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Abstract: Observation of different levels and types of organizational problems,
such as school principals and teachers suing each other and conflicts between
teachers, caused by union bias in schools in Turkey today, is the starting point of
this study. This study, therefore, aimed to develop and validate a scale that helps
determine union bias in schools. Participants of the study included teachers being
a union member and working at a primary, middle or high school in the 2017-2018
and 2018-2019 academic years in Diizce, Turkey. During the data analysis, firstly,
the first data set was examined in terms of the assumptions of the factor analysis
and then Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was applied. Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was performed on the second data set. Convergent validity of the
scale was examined with item load values, mean-variance, and composite
reliability coefficients. Discriminant validity was examined by the Fornell-Lacker
criteria. Also, measurement invariance in gender groups was examined. The

Cronbach Alpha and combined reliability coefficients were calculated to determine
the scale's reliability. The Union Bias scale consists of 27 items and six dimensions.
The explained total variance was 64%. As a result of the first and second order
confirmatory factor analyses, it was revealed that the six-dimensional structure
predicted Union Bias and the scale’s structure did not differ in gender groups. The
Cronbach's alpha value was .90 and the composite reliability was .96. As a result,
the structure of the Union Bias Scale was concluded to be valid and reliable.

groups.

1. INTRODUCTION

The starting point of the study has been the observation of different levels and types of
organizational problems between teacher-principal and teacher-teacher led by union bias in
some schools in Turkey nowadays. These problems have resulted in several conflicts among
teachers, affected school climate negatively, harmed communication climate, and even caused
the teachers and principals to sue each other. The reflection of ingroup bias based on the social
identity theory on a school comes into existence through union commitment and acts as union
bias. Since ingroup bias is a concept generally identified with collectivist cultures, union bias
is likely to appear in such cultures. The study may make sense in countries with collectivist
cultures such as Turkey, but also the point that dimensions of union bias created due to different
reasons, under recent conditions, in countries with individualist cultures may be an object of
interest. The study is, therefore, crucial and necessary in terms of finding out the dimensions of
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union bias, observing its reflection on organizational environments, and understanding its
relationship with organizational variables.

The word “union” is defined as “the unity created together by employees and employers in
order to protect and develop their benefits with regard to work, income, social and cultural
issues much more” in the Current Turkish Dictionary of the Turkish Language Association
(TDK.gov.tr.). Unions started to show up in democratic western countries where the industrial
revolution appeared during the first half of the 18th century. Urbanization that came out
together with industrialization in the 17th century led to the rise of a working class having a
poor standard of living, low wages, and bad working conditions as well as the emergence of an
upper class. A search of voicing their demands in an organized manner to improve working
conditions of labors and to provide better life standards generated unions (Giines, 2013). Union
movements in the Western world took place in the wake of a difficult and long period on a
social base with the industrial revolution and formed its present-day condition. However, in
Turkey, the process of industrialization started late. In the formation of unions in Turkey, a
social base or social realities union movements in the West were based on did not appear and
the union movements emerged in a factitious way under the government’s control (Ozkiraz &
Talu, 2008).

In the literature, there have been many theories regarding workers’ goals for being a union
member. Those theories have been collected under two distinct titles as structural approaches
and approaches on individual union membership manner. The former explains changes on the
rates of labor union membership based on environmental factors. The latter explains it based
on demographic, social, and attitudinal variables and on variables being peculiar to industry
and business. Social psychological theories regarding union membership as a process focus on
how individuals decide to be a union member. The social psychological theories clarifying the
process of being a union member are classified as the frustration-aggression hypothesis, the
rational choice theory, the social identity theory, the attribution theory, and interactionist theory
(Seger, 2009). This study is based on the social identity theory and ingroup bias among the
social psychological theories clarifying the process of being a union member while union bias
is discussed in the context of the social identity theory and ingroup bias.

The aim of education unions is to protect and improve common economic, social, professional,
and union rights and benefits of their members and to provide a more prestigious standard of
living (Eraslan, 2012). Nonetheless, unfortunately, the primary goal of today’s unions is not to
protect and improve workers’ benefits, but to be a reflection of political and ideological
opinions on business life (Ozkiraz & Talu, 2008). In fact, it is a known fact that four
confederations organized in the public sector in Turkey and the affiliated unions are mostly
close to different long-established political views (Karaman & Erdogan, 2016; Kayike1, 2013).
The reasons why workers become a union member are based not only on economic factors, but
also on ideological rationales. Especially, the ideological view is essential in choosing a union
to be a member (Bayar, 2015). The ideological dimension implies a unity of values on union
commitment between a union and its members. Commitment to union values and principals and
reliance on the union are the matters of the ideological dimension. In the dimension,
nonutilitarian union ideology is used to achieve union goals being close to their own values and
to move collectively. In the utilitarian dimension, a union member makes gain-loss evaluation.
There is a relationship in which short-term benefits such as wages, job security, and work safety
are prioritized between the union and its members (Siirekli, 1998). On the other hand, teacher
unions in ideological conflicts, because of membership and commitment based on ideological
dimensions, push their duties on the protection of teachers’ social and economic rights and the
attainment of new rights into the background (Mert, 2013). That unions have a political view is
an intelligible phenomenon, but the perception of education unions as a political organization
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rather than a professional teacher union is a significant obstacle in teacher organizations (Baysal
& Yiicel, 2010). Therefore, because of this political perception, teachers stay out of being a
union member due to their concerns on alienation (Berkant & Giil, 2017), grouping, giving a
negative impression to school principals, and being treated unfairly in consequence of being a
different union member (Arslan, 2015; Demir, 2013; Karaman & Erdogan, 2016). As a result,
unions’ claims to protect their members’ rights that affect politics and policymakers could be
accepted; nevertheless, union politicization is not a desired situation. This situation may lead to
increase in social distance, harming workers’ rights as well.

Since ideologically union commitment meets a requirement of a certain collective identity
(Siirekli, 1998), being a union member helps workers develop feelings of sense of belonging
into a group, collaborating, acting in unison and feeling that they are not alone in their
professional lives (Baydar, 2016). The social identity theory advocates that people tend to
perceive themselves and others as belonging to several groups because joining a group meets
important psychological and social requirements such as belonging, attracting attention,
overcoming much more difficult situations, feeling secure, protecting themselves from an
outgroup, and having a positive social identity (Kagit¢ibasi, 2008). According to this theory,
people’s needs of boosting their self-esteem lead them to better evaluate and glorify the group
they get involved in than other groups, while making other groups less significant (Cimendag,
2013). Obviously, a natural consequence of an understanding on regarding the group they are
involved with as precious and the other group as worthless is that people show biased behaviors
to the group they get involved with while they demonstrate discriminatory behaviors to the
other group, namely the outgroup.

