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Abstract

Speciesism is defined as assigning different moral worth to animals depending on their
species and considering humans to be superior to animals. Thus, speciesism can be
understood as a type of prejudice that is directed towards animals. In the current study,
we aimed to adapt a short scale of speciesism (i.e., Speciesism Scale) and to test its
psychometric properties among Turkish samples. In three samples (NSample-1 = 256,
NSample-2 = 239, NSample-3 = 227), we demonstrated that the Speciesism Scale has
acceptable reliability coefficients and a one-factor structure. We also found that the scale
shows high test-retest reliability approximately after four weeks (Sample-1). Evidencing
its convergent validity, the scale was positively associated with benevolent sexism
(Sample-1), social dominance orientation, right wing authoritarianism, and system
Justification (Samples 1 and 2). Moreover, we showed that social dominance orientation
consistently predicted higher speciesism, suggesting that speciesism has similar roots to
prejudices among human groups. Finally, demonstrating the predictive validity, we found
that speciesism predicts a preference for humans over animals when making decisions
about volunteering time for charities that support either humans or animals (Samples 1
and 2). All the presented results held while controlling for demographics such as age,
gender, education, socio-economic level, and political view. In conclusion, the current
results align with previous research and confirm that the Speciesism Scale is a valid and
reliable tool for measuring speciesism in samples from Turkey.

Oz

Ttirctiltik hayvanlara tiirlerine bagl olarak farkl ahlaki degerler atfetmek ve insanlan
hayvanlardan daha tstiin gérmek olarak tamimlanmaktadir. Tirctiliik bu sebeple
hayvanlara yénelik bir tiir 6Snyargt olarak degerlendirilebilir. Var olan calismada Ttirctiltik
Olcegi'nin Tiirkceye uyarlanmast ve élcegin psikometrik ézelliklerinin Ttirk 6rnekleminde
test edilmesi amaclanmstir. Tiirctilitk Olcegi'nin ic tutarlik katsayistun kabul edilebilir
oldugu ve d&lcegin tek faktérlii yapist tic farkl érneklemde (NOrneklem-1 = 256,
NOrneklem-2 = 239, NOrneklem-3 = 227) gésterilmistir. Ayni zamanda, yaklasik dért
hafta sonra alinan dlctimde, blcegin yiiksek test-tekrar test gtivenirligine sahip oldugu
bulunmustur (Orneklem-1). Olcek, yakinsak gecerligi kanitlar sekilde, korumact
cinsiyetcilik (Orneklem-1), sosyal baskinlik yénelimi, sag kanat yetkecilik ve sistemi
mesrulastirma ile pozitif yénde iliskilidir (Orneklem-1 ve Orneklem-2). Ek olarak, sosyal
baskinlik yéneliminin tutarli olarak daha yiiksek diizeyde tiirctiliigti yordadigt
gosterilmistir. Bu bulgu, tirctiltigiin kékeninin insan gruplan arasindaki ényargilar ile
benzer olabilecegini isaret etmektedir. Son olarak, 6lcegin yordayict gegerligini gésterir
sekilde, ttirctiltigtin hayvanlara ya da insanlara yardim eden derneklere géntillti zaman
ayirma kararlart baglaminda, insanlart hayvanlara tercih etmeyi yordadigt bulunmustur
(Orneklem-1 ve Orneklem-2). Sunulan tiim sonuglar yas, cinsiyet, egitim, sosyo-ekonomik
diizey ve politik gériis gibi demografik degiskenler kontrol edilerek elde edilmistir. Sonug¢
olarak, mevcut bulgular gecmis calismalarla uyumludur ve Tiirciiliik Olgegi'nin
Ttirkiye'den gelen 6rneklemlerde de gercerli ve gtivenilir bir 6lctim aract oldugunu
dogrulamaktadar.
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Introduction

Prejudice is defined as "any attitude, emotion, or behaviour towards members of a
group, which directly or indirectly implies some negativity or antipathy towards that
group" (Brown, 2011, p. 7). Systematic research on prejudice within the scope of
intergroup relations dates back to Allport (1954), and over time, this topic has become
a central focus of social psychology. For example, Dovidio et al. (2010) noted an
exponential increase in the research and publications on prejudice between 1965 and
2008. The vast majority of these studies examine various forms of prejudice within
human-human groups (e.g., sexism, racism, and homophobia; Caviola, Everett, &
Faber, 2019). However, intergroup relations extend beyond human-human
interactions and also encompass relationships between humans and other species.
Humans interact with animals in diverse ways, such as adopting some animals as
pets, while using others for experiments or clothing—an interaction that echoes the
concept of prejudice. Although research on humans' prejudice towards animals has
not received much attention in intergroup relations literature until recently (Caviola,
et al., 2019), theoretical and empirical work on this topic have increased in recent
years (Amiot & Bastian, 2015; Amiot, Lépine, & Zaky, 2019; Caviola et al., 2022;
Dhont et al., 2014, 2019; McGuire, Palmer, & Faber, 2022; Salmen & Dhont, 2021,
2023). Within the framework of human-animal intergroup relations, prejudice
against animals is referred to as speciesism (Caviola et al., 2019; Singer, 1975).
Despite the growing attention to speciesism in the Western context, only one scale
has been developed to measure speciesism in Turkish—the Ambivalent Speciesism
Scale (Altinal & Tekdemir, 2020). While this scale is a useful tool, the Speciesism
Scale (Caviola et al., 2019) is shorter and may offer a more practical alternative for
researchers. To address this gap, we aim to adapt the Speciesism Scale! into Turkish

and test its psychometric properties using samples from Turkey.

With this aim, we first assessed the reliability of the Speciesism Scale.
Subsequently, we evaluated its construct validity by testing its original one-factor
structure. To examine its convergent validity2, we inspected the scale’s correlations
with other forms of prejudice (benevolent sexism and prejudice against refugees) as

well as various socio-political beliefs (social dominance orientation, system

Although Altinal and Tekdemir (2020) used the Speciesism Scale in their research, they only
examined its reliability.

