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ABSTRACT

PERCEIVED JUSTICE IN MARRIAGE: THE EFFECTS OF JUSTICE
SENSITIVITY, AMBIVALENT SEXISM, AND GENDER

SAKLAR, Zeynep
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nuray SAKALLI

October 2021, 157 pages

How perceived justice in marriage (PJM) affects variables such as relationship
satisfaction, commitment, and maintenance behavior have been studied
extensively in the psychology literature. However, there is very little research
about the factors that affect PJM. Therefore, this dissertation aims to test potential
antecedents of PJM. Thus, based on the justice and gender psychology literature,
justice sensitivity, ambivalent sexism, and gender were examined as the possible
factors. A sequential mixed-method research design was conducted. In the first
phase, qualitative data was collected through in-depth interviews with married
females (N = 7) and males (N = 7) to gain comprehensive understanding about
perceptions of marital justice. Based on these findings, a new Perceived Justice in
Marriage Scale was developed which consisted four subscales: communicative,
interpersonal, procedural, and distributive justice. The quantitative study was
carried out using this scale. The survey data was obtained from married women
(N= 218) and men (N= 134). The results showed that women perceived

significantly less overall and distributive justice in their marriage compared to

v



men. Moreover, beneficiary justice sensitivity was a significant predictor of all
PJM factors except distributive justice while victim justice sensitivity significantly
predicted perceived communicative, interpersonal and overall justice. Besides,
benevolent sexism did not predict any PJM variables while hostile sexism was a
significant predictor only for perceived procedural justice. However, the
associations of ambivalent sexism and justice sensitivity with PJM were very low.
The study findings and limitations were discussed along with contributions and

directions for future research.

Keywords: Perceived justice in marriage, Justice sensitivity, Ambivalent sexism,

Gender
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EVLILIKTE ADALET ALGISI: ADALETE DUYARLILIK, CELiSIK
DUYGULU CINSIYETCILIK VE CINSIYETIN ETKISI

SAKLAR, Zeynep
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nuray SAKALLI

Ekim 2021, 157 sayfa

Evlilikte algilanan adaletin, iliski doyumu, baglilik ve siirdiirme davranig1 gibi
degiskenler iizerinde etkili oldugu arastirmalar sonucu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ancak,
algilanan adaleti etkileyen olas1 faktorler hakkinda mevcut psikoloji
caligmalarinda ¢ok az aragtirma bulunmaktadir. Bu nedenle, bu calismayla
evlilikte adalet algisini etkileyen potansiyel onciilleri test etmek amaclanmaistir.
Giincel caligmalarda yer alan bulgularin 1s18inda adalete duyarlilik, celisik
duygulu cinsiyet¢ilik ve cinsiyet degiskenleri evlilikte algilanan adaleti etkilemesi
beklenen potansiyel faktorler olarak incelenmistir. Aragtirma deseni olarak sirali
karma yontem kullanilmustir. Ik asamada insanlarm evlilikteki adalet algilarini
kapsamli bir sekilde anlamak icin evli kadinlar (N = 7) ve erkekler (N = 7) ile
derinlemesine goriismeler yoluyla nitel veri toplanmistir. Bu bulgulara dayanarak
iletisimsel, dagitimsal, kisileraras1 ve prosediirel adalet olmak iizere dort alt
dlcekten olusan yeni bir Evlilikte Algilanan Adalet Olcegi gelistirilmistir. Nicel
calisma ise bu Olgek kullanilarak gergeklestirilmistir. Anket verileri evli

kadinlardan (N = 218) ve erkeklerden (N = 134) elde edilmistir. Sonuglar,
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kadinlarin evliliklerinde erkeklere kiyasla anlamli diizeyde daha az genel ve
dagitimsal adalet algiladiklarini gostermistir. Faydalanict durumundayken adalete
duyarlilik dagitimsal adalet disinda evlilikte algilanan tiim adalet tiirleri i¢in
anlamli bir yordayici iken, magdur durumundaki adalete duyarlilik ise algilanan
iletisimsel, kisilerarasi, ve genel adaleti anlamli olarak yordamistir. Cinsiyetgilik
degiskenlerinden korumaci cinsiyetgilik evlilikte algilanan higbir adalet tiiriinii
anlamli olarak yordamazken dusmanca cinsiyet¢ilik sadece algilanan prosediirel
adaleti anlamli olarak yordamistir. Ancak, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve adalete
duyarliligin evlilikte algilanan adaleti yordadigina dair anlamli ¢ikan sonuglarin
etkilerinin ¢ok diisiik oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Caligma bulgular1 ve sinirliliklart

onerilerle birlikte tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Evlilikte adalet algisi, Adalete duyarlilik, Celisik duygulu
cinsiyeteilik, Cinsiyet
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

If people were asked what kind of marriage they wish for the night before their
wedding day, how many would answer “a just marriage”? Probably not so many
while it is possible to wish for a happy, loving, and committed marriage. Although
the importance of justice in marriage might be overlooked at first, over time it
becomes clear that it is a fundamental factor affecting the quality of the
relationship. The current literature shows that there are many studies which
examine the effect of perceived justice (mostly equity) on variables such as
relationship satisfaction, maintenance behavior, commitment and happiness (e.g.,
Baxter & Dindia, 1990; Berger & Janoff-Bulman, 2006; Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999;
Canary & Stafford, 1992; Jackson, 2010; Stafford & Canary, 1991) which all
contribute to the relationship quality. However, the same literature is lacking the
research focusing on what variables predict perceived justice instead of what
perceived justice predicts in a marital or close relationship. Therefore, this
dissertation study focused on the possible predictors of perceived justice in

marriage.

Since marriage is defined as the legally recognized union of two people “as
spouses in a consensual and contractual relationship” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.), it
is expected that two different characters interact with each other throughout the
time and reveal their dispositional variations in justice evaluations. For instance,
a person can perceive the events that victimized him/her as unjust, but would not
see it as injustice when others experience the same victimization. In the marital
context, while the person does not perceive the victimization of his/her spouse,

s/he may perceive the same situation as a great injustice for himself/herself. Thus,



the dispositional justice evaluations are expected to affect the perceived justice

level in the intimate relationship, which is the marital context in this dissertation.

In addition to the dyadic structure of the marriages, heterosexual marriages entail
the interaction of two genders. As Sherrif (1966) mentioned, “Whenever
individuals belonging to one group interact collectively or individually with
another group or its members in terms of their group identification, we have an
instance of intergroup behavior.” (p. 12). Thus, one can say that heterosexual
marriage comprises not only the interpersonal processes but also the intergroup
processes due to the advantaged position of men and the disadvantaged position
of women in patriarchal societies, which reflects sexism. Thus, the discriminatory
sexist attitudes that spouses hold toward their own and partner’s gender might be
influential in making justice evaluations. Considering all these points, this study
aimed to investigate the effects of social-psychological variables such as justice

sensitivity, sexism, and gender, on the perception of justice in marriage.

For these purposes, two studies, one qualitative and the other quantitative, were
conducted. In the qualitative study, which had never been performed in a Turkish
sample before, the areas where justice is sought in marriage were investigated in
the light of the interviews. In the second study, the quantitative one, a Likert-type
scale was developed within the framework of the themes obtained from the first
study. This new scale was used to measure the level of perceived justice in
marriage. Then, by using this new measure, whether the perceived justice in
marriage is affected by gender, ambivalent sexism and justice sensitivity was

examined statistically.

Before presenting the study results, a comprehensive background information of
the study is provided in this chapter. First a brief description of the justice concept
is given. Then, different forms of justice (i.e., distributive, procedural,
interactional, retributive and restorative) are briefly introduced in order to make
distinctions which usually cause conceptual confusion. Following that, a succinct
review on the social psychology of justice and how this literature integrates to the

marriage concept is presented. This chapter proceeds with the presentation of the
2



main variables which are measurement of perceived justice in marriage, justice
sensitivity and sexism. Finally, this chapter is concluded with an overview of the

main research questions and relevant hypotheses of the dissertation study.

1.1 Defining Justice

Before tackling the subject of justice in marriage, it is essential that we
comprehend what justice means by itself. According to the official definition,
justice refers to “the maintenance or administration of what is jus” (Merriam-
Webster, n.d.). While the definition of justice is clear, what is considered just’ is
open to interpretation. In different parts of the world and in different times of
human history, what constitutes ‘just’ has been shaped by various factors such as
philosophical thoughts, political and social structures, religions, and ethics.
Approaches to application of justice has also varied. For instance according to the
Divine Command Theory justice is delivered by God, social contract theorists
proposed that justice can be reached only through the mutual agreement of
everyone (e.g., Rousseau, 1762/2004), while the utilitarian perspective posited that
justice is secured when the greatest number of people receive the best outcomes
(e.g., Mill, 1863/2012). Thus, the issues of determining what is ‘just’ and how
justice should be applied makes it difficult to define justice in a simple way.
Therefore, instead of pursuing for a comprehensive and precise definition of
justice, introducing different forms and norms of justice will serve more purpose
for this thesis. For this reason, in the following section primary forms of justice
and related norms will be presented concisely. Then the literature regarding justice

in marriage will be conveyed within this context.

1.2 Forms of Justice

There are many different types and theories of justice, where the four major forms
can be listed as distributive, procedural, retributive, and restorative justice
(Maiese, 2003b). However, in recent decades, studies in organizational justice
elaborated the findings of procedural justice research. A new form of justice

concept was developed by Bies and Moag (1986), which is called interactional
3



justice. Although some scholars (e.g., Barclay et al., 2005; Skarlicki & Folger,
1997) treated interactional justice as a concept that can be used interchangeably
with procedural justice, the research findings have proved that procedural and
interactional justice cause different outcomes (Masterson et al., 2000) and their
rules are distinct from each other (Bobocell & Holmvall, 2001). Therefore, while
conveying the forms of justice in the following sections, interactional justice is
presented as well, along with distributive, procedural, retributive and restorative

justice.

1.2.1 Distributive Justice

Distributive justice focuses on the just (or fair) allocation of the resources between
members of a group (Maiese, 2003a). In fact, distributive justice is not only
concerned with the fairness in allocation of resources or rewards but also the
distribution of costs and negative outcomes among group members (e.g., Hagan,
Ferrales, & Jasso, 2008; Sabbagh & Schmitt, 1988). In social psychology, scholars
are mainly concerned with the perceived justice in the distribution of resources
and costs among group members (Forsyth, 2014). Related to this, Jasso et al.
(2016) posited a framework to explain the perception of distributive justice among
people. According to their framework there are three actors in the distributive
justice process. These actors are the Allocator, the Rewardee, and the Observer
where an actor can be both Rewardee and the Observer at the same time depending
on the situation. They theorize that distributive justice happens as the relationship
between four key processes: actual reward, just reward, justice evaluation and
justice consequences. The actual reward process refers to where only the allocator
decides what actual reward should be that the rewardee gets and then assigns this
reward. Just reward process entails an observer (this can be the real Observer, the
Allocator, Rewardee or all of them) determining what a just reward is that the
Rewardee should get. The justice evaluation process is the time when the Observer
compares the actual and just reward and comes up with a justice evaluation.
Finally, the justice evaluation initiates justice consequences which are outcomes

of the evaluation process (such as revenge, disintegration, collective action



etc.). For instance in a marital relationship, just rewards in other words fair
distribution of resources (also the responsibilities) between women and men is
usually determined by the society and when the allocator (either man or woman)
assigns the actual reward to the rewardee (wife or husband) then the actual reward
is compared to the ‘just reward’ that society has determined already. These just
rewards are usually shaped by prescriptive and proscriptive gender stereotypes for
married men and women (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2021) indicating what should men

and women do or what they deserve in the marital context.

While determining the just reward or the fair share that a person should get in a
heterosexual marriage, individuals and society adopt different norms or rules of
distribution, such as prescriptive and proscriptive gender stereotypes for married
men and women (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2021). Regarding the general rules, Forsyth
(2014) described five principles of distributive justice which are equality, equity,
need, power, and responsibility where the first three (i.e., equality, equity and

need) are the dominant ones in many cultures (e.g., Deutsch, 1985).

According to the equality norm, all group members should be treated equally, and
regardless of the inputs that group members invest, everyone should receive the
same amount of rewards (Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983). In the equity norm the input/
output ratio is taken into consideration, and distribution of the rewards and costs
is done according to the amount of inputs that the group members made (Adams,
1965; Walster et al., 1973). If a group member contributes a significant amount of
inputs, then s/he would receive a higher amount of outputs/rewards. Need
principle proposes that the distribution of resources should be based on the needs
of the group members regardless of their inputs for the society (Schwartz, 1975,
1977). Affirmative action can be an example of public policy in which
underrepresented people are provided with more recruitment opportunities to meet
the needs of disadvantaged people in society. The last two principles, power and
responsibility norms, are hardly seen in governmental policies but still exist in
meso and micro level justice relations. According to Forsyth (2014) the power

principle suggests that people who have more power, authority, or control over the



group should obtain fewer rewards when compared to the ones at less power and
the responsibility principle proposes that people who own most of the resources

are responsible for sharing these resources with the ones who have less.

Regarding intimate relationships, scholars like Deutsch (1985), and Steil and
Turetsky (1987) claimed that equality principle is the most beneficial and
instrumental norm in building close and intimate relationships where both partners
receive the same degree of outcomes irrespective of their inputs. On the other
hand, the psychological research area is dominated by the focus on the equity
norm. Although, equity and equality are two distinct norms, scholars have found
that both norms significantly correspond to each other (e.g., Michaels et al., 1984)
and might be used interchangeably (Sprecher & Schwartz, 1994). These two
norms are elaborated in the following sections (see section 1.3) under the

framework of equity theory.

1.2.2 Procedural Justice

Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the decision making processes
that are conducted by the authorities. Procedural justice is searched for mostly in
legal proceedings, the organizational environment, and educational settings.
Whereas in distributive justice, the fairness of the allocation of the outcomes
(rights and resources) are taken into consideration, in procedural justice, the
fairness of how this allocation decision was made is of concern. The opportunity
of being heard (principle of voice), respected and considered by the authorities,
unbiased and trustworthy decision-makers, and a transparent decision-making
process constitute the main elements of procedural justice (Thibaut &Walker,

1978).

Regarding the close relationships, perceived procedural justice has been studied in
intimate conflict cases (e.g., Van Erp et al., 2011) and mutual decision-making
processes (e.g., Kluwer et al., 2009). These studies were initiated by Tyler and
Blader (2003) when their findings revealed that perceived procedural justice was

more effective than perceived distributive justice in determining the levels of
6



collaboration between partners. The research conducted by Peleg-Koriat et al.
(2017) also provided support for this finding. They showed that when participants
perceived their partner as procedurally just then, they were more inclined to

collaborate and less inclined to avoid.

Dispositional and contextual moderators for perceived procedural justice were
also examined. For instance, the relation between the level of perceived procedural
justice of the spouse and responsiveness to this justice level was moderated by
gender where men were less responsive to perceived procedural justice when
compared to women (Kluwer et al., 2009). Nelson et al. (2018) tested whether the
attachment style (as a dispositional variable) moderated the relationship between
perceived procedural justice and responsiveness where the results showed that
anxiously attached people tended to lower their collaboration with their spouse in
marital conflicts whereas powerful and independent participants tended to be less

responsive.

Consequently, the perceived procedural justice is a critical indicator of one’s
importance and inclusiveness in the intimate relationship (Tyler & Blader, 2003).
Therefore, while developing measurements for perceived justice in marriage, the
strength of procedural justice should be taken into consideration since it refers to

an area different than what distributive justice does.

1.2.3 Interactional Justice

Expanded research on procedural justice generated a new form which is called
interactional justice. Interactional justice is mostly sought in organizational
settings and mainly refers to fair dynamics in communication (Bies & Moag,
1986). After the development of the concept, Greenberg (1990) divided it into two;
interpersonal and informational justice. In addition to being treated with dignity
and respect (interpersonal justice), interactional justice also refers to whether
people are provided with adequate information regarding why the decisions are
made in a certain way (informational justice) (Collins & Mossholder, 2017;

Colquitt et al., 2001).



