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ABSTRACT

The present study attemptskto find the determinants of
preferences for justice norms. It is proﬁosed that a) The
preference for equity or equaliﬁy‘norm varies with the séx of
the child,rsuch that girls prefer to use the norm of equaiity
more often than boys doj; b) Childrén are affected by the type
of the relationship (unit-nonequivalence) between individuals
in their choice of justice nbrms. More sﬁecifically, children
who perceive fhe relationship as unit use the norm of equality
more often than those who berceive it"as nonequivalent; and

lastly c¢) When children are told "not to be unjust" they use

the norm of equity more often than those who are not told so.

The hypotheses were tested on 80 nursery school
children (40 girls - 40 boys) aged 5, usings full factorial
design. The result shoﬁed that Séx'of the subjects, the
perceived relationship between the individuals and being téld

not to be unjust are important factors in the preference for-

justice norms.



- PREFERENCE FOR THE EQUITY OR EQUALITY NORM BY PRESCHOOL
CHILDREN IN REWARD DISTRIBUTION | |

The distribution of resources among persons has been
a fundamental problem since the first human societj. During
the histofical progress, evéry society has alloqated the
resources according to its coﬁcgpt of justice. In some
societies the resourceé were equally distributed among the
members whilg in otﬁers the members who had esteemed human
qualities such as wisdom, éourage3 wealth etc., received

bigger shares from the resources than the members who lacked

such qualities.

Beginnin with Ancient Greece,kvarious philosophical
systems have been concerned with the matter of fair alloca-
tion of resources in societies and the related issue of
justice. Since the 1960's, social psychology has also been
concerhed with distributive’processes.,quans (1961) wasbthe
first to bring forth the juétice problem as a distinct
theoretical concern. Hisrtheory of "distribufive justice"
makes the assumption that people with similar investments

are expected to be receive similar profits.
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In fact, the distribution of_resqﬁrces is determined
by the social system prevailing in a societ&. In some
societies, it may be considered jusf fo allocate rewards
(i.e. resources) to the members of the soclety propor-
tional to the amount of their contribution, while in some
others equal distribution of rewards regardless of diffe-
rences in the members' contributions may be considered fair.
Norms in a society define the ways-of resource distribution.

. .
Before stating the norms of justice, it is better to give a
short definition of norms. Acpording to Stainer: "Norms are
behavioral rules thaf‘speéif&‘whét one should do (or refrain
from doing) when he encounters a given situation. Norms apply
to éverybody ahd they have the salutary effect of minimizing

conflict and uncertainty (1976, p;410).

Like other norms, the norms related to justice also
vary according to the structure of each society. These norms
affect children as much as they do adults. It.is the aim of
the present study to find out whicﬁ norms preschool children
use in distributing rewards. Béfore presenting previous
studies in fhe,areﬁ; let us first review the types of distrib-
utions and the related issue of justice in vorious socileties

beginning from the so called primitive periods to the present

The history of societies, according to Semnel (1970) c:
be divided into two main periods: the primitive and civilizec
The primitive period is the one in which all members of the

society do the same work without any cooperation. Such a



society consisting of‘members doing the same ﬁork is honmgghe;
ous- and has:-a social structure based on equality. Namely,
in such a soqiety, there exists edual distribution and shar-
ing of resources. The ciVvilized period begins with cooper-
atimh With the béginning of this period the membérs of the
sociéty began to have different pursqits, therefore it is pdt

possible to talk about homogeneity any longer.

One of the fundamentai chditions oﬁ civilization is
the settled society. According to McNeil and Diveteu (Senel,
1970) Sumerians Qere the first to reach civilizationbby
settling down invMesopotamia in 5000 B.C...Sumerians practice
agriculture on the fertile laﬁds of Mesopotamia and, since
floods in the spring harmed their crops, they-had.to construc
banks near the rivers. Banks also provided’the water they
needed for iréigation in the summer drought. This process
which seems to be very simple, started a great revolution in
the history of mankind. In previous agricultural societies,
families were self-sustaining economic units. There was no
cooperation between tHem. But, among Sumerians, the construc-
tion of the banks and digging the canals necessitated cooper-
ation between the members. There arose the distinction bet-
-ween the "fulers" and the "ruled". In other words, social

. : |
classes began to appear. The mneeds of the people working on

|
the construction of the banks and digging the cannals had to

be supplied by the others. Therefore the professions aimed at



supplying their needs were established. Cooperation increased
productivity, productivity increased cooperation, and humanity
began a. technological development which accelerates day by

day. Needless to say, this brings about social differences.

"The practice of unequal distribution of resourees
amohg Sumerians later developed into a system of thought in
Ancient Greece. Accerding ta Senel (1970) in Ancient Greece
the thought of inequality first appeared in Homer's Epics.
"Ilyada ond Odysseia" are Qorks which defena the inequality
that had affected the social>and econoﬁic system of Greece
for ages; Homer's Epics are all a preise for aristocratic
values of the Heroic Period. The Heroic Period was the period
in which the combatant aristocrecy'was the_dominﬁjng cless
in Ancient Greece. People were divided into two classes.
namely the nobles and the commoners. The nobles were con-
sidered to be superior te commoners in strength and courage. As
can be seen, inequality was based‘on nobility whichvwas.based
on strength andbcourage. On the'other hand Heslodos lived in
a period, 700 BTC" when the Heroic Peribd had come to an end
and the social system of police was beginning to appear.
Hesiodos' "Works and Days" is considered to be the beginning
of ehe idea of equality. But, Hesiodos did not oppose the
~unequal distribution of resources, he was only against the
inequelity between\the commoners and the nobles. Later,
Demokritos, who lived between 460-370 B.C., and his student

‘Protogoras, whe lived between 485—415 B.C., established the



pﬁilosophical basis of equality. Protogoras advocated that
not only a group of people but everybody should own "The art
of the State". Later Sophism, which'wés‘influenced by Proto-
gdréé' ideas a appéared és a reaction to the Aristocratic
movement, ‘came into. the philosophicai scene. Sbcrates was one
of tﬁebleaders of this new system of’thought,‘He put forth
the concept of wisdom, by which hé suppoftéd the view that
only the wise should govern the staté._This view formed the
basis of other philosophical thoughts which defended inequalit
The founders of the philosophy of inequality are Aristotle
and Plato. Plato, 427-347 B.C. proposed a society in which
there existed definide differences between the classes and

it was not poséiblé for individuals to change their classes.
According to Plato justice occurs iﬁ‘sociéties where every-
body and évery class do their duties without interfering.with
the duties of dthers. Plato's basic idea was that everybody
should know his duties and limits. Aristotle'S'viéw was
differenet from P1ato's. Aristotle asserted that there should
exist politicél equality among the ciﬁizens of Athens and in-
equality in all aspects between the citizens and non-citizens.

Aristotle is against only extreme economic inequality.

Acqording td Brinton (Senel, 1970) ideas of equality
appeared in the Hellenistic Period, which is the last days of
the Polis. Senel (1970) acknowledges that with the downfall
of Polis ideas of inequality aléo-began to disappear. For

. this reason, new ideas and value judgements had to be found.



To supply this demand, theré appeared two new philosophic
views. They are Epicuros's school of thought and Xenon's
Stoic School. While the former defended eduality among
friénds, the Stoic School accepted the idea of the universal

equality of mankind.

The systéﬁ_of unequal distribution in Ancient Greece
latef continued to exist in the'o1d society of Rome and in
the feudal system and borgeois societies wherercapitalistic
relationships dominate (Zubritski, Mitropolski and Kerov,

1976) .

In the Ottoman Empire where resources were distributed
‘unequally, equal allocation was seen among Ahis, in Anatolia.
Ahism was & trade union in the ﬁodern sense, and it prpvided
standardization in production, unity in mafketing and

equality of earningszémongrthe groups .(Kabaagagli, 1980).

As can'be seen, Qince the beginning of human soéiety,
fair shariﬁg and distribution of resources has been an
important problem. Social psychology has been inte:ested in
the concept of justice for more than twenty years and has
been searching for the norms specifying the behavior related
to the sharing of rewards and the distribution of sources.
-Among the social psychological views, Sociél Exchange Theofy
is one of the views which tries to explain bhow an individual
judges how much he and others should get from the resources.

Before presenting the ﬂmmry,‘which forms the framework of



this study, the views which form the basis of this theory

have to be examined.

At the base of the Social Exchénge Theor& there lies
the reinforcement orientation. The roots of this reinforce-
ment ° orientation go ﬁack to Aristotle and to British Empi-
ricism. The naﬁe of this view in psychology is Behaviorism,
and according to Behaviorism, all knowledge is a result of
‘Stimulus (S)—Response (R) associations. A certaionw(S) elicits
a certain (R). Since reinforcement is important in eliciting
a certain behavior, it will be usefull to reviéw the principle:
of reinforcement. According to the first definitions of human
behavior, human beigns tend to'seek pleasuré and escape from
bain.kBgntham (Shaver, 1977) in order to analyée pain and
pleasure, proposes the concept of "Hedonistic Calculus".
According to Bentham (1789), pain camn have different sources
and these sources are characterized by dimensions such as
density, sharpness and containts. Because of individual
differences, objects that give pain or pleasure cankvary from
man to man, but the result is always the same. People always

try to decrease pain to the lowest degree and increase

pPleasure to the highest:

In psychology, the doctrine of Hedonism was first
offered by Thorndike (Shaver, 1977) as the "Law of Effegt".
According to Thorﬁdike (1898) an action that gives pleasure
willlbe "stamped in" and an action that gives pain is going

to be "stamped out". The behaviors that give pleasure will



take place more often in the future. The effect of the past
action becomes the reason for the behavior. that will take

place in the future.