An ingroup is defined as a group of people with a sense of belonging and a shared identity, in
other words, a community of “us”; an outgroup is identified as a group of people perceived as
distinct and basically different from an ingroup, in other words, a community of “them”. The
definition of who we are describes who we are not. The circle including “us” (ingroup) excludes
“them” (outgroup) (Myers, 2015). Other is an identity of “he/she/it” (outgroup) against “I”
personally, and an identity of “they” (outgroup) is against “we” (ingroup) socially. Other is an
entity that does not have the characteristics we have. To put it simply, anybody who is not
himself/herself is the other (Yurdigiil & Ispir, 2015). Ingroup bias is identified as evaluating
ingroup members more positively than outgroup members to improve one’s self-esteem or stay
ahead of the curve in intergroup relations (Coksan, 2019), shortly as favoring one’s own group
(Myers, 2015). Ingroup bias is mostly linked with collectivist cultures. In such countries as
Turkey, where a collectivist culture is dominant, making a distinction between “we” and
“others”, unethically, in social and administrative relations leads people in these groups to
neglect principals of law and social values, and have an absolute bias against people in their
own group or in any events or circumstances. This problem first results in polarization, then in
discrimination, and finally in hatred, hostility and conflicts between different labeled identities
(Akyiirek, 2016). Hostility between groups occurs when an ingroup member shows negative
attitudes to members of another group called as outgroup. There are three interrelated but
distinguishable components of this kind of group hostility. The first component is that
stereotypes, beliefs related to the most common features of group members, are cognitive. The
second component is that prejudices, negative emotions towards the target group, are affective.
In fact, both stereotypes and prejudices reflect cognitive and affective moods at the same time.
The last component is that discrimination, making people at a disadvantage just because they
are the other group’s members and act upon, is behavioral (Tajfel et al., 1971; Taylor et al.,
2007). Evaluating an outgroup based on stereotypes pioneers prejudices as stereotypes enhance
specifically the feeling of sympathy within ingroups and discrimination in outgroups
(Goregenli, 2012).



Int. J. Assess. Tools Educ., Vol. 8, No. 4, (2021) pp. 888-913

Considering all these ongoing intergroup problems today, the social contact theories offering a
solution to these problems become more important (Kiigiikkomiirler & Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2017).
Most studies on intergroup contact have been based on Allport’s (1954) study named as “Nature
of Prejudice.” This theory focuses on the idea that the way to overcome the prejudice is
“communication.” The intergroup contact theory claims that interpersonal communication
between different social group members is one of the most effective ways to promote positive
intergroup attitudes (Dovidio et al., 2017; Pettigrew, 2016; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Seat et
al., 2015). The intergroup contact is an essential technique to overcome prejudices, but it
requires common goals, equal status, institutional support (support of authority), and mutual
close and ongoing contacts based on collaboration in order to be beneficial (Pettigrew, 2016;
Taylor et al., 2007). No contact between social groups fosters prejudices, segregation, and social
distance but supports discrimination (Cuhadar Giirkaynak, 2012). Discrimination against
outgroup members reinforces their commitment to their own group (Keskinkilic Kara, 2016)
and broadens the social distance.

1.1. The Purpose of the Study

It is indispensable that workers in the school environment have different beliefs, goals, cultures,
and personality characteristics as can be seen in any working environment. The fact that
teachers, even if they have a political/social identity, cannot be a member of a political party is
stated in the Constitution of the Republic of Turkey. Unions, however, are one of the settings
in which this function is partly carried out. Teachers in a union setting are able to discuss on
daily political subjects as well as seek the rights of their members; however, the process of
politicization has somewhat been continuing in unions. Then, such effects are necessarily
reflected on emotions, thoughts, attitudes, and behaviors in organizational environments. These
reflections may negatively influence personal relations in these environments and
organizational variables such as organizational climate, organizational communication,
motivation, etc. by sometimes reinforcing groupings and polarizations. Considering the studies
on workers being a union member in Turkeys, it is clear that the scales used are about the reasons
why workers are a union member, their union commitment and their expectations from a union,
and that these subjects have been studied mostly in the context of workers being a union
member. However, this paper aims to develop a scale to measure union bias level in the context
of ingroup bias unlike the studies in the literature. The developed “union bias scale” is to
provide the researchers with an interdisciplinary study enabling them to consider the
organizational, educational, and personal effects of union bias thereby helping them to explore
the relationship of union bias with organization climate, organizational conflict, organizational
cynicism, organizational trust, organizational justice, and communication climate. The scale is
designed in order to apply it in all organizational settings including schools as areas of its
application. It is also possible to carry out studies in school environments on such issues as
political discrimination (Keskinkilig-Kara, 2016; Keskinkilig-Kara & Oguz, 2016),
discrimination (Celik, 2011; Polat & Higyilmaz, 2017), and favoritism (Erdem & Merig, 2012;
Erdem & Merig, 2013; Polat & Kazak, 2014). It is likely to encounter studies on out-of-school
environment like ingroup bias (Cimendag, 2013; Hasta & Arslantiirk, 2013; Kostakoglu, 2010;
Akyiirek, 2016); however, the related literature shows no previous research conducted on
investigating ingroup bias and union bias in the context of a school, especially in the national
and international literature using the union bias scale. Therefore, the main objective of this
study is to fill this gap in the literature by proposing a union bias scale.
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2. METHOD
2.1. Research context and participants

The study aimed to develop and conduct the “Union Bias Scale” in the context of ingroup bias
with its tested reliability and validity. Observation of different levels and types of organizational
problems, such as school principals and teachers suing each other and conflicts between
teachers, caused by union bias in schools in Turkey was the starting point of the study.
Participants included teachers being a union member and working at a primary, middle or high
school in Diizce.

The research sample included teachers working at a primary, middle or high school in Diizce
Province, Turkey and its seven districts in the 2017-2018 (summer seminar) and 2018-2019
(spring term) academic years. The first implementation of the study was in the summer seminar
term in the 2017-2018 academic year, while the second and third implementations were during
the fall seminar term and the 2018-2019 academic year. To determine the research sample, the
methods of convenience sampling and criterion sampling among non-random sampling
methods were used. The criterion was to be a member of any education unions. For this reason,
easily accessible schools in the central district and the seven districts of Diizce on the official
website of Diizce Provincial Directorate of National Education were listed. The scale was
conducted with teachers being a union member, working at those schools and volunteering in
filling in the scale. Data was collected from teachers who were the members of the four major
unions [Educators’ Trade Union (Egitim Bir Sen), Turkish Education Union (Tiirk Egitim Sen),
Education and Science Workers’ Union (Egitim Is), and Education and Science Workers’
Union (Egitim Sen)] which had the maximum number of members in Diizce, Turkey. The scale
was administered to 272 teachers in the first implementation EFA and to 243 teachers in the
second implementation CFA by applying the rule of “being at least five times of the number of
item” (Kline, 1994; Tavsancil, 2014) for determining the sample size. The participants for
conducting the scale consisted of a total of 329 teachers including 107 (35.52%) primary school;
145 (44.07%) middle school; and 77 (23.40%) high school teachers. Of all these participants
192 (58.35%) were male and 137 (41.64%) were female teachers. These participants were also
composed of 160 (48.63%) teachers being a member of Egitim Bir Sen; 106 (32.21%) teachers
being a member of Tiirk Egitim Sen; 32 (9.72%) teachers being a member of Egitim Is; and 31
(9.42%) teachers being a member of Egitim Sen. Also, 164 (49.84%) of the participants were
the members of the same union with their school principals, while 165 (50.15%) of them were
not. In terms of their professional seniority, 65 (19.75%) participants had 1-5 years of
professional seniority; 76 (23.10%) participants were with 6-10 years of professional seniority;
66 (20.06%) participants with 11-15 years of professional seniority; 65 (19.75%) participants
with 16-20 years of professional seniority, and 57 (20.06%) participants with 21 and above
years of professional seniority.

