellectual Humility Scale. However, the
attempt to find a behavioral task that was linked to IH proved unsuccessful. Overall,
these studies make valuable contributions to the study of IH in the context of

political psychology.
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APPENDIX A

GENERAL INTELLECTUAL HUMILITY SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.
(Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below.)

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmryorum katiltyorum
(Absolutely agree) (Absolutely disagree)

1. Kendi fikirlerimi, durusumu ve bakis agimi sorgularim, ¢linkii hatali olabilirler.

(I question my own opinions, positions, and viewpoints because they could be
wrong.)

2. Yeni bulgularla karsilagtigimda fikirlerimi tekrar gézden gegiririm.
(I reconsider my opinions when presented with new evidence.)

3. Kendiminkilerden farkl: fikirlerin degerini takdir ederim.
(I recognize the value in opinions that are different from my own.)

4. Inanglarimm ve tutumlarimin yanlis olabilecegini kabul ederim.
(I accept that my beliefs and attitudes may be wrong.)

5. Fikirlerimle ¢elisen bulgularla karsilastigimda fikrimi degistirmeye agigimdir.
(In the face of conflicting evidence, | am open to changing my opinions.)

6. Dogru oldugunu diisiindiiglim seylere ters diisen yeni bilgiler kesfetmeyi severim.
(I like finding out new information that differs from what | already think is true.)
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APPENDIX B

IDEOLOGY AND RELIGIOSITY MEASURES

Ideological Self-Placement
Siyasi konularda “sol”’dan ve “sag”dan bahsedildigini sik sik duyuyoruz. Asagida bir
sol-sag cetveli var. Burada “1”” en solu, “7” ise en sag1 gosteriyor. Sizin kendi
goriisleriniz bu cetvelin neresinde yer alir?
(We often hear about "left" and "right" in political discussions. Below is a left-right
scale. Here, "1" shows the far left and "7" shows the far right. Where do your own

views stand on this scale?)

1--mmmee- 2----m-mm-- 3- ----4 S 6------------ 7
Asiri sol Orta Asiri sag
(Far left) (Moderate) (Far right)
1. Politik goriisiinliz asagidaki kategorilerden hangisine daha yakindir?

(Which of these labels best define your political views?)
oSosyal Demokrat (Social democrat) oKemalist oSosyalist (Socialist)
oMuhafazakar Demokrat (Conservative democrat) oLiberal
oislamei (Islamist) o Apolitik (Apolitical) oUlkiicii (Ultranationalist) oDiger (liitfen
belirtiniz) (Other — please indicate)
2. Kendinizi bu kategoriyle tanimlamak sizin i¢in ne kadar 6nemlidir?

(How important is it to you to define yourself with this category?)

1-mmmmememeee- 2--mmmmmmmmmeen 3-mmmmmm e fommmmmmm e R e 6------------- 7
Hig¢ 6nemli degildir Cok onemlidir
(not at all important) (very important)
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Religiosity Items
1. Kendinizi dindar/inanan biri olarak nitelendirir misiniz?

(Do you consider yourself to be a religious person?)

i 2----mmm oo 3-mmmmme Bommmmmmee e 5-mmmmme - 6------------- 7
Hig dindar degilim Evet, cok dindarim
(I'm not religious at all) (Yes, I am very religious)
2. Asagidakilerden hangisi sizin dini/inang sisteminizi en iyi ifade etmektedir?

(Which of these labels best define your religious/spiritual beliefs?)

oTanr1’ya inanmam (Ateistim) (/ don 't believe in God — I'm an atheist) oTanr1’ya
inanityor ama bir dini tercih etmiyorum

(I believe in God but I don’t follow a religion) oMiisliimanim (Siinni)

(I’'m a Muslim — Sunni) oMisliimanim (Alevi) (I'm a Muslim — Alevi)
oMiisliimanim (diger bir mezhep) (/'m a Muslim — Another sect) oHristiyanim
(I'm a Christian) oY ahudiyim (I'm Jewish)

oDiger (Other)

Social Conservatism Scale
Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne kadar kars1 olup olmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.
(Please indicate how much you stand against the following items)

5 -4 3 2 <1 0+l 42 43 +4 45

Hig kars1 degilim Notr Tamamen Karsiyim
(Not at all against it) (Neutral) (Totally against it)
1. Goniilli 6tenaziye (Voluntary euthanasia)

2. Escinsel evlilige (Gay marriage)
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3. Evlilik oncesi cinsel iligkiye (Premarital sex)

4. Kiirtaj1 biitiiniiyle yasaklamaya (Prohibiting abortion altogether)
5. Esrar i¢iminin serbest birakilmasina (Legalizing marijuana)
6. Geng insanlarin ebeveynlerinin izni olmadan dogum kontrol konusunda

bilgilendirilmelerine

(Young people getting informed about birth control without their parents’
permission)

7. Bir kiz ve bir erkegin evlenmeden ayni evde yasamasina

(An unmarried couple living together)

8. Birisinin bankaya yatirdig1 para iizerinden faiz elde etmesine
(Interest income)

9. Kiz ve erkek ¢ocuklarmin karma bir egitim almasina (Coeducation)
10. Osmanlica dersinin tiim liselerde zorunlu ders olarak okutulmasina

(Mandatory Ottoman course in all high schools)
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Economic Conservatism Scale

Liitfen asagida yazilanlar1 dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her ifadeye ne kadar katildiginizi
1'den 7'ye kadar olan Olgekte isaretleyiniz.
(Please carefully read the following and indicate how much you agree with each

statement on a scale of 1 to 7)

1--ooe- 2--mmmm oo 3--mmmm - B - S 6------------- 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Can’t decide) (Absolutely agree)
1. Hemen her alanda devletten ¢ok daha verimli ve basarili ¢alistig igin 6zel
tesebbiis daha iyidir.

