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Abstract

In the study, the level of university students' hierarchy-enhancing ideologies was
examined in terms of gender and income variables. The research was completed with
a sample of 459 people. Significant differences were found between the Social
Dominance Orientation (SDO) of the participants according to gender and income
variables. It was found that (in both two sub-dimensions of SDO) male participants
had higher levels of group-based dominance and opposition to equality than female
participants. In addition, opposition to equality levels of the participants in the study
differed significantly according to their income levels. But there is no significant
difference in group-based dominance levels.
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1. Introduction

Understanding the dynamics of Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) among young
individuals, especially its relationship with attitudes toward Syrian refugees, is crucial. The
formative years of youth are when perceptions of social norms and hierarchies can be strongly
formed or changed. With increasing diversity and the presence of refugees in societies, it is
vital to understand the interaction between these perceptions, attitudes towards refugees, and
the role that gender and income differences play. This issue, if not addressed, can lead to conflict
and (similar to the possible xenophobic consequences of anti-immigration attitudes, which is
frequently seen in Europe, towards Syrian refugees, (Eser & Cicek, 2020: 114-144) hostility
among different segments (especially between the host community and immigrants) of the
population in the near future.

Given the stated problem and the gap in the literature, this study aims to investigate the
relationship between SDO, attitudes toward Syrian refugees, and the influence of gender and
income differences among young individuals. Specifically, the study will investigate whether
the SDOs of young people differ according to their gender and income status, and how these

differences correlate with their attitudes towards Syrian refugees.

As an attitude that legitimizes intergroup hierarchy, the relationship between social
dominance orientation (SDO) and gender is a subject that is frequently discussed in the
literature (Sidanius et. all, 1994: 194-216, Levin, 2004: 31-48; Dambrun et. all, 2004: 287-297,
Sidanius et. all, 2006: 1640-1653, Pratto et. all, 2006, Ozkan, 2014, Bagc1 & Giirler, 2018:1167-
1180, Okumusoglu, 2017: 881-895). Similarly, the relationship between SDO and income level
is another issue explored in the literature (Sidanius et. all, 1994: 998-1011, Pratto et. all, 2006:
271-320, Kipper et. all, 2010: 205-219, Carvacho et. all, 2013: 272-285, Whitt et. all, 2019,
Fischer et. all, 2021). In Tirkiye, even if several studies have considered gender and income
differences on SDO (Eser & Uygur, 2019: 86-108, Yal¢in, 2017: 44-59, Singir et. all, 2022:
164-175, Kiral Ugar et. all, 2019: 739-764), the studies on social dominance orientation are
mainly based on general demographic variables political, ethnic identity, intergroup contact,
and personality traits but not specifically on gender and income differences (Saridag & Eser,
2023a: 418-445, Saridag & Eser, 2023b: 687-701, Kablanoglu & Kusdil, 2020: 84-109, Hasta
& Karacganta, 2017: 23-34, Bagc1 & Giler, 2018: 1167-1180, Okumusoglu, 2017: 881-8895).
This study aims to close this gap by examining specifically the correlation between gender,
income, and SDO on the behavior of the young population In Turkiye.
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A large Syrian population (3,443,219 people as of 3,23,2023) lives in Turkiye. Most of
the Syrians are under temporary protection status (https://www.goc.gov.tr/gecici-koruma5638).
These people fleeing the political instability and civil war in their country are generally among
the lower-income groups (Budak et all, 2018: 71, Akin & Bozbas, 2020: 55) in our country and
they receive a very small share of social welfare. Syrians mostly do low-paid jobs that are not
in demand in society and work without insurance (Saym et. all, 2016: 10, Yildirimalp et. all,
2017: 115-116-119, Kocadas, 2018: 11, llgazi, 2019: 108, Koca, 2019: 335-336, Aslan &
Gingor, 2019: 1612, Bimay, 2020: 364, 365) and they live in unhealthy conditions (Cengiz,
2015: 117, S6nmez, 2016: 394-397, Saym et. all, 2016: 10, Yildirimalp et. all, 2017: 120,
Babacan et. all, 2017: 275, Aslan & Gungor, 2019: 1616-1621). Similar to the accommodation
conditions, in terms of healthy nutrition (Balcilar, 2016: 12-13), the situation of the Syrians
presents a very problematic image when compared with the host society. Contrary to popular
belief, Syrians face serious problems in accessing health services (due to language barriers, etc.)
(Babacan et. all, 2017: 275, Aslan & Glingor, 2019: 1609). Similarly, the situation of Syrians
in terms of access to education is not very encouraging (Sayn et. all, 2016: 11, Aslan & Giingor,
2019: 1617-1621, Bimay, 2020: 359-364). Undoubtedly, apart from the examples mentioned,
there are also Syrians who have a very good economic situation, do their own business, provide
employment, and have a high level of welfare (Sayn et. all, 2016: 10, Altundeger & Yilmaz,
2016: 295). However, in a community of more than three million, these examples cannot go
beyond the exception.

