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Abstract

The aim of this study is examination of thelationship between social dominance orientation and attitudes
towards ecological dilemmas of university students. Also examination of differences of attitudes towards
ecological dilemmas and social dominance orientation levels of students with thedr,gggahomic status, and

mot her 6s education | evel are other secondary aims of
(SDO) and Ecological Dilemmas Scale (EDS) were used for data collection. Participants were 100 university
students fromvai ous universities who |ived at Kzmir. Accordi

lower SDO mean scores than males. No differences were found among groups, regarding economic status and
mot her s education var i and ERSsscores. Socidl domimsice orfentatio &@ess c o r €
were appeared as best predictor of the EDS scores and %31variance of attitudes towards ecological dilemmas
were explained by SDO mean scores. Social dominance orientation and positive attitudes regalatiicale

dilemmas were correlated negatively. Finding points out a relation where social dominance orientation tend to

be higher, positive attitudes regarding ecological dilemmas tend to be lower or vice versa.
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Introducti on

Attitudes can be explained as psychological tendencies towards certain objects. A positive or
negative ©psychol ogical tendency which bring
behaviors towards any object which is psychologically significant far person (Smith,

1968).

Prejudice is nothing but a negative attitude. It is worth to emphasize that the study of
prejudice is one of the first study areas of social psychology (Pfeifer & Bernstein, 2003).
According to Social Dominance Theory, sirsmrial dominance orientation is a predictor of
prejudice towards o6the other 6, it can also b
towards the O6outside groupsd in other word s
& Levin, 2004).

Dualistic way of thought creates a separation between mankind and nature. It was suggested
that perhaps original dualism between mankind and nature happened when mankind started to
interact with nature and aimed to domesticate nature during the anciestgerhaps at the
beginning of the Neolithic times. It is clear that mentioned dualistic way of thought which
creates a separation between mankind and nature is a product of social constructions (Purser,
Park, & Montuori, 1995).

Social constructions aremportant since they are involved in shaping related concepts
regarding the humanature conceptualizations. As a result it is obvious that social
constructions are affecting the mankinature relationships. Most important, it is obvious

t hat Ohudmadhnaydred® dualism provide opportul

dominance.

Priority and importance of global ecological balance was emphasized in literature (McKibben,
1989; United Nations Environment Program [UNBRCMC], 2016). If carelessness
regading ecosystems keep rising, anxiety arousing ecologically unbalanced condition of
globe may go beyond the limits of reversible destruction.Therefore comprehension of the
importance of ecosystems and requirements for protection is vital. It is obvidutheha
mankind is part of the nature (Purser et al., 1995). Without suitable natural environment for
example without oxygen which is byproduct of photosynthesis of pliamas has survival

value for mankind toothe world will not be suitable for any brkat ng ani mal s 6

including humans.
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Social dominance orientation is accepted as a predictor of prejudice and discrimination
towards the O6éoutside groupsd in other words
Laar, & Levin, 2004). Legitimatizain of discrimination and hence justification of system,

works through superiority beliefs (Jost & Banaji, 1994). It seems that social dominance
orientation of mankind has an impact regarding environmental consequences (Milfont,
Richter, Sibley, Wilson, &Fischer, 2013). Therefore it can be suggested that social
dominance orientation and attitudes regarding ecological dilemmas could be related.

Under the light of the related literature the aim of this study was examination of the
relationship between sotidominance orientation and attitudes towards ecological dilemmas.

At the same time, examination of differences of attitudes towards ecological dilemmas and
social dominance orientation of individuals with their gender, socioeconomic status, and

mo t h alucdtien legel were the secondary aims of the presented study.
Method

The preented study hasdescriptive, cross sectional design.

Participants

Since university students are prospective young professionals of society who has probable
impact regardingfutr e of the society, i nvestigation of
and ecological dilemma related attitudes is regarded as important. Data was collected from
university students who | ive at Kzmir . Dat
(snowbal l sampling) from students who are at
criteria was being a university student. Ethical principles were followed; informed consent

was taken from all participants. Participants were 100 universitemstsiavith ageange of 19

to 28. Mean age of participants was calculated as 22.93 (SD=R&@pgraphic information
regarding sex, economic status, and mot her (
in Table 1.
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Table 1 Descriptives ofDemographic Variables (N=100)

Variables Groups n
Gender Female 66
Male 34
MothEd Illiterate 1
Literate 5
PrimarySchool 48
HighSchool 30
University+ 16
ES Lowermiddle 5
Middle 56
Highermiddle 31
High 8
Mot hEd: Education | evel of participe

Data Collection Instruments
Demographic Information Form

Demographic information form was used to get informationpasr t i ci pant sé a

economic status, and motherds education | eve
Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO)

Scale targets to measure discriminative and prejudicial attitude tendencies regarding group
based superiority beliefs. Sidanius, Levin and Brét®96) developed the 7 point likert type
original scale which has 16 items. Kara-ant
study. Cr on b-etedhand spla halp reliabjlity of thes Scale was informed as 0.85,

0.86 and 0.79 respectiye Since the scale aims to measure group based dominance
orientation, items (2, 4, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15) which are supporting equality and

undiscriminating behaviors should be reverse coded.