Interactional justice has been studied mainly in organizational settings. Most of
the research findings showed that perceived interactional justice was related to
higher organizational commitment (Lather & Kaur, 2015), loyalty and job
satisfaction (Ismail & Zakaria, 2009). However, there has not been any research
focusing on how interactional justice would work or how it would be adapted in
the close relationship context. In fact, studies have shown that procedural justice
and interpersonal respect are effective in determining the quality of the
interpersonal relationships and they affect how well people would identify with
their own group based on these justice cues (Blader &Tyler, 2009; Simon &
Striimer, 2003). Therefore, the perceived interactional justice might influence the
feelings of belongingness, involvement and identification with the relationship.
So, measuring interactional justice in close relationships and in marriage might
provide a bigger picture of the overall justice experience of a person in his/her

relationship.

1.2.4 Retributive Justice

If there is perceived wrongdoing or violation of norms, rules, or laws, retributive
justice comes into play. When the offenders (individuals or groups) are given
subjectively appropriate (or proportionate) punishments in response to the crime
they committed, then this refers to retributive justice (Wenzel & Okimoto, 2016).
Retributive justice aims to balance the scale which was disrupted by the offender’s
unfair gains through the tool of punishment. Punishment can be defined as any
negative outcomes which are enforced on the responsible party as a result of the

transgression (Brooks, 2012).

It is essential to distinguish self-inflicted punishment from the punishment
imposed on the offender. Self-inflicted punishment is not considered as part of
retributive justice. It is rather regarded as part of restorative justice because there
is the compensatory motivation of the perpetrator behind it. For a punishment to
be retributive, it has to be imposed on the perpetrator by the victim or a third party
(such as judges). Since wrongdoing is different from a mistake, effortless

compensation by the offender would not be enough to serve justice (Tyler &
8



Smith, 1998). Thus, the perpetrators need to be responded with proportionate

sanctions.

The link between vengeance and retributive justice is also an important issue to be
clarified. Although one of the synonyms of retribution is vengeance (Merriam-
Webster, n.d.), there are slight differences within justice literature. Indeed,
vengeance is a type of punishment, but it usually involves a stronger emotional
motive, and most of the time, proportionality between punishment and offense is
ignored (Nozick, 1981). Even though both share a retroactive approach, aim to
communicate the harm to the offender, and intend to regain social acceptance
within the group, vengeance can go beyond punishment which might cause

additional harm to the offender and eventually starts a vicious cycle of revenge.

Psychological studies regarding retribution in intimate relationships mainly focus
on partners’ revenge (e.g., Boon et al., 2009; Yoshimura, 2002, 2004). For
instance, Boon et al. (2009) studied the main provocative reasons for revenge
behavior with 85 undergraduate students. The researchers applied three major
categories of provocations that caused a revenge response towards an intimate
partner. These categories were violating the relationship rules (e.g., norm of
exclusivity-infidelity-, failures to be responsive, exploitation), threat to self (e.g.,
partner’s control, hurtful messages, and social exclusion), and affronts to the
relationship (e.g., partner suspending the relationship, showing off with a potential
partner, decrease in the romantic interest in the partner). The results showed that
violation of the relationship rules was the most reported cause for the revenge
response followed by affronts to the relationship and threats to self. In the same
study, the motives for revenge were also examined. The findings indicated that the
main motive behind the revenge response was the hope to cause a desired change
in the partner (e.g., empathy, regret, correction, and jealousy), followed by the
motive to redress the avenger’s negative experiences due to the provocation and
then the motives regarding the justice concerns (such as restoring the justice scale

and reciprocating the harm).



In another study conducted by Clemente and Espinosa (2021) the relationship
between revenge and Dark Triad was examined in the context of intimate
heterosexual relationships. The results showed that psychopathy was the best
predictor for revenge response among the three personality traits, while narcissism

did not predict revenge after controlling psychopathy and Machiavellianism.

Based on these findings, one can conclude that people consider punishment or
revenge as one of the ways to serve justice in their romantic relationships.
Therefore, retributive justice can be considered as one of the important forms of

justice that plays a role in close relationship dynamics.

1.2.5 Restorative Justice

Restorative justice is a relatively new form of justice that is considered an
alternative to the retributive approach. Instead of prioritizing punishment, the main
objective of restorative justice is to reestablish the relations between victim,

offender and the community harmed as a result of the crime (Cohen, 2016).

Maintaining restorative justice happens through certain social practices, which
mostly comprise face-to-face interactions of the parties. These social practices are
carried out with certain rituals in which victims, offenders, and if necessary, the
community share their personal experiences with memory-based narratives to
create a common understanding of what happened and why (Cohen, 2016). They
discuss who was harmed and how, and they try to find a resolution on how the
offender would repair the harm or how the conflict would be resolved for now and
in the future. In restorative justice approach, victims are given an active role so
that their feelings of anxiety and weakness is reduced (Sherman & Strang, 2007;
Webber, 2009).

Restorative justice processes can be implemented at the interpersonal level as well
as the intergroup (or international) level. At the interpersonal level, victim-
offender dialogue or family group conferencing (which are preferred in juvenile
cases) takes place in the presence of trained facilitators (Armour & Umbreit,
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2006). Even wider within-group processes occur as restorative conferences. At the
international level, peacemaking committees are examples of the restorative
processes such as The South Africa Truth and Reconciliation Commission which
aimed at healing the harms done due to the violations of human rights during the

apartheid.

Forgiving the offender(s) has been one of the major focus of restorative justice
which is also critical in intimate relationships. Studies have shown that forgiveness
is important for both physical and mental health (Harris & Thoresen, 2005).
Moreover, in marital relationships, the ability to ask for forgiveness and to forgive
was associated with higher relationship satisfaction and longevity of marriage
(Fennel, 1993). In addition to this, forgiveness has been treated as an important
part of the healing process after both severe transgressions and daily heartbreaks

(e.g., Fincham et al., 2004; Gordon et al., 2005).

Forgiveness is considered as a process instead of a single act (Fincham, 2000) and
assumed to involve a change (McCullough et al., 2003) where a transformation
occurs over time (Fincham et al., 2006). To forgive someone, the victim needs to
deliberately decides to forgive (Enright, 1996). Gordon et al. (2000) proposed a
three-stage model about forgiveness in marriage. According to this model the
transformation begins with handling the effects of the transgression, then finding

a reason for the offence and proceeding with new relationship beliefs.

The retributive and restorative forms of justice are concerned with the correction
of the harm or regaining the degraded value in the society. Thus, both forms are
related to the processes after an offence occurs. However, the other forms of
justice, such as distributive, procedural or interactional justice, focus on how to
create and then maintain justice in different areas of the relationship. In other
words, these three forms lay the foundation in order to prevent any harms or
offences to occur. When people are asked to talk about the level of fairness in their
relationships, it is expected that participants would tend to focus on the justice
rules and practices that happen usually in their marriage instead of focusing on

managing the specific offences. Thus, while developing a new measure, it is
11



expected that, instead of retributive and restorative justice, giving precedence to
procedural, distributive and interactional justice concepts would contribute more

to the development of a stable and generic measure.

1.3 Justice in Marriage

When justice in marriage is mentioned, one can understand many different
concepts ranging from gender equality in marriage to legal procedures such as
divorce, custody and property rights. Therefore, it is important to set the

boundaries of the area of study beforehand.

In the psychological literature regarding justice in intimate relationships, scholars
(e.g., Davidson, 1984; Desmarias & Lerner, 1989; Hatfield & Traupman, 1981)
have centered their attention on the exchange of resources between partners due
to the reciprocal and interdependent structure of the close relationships. Therefore,
the dominant perspectives in the area are founded within the framework of the
Social Exchange Theory. Homans (1961) defined social exchange as “an exchange
of activity, tangible or intangible, and more or less rewarding or costly, between
at least two persons” (p.13). Although there are different social exchange theories
(e.g., Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), there are four common
assumptions that these different theories are built on. As stated by Sabatelli and

Shehan (1993) these assumptions can be summarized as follows:

1- Individuals tend to look for rewards and avoid punishments.
2- Individuals try to maximize their profits while minimizing their costs.

3- As rational beings, individuals calculate the rewards and costs within the

limits of the information that they have before engaging.

4- How individuals evaluate the rewards and costs may change over time and

from person to person.
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According to social exchange theory people make the cost and benefit analysis in
many kinds of relationships such as friendships, professional relations and
romantic relationships and if the perceived costs exceed the rewards then this
might cause the termination of the relationship (Emerson, 1976). Regarding the
close relationships, two major theories which are based on the principles of the
social exchange theory were employed the most while examining the dynamics of
the exchange relations among the partners. These theories are the Interdependence
Theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) — Investment Model (Rusbult, 1980, 1983) and
the Equity Theory (Hatfield et al., 1985; Walster et al., 1978).

Both interdependence theory and investment model try to bring explanations to
why and how relationships are continued. Interdependence theory posits that there
are three main variables that affect people’s interaction. These are outcomes,
comparison level and comparison level for alternatives (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
The outcome variable is determined by the evaluation of rewards and costs that
are present in the relationship. If the rewards exceed the costs, then the outcomes
would be positive and if the costs exceed the rewards then the outcomes would be
negative. However, while determining the satisfaction from a relationship Thibaut
and Kelley (1959) proposed that besides evaluations of outcomes, individuals
make comparisons of the outcomes with their own expectations of what one
deserves (comparison level) and possible outcomes that they can obtain in
alternative relationships (comparison level of alternatives). Through these
comparisons, the satisfaction level is determined, and people decide to leave or

continue the relationship accordingly.

Investment model (Rusbult, 1980, 1983) which is based on the principles of the
interdependence theory expands it by including a new variable to the equation. As
suggested by the name, the model posits that besides satisfaction, the personal
investments in the relationship also influences the commitment decisions.
Investments are defined as the “direct and indirect resources one gives to the
relationship that cannot be retrieved if the relationship were to end” (Sprecher &

Schwartz, 1994, p.18). Although the two above mentioned theories seem to focus
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on maintenance of the relationship, the variables included in the evaluation
processes, such as outcomes, investments and comparison levels, can give an
important insight into what people might consider when assessing fairness in their

relationships.

Apart from these theories and concepts, one can say that equity has been the
primary measure of justice in the area of psychology, and Equity Theory has been
the fundamental theoretical perspective that many scholars have adopted. The
widely used version of Equity Theory employed in close relationship studies is the
version developed by Hatfield and her colleagues (e.g., Hatfield et al., 1979;
Hatfield & Traupman, 1981). According to Hatfield and Traupmann (1981) “an
equitable relationship exists when the person evaluating the relationship- who
could be Participant A, Participant B, or an outside observer- concludes that all
participants are receiving equal relative gains from the relationship.” (p.166). So,
in equity-theoretical perspective, partners compare their relative gains from the
relationship with each other (called relational comparisons) or with similar others
(referential comparisons) (vanYperenk & Buunk, 1994) and decide whether they
are running either an equitable or inequitable relationship. There are two types of
inequity experience which are: over benefiting inequity and under benefiting
equity where both are expected to cause distress but in different ways. Over
benefiting partners are expected to feel emotions like guilt while under benefiting
partners are expected to feel emotions such as anger, frustration and also

depression (Sprecher, 1986, 1992).

Although the equity-theoretical perspective suits the close relationship and
marriage context very well, it is still just one of the norms of distributive justice
as depicted in the previous sections. Therefore, measuring only equity will cover
merely a portion of the justice concept in marriage and will be inadequate to reveal
a comprehensive evaluation of justice in the relationship. When spouses evaluate
justice in their marriage, they might seek distributive justice and other forms of
justice, such as procedural and interactional, depending on the area of the

relationship. For instance, considering the opinions of both partners while making
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a joint decision on marriage indicates the pursuit of procedural justice, while the
division of household chores between spouses is related to the distributive justice.
In these circumstances, the perception of justice in marriage should actually be
accepted as a multi-faceted concept that covers different forms of justice.
Moreover, the norms of distributive justice also vary, and these norms should be
also taken into consideration while measuring the distributive justice in marriage.
As mentioned before, equality is another norm of distributive justice besides
equity and many gender advocates fight for equality between men and women.
However, there are times when maintaining equality does not guarantee that
justice is served. For this reason, while measuring the perceived justice in this
study, not only equity or equality has been acted upon, but also the different forms
of justice have been considered. Thereby a more comprehensive justice

measurement was intended.

In fact, measuring perceived justice in heterosexual marriage is different from
measuring justice in any other relationship since, as many scholars have indicated
in previous studies, marriage does not provide an equal and equitable relationship
experience for men and women (e.g., Davidson, 1984; vanYperen & Buunk,
1990). Usually, men benefit more from marriage when compared to women (e.g.,
Wanic & Kulik, 2011) and generally, women become the subject of socially
accepted injustice in the marriage. Therefore, when the context is heterosexual
marriage, the researcher measures the justice perceptions in an already unfair
relationship structure. Therefore, not only the individual variations regarding
justice dispositions should be considered for justice research but also the effect of
gender difference and socially embedded attitudes towards gender and gender
roles should also be investigated as possible antecedents that might affect

perceived marital justice.

In the dissertation, how married people define marital justice and the factors that
might influence the justice perception is the main focus. Firstly, a perceived justice
in marriage scale is developed, and then the effects of dispositional justice

concerns (justice sensitivity), gender attitudes (ambivalent sexism), and gender on
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the perceived marital justice is explored. Therefore, in the following sections, the
psychological concept of justice sensitivity is conveyed first and then the theory
of ambivalent sexism is presented as a measure of attitudes towards gender.
Finally, the previous findings regarding the effect of gender difference and

perceived marital justice are presented.

1.4 Justice Sensitivity and Perceived Justice

According to Deutsch (2006), when people are insensitive to injustice, they will
be less aware of it. Hence, one can expect that justice-insensitive people would not
experience or perceive unjust events as frequently and strongly as the justice-
sensitive ones. Therefore, the level of awareness of injustices can be considered a
potential determinant of justice perceptions in general. Regarding heterosexual
marriages, because of the gender-based unfair structure of the relationship, the
effects of dispositional justice factors on perceived marital justice is expected to

be regulated by the gender difference.

In the quantitative study of this dissertation research the psychological concept of
justice sensitivity (JS) which was elaborated by Schmitt et al. (1995) was used as
an indicator of the awareness of injustices. According to the definition of the
concept, a person’s justice sensitivity indicates how frequently a person
experiences injustice; the intensity of anger after the injustice experience; the level
of disturbance of the thoughts due to the unjust event; and the level of retaliation

towards the offender (Schmitt et al., 1995).

The initial conceptualization of justice sensitivity focused only on the victim
perspective. However, studies revealed that people vary in their justice
sensitivities depending on the role that they act in the unjust event (e.g., Mikula,
1994). In light of these findings Schmitt et al. (2005, 2010) advanced the justice
sensitivity concept by integrating three more perspectives based on the idea that
people are not only different in their experiences of injustice as victims, but they
also vary in their reactions and perceptions of injustice as perpetrators, observers

and beneficiaries in unjust events. Hence, the final Justice Sensitivity Scale
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entailed four perspectives as subscales. The perpetrator, observer and beneficiary
roles differentiate from each other in certain ways. The observer sensitivity refers
to the awareness and reactions to injustice when the actor is neither victim nor
perpetrator and does not gain any benefit from the unjust situation but only
witnesses to the injustice. On the other hand beneficiary sensitivity indicates how
people perceive and respond to the injustices that they do not intentionally
perpetrate but gain advantage from the unjust situation such as the privileged
groups in a society while the perpetrator justice sensitivity refers to the awareness
of the injustices when a person victimizes another person purposefully (Schmitt et

al., 2010).

Concerning the focus of this dissertation study, two of these perspectives were
found to be appropriate to measure justice awareness in marital relationships,
which are the victim (JSvic) and beneficiary (JSgenr) perspectives. First, due to
the dyadic organization of marriage, if there is a marital injustice, one of the
spouses needs to be the victim for sure while the other spouse is either the
perpetrator or the beneficiary. Hence, both spouses have to become involved in
marital injustices. Therefore, measuring the observer perspective is not applicable
in the marital context since it is not possible to create an injustice between two
persons without any perpetrators or beneficiaries. Secondly, most of the marriages
are consensual contracts that partners abide by voluntarily. Therefore, it is
expected that the majority of the conflicts and transgressions in ongoing healthy
marriages are not caused by intentional offenses or maltreatment of the spouse but
mostly due to the structure of the marital relationship or clash between individual
differences. In addition to this, some of the traditional gender norms are designed
in such a way that culturally what might be “fair” is actually victimizing, but there
are no specific intended perpetrators. Thus, the already unfair social structure of
the marriage creates victims (women) along with beneficiaries (men) who do not

perpetrates the injustice intentionally, but the system does that for them.

