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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to adapt the 15-item Need for Cognitive Closure Short Form, developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011), into 
Turkish and to examine its construct validity in a Turkish sample. This adaptation process resulted in the development of a psychometrically 
stronger and more culturally appropriate version of the scale. The study was conducted with data collected from two independent samples 
of university students (N1=350, N2=425). Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), conducted on the data from the first group (N1=350), revealed 
a 12-item unidimensional structure that explained 31.45% of the total variance, following the removal of 3 items with low factor loadings. 
This final structure obtained via EFA was tested with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) on a second, independent sample (N2=425) and 
was confirmed, demonstrating excellent fit indices (χ²/df = 1.879, CFI = .972, RMSEA = .046). The Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency 
coefficients for the scale were calculated as .794 and .823 for the two groups, respectively. The findings indicate that the 12-item Turkish 
Need for Cognitive Closure Short Form developed in this study is a valid and reliable measurement instrument for use in the Turkish sample. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

How individuals navigate cognitive pathways when faced with uncertainty and an intense influx of information 
is one of the fundamental research topics in the field of psychology. One of the critical motivational factors 
influentials in this process is the Need for Cognitive Closure (NFC). Conceptualized by Kruglanski and colleagues, 
NFC, in its most general definition, refers to an individual's desire to arrive at a firm and clear answer or conclusion 
on a given topic, rather than enduring ongoing uncertainty or confusion (Kruglanski, 1990; Webster & Kruglanski, 
1994). This non-specific motivation (Kruglanski, 1990) is characterized by individuals preferring any definitive 
answer that dispels ambiguity over a specific, particular answer. The effects of the Need for Cognitive Closure 
have been investigated across a wide spectrum, ranging from social judgments (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994), 
entrepreneurial intentions (Wąsowska, 2016), and design processes in engineering (Ho & Shu, 2019), to emotional 
reactions to significant life events (Cha et al., 2024), and even susceptibility to conspiracy theories during global 
crises like the COVID-19 pandemic (Staszak et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022), revealing the concept's central role in 
understanding human behavior. In this context, its impact on group dynamics is particularly noteworthy. High-
NFC can lead individuals toward a group-centrism syndrome, thereby increasing in-group conformity pressure, 
fostering intolerance toward dissenting opinions (Kruglanski et al., 2006), and diminishing creative performance 
(Chirumbolo et al., 2004). 

Individuals at the other end of the Need for Cognitive Closure (NFC) spectrum, those with low-NFC, not only 
exhibit a higher tolerance for ambiguity but may also actively tend to prefer the need to avoid closure and 
cognitive openness (Chirumbolo et al., 2004; DeBacker & Crowson, 2009). These individuals may view situations 
of uncertainty as a process they can enjoy (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) and may behave reticently when it comes 
to reaching a judgment or decision (Kruglanski et al., 2006). Unlike individuals with high-NFC, those with low-NFC 
consider more information when faced with an ambiguous situation (Heimbuch & Bodemer, 2018) and prefer to 
process information for a longer duration, evaluating multiple alternatives before solving a problem (DeBacker & 
Crowson, 2009). This motivation encourages a broader search for information and a more critical evaluation of 
acquired hypotheses (DeBacker & Crowson, 2009). Indeed, individuals with low-NFC are expected to purposefully 
seek additional, in-depth information regarding a topic in an uncertain situation (Heimbuch & Bodemer, 2018). 

This cognitive approach can provide distinct advantages, especially in creativity and learning processes. 
Research indicates that individuals with low-NFC exhibit greater ideational fluidity compared to their high-NFC 
counterparts (Chirumbolo et al., 2004). In group work, it has been reported that members with low-NFC generate 
a greater number of distinct and novel solutions, thereby inspiring the ideas of other members (Chirumbolo et al., 
2004, p. 275), and that the products of these groups are evaluated by external observers as more creative, original, 
and innovative (Chirumbolo et al., 2004). In learning environments, individuals with low-NFC also enjoy discussion 
and negotiation (Heimbuch & Bodemer, 2018). For them, it is preferable to resolve ambiguity by finding better 
solutions rather than settling for the easiest available one (Heimbuch & Bodemer, 2018). In line with this, a study 
conducted in a wiki-based learning environment found that low-NFC students benefited more from, and were 
more successful with, explicit guidance types that encouraged them to engage in discussion and negotiate their 
perspectives (Heimbuch & Bodemer, 2018). 