.The most important name in the analysis of observable
beha#ior and its effects is Skinner (Shaver, 1977). Skinner
regards the fLaw of Effect" as a reinforcement principle.
According to him, pésitive reinforcement increases the prob-
ability of occurence of the behavior in future. Skinner calls
the cbncept of pleasure in Bentham's Hedonism positive rein-

forcer and the concept of pain negative reinforcer.

The main assumption of Social Exchange Theory is fhat
individuals try to increase pleasdre énd decrease pain in
their relafionships with other people. Sociai Exchange Théory
depends on the analogy betwéen economic relations and other
social relations andlis a reward-cost model. That is to say,
in the relations between individuals, both reward and cost
are important. Here, reward corresponds to pleasure and cost
to pain. And the behévidrs of the individual will be aimed at

increasing the rewards and decreasing the costs.

Social Exchange Theory is a common outcome of both
psychology and sociology and also economics. This theory was
developed by thelpsychologists Thibaut and Kelly (1959) and
‘the sociologist Homans (1961) separately. In Thibaut and
iKelley's theory there are the concepts of Comparison Level

(CL) and Comparison Level for Alternatives _(CLa ). With

1t



these concepts their theory differs from Homans'_theory. Coﬁ-
parison Level according to Thibaut and Kelly, is a standard
for the individual in estiﬁating his outcoﬁes. If the outcome
is below CL the situation is not wanted, if over CL the -
situation is wanted. CL and CL are cognitions and this 1is

alt ,
where Thiabut and Kelley differ from orthodox S-R theory. -

But aécording to Homans' theory which depends on ortho-
dox S-R theory, the individual does not compare his profits
with his similar profits, but with the profits of other indi-
'viduals with whom he has relationships. From this point of
view, Homans brings forth the concept of "Distributive Jus-
tice". At the base ofrDistributive Justice, there lies the
comparison of the iﬁdividual's profits and investments with

another one in an-exchange. It can be formulated as follows:

A's profits _ B's profits

A's investments B's investments

The investments of the individual include things like
"age, education. experience, skills etc., but the profits

shows the earnings provided.

Everybody wants to receive a reward for a cost. The
person who does not receive the rewafdrhe expects thinks th=at
he is treated unjustly. The individual coﬁpares himself with
another person whose investments are similar to his. If one

of the two people who have the same .or similar investments

receives more profits than the other there occurs distributive



injusfice.‘According to Homans (1961) there are two kinds of

investments:

- Achieved investment: The contribution of the previous

- valuable activities in the group.

- Ascribed investment: The contribution of the fundamen-
tal personal characteristics, such as sex race ...

which have no relation'with the group.

Although achieved iﬁvéstments are directly rewarded,
‘«aécribed investments usually are not reﬁarded directly. How-
ever, sometimes, according to the structure of the group,
ascribed investments such as being male, or being a member of
the white-race, caﬁ be considered valuable and provide hig
profites. Becéuse of this, it is important to specify the

norms which determine the valuable investments.

Homans' formula wﬁich shows the ratio of profits to
invéstﬁents is a mathematical expression. But to express
.social relations within the frame of mathematics and to
interpret them accordingly inm that frame can pose diffi-
culties. In situations wherethere are no definite boundaries,
one can estimate his investmenté more than the others' and
his profits less than the others'. What's more, Homans'
formﬁla can not explain why someone although he has the right

to change the group he dislikes, does not change.



After Homans had proposed the concept 6f Distributive
Justice, Adams (1963, 1965) offered the "Equity Model'.
‘Adams' céncept concentrates on the cognitive activities of an
individual who encounters a problem related to injusticé'in
the distribution. According to Adams, the individual compares
'himself and the others according to their inputs and £he out-—
comes they get. Adams says that outcomes should be propor-

tional to'inputs. So he offers his formula:

HIO
e

%
IB

Acéording to Adams, if one of two people who have the
same inputs re;eives more outcome than the other, it will
cause them to perceive unjustice and this will create tension
in both of theﬁ. This tension motiviates people to reduce the

injustice.

Although the formulas offered by Adams (1963, 1965)
and Homans (1961) seem to be similar, theiy standpoints are
different. Homans" view is baséa on Exchange Theory but
Aéams' view is based on Cognitive Dissonance Theory. When the
distribution is unjust. Homans calls this situa£ion "Dis—
tfﬂﬂWiVe Injustice” whereas Adams calls it "Cognitive

Dissonance.

The equity model was reformulated by Walster,
Berscheid and Walster (1976) . The main principle in these

views is that the rewards should be distributed according to



the individual's investments. The distribution is accepted as

just as long as the rewa

rds are distributed proportionally to

the individuals' investments.

According to Wals

Equity Model includes fo

ter, Berscheid and Walster (1976)7the

ur propositions:

Proposition I: Individuals will try to maximize their outcomes

(Outcomes

= reward-cost)

This proposition was expanded by Walster, Berscheid

and Walster (1973) as fo

Corollary I

Proposition IIA:

According to this

l1lows.

So long individuals perceive that they
can maximize thgir outcomes b? be-
having equitably, they will do sé. Should
they perceived that they can maximize
their outcomes by behaving inequitabl&

they will do so.

Groups can maximize collective reward
by evolving accepted systems for
"équitably" apportioning reward and
cost among members. Thus members wiil
eﬁolve such sygtemé of equity and will
attempt to induce members to accépt

and adhere to these systems.

proposition, every culture has to

establish a system for the allocation of resources. Each cul-



ture has different norms. An Equitable relationship is a rela-
vtionshib in which an éutside observer preceives that the
outcomes are distfibuted equitably among members (here aﬁt-
comes means either avnegapive or a positive result received

from a relation).

Proposition IIB: Groups will generally reward members
who treat others equitably and gen-

‘erally punish- (increase the cost for)

‘members who treat others inequitably.

According to proposition IIA and iIB, the society

rewards equitable treatment.

Proposition III: When individuals find themselves
participating in inequitable rela-

tionships, they become distressed.

According to prpp@sitioﬁ ITI, individuals, whether
they are victims or beneficiafies, are disturbéd By unfair
relationships. Ih an experiment Walster, Berscheid and Walster
showed that a péfson who inéquitably receives more reward than

the others tends to share his outcome with the others. Adams

devoted a member of studies to demonstrating this point, also.

Proposition IV : Individuals who discover they are in
an inequitable relationship attempt.to
eliminate their distress by restoring

equity.



To eliminate the distress predicted in proposition IV,

there are two ways to restore equity:

-~ Actual Equity: An individual alters his or his .

. partner's inputs or outcomes.

- Psychological Equity: An individual distorts his per-—
céption of his or his partmner's

inputs and outcomes.

In short, according to Walster, Berscheid and Walster.
(1976), the individual wants to increase his outcomes and make
his outcomes and inputs proportional and also to live in an

"equitable" world.

Aécording to Leventhal (1976), in every social system
there are rewards and resourcés for the group to reaéh its
aims and for the members of the group to satisfy their needs.
In the social system the person who allocates rewards and
resources is called the "allocator" aﬁd the person who
receives them is called the "recipient". The distribution of

resources is done according to four different norms (Leventhal,

1976):

- Equity Norm
- Equality Norm
- Need Norm

—~Reciprocity Norm



If the relationship between the allocator and recipient
is direct the reciprocity norm is used, in situations in
which the relationship between the allocator and recipients

is mediated, the equity, equality and need norms are used.

Accdrding to the equity norm, the allocatdr allocates
the rewards or resources aééording.to the recipient's work,
namely, whetﬁer the recipient's work is useful or not
(Leventhal and Lane, 1970; Lane .and Messé, 1971), That means
if the individual's inputs are taken into consideration, the
equity norm is ﬁsed. Namely; if the:person who works more
than the others gets more reward than the others, this means
that in the distfigution of rewards equity norms is used. It
is said that the equity norm iﬁcréasés productivity in

industrialized countries.

"Accqrding to the equalityvnorm, whibh,ié also used in
mediated relationships, whatever their 'inputs are the-indbﬁd—'
uals Treceive the same amounts of rewérd. It is held that
equal distribution of resources esﬁecially in friendly groups

encourages harmony and solidarity.

Another norm used in the same system of relationships
is the need norm (Marxian Justiée Norm) ﬁhich'was suggested
by Lerner (Leventhal, 1976). If this norm is preferred, the
alloéator allocateé the rewards according to tﬁe recipients'

'

needs.
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‘When the relationship is direct between the allocatér
and the recipient the»reciprocity.nqrm is used. Such a rela-
tion is a two-sided one. The allocator.in such a relationship
gives reward to the recipient'By considering the reéipiéﬁt's

previous favors. Such relations are common between couples.