Moreover, if there is an injustice in marriage, one of the partners should be at least

the beneficiary if not the perpetrator of the injustice due to the dyadic nature of the
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relationship. Considering all of this, employing the beneficiary perspective can be
applied to the general context of marital relationships and provide a distinctive
justice disposition from victim sensitivity. Finally, the victim perspective was
measured because without a victim, injustice does not exist. Thus, measuring

victim sensitivity is a must for measuring awareness towards injustices.

Studies revealed that justice sensitivity is a critical measure to understand how
people prioritize justice concerns for self and others and should be treated as a
dispositional factor which is assumed to stay stable over time (Schmitt et al.,
2005). According to the study by Schmitt et al. (2005) observer and beneficiary
sensitivity scales were positively correlated with role taking, empathy and social
responsibility whereas the victim sensitivity was related to traits such as
Machiavellianism, jealousy, distrust and vengeance. Moreover, Gollwitzer et al.
(2005) found that beneficiary sensitivity was positively associated with prosocial
behaviors such as solidarity, existential guilt and compassion towards the
disadvantaged groups while high victim sensitivity predicted ignorance of the
disadvantaged groups, refusing the responsibility for them and even the
probability of committing immoral actions towards these groups. There were also
research findings showing that beneficiary and observer sensitive people were
making cooperative decision in social dilemma games whereas high victim
sensitivity predicted self-centered decisions (Fetchenhauer & Huang 2004;
Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2009). Hence, some researchers have merged the
observer and beneficiary scales under single measure while examining the primary
justice concerns for others whereas the victim sensitivity was used as the measure

of justice concerns for the self (e.g., Lotz et al., 2011; Saklar, 2015).

Regarding the relationship between gender and justice sensitivity, there are studies
indicating a difference in sensitivity to justice between males and females. For
insatance in their scale development study Schmitt et al. (2010) found that females
had significantly higher scores of JS than man but with a very low explained
variance (1%). Moreover, in a study conducted by Dulebohn et al. (2016) they

examined patterns of brain activation after manipulations of distributive and
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procedural justice with fMRI. The results showed that females had significantly
higher neural activity than males while processing manipulations about both

distributive and procedural justice.

Integrating the above mentioned findings and explanations about justice
sensitivity in to heterosexual marital context it is expected that in a heterosexual
marital relationship where frequency of experiencing interpersonal transgressions
and conflicts between spouses increases due to cohabitation and increased sharings
in addition to socially constructed inequalities based on gender roles, people with
high victim justice sensitivity would evaluate their marital relationship less just
since their awareness would be higher for the injustices. In addition to this, gender
is expected to significantly moderate the effect of justice sensitivity on perceived
justice in marriage especially for males. The main rationale for this premise is
grounded on the nature of marriage. Since marriage is underbenefitting women
and overbenefitting men (e.g., Schafer & Keith, 1981) males who have higher
beneficiary sensitivity would have an increased awareness towards the
disadvantaged group and would perceive less overall justice when compared to
male fellows who have lower beneficiary sensitivity towards injustices. These
premises are investigated by using appropriate statistical analyses that are

presented in Chapter 3.

1.5 Sexism in Marriage

Sexism, in general, refers to discriminatory or prejudiced attitudes and behaviors
based on one’s gender or sex (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). Sexist beliefs often include
the idea that one gender is superior to another which then gives rise to a
hierarchical mindset. This hierarchical thinking most of the time imposes what
men and women can/should and cannot/should not do, therefore helps preserving

socially accepted and expected gender roles (Burgess & Borgida, 1999).

Although sexism can affect all men and women, social science scholars (e.g.,
Lorber, 2011; Wortman et al., 1999) emphasized that women and girls are largely

the main subjects of sexism. The main motivation of sexism towards woman is to
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maintain male domination through oppressive practices (Cudd & Jones, 2005).
Although most of the time sexism has been associated with oppressive and
antagonistic attitudes and behaviors towards women, in their Ambivalent Sexism
Theory, Glick and Fiske (1996) posited that not only hostile but also benevolent
attitudes and behaviors cause discrimination against women. Through caring and
protective attitudes toward women, females are patronized and denigrated which
then endorses the hierarchy between men and women. According to the theory,
there are three main components that ambivalent sexism stands on which are
paternalism, gender differentiation and heterosexuality (Glick & Fiske, 1996).
Each component has both a hostile and a benevolent side and they comprises

beliefs which are inherently degrading women against men.

Ambivalent sexism has been studied in many different contexts and with many
different variables such as rape myth acceptance (e.g., Chapleu et al., 2007;
Yamawaki, 2007), intimate partner violence against women (e.g., Glick et al.,
2002), beauty ideals (e.g., Forbes et al., 2007; Rudman & Fairchild, 2007),
attitudes in organizational settings (e.g., Glick & Fiske, 2007), and religiosity (e.g.,
Gaunt, 2012; Tasdemir & Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2010). Regarding the current study,
research findings about ambivalent sexism specifically in marriage were carefully

examined and presented in the following paragraphs.

According to Chen et al. (2009) ambivalent sexism manifests itself in marriage in
two ways: 1) at the start of a marriage male dominance and female submission are
established by the mate selection criteria; and 2) during the marriage, endorsement
of power-related gender role norms sustain the male dominance. The study results
showed that, hostile sexism in both male and female participants was positively
correlated with endorsed traditional imbalanced gender role norms in marriage
(i.e. male dominance in family decisions, more female responsibility in housework
and child rearing). In addition to this, as many other studies have shown, both male
and female participants who had higher hostile sexism scores showed higher
agreement on domestic violence toward women (e.g., Sakalli-Ugurlu & Ulu,

2003).
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In another study conducted by Duran et al. (2011) with a Spanish sample, the
results revealed that as the benevolent and hostile sexism scores increased,
participants considered sexual intercourse in marriage more as a marital right for
a husband and a marital duty for a wife. Moreover, as the benevolent sexism scores
of participants increased the rate of considering forced sexual intercourse in
marriage as rape also decreased and participants’ perceptions of marital rights and
duties regarding sexual intercourse mediated the relationship between these two

variables.

Casad and his colleagues (2015) showed that women who endorsed marriage
myths in pre-marital period had more positive marriage experiences due to the
match between expectations and real life experiences while high benevolent
sexism scores were related to more negative marriage experiences. Women with
low endorsement of marriage myths, but with high benevolent sexist attitudes
reported negative experiences such as low marital satisfaction and higher

depression.

Sexism is also related to the attitudes towards the traditional gender roles in the
society (Lee et al., 2010). In many cultures, especially patriarchal cultures such as
Turkey, men are expected to be the breadwinners (Tiirkoglu, 2013) and women
are expected to be devoted, the supporter of the husband’s career and be the
caregivers (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2021). Although life conditions are changing and
the number of double-earner families or female breadwinners are increasing, still
how people perceive female breadwinners and male caregivers in families are
somehow related to the sexist attitudes that they hold. In a study focusing on the
relationship between sexism and gender roles, Gaunt (2013) found that the higher
hostile sexist attitudes that participants had, the more negative perceptions they
hold towards female breadwinners and the higher benevolent sexism scores
predicted more positive evaluations of female -caregivers. Furthermore,
ambivalence toward men also affected how people perceived male caregivers.
Participants with higher hostile attitudes toward men perceived nontraditional

male caregivers more positively while higher benevolent attitudes towards men
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predicted more negative reactions toward male caregivers. This shows that sexism
is one of the barriers in front of balancing the roles or responsibilities that are

embedded in the society.

1.6 Demographics and Perceived Justice in Marriage

Most of the studies examining the effects of demographics in perceived justice in
marriage owned an equity-theoretical perspective. In these studies, participants
were asked to compare their own inputs and outcomes with those of their partner
(Walster et al., 1978). Several of these studies have shown that women reported
feelings of deprivation and being under benefited more often than men did and
more men reported receiving greater support from their wives than women did

(e.g., Davidson, 1984; Traupmann et al., 1981; vanYperen & Buunk, 1994).

The duration of the relationship was also considered to be a predictor of the degree
of perceived equity in close relationships however there are very few and
contradictory findings regarding the effect of duration on perceived equity in
marriage. In a study designed by Schafer and Keith (1981) perceived equity levels
in marriage of two independent groups were compared with each other. The results
of this cross-sectional study showed that in the later stages of family life cycle,
where the children have already left the home, couples reported higher degree of
perceived equity than the couples who were at earlier stages of family life cycle
and still raising children. On the other hand, longitudinal studies provided no
evidence indicating that marriage becomes more equitable as the duration of the

relationship increases (e.g., Hatfield, 1985; VanYperen & Buunk, 1990).

Consequently, the previous findings revealed that perceived equity has been
affected by some demographic variables such as gender and years of marriage.
Therefore, while investigating the potential antecedents of the perceived marital
justice, examining the affects of socio-demographic variables along with justice
sensitivity and sexism would enhance the understanding about how justice

perceptions are shaped in the marital context.
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1.7 Overview of the Dissertation

Although many scholars have focused on the effects of perceived justice in
marriage to the relationship quality and maintenance (e.g., Akcabozan, 2017,
Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Canary & Stafford, 1992,) there are not many research
analyzing the possible factors which might influence the justice perception in
marriage itself. Therefore, the main aim of this dissertation is to examine whether
certain social psychological variables, which are justice sensitivity and ambivalent
sexism, have an effect on perceived justice in marriage. Moreover, as mentioned
in the previous sections, most of the social psychological studies have focused on
the measures of relational equity while justice is a more comprehensive concept.
Thus, a new measurement tool was needed to determine the level of perceived
justice in marriage which covers not only the equity rule but other norms (such as
equality and need) in the areas of marriage where Turkish couples seek justice the

most.

For this reason, this dissertation was designed as a sequential qual - QUAN
mixed method research wherein a qualitative study was followed by a quantitative

field analysis.

In the first study (see Chapter 2), a thematic analysis was conducted in order to
determine how Turkish people define justice in marriage, the main areas that
married people seek justice in their relationships, and the norms that they use while

assessing justice.

Accordingly, the research questions of the first study are as follows:

1. How do married people define marital justice?

2. On what issues do women and men think they are experiencing injustice?

Is there gender-based injustice in marriage?
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In the quantitative study (Study 2, see Chapter 3), through an online survey battery,
statistical data was collected from married couples including their demographic
information, hostile/benevolent sexism and justice sensitivity levels together with
the item pool of the perceived justice in marriage scale prepared within the
framework of the data obtained from the qualitative study. Thus, the effect of
justice sensitivity, sexism and gender variables on the level of justice perceived by

people in their marriage is investigated.

The main research questions of the second study are as follows:

1. Is there a relation between justice sensitivity and perceived justice in
marriage? If there is a significant relationship, how does victim
sensitivity and beneficiary sensitivity affect justice perceptions in

marriage?

2. Is there a relation between overall sexism and perceived justice in
marriage? If there is a significant relationship, how does hostile and

benevolent sexism affect justice perceptions?

3. What are the certain demographic variables that have an effect on

perceived justice in marriage?

4. Does gender moderate the effect of justice sensitivity and sexism on

perceived justice in marriage?
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1: QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF HOW JUSTICE IS
PERCEIVED IN MARRIAGE

2.1 Introduction

The first step of this dissertation research, the qualitative study, was designed for
two purposes. First, to elaborate on the areas people care about and search for
justice and how they make justice evaluations in their marriages. Second, to
provide rich qualitative information that was needed to enhance the new scale’s
validity which was developed in the following study. In this chapter, first, the
method of this study is presented. Then the results of the qualitative analysis are
given, and finally, these findings are discussed in light of the justice and gender

literature.

2.2 Method

2.2.1 Participants

A total of 14 participants volunteered for the study. 7 male and 7 female
participants were interviewed. One of the male participants declared himself
married at the beginning of the interview; however, later, he revealed that he was
divorced but had been cohabitating with another partner for the last 9 years. He
assumed his current status as ‘married’ practically but not legally. After carefully
considering the situation and the research questions at hand, his data was kept and
included in the thematic analysis. Moreover, participant’s initial marriage

experience also provided support for this data to be kept.
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The mean age of the participants was 41 (SD= 10.5) ranging from 28 to 60. Two
of the participants were graduated from middle school (14%), 7 participants had
bachelor’s degree (50%), and 5 participants held graduate degrees (36 %). 12
participants were employed (86%) and 2 were retired (14%) at the time of the
interview. 6 participants (43%) described their economic status as upper-medium,

7 participants as medium (50%) and one participant as low (7%).

Regarding the matrimonial information, the average duration of the marriages was
14 years (SD= 10) ranging from 2 to 33 years. 11 out of 14 participants (79 %)
had children and the maximum number of children was 2. The socio-demographic

characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Socio-Demographic Information about the Participants

Variable f % M SD Range
Gender

Female 7 50

Male 7 50
Age 41 10.5  28-60
Education Level

Middle School 2 14

Undergraduate Degree 7 50

Graduate Degree 5 36

Doctorate Degree - -
Employment Status

Employed 12 86

Retired 2 14
Monthly Income Level

Low 1 7

Medium 7 50

Upper Medium 6 43

High - -
Duration of marriage (years) 14 10 2-33
Having Children 11 79

Number of Children 1.5 0.5 1-2
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2.2.2 Sampling Procedure

In congruence with the aim and design of this qualitative study, purposeful (also
known as purposive, judgement, selective, or subjective) sampling strategy was
employed wherein the participants were chosen according to the judgement of the
researcher along with the inclusion criteria. In purposeful sampling, while
selecting participants, researcher pays attention to the richness of information that
a potential participant can share (Patton, 2002), whether s/he is available and
willing for participation and how well s/he can express and reflect the experiences
and thoughts (Bernard 2002; Spradley 1979). Therefore, purposeful sampling can

provide wealth of information in shorter time period and with smaller budget.

There are different types of purposeful sampling strategies. For instance, selecting
extreme cases of a certain phenomenon, or creating a highly homogenous group
with the aim of describing certain group characteristics or facilitating group
interviews (Palinkas et al., 2015). In this research, maximum variation was
intended so that the overarching themes about perceptions and reactions to
injustices in marriage can be reached regardless of the gender, age and
socioeconomic status (SES) of the participants and the duration of their marriage.
Therefore, equal number of female and male participants, with different marriage

duration, ages and SES were selected to reach maximum variation.

Although maximum variation was sought for the sampling procedure, there were
two inclusion criteria for participation. The first criterion was being between the
ages of 18-65 due to the legal capacity. The second criterion was to have been
married for at least two years by the time of the interview since the tolerance and
positive attitudes during the honeymoon stage (usually the first two years of the
marriage) might distort the actual perceptions of injustices and reactions in the

long run.

According to this sampling frame, the research was announced through phone calls

and informal chats with friends, family members, coworkers, etc. At the end of the
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announcement period 14 volunteers, who fulfilled the inclusion criteria and

researcher’s subjective selection decisions, participated in the study.

2.2.3 Interview Process

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the interviews, which had previously been
planned face to face were conducted over the internet. Zoom Video
Communications Inc.’s online meeting tool was utilized in order to conduct
interviews. Participation was on a voluntary basis and interviewees did not receive
any kind of rewards for their participation except profound gratitude of the

researcher.

The semi-structured interviews were consisted of 11 open-ended questions which
were designed in a non-directive manner with the intention of discovering
thoughts, feelings and reactions about justice in marriage (e.g., “In your
relationship with your spouse, do you experience unfair situations where you are
treatet unfairly or there is no equality? Can you share an example?) (Appendix A).
When the ice breakers and vote of thanks were excluded, the gist of the interviews

lasted 25 minutes on average, ranging from 13 to 45 minutes.

The study received ethical approval from Middle East Technical University
(METU) Human Subjects Ethics Committee (see Appendix I). Before starting the
interviews, participants were informed about the purpose and structure of the
study, and consent for both participation and audio-video recording was taken
verbally. These verbal consents were also video recorded. Each participant was
clearly explained that they could skip any of the questions if they do not feel like
answering or they could leave the interview or withdraw from the study at any
time they want. While transcribing and citing quotations from these interviews, in

order to protect the confidentiality, pseudonyms were used instead of real names.
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2.2.4 Data Analysis

After the interviews were completed, a verbatim transcription was done for each
interview. During the analysis process a computer software program was used
(MAXQDA 2021) to facilitate coding and analysis of the data (Verbi Software,
2021).