I n the presented study Cr onbascOB8d and sptha@afha f or
reliability of the scale was found as 0.74.

Ecological Dilemmas Attitude Scale (EDS)

Scal e which was devel oped by Yal -é&n (2009)
ecological dilemmas has 7 items. It is a 5 point likert typgungent (1=completely disagree

and 5=completely agree). The items with the numbers 2 and 7 require reverse coding. High
scores from scale are accepted as being more
dilemmas. On the other hand low scores frolme scal e i nterpreted a

regarding ecol ogi-icnatle rdeislte nomraise nareed 64 s-88trfon b ac
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results were informed as 0.70 and 0.61 respectively. Since factor analysis revealed two

factors, two subscales weref or med by Yal -én (2009) . 6Gene|
includes the items 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 and on
includes the items 2 and 7. I n the presente

for EDS werefound as 0.62 and 0.80 respectively.
Findings

Results about the differences regarding SDO,

of gender

In order to see differences regarding gender, analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used.
Statistically significant differences were found between males and females in terms of SDO
mean scores (F(1,98)=9,605, p=0,003; p<.05). Findings revealed that ditikzed
significantly with higher SDO mean scores (X=50.88, SD=15.54) from females (X=40.16,
SD=16.78)According to this result it can be said that males reported higher social dominance

orientation than females.

On the other hand, analyses revealed nasttatlly significant differences regarding gender
in terms of EDS total mean scores, and subscales of EDS. These findings mean that no gender
based differences were found between males and females regarding attitudes towards

ecological dilemmas, generaklfare dilemmas, and comon field dilemmas.

Descriptives and findings about the gender based differences regarding attitudes related with
social dominance orientation, ecological dilemmas, general welfare and common field

dilemmas were presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptives and ANOVA Findings Between Groups Regarding SDO, EDS and EDS

Subscales Scores

Variables Group N Xe SD = p
SDbO female 66 40,16 16,78  9.605* 0,003
male 34 50,88 15,54
EDS female 66 26,81 4.44 1,434 0,23
male 34 25,58 5,60
EDSGWD  female 66 20,21 4,22 2,725 0,10
male 34 18,64 4.97
EDSCFD female 66 6,60 212 0,537 0,46
male 34 6,94 2.24

*p<.05; SDO=Social dominance orientation, E[E8slogicaldilemmas scale, EDSGWD=EDS general welfare dilemmas,
EDSCFD= EDS common field dilemmas
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Results about the differences regarding SDO, EDS, and EDS subscales scores between

different economicstatus groups

ANOVA which was conducted to see differences regargingnomicstatus revealed no
significant differences between groups in terms of SDO (F(3,96)=1.251, p=0.29, p>0.05),
EDS (F(3,96)=1.030, p=0.38, p>0.05), general welfare dilemmas (F(3,96)=1.087, p=0.35,
p>0.05), and common field dilemmas (F(3,96)=0.437, p=0.7208630

According to these results it can be said that no differences regarding different economic
status levels were found in terms of attitudes towards ecological dilemmas, general welfare

dilemmas, and comon field dilemmas in this sample.

Results about tre differences regarding SDO, EDS, and EDS subscales scores in terms of

mot her 6s educati on

Since there were only one case in terms of
statistical analyses were conducted with four educational levels Jlizsexcof this category

to see attitude differences regarding SDO, E
education level. Results of variance analyses revealed no statistically significant differences in
terms of SDO (F(3, 94)=2.436, p=0.07), E0F(3, 94)=2.025, p=0.12), and general welfare
dilemmas (F(3, 94)=1.147, p=0.33), and common field dilemmas (F3, 94)=0.977, p=0.40)
mean scores of groups that based on mother
differences were found on the basfe omot her 6s education | evel re

attitudes in terms of social dominance orientation and ecological dilemmas.
Results of correlation analysis

Correlation anal yses wer e conducted regard
educdion, economical status, social dominance orientation, total EDS scale scores and
subscales of EDS which are O6gener al wel f ar e

attitudes.

