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ABSTRACT

DECISIONS AND JUSTIFICATIONS OF TURKISH CHILDREN ABOUT
SOCIAL EXCLUSION/INCLUSION CONCERNING GENDER,
DISADVANTAGED GROUPS AND AGGRESSIVENESS IN RELATION TO
AGE AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOUR

Gonil, Buse
M.Sc., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Basak Sahin-Acar

July 2014, 133 pages

The main aim of the current study is to explore children’s decision and justification
patterns on social exclusion and inclusion, across gender, disadvantaged groups, and
aggressiveness themes in different social contexts. In order to have a complementary
insight about the issue, the predictive role of individual factors, as age and prosocial
behavior were also examined. 150 children from two age groups of 10 and 13
completed a questionnaire, including three tasks as; forced-choice questions about
daily interactions and group activities, and a story completion task. Results showed
that when children were asked to evaluate daily interactions, all have dominant
patterns regarding their decisions and justifications, in tune with the stereotypes. When
they reason about exclusion/inclusion in group activities, they showed different

evaluation patterns considering moral values, social norms and group functioning,
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showing age effect for the gender theme and prosocial behavior effect on
disadvantaged theme, and finally an overall pattern in aggressiveness regardless of age
and prosocial behavior. In a novel task of story completion about each theme, we found
novel findings showing that younger children do more inclusion compared to older
ones, however they choose to exclude the aggressive child in their own stories,
extensively. The implications of the study for theory, practice and research with
limitations and suggestions for further research are discussed in light of literature.

Keywords: Exclusion/inclusion judgments, age, prosocial behavior



0z

TURK COCUKLARININ CINSIYET, DEZAVANTAJLI GRUPLAR, VE
SALDIRGANLIK BAGLAMINDA SOSYAL DISLAMA/DAHIL OLMA ICEREN
DURUMLARA VERDIGI YANIT VE DOGRULAMALARIN, YAS VE OLUMLU
SOSYAL DAVRANIS KAVRAMLARI BAKIMINDAN DEGERLENDIRILMESI

GoOniil, Buse
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Basak Sahin-Acar

Temmuz 2014, 133 sayfa

Bu ¢aligmanin temel amaci Tiirk ¢ocuklarinin dislama/dahil etme igeren durumlarda
verdikleri kararlar1 ve dogrulamalari cinsiyet, dezavantajli gruplar ve saldiganlik
temalarinda ve farkli sosyal baglamlarda incelemektir. Ayrica konuda biitlinciil bir
goriise sahip olabilmek adina, yas ve Ozgeci davramislarin bu dinamikteki rolii
incelenmistir. Calismaya katilan 10 ve 13 yas gruplarindan toplam 150 ¢ocuk, giinliik
iligkiler, grup aktiviteleri ve hikdye tamamlama olmak {izere toplam ii¢ calismaya
katilmislardir. Cocuklarin giinliik aktiviteleri degerlendirmeleri incelendiginde, karar
ve dogrulamalarinda baskin secimleri oldugu goézlemlenmistir. Cocuklarin grup
aktivitleri ile ilgili yaptiklar1 degerlendirmelerde ise ahlaki degerler, sosyal normlar ve

grup isleyisini géz Oniinde bulundurduklari, yasin ve ozgeci davraniglarin bu
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degerlendirmelerde etkili oldugu bulunmustur. Buna ek olarak, dezavantajli gruplar ve
saldirganlik temalarinda, yas ve 0zgeci davraniglardan bagimsiz bir genel se¢im
yonelimi bulunmustur. Bu konuda ilk defa kullanilan hikaye tamamlama ¢alismasinda,
kiiciik ¢cocuklarin daha ¢ok dahil etme davranisi gosterdigi, buna ragmen, sadece
saldirganlik temasini igeren hikayede daha c¢ok dislama yaptiklar1 bulunmustur.
Calismanin teorik ve pratik katkilari, eksiklikler ve ileriki ¢aligmalar i¢in Oneriler ile

birlikte tartigilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Dislama/dahil etme yargilamalari, yas, olumlu sosyal davranis
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview

One of the widely accepted views in developmental psychology is the role of social
context on human development, and it is mainly addressed by Vygotsky (1978). He
proposed that development does not happen in a vacuum and children are the products
of the cultural context they grew up in. With emerging social environments, especially
with increasing peer interaction throughout school years, children learn how to manage
and maintain social relationships. In those social relationships, children are either
predominantly accepted or rejected by their peer groups. In the related literature, the
phenomenon of acceptance and rejection by peer groups is often studied under the

topic of social inclusion and exclusion.

There are many factors affecting the course of social inclusion and exclusion, such as
child’s gender, race, ethnicity, and personality (Richardson, Hitti, Mulvey & Killen
2013; Rutland, Cameron, Milne, & McGeorge, 2005; Rutland, 1999). For instance,
developmental researchers specifically focused on factors, such as the gender, ethnic
or geographical background -disadvantaged groups-, or personality traits like
aggressiveness, of the included/excluded child in tune with a given activity. These
factors are influential on children’s judgments about whether to include or exclude
another child in a peer group (Park & Killen, 2010). For example, there are many
studies examining under which conditions elementary school aged children include or
exclude a new child into a gender stereotypic activity, depending on the gender of the
newcomer (Killen & Stangor, 2001). In these kinds of studies, children are given a

hypothetical scenario (vignette) and asked to evaluate whether it is acceptable to
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exclude or include a child into a specific group. Similar to gender, other topics stated

above are also studied mainly with the same methodology.

When studying factors affecting the social inclusion and exclusion judgments, the
context presented in methodology is very important. While some studies examine
children’s judgments in the context of daily interactions, such as whether to invite a
child to a lunch table or other social activity (Killen, Henning, Kelly, Crystal & Ruck,
2007; Edmonds & Killen, 2008); other studies use peer group activities by stating the
context they evaluate, saliently (Killen & Stangor, 2001).

Even though the features of the target are significant in affecting the judgments of
children, children’s individual differences also have a considerable influence on their
judgments and decisions in these terms. Chronological point in children’s
developmental course is one of the most important factors affecting the nature of their
decisions and judgments about social inclusion and exclusion. There is an extensive
literature showing that regardless of the characteristics of children who are mostly
excluded by their peer groups, age is one of the prominent factors shaping the
judgment schema of children, who either include or exclude a newcomer (Killen,
Kelly, Richardson, Crystal, & Ruck, 2010; Horn, 2003).

Another factor affecting children’s judgments and decisions is prosocial understanding
and behavior. Prosocial behaviors are highly related to both individual and group level
processes. Even though there are studies examining the effects of prosocial behavior
on social standing of children in peer relations and peer preferences (Giilay, 2009);
how children’s prosocial behaviors affect their social exclusion and inclusion
judgments, is a novel topic of research that has not been widely explored, to the best
of our knowledge.

Overall, this study aims to examine the decisions and justifications of Turkish children
about hypothetical scenarios, concerning gender, disadvantaged groups and

aggressiveness in relation to their age and prosocial behavior frequencies. In the next
2



sections, major topics stated above are introduced with a detailed literature review. In

the end, specific hypotheses of the study are provided.

1.2. Definition and Types of Social Exclusion/Inclusion

Exclusion is a multi-dimensional issue, and it has different meanings according to the
field, in which it is defined and studied (Sen, 2000). In terms of social exclusion, the
definition focuses on social interactions, in which there is a group of people
participating in an activity or gathering for a mutual purpose. Burchardt, Le Grand and
Piachaud (2002) suggest that if a person is not attending to a certain activity or a gathering
regardless of her or his choice, even though she or he would like to be a part of it, then we
can assume that this person is socially excluded. Social exclusion mostly occurs when
there is a power imbalance and social disadvantage between people or groups.

Social exclusion has various types depending on the viewpoint, such as the
characteristics of the excluded individuals, or the motivations of excluders. Examining
different types of social exclusion is important, since it may shed a light on which

factors lead to social exclusion, and which are accepted or rejected socially.
1.2.1. Intergroup Exclusion

In social psychology, in-group and out-group dynamics have been extensively studied
(Levy & Killen, 2008). When someone identifies himself with a group membership
depending on ethnic group, gender, nationality, or such, he/she develops an emotional
and instrumental identification with the members of the in-group. On the other hand,
emotional attachment to an in-group mostly comes as a pack, which also includes not
identifying the self with the out-group members based on the individual differences, if
not disliking the members of the out-group (Gaertner et al., 2008). In the literature
related to the social exclusion, the associated term is given as intergroup exclusion.

Since in this type of exclusion, the decision about whom to include and exclude is



based upon the group membership that the child or adult identifies himself, it is highly
related to in- and out-group biases, prejudice and stereotypes (Killen & Rutland, 2011).

In the current study, gender and disadvantaged group themes were examined as
intergroup factors. The nature and effects of those themes on children’s evaluation

about social exclusion and inclusion are evaluated in detail, in Chapter 2.
1.2.2. Interpersonal Exclusion

Interpersonal exclusion, different from the intergroup exclusion, simply taps onto the
personality characteristics leading to be excluded and/or excluder status (Killen,
Mulvey, & Hitti, 2013). Aggressiveness is one of the salient research themes from the
target’s features under the term of interpersonal factors. Studies showed that while
aggressive children experience peer rejection, they are also under the risk of
maladjustment to social contexts (Schwartz, 2000; Ladd & Burgess, 1999). The nature
and effects of aggressiveness on the children’s evaluation of social exclusion and

inclusion are evaluated in detail, in Chapter 2.

1.3. Theories and Developmental Perspectives on Social Exclusion/Inclusion
Judgments

In the past, the idea that moral and social judgments are internalized only through
family relationships, was highly supported by the pioneering theories of Piaget (1956)
and Kohlberg (1969), (as cited in Smetana, 1999). The role of family through this
process is major; however, the nature of this relationship is more hierarchically
oriented. In other words, parents have the authority in terms of governing and
maintenance of parent-child interactions. On the other hand, most of the peer
relationships have a ‘horizontal nature’, which means that there is less of a hierarchical
order in peer relationships compared to family relationships. This nature makes it
possible for children to learn a vast amount of moral and social reasoning concepts,

such as fairness and equality (Smetana, 1999). It can be said that families and peers
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generate a complementary system affecting the social and moral judgments of

children.

In that respect, in the rest of the chapter, basic theories and developmental perspectives
in the field of social and moral judgments of children, with a focus on peer relations,

are reviewed.
1.3.1.Domain General & Domain Specific Approaches

Domain General Approaches examine how children make moral and social judgments.
Bigler and Liben’s ‘Developmental Intergroup Theory (DIT) is one of the well-known
representatives of the domain general approaches (2007). According to this model, for
a child to be able to judge and justify social behaviors, she or he needs to perform basic
classifications, perceptual discrimination, group size evaluations and perspective
taking skills, as prerequisite requirements. Then the child can understand and make
sense of the social categorizations, and evaluate and/or judge social behaviors with the

information gained from multiple sources.

Similar to the Domain General Approaches, Domain Specific Approaches have their
roots from socio-cognitive development research, as well. However; in contrast to
Domain General Approaches, Domain Specific Approaches state that social reasoning
skills of children neither follow a stage-like process, nor those skills have a unitary
pattern requiring children to learn new judgment-related strategies, step by step
(Grusec & Davidov, 2010). Rather, Domain Specific Approaches suggest that children
are able to make their own evaluations by considering personal, group and moral

domains simultaneously, beginning from very early ages.
1.3.2. An Integration of Social and Cognitive Approaches

In light of the literature, new perspectives emerged examining children’s capability of

making moral and social judgments on the basis of Domain Specific Approaches. One



of those perspectives is called Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective, which
was introduced by Rutland, Killen and Abrams (2010). As constituting the research
paradigm of this study, in the next section, the theories on which Social Reasoning

Developmental Perspective is constructed by, are explained briefly.
1.3.2.1. Social Domain Theory

One of the theories that Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective is based on, is
the Social Domain Theory. This theory was introduced in 1980s, by Turiel (Rutland
et al., 2010). Turiel gives the deserved credit to the pioneering study of Kohlberg in
the moral development field, when he explains the points of origin of Social Domain
Theory, primarily (1998). According to Kohlberg, the stages that a child goes through
are the reconstructed versions of the past stages, free from the effect of culture and
social interactions. For this reason, a child is only able to use moral and socio-
conventional values simultaneously at later years of life (Turiel & Rothman, 1972).
The classifications of Kohlberg motivated Turiel to examine deeply on which domains
children make their judgments. Is moral judgment really following a stage-like
pattern? In light of the related literature, Turiel proposed that children are able to
combine multiple domains, which are moral, socio-conventional and psychological (or
personal), while they are making social reasoning from the early years of life. In that
sense, while moral domain refers to the ‘evaluations on the basis of fairness, equality
and justice’, socio-conventional domain refers to the ‘evaluations concerning a smooth
group functioning’. Third domain as psychological; taps onto the personal and
individual choices (Turiel, 2002, p.111).

There has been a substantial amount of research examining the applicability of those
domains and premises derived from the Social Domain Theory, and they are supported
robustly in various social contexts and cultures across former and contemporary
research (Smetana et. al, 2012; Verkuyten & Steenhuis, 2005; Park, Lee-Kim, Killen,
Park, & Kim, 2012; Theimer, Killen, & Stangor, 2001).

6



1.3.2.2. Social Identity Theory

The second theory, which Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective gave rise to is
Social Identity Theory (SIT). According to the theory developed by Tajfel and Turner
(1979), being a part of a social group -when developing a sense of self- is very
important. In addition, emotional attachment and giving meaning to being a member
of that group is essential when forming both self and group identities. This theory also
underlies the difference between social and personal identities. While the former
concept was mostly about the individual’s group membership such as gender,
ethnicity, nationality; the latter concept refers to the personal characteristics, such as
personality and physical appearance. Since social identities are salient in social
interactions; they have the role of giving a social standing and a place of status to
people in social life. This role motivates people to protect their identities and also
explains the nature of group norms, which exist for providing a cohesive group
functioning (Rutland et al., 2010).

As an extension to the SIT, Developmental Subjective Group Dynamics Model makes
a unique contribution to the developmental field, about the judgments and attitudes of
children. According to this model, children are not only able to make intergroup
evaluations, but they also do intragroup evaluations; evaluations about their in-groups
(Abrams & Rutland, 2008). Other research show that, as children get older, they
become more capable of making complex attributions; not only on the basis of in- and
out-group distinctions, but also on individual characteristics of the group members,
simultaneously (Abrams, Rutland & Cameron, 2003). As suggested by the theory,
forming in- and out-group attitudes is a multilevel process. This process is influenced

by diverse range of social dynamics and environmental factors.
1.3.3. Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective

In light of the aforementioned theories, Rutland and his colleagues (2010) proposed a

research paradigm called as Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective. Realizing
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the interaction between moral values, socio-conventional norms and the importance of
group identity, they formed a comprehensive perspective by combining Social Domain
Theory and Developmental Subjective Group Dynamics model under the theory of
SIT.

They argued that formation of groups is unavoidable in social exchanges. This nature
comes with the decisions whom to include and whom to exclude from groups. As any
social and moral judgment, making choices about exclusion and inclusion is
complicated (Rutland et al., 2010). When deciding, children need to organize the
information coming from different sources, and evaluate different kinds of values,
such as fairness, rightness, group harmony and norms, and personal choices (Killen,
2007). A number of studies replicated the premises of the Social Reasoning
Developmental Perspective. For example, in a research conducted by Killen and
Stangor (2001), children decided on whom to exclude based on gender and race, solely
according to the moral values about fairness. However, when there is a group activity
aiming to accomplish a certain task, the judgments were made on the basis of group
functioning and individual abilities, promoting the group harmony. In addition, while
children make judgments of exclusion, their choices are affected by the norms of the
in-group (Killen, Rutland, Abrams, Mulvey, & Hitti, 2013). In other words, if the
group has a norm as behaving equal towards its members, children mostly make moral
judgments by referring to being equal and fair. Similarly, when the group norm is to
be competitive, then children make their social exclusion and inclusion judgments

more frequently on the basis of socio-conventional values (Richardson et al., 2013).

The next chapter is addressing the specific factors influencing children’s decisions and

justifications about social exclusion/inclusion.



CHAPTER 2

FACTORS AFFECTING THE JUDGMENTS ABOUT BEING
EXCLUDED/INCLUDED

As reviewed in Chapter 1, when children make social exclusion judgments, they are
capable of combining information that is gathered by using multiple sources.
Furthermore, they carry a multi-level process, evaluating information about several
different domains. Among the factors influencing children’s decisions and judgments,
features of the target (individuals, who are excluded) and social context are highly
salient. On some of the domains, children find excluding acceptable, while on others
they do not perceive the domains as a legitimate reason to exclude someone (Park et
al., 2012). Studies also showed that even if some children are excluded from their peer
groups on the basis of their personality characteristics, being a member of a specific

group is another possible reason for being socially excluded.

Factors presented above have a predominant role in formation and management of
social relationships. When children make judgments about social exclusion and
inclusion, they use the schemas they have constructed very early in life, throughout
daily socialization process (Mallory & New, 1994). Within this socialization process,
gender, being a member of a disadvantaged group (in relation to an ethnic background
or being from another geographical region), and personality traits like aggressiveness,
are shown as some of the most predominant factors (e.g. Killen & Smetana, 2010;
Dodge, 2003), which are: a) learned through socialization, b) affecting people’s
judgments, decisions, and the related justifications, starting from very early ages.
These factors and their roles on social exclusion and inclusion judgments are presented

below in detail.



2.1. Gender

When we look at the initial starting point of gender socialization, one may argue that
it starts very early in life. It is a socially-constructed concept, which is mainly learned
through cultural practices (Andersen, Ertac, Gneezy, List, & Maximiano, 2013). What
makes gender-related behaviors and cognitions so salient are three folds (Fagot,
Rodgers, Leinbach, 2000); a) the predominant cultural patterns shape how a female or
male should behave and/or think like b) there is variation in conceptualization of
gender roles across cultural groups, and c¢) these socially constructed values and
concepts are leaned very early in life, and mostly occurs via cultural learning through

observation and experience/practice.

Without knowing the route of direction, gender roles and inequalities exist within and
between cultures at varying degrees. World Economic Forum published an extensive
database showing the gender gap ratio of 134 worldwide countries, by comparing the
access of women and men to economic, educational, health and political opportunities
(2013). While this ratio is found as 0.85 in countries like Iceland and Norway, Turkey
has a ratio of equality as 0.58 with a ranking of 126. These findings show the unequal
access of women and men to basic rights as health, education, economic and political
opportunities in Turkey. Gender inequality is not a newly emerging phenomenon in
Turkey (Global Gender Gap report, 2012, 2011, 2010); so when children take the
necessary steps to be members of the social life, they are under the influence of this
dominant socialization pattern. For this reason, gender is a salient topic in Turkish
cultural context, which in turn influence how Turkish children are reared, and which

values they adopt.

Children, starting from preschool years, are aware of gender stereotypes in their
society, and those stereotypes are influential in their social decisions (Albert & Porter,
1983). In a study conducted by Theimer et al. (2001), preschool children were told
stories about excluding a boy or a girl from gender stereotypic activities. In those
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stories, there were different conditions, such as equal experience (e.g. the boy had
played with dolls before), and unequal experience (e.g. the boy had not played with
dolls before). After examining children’s judgments on those scenarios, they found
that children mostly evaluate gender-based exclusion as wrong or unfair. Additionally,
when a boy or a girl in the vignettes had an unequal prior playing experience with toys,
children positively discriminated the non-stereotypic gender to activities, accordingly.
Surprisingly, when the boy and girl in the stories had equal experience, the child in the
scenario is assigned to that certain activity based on the gender-stereotypic nature of
that activity. Moreover, they make their justifications for their decisions by using both
moral and socio-conventional values. Findings of this study suggested that children
are capable of evaluating different conditions when they make decisions about gender-
based exclusion. In another study, in a similar way, adolescents evaluated excluding
peers only on the basis of gender as morally wrong, when the boy and girl has equal
qualifications (Killen & Stangor, 2001). When the child in the scenario who fits the
gender stereotype of the activity had superior qualifications, adolescents evaluated
exclusion as more acceptable, and justified their decisions by considering group
functioning. Children’s tendency to evaluate exclusion on the basis of gender was also
found with a Korean sample (Park et al., 2012). Korean children similarly evaluated
exclusion from peer groups as acceptable, by referring to the importance of group

functioning.

As can be seen in the related literature, even though children evaluate exclusion by
using gender category as unfair or wrong; when the social situation becomes more
complex, their decisions and justification vary as well. One suggestion accounting for
those findings is that stereotypes may be used more frequently, when the nature of the
situation is complex and vague (Killen & Rutland, 2011). Both 13 and 17 year old
youngsters evaluated exclusion from stereotypic peer activities as acceptable, if the

group activity had a competitive nature (Richardson et al., 2013).

11



Research shows that even though gender is a salient intergroup factor affecting the
social exclusion criteria of children, their decisions are not under the complete
dominance of the cultural gender stereotypes. They also evaluate moral and socio-
conventional values and stereotypic expectations, depending on the contextual
variables. This nature makes it valuable to understand how gender affects children’s

exclusion and inclusion criteria in peer groups for different samples.

2.2. Disadvantaged Groups

The second intergroup factor affecting the judgments of social exclusion/inclusion is
ethnicity, or geographical regions (depending on the context of social
exclusion/inclusion, regarding disadvantaged group), and perceived social status of the
members of those specific groups. There is a comprehensive literature examining how
disadvantaged groups and their social underpinnings affect social decisions in different

fields such as sociology, education and psychology (Graham, Taylor & Ho, 2009).

When studying ethnicity, the focal point of research is very important, because the
definition of race and ethnicity are controversial in the literature. Theoretically, the
term race refers to a category of people sharing common genetic and physical traits,
mostly occurring as a result of a hierarchical system in relation to biological features
(Grosfoguel, 2004). However, the term ethnicity refers to a category, whose members
define themselves with other people sharing a common history, culture, nationality,
geography, religion or language (Graham, et. al, 2009). It is possible to find various
studies using the terms of race, nationality and ethnicity interchangeably (Killen,
Henning, Kelly, Crystal, & Ruck, 2007). In this study, even though the research factor
is named as disadvantaged groups, it is evaluated under the term of geographical
region (in within-culture context), by referring to the definition stated above.

When children grow under the influence of the culture, their processing and

application of knowledge, and preferences are shaped by the predominant cultural

practices. This understanding is not only a product of individual differences, but also
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a product of social context. Naturally, they develop their self-identity in relation with
their sense of belongingness to a specific ethnic group (Verkuyten, Kinket, & Van der
Wielen, 1997). When children start to identify themselves with an ethnic group, they
develop in-group and out-group judgments (Nesdale, Durkin, Maass, & Griffiths,
2004). Those judgments have an effect on their perceptions, ways of thinking,
emotions and actions about people -and as a result their decisions- who are the
members of the in-group and out-group. Additionally if the social environment a child
grows up in puts a specific emphasis on being a part of the in-group, then children tend

to internalize in-group norms (Ojala & Nesdale, 2004).