(Private enterprise is better because it works much more efficiently and successfully
than the state in almost every field.)

2. Devlet ekonomiye miidahale etmemelidir.

(The state should not interfere with the economy.)

3. Devlet kiiciildiikge bireylerin 6zglirliigii artar.

(As the state gets smaller, the freedom of individuals increases.)

4. Ozel okullar daha kaliteli egitim verdigi icin devlet okullar1 6zel

sektore devredilmelidir.

(Because private schools offer higher quality education, public schools should be
transferred to the private sector.)

5. Devletin ekonomik planlama yetkisi arttik¢a rejim diktatorliige doniistir.
(As the state's economic planning authority increases, the regime becomes a

dictatorship.)
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6. Devlet dedigimiz kurum giderek daha az vergi toplamaya ve daha az hizmet
etmeye dogru gitmelidir.

(The institution, which we call the state, should go towards collecting less taxes and
serving less.)

7. Zengin insanlarin yatirim yapmalart i¢in tegvikler arttirilmalidir.

(Incentives should be increased for rich people to invest.)

8. Hayirseverlik devletin degil, kisilerin sorumlulugudur, dolayisiyla devlet
halka yardimseverlikte bulunmamalidir.

(Philanthropy is the responsibility of the individuals, not the state, therefore the state
should not help people.)

9. Devlet gelir esitsizligini diizeltmek i¢in zenginlerden daha cok, fakirlerden
ise daha az vergi almalidir.

(The state should take more taxes from the rich and less from the poor to alleviate
income inequality.)

10. Ekonomik geliri diisiik olan insanlarin saglik harcamalari biitliniiyle devlet
tarafindan karsilanmalidir.

(Health expenditures of people with low economic income should be fully covered by
the state.)

11. Devlet eger 6zel tesebbiisleri tamamen serbest birakirsa, onlar is¢ilere her
tiirli zulmii yapabilirler.

(If the state gives total freedom to private enterprises, they can expoit the workers in
all sorts of ways.)

12. Devletin giderek kiiclilmesi, gelir esitsizligini daha da arttirir.

(The gradual degrowth of the state further increases income inequality.)
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13.  Devlet sosyal esitligi saglamak adina ekonomiye miidahale etmelidir.

(The state should intervene in the economy in order to achieve social equality.)

14.  Ogzellestirme uygulamalari zenginlerden yanadir ve yasaklanmalidir.
(Privatization practices benefit the rich and should be prohibited.)

15. Evsiz insanlara ya da sokak ¢ocuklarina bakmak devletin bir numarali
gorevidir.

(Caring for homeless people or children is the number one duty of the state.)

16.  Devlet insanlara daha iyi bir yasam standardi vermek i¢in her tiirlii harcamay1
yapmalidir.

(The government should make all kinds of spending to give people a better standard

of living.)
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APPENDIX C

RIGHT-WING AUTHORITARIANISM SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.
(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmryorum katiliyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Absolutely agree)

1. Mevcut otorite, genel olarak pek ¢ok seyde hakli ¢ikarken, radikaller ve her
seye kars1 ¢ikanlar cehaletlerini sergileyen bosbogazlardir.

(While the current authority is right about many things in general, radicals and those
who oppose everything are idiots who display their ignorance.)

2. Kadinlar, evlendiklerinde eslerine itaat edeceklerine dair s6z vermelidirler.
(Women should promise that they will obey their spouses when they get married.)

3. Ulkemizin, biitiinliigiimiize kasteden radikal yonelimleri ve kétiiliikleri ortadan
kaldirmak i¢in ne gerekiyorsa yapabilecek giiglii bir lidere ihtiyaci var.

(Our country needs a strong leader who can do whatever it takes to eliminate radical
trends and evil.)

4. Escinseller ve lezbiyenler, herhangi biri kadar saglikli ve ahlaklidir.

(Gays and lesbians are as healthy and moral as anyone.)
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5. Yonetimdeki saygin otoritelere ve dini yargilara giivenmek, toplumumuzda zihin
karistirmaya ugrasan “giiriiltiicii ayak takimin1” dinlemekten daima daha iyidir.

(It is always better to rely on respected authorities and religious rules than to listen
to the "noisy mobs" who are trying to confuse our society.)

6. Hig¢ kuskusuz, mevcut dinsel 6gretilere isyan edenler ve ateistler diizenli olarak
camiye gidenler kadar iyi ve erdemlidirler.

(Undoubtedly, those who rebel against existing religious teachings and atheists are
as good and virtuous as those who regularly go to the mosque.)

7. Ulkemizi krizlerden kurtarmak icin, geleneksel degerlerimize dénmek, sert
liderleri is basina getirmek ve kotii fikirleri yayanlart susturmak gerekmektedir.

(In order to save our country from the crises, it is necessary to return to our
traditional values, to bring tough leaders to work and to silence those who spread
bad ideas.)