The Ambivalent Speciesism Scale (Altinal & Tekdemir, 2020) was not included as a part of the validity
tests in the current study because the authors failed to notice this publication prior to data collection.
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justification, and right-wing authoritarianism). These socio-political beliefs are not
only associated with, but are also considered to be the antecedents of different forms
of prejudice (for a review, see Mcfarland, 2010). Thus, in addition to evaluating their
correlations for convergent validity, we explored whether these socio-political beliefs
could predict speciesism. Finally, in the context of predictive validity, we examined

whether speciesism could predict behavioural intentions towards animals.
Speciesism

Speciesism is defined as the practise of subjecting animals to different moral
evaluations based on their species (Singer, 1975) and belief that the human species
is superior and worthier than animals (Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont & Hodson, 2014).
In fact, this definition highlights two types of speciesism: anthropocentric speciesism,
which reflects the conviction that humans are more valuable than animals, and pet
speciesism, which involves placing a higher moral regard on pets compared to other
animals (Caviola & Capraro, 2020). Despite these distinctions, speciesism as a
general phenomenon can manifest in various ways. For example, the use of mice and
rabbits in experiments is often considered acceptable due to their classification as
expendable animals (Plous, 1996). The belief that humans are superior to animals
was related to being more sensitive to the well-being of domestic animals, but showing
less concern for animals like chickens and cows, which are typically considered as
food (Leite, Dhont, & Hodson, 2019). Additionally, individuals scoring higher in
speciesism were more likely to include meat in their diets (Dhont & Hodson, 2014).
These studies suggest that speciesism aligns with the definition of prejudice, as it
involves negative emotions, beliefs, and behaviours directed at animals (Brown, 2011;
Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont et al., 2020). Consequently, researchers argue that
speciesism is comparable to other forms of prejudice (Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont

Hodson, & Leite, 2016; Ryder, 2006).
Speciesism and Other Forms of Prejudice

The idea that speciesism may be related to various other forms of prejudice is
grounded in Allport's (1954) concept of generalised prejudice, which suggests that
prejudice can extend across different target groups, even when those groups differ.
According to this account, a person who holds racist beliefs may also be expected to
have sexist, anti-immigrant, and homophobic convictions (Allport, 1954). Numerous
studies have supported this proposition, showing positive correlations between
prejudice towards ethnic groups, women, people with disabilities, and refugees (e.g.,

Akrami, Ekehammar, & Berg, 2011; Bergh, Akrami, & Ekehammar, 2012; Zick,
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Pettigrew, & Wagner, 2008). A similar pattern has been observed with speciesism.
For example, speciesism has been positively associated with sexism, homophobia,
and racism (Caviola et al., 2019; Salmen & Dhont, 2021, 2023). Based on these
findings, we focused on benevolent sexism and prejudice against refugees to test the
convergent validity of the Speciesism Scale. Benevolent sexism refers to the implicit
and softer forms of gender role enforcement, often manifesting as men’s oppression
of women and the legitimisation of traditional gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 1996).
Prejudice against refugees can be considered as a form of racism (Wagner, Christ, &
Heitmeyer, 2010), and in its classical form, it reflects explicit negative attitudes
towards refugees (Brown, 2011; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995). In the light of the past
findings (Caviola et al, 2019; Salmen & Dhont, 2021, 2023), we hypothesized that
speciesism will have positive associations with benevolent sexism (H1) and classical

prejudice towards refugees (H2).

Certain socio-political beliefs, such as social dominance orientation (Pratto et
al., 1994), system justification (Kay & Jost, 2003), and right-wing authoritarianism
(Altemeyer, 1998) are linked to generalised prejudice and intergroup relations
(Backstrom & Bjorklund, 2007; Jost, 2019). Theoretical accounts and empirical
research suggest that these beliefs, which reflect individual differences in how people
evaluate the systems and groups, are also related to speciesism (Bastian & Loughnan,
2016; Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont et al., 2016). Thus, these socio-political beliefs could

also serve as indicators of the convergent validity of the Speciesism Scale.
Speciesism and Socio-political Beliefs

While social dominance orientation refers to a tendency to favour a hierarchical
structure between groups (Pratto et al., 1994), system justification refers to the
tendency to view existing social, economic, and political systems as just and fair (Jost
& Banaji, 1994). Right-wing authoritarianism involves deferring to authority figures,
upholding traditional values, and feeling hostile towards individuals or groups that
challenge societal norms (Altemeyer, 1998). All these beliefs reflect individuals’ views
on how people should live and how groups should be structured within society. As a
result, socio-political beliefs about hierarchies and ways of life are linked to
generalised prejudice against other groups. For example, higher levels of social
dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism have been associated with
greater prejudice towards various groups, including ethnic minorities, women, and
people with disabilities (Backstrom & Bjoérklund, 2007; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007;
Ekehammar & Akrami, 2003). In their review, Jost and Hunyady (2015) concluded
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system justification is positively related to evaluating one's own group more
favourably. Studies on speciesism have similarly shown that those scoring higher in
these socio-political beliefs have a more speciesist outlook (Caviola, Everett, & Faber,
2019; Dhont et al., 2016; Dhont & Hodson, 2014). Therefore, in terms of convergent
validity, we also hypothesized that speciesism will be positively related to social
dominance orientation (H3), system justification (H4), and right-wing

authoritarianism (HS).

In addition to their positive associations with prejudice, these socio-political
beliefs have also been suggested as underlying factors that sustain prejudice toward
other groups and perpetuate intergroup inequality (Kay & Jost, 2003; Mcfarland,
2010). For example, meta-analyses and reviews demonstrate that social dominance
orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and system justification beliefs are robust
predictors of prejudice between human groups (Hodson & Dhont, 2015; Hodson,
Mclnnis, & Busseri, 2017; Jost, 2019). Drawing on the generalised prejudice
approach (Allport, 1954), researchers argue that speciesism may also be rooted in
these socio-political beliefs (Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont et al., 2016; Dhont & Hodson,
2014). In other words, similar to the mechanisms of prejudice between human
groups, socio-political beliefs could also underlie speciesism between humans and

animals.

Within the framework of the Social Dominance Human-Animal Relations Model
(SD-Harm), social dominance orientation is proposed to be a key antecedent of
prejudice against animals (Dhont et al., 2016). Other researchers argue that practices
like meat consumption, or the continuation of already existing asymmetrical
relationships between humans and animals may be crucial for societies to maintain
traditional norms (Bastian & Lougnan, 2016). Thus, traditionalism and the desire to
preserve the existing social order, as reflected in right-wing authoritarianism may
also underlie speciesist attitudes (Dhont & Hodson, 2014). Moreover, Caviola et al.
(2019) suggest that the more individuals justify the existing systems, the more they
will defend the status-quo which perpetuates a strict hierarchy between humans and
animals. Therefore, beliefs that justify the system may be an antecedent of speciesism

as well.

However, empirical studies have shown that social dominance orientation is the
most consistent predictor of speciesism among these socio-political beliefs (Caviola et
al., 2019; Costello & Hodson, 2010; Dhont et al., 2016). In the current study, we go

beyond examining convergent validity and explore which of these socio-political
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beliefs predict speciesism. While we do not have specific hypotheses regarding these
exploratory links, based on existing theoretical accounts (Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont
et al., 2016; Dhont & Hodson, 2014), all three socio-political beliefs may positively
predict speciesism. Yet, reviewing the empirical evidence (Caviola et al., 2019;
Costello & Hodson, 2010; Dhont et al., 2014, 2016) this relationship should be
especially consistent regarding social dominance orientation. Finally, to show that
speciesism has explicit effects on behaviours through decision-making processes, we