The dynamics behind the effects of ethnicity on social decisions are complex in nature.
Mainly, children are highly exposed to social dynamics, in which they grew up lived
in. This nature makes ethnicity a major factor affecting children’s judgments in peer
groups when they need to decide whom to include or exclude. A number of studies
were conducted addressing this issue from different viewpoints. In a study, Anglo-
Australian primary school children were randomly assigned to hypothetical groups,
having lower or higher drawing abilities compared to a competitor group (Nesdale, et.
al, 2004). Children were informed about the competitor team as constituted by, either
Anglo-Australians referring to the majority status in Australia, or Pacific Islanders as
minority children. Results showed that liking ratings’ of children were lower if the
participants of the drawing group were from another ethnic group than their own.
Additionally, when children were asked whether they would wish to change their
drawing groups; children made their evaluations and decisions on the basis of the
competency of the drawing group (high or low); not on the basis of out-group ethnicity.
These findings show that children do not base their judgments only on ethnic
backgrounds, but they also consider other contextual and personal factors (such as

success as in this study), some of which are status and competency.

In their study, Killen and Stangor provided children with stories about hypothetical
groups deciding new candidates to accept in ethnically stereotypic (math for European-
13



Americans and basketball for African-Americans) peer activities (2001). Children
evaluated to exclude a child from an activity as unfair, on the basis of race. When they
were asked to decide whom to include to their groups; if the two children had equal
qualifications, they tended to choose the non-stereotypical child (here, stereotypical is
used as the predominant pattern in relation to the nature of the given activity) by
making moral judgments. On another note, they evaluated excluding a non-
stereotypical child from an activity as acceptable, when the child from stereotypic
group had superior qualifications by addressing to group functioning. In a different
study children evaluated exclusion from an activity at home on the basis of ethnicity
as more acceptable compared to the activities that took place in school settings (Killen
et al., 2010). This finding shows how different contexts trigger differential judgments.

There are many people predominantly belonging to various ethnic backgrounds, such
as Arabs, Armenians, Kurds, Lazes and Romans in contemporary Turkey (Saglam,
2012). Among those ethnic minorities, Kurds constitute the biggest ethnic minority
(Cagaptay, 2006). The historical roots of the Turkish and Kurdish people living
together in Anatolia can be traced back to the Battle of Manzikert in 1071. Until the
Ottoman Empire’s policies in 19" century, Kurds lived in a tribal system with an
autonomous control in their territories (Yegen, 1999). After the collapse of Ottoman
Empire and with the formation of the new Republic of Turkey, various strategies had
started to be employed to be able to bond people together by trying to eliminate the
effect of religion. In that nation-building process, the term being ‘Turk’ defined as
‘The people of Turkey regardless of their religion and race would, in terms of
citizenship, be called Turkish’ by the 1924 Constitution (as cited in Yegen, 2004, p.
44). Even though the Turkish national identity defined by citizenship, Kurds have
experienced a vast amount of problems for many years in various fields, such as being
forced to leave their territories, language ban and, have to face with harsh economic

and physical conditions of Southern and Eastern part of Turkey (Kiris¢i, 2000; Yegen,
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2004). Those problematic conditions lead to a long-lasting conflict between Turks and

Kurds over the years (Marcus, 2007).

This conflict has deep roots in historical instances. It leaded many ethnic and cultural
struggles in Turkey for many years; and still continues to be an important issue in
Turkey. Saragoglu showed in his study that this conflict constitutes an ethno-politic
dynamic affecting people’s everyday perceptions towards each other (2009). By
interviewing people from middle socioeconomic status with a Turkish ethnic
background, a significant amount of people evaluated Kurds as poor, uneducated, rude,
disruptive, and unjust. Those perceptions are highly influential on people’s everyday
decisions and judgments regarding their relationships with Kurds. In that sense, even
though children do not always find the opportunity to contact with children from
different ethnic backgrounds in Turkey, through daily socialization both they are
exposed to discriminatory and labeling expressions about people from different ethnic
backgrounds (Celenk, 2010). By considering this fact, to eliminate a possible
conceptual ambiguity, the research theme is defined as disadvantaged groups in the
study. However; as explained above, what makes people in a disadvantaged condition

is the fact that their exposure to unequal treatments in various fields.

Not only Kurds, but also several different minority groups, such as Armenians,
Cherkeses, Tatarians, have existed in Anatolia, and mainly in the east and southern
east regions of Turkey. In terms of city and rural life styles, one of the most
predominant stereotypes is about being an ‘Eastern’, referring to the living, religious,
and cultural practices, use of Turkish (with some minority groups, having a specific
dialect or way of speaking the language), and adaptation to more modern ways of
living that are more predominant in the western Turkey, especially in big cities. Some
studies about acculturation of immigrants from the East to West Turkey, showed that
a) immigrants life styles and cultural practices are very different from the Turkish
people living in the Western and more developed cities, b) people from developed
cities have a view about these immigrants, who came to the big cities from the Eastern
15



and Southern Eastern parts of Turkey, that they constitute disadvantaged groups (Giin
& Bayraktar, 2008; Saracoglu, 2009; Aker, Ayata, Ozeren, Buran & Bay, 2002).
Among the various cities from the Southern Eastern and Eastern parts of Turkey, Van
is one of the cities the people of which cannot be directly tied to a specific ethnic
group, but having the qualities of the predominant ‘Eastern’ identity that exists in
contemporary Turkey. Van was chosen after having an unstructured interview with
approximately fifteen children. Reports of the children showed that they have a
perception about people living there that was different from ‘themselves’ (these 15
children are from big and Western cities in Turkey), and children from Van in the
hypothetical scenarios in the pilot study were perceived as in disadvantaged
conditions. Despite of the existing stereotypes towards people from the Eastern and
Southern Eastern regions of Turkey, to the best of our knowledge, no research has
focused on the social exclusion/inclusion before, regarding these disadvantaged
groups in Turkish cultural context. Therefore, it is worthwhile to explore whether
Turkish children use the criteria of being a member of a disadvantaged group (in
relation to the ‘Eastern’ stereotype) as a factor affecting their judgments, decisions,

and the justifications regarding social exclusion/inclusion.
2.3.Aggressiveness

Aggressiveness and its influence on peer relationships have been examined in many
studies related to the effects of personality traits on children’s decisions, and it is
defined as one of the major factors leading to social exclusion. Most of the research in
the topic of aggression focuses on rejection and acceptance status of aggressive
children to peer groups (e.g. Rabiner & Gordon, 1992). Additionally, other research
tap onto the social information processing of aggressive children, such as their hostile
biases, social cue detection and accuracy of those cues, and interpretation of outcomes
in social relationships (Crick & Dodge, 1994).
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Regardless of the research area, aggression is a salient trait affecting social
relationships of children. However; the causal route of the dimensions is not
completely known; does it aggression which makes children rejected, or do they act
aggressively as a response to aggression? While some of the researchers argue that
children enter the social world with aggressive predispositions; some other researchers
suggest that social environment lead them to act aggressively (Ladd, Kochenderfer-
Ladd, & Rydell, 2011). For this reason, it is possible to find evidence supporting both
views. Rabiner and Gordon found that aggressive-rejected children experience
problems in coordinating personal and relationship goals, when they evaluate social
dilemmas (1992). In addition, school aged children with higher levels of aggression
were observed to have difficulties with emotion depicting (Bohnert, Crnic, & Lim,
2003). These difficulties might lead them to act more aggressively in order to cope
with the complex nature of social relationships. As a result, aggressive children mostly
experience peer rejection (Schwartz, 2000); and, rejected children show more

aggressive behaviors (Dodge, 2003).

As presented in the literature, social influences of aggression constitute a problem.
However, this doesn’t necessarily mean that all aggressive children are socially
maladjusted; in other words, being aggressive and socially adjusted are not the two
edges of one continuum (Pellegrini, 2008). It is important to note that aggression is a
multi-layered and multi-dimensional problem affecting social relationships in many
different ways. Naturally, this trait is highly influential on the decisions of children
when they form and maintain relationships in peer groups. In the context of social
inclusion and exclusion, aggression is conceptualized under the term of interpersonal
rejection. In other words, rejecting a person on the basis of individual traits and
personal differences is different from the two intergroup factors mentioned above, as

gender and disadvantaged groups (Killen et al., 2013).

There are studies examining whether aggressiveness is an influential factor on social

exclusion and inclusion decisions. Malti, Killen and Gasser (2012) conducted a study
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with Swiss preadolescents and adolescents, by providing them with hypothetical
stories about peer activities. Compared to other intergroup themes, children evaluated
exclusion-based on personality traits- as more acceptable. They justified their
decisions by referring to both socio-conventional and psychological domains. In
another study with Korean and American children, the same pattern was observed,;
across both groups, children evaluated rejection of aggressive children as more
acceptable compared to group membership criteria (Park & Killen, 2010). Differently,
American children reported excluding an aggressive child to be more legitimate than
Korean children did. In the study, rejecting an aggressive child as a friend (on
individual basis) was seen as more acceptable by children, than it is viewed for group
exclusion and peer victimization. Judgments of the children varied as well depending
on the context; however, the most frequent judgment in terms of the wrongness of
excluding an aggressive child was referring to being fair. In friendship condition, even
though some children reported their decisions as their personal decision; none of the
children reported that their choice is personal when it comes to peer victimization. This
finding shows that children make their evaluations depending on the severity of the
social condition. In a similar fashion, another study examined whether having a
competitive or non-competitive group goal affects exclusion and inclusion criteria
about an aggressive child. Researchers conducted that study by telling hypothetical
scenarios to adolescents and asking them how acceptable it would be to exclude a child
from peer group on various dimensions (Richardson et al., 2013). Regardless of the
group goal, participants evaluated excluding the aggressive child, as acceptable. They
justified their decisions by referring to the socio-conventional values, such as group

harmony and group functioning.

As reviewed above, aggressiveness constitutes a complex dynamic with its highly
influential nature on social relationships and decisions. In light of the literature,
aggression is another important factor affecting social exclusion and inclusion

judgments and decisions under the term of interpersonal exclusion.
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In this chapter, we provided a detailed literature on the group and individual based
factors affecting exclusion or inclusion of the newcomers to the existing in-groups,
both from the perspectives of in-group and out-group members. The next chapter
addresses the individual factors, which might affect the decisions of the members of

the in-group —children who decide to include or exclude a newcomer.
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CHAPTER 3

INDIVIDUAL FACTORS AFFECTING THE DECISIONS AND
JUSTIFICATIONS OF SOCIAL EXCLUSON/INCLUSION

The criteria upon which children decide to exclude and include peers into their social
environment is a widely studied, yet multi-leveled topic. As reviewed above, features
of the target have an important role when examining this complex dynamic. In addition
to the features of the target, there are also individual factors affecting judgments and
decisions of children. It is essential to examine factors from both evaluator’s and the
evaluated child’s perspectives to gain a complementary understanding in exclusion
and inclusion judgments of children. In the rest of the section, the related literature

about the two individual factors - age and prosocial behavior- are discussed in detail.
3.1. Developmental findings: Age

While examining developmental pathways, chronological age holds a special role,
since cognitive maturation is one of the most important factors in the development of
certain abilities. Naturally, age has been widely studied as a predictive factor in
developmental psychology research (e.g. Potharst, et. al, 2013; Wang, Fu, Zimmer,
Umla-Runge & Aschersleben, 2013; Kehn & Ruthig, 2013; DeMarie, Norman, &
Abshier, 2000). Similarly, most of the studies conducted in the field of social and

moral development examined age-related trajectories.

There are multiple theories throughout the years addressing how children make sense
of their social environment across different ages. According to the Cognitive
Developmental Stage Models, children form their structure of thinking from one stage
to another as they get older, and they are only able to evaluate abstract concepts in

adolescence. Additionally, stage theories suggest that children are unable to evaluate
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multiple features, simultaneously, before age of 7-8 (Killen & Rutland, 2011).
However; as reviewed broadly in the prior sections, recent theories and studies showed
that children use various types of reasoning, attributions and judgments from early
ages; not only explicitly, but also implicitly. Even though, findings show children’s
understanding of different values; understanding how children differ in their usage of
those values as they get older; require a multi-level examination. Especially when
judgments include intergroup and interpersonal dynamics, it is hard to determine clear-
cut social evaluation patterns. According to some views, as children get older, they
become more aware of the traits of other people or groups have, and develop an
advanced sense about it. For this reason, they are more flexible in their evaluations
about other people and groups (Helwig, 2006). In contrast, some cultural theorists state
that as children get older, they are under the influence of cultural expectations of their
community. Their culture affects their cognitive and behavioral development
(Shweder et al., 2006). This premise does not necessarily mean that culture is not the
only determining factor in terms of explaining social judgments and decisions. Rather,
even individuals who have similar set of cultural values show within-culture
differences (Turiel & Wainryb, 2000).

As literature suggests, it is difficult to reach a single concluding pattern related to age
differences. To further investigate this issue, many research had been conducted in
terms of age-related changes within scope of gender, disadvantaged groups and

aggressiveness.
3.1.1. Age & Gender

Most of the research concerning gender addresses the question of whether children
conceptualize certain activities or characteristics as stable, or they are flexible in their
evaluations. With this aim, Conry-Murray and Turiel (2012) conducted a study by
providing 4-, 6- and 8-year old children with hypothetical scenarios about a parent,

who had to let either the son or daughter to attend a gender-stereotypic activity
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(doll/truck playing). Older children were more flexible in their choices compared to
younger children. Also, 6- and 8-year olds evaluated conforming gender norms as a

personal choice.

In another study, both 5" and 8" graders evaluated exclusion from peer activities on
the basis of gender by referring moral values, such as fairness. However depending on
the research conditions, older children evaluated gender exclusion as more acceptable
(Park & Killen, 2010). These findings are replicated by 12- and 15-year old
adolescents, and the findings revealed that older adolescents evaluated ‘exclusion
based on gender’ as more legitimate. They justified their decisions by referring to
socio-conventional values (Malti et al., 2012). In their study, Richardson et al. (2013)
found that even though 7" and 11" graders evaluated exclusion on the basis of gender
as unfair; when they had to choose, older students accepted excluding a girl from a

soccer team more frequently, and by referring to socio-conventional values.

When the situations include multi-level messages through which children have to
evaluate more than one aspect at a time, evaluations of the children differ, as well.
With this understanding, Killen and Stangor (2001) told hypothetical stories to 1%, 4"
and 7 graders. When children are straightforwardly asked, regardless of age, they
evaluated gender exclusion as unfair. However, when group functioning was under
threat, 11" graders accepted exclusion more frequently compared to 1% graders, by

focusing on socio-conventional values.

As seen in the examples above, it is possible to find results in the related literature in
both directions. However, most of the research shows that when the social situation
becomes more complex, older children tend to choose by considering group
functioning, and accept excluding peers on the basis of gender more frequently,

compared to younger children.
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3.1.2. Age & Disadvantaged Groups

As reviewed in the previous sections above, ethnic background and its implications by
being in a disadvantaged status in society plays an important role in social
relationships. Most of the research in the related literature is conceptualized as ethnic
background information rather than referring to a disadvantaged status in society. In
those studies the role of age on the judgments and decision processes of children was
also investigated. Killen, Clark Kelly, Richardson and Jampol (2010) conducted a
study with 8" and 11" graders, and asked them to evaluate hypothetical scenarios. In
those scenarios, there were inter-racial encounters (African-American and White-
American) and the intentions of the main characters in stories were ambiguous. While
older children made more positive intentional attributes to the out-group ethnic
identities in the stories, they justified their decisions on the basis of fairness. Similarly,
Griffiths and Nesdale (2006) found in Australian sample, compared to 8-year olds, 10-
year olds evaluated out-group members as more positively, regardless of their ethnic
background (Anglo-Australian or Pacific-Australian, as the latter refers to the minority
group in Australia). They also reported that they can prefer living close to the out-

group members more than younger children would prefer.

In other research examining age-related decisions about excluding and including a
peer, different patterns were found across different studies. What makes this difference
might be a result of the study rationale regarding social exclusion and inclusion. In
most of the research, children are asked to evaluate a group who are about to accept or
exclude a peer into or from the group; thus, group functioning becomes a salient factor.
Most of the findings in the related literature showed that both younger and older
children evaluate excluding a child, solely on the basis of ethnicity, as wrong
(Richardson et al., 2013; Malti et al., 2012). When they need to consider requirements
of the groups presented, older children tap onto group cohesiveness and accept
exclusion on the basis of ethnicity. In their study, Park and Killen (2010) found that

13 year-old children less frequently accepted to exclude a child from a different
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nationality, compared to 10 year olds. However, when their justifications about their
decisions were analyzed on the basis of different values, older children referred more
to the group functioning, as the basis of social inclusion.

As seen in the literature, regardless of the chronological age, children realize that
excluding a peer solely on the basis of ethnic status is morally wrong. However, as
stated by Nasdale (2000), as they grow older, they start to evaluate different conditions
simultaneously, and make their decisions according to the conditions they are
presented with, rather than focusing on a single aspect. This was shown as the factor

leading a differentiation of judgments and decisions of older and younger children.
3.1.3. Age & Aggressiveness

Compared to the intergroup factors, as gender and disadvantaged groups, interpersonal
factors also constitute a different set of dynamics into exclusion/inclusion decisions.
In most of the studies, aggressiveness was examined as an interpersonal factor. These
studies examined how aggressiveness affects children’s judgments and decisions
across different age groups, yet these are limited in number compared to studies mainly
focusing on gender and disadvantaged group factors. In a study conducted by Park and
Killen (2010), assessing children’s judgments on various intergroup and interpersonal
features, in overall, both 5 and 8" graders evaluated excluding an aggressive child as
more acceptable compared to other features. Interestingly, shyness emerged as a less
legitimate personal trait that leads to exclusion, compared to aggressiveness, showing
that aggressive behaviors were mostly not tolerated in peer groups. When age
difference was examined, older children reported excluding an aggressive peer from
in-group as more acceptable. In both ages, children justified their decisions by
concerning group functioning. Similarly, Malti et al. (2012) found that 14-15 year old
adolescents evaluated exclusion on the basis of aggressive traits as more acceptable,

compared to 11-12 year old adolescents. While older group was justifying their
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decisions referring to group functioning, younger group focused on the values of

fairness.

In order to examine whether group goals change the decisions of children, Richardson
et al. (2013) assessed the decisions of 7" and 11" graders with providing hypothetical
stories. Different from the previous studies, they did not find any age differences.
However, older children made more socio-conventional justifications compared to
younger children. Results were not affected by the competitiveness of the peer

activities, either.

Overall, literature showed that older children evaluate exclusion of aggressive peers
to be more legitimate, by considering group functioning. However; studies examining
interpersonal rejection, by looking at age-related judgment patterns, are limited. In that
sense, further studies need to be conducted in order to gain a consistent insight related

to the role of aggression on children’s inclusion and exclusion criteria.
3.2. Prosocial Behavior

Another factor which might be affecting children’s decisions about
exclusion/inclusion is prosocial understanding and behavior. The study of prosocial
behavior has a long history in various disciplines, such as philosophy, sociology and
psychology. Stiirmer and Snyder (2010) summarized what makes the topic so
important in various fields, by focusing on two basic perspectives. Mainly, prosocial
behaviors capture one of the core investigations of human nature; by asking questions
of whether humans are bad or good, or they have the capability to act by thinking
others’ welfare or whether they act egoistically. Additionally, prosocial acts have

practical implications when understanding how people live together in societies.

At this point, how prosocial behavior is defined holds a special importance. It is
possible to find multiple definitions of prosocial behaviors regarding different

perspectives. Batson and Powell (2003) defined prosocial behavior as a diverse range
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of actions in the benefit of one individual or a group of people such as sharing, helping,
cooperating and volunteerism. Also they stated that it is very important to differentiate
positive social skills or personality characteristics from prosocial behaviors. For this
reason, we want to clarify that the main focus about prosocial behavior in the current

study does not concern positive social skills, but the prosocial behavior itself.

In the field of psychology, Psychoanalytic Theory and Social Learning Theories tap
onto the development of prosocial behaviors (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2007). In
developmental psychology, prosocial behaviors are mostly studied under the field of
moral development (Carlo, 2006). Piaget and Kohlberg mentioned about prosocial
behaviors in their pioneering theories, having a stage-wise pattern. According to them,
because of children’s limited capability in perspective-taking, until preschool years
children cannot show prosocial behavioral patterns effectively. Contrary to the
traditional stage theories, Eisenberg suggested that prosocial reasoning does not follow
a universal stage-pattern. Rather, she stated that environmental factors play an
important role in the prosocial reasoning development of the child, in addition to the
role of socio-cognitive maturation (Eisenberg et al., 2007).

Studies focusing on prosocial behaviors showed that, contrary to the stage theories,
even infants show signs of prosocial understanding -especially in terms of helping
behavior and intention awareness (Dunfield & Kuhlmeier, 2010). As children grow
older, their social and cognitive developments lead to the development of prosocial
understanding, and related concepts such as emotion understanding, empathy,
planning and decision making skills, comprehending moral and societal standards
(Grusec, Hastings & Almas, 2011). This developmental process is shaped by the
environmental factors within socialization process of children, as well. In the early
years of life, parents are the main models of prosocial behaviors, and their guidance is
very important in terms of the development of prosocial behaviors. Later in life,
especially when children start to form peer relationships, peer interactions constitute

an important setting for learning prosocial behaviors. Different from the parental
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relationships, the less hierarchical nature of peer relationships also sets a convenient

environment for the acquisition of prosocial behaviors, such as sharing.

Throughout the history of the studies about prosocial behavior, the focus of research
was mostly on the individual contexts. Researchers tried to understand why, when and
how individuals show prosocial behaviors. However, the role of groups is
underestimated in that area. With this understanding, social sciences have started to
investigate how group relationships affect individual’s prosocial behaviors. Stiirmer
and Snyder (2010) reviewed in- and out-group dynamics and argued that these
dynamics play a significant role on people’s decisions, in terms of showing prosocial
behaviors; such as helping, sharing and empathic understanding. Depending on the
context, members of different groups may both show empathic understanding to each

other or may act based on their stereotypes (Stiirmer & Snyder, 2010).

A new line of research examines how groups perceive and influence prosocial
behaviors. However, studies examining the role of prosocial behaviors on people’s
decisions are limited in number. In their study, Laible, McGinley, Carlo, Augustine
and Murphy (2013) investigated whether there is a relation between prosocial behavior
and social information processing of children. They found that children who show
prosocial behaviors were more optimistic in their attitudes towards peers around them.
Two years later, the findings showed a circular pattern between prosocial behaviors
and positive social information processing. Researchers interpreted the results by
stating that children’s higher levels of moral and prosocial reasoning led them to
manage with social conflicts successfully and comment on other’s intentions more

positively in turn.