According to findings of correlation analyses which performed thrdRegrsoncorrelation
coefficient m o teHueatiah sorrelated positively wigconomicstatus (r=.279, p=.005,
p<.05). Which means higher economic status is related with higher education level of mother

or vice versa.
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SDO scoregorrelatedhegatively with EDS swres (r=-.558, p=.000, p< .05) and subscale of
EDS Ogwalefrar e di-.516,mama0o,e< .05). # can be said that higher social

dominance orientation is related with lower ecologically sensitive attitudes or vice versa.

Total EDS scoreswadsound positively correlated with s
fielddi | e mma3s60p=(000, p< .09 nd Ogendraale dil emmasd (r =

p< .05). Relations between variables were presented at Table 3.

Table 3.Correlations Between \ariables

Variables Mot her 6 <Economic® SDO EDS EDSCFD EDSGWD

Mot he 1

EconomicS 279" 1

SDO -,005 -,114 1

EDS ,012 ,169 -,558" 1

EDSGFD  -,052 ,064 -,191 376" 1

EDSGWD ,038 ,151 -,510" 897" -,072 1

**correlation is significant at 0,001 | evel, Mot her 6 s Ed=Mo't

dominance orientation, EDS=Ecological dilemmas scale, EDSGWD=EDS general welfare dilemmas, EDSCFD= EDS
common field dilemmas

Resultsof regression analysis

Predictors of ecological dilemmas (EDS scores) were examined through stepwise regression
analyses. As can be seen from Table 4, social dominance orientation (SDO) was appeared as
best predictor of the EDS and %31variance of EDS epéained by SDO scores.

Table 4.Predictors of EDS According to Stepwise Regression Analyses

Predictors R R B

SDO 0,558 0,312 -0,159 -0,558 0,024 44,387 0,000

*p<0.05 SDO=Social dominance orientation, EE8elogicaldilemmas scale

Discussion

The aim of this study was examination of the relationship between social dominance
orientation and attitudes towar@tological dilemmas. At the same time, examination of
differences of attitudes towards ecological dilemmas and social dominance orientation levels
of students with their gender, socioeconomi

secondary aims dhe presented study.
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Findings revealed that males differed significantly with higher social dominance orientation
scores from femal es. Result seems parallel
Wirth, 2009; Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 2001). Fales tend to have less group based
discriminative attitudes than males. Social identity theory suggests that gender identity can be
one of the factors which has relation with differing group based dominance attitudes between
males and females (Dambrun, Dwa & Guimond, 2004).

On the other hand no differences were found between males and females regarding attitudes
towards ecol ogi cal dil emmas and EDS subscal e
and 6common field dil ermemaKaldf, Dietz, & Guagnano,sleOf)ge st e
values and beliefs may be underlying factors which are related with gender differences in
terms of environmental attitudes. Beliefs predicted by values and on the other hand attitudes

are related with beliefs; hencd #iree concepts are related (Stern et al., 1995). Since both

male and female participants of the presented study are university students, it can be thought
that being a university student resulted more homogeneous values and beliefs and hence more
homogemrous attitudes regarding ecological dilemmas.

As can be seen in results while males tend to have higher group based discriminative
attitudes, no gender based differences were found in terms of attitudes regarding ecological

dilemmas for this sample.

It was informed that chalenging gender related norms related with negative consequencies
(Yu et al., 2017) and young people commonly endorse gender inequality norms (Kagesten et
al., 2016). In literature it was also claimed that interactions of growing child secial
environment, with social ecology of the society is important while learning gender based
norms (Basu, Zuo, Lou, Acharya, & Lundgren, 2017) and it was emphasized that formation
of certain attitudes are more related with male role norms than attitedes (West, 2016).
Social dominance orientation could be one of them. Perhaps since group based discrimination
is related with male role norms and also related with having more rights via gender, any
change in terms of related attitudes could If&cdlt. Since it means giving up from
somet hing which seems as a O6birth righo for
could be difficult. Future studies targeting related factors and interactions of factors are
needed to investigate why vidisome attitudes are becoming homogeneous as a result of

some factors for example as a result of education, while others not.

Analyses revealed no significant differences between different economic status groups in

terms of SDO, EDS, and EDS subscalewes. Also, no statistically significant differences
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were found regarding SDO, EDS, and EDS subs

Since the participants were university stude

can be accepted aslianitation in terms of generalizability of the findings. Some factors
which might be related with this homogeneity like being a university students, and general
social climate should be examined via prospective studies. For example wider society based
samping which includes participants from various regions of Turkey with different
educational levels, with different occupations is proposed. Also quato sampling for providing
a certain level of equivalence in groups regarding related factors as differéer mdtcation

levels is proposed and lack of this can be mentioned as a limitation of the presented study.