2.2. The Process of Developing the Scale

In the process of the development of the Union Bias Scale (UBS), firstly, the literature on
ingroup bias and unions/union members were reviewed and then an item pool including 59
items to represent the scale ideally was composed. Significant concepts constituting and
determining ingroup bias (ingroup favoritism, outgroup discrimination; ingroup glorification,
outgroup disdain; prejudices; stereotypes and social distance between groups) contributed to
the development of the dimensions of the UBS. In addition to the literature review, the draft
scale was revised by asking for opinions from one active union member teacher from each three
different unions and two union representatives in the province, and an item pool was
reconstituted with 65 items by adding six more items related to stereotypes between unions.
Content validity of the scale was ensured by obtaining expert opinions. Later, opinions of three
academicians studying on the subjects of “political discrimination” and “favoritism” and on
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educational science were asked. In the light of the opinions, necessary corrections were made:
12 items that were seen as not being associated with statements, as being unsuitable in terms of
meaning and expression, or as being interpreted differently were dropped from the scale. The
final draft of the scale consisted of 53 items, which are thought to reflect all of the sub-
dimensions, with a 5-point Likert-type, ranging from “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “slightly
agree”, “quite agree”, and “strongly agree”. When each grade is expressed verbally, the
reliability coefficient is higher when compared to that of the numerical expression (Uyumaz &
Cokluk, 2016). Before conducting the scale, necessary permissions were obtained from the
Ministry of National Education, and the scales that the researcher distributed to teachers were

gathered by the same researcher within the same day.

2.3. Data Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis was applied in order to reveal the factor structure of the scale within
the validity study of the Union Bias Scale. First, EFA's assumptions were tested; then, factor
analysis was conducted. The parameter estimation bias obtains the lowest value at the maximum
likelihood method when the sample is larger than 200 (Uyumaz & Sirganci, 2020). Therefore,
in this study, maximum likelihood method was preferred for factor extraction because such
assumptions were met. Due to the theoretical background of the Union Bias Scale and since its
dimensions were considered as related, the direct oblimin method was preferred among oblique
rotation methods. In addition, the cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as 0.50 for
both AFA and CFA (Hair et al., 2009).

The accuracy of the factor structure of the Union Bias Scale, whose factor structure was
revealed with EFA, was tested with CFA over a second data set. The sample used for the
development study and the sample used for verification of the scale were different from each
other. In other words, a second data set was used to make CFA. This data set consisted of 243
volunteer teachers working in Diizce. Before the CFA, the assumptions of the second data set
were tested. To reveal whether the factor structure of the Union Bias Scale was provided or not
in the first order; a second-order confirmatory factor analysis was applied to show that the
dimensions of the scale came together and represented the variable of Union Bias as a supreme
concept. Confirmatory factor analysis was calculated from the covariance matrix and based on
the marginal maximum likelihood estimation (MLM) method (Joreskog, 1999). CFA model fit
was examined with the factor load values of the items, the variance values they explained, and
the model data fit index values. The cut-off value for the factor load value is .50, and the items
with a factor load below this value are recommended to be excluded from the scale (Hair et al.,
2009). R? is the square of the standardized factor load value of the items and gives the variance
ratios explained in the factor of the variable and it is suggested that it should not be less than
0.40. Model data fit was examined by chi-square (), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMSR), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI),
and Tucker Lewis Fit Index (TLI) (Brown, 2006).

Convergent validity and discriminant validity were examined after the construct validity
studies. Convergent validity is the evaluation made to measure the correlation level of more
than one indicator/item of the same structure that is in harmony. To ensure convergent validity,
item factor load values should be > 0.5 (Hair, et al., 2009), average variance extracted (AVE)
value should be 0.5, and construct reliability values should be 0.7 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which the structure is empirically different from
each other. It also measures the degree of differences between overlapping structures (Hair et
al., 2014). In this study, the discriminant validity was examined with the Fornell-Lacker
criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). This method compares the square root of the average
variance extracted (AVE) with the correlation of latent structures. A latent structure should
better explain the variance of its own indicator rather than the variance of other latent structures.
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Therefore, the square root of the AVE of each structure must have a greater value than the
correlations with other latent structures (Hair et al., 2014).

In this study, measurement invariance in gender groups was examined as another validity proof.
Measurement invariance is that the relationship between observed variables (items) and latent
variables (measured structure) is the same between the examined subgroups (Widaman &
Reise, 1997). In this study, measurement invariance between gender groups was tested with
multi-group CFA. Besides, the statistical significance of the difference between the loads and
interceptors of the items estimated according to gender groups with the alignment method was
examined (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014).

The most common measurements used for internal consistency are Cronbach alpha and
composite reliability; they measure reliability based on the interrelationship of observed item
variables. The values range from 0 to 1. A higher value indicates a higher reliability level. In
exploratory research, the values of composite reliability/Cronbach alpha between 0.60 to 0.70
are acceptable, while in a higher stage the value has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014).
However, the value that is more than 0.90 is not desirable and the value that is 0.95 or above is
undesirable (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Indicator reliability is the proportion of indicator
variance explained by the latent variable. The values range from 0 to 1. The outer loadings
value should be higher than 0.70 and it should be considered for deletion if the removal of the
indicator with outer loadings which is between 0.40 and 0.70 and if it contributes to an increase
in composite reliability and average variance extracted (Hair et al., 2014).

Hypothesis tests and exploratory factor analysis were performed with SPSS 20.0 and
confirmatory factor analysis and multi-group confirmatory factor analysis were performed with
Mplus 7.3. The explained average variance (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) were
calculated in an Excel program using the formulas as suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981).

3. FINDINGS
3.1. Findings Regarding the Validity of the Union Bias Scale
3.1.1. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

The factor structure of the Union Bias Scale was determined by the exploratory factor analysis
applied to the data set collected from the first sample. Before the exploratory factor analysis
was applied, the data set was tested in terms of the assumptions of the factor analysis, such as
missing value, one-way and multivariate extreme value, univariate and multivariate normality,
multicollinearity, and singularity. One-sided extreme values were examined by converting the
item scores of the scale to the standard z score (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2007) and all of the
standard scores that were outside the score range were removed from the 4 observation data
sets of £ 4 z (Mertler & Vannata, 2005). Mahalanobis Distances (MU) were calculated for
multivariate extreme value analysis and 19 MU values were extracted from observation data
sets that exceeded o= 0.001 and critical = 90.57 in 53 degrees of freedom (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). The skewness coefficients of the items varied between -1.816 and 2.658 and the kurtosis
coefficients varied between -1.592 and 6.593. Chou and Bentler (1995) stated that the
assumption of univariate normality is fulfilled as long as the coefficient of skewness is 3 and
Kline (2005) stated that the assumption of univariate normality is fulfilled as long as the kurtosis
coefficient does not exceed 10. Therefore, it is seen that the assumption of univariate normality
is provided. Since the scatter plot (Figure 1) formed by squared Mahalanobis distance values (

miz) and inverse cumulative chi-square values show a linear structure, the assumption of
multivariate normality is achieved (Alpar, 2011).

For multicollinearity, the dual correlations of the items were examined and no correlation value
exceeding the critical value of r = 0.85 was found (Kline, 2005). The factor analysis was
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performed by removing 5 items (1-33-35-36-40) with item-total correlations below .30 from
the data set (Nunnally & Bersntein, 1994).