focused on its predictive validity.
Speciesism and Decision-making Processes

Previous research has investigated the links between speciesism and attitudes
towards meat consumption (e.g., Monteiro et al., 2017), frequency of meat eating (e.g.,
Dhont & Hodson, 2014), and the use of animal products in daily life (e.g., Altinal &
Tekdemir, 2020) using self-report measures. In the current study, we build upon the
original study of the Speciesism Scale (Caviola et al., 2019) and examine how
speciesism informs people’s helping behaviour when choosing between humans
versus animals, and domestic versus meat-category (farm) animals. We reasoned that
choosing humans over animals could be a behavioural implication of anthropocentric
speciesism, whereas preferring domestic animals over farm animals could be a
behavioural concomitant of pet speciesism. Thus, the group participants decided to
help is considered to be an indicator of behavioural intentions. The Speciesism Scale
itself has an anthropocentric approach to speciesism (Caviola et al., 2019). However,
in the original study, it predicted a preference for pets over farm animals. Therefore,
we hypothesized that those who score higher in speciesism will be more likely to help

humans (H6) and domestic animals (H7).
Speciesism and Demographic Variables

In addition to the psychological variables we reviewed above, several
demographic variables are also known to be associated with speciesism. For example,
women generally exhibit more positive attitudes toward animals than men (Taylor &
Signal, 2006; Randler et al., 2021; Robbins et al., 2019), and speciesism tends to
increase with age (Caviola et al., 2019; McGuire et al., 2022). Individuals scoring
higher in right-wing political ideology also tend to display higher levels of speciesism
(Dhont & Hodson, 2014; Hoffarth et al., 2019; Hopwood et al., 2025). While Caviola
et al. (2019) found no significant relationship between speciesism and education or
income, it is plausible that individuals with higher levels of income and education

may hold more favourable views toward animals. Higher education, for instance, may
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promote critical thinking and ethical reflection, which can challenge traditional
speciesist beliefs. Similarly, individuals with greater income may have better access
to alternatives such as plant-based diets and cruelty-free products, which could
positively influence their attitudes toward animals. Accordingly, we treated these

variables as covariates in our analyses when testing our main hypotheses (H1-H7).
METHOD
Participants

The data for the current study were collected from three separate samples, with
a total of 722 participants. The survey consisted of more items for Samples 1 and 2.
We, therefore, included two attention checks in these samples to ensure data quality.
The participants who failed to answer both of the attention checks (eight participants
in Sample-1, 21 participants in Sample-2) were excluded from the main analyses
reported here. As the survey for Sample-3 was relatively short, no attention checks
were presented. In all samples, we included one question to probe participants’

dietary choice.

Sample-1 consisted of 256 university students (254 women, 93 men, 9
participants who did not want to specify their gender) whose age ranged between 18
and 56 (M = 21.58, SD = 5.31). The majority of the participants (91%) were
omnivorous. To determine the test-retest reliability of the Speciesism Scale, we
administered it to 72 of the participants in Sample-1 approximately after a four week

interval.

Sample-2 consisted of 239 participants who were adults (154 women, 76 men,
9 participants who did not want to specify their gender), aged from 18 to 70 (M =
29.57, SD=11.09). Similar to Sample-1, a vast majority of the participants in Sample-
2 (90%) were also omnivorous. Sample-3 consisted of 227 vegan and vegetarian
participants (191 women, 22 men, 14 participants who did not want to specify their
gender) whose age ranged between 18 and 73 (M = 31.99, SD = 9.26). While 52.4% of

this sample indicated being vegan, 47.6% was vegetarian.
Measures

In all samples, participants responded to scales ranging from strongly disagree
(1) to strongly agree (7), unless noted otherwise. We tested our hypotheses (H1-H7)
using Samples 1 and 2, where we measured speciesism, ambivalent sexism, prejudice
against asylum seekers, social dominance orientation, system justification, right-

wing authoritarianism, and helping intentions towards preferred charities. In Sample
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3, our measurement solely included speciesism to further demonstrate the validity
and reliability of the scale among vegans and vegetarians. Additionally, we collected

demographic information in all three samples.
Speciesism

We measured speciesism with the Speciesism Scale developed by Caviola et al.
(2019) which consists of six items. This open-access scale was translated into Turkish
by two bilingual social psychologists who are experts in their field, but were
independent of the current research. Then, the bilingual authors of the current
manuscript finalised the scale by checking these translations in terms of readability
and meaning (See Appendix 1). The internal consistency coefficient (a) of the scale

ranged between .81 and .89 in the original studies (Caviola et al., 2019).
Ambivalent Sexism

The Ambivalent Sexism Scale consists of Hostile and Benevolent Sexism
components (Glick & Fiske, 1996). We used the Turkish version (Sakalli-Ugurlu,
2002) of the Benevolent Sexism component in the current study. This component
includes 11 items (e.g., "Men are incomplete without women", Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002, a
= .78). The internal consistency coefficients for this component were calculated as

.86 in Sample-1 and .88 in Sample-2 in the current study.
Prejudice Against Asylum Seekers

Anderson (2018) developed the Prejudice Against Asylum Seekers Scale that
consists of Classical and Conditional Prejudice components. We used the Turkish
version (Abayhan, Hurriyetoglu, & Tuna, 2022) of the Classical Prejudice component
here. The specified component involves 11 items (e.g., "Refugees should go back to
where they came from", a = .90). In the present study, its internal consistency

coefficients were .85 for Sample-1 and .90 for Sample-2.
Social Dominance Orientation

The Social Dominance Orientation Scale was developed by Pratto et. (1994).We
used its Turkish version (Karacanta, 2002, a = .85) which includes 16 items (e.g., "No
matter what you say, some groups are more valuable than others.") with the following

internal consistency coefficients, .89 in Sample-1; .86 in Sample 2.
System Justification

The eight-item System Justification Scale (a sample item, "I find our society fair

in general.") was developed by Kay and Jost (2003). We used the Turkish version of

| 1342 |




l Irem EKER, Fatma Ebru KOSE DTCF Dergisi 65.2(2025): 1335-1366

this scale (Yildirim, 2010, a = .88). The internal consistency coefficients of the scale

in the current study were .84 for Sample-1 and .78 for Sample-2.
Right-Wing Authoritarianism

We used the Turkish version (Guldti, 2011) of the Right-Wing Authoritarianism
Scale (Altemeyer, 1998). The original scale consists of 22 items (e.g., "Our country
needs a strong leader who can do whatever it takes to eliminate radical tendencies and
evils that threaten our integrity"). However, Guildu (2011) recommends using 18 items
(excluding items 1, 2, 14 and 20) for the Turkish version of the measure (a = .85).
Following this recommendation, we found that the 18-item version had the internal

consistency of .85 for both Sample-1 and Sample-2.
Charity Preferences

We adopted the method from Caviola et al. (2019) to examine the extent to which
speciesism informs behavioural intentions. Participants were briefed that the study
also explored decision-making processes and presented with two scenarios in two
separate blocks (See Appendix 2). In Block 1, the scenarios described two charities:
one that helped animals (Charity A) and one that helped humans (Charity B).
Participants were asked which charity they would prefer to volunteer their time for.
In Block 2, the scenarios described two other charities: one that helped cows rescued
from slaughterhouses (Charity A) and one that helped dogs rescued from the streets
(Charity B). Participants were then asked which charity they would prefer to donate
their money to. We presented these blocks in the order we described here in Sample-
1, but in a randomised order in Sample-2. Because the participants could only choose

one charity to help, we obtained binary outcomes from this method.
Demographic form

Demographic form included age, gender (0O = male, I = female), socio-economic
level (I = low, 5 = high), political views (I = extremely left, 7 = extremely right), and
education (I = did not go to school, 7 = doctorate) which we used as control variables.