Socialization hypothesis claim that an adul't
are related with the socio economic conditions @f ¢hildhood of his or her own (Egri &

Ralston, 2004). On the other hand in literature it was suggested that birth cohort plays an

i mportant role regarding individual 6s attit
variations are link to birth cohochanges (Mohai & Twight, 1987). It was also suggested that
related factors regarding attitudes towards ecological dilemmas changes across times.
According to this, for example ideas regarding funds for environmental protection or
environmental concernseanot related to some factors as exposure to environmental events,
social structure and cultural context in linear ways which is constant across birth cohorts. On

the contrary it was claimed that attitudes regarding ecological concerns related to various

mentioned factors in nonlinear ways (Pampel & Hunter, 2012).

In this sample selfeport of economic condition due to family income was handled. As
pointed out by Oakes and Rossi (2003) socio economic status is a multidimensional concept
and therefore its sasurement is difficult. Regarding the fact that all participants are
university students their social level can be accepted as equal and for this sample this might
be a reason of no difference finding &among

family economic levels in terms of SDO, EDS, and EDS subscales scores.

Social dominance orientation was appeared as best predictor of the EDS scores and
%31variance of attitudes towards ecological dilemmas were explained by social dominance
orientation tendencies. Social dominance orientation and positive attitudes regarding
ecological dilemmas were correlated negatively. Which points out a relation where positive
attitudes regarding ecological dilemmas tend to be high, social dominance orientatitm tend

be low, or vice versa. It seems parallel with the claim which suggests a relation between
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social dominance orientation and environmental unsensitivity and rejection of some

ecologically important unbalances ¢ | h2 , Cant al, Akrami, & Mil fc

It was claimed that world view of individuals who are high in social dominance orientation
would be more competitive and | ess cooperat.
informed that lower cooperativeness character dimension is related witler hsocial

domi nance tendencies (Okumukojlu, 2017). The
result of the current study which points out that positive attitudes regarding ecological

dilemmas tend to be less in people whose social dominance taernénd to be high.

The aim of this study was examination of relationship between social dominance orientation
and attitudes towards ecological dilemmas. As can be seen from the results, social dominance
orientation and attitudes regarding ecologidéémmas were found negatively related with

each other. As previously mentioned, dualistic conceptualizations creates a separation
between mankind and nature (Purser, Park, & Montuori, 1995) and social constructions
regarding naturuman conceptualizatisnare affecting the mankintature relationships.
Therefore It seems obvious t hat 6humanityé
regarding legitimatization of destructive dominance of mankind. On the other hand since
mankind is part of the nature (Rer et al., 1995), priority and importance of global
ecological balance should be understood before carelessness regarding ecosystems will push
the ecologically unbalanced condition of globe to go beyond the limits of reversible
destruction (McKibben, 1989UNEP-WCMC, 2016). Although the legitimatization of
discrimination and hence justification of system, works through superiority beliefs (Jost &
Banaiji, 1994), people who are not sensitive enough regarding ecological dilemmas need to be
discover the facthiat without suitable natural environment, nobody could be able to survive.

For example without oxygen which is by product of photosynthesis of pamdswhich has
survival value for mankindted he wor |l d wi | | not be sufe,t abl e

including Asuperioro(!) ones.

Therefore, as a conclusion, prospective studies regarding educational plans are needed and
proposed since findings emphasize the importance of working for lowering social dominance
attitudes and improving ecological seivity before unbalances regarding ecosystems go
beyond the limits of reversible destructioAlso, as some other suggestions for future
research, studies with wider society based quato sampling which includes participants from
various regions of Turkewith different educational levels, with different occupations and

family backgrounds are also proposed.



139
International Journal of Humanities arkebducaion

References

Basu, S., Zuo, X,, Lou, C., Acharya, R., & Lundgren, R. (2017). Learning to be gendered:
Gender socialization in early adolescence amorgrurpoor in Delhi, India, and
Shanghai, ChinaJournal of Adolescent Health61(4), 2429. doi: 10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2017.03.012.

Dambrun, M., Duarte, $& Guimond, S. (2004). Why are men more likely to support group
based dominance than women? The ntedjarole of gender identificatiorBritish
Journal of Social Psycholog¥3, 287 297.