Figure 1. Multivariate Normality.
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As a result of testing the assumptions, 23 observations were extracted from the first sample
consisting of 272 observations and EFA was applied to the data set of 249 people consisting of
48 items. Kline (2005) stated that a sample of 200 people is sufficient for factor analysis. The
suitability of the data set related to the Union Bias Scale to the exploratory factor analysis was
examined by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett tests. The KMO value approaching 1
means that each variable in the scale can be predicted by other variables and 0.60 and above is
sufficient for social sciences (Kline, 2005). In this study, the KMO value was calculated as

0.92. When Bartlett test results are examined, it is seen that the value obtained as y’

=8889.412; sd=1128 (p=0.000) is significant at the 0.01 level. Therefore, it was concluded that
the correlation matrix is different from the identity matrix. According to the KMO value and
Bartlett test results, it was concluded that the data matrix of the Union Bias Scale consisting of
48 items is suitable for factor analysis.

In factor analysis, factor extraction was performed by using Direct Oblimin, maximum
likelihood method, rotation, and oblique rotation techniques. To decide whether the items
would be removed in EFA, the minimum level of factor loading was accepted as .30
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). As a result of EFA, 27 out of 48 items in the item pool were
grouped under six factors/dimensions, whose eigenvalues were greater than 1.0. 21 items (items
2,6,7,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 23, 24, 31, 32, 34, 39, 41, 43, 45, 53) that did not load on
any factor, whose item factor loading was smaller than .30 and loaded under more than one
factor and the difference between the load values less than 0.10 were eliminated from the
analysis. The removal of items was performed one by one and the analysis was repeated after
each removed item. As a result of the repeated factor analysis, a 6-factor/dimensional structure
with an eigenvalue above 1.00 was observed. The scree plot given in Figure 2 also shows that
the items can be collected under six dimensions.
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Figure 2. Scree Plot.
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In Table 1, factor load values of 27 items remaining after EFA are given. The factor loadings
of the remaining 27 items before being subjected to rotation were found to be 0.349 and 0.737.
After the oblique rotation technique was applied, it was observed that factor load values varied
between 0.472 and 0.891. Table 1 shows that the scale was composed of the first dimension
with 3 items (factor loadings between 0.56 and 0.88); the second dimension with 5 items (factor
loadings between 0.52 and 0.89); the third dimension with 6 items (factor loadings between
0.62 and 0.86); the fourth dimension with 5 items (factor loadings between 0.47 and 0.87); the
fifth dimension with 4 items (factor loadings between 0.51 and 0.83); and the sixth dimension
with 4 items (factor loadings between 0.52 and 0.89). It was found out that all factors explained
64.30% of the total variance: the first factor explained 35.60%; the second explained 8.64%;
the third explained 7.90%; the fourth explained 5.47%; the fifth explained 3.87%; and the sixth
explained 2.73% of the total variance. The explained variance ratios were found enough to be
30% in scales with one factor and to have ranged between 40% and 60% in scales with multi-
factors (Biiytikoztiirk, 2006; Tavsancil, 2014). Accordingly, the explained variance ratio was
adequate.

Table 1. [tem Load Values of the Union Bias Scale.

. . Social In Group Out In Group o
Item/Dimension Distance Stereotypes Glorification Group. Favoritism Prejudices
Disdain

Item 38 .879 .040 -.084 .054 .000 .021
Item 37 .868 .042 -.115 -.005 -.023 .026
Item 30 .565 .057 .013 .059 195 .087
Item 50 -.075 .890 -.020 .016 .007 .023
Item 49 .054 77 .025 .049 -.046 -.022
Item 52 -.048 77 -.019 .063 -.045 .037
Item 51 182 .653 .079 -.095 197 .000
Item 48 -.036 525 -.208 .061 -.092 .082
Item 26 -.003 .008 -.862 .018 -.038 .055
Item 27 -.010 -.015 -.807 119 .022 .039
Item 25 .164 .009 -.802 .056 -.035 .004
Item 22 .198 .045 -.692 .016 .046 .010
Item 29 -.081 .073 -.660 .013 067 -.030
Item 28 -.015 -.041 -.622 -.058 147 -.007
Item 19 011 .008 -.048 875 -.032 .009

Item 18 -.027 .027 .022 .839 .093 -.037
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Table 1. Continues.

Item 21 -.044 162 -.046 .613 .074 115
Item 17 .088 -.080 -212 495 .015 .160
Item 20 323 -.022 .049 472 143 .062
Item 4 -.033 -.008 -.073 .028 .834 -.019
Item 5 -.017 .017 -.001 .085 .832 -.011
Item 3 .085 -.005 -.073 -.043 .678 .101
Item 8 .028 .017 -.132 .148 515 .056
Item 46 .031 -.004 -.013 -.030 .010 .891
Item 44 -.079 .014 -.095 -.017 .025 793
Item 42 260 -.108 .066 .033 .091 .532
Item 47 -.029 .130 .057 .109 -.028 519
Eigenvalue 4.690 4.004 6.304 6.202 5.712 5.537
Explained 35.60 8.64 7.99 5.48 3.89 2.73
Variance

Cumulative 35.60 44.24 52.22 57.70 61.57 64.30
Variance

Note. Factor load values of 0.20 and above are presented in the table.

When the items in the dimensions are examined, it is seen that there is a factorization consistent
with the literature. Accordingly, since the items in the first dimension are Social Distance (SD),
the items in the second dimension are Stereotypes (S), the items in the third dimension are In
Group Glorification (IGG), the items in the fourth dimension are Out Group Disdain (OGD),
the items in the fifth dimension are In Group Favoritism (IGF), and the items in the sixth
dimension are related to Prejudices (P); the factors are named accordingly. The correlation
coefficients between the dimensions of the scale are given in Table 2. It is seen that the
correlation coefficients between dimensions change between 0.20 and 0.60. It has been revealed
that the dimensions are in a positive, meaningful, and moderate relationship with each other.

Table 2. Correlation Coefficients between Factors.

SD S IGG OGD IGF P
SD 1 569%* S568%* .600%* 399+ 196%*
S 1 S31H* A65%* S45%* 352%*
IGG 1 370%* 275%* 251%*
OGD 1 A53%% 244+
IGF 1 327H*
P 1

**p<.01

3.1.2. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

A second-order confirmatory factor analysis was conducted because the important concepts
associated with ingroup bias (ingroup favoritism, outgroup discrimination; in-group
glorification, outgroup disdain; prejudices; stereotypes and social distance between groups)
contributed to forming the dimensions of union bias (Allport, 1954; Myers, 2015; Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2006; Tajfel et al., 1971; Taylor et al., 2007). For the one-way outlier analysis, the items
of the scale were converted to the standard z score, and 10 observations outside the + 4 z score
range (Mertler & Vannata, 2005) were removed from the data set. For the versatile extreme
value analysis, Mahalanobis Distances (MD) were calculated and 13 observations whose MD

values exceeded a = 0.001 and 27 degrees of freedom exceeding the critical value of y* =55.48

were removed from the data set (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The skewness coefficients of the
items varied between 0.609 and 1.336 and the kurtosis coefficients varied between -1.090 and
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5.840. Since the coefficient of skewness |3| (Chou & Bentler, 1995) does not exceed the

kurtosis coefficient |10| (Kline, 2005), it has been determined that the assumption of univariate

normality is provided. The scatter plot (Figure 3) formed by squared Mahalanobis distance
values (Mi?) and inverse cumulative chi-square values show a structure close to the linear.
Therefore, it can be said that the assumption of multivariate normality is also provided.