Thematic data analysis was conducted in six phases, as suggested by Braun and
Clarke (2006). After the transcription was completed, the researcher did active
readings of the entire data set repeatedly to become familiar with the data and take
notes of the initial ideas. After familiarization, the coding phase began. The
inductive coding approach was mainly adopted throughout the coding phase since
this thematic analysis was intended for more of an exploratory purpose and was

not constructed based on any specific theoretical framework.

After all of the data set was coded, and codes were examined thoroughly and
refined, these codes were sorted into potential themes (both overarching and sub-
themes). Relevant data extracts were also collated for these themes. In phase four,
the initial themes were reviewed and refined. The candidate themes which were
not highly supported by the data and not relevant to the research topic were
discarded. In addition to this, to achieve internal homogeneity and external
heterogeneity (Pattons, 1990), themes were organized in a way that the scope of
the themes did not overlap and the selected data extracts (coded segments) were
coherent inside each theme. In the fifth phase, the final versions of the themes
were decided. The definitions and names of these themes were refined, and the
data were analyzed within these themes. At the final stage, the most relevant and
richest data extracts were selected, and a report was produced, which is presented

in the following section.
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2.3 Results

According to the results of the thematic analysis, five overarching themes were
identified. These superordinate themes were 1) general perception of justice in
marriage, 2) experiences of gender-based injustices in marriage, 3) reactions after
perceived injustices, 4) ways of dealing with injustice, 5) prominent factors
affecting gender-based injustice experiences in marriage. Each superordinate
theme was composed of subordinate themes, which represented more focused and
niche aspects of the overarching theme (see Table 2). While presenting these
themes, specific quotations from the participant accounts were used and reported

in Turkish (the original language).

Table 2

List of Superordinate and Subordinate Themes

Superordinate Themes Subordinate Themes
1. General perception of justice in a. Equivalent share of responsibilities
marriage which are aligned with personal

skills and desires

b. Reciprocal exchange of intangible
goods (i.e. respect, support)

c. Maintaining justice is possible, it
just needs effort

d. Justice is essential for a
sustainable marriage

2. Experiences of gender-based a. Male participants not perceiving
injustices gender-based injustices

b. Experiences that female
participants perceived themselves
advantaged

c. Experiences that female
participants perceived themselves
disadvantaged

3. Reactions to perceived injustices a. Initial vs. subsequent reactions
b. Negative emotions
c. Reactions being different in
marriage than in other social
domains
d. Moderating effect of time on
reactions
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Table 2 (continued)

4. Dealing with the injustice in a. Searching for solutions
marriage b. Avoiding the injustice experiences
c. The search for empathy
d. Raising awareness about gender-
based injustices
5. Factors linked to gender-based a. Family
injustice experiences in marriage b. Rearing children

2.3.1 General Perception of Justice in Marriage

Before asking the main questions about justice in marriage, participants were first
asked what comes to their minds when only justice was mentioned. Most of the
participants talked about three main things which were 1) the definition of justice
as equality and equal rights, 2) the variability of the justice concept, and 3) the
difficulty of maintaining justice in general. After this initial question, their
thoughts about justice in marriage were asked. The answers showed that how
participants defined and perceived justice in marriage was built on their universal

definition of justice, but with more specific and detailed thoughts.

The first subordinat theme that emerged was the equivalent share of
responsibilities which are aligned with personal skills and desires instead of
equality. Instead of equality, participants mentioned equivalent and appropriate
division of labor and household responsibilities more often while defining a just
marriage. Some participants also explained what was meant by ‘appropriate’ as
couples taking up responsibilities and household chores in line with their desires
and skills, regardless of gender roles. Deniz, a 34 years old working mom, defined

a fair marriage as having equal opportunities but equivalent responsibilities.

Evlilikte adalette, yani kars1 partnerimizin, hem esim, hem kendi
adima aslinda az Once bahsettigim firsatlarin esit olmasi, ne
bileyim biraz sey cinsiyet ayrimi olmaksizin kadindi, erkekti, bu
etiketlenmis islerden bagimsiz, herkesin her seye kostugu, ne
bileyim genel olarak bdyle Erding iste seyse, yemek yapmay1
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seviyorsa onu yapsin, ben tamiratla ugrasiyorsam onu yapayim,;
bdyle etiketlerden, cinsiyetten, cinsiyet¢i yaklasimlardan uzak,
herkesin esit gérev paylagimlari olan, esit gérev derken herkesin
kendi seyine uygun diyeyim, kaleminde oldugu bir sey, kurum.

The second subordinate theme was the reciprocal exchange of intangible goods.
While defining justice in marriage, due to the nature of the social exchange in
marital relationships and the emotional involvement of the partners, the existence
of reciprocal respect, trust, tolerance, attention and support were mentioned
frequently. Thus, it was concluded that the reciprocity principle was sought for
justice in marriages, especially for intangible resources that partners can provide
to each other. When a partner failed to reciprocate any of those previously received
intangible gains, then feelings of deprivation emerged. Engin, a 42-year-old father

of two explained his thoughts as follows:

Eslerin birbirine olan sevgisini, birbirlerine daha ¢ok yansitmasi
gibi geliyor bana adalet. Ne bileyim yani birbilerine dogruyu
sOylemeleri basta adalet yani.

The following subordinate theme was named as ‘maintaining justice is possible
but it needs effort’. Participants pointed out that the world is not a just place, and
neither is marriage. Most of the participants talked about the high frequency of
injustice that they experience in their marriage. They revealed that justice is hard
to maintain, especially due to the selfish nature of human beings and variability
(or relativity) of justice perception among people. However, according to the
participant accounts maintaining justice is not impossible either, it just needs
effort- an effort to keep the balance. Merve, who was 54 years old and a mother
of two, shared her desperation about maintaining justice in marriage, but in her
following accounts she left a door open which indicated a slight possibility even

for her.

Evlilikte adaletin olduguna inanmiyorum. Bu dengenin bir tiirlii
saglanamadigini, insanlarin  adil olmadigini, adil olmak
istemedigini de ayn1 zamanda diisliniiyorum....

32



Evlilikte adalet saglanirsa, evlilikte adalet nasil saglanir? Yine
empatiyle saglanir Zeynep’cigim.

While talking about justice most of the participants referred to the image of
double-pan balance scale. Participants mentioned that they always sought to
maintain balance between these two pans, where each pan represented the assets
(or liabilities) of the couples. This finding was also supported with the high
frequency of expressions such as ‘trying to be just’ or ‘putting effort to maintain
the balance’. Melis, who was 27 years old and had been married for 2 years,

expressed how important was justice in her relationships.

Onun disinda genel olarak esit olmaya calisiyoruz. Buna ¢ok dikkat
ediyorum, benim i¢in ¢ok hassas bir konu ¢iinkii! Iste dedigim gibi,
hayatta ¢ok ince ve hassas gordiigiim i¢in o teraziyi hep toplamaya
calistyorum; ama hala 6grenme asamasinda oldugum bir konu
diyebilirim.

Therefore, one can conclude that marriages are not fair by their nature but justice
can be achieved through effort. Moreover, the in-depth analysis provided that while
measuring justice, couples did not weigh apples with apples most of the time but
instead they made overall evaluations. For instance, if a person was asked to
evaluate justice in his/her marriage, each partner’s total inputs (or liabilities) were
weighed in the scale, not the inputs related to specific items (e.g. cleaning,

shopping, or childcare etc.).

The last subordinate theme was indicating that justice is essential for a sustainable
marriage. The following sub-ordinate theme refers to the perceived importance of
justice for a sustainable marriage. Most of the participants considered justice as
one of the cornerstones for a fulfilling marriage along with respect and love. Even
some participants positioned justice in the center as a foundation or a frame that
would also regulate love and respect. Meliha, a 50-year-old mother of two

explained the importance of justice in her marriage as follows:

Aslinda adalet ¢ok merkezde bence, yani soyle agayim: Mesela
sevgide de, diyelim ki en basa sevgiyi koyduk, sevgide de bir adalet
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yakalanamazsa bir zaman sonra beslemedigin zaman azalir. Saygi
diyelim onun yaninda, sevgi ile saygi yan yana disiinerek
sOyliiyorum; saygiy1 da ayni zamanda beslemezse adalet duygusu,
yani benim sana gosterdigim saygiy1 sende bana gostermezsen bu
bir yere kadar gider gider, bir yerden sonra durur.

Although importance of justice was the common opinion, there was a minority
who perceived justice and happiness in marriage somehow mutually exclusive.
Even one of the participants mentioned that if couples start to seek for maintaining
justice then there would be a fight for rightfulness and since justice perception
varies from person to person, the figth would turn into a vicous cycle. This finding
also provided secondary support for the previous sub-ordinate theme which

implies the difficulty of maintaining justice. Talip:

Benim felsefemde, benim diisiincemde haklilik m1, mutluluk mu
tizerine bir iligkiyi kurmak gerekir. Eger mutlu olmay1 segerseniz
birgok seyi daha kolay c¢ozersiniz, problemleri daha kolay
¢oOzersiniz; ben degil, biz odakli olmak lazim iliskilerde.

2.3.2 Experiences of Gender Based Injustices

Before talking about gender-based injustice experiences, participants were asked
what kind of common injustices (without making any reference to gender) they
face in their marriage. There were 3 frequent answers which were 1) false
accusations made by the spouses, 2) efforts remaining unnoticed and
unappreciated, and 3) failure in the reciprocity principle such as not receiving
reciprocal respect, and attention etc. Although this question was intended for
priming reasons another result came out which was worth to mention. Almost in
all participant accounts, the relationship with the in-laws was seen as a very
important point in evaluating justice in marriage. Especially comparison of the
frequency and the duration of the family visits made to one’s own family and
spouse’s family, as well as the attitudes towards the parents in laws were two of
the main assessment units of evaluating overall justice in ongoing marriages,
regardless of the gender. Melis, who had been married for two years, explained

the situation in her own words:
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Ciinkii evlilikte ¢ok sey oluyor ya, hepimizin isi var,
yogunluklarimiz var, kendimizle kalmak istiyoruz. Bu adaleti
saglamak 6nemli! Bir de tabii diger konu olarak kendi ailelerimize
ne kadar ayiriyoruz, bu da bizim i¢in O6nemli konulardan bir
tanesi... Mesela, Harun kendi ailesine belli bir miktar zaman
ayirtyor, ama benim aileme ne kadar ayiriyor; ¢iinkii onlarin da
belli beklentileri oluyor ya da onun ailesinin de beklentileri oluyor,
“Melis de bize zaman ayirsin” seklinde. Bizim en ¢ok adalette
ugrastigimiz nokta bu oluyor; ebeveynlerimizi tatmin etmek
diyebilirim.

After inciting the justice concept in marriage in participants’ minds, gender-based
injustice experiences were asked. The interview questions were designed to
inquire both types of experiences in which participants were either disadvantaged
or advantaged. Subsequently, the thematic analysis revealed three sub-ordinate
themes related to gender-based injustice experiences in marriage: 1) male
participants not perceiving gender-based injustices. 2) experiences that female
participants perceived themselves advantaged, and 3) experiences that female

participants perceived themselves disadvantaged.

The first subordinate theme was named as: male participants not perceiving
gender-based injustices. Firstly, when male participants were asked if they had
ever been in a disadvantaged or an advantaged position in their marriage because
of their gender, the common answer was ‘no’. So, although male participants
mentioned that they had experienced injustices in their marriage, they indicated
that these were not related to their gender, manhood or masculine characteristics.
56 years old Kadir, who had been married for 33 years shared his thoughts as

follows:

Bence erkeklikle, erkek olmayla alakasi yok. Insanlar erkek de
olsa, kadin da olsa bence esit olmali yani, esit, ben esit
diisiiniiyorum.

It was worth mentioning that most of the male participants gave very short answers
to this question and did not deliberate any responses despite the extra questions.

Only two participants later mentioned the difficulty of being the breadwinner of
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the family. However, although the breadwinning role was associated with
manhood by these participants, it was not perceived as an injustice but instead as
a mission or responsibility which is fair and normal in its nature. Orkun, who was
married for 10 years, father of one and whose wife was also working, stated his

thoughts as:

Yani, benim erkek olarak goérevim; evin kirasini ddeyebilecek
kadar kazanabilmek, iste onlara iyi bir hayat siirdiirebilecek kadar
iyi kazanabilmek mesela onlara iyi bir hayat siirdiirebilmek.

The second subordinate theme was the experiences that female participants
perceived themselves advantaged. Unlike male participants, female participants
shared very clear examples and experiences of injustices that they thought were a
result of the gender difference. To begin with, when female participants were
asked if they had ever benefitted from any unjust situations in their marriage
because of their gender, it took some time for them to answer the question.
However, except for one, all of them provided at least one incidence or unjust
situation that they benefitted from, although most of them thought they were at a
disadvantage from the very beginning. (i.e. Meliha: “Kadin oldugum i¢in, ben
zaten hayatimda kadin olarak dogdugum icin dezavantajli oldugumu cok sik

hissettim.”)

These mentioned cases in which women felt advantaged were: not carrying the
main responsibility of earning the living, household chores that need physical
strength such as carrying water carboys, repairment and renovation related to
house, and lastly driving and car maintenance. Melis expressed her advantaged

situation in driving case very frankly.

Araba mesela ortak, ikimizin kullandig1 bir araba; ama bakimi ya
da tamiri gerektiginde, hani ben hem konuyu ¢ok iyi bilmedigim,
hem ¢ok ilgilenmedigim i¢in bdyle Harun’a attigim konulardan
digeridir. Bu konuda da adil olmadigimiz1 diisliniiyorum; ¢ilinkii
ben daha cok arabanin keyfini ¢ikaran, siirmiiyorum ama iste
“suraya gidelim” dedigimde temizligini, iste arabayr yikamaya
gotliiren Harun’dur ve burada mesela makineler yok sen kendin
yikiyorsun genel olarak arabani.
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Experiences that female participants perceived themselves disadvantaged was the
third subordinate theme related to the perceived gender based injustices in
marriage. Related to this theme three main subjects emerged: 1) experiencing
power related injustices 2) being held responsible for the household chores and 3)

facing the public (and family) pressure.

Power related injustice experiences were consisted of injustices related to
economic, therefore authority related and physical power inequalities wherein
women perceived themselves at disadvantage. To begin with the economic power
inequality, most of the female participants drew attention to the systematic pay
gap between men and women and expressed its effects in their marriage.
Participants indicated that even if they worked as much as their husbands, they
earned less. Meliha was a nurse and her husband worked as a physician in the same
hospital and she mentioned how unjust was the difference between the

input/output ratios when compared to her husband.

Evliligimde mesela nerede hissettim? Hicbir zaman esim kadar
maas alamadim, para kazanamadim. O kadar yoruldum, ama o
kadar para kazanamadim. Evde para harcamak, para iste ekonomik
olarak daha fazla s6z sahibi esim oldu. Cok daha fazla para
kazandig1 i¢in.

Another female participant mentioned the effect of economic gap in marriage as
‘whoever holds the economic power will pull the strings’. Therefore, the economic

power would bring decision making authority along.

Regarding power related injustices, although physical power inequality was not
mentioned by majority of the female participants, it was the researcher’s decision
to include in the results section due to its relevance to the subject and its
complementary input to the subordinate theme. In one of the accounts, a female
participant mentioned that the only reason that a male can exert physical violence
to his wife is because she is a female. As simple as it is. If the partner was a male
than it was expected that physical abuse would not be possible, and maybe this

would be a fight rather than an abuse where the conditions are more equal.
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Besides power inequalities, household chores being perceived as the default
responsibility of women was another major issue expressed by the female
participants. Because the household chores were seen as women’s responsibility,
males were reluctant to take on or share these responsibilities and instead they
were just ‘helping’ their wives. Hence, this was very tiring and frustrating for
women because they expected to share these responsibilities with their partners
not help from them. Women just wanted to know that their husbands would take
responsibility, and get the chore done without needing any directions or support

from their wives as it was the case of Ilgin, who had been married for 10 years.

Ciinki, “ben sana yardim edeyim” dedi, “ben yardim istemiyorum,
is boliimii olsun, bileyim ki o is senin, ben o isi diisiinmeyeyim
artik” dedim ve dolayistyla artik dyle bir igboliimii yaptik.