In another study, Nesdale et al. (2005) examined the predictive role of empathy on in-
and out-group evaluations of children. They found that empathy was unrelated to
liking an in-group member. However, results showed that when liking an out-group

member, empathy was a predictive factor. Additionally, findings showed that,
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empathic understanding could have a buffering affect regarding in- and out-group

attitudes.

There are some studies showing that perception of being rejected from a social group
decreases prosocial behavior (Twenge, Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco & Bartels,
2007), yet to the best of our knowledge, there is no study that examined how prosocial
behavior affects the decisions and justifications about social exclusion and inclusion,
especially regarding children. As reviewed above, prosocial behaviors have their roots
both from individual and group layers. When excluding or including a peer from or
into an in-group, children are able to evaluate multiple domains such as moral, socio-
conventional and personal values. By referring to the overlap of the two related
literature in those terms, one of the main aims of the current study is to investigate
whether prosocial behavior has a role in predicting children’s decisions and

justifications about social exclusion and inclusion.
3.3. The Aim and Hypotheses of the Study

Children’s decisions to include and exclude peers from social activities are shown to
be a multi-dimensional process. They make their decisions by considering multiple
factors, as reviewed in the previous sections. Moreover, when they justify their
decisions, they focus on different value domains, such as morality, group functioning

and personal choice.

In light of the previous literature, the main aim of the current study is to explore
children’s decision and justification patterns on social exclusion and inclusion, in
terms of: a) gender, b) disadvantaged groups, and c¢) aggressiveness. In order to have
a complementary insight about the issue, the predictive role of individual factors as

age and prosocial behavior were also investigated.

Specifically, the current study includes three different tasks examining children’s

decisions and justifications about social exclusion and inclusion, as 1) daily
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interactions task, 2) group activities task, and 3) the story completion task. The specific

hypotheses are as follows:

Task 1 & 2: Gender, Disadvantaged Groups, and Aggressiveness in Daily

Interactions and Group Activities Tasks

1a. In the daily interactions task, we expected to find a dominant preference pattern in
children’s decisions and justifications in all conditions of the task, as favored and

disfavored scenarios.

1b. Difference between the decisions and justifications of 4" and 7" graders was
expected in the daily interactions task, regardless of the nature of the hypothetical
social situation -as favored and disfavored. Since the content of the hypothetical
scenarios was used for the first time in literature, we aimed to explore the nature of

children’s decisions and justifications instead of any particular hypothesis.

1c. In the group activities task, when the children in the stories have equal
qualifications to be included in the group activities, compared to 7" graders, 4" grade
children were expected to choose the child in the scenario, who fits to the stereotype
of the activity more frequently. Also, children were expected to justify their decisions

by referring to social norms more frequently.

1d. In the group activities task; when the child in the scenario, who does not fit the
stereotype of the group has superior qualifications, 7" graders would tend to choose
that non-stereotypical child for including in the activities, by considering group-

functioning more frequently compared to 4™ graders.

le. Additionally, by taking Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective as the
underlying model for the current research, children would make social judgments a)

considering different forms of values, and b) simultaneously;. In other words, we
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expected to replicate the findings in to literature with the Turkish sample, for all three

tasks.

1f. In terms of the effects of prosocial behaviors on the previously mentioned tasks, no
specific predictions were made regarding the route of the direction. There is almost no
studies looking at the effects of prosocial behavior on children’s decisions and
judgments, neither in national nor in the international literature. However, since the
domains of prosocial behaviors and social exclusion and inclusion decisions and
judgments are conceptually related; we expected to find a relation between decisions

and justifications of children and prosocial behaviors.
Task 3: Story Completion

2a. The final task; story completion was conducted as an exploratory part. We expected
to find the effects of age and prosocial behaviors on children’s usage of inclusion and
exclusion-related schemes. However; since the task is a novel one in the related

literature, no specific hypotheses were defined.

Overall, the current study has a unique contribution for assessing intergroup (gender,
disadvantaged groups) and interpersonal (aggressiveness) factors, by using both
naturalistic and more structured methods. In addition, in the current study, it was
possible to examine the pattern of children’s decisions and justifications in various
social contexts. To the best of our knowledge, the current study was the first one by
considering age and prosocial-related factors in various social contexts; thus, should

make a unique contribution to the existing literature.
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CHAPTER 4

METHOD

4.1. Participants

In total 150 students, their parents and teachers participated in this study. Among those
students, 75 of them were 4th graders and the rest 75 was 7th grade students. Students
were selected from the middle and upper-middle socio-economic status, and
participants were recruited from four primary and two secondary local schools in
Cankaya, Ankara. In addition, teachers and mothers of those students filled out a

questionnaire.

Age range of the 4™ graders was between 9.4 years to 11.3 years with an average of
10 year (SD = 4.17). There were 41 girls (M = 10.03 years, SD = 4.38) and 34 boys (M
= 10 years, SD = .30). Average age of mothers was M = 38.87 (SD = 5.69), and the
fathers’ was M = 43.32 years (SD = 5.76). 49% of the mothers were high school
graduates and 51 % of them were college graduates. Additionally, 4% of the fathers
were primary school, 13% was secondary school, 33% was high school and 49% of
them were college graduates. In terms of the household characteristics, the mean
number of the family members living together was 4.1 (SD = 1.08) with a range of 2
to 7. The mean number of siblings that the children have was 2 (SD = .74) with a range
of 1to 4.

Age range of the 7™ graders were between 12.4 years to 13.6 (M = 13.06 years, SD =
0.31). 43 girls (M = 156.48, SD = 3.89) and 32 boys (M = 13.09 years, SD = .31)
attended to the study. Average age of mothers was M = 41.72, SD = 6.23) while the
father’s was M = 45.82, SD = 5.82). 37% of the mothers were high school graduates
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and 63% of them were university graduates. 7% of the fathers was secondary school,
24% was high school and 69% of them were college graduates. In terms of the
household characteristics, the mean number of the family members living together was
4 (SD = 0.87) with a range of 2 to 6. The mean number of siblings that the children
have was 2 (SD =.75) with a range of 1 to 4 (for additional family demographics see
Table 1). Finally, none of the children who participated had a developmental and/or
physical disability or a serious problem in terms of medical history.

Table 1

Family Demographics of Children in Relation to Age Groups

4th Graders 7th Graders
N % N %

Mother working status

Employed 31 45 26 35

Not working 38 55 48 65
Father working status

Employed 62 90 69 95

Not working 7 10 4 5
Marital status of mother and father

Married 59 89 65 88

Divorced 6 9 9

Other 1 1 3
Family Income (Monthly)

less than 1000 TL 3 5 1 1

1000-1500 TL 9 14 1 1

1500-2000 TL 6 9 4 6

2000-2500 TL 13 20 9 13

2500-3000 TL 5 8 10 14

3000-3500 TL 7 11 11 16

3500-4000 TL 7 11 7 10

4000 TL and above 15 23 26 38
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An exploratory pilot study was conducted, in order to see, a) whether the vignettes
work, and b) whether our independent and dependent variables seem to be related. We
collected data from 10 children in the pilot study. However, we did not analyze the
pilot data, instead we eyeballed the data in order to detect predominant patterns. In
light of the previous studies and the answers that children provided in the pilot study,

we constructed the measures presented below.
4.2.2. Daily Interactions Vignettes

Vignettes that were presented to children, were developed by considering the former
studies in the literature and the pilot study. Previous research used the vignette method
frequently, especially with child and adolescent samples (e.g. Malti et al., 2012,
Nasdale, 2000, Richardson et al., 2013, Killen et al., 2010). In the previous studies,
vignettes were developed on the basis of the cultural context of the participants. In
tune with the existing literature, vignettes were either adopted from, or developed in

tune with the previous research.

In the current study, vignettes were categorized on the basis of two domains; daily
interactions and group activities. In the daily interactions part, we aim to investigate
the choices and justifications of children in socially neutral conditions, before
presenting them group level vignettes. Children were presented and asked to evaluate
6 vignettes in total (see Appendix B). For each theme (gender, disadvantaged groups,
and aggressiveness, respectively), there were favored and disfavored conditions. In a
favored condition, children were asked to choose a peer for a favorable condition. For
example, for the gender theme, children were asked to choose between a female and a
male peer for giving priority when entering into a building. In the disfavored condition,
children were asked to choose a peer for a disfavored condition. For example, for the
gender theme, children were asked to choose who should give up (a female or male

peer) the privilege for watching a movie in cinema, because there was a problem with
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the arrangement of the tickets. In both conditions, the order of choices presented to

children (i.e. Who should give up?: A female or male peer) was counterbalanced.

In literature, there are studies examining children’s decisions on daily social
interactions. For instance, Killen et al. (2007) presented children with different social
contexts, as having lunch, attending a dance party and a sleepover in cross-racial
conditions. Similarly, Edmonds and Killen (2009) included different friendship and
dating conditions in their vignettes. After children reported their decision; they were
also asked to report the reason and justifications about their decisions. Justifications
of children were also coded according to the schema used by Killen and Stangor in
their study (2001).

4.2.3. Group Activity Vignettes

In the group activity vignettes, the main aim is to identify children’s decisions and
justifications of social exclusion and inclusion in the group context. This methodology
is widely used by researches (Richardson et al., 2013; Fitzroy & Rutland, 2010; Killen
etal., 2013; Malti et al., 2012; Killen et al., 2010). In this part of the study, the vignette
methodology conducted by Killen and Stangor (2001) was adopted. In this section,
children evaluated 6 vignettes in total (see Appendix B). In each theme (gender,
disadvantaged groups, and aggressiveness, respectively), two conditions were
presented. In the first condition, ‘equal qualifications’; there were two candidates with
equal qualifications, who both want to be a part of a peer activity. Between those two
candidates, while one of them fits the stereotype of the group activity, the other
candidate does not fit in. For example, in aggressiveness theme, there are two children
who want to join a basketball team. One of them is more aggressive and the other one
IS more easy-going, and both have equal level of ability in playing basketball. In the
‘unequal qualifications’ condition, the child who does not fit into the stereotype of the
group (e.g. aggressive child in this example) has superior qualifications in terms of

playing basketball. In both equal and unequal qualifications conditions, after children
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reported their decisions; they were also asked to report the reason and justifications
about their decisions. In both conditions, the order of choices presented to children
(i.,e. Whom to choose?: The aggressive child or the easy-going child) was

counterbalanced.

4.2.3.1. Coding Schema of Justifications for Daily Interaction & Group
Decisions Vignettes

The justifications given by children for their decisions in each vignette were coded by
the main researcher, according to the schema used by Killen and Stangor in the original
study (2001).

Moral Justifications

This category refers to the judgments of children when they talk about ‘fairness, equal
access to the opportunities and equal treatment’ of individuals in a society. For
example, when a child justifies her/his decision as ‘Onu oyuna almamak haksizlik

olur.” it was coded under the category of moral justification.
Social-Conventional Justifications

This justification category refers to two sub-categories as a) stereotypes/social norms
and b) group functioning (cohesiveness). For the analyses, a meta-category was
formed by collapsing those two sub-categories, as suggested in the original study due
to their common focus on group dynamics. For example, a statement as ‘Grubun
basaris1 igin onu sec¢tim.” coded under the category of social-conventional

justifications.
Psychological Justifications

This category concerns the justifications tapping onto individual choices and

preferences. For example, if a student justifies her/his answer as a personal choice,
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such as ‘Ben istedim, Bu benim se¢imim.’ that would be counted as a psychological

justification.
Other

Other category refers to the justifications, which do not fit into any of the categories
given above. This category was not included in the data analyses, since there were only

a few answers under this one (less than 5%).
Inter-rater Reliabilities

Twenty percent of the data (N = 30) was coded by a hypothesis-blind second-coder in
order to assess inter-rater reliability. For the daily interaction vignettes, Cohen’s «
values were found as .84, .85, .75, .75, .80, and .83 for the two themes of gender, two
themes of the disadvantaged groups and two themes of aggressiveness, respectively.
In terms of the group activity vignettes, Cohen’s « values were .78, .79, .75, .83, .75,
and .80 for the paired-themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness,

respectively.
4.2.4. Story Completion Task

Story completion task was developed by the researchers, through considering the main
aims of the current study, the age appropriateness of the hypothetical scenarios, and
the pilot study. Using qualitative methods, such as the attempt to elicit children’s
judgments through story completion, was stated to be very necessary and viewed as a
gap in the literature by Park and Killen (2013). Previous studies argued that it is
essential to use structures that allow children more freely reflect their choices and
judgments of social exclusion and inclusion, in addition to explicit choice methods.
To the best of our knowledge, story completion task was used for the first time for
examining children’s view on social inclusion and exclusion-related judgments and

decisions. In the story completion task, children were asked to complete three stories
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about the main themes of this thesis, which are gender, disadvantaged groups and

aggressiveness (see Appendix B).

4.2.4.1. Coding Schemes for Story Completion

Coding schemes of this task were formed after careful examination of pilot data. All
stories were coded by the main researcher. An additional twenty percent of the stories
(N = 30) were coded by a hypothesis-blind second-coder in order to assess inter-rater
reliability.

Emotion content words - positive

Total number of positive emotion words in the content were counted in order to assess
the overall positive emotional tone of the stories. This coding scheme was adopted
from Sahin & Duman (2013). For example, in a sentence like ‘Birlikte mutlu mutlu
oynadilar.’, the words ‘mutlu mutlu’ coded as positive emotion words. Inter-rater
reliability coefficients for the positive emotion content words were found as .93, .94
and .80 for the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness

respectively.
Emotion content words - negative

Total number of negative emotion words in the content were counted in order to assess
the overall negative emotional tone of the stories. This coding scheme was adopted
from Sahin & Duman (2013). For example, in a sentence like ‘Dislanan ¢ocuk ¢ok
tiziildii.’, the word ‘liziildii’ coded as a negative emotion word. Inter-rater reliability
coefficients for the negative content words were found as .95, .73 and .91 for the

themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness respectively.
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Stereotyping-related words

Total number of stereotypic words was coded for the themes (gender/disadvantaged
groups/aggressiveness) of the stories. We developed this new coding scheme in light
of the pilot study and the related literature. For example, in a sentence like ‘Sen kizsin,
nasil futbol oynarsin?’ the word ‘kizsin’ coded as a gender stereotypic word referring
to the gender stereotypes. Inter-rater reliability coefficients for stereotyping-related
words were found as .94, .71 and .92 for the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups

and aggressiveness, respectively.
Compensation

Whether children complete their stories by referring to compensatory actions (e.g.
accepting a new child into a group, after and by changing their minds) were coded by
summing up the acts showing change of mind-switching from one decision to another.
For instance, in a sentence like ‘Siniftaki birbirini taniyan ¢ocuklar dnce diisiindiiler.
Belki tanirsak iyi arkadas oluruz dediler, arkadas oldular.’, children in the group first
hesitate to include the new child (exclusion); but later they change their mind after
thinking (inclusion), so there is one compensation -in number- that is present in this
sentence. We developed this new coding scheme in light of the pilot study and the
related literature, and the total number of compensatory actions were counted. Inter-
rater reliability coefficients for compensation schema were found as .86, .81 and .93
for the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness respectively.

Active effort of the actor - positive

We developed another coding scheme, which concerns counting the total number of
the active effort of the main character in the narrative they provided. If the main actor
in the story does something positive which may lead the group members to include the
main actor into their group (ie. ‘Kiz, erkeklerle bir daha konusup kendini anlatt1.”),

those acts were counted and a total number is calculated. Inter-rater reliability

38



coefficients for the positive active effort of the actor schema were found as .85, .82
and .75 for the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness,
respectively.

Active effort of the actor - negative

We developed a complementary coding scheme with the one presented above, which
concerns counting the total number of the negative attitude that the main character
presents toward the group members. If the main actor in the story does something
negative, which may lead the group members to exclude the main actor from their
group (ie. ‘Onlara bagirip, grubu bozdu.”). Inter-rater reliability coefficients for the
negative active effort of the actor schema were found as 1.00, .94 and .76 for the
themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness, respectively.

Active effort of the group - positive

We developed a group-version coding scheme, regarding the incidents in the stories
including a positive active effort presented by the group. If the group does something
positive to make the main character a part of their group or include her/him into their
in-group (ie. ‘Van’dan gelen ¢cocugu ¢agirip, kendilerini tanittilar.”), those acts were
counted as positive active effort of the group. Inter-rater reliability coefficients for the
positive active effort of the group schema were found as .89, .94 and .91 for the themes

of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness, respectively.
Active effort of the group - negative

Similar to the previous schema, if the members of group act negatively towards the
main actor, which may lead social exclusion (ie. ‘Onu aralarina almamak i¢in
Ogretmene sikayet ettiler.”), those acts were coded as negative active effort of the
group. This is also a newly developed coding scheme, concerning the total number of

negative active effort of the group. Inter-rater reliability coefficients for the negative

39



active effort of the group schema were found as .80, .78 and .92 for the themes of

gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness, respectively.
Inclusion-related words

Total number of words and phrases related to the inclusion concept was counted. For
example, in a sentence like ‘Onu aralarina aldilar ve mutlu mutlu oynadilar.” the words
‘aldilar’ and ‘oynadilar’ coded as inclusion words. This new coding scheme aims to
measure inclusion-related words, but not only explicit ones, but also implicit ones that
are more related to the semantic of the context. Inter-rater reliability coefficients for
the inclusion-related words schema were found as .94, .94 and .95 for the themes of

gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness, respectively.
Exclusion-related words

Total number of words and phrases related to the exclusion concept was also counted.
For example, in a sentence like ‘Onlarla dalga gegip onlari oyunlarindan attilar.’, there
are two exclusion-related words (‘dalga gegip’ and ‘attilar’). As in inclusion-related
words coding scheme, the coding mostly depends on the context provided in the story.
It means that both explicit exclusion-related words, and aimplicit words referring to
exclusion were coded. Inter-rater reliability coefficients for exclusion-related words
schema were found as .94, .92 and .96 for the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups

and aggressiveness respectively.
In-/out-group emphasis

Words and phrases referring to both in-group and out-group dynamics were collapsed
and coded as in-/out-group emphasis. For instance in a sentence like; ’Onu da bizim
aramiza aldik ama o bizden biri degildi.” the words ‘bizim’ and ‘bizden degildi’ was
coded as in-group-emphasizing words. This is also a new coding scheme that we

developed in light of the pilot study and the related literature. Inter-rater reliability
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coefficients for the in-/out-group emphasis schema were found as .87, .87 and .96 for

the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness, respectively.

Ending theme

In order to assess the ending theme of children’s stories, we developed the ending
theme coding scheme and coded the ending theme either as an inclusion or exclusion.
For the ending themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness stories,

Cohen’s « values were found as .86, .90 and .86, respectively.

4.2.4.2. Transformations for Coding Schemes

In this study, before computing the analyses, composite scores from the coding
schemes were constructed. This construction was done by separating the coding
schemas into two categories. In the first category, named as the ‘overall inclusion
composite’ variable; scores of the inclusion-related schemes, which are emotion
positive words, positive active effort of the actor, positive active effort of the group
and inclusion-related words, were summed for all themes together (gender,
disadvantaged groups, aggressiveness), respectively. In the second category named as
‘overall exclusion composite’ variable; scores of the exclusion-related schemas, which
are emotion negative words, stereotypic-related words (in that specific theme),
negative active effort of the actor, negative active effort of the group, exclusion-related
words and in-/out-group emphasis, were summed for all themes together (gender,
disadvantaged groups, aggressiveness), respectively.

4.2.5. Child Behavior Scale — Prosocial Behaviors Subscale

The original version of the scale was developed by Ladd and Profilet in1996. The scale
IS a teacher-report measure that aims to examine children’s behavior with peers in the
school context. It is consisted of 6 sub-scales as; aggressive with peers (7 items),
prosocial with peers (7 items), excluded by peers (7 items), asocial with peers (6

items), hyperactive-distractible (4 items), and anxious-fearful (4 items).
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In the current study, only ‘prosocial with peers’ subscale (PBS) was used, in tune with
the specific aims of the study. It focuses on empathic understanding, helping behavior,
cooperation and emotion understanding of children. The scale consists of seven items
with a 3-point Likert type (0= not true, 1= sometimes true, 2= often true). Scale was
originally developed to use with young children. The reliability coefficient of the sub-
scale was found as .92 in pre-school sample in a previous study (Ladd & Profilet,
1996). Vandell et al. (2006) used the same scale with elementary and middle-aged
children. They used the scale in their after-school programs on the cognitive,
academic, and socioemotional development of children and adolescents in high-
poverty communities (Vandell et al., 2006). In that study, Cronbach’s alpha was found
as .92 to .93.

The scale was adapted to Turkish by Giilay (2009). Internal consistency of the scale in
the original adaptation study was found as .81 and .88 for the ‘prosocial with peers’
subscale. Similarly, sub-scale is a 3-point Likert type (0= not true/ uygun degil, 1=
sometimes true/ bazen uygun, 2= often true/ kesinlikle uygun). The example items
from the scale can be given as; ‘Diger ¢ocuklara yardim eder.” and ‘Baskalarinin
duygularini anladigini gésterir. Empatiktir.” (see Appendix C). In this current study,

reliability coefficient of the sub-scale was found as .91.

For the 4" graders, class teacher (smif 6gretmeni) filled out the scale. For the 7%
graders, the teacher who was responsible as a class teacher filled out the scales. All

teachers (N = 16) were teaching the students at least for six months.
4.3. Procedure

All necessary permissions were maintained from the Human Subjects Ethical Review
Board at METU, and the Ministry of Education. Parents were contacted by the help of
the school, and demographic information form -along with the parental consent forms-

were sent to them via students. Once the permissions were collected, classes were
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visited and students was informed about the nature of the study by the researcher (see

Appendix D, E, F for informed consents).

Once volunteering students with the signed parental consent forms were detected,
students were taken from their classrooms during the school hours to a pre-scheduled
classroom in their schools to keep the privacy and reliability. Before handing them the
vignettes, an example was given in order to make sure that they understood what they
would do in the study. Later, the paper-and-pen formatted vignettes were handed in to
the students. The questionnaire was, consisted of three parts as explained above (daily
interactions vignettes, group activities vignettes, and story completion task) and it took
approximately 50-60 minutes for children to complete. The main researcher and five
undergraduate students, who were trained before recruiting participants, completed the

whole data collection process. None of the children dropped out from participation.