Figure 3. Multivariate Normality.
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For multicollinearity, the binary correlations of the items were examined and no correlation
value exceeding the critical value of r = 0.85 was found (Kline, 2005). In Table 3, the
standardized factor load (i) obtained as a result of the first and second-order confirmatory
factor analysis of the six-dimensional structure of the Union Bias Scale and the variance (R?)
explained by the items and the goodness of fit values are given. Besides, the diagrams for first
and second-order factor analysis are presented in Figures 4a and 4b, respectively. Standardized
factor loadings show the contribution of the item/indicator to the relevant factor. Accordingly,
the factor loads of the items in the "In Group Favoritism" dimension ranged between 0.61 and
0.87; between 0.58 and 0.84 in the "Out Group Disdain" dimension; between 0.60 and 0.84 in
the "In Group Glorification" dimension; between 0.62 and 0.83 in "Social Distance" dimension;
between 0.64 and 0.81 in the "Prejudices" dimension; between 0.55 and 0.90 in "Stereotypes"
dimension, and these values are higher than 0.5 specified as the acceptable factor load (Hair et
al., 2009). When the variance values explained by the items were examined, it was seen that
the acceptance value of six items was below 0.40. Since the variance values explained by these
items were very close to the limit value, the model was examined together with the goodness
of fit and item reliability index values and it was decided to keep the items in the scale. When
the goodness of fit indexes regarding the first order CFA were evaluated, the rate of ¥*/sd was
found to be 1.60 (y*/sd=493.870/309). When this value is 0<y?/sd<3, it shows a perfect
consistency (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger & Miiller, 2003). It was found that the value of
RMSEA was .052, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was .97, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) was 0.91,
and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) was 0.063. In the literature, acceptable
limit values for the goodness of fit values are in the range of 0.90-1.00 for CFI and TLI values
(Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Tucker & Lewis, 1973); for RMSEA and SRMR values, it is reported
that the lower limit should be 0 and the upper limit should be 0.08 (Hooper, Coughlan, &
Mullen, 2008). When the findings are evaluated together, it is seen that the six-factor structure
of the Union Bias Scale revealed by EFA is confirmed by CFA.
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A second-order confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to show that the dimensions of "In
Group Favoritism", "Out Group Disdain", "In Group Glorification", "Social Distance",
"Prejudices”, and "Stereotypes", which were obtained with the first-order confirmatory factor
analysis of the Union Bias Scale, come together, and represent the higher dimension of the
Union Bias variable (Biiyiikoztlirk, 2002). The relationships between the latent variables
obtained in the first-order factor analysis were used as the basis for the model examined. The
variances explained by the bias variable in the first-order variables were revealed by the
analysis. The factorial model of the second-order CFA result is presented in Figure 4b and the
standardized factor load values and explained variance values regarding the factor-item
relationship are presented in Table 3. The results of testing the second-order factor model by
adding the second-order "bias" latent variable to the first-order confirmatory structure tested
with six latent and 27 indicator variables showed that the goodness of fit values were: ¥*/df =
1.65 (523.589/318), CFI=0.91, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.056, and SRMR =0.076. These values
reveal that the data show an acceptable fit.

Table 3. Standardized Factor Loads (;) of the Items of Union Bias Scale and Explained Variance (R?)
Values.

First Order Second Order
Factor Item (M) R? (M) R?
Item 3 (y1) 0.630 0.40 0.630 0.40
IGF Item 4 (y2) 0.874 0.76 0.873 0.76
Item 5 (y3) 0.800 0.64 0.803 0.64
Item 8 (y4) 0.606 0.37 0.605 0.37
Item 17 (y5) 0.582 0.34 0.582 0.34
Item 18 (y6) 0.784 0.61 0.783 0.61
OGD Item 19 (y7) 0.839 0.70 0.839 0.70
Item 20 (y8) 0.666 0.44 0.670 0.45
Item 21 (y9) 0.806 0.65 0.805 0.65
Item 22 (y10) 0.753 0.57 0.756 0.57
Item 25 (y11) 0.843 0.71 0.849 0.72
1GY Item 26 (y12) 0.772 0.59 0.775 0.60
Item 27 (y13) 0.775 0.60 0.770 0.59
Item 28 (y14) 0.596 0.36 0.585 0.34
Item 29 (y15) 0.609 0.37 0.603 0.36
Item 30 (y16) 0.622 0.39 0.627 0.39
SD Item 37 (y17) 0.834 0.70 0.824 0.68
Item 38 (y18) 0.786 0.62 0.793 0.63
Item 42 (y19) 0.636 0.40 0.622 0.39
P Item 44 (y20) 0.777 0.60 0.782 0.61
Item 46 (y21) 0.813 0.66 0.821 0.67
Item 47 (y22) 0.583 0.34 0.577 0.33
Item 48 (y23) 0.588 0.35 0.584 0.34
Item 49 (y24) 0.667 0.44 0.667 0.44
KYG Item 50 (y25) 0.905 0.82 0.901 0.81
Item 51 (y26) 0.553 0.30 0.559 0.31
Item 52 (y27) 0.702 0.49 0.707 0.500
Goodness of Fit Values  X° sd X°/sd CFIl TLI RMSEA  SRMR
First Order 493.870 309 1.60 0.92 0.91 0.052 0.063

Second Order 523.589 318 1.65 0091 0.90 0.054 0.076
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The factor loadings between the first-order latent variables in the model and the higher level
(second-order) variable and the explanation ratios of the second-order variable in the first-order
variables (R?) are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Second Order CFA Standardized Factor Load and Explained Variance Values.

Second Order Variable First Order Variable A R?
IGF 0.524 0.275
OGD 0.853 0.727
. . 1GG 0.582 0.339
Union Bias SD 0.412 0.169
P 0.848 0.719
S 0.359 0.129

Figure 4a. First Order CFA Figure 4b. Second-Order CFA
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When Figure 4b and Table 4 are evaluated together, the strongest relationship between the latent
variable "union bias" and the first-order latent variables is seen in union bias and the Out Group
Disdain and Prejudice factors, and the weakest relationship is seen with the factors of Social
Distance and Stereotypes. Looking at the variances explained by the second-order variable in
the first-order variables, among the first-order variables, the most variability was explained in
the Out Group Disdain and Prejudice factors, and the least variability was explained in the
Social Distance and Stereotypes factors.

As is displayed in Table 5, the correlation coefficients between the scores obtained from all the
items and the scores obtained from the factors and the scale were calculated and the
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discrimination rate of each item was determined to reveal the extent to which each item served
the general purpose of the factor. For this, item subscale correlations, item-test correlations, and
alpha reliability of the scale were reported when each item was deleted.

Item-total correlations ranged between 0.52-0.76 in In Group Favoritism; between 0.54-0.77 in
Out Group Disdain; between 0.57-0.75 in In Group Glorification; between 0.55-0.69 In Social
Distance; between 0.52-0.70 in Prejudices; and between 0.49-0.77 in Stereotypes. When the
item-test correlation coefficients for the whole scale were examined, the lowest correlation
value was found to be 0.25 and the highest correlation was found to be 0.67. Each item had a
significant and positive relationship with the overall scale (p <0.001). The acceptable value for
item-total correlations is around 0.20 (Kalayci, 2010). Since there was no significant increase
in alpha reliability when the item with the lowest correlation value was removed from the scale,
it was decided to keep this item in the scale. These coefficients are validity coefficients for the
discrimination of all items, and they show consistency of the items both with their dimensions
and with the whole scale. When the alpha reliability values given in the last column are
examined, it can be said that each item contributes at similar levels to the whole scale.