Another finding related to helping behavior was the male privilege to choose what
and when to help. When all participant accounts were analyzed thoroughly, it was
seen that when men participated in household chores, most of them picked the
chores according to their wishes and ‘helped’ their wives accordingly (i.e.
shopping, running errands). For instance, cooking is a household chore as well as
cleaning. However, if husband liked cooking, he picked cooking the dishes instead
of cleaning, but what about the wife? What if she did not like cleaning either? The
analysis showed that most of the female participants were not aware of this
privileged act or they ignored the situation. Thus, when they evaluate justice in
their marriage, they tried to make overall comparisons between them and their
husbands instead of comparing particular chores or responsibilities. Deniz

expressed her discontent as follows:

Sey olabilir; mesela Erding ¢ok giizel yemek yapar, yemekleri
yapar, o yapar, ama mesela ev toplama konusunda sey yapmaz, hi¢
dokunmaz yani toplama, diizen. Hani, en ¢ok yani hani, “sen de
yapma” falan diyor ger¢i, bdyle c¢ok magdurlart ¢ok
oynayamiyorum ama en rahatsiz oldugum o geliyor aklima.

Moreover, female participants also complained about being the manager /planner

of the house. They mentioned that even if their husbands were helping with the
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household chores, the planning was still under their responsibility, which was very
exhausting. Keeping track of the requirements of the house (e.g., kitchen, sanitary
needs, bills), planning the schedules of the family and the kids, deciding on when
to do the laundry or ironing, etc., all needed energy and effort. Not only planning
but also controlling and making sure that the job was done was also under female

responsibility. This exhaustion was mentioned explicitly in IIgin’s account:

Bir¢ok buna iligkin yazilar yazilmis ve sadece ev isi yapmak degil,
planlamak ciddi bir sikintt aslinda. Onu diislindiim, hakikaten
beynimin bir kismi1 ona gidiyormus benim. Yani, “sunu sdyle
yapacagim, bunu bdyle yapacagim” filan diye. O kismi hala pas
edemedim, o kismi bende! Ama onda da kendimi daha diizenli hale
getirmeye calistyorum; ajandayla falan ¢alismak gibi, isleri belirli
giinlere ayirmak gibi, “su giin ¢amasir yikaniyor, bugiin su
yapiliyor” filan gibi! 1 haftalik yemegi planlayip yapmak gibi!
Yani, bir giinde iki ayri tencere, {i¢ ayri tencere yemek yapip
mesela onu iki-li¢ giin yemek!

The very last subject of injustice experience that females felt disadvantaged was
facing the public and family pressure. Participants mentioned that after they got
married, society had some expectations from them such as cohabitation of the
spouses, having children, and becoming economically independent as a couple etc.
Female participants stated that although these expectations were set for both of
them as a couple, the society put more pressure on women than men. For instance,
newly married couples are usually expected to have babies. However, questions
about their family planning, whether they are expecting a baby or not, and even if
they do not plan to have children the responsibility of giving an explanation of this
decision mostly lies on the shoulders of women. Giilin, who was frustrated about

this pressure expressed her thoughts as follows:

Acayim; mesela ¢ocuk baskisi sadece bana yapiliyor, kimse arayip
“sen ne zaman baba olmayi1 diisiiniiyorsun” demiyor. Ciinkii bir
erkege bunu sdylemek ¢ok zor; daha kirilabilir, sey yapilabilir gibi
diisiiniilityor. Hem onun ailesi, hem benim ailem bu konuda bana
daha cok soyliiyor.
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Not only female participants but also some male participants mentioned that
females were disadvantaged regarding facing the socially set expectations and
pressure about marriage. Zafer, who had been married for 2.5 years, talked about
how their families took different attitudes towards him and his wife while
expressing their expectations from or complaints about them. Moreover, he

pointed out to the gender difference as the reason for this ambivalence.

Yani, uzakta yasadigimiz i¢in daha yakina taginmamiz istiyorlar
ya da su an yeni evli oldugumuz icin bizden bir ¢ocuk beklentisi
var gibi ya da iste sosyal-ekonomik olarak bor¢landigimizda iste
bunun daha dikkatli olunmasi gerektigi gibi! Yani, bize verdikleri
tavsiyeleri biz daha ¢ok Demet iizerinden yiiriitiiyorlar, yani bana
cok paylasamiyorlar gibi geliyor...

Ya, kesinlikle cinsiyet temelli bir durum! Benimle bu durumu
paylastiklarinda gururumun kirilacagini diislintiyor olabilirler,
benim sert tepki verecegimi diisiiniiyor olabilirler, benimle o kadar
samimi olamadiklarini diistiniiyor olabilirler. Yani, bunun genelde
hep benim cinsiyetimle ilgili oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

Regarding the social factors, females mentioned that they felt the pressure to be
compatible with the demands and expectations of the society more when compared
to their husbands. The concept to ‘be a good bride’ emerged in which the criteria
was already defined by the society (such as being respectful to in-laws, taking
good care of the husband, being a good cook etc.). Since the criteria of being a
good bride was socially accepted then judging the brides became easier. Therefore,
females felt that they had to think about the consequences of their actions
regarding marriage a lot more than their husbands. Ela shared her experience as

follows:

Mesela kiiciik bir sey drnek vereyim, yasanmis bir sey; bir sey olur
mesela ben “iste bunun ailesi iste gelin gelmedi der, bilmem ne
sOyle boyle der” diye ben mesela her haliilkarda gitmek isterim.
Hani, onlara sey tavirda olmamak i¢in, ama esim “ya gitmesen
daha iyi olur” der bazen. Ondan sonra giderim, gittigime pisman
olurum, “niye gittim ki, bunun bdyle olacagi belli, ben hep ayni
hataya tekrar tekrar diisiiyorum” falan diye olmustur bu tiir seyler
hep.
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2.3.3 Reactions to Experienced Injustices in Marriage

When participants were asked how they would react to injustice in their marriage,
some of them talked about their usual reactions to injustice rather than the
reactions that they experience in marriage. However, the commonalities were

examined through additional questions and the results were reported accordingly.

The first subordinate theme referred to the difference between initial vs.
subsequent reactions. The findings showed that reactions towards injustices in
marriage could be categorized in two groups which were 1) initial and 2)
subsequent reactions. Initial reactions indicated the responses given right after the
experience of perceived injustice and these reactions ranged from silence and
ignorance to verbal and physical abuse. However, when the perceived injustices
persisted in the relationship, then different reactions occurred such as crying jags,
outburst of anger as well as quail and despair. What is more, persistent and
unresolved feelings of injustice could create health problems. Therefore, these

findings showed that persisting injustices can lead to cumulative negative effects.

Merve, who was a physician, had to live with the unresolved problems and
injustices in her marriage for a long time. Although she tried to communicate or
restore the balance her spouse was ignorant about the situation. As a result, she
developed psychopathological symptoms and suffered from compulsive cleaning

behavior.

Beni dibe vurdurdu, ¢cok mutsuz hissettim kendimi, bayag1 bir stire
stirdii bu! Bu defa temizlik hastaligina yakalandim; siirekli olarak
dolaplar1 temizliyordum, her temizledigimde yeni bir baslangi¢
yapacagimi zannediyordum. Bir ara her aksam temizlik yapmaya
basladim, mutfak dolaplarini her aksam indirip sonra yerine
yerlestiriyordum. Sonra bir anda fark ettim, ben tabii hekim olarak
da bunun daha ¢abuk farkina variyorsun, sonra “ben herhalde
hastalandim” dedim, “bunun i¢in, bundan sonra bunu yapmamaya
calisacagim” dedim. Haftada bir yapmaya basladim, sonra 15
giinde bir yapmaya basladim, dolaplarin oniinden gecerken
diisinmemeye ¢alistyordum. Sonra da biraktim bunu, ama zaman
zaman hala da temizlik yapma ihtiyaci duyuyorum; ¢ilinkii temizlik
yaparken kafam sanki rahatliyor, baska bir seyler mi diisiiniiyorum
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ya da armiyor muyum ya da bir sey mi yakalamaya ¢alistyorum
onu bilmiyorum. Ama eskisi kadar temizlik yapmiyorum.

The second subordinate theme was related to negative emotions. The most
frequent feelings experienced after injustice was anger and rage. No matter
whether injustice was experienced in marriage or in other social domains,

participants stated clear expressions of feelings of anger.

However, when reactions to gender-based injustices were asked, female
participants pointed out that they would feel worthless, unimportant, weak and as
if they did not exist in their marriage. Moreover, if there was experiences of
physical abuse then the feelings of humiliation ensued. Deniz expressed the

feelings of unworthiness in the following sentences:

Iste 6nemsiz oldugumu, degersiz hissederim herhalde biiyiik
ihtimal ve degersiz hissettigim bir yerde de yani, hani o adalet
aslinda sey; yani, yok sayilmak gibi gelir. Yani, adaletsizlik olunca
hani sey gibi, ya evlilikteki o sevgi, saygi ve o varligim yok gibi
hissederim ben.

Reactions being different in marriage than in other social domains was another
subordinate theme that emerged from the analysis. Regarding the reactions to
injustices, participant accounts revealed a significant difference between the
reactions in marriage, and in other social domains (i.e. work, school, friends etc.).
Participants tended to be more sensitive to injustices that they experience in their
marriages when compared to other social domains because they could ignore or
distance themselves from friends or colleagues in cases of unresolved conflicts but
in a structured marriage ignorance of the spouse was not as feasible. Moreover,
factors such as emotional involvement, long lasting commitment and being well
acquainted with the spouse created an expectation that one’s spouse would not
engage in unjust behaviors easily. Due to these reasons if there was an injustice
experience in marriage, participants indicated that they would be more direct,
uncontrolled (i.e. overreacting, high volume) and hence sincere while showing

their reactions. On the other hand, because of the high stakes (especially in the
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workplace), participants stated that they would be a lot more controlled, indirect

and less frank while expressing their discontent.

This finding underlines the importance of justice concept especially in marriage
which people pay more attention and sets higher expectations of fairness and Zafer

was one of them.

Evet, yani o konuda bir rahatsizligim varsa hemen onu ¢6zme ve o
rahatsizligimi dile getirmeye c¢alistyorum; ¢ilinkii disaridaki
insanlara kars1 bu kadar duyarli degilim. Yani, disaridaki insanlarin
cok daha kaba davranislarina, ¢ok daha haksizliklarina gogiis
gerebildigimi diisiiniiyorum, bu konuda gormezden geldigimi de
diisiiniiyorum. Ama evlilik i¢inde dyle bir adaletsizlik durumunda
ya da birbirimize yaptigimiz yanlis konusunda daha hassas
oldugumu diisiiniiyorum.

The thematic analysis showed that time had a moderating effect on the reactions
towards the injustices. Almost all participants commented that their reactions
became more lenient as they got older. This moderating change in the reactions
were explained by the increase in life experiences (thus changes in justice
perceptions and increase in self-control), and people becoming more acquainted
with their spouses and therefore becoming more tolerant towards them. Talip, who

was a 60 years old retired man, talked about his own moderation as follows:

Yani, 25 ile 40 yas arasinda yasadiginiz bir olay1, 40 ile 55 arasinda
yasadiginiz ayni olaya tepkiniz veya adalet goriisiinliz veya

haksizlik  goriisiiniiz degisebiliyor... Agirlasiyorsunuz,
duygulariniz olgunlasiyor, bakislariniz degisiyor, hayata bakiginiz
degisiyor.

Therefore, according to the participant accounts, the reactions to injustices in
marriage became less destructive as time passed by. However less destructive
should not always indicate being ‘more constructive’ since some participants
mentioned an increase in the withdrawal behavior and leaving the conflicts
unresolved. Engin stated that he preferred not to overreact or fight for the injustices

in his marriage anymore and instead chose to stay silent.
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Ama eski, genglikte daha hemen volkan gibi patlayip, bagirip
cagirip olur olmadik seyler sdyleyip insanlari kirabiliyorduk. Ama
simdi kirmamak i¢in de iste uzaklasmay1 tercih ediyoruz herhalde.
Tercih ediyorum diye diisiiniiyorum. Suskunluk daha iyi geliyor.

2.3.4 Dealing with Injustices in Marriage

While participants talked about how they dealt with the unfair situations that they
experience in their marriage, two conflicting intentions emerged. Participants
preferred either searching for a solution or avoiding the unjust situation and letting

the problem turn into a deadlock.

The first subordinate theme related to dealing (or handling) injustices in marriage
was the search for solutions. When the participants intended to resolve the unjust
problems, most of the participants tried to communicate with their spouses and
express their thoughts, feelings and look for possible solutions. However, majority
of the participants mentioned that because of the arousal of negative emotions,
they needed a calming period in which they let go off their anger and took time to
think deliberately about the situation before communicating with their partners.
As many other solution seekers, Orkun talked about the need for a period to calm

down before he spoke to his wife and how he used this time to handle the situation.

Diisiiniiyorum, “ben neyi yanlis yapmis olabilirim”, yani olay1
degerlendiriyorsun. Ben neyi yanlis yaptim, o neyi yanlis yapti,
nerede hakliyim, nerede haksizim? Ve zaten sogumaya baglayinca
da ben de “surada haksiz olabilirim” demeye basliyor zaten, yavas
yavas sey yapiyorsun veya onun bakis agisiyla bakmaya baglayinca
ya da sadece bekliyorsun. Cok uzamasi istenmiyor ¢ogu zaman.

From the participant accounts, the need for a calm-down period can be interpreted
as the importance given to and care for the spouse and/or the relationship, so that

no damages or hurt feelings were caused by the initial reactions.

Although participants talked about their search for a solution, how they restored
justice, if they ever did so, was not mentioned. Whether they compromised,

collaborated or competed with their spouses varied but the analysis showed that
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communicating the feelings of frustration, discussing the situation and being heard

was crucial in resolution process.

Another subordinate theme was ignoring the experienced injustices in the
marriage. Unfortunately, there were those who intended to leave the unfair
situations unsolved as well as those who sought for the solutions. Some
participants preferred repressing their feelings and thoughts about the perceived
injustices although they were aware of the negative outcomes of leaving the
problems unresolved. Engin explained how he dealt with the injustices in his

marriage and also justified his avoidance with difficult living conditions.

Daha sonra, soguduktan sonra da c¢oziilecekse ¢oziilsiin,
¢oziilmeyecekse de benim i¢imde kalsin. Daha ¢ok i¢cimde, yani
kendi icimde herhalde sey yapiyorum... Empati yapilip ¢oziilmesi
lazim aslinda, o bizde onu kendi yerimize koyup diisiinmemiz
lazimken, bazen iste yasam sartlar1 da tabii ki muhtemelen bizi ¢ok
yoruyor

The search for empathy was the final subordinate theme referring to how spouses
deal with injustice in their marriage. Empathy was considered as the key to
restoring the balance in marriage. According to the participant accounts being able
to see, feel and think from others’ perspective will ease the restoration process and
also prevent future injustices. Merve, who acclaimed many experiences of
injustice, mentioned that although she thought justice is almost impossible to

maintain, this could only be reached through empathy.

Belki empatiyle saglayabiliriz. Boyle bir yola ¢ikip denenebilir. Empati
duygusu gelistirilirse olabilir. Adalet, esit olmus olsa, herkes ayn1 olmus
olsa ya boyle bir sey miimkiin degil. O yiizden hayal diinyasinda
gezmemek 1azim, ama empati kurulabilinir “bu bir insan, bunun duygulari
var, o da benim gibi, onun da bir anasi, babasi var, bu bir kiz ¢gocugu, bu
bir oglan ¢ocugu...

Raising awareness about gender-based injustices was the last subordinate theme
related to the dealing with the injustices in marriage superordinate theme. This

subordinate theme was formed mostly based on female participant accounts.
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While female participants were talking about how they dealt with gender-based
injustice experiences in their marriages, most of them talked about a cumulative
process in which the raised both self and others’ awareness about how gender-
based injustices appear and how they should be handled. According to the
participants’ explanations this ‘enlightenment’ happened through education and
social contact with people who study/work about gender related issues or live in a
way beyond socially accepted gender roles. For instance, Meliha stated that she
started to think about gender issues along with her daughter’s education in
psychology department. Academic discussions between mother and daughter
about gender and feminism paved the way for this participant to read and learn
more about the subject. In Meliha’s account, it was mentioned that after many
years of reading and participating in seminars/activities about gender equality and
feminism she was able to make changes and draw a line to the disadvantaged

position in her marriage.