Based on all these negative conditions, it is possible to state that Syrian immigrants are
a disadvantaged group. Understanding the attitudes towards Syrians is important in order to
establish harmony between the host society and the immigrants in the long term on a healthy
foundation. In this context, inequality between different socio-economic, ethnic, religious,
cultural, and gender groups, which expresses the state of seeing the inequality as legitimate and
normal (Sidanius et. all, 2004: 845-880) is discussed. In particular, variables such as the
clustering of Syrians in lower-income groups and their differentiation from the host society in
terms of language, culture, and origin make it meaningful to measure the SDO towards Syrians.

As of 2021, 15.3% of Tirkiye's population is composed of young people (TUIK, 2021).
In this context, the main question of the study is how much the youth, who occupy a large place
in the host society, are willing to share their status, power, wealth, and “advantageous” situation
with the Syrians, who are a disadvantaged group.

In the study, the SDOs of young people with a university education were discussed. The

main motivation for choosing this group is the high probability of reaching status professions
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in the future. The relationship between gender and SDO is the first issue examined in the study.
In this context, it has been examined whether there is a difference between the attitudes (SDO)
of women and men toward establishing intergroup equality/maintaining inequality. The study
also investigated whether there is a significant difference between the income levels of the
participants and their attitudes towards defending the advantageous position of their group (host
society) compared to the Syrians, with the thought that it will give an idea in terms of the socio-
economic class they currently hold. The Turkish-validated Social Dominance Orientation scale
was used to collect the study data.

Below, the theory of social dominance orientation will be discussed first, and then the
literature leading to the research hypotheses will be examined. For this purpose, first of all, the
relationship between gender, income level, and SDO will be discussed, and research hypotheses
will be expressed under the relevant sections. Then the data will be analyzed, and the hypotheses
will be tested. Afterward, the study findings will be discussed together with the leading
literature findings and the study will be concluded.

1. Social Dominance Theory

Social dominance theory (SDT) is a widely studied concept in social psychology that
explains the existence and maintenance of social hierarchies within societies. The theory posits
that social hierarchies are a universal feature of human societies, as individuals naturally form
groups and differentiate themselves from others based on various social categories such as race,
gender, age, and nationality (Sidanius et. all, 2004: 845-880). Dominant groups, which are those
with greater social status and power, tend to monopolize the most desirable resources and
opportunities, while subordinate groups are often marginalized and subjected to negative
treatment, such as social stigma and exclusion, discrimination, and violence (Sidanius et. all,
2003: 207-213).

One of the main questions in SDT is why individuals and groups tend to organize
themselves into social hierarchies. According to the theory, social hierarchies arise from a
combination of individual and structural factors. At the individual level, people have natural
tendencies towards dominance and submission, which are shaped by various biological,
psychological, and social factors. For example, individuals with high levels of testosterone, a
hormone associated with dominance and aggression, may be more likely to seek positions of
power and engage in behaviors that reinforce their dominance over others (Pratto et. all, 1994:

741-763). Similarly, socialization experiences, such as upbringing, education, and media
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exposure, can influence people's attitudes and beliefs about social hierarchies, leading some
individuals to view themselves as superior to others and to justify their privileged status.

At the structural level, social hierarchies are shaped by the distribution of power and
resources within society. Economic, political, and cultural institutions often reinforce existing
hierarchies by giving preferential treatment to dominant groups, while marginalizing or
excluding subordinate groups. For example, economic policies that favor the wealthy can
perpetuate wealth disparities between social groups, while laws and regulations that
discriminate against certain groups can limit their access to political power and representation
(Sidanius et. all, 2004: 845-880). Despite the variations in governance, belief systems, and
social structures across societies, social dominance theory argues that social hierarchies are a
common feature of societies. Even societies that have abolished formal forms of discrimination
and inequality may still exhibit subtle or implicit forms of bias and discrimination that maintain
existing hierarchies (Sidanius, 1999).