However, it is not possible to say that low-NFC (or the need to avoid closure) is always beneficial (DeBacker & 
Crowson, 2009). Particularly in academic contexts where students must cope with multiple demands and tasks 
within limited time, the inability to let go of one learning problem and move on to the next (excessive avoidance 
of closure) can become a liability (DeBacker & Crowson, 2009). 

This motivational tendency in an individual (whether toward high or low-NFC) can manifest both as a 
temporary state dependent on immediate situational factors (such as time pressure, fatigue, or distracting 
environmental conditions) and as a stable personality trait (dispositional NFC) that varies among individuals 
(Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). Individuals with high Need for Cognitive Closure, who 
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are predominantly discussed in the literature and the concept's original definition, generally feel discomfort with 
ambiguity (unlike low-NFC individuals) and prefer orderly and predictable environments (Webster & Kruglanski, 
1994). This situation can make them more prone to seizing (rapidly ending ambiguity) and freezing (maintaining 
the attained certainty) tendencies, and consequently, to hasty or stereotypical thinking (Kruglanski & Webster, 
1996). However, this tendency should not be interpreted as high-NFC always implying cognitive miserliness or 
superficiality. In fact, recent theoretical developments indicate that when simple strategies are insufficient, high-
NFC can direct individuals toward more effortful and in-depth information processing strategies (Kossowska et al., 
2018). Supporting this theoretical framework, a recent study has empirically demonstrated that individuals with 
high-NFC exhibit greater cognitive effort to increase their sense of control when faced with an uncertain task 
(Sankaran et al., 2023). 

To measure the stable differences in Need for Cognitive Closure among individuals, Webster and Kruglanski 
(1994) developed the 42-item Need for Closure Scale (NFCS). This original scale consisted of five sub-dimensions: 
Preference for Order and Structure, Preference for Predictability, Decisiveness, Discomfort with Ambiguity, and 
Closed-mindedness. However, psychometric debates following the scale's development led to criticisms, 
particularly that the Decisiveness sub-dimension measured decision-making ability rather than the theoretically 
expected motive (Mannetti et al., 2002; Neuberg et al., 1997). Parallel to these critiques, Roets, Van Hiel, and 
Cornelis (2006) demonstrated in their study that the scale exhibited a two-dimensional structure, yet these 
dimensions did not clearly separate the seizing and freezing processes, thereby supporting the need for the scale's 
revision. These discussions and findings led Roets and Van Hiel (2007) to revise the scale, creating a 41-item, 
unidimensional, and psychometrically stronger form. The practical difficulties of using long scales in research 
increased the need for valid and reliable short forms in this area. In response to this need, Roets and Van Hiel 
(2011) selected three items that best represented each of the five sub-dimensions, developing a 15-item, practical, 
and psychometrically robust unidimensional short form (NFC-SF). This short form has gained wide acceptance in 
international literature and has been successfully adapted into different languages. 

The cross-cultural adaptation and validation of psychological measurement tools before their use in different 
cultures is a scientific imperative. In Turkey, the concept and measurement of Need for Cognitive Closure have 
also been addressed in various studies (Uçar, 2017; Uçar et al., 2016; Yağan, 2021). Regarding the measurement 
of the concept, Atak, Syed, and Çok (2017) examined the psychometric properties of the NFC scale's short form 
on Turkish university students within a single-factor structure. In a more recent study, Yılmaz (2018a) adapted the 
15-item short form by Roets and Van Hiel (2011) into Turkish; however, after removing one item based on analysis, 
it was reported with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) that the scale was valid with 14 items under a five-factor 
structure. 