Studies in Turkey

In Turkey the first study on the éubjéct was made by
Aral and Sunar (1977). Aral and Sunar iﬁ an attempt to
specify the range and limits of épplicationvof the-jﬁstice as
equality norms (justice as reciprocity, justice as equity and
justice as equality)\found the following results: a) Recipro-
city is the dominant norm in direct interaction situatidns;
and b) in mediated inferactions the doﬁinant norm is equity.

They furtherwtested whether the same results hold true for

"people from two different cultures (American and Turkish).

Both American and Turkish subjects preferred the reciprocity

norm in direct interactions, but American Ss perceived direct

interaction situations in which participants had equal invest-

ments_as more just, while Turkish Ss perceived interactions

iﬁ which ?articipans had differentiated investments as more
just. In mediated interaction situationé all subjects mﬁstly
used équity norm but Turkish Ss evaluated the justice of a
mediated interaction situation mainly on the basis of the pro-
portionality of rewards to investments, whereas American Ss
evaluated justice in mediated interacﬁion situations mainly on

the basis of the equality of reward distribution.
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Anothgr stﬁdy was made By Boysan in 1981{ Boysan
proposéd that norm preferences are influenpgd by the need
level (level ofvperception of inadequacy of employee's in-
come) and the occupational status of the employees. Her‘
results inditéted that employees whosevperception of inad- 
equacy of theirksalaries was high preferred the need norm
(i.e. distribution to each according to his needé), that blue
collar status employees preféfred the need norm and white

collar status employees preferred the equity norm.

A similar study was carried at on children by Sahin
(1981). ‘Sahin formed three groups of childfen acco;ding'to
théir ages (the first group consisted of children betwéén the
ages of 5-6, the second beﬁween»S—Q_énd the third between 11-
12). He asked the children to rate social situations told as
-stories as just or unjust. The stories were felated to the
distribution of duties and rewards. Thg results showed that
the children in éll groups_ratéd‘equal Shéring as more just
than differentiated sharing. Sahin also asked the subjects
to guess the degree of delight or sorrow the strong and |
weak heroes had.in the stories. Other than the males in the
third group, all subjects answerd that being successful at

work makes a person delighted.

The studies on norm preference in our society are few

~and there is only one which aims at specifying the norm
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preference among children. Sahin (1981) tried to find how
’the norm preference of the child is affected when the heroes
of the,siorigs are perceived to be different in sex and
st;eng#h. But it is clear that there can Bé other factors
which can influence norm preference. The present study
tries to fill this gap..One of the questions is whether the
relationship between the heroes (close friends and strangers)
affett‘ the use of equity and equality norms. 1In
addition, the present study investigates which norms the
child would prefer, when the stimulus "Be careful not to be
unjnst" is given. The rationale for asking questions is
going té be expiained in detail in the section dealingrwith
the aim of the study. As mentioned above there are factors
which afect the norm pfeference of individuals. Therefore,

it will be useful to study these factors.

The Factors That Affect the Norm Preferences of

Individiuals:

The importance of age in norm preference:

Various studies have been/carried out thevdevelopment
by age of justice norms. Leventhal and Anderson (1970) ques-
tioned whether preschool children distribute the rewards

according to the quantity of work the individual performed.
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In this study they asked 5 year ol& children of both sexes to
share a reward that consisted of 20 pictures with a so-called
partner who did work equal to his, one—thi?d of his and three
times more than his. It was bbserved that male children who
.had done three times more work than his partner took more
than half of the rewards for themselvés, though tﬁe others
distributed the‘rewards equally. Lerner (1974), who repeated
the same researcn, found ;hat,pre—schobl children of both
sexes distribute rewards equally, disregarding the differences
in the quantity'of.the work each performed. On the other hand,
Lane and Coon (1972), who repeated the same experiment, found
that 5 years old children distributed éhe rewards according
to the principles of equality while 4 years old children took
most of the reward for themselves. Leventhal, Popp, and
Sawyer (1973) and Lermner (1974) indicated that when the
children are both the distributer and the feceiVer_at the
same time, this might influence the behavior of reward distrib-
ution of the child because of his desire to take most of the
reward for himsélf. In order to cancel this effect, Leventhal,
. Popp and Sawyer (1973) and Lermer (1974) chose a supervisor
~in their studies and asked him to distribute the rewards
between two people who did the same task. According to
Leventhal, Popp and Sawyef's data, the subject who acted as
the supervisor gave most of the rewards to the child who did
75%Z of the work. Lerner also found that supervisors gave more

rewards to.the children who performed more work and less to
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the ones who performed less work.

Another point which Lerner makes aﬁéut Leventhal and
Anderson's experiment is that the distribution of tweﬁty
pieces of reward is too complex for pre-school children.
Lerner says that children at this age have not got the ability
to divide such big numbers. Moreover, Lane and Coon (1972)
aiso stated that pre-school children have not got the capac-"
ity to compare the quantity of the work performea and the
quantity of rewafds; According to them this ﬁrocess is so
complex that pre-school children can not manaée it. Wohlwill
(Peterson, Peterson, and McDonald,l1975) asserts that only
29Z of the group of 4-7 years-old childfen could diétingui;h
6-7-8 items from each other. From this point Peterson, Peter-
son, and McDonald tested the pre-school children's ability of
couﬁting and distributing the items into two equal portions
by decreasing the number of rewards. According to their data,
~the children perceived the differences in the quantities of
thé work performed, though they used the rule of equality.
According to Leventhal (1976)7the reason for preferring the
rule of equality is its simplicity, because the distributor
considers only the portions that will be given. If he uses
the rule of equity, he was to consider both the work performed
and portions that will be given, which is a rather complex

process for pre-school children.
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As a summary, the following results are observed in

these studies:

- Pre-school children can distinguish at most 6-8
items from each other and do the counting and dividing pro-

cesses with this amount of rewards correctly.

- Pre-school children can perceive differences in the
quantities of the contributions of different people. However,
there is a general tendency to distribute the rewards
equally.

to distribute the rewards equally.

The importance of the system of relationships between the

individuals in norm preference:

- In mediated relationships children have a tendency

Some authors agree that the use of a specific norm in
reward distribution is related to the.éystem of relationships
in which the individuals live (Lerner, 1974; Lerner, Miller,
and Holmes, 1976). People éstablish different relations with
different individuals in their society. The relationshipé

with families and friends are different from relationships on
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the job. In'relationships which last long and havé an emo-
tional component, even if the quantities of the work performed
by each side are differgnt the resoﬁrces are shared either
eqdally 6r the one who needsrmore receives more, whereas ih
relationsﬁips which inélude competition or relationships
which do not last long the one who performs more work wants
to receive a biggér share of the resources. Tﬁat is, the norm

which will be used is specified by the type of the relation-

ship between individuals.

According to Lermer (1974), people have the following

three types of .relationship with each other:

—»Identity ‘ : The relationships among family

- members are usﬁélly of this type.
The need form is used. To explain
the.situation this. example can be

. given: Even in families in which
only the fatﬁer works and earns
income for all the family members,
the father does not buyushoés for.
himself. Instead,>shoes‘are bought
for the child whose shoes have'Been
outgrown. Although‘tﬁe father earns
the money, he considers the child's

need should be met first.
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_% Unit . : Usually the relationship; among the
members of a team are of this type.
Justice of parity is valid and the
equality nofm is used. For example,
the members of a scouting team per-
ceive the team as a whole. When
they are at camp, the member who
‘has cooked the meal that day does
not receive a bigger'share’of the
meal. This situation is the same as
it was in primitive_éocieties, in
which the member who has proﬁided
the méat fér that day would not
receive a bigger share than the

other members of the society.

- Nonequivalence : This kind of relationship is seen
‘in situations,iike the market place
where there is a clear struggle
between individuals. Justice of
equity prevails and the equity norm

is used.

Lerner (1974) found that when first grade students of
primary school perceive themselves as members of the same
team, they use the rule of equality, but when they perceive

themselves as members of different teams they use the rule of
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’equity.'Shapiro (1975) observed that when subjects who per-
formed mofe work than others were warned that in the future
they all would be in the same group; they distributed the
rewards equally, whereas, in situations where future rela-

. tions were not expécted the rule of equity was used. Shapiro
(1975) interprets this situation as follows: when future
relationships are expected the distributor apportions the
rewards equally to affect the gther members positively and to

establish harmonious relationships with them.

Therefore, in summary it can be said that the system
of relationships in which a person lives influences his norm
preference. When the type of relationship'is perceived as
"unit" the preferred norm is the equality norm.. In unit rela-
tions, the individuals are together for a long time, And.so
they give importance to the harmony.of’the group. Therefore
in unit relations equality norm is mostly used, whereas when
the relafions are pefceived as "nonequivalent", the equity

norm is used.