Among these, education was not measured in Sample-1.
Procedure

This study has been approved by the Aydin Adnan Menderes University Social
Sciences Ethics Committee (approval no: 31906847/050.04.04-10). All the studies
were conducted using online platforms such as Google Forms and SurveyMonkey.
For Sample-1, the study was advertised in the classroom environments. Sample-2

was recruited through the authors' social media accounts (Instagram and Whatsapp
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groups). Participants in Sample-3 were recruited via the Instagram account of the
Turkish Vegan Association. While the participants in Sample-1 received partial
course-credits for their participation, those in the other samples were not
compensated. After reviewing the information sheet and providing consent,
participants completed the set of questionnaires as outlined in the Measures section.

Participants were thanked and debriefed at the end of the study.
Analytic Strategy

Our analyses are divided into two parts: testing the reliability and validity of the
Speciesism Scale. We tested its reliability across all three samples and assessed the
temporal stability of it in Sample-1. Again, we examined its construct validity in all
three samples. The convergent and predictive validity of the scale was tested in
Samples 1 and 2. We also explored whether certain socio-political beliefs predict
speciesism in Samples 1 and 2. For the construct validity, we performed confirmatory
factor analyses (CFAs) with Mplus8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) using Maximum
Likelihood estimation method. All the other analyses were conducted in SPSS.

Means and standard deviations of all the measures we used are displayed in Table 1.
RESULTS
Reliability

To test the reliability of the Speciesism Scale, we calculated Cronbach Alpha
internal consistency coefficients. We also inspected the correlation coefficient
between the two assessments of the Speciesism Scale to establish test-retest
reliability. Prior to the internal consistency analyses, we reverse-coded the Item-5
("Chimpanzees should have basic legal rights such as the right to life and prohibition
of torture."). None of the other items require reverse-coding. The initial results of these
analyses demonstrated that Item-5 had quite low inter-item correlations in all three
samples (s ranged from .00 to .27). Clark and Watson (1995) recommend that an
average inter-item correlation should fall between .15 and .50 in reliability tests.
Because an item’s average inter-item correlation being lesser than .15 suggests that
the particular item does not measure the same construct as the rest of the measure.
Based on this, we calculated the average inter-item correlations for Item-5 in all
samples (r = .01, Sample-1; r = .04, Sample-2; and r = .09, Sample-3). These values
were dramatically lower than the recommended threshold which implied that Item-5
might not be tapping into speciesism in the way that other items do. Therefore, we

did not include this item in the analyses reported here. For the remaining five items,
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the internal consistency of the scale was at an acceptable level (Sample-1 = .71;
Sample-2 = .72; Sample-3 = .72) evidencing the reliability of the scale. The correlation
coefficient between the two measurements of the Speciesism Scale was quite high (r
= .79, p <.001) which indicates that speciesism is a form of prejudice that is fairly

stable over time.

Table 1.
Means and Standard Deviations of All the Measured Variables Across All Samples
Sample-1 Sample-2 Sample-3
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Speciesisma 2.02(0.98) 1.88(0.95) 1.19(0.45)
SpeciesismP (re-test) 1.83(0.83) — —
Social dominance orientation 3.01(0.97) 2.83(0.94) —
System justification 2.28(0.94) 2.30(0.95) —
Right-wing authoritarianism 3.44(0.95) 3.79(1.00) —
Benevolent sexism 4.16(1.25) 4.49(1.34) —
Classical prejudice against
refugees 5.83(0.92) 5.78(1.17) —
Political view 3.07(1.03) 3.49(1.23) 2.59(0.86)
Socio-economic level 2.85(0.84) 2.82(0.89) 2.95(0.91)
Education — 4.45(0.83) 5.21(0.78)

Note. &b Speciesism includes 5-items.

Construct Validity

Here, we loaded five items onto a latent speciesism factor and tested whether
the original one-factor model (Caviola et al., 2019) fitted in the Turkish samples as
well. To judge the fit of the tested model to the data, we used a combination of Chi-
Square (X?), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI). The following thresholds are recommended to be indicators of a good model fit:
CFI = .93, RMSEA < .07, SRMR < .07, TLI3 =2 .95 (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; Hu & Bentler
Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). In addition, a Chi-Square test that does not reach to the
level of significance indicates a good fit, however it should be noted that this test is

sensitive to sample size (Steiger, 2007).

In the present study, the fit indices were: X2 (5) = 2.99, p = .70, X2/df = 0.60,
CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, SRMR = .01, TLI = 1.02 for Sample-1; X2(5) = 8.24, p = .14,
X2/df=1.65, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03, TLI = .98 for Sample-2; and X2
(4) = 6.86, p= .14, X2/df = 1.72 CFI = .99, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .02, TLI = .98 for

Sample-3. The factor loadings of the items are presented in Table 2. When we

3 Please note that the TLI value may exceed the typical range of zero to one (Brown, 2015).
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compare the results with the recommended thresholds for the fit indices, the models
tested fit the data well and the scale had a one-factor structure across three samples

from Turkey.

Table 2.
Standard Factor Loadings of the Speciesism Scale Across All Samples

Factor loadings

Sample-1 Sample-2 Sample-3
Item 1 .60™ .52m .60™
Item 2 67 78 75
Item 3 .63™ .63 71
Item 4 70" .64 767
[tem 6 46" .55 .60™

Note. ™p < .001. Please see Appendix 1 for items.
Convergent Validity

To test convergent validity, we examined the correlations between speciesism
and other forms of prejudice, as well as socio-political beliefs. The results of these
analyses are shown in Table 3 for Sample-1 and Table 4 for Sample-2. In Sample-1,
speciesism was positively related to benevolent sexism (r = .23, p < .01), social
dominance orientation (r = .33, p < .001), system justification (r = 28, p < .001) and
right-wing authoritarianism (r = .29, p < .001). In this sample, a negative relationship
was found between speciesism and classical prejudices against refugees, r=-.15, p
= .02. When we examined the results for Sample-2, speciesism was positively
associated with social dominance orientation (r = .28, p < .001), system justification
(r=.21, p < .01), and right-wing authoritarianism (r = .14, p = .04). The relationship
between speciesism and classical prejudices against refugees was again, negative (r
= -.16, p = .02). In contrast to the result in Sample-1, the relationship between
speciesism and benevolent sexism was not significant in Sample-2. These
correlations were generally in the hypothesized directions which provided sufficient

evidence for the convergent validity of the Speciesism Scale.
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Table 3.
Zero-order Correlations in Sample-1