Later, teachers were asked to fill out the ‘Child Behavior Scale — Prosocial Behaviors
subscale. Teachers filled out questionnaires, for maximum of 10 students. There were
only two classes, in which more than 10 students attended to the study. In those cases,
to avoid possible exhaustion, teachers only filled the scale for 10 students, per day.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS

In the following section, the results of the statistical analyses are presented according
to the study design. Firstly, information on the data screening and cleaning procedure
are provided. Later, findings of the hypotheses testing of the daily interactions, group

activities and story completion tasks are presented.
5.1. Data Analyses

All of the statistical analyses were performed via using SPSS. For the first two tasks,
daily interactions and group activities, the role of age and PBS on the decisions and
justification of children were measured by using mixed-design ANOVAs and t-tests
analyses. In the last task, the effects of age and PBS were regressed on the composite
inclusion, exclusion, compensation and ending theme variables derived from ‘story

completion task’, and analyzed by using hierarchical regression analyses.
5.1.2. Transformations Prior to the Hypotheses Testing

Before moving to hypotheses testing, some transformations were computed for the
variables. First of all, the variables including decisions of the children transformed into
continuous variables by scoring the decisions dichotomously, with a score of “1”
indicating that the category was used, and “0” indicating that the category was not
used (for each category and each participant). Similarly, justifications of children
(which has three categories as moral, socio-conventional and psychological
justifications) were transformed into continuous variables by using the same method.

This methodology is widely used by previous studies, and is proven to be robust to use
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it in ANOVA-based statistical analyses rather than log-linear methods used with
categorical data (Wainryb, Shaw, Laupa, & Smith, 2001; Nucci & Smetana, 1996).

Additionally, Prosocial Behaviors Scale was transformed into a categorical variable,
by using median-split method in order to perform ANOVA analyses. PBS scores of
the children were divided into two categories (median value for the scale was 16). An
independent samples t-test was computed to examine whether the two groups had
significantly different mean scores in terms of PBS. Results showed that high scored
group (M = 19.82, SD = .39) had significantly higher mean scores than low-scored
group (M =14.21, SD = 3.36), t(147) = 12.52, p < .001).

5.2. Data Screening

The data screened before testing the hypotheses. There were no univariate outliers and
one multivariate outlier was removed from the dataset. In addition, for the missing

values of the Child Behavior Scale (N = 2) mean replacement method was used.
5.3. Daily Interactions Task

In the daily interactions task, children were asked to choose between two characters in
the stories representing usual social interactions of children given to them depending
on the scenario condition. In the favored scenario, children needed to choose a
character for an advantaged position. In the disfavored scenario, children needed to
choose a character for a disadvantaged position. They were also asked their
justifications for their decisions.

For all of the conditions mentioned above, separate mixed design 2 (age: 10-13) x 2
(PBS: low-high) x 2 (decisions of the children) ANOV As with repeated measures on
the last factor were conducted for the decisions of children. For the justifications,
mixed design 2 (age: 10-13) x 2 (PBS: low-high) x 3 (justifications of the children)

ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor were computed. Also, as
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exploratory analyses, ‘the role of decisions on the justifications of children’ were

analyzed by using independent samples t-test analyses.
5.3.1. Gender Theme
Favored scenario

When children were asked to choose between a girl and a boy for a favored situation,
ANOVA analysis showed that neither age F(1,139) = .86, p =. 36, nor PBS effect was
significant, F(1,139) = .28, p = . 60; however, the main effect of the within subjects
factor was significant; F(1,139) = 85.97, p < .001, #? = .57. For this reason, a paired
samples t-test was computed to see the dominant decision of children. Results showed
that, children chose the girl (M = .87, SD = .33) for a favored position significantly
more frequently compared to the boy (M =.12, SD =.32) regardless of age (see Figure
1).

In terms of the justifications made by children, the effect of age F(2,278) = .08, p =.
86 and PBS were not significant, F(2,278) = .62, p = . 53; however, the main effect of
the within subjects factor was significant; F(2,278) = 98.77, p < .001, 5= .44. Paired
samples t-tests showed that, children attributed their justifications to socio-
conventional norms (M = .85, SD = .34) significantly more frequently compared to
moral (M = .16, SD = .02) and psychological domains (M = .19, SD = .04), t(148) =
23.02, p <.001, t(148) = 20.82, p < .001, respectively (see Figure 2).

Children who chose the boy (M = .38, SD = .46) justified their decisions by using
moral domain compared to the children who choose the girl (M = .098, SD = .07),
t(17.25) = 1.75, p < .001). On the other hand, children who chose the girl (M = .93,
SD =.24), justified their decision by using socio-conventional domain more, compared
to the children who chose the boy (M = .38, SD = .25), 1(18.12) = 4.57, p < .001).

46



Disfavored scenario

When children decide to choose between a girl and a boy to a disfavored situation,
ANOVA results showed that neither age F(1,139) = 1.58, p = . 21 nor PBS factors
were significant, F(1,139) = .28, p = . 46; however, the main effect of the within
subjects factor was significant; F(1,139) = 28.37, p < .001, #%=.17. Results showed
that, children chose the boy (M = .67, SD = .44) for a disfavored position significantly
more frequently compared to the girl (M = .26, SD = .47) (see Figure 1).

In terms of the justifications made by children, age F(2,278) = .69, p = . 50 and PBS
were not predictive factors, F(2,278) = 1.24, p = . 28; however, the main effect of the
between subjects factor was again significant; F(2,278) = 9.78, p < .001, #*=.07.
Paired samples t-test showed that, children attributed their justifications significantly
more frequently to socio-conventional (M = .35, SD = .48) and psychological domain
(M = .25, SD = .15) more, compared to the moral domain t(148) = 5.16, p < .001,
t(148) = 3.44, p = .001, respectively (see Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Decisions of children in daily interactions task - gender theme
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Figure 2. Justifications of children in daily interactions task - gender theme

Children who chose the girl (M = .30, SD = .46) justified their decisions by using moral
domain, the children who choose the boy (M = .10, SD = .14), t(40.71) = 3.76, p <
.001). Additionally, children who chose the boy (M = .48, SD = .50) justified their
decision by using socio-conventional domain more, compared to the children who
chose the girl (M = .13, SD = .23), 1(102) = 4.76, p < .001), t(130) = 2.78, p < .001.

5.3.2. Disadvantaged Groups Theme
Favored scenario

When children were asked to choose between a new peer coming from Istanbul and
Van, result showed that neither age F(1,139) = .46, p = . 50 nor PBS was significant,
F(1,139) = 1.87, p = . 17. Additionally, the effect of the within factor was not
significant, F(1,139) = 1.67, p = .20 (see Figure 3).
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In terms of the justifications, effects of age (F(2,278) = 1.50, p = . 23 and PBS was
not significant, F(2,278) = .18, p = .84. A significant within subjects factor revealed
that regardless of age, children based their justifications on a certain domain more
frequently, F(2,278) = 4.90, p = .008, #* = .03. Paired samples t-tests showed that,
children attributed their justifications significantly more frequently on socio-
conventional (M = .34, SD = .17) and moral norms (M = .36, SD = .18), compared to
psychological domain norms (M = .16, SD = .07), t(148) = 3.52, p = .002, t(148) =
3.24, p = .001, respectively (see Figure 4).

Children who chose the new peer coming from Van (M = .70, SD = .46) justified their
decisions by using moral domain, compared to the children who choose the peer
coming from Istanbul (M = .0, SD = .0), t(76) = 13.36, p < .001. However; children
who chose the peer coming from Istanbul (M = .69, SD = .46), justified their decisions
by using socio-conventional domain more, compared to the children who chose the
peer coming from Van (M = .09, SD = .28), 1(99.7) = 9.1, p < .001.

Disfavored scenario

When children were asked to choose between a new peer coming from Istanbul and
Van, results showed that neither age F(1,139) = .62, p = . 43 nor PBS was significant
factors, F(1,139) = .56, p = . 46 (see Figure 3). Additionally, the effect of the within
factor was not significant, F(1,139) = 2.16, p = .15. In terms of the justifications,
effects of age (F(2,278) = 1.58, p = . 15) and PBS also was not significant (F(2,278)
=.29, p =.75) (see Figure 4).

Children who chose the new peer coming from Istanbul (M = .44, SD = .49) justified
their decisions by using moral domain, compared to the children who choose the peer
coming from Van (M = .06, SD = .24), t(115.3) = 5.53, p < .001. Also, children who
chose the peer coming from Van (M = .55, SD = .50), justified their decisions by using
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socio-conventional domain more, compared to the children who chose the peer coming
from Istanbul (M = .11, SD = .32), t(101.84) = 6, p < .001.

5.3.3. Aggressiveness Theme
Favored scenario

When children decided to choose between a more easy-going and an aggressive child
for a favored situation, ANOVA result showed that neither age F(1,139) = 2.54, p =
.11 nor PBS was a predictive factor, F(1,139) = .08, p = . 37; however, the main effect
of the within subjects factor was significant; F(1,139) = 58.37, p < .001, #? = .53.
Results showed that, children chose the easy-going child (M = .89, SD = .30) for a
favored position significantly more frequently, compared to the aggressive one (M =
.09, SD = .29) (see Figure 5).

In terms of the justifications made by children, age F(2,278) = 1.48, p = .23 and PBS
were not predictive factors alone, F(2,278) = 1.72, p = .18; however, a marginally
significant three-way interaction was observed between justifications, age and PBS,
F(2,278) = 2.77, p = .06, #* = .03. Post-hoc analysis showed that 13-year old/low
prosocial group of children significantly used more psychological justifications
(personal choice) (M = .63, SD = .48) than socio-conventional justifications (M = .35,
SD = .48), t(46) = 3, p < .001 (see Figure 6).

Disfavored scenario

Similar to the favored scenario, neither age F(1,139) =.16, p = .69 nor PBS F(1,139)
=.004, p =. 95 was significant between-subjects factors. The main effect of the within
subjects factor was significant; F(1,139) = 7.20, p = .017, #? = .05. Results showed
that, children chose the aggressive child (M = .61, SD = .30) for a disfavored position
significantly more frequently, compared to the easy-going one (M = .38, SD = .29)
(see Figure 5).
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In terms of the justifications made by children, the effects of age F(2,278) = 1.77, p =
.17 and PBS were not significant, F(2,278) = 2.21, p =. 11; however, the main effect
of the within subjects factor was significant; F(2,278) = 144.15, p < .001, »? = .51.
Paired samples t-tests showed that, children attributed their justifications significantly
more frequently to socio-conventional norms (M = .73, SD = .44), compared to moral
(M = .01, SD = .08) and psychological justifications (M = .16, SD = .37), t(148) =
19.43, 1(148) = 9.11, p < .001, (see Figure 7).

For aggressiveness theme both for advantaged and disadvantaged scenarios, there is
no significant effect of decision on justifications, F(2,292)=1.27, p = .28; F(2,294) =
17, p = .71, respectively.
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Figure 5. Decisions of children in daily interactions task - aggressiveness theme
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5.4. Group Activities Task

In the group activities task, children were asked to choose between two characters in
the stories including group activities of children given to them. There were two
conditions in each theme. In the equal qualifications scenario, children needed to
choose between two characters, who had the same qualifications. In the unequal
qualifications scenario, children needed to choose between two characters; but this
time the character who did not fit into the stereotype of the group, had superior
qualifications compared to other character. Children were also asked their

justifications for their decisions.

For all of the conditions mentioned above, separate mixed design 2 (age: 10-13) x 2
(PBS: low-high) x 2 (decisions of the children) ANOVAs with repeated measures on
the last factor were conducted for the decisions of children. For the justifications made
by children, mixed design 2 (age: 10-13) x 2 (PBS: low-high) x 3 (justifications of the
children) ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor were computed. Also, as
exploratory analyses, ‘the role of decisions on the justifications of children’ were

analyzed by using independent samples t-test analyses.
5.4.1. Gender Theme
Equal qualifications scenario

For the equal qualifications scenario, ANOVA results showed that age is a significant
factor affecting children’s decisions, F(1,139) = 9.48, p =.003, #>=.06; however, PBS
was not, F(1,139) = .18, p =. 67. Independent samples t-test analyses showed that 10-
year-olds (M = .81, SD = .39) chose the girl significantly more frequently, compared
to 13-year-olds (M = .59, SD = .49). In addition, 13-year olds (M = .40, SD = .49)
chose the boy more frequently than 10-year-olds (M = .14, SD = .35), t(137.71) = 2,91,
p =.004, t(132.49) = 3.64, p < .001 (see Figure 8).
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In terms of the justifications made by children, age effect was also significant F(2,278)
=8.15, p=. 01, 4°~.06, whereas PBS was not F(2,278) = .1.25, p = .27. Independent
samples t-test showed that, while 10-year-olds justified their decisions by referring to
socio-conventional domain (M = .79, SD = .40) more frequently, compared to moral
values (M = .60, SD = .49); 13-year-olds attributed their justifications significantly
more to moral domain (M = .47, SD = .33), compared to socio-conventional domain
(M = .28, SD = .08), t(148) = 19.43, t(134) = 2.51, p = .033, t(120) = 3.86, p < .001,

respectively (see Figure 10).

Children who chose the boy (M = .77, SD = .42) justified their decisions by using
moral domain, compared to the children who chose the girl (M = .09, SD = .08),
t(40.56) = 11.34, p < .001. On the other hand, children who chose the girl (M = .96,
SD =.19), justified their decision by using socio-conventional domain more, compared
to the children who chose the boy (M = .07, SD = .26), t(144) = 22.29, p < .001.

Unequal qualifications scenario

For the unequal qualifications scenario, ANOVA results showed that even though age
effect was not significant, F(1,139) = .86, p = .37; PBS found as a significant factor,
F(1,139) = 7.53, p = . 007, #?=.05. Independent samples t-test analysis showed that
low-prosocial group (M = .43, SD = .49) chose the girl significantly more frequently,
compared to high-prosocial group (M = .22, SD = .42), whereas high-prosocial group
(M = .75, SD = .43) chose the boy more frequently than the low-prosocial group (M =
55, SD = .49), t(133) = 2,70, p =.008, t(131.23) = 2.57, p = .011 (see Figure 8).

In terms of the justifications made by children, age F(2,278) = .59, p = . 46 and PBS
were not predictive factors, F(2,278) = .07, p = . 82; however, the main effect of the
within subjects factor was significant; F(2,278) = 166.41, p < .001, 5 = .54. Paired
samples t-test showed that in overall, children referred to socio-conventional domain
(M =.79, SD = .40) significantly more frequently than the moral (M = .14, SD = .35),
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and psychological domains (M = .06, SD = .08), t(148) = 10.95, p < .001, t(120) =
22.82, p <.001, respectively (see figure 9).1
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Figure 8. Decisions of children in group activities task - gender theme

1 When the justification analysis was conducted with sub-categories of socio-
conventional justification domain, PBS found as a significant factor, F(2,274) = 3.52,
p =. 035, #2=.03. Post-hoc analysis showed that while low prosocial group justified
their decisions by using social-norm domain (M = .25, SD = .42); children who belong
to the high-prosocial group justified their decisions by using group cohesiveness
domain (M = .69, SD = .46), t(122.62) = 1.97, p = .051, t(135.71) = 2.08, p = .042
respectively.
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5.4.2. Disadvantaged Groups Theme
Equal qualifications scenario

In terms of the decisions of children, age, F(1,139) = 0, p = .98 and PBS were not
significant factors, F(1,139) = 001, p = .98; however, a three-way interaction was
observed between decisions, age and prosocial behaviors F(1,139) = 4.71, p = .032, #?
=.03. Post-hoc analysis showed that 10-year old/low prosocial group (M = .57, SD =
.50) of children chose the child from Istanbul significantly more frequently, compared
to the child coming from Van (M = .35, SD = .48), t(138) = 1.91, p = .06, t(138) =2.35,
p = .045, respectively (see Figure 11).

In terms of the justifications, similar to the decisions, also a three way interaction was
observed between justifications, age and prosocial behaviors, F(2,278) = 3.81, p =
.036, 52 =.03. Post-hoc analyses showed that 10-year old children, who are in the low
prosocial group, made more psychological justifications (M = .30, SD = .32) more
frequently, compared to the socio-conventional (M = .23, SD = .27) and moral
justifications (M = .23, SD = .25), t(41) = 1.92, p = .045, t(41) =1.95, p = .043 (see
Figure 12).

Children who chose the new peer coming from Van (M = .65, SD = .47) justified their
decisions by using the moral domain more frequently, compared to the children who
chose the peer coming from Istanbul (M = .05, SD =.22), t(92.54) = 9.58, p < .001.
However; children who chose the peer coming from Istanbul (M = .58, SD = .49),
justified their decisions by using socio-conventional and psychological domains more
frequently (M = .46, SD = .29), compared to the children who chose the peer coming
from Van (M = .05, SD = .23), t(105) = 8.17, p < .001.
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Unequal qualifications scenario

When children were asked to choose between a new peer coming from Istanbul and
Van, results showed that neither age, F(1,139) = .46, p = . 50, nor PBS effect was
significant, F(1,139)= 1.87, p = .17. The significant within subject factor results
(F(1,139) = 70.70, p < .001, #? = .34) showed that children significantly more
frequently chose the child from Van (M = .78, SD = .45), compared to the child from
Istanbul (M = .19, SD = .40).

In terms of the justifications, neither age F(2,278) = 1.52, p = . 22, nor PBS was a
significant factor, F(2,278) = .16, p = .85. The significant within subjects factor results
(F(2,278) = 94.53, p < .001, %= .45) showed that children significantly referred to the
socio-conventional domain (M = .75, SD = .40) more frequently than the moral (M =
.08, SD = .28) and psychological domains (M = .03, SD = .18), t(148) = 13.86, p <
.001, t(148) = 18.44, p < .001, respectively.
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Figure 11. Decisions of children in group activities task - disadvantaged groups theme
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theme

5.4.3. Aggressiveness Theme
Equal qualifications scenario

Age (F(1,139) =.37, p = .54) and PBS (F(1,139) = .02, p = . 89) did not predict the
decisions of the children. The main effect of the within subjects factor was significant;
F(1,139) = 158.56, p < .001, #?=.53. Children chose the easy-going child (M = .86,
SD = .34) significantly more frequently, compared to the aggressive one (M =.12, SD
=.32) (see Figure 13).

In terms of the justifications made by children, the effects of age F(2,278) = .39, p =
.61 and PBS were not significant, F(2,278) = .53, p = . 63; however, the main effect
of the within subjects factor was significant; F(2,278) = 115.15, p < .001, »? = .64.

60



Paired samples t-test showed that, children attributed their justifications significantly
more frequently to socio-conventional norms (M = .87, SD = .32), compared to moral
(M = .02, SD = .16) and psychological justifications (M = .03, SD = .18) in overall
t(148) = 24.47, 1(148) = 23.10, p < .001, respectively (see Figure 14).

Children who chose the aggressive child (M = .22, SD = .42) justified their decision
by using moral domain more frequently, compared to the children who chose the easy-
going child (M = .07, SD =.04), t(17) = 2.20, p = .042. Also, children who chose the
easy-going child (M = .55, SD = .51), justified their decision by using socio-
conventional domain more frequently, compared to children who chose the aggressive
child (M = .54, SD =.52), t(17.97) = 3.19, p = .005.

Unequal qualifications scenario

In the last scenario, neither age (F(1,139) =.01, p =.98), nor PBS (F(1,139)=.31,p =
.58) did not predict the decisions of the children. The main effect of the within subjects
factor was significant, F(1,139) = 58.3, p < .001, 5 =.30. Children chose the easy-
going child (M = .77, SD = .43) significantly more frequently, compared to the
aggressive one (M = .22, SD = .42) regardless of age (see Figure 13).

In terms of the justifications made by children, age F(2,278) = .73, p = . 48 and PBS
were not significant factors, F(2,278)= .12, p = . 14; however, the main effect of the
within subjects factor was significant; F(2,278) = 101.56, p < .001, 5 = .68. Paired
samples t-test showed that, children attributed their justifications significantly more
frequently to socio-conventional norms (M = .73, SD = .44), compared to the moral
(M = .06, SD = .08) and psychological justifications (M = .16, SD = .37) in overall
t(148) = 19.43, p <.001, t(148) =9.11, p <.001, respectively. Additionally, compared
to moral justifications (M = .06, SD = .08), psychological domain (M = .16, SD =.37)
was reported more frequently, t(148) = 5.08, p < .001 (see Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Justifications of children in group activities task - aggressiveness theme
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5.5. Story Completion Task

To see the predictive role of age and PBS on the story completion coding schemas of
children, composite scores and the two schemes as ‘compensation’ and ‘ending theme’
were analyzed by using hierarchical regression analyses (see Table 3 for descriptive

statistics and bivariate correlations of coding variables).
5.5.1. Analysis of the Overall Inclusion Composite Scores

Results of the hierarchical regression analysis showed that age was a significant factor
on overall inclusion composite scores explaining 11% of the total variance, R? = .11,
F(1,143) = 16.97, p < .001. However, PBS did not account any variance beyond age
effect, 4R? = .00, Finc(1,142) = 4.53, p = .98. In terms of the unique effects, as the
children’s age decreases (f = -.13), children’s scores in overall inclusion-related

schemas were increasing, p < .001 ? (see Table 2).

Table 2

Results of the Analysis of the Overall Inclusion Composite Scores

B T Sig. R’ R? Sig. R> F
Change Change

Step 1 A1 A1 000 16.97***
Child’s Age =33 -4.12  .000

Step 2 A1 .00 .99 8.42
PBS .00 .004 .99

Note 1. Dependent Variable is Overall Inclusion Composite Scores
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

2 When the themes constructing the composite variables were analyzed
separately for gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness scores, significant
effect of age was also observed, R? = .10, F(1,144) = 15.46, p <.001; R?=.03, F(1,145)
=4.28,p =.04; , R?> = .06, F(1,145) = 7.72, p = .006, respectively.
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Table 3

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Coding Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Overall Inclusion Composite Scores 659 3.9 1

2. Gender Theme Inclusion Composite Scores 223 19 78** 1

3. Disadvantaged Groups Theme Inclusion

Composite Scores 2,67 1.73 77** 38** 1

4. Aggressiveness Theme Inclusion Composite

Scores 1.68 158 .72** 38 38** 1

5. Overall Exclusion Composite Scores 6.07 3.87 -05 -15 -11 -06 1

6. Gender Theme Exclusion Composite Scores 237 222 -13 -28* -00 .01 .72** 1

7. Disadvantaged Groups Theme Exclusion

Composite Scores 112 149 -08 -03 .19* .00 .63** .29** 1

8. Aggressiveness Theme Exclusion Composite

Scores 261 2.05 -11 -03 34** -13 .64** .08 .16* 1

9. Overall Composite Compensation Scores 1.06 1.18 .37** .33** 25** 25** 38** 19* 31** 26** 1

10. Overall Inclusion Ending Theme Scores 211 96 .69** 58** 40** 56** -23 .31**-20* .03 33** 1

11. Overall Exclusion Ending Theme Scores 26 44 42%* 20*%* - 11 .58** 25** 19* -(02 .29** -11 .53** 1

** < 01, *p<.05



5.5.2. Analysis of the Overall Exclusion Composite Scores

For the overall exclusion composite scores, neither age (R? = .005, F(1,143) = .65, p =
.42) nor PBS (R? = .03, F(1,142) = .58, p = .50) was significant. For this reason, themes
were analyzed separately in order to examine in more detail. Results showed that for
the aggressiveness theme, age was a significant factor explaining 3% of the total
variance on exclusion composite scores, R? = .03, F(1,143) = 4.75, p = .03; whereas
prosocial behaviors did not account additional variance beyond age effect, 4R? = .005,
Finc(1,142) .69, p = .40. ® Unique effects showed that, as the children’s age decreases
(8 = -.18), children’s scores in overall exclusion-related schemas were increasing, p =
.001 (see Table 4).