Although these previous adaptation studies are significant steps toward measuring Need for Cognitive Closure 
in Turkey, a need persists for a comprehensive psychometric evaluation of how the structure and all items of the 
original 15-item short form, developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011) and widely used in international literature, 
perform in the Turkish culture. Contrary to the unidimensional theoretical structure proposed by Roets and Van 
Hiel (2011), a previous study in Turkey (Yılmaz, 2018a) reported that the scale exhibited a 14-item, five-factor 
structure. This discrepancy in the literature highlights a methodological need to first explore the construct validity 
of the original 15-item form in a Turkish sample using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Therefore, the present 
study aims to fill this gap. Consequently, in this study, the goal is to adapt the original 15-item short form 
developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011) into Turkish, first exploring its factor structure with EFA and subsequently 
testing it with CFA on an independent sample. This methodological approach will provide more robust evidence 
regarding the scale's construct validity in the Turkish culture, consistent with its theoretical foundations, and will 
pave the way for its more confident use in research in Turkey. In this context, the purpose of the present study is 
to adapt the 15-item short form of the Need for Closure Scale into Turkish and to examine the psychometric 
properties of the Turkish form on a sample of university students. 
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1.1.  Literature Review 

Need for Cognitive Closure (NFC) is regarded as a fundamental motivational tendency that shapes an 
individual's information processing, social judgments, and behaviors. The low tolerance for ambiguity among 
individuals with high-NFC (Gärtner et al., 2020) influences their behaviors across a wide spectrum, from decision-
making processes (Vermeir et al., 2002) to career choices. For example, Wąsowska's (2016) study on Polish 
university students revealed that high-NFC is associated with lower entrepreneurial intentions. Similarly, Gärtner 
et al. (2020) found that individuals with high-NFC tend to gravitate toward definitive but potentially erroneous 
conclusions when faced with ambiguous feedback during the medical school application process. This situation 
can negatively affect learning processes and achievement, especially in fields like education where assessment is 
crucial (DeBacker & Crowson, 2009). The concept's effects are not limited to the individual level; they also 
manifest in group dynamics. Groups composed of individuals with a high need for closure have been reported to 
exhibit greater conformity pressure, display less egalitarian and more autocratic tendencies in intra-group 
interactions (De Grada et al., 1999), and demonstrate lower creative performance (Chirumbolo et al., 2004). 

The role of NFC became even more pronounced during the COVID-19 pandemic. In the environment of intense 
uncertainty experienced during this period, it was observed that individuals with high-NFC levels showed an 
increased tendency to believe in conspiracy theories (Staszak et al., 2022; Kosic et al., 2023). This situation may 
stem from the individuals' need to alleviate the discomfort caused by uncertainty and to turn toward simple, clear 
explanations (Marchlewska et al., 2018). Considering the spread of misinformation during the pandemic and its 
negative effects on health behaviors, understanding the role of NFC in this process may be crucial for promoting 
critical thinking and developing strategies to access accurate information. 

In the educational context, NFC directly influences students' preferences regarding learning processes and 
environments. It has been suggested that students with high-NFC may experience difficulties in online learning 
environments where ambiguity and expectations are variable (Wang et al., 2022). A study detailing this finding by 
Heimbuch and Bodemer (2018) showed that in wiki-based learning environments, high-NFC students benefited 
more from implicit guidance that reduced ambiguity, whereas low-NFC students were more successful with 
structured guidance that encouraged discussion. This suggests that the quest for immediate answers and certainty 
might hinder students' adaptation to dynamic learning environments and their achievement of long-term learning 
goals (DeBacker & Crowson, 2009). Consequently, there is a growing need to measure this cognitive tendency 
with valid and reliable tools in the field of educational psychology to develop appropriate instructional strategies 
for students with different NFC levels (Ansari & Coch, 2006; Goswami, 2006). Such measurements will also 
strengthen the foundation required for the effective transfer of new understandings offered by fields like cognitive 
neuroscience (Geake & Cooper, 2003) regarding learning processes into educational practice (Ansari et al., 2011). 