The importance of sex in norm preference:

There are studies which show thét,_othervthan age and
the kind of relationship between individuals, the sex of the
individuals also influences the distribution of reward.
Accordiﬁg to the results of-some studies, women usually prefer

the rule of equality whereas men prefer the rule equity

RoGAZICH {NIVERSITESH KOTUPA
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(Le&enthal and Anderson, 1970; Leventhal, Popp and Sawyer,
1973; Benton, 1971). They concluded that women usually give
importance to Harmonicus reIationships and distribute the
rewards according to the rule of equality, and tﬁat,men give
more importance to the quantity of the work and distribute
the reward according to’thé-rule of equity. In Levenﬁhalfs:
opinion, while women want to establish harmonious and friémﬁy
relationships,.men aim ét success. The tendeﬁcy of Womenkto
establisﬁ friendly relationsﬁips is so strong that although
_they make an equal distribution when they perform more work
than their pértners; tﬁey take 1ess than their partners when
fhey perform less than their partners (Leventhal and Lane,
1970). This shows that, the rule of equality is mnot a‘habit;
ually preferred but is preferrea iﬁ order to provide harmony

within the group.

Kahn (1972) eﬁpﬂasizes:the imbor;ancg oi;tﬁe situation
which can create sex differéncés.in the p:eferenceféf#norm.
He observea thaf_éex differeﬁces come out when the resea?ch
Situétion-included competitionr(in»this situation men received
mére rewafd.than_women); but it does not come out when the
situation includes no competition (in éuch a situation both

men and women use the equality norm).

As reviewed in this section it is observed that com-
pared to men, women use the rule of equality more. According

to Leventhél and Lane (1970), women behave this way not
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- because they cannot appreciate differences in the quantity of

effort, but because they want to maintain harmony within the

bgroup.

The aim of the research:

It is seen in the studies discussed above that norm
preference in the distribution or sharing of rewards is in-
fluenced by_many different factors._As was mentioned befdre,
the studies on norm preference in our country are very few.
The present study is an attempt to investigate the norm pref-

erences - among pre-school childrén in Turkey.

The basic question of the study presented is whether
the results obtained iﬁ'the studieé made inléthér countries
are relevant to our society. For this reasoﬁ, first of all it
was ésked whether there 1is a.difference between males and

females in norm preferences.

Hypothesis 1: Female children in'thevpre—school pefiod (at
the age of 5) use the norm of equality more

than male children.

According to the studies previquslj dbne, compared to
men, women usually prefer to use the norm of equality-more
(Leventhal and Anderson, 19703 Leventhal and Lane,ll970;
Benton;'1971; Leventhal, Popp and Saﬁyer, 1973). Hypothesis 1

aims at testing whethier this result is relevant to our society.
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Another factor which influénées the norm preference of
an individual is the system of refations in which he lives.
The choice of a norm is affected by the perceived system of
relationships between individuais (Lerner, 1974; Lerner,
Miller and Holmes, 1976). When friendship or membership of
the same team is in question the prefefred norm is the norm
of equality, whereaé when the.felationAof two péople who do
not know each/pther‘and>who doknot think that the relation
will last lomng is in question, usﬁéily the norm of equity 1is
used. Hypothesis 2 was constructed to test which norm the in-
dividuals prefer fo use where the relation is perceived either

as a unit relation or as a nonequivalence relation.

Hypothesis 2: The children in the pre-school period (at five
years of age)‘who perceive a relation as a
"unit" relation will use the norm of equality
more than the children wﬁo perceive itvés

"nonequivalent".

Another point of importance is the preference fdr a
norm when the stimulus "Be careful not to be unjust" is given.
The reason for this point'whicﬁ has never been tested before
is as follows: A child, as a member of the society he lives
in, has values related to justice. The child can.perqeive his
environmént and judge it. Although it is usually expected
that the child will share goods with his friends of the s ame

age group, the child observes that adults do not share
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théir belongings. Briefly, a concept of justice
develops 1in a‘child parallel to the structure and the value
judgements of his society. Although when he is left by himself
and a stimulus 1is not given, he uses the rule of equality as
it.is taught and expected, when the usstimulus "Be careful not
to be unjust" is given the ﬁsage of the rule of equity will
increase. This 1is Aue to the fact that, the society is a
nonequivalenﬁ one and a five year old child caﬂ pefceive this

fact. From this standpoint Hypothesis 3 was constructed.

Hypotﬁesis 3:‘The children in the pre-school period (at five
years of age) who arebéiven the stimulus "Be
careful not to be unjust'" will use the norm of
equity more. than the childreﬁ whdvare not given

this stimulus.

In the present study, age was taken as the control
variable and the experiment iﬁcludedlonly children of five
years of age. Pteference for the equity or equality norm is
the de?endent variéble and sex, the type of the pgrceived
relationship (unit-nonequivalence) and the existence or non-
existence of a stimulus promoting "justice" are the indepen-

dent variables.




METHOD

In this research it was assumed that -the norm pre-
ference of Turkish children at the age of five differs with
the sex of the child; whether the relatiomn concernéd is taken
as "Unit" or "Nonmequivalence" and whether he is warned to "Be
careful not to be unjust". For this reason, among experimental
designs, the Fﬁll Factorial Design was preferred to see the
interaction between the factors. During the research, for
each maleffemale,‘unit—nonequivalence and warned-not warned
categories, separate experiments were held. Each category and
the number of subjects in each category are presented in

Table I.

SUBJECTS:

| 80 children (40 girls-40 boys) were subjects in this

research. They all were five-year-old nursery school children.

The subjects were taken f;om SSYB Bakirkdy Kreg ve
Gindiz Bakimevi, §9YB Okmeydani Kresg ve Gilindiiz Bakimevi,
Istanbul ﬁnivérsitesi Mediko—-Sosyal Mérkezi Kre§ ve Giindiz
Bakimevi, Bogfazigi ﬁniversitesi.okuléncesi Egitim Merkezi,
Mensucat Santral Kres ve Cocuk Bakimevi and Eczacibagl Kreg

ve Cocuk Yuvasi.

In these nursery schooi the children who were born in

1977 were chosen from the files and grouped according to
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their sexes. The children who were not present at the nursery

séﬂool at the time of the application were not taken into the

VStudy. Also; three children who did not want to take farf in

the experiment were not forced. At the eﬁd of the application

a boy and three girls were needed to complete fhe groups and
: N

they were chosen randomly from the list.

39\subjécts were faken'frbm SéYB Bakirkdy Kres ve Giin-
diiz Baklmevi; 7 from SSYB Okmeydani Kreg ve Giindliz Bakimevi,
7 from 1.U. Mediko-Sosyal Merkezi Kres ve Giindiiz Bakimevi, 6
from B.U. Okuldncesi Egitim Merkezi, 7 from Tﬁrkiye.gocuk
Eéirgeme Kurumu Zeytinburnu Anaokulu ve Egitim Merkezi, 3
from Mensucat Santral Kres ve Cocuk Bakimevi .and 19 from Ec-

zacibasi Kreg ve Gocuk Yuvasz.

Two factors were taken into consideration in the choice
of these nursery schools: first pre-school education is given
in these nursery schools and it was easy to get permission

for the application from them.

Only the children who were born in 1977 were takeﬁ as
subjects. The mean age of the group was 5 years and 6 months.
The mean age of the girls was 5 years and 6‘ﬁonths and the
mean age of the boys was 5 years and 5 monthsf (See Graph I

for the ages of the subjects).

The reason for taking the five-year-old children

attending kindergartens is that the children at this age
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attend classes in'which they @re prepared for priﬁary school,
but they are not -in a siﬁuafion of getting grades which is a
definite way of rewarding. Neifher their successes nor
failures were given grades. Thatiis, ;hese children do not
receive bad marks if they do not, participate enough in some
work. They are not expected to work hard; instead they are
expected to be éble to work ip teams with cooperation and not
'to.preventktheir friends from>working. No.doubt their
successes are rewarded in nursery school, too. But thié reward
is nothing more than hanging the child's picture on the wall
or only an encouraging word. There is no pfomise of promotion
to the next class or fear of failure. What's more, a success-
ful child in the kiﬁdergarten has no right fo play with the
toys more than the othérs and he'canrnot take more paint than
the others. On the contrary, in nursery schools, in order to
‘provide harmony within the groups, children are taught the
habit of sharing resources equally. Children in nursery
schools have to share everything such as toys, books, paint

“etc. In other words in nursery schools the method of

apportioing resources is equal distribution.

Nursery school children were preferred as subjects
because of the resources are mostly shared equally and the
children's contribution is not judged definitely in kinder-

#

gartens.

In nursery schools in which the resources are used
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equally, the most mature group consisted of the five~year-old
children. These children can do subtraction and addition
better and give their attention to a subject longer than the

younger ones. That's why five-year-old kindergarten children

were taken as subjects of this research.

INSTRUMENTS :

Data‘sheets Wére used to record the characteristics
and responses of each subject (See APPENDIX I). For each
group 3.stories were méde up. For each story pictures were
presented to the subjects to make the.story clear in the
children's minds.kThere were 3 ﬁictures for. the first two
stories and 4 pictures for the last one. The stories were
constructed/separately for-the male-female and unit-nonequiv-
“alence cafegories (See APPENDIX II for the stories and
pictures). Chocolatesiwere used as the rewards to be distrib-

uted to the two children in the studies by the subjects.