One way that social dominance theory helps to explain the persistence of social
hierarchies is through the concept of legitimizing myths. Legitimizing myths are cultural beliefs
and narratives that justify and reinforce existing hierarchies by portraying dominant groups as
deserving of their privileged status, and subordinate groups as inferior or unworthy of equal
treatment. For example, the myth of meritocracy suggests that individuals succeed or fail based
on their abilities and efforts, rather than their social status or background. This myth can be
used to justify the underrepresentation of certain social groups in positions of power or
influence, as it suggests that those groups simply lack the necessary skills or qualifications
(Sidanius et. all, 2004: 845-880).

Another way that social dominance theory helps to understand the persistence of social
hierarchies is through the social identity concept. Social identity can be understood as how
individuals derive their sense of self from their membership in social groups. People tend to
identify strongly with groups that they perceive as being superior or more prestigious and to
distance themselves from groups that they perceive as inferior or low status (Sidanius et. all,
1991: 691-721). This tendency can contribute to the constitution and maintenance of
hierarchies, as individuals seek to associate themselves with dominant groups and avoid
association with subordinate groups.

2.1.Social Dominance Orientation and Gender

SDO is a phenomenon that has been observed across different cultures and societies. It
refers to the tendency for some individuals to adopt hierarchical and authoritarian attitudes

towards others. This can manifest in various forms, such as a desire for dominance over others,

244



Eser, H. B., Cetinceli, K. & Uygur, M. R. / Effect of Gender and Income Differences on Social
Dominance Orientation: An Examination of Youth's Attitudes Towards Syrians Under Temporary
Protection

prejudice towards certain groups, and the belief that some groups are inherently superior to
others. Interestingly, in general, it can be expected that men tend to score higher on measures
of SDO than women. This may be due to various factors, such as societal expectations of
masculinity, and the belief that men should be dominant and assertive.

However, it is important to note that not all men have high levels of SDO, and not all
women have low levels. There is a wide range of individual variations within each gender, and
other factors such as upbringing, culture, and personal experiences can also play a role in
shaping attitudes towards hierarchy and authority. It is also worth noting that SDO can have
negative consequences for both individuals and society as a whole. When people adopt
authoritarian attitudes, they may be more likely to justify discrimination and inequality, which
can lead to social unrest and conflict. It is therefore important to promote values such as equality
and respect for others, regardless of their gender, race, or social status. while there are some
gender differences in SDO, it is important to recognize that individual variation and other
factors can also play a role in shaping attitudes towards hierarchy and authority. It is also
important to promote values of equality and respect, to create a more harmonious and just
society.

SDO is a personality trait that explains the degree to which persons prefer and endorse
social hierarchies and inequalities between different groups in society. It is considered a key
predictor of prejudice and discrimination, as individuals with high SDO are more likely to
support and justify intergroup inequalities (Pratto et. all, 2006: 271-320). While SDO can be
expressed towards any social group, including race, religion, and nationality, research has
shown that it is particularly relevant to gender relations (Pratto et. all, 2000:369-409). Gender
differences in SDO have been extensively studied, with most research indicating that men tend
to score higher on SDO than women (Sidanius et. all, 1994: 998-1011, Schmitt & Wirth, 2009:
485-497). This means that men are more likely to endorse social hierarchies and inequalities
and justify them as natural and necessary for the functioning of society. Women, on the other
hand, are more likely to reject these inequalities and advocate for more egalitarian social
structures (Eagly & Steffen, 1984: 735-754). One explanation for these gender differences is
socialization. From an early age, boys are taught to be competitive, assertive, and dominant,
while girls are taught to be nurturing, supportive, and cooperative (Bem, 1981: 354-364). These
gender roles can lead to the development of SDO in men, who may see themselves as entitled
to hold power and authority over others, while women may be socialized to reject such
hierarchies and advocate for more equal and cooperative relationships (Sidanius et. all, 1994:
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998-1011). Another factor that may contribute to gender differences in SDO is the perception
of threat. Research has shown that individuals who perceive their group as threatened or
disadvantaged are more likely to score higher on SDO (Duckitt, 2006: 684-696). Men, as a
group, may feel more threatened by the increasing social and economic power of women,
leading them to endorse and justify patriarchal structures as a means of maintaining their own
status and power (Pratto et, all, 2000: 369-409). Women, on the other hand, may be less likely
to feel threatened by men's power, as they have historically occupied a lower position in society,
and are therefore less invested in maintaining the status quo. While gender differences in SDO
are well-established, it is important to point that these differences are not absolute. Some men
reject hierarchical social structures and support gender equality, just as there are women who
endorse and justify gender inequality (Pratto et. all, 2000: 369-409). Moreover, SDO is not the
only predictor of attitudes toward gender relations. Other factors, such as political ideology,
education, and personal experiences, can also play a role in shaping individuals' beliefs and
values (Sidanius et. all, 1994: 998-1011).