Table 4

Results of the Analysis of the Aggressiveness Theme Exclusion Composite Scores

B T Sig. R’ R? Sig. > F
Change Change
Step 1 .03 .03 .03 4.75%
Child’s Age -.18 -2.18 .03
Step 2 .04 .005 2.71 8.42
PBS -.07 -.83 41

Note 1. Dependent Variable is Aggressiveness Theme Exclusion Composite Scores
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

% Effects of age and prosocial behaviors for gender theme (R? = .03, F(2,145)
= .77, p = .47) and disadvantaged groups theme (R? = .03, F(2,146) = 1.31, p = .27)
were not significant.
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5.5.3. Compensation

Similar to the previous sections, compensation schema scores of the three themes
(gender, disadvantaged groups, and aggressiveness) were counted to form a composite
score. Results showed that age was a significant factor explaining 8% of the total
variance, R? = .08, F(1,143) = 11.52, p = .001. However, PBS did not explain any
variance accounted by age, 4R? = .001, Finc(1,142) = .19, p = .67. Unique effects
showed that, as the children’s age decreases (f = -.27), children’s usage of overall

compensation schema was increasing, p = .001* (see Table 5).

Table 5

Results of the Analysis of the Overall Composite Compensation Scores

B T Sig. R’ R’ Sig. R F
Change Change

Step 1 .08 .08 001 11.52%*
Child’s Age -27 338 .001

Step 2 .08 .001 .19 5.82
PBS -03 -43 .67

Note 1. Dependent Variable is Overall Composite Compensation Scores
*p<.05, ¥*p<.01, ***p<.001

4 When the compensation schema was analyzed separately for gender (R? =
.03, F(1,143) = 8.93, p =.001), disadvantaged groups (R? = .03, F(1,142) = 5.85, p =
.042) and aggressiveness (R? = .03, F(1,144) = 4.30, , p = .041) composite scores , the
same results were observed for age.
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5.5.4. Ending Theme

Ending themes of the stories were counted and transformed into continuous variables.
The effects of age and PBS on the ending themes were analyzed by using an overall

composite ending theme schema.

Results showed that age was a significant factor on overall inclusion ending theme
schema explaining 11% of the total variance, R? = .11, F(1,143) 16.97, p < .001. °
However, PBS did not account any additional variance beyond age effect, A/R? = .00,
Finc(1,142) = .00, p = .99 (see Table 6). As age decreases (# = -.33) children ended
their stories with inclusion more (see Figure 13).

In terms of the overall exclusion composite schema, age was significant explaining
11% of the total variance, R? = .11, F(1,143) = 13.44, p < .001. ® However, PBS did
not account any additional variance beyond age effect, AR? = .004, Finc(1,142) = .5, p
= .48 (see Table 7). As age increases (5 = 34) children ended their stories with
exclusion more (see Figure 13).

> When ending schema for inclusion was analyzed separately for gender (R? =
.05, F(1,145) = 7.50, p = .007), disadvantaged groups R? = .05, F(1,145) = 7.40, p =
.006) and aggressiveness (R? = .05, F(1,145) = 7.40, p = .024) scores, significant
results also were obtained for age.

s When ending schema for exclusion was analyzed separately for gender (R? =
.05, F(1,145) = 4.34, p = .05), disadvantaged groups (R? = .02, F(1,145) = 3.35, p =
.06) and aggressiveness (R? = .02, F(1,145) = 3.35, p = .06) scores, they were all
significant for age.
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Table 6

Results of the Analysis of the Overall Inclusion Ending Theme Scores

S T Sig. R’ R? Sig. R? F
Change Change

Step 1 12 12 000  19.00%**
Child’s Age -34 -436 .000

Step 2 13 .006 33 9.96
PBS -08  -97 .33

Note 1. Dependent Variable is Overall Inclusion Ending Theme Scores
*p<.05, *¥*p<.01, *¥**p<.001

Table 7

Results of the Analysis of the Overall Exclusion Ending Theme Scores

B T Sig. R’ R’ Sig. R’ F
Change Change

Step 1 A1 A1 000 178.75%**
Child’s Age 34 431 .000

Step 2 13 .001 73 9.38
PBS -03  -36 72

Note 1. Dependent Variable is Overall Exclusion Ending Theme Scores
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION

The overarching aim of the current study is to explore Turkish children’s decision and
judgment patterns about social exclusion/inclusion in the themes of gender,
disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness, and to the best of our knowledge, this multi-
layered study is the first attempt to explore the relation of the main phenomena
provided above. First of all, children’s capacity to make social judgments considering
different forms of values and contexts, as given in the existing literature, was aimed to
be replicated in the Turkish sample. In addition, the predictive role of the children’s
individual characteristics, such as age and prosocial behavior, on their decision and
justification patterns was also examined. While exploring these patterns, various peer
interaction styles, such as daily interactions, group activities and the story completion
task, in order to see the change across different social contexts, and have a
complementary insight on the issue. Finally, for the justifications about their decisions,
this is the first attempt examining how children would justify their decisions in favored

(deciding to include) and disfavored (deciding to exclude) conditions.

Our findings show that children showed a converging pattern, especially for group
activities in terms of their decisions and justifications, whereas there is a higher level
of individual differences when it comes to daily activities. When we examined our
results for the prepared vignettes about group activities, we found again a converging
pattern showing that younger children provided more stereotypic decisions for the
questions they were asked. However, when children were given more degree of
freedom in terms of constructing their own stories via story completion task, we

observed more inclusion-related decisions by provided younger children. To the best
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of our knowledge, story completion task was used for the first time in terms of
examining social exclusion-inclusion related decisions. In those terms, this study made

a unique contribution to the existing literature.

In the rest of the chapter, firstly the findings of the tasks with theoretical and practical
implications are discussed. Later, limitations of the study with the suggestions for

further research is presented.
6.1. Evaluation of the Findings of Daily Interactions Tasks

In the daily interactions task, children were presented stories asking them to report
their decisions and justifications in themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and
aggressiveness. In each theme, there were two conditions as favored and disfavored.
For the favored condition, children decided to include one of the two characters given
to them for a favored condition. On the other hand, for the disfavored condition,
children decided whom to exclude from the two characters given to them for a
disfavored condition. The aim of the daily interactions task was to look at decision and
justification patterns of children in relation to age and prosocial behaviors in more
daily social interactions before presenting them group level activities.

6.1.1. Gender Theme

In gender theme, age and prosocial behaviors did not predict decisions of children in
both favored and disfavored conditions. However, when the overall data is analyzed,
results showed that children choose the girl for the favored position. As a
complementary finding, they chose the boy for the disfavored position. Even though
the expected age and prosocial behavior effect was not observed, those findings
support the literature showing that gender stereotypes give females and males
predominant social roles and these are effective even in children’s simple everyday
decisions (Bosak, Sczesny, & Eagly, 2008). Children’s decision to choose the girl for

the favored position can be interpreted as an act of positive discrimination, by favoring
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individuals belonging to groups, which suffer from discrimination. Previous studies
on gender schemas and related stereotypes, females are perceived as a more
disadvantaged group and many research showed that this view is learned very early in
life. This social dynamic was also replicated in this study showing that children -
regardless of age groups in the current study- have a certain understanding and already
constructed gender schemas about this discrimination. They decided to give the
advantage to the discriminated group, even when the context presented to them
includes daily peer interactions. In an extensive review looking at practices,
perceptions and policies regarding positive discrimination for women in Turkey,
Akbag and Sen reported a vast amount of evidence regarding unequal treatment of
women in various fields such as work-settings, social life and legal policies. Yet, to
the best of our knowledge, there are no studies examining children’s
exclusion/inclusion related judgments in the Turkish cultural context; therefore this

study also provides insight for the related phenomena in a Turkish sample.

For the justifications similarly, age and prosocial behaviors were not predictive factors
in gender vignettes about daily activities. When the overall justifications were
analyzed, in the favored condition, children justified their decisions about whom to
include, by referring to socio-conventional domain more frequently (i.e. Kizlara her
zaman oncelik verilir.). For the disfavored condition, on the other hand, children
justified their decisions about whom to exclude, by referring to both socio-
conventional (i.e. Erkek bir kiza sirasini vermelidir.) and psychological domains (i.e.
Bence erkek hakkindan vazge¢meli.). When the situation requires children to evaluate
the situation more (as putting the boy to a disfavored condition), children use multiple
judgment domains rather than relying on a single domain (Killen, et. al, 2007). This
pattern in findings is consistent across gender and aggressiveness themes in daily
activities, showing that children justify their inclusion related decisions mostly
depending on social norms (socio-conventional), whereas when they justify why they

excluded someone from the group, in addition to social norms, they also put emphasis
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on their personal choices (psychological). Previous studies showed that children
justify their exclusion-related decisions regarding aggressiveness both according to
socio-conventional and psychological categories; however, to the best of our
knowledge, a) this is the first attempt to look at the nuanced conditions (favored and
disfavored) for exclusion/inclusion related decisions, and b) this study is also the first
one to show that in vignettes about gender, children justify their decisions of exclusion
based on personal choice as well as social norms, both for general and also for
conditions (in accordance with our findings, disfavored condition). In light of our
findings, one may argue that children prefer to add another layer to their justifications,
other than social norm (socio-conventional), especially when it comes to exclusion-
related decisions. Excluding someone from an advantaged situation, such as being
included as a newcomer, or being given a privilege, is mostly perceived as a decision,
which requires detailed justification in social relationships. The premises of the Social
Domain Theory argue that children are able to use various judgment domains
depending on the context (Rutland, et. al, 2001). Our findings might be explained by
this theory, and be due to the internalization of this understanding by children; when
they were forced to choose someone to exclude and then justify their decisions, they

provide a more personal basis for their justifications.

In the exploratory analyses examining what kind of justifications are provided for what
kind of decisions about daily interactions, a complementary pattern between favored
and disfavored conditions was found. Children who chose the boy for a favored
position (also chose the girl for a disfavored position) justified their decisions by
referring to moral domain and focusing on equal treatment to individuals, fairness and
equal rights (i.e. Kizlara her zaman oncelik veriliyor, bu defa da erkege oncelik
veirlmeli.). Whereas, children who chose the girl for a favored position (also chose the
boy for a disfavored position) referred to socio-conventional domain. These findings

show that gender roles and expectations are not stable, and children have the ability to
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modify their social judgments depending on the target’s salient features as stated in

the literature (Fagot et. al, 2000).
6.1.2. Disadvantaged Groups Theme

In the disadvantaged groups theme, age and prosocial behaviors did not predict
decisions of children neither for favored nor for disfavored conditions. When the
overall data is analyzed, a dominant choice was not provided for the children in the
vignettes, coming from Istanbul and Van, in either conditions. In terms of the
justifications, again age and prosocial behaviors were not predictive factors in both
conditions. When overall justifications were analyzed, only for the favored condition
children justified their decisions by referring to socio-conventional and moral domain
more frequently, compared to the psychological domain.

Findings of this part of the study are in tune with the existing literature; however, the
theme is studied under the concept of ethnicity and/or race generally, with a slightly
different conceptual framework, compared to the current study. Edmonds and Killen
(2009) reported no age effect when they asked 9" and 12" grade students about their
decisions regarding cross-racial friendships in various social contexts (i.e. dating,
having a sleepover, and having lunch together). Similarly, in a different study
conducted by Killen et. al, (2007), neither the participants’ ethnic membership nor age
predicted the decisions of children about daily interactions for having a sleepover
party, eating lunch and dancing together. In the current study, we looked at the effect
of a specific ‘Eastern’ identity, which might not have been conceptual equivalent of

ethnicity, yet we found the same results as given in the literature.

When previous research and the current findings were evaluated together, one may
argue that ethnic background information and its social underpinnings may not be a
strong factor affecting children’s decisions and justifications in straightforward daily
interactions. In the study mentioned above, the only factor affecting children’s

decisions was their intergroup contact with the minority groups (Killen et. al, (2007).
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Children in Ankara do not usually find the opportunity to come into contact with peers
from Van. For this reason, they might not have any stereotypes regarding people from
Van or they might be simply choose not to use those stereotypes as a valid information
in straightforward daily interactions. Even if they cannot find an opportunity to come
into contact with children from Istanbul, there is a mass amount of information that is
provided by general media and participants in this study might have heard about

Istanbul way more frequently compared to Van.

Despite of these findings, when decisions and justifications were evaluated together,
the nature of the findings changed. Results showed that children who chose the child
coming from Van for a favored position (and they chose the child coming from
Istanbul for a disfavored position) justified their decisions by using moral domain (i.e.
Van’'da bu imkanlari bulamamus olabilir, bu defa da ona sans verilmeli.), whereas,
children who chose the child coming from Istanbul for a favored position (and they
chose the child coming from Van for a disfavored position) justified their decisions by
using socio-conventional domain (i.e. Istanbul’dan gelen daha egitimlidir, daha iyi
bagskan olur.). In light of further analyses, one can conclude that children regardless of
the two age groups have developed a schema about the disadvantaged nature of Van,
and the related stereotype. The only difference is that children favoring the child
coming from Van are aware of the disadvantaged position and justify their decision by
favoring this child (moral category); and children favoring the child coming from
Istanbul are also aware of the disadvantaged position of this child, but they chose to
favor the child from Istanbul and justify their decisions by the existence of the
stereotype (socio-conventional category). Even though there were no significant
patterns for decisions and justifications independently, the interplay of the two parts
showed that children have an understanding about the disadvantaged status of the
children coming from Van and they stated that an equal chance should be given to
them. This set of findings made a unique contribution to the related literature by, a)
showing that children of both age groups have an existing schema about the
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disadvantaged position about the ‘Eastern’ identity, and b) to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first study to show the existing stereotypes about disadvantaged
groups, and the interplay of decisions and justifications about disadvantaged groups,

together and empirically.
6.1.3. Aggressiveness Theme

Aggressiveness theme sets up a different dynamic compared to the previous intergroup
factors by tapping onto a personality characteristic affecting people’s social decisions
and justifications. The influence of aggressive traits on social relationships was studied
by different perspectives, such as social information processing perspectives (Crick &
Dodge, 1994) and domain theorists (Nucci, 2001). The common point of the two main
perspectives is that representations and cognitions about aggressive traits have a major
effect on everyday social decisions. Results showed that even though age did not
predict decisions of children in both favored and disfavored conditions, overall pattern
showed that children chose the easy-going child for the favored position, which means
they chose that child to include. In a complementary manner, they chose the aggressive
child for the disfavored position, or to exclude. Those findings were also reported by
other studies showing that children evaluate excluding an aggressive child as

acceptable regardless of age (Richardson et. al, 2013; Malti, et. al, 2003).

For the favored condition, a three way interaction effect between age, prosocial
behaviors and child’s justification was found. Post-hoc analyses showed that older
children who belong to the low-prosocial group justified their decisions by referring
to psychological domain (i.e. Kendi rahatim i¢in o ¢ocugu segtim.) more frequently
compared to the other two domains. In the disfavored condition, overall analysis
showed that socio-conventional (i.e.O ¢ocuk huzuru bozar, o yiizden onu se¢tim.) and
psychological domains were the most frequently referred ones. The justification
pattern for the favored condition was only observed in the aggressiveness theme and

may be related to its inherent conceptual framework. While intergroup features are

76



evaluated as independent from the target’s choice, especially for gender and ethnicity
cases, personality characteristics are perceived as more subjective to control. For this
reason in many research, exclusion on the basis of personal traits was evaluated as
more acceptable compared to intergroup factors, due to disruption in social
cohesiveness and functioning (Richardson et. al, 2013; Malti, et. al, 2003; Park &
Killen, 2010). In those studies, children used psychological domain as a legitimate
factor when they make friendship decisions in a similar fashion with the findings of
the current study. In terms of the interaction between prosocial behaviors and age,
literature provides a vast amount of support. As children grow older, they are more
capable of evaluating the benefit of others and themselves and show more empathic
understanding (Bigler & Liben, 2006). At the same time, older children are also more
developmentally prepared to interpret and indicate their own feelings and wishes
(Leflot, Onghena & Colpin, 2010). By considering those two developmental paths,
this finding is a novel one showing that a low prosocial understanding and high ability
to focus on own wishes and feelings can lead an increase in psychological (personal
choice-related) justifications.

For the aggressiveness theme, both for the favored and disfavored scenarios, there is
no overlap in terms of which decisions are paired with which justifications. This nature
can be related to dominant personal choice factor when explaining the effects of
decisions on justifications. As we found for the gender theme, when children decide
to exclude someone they do not only rely on stereotypes (socio-conventional), but they
also justify their decisions by referring to their personal choice. In tune with the
existing literature about aggressiveness and our findings about the exclusion decisions

on gender theme, this finding constitutes a meaningful piece.

6.1.4. Overall Evaluation of the Daily Interactions Task

When the overall results are evaluated, regardless of the condition (favored or

disfavored) age and prosocial behaviors did not have an effect on the decisions of
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children. In terms of the overall choices, children’s decisions were parallel to social
norms and stereotypes, showing that they have a constructed schema about gender,
disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness. Only for the disadvantaged groups theme,
children did not report a dominant choice for the overall pattern, however, they showed
a distinctive pattern when the interplay of their decisions and justifications were laid

out.

In terms of the justifications, a prosocial behavior effect was observed only in
aggressiveness theme, but not in gender and disadvantaged groups themes. In
literature, most of the studies about prosocial behavior takes this variable as an
outcome of the social judgments and cognitions, not as a predictor of them (Stiimer &
Snyder, 2010). In addition, the role of prosocial behavior is more salient when one
needs to consider both the benefit of the group and the self (Twenge, et. al, 2007).
Since the content of the daily interactions task refers to daily peer interactions (without
a minimum reference to the group dynamics) a possible prosocial behavior effect

might not be revealed.

As a last notion, the effects of decisions on children’s justifications showed that they
are capable of combining different judgment domains according to the salient social

factors, by supporting the premises of Social Domain Theory.
6.2. Evaluation of the Findings of Group Activities Task

Group activities task was adapted by the original study conducted by Killen and
Stangor (2001). In the task, children were presented with stories asking them to report
their decisions and justifications about themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and
aggressiveness, and the same steps and scenarios are used as the same way, as the
previous task. The only difference is that we used equal and unequal qualification
conditions, instead of favored and disfavored ones. The aim of the group activities task
was to look at decision and justification patterns of children in relation to age and

prosocial behaviors in activities where they need to consider group dynamics. The
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logic behind this task is to be able to understand the importance of qualifications to

children over stereotypical expectations.
6.2.1. Gender Theme

In the scenario presented to children, there were two children; a boy and a girl with
equal talents, who both want to be a member of a ballet group. When children were
asked to choose one of the children to be a member of that group, reports of the
children showed that age is a predictive factor affecting children’s decisions. 10-year-
olds chose the girl significantly more frequently, whereas, 13-year olds chose the boy
more frequently than 10-year-olds did. In terms of their justifications, age effect was
also significant similarly showing that 10-year-olds justified their decisions by
referring to socio-conventional domain more frequently (i.e. Kizlar bale yapmaya
daha uygundur.). On the other hand, 13-year-olds attributed their justifications to
moral domain more frequently (i.e. Zaten baleyi hep kizlar yapiyor, bu defa erkege
sans veriyorum.). In this condition, prosocial behaviors were not effective neither

decisions nor justifications of children.

Findings of this part of the task clearly shows that social reasoning style develops as a
function of age; older children show more flexible decision patterns, not solely based
on stereotypes. Also stated by Helwig (2002), as children have more complex
understandings in social groups and their dynamics, they become more able and
willing to merge the equal treatment to others with group goals. In terms of the role of
age, there are various findings depending on the methodology presented to children.
Despite this, most of the studies conducted in the literature regarding the role of gender
in social exclusion/inclusion decisions, younger children evaluated girls’ attendance
to gender stereotypic activities as more acceptable, by referring to socio-conventional
practices (Bigler & Liben, 2006; Killen, Pisacane, Lee-Kim, & Ardila-Rey, 2001).
Also, older children were found as considering prior opportunities to attend an activity

as a salient factor in their decisions and justifications (Theimer, Killen & Stangor,
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2001). In their study, Killen and Stangor found similar findings (2001), as in the
current study. According to their findings; 7" graders used more moral justifications
in equal qualification scenario compared to 4™ graders. However, in terms of the
decisions of children they didn’t find an age effect; children reported excluding a non-
stereotypical child as wrong by using a different methodology. This finding may be
interpreted as, even though awareness of group norms is increasing with age,
sensitivity to equality and fairness issues also increases as a factor of age, which has

also been shown in our findings.

In unequal qualifications scenario, the boy who did not fit the stereotype of the ballet
group had superior qualifications compared to the girl. Results showed that while
prosocial behaviors found as a predictive factor; no age effect was observed. Children
in low prosocial group chose the girl in the story more frequently; however, children
who belong to the high-prosocial group chose the boy more frequently. In terms of the
justification analyses conducted with meta-domains, no effect of age and prosocial
behaviors was observed. When the overall pattern is analyzed, all of the children chose
the boy by referring to the socio-conventional domain regarding the success and
harmony of the group. Justification analysis was also conducted with sub-categories
to prevent an ambiguity in interpreting the results (see Footnote 1). A significant
prosocial effect was also found in those domains in tune with the decisions. While low
prosocial group justified their decisions by using social-norm domain (first section of
socio-conventional domain); children who belong to the high-prosocial group justified
their decisions by using group cohesiveness (second section of socio-conventional)

domain.

This part of the task has unique implications regarding its methodology. In the original
study conducted by Killen and Stangor (2001), they assigned superior qualifications
to the child who fits the stereotype of the group activity in order to assess children’s
persistence in their choices across different social contexts. They found that while all

of the children chose the stereotypical child to attend the activity, this effect was
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stronger for older children compared to young’s. However in the current study, we
assigned superior qualifications to the non-stereotypical child in order to see the
judgment patterns of children, when they need to consider both group harmony and
social norms. To the best of our knowledge, Killen and her colleagues study was the
first one to examine the role of qualifications of the newcomer (equal and unequal
qualifications). We added another layer by assigning a superior qualification to the
non-stereotypic child in the stories, and found that qualifications also play a role in

children’s decisions.