8. Ciplaklar kampinin olmasinda yanlis bir sey yoktur.

(There is nothing wrong with having a nudist camp.)

9. Bircok kisiyi tedirgin etse bile lilkemizin, geleneksel uygulamalara karsi ¢cikma
cesareti gosterebilen 6zglir diistinceli bireylere ihtiyaci var.

(Even if it makes many people nervous, our country needs free-minded individuals
who have the courage to oppose traditional practices.)

10. Inanglarimizi ve ahlaki yapimiz1 yiyip bitiren geleneksel olmayan degerleri
zamaninda yok etmezsek, giiniin birinde lilkemiz yikilacak.

(If we do not destroy the unconventional values that corrode our beliefs and moral

structure, our country will be destroyed one day.)
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11. Kendilerini herkesten farkli kilacak olsa bile bireyler, yasam tarzlarini, dini
inanglarini ve cinsel yonelimlerini kendileri belirlemelidir.

(Individuals should determine their lifestyle, religious beliefs, and sexual
orientation, even if they are different from everyone else.)

12. Eski moda adetler ve degerler hala en iyi yagsama bi¢imini gdsteriyor.
(Old-fashioned customs and values still show the best way to live.)

13. Kadinlarin siyasi, sosyal ve ekonomik alanlarda daha aktif rollere sahip olmasi,
okullarda din derslerinin istege bagli olmasi ve hayvan haklar1 i¢in yeni
diizenlemeler yapilmasini talep ederek mevcut yasalara ve cogunlugun goriislerine
kars1 ¢ikanlara hayranlik duymalisiniz.

(You should admire those who oppose existing laws and the majority’s views,
demanding that women have more active roles in political, social and economic
areas, that religious classes in schools become optional and that new regulations
should be enacted to protect animal rights.)

14. Ulkemiz, kétiiliikleri yok ederek bizi dogru yola getirecek giiclii ve kararli bir
lidere ihtiyag duymaktadir. (Our country needs a strong and determined leader who
will take us on the right path by destroying evil.)

15. Ulkemizin en iyi bireyleri hiikiimete kars1 ¢ikan, dini elestiren ve dogal kabul
edilen seyleri goz ardi edebilenlerdir.

(The best individuals in our country are those who oppose the government, criticize

religion, and ignore what is considered natural.)
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16. Kiirtaj, pornografi ve evlilik konusunda Allah’in koydugu yasalar ¢ok ge¢
olmadan titizlikle uygulanmali ve bu yasalar ihlal edenler siddetle
cezalandirilmalidir.

(The laws of God on abortion, pornography and marriage should be implemented
meticulously before it's too late, and those who violate these laws should be punished
with violence.)

17. Bugiin tilkemizde dini degerlerden yoksun, kendi amaglari i¢in iilkeyi yikmaya
calisan ve otorite tarafindan mutlaka etkisizlestirilmeleri gereken radikal ve ahlaksiz
bir¢ok kisi var.

(Today, there are many radical and immoral people in our country that lack
religious values, who try to destroy the country for their own purposes and that must
be neutralized by the authority.)

18. Kadinin yeri, nerede olmak istiyorsa orasidir. Kadinin kocasina ve toplumsal
geleneklere itaat etmek zorunda kaldig gilinler artik gegmiste kalmastir.

(A woman’s place is wherever she wants to be. The days when the woman had to
obey her husbhand and social traditions are a thing of the past.)

19. Atalarimizin yaptiklariyla onur duyarsak, otoritenin yapmamiz istediklerini
yaparsak ve her seyi berbat eden ¢iirlik elmalar ayiklarsak iilkemiz miithis olur.

(If we are honored with what our ancestors did, if we did what the authority wanted
us to do, and if we extract the rotten apples that ruined everything, our country
would be great.)

20. Yasamak i¢in bir tek dogru yol yoktur; herkes kendi yolunu kendi ¢izmelidir.

(There is no right way to live; everyone should make their own way.)
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21. Feministler ve homoseksiieller, geleneksel aile degerlerine kars1 koyabilecek
kadar cesur olduklari igin takdir edilmelidirler.

(Feminists and homosexuals should be appreciated for being brave enough to resist
traditional family values.)

22. Bu iilkede isler, sorun ¢ikaran gruplar seslerini keser ve kendi gruplarmin
toplumdaki geleneksel yerini kabullenirlerse, biraz daha iyiye gidecektir.

(In this country, things will get a little better if troubling groups shut their mouths

and accept their traditional place in society.)
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APPENDIX D

DOGMATISM SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere katilip katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.

(Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below.)

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Absolutely agree)
1. Benim igin yalnizca bir tek dogru vardir. (There is only one truth for me.)
2. Pek ¢ok insan kendisi i¢in neyin dogru oldugunu bilmiyor.

(Many people do not know what's right for them.)

3. Benimsedigim diislinceyi ve inanci yayginlastirmak icin ¢ogunlukla gii¢
kullanmamin gerekli olabilecegini diisliniiyorum.

(I think it may be mostly necessary to use force to spread the thoughts and beliefs I
have adopted.)

4. Insanlarin fikirlerini 6zgiirce ifade etmeye hakki olduguna inaniyorum.

(I believe that people have the right to express their opinions freely.)