While the stories were being constructed a great deal
of care was takén to ensure that the work the heroes did in
each story should vary in»quantity but not in quality. The
stories prepared were te;ted in a pilot study and only stories
that were found to be élearly understood by the children were
used fgr the research. This can be explained better with an
example: In one of the original stories two children are

making a snow-man. One of the children makes the body and the
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head of the snow-man and the other makes only the eyes and
the nose. Since.the eyes and the nose of the snow-man appear
to be importgnt the subject can not distinguish whether the
work done by the first child is more or 1esé than that done
by the secbnd child. Because he perceivés the incident as
making a sﬁow—man, the work of the child who only made the
eyes and the nose comes out tovbe as important as the work of
the child who made the whole body and the head. Stories of
this sortl which contained variations in the quality of work,

were not included in the experiment.

Another matter which was given consideraﬁion was that
the heroes of the stories should be of the same sex as the
subject, because.the child should concéntrafe only/on the
quantity of the‘work done in the stories. Therefore differences
in sex which might affect the child's decision were not

introduced and the child was left only the quantity of the

work to decide about.

While the stories were being made up the use of words
which might imply strength and ability was avoided. The aim
of this was to avoid créating any variation in the abilities

of the two heroes.

In drawing the pictures to jllustrate the stories,
"heroes were drown to appear similar. The only differences
between the heroes were the color of the clothes and the hair

style. These are necessary variations to show the subject
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that the heroes of the stories are different persons. Both in
the pilot and the main study it was observed that the children
did not distribute rewards according to the color of the

clothes or hair style.

In a second pilot study the pictures' relevance to the
stories was checked. The results of this pilot study showed
that the pictures were relevant to the stories and they

contributed to a better understanding of the stories.

Another point regarded as important while the stories
were being constructed was to avoid talking about the quantity
of the work the heroes did by using wordsllike "little-much"
or numerical values. That's because it waslthught that the
subject would get stuck to these mességes‘and he might do the
distribution automatically according to théée fhem,'whereas
/the'requirement is fhat the subject himself should comprehend
the situation presented and maké hisvdecision according to

that.

PROCEDURE !

This research was éarried out in the nursery schools
mentioned above, during periods other than the sleeping and
dining hours of the-children, between 17th January and 1llth

February 1983.

In each nursery school the experiment was carried out
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in a separate room where the experimenter énd the subject
could be glone. Usually play rooms, bedrooms, waiting or
sitting rooms served the purpose. These rboms were preferred
since the'children ﬁere not used to playing in them. Places
such as the infirmary were>not used to carry out the experi-

ment because the children might have felt uneasy in them.

From the files of the nursery schools the children who
were‘Bprn’in 1977 were. chosen and grouped according.to-their
sexes. Then fhé experiﬁenter was introduced to thé children
by the teacher of the group and the director‘of the nursery
school. The children were told that they would play a game
with the experimenter. Because there were some children whq
were born in 1978 in the pré—school group, 1t was emphasized
that the game would be‘pla§ed only with those born in 1977.
It waS'a1SO‘stated_that any children, among the ones born in
1978, who wanted to play the same game could do so after the
61der.ones. So, when the expérimenter finished the experiment
‘with the subjects she told the same stories and showed the
same pictures to the children born in 1978 just to please
them. Bﬁt thévansweré of the children were néither recorded

nor taken into consideration.

When éach subject entered the room where the experi-.
ment was carried out, the experimenter asked him whether he
wanted to plavaith the experimenter or not. The children who

stated that they did not want to were not forced. Only three
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children did not want to take part in the research. Among
these three, two of them never came to the room where the ex-
periment was held, and the other came in but when asked

whether he wanted to play a game with the experimenter said

he did not.

In order to motivate the subjects, "playing a game
"with the experimenter" began with the child who seemed to be
the'most'enthusiastic in eéch group. Thé experimenter tried
not,to change’the.environment the children were used to.
, Thérefore in some nursery schools the experiment was carried
out on the carpet (in B.U. Okuldncesi Egitim Merkezi, SSYB
Okmeydani Kres ve Giindiiz Bakimevi where the_experiment>was
held in the chiidren's playing rooms), on a sofa (Tirkiye
Cocuk Esirgeme Kurumu Zeytinburnu Anaokulu ve'Egitim Merkezij

and in others sitting opposite at a square table.

Each subject was taken to the room where the experi-
ment wéé going to be carried out and the experimenter and the
subject sat face to faég. First.the child was questioned
about his name, age and favorite games in order to ease the
subject and to establish contact although his name and age
had already been printed on the data sheet. These questions

were answered by all the subjects.

After this short conversation, four chocolates were
put in front of the subject and he was asked how many pieces

of chocolate were on the table. When the subject stated that
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the number was four, he was then asked "Now if you and I were
to share these chocolates equally,vhoﬁ>many‘wou1d there be in
front of each of us? Please‘show me by placing them in front
of you‘and me"., If ﬁhe,child did not do this (43 subjects did
not) the experimenter put two pieces of chocolate in front‘of
the child and said "Look, it will be 1like this, now, come omn
you do it yourself this time." Then she waited for the child
to do it by himself. When the subject distributed the choc~—
olaﬁes equaliy between himself and the experimenter, the'sub—
ject was then asked to give less chocolates to the experi-
Amenter and take more himself. it was -observed that except for
“one child from SSYB'Baklrkﬁy Kres ve Gilindiz Bakimevi all the
childreniuneerstood this message and put one chocolate in
front of the experimenter while taking three for themselves.
The child mentioned above did not respond te this message at
~all. Butbafter-the experimenter had showed the process once
more, it Qas re?eated by the child; Later, the child was
given the following message '"This time let me have more and
&ou get less chocolates™. It wae observed that all the sub-
jects understood the message correctly and put one in front
of themselves and three in front of the experimenter. The
children were rewarded with the praise "well-done" after each

distribution.

‘By this process it was checked that the children could

do sharing in three different ways. The subject was then

given a chocolate. While the child was eating the chocolate -
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the experimenter asked, "Shall I tell you the stories related
to these pictures?". After receiving a positive answer the
pictures of the stories which would be told, were put in
front oﬁ the subject. The experimenter presented the stories
in thé s ame Qrder for eaéh child. After each.story was told,
the child was asked to repeat it and qqestioned about the‘r
story. Such as, "How manj applés did the child pick, what did
the child in the red clothes pick?" After the child answered
these queétions correct;y he was asked the following quésthnm
for each story: "The teacﬂer has four chocolates and isvgoing
to distribute these chocolapes.betweeﬁ these two people in
the story. If you Qere the teacher how would you distribute -
the chocolateé between them? Please show mevby placing the
chocolates on the children in the picture". The subjects'
choice pf digf;ibutioh of rewards (3-1;.2—2;'4—0) was recorded
by the experimenter and the subject was asked why he had

distributed the chocolates in that way, and the answers

received were recorded on the data sheet.

When the experiﬁent, which lasted for about 15-20
minutes for each child, was finished, the child was thanked
and asked to bring or send the next subject whose name was
on the list. The reason for sending the message to the next
subject by the child who completed the experiment is to enable
the child té tell the next one that the experiménter was
showing colored pictures and giving chocolates. It was
observed in the pilot study that these messages transmitted
between the children had a positive effect on the subject and

was put into practice in the main study.
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UNIT NO WARNING
(20) FAIRNESS WARNING (10
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(20) - | FATRNESS WARNING  (10)
UNIT NO WARNING (10)
(20) _ =
— FPATRNESS WARNING  (10)
(40) .
NONEQUIVALENT NO WARNING (10)

(20)

FAIRNESS WARNING

(10)
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this sec;ion, the three hypotheses of the present
study will be dealt with one by one; and the results will be
dis;ussed. Chi Square,-a‘nonparametric test, was used to
analyze the data. Only the responses of tﬁe subjects who used
the same norm in all three stories were taken into consider-—
ation..The number\gf the subjects who used different norms
for the three sfories was very few and it was felt‘that their
inclusion would unnecessarily-complicéte the analysis.

Therefore their responses were not included in the

statistical analysis.

Hyphotésis 1: Female children in the pre-school period (at

the age of the 5) use the norm of equality more

than male children

The data revealed that in the reward distribution 52.5 %
of the boys made use of the norm of equality whereas this
proportion was 47.5 % for the girls, while 56.7 % of girls
and 47.5 % of boys used the morm of equity in reward

distribution. The data are shown in Table ITI.
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Table I1- Norm preference of girls and boys in the
distribution of rewards

Norm of equity Norm of equality

. 21 » 16
srrie (56.7) | (43.3)
19 21
Boys (47.5) ‘ (52.5)

The results of the Chi Square test‘did not sﬁpport
‘the first hypothesis (x? = 0.8). In fact, the data show that
the effect is in the opposite direction. It was expected that
the girls would prefer to use equality norm more frequently
coﬁparea to the boys. But the data revealedbthat the norm of
equaiity was used more often by the boys than by the girls.
This result'contradicts.the résults of»previous studies
(Leventhal and Anderson, 1970; Benton, 1971; Leventhal, Popp
and Sawyer, 1973; Leventhal and Lane, 1970; and Kahn 1973).
According to these studies, in general;.females prefer the
rule of equality and males prefer the rule of equity in the
distribution of rewards. In order to explain this
éontradiction, the interaction effects should be taken into
consideration. For this reason, first of all the norm
preference of both sexes when the relationéhip was perceived
as unit was examined. It was observed that 57.9 % of the girls
and 50.0 % of the boys used the norm of equality when the
rélationship between two people was perceived as unit, Wbereas
the use of equity norm in girls was 42.1 % and 50.0 Z in boys

when the relationship was perceived as unit (The data is

presented in Table III).
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Table III- The norm preferences of the girls and the boys when
: the relationship is perceived as unit

¢

Norm of equity Norm of equality
. 8 ) . o 11
Girls
(42.1) S (57.9)
Boys 10 10

(50.0) (50.0)

According to the Chi Square test results, (x*® = 0.4) -
"there is no meaningful relationship. But it was observéd that
there is a tendency for the girls'to prefer the equality norm
when the relationship between two people is pérceived as
unit. Leventhal and Anderson (1970), Leventhal and Lane (1970),
and Leventhal, Poppband Sawyer (1973), explain this éituatibn
by the fact that females give more importance to harmony in’
_ relations. The data showed that, the boys used norm of equal-
ity and -equity in the same proportions when the relationship

was perceived as unit (50.0 Z for both norms) .