Importantly, our findings showed no age effect except prosocial behavior; it was a
found as a predictor on both decisions and justifications. To the best of knowledge,
there is no study looking at the effects of prosocial behavior on social judgments in
the context of social exclusion/inclusion regarding gender theme. This study showed
that children who are more prosocial chose a) the non-stereotypic child to include, b)
they justify their decisions by referring to group cohesiveness. This pattern provides a
conceptual relation between prosocial behaviors and group level dynamics, when

children make decisions about social exclusion/inclusion.

Lastly, exploratory analyses examining the effect of children’s decisions on their
justifications in equal qualifications scenario showed that children, who chose the boy,
justified their decisions by referring to moral domain (i.e. Baleyi zaten kizlar yapryor,
erkege de sans verilmeli). Whereas, children who chose the girl referred to socio-
conventional domain more frequently. This finding is very important for
understanding how children conceptualize the group activity and the related decisions

and justifications.
6.2.2. Disadvantaged Groups Theme

In the scenario presented to children, there were two characters; one is coming from
Istanbul and the other from Van who have the same level of reading talent to be a

member of a reading competition group for the equal qualifications scenario. Even
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though the main effects of age and prosocial behavior were not significant, a three-
way interaction was observed between decision, age and prosocial behaviors of
children. It was found that 10-year old children, who belong to the low prosocial group,
chose the child from Istanbul significantly more compared to the child coming from
Van. In terms of the justifications, like it was for decisions, this three-way interaction
effect was also significant. Results showed that 10-year old children who belong to the
low prosocial group made more psychological justifications (i.e. Bu benim secimim,

bence o alinmali.) compared to socio-conventional and moral justifications.

To the best of our knowledge there is no study looking at the effects of prosocial
behavior in the scope of disadvantaged groups topic. One study conducted by Nucci
(2006) showed the predictive role of empathy on out-group perceptions but not on in-
group evaluations. In terms of age differences, parallel findings were found in the issue
of ethnic/national membership. In the literature there are studies showing that younger
children evaluate excluding a child on the basis of nationality/ethnicity as more
acceptable (Malti, Killen & Gasser, 2012; Park & Killen, 2010). The current study also
showed the interplay between younger age and low prosocial behavior, which is
another novel finding, showing that specific group’s dominant tendency (10-year-

old/low prosocial group) for choosing the stereotypical child in the scenario.

In the unequal qualifications scenario, age and prosocial behaviors did not predict
decisions and justifications of children. When overall data is analyzed, results showed
that children chose the child coming from Van rather than the child coming from
Istanbul. In terms of the justifications, they justified their decisions by referring to the
socio-conventional domain (mostly referring to success of group). We found that being
amember of a disadvantaged group did not affect children’s decisions in overall. Their
main reference point in including a newcomer was the harmony of the group. This

finding is also another novel one of this study.
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When the interplay between decisions and justifications of children examined for the
equal qualifications scenario, children who chose the child coming from Van justified
their decisions by using moral domain (i.e. O ¢ocuk geldigi yerde iyi egitim almamus,
burada almaya hakki var.); whereas, children who choose the child coming from
Istanbul justified their decisions by using socio-conventional (i.e. Ne de olsa
Istanbul’dakinin okumas: daha iyi olur.) and psychological domain more. Also
showed by the previous research within the domain model (Killen & Stangor, 2001),
those findings show that when children perceive a behavior under consideration as
stereotypical for a group, they make social-conventional justifications for the
stereotypical member. In a similar fashion, they make moral justifications for the non-
stereotypical member.

6.2.3. Aggressiveness Theme

In the scenario presented to children for the equal qualifications scenario, there were
two children, one is more aggressive and one is more easy-going, with equal
qualifications to be a member of a basketball team. When children were asked which
child to choose, age and prosocial behaviors did not predict decisions and also
justifications of children. When overall data is analyzed, results showed that children
chose the easy-going child and they justified their decisions by referring to the socio-
conventional domain more frequently (i.e. Uyumlu olan ¢ocuk gruba daha ¢ok katk
saglar.). Those findings are supported by many research showing that aggressiveness
is a salient factor in exclusion criteria of children (Park & Killen, 2010; Killen &
Stangor, 2001; Richardson, et. al, 2013). Also, in those studies regardless of age and
social context, children justified their decisions by considering group functioning
(social-conventional). As an important finding in the related literature, Malti et al.
(2012) found that even though shyness also taps onto a personality characteristic,
children evaluated exclusion based on shyness as less acceptable compared to
aggressiveness. This pattern was also found in another research conducted by

Richardson, et al (2013). Both 7" and 11" graders evaluated excluding a shy child as
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unacceptable whether the group has a non-competitive or competitive nature. On the
other hand, they evaluated excluding an aggressive child from those groups as
acceptable. All of the findings show that aggressiveness leads stereotypic attributions

and highly effective on social decisions and justifications of children.

In the unequal qualifications scenario, the aggressive child in the story, who does not
fit the stereotype of the group, had superior qualifications in basketball. Results
showed that age and prosocial behaviors did not predict either of the decisions or
justifications of children. When overall data is analyzed, results showed that children
chose the easy-going child by referring to the socio-conventional and psychological
domain more frequently. This finding has a unique pattern compared to the findings
in intergroup themes. In this condition, children dominantly chose the easy-going child
at the expense of aggressive child’s superior qualifications. They reasoned this choice
as referring to the group functioning. (i.e. Kavgact ¢ocuk daha iyi de olsa, grupta
problem ¢ikmamasi basariyr daha ¢ok arttirr.) Findings also provide an important
evidence in terms of the role of aggressiveness trait in social judgments. As found by
Levy and Dweck, (1999), when children evaluate aggressive traits as causes of some
behaviors; they tend to have consistent conceptualization that does not change across
situations. For this reason, regardless of the social context, children did not tolerate

aggressiveness in the group context.

As a last notion, exploratory analyses examining the effect of children’s decisions on
their justifications revealed complementary findings with the previous themes. It was
found that children who chose the aggressive child justified their decisions on the basis
of moral domain (i.e. Kavgaci ¢cocuga sans vermek gerek, o da iyi olabilir.), whereas
children who choose the easy-going child justified their decisions by relying on socio-
conventional (i.e. Grubun huzuru i¢in uyumlu ¢ocuk alinsin.) and psychological

domain (i.e. Ben uyumlu ¢ocugu tercih ederdim.)
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6.2.4. Overall Evaluation of the Group Activities Task

When the overall results are evaluated, for the equal qualifications of gender theme,
hypotheses regarding age differences were supported for both decisions and
justifications of children; however, prosocial behavior had no effect. For the
disadvantaged groups theme, hypotheses regarding age and prosocial behaviors were
supported for both decisions and justifications of children. For the aggressiveness
theme, children showed overall patterns in their decisions and justifications.

In the unequal qualifications condition for gender, only hypotheses regarding
prosocial behaviors were supported in both decisions and justifications of children.
For the disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness themes, hypotheses regarding the
overall pattern were supported but no effect of age and prosocial behaviors was

observed.

As the last notion, the effects of decisions on children’s justifications showed that they
are capable of combining different judgment domains according to the salient social

factors by supporting the premises of the Social Domain Theory.
6.3. Evaluation of the Findings of Story Completion Task

To the best of our knowledge, the current study is the first one using story completion
task in the literature of social exclusion/inclusion. In addition to the more structured
methodologies, in which children are asked for their specific choices, it is very
important to elicit children’s judgments through semi-structured methodologies by
allowing them to express their reasoning more freely. This gap in the literature was
also stated by the pioneering researchers in the social exclusion/inclusion field (Park
& Killen, 2013).

In the story completion task, children were asked to complete three distinct stories in

the themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness. For the first group of
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coding schemes, overall inclusion composite score, the scores of the three themes were
summed together. Results showed that age was a significant factor on overall inclusion
composite score; however, prosocial behavior did not explain any additional variance
beyond age effect. We found a converging pattern in findings across different themes.
Regardless of the theme, as children’s age decreases, their usage of overall inclusion-
related schemas increases. In a parallel manner, analyses showed that younger children
end their stories with inclusion (ending-theme) more and use more compensatory
actions (by changing the direction of the story while completing them). When all
findings are evaluated together for younger children, we found that children have more
positive tone in their stories, directing inclusion and happy endings. Their more
frequent overall inclusion schema and compensatory action usage can be related to
their tendency to end the stories with inclusion, as a part of the educational and story-
related contexts that they had been exposed to. When we look at the kind of story
books that ten year old read, we mostly observe stories ending with an emotionally
positive theme. In addition, this has been a unique finding, showing that when children
are left with their own choices in terms of exclusion/inclusion related topics, they show
a different style by making more inclusion compared to yes-no questions that are
widely used in the related literature. Actually, forced-choice questions are pretty much
the only methodology that the researchers have used, and in those terms our findings
make a unique contribution by showing when they are asked via open-ended
hypothetical scenarios (story completion), younger children do include more. In those

terms, further studies should also focus on story completion and replicate our findings.

When we look at the exclusion-related schema usage, as age decreases, exclusion
related-schema usage of children increases only for the aggressiveness theme, but not
for the gender or disadvantaged groups. This unique pattern of aggressiveness trait has
a complementary nature with the findings of the two previous tasks. Even though
younger children showed more positive attitudes in their stories in all themes (by

ending their stories with inclusion more and making more compensatory actions);
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aggressiveness emerged as a legitimate factor for social exclusion in tune with the
literature (Park & Killen, 2013; Malti, et. al 2012). This finding also perpetuates the
previous findings, showing that aggressiveness, as a personality trait, is one of the
main reasons of exclusion, especially for younger children. In the story completion
task, even if younger children end their stories more positively, do compensation more,
and also show more inclusion related characteristics, they still decided to exclude the
aggressive child, even when they construct their own stories. The importance of age
in those evaluations might be due to the advanced ability to attribute importance to
various values across different social contexts, with the increased age. For this reason,
with age, adolescents understand the role of group cohesiveness, stability of the in-
groups along with the balanced understanding in fairness and equal rights (Rutland et
al., 2010).

6.4. Unique Contributions & Implications of the Current Study

The current study has various unique contributions to the literature. Firstly, to the best
of our knowledge, it is the first study investigating social judgments of children in the
themes of gender, disadvantaged groups and aggressiveness in relation to age and
prosocial behavior in Turkish cultural context. Also, in the scope of international
literature, current study is the first one examining this social dynamic by presenting
children daily interactions (favored and disfavored scenarios) and group activities
(equal and unequal qualifications scenarios) in the same study. In addition, even
though story completion is a widely used method in other areas, in the context of social
inclusion and exclusion, this was the first study using this methodology by giving
children more space to express their ideas. The results were almost contradicting to
the existing literature and our own findings in the task 1 and 2, showing that using
story completion methodology should be used more frequently in this field. Lastly, in
addition to the chronological age of the children, prosocial behavior of children was
examined as an individual factor affecting children’s social exclusion/inclusion
judgments for the first time in the related literature.
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The existing literature mostly focuses on the effect of age on social exclusion/inclusion
decisions and justifications. Our study made another unique contribution, by asking
the exclusion/inclusion questions, a) across different social situations, b) within those
social situations, across different subject qualifications and situation favorability, c)
by measuring their exclusion/inclusion judgments in an open-ended fashion, by asking
them to complete stories on three distinct themes, and d) by laying out which decision
Is paired up with which justification.

All of the findings contributed to the literature by showing that children reason various
domains, including a focus on the personal choice, social conventions and norms of
the group, and principles of justice and fairness, in ways that were accounted for more

by context than by age-sequential stages.
6.6. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Research

One of the possible limitations of the current study is the use of newly developed
coding schemes and also the story completion task. Although, both of these techniques
and coding schemes have worked famously, these results should be replicated by
future studies.

Another limitation might be the stereotypic examples about the themes. For instance,
a boy doing ballet example has been used extensively in the literature, and we also
showed results in tune with the previous research. However, using different scenarios
and examples might shed light onto the possible variance in terms of children’s

decisions and justifications.

In the first place, this study was designed as a personal interview, which would be
conducted individually with each child. However, none of the related schools
cooperated in terms of letting us to use voice-recording and calling each child
individually out of the classroom. Thus, we had to change the design to a paper-pen

version, which might have caused to lose some of the possible variance that we might
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have caught by interviewing children individually. Future studies should also consider
doing one-to-one interviews for eliciting children’s decisions and justifications on the

related matter.

We expected to find the effect of prosocial behavior more widely across different
themes and situations, however we have only found this effect in some tasks of the
group-level activities. The measure of prosocial behavior was developed for teachers
to evaluate preschool children, but used with elementary kids’ teachers before in
previous studies. In the current study, especially considering the adolescent
participants (7" graders), this measure might not have worked with teachers of 13 year-
olds in terms of assessing students’ actual prosocial behavior level. Future studies
should also examine the effect of prosocial behavior on social exclusion/inclusion,

with a more age-appropriate measure.
6.7. Conclusions

In sum, our findings demonstrated that children’s answers showed a converging
pattern, especially for group activities in terms of their decisions and justifications,
whereas there is a higher level of individual differences when it comes to daily
activities. When we examined our results for the prepared vignettes about group
activities, we found again a converging pattern showing that younger children
provided more stereotypic decisions for the questions they were asked. However, when
children were given more degree of freedom in terms of constructing their own stories
via story completion task, we observed more inclusion-related decisions provided by
younger children. The developmental trajectories and their effects on development of
stereotypes and the related judgments should be more closely examined in different
areas of social sciences, which could shed light on understanding the developmental

roots of in-group/out-group dynamics.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Demographic Information Sheet for Parents

Cocugun cinsiyeti:  Kiz  Frkek

Cocugun dogum tarihi:

Cocugunuzun bedensel, gorme, isitme yetersizligi ya da gelisim geriligi gibi
tanis1 konmus herhangi bir 6zrii var m1? Evet/ Hayir

Cevabiniz evet ise hangi taninin kondugunu yazimz:

Cocugunuz, onemli bir kaza, zehirlenme, agir atesli bir hastalik gecirdi mi? :
Evet /Hayir

Cevabiniz evet ise hastaligim1 yazimz:

Cocugunuzun herhangi bir kronik hastaligi var m?  Evet /Hayir

Cevabiniz evet ise hastaligim1 yazimz:

Cocugun annesi sag m1? Evet /Hayir
Cocugun babasi sag mi? Evet /Hayir
Evdeki Kisi sayisi:

Evdeki ¢ocuk sayisi:

Annenin dogum tarihi:

Babanin dogum tarihi:
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Annenin en son bitirdigi okulu belirtiniz:

__ Okur-yazar __ ilkokul __ Ortaokul __ Lise __ Universite

Babanin en son bitirdigi okulu belirtiniz:

_ Okuryazar __ Ilkokul _ Ortaokul  Lise  Universite

Annenin calisma durumu: __ Calismiyor  Calisiyor

Babanin ¢calisma durumu: _ Calismiyor  Calisiyor

Anneve baba:  Evli  Bosanmig __ Ayri yasiyor __ Diger

Ailenin yaklasik ayhk geliri: ~ 1.000 TL’denaz __ 1000-1500 TL
__1500-2000TL __2000-2500 TL
__2500-300 TL __3000-3500 TL
__3500-4000 TL _ 4.000TL ve tizeri
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Appendix B: Daily Interactions and Group Activities Stories and Story
Completion Task for Children

Sevgili 6grenci,

Birazdan sana dagitilan bu formda hikayeler okuyacaksin. Bu hikayelerde

senin yasinda ¢ocuklarin karsilastiklar1 bazit durumlar anlatiliyor.

Daha sonra senden bu hikayelerle ilgili sorulan sorulara cevap vermeni

istiyorum.

Bu yaptigin aktivite kesinlikle bir sinav degildir. Sorularda dogru ya da
yanhs cevap yoktur. Bizim disimizda hi¢cbir 6gretmenin, arkadasin, ya da ailen
verdigin cevaplar1 okumayacak. Bu yiizden sorulara sana en dogru geldigi

sekilde yamit verebilirsin.

Simdi arka sayfaya

gecebilirsin.
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AKTIVITE 1 *

Asagida senin yaglarinda 6grencilerle ilgili ii¢ tane hikaye okuyacaksin. Bu
hikayeleri okuyup verilen bosluklara hikayenin devamini yazmani istiyorum.
Hikayeyi tamamlamada dogru ya da yanhs cevap yok. O yiizden i¢inden geldigi
gibi yazabilirsin. BUTUN HIKAYELERI TAMAMLAMAYI LUTFEN
UNUTMA.

1) Ayse yaz tatilinde mahalledeki erkek arkadaslariyla oynamay1 ¢ok sevmisti. Okullar
acildiginda teneffiiste bir grup erkek arkadasinin birlikte oyun oynadigini gordii.
Yanlarina gitti ve onlara oyunlarina katilmak istedigini sdyledi. Birlikte oynayan erkek
Ogrenciler

2) Bu donem okula Van’dan yeni bir 6grenci gelmisti. Okula geldigi ilk giin 6gle
tenefflistinde siif arkadaslarindan bir grup cocuga yaklasti ve onlarla tanismak
istedigini sdyledi.Siniftaki birbirini taniyan ¢ocuklar

3) Ogretmen sinifta bir aktivite yapmak iizere sinifi farkli gruplara bolmiistii. Siniftaki
arkadaglariyla iyi geginen 6grenciler ayni grupta toplanmaisti. Fakat sinifin en kavgact
¢ocugu da bu gruba  diismiistii. Gruptaki  uyumlu ogrenciler
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AKTIVITE 2 *

Simdi yine toplam 3 tane hikaye okuyacaksin. Her hikayede sana bir

takim sorular soruluyor. LUTFEN ASAGIDAKI HIKAYELERI DIKKATLICE
OKU VE BUTUN SORULARA CEVAP VER.

1)

2)

Diyelim ki ii¢ arkadas sinemaya gittiniz. Binanin 6niine geldiniz fakat binanin
kapist ¢cok dar ve sadece bir kisinin gegebilecegi biiyiikliikkte. Senin dniinde
bir kiz, bir de erkek arkadasin ge¢mek icin bekliyor. Once hangisi ge¢sin?

Sence kiz m1 6nce gegsin, erkek mi once gegsin? (Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 073%:11) 1 1

Sonra sinemay1 izlemek i¢in igeri girdiniz. Diyelim ki arkadaglarina hediye
olarak biletleri sen almigsin. Fakat yerinize gittiginizde biletlerden birinin
yanlislikla baskasina satildigini gordiiniiz. Yani biri kiz biri erkek olan
arkadasindan bir tanesi ne yazik ki sinemay1 izleyemeyecek. Hangisi
sinemay1 izlemekten vazgecsin?

Sence kiz mi sinemayr izlemekten vazgegsin/ Erkek mi vazgegsin?
(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 0753%:11) ) 1 H
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3)

4)

Diyelim ki simifiniza bir smif bagkan1 bir de baskan yardimcisit se¢gmeniz
gerekmekte. Baskanhga aday olanlardan biri Istanbul’dan, digeri de
Van’dan sinifa gelen iki arkadasin var ve ikisinin de benzer 6zellikleri var.
Baskan olmasi i¢in kime oy verirdin?

Istanbul’dan gelene mi oy verirdin? / Van’dan gelene mi oy verirdin?
(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 0723%:11) | 1 E

Oy verdikten sonra 6gretmeniniz oylar1 saytyor ve bu iki arkadasinizin da ayni
sayida oy aldigini sdyliiyor. Eger 6@retmen 6grenci listesinden rastgele bir
isim secseydi ve sence bu iki kisiden sen kimi elerdin diye sana sorsaydi,
hangisini elerdin?

Istanbul’dan geleni mi elerdin? / Van’dan geleni mi elerdin?

(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

G271 1) | 1 N
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Bu asagida gordiigiin resimde yan yana 7 tane dolap var.

XXXXX

BOS SENIN XXX [ XXXXX | XXXX BOS
DOLAP DOLABIN | XXX | X XX DOLAP

PAY

5) Diyelim ki yan yana ve birbirine bitisik yedi tane okul dolab1 var ve esyalarini

koymak icin bu dolaplar Ogrencilere verilecek. Sana iistteki resimde
gosterilen dolap veriliyor. Bu diger dolaplarin hepsi dolu yani hepsi bir
ogrenciye ait, bir tek senin yanindaki dolap, bir de en uctaki dolap bos.
Okulunuzda dolaba ihtiyaci olan iki 6grenci var. Bu ¢ocuklardan biri kavgaci
ve yaramaz bir ¢ocuk, digeri ise daha uyumlu bir ¢ocuk. Sence senin tam
yanindaki dolap hangisine verilsin?

Sence senin yanindaki dolap kavgaci ve yaramaz olana mi verilsin?/
Senin yanindaki dolap daha uyumlu olan ¢ocuga mi verilsin? (Liitfen

yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 073%:11) ) 1 H

L0 (<] I PN
XXXX BOS SENIN XXXX | XXXXX | XXXX BOS
XX DOLAP DOLABIN | XX X XX DOLAP

pke

6) Yine bu dolaplardan bu en uctaki tam tuvalet kapisimin yaminda ve

teneffiislerde ¢ok kalabalik olunca rahat acihip kapanamiyor. Bunu
kullanacak 6grenci esyalarini koyup c¢ikartmakta zorlanacak. Sence bu
dolap bu iki kisiden hangisine verilsin?

Sence rahat agilip kapanmayan dolap kavgaci ve yaramaz olana mi verilsin? /

Daha uyumlu olan ¢ocuga mu verilsin? (Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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AKTIVITE 3 *

Simdi sira geldi son 3 hikayeye. Asagida yine baz hikayeler okuyacaksin.

BIiRAZ ONCE OLDUGU GiBi LUTFEN BURADA DA YAZILAN SORULARA
CEVAP VER.

1)

2)

Diyelim ki bir bale grubu var ve bu grupta sadece bir kisilik yer kalmis. Bu
gruba girmek isteyen bir kiz, bir de erkek var. IKkisi de esit seviyede iyi
bale yapabiliyorlar.

Sence grup esit seviyede bale yapanlardan kizi mi1 se¢meli, erkegi mi se¢gmeli?
(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 073%:11) ) 1 H

Diyelim yine biri kiz, biri erkek iki kisi bu bale grubuna girmek istiyor ve yine
sadece bir kisilik yer var. Ama bu sefer bir farklilik var; gruba girmek isteyen
erkek, kiza gore daha iyi bale yapiyor.

Sence grup daha iyi bale yapan erkegi mi se¢meli, kiz1 m1 segmeli?
(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

G2 7:1 1) | 1 N
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3)

4)

Diyelim ki birka¢ 6grenciden olusan bir okuma grubu var ve okullarinda
diizenlenecek okuma yarigmasi i¢in gruplarina bir kisi daha almak istiyorlar.
Gruba katilmak isteyenlerden biri Istanbul’dan, biri de Van’dan gelen bir
ogrenci. Ikisi de aym hizda, her kelimeyi teker teker ve diizgiin
vurgulayarak okuyabiliyorlar.