5. Bir bagkas1 benim dile getirdigim gercegi kabul etmeyecek olsa kan beynime

sigrar. (I get very angry if someone else does not accept the fact that | have told.)
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6. Benimsedigim inang ve diisiincelerin dogruluguna kanaatim tamdir; fakat
diinyada var olan ¢ok degisik felsefi ideolojilerin de dogru bir yaninin olabilecegini
diisiiniiyorum.

(I 'am convinced that the beliefs and thoughts | have adopted are correct; but I think
that many different philosophical ideologies that exist in the world may have a
point.)

7. Politik ya da ideolojik diismanlarimizla uzlasmamiz, kendi tarafimiza ihanet
etmek demektir.

(Compromise with our political or ideological enemies means betrayal on our side.)
8. Iki tiir insan vardir: Gergek diismanlar1 ve gergek taraftarlari.

(There are two types of people: The enemies of the truth and those who side with the
truth.)

9. Bazi insanlardan sahip olduklar1 inang ve fikirler nedeniyle nefret ediyorum.
(I hate some people for their beliefs and ideas.)

10. Hararetli tartismalar esnasinda kendi fikirlerime ¢ok fazla yogunlastigimdan
digerlerinin sozlerini dikkatle takip edemiyorum.

(During heated discussions, | cannot follow the words of others carefully, as |
concentrate too much on my own ideas.)

11. Ayni fikirlere sahip oldugumuz kisilere agik¢a saldirmak biiyiik bir sugtur.
(It is a great crime to openly attack those who share our ideas.)

12. Toplumsal ve ahlaki sorunlar tartistigim birgok kisi maalesef neler olup
bittiginden haberdar degil.

(Unfortunately, many people I discuss social and moral issues are not aware of what

IS going on.)
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13. Iyi bir yasam siirmek icin benimle aym1 fikir ve zevklere sahip olan kisilerle
yakinlik kurmam gerektigine inantyorum.

(I believe that in order to lead a good life, I need to get closer to people who have the
same ideas and tastes as me.)

14.  Otoriteye sayg1 ve biiytiklere itaat cocuklara d6gretilmesi gereken baglica
degerlerdendir.

(Respect for authority and obedience to adults are key values that should be taught
to children.)

15.  Yeni ve farkli durumlarla karsilasmaktan ve onlara uyum saglamaya
calismaktan zevk alirim.

(I enjoy encountering new and different situations and trying to adapt to them.)
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APPENDIX E

DEMOGRAPHICS

Cinsiyetiniz (Your gender):

oK oE Diger (liitfen belirtiniz) (M — F — Other — please indicate):

. Yasiniz (Your age):

. Cocuklugunuzdaki gelir seviyeniz

(Socioeconomic status during childhood):

oCok iyi olyi oFena Degil oKé&tii oCok Kétii

(Very good — Good — Not bad — Bad — Very bad)

. En uzun siireyle yasadiginiz yer (Place you lived the longest):
oBiiyiiksehir oSehir cKasaba oBelde oKoy

(Metropolis — City — Town — Province — Village)

. Asagidakilerden hangisi etnik kimliginizi en 1yi tanimlar?

(Which category below best describes your ethnic identity?)

oTiirk oKiirt oErmeni oRum oArap oKafkas oBalkan oDiger:
(Turkish — Kurdish — Armenian — Rum — Arab — Caucasian — Balkan —

Other)
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APPENDIX F

SYLLOGISM CONCLUSIONS

Asagidaki climleleri ne kadar inandirici buluyor veya bu climlelere katiliyorsunuz?
(How much do you believe in or agree with the statements below?)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmryorum katiliyorum
/ inanmryorum / inantyorum
(Absolutely disagree/don 't believe) (Absolutely agree/believe)
1. Sinir 6tesi harekatlar tilkeye faydalidir.

(Cross-border operations are good for the country)

2. Sinir 6tesi harekatlar iilkeye faydali eylemler degildir.
(Cross-border operations are not actions that are good for the country)
3. Idam cezas1 adil degildir. (Capital punishment is not fair.)

4. Idam cezas1 adaletin saglanmasina katkida bulunur.

(Capital punishment ensures justice.)

5. Zorunlu askerlik tilkeye yarar saglar.

(Mandatory military service benefits the country.)

6. Zorunlu askerlik iilkenin giivenligini saglayamaz.

(Mandatory military service cannot ensure the security of the country.)
7. Alkol toplum i¢inde kullanilabilmelidir.

(People should be able to consume alcohol in public.)
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8. Alkol tiikketiminin devlet tarafindan kisitlanmasi gerekir.
(Alcohol consumption needs to be limited by the government.)

9. Biilbiillerin tiiyleri vardir. (Nightingales have feathers.)
10.  Balinalar yiriiyebilir. (Whales can walk.)

11.  Kediler hayvandir. (Cats are animals.)

12.  Yilanlar inektir. (Snakes are cows.)

13.  Otomobillerin motoru vardir. (Automobiles have engines.)
14. Motosiklet kullanmak i¢in ehliyet gerekmez.

(A license is not needed to ride a motorcycle.)

15.  Elmalar muz degildir. (Apples are not bananas.)

16.  Elmalarin suya ihtiyaci yoktur. (Apples do not need water.)
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APPENDIX G

SPECIFIC INTELLECTUAL HUMILITY SCALE

Liitfen sayfanin en basinda verdiginiz cevaplart goz oniinde bulundurarak asagidaki
ifadelere ne kadar katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.
(Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below based on your

answers on top of the page.)