While the psychometric properties of the NFC scale have been extensively examined in the international 
literature, the situation in Turkey forms the basis of this study. In previous studies, Atak, Syed, and Çok (2017) 
examined the short form of the scale on a Turkish university student sample assuming a single-factor structure. 
Yılmaz (2018a), however, adapted the 15-item form by Roets and Van Hiel (2011) but reported with Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis (CFA) that the scale exhibited a 14-item, five-factor structure after removing one item. This finding 
shows a significant discrepancy with the unidimensional structure that is theoretically expected and emphasized 
by Roets and Van Hiel (2011) for the short form. These contradictory results from previous studies reveal the 
necessity of comprehensively re-examining the construct validity of the original 15-item short form within the 
Turkish culture. Therefore, the present study aims to fill this gap in the literature by first exploring the factor 
structure of the scale using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and then testing this structure on an independent 
sample with CFA. 

The primary aim of this study is to adapt the 15-item short form of the Need for Closure Scale (NFC), developed 
by Roets and Van Hiel (2011) to measure individuals' motivational tendencies between ambiguity and certainty, 
into Turkish and to examine the psychometric properties, such as construct validity and internal consistency 
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reliability, of the Turkish form on a university student sample. Within the framework of this general aim, the 
following research question will be addressed: Is the factor structure of the Turkish adapted version of the 15-
item Need for Closure Scale short form, developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011), as revealed by EFA results, 
confirmed by CFA on a different sample? 

2. METHODS AND MATERIALS  

This section presents information on the research model, study group, data collection tool, adaptation process, 
and the procedures used for data analysis. 

2.1. Research Model 

This study is a quantitative scale adaptation study aiming to adapt the 15-item short form of the Need for 
Cognitive Closure Scale, developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011), into Turkish and to examine its psychometric 
properties. The study adopted a cross-sectional survey design, which allows for descriptive generalizations about 
a large population by collecting data at a single point in time (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) methods were used to test the construct validity of the scale.  

2.2. Study Group 

The study group consisted of students attending a state university in the Western Black Sea region of Turkey, 
reached through the convenience sampling method. To test the construct validity of the scale in phases, data were 
collected from two different and independent groups. The first group (EFA Study Group) consisted of 350 
volunteer students during the 2024 Spring semester, assembled to explore the factor structure of the scale. The 
second group (CFA Study Group) was formed by collecting data from 425 volunteer students during the 2025 Fall 
semester to test the structure that emerged from the EFA. Participation in both groups was entirely voluntary. 
Demographic information for the study groups is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Demographic Information of the Study Group  

Variable Category 
EFA Group (n=350) CFA Group (n=425) 

f % f % 

Gender  Female 235 67.14 283 66.59 

Male 115 32.86 142 33.41 

Age  19 years and under 67 19.14 60 14.12 

20 years 50 14.29 88 20.71 

21 years 64 18.29 87 20.47 

22 years 47 13.43 57 13.41 

23 years 42 12.00 31 7.29 

24 years 25 7.14 32 7.53 

25 years 12 3.43 17 4.00 

26 years and over 43 12.29 53 12.47 

Program Level 
 

Preparatory 59 16.86 58 13.65 

Associate Degree 21 70.29 45 10.59 

Undergraduate 246 4.57 289 68.00 

Graduate 16 2.29 19 4.47 

Guest (Summer School) 8 6.00 14 3.29 

Total  350 100.00 425 100.00 
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2.3. Data Collection Tool and Adaptation Process 

The data collection tool used in the study was the 15-item short form of the Need for Cognitive Closure Scale 
developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011). The original scale, which has a unidimensional structure, is rated on a 
6-point Likert-type scale (from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree). 

The adaptation of the scale into Turkish was meticulously carried out following the steps for cross-cultural scale 
adaptation (Beaton et al., 2000). In this process, the scale items were first translated from English to Turkish by 
the researchers. Subsequently, to ensure the linguistic and semantic equivalence of the generated Turkish form, 
back-translation was performed by two academicians who are experts in the field and proficient in both 
languages. The back-translated form was compared with the original form to confirm that semantic integrity was 
maintained. Finally, the draft Turkish form was submitted for the opinions of two experts, one from 
measurement and evaluation and one from guidance and psychological counseling. Based on the experts' 
feedback, minor linguistic corrections deemed necessary for content and face validity were made, and the scale 
was finalized. 