Fakat zaman icinde, benim aydinlamamin esas noktasi; aslinda
Selin’in bu kadin konusundaki 6zel caligmalar1 ve hassasiyetiyle
basladi. Yani, bu benim i¢in ¢cok doniim noktasidir. Bir¢ok seyi ¢ok
okudum, ¢ok her seyi; kisisel gelisimden de okudum, bilimsel
kitaplardan da okudum, sordum da, yani arastirdim da, kurslara da
gittim, kongrelere de gittim, fakat yine de ne olursa olsun insanin
tamamlanmasi i¢in bir siire¢ gerekiyor anladigim kadariyla, bir de
bir katki gerekiyor, belki de bir olgunluk diizeyi gerekiyor.

Another female participant, Giilin, talked about how her marriage caused vicarious
learning for her own mother. This participant was mostly satisfied with her

marriage regarding her experience of justice.

Annem aslinda kendini “feminist” olarak tanimlayan bir kadin
olmasina 46agmen bana su sekilde -ciimleler kuruyordu:
“Evlenince erkekler degisir, istesen de istemesen de ev islerini,
temizligi yapan, yemegi yapan sen olacaksin, cicim aylar bittikten
sonra kendini buna hazirla”, hani buna benzer ciimleler
kuruluyordu evliligimin ilk basinda.... Ama bunun tersinin
miimkiin olabilecegini, aslinda hem benim evliligimde, hem
kardesimin evliliginde goérmiis oldu. Ciinkii; hem kardesimin esi,
hem Zafer hayata dyle bakan insanlar degil.
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2.3.5 Factors Linked to Gender Based Injustice Experiences in Marriage

The first subordinate theme was family. The qualitative analysis revealed that
family had a crucial role in shaping the idea of justice between men and women.
As a part of the relationship between mother and father children observe the roles
and responsibilities that their parents share, watch how they communicate, and in
cases of injustice experience how they restore or react to injustices all have an
impact on shaping the child’s view of what justice is and how it should be handled.
Therefore, participants emphasized the impact of previous family experiences on
creating the schemas, which passed on to their marriage. For instance Meliha
mentioned that, how much her husband can/should expect from her as
responsibility was actually determined by her own family background, wherein

the schemas of roles and responsibilities of wife and husband were first created.

Gergekten biitiin kabahatte evliligimdeki partnerimde degil. Bu
biraz da benim ge¢misten getirdigim yiiklerle alakali, benim izin
verdigim kadar yiiklenebildi bana esim bu anlamda.

Another participant, Kadir, revealed that in the past he abused his wife physically
during reacting to the injustices he experienced. While explaining his behavior, he
pointed out to his father’s reactions and abuse of his mother and tried to justify his

own behavior as a consequence of his family background.

Tabii, genc¢ligimde yani 20°li, 25’11, 20°li, 35 yaslar aras1 diyeyim
yani esime zarar verdigim anlar oldu, olmadi degil. Darp oldu,
fakat bunlar tabii ¢ok biiylik seyler degil, ¢cok biiyiik degil.
Kendisine boyle belirgin seyler verecek derecede degil, ama tabii
oldu olmadi degil. O da gencligimizden, yasadigimiz sikintilardan,
aile yapisindan, babamizdan, annemizden gordiiklerimizden
etkilenerek yapmis oldugumuz seyler.

Although the formerly shaped justice schemas pass on to the child’s own grown
up life, these schemas might also work oppositely. Some of the participants
mentioned that, they were not willing to accept and sustain the justice format that
they were born into in their families. These participants used their past experiences

as some kind of a warning and tried to shape their current marriage according to
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these lessons. For instance Melis shared how she took lessons from what she saw

in her own family experience.

Hence, family is not only effective in passing on socially accepted norms, and
creating schemas in child’s mind related to justice and how to handle injustice but

also in providing lessons for future experiences.

Another subordinate theme related to the factors that are linked to gender-based
injustices was having and rearing children. According to participant accounts,
having children had huge impact on marriage and especially on the roles and

responsibilities of the partners.

Including male participant accounts, the analysis showed that with the birth of the
first child, women experience significant changes and most of the time made
compromises such as quitting their jobs or leaving on absence in order to provide
care for their child. For instance, Deniz had been living apart from her husband,
in a different city, before she got pregnant. However, before giving birth to her
child, she had to move in, therefore she had to change jobs and cities, and make a
compromise which was actually a sacrifice. Her expressions were indicating that
she was still questioning her decision about changing the city and job and even if

this was a good decision at all.

Zaten biliyorsun biz aslinda zorunda kaldik biraz da! Sdyle, Dilara
dogmasaydi ben gelmiyordum Bursa’ya... Dilara icin bir araya
geldik aslinda. Ben biraz neye ugradigimi sasirdim, ¢iinkii ben
aslinda evliydim, ama evli degildim. Yani bildigimiz anlamda, dyle
disaridaki insanlarin baski yaptigi gibi ben bir anda, ayn1 anda
evlendim belki o evlilik tanimi, ayn1 anda evlendim, ayni anda
cocugum oldu, ayn1 anda is degistirdim; ben Bursa’ya geldigimde
her seyim degisti.

Not only the socially expected roles of women as mothers and primary care givers
but also the biological necessities of the child (i.e. breastfeeding) and child care
causes a great change in the justice scale in marriage. Whether or not the biological

differences between males and females are the real cause of this injustice in
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marriage (or society in general) is a hot topic in todays’ feminism and gender
literature however in this current study some of the participants intended to explain
(or justify) the injustice experience due to child rearing through biological factors
which they assumed as the nature of motherhood. Ilgin talked about how she
realized the biological background of motherhood and injustices it caused in her
life.

Doganin verdigi haksizliga ve esitsizlige biraz kizginim. Ama hani
bunun da seyle asilabilecegini diislinliyorum, hani ¢abayla; ama
birkag y1l hakikaten boyle bir durum ne yazik ki s6z konusu. Iste
boyle, is hayatinda kadinlar hep seyde ya; kadinlar evlenir, cocuk
yapar, isi birakip ya da birkac yil ise gelmez, “o ylizden terfi
vermeyelim, parasimi yiikseltmeyelim, sunu yapmayalim, daha
hafif isler verelim” vesaire seyinin aslinda biyolojik bir kokeni
oldugunu gérmek beni yikt1.

Interestingly, one of the female participants, Melis, who had been married for 2
years and had no children also talked about the effect of having children on the
justice relationship between wife and husband. She said that she was very
surprised when she heard that after the child was born most of the couples separate
the beds where mothers got to sleep with the newborn child and father slept
somewhere else (most probably in the living room). This participant indicated that
separation of beds due to childcare was unjust for both and especially for the

husband.

Mesela, evlendikten sonra ilk kez dikkatimi ¢eken konulardan
birisi gocuk dogduktan sonra insanlarin iligkileri nasil ilerliyor diye
okumalar yapmaya baslamistim. Iste mesela seyi duydum, ilk o
zaman duydugumda c¢ok sasirmistim; kadinlar dogum yaptiktan
sonra anne ile bebek yatakta yatiyor, es salonda yatiyor. Ve bunu
ilk duydugumda sey dedim, “tamam cocuk i¢in ¢ok giizel bir sey,
tabii ki seviyorsun, kolluyorsun, ama o es nasil hissediyor?”, yani
seninle evlendi.
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2.4 Discussion

The main objective of this qualitative study was to find answers to how
participants from a Turkish sample define justice in marriage, and what are the
areas that they seek justice the most in marital relationships. The results of the
thematic analysis provided wealth of information regarding these questions along
with additional findings which were not expected at the beginning of the study.
The interpretations and discussions related to the study findings are conveyed in

the following paragraphs.

To begin with, the majority of the participants mentioned that justice was
important and essential for a sustainable and fulfilling marital relationship. Most
of the participants emphasized the importance of justice not only in marital or
romantic relationships but in any kinds of interpersonal relationships. In fact, these
verbal explanations of the participants can be accepted as a confirmation of the
previous quantitative study findings which show that perceived justice (or equity)
predicts relationship satisfaction, commitment to the relationship, and
maintenance behavior (e.g., Baxter & Dindia, 1990; Berger & Janoff-Bulman,
2006; Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Canary & Stafford, 1992) which are all indicators

of a fulfilling and/or a long lasting marital relationship.

In addition to this, when defining justice in marriage, most of the participants
referred to two subordinate themes. First one was the equivalent share of
responsibilities that are aligned with personal skills and desires and the second one
was the reciprocity of intangible goods such as love, attention, support and honesty
in marital relationship. Regarding the first subordinate theme there were two
important points to be noticed. First, instead of equal share of responsibilities,
equivalent share was mentioned. It was observed that couples tended to share
marital responsibilities item by item instead of sharing the responsibility of a
single item together. For instance, if one of the spouses cooks the meals then it
was expected that the other spouse would do the dishes instead of cooking and
washing the dishes together as a couple. Thus, justice was assessed by comparing

the total responsibilities that partners take on.
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Moreover, if these responsibilities are shared in accordance with the personal skills
and desires of both partners then this was assumed to be the most preferred case.
This finding indicates the importance of ‘how’ the distribution of the household
chores were done. Do partners take on the responsibilities of the household chores
voluntarily or do they end up doing it compulsorily otherwise the family or the

quality of life at home will be negatively affected.

When the share of the household chores was discussed, most of the female
participants talked about how they divided the housework with their husbands.
The results revealed that although some husbands were sharing household
responsibilities, they were choosing the chores that they wanted to do, whereas
women did not even consider choosing among these responsibilities. Moreover,
the main difference in freedom that husbands and wives hold regarding the
responsibilities of the housework can be explained through the patriarchal
structure of the Turkish culture (see Kandiyoti, 1995) which favors men and
reassures the social hierarchy between the two genders. Consequently, relatively
younger participants indicated that when they have a chance to choose the
household responsibilities that they take on or they have to take on, perceived

justice in the relationship increases.

Considering the second subordinate theme about description of justice in marriage,
the reciprocity of intangible goods such as love, respect, support and attention was
critical. This can explained through the perspective of social exchange theory
(Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). As mentioned by the
theory, people exchange tangible goods along with intangible ones and if this
exchange is not perceived equitable then the relationship will not maintain (as
posited by the Equity Theory) (Emerson, 1976). So, findings showing that
reciprocity of intangible goods as a reference to justice in marriage was not
unexpected as the equity and social exchange theory have predicted. Therefore,
measuring the equity or reciprocity in intangible assets is important to develop a

comprehensive scale of perceived justice in marriage.
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Related to the reciprocity in intangible goods, the results also provided an
unexpected finding. When spouses were evaluating justice in their marriage,
spouse’s relationship with the in-laws was a critical factor in determining the
perceived marital justice. If they were not spending enough time with one’s own
family, make family visits regularly or if there is an imbalance between the
attention and respect that spouses show to their in-laws, then this caused perceived

injustice in marriage.

In a study examining how differently a person build ties with the family of origin
and the in-laws, Jorgenson (1994) found that the family of origin is considered
sacred, where the relationship with one’s own parents were so strong that it even
prevented building kinship with the in-laws (e.g. calling mom or dad to in-laws).
In addition to this, attachment and dependency on one’s own parents was found to
be effective in quality of marital relationship (such as stability of the relationship)
(e.g., Komarovsky, 1950; Wallin, 1954). When the importance given to the parents
and the interwoven boundaries built between the child and own parents in Turkish
culture is considered one might assume that family is one of the elements of the
extended self for many in Turkish population. According to Belk (1988, 2016), if
components of the extended self (such as body, physical possessions, or family)
are lost or injured this would be felt as a damage to the self. When the close family
bonds between child and parents in Turkish culture is considered, people might
interpret their spouse’s attitudes toward their own parents as an attitude toward
themselves. Thus, these results show that while measuring justice perceptions, the

relationships with family in laws should be taken into account.

Regarding the gender difference in perceived marital justice, the qualitative study
results showed that there was a clear difference between men and women in
perceiving injustice in marriage. When male participants were asked whether they
experienced any injustices that they were underbenefitting or disadvantaged in
their marriage, majority of them answered ‘no’, or it took them a long time to come
up with an example, while female participants had very concise and relevant

experiences and thoughts to share. This finding was in line with the previous study
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results which posited that women perceive more unfavorable inequity in marriage
(e.g., Davidson, 1984; Schafer & Keith, 1981). However, when females were
asked to share any injustice that they benefit from, they were aware of these
situations and shared examples right away such as not holding the responsibility
of breadwinning or the responsibility of technical or mechanical things such as car
care, or repair. On the other hand, male participants did not see this as an injuste,
instead they defined these responsibilities as part of their masculine character. The
current findings were in line with previous quantitative studies conducted with
Turkish samples (e.g., Sakall et al., 2021; Tiirkoglu, 2013) where the stereotypes
of married men were related to traditional gender roles such as breadwinners,
fathers and householders. Thus, one can interpret this finding as an indication of

traditional gender roles reinforcing an unjust situation but this time for men.

Secondly, while there were female participants who talked about injustice in
distribution of the household chores, there were certain issues that participants
from both genders mentioned that was not fair. Most of these issues were referring
to the concepts such as not being respected or heard. Thus, one can conclude that
in marriage not only equality and distributive justice is sought for, but also

interpersonal injustice was of concern for the couples.

Lastly, Duration of marriage and having children were found to be possible
demographic factors which were affecting justice experience in marriage. As the
years of marriage increased participants tended to become more quiet, avoidant,
silenced and hopeless about the injustices that they experience. Moreover, some
of the participants with children mentioned how life has changed after children
and how certain responsibilities shifted directly to women and even as a must for
women. In a study conducted by Schafer and Keith (1981), the results revealed
that as the marriage stages progress, the perceived equity in the family roles
increase for both husbands and wives however in all stages wives perceive
significantly unfavorable inequity in housekeeping throughout the marriage. In the
same study, it was found that the perceived equity increased after the kids left

home. Thus, the qualitative findings from this study are providing support
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for the previous quantitative findings regarding the effect of marriage duration and

having children.

All in all, the findings from this qualitative study has provided valuable insights
for the justice perceptions in marital relationships which will pawe the way for

further studies.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECT OF JUSTICE
SENSITIVITY, AMBIVALENT SEXISM AND DEMOGRAPHIC
VARIABLES ON PERCEPTION OF JUSTICE IN HETEROSEXUAL
MARRIAGE

3.1 Introduction

Based on the findings from the initial qualitative study and relevant literature in
the fields of justice and gender psychology, a quantitative study was planned with
the intention of investigating effects of justice sensitivity, ambivalent sexism and
gender on perceived justice in marriage. As a dispositional variable (Schmitt et al.,
2010) justice sensitivity is expected to affect the frequency and strength of the
injustice experiences in marriage. For highly victim justice sensitive people it is
expected that the perceived marital justice will be lower since even the small
interactional disputes or transgressions in marriage would be perceived as great
injustices from their self-centered perspectives. Thus, it is expected that high
scores of victim sensitivity would predict a decrease in the perceived level of
marital justice. Secondly, the beneficiary sensitivity, which refers to the awareness
of injustices that the person unintentionally benefits from someone else’s
victimization, is expected to be moderated by gender difference. Beneficiary
justice sensitivity has been used as an indicator for an orientation for primary
justice concerns for others (e.g., Fetchenhauer & Huang 2004; Gollwitzer &
Rothmund, 2009) and positively associated with the empathy towards the
disadvantaged groups and existential guilt (Gollwitzer et al., 2005). Since women
are generally disadvantaged in marriages in patriarchal societies, such as the one
in Turkey (see Kandiyoti, 1995), it is expected that males with higher beneficiary

sensitivity would perceive less justice in their marriage when compared to men
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with lower beneficiary sensitivity because their justice awareness for the
disadvantaged group, women in this case, would be higher than beneficiary
insensitive males. In her historical exploration of the gender inequality and family
systems, Carmichael (2016) has underlined the disadvantaged place of women in
marriage in many different societies (e.g., English, Arabic or Indian cultures) for
many generations. Thus, being able to notice the unequal and unfair experiences
of women in marriage might influence the perceived marital justice for men
especially for issues regarding the distributive justice in household chores. In
previous studies, the division of household responsibilities between men and
women have been examined the most in marital justice and equality research, and
the results have found that women were significantly taking more household

responsibilities than man (e.g., Hasta, 1996; Schafer & Keith, 1981).