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Absolutely agree)
1. _hakkindaki bugiinkii goriislerim bir giin yanlis ¢ikabilir.
(My views about today may someday turn out to be wrong.)
2. Konu  hakkindaki goriislerime gelince bazi bulgular1 gérmezden geliyor
olabilirim.
(When it comes to my views about I may be overlooking evidence.)
3. ____hakkindaki goriislerim yeni bir delil veya bilgi ile degisebilir.
(My views about may change with additional evidence or information.)

Topics that fill in the blanks:

1. Idam cezas1 (Capital punishment)
2. Sinir Gtesi harekatlar (Cross-border operations)
3. Alkol tiiketimi (Alcohol consumption)
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Zorunlu askerlik (Mandatory military service)
Hayvanlar (Animals)
Motorlu tasitlar (Vehicles)

Bitkiler (Plants)
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APPENDIX H

COGNITIVE REFLECTION TEST

1. Bir beyzbol sopasi ve bir beyzbol topu 1.10 TL tutuyor. Beyzbol sopast,
beyzbol topundan 1.00 TL daha pahali. Buna goére beyzbol topunun fiyati nedir?
(kurus cinsinden)

(A ball and a bat costs 1.10 TL. The bat is 1.00 TL more expensive than the ball.
How much does the ball cost?)

2. 5 makine 5 pargay1 5 dakikada iiretiyor. Buna gore 100 makine 100 parcay1
ka¢ dakikada tiretir?

(5 machines make 5 widgets in 5 minutes. How many minutes does it take for 100
machines to make 100 widgets?)

3. Bir goliin belli bir alan1 niliifer yapraklariyla kaplidir. Bu alanin biiyiikligi
her giin iki katina ¢ikmaktadir. 48 giinde bu alan g6liin tamamin1 kapladigina gore,
kag giinde goliin yarisini kaplar?

(A certain area of a lake is covered with lotus leaves. The size of this area doubles
every day. If this area covers the entire lake in 48 days, how many days does it take
to cover half the lake?)

4. Siz bir kosu yarisindasiniz ve ikinci olan kisiyi gegtiniz. Kaginci siraya
ylkselirsiniz?

(You are in a race and you just beat the person who was in the second place. What is

your placing now?)
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5. Bir ciftlikte 15 tane koyun var. 8 tanesi hari¢ hepsi 61dii, geriye kag tane
kald1?

(There are 15 sheep on a farm. All but eight are dead, how many are left?)

6. Ayse’nin babasinin 3 tane ¢ocugu var. ilk iki gocugunun adi Eyliil ve Ekim
ise liglincii cocugunun adi nedir?

(Ayse's father has 3 children. If the names of the first two children are Eylil and
Ekim, what is the name of the third child?)

7. 3 metre derinliginde, 3 metre uzunlugunda, 3 metre genisliginde (bos) bir
cukurun i¢inde ka¢ metrekiip toprak vardir?

(How many cubic meters of soil are there in a 3-meter-deep, 3 meter long, 3 meter

wide (empty) pit?)
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APPENDIX |

ANALYSIS-HOLISM SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.

(Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Absolutely agree)

1. Evrendeki her sey bir sekilde birbiriyle iligkilidir.
(Everything in the universe is somehow related to each other.)

2. Higbir sey iliskisiz degildir. (Nothing is unrelated.)

3. Diinyadaki her sey nedensel bir iligkiyle i¢ ice gegmistir.
(Everything in the world is intertwined in a causal relationship.)

4. Evrenin herhangi bir unsurundaki ufak bir degisiklik bile 6teki unsurlarda
onemli degisimlere yol acabilir.
(Even a small change in any element of the universe can lead to significant
alterations in other elements.)

5. Her ne kadar bazi nedenleri bilinmese de, her olayin ¢ok sayida nedeni vardir.
(Any phenomenon has numerous numbers of causes, although some of the

causes are not known.)
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6. Her ne kadar bazilar1 bilinemez de olsa, her olay sayisiz sonu¢ dogurur.
(Any phenomenon entails a numerous number of consequences, although
some of them may not be known.)

7. llk baksta iliskisiz gibi goriinen iki olayin birbirine bir nedenler zinciriyle
bagli olmas1 muhtemeldir.

(It is likely that the two events that seem unrelated at first glance are
connected by a chain of causes.)

8. Asiriya kagmaktansa orta yolu bulmak daha caziptir.

(It is more desirable to take the middle ground than go to extremes.)

9. Insanlar aralarinda anlasmazlik oldugunda, uzlasmak ve herkesin fikrine
kucak agmak i¢in yollar aramalidirlar.

(When disagreement exists among people, they should search for ways to
compromise and embrace everyone’s opinions.)

10. Birinin goriisleri bir bagkasininkilerle ters diistiigiinde uzlagsma noktasi
bulmak, kimin hakli/haksiz oldugunu tartismaktan daha énemlidir.

(It is more important to find a point of compromise than to debate who is
right/wrong, when one’s opinions conflict with other’s opinions.)

11. Kendinden farkli goriistekilerle anlagsmazlik i¢inde olmaktansa, uyum icinde
olmak daha caziptir.

(It is desirable to be in harmony, rather than in discord, with others of
different opinions than one’s own.)