)

When the relationship between fwo people were perceived -
as "nonequivalent", 27.8 % of the girls and 55.0 7 of the
boys used the norm of equality, whereas in nonequivalent
relationships 72.2 % of the girlsvandv45.0 Z of the boys

preferred to use the norm of equity (Table IV shows the

relevant data).
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- Table IV- The norm preference of the boys and. the girls when ’
the relation between 2 people is perceived as

nonequivalent
Norm of equity Norm of equality
. 13 : . 5
Girls : -
(72.2) (27.8)
9 11
Boys - (45.0) (55.0)

The result of Chi Square test (¥x? 0 2.9) sﬁowed that
this result is not significant at the ,05 level but it.is
quite close to significance. The percentage of girls who used
the‘equality norm was 27.8, whéh the relationship was
prerceived a;‘nonequivalent. However this percentage increases
to 57.9, when the relationship is perceived as unit. This

finding makes it clear that the girls place importance on the

type of the relationship.

Contrary to the hypothésis it was found that the
general tendency of the girls in the distribution of rewards
is to use the norm of equity. It was also found that boys
tended'to prefer the norm of equality. The type of the
relationship was. found to be important fof girls. When the
relatlonshlp between 2 people was unit, girls preferred to
distribute the sources equally possibly not to dlsturb harmony.
Contribution was of secondary importance for girls in these
situations. During the experiment-When the subjects had
finished the process of distribution, they were asked why

they had allocated the chocolates in that way. The subjects
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replied that."They are frieﬁds, if I don't give both them the
éame amount, they would quarrei, be sad and be;cross with eaéh
otﬁer". It was clear that they tried to save the friendship
and not to disturb the harmony between them. When the
relationship is perceived as nonequivalent girls tend to use

the norm of equity more. ' ' i

When the stimulus "Be céreful'not to be unjust" was
given and thevnorm preferénces of both sexes were examined,
it was found that the boys used the norm of equity more,
comﬁared to the girls. (The data obtained are presented in

Table V).

Table V- The norm preferences of boys and girls when the
: instruction "Be careful not to . be unjust", was given

Norm of equity ' Norm of equality
. 11 8
Girls (57.9) (42.1)
o 13 7
Boys (65.0) (35.0)

The result of the Chi Square test, however, did not shoxw

: 2
a significant difference between the two sexes (x* = 0.4).
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As can be seen in Table VI, when the instruction, "Be

ca;eful not to be unjust", was not given, the boys preferred

to use norm of equality.

Table VI~ The norm preference of girls and boys when- the
instruction "Be careful not to be unjust" was not

given
Norm of equity . Norm of equality
e 10 , 8
Girls (55.6) (44.4)
Boys 6 14
< (30.0) (70.0)

The result of the Chi Square test showed that there
is no significant difference, but the difference is close to
significance (x% = 2.7). When the stimulus was not given the
boyé compared to the girls used the norm of equality more

frequently.

When Tables V and VI are examined, a very important

pointkis observed. The norm of equity'was used by $7.9 %z of

the girls, when the instruction was given and by 55.6 Z when
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wasn't given. On the other hand, 65.0 7 of thé boys prefer

to use the no?m,of equity when they receive the instruction,
though Wﬁen the instruction is not given the peréentagé of the
"boys who prefer the equity norm isIBO.O'Z. The general tendency
of the boys to use the norm of equality changes to preference
for the norm of eduity when the stimulus is given, while no
significant change was observed in the prefefence of the girlé

in response to the instruction.

In general the first hypothesis is not éupported by
the results (Table II). It is fairly clear that, giving a
stimulus or making the child perceive the situation as unit
or nonequivalence affecs the norm preférences of both males
and females. It can be said that in the preference of norms
the determining factor is not only the sex of the child, but

other factors affect the decisions of both sexes.

In the present study, the effecté'of the following
factors on the preference of norﬁs are investigated: The sex
of the subjects, the relation;hips between the individuals
in social situations,>and warhing the child not to be unjust.
Further studies can be carried out examining the effects of
the structure of society, socio-economic-level of the subjects,
practices of child rearing, on norm preference. It seems to

. be highly probable that when these factors are controlled

norm prefereﬁce will not be greatly affected by sex.
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Hypothesis 2: The children in the pre-school period (at five
years of age) who perceive a relation as a
“Munit" relation will use the norm of equality

more than the children who.perceive it as

"nonequivalent".

The data shows thét, 46.2 % of the subjects who
perceived the relationship as "unit" and 57.9 Z of those who
petceiﬁed the relationship as "nonequivalent'" used the norm
of equity (Table VII).

Tablé.VII—‘The norm preferences of the subjects who perceived

the relationship between two people as "unit" or
"nonequivalent"

Norm of equity Norm of equality
o 18 21
Unit (46.2) (53.8)
. 22 ) 16
Nonequivalence (57.9) : (42.1)

Accérding to the Chi Square test, the difference 1is
not significant at the..05 level (x* = 1.2) but is in the
exbected direction. As can be seen in Table VII, when the
relation is perceived as unit, use of the equality norm
increases and when the relation is pe:ceived as nonequivalence,

use of the equity norm 1ncreases.

The results obtained seem to support.the results of
siﬁilar studies (Lerner, 1974; Lernmer, Miller, Holmes 1976;
Shapiro 1975). In order to understand the results better,

interactions should be considered again. Therefore, the
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effect of perceiving the relationship as unit or nonequivelent
norm preference is considered. Seperately for.the two sexes.
The interaction between sex and the kind of perceived
relationship between the'heroes were examined above and the
resﬁlts were shown in Tables IiI and. VI. Here the

independent variable is the kind of relationships whereas it
wae sex in the above mentioned tables. |

Table VIII- The norm prefereﬁce of boxs who perceived the
relationships as unit or nomnequivalence.

Norm of equity ‘ Norm of equality
. 10 10
Unait
n (50.0) (50.0)
N 7 B 9 ' 11
onequivalence (45.0) (55.0)

As can be seen in Tébh&VIII, the relationship's being
unit or nonequivalent, does not affect the norm preferences
of bovs (X2 = 0,4)., But, as can bevseen in table IX, the
‘type of relationship affects the norm preferences of girls.

Table IX- The norm preferences of girls who perceive the
relatlonshlp as unit.or nonequlvalence

Norm of—equify Norm of equality
. -8 11
Unit (42.1) C (57.9)
13 5

Nonequivalance (72.2) (27.8)
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‘The results of the Chi Square test shows that the
relgtionghip is very close to significance at thev.OS level,
(x® = 3.5). As can be seen in the table 72.2 % of the female
subjects used the norm of equity when thej perceived the
relationship as nonequivalence, but when the relationship was

perceived as unit the percentage decreased to 42,

The results obtained are in the expected direction,
however, differences were obserﬁed between the sexes. It was
discovered that for boys the kind. of relationship (unit-
nonequivalence) WaS'not-impoitant. But 57.9 % of the girls
used the norm of equality when they perceived the relation as
uhit; compared to 27.8 % who preferred to use the norm éf
equity whén they perceived the relationship as nonequivalance.
These resﬁlts indicate that the type of relation'whiq isn't
important for moys, is quite important for girls. This result
is not surprising, since previous studies have shown that
female subjects have a tendency to maintain harmony in their

relationships.

In the situations where the instruction "Be careful
not to be unjustﬁ was given, the effect of perceiving the
relationéhip as unit or nonequivalente on mnorm preference was
also studied. seperately. It was found that there are
differences between the'situations where the relationship is

perceived as unit and as nonequivalance.
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Table X~ The effects of the type of the relation (unit-non-

ﬁqulvalence) on norm preference when the instruction -
Be careful not to be unjust", is not given.

Norm of equity

Norm of equality

. 5 : 14
Un1it '
(26.3) : . (73.7)
S 11 8
1 ,
Nonequivalance (57.9) (42.1) -

According to the fésult of the Chi Square test, the
,;elationship between thé two variables is significant at the
.05 level (x2 =4,2). The:efore; in céses when the stimulus
was not given, if the relationship was perceived as "unit",
the norm of equality was used more; frequently if it was
perceived as "nonequivalence", the nﬁrm of equity was used
more often. In situations where the relationship was perceived
as "unit" and no stimulus was given, the preferred norm was

the norm of equality. This result supports Hypothesis 2.

