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The significance of norms in shaping socia;i life is undeniable;
and among the most significant norms are those that govern the
outcomes due to participants in an interaction—that is, the norms
that define justice.

The form that justice norms assume seems to have varied
through different stages of societal development. Anthropologists,
such as Malinowski (1932) and Levi-Strauss (1949), have stressed
that reciprocity is the governing norm in so-called primitive socie-
ties. This norm has been given its most concise formulation by
Gouldner (1960) : one should help those who have helped him, and
one should not hurt those who have helped him.

Lenski's (1970) treatment of the norm of reciprocity makes clear
that this norm is especially important and widely applicable in
primitive societies, but shows that it loses some of its scope of
application and indirectly its importance during the course of soci-
etal development.

During this development, it appears that the norm of recipro-
city ceases to be the governing principle, being supplanted by the
norm of equity. In its simplest form, this norm is the prescription
that a person’s outcomes or rewards should be proportional to his
investments. The equity norm has been the subject of considerable
theoretical and empirical work by contemporary social scientists
(e.g., Homans, 1961; Adams, 1965; Sampson, 1969). The empirical
findings confirm that equity is widely applicable within modern
industrial societies.

The equity norm is apparently not observed in “primitive” so-
cieties. However, even though it is overshadowed by the equity
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norm, the norm of reciprocity persists in modern society. as noted
by Gouldner (1960) and Levi-Strauss (1949). This persistence of the
reciprocity norm is also supported by recent data from both Ame-
rican and Turkish subjects (see Aral and Sunar, forthcoming).

The preserit authors believe that this transition in the basic
norms of justice, brought about by societai development, can be
expiained by a transiticn in the basic modes of interaction. The
norm of reciprocity applies only to a certain type of interaction: that
petween two relatively independent actors (systems), whether these
cre individuals, groups of individuals, or institutions. [n this type cf
interaction, what one party gives (contributes, invests) is exactiy
what the other party receives. Logically, then, if there is to be inter
cction or exchange, the other parity must give in return scmething
of equal value: thus the rule of reciprocity, which prescribes that
both parties give, and therefore receive, equally valuable goods,
whether economic or social in nature.

The other distinct and basic type of interaction is that which
takes place between actors who are members of the same system,
i.e., who are sub-systems in a larger system. The norm cf recipio-
city does not apply here, mainly because what is given by one party
is not received by the other party. On the contrary, in this iype of
interaction, that which is contributed by ail subsystems undergoes
processing by the system, and the product obtained after proces-
sing is then divided among the subsystems. The form this distribu-
tion should take is governed by the norm of equity.

it follows from the above argument that as intra-system inter-
actions increase relative to inter-system interactions, as is the
case in the process of socioeconomic development, the norm of
reciprccity would lose its scope of application, and indirectly its
importance, whiie the equity norm would beccme more widely ap-
plicable and indirectly more important.

The cbservation of Gouldner and Levi-Strauss, ncted above,
that reciprocity continues to apply in modern society, can be
explained as a result of the fact that inter-system interactions are
never totally replaced by intra-system interactions.

Although the norm of reciprocity continues to be relevant in
modern society, its application in the behavioral structure is compli-
cated by another trend brought about by societal development. This
is the emergence of a multidimensional reward structure in place of
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a unidimensional one (Websar, 1946}. This emergence makes it pos-
sibie to realize the norm in the totaility of the rewards exchanged,
despite violations in the exchange of any specific kind of reward,
thereby allowing a much greater variety of exchanges. This mech-
anism, which allows a viclation of the norm cn one reward dimen-
sion to be made up for by another violation along another reward
dimension, or by the realization of the norm along ancther reward
dimension, is referred to as the compensation mechanism (Gouldner,
19480; see also the formulations of the emergence of status and
power in Blau, 1964).