Sence grup aym hizda, her kelimeyi teker teker ve diizgiin vurgulayarak
okuyabilen iki ¢ocuk arasindan Istanbul’dan geleni mi se¢meli, Van’dan
geleni mi secmeli?

(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

G221 1) | 1

Diyelim ki yine bir okuma grubu okullarinda diizenlenecek olan okuma
yarigmasina katilmak {izere gruplarina bir kisi daha almak istiyorlar. Yine
gruba katilmak isteyen ve okula biri Istanbul’dan biri de Van’dan gelen iki
O0grenci var. Ama bu sefer bir farkhihk var Van’dan gelen c¢ocuk
Istanbul’dan gelen cocuga gore daha hizli, her kelimeyi teker teker ve
diizgiin vurgulayarak okuyor.

Sence grup daha hizli, her kelimeyi teker teker ve diizgiin
vurgulayarak okuyan Van’dan gelen ¢ocugu mu se¢meli,
Istanbul’dan geleni mi secmeli?

(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

L OS72:11) | 1
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5)

6)

Diyelim ki bir basketbol takimina bir oyuncu daha alinacak ancak basvuran iki
kisi var. Basvuran ¢ocuklardan biri kavgaci ve yaramaz bir ¢ocuk, digeri ise
daha uyumlu bir ¢ocuk. Bu iki ¢ocuk da aym derecede iyi basket
oynuyorlar.

Sence grup basvuran ve esit derecede iyi basket oynayan cocuklardan
kavgaci ve varamaz cocufu mu secmeli, daha uyumlu olan cocufgu mu

secmeli?
(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 073211 1 | H

Diyelim ki yine bir basketbol takimina bir oyuncu daha alinacak ancak
basvuran iki kisi var. Bagvuran ¢ocuklardan biri kavgaci ve yaramaz bir ¢cocuk,
digeri ise daha uyumlu bir cocuk. Fakat bu defa bir degisiklik var. Kavgaci
ve yaramaz olan ¢ocuk digerine gore daha iyi basket oynuyor.

Sence grup basvuran ve daha iyi basket oynayan kavgaci ve yaramaz ¢ocugu
mu se¢meli, daha uyumlu bir ¢ocugu mu se¢meli?
(Liitfen yalnizca birini seg.)

[ 073%:11) 1 1

Aktivitemiz burada bitti.
Verdigin cevaplar icin ¢ok

tesekkiirler!
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Appendix C: Prosocial Behavior Scale

Cocuk Davrams Olgegi - Ogretmen Formu

Liitfen asagidaki her bir maddenin igerdigi tanimi g6z Oniine alarak,
degerlendirilen ¢ocuga uygun olma derecesine gore puan veriniz.

Ornek olarak, cocuk ciimlede tanimlanan davranis: sik sik gdsteriyorsa

“2- Kesinlikle Uygun” u isaretleyiniz. Cocuk davranisi ara sira gosteriyorsa
“1- Bazen Uygun” u isaretleyiniz. Cocuk nadiren bu davranis1 gosteriyorsa
“0- Uygun Degil” i isaretleyiniz.

Liitfen her madde i¢in sadece bir rakamu isaretleyiniz.

0 1 2 Diger ¢cocuklara yardim eder.

0 1 2 Bagkalarinin duygularini anladigini gosterir. Empatiktir.

0 1 2 Diger cocuklar sikintili oldugunda onlarla ilgilenir.

0 1 2 Akranlarina kars1 naziktir.

0 1 2 Giivenilir ve diiriisttiir.

0 1 2 Smif arkadaslarini dinler.

0 1 2 Akranlari ile anlagsmazliklarinda uzlagmacidir.

0 1 2 Akranlari ile igbirligi yapar.

0 1 2 Ahlaki konulara (diiriistliik, baskalarinin iyiligi) ilgi
gosterir.

0 1 2 Diger ¢ocuklar lizgiin olduklarinda onlari rahatlatir ya

da yardim etmeyi teklif eder.
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Appendix D: Parental Consent Form

Aile izin Formu

Sayin Veli;

Bu calisma Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii Gelisim
Psikolojisi Anabilim Dali Arastirma Gorevlisi Buse Goniil’iin Yiiksek Lisans tezi
kapsaminda Psikoloji Béliimii Ogretim Gérevlisi Yrd. Dog. Dr. Basak Sahin
danismanhiginda yiiriitilmektedir. Tez ¢alismasinin  amaci c¢ocuklarin  okul
ortamindaki arkadaslik iligkilerinde sahip olduklar1 tutumlar1 incelemektir. Bu amaci
gercgeklestirebilmek igin ¢ocuklarinizin ¢aligsmamiza katilimina ihtiyag duymaktayiz.

e Katilmasma izin verdiginiz takdirde ¢ocugunuz calismaya okulundaki
uygun bir smifta ve ders saatinde katilacaktir.

e (Calisma bir asamadan olusmaktadir. Cocugunuz arastirmaci tarafindan
dagitilan hikaye formlarini sinifta arkadaslar ile birlikte dolduracaktir. Bu
asama yaklasik 60 dakika stirmektedir.

¢ Bu hikayelerde ¢ocuklara oldukg¢a basit diizeyde akran aktivitelerini igeren
(takim olarak basketbol oynama, birlikte sinemaya gitmek vs.) durumlar
anlatilacaktir. Hikayelerde cocuklara bu aktivitelerde karar vermeleri
gereken durumlar sunulacaktir.

¢ Aile demografik formlari ise size tarafimizdan ya da cocugunuz araciligiyla
ulastirilacaktir. Size gonderilen anketleri doldurmaniz gerekmektedir.

Diinyada benzeri c¢aligmalar farkli iilkelerde siklikla yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu
calismanin da c¢ocugunuzun psikolojik gelisimine olumsuz etkisi olmayacagindan
emin olabilirsiniz. Sizin ve ¢ocugunuzun dolduracagi anketlerde verdiginiz bilgiler
kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve bu bilgiler sadece bilimsel amaglar i¢in kullanilacaktir. Bu
formu imzaladiktan sonra hem siz hem de ¢ocugunuz katilimeiliktan gekilme hakkina
sahipsiniz. Calisma sonuglarinin 6zeti istediginiz takdirde size ulastirilacaktir.

Bu calismaya ¢ocugunuzun katilmasina izin vermeniz ve sizin katiliminiz
arastirmamizi gerceklestirmemiz acisindan olduk¢a Onemlidir. Arastirmayla ilgili
sorularinizi agagidaki e-posta adreslerini veya telefon numaralarin1 kullanarak bize
yoneltebilirsiniz.

Saygilarimizla,
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Buse Goniil

Psikoloji Boliimii/ Arastirma Gorevlisi
buse.gonul@metu.edu.tr - (312) 210 3144

Yrd. Dog. Dr. Basak Sahin
Psikoloji Bolimii
basaks@metu.edu.tr — (312) 210 5968

Bu arastirmaya tamamen goniilli olarak katiliyorum ve c¢ocugum
...................................... ‘nin da katilimc1 olmasina izin veriyorum. Caligsmay1
istedigim zaman birakabilecegimi biliyorum ve verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel
amagclh olarak kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Bu arastirmaya katilmak istemiyorum ve c¢ocugumun katilmasina izin
vermiyorum.
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Appendix E: Teacher Consent Form

Ogretmenler icin Goniillii Katthm Formu

Sayin katilimer;

Bu calisma Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii Gelisim
Psikolojisi Arastirma Gorevlisi Buse Goniil’in Yiiksek Lisans tezi kapsaminda
Psikoloji Bélimii Ogretim Gorevlisi Dr. Basak Sahin damgmanligimda
yiirlitilmektedir. Tez calismasinin amaci ¢ocuklarin okul ortamindaki arkadaslik
iligkilerinde sahip olduklar1 tutumlar1 incelemektir. Bu amaci gergeklestirebilmek icin
katiliminiza ihtiya¢ duymaktay1z.

Katilma karar1 verdiginiz takdirde doldurmaniz gereken o6lcek size biz
tarafindan ulastirilacaktir. Bu 6lgegin doldurulmasi yaklagik 10 dakika almaktadir.

Dolduracaginiz anketlerde cevaplariniz kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve bu
cevaplar sadece bilimsel arastirma amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bu formu imzaladiktan
sonra katilimciliktan ayrilma hakkia sahipsiniz. Arastirma sonuglarinin 0Ozeti
istediginiz lizerine tarafimizdan size ulastirilacaktir.

Arastirmaya katiliminiz amaglarimizi gergeklestirmemiz agisindan oldukga
onemlidir. Arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz1 asagidaki e-posta adreslerini veya telefon
numaralarini kullanarak bize yoneltebilirsiniz.

Saygilarimizla,
Buse Goniil

Psikoloji Boliimii/ Arastirma Gorevlisi
buse.gonul@metu.edu.tr - 312 210 3144

Yard. Dog. Dr. Basak Sahin
Psikoloji Boliimii
basaks@metu.edu.tr - 312 210 5968
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Liitfen bu arastirmaya katilmak konusundaki tercihinizi asagiya imzanizi
atarak belirtiniz.

Bu arastirmaya tamamen goniillii olarak katihyorum. Calismay istedigim
zaman yarida kesip birakabilecegimi biliyorum ve verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel
amach olarak kullamilmasim1 kabul ediyorum.

Ad1-Soyadl...eeeeeennieniiieiiiiiien,

Bu arastirmaya katilmak istemiyorum.
P2X1 I BNT1) 7 T4 | s
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Appendix F: Student Consent Form

Ogrenciler i¢cin Goniillii Katihim Formu

Bu aktiviteye tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum. Aktivitenin bir sinav
olmadigini biliyorum.

Ad Soyad:

Sinif:
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Appendix G: Middle East Technical University Human Subject Ethics
Committee Approval

UYGULAMALI ETIX ARASTIRMA MERKEZI

APPLIED ETHICS RESEARCH CENTER

. ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
J MIDOLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

Sayi: 28620816/ 3LL ~ {20 ¥

31.12 2013
Gonderilen : Dr. Bagak $ahin
* Psikoloji
W
Gonderen: Prof. Dr. Canan Ozgen ?M
IAK Basgkani
ligi : Etik Onay:

Danigmanhigini yapmig oldugunuz Psikoloji Balimi 6drencisi Buse
Gonil'in “Decisions and justifications of Turkish children about
inclusion and exclusion concerning gender, ethnicity, and
aggressiveness in relation to prosocial behavior" isimli aragtirmasi
“Insan Arastirmalari Komitesi” tarafindan uygun gorilerek gerekli
onay verilmistir.

Bilgilerinize saygilanmla sunanm.

Etik Komite Onay:
Uygundur
31/12/2013

ouanrgn

Prof.Dr. Canan Ozgen
Ut Uygulamali Etik Aragtirma Merkezi
b ( UEAM ) Bagkan
ODTU 06531 ANKARA

U261

S
[N
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Appendix H: Ministry of National Education Approval

. B
b e e - ;

G )
ANKARA VALILIGI
Milli Egitim Miidiirliigi

ERI
J “
& "
.

o

Sayr : 14388481/605.99/649267
Konu: Aragtirma [zni
(Buse GONUL)

w"

13/02/12014 ‘

ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESINE
' (Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii)

ligi :a) MEB Yénilik ve Egitim "rcknblojigcri Genel Miidiirliiiiniin 2012/13 nolu genelgesi
b) 11/02/2014 tarih ve 162 sayil yaziniz.

Enstitiiniiz Gelisim Psikoloji Anabilim Dal Yiiksck Lisans Prograrm Buse GONUL'iin
"Cocuklarin Dahil Olma/Diglama Iceren Durumlara Verdigi Yamt_ve Degerlendinmelerin
Cinsiyet. Bolgesel Dezavantaj ve Saldirganhik Kavramlars Agisindan Incelenmesi” konulu tez
Onerisi  kapsaminda uygulama - yapma istegi Mildiirliigtimiizce  uygun  gorillmiiy  ve
arastirmanin yapilacag Ilge -M_illi-Egirir}z_Mﬁdiirlﬁgi‘lnc bilgi verilmigtir,

- Anketlerin uvgulama yapilacak sayida co@altlmasi ve caligmanin bitiminde  iki
6meginin {CD ortaminda) Miidirliigiimiz ~ Strateji  Geligtirme-1 pube  Midiirliigiine
gonderilmesini arz ederim,

Hakan GONEN

Miidiir a.
Sube Mitdiirii

17.02.2014- 3110

Gavenjj Elsktroniy b,
Asli lle Aynicr,

‘ /é{-/@@/zm_tj

B & "E’Eﬂw'\"{

Bu belge,ASD70 sayth Elektronik imza K 5 inci maddesi geregi giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmigtir
Evrak teyidi htp:/fevraksor.qu.meb.gov.tr adresinden 28ea-1¢22-3212-8591-6¢fc koduy ile yapilabilir.

Emniyet Mh. Alparslan Tiitkes Cd. No: 4/A Yenimahall/ ANKARA Ayninub bilgiigin: Murat YILMAZER
wwyankam.meb.;;v‘lr Tel: (0 312) 212 36 00
istatistik06@meb.gov tr ) Faks:(0312) 21202 16
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Appendix I: Turkish Summary

Giris

Sosyal Dislamanin Tanim ve Tiirleri

Gelisim psikolojisinde yaygin olarak kabul edilen sosyal baglamin rolii Vygotsky
(1978) tarafindan ele alinmistir. Gelisim bir vakum i¢inde olmaz ve ¢ocuklar 6zellikle
okul yillar1 boyunca akran etkilesimi ile gelisen sosyal ortamlar1 sayesinde sosyal
iligkilerini nasil kuracaklarini ve siirdiireceklerini 6grenirler. Bu sosyal iligkilerde,
cocuklarin agirlikli olarak ya kabul edilir ya da akran gruplari tarafindan reddedilir.
Igili literatiirde, akran gruplar1 tarafindan kabul ve ret alma genellikle sosyal dahil

etme ve dislama baglig altinda incelenmistir.

Genel tanimiyla sosyal dislanma, bir faaliyet veya karsilikli bir amag i¢in toplanan bir
grup insan ve onlarin kurduklari sosyal etkilesimler iizerinden tanimlanir. Burchardt,
Le Grand ve Piachaud (2002) sosyal dislanmay: kisinin bir toplanmadan veya
aktiviteden kendi istegi disinda katilmasinin engellenmesi olarak tanimlamistir. Sosyal
dislanmanin oldugu yerde bireyler ya da gruplar arasinda bir gii¢ dengesizligi ve/veya
sosyal dezavantaj gozlenebilir. Sosyal diglanma tiirleri diglanan kisilerin 6zellikleri ve

bireylerin motivasyonlar1 gibi faktorlere bagl olarak degismektedir.

Bu tiirlerden ilki gruplar arasi diglanmadir. Gruplar arasi digslama bireylerin grup
tiyeligi tizerinden yapilir; cinsiyet, etnik grup, milliyet gibi. Grup igi ve grup disi
dinamikler, belirli gruplara iiye olmaya atfedilen 6nem ve grup ile kurulan duygusal
ve enstriimantal baglar bu dislama tiiriindeki belirleyici dinamiklerdir (Levy & Killen,
2008; Gaertner ve ark., 2008). Bir diger sosyal dislanma tiirii ise bireysel karakteristik
ozelliklerin yol a¢tig1 kisileraras1 dislamadir (Killen, Mulvey ve Hitti, 2013). Ozellikle

saldirganlik literatlirde en ¢ok ¢alisilmis kisileraras1 faktdrlerden biridir.
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Cocuklarin Sosyal Dislama/Dahil Etme Yargilamalarim Etkileyen Faktorler

Gecmiste, ahlaki ve toplumsal yargilarin sadece aile iligkileri yoluyla igsellestirmis
oldugu fikri, Piaget (1956) ve Kohlberg (1969) gibi Oncii teorisyenler tarafindan
desteklenmistir. Bu siiregte ailenin rolii gozardi edilemez. Ancak, ebeveyn c¢ocuk
iliskilerindeki hiyerarsik sistem akran iliskilerinden baz1 6zellikleriyle farklidir. Akran
iligkileri ¢ogu aile iliskilerine gore daha az hiyerarsik diizen igerir. Bu yap1 ¢ocuklarin
adalet ve esitlik gibi ahlaki ve sosyal yargilama kavramlarii 6grenmelerinde biiyiik

bir 6nem tasir (Smetana, 1999).

Akran iligkilerinin ¢ocuklara birgok sosyal yargilama sistemini gelistirmeye yardime1
rolii, yukarida da bahsedildigi lizere sosyal dislanma ve dahil etme siireglerini
etkileyen faktorler ile birlikte komplike bir dinamik olusturur. Bu faktorler arasinda
etkisi lizerinde en ¢ok arastirilmis olanlarina cinsiyet, etnik kimlik ve karakter
ozellikleri verilebilir (Richardson, Hitti, Mulvey & Killen 2013; Rutland, Cameron,
Milne, & McGeorge, 2005; Rutland, 1999). Bahsedilen temalarin, gocuklarin yeni bir
akrani aktivitelerine dahil edip etmeme karalar1 verirken etkili oldugu ¢alismalar
tarafindan gosterilmistir (Park & Killen, 2010). Ornegin, Killen ve Stangor (2001)
ortaokul yaslarindaki g¢ocuklarda yeni gelen ¢ocugun cinsiyetinin, cinsiyetlere gore
stereotipik aktivitelere dahil edilmede ne denli etkili oldugunu aragtirmislardir. Bu ve
benzer calismalarda ¢ocuklara varsayimsal hikayeler verilerek onlara belirli bir
cocugu hikayede verilen aktiviteden diglamak ya da aktiviteye dahil etmek ne kadar
dogrudur bazli sorular sorulmaktadir. Cinsiyet temasina benzer olarak, yukarida

bahsedilen diger faktorler de bu yontemle incelenmektedir.

Cocuklarin sosyal dislama ve dahil etme konusunda degerlendirmelerini galigirken
onlara sunulan sosyal baglam olduk¢a onemlidir. Baz1 ¢alismalar ¢ocuklarin giinliik
aktivitelerdeki yargilarimi incelerken (bir ¢ocugu 6gle yemegine ya da bir sosyal

aktiviteye davet etme gibi); bazi caligmalarda da grup halinde yapilan akran aktiviteleri
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tizerinde durulmustur (Killen, Henning, Kelly, Crystal & Ruck, 2007; Edmonds &
Killen, 2008; Killen & Stangor, 2001).

Hakkinda degerlendirme yapilan ¢ocugun oOzellikleri kadar degerlendirmeyi yapan
cocuklarin kisisel 6zellikleri de yaptiklar1 yargilamalar tizerinde oldukga etkilidir. Bu
faktorlerin en Onemlilerinden biri yastir. Yasin etkileri ilizerine yapilan birgok
calismada, hakkinda degerlendirme yapilan cocugun 6zelliklerinden bagimsiz bir yas
etkisi gozlemlenmistir. Bu konudaki bazi ¢alismalarda artan yas ile daha esnek
yargilama siirecleri gozlemlenmisken, bazi1 ¢alismalarda ise artan yas ile sosyal
normlara daha fazla uyum gosterildigi bulunmustur (Killen, Kelly, Richardson,
Crystal, & Ruck, 2010; Horn, 2003).

Cocuklarin karar ve dogrulamalarint etkileyen bir diger faktdor olumlu sosyal
davraniglardir. Olumlu sosyal davraniglar, kavramsal olarak hem bireysel hem de grup
diizeyindeki siireclerde etkilenmektedirler. Bu baglamda, olumlu sosyal davraniglarin
akran 1iligkilerindeki rolii ¢ok¢a calisilmis olmasina ragmen, olumlu sosyal
davraniglarin sosyal diglama/dahil etme yargilar1 iizerindeki etkisi daha Once

arastirilmamis bir noktadir.
Calismanin Amaci ve Hipotezler

Cocuklarin akranlarin1 sosyal aktivitelerden diglama veya dahil etme konusunda
verdikleri kararlar ve bu kararlarin dogrulamalari olduk¢a karmasik bir yapiya sahiptir.
Bu siiregte karar verirken bircok faktorii bir arada degerlendirdikleri gibi,
dogrulamalarini da ahlaki degerler, sosyal normlar ve kisisel segimler gibi farkli sosyal

yargl kavramlarina dayandirarak yaparlar.

Gegmis literatiiriin 15181nda, bu ¢alismanin temel amaci ¢ocuklarin karar ve dogrulama
siireclerini; a) cinsiyet, b) dezavantajli gruplar ve c) saldirganlik temalarinda
incelemektir. Biitiinciil bir 6ngoriiye sahip olmak amaciyla da ¢ocuklarin bireysel

faktorleri olarak yas ve olumlu sosyal davranislarin etkisi de arastirilmistir. Calismada
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1) giinliik iligkiler, 2) grup aktiviteleri ve 3) hikaye tamamlama olmak iizere toplam

li¢ alt ¢aligma bulunmaktadir. Calismaya dair hipotezler asagida belirtilmistir:

Calisma 1 & 2: Cinsiyet, Dezavantajli Gruplar ve Saldirganlik Temalarinda Giinliik
Iliskiler ve Grup Aktiviteleri Calismalar:

Giinliik iligkiler caligmasinin her iki alt kosulunda da (avantajli ve dezavantajli durum
kosullar1) c¢ocuklarin hem kararlari hem de dogrulamalarinda baskin segimler
yapmalari, bu se¢imlerinde de yasin etkisi beklenmistir. Hikayelerin igerikleri 6zgiin

oldugundan iliskinin yonii hakkinda 6zel bir hipotezde bulunulmamastir.

Grup aktiviteleri ¢alismasinin egit nitelikler alt kosulunda da, 7. siiflara oranla, 4.
smiflarin daha fazla stereotipik seg¢imler yapmalari ve sosyal normlara dayali
dogrulamalar yapmalar1 beklenmistir. Esit olmayan niteliklerde ise, 7. siniflarin daha
fazla grup stereotipine uymayan ¢ocugu se¢meleri ve bu kararlarini grubun basarisina

atfetmeleri beklenmistir.

Bahsedilen biitiin kosullarda olumlu sosyal davranislarin etkisi beklenmistir. Fakat,
gerek ulusal gerekse uluslararasi literatiirde olumlu sosyal davranislarin etkisi sosyal
dislama/dahil etme baglaminda daha 6nce calisilmadigi icin, iliskinin yonii hakkinda

6zel hipotezlerde bulunulmamistir.
Calisma 3: Hikaye Tamamlama

Hikaye tamamlama ¢alismasinda ¢ocuklarin dahil etme ve dislama ile ilgili temalarda

yas ve olumlu sosyal davraniglarin etkisini hipotez edilmistir.
Yontem
Orneklem

Calismaya 150 6grenci ve bu Ogrencilerin aileleri ile 6gretmenleri katilmistir. Bu

ogrencilerden 75’1 4. sinif, kalan 75’1 ise 7. siuf 6grencileridir. Ogrenciler orta ve
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yiiksek sosyo-ekonomik diizeyden se¢ilmis olup, veri Cankaya ilgesindeki dort ilkokul
ve iki ortaokuldan toplanmistir. Buna ek olarak, aileler ve 6gretmenler birer olgek

doldurmuslardir.