In addition to justice sensitivity, sexist attitudes are expected to influence the
marital justice perceptions of participants. Due to the nature of marriage that puts
women in a disadvantageous position, it is expected that the sexist attitudes toward
women, which sustain the patriarchal order in the society, will affect the perceived
justice in the relationship Since sexism have been found to be related to the
endorsement of traditional gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 1996; 2001), both men
and women who have high ambivalent sexist attitudes are expected to report
higher perceived justice in marriage when compared to both males and females
who have lower sexist attitudes. The theory of Ambivalent Sexism (Glick & Fiske,
1996) integrates not only the hostile sexist attitudes but also the benevolent
attitudes which cause the permanence of the patriarchal system by denigrating
women. In this current study, it is hypothesized that benevolent and hostile sexism
would predict the level of perceived justice in marriage since both sexism types
supports the gender differentiation and the traditional gender roles in family and
marriage. In a study conducted by Brown (2013), while examining the mediation
role of perceived fariness on the association between benevolent sexism and
marital satisfaction, the results showed that benevolent sexism was a significant
and a negative predictor of perceived overall fairness for women where the

mediation analysis was also significant. This analysis was taken one step further
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and the moderated mediation was tested where the gender was the hypothesized
moderator. The results again revealed a significant moderated mediation output
where the mediation of perceived fairness of marriage between benevolent sexism
and marital satisfaction was significant only for women. In another study, Casad
et al. (2015) showed that that women who endorsed higher benevolent sexist
attitudes were more depressed and disappointed in their marriage experiences.
This might be related to the gendered and unfair structure of marital institution
where females’ expectations of benevolence are not actually fulfilled in real-life
marriages. Thus, it is expected that for males both higher benevolent and hostile
sexism would predict higher perceived justice in marriage while increase in
benevolent sexism score would predict decrease in perceived marital justice for

women.

Finally, as mentioned before, the studies have shown that women are
underbenefitting from marriage in many ways such as health (Wanic & Kulik,
2011), and economics (Carmichael, 2016). So, it is assumed that gender would
cause a difference between perceived marital justice of men and women where

women would significantly report lower levels of perceived justice in marriage.

In accordance with testing these assumptions, first a new scale was developed in
order to measure perceived justice in marriage. Then, the effects of justice
sensitivity, ambivalent sexism and gender were statistically analyzed by using this
new scale. Lastly, the effect of demographic variables were statistically analyzed
in the subsequent section. However before presenting the study hypotheses and
results, the literature regarding assessment of perceived justice in marriage is given

to provide a background information regarding the newly developed PJM scale.

3.1.1 Assessment of Perceived Justice in Marriage

As mentioned in the first chapter, there are different norms that people refer to
when making fairness (or justice) judgements (Forsyth, 2014). Equality, equity
and need can be named as the three most frequently used norms while assessing

justice in a situation. In psychology literature, the equity measure has been the
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major tool for assessing justice in close relationships. According to Sprecher and
Schwartz (1994) there are two measures of equity: global and detailed. Global
measures of equity asks participants to consider everything that is exchanged in
the relationship. For instance the Hatfield’s (1978) global measure asks
participants to compare their gains with their partner’s (e.g., “I am getting a much
better deal than my partner.”). Also the Relational Equity Scale (RES) (Sabatelli
& Cecil-Pigo, 1985) is a global measure focusing on the overall gains and losses
and consists 10 items with a 5-point Likert type scale. RES measures the
participants’ evaluations of the ratio of the outcomes that they derive to the
investments that they make in their marriages. On the other hand, the detailed
equity measures ask questions about predetermined areas relevant to close
relatsionships such as personal, emotional, day to day concerns and opportunities
gained or lost that take place in Traupmann-Utne-Hatfield equity Scale
(Traupmann et al., 1981). Foa and Foa (1974) measured equity in areas such as

money, love, status, and information.

Considering the measurement tools focusing I on justice in marriage, there is not
much diversity. A new scale was developed in 2013 with a Persian sample which
is called the Marital Justice Scale (Ghaffari et al., 2013). This 20-item, 5-point
Likert type scale focuses mainly on the dyadic aspect of the marriage.
Development of this scale was principally based on the organizational research
literature and items included in this scale resembled to the ones in Colquitt’s
(2001) Organizational Justice Scale. The final scale is composed of two factors;
in the first factor procedural and interactional justice items are gathered and in the
second factor distributive justice items are assembled. Sample items for the first
factor are: “My spouse gives sufficient reasons for his/her plans and decision in
marital life”, “My spouse has an open, transparent and honest relationship with
me”. The sample items of the second factor are: “Through various ways, congruent
with my efforts in marital life, my spouse rewards me” and “My responsibilities

are fair in marital life”.
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Although the Marital Justice Scale (MJS) comprehends the three forms of justice,
almost all of the items indicate the perception of the fairness in the partner’s
behavior but not the overall perception of justice in the marriage. In other words,
in MJS justice (or injustice) is caused by the spouse but the possibility of the
injustices caused by the situation or norms are ignored. Only three out of twenty
items make general evaluations of justice in marriage which are: “The pressure
and burden on me is fair in marital life.”, “In general, my share in marital life is
congruent with my efforts.” And “My responsibilities are fair in marital life.”.
Except these three items, all of them refer to how fairly the spouse would treat the
participant. However, there might be cases when people cause or benefit from the
injustice in marriage. In the first study of this dissertation research interviewees
not only talked about injustices that they were victims but also the injustices that
they commit, or they benefit from. Thus, MJS would not be able to measure these
situations since it mainly focuses on partner’s fairness in distributive and
procedural justice. In addition to this. The results of the first study revealed that
there is more to the marital justice and the questions should be extended
accordingly. For instance, the interviewees mentioned about the justice in sexual
intercourse, the injustice in distribution of liability for familial and community
pressures and exchange of intangible goods. In fact, the authors of the MIJS
(Ghaffari et al., 2013) also mentioned that the scale included adapted items from
Colquitt’s (2001) scale, and they did not conduct any interviews beforehand.

Hence, MJS might miss some critical questions regarding marital justice.

Therefore, a new marital justice scale was developed within the scope of this study.
Before item development, the in-depth interviews of the first study was examined
carefully and certain areas which partners sought justice was determined. These
topics were: housework, childcare, breadwinning, mechanical works required for
the house and family, sexuality, issues in economic, physical and political
(decision making) power, reciprocity of intangible goods (love, respect etc.) and
facing family and community oppression. Some of these areas were relevant for
distributive form of justice and some were related to procedural and interactional

justice. The preferred norms for justice decisions for these areas were decided
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based on the interview data. For instance, when participants perceive equality in
economic power as just, they seek equity in appraisals. Consequently, a new
perceived marital justice scale was developed through a detailed review of the
justice literature, previous scales and the qualitative data gained from the in-depth
interviews in the first study. Then the hypothesis regarding the effects of justice
sensitivity, ambivalent sexism and gender on perceived justice in marriage were

tested by using this newly developed PJM scale.

3.1.2 Research Hypotheses

In light of the psychology literature and findings of the previous studies including
the qualitative study in this thesis, the following hypotheses were tested.

H1: There is a significant relationship between gender and perceived justice in
marriage. When compared to men, women perceive significantly less overall
marital justice including all four components of PJM (communicative,

distributive, interpersonal and procedural justice).

H2: The victim justice sensitivity is expected to predict perceived marital justice
in a negative direction where an increase in victim sensitivity would cause a

significant decrease in PJM including all four components.

H3: The relationship between beneficiary justice sensitivity and perceived justice
in marriage is moderated by gender. As the male scores of beneficiary sensitivity
increases they tend to perceive less justice in their marriage, but this type of a

significant relationship is not expected for females.

H4: Both hostile and benevolent sexism are significant predictors of perceived

justice in marriage where the relationship is moderated by gender.

H4a: As the hostile sexism score increases, perceived justice in
marriage for men also increases while no significant relationship is

expected for women.
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H4b: As the benevolent sexism score increases, perceived justice in
marriage is effected differently for men and women, while perceived

marital justice for women decreases, for men PJM increases.

3.2 Method

3.2.1 Participants

The initial sample consisted of 364 participants, where all of the participants
answered the item pool of newly developed PJM scale fully. There was one
participant who did not answer the rest of the question battery and 11 participants
were excluded due to the assumption checks for the multivariate analysis. The
final sample was composed of 352 participants including 218 females (62%) and
134 males (38%). The mean age of the sample was 44.5 (SD = 11.6), ranging from
22 to 70. As a result of the participation requirement, all of the participants were
married, and the mean duration of their current marriage was 16 years (SD = 12.6)
ranging from less than a year (6%) to 55 years (one participant which accounted
for .3%). Thirty participants (8.6%) reported that the current marriage was not
their first marriage. Regarding the way of marriage, 329 participants reported that
they got married by acquaintance and getting to know each other (93.5%), 18
participants described their marriage as arranged marriage (5%) and 5 participants
described their marriage type as ‘other’ (1%). 258 participants had children
(73.5%) and among them, 144 participants had 1 child (41%), 102 participants had
2 children (29%), 11 participants had 3 children (3%) and 1 participant had 4
children (.3%). The socio-demographic information of the sample is presented in

Table 3.
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Table 3

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N=352)

Variables Frequency Percentage M SD Range
Age 445 11.6  22-70
Gender
Female 218 62
Male 134 38
Duration of marriage (years) 16 126  0-55
Previous marriage
Yes 30 8.5
No 320 90.9
Type of marriage
Mutual love/agreement 329 93.5
Arranged marriage 18 5.1
Other 5 1.4
Children
Have 258 73.5
Don’t have 93 26.4
Number of Children
1 144 40.9
2 102 29.0
3 11 3.1
4 1 3
Degree of Education
Primary 7 2
High school 18 5.1
College 20 5.7
University 152 43.2
Graduate 84 23.9
Doctorate 70 19.9
Occupational Information
Employed 270 76.7
Retired 71 20.2
Unemployed 11 3.1
Monthly income level
Low 3 9
Low-Middle 16 4.5
Middle 127 36.1
Middle-High 173 49.1
High 32 9.1

62



3.2.2 Instruments

3.2.2.1 Perceived Justice in Marriage Scale

Perceived Justice in Marriage (PJM) scale was developed within the scope of this
dissertation research to measure the level of perceived justice that a person
experiences in his/her marriage. First, the researcher generated the initial items
based on the qualitative findings of the first study, the review of the relevant
literature and the previous justice measures in marital context, such as Marital
Justice Scale by Ghaffari et al. (2013), and in organizational context, such as
Organizational Justice Scale by Colquitt (2001). The initial items were developed
by considering how different types of justice apply to marital contexts. Thus, the
initial items were categorized under three forms of justice which were distributive
justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice. At the end of this process, the
initial scale had 55 items. Then three social psychology professors and two
nonprofessional volunteers reviewed the items. Based on their feedbacks, the
initial item pool was revised based on quality, ease of understanding, redundancy,
and relevance. After the revisions were made, the item pool was composed of 45
items where 10 of them were reverse (see Appendix C). After the factor analysis
was conducted, the final scale had 25 items and a four-factor structure. The
findings regarding the scale development study and relevant reliability and validity

measures are presented in the results section of this chapter (see section 3.3.1).

The PJM was designed as a 6-point Likert-type measure where the neutral answers
were discarded. Participants were asked to rate their degree of agreement with the
statements (1 = totally disagree, 6 = totally agree), where the higher scores

indicated higher perceived justice in marriage.

3.2.2.2 Ambivalent Sexism Scale

The Ambivalent Sexism Scale (ASI) was developed by Glick and Fiske (1996)
and translated and adapted into Turkish by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002). ASI was used

to measure sexist attitudes of the participants. ASI had two subscales which
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assessed hostile sexism (HS) and benevolent sexism (BS). Hostile sexism scale
measured the level of overtly negative antagonistic sexist attitudes (e.g., “Women
exaggerate the problems that they have at work.”; a = .87) whereas benevolent
sexism scale measured sexist attitudes which seem positive but in fact
discriminatory toward women (e.g., “Women should be cherished and protected
by men.”; o =.78). Each subscale consisted of 11 items with a 6-point Likert type
measure (1 = totally disagree to 6 = totally agree) (see Appendix D). In both
subscales the higher scores indicate higher levels of sexist attitudes. The previous
studies conducted with Turkish samples showed that the scale has a good fit with
the Turkish culture (e.g., Glick et al. 2016; Sakalli-Ugurlu & Glick, 2003). In the
current study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for hostile and benevolent sexism

scales were .89 and .86.

3.2.2.3 Justice Sensitivity Scale

Developed by Schmitt et al. (2005) the Justice Sensitivity Scale (JS) consists of
four subscales which refers to the different perspectives in unjust situations:
victim, perpetrator, observer and beneficiary perspectives. Regarding the current
study two subscales of justice sensitivity measure were used. These were victim
sensitivity (JSvic) and beneficiary sensitivity (JSgenr) scales. As in all unjust
events and situations, there is always at least one victim who suffers from the
unfair situation, but injustice does not always require an intended perpetrator who
purposefully victimize others. Instead of a specific perpetrator, there are times
when the system itself creates and fosters injustices. In these cases, while the
victims continue to experience their grievances, instead of purposeful perpetrators
the system creates beneficiaries who gains advantage from injustice without being
the main offender. The JSvic referred to how a person is susceptible to injustices
directed to self as a victim (e.g., “It bothers me when others receive something that
ought to be mine.”) and the JSgenr scale measured how a person is responsive to
injustices that s/he benefits from other people’s unjust treatment or exploitation
(e.g., “It bothers me when things come easily to me that others have to work hard

for.”). Each sensitivity scale consisted 10 items and measured with a 6-point Likert
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type scale (1 = totally disagree to 6 = totally agree) (see Appendix E). Final scores
of each dimension were obtained by taking the arithmetic means of 10 items under
each subscale. As the mean score increase, the justice sensitivity increase. All four
scales were translated and adapted into Turkish by Saklar (2015) for the master’s
thesis study. Except the perpetrator scale the three dimensions measuring victim,
beneficiary and observer sensitivity demonstrated good reliability measures. The
Cronbach alpha coefficients for the three subscales ranged from .85 to .89 (Saklar,
2015). For this study, the internal consistency values (Cronbach’s alpha) for JSvic

and JSgenr were .84 and .86.

3.2.2.4 Relational Equity Scale

With the intention of testing the convergent validity of the PIM scale, Relational
Equity Scale (RES) was used since the theoretical background of the scale was
similar to PJM. Developed by Sabatelli and Cecil-Pigo (1985), RES aim to
measure whether the outcomes that people derive from their relationship were
well-balanced to their investments. The RES was composed of 10 questions (e.g.,
“All things considered, my partner and I contribute equally to our relationship.”)
and had a single factor structure (see Appendix F). In order to be consistent with
the other scale measures used in this study, RES was assessed with a 6-point Likert
type scale (1= totally disagree to 6= totally agree) where higher scores indicated
higher relational equity. Therefore, the items 1,3,4,6,8 and 10 were reverse coded.
RES was translated and adapted to Turkish by Ak¢abozan (2017) and single factor
structure was supported with the results of confirmatory factor analysis along with
indicators of adequate internal consistency measure (¢ =.87). In the current study,

the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was also .87.

3.2.2.5 Relationship Assessment Scale

As mentioned in the introduction chapter, perceived equity was found to be
significantly related to the relationship satisfaction (e.g., Berger & Janoff-Bulman,
2006). Therefore, to test the predictive validity of PIM scale the Relationship

Assessment Scale (RAS) was used in this study. RAS was developed by Hendrick
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(1988) to determine the level of satisfaction in close relationships. The initial scale
was developed just for married couples (Hendrick, 1981) but then the items were
modified by the author in a following study in order to address close relationships
in general. The final scale consisted 7 items (e.g., “How often does your partner
meet your needs?”’) and had a single factor structure (see Appendix G). The items
4 and 7 were reverse coded. In the original scale, the measurement was done with
a 5-point Likert type scale but in the current study, for consistency purposes, a 6-
point Likert type scale (1= totally disagree, 6 = totally agree) was used. The total
score of the single factor scale indicated the level of relationship satisfaction where
the higher scores signified more relationship satisfaction experienced by the
participant. The scale was translated and adapted to Turkish by Curun (2001) and
reported that the Turkish version also holds a single factor structure with 7 items.
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were found to be.86 in in the adaptation study

respectively. In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .92.

3.2.2.6 Demographic Measures

Participants were asked to give information about their gender, age, duration of
their current marriage, whether they had been married before (and if yes, how
many times?), the way of marriage (e.g., tanigarak/anlasarak, goriicti usulii, besik
kertmesi, baslik parasi karsiligi, diger), number of children, employment status,
occupation, education level and monthly income level. In addition to the personal
data, participants were also asked to give information about their spouse’s
education level, employment status, and monthly income. For the last two
questions participants were asked to compare their education level and monthly

income level with their spouses (see Appendix H).