2.4. Data Analysis 

SPSS 25 and AMOS 24 software were utilized for the analysis of the obtained data. To determine the construct 
validity of the scale, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted on the data from the first sample, and 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed on the data from the second sample. Before commencing the 
analyses, the suitability of the dataset for factor analysis was examined using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
coefficient and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity. Following the CFA, fit indices such as Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom 
(χ²/df), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were used to evaluate the model's fit with the data. The reliability of the scale 
was examined for both samples by calculating the Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient. 

3. RESULTS 

In this section, the analysis results concerning the construct validity and reliability of the 12-item Turkish form 
of the Need for Cognitive Closure Scale are presented. 

3.1. Findings Related to Construct Validity 

To test the construct validity of the scale, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) were conducted, respectively. 

3.1.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) Results 

The suitability of the data collected from the first study group (n=350) for factor analysis was examined using 
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity. The KMO value was .786, indicating a 
good level of suitability for factor analysis, and the Bartlett's test result (χ²= 1131.801; p<.001) was found to be 
statistically significant. These statistical results demonstrate that the data was appropriate for exploratory factor 
analysis (Field, 2013; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

To explore the structural basis of the scale, a Principal Component Analysis was initially conducted with all 15 
items without any factor restriction. This initial analysis, based on the eigenvalue greater than 1 (Kaiser-Guttman) 
rule, suggested that the data might have a four-factor structure. However, because the theoretical basis of the 
Need for Cognitive Closure short form involves a unidimensional structure (Roets & Van Hiel, 2011), and the main 
purpose of this study was to test this unidimensional structure in the Turkish culture, the analysis was repeated 
in a second stage by forcing it into a single-factor structure in line with the theoretical framework. The original 15-
item scale suggesting multiple factors is consistent with findings in the literature; indeed, studies such as Roets, 
Van Hiel, and Cornelis (2006) have previously shown in psychometric analyses that the scale inherently possesses 
multidimensional tendencies and that sub-dimensions like Decisiveness in particular separate from the others. 
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This approach was intended to test the multi-factor structure reported by Yılmaz (2018a) and to examine the 
validity of the theoretically more parsimonious single-factor structure. 

As a result of this analysis, forced into a single-factor structure, it was decided to remove 3 items (Items 2, 5, 
and 14) from the scale because their factor loadings were below .40. 

In the final EFA repeated with the remaining 12 items, it was observed that the items grouped under a single 
factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1. This single factor explains 31.45% of the total variance. For a broad and 
multifaceted psychological construct like Need for Cognitive Closure, especially when measured with a short scale, 
explained variance ratios at this level are not unexpected in the literature. Rather than evaluating this ratio in 
isolation, it is more meaningful to interpret it in conjunction with the subsequent Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) results. Indeed, the fact that this single-factor structure showed excellent fit indices in the next step with 
CFA provides strong evidence that the 31.45% variance ratio constitutes a sufficient basis for the scale's structural 
validity (Costello & Osborne, 2005). The factor corresponds with the original scale and the factor loadings of the 
items are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Need for Cognitive Closure Scale EFA Results 

Factor Item No Factor Loading 

Preference for Order and Structure 

 

Item 3 .476 

Item 12 .582 

Item 13 .587 

Preference for Predictability 

 

Item 6 .545 

Item 10 .489 

Item 15 .559 

Decisiveness 

 

Item 7 .647 

Item 8 .642 

Item 9 .555 

Discomfort with Ambiguity Item 11 .564 

Item 1 .538 

Item 4 .519 

Note: The factor names in the table refer to the factor names of the items in the original scale (Webster & 
Kruglanski, 1994). 

As seen in Table 2, the factor loadings of the 12 items range from .476 to .647. These values indicate that the 
items have sufficient and significant loadings to measure a single factor. 