4. simif 6grencilerinin yaslar1 9,4 yil ile 10 y1l arasinda olup 41 kiz ve 34 erkek 6grenci
calismaya katilmistir. Annelerin yas ortalamasi 38,87; babalarin yas ortalamasi ise
43,32 yildir. 7. sinif 6grencilerinin yaglar ise 12,4 y1l ise 13,6 y1l arasinda olup, 43 kiz
ve 32 erkek 0grenci calismaya katilmistir. Annelerin yas ortalamasi 41,72, babalarin
yas ortalamasi ise 45,82 yildir. Calismaya katilan hicbir ¢cocukta gelisimsel ve/veya

fiziksel bir engel bulunmamaktadir.
Veri Toplama Araclan
Giinliik Iliskiler ile Ilgili Hikayeler

Cocuklara giinliik iliskiler ile ilgili sunulan hikayeler, ge¢mis literatiirii ve pilot
calismay1 dikkate alarak arastirmacilar tarafindan  gelistirilmistir. Onceki
arastirmalarda, 6zellikle cocuk ve ergen Orneklemlerinde (6rnegin Malti vd., 2012,
Nasdale, 2000, Richardson ve ark., 2013, Killen ve ark., 2010) hikaye yontemin sik
sik kullanildig1 goriilmustiir.

Giinliik iliskiler boliimiinde, ¢ocuklarin grup baglamindaki hikayelere gegmeden once,
sosyal olarak daha tarafsiz kosullarda ne tiir se¢imler ve dogrulamalar yaptiklarini
arastirmak hedeflenmistir (bkz. Ek B). Cocuklardan toplamda 6 hikaye
degerlendirilmeleri istenmistir. Her temada (sirasiyla cinsiyet, dezavantajli gruplar ve
saldirganlik), avantajli ve dezavantajli durumlar1 igeren iki adet alt kosul
bulunmaktadir.  Avantajli konumda, g¢ocuklardan hikayelerde verilen iki g¢ocuk
arasindan birini avantajli bir konuma se¢melerini; dezavantajli durumda ise bu iki
cocuktan birini dezavantajli bir konum i¢in se¢meleri istenmistir. Bahsedilen biitiin
hikayelerde ¢ocuklar 6nce secimlerini daha sonra da se¢imleri ardindaki dogrulamalari

ifade etmislerdir.
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Grup Aktiviteleri ile Ilgili Hikayeler

Grup aktiviteleri ile ilgili hikayelerde temel amag ¢ocuklarin sosyal digslama ve dahil
etme karar ve dogrulmalarin1 grup baglaminda tespit etmektir. Calismanin bu kismi
Killen ve Stangor (2001) tarafindan yapilan arastirmadan adapte edilmis olup,
cocuklar toplamda 6 hikaye degerlendirmislerdir. Her temada (sirasiyla cinsiyet,
dezavantajli gruplar ve saldirganlik) ¢ocuklara iki alt kosul sunulmustur. Ilk kosul olan
es niteliklerde, bir grup aktivitesinin iiyesi olmak isteyen iki cocuk bulunmaktadir. Bu
iki ¢ocuk bahsedilen aktivitede esit niteliklere sahipken, biri grup stereotipine uyarken
digeri uymamaktadir. ikinci kosul olan es olmayan niteliklerde ise grup stereotipine
uymayan ¢ocuk iistiin niteliklerine sahiptir. Her iki kosulda da ¢ocuklara dnce kararlari

daha sonra da kararlarin ardindaki dogrulamalar1 sorulmustur.
Dogrulamalar i¢in Kodlama Semasi

Cocuklarin dogrulamalar1 Killen ve Stangor (2001) tarafindan kullanilan kodlama
semast kullanilarak kategorize edilmistir. Bu kodlama kategorileri; ahlaki
dogrulamalar, sosyal uyumluluk ile ilgili dogrulamalar ve psikolojik dogrulamalar

olmak tizere ii¢ kategoriye ayrilmaktadir.
Hikaye Tamamlama

Hikaye tamamlama ge¢mis literatiir, pilot ¢calisma ve hikayelerin yas uygunlugu goz
oniinde bulundurularak arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Cocuklarin
yargilamalarin1 daha 6zgiir olarak aktarabilecekleri yontemlerin kullanilmasia dair
gereklilik literatiirde de belirtilmistir (Park ve Killen, 2013). Bildigimiz kadariyla,
hikaye tamamlama yontemi sosyal dislama ve dahil etme literatiiriinde ilk defa
kullanilmistir. Cocuklar her bir temada ayr1 olmak {izere toplamda 3 hikaye
tamamlamiglardir (bkz. Ek B). Cocuklarin tamamladiklar1 hikayeler gelistirilen

kodlama semalar1 ile kodlanmuistir.
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Hikaye Tamamlama i¢in Kodlama Semast

Bu calismada, analizlerden oOnce, kodlama semalarindan birlesik skorlar
olusturulmustur. 'Genel dahil etme birlesik’ degiskeni olarak adlandirilan ilk
kategoride; olumlu duygular, aktor-pozitif aktif ¢aba, grup-pozitif aktif ¢aba ve dahil
etme semalarinin skorlar1 tiim temalar i¢in (cinsiyet, dezavantajli gruplar, saldirganlik)
icin toplanmistir. 'Genel dislama birlesik’ degiskeni olarak adlandirilan ikinci
kategoride ise; olumsuz duygular, stereotiplere atifta bulunma, aktor-negatif aktif
caba, grup-negatif aktif caba, diglama semalar: ile ve i¢-/dis-gruplara atifta bulunma
semalarinin skorlar1 tiim temalar icin (cinsiyet, dezavantajli gruplar, saldirganlik)
toplanmistir. Bu semalar disinda ek olarak telafi iceren eylemler ve bitis temasi

semalar1 da bulunmaktadir.
Cocuk Davrams Olcegi — Baskalarina Yardimi Amaglayan Sosyal Davranis Alt Olcegi

Olgegin 6zgiin versiyonu Ladd ve Profilet (1996) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek
cocuklarin okul ve akran ortamlarindaki davranislarini incelemek amaciyla
olusturulmustur. Tiirkge’ye Giilay (2009) tarafindan uyarlanan 6lgegin i¢ tutarlilik
katsayisi .88 olarak bulunmustur (bkz. Ek C). Bu ¢alismada ise, kullanilan alt 6lgegin
giivenirlik katsayis1 .91 olarak bulunmustur. 4. siif 6grencileri i¢in sinif 6gretmenleri
6l¢ekleri doldururken; 7. siniflar i¢in ise, siniftan sorumlu 6gretmenler 6grenciler i¢in

Olcegi doldurmustur.
Veri Toplama Islemi

Gerekli tiim izinler ODTU Insan Arastrmalart Etik Kurulu'ndan ve Milli Egitim
Bakanligi’'ndan alinmistir. Velilere okullarin yardimiyla ulasilmis olup, kendilerine
oncelikle aile izin formlar1 ve demografik formlar génderilmistir (bilgilendirilmis
onam formlar1 i¢cin Ek D, E, F). Aile izinleri toplanan 6grenciler ¢alismaya kendi
okullarinda, 6nceden planlanmis bir smifta ve okul saatlerinde katilmislardir. Ug

par¢adan olusan anketler ¢ocuklara dagitildiktan sonra tamamlamalar1 yaklasik bir
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saat siirmiistiir. Ogretmenler de bu siiregte Cocuk Davranis Olgegi’ni doldurmuslardir.
Tiim veri toplama slireci ana arastirmact ve 6ncesinde egitim almig bes lisans 6grencisi

tarafindan tamamlanmustir.
Bulgular

Analizlerden once kategorik degiskenler siirekli degiskenlere cevrilmistir. Ayrica,
‘Baskalarina Yardimi Amaglayan Sosyal Davrams Alt Olgegi’nin (PBS) skorlari

ortanca testi ile algcak ve yiiksek skorlar olmak iizere ikiye ayrilmistir.
Giinliik iliskiler Calismasi

Glinliik iligkiler calismasinda ¢ocuklarin kararlari i¢in 2 (yas: 10-13) x 2 (PBS: algak-
yiiksek) x 2 (¢ocuklarin kararlar1) karigik dlgtimler igin ANOVA analizi kullanilmistir.
Cocuklarin dogrulamalari i¢in de benzer olarak 2 (yas: 10-13) x 2 (PBS: algak-yiiksek)
x 3 (¢ocuklarin dogrulamalar1) karisik dlgiimler icin ANOVA analizi kullanilmistir.
Son olarak, g¢ocuklarin kararlarinin dogrulamalar1 iizerindeki etkileri bagimsiz

degiskenler t-testi ile analiz edilmistir.
Cinsiyet Temasi

Cocuklar cinsiyet temasinda avantajli bir duruma kiz1 (F(1,139) = 85,97, p <,001, #?
=,57); dezavantajli bir konuma ise erkegi se¢mislerdir (F(1,139) = 28,37, p <,001, 772
=,17). Cocuklarin dogrulamalarina bakildiginda ise avantajli bir durumda baskin
olarak sosyal uyumluluk kavramimi kullannuslardir (F(2,278) = 98,77, p < ,001, 5?=
,44). Dezavantajli durumda ise sosyal uyumluluk ve psikolojik dogrulamalari
yapmislardir (F(2,278) = 9,78, p <,001, 772 =,07).

Dezavantajli Gruplar Temast

Cocuklar dezavantajli gruplar temasinda hem avantajli durum hem de dezavantajli

durum kosullarinda baskin bir tercih belirtmemislerdir; F(1,139) = 1,67, p = ,20,

127



F(1,139) =2,16, p =,15. Cocuklarin dogrulamalarina bakildiginda ise sadece avantajlt
durumda baskin olarak sosyal uyumluluk kavramini kullanmislardir, (F(2,278) = 4,90,
p =,008, #%=,03).

Saldirganlik Temasi

Cocuklar saldirganlik temasinda avantajli bir duruma daha uyumlu olan ¢ocugu
F(1,139) =58,37, p <,001, #2=,53); dezavantajli bir konuma ise saldirgan olan ¢ocugu
se¢mislerdir (F(1,139) = 7,20, p = ,017, ;72 = ,05). Cocuklarin dogrulamalarina
bakildiginda ise avantajli durum kosulunda yas, PBS ve dogrulamalar arasinda tiglii
bir etkilesim gozlemlenmistir, F(2,278) = 2,77, p = ,06, 7?=,03.13 yas grubunda olup
yilksek PBS skoru olan cocuklar daha fazla psikolojik (kisisel) dogrulamalar
yapmiglardir. Dezavantajli durum kosulunda ise sosyal uyumluluk dogrulamalar

yapmuslardir, F(2,278) = 144,15, p < ,001, 2 = 51.

Biitiin temalarda kararlarin dogrulamalar iizerindeki etkilerine bakildiginda, sadece
cinsiyet ve dezavantajli gruplar temalarinda toplum stereotipine uymayan ¢ocuklari
secenlerin ahlaki dogrulamalar yaptigi; sosyal stereotiplere uyan ¢cocuklar1 se¢enlerin
ise sosyal uyumluluk iceren dogrulamalar yaptig1 gézlemlenmistir. Bahsedilen alt
kosullarda (saldirganlik temasi-avantajli durum kosulu hari¢) yas ve olumlu yardim
iceren davramig faktorlerinin kararlar ve dogrulamalar {izerinde bir etkisi

bulunmamastir.
Grup Aktiviteleri Calismasi

Grup aktiviteleri caligmasinda ¢ocuklarin kararlari i¢in 2 (yas: 10-13) x 2 (PBS: algak-
yiiksek) x 2 (¢ocuklarin kararlar1) karigik dl¢iimler igin ANOVA analizi kullanilmistir.
Cocuklarin dogrulamalari igin de benzer olarak 2 (yas: 10-13) x 2 (PBS: al¢ak-yiiksek)
x 3 (¢ocuklarin dogrulamalar1) karisik olgtimler icin ANOVA analizi kullanilmistir.
Son olarak, g¢ocuklarin kararlarinin dogrulamalart iizerindeki etkileri bagimsiz

degiskenler t-testi ile analiz edilmistir.
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Cinsiyet Temasi

Cocuklarin egit nitelikler temasinda kararlar1 incelendiginde yas etkisi bulunmustur,
F(1,139) = 9,48, p =,003, #2=,06. 10 yasindaki cocuklar daha fazla kiz1 secerken, 13
yasindaki ¢ocuklar ise erkegi se¢mislerdir. Paralel olarak, c¢ocuklarin
dogrulamalarinda da yas etkisi bulunmustur, F(2,278) = 8,15, p = ,01, #°>=,06. 10
yasindaki ¢ocuklar daha fazla sosyal uyumluluk kavramini kullanarak dogrulamalar

yaparken, 13 yasindakiler daha fazla ahlaki dogrulamalar yapmislardir.

Esit olmayan nitelikler kosulunda ise bu defa PBS faktoriiniin etkisi hem kararlar da
hem de dogrulamalarda anlamlhidir; F(1,139) = 7,53, p = ,007, n® =,05, F(2,274) =
3,52, p =,035, #2=,03. Diisiik PBS grubunda yer alan ¢ocuklar daha hikayedeki kizi
daha fazla se¢ip, dogrulamalarinda sosyal normlara atifta bulunurken; yiiksek PBS
grubundaki ¢ocuklar daha fazla erke§i secerek grubun basarisina atifta bulunan

dogrulamalar yapmislardir.
Dezavantajli Gruplar Temas:

Cocuklarin egit nitelikler temasinda kararlar1 incelendiginde yas, PBS ve kararlar
arasinda iilii bir etkilesim bulunmustur, F(1,139) = 4,71, p =,032, #2=,03. 10 yasinda
olup diisiik PBS grubunda olan ¢ocuklar Van’dan gelen gocuga oranla istanbul’dan
gelen cocugu daha fazla se¢mislerdir. Bu tiglii etki ¢ocuklarin dogrulamalarinda da
gbzlemlenmistir, F(2,278) = 3,81, p = ,036, 5> =,03. Benzer sekilde 10 yasinda olup
diisiik PBS grubunda olan ¢ocuklar daha fazla psikolojik (kisisel se¢cim) kavramini

kullanarak dogrulamalar yapmuislardir.

Esit olmayan nitelikler kosulunda ise cocuklar grup olarak Van’dan gelen ¢ocugu
secerek (F(1,139) = 70,70, p <,001, ?=,34), kararlarin1 sosyal uyumluluk kavramia
dayandirarak dogrulamislardir, F(2,278) = 94,53, p <,001, %= ,45.
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Saldirganlik Temas

Son tema olan saldirganlik temasinda ise ¢ocuklar hem esit nitelikler (F(1,139) =
158,56, p < ,001, 2= ,53) hem de esit olmayan nitelikler (F(1,139) = 58,3, p < ,001,
1> =,30) temalarida anlamli olarak daha uyumlu olan g¢ocugu segerek her iki kosulda

da kararlarin1 sosyal uyumluluk kavramlarina dayandirmislardir.

Biitiin temalarda kararlarin dogrulamalar iizerindeki etkilerine bakildiginda,
hikayelerde toplum stereotipine uymayan c¢ocuklart segen c¢ocuklarin ahlaki
dogrulamalar yaptigi; sosyal beklentilere uyan ¢ocuklar1 secen ¢ocuklarin ise sosyal

uyumluluk iceren dogrulamalar yaptiklar: bulunmustur.
Hikaye Tamamlama

Hikaye tamamlama g¢alismasinda yas ve olumlu sosyal davraniglarin kodlama sema
skorlar1 tlizerindeki etkisi hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri ile incelenmistir. Analiz
sonuglarma gore, cocuklarm yast azaldik¢a, genel dahil etme birlesik degiskeni (R? =
11, F(1,143) = 16,97, p <,001), ve telafi iceren eylemler (R? =,08, F(1,143) = 11,52,
p =,001) skorlarinda artis gozlemlenmistir. Sadece saldirganlik temasi-genel diglama
birlesik degiskeninde, yasimn ters yonde bir etkisi bulunmustur (R? = ,03, F(1,143) =
4,75, p =,03). Son olarak ¢ocuklarin yaslar1 azaldik¢a hikayeleri daha ¢ok dahil etme
temasi ile bitirdikleri (R? = ,11, F(1,143) = 16,97, p < .001), arttikca ise daha ¢ok
dislama temas ile bitirdikleri bulunmustur (R? = ,11, F(1,143) = 1,44, p < .001).

Tartisma

Bu caligmanin literatiire birgok ozgiin katkisi bulunmaktadir. ilk olarak, Tiirk
literatiiriinde ¢ocuklarinin sosyal dahil etme/dislama baglaminda verdikleri kararlari
ve buna bagli olarak dogrulamalarini cinsiyet, dezavantajli gruplar ve saldirganlik
temalarinda inceleyen ilk c¢alismadir. Ayrica, uluslararasi literatiir kapsaminda,

mevcut c¢alisma c¢ocuklara ayni calismada giinliik etkilesimleri (tercih ve ragbet
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senaryolar1) ve grup aktiviteleri (esit ve esit olmayan nitelikler senaryolari) sunarak bu
toplumsal dinamigi inceleyen ilk ¢alismadir. Buna ek olarak, hikaye tamamlama diger
alanlarda yaygin olarak kullanilan bir yontem olmasina ragmen, sosyal dislama/dahil
etme baglaminda, ¢ocuklara yargilamalarini daha 6zgiir yontemlerle ifade etmesine
olanak taniyan ilk c¢alismadir. Son olarak, ¢ocuklarin kronolojik yasina ek olarak,

cocuklarin olumlu sosyal davraniglari literatiirde ilk kez ¢ocuklarin sosyal diglama/ ¢er
Giinliik Tliskiler Cahsmasi

Ginliik iligkiler ¢aligmasinin sonuglarina bakildiginda, avantajli ve dezavantajl
durum kosullarinin ikisinde de yas ve olumlu sosyal davraniglarin gocuklarin kararlar
tizerinde bir etkisi gozlemlenmemistir. Genel secimlere bakildiginda, ¢ocuklarin
cinsiyet, dezavantajli gruplar ve saldirganlik temalar1 hakkinda sekillenmis semalari
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Sadece dezavantajli gruplar temas: icin, ¢ocuklar hikayelerde

kendilerine sunulan ¢ocuklar arasindan baskin bir se¢cim yapmamuslardir.

Cocuklarin dogrulamalarina bakildiginda ise olumlu sosyal davranis etkisi sadece
saldirganlik temasinda gozlenmistir. Literatiire bakildiginda ¢alismalar, olumlu sosyal
davraniglar sosyal yargilarin {izerinde bagimli degisken olarak almistir (Stiimer &
Snyder, 2010). Ayrica, olumlu sosyal davraniglarin rolii bireyler hem kendilerinin hem

de grup dinamiklerinin yararini degerlendirirken daha baskindir (Twenge, et. al, 2007).

Son olarak, ¢ocuklarin verdikleri kararlarin dogrulamalar1 iizerindeki etkileri,
cocuklarin birden fazla kavramini ayni1 anda kendilerine sunulan sosyal sartlara gore

degerlendirebildikleri goriilmustiir.
Grup Aktiviteleri Calismasi

Grup aktiviteleri ¢alismasinin esit nitelikler kosulunun sonuglarina bakildiginda
cinsiyet kavraminda yas faktorii cocuklarin kararlar1 ve dogrulamalari {izerinde etkili

olmustur. Benzer sekilde, yas ve olumlu sosyal davranislar faktderleri dezavantajli
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gruplar temasinda anlamli dgiskenler olarak c¢ocuklarin  yargilamalarinm

etkilemislerdir. Saldirganlik temasinda ise ¢ocuklar genel bir Oriintii géstermislerdir.

Esit olmayan niteliklerde ise dezavantajli gruplar ve saldirganlik temalarinda genel
Oriintiiler bulunurken sadece cinsiyet temasinda olumlu sosyal davraniglarin etkisi

gorilmistiir.
Hikaye Tamamlama

Hikaye tamamlama etkinligi hem c¢alismanin diger boliimleriyle hem de literatiir ile
celisen sonuclar vermistir. Literatiirde de Oncli isimler tarafindan c¢ocuklara
yargilamalarin1 daha 0zgiir metodolojiler ile ifade edebilecekleri yontemlerin
kullanilmast gerektigi belirtilmistir. Sonuglar azalan yasin, ¢ocuklarin daha fazla dahil
etme temali semalar kullanmasi, hikayelerinde daha ¢ok yon degistirmeleri ve
hikayelerini daha olumlu (dahil etme) bir yon ile bitirme {izerinde anlamli bir faktor
olarak bulunmustur. Paralel bir sekilde artan yas cocuklarin hikayelerini daha fazla

dislama temasi ile bitirmeleri tizerinde etkili bir faktordiir.
Yeni Calismalar icin Oneriler

Calismada kullanilan bir¢ok hikaye ve kodlama semasi bu ¢aligsma i¢in gelistirilmistir.
Kullanilan hikayelerin ileriki ¢alismalar i¢in kullanilip bu baglamda giivenilir
olduklar1 birkez daha gosterilmelidir. Baglangigta birebir goriisme yontemi ile veri
toplanmas1 planlanmistir. Fakat okullarda yasanilan gerek ses kaydi gerekse uygun
sinif ortamu ile ilgili izin problemleri ¢aligmay1 anket yontemine doniistiirmeyi gerekli
kilmustir. Tleriki caligmalarda birebir goriisme yontemi kullanilarak daha ¢ok varyans
aciklanabilir. Son olarak, Cocuk Davrams Olcegi — Baskalarina Yardimi Amaclayan
Sosyal Davranis Alt Olgegi temelde anaokul drneklemi igin gelistirilmistir. Fakat daha
biiyiik 6rneklemlerde de 6lcek kullanilmustir. Ileriki ¢alismalarda ozellikle biiyiik
gruplarin daha kompleks akran iligkilerini anlamada yasa daha uygun bir dlgek

kullanilmalidir.
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Appendix J: Tez FotoKkopisi izin Formu

TEZ FOTOKOPISIi iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU
Fen Bilimleri Enstittusi I:I
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii +

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi I:I

YAZARIN
Soyadi : Goniil
Adi . Buse
Bolimii : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI: Decisions and Justifications of Turkish Children about Social
Exclusion/Inclusion Concerning Gender, Disadvantaged Groups and Aggressiveness
in Relation to Age and Prosocial Behaviour

TEZIN TURU: Yiiksek Lisans + Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alabilir. +

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir N
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz. n

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIiHI:
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