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10
1. Speciesism — 23" -.15 .33 .28 .29 .03 -.39™ -.05 .06
2. Benevolent sexism — A7 .14 .24 .44 .01 -.15" .02 .07
3. Classical prejudice towards refugees — .12+ =27 -.08 -.23™ .19 -.03 =24
4. Social dominance orientation — A7 .24 -.04 -.20™ .06 .01
S. System justification — .44 .08 -.18™ .10 .34
6. Right-wing authoritarianism — .09 -41 -.08 32
7. Age — -.22™ .07 A7
8. Genderc — .03 -.147
9. Socio-economic level — -.02
10. Political view —
Note. *p< .10. 'p < .05. "p <.01. ™p < .001. cGender (0 = male, 1 = female).
Table 4.
Zero-order Correlations in Sample-2

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Speciesism — .07 -.16" .28 21" 14 267 -.33™ -.07 .19 -.04
2. Benevolent sexism — .35 L12¢ .10 39" .09 -.14° .06 .07 -.01
3. Classical prejudice towards refugees — .06 20" .02 -.13* -.04 .18* -.15* .05
4. Social dominance orientation — 24 34" _11 -.17" -.03 14" -.09
5. System justification — 36 19" -.06 .00 27 -.18"
6. Right-wing authoritarianism — .09 -.18" -.01 49 21"
7. Age —  -.13 06 .25 -4
8. Genderd — -.04 -.04 .03
9. Socio-economic level — .02 .147
10. Political view — -.11

11. Education

Note. *p< .10. 'p < .05. "p <.01. ™p < .001. dGender (O = male, 1 = female).
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Socio-political Beliefs Underlying Speciesism

Here, we explored whether speciesism is rooted in certain socio-political beliefs.
To do so, we performed hierarchical regression analyses in which we first introduced
demographic variables. At the second step, we entered socio-political beliefs as
predictors of speciesism. The results of these analyses are shown in Table S for
Sample-1 and Sample-2. In the first sample, social dominance orientation (B = .22,
SE = .06, p < .001) and system justification (B = .19, SE = .07, p = .007) predicted
higher speciesism. Among the socio-political variables, only social dominance
orientation positively predicted speciesism (B = .27, SE = .07, p < .001) in Sample-2.
Albeit at a marginal level, right-wing political views positively predicted speciesism in
this sample (B = .10, SE = .05, p = .08). Regarding the demographic variables, male
gender positively predicted speciesism (Samples 1 and 2), while the relationship

between age and speciesism was negative (Sample 2).

Table 5.
Socio-political Beliefs as Predictors of Speciesism (Samples 1 & 2)
Step 1 Step 2
B(SE) B t J2) B(SE) B t J2)
Sample-1
Age -.01(.01) -.01 -0.65 .52 -.00(.01) -.02 -0.40 .69
Gender -.82(.13) -.40™* -6.53 .000 -.62(.13) -.30™ -4.79  .000
Socio-economic
level -.05(.07) -.04 -0.65 .52 -.07(.07) -.06 -1.09 .27
Political view -.01(.05) -.01 -0.22 .82 -.06(.05) -.08 -1.31 .19
Social dominance
orientation .22(.006) 22" 3.79 .000
System justification .19(.07) .18* 2.73 .007
Right-wing
authoritarianism .06(.07) .06 0.88 .38
F 0.97 11.48™
Rz .16 .25
A Rz .09™
Sample-2
Age .02(.01) 21" 3.26 .001 .02(.01) 24 3.74 .000
Gender -.60(.13) -.30" -4.78 .000 -.53(.13) -.26™ -4.25 .000
Socio-economic
level -.08(.07) -.08 -1.24 .22 -.08(.07) -.07 -1.24 .22
Political view .11(.05) A4 2.13 .03 .10(.05) .12+ 1.75 .08
Education .03(.07) .03 0.46 .64 .06(.07) .05 0.79 43
Social dominance
orientation .27(.07) .26™ 3.99 .000
System justification .10(.07) .10 1.45 .15
Right-wing
authoritarianism -10(.07) -.11 -1.44 .15
F 9.63™ 8.95™
R2 .18 .25
A R? .07

Note. *p< .10. 'p < .05. "p <.01. ™p < .001. Significant s are in bold.
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Predictive Validity

To demonstrate that speciesism could manifest in decision-making processes,
we examined whether it predicts participants’ choices of charities for volunteering
time and donating money. Here, we performed binary logistic regression analyses. At
Step 1, we included demographic variables. Then, at Step 2, we entered socio-political
beliefs. Finally, at Step 3, we introduced speciesism. The first analysis included
participants’ preference to volunteer for one of the two charities: Charity A (which
aids animals) versus Charity B (which aids humans) as the criterion variables (Table
0). According to the results, one-unit increase in the speciesism score was associated
with a 2.45 and a 1.72 times increase in the probability of volunteering for Charity
B, in Sample-1 and Sample-2 respectively. Speciesism predicted the probability of
participants' volunteering preferences independently of the other variables in the
analysis. These relationships suggest that speciesism is effective when understanding

participants' preferences between humans and animals.

In the second analysis, participants’ preferences to donate money to one of the
two charities—Charity A (which aids cows rescued from slaughterhouses) versus
Charity B (which aids dogs rescued from the streets)—were treated as the criterion
variables (see Appendix 3, Table A7). Here, speciesism did not significantly predict
the probability of money donation to Charity B (Sample-1: OR=0.78, p = .14; Sample
2: OR = 1.16, p = .74) This finding indicates that, the speciesism scale may not be
that effective in predicting preferences between domestic animals (dogs) and farm

animals (cows) among samples from Turkey.

Finally, we presented the frequencies of the participants’ preferences for
volunteering with a charity that helps animals versus humans, and donating to a
charity that helps cows versus dogs (Figure 1). We also performed chi-square tests
on these frequencies out of exploratory purposes. These tests revealed that the
donation preferences for cows versus dogs, and volunteering preferences for animal
versus human charity were not significantly different for Sample 1 and Sample 2 (all