In a multidimensional reward structure all reward dimensions
are not equchy important. Some carry more weight while others
carry less. For example, in most developed societies, income and
prestige associated with a social position constitute widely recog-
nized reward dimensions, with income usually being considered
more important than prestige. The hierarchy of imporiance of
reward dimensicns may vary depending on stage of sccic-economic
develcpment and culture. However, we believe it would be safe to
assume that material rewards are considered more important than
nonmaterial rewards in most contemporary societies. This pattern
can be accounted for if one considers the ease with which material
rewards, especiaily money, can be translated into other types and
dimensions of reward, and the fact that material rewards, being
tangible, are much more readily assessed for relative value.

The existence of a hierarchy of importance in reward dimen-
sions has specific implications for justice and compensation mech-
anisms. The rules of justice will be looked for especially in the
distribution or exchange of rewards that are considered important,
ond violations of the justice rule will be more easily tclerated in the
distribution or exchange of less important rewards.

Since in a single interacticn it is not pessible to compensate for
a violation of the norm by another violation in the same reward di-
mension, if compensation is to be achieved it must be in another
dimension. However, if the original violation is in the more impor-
tant material reward dimension, it seems likely that compensation
in the non-material reward dimension will be only partially effective.

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the spe-
cific form of the reciprocity norm in Turkey, including normatively
approved compensations between material and non-material re
ward dimensions.
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The above discussion of the relationship between the type of
social interaction and the applicable justice norm leads to Hypotie-
sis 1: Regardiess of which type of social interaction may predomi-
nate in a society, when there is intersystem interaction, reciprocity
will be preferred to non-reciprocity in all reward dimensions.

If, as pointed out above, material rewards constitute the more
important reward dimension, then we may predict, as Hypothesis 2:
Violation of the reciprocity norm with regard to material rewards
will be judged more unjust than violation of the norm with regard to
nonmaterial rewards.

A corollary to the differential value of different reward dimen-
sions would be that manipulation of the nonmaterial reward dimen-
sion can provide only partial compensation for nonreciprocity in the
materiai dimension. However, it could be predicted that different
types of manipulations would have differential effectiveness in achiev-
ing compensation. Specifically, Hypothesis 3: A counter-violation
of reciprccity in non-material rewards can compensate for a viola-
tion in material rewards more effectively than the maintenance of
reciprocity in the nonmaterial dimension by the party who violates
material reciprocity.

METHOD

Design. There were two independent variables : (1) material re-
wards, equal or unequal (reciprocated or not reciprocated); and (2)
nonmaterial rewards, equal or unequai (reciprocated or nonrecipro-
cated). These variables were combined in short stories involving
two actors (see Materials below) to produce the following five
conditions:

Condition 1. Reciprocity in both material and nonmaterial re-
wards.

Condition 2. Reciprocity in material rewards and nonreciprocity
in nonmaterial rewards.

Condition 3. Nonreciprocity in material rewards and reciprocity
in nonmaterial rewards.

Condition 4. Nonreciprocity in both material and nonmaterial
rewards (the nonreciprocity falling to the disadvantage of the same
actor in both reward dimensions).

Condition 5. Nonreciprocity in material rewards and a counter
nonreciprocity in nonmaterial rewards (the nonreciprocity falling
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to the disadvantage of one actor in the material reward dimension
and to the disadvantage of the other actor in the nonmaterial re-
ward dimension).

In terms of these conditions, the hypotheses can be opera-
tionally restated as follows :

Hypothesis 1. The mean justice score in Condition 1 will be high-
est, and that in Condition 4 will be lowest, with mean scores in the
other conditions falling between.

Hypothesis 2. The mean justice score in Condition 3 will be
lower than the mean justice score in Condition 2.

Hypothesis 3. The mean justice score in Condition 5 will be
higher than in Condition 3, while the mean justice score in Condi-
tion 3 wiil be higher than in Condition 4. That is, the conditions
wili be ranked in terms of mean justice scores such that 5>3>4.