In conclusion, SDO is a personality trait that refers to the endorsement and justification
of social hierarchies and inequalities. While men tend to score higher on SDO than women, this
difference is not absolute and can be influenced by socialization and perceptions of threat. It is
important to recognize the role of SDO in shaping attitudes towards gender relations, as it can
contribute to the maintenance of patriarchal structures and the justification of gender-based
discrimination. Accordingly, this research comes up with 2 hypotheses to be tested, first is;
H1: Social dominance orientation of the participants differs according to their gender.

2.2.Social Dominance Orientation and Income

As it has been mentioned above, social dominance orientation is a personality trait that
refers to the endorsement and justification of social hierarchies and inequalities between
different groups in society. One aspect that can impact an individual's SDO is income level.
Individuals with higher incomes may be more likely to score higher on SDO, as they may see
themselves as entitled to hold power and authority over others. One reason for this could be the
sense of privilege that often comes with having a higher income. Those with higher incomes
may have grown up with more resources and opportunities and therefore may have a stronger
sense of entitlement to their position in society. This entitlement can translate into a belief that
hierarchies and inequalities are natural and necessary for the functioning of society, and that
those in positions of power deserve to be there. On the other hand, individuals with lower
incomes may be more likely to reject hierarchies and inequalities, as they may have experienced

firsthand the negative effects of such systems. They may feel disadvantaged and oppressed by
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those in positions of power, and therefore may be more likely to advocate for more egalitarian
social structures.

Another factor that can impact income differences in SDO is access to education and
resources. Individuals with higher incomes may have had greater access to education and other
resources that promote values such as competitiveness, assertiveness, and dominance - all traits
that are associated with higher levels of SDO. They may also have greater exposure to media
and other forms of information that reinforce hierarchical social structures and the idea that
certain groups are naturally superior to others. Meanwhile, individuals with lower incomes may
have had less access to education and resources, which can lead to a greater sense of
marginalization and disesmpowerment. They may also have fewer opportunities to challenge or
question the status quo, as they may be more focused on meeting their basic needs and survival.
Income can be a significant factor in shaping an individual's SDO, with those with higher
incomes more likely to endorse and justify social hierarchies and inequalities. This can be due
to a sense of entitlement and privilege, as well as greater exposure to education and resources
that reinforce hierarchical values. However, it is important to recognize that income is not the
only factor at play and that individuals with different income levels can hold a range of attitudes
toward social hierarchies and inequalities.

While SDO can be expressed towards any social group, including race, religion, and
nationality, research has shown that it is particularly relevant to economic class and income
inequalities (Sidanius et. all, 1994: 998-1011). Studies have consistently shown that individuals
with high income tend to score higher on SDO compared to those with low income (Pratto et.
all. 2006: 271-320). This means that individuals with higher incomes are more likely to endorse
social hierarchies and inequalities and justify them as natural and necessary for the functioning
of society. This finding can be explained by several factors, including socialization, perceptions
of threat, and economic self-interest. Socialization plays an important role in the development
of SDO. Children from wealthy families are more likely to be exposed to messages that
emphasize the importance of status, power, and dominance. They are also more likely to be
taught that hard work and individual achievement is the key to success and social mobility
(Erikson & Goldthorpe, 1992). These messages can lead to the development of SDO in
individuals from high-income backgrounds, who may see themselves as entitled to hold power
and authority over others. Perceptions of threat also contribute to higher levels of SDO among
high-income individuals. Research has shown that individuals who perceive their group as
threatened or disadvantaged are more likely to score higher on SDO (Duckitt, 2006: 684-696).
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High-income individuals may feel threatened by the increasing social and economic power of
low-income groups, leading them to endorse and justify hierarchical social structures as a means
of maintaining their status and power. Economic self-interest is another factor that contributes
to the relationship between income and SDO.