p’s > .05).
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Table 6.
Speciesism in Predicting Volunteering Intentions Between the Charities Aiding Animals versus Humans (Presented in Block1)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p
Sample-1
Age .07(.04) 1.08* .08 .07(.04) 1.08¢ .07 .09(.04) 1.09+ .05
Gender -.66(.30) 0.51" .03 -.43(.34) 0.65 .20 .12(.37) 1.13 75
Socio-economic level -.05(.17) 0.95 75 -.01(.17) 0.99 .95 .05(.18) 1.05 .80
Political view 21(.11) 1.24+ .05 .17(.12) 1.19 .16 .26(.13) 1.29+ .05
Social dominance
orientation -.17(.15) 0.83 .24 -.37(.17) 0.69° .03
System justification -.22(.18) 0.80 .22 -.43(.19) 0.65" .03
Right-wing
authoritarianism .53(.19) 1.70™ .006 .53(.20) 1.71* .009
Speciesism .89(.21) 2.45" .000
Nagelkerke R? 0.11 0.15 0.26
2 log-probability 305.07 296.34 274.28
ANagelkerke R? 0.04 0.11
Sample-2
Age .02(.01) 1.02 11 .03(.02) 1.03+ .08 .02(.02) 1.02 .23
Gender -.17(.31) 0.84 .57 -.19(.32) 0.83 .55 .06(.34) 1.06 .86
Socio-economic level -.04(.17) 0.96 .79 -.03(.17) 0.97 .86 -.02(.17) 0.98 91
Political view .15(.12) 1.16 .22 .20(.14) 1.22 .16 .15(.14) 1.16 .29
Education .28(.18) 1.32 .14 .24(.18) 1.27 .19 .22(.19) 1.25 .23
Social dominance
orientation -.01(.17) 0.99 .99 -.15(.18) 0.86 .40
System justification -.25(.18) 0.78 .15 -.34(.19) 0.71+ .07
Right-wing
authoritarianism -.02(.18) 0.98 .92 .05(.18) 1.05 .80
Speciesism .54(.21) 1.72* .01
Nagelkerke R? 0.05 0.06 0.10
2 log-probability 287.33 284.97 277.62
ANagelkerke R? 0.01 0.04

Note. *p< .10. "'p < .05. "p <.01. ™p < .001. OR = Odds Ratio. Charity A (Aids Animals) = O, Charity B (Aids Humans) = 1.
Significant OR values are in bold.
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Figure 1

Frequency of Participants’ Choices Between Charities that Aid Animals versus Humans,
and Cows versus Dogs (Samples 1 & 2)
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Note. The X-axis represents participants’ choices between animal versus human
charities for volunteering, and between cow versus dog charities for donations. The

Y-axis displays frequency of these choices.
DISCUSSION

Although speciesism has been a part of the debate in moral philosophy for many
years (Ryder, 2006; Singer, 1975), it has only recently received attention in the field
of social psychology and intergroup relations research. As a result, the number of
studies investigating human-animal relationships has been increasing in the Western
context (Amiot & Bastian, 2015; Amiot et al., 2019; Caviola & Capraro, 2020; Caviola
et al., 2022; Costello & Hodson, 2014; Dhont et al. 2019; McGuire et al., 2022;
Salmen & Dhont, 2021, 2023). However, there is currently only one scale available to
measure speciesism in Turkish (Altinal & Tekdemir, 2020), and studies examining
this phenomenon are fewer in number (e.g., Yucel, Yildinm, & Ceylan, 2024)
compared to those in the Western context. While the Ambivalent Speciesism Scale
developed by Altinal and Tekdemir (2020) is psychometrically appropriate, it consists
of 15 items, and thus could be considered relatively long. The current study aimed to
establish the reliability and validity of a shorter Speciesism Scale (Caviola et al., 2019)
among samples from Turkey, providing the literature with another novel tool for

speciesism research.
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With this aim, we first calculated internal consistency coefficients across three
samples (Sample-1: students, Sample-2: adults, Sample-3: vegans and vegetarians).
Although the internal consistency coefficients in the current study were lower than
those reported in the original study (Caviola et al., 2019), they were comparable to
that reported by Altinal and Tekdemir (2020) for a Turkish sample. However, it is
important to note that they calculated the reliability of the Speciesism Scale using all
six items. Here, a more detailed inspection revealed that Item S of the scale
(“Chimpanzees should have basic legal rights such as the right to life and prohibition
of torture”) showed low average inter-item correlations across all three samples. While
the scale generally referred to animals in general, Item S5 specifically focused on
chimpanzees, which may have made it harder for participants to engage due to its
distinct phrasing compared to the other items. Therefore, it seems that, at least in

the Turkish sample, this item is not a reliable indicator of speciesism.

We demonstrated the construct validity of the Scale in three samples.
Consistent with Caviola et al. (2019), our CFAs showed that a one-factor solution is
also appropriate for Turkish samples. In the current study, speciesism was positively
related to benevolent sexism (Sample-1). This positive relationship suggests that
speciesism could be comparable to other forms of prejudice between human groups,
aligning with the previous studies (Caviola et al., 2019; Salmen & Dhont, 2021, 2023)
and the generalised prejudice approach (Allport, 1954). However, the positive
relationship between speciesism and benevolent sexism was not replicated in
Sample-2. Salmen and Dhont (2021) found that speciesism was more strongly
associated with hostile sexism than with benevolent sexism. This discrepancy could
be due to the fact that we only measured benevolent sexism. Nevertheless, our

findings regarding sexism partially confirmed our prediction (H1).

Contrary to our H2 hypothesis, speciesism was negatively related to classical
prejudice against refugees (Sample-1 and Sample-2). One possible explanation for
this finding could be the influence of political views. Along with the past research
(Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont & Hodson, 2014), we found a positive association between
speciesism and right-wing political ideology (Sample-2). Globally, anti-refugee
attitudes are often linked to having right-wing ideological tendencies (e.g., Anderson
& Ferguson, 2018; Verkuyten et al., 2022). In contrast, research in Turkey indicates
that individuals who identify with left-wing ideology tend to hold more negative

attitudes towards refugees (Konda, 2018; Morgtl, Savaskan, & Mutlu, 2021). Thus,
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the negative relationship between speciesism and prejudice against refugees may be

a finding that is specific to Turkey.

Supporting H3, H4, and H5, we found positive associations between speciesism
and socio-political beliefs (social dominance orientation, system justification, and
right-wing authoritarianism) in both Sample-1 and Sample-2. These results are
consistent with Caviola et al. (2019) and suggest higher levels of speciesism are
associated with a greater acceptance of hierarchical structures between human
groups and the systems that sustain these hierarchies. The current findings also
posit that individuals with higher levels of speciesism are more inclined to uphold
existing authority and traditional lifestyles. The scale's positive correlations with
benevolent sexism (H1) and socio-political beliefs (H3, H4, and H5) demonstrate that
Speciesism Scale is generally consistent within itself and provide evidence for its

convergent validity.

Exploratory analyses revealed that social dominance orientation consistently
predicted speciesism in both Sample-1 and Sample-2. This finding aligns with the
original study of the scale (Caviola et al., 2019) and the SD-Harm framework
explaining human-animal relations (Dhont et al., 2016). According to this framework,
beliefs that legitimise hierarchies among human groups and sustain group-based
superiority also reinforce hierarchies between humans and animals. Another socio-
political belief that predicted speciesism in the current study was system justification
(Sample 1), which reflects the belief that the status-quo creating hierarchies is fair.
These findings highlight that individuals’ beliefs about hierarchies may shape not
only intergroup relations among humans but also the dynamics between humans

and animals.