Subjects. Subjects were male and female students in the senior
class at Ankara Ozel Yiikselis Koieji. Subjects were randomly assign-
ed to the experimental conditions, each subject responding to a
single story. A total of 73 subjects participated in the experiment.
Materiais. The independent variables were manipulated througt
five short stories portraying dyadic interaction. In these stories,
inter-system interaction is represented by two actors (Murat and
Kerim) working independently as architects. In each story, one of
them does a favor or favors for the other, which is or is not recip-
rocated. Material reward is a sum of money which accrues to the
actor as a result cf the other’s action, i.e., doing the faver. Nonma-
terial reward, on the other hand, is the prestige that accrues to the
actor as a resuit of pubiic recognition given him by the other actor.
Each of the two types of rewards may be equal, resulting in recip-
rocity, or unequal, resulting in nonreciprocity. An example of the
stories is presented below. In this example, both material and non-
material rewards are reciprocated.

“Murat and Kerim are two architects specializing in the design
of office buildings. They have both been working in Ankara since
their graduation eight years ago. Recently, Murat has begun to take
an interest in the design of hotels, and Kerim has become inter-
ested in apartment buildings.

About six months ago, a contractor approached Kerim for the
design of a hotel. However, since he had heard about Murat's new
interest, he referred the contractor to Murat, who took the contract
and can expect to earn about 150,000 TL. from the job.
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A month or so later, Murat met an apartment builder who was
looking for an architect to design his latest project. Remembering
the favor Kerim had done for him, he told the builder about Kerim.
Kerim contracted with the builder to design a large apartment
complex, and he expects his profits to be close to 150,000 TL.

During these last several months, Murat has taken advantage
of several opportunities to point out the high quality of Kerims
work to other architects, and Kerim has done the same for Murat.
As a result, both of them have become somewhat better known
prcfessionally.”

(A Turkish translation of this story can be found cppended to
the Turkish summary at the end of this article.)

Subjects responded io these short stories by evaiuating the
justice of the social situation depicted in the story. This evaluation
of justice (the dependent variable) was measured by means of a
nine-point scale anchored by the words ““hakh” (just) and *“haksiz”
(unjust). In addition, each subject responded to several open-ended
questions regarding his judgment of the actions portrayed in the
story.

Procedure. The stories were presented to the subjects in the class-
room, during a class hour. They were distributed in random order,
one story to each subject. The subjects were instructed to read the
story. They were then asked to rate the justice of the situation
depicted in the story on the scale, and to answer the questions on
the following page. Papers were collected and subjects’ questions
were answered. The whole procedure took approximately 20 minutes.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In accordance with prediction, justice scores were highest in
Condition 1, and lowest in Condition 4 (t=3.68, p<.05), thus sup-
porting Hypothesis 1 (see Table | for mean justice scores in each
of the experimental conditions).

TABLE 1 — Mean Justice Scores

CONDITION

o | :
Mean ! 1 2 { 3 ‘ 4 | 5
Justice | 62 | 42 | 38 | 34 . 4.7
Score | (N=14) | (N=15) . (N=15) (N=14) | (N=15)
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Aiso in accordance with prediction, the mean justice score in
Condition 3 was lower than the mean justice score in Condition 2,
aithough the difference was not statistically significant.

Similarly, the order of conditions, 5>3>4, predicted by Hypo-
thesis 3 is observed; that is, justice scores were highest in Condi-
tion 5 and lowest in Condition 4, with justice scores in Condition 3 in
between. However, the differences were not statistically significant.

P

Hypothesis 1 received further support from the responses to
the open-ended questions. Of these responses, 80% made direct
reference to the norm of reciprocity. Also, commenis on whether or
ot the actors behaved correctly in the situaticns depicted in the
stories parallelled ratings on the justice scale. in Condition 1, 78%
of the subjects approved of the actiors’ behavior, whereas in Con-
dition 4, 78% of the subjects disapproved of the nonreciprocating
actor’'s behavior. In the other conditions, such disappioval rarnged
from 67% to 73%.

Data from the open-ended questions also supported Hypothe-
sis 2. in Condition 3, 73% of the subjects disapproved of the nonie-
ciprccating actor’s behavior, while 67 % of the subjects in Condition
2 showed such disapproval.