Table 5. Item-Total Correlations on the Basis of Dimensions and Scales.

Dimensions Items Item-Subscale  Alpha if Item Item-Test Alpha if Item
Correlation Deleted Correlation Deleted
Item 3 (y1) .549 793 408 .888
IGF Item 4 (y2) 157 .688 462 .887
Item 5 (y3) .694 124 446 .887
Item 8 (y4) .525 .813 482 .887
Item 17 (y5) 538 .851 .526 .886
Item 18 (y6) 707 811 .669 .882
OGD Item 19 (y7) 73 790 .619 .883
Item 20 (y8) 614 .837 .525 .886
Item 21 (y9) 17 .806 .625 .883
Item 22 (y10)  .672 .844 .530 .886
Item 25 (y11) 753 .829 .548 .885
GG Item 26 (y12) .724 .834 478 .887
Item 27 (y13)  .695 .839 .619 .883
Item 28 (y14)  .566 .864 .394 .889
Item 29 (y15)  .596 .856 .380 .889
Item 30 (yl6)  .553 178 287 .890
SD Item 37 (y17)  .688 .645 297 .890
Item 38 (y18)  .655 .685 338 .889
Item 42 (y19)  .520 768 .508 .886
p Item 44 (y20)  .655 .698 .598 .884
Item 46 (y21)  .703 .676 .588 .884
Item 47 (y22) .517 77 476 .887
Item 48 (y23)  .491 .802 253 .893
Item 49 (y24) .597 770 .280 .892
S Item 50 (y25) .770 18 .385 .889
Item 51 (y26) .514 795 287 .892

Item 52 (y27)  .621 763 402 888
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3.1.3. Convergent Validity

The convergent validity of the scale was examined by considering item factor loads, inferred
mean-variance, and combined reliability. It is seen that item factor loads presented in Table 3
have a cut-off value above 0.5 in both first and second order CFA (Hair et al., 2009). The
average variance and combined reliability values obtained are presented in Table 9.
Accordingly, the average variance value extracted from the whole scale and its dimensions are
above 0.5. The average variance extracted (AVE) value for only the stereotypes dimension was
0.48. The average variance extracted value extracted only in the stereotypes dimension was
found to be 0.48. Fornell and Larcker (1981) stated that the convergent validity of the construct
is still sufficient if the mean-variance is less than 0.5, but the composite reliability is higher
than 0.6. Therefore, it can be said that this dimension also has convergent validity. Besides, it
is seen that the structural reliability values (combined reliability and Cronbach alpha) are higher
than 0.7 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) in all dimensions and the entire scale. When all findings are
evaluated together, it is seen that the convergent validity of the Union Bias Scale is provided.

3.1.4. Discriminant Validity

In this study, the differential validity was examined by comparing the square root of the mean-
variance (AVE) and the correlation of latent structures. Factors are considered to be
discriminatory when the square root of AVE values is greater than the correlations between
latent variables (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In Table 6, it is seen that the average variance
inferred by each dimension is higher than the relationships between dimensions. Therefore, it
was revealed that the discriminative validity of the scale was also provided.

Table 6. Discriminant Validity Findings.

IGF OGD IGG SD P S
IGF 0.735 569 568" .600™ .399™ 196™
OGD 0.742 5317 4657 545 3527
IGG 0.728 3707 2757 2517
SD 0.756 4537 244
P 0.707 3277
S 0.693

*p< .01

3.1.5. Measurement Invariance

In this study, the multi-group CFA (WG-CFA) analysis was conducted to test whether the factor
structure of the Union Bias Scale differentiated in gender groups. Besides, with the alignment
method, it was examined whether the difference between the factor load and intercept values
of each item was statistically significant or not. Table 7 includes the findings of WG-CFA.
Sokolov (2019) suggested considering the CFI value of measurement invariance with WG-DFA
and stated that the relative goodness of fit should be CFI <-0.01 to ensure weak invariance and
strong invariance as cut-off values. Accordingly, when Table 7 is examined, it is seen that
strong invariance with weak invariance in all dimensions is very close to the limit value. Also,
gradually, it is seen that the chi-square difference between models is not statistically significant.
Weak invariance is based on the assumption that factor loads between groups are equal. Thus,
factor variances and structural relationships between groups are comparable. When the results
are evaluated together, it can be said that the factor loads of the Union Bias Scale are equal
between gender groups. In the Social Distance dimension, fit index values for the structural
model were not produced. This is thought to be due to the number of items.

Table 8 includes the findings regarding the factor load and intercept of each item and the
statistical significance of their differences in gender groups.
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Table 7. Findings of Multi-Group CFA Analysis.

Model v df p CFI* A CFI
IGF Weak-Structural ~ 3.391 3 0.3352 0.974 -0.001
Strong-Structural ~ 11.344 6 0.0783 0.973 -0.018
Strong-Weak 7.954 3 0.0470 0.956 -0.017
OGD Weak-Structural ~ 6.327 4 0.1760 0.950 -0.006
Strong-Structural ~ 13.386 8 0.0992 0.944 -0.013
Strong-Weak 7.059 4 0.1338 0.937 -0.007
IGG Weak-Structural ~ 6.029 5 0.3034 0.942 -0.001
Strong-Structural ~ 12.675 10 0.2424 0.941 -0.003
Strong-Weak 6.646 5 0.2483 0.939 -0.002
P Weak-Structural ~ 4.843 3 0.1836 0.945 -0.005
Strong-Structural ~ 12.068 6 0.0605 0.940 -0.017
Strong-Weak 7.225 3 0.0651 0.928 -0.012
S Weak-Structural ~ 4.495 4 0.3431 0.982 -0.001
Strong-Structural ~ 14.650 8 0.0663 0.981 -0.018
Strong-Weak 10.154 4 0.0379 0.964 -0.017

*CFI values are presented in order of structural, weak and strong invariance.

The results of the alignment analysis show that there is no statistically significant difference
between the factor loads and intercepts of all items except the y19 coded item. Therefore, this
result shows that strong invariance is provided, which assumes that both factor loadings and
intercepts are invariant between gender groups. Therefore, it is possible to compare factor
averages and intercepts between gender groups. The cut-off value of the y19 coded item in
gender groups did not differ significantly, but the load value varied. Accordingly, it can be said
that while weak invariance is provided in this item, strong invariance is not provided. As a
result, it can be said that all the items of the Union Bias Scale are invariant for men and women.

Table 8. Test of Significance of Item Loadings and Intercepts Between Gender Groups.