Additionally, we observed some differences in these exploratory analyses
regarding other predictor variables. For example, in Sample 1, system justification
positively predicted speciesism, but this relationship was not significant in Sample 2.
These patterns may reflect an inconsistency in how system justification predicts
speciesism. While general system justification has been associated with higher
speciesism in some studies (Caviola et al., 2019), other research has found that this
relationship is more pronounced for economic system justification rather than
general system justification (Hoffarth et al., 2019). Among the covariates, higher
scores on age and political views (indicating a lean toward right-wing political

affiliation) positively predicted speciesism in Sample 2, but not in Sample 1. These
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differences could be attributed to broader variability in age and political affiliation

within Sample 2.

Finally, to demonstrate predictive validity, we tested whether speciesism
predicts decision-making in the context of helping which was conceptualised as
volunteering and donating intentions. In both Sample 1 and Sample 2, increasing
levels of speciesism increased the likelihood of intentions to volunteer time for the
charity that helped humans. This finding confirms our prediction (H6) and is
consistent with the concept of anthropocentric speciesism which was shown to
predict affording greater help for humans in comparison to animals (Caviola &
Capraro, 2020; Caviola et al., 2019). Importantly, speciesism predicted this
behavioural intention independently of the other variables. Thus, speciesism appears
crucial in explaining people's preference for their in-groups and discriminatory or less

helpful attitudes towards animals in the context of human-animal relations.

While speciesism consistently predicted the intentions to volunteer for a human
charity across both samples, the other predictors showed different patterns between
Sample 1 and Sample 2. In Sample 1, which consisted of younger university students,
factors such as age, right-wing political affiliation, social dominance orientation, and
right-wing orientation were also significant predictors of the intention to volunteer for
a human charity over an animal charity. One possible explanation for these findings
is that younger participants, particularly in a university setting, may be more
influenced by individualistic and competitive values (Motivaction, 2018), which align
with right-wing or social dominance perspectives (Altemeyer, 1998; Jost & Banaji,
1994). As a result, these factors can be more crucial in shaping their volunteering
intentions. In Sample 2, which includes a more general population, only system
justification, alongside speciesism, predicted the intentions to volunteer for a human
charity. Although age and political views were related to speciesism in Sample 2, the
pattern here suggests that participants in this sample may have different motivations
for helping. Specifically, individuals from the broader population may not share the
same competitive motivations as the university students in Sample 1. These
differences in motivations and life perspectives could help explain the variations in

other predictors of volunteering intentions.

In contrast to our prediction (H7) and previous findings (Caviola et al., 2019),
speciesism did not predict participants’ intentions to allocate money to the charity
helping pets (i.e., rescued dogs, in both Samples 1 and 2). Pet speciesism refers to

the tendency to favour domestic animals (e.g., cats and dogs) over farm animals (e.g.,
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cows, sheep, and chickens). However, while participants reported significantly more
affection for dogs compared to pigs, they only slightly evaluated dogs' moral status
over that of pigs (Caviola & Capraro, 2020). Dhont and Hodson (2020) propose that
love alone is not enough to protect or help animals. It is possible that our participants
did not distinguish morally between rescued dogs and cows, appraising both as
morally inferior. This could be one reason why speciesism did not differentially
predict participants’ choices between rescued dogs and cows. Also, to the best of our
knowledge, there is only one shelter in Turkey that aids farm animals rescued from
slaughterhouses (Aydin, 2024), which may have made it difficult for participants to
endorse the charity helping rescued cows. It is also possible that omnivore
participants in Samples 1 and 2 may have found the charity helping cows rescued

from slaughterhouses as a less meaningful cause.
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Studies

The current study is not without limitations. While our sample sizes satisfy the
10:1 rule of thumb regarding the subject-to-item ratio (Nunnally, 1978), in the
original paper of the Speciesism Scale, Caviola et al. (2019) recruited much larger
samples. Therefore, future studies should aim for replicating the current findings
with larger datasets. Other limitations of the present study include the unequal
gender distribution, with a predominance of women, and the broad age range across
samples. While gender imbalance may raise issues about generalizability of the
findings, the broad age range may introduce variability that may influence the
results. Although we controlled for both gender and age in our analyses, future
research should aim for a more balanced gender distribution and examine narrower
age ranges to further explore their potential impact on the findings. We only focused
on two forms of prejudice (i.e., benevolent sexism and classical prejudice towards
refugees) between human-human groups which reflects another limitation.
Alternatively, future studies could investigate the relationship between the
Speciesism Scale and prejudices such as homophobia, hostile sexism or cognitive
variables that are known to be associated with speciesism such as empathy and
attributing less mental capacity to animals (Altinal & Tekdemir, 2020; Caviola et al.,
2019, 2022). Future studies could also benefit from assessing ethnicity-based
prejudice in terms of a specific group (e.g., Kurds, Arabs, etc.) rather than a broad
category of refugees when examining its association with speciesism. The current
study focused on the psychometric properties of the Speciesism Scale. However, we

did not investigate how participants evaluated different animal species in detail.
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Drawing on the Stereotype-Content Model (Fiske, 2018), future studies should
explore the moral evaluations of different animal species in relation to speciesism
(see, Leite et al., 2019). Another limitation of the current study is that we only
examined helping intentions in terms of volunteering and donation as for behavioural
concomitants of speciesism. One recent correlational study, using the Speciesism
Scale here, showed that speciesism among Turkish participants reduces collective
action intentions for animals (Yucel, Yildirim, & Ceylan, 2024). Future research
should further investigate collective action on behalf of animals to better understand
other behavioural concomitants of speciesism. Such investigations could especially
benefit from experimental designs to increase solidarity between humans and

animals.
Conclusion

To conclude, the current study demonstrates that the Speciesism Scale is a valid and
reliable measurement tool for samples coming from Turkey. Recently, Turkish
citizens have been involved in ongoing debates about a controversial amendment in
Animal Protection Law which involves the procedure of euthanasia as a means of
population control (Sayin, 2024). This amendment has sparked reactionary collective
action calls for the rights and welfare of stray animals (Haytap Animal Rights
Federation, 2024; Turkish Vegan Association, 2024). These conflicting issues
highlight the need for further research on speciesism to better understand and
explain the public agenda in Turkey. Given the frequency of contact with stray
animals in everyday life, Turkey offers a unique context to investigate the
relationships between humans and animals. We hope that the measure we
introduced to the field will broaden the scope of intergroup studies from human-

human groups to human-animal groups for Turkish researchers.

Summary

Speciesism, the belief in the superiority of humans over animals, has been a significant topic
in moral philosophy for decades (Ryder, 2006; Singer, 1975). Recently, the field of social
psychology and intergroup relations research has also begun exploring speciesism, leading to
an increase in studies examining human-animal relationships (e.g., Amiot & Bastian, 2015;
Caviola et al., 2022; Salmen & Dhont, 2021, 2023). Despite these advancements, speciesism
remains underexplored in Turkey, with limited studies and only one available measurement
scale (Altinal & Tekdemir, 2020). The current study aimed to fill this gap by adapting the
Speciesism Scale (Caviola et al., 2019) for Turkish samples, providing a shorter and more
practical tool for research on speciesism in Turkey.