The order of disapprovai is that which would have been pre-
gicted by Hypothesis 3: Condition 5, 71%; Condition 3, 73%; Condi-
tion 4, 78%. However, the differences are rather small.

it can be seen, then, that the norm of reciprocity continues to
be current and appiicable among Turkish students. Reciprocity is
ciearly perceived as the most just pattern of action in a situation
of direct inieraction. In addition, violation of the reciprocity norm is
gpparently considered more serious — i.e., is perceived as produ-
cing greater injustice — when it involves material rather than nonma-
terial rewards. Finally, it seems that nonreciprocity in material re-
wards can be partially compensated by an opposite non-reciprocity
in the nonmaterial dimension: that is, by a kind of negative recip-
rocity.

A natural extension of the present work would involve compa-
ring the status of the norm of reciprocity in urban Turkey with that
in rural Turkey. Theoretical considerations presented in this paper
would lead to the prediction that among the rural population the
reciprocity norm would be more firmly established and applied to a
larger range of interaction types.
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In order to establish the evolutionary developmental pattern, a
similar comparison should be made between the results from the
Turkish sample and those from a comparable sample of subjects
from a society which is further advanced in the process of socio-
economic development. Work on this latter type of comparison
has already begun. For a comparison of Turkish and American sub-
jects see Aral and Sunar (forthcoming.)
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OZET

Toplumsal yasantida normlarin, ve oOzellikle kisiler arasi iliski-
lerde her kisinin hak ettigi payr saptayan normiarin - adalet norm-
lari - énemi agiktir.

Simdiye kadar yapilan incelemeler toplumsal gelismenin degi-
sik evrenlerinde degisik adalet normlarinin belirginlestigini go&ster-
mistir; ilkel toplumlarda 6zellikle karsilikhlik (reciprocity) ve endis-
trilesmis toplumlarda da 6zellikle oranlarda esitlik (equity) normlari
kisiler arasindaki iligkileri idare eder. Karsilikliik normu kisaca ki-
sinin kendisine yardim etmis olan kisilere yardim etmesini ve ken-
disine yardim etmis olan kisilere zarar vermemesini énerir. Oranlar-
da esitlik normu ise birbirleri ile iliski icinde bulunan Kkisiler igin,
iliskiye yapilan katkinin o iliskiden alinan paya oraninin her kisi icin:
esit olmasini énerir. Ornegin, Gc kisilik bir iligkide;

K = iliskiye katki

P = iliskiden alinan pay
K1 K2 KS

P1 P2 P3

Antropolojik ve sosyolojik calismalar gdstermistir ki oranlarda
esitlik ilkel toplumlarda bir norm olarak ortaya ¢cikmadigr halde kar-
siliklihk normu gelismis ve gelismekte olan toplumlarda da oranlar-
da esitlik normu ile yan yana gorilmektedir, yalniz kapsami toplum
sal gelisme surecinde giderek azalir.

Burada gelistirilen teorik ¢erceve, degisme iginde gorilen bir
adalet normundan bir digerine gecisi kisiler arasindaki temel iligki-
lerin degismesi ile agiklamaga calismaktadir: Karsiliklilik normu ba-
gimsiz aktorler (kisiler, guruplar, kurumlar) arasindaki iliskilerde
uygulanir. Bu iliski tipinde bir aktoriin iliskiye olan katkisi oldugu
gibi diger aktérin iliskiden aldigi payi meydana getirir; iliski icinde
katki veya pay ne azalir ne de artar. Bu durumda karsilikliik normu
iliskinin devam etmesi icin gereklidir.

Oranlarda esitlik normu ise ayni sistemin birbirine bagh parca-
lart olan aktérler arasindaki iliskilerde uygulanir. Bu durumda, dagi-
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tilan paylarin timd, sistemin katkilar isleyisi sonucu, toplam katki-
dan daha faziadir ve normatif sistem paylarin dagitiminin katkilarin
dagilimina gére yapilmasini dnerir.

Bilindigi gibi toplumsal gelisme sistem igi iliskilerin yogunlugunu
ve tum iliskiler arasinda énemini artirir, Oranlarda esitlik normunun
goreli olarak belirginlesmesi de iliskilerdeki bu degisikligin dogal bir
scnucudur. Diger yandan gelisme slirecinde bagimsiz aktorler arasi
(sistemler arasi) iligkilerin yok olmayisi karsilikliik normunun gelis-
mis toplumlardaki gegerlili§ini aciklar.