3.1.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Results 

To test the validity of the 12-item single-factor structure obtained through EFA, CFA was conducted on a second 
and independent sample (n=425). The fit indices for the model and the accepted reference value ranges in the 
literature (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2015) are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 
CFA Fit Indices for the Single-Factor Model  

Fit Index Value Acceptable Value Range 

χ²/df 1.879 ≤ 3 Excellent Fit; ≤ 5 Good Fit 

CFI .972 ≥ .95 Excellent Fit; ≥ .90 Good Fit 
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TLI .956 ≥ .95 Excellent Fit; ≥ .90 Good Fit 

IFI .973 ≥ .95 Excellent Fit; ≥ .90 Good Fit 

RMSEA .046 ≤ .06 Excellent Fit; ≤ .08 Good Fit 

When the results in Table 3 are examined, it is seen that all obtained fit indices are within the limits for excellent 
fitness. The Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom (χ²/df) ratio being below 3, the CFI, TLI, and IFI values being above 
.95, and the RMSEA value being below .06 reveal that the model demonstrates an excellent level of fit with the 
data. These findings indicate that the 12-item single-factor structure identified by EFA is confirmed and that the 
construct validity of the scale is established. 

3.2. Findings Related to Reliability 

For the internal consistency reliability of the 12-item Turkish form of the Need for Cognitive Closure Scale, the 
Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was calculated for both samples. The reliability coefficient was found to be .794 for 
the EFA sample (n=350) and .823 for the CFA sample (n=425). Since values above .70 in the literature indicate that 
a scale is reliable (Field, 2013), these coefficients signify that the scale is reliable at a high level in both samples.  

4. DISCUSSION  

The primary aim of this study was to adapt the 15-item short form of the Need for Cognitive Closure Scale, 
developed by Roets and Van Hiel (2011), into Turkish and to examine the psychometric properties of the scale in 
a Turkish sample. The concept of Need for Cognitive Closure (NFC) has been the subject of significant psychometric 
debates since Webster and Kruglanski's (1994) original 42-item, five-dimensional scale, and it was revised toward 
a unidimensional structure by Roets and Van Hiel (2007). Practical needs in research subsequently led to the 
development of the 15-item short form by Roets and Van Hiel (2011). The present study demonstrated that this 
15-item form was not confirmed verbatim in the Turkish sample; instead, a psychometrically stronger and 
structurally more coherent, 12-item single-factor form emerged. This result indicates that the study constitutes a 
re-specification and validation of the scale specific to the Turkish culture, rather than a simple adaptation. 

The most critical finding of this study is that the three items removed during the EFA process due to low factor 
loadings (Items 2, 5, and 14) did not show a random distribution but rather a systematic pattern. Roets and Van 
Hiel (2011), when creating the 15-item short form, had selected three items with the best representational power 
from each of the original scale's five theoretical sub-dimensions (Preference for Order, Preference for 
Predictability, Decisiveness, Discomfort with Ambiguity, and Closed-mindedness). It was determined that all three 
items removed in this study belonged to the Closed-mindedness sub-dimension. This situation, beyond being a 
statistical necessity, offers important theoretical and cultural clues regarding the manifestation of the Need for 
Cognitive Closure construct in the Turkish culture. As detailed in the Introduction section (Chirumbolo et al., 2004; 
DeBacker & Crowson, 2009), the other end of the cognitive spectrum, low-NFC, is defined by a preference for 
ambiguity, ideational fluidity, and cognitive openness to different views. In light of this theoretical ground, the 
psychometric separation of the Closed-mindedness items (2- I dislike questions which could be answered in many 
different ways, 5- I feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group believes, 14- I do 
not usually consult many different opinions before forming my own view) from the scale's other core dimensions 
(e.g., Preference for Order or Discomfort with Ambiguity) in the Turkish sample perhaps indicates that the motives 
of openness to different ideas (the opposite of Closed-mindedness) and the need for certainty and clarity over 
ambiguity (the core definition of NFC) could not be grouped under the same theoretical construct, at least in this 
sample. 