When the stimulus was given, the norm bf equity was
used more frequenfly whatever the type of the relationship.
In fact, when the relationship was perceived as unit, the
norm of equitj was used more frequently compared to the

nonequivalent relationship situation (See Table XI).

Table XI- The effect of the relationship (ﬁnit-nonequivglenge)
on norm preference in cases when the 1nstruction 1S

given
' Norm of equity Norm of equality
. 13 7
Unit (65.0) (35.0)
11 8

Nonequivalence » (57.9) B (42.1)
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Thus the examination of the data indicates that the
second hypothesis is valid only when the stimulus is not
given. This is not the expected resuit. According to the
second hypothesis subjects were expected to use the norm of
equality when the relationship was pefceived as unit, however,
it was found that the stimulus proved to be more important
thap the relation system and the use of the norm of equity

increased when this stimulus was given. As this issue is

related directly to the next hYpothesis, at this point it is

neceésary to take up the third hypothesis,

Hypothesis 3: The children in the pre-school peripd (at five
years of age5~who are given the-stimulus "Be
careful not to be'unjust" will use the norm of
equity ﬁore than the children who are not‘giveﬁ

this stimulus.-

According to the results, when this inst;uction was
given, 61.5 Z usea the norm of.equity But when the instruction
was not given. 42;1 Z used the norm of equity. Clearly the
-relationship is in the expected direction (See Table XIT).

Table XII- The norm preferences for the warning/no warning
conditions

Norm of equity Norm of Qquality
24 15
Warnming (61.5) ' (38.5)
16 22

No warning : (42.1) (57.9)
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The Chi Square test results indicate that the reiation-
ship between the variables is close to significance at the
.05 level (X2 =.3.l). In order to evaluate the results bétter
interactions ﬁerg considered. First, the efféct of sex waé
' examiﬁed and the results are presented in Tables XIII and XIV.

Table XIII-' The norm preferences of girls for the warning/no
" warning conditions

Norm of equity Norm of equality
. 11 8
W
arning (57.9) (42.1)
. 10 . 8
No warning (55.6) : (44.8)
The reiationship was nonsignificant (%% = 0.2). As can

be seen in the table, the stimulus didrmt’affect the norm
preferences of the girls. In botﬁ cases the girls uséd the
norm of equity more. However as can be seen in Table XIV,
for boys the warning "Be careful not to bu unjust”, 1ed't§
important changes in norm preferences.

bTable XIV- The norm preferences of boys by warning/no warning
“conditions

Norm of equity Norm'of equality
: 13 \ - 7
Warning - (65.0) , 1 (35.0)
6 - 14

No warmning (30.0) (70.0)
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It was found that this relationship is significant.at
the'305 level; (x? ; 5.0). Thus, it is clear that the third
hypothesis is valid only for boys. When the stimulus was given
‘there was no change in the preferencé of the girls, but a
significant change in the pteferenqe of the boys who received
fhis stimulus was observed. This reveals that the stimulus is
quite effective on male children, because 30.0 percent of the
Ecys used the norm of equity when the stimulus was not given,
while 60.0 percent of them used the norm.of equity when the

" stimulus was given.

Finally, sitﬁations where the relationship betweén two
people was perceived as "unit" or "nonequivalance" were
conéidered.‘The data related to these situations are
 presented.in Taﬁle XV..

Table XV- The norm preferences for the unit~relationship
~ condition in the warning/no warning conditions

Norm of equity ' Norm of equality
. . 13 7
Warning (65.0) (35.0)
. 5 ‘ 14
No warning (26.3) - (73.7)

The‘result is significant at the .05 level,‘(x2 = 5.9).
The hypothesis is supported for the cases where the reiation—
ship was perceived as "unit'". When ghe'relationship was
perceived as "unit" and the stimulus was given, 65.0 percent

of the subjects used the norm of equity. When the stimulus
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was not,giyen, only 26,3 of the subjects used the norm of‘equity.

When unit relationships are in question the warning,

"Be careful not to be unjust", appears as an important factor

that determining the subjects' norm preference. This may

indicate that for children, the concept of 'justice' is more

important than friendship and that they also consider the

social situation, in making then decisions.

No difference was found between the existence or non-
existence of the stimulus when the relation between the two
people was perceived as "nonequivalant", (See Table XVI).

Table XVI- The norm preferences for the nonequivalent condition
in the warning/no warning conditions

Norm of equity Norm of equality
. ' 11 8
Warning (57.9) | (42.1)
.. 11 : 8
No warning (57.9) (42.1)

The Chi Square test results indicéted that the
instruction héd no effect in the "nonequivalent'" conditions,
(x* = 0.0). In fact, in the "nonequivalent" conditions the
use of the equity norm was a general tendency among the
subjects. The discovery that the stimulus did not have any
effect in this situation does not seriously restrict the
validity of the third hypothesis. According to tﬁe hypothesis,

it was expected that the percentage of subjects who used the
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tbé norm of equity would be higher when the stimulus was given.
The use of the norm of eqﬁity was high both in the situations
where stimulus was given and not given. These data show that
the stimulus was more effective on the boys and when the "unit"
felationships are in question. The reason for using the

equity norm in the "unit" relationships when the stimulus was
given, might be that the children could ha%e thought that a
fair reward distribution could be done only when contribution

is considexred.

While the data were being examined it was observed that
there were strong interaction effects among the variables.
Furthermore, there are‘many ungonérolled variables (Socio-
economic_status, different practices of child rearing, the
expectatién of the society from the child and vice versa, etc.)
which are probably as important as‘sex, the type of the
’perceived relationships between the individuals and being
told not to be unjust. The uncontrolled variables mentioned

above ﬁight affect preferences for justice norms, as they
are important factors that affect the norms and value
judgements of individuals in genera1. When these factors are
neglected the individual is isolated from the environment in
“which he was bfought up. And it 1is an important shortcoming
of this study mot to have controlled for these factors.

the practical circumstances under which this study

However,

was carried out, did not allow for elaborate controls.
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"CONCLUSTION

The results of the study can be summarized in three
different sections: the differences between boys and giris in
their preferences for justice norms; the effect of perceived
vsoeial relationship on preferences for justice no;ms; and the
effect on preference for justice norms of being w rned not to

be unjust.

1- The differences found in the justice norm prefer-

~ences of male and female children:

According to the results of the preeent study, 43.3 Z
of the girls and452.5’Z of the boys preferred the norm of
equality in distributing rewards. These results contradice
the results of the previous sfudies (Leventhal and Anderson,
1970; Leventhal and Lane, 1970; Benton, 1971; Kahn, 1972;
Leventhal, Popp and Sawyer, 1973). In order to explain the
results better, interaction effects were also considered.
Wﬁen the relationship between two people was perceived as
"unit", 57.9 percent of the girls and 50.0 percent of the
boys used the norm of equality. This shows that the use of

the norm of equality when the relationship was perceived as
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A1} : " - .
unit” 1s more frequent among girls than boys. That is to

say, the type of the relationship is importaﬁt for the
girlsf On the other hand the number of male children who used
the norm of equity. is roughly equal to the number of boys WhO‘

used the norm of equality, regardless of the social situation.

In summary the general tendency among the girls is to-
use the norm of equity. However, when the subjects were
informed ab&ut the type df the relationship (i.e. unit), the
use of the norm of equality increased. This shows that female
children place importance on thebtype of the relationship in

distributing rewards.

The efféct on preferences for justice norms in both
sexes when the subjects were asked not to be unjust was also
examined. In these situations it was observed that the per-
centégé of boys who used the norm of equity was higher than
the percentage of girls who used this norm, (57.9 Z in girls;
65.0 Z in boys). It is clear that telling the subjects not to
be unjust, results in’a change in norm preference in boys,

although it does not seem to affect the girls.

2- The differences in the preferences for justice

norms in different social situations.

Accordlng to the results, 53.8 percent of the subjects

Who perceived the relationship as unit and 42.1 percent of

the'subjects who perceived the relatlonshlp as nonequlvalent

used the norm of equality. This was the expected result and
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is in accord with the results of previous studies (Lerner,

1974; Lernmer, Miller and Holmes, 1976; and Sﬁapifo, 1975).

The interaction between fhe type of‘relationship ahdr
existence of a warning, ("Be careful not to be unjust") was
exéminéd, as well. It was found that whatever the type of
relationship, the use of the norm of equity is high given the
warning. Thus, the hypothesis was supported only in the situa-
tion when the stimulus Was'nﬁt given. We can say that thé
wa;ning'is more effective than the type of relationship, in

determining the norm preference.

3- Differences in the preferences for justice norms

when the subjects were asked not to be unjust:

The results show that this warning is quite important.
While the percentége of the subjeéts who used the norm of
equity was 61.5 when the stimulus was given, this percentage
was 42.1, when it was not given. That means, the hypothesig

¢

was supported by‘therresﬁlts.

It was found that although the warning did not lead to
an important change in the norm preferences of the girls, it

affected the boys a lot.

Similarly, the stimulus led to important changes in

norm preferences when the relationship was perceived as

"unit". More specifically, when the stimulus was not given and
-

: . " e "
the relationship was perceived as “unit’, 26.3 pgrcent of the
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subjects used the norm of equity. But this percentage in-

creased to 65.0 when the stimulus was given."