12. Bir tartismada orta yolu segmekten kaginilmalidir.

(Choosing a middle ground in an argument should be avoided.)

13. Asiriya kagmaktan kaginmaliyiz. (We should avoid going to extremes.)
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Bir¢cok mesele birbirine zit goziiken dogrulart ayni anda barindiracak kadar
inceliklidir.

(Many issues are sufficiently sophisticated to accommodate lines that seem
opposite to each other at the same time.)

Evrendeki her sey birbirine zit 6zellikler barindirabilir.

(Everything in the universe can have opposing features.)

Bir seyin belli bir 6zellikle nitelendirilmesi, karsit bir 6zellige de sahip
olmasina engel degildir.

(The characterization of something with a certain feature does not prevent it
from having an opposite feature.)

Cok olumlu goziiken bir olgu veya kavram, ¢ogu zaman i¢inde olumsuzu da
barindirir.

(A phenomenon or concept that seems very positive often includes something
negative.)

Bagimiza gelen olumsuz olaylarin ¢ogu aslinda ilerde dogacak olumlu
etkilerin de tohumunu ig¢inde tasir.

(Most of the negative events that happen to us also contain the seeds of
positive effects that will arise in the future.)

Diinyadaki biitiin olaylar 6ngoriilebilir dogrultuda gelisir.

(Every phenomenon in the world moves in predictable directions.)

Su anda basaril1 bir hayat yasayan bir insan, basarili olmaya devam edecektir.
(A person who is currently living a successful life will continue to stay

successful.)
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21. Su anda diiriist olan bir kisi gelecekte diiriist kalacaktir.

(An individual who is currently honest will stay honest in the future.)

22. Eger bir olay belli bir yonde gelisiyorsa, o yonde gitmeye devam edecektir.
(If an event is moving toward a certain direction, it will continue to move
toward that direction.)

23. Mevcut durumlar her an degisebilir.

(Current situations can change at any time.)

24. Gelecek olaylar mevcut durumlara dayanarak ongoriilebilir.
(Future events are predictable based on present situations.)

25. Siirekli artis gosteren bir durumiun artmaya devam etmesi diisiis
gostermesinden daha olasidir.

(If something constantly increases, it is more likely to continue to increase
than to decrease.)

26. Bir olguyu anlamak i¢in pargalarindansa biitiinii g6z 6niine alinmalidir.
(The whole, rather than its parts, should be considered in order to
understand a phenomenon.)

27. Pargalardansa biitline dikkat etmek daha 6nemlidir.

(It is more important to pay attention to the whole than its parts.)

28. Biitiin, pargalarinin toplamindan daha biiyiiktiir.

(The whole is greater than the sum of its parts.)

29. Ayritilardansa biitiin bir baglama dikkat etmek daha 6nemlidir.

(It is more important to pay attention to the whole context rather than the

details.)
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30. Biiyiik resmi hesaba katmadan pargalart anlamak miimkiin degildir.

(It is not possible to understand the parts without considering the whole
picture.)

31. Birinin davranisini anlamak i¢in kisiliginin yan1 sira kars1 karsiya kaldig:
durumu da g6z 6ntinde bulundurmaliy1z.

(We should consider the situation a person is faced with, as well as his/her
personality, in order to understand one’s behavior.)

32. Sonradan fark ettigimiz bir detay, bir olguya bakigimizi kokten degistirebilir.
(A detail that we noticed later can radically change our view of a
phenomenon.)

33. Bir sistem bozuldugunda bozuk pargaya odaklanmak tiim sisteme
odaklanmak daha gereklidir.

(When a system fails, it is more necessary to focus on the defective part than

to focus on the entire system.)
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APPENDIX ]

LIMITATIONS-OWNING INTELLECTUAL HUMILITY SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere katilip katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.
(Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Absolutely agree)
1. Bir seyi anlamadigimda ¢6zmek i¢in gayret ederim.

(When | don't understand something, I try hard to figure it out.)

2. Ogrenmeyi severim. (I love learning.)

3. Bir seyi anlamazsam, kafami karistiran seyin tam olarak ne oldugunu
netlestirmeye caligirim.

(If I don't understand something, | try to get clear about what exactly is confusing to

me.)
4. Hakikate 6nem veririm. (I care about truth.)
5. Bilgimin kisithiligini diisiiniince rahatsiz hissederim.

(When I think about the limitations of what I know, | feel uncomfortable.)

6. Entelektiiel agidan sahip oldugum zayifliklarima gereginden fazla
odaklanirim. (I focus on my intellectual weaknesses too much.)

7. Entelektiiel acidan sahip oldugum kisithliklar ve zayifliklar s6z konusu
oldugunda savunmaya gecerim.

(I tend to get defensive about my intellectual limitations and weaknesses.)
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8. Bir alanda entelektiiel agidan zayif oldugumu fark edersem diger alanlardaki
entelektiiel becerilerimden de siiphelenmeye meyilliyim.

(When | know that | have an intellectual weakness in one area, | tend to doubt my
intellectual abilities in other areas as well.)

9. Birisi diistincemdeki bir hataya dikkat ¢ektiginde, hatali oldugumu kabul
etmede gecikmem.

(When someone points out a mistake in my thinking, I am quick to admit that | was
wrong.)

10. Entelektiiel agidan sahip oldugum kisitlamalart kabullenmede gecikmem.
(I am quick to acknowledge my intellectual limitations.)