The content of the removed items must be examined to understand why this sub-dimension disrupted the 
structural integrity in the Turkish sample. Possible explanations for the low performance of these items relate to 
both this potential theoretical divergence just mentioned and to cultural dynamics. For instance, statements like 
Item 5 ("...irritated when one person disagrees...") may be susceptible to social desirability effects, especially in 
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cultures where in-group harmony and social harmony are valued. Participants may have avoided expressing 
genuine discomfort toward someone who thinks differently from the group. On the other hand, a statement like 
Item 14 ("...I do not usually consult many different opinions...") might have been confused with positively 
attributed traits such as decisiveness or self-confidence rather than closed-mindedness. This situation recalls the 
critiques by Mannetti et al. (2002) and Neuberg et al. (1997) that the original scale's Decisiveness sub-dimension 
measured an ability rather than a need. Our findings suggest that the Closed-mindedness sub-dimension may have 
undergone a similar semantic shift in the Turkish sample. This situation is consistent with findings showing that 
the need for cognitive closure of individuals in Turkey can differ even from neighboring and culturally close 
geographies. Indeed, the report that Turkish university students' need for cognitive closure is significantly lower 
compared to Kyrgyz and Uzbek students (Yılmaz, 2018b) is evidence of how sensitive this construct is to cultural 
context. 

In this context, removing these problematic items from the Closed-mindedness sub-dimension did not weaken 
the scale's content validity; instead, it yielded a more refined (parsimonious) instrument that measures the core 
of the construct in Turkish culture more purely. The fact that the 12-item structure discovered via EFA exhibited 
excellent fit indices (χ²/df = 1.879, CFI = .972, RMSEA = .046) in CFA on an independent sample (Hu & Bentler, 
1999) provides strong evidence that this new and leaner structure is much more valid for the Turkish sample. This 
situation is also consistent with the long-standing debates on the dimensional structure of the NFC scale. Indeed, 
researchers like Roets, Van Hiel, and Cornelis (2006) had previously drawn attention to the multidimensional 
tendencies in the scale's original structure and the potential for some sub-dimensions to separate from others. In 
this regard, our study's 12-item single-factor structure, which excludes the Closed-mindedness dimension, is 
important as it proposes a more refined measurement tool that resolves this psychometric complexity. This 
finding diverges from previous studies in Turkey that reported the scale had a 14-item, five-factor structure 
(Yılmaz, 2018a). The current study's exploratory approach, starting with EFA, revealed a more parsimonious single-
factor structure with a stronger theoretical foundation (Roets & Van Hiel, 2007), contrary to the multi-factor 
structure in Yılmaz's (2018a) study, which may have been influenced by the problematic items identified in this 
study. Furthermore, the demonstration that the need for cognitive closure is associated with political 
conservatism in the Turkish sample (Yilmaz & Saribay, 2016) reinforces the importance of developing tools that 
measure this construct accurately and in a culturally sensitive manner for understanding social and political 
attitudes. 

The scale's reliability analyses also support these results. The fact that the Cronbach's Alpha internal 
consistency coefficients were at good levels for both study groups, .794 and .823 respectively, indicates that the 
12-item form yields consistent and reliable measurements (Field, 2013).   

5. CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, it has been determined that the 12-item Turkish form of the Need for Cognitive Closure Scale 
developed in this study is a structurally valid and reliable measurement instrument with high internal consistency, 
which can be used to measure this construct in research in Turkey. The development process of this form has 
shown that cross-cultural scale adaptations are not merely linguistic translations; as seen in the example of the 
Closed-mindedness sub-dimension, it is a scientific necessity that structural and semantic equivalence be 
meticulously examined empirically on the local sample. It is thought that this short form will offer a practical and 
useful alternative for researchers, especially in surveys and field studies with time constraints or where multiple 
scales are used together. 

6. RECOMMENDATIONS  

The most fundamental limitation of this research is that the study was conducted with university students 
selected via convenience sampling. Therefore, it is recommended that new studies be conducted with more 
diverse samples (different age, education, and socio-cultural groups) to examine whether the scale exhibits 
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similar psychometric properties in those groups as well. Additionally, to provide further evidence for the 
construct validity of the developed 12-item Turkish form, its scores' correlations with related psychological 
constructs such as intolerance of ambiguity, the big-five personality traits, or different decision-making styles 
can be examined. Furthermore, the use of the scale in different research designs and applied studies will 
contribute to the scale's external validity. 
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