High-income individuals have a greater stake in maintaining the status quo and
preserving the economic and social systems that benefit them. They are more likely to support
policies and institutions that reinforce social and economic inequalities, such as tax cuts for the
wealthy, deregulation of markets, and reduced social welfare spending (Pratto et. all, 2006: 271-
320). These policies benefit high-income individuals at the expense of low-income individuals
and reflect a desire to maintain the existing social hierarchy. The relationship between income
and SDO has important implications for social and economic inequality. Higher levels of SDO
among high-income individuals can contribute to the perpetuation of economic and social
inequalities and can make it more difficult to implement policies that promote social justice and
economic mobility. It is therefore important to understand the factors that contribute to the
development of SDO and to develop interventions that promote more egalitarian values and
attitudes.

Studies have consistently shown that individuals with high income tend to score higher
on SDO compared to those with low income. It can be said that this finding can be explained
by several factors, including socialization, perceptions of threat, and economic self-interest.
Understanding the relationship between income and SDO is important for promoting more
egalitarian values and attitudes, and for reducing social and economic inequalities.
Accordingly, the second hypothesis of this research is;

H>: Social dominance orientation of the participants differs according to their income level.

3. Method

Research hypotheses were purposefully tested in the sample of university students. The
research was carried out with the permission of the Suleyman Demirel University Ethics
Committee with the letter dated 12.11.2021 and numbered E-87432956-050.99-160323 and the
decision numbered 113/1. The research was conducted with a Web-based survey (Google
survey). Data collection took place between the end of 2021 and 2022. The data collection
process lasted about 3 months. As a result of the study, 459 valid questionnaires were analyzed.

3.1.Sample Profile

The sample consisted of 61.7% female (n=283) and 38.3 % male (n=176) respondents,
with ages ranging from 20 to 27 (M=1.62, SD=0.49). The income status of the participants is

as follow; 14.6% of the participant, which is 67 of them, indicated their income between 0-
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1500. The income of 13.1% of them which 60 participants is between 1501-2500. 98 of the
participants, which is 21.4%, earn between 2501-3500, the income of 87 of them which is 19%,
is 3501-5000, 69 of them which is 15%, is 5001-6500, 31 of them which is 6.8% is 6501-8000
and 47 of them which 10.2% is 8000 plus, (M=3.68, SD=1.82). All participants are university
students.

3.2.Measure

The "Social Dominance Orientation Scale” (SDO Scale) developed by Pratto et al.
(1994: 741-763) was used in the study. The scale, which was adapted into Turkish by Akbas
(2010), consists of a total of 16 statements and two sub-dimensions, group-based dominance
and opposition to equality, with a 5-point Likert-type rating of "Strongly Disagree (1)" and
"Strongly Agree (5)". In the Turkish adaptation study, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was found
to be 0.81 for the group-based dominance dimension and 0.91 for the opposition to equality
dimension (p.46)

4. Results

As a result of the reliability analysis, the internal consistency coefficient of the group-
based dominance dimension was calculated as Cronbach Alpha 0.818. According to this result,
it can be said that the measurement tool is highly reliable (Kay1s, 2005: 206-222). In addition,
skewness and kurtosis values were examined to determine the suitability of the scale size for
normal distribution. According to the results of the analysis, the skewness value of the scale
dimension was 0.444 and the kurtosis value was -0.706. Since these values are between -1 and
+1, it can be said that the scale meets the assumption of normality distribution (Hair et al. 2018).
In addition, if these values are in the range of -1.5 and +1.5 and -2 and +2, it is possible to say
that the data provides the assumption of normality distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013,
George & Mallery, 2010). From this point of view, parametric analyzes (Independent sample t-
test, Anova) were used in the study.
The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the opposition to the equality dimension was found to be
0.901 and it was determined to be highly reliable. According to the results of the normality
distribution analysis conducted to determine the suitability of the scale for normal distribution,
it was determined that the Skewness value was 0.699 and the Kurtosis value was -0.559.
According to these results, it can be said that the scale dimension meets the normality
distribution assumption.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to reveal the factors formed by the
variables in the scale used in the study independently of each other. The KMO test was applied
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to determine whether the sample size was sufficient for factor analysis and the Barlett Sphericity

Test was applied to determine whether the relationship between the variables was significant.