11.  Yanilgiya distiiglimii kabul etmekte zorlanirim.

(I have a hard time admitting when one of my beliefs is mistaken.)

12. Entelektiiel agidan sahip oldugum kisitlamalar1 kabullenirken rahat

hissederim. (I feel comfortable admitting my intellectual limitations.)
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APPENDIX K

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin size ne kadar uygun oldugunu belirtiniz.

(Please indicate how much these statements suit your personality.)

1 2 3 4 5
Hig uygun degil Tamamen uygun
(Not at all suits me) (Totally suits me)
1. Verdigim kararlardan dolay1 asla pismanlik duymam.

(I never regret the decisions | make.)

2. Bana yonelik elestirileri her zaman dikkate alirim.

(I always consider the criticism towards me.)

3. Bir seyi kafama koydugumda diger insanlar nadiren fikrimi degistirebilir.
(When I decide I'm going to do something, other people can rarely change my mind.)
4. Kendi kaderimi yazabilecegimi diisliniirim.

(I think I can write my own destiny.)

5. Verdigim kararlara ¢ok giivenirim. (I have high confidence in my decisions.)
6. Diger insanlarin benim hakkimda ne diisiindiigiinii dikkate almam.

(I do not care what other people think about me.)

7. Kendime kars1 her zaman diiriist davranirim. (I always be honest with myself.)
8. Tamamen mantikli bir insanim. (I am a completely logical person.)
9. Zihnimi dagitan bir diisinceden uzaklasmak benim icin zor degildir.

(It is not difficult for me to move away from a thought that distracts me.)
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10. Koti aligkanliklarimi terk etmek bana zor gelmez.

(It is not difficult for me to quit my bad habits.)

11.  Duygularimin yogunlagmasi diisiincelerimde dnyargili olmama neden olmaz.
(Intensity of my emotions does not cause me to be biased in my thoughts.)

12. Insanlara yonelik ilk izlenimimde yanilmam.

(I am not mistaken in my first impressions of people.)

13.  Yaptigim islerde her zaman dogru adimlar atarim.

(I always take the right steps in the work | do.)

14.  Hayatimda hig arabaya binmedim. (I have never ridden in a car.) (attention

check)
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APPENDIX L

SOCIAL VIGILANTISM SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.

(Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below.)

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
(Absolutely disagree) (Absolutely agree)
1. Diger insanlar1 aydinlatmanin benim gorevim oldugunu hissederim.

(I feel as if it is my duty to enlighten other people.)

2. Fikirlerimin bagkalarin1 egitmek i¢in kullanilmasi gerektigini hissediyorum.
(I feel that my ideas should be used to educate others.)

3. Kendi fikrimi ifade etmenin toplumsal bir vazife oldugunu hissederim.

(I feel a social obligation to voice my opinion.)

4. Insanlarin nasil yasamasi gerektigine dair her tartismay1 kazanmam gerekir.
(I need to win any argument about how people should live their lives.)

S. Daha zeki ve bilgili insanlar, zekasi ve bilgisi daha az olan insanlar1
egitmekten sorumludur.

(Those people who are more intelligent and informed have a responsibility to
educate the people around them who are less intelligent and informed.)

6. Kendimi 6nemli kararlar alabilecek bir uzman konumunda gérmeyi hayal
ederim.

(I like to imagine myself in a position of authority so that | could make the important

decisions around here.)
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1. Insanlarin beni dinlemesini saglamaya ¢alisirim ¢iinkii sdyledigim seyler cok
mantiklidir.

(I try to get people to listen to me, because what I have to say makes a lot of sense.)
8. Bazi insanlar aptalca seylere inanir. (Some people just believe stupid things.)
9. Toplumda ¢ok fazla cahil insan var.

(There are a lot of ignorant people in society.)

10.  Bazi insanlara goriislerinin yanlis oldugunun sdylenmesi gerektigini
diisiiniiyorum.

(I think that some people need to be told that their point of view is wrong.)

11. Herkes olan biteni benim gordiigiim gibi gorse diinya daha giizel bir yer
olurdu. (If everyone saw things the way that I do, the world would be a better place.)
12. Insanlarin bir sorun hakkinda taraf secerken ince noktalar1 gdzden kacirmalari
sinirimi bozuyor.

(It frustrates me that many people fail to consider the finer points of an issue when
they take a side.)

13. Siklikla insanlarin fikirlerini saglam delillere dayandirmadiklarin
hissediyorum.

(I often feel that other people do not base their opinions on good evidence.)
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APPENDIX M

SYLLOGISM TASK

Liitfen agagida gordiigliniiz ¢ikarimlar dikkatlice okuyup ¢ikarilan sonucun mantikl
olup olmadigini ve cevabiniza ne kadar giivendiginizi isaretleyin. Verilen ilk iki
ciimlenin dogru oldugunu kabul etmeniz ve sonucun gegerliligini buna gore
belirlemeniz gerekmektedir.

(Please carefully read the conclusions you see below and indicate whether the
conclusion made is logical and how confident you are in your answer. You must
accept that the first two sentences are correct and determine the validity of the

conclusion accordingly.)