Gelisme sireci sonunda ortaya c¢ikan bir baska husus da dagi-
tilan paylarin niteligi ile ilgilidir. Bilindigi gibi ilkel toplumlarin tek
boyutlu pay striiktiiri modern toplumlarda yerini cok boyutlu bir pay
straktlriine birakir. Dolayisi ile pay dagiliminin adaletli olabilmesi
icin Onemli olan tim boyutlarda dagiimin normlara uygun olmasi-
dir; her bir boyuttaki dagilim tek basina disiniildiginde adaiet
normlarina aykiri olsa bile biitin boyutlar bir arada géz éniine alin-
diginda normlara uygun bir dagilim gériilebilir. Diger bir deyisle bir
boyutta hak ettiginden fazla pay alan kisi bir baska boyut-
ta hak ettijinden az alirsa dadilim adaletli olacaktir. Bir pay boyu-
tunda meydana gelen adaletsizligin bir baska boyutta aksi yonde bir
adaletsizlikle dengelenmesi 6diinleme mekanizmasi (compensation
mechanism) olarak bilinir. Biz burada yalnizca pay boyutlarinda
maddi-maddi olmayan ikilemi ile ilgileniyoruz.

Arastirmanin amaci bugiinkii Tiirk toplumunda karsiliklilik (re-
ciprocity) normunun maddi ve maddi olmayan pay boyutlari arasin-
da odinleme mekanizmasi ile nasil gerceklestirildigini incelemektir.
Ozellikle asagidaki {i¢ hipotez kurulmus ve denenmistir.

1. Sistem arasi iligkilerde, her pay boyutunda, karsihklilhk kar-
stliksizliktan daha adaletlidir.

2. Maddi pay boyutu, maddi olmayan pay boyutundan daha
6nemlidir. Bunun sonucu olarak maddi pay boyutunda karsiliksizlik
maddi olmayan pay boyutunda karsiliksizliga gére daha az hosgérii
ile karsilanir.

3. Maddi pay boyutundaki bir karsiliksizlik maddi olmayan pay
boyutunda aksi yonde bir karsiliksizlikla kismen 6&dinlenebilir.

Veriler U¢ hipotezi de destekleyecek niteliktedir, ancak .05 se-
viyesindeki istatistiki anlamlihk yalniz birinci hipotez igin bulun-
mustur.
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EK : METINDEKi HIKAYENIN TERCUMESI

Murat ve Kerim is hanlarinin proje ¢iziminde uzmanlagmig iki
mimardir. Her ikisi de mezuniyetlerinden bu yana sekiz yildan beri
Ankara’da ¢alismaktadirlar.

Son zamanlarda Murat otel projelerine yéneldigi halde Kerim
apartman projelerini tercih etmistir.

Alti ay kadar 6nce bir miteahhit bir otel projesi icin Kerim'e
basvurdu. Fakat Kerim Murat'in otel projelerine olan egilimini bildi-
ginden muteahhiti Murat'a gonderdi. Murat isi kabul etti ve bu isten
eline 150.000 lira kalacagini hesapladi.

Bir ay kadar sonra Murat son apartmaninin ¢izimini yapacak
bir mimar arayan bir miteahhitle karsilastl. Kerim’in bir zamanlar
kendisine yapmis oldugu iyiligi hatirlayarak, miuteahhidi Kerim’e
gonderdi. Kerim bliylik bir apartman Unitesi icin mduteahhitle an-
lastt, ve bu isin sonunda kendisine 150.000 lira kadar bir para ka-
lacagdini hesapladi.

Bu son birka¢ ay icinde Murat her vesileyle diger meslektasla-
rina Kerim'in yaptidi islerin kalitesini 6évdi. Bu esnada Kerim de her
vesileyle Murat'in mesleki ¢alismalarini éviiyordu. Boylece her ikisi
de mesleklerinde biraz daha sivrilmis oldular.