Group Value 1 Value2 Difference SE P-value
Item 3 (y1) 2 1 1455 1.462 -0.007 0.043 0.873
Intercept Item 4 (y2) 2 1 1.887 1.808 0.079 0.185 0.672
Item 5 (y3) 2 1 1.727 1.713 0.014 0.055 0.798
IGF Item 8 (y4) 2 1 2270 2.434 -0.164 0.184 0.373
Item 3 (y1) 2 1 0.542 0.529 0.013 0.075 0.866
. Item 4 (y2) 2 1 0998 1.090 -0.092 0.162 0.569
Loading
Item 5 (y3) 2 1 1.041 0.820 0.222 0.174 0.203
Item 8 (y4) 2 1 0711 0.729 -0.018 0.103 0.864
Item 17 (y5) 2 1 1.849 1.884 -0.036 0.093 0.700
Item 18 (y6) 2 1 2207 2.336 -0.129 0.168 0.443
Intercept
Item 19 (y7) 2 1 2234 2.044 0.190 0.142 0.180
Item 20 (y8) 2 1 1544 1.517 0.027 0.048 0.574
0GD Item 21 (y9) 2 1 2.105 2.102 0.003 0.035 0.924
Item 17 (y5) 2 1 0.578 0.587 -0.009 0.082 0.915
Item 18 (y6) 2 1 0.990 1.008 -0.018 0.116 0.876
Loading Item 19 (y7) 2 1 1.117 1.062 0.055 0.136 0.687
Item 20 (y8) 2 1 0441 0.503 -0.062 0.112 0.579
Item 21 (y9) 2 1 1.082 0.754 0.328 0.167 0.050
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Table 8. Continues.

Item 22 (y10) 2 1 2.306 2.267 0.040 0.071 0.573

Item 25 (y11) 2 1 2.552 2.561 -0.009 0.057 0.876

Intercept ~ Item 26 (y12) 2 1 3.014 3.096 -0.081 0.097 0.400

Item 27 (y13) 2 1 2.855 3.057 -0.202 0.183 0.267

Item 28 (y14) 2 1 3.020 2.864 0.157 0.157 0.320

GG Item 29 (y15) 2 1 3.481 3.466 0.015 0.044 0.733

Item 22 (y10) 2 1 0.706 0.789 -0.083 0.104 0.422

Item 25 (y11) 2 1 0.879 0.969 -0.090 0.105 0.390

Loading Item 26 (y12) 2 1 0.874 0.951 -0.077 0.098 0.432

Item 27 (y13) 2 1 0.962 0.810 0.151 0.137 0.271

Item 28 (y14) 2 1 0.716 0.661 0.055 0.087 0.529

Item 29 (y15) 2 1 0.684 0.564 0.120 0.131 0.360

Intercept Item 30 (yl6) 2 1 0.526 0.482 0.044 0.433 0.919

Item 37 (y17) 2 1 0272 0.331 -0.059 0.306 0.848

D Item 38 (y18) 2 1 0.265 0.265 0.000 0.074 0.999

Item 30 (yl6) 2 1 0417 0.405 0.012 0.051 0.810

Loading Item 37 (yl7) 2 1 0542 0.526 0.016 0.066 0.811

Item 38 (y18) 2 1 0.566 0.614 -0.048 0.098 0.623

Item 42 (y19) 2 1 1.205 1.208 -0.004 0.009 0.671

Intercept  Item 44 (y20) 2 1 1.660 1.677 -0.017 0.025 0.512

Item 46 (y21) 2 1 1.521 1.376 0.145 0.221 0.512

p Item 47 (y22) 2 1 2.006 2.356 -0.350 0.217 0.106
Item 42 (y19) 2 1 0243 0.542 -0.299 0.116 0.010*

Loading Item 44 (y20) 2 1 0.882 0.835 0.047 0.174 0.788

Item 46 (y21) 2 1 0.805 0.862 -0.057 0.173 0.740

Item 47 (y22) 2 1 0416 0.395 0.021 0.102 0.841

Item 48 (y23) 2 1 4.546 4.499 0.048 0.164 0.772

Intercept Item 49 (y24) 2 1 4142 4.191 -0.049 0.190 0.796

Item 50 (y25) 2 1 4635 4.564 0.071 0.230 0.757

Item 51 (y26) 2 1 3.343 3.388 -0.044 0.125 0.723

Item 52 (y27) 2 1 3917 3.920 -0.003 0.129 0.980

S Item 48 (y23) 2 1 0.681 0.594 0.087 0.180 0.628

Item 49 (y24) 2 1 0.848 0.697 0.151 0.209 0.470

Loading  Item 50 (y25) 2 1 0955 1.104 -0.149 0.213 0.484

Item 51 (y26) 2 1 0.582 0.702 -0.120 0.179 0.503

Item 52 (y27) 2 1 0.711 0.710 0.001 0.019 0.958

*p<.05

3.2. Reliability

The internal consistency reliability of the Union Bias Scale was examined with the Cronbach
Alpha and the indicator reliability and the composite reliability coefficients. Table 9 shows the
Cronbach's alpha, average variance, and composite reliability coefficients of the scale. When
Table 9 is examined, it can be seen that the Cronbach alpha value of the scale is .81 for the in
group favoritism dimension; .85 for the out group disdain dimension; .87 for the in group
glorification dimension; .78 for the social distance dimension; .78 for the prejudices dimension,
and .81 for the stereotypes dimension. Cronbach's alpha reliability of the whole scale is .89.
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Composite reliability is above the limit value of .70 in each dimension and the whole scale
(Hair et al., 2014). When the findings are evaluated together, it is seen that the reliability of the
scale is also provided.

Table 9. Cronbach's Alpha, Mean Variance and Composite Reliability Coefficients of the Scale.

Cronbach Alpha Mean Variance Composite
Reliability
Dimensions IGF 0.81 0.54 0.82
DGK 0.85 0.55 0.86
IGG 0.87 0.53 0.87
SD 0.78 0.57 0.79
P 0.78 0.50 0.80
S 0.81 0.48 0.82
Whole Scale ~ Union Bias 0.89 0.53 0.96

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

This study aimed to develop a reliable and valid scale on union bias and apply it in order to
measure union bias. The union bias scale was constructed in the context of ingroup bias. The
27-items scale (see Appendix Table A) including only positive wordings was a 5-point Likert-
type scale (ranging between extremely disagree, disagree, slightly agree, quite agree, and
extremely agree). As a result of EFA, 27 items were grouped under six factors, whose
eigenvalues were greater than 1.0. The scale’s seven-factor structure accounted for 64.30% of
the total variance. To determine the accuracy of the six-dimensional structure of the Union Bias
Scale determined by EFA, first and second-order CFA was applied to the 27-item structure of
the scale. It was also revealed that the scale has convergent validity, discrimination validity,
and measurement invariance. Also, measurement invariance in gender groups was examined.
The Cronbach Alpha and combined reliability coefficients were calculated to determine the
scale's reliability. As a result of the first and second order confirmatory factor analysis, the
scale’s structure did not differ in gender groups. The Cronbach's alpha value was .90 and the
composite reliability was .96. The Cronbach alpha reliability and composite reliability of the
union bias scale were found above 0.70, which is the limit value, both in each dimension and
in the entire scale. When the findings were evaluated together, it was demonstrated with
different validity and reliability determination methods that the six-dimensional structure of the
Union bias Scale consisting of 27 items is valid and reliable.