Bu ¢ikarim mantiken gegerli midir? (Is this inference logically valid?)
oMantiken gecerli oMantiken gecersiz (o Logically valid o Logically invalid)
Cevabinizdan ne kadar eminsiniz? (How confident are you in your answer?)
oPek emin degilim oBiraz eminim oKesinlikle eminim

(o I'm not sure o I'm somewhat sure o I'm absolutely sure)

“Toplum talebi dahilinde olan uygulamalar iilkeye faydalidir.
Sinir Gtesi harekatlar toplum talebi dahilindedir.

Sinir Gtesi harekatlar tilkeye faydalidir.”

(Policies that are in public demand are beneficial to the country.
Cross-border operations are within public demand.

Cross-border operations are beneficial to the country.)

“Toplum talebi dahilinde olan uygulamalar tilkeye faydalidir.
Sinir 6tesi harekatlar toplum talebi dahilinde degildir.

Sinir 6tesi harekatlar iilkeye faydali degildir.”

(Policies that are in public demand are beneficial to the country.
Cross-border operations are not within public demand.

Cross-border operations are not beneficial to the country.)
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“Ulkeye faydali olacak eylemler toplumdan genis destek goriir.
Sinir 6tesi harekatlar toplumdan genis destek goriir.

Sinir 6tesi harekatlar iilkeye faydali eylemlerdir.”

(Actions that will benefit the country receive broad public support.
Cross-border operations receive broad public support.

Cross-border operations are beneficial actions for the country.)

“Ulkeye faydali olacak eylemler toplumdan genis destek goriir.
Sinir 6tesi harekatlar toplumdan genis destek gérmez

Sinir 6tesi harekatlar tilkeye faydali eylemler degildir.*

(Actions that will benefit the country receive broad public support.
Cross-border operations do not receive broad public support.
Cross-border operations are not beneficial actions for the country.)

“Bir cezanin adil olabilmesi i¢in toplumdan genis destek gormesi gerekir.
Idam cezas1 toplumdan genis destek gérmektedir.

Idam cezas1 adildir.”

(In order for a sentence to be fair, it needs to receive broad public support.
The capital punishment receives broad public support.

The capital punishment is fair.)

“Bir cezanin adil olabilmesi i¢in toplumdan genis destek gérmesi gerekir.
Idam cezas1 toplumdan genis destek gormemektedir.

Idam cezas1 adil degildir.”

(In order for a sentence to be fair, it needs to receive broad public support.
The capital punishment does not receive broad public support.

The capital punishment is not fair.)
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“Halkin vicdanini rahatlatan cezalar adaletin saglanmasina katkida bulunur.

Idam cezas1 halkin vicdanim rahatlatir.

Idam cezas1 adaletin saglanmasina katkida bulunur.”

(Penalties that relieve the public conscience contribute to the provision of justice.
The capital punishment relieves the public's conscience.

The capital punishment contributes to justice.)

“Halkin vicdanini rahatlatan cezalar adaletin saglanmasina katkida bulunur.

Idam cezas1 halkin vicdanini rahatlatmaz.

Idam cezas1 adaletin saglanmasina katkida bulunmaz.”

(Penalties that relieve the public conscience contribute to the provision of justice.
The capital punishment does not relieve the public's conscience.

The capital punishment does not contribute to justice.)

“Ordu diizeni verim gozetilerek hazirlandiginda iilkeye yarar saglar.

Zorunlu askerlik ordu diizeni agisindan verimli degildir.

Zorunlu askerlik tilkeye yarar saglamaz.”

(When the order of the military is efficiently designed, it benefits the country.
Compulsory military service is not efficient in terms of military order.

Compulsory military service does not benefit the country.)

“Ordu diizeni verim gozetilerek hazirlandiginda iilkeye yarar saglar.

Zorunlu askerlik ordu diizeni agisindan verimlidir.

Zorunlu askerlik iilkeye yarar saglar.”

(When the order of the military is efficiently designed, it benefits the country.
Compulsory military service is efficient in terms of military order.

Compulsory military service benefits the country.)
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“Ulkenin giivenligini saglamak i¢in nitelikli askerlerin yetistirilmesi gerekir.
Zorunlu askerlik nitelikli askerler yetistirir.

Zorunlu askerlik tilkenin giivenligini saglayabilir.”

(To ensure the security of the country, qualified soldiers must be trained.
Compulsory military service trains qualified soldiers.

Compulsory military service can ensure the security of the country.)

“Ulkenin giivenligini saglamak i¢in nitelikli askerlerin yetistirilmesi gerekir.
Zorunlu askerlik nitelikli askerler yetistirmez.

Zorunlu askerlik tilkenin giivenligini saglayamaz.*

(To ensure the security of the country, qualified soldiers must be trained.
Compulsory military service does not train qualified soldiers.

Compulsory military service cannot ensure the security of the country.)

“Insanlara kontroliinii kaybettirecek eylemler toplum i¢inde yapilmamalidir.
Alkol insanlarin kontroliinii kaybetmesine neden olur.

Alkol toplum i¢inde kullanilmamalidir.”

(Actions that will cause people to lose control should not be done in public.
Alcohol causes people to lose control.

People should not consume alcohol in public.)

“Insanlara kontroliinii kaybettirecek eylemler toplum icinde yapilmamalidir.
Alkol insanlarin kontroliinii kaybetmesine neden olmaz.

Alkol toplum i¢inde kullanilabilmelidir.”

(Actions that will cause people to lose control should not be done in public.
Alcohol does not cause people to lose control.

People should be ab