We confirmed the reliability and construct validity of the scale in three different samples
(Nsample-1 = 256: students, aged 18 to 56, M= 21.58, SD = 5.31; Nsample-2 = 239: adults, aged 18
to 70, M = 29.57, SD = 11.09; Nsample-3 = 227: vegans and vegetarians, aged 18 to 73, M =
31.99, SD = 9.26). To note, initial reliability analyses revealed that Item 5 in the original scale
did not effectively measure speciesism compared to the other items. As a result, we proceeded
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with further analyses excluding this specific item. Across three samples, with the first two
primarily consisting of omnivorous participants, the Speciesism Scale showed acceptable
reliability coefficients, and the one-factor solution fitted the data well. To demonstrate the
convergent validity of the scale, we tested whether speciesism would be positively correlated
with benevolent sexism (H1) and prejudice against refugees (H2), as well as socio-political
beliefs such as social dominance orientation (H3), system justification (H4), and right-wing
authoritarianism (HS5). We also considered whether speciesism can predict decision-making
behaviours, particularly in contexts where individuals are asked to choose between helping
humans or animals and between domestic or farm animals. Therefore, to show the predictive
validity, we tested whether increase in the speciesism scores would predict volunteering for a
charity that helps humans (vs. animals, H6) and donating money to a charity that aids
rescued stray dogs (vs. cows, H7). We used Sample-1 and Sample-2 for these tests, as both
included measurements of all the corresponding variables. Our findings were in line with
previous studies (Caviola et al., 2019; Dhont & Hodson, 2014; Salmen & Dhont, 2021, 2023)
and generally supported our predictions, with the exception of H2 and H7, providing evidence
for the convergent and predictive validity of the Speciesism Scale across samples from Turkey.
As for our exploratory analyses, we found that social dominance orientation was a significant
predictor of speciesism in both Sample-1 and Sample-2. Consistent with the SD-Harm Model
(Dhont et al., 2016) this finding highlights that the attribution of inferiority to animals is
underpinned by broader ideologies of hierarchy and power.

Overall, the current research aimed to adapt the Speciesism Scale (Caviola et al., 2019)
into Turkish and test its psychometric properties. Our results showed that this scale was a
reliable and valid measurement tool which can be used in the context of Turkey. Our research
contributes to future intergroup relations studies in Turkey by providing a shorter alternative
scale for assessing speciesism, which can be used to examine human-animal relations.
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Appendices
Appendix 1:
Tiirciiliik Olcegi Maddeleri:

1. Ahlaki acidan hayvanlar insanlardan daha degersizdir.

2. Insanlar, hayvanlan istedikleri gibi kullanma hakkina sahiptir.

3. Hayvanlarin, insanlar tarafindan eglence igin sirklerde tutulmas: ahlaki
acidan kabul edilebilir.

4. Hayvanlarin bir mulk gibi ticaretinin yapilmasi ahlaki acidan kabul edilebilir.

5. Sempanzeler, yasam hakk: ve igkence yasag: gibi temel yasal haklara sahip
olmalidir.*

6. Insanlar Ustiinde uygulamayacagimiz tibbi deneylerin hayvanlar tizerinde
uygulanmasi ahlaki acidan kabul edilebilir.

*Not: Bu madde ters kodlanmaktadir. Fakat yapilan gecerlik ve glivenirlik analizleri
temel alindiginda bu maddenin, 6lcegin geri kalan kismina dahil edilmemesi daha
uygun gérunmektedir.

Appendix 2:

Dernek senaryolar: (Blok 1):

e Bu dernek, hayvanlara yardim etmektedir. Haftada bir glin, 2 saatinizi bu
dernekte gonullulik yaparak gecirmek ortalama 100 hayvanin beslenmesine
yardimc1 olacaktir (Dernek A).

e Bu dernek, insanlara yardim etmektedir. Haftada bir gtin, 2 saatinizi bu
dernekte gonullilik yaparak gecirmek ortalama 100 insanin beslenmesine
yardimc1 olacaktir (Dernek B).

Yukarida bahsedilen derneklerden hangisi icin géontllti olmay: tercih ederdiniz?
A) Dernek A
B) Dernek B

Dernek senaryolar: (Blok 2):
e Bu dernek, mezbahadan kurtarilan ineklere yardim etmektedir. 100TL
bagislamak ortalama 5 inegin beslenmesine yardimci olacaktir (Dernek A).
e Bu dernek, sokaktan kurtarilan koépeklere yardim etmektedir. 100TL
bagislamak ortalama 5 képegin beslenmesine yardimci olacaktir (Dernek B).
Yukarida bahsedilen derneklerden hangisi icin para bagis1 yapmayi tercih ederdiniz?
A) Dernek A
B) Dernek
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Appendix 3.
Table A7.
Speciesism in Predicting Donation Intentions Between the Charities Aiding Cows versus Dogs (Presented in Blok 2)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p
Sample-1
Age .02(.03) 1.00 .95 -.00(.03) 0.99 .89 -.01(.03) 0.99 .83
Gender .40(.30) 1.49 .19 -.02(.35) 0.98 .95 -.19(.36) 0.83 .60
Socio-economic level -.03(.17) 0.97 .85 -.03(.17) 0.97 .85 -.05(.18) 0.95 77
Political view .25(.11) 1.28* .03 .33(.13) 1.39* .008 .32(.13) 1.38" .01
Social dominance
orientation -.21(.15) 0.81 17 -.16(.16) 0.85 31
System justification -.05(.18) 0.95 .78 .00(.18) 1.00 .99
Right-wing
authoritarianism -.39(.19) 0.68" .04 -.39(.20) 0.68+ .05
Speciesism -.25(.17) 0.78 .14
Nagelkerke R? 0.04 0.08 0.10
2 log-probability 286.40 277.83 275.60
ANagelkerke R? 0.04 0.02
Sample-2
Age .00(.02) 1.00 .99 -.00(.02) 0.99 .97 -.00(.02) 0.99 91
Gender .00(.33) 1.00 .99 .03(.34) 1.03 .93 .06(.35) 1.07 .86
Socio-economic level .03(.17) 1.03 .89 .02(.18) 1.02 .90 .03(.18) 1.03 .88
Political view .14(.13) 1.51 27 .09(.15) 1.09 .54 .08(.15) 1.09 .57
Education -.23(.19) 0.80 .23 -.20(.20) 0.82 31 -.21(.20) 0.81 .29
Social dominance
orientation -.08(.18) 0.92 .64 -.10(.18) 0.91 .59
System justification .02(.19) 1.02 .94 .01(.19) 1.00 .97
Right-wing
authoritarianism .15(.19) 1.17 .42 .16(.19) 1.17 .40
Speciesism .06(.18) 1.06 .74
Nagelkerke R? 0.02 0.02 0.03
2 log-probability 262.50 261.72 261.61
ANagelkerke R? 0.00 0.01

Note. *p< .10. 'p < .05. ”p <.01. OR = Odds Ratio. Charity A (Aids Cows) = 0, Charity B (Aids Dogs) = 1. Significant OR values are in bold.
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