If unions enhance productivity, and if this productivity is economically crucial, the spread of
unionism is essential (Doucouliagos et al., 2005). Understanding the unique identities of
teachers’ unions is possible by understanding the contexts in which the unions operate,
understanding the relevant literature analysis (the concepts they refer to), and also
understanding the dynamics within the union (Charlie, 2002). The effect of teacher unions on
school output depends on the definition of unionization and its goals (Guthery, 2018).
Therefore, it is possible to hear and see that different actions are taken even if the unions’
objectives are the same or similar in theory. It can be said that teacher unions should focus on
what they can do for teachers rather than what they can give to the government (or the political
parties they are associated with) (Bagci, 2009). Unions rely on active members to achieve their
goals by participating in public meetings, strikes, civil disobedience, and political actions and
defending union positions and policies in their schools (Popiel, 2013). Since an active member
has a high union affiliation, the level of identification with his/her union is also high. People
with a high level of identification with their groups are expected to exhibit higher levels of
ingroup bias than others (Coksan, 2016). This situation increases the impact of union bias in
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organizational environments. Those unions’ engagement in political efforts rather than in the
improvement of teachers’ rights (Yal¢in Durmus, 2018) increases the grouping among teachers
(Kara, 2016). The reflection of the unions on the school climate is felt negatively in inner group
bias. One way to decrease the level of union bias at schools may be to have common goals of
unions, organize common activities, and therefore encourage teachers to communicate with
each other. As long as the tendency on politicization of unions goes down, it is expected that
union bias as its reflection on the organizational environments also decreases. Politicians,
practitioners, and researchers are also expected to find solutions to reduce such negative effects
as well.

There are no scales for trade union bias in the literature. Although union bias is a stronger form
of union affiliation, it does not contain a harmless sense of belonging such as union affiliation.
Union bias includes meanings such as factionalism and partiality in Turkish and it refers to
fanaticism that has more destructive consequences. Especially in organizational environments,
it can have effects that deeply influence the organizational climate, communication climate,
organizational justice, and organizational trust feelings. One way of understanding these
negative effects caused by union bias was thought to require the presence of a measurement
tool that measures union bias and this study was thought to overcome this deficiency.

Based on these comments, the following recommendations can be made:

1- The scale can be applied in schools, enterprises, and organizations employing workers due
to its design as it is not limited to a certain institution and it includes general expressions; it can
also be applied to employees who are members of different unions such as civil servant unions
or trade unions.

2- The relationship of trade union bias with social identity or variables such as organizational
climate, communication climate, organizational justice, organizational trust, and organizational
cynicism can be investigated.

3- The scale can be applied to different union member teachers and their views can be
compared.

4- Comparisons can be made by applying the scale at different levels of education.

5- Since union bias is a phenomenon that is affected by the effectiveness of the union, the scale
can be applied to employees with too many and too few members in certain regions or cities
and comparisons can be made.
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6. APPENDIX
Table A displays the 27 items of standardized English and Turkish version of Union Bias Scale.

Table A. Union Bias Scale (Standardized English and Turkish version)

Bu 6l¢ek, sendikal yanlilig1 belirlemeye yonelik maddelerden olugmaktadir.
Maddelerin her birini okuyarak, “Hi¢ Katilmiyorum, Katilmiyorum, Cok Az
Katiliyorum, Olduk¢a Katiliyorum, Tamamen Katiliyorum” se¢eneklerinden
birini isaretleyiniz. Maddelerin tiimiinii igtenlikle isaretlemeniz arastirma
sonuglart agisindan oldukga 6nemlidir. Tesekkiir ederim.

Strongly dis-

aoree

Disagree

Slightly agree

Quite agree

Strongly

aAoree

In Group Favoritism/

I¢ Grubu Kayirma

1. People from my own union always take precedence over those
from other unions.

1. Kendi sendikamdan olanlar, her zaman diger sendikalardan
olanlardan &nce gelir.

S)

©)

2. It makes me happy that someone from my union is chosen to dis-
tribute the tasks.
2. Gorevlerin dagitiminda kendi sendikamdan olan birinin segilmesi
beni mutlu eder.

3. It makes me happy that someone from my union is chosen to dis-
tribute the awards.

3. Odiillerin dagitiminda kendi sendikamdan olan birinin secilmesi
beni mutlu eder.

4. I prefer to work with a manager from my own union.
4. Kendi sendikamdan olan bir yoneticiyle ¢calismayi tercih ederim.

Out Group Disdain

D1s Grubu Kiigiimseme

5. The activities of other unions are very ineffective and weak.

5. Diger sendikalardan olanlarin faaliyetleri oldukga etkisiz ve
zayiftir.

6. The ideological approaches of other unions cause an atmosphere of
unrest.

6. Diger sendikalarin ideolojik yaklasimlari huzursuzluk ortamina
sebep olmaktadir.

7. The activities of other unions are segregating for employees.
7. Diger sendikalarin faaliyetleri, ¢alisanlart ayristiricidir.

8. Those from other unions cause conflicts in our institution.

8. Diger sendikalardan olanlar kurumumuzda ¢atisma ortamina sebep
olmaktadr.

9. Those from other unions serve ideological purposes rather than un-
ion goals.

9. Diger sendikalardan olanlar, sendikal amaglardan ¢ok ideolojik
amagclara hizmet etmekteler.

In Group Glorification

I¢ Grubu Yiiceltme

10. The union I am a member of is unique.
10. Uyesi oldugum sendika essizdir.

11. The union I am a member of always makes the best decisions.
11. Uyesi oldugum sendika her zaman en iyi kararlar1 alir.

12. The union I am a member of is the one that defends our rights
most effectively.

12. Uyesi oldugum sendika, haklarimizi en etkili savunan sendikadir.

13. The aims of the union I am a member of are higher than the aims
of other unions.

13. Uyesi oldugum sendikanin amaglar1 diger sendikalarmn
amaglarindan ytiksektir.

14. The union I am a member of is not a supporter of a political party.
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14. Uyesi oldugum sendika bir siyasi partinin arka bahcesi degildir.

15. The activities of the union that I am a member of are unifying the
employees.

15. Uyesi oldugum sendikanin faaliyetleri calisanlar1 birlestiricidir.

Social Distance

Sosyal Mesafe

16. At my institution, my relations with employees from other unions
are not good.

16. Kurumumda, diger sendikalardan olan g¢alisanlarla iligkilerim
soguktur.

17. In my institution, my professional communication with employ-
ees from other unions is poor.

17. Kurumumda, diger sendikalardan olan ¢alisanlarla mesleki
iletisimim zay1ftir.

18. In my institution, I have poor social communication with employ-
ees from other unions.

18. Kurumumda, diger sendikalardan olan ¢alisanlarla sosyal
iletisimim zayiftir.

Prejudices

Onyargilar

19. Those from other unions have a grudge and hatred towards me/us.

19. Diger sendikalardan olanlar bana/bize karsi kin ve nefret
icindedirler.

20. Although it is in favor of the employees, those from the other un-
ion do not support our union activities.

20. Calisanlarin lehine olsa da diger sendikadan olanlar sendikal
faaliyetlerimizi desteklemezler.

21. It is not possible for those from other unions to cooperate with
us on union matters.

21. Diger sendikalardan olanlarin sendikal konularda bizimle
isbirligi yapmasi miimkiin degildir.

22. It is not possible for all unions to unite around the same union
goals.

22. Tim sendikalarin ayn1 sendikal amaglar etrafinda birlesmesi
miimkiin degildir.

Stereotypes

Kalipyargilar

23. Among other unions there are unions that support the government
in power.
23. Diger sendikalar arasinda “Iktidar yanlis1 sendika” vardir.

24. Among other unions there are pro-terror unions.
24. Diger sendikalar arasinda “Teror yanlisi sendika” vardir.

25. Among other unions there are nationalist unions.
25. Diger sendikalar arasinda “Ulusalci sendika” vardir.

26. Among other unions there are fascist unions.
26. Diger sendikalar arasinda “Fagsist sendika” vardir.

27. Among other unions there are collaborator unions.
27. Diger sendikalar arasinda “Isbirlik¢i sendika” vardir.