Table 1.

SDO Scale KMO and Bartlett Sphericity Test Table

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) ,907

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square (Ki-kare) 3256,034
Df (degress of freedom) 120
Sig.(p) ,000

According to the results of Table (1), it was determined that the sample size was sufficient (,907) and the

relationship between variables was significant (p<0.001) (Glrbiz & Sahin 2018).

Table 2.
EFA Results of the SDO Scale

Expressions

Factor Loads
Group-Based

Opposition to

Dominance Equality
1- ”Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.” ,667
2- “In getting what you want, it is sometimes necessary to use force ,702
against other groups.”
3- “It's OK if some groups have more of a chance in life than 555
others.”
4- “To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other ,695
groups.”
5- “If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer ,605
problems.”
6- “It's probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and  ,639
other groups are at the bottom.”
7- “Inferior groups should stay in their place.” ,664
8- “Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place.” ,694
9- “It would be good if groups could be equal.” ,695
10- “Group equality should be our ideal.” ,786
11- “All groups should be given an equal chance in life.” ,790
12- “We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different ,838
groups.”
13- “Increased social equality.” ,825
14- “We would have fewer problems if we treated people more 167
equally.”
15- “We should strive to make incomes as equal as possible.” ,674
16- “No one group should dominate in society.” ,672
Eigenvalues 2.415 6.072
% of Variance 15.091 37.951
% of Cumulative Variance 53.042

According to the results of the EFA analysis, it was determined that the scale had a two-

factor structure with eigenvalues greater than 1. The factors explained 53.042% of the total

variance. Table (2) shows that the group-based dominance dimension of the scale explains

15.091% of the variance, while the opposition to equality dimension explains 37.951% of the

variance. It is seen that the statement with the highest factor value in the scale belongs to the
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statement " We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups™ (0.838) in
the opposition to equality dimension, while the statement with the lowest factor load belongs
to the statement " It's OK if some groups have more of a chance in life than others" (0.555) in
the group-based dominance dimension.

Table 3.

Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation Table for Dimensions

Dimensions N X SS 1 2
1. Group-Based Dominance 459 2.19 0.87 1
2. Opposition to Equality 459 191 0.87 ,401%* 1

**p<,01 significance level

When Table (3) is examined, it can be said that the participants’ group-based dominance
levels belonging to the SDO scale calculated on a 5-point Likert scale are moderate (X =2.19
SD=0.87) and their opposition to equality averages are low (X =1.91; SD=0.87). According to
Pearson r values showing the relationship between variables, there is a significant positive
relationship between the participants' group-based dominance levels and opposition to equality
levels (r=,401; p<,01). The results of the independent sample t-test conducted to determine
whether the variables differ according to gender are shown in Table (4).

Table 4.

Independent Sample T-Test Results Regarding the Difference of Variables According to
Employee Gender

Variables Gender N X S.S. t P
. Male 176 241 ,90
Group-Based Dominance Female 283 205 82 4.313 ,000
. . Male 176 2.16 ,96
Opposition to Equality Female 283 1.75 77 5.129 ,000

According to the results of the independent sample t-test, it is seen that the participants'
group-based dominance and opposition to equality levels differ according to gender (p<0.05).
It was found that male participants had higher levels of group-based dominance (X =2.41) and
opposition to equality (X =2.16) than female participants (X =2.05; X =1.75). H1 is accepted.
In order to determine whether the variables differed according to the income level of the
participants, a single factor analysis of variance method was used. Table (5) shows the results
of the One-Way ANOVA analysis.
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Table 5.
Anova Analysis Results Regarding the Difference of Variables According to Income
Levels
Variables Income N X S.S. F Post
Hoc
1.0-1500 67 2.21 ,90
2.1501-2500 60 2.31 96
Group-Based 3.2501-3500 98 2.26 86
Dominance 4.3501-5000 87 2.06 76 2.112 ,051
5.5001-6500 69 2.22 89
6.6501-8000 31 1.77 68
7.8000 and plus 47 2.33 .90
1.0-1500 67 1.55 72
2.1501-2500 60 1.72 71
. 3.2501-3500 98 2.04 91
ggﬁ;’ﬁgo” 0 4 3501-5000 87 108 87 3318 003 18457
5.5001-6500 69 2.01 97
6.6501-8000 31 1.98 83
7.8000 and plus 47 2.03 ,90