Duckitt, J. (2001)A dualprocess cognitivenotivational theory of ideology and prejudice
InM. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vo341
113). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Egri, C.P., & Ralston, D.A.(2004). Generation cohorts and personal values: A comparison of
China and the United Stat€3rganization Scienc&5(2), 210220.

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stdyping n system justification and the
production of false consciousneBsitish Journal of Social Psycholog$3(1), 127.

Jyl h2a K. M. , Cant al , c. , Akrami, N. , & Mi
climate change: Social dominance orientatioelps explain the conservative male
effect in Brazil and SwedeRersonality and Individual Difference88, 184 187.

Kagesten, A., Gibbs, S., Blum, R.W., Moreau, C., Chaiivali, V., Herbert, A., & Amin,
A. (2016). Understanding factors that shapedge attitudes in early adolescence
globally: A mixedmethods systematic revieRLoS One11(6):e0157805. Epub 2016

Jun 24.

Kara-anta,| nHvef230Q@2) .°Jrencilerinin sosyal |
deji kkenl er a-éseénydyaennl aama @mé a K tdeorkétl onraas € |
i niversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstite¢gse, A

Mohai, P., & Twight, B.W. (1987). Age and environmentalism: An elaboration of the Buttel
model using national survey eviden8ecial Science Quarterl$8,798 815.

Mc.Kibben, W. (1989)The end of natuteNew York: Anchor books.

Milfont, L. T., Richter I., Sibley, G. C., Wilson, S. M., & Fischer, R. (2013). Enviromental
consequences of the desire to dominate and be supBeosonality and Social
Psychology Bulletin39 (9), 11271138.

Oakes, J.M., & Rossi, P.H. (2003). The measurement of SES in health research: Current
practice and steps toward a new appro&citial Science & Medicin®6(4),769784.

Okumukojlu, SbagkROAVek PVoOBmal Imi ki avldkhiges | i ki K
5 (12), 881895.

Pampel, F.C., & Hunter, L.M. (2012). Cohort change, diffusion, and support for
environmental spending in the united stat@snerican Journal of Sociolog{1§2),
420-448.

Pfeifer, J. E., & Bernstein, J. (2003). Expressions of modeatism in judgments of others:
Therole of task and target specificity on attributions of g@ticial Behavior and
Personality: Aninternational journaB1, 749 766. http://doi.org/fh6édnx



140
Okumukojlu, S.

Purser, R.E., Park, C., & Montup A. (1995). Limits to antropocentrism: Toward an
ecocentricorganization paradigm?&cademy of Management Revje2d(4), 1053
1089.

Schmitt, M. T., & Wirth, J. H. (2009). Evidence that gender differences in social dominance
orientation result from gendsa selfstereotyping and grouipterested responses to
patriarchy.Psychology of Women QuarterB3,429 436.

Sidanius, J., Pratto, FJan Laar, C., & Levin. S. (2004). Social Dominanckedry: Its
Agenda and MethodRolitical Psychology25, 6, 845880.

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Mitchell, M. (2001). In group identification, social dominance
orientation, and differential intergroup social allocatiorhe Journal of Social
Psychology134(2),15:167.

Smith, M.B. (1968).Attitude change. International eydopedia of thesocial sciences
(pp.458467).New York: Crowell Collier & MacMillan.

Stern, P. C., Kalof, L., Diet T., & Guagnano, G. A. (1995Values, beliefs, angro
environmental action: Attitude formation toward emergent attitude objbmisnal of
Applied Social Psycholog®b, 1611 1636. doi:10.1111/j.1559816.1995.tb02636.x

UNEP-WCMC & IUCN [United Nations Environment ProgranfR016). Protected Planet
Report 2016. UNERVCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UKand Gland, Switzerland.
Accessed 26.07.2017 fro https://www.unepvcmc.org/.../protecteglanet report
2017.

West, K. (2016). Sexual restrictions beyond -gaty prejudice: Anal sex, oral sex,
masculinity and sexual prejudice in Jamaicdernational Journal of Sexual Health
28(4), 278285, doi:10.1080/19317611.2016.1223251

Yal - én, BEkol(o20i0kd)i.ki | eml ere i | i kykaibma ntcuetl uam, matni
topl umsal dejer y°ne(vayné mlaaremamaany d el e
Ankara | niversitesi, Ankar a.

Yu, C., Zuo, X., Blun, R. W. , Tol man, D. L., K-gesten,

Michielsen, K., Basu, S., Acharya, R., Lian, Q., & Lou, C. (2017). Marching to a
different drummer: A crossultural comparison of young adolescents who challenge
gender normsJournal of Adolesent Health 61(4), 4854. doi: 10.1016/j.Jado
health.2017.07.005.