In summary, it’ can be said that there are significant
intéraction effects between the variables of the present
study. Sex, social context and the warning to be just, as
well as other~prdbab1e faactors not controlled for in.this
studf, detefmine individual children's norm preferences -in

a complex and intricate manner.
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APPENDIX I
DATA SHEET:

Anaokuluﬁun'Adlz “esenea

Denegin Adi-Soyadi: ....

Denegin Dogum Tarihi: ...

Denegin Cinsiyeti: Kiz ..

Kullanllaanikaye Grubu.

Denek ¢ikolatalarla yapilan I,
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LI R I I R R R S T S S S SR
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8 8 5 0 ¢ 0 0080000 as0w

«ss Erkek .....

¢ 0 8 0 s e e a0

boliistiirme islemini:

Yaptl cieecadenenanne

Yapmadl ceiceeecencas

Denek ¢ikolata1arla yapilan II, bSliistiirme islemini: Yaptl ceeeeseveccncs

Yapmadl .cceeececesee

Denek cikolatalarla yapilan III. bSliistiirme islemini: Yapta ceceiereenans

Yapmadl c.eeeeccenn

' I. hikayedeki cocuklara &diillerini nasil dagittifi ve nedeni:

" II. hikayedeki cocuklara 8diillerini nasil dagittigl ve nedeni:

III. hikayedeki cocuklara sdiilleri

ni nasrl dagittifi ve nedeni:
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APPENDIX 2

ILISKININ "UNIT"' OLDUGUNU VURGULAMAK 1CIN KULLANILAN HIKAYELER
'HIKAYE 1°

Birbirlerini cok seven ve hef zaman beraber oynayan
iki arkadas ﬁarmls. Bak, burada .ikisi de elele elma agacinin
altinda duruyorlaf\ (Kiz denekler ig¢in ilizerinde iki kiz éocu—
gunun, erkek denekler igin lizerinde iki erkek c¢ocupunun resmi
olan 1. kart gésterilir). ﬁgrefmen bu iki arkadastan yerdeki
elmalari toplamalérlnl istemis., Iki arkadas ayri ayri sepef—
1erebelmalar1 toplamaya baslamislar. (2. kart gasterilir).
Bak, elmalari toplayip gene elele tutusmuslar (3. kart gdste-—
rilir). Portakal rengi elbiseli cocuk bir sepet dolusu elma
toplamis. Mavi elbiselil gocuk;ise sadece yarim sepet elma

toplamis.

5gretmenin 4 gigolata31 varmis. Elmalari topladiklara
iginb4’gikolatay1 bu 1ki arkadasa ?erecekmis. Sen dgretmen '
olsaydin, Eu iki arkadas ara§1nda 4 ¢ikolatayi nasil b8listii-
rirdin? Herbifiﬁe kacar tane verirdin? Herbirine kac tane ci-

kolata vermek istiyorsan resimdeki cocuklarin {istine koy.
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HIRAYE 2

Birbirini cok seven ve her zaman beraber oynayan iki
iyi arkadas varmis. Bak, burada ikisi de elele masanlin Oniinde
duruyorlar (kiz denekler icin tizerinde iki kiz g§cﬁgunun, er-
kek denekler igin iizerinde iki erkek gocupunun reémi olan 1.
"kart gbdsterilir). Ogretmen bu iki arkadastan sofray1 toplama-
lérinl iétemis. Iki arkadas sofray: toﬁlamaya baslamiglar (2.
kart gbsterilir). Sari elbiseli g¢ocuk tabaklari, kaglklérl ve
bigcaklari toplamis. Kirmizi elbiseli cocuk ise sadece catal-

lari toplamis (3. kart goésterilir).

Ogretmenin 4 gikoléta51 varmls..Sofrayl topladiklara
i¢in 4 ¢ikolatay: bu iki arkadasa verecekmis. Sen 6gretmen
olsaydln, bu iki arkadas arasinda 4 c¢ikolatay: mnasil bélisgtii-
rirdidn? Herbirihe kacar tane verirdin? Herbirine kag¢ tane

vermek istiyorsan resimdeki cocuklarin iistiine koy.

L
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HIKAYE 3

Birbirini éok seven ve her zéman beraber oynéyaﬁ iki
arkadas varmis. Bak, burada ikisi de elele tutusmuslar. (kiz
cocuklar icin lizerinde iki kiz cocugunun, erkek denekler icin
..ﬁzeripde iki erkek g¢ocufunun resmi olan 1. kaft gdsterilir).
Ogretmen bu iki arkadastan éepetteki paketlenmis camasirlari
déiabé yverlegtirmelerini istemis. Yesil elbiseli cocuk dolaba
sadece bir paket camasir koymus (2. kart gdsterilir). Sar:
elbiseli gocuk ise, sepette geri kalan biitlin ¢amasirlari do-
laba yerlestirmeye baslamis (3. kart gbsterilir). Bak, sara
elbiseli cocuk geri kalan camasirlarin hepsini dolaba yerles-—

tirmis (4. kart gdsterilir).

Ogretmenin 4 cikolatasi varmis. Camasirlari dolaba
yerlestirdikleri ig¢in 4 ¢ikolatayi bu iki arkadasa verecek-
mis. Sen 6gretmenrolsajd1n, bu iki arkadasa 4 c¢ikolatayi na-
s1l bﬁiﬁstﬁrﬁrdﬁn? Herbirine kagar tane verirdin? Herbirine
kag¢ tane gikolaté vermek istiyorsan resimdeki cocuklarin {iis-

tiine koy-
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FLISKININ NONEQUIVALENCE OLDUGUNU VURGULAMAK ICIN KULLANILAN
HIKAYELER

HIKAYE 1

Birbirleriyle arkadasg olmayan, ayri ayri siniflardan
-olan iki g¢ocuktan 6gretmeﬁ elma toplamalarini istemis (klzl
denekler icin iizerinde iki kiz gocugunun,‘erkek denekler icin
izerinde iki erkek cocufunun resmi olan I. kart gésterilir).
Iki gocuk ayri ayri sepetlere elmalérl toplamaya baslamiglar
(II. kart ngterilir). Portakal rengi elbiseli cocuk bir se;
pet dolusu elma toplamis. Mavivelbiseli cocuk ise sadece ya-

rim sepet elma toplamis (III. kart gdsterilir).

5gretmenin 4 ¢ikolatasi varmis. Elmalar1\top1ad1k1ar1
icin 4 ¢ikolatayi bu iki gocufa verecekmis. Sen Ogretmen ol-
saydin, bu iki c¢ocuk arasiﬁda 4. ¢ikolatayr nasil b8liistiiriir-
din? Herbirine kacar tane verirdin? Herbirine kag tane gikgla—

ta vermek istiyorsan resimdeki cocuklarin iistiine koy.
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HIKAYE 2

. Birbifleriyle arkadas olmayan, ayri ayri siniflardan -
olan ikl cocuktan Ogretmen sofra toplamalarini istemis (kiz
denekler icin ﬁéerinde iki kiz gocugunun, erkek denekler icin
ﬁzeripde iki erkek cocupun resmi olan I. kart gosterilir). -
iki §ocukvsofray1 toplamaya baslaﬁlslar (11. kart gdsteri-
lir). Sari elbiseli gocuk>tabak1ar1, kasiklari ve blgéklarl
toplamis, Kirmizi elbiseli cocuk ise sadece catallari topla-

mis (III. kart g6sterilir).

Ggfetmenin 4 g¢ikolatasi varmis. Sofrayi topladiklar:
icin 4 cikolatay: bu ikl cocuga verecekmis. Sen 6gretmen ol-
saydin, bu i1ki ¢ocuk arasinda 4 ¢ikolatayi nasil bodliistiliriir-
diin? Herbirine kacar tane verirdin? Herbirine kag¢ tane c¢iko-

lata vermek istiyorsan resimdeki cocuklarin iistiine koy.
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HIKAYE 3

Birbiflériyle arkédas olmayan, ayri ayri siniflardan
olan iki gocuktan Bgretmen sepetteki paketlenmis‘gamaslrlarl
-dolaba ye;lestirmelerini istemis (kiz denekler icin ﬁzerindé
iki kiz cocufunun, erkek.denekler igin izerinde 1iki erkek c¢o-
cugunun resimleri olan I. kart gbsterilir). Yesil elbiseli
gocuk dolaba sadece bir paket camasir koymus (II. kart gdste-
.rilir). Sari elbiseli‘gocuk ise, sepette geri kalan biitiin ¢ca-
mas;rlarl dolaba yerlestirmeye baslamis (III. kart gﬁsteri— 
lir). Bak, éarl elbiseli gocuk geri kalan camasirlarin hepsi--

ni dolaba yerlestirmis (IV. kart gdsterilir).

ﬁgretﬁenin 4 gikolat551 varmis. Gamasirlari dolaba
yerlestirdikleri icin 4 ¢ikolatay:i bu iki cocuga verecekmis.
Sen dgretmen olsaydin, bu iki ¢ocuk arasinda 4 ¢ikolatayi na-
s1l bﬁlﬁstﬁrﬁrdﬁn?nHérbirine kacar tane verirdin? Herbirine
kag.tane éikolata vermek istiyorsan resimdeki c¢ocuklarin fis-

tine koy.
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