While it was observed that the opposition to equality levels of the participants in the
study differed significantly according to their income levels (p<,05), the difference in group-
based dominance levels was not significant (p>,05). Post-Hoc multiple comparison analysis
was used to determine between which income groups the levels of opposition to equality differ.
According to the results of the analysis, participants in the 0-1500 income group (X =1.55; S.S.:
,72) have lower levels of opposition to equality than participants in the 2500-6500 (X =2.04;
X'=1.98; X =2.01) and 8000 and plus (X =2.03) income groups. H: is accepted.

5. Conclusion

As it is known, there are millions of Syrians living in our country. Most of these people
fleeing the civil war in Syria are under temporary protection status and continue their lives
under difficult conditions. Understanding the attitudes towards Syrians is important in terms of
the prevention of negative attitudes towards immigrants, which are strongly fed by the sharing
of socio-economical welfare with immigrants (Eser & Cicek, 2020: 114-144) and establishing
harmony between the host society and the immigrants in the long term on healthy foundations.
In this context, socio-economic dominance orientation, which expresses the state of seeing
inequality between different socio-economic, ethnic, religious, cultural and gender groups as
legitimate and normal, is discussed.

In the study, firstly, it was tested whether there was a difference between male and
female participants in terms of SDOs, and it was seen that males had stronger SDOs than
females (Hs is accepted). These findings are in Pratto et. all, (1994:741-763), Sidanius et. all,
(1994: 998), Dambrun et. all, (2004: 294), Sidanius et. all, (2006: 1640), It is in line with the
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findings of Levin's (2004: 31) and Duckitt’s (2006: 684-696) and also Bagc1 and Girler's (2018:
1177) studies. Fischer et. all, (2021: 448) found a significant negative relationship between
more egalitarian policies towards women and SDO. From this point of view, it can be stated
that attitudes towards sharing status with women are related to SDO and that women are mostly
secondary or discriminated against in sharing power and authority. This situation makes it
understandable that the tendency of social dominance towards Syrians under temporary
protection status, which is another disadvantaged group, is lower in the female sample than in
the male sample.

The study also examined the relationship between the income status of the participants
and their SDO, and it was seen that there was a significant difference (H: is accepted) between
the participants' opposition to equality levels. It was found that lower tension groups exhibited
lower opposition to equality levels. While these findings overlap with the findings of Whitt et.
all, (2019) and Pratto et. all, (2006) they differ with the study data of Sidanius et. all, (1994). A
similar situation exists with the findings of the study conducted by Kupper et. all, (2010). In
their study, they found that people from low-income groups exhibited a higher level of SDO
and their anti-immigrant attitudes were more pronounced. This situation can be evaluated
together with the possibility of low-income groups seeing immigrants as a threat to them in
resource sharing. Carvacho et. all (2013: 272) found that education was a stronger determinant
of prejudices than income and that right-wing authoritarianism and SDO had a mediating effect
in the relationship between income and prejudices. In another study supporting these findings,
it is emphasized that in economies with good economic parameters and low competition, SDO
can be expected to be at a lower level if the national income is high (Fischer et. all, 2021: 441,
448).

The status between the subject genders should continue to be examined with subsequent
studies examining the attitudes towards power sharing and dealing with these attitudes as well
as the SDO. Similarly, the relationship between income level and SDO can be sustained in the
future with a study focused on the theory of relative deprivation, which examines attitudes about
the fairness of income distribution and whether individuals get the share they think they should
receive from economic welfare. Again, the subject should continue to be examined in the future
with a perspective that deals with intergroup relations in the context of integrated threat theory.
As a result, the study data contributes to the field in understanding the attitudes towards
immigrants, a disadvantaged group. Understanding the prejudices towards immigrants, together
with the current study and other proposed studies, will contribute to the understanding of
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attitudes that may prevent the two communities from living together and establish mutual

harmony by establishing contact between the two communities.

Contribution Rate Statement: First author: 40% Second author: 35% Third author
(Corresponding): 25%
Conflicts of Interest: There is no potential conflict of interest in this study.
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