3.2.3 Procedure

Before distributing the survey, permission from Middle East Technical University
(METU) Human Subjects Ethics Committee was taken (see Appendix I). The
question battery, which consisted all survey instruments, were transferred into

digital form and delivered through the online survey program Qualtrics. The
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announcement of the study was done through face to face communication.
Participants reached the survey via the Qualtrics link which was provided through
e-mails and electronic messages. The average duration for answering the survey
was 20 minutes. No personal identification was required, therefore there were no
issues of privacy. Participants did not receive any monetary rewards for
participation however it was announced that for every fully completed survey STL
will be donated to TEMA (Tiirkiye Erozyonla Miicadele, Agaclandirma ve Dogal
Varliklar1 Koruma Vakf1). Data collection was completed in one week during the
summer of 2021 mainly from Ankara district but there were also participants from
different parts of Turkey since the data was collected online. The statistical
analysis were conducted by a computer software program which is SPSS Statistics

28.0 (IBM Corp.).

3.3 Results

3.3.1 Scale Development

3.3.1.1 Factor Structure

Before conducting an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), factorability of the 45
items were analyzed based on four criteria. First one was the sample size. Comrey
and Lee (1992) described the the degree of factorability of the samples sizes as:
100- poor, 200-fair, 300-good, 500-very good and 1000 or more excellent where
the current sample size lies between good and very good markers. Secondly the
inspection of the diagonal of anti-image correlation matrix revealed that the
coefficient scores were greater than .5. Finally the results of the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
revealed that based on the criteria of Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) the data met the
factorability criteria (KMO= .94, y2(990) = 10475.6, p <.001). All the items had

a missing value less than %5. Therefore, a listwise exclusion was preferred.

Principal components analysis (PCA) with an oblique rotation (promax rotation
with ¥ = 4 ) was used as the factor extraction method. The maximum iteration for
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convergence was set to 50. While determining the factor structure, multiple
decision rules were considered which were: Kaiser’s criterion (eigen value > 1.0),
Catell’s Scree plot test, parallel analysis (SPSS syntax provided by O’Connor
(2000)) and interpretability of the factors. The initial analysis revealed 9 factors
with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. These 9 factors explained 65.53% of the total
variance. However, the parallel analysis and scree plot test indicated a four-factor
structure. Therefore, PCA with oblique rotation was fixed to four factors and the
analysis was run again. While examining the factor structure, items with factor
loadings lower than .40 (see Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988), communality values
lower than .20 (see Child, 2006), cross-loading items and clos high correlations in
structure matrix were deleted. As a result, 20 items were deleted. The final scale
constituted 25 items with four factors explaining 64.21% of the total variance.
Considering the item contents, the factors were named as communicative justice
(factor 1), interpersonal justice (factor 2), and procedural justice (factor 3), and
distributive justice (factor 4). The proportion of the explained total variance by

the factors were 44.8%, 7.5 %, 6.3 %, 5.6 % respectively.

The communicative justice subscale was consisted of 7 items focusing on being
able to fairly communicate oneself to the partner and vice versa (e.g., “When I
have a problem regarding the relationship, I would have no reservations about
telling it to my partner”). The interpersonal justice subscale included 9 items
referring to mainly reciprocity in respect, dignity, support and attention (e.g., “I
think that both parties in our marriage show the same level of respect for each
other”). The following third factor which is procedural justice scale contained 5
items related to fair procedures in marriage such as making decisions, and
benefiting from common sources (e.g., “In our marriage, we make important
decisions jointly with my husband/wife.”). The final factor, distributive justice
subscale, was composed of 4 items about distribution of daily and livelihood
responsibilities (e.g., “I share the daily responsibilities, such as cooking, washing

the dishes, laundry or ironing, with my husband/wife fairly”).
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Regarding the item-total correlations, the range for the first factor was between
.66 and.88, for the second factor .66 and .78, for the third factor .53 and .78, and
for the final factor .42 and .74. The overall item total correlations ranged between

.56 and .71 and met the criteria of .30 or above. (see Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).

Reliability of the subscales were measured with Chronbach’s alpha coefficient.
The coefficients were .90 for the first factor, .77 for the second factor, .92 for the
third factor and .89 for the last factor. Since these findings meet the criteria of
minimum .70, one can conclude that the subscales were reliable measures for the

four component of justice perception in marriage.

Regarding the relation between four subscales, arithmetic means for each subscale
was calculated as the indicator of the final score for each component. As provided
in Table 5 Pearson correlation results showed that all four subscales were
significantly correlated with each other. The correlation coefficients ranged
between .44 and .72 (p < .01). The factor structure, factor loadings of the items,
item-total correlations, eigenvalues, the explained variance, and information

regarding reliability of the subscales are presented in Table 4.

3.3.1.2 Validity

After the factor structure of PJM was established, validity of the scale was tested
based on the correlations between the factors and two criterion measures which
were RES and RAS. All four subscales were significantly and positively correlated
with both criterion variables RES and RAS. The statistical results are provided in
Table 3.3. To begin with, regarding the test of convergent validity, all of the four
subscales were significantly and positively correlated with RES score where
correlation coefficients ranged from .43 to .75. The perceived interpersonal justice
had the highest correlation with RES while distributive justice had the lowest

correlation.
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Secondly, the predictive criterion was the relationship satisfaction which was
measured with RAS. All four subscales were significantly and positively
correlated with RAS score where the perceived distributive justice variable had
the lowest correlation coefficient ( » = .45 ) while perceived interpersonal justice

had the highest correlation coefficient ( = .75) (see Table 5).

Table 5

Correlations between PJM Subscales and RAS

RES RAS Fl1 F2 F3 F4

Relationship Equity -

Relationship Assessment J8EE -
Communicative Justice 68%F*  63%*F -
(PJMcowm)

Interpersonal Justice (PJMmnt) — .75%* [75%* [70%*
Procedural Justice (PJMprp) 63FF 55%k S56%* 64%*

Distributive Justice (PJMpist)  .43%* 45%*% 40%** S1** 38**
Note. RES = Relational Equity Scale, RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale

*p<.05, **p<.01

Moreover, the regression analysis which was tested to support predictive validity
of the scales showed that the overall scores of the PJM scale significantly predicted
relationship satisfaction (F (1, 351) =410.3, p <.001, R? = .54) where an increase
in the overall perceived justice in marriage would predict a significant increase in
relationship satisfaction (B = 5.58, SE= .28, p < .001). However when each
subscale was tested for predictive validity, while PIMcowm (B = 4.08, SE= .27, p <
.001) and PIMmr (B = 3.14, SE= .55, p < .001) predicted RES significantly,
PJMprp (B = .58, SE= .35, p=.10) and PJMpist (B = .35, SE= .21, p = .09) did not
significantly predicted RAS. Although two subscales were not predicting RAS

score significantly, the significant positive correlations of these two subscales with

RAS were accepted as an indicator of validity since the previous findings of the

significant relationship between RAS and justice was measured with equity scales
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(e.g., Akcabozan Kayabol, 2017) which might cause a difference. Thus, the overall
evaluation of the validity tests revealed that the PJM scale and its subscales can be

considered as valid measures.

3.3.2 Hypothesis Testing

Before conducting the relevant statistical analyses for the hypothesis testing the
data set was screened for the assumptions of multivariate analysis (outliers,
normality, linearity and multicollinearity). The missing value ratio for any of the
variables did not exceed 5% and no significant pattern was noticed. In order to
manage the missing values, listwise deletion method was preferred throughout the
analysis. However, one participant did not fill in any of the justice sensitivity
subscales. Therefore, this participant was excluded from the analysis. After the
univariate and multivariate outliers were detected, 11 participants were excluded
from the analysis. Thus, the final data sample included 352 participants. The
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality results indicated that except the
benevolent sexism scale all of the variables failed to meet the assumption.
However, based on the criterion which assumes the data is normal if z-scores of
skewness and kurtosis smaller than 1.96 (Field, 2009), JSvic, JSgenr, and hostile
sexism variables had less than 2 standard deviations for skewness score, therefore
no intervention was made for these variables. Regarding PJM subscales, as
expected, there was an accumulation of positive scores in all four subscales
indicating a negatively skewed distribution and all of the z-scores of skewness
were higher than 3.29 which was the criterion for larger sample sizes (Kim, 2013).
Hence a logarithmic transformation (log10) was done for PJMmt and PJMprp, and
square root transformation was done for PJMpist and PJMcowm. Although the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was still not meeting the nonlinearity assumption after
the transformations, the absolute value of skewness and kurtosis values were far
less than 1 and also each skewness measure was less than two standard deviations.

Therefore, the transformed variables were used in the statistical analysis.

In the following sections, first the descriptive statistics of the study variables are

presented. Following this, the correlations among the major variables are
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examined. After this overview, the results of the variance and regression analysis

regarding the research hypotheses are presented.

3.3.2.1 Descriptive Statistics on Study Variables

In PJM scale the results revealed that procedural justice has the highest mean score
(M =5.19, SD = .71), followed by interpersonal justice (M = 4.85, SD = .93),
communicative justice (M = 4.83, SD = .82) and distributive justice (M =4.52, SD
= 1.05). In relation to this sample, one can conclude that participants perceived
justice the most in their decision making and other procedural areas whereas they
perceived least justice in the distribution of daily responsibilities. However, when
the subscales are considered all together, it is understood that the participants
perceived moderate to high level of justice in their marriages. The descriptive

statistics of the study variables are presented in Table 6.

Considering the ASI scale, benevolent sexism had a higher mean score (M = 3.20,
SD = 1.00) than hostile sexism (M = 2.99, SD = .99). These results indicated that
participants tended to endorse benevolent sexist attitudes more than the hostile
sexist attitudes but there is a small difference in the mean scores. Since the scaling
was between 1 to 6, in which sexism increases as the scores increase, the mean
scores around 3 indicated that the participants did not exhibit strong sexist

attitudes.

Regarding the JS subscales, JSgenr variable had a higher mean score (M = 4.52,
SD = .80) than the JSvic variable (M =4.34, SD = .80) with small difference. These
results implied that participants were moderately sensitive to injustices from both

beneficiary and victim perspectives.
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Table 6

Desriptive Statistics of the Major Study Variables

M SD Range
PIM
Communicative Justice 4.83 .82 2.29-6
Interpersonal Justice 4.85 .93 1.56-6
Procedural Justice 5.19 71 2-6
Distributive Justice 4.52 1.05 1.25-6
ASI
Hostile Sexism 2.99 .99 1-5.55
Benevolent Sexism 3.20 1.00 1-5.64
JS
Victim sensitivity 4.34 .80 2-6
Beneficiary sensitivity 4.52 .80 2-6

Note. N=352. PJM = Perceived Justice in Marriage; ASI = Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory; JS = Justice Sensitivity

3.3.2.2 Correlations among Study Variables

Pearson’s correlations with significance at two-tailed were calculated in order to
reveal any bivariate associations between the variables. The correlations are
presented in two parts. In the first part the relationships between the psychological
variables are presented while in the second part the correlations between major

study variables and sociodemographic variables are conveyed.

First, the correlation between the subscales of PJM were examined. The results
showed that all of the subscales were positively and significantly correlated to each
other (ranging from .38 to .70, at p <.01). As expected communicative, procedural
and interpersonal justice measures were highly correlated to each other since these
variables are conceptually related. On the other hand, the relatively low correlation
of distributive justice with other three variables indicated the distinctiveness of the

measure.
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The two measures of JS - victim sensitivity and beneficiary sensitivity - were
positively and significantly correlated with each other (r=.27, p <. 01). Regarding
the relationship between subscale of PJM and JS, beneficiary sensitivity
(JSeenr)was positively and significantly correlated with perceived communicative
justice (r = .11, p <. 05), interpersonal justice (» = .18, p <. 01) and procedural
justice (r = .17, p <. 01). As the participants’ beneficiary sensitivity towards
injustices increased the perceived communicative, interpersonal and procedural
justice in marriage increased. However, there were no significant correlation
between perceived distributive justice and beneficiary sensitivity. The second
perspective which is the victim sensitivity (JSvic) was not associated with any of
the PJM subscales. The only significant correlation that victim sensitivity had was

with hostile sexism (» = .15, p <.01) which was in positive direction.

The subscales of ASI, which are hostile and benevolent sexism measures, were
positively and significantly correlated with each other (= .58, p <.01). When the
relationship between ASI and PJM was considered hostile sexism was negatively
and significantly correlated only with procedural justice (» = -.18, p <. 01). This
indicated that participants with lower hostile sexist attitudes tended to perceive
higher procedural justice in their marriage. In addition to hostile sexism,
benevolent sexism was also negatively and significantly correlated with
procedural justice (» = -.14, p <. .01). Participants who had lower scores on
benevolent sexism tended to have higher scores on perceived procedural justice in

their marriage. The relevant statistics are provided in Table 7.

When the correlation between sociodemographic variables and main study
variables were examined there were some significant correlations. To begin with,
gender was significantly associated with distributive justice (r = .20, p <. 01) and
both hostile (» = .35, p <. 01) and benevolent sexism. ( = .37, p <. 01). Age was
negatively and significantly correlated with communicative (» =-.18, p <. 01) and
procedural justice (r = -.13, p <. 01), whereas positively correlated with hostile (»

=.20, p <. 01) and benevolent sexism (r = .29, p <. 01).
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Table 7

Correlations among Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

PIM

1. Communicative -

Justice

2. Interpersonal Justice .70** -

3. Procedural Justice S6** 64%* -

4. Distributive Justice ~ 40** 51%** 38** .

JS

5. Victim Sensitivity -08 .-10 -03 -.03 -

6. Beneficiary -11* 8% 17** -.06 27%*F -
Sensitivity

ASI

7. Hostile Sexism -09 -10 -.18** -02 .15** 06 -

&. Benevolent Sexism -09 -.08 -.14** 02 .08 .08 .58** .

*p <.05 **p< 01

Age was also positively correlated with beneficiary sensitivity (r = .14, p <. 01).
Education level was associated negatively and significantly with hostile sexism ((»
=-.16, p <. 01) and benevolent sexism (r = -.24, p <. 01). Moreover, there was a
negative and significant correlation between education and beneficiary sensitivity
(r =-.14, p <. 01). The duration of marriage was negatively associated with two
components of perceived justice in marriage which were communicative justice (»

=-.21, p <. 01), and procedural justice (» =-.16, p <. 01).

The type of marriage was also measured in this study and the results showed that
it was significantly associated with all four compounds of perceived justice in
marriage. The association between type of marriage with procedural justice was
the highest (» = -.26, p <. 01) and followed by communicative justice (r = -.21, p
<. 01), interpersonal justice (» = -.14, p <. 01) and distributive justice (» = -.13, p
<. 01). Type of marriage was also correlated with positively and significantly with

both hostile (» = .18, p <. 01) and benevolent sexism (= .18, p <. 01).
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Besides the type of marriage, whether or not participants had kids was also
correlated significantly with all four justice perceptions (ranging from .15 to .24).
In addition to this, having kids was also correlated with hostile sexism (r=-.17 p
<. 01) and benevolent sexism (r = -.20, p <. 01). Employment status and monthly

incomes of the participants were not related to the perceived justice measures.

The information about spouse’s sociodemographic variables revealed that
spouse’s education level was significantly and positively correlated with perceived
procedural justice (» = .16 p <. 01), distributive justice (r = .16 p <. 01),
communicative justice (= .15 p <. 01) and interpersonal justice (r = .11 p <. 05)
which indicates that participants whose spouses have higher levels of education
tend to have higher PJM scores. All of the correlation coefficients between study

variables and socio-demographic variables are provided in Table 8.

3.3.2.3 Testing the Effect of Gender on Perceived Justice in Marriage, Sexism

and Justice Sensitivity

In order to test the effect of gender on the study variables, independent samples t-
test was conducted for communicative, distributive, interpersonal and procedural
justice first. The results showed that the gender difference was significant only for
distributive justice amongst four justice components. Female participants (M =
4.35, SD = 1.15) had significantly lower scores in perceived distributive justice
when compared to the male participants (M = 4.78, SD = .79), t = -3.78, p <.001.
Moreover when the overall score of the PJM scale was compared between the two
genders, the results indicated that again women (M = 4.78, SD = .75) perceived
significantly less overall marital justice when compared to men (M = 4.96, SD =
.62),), t=-2.32, p=.05. According to these results the first hypothesis (H1) was
partially supported where females perceived less overall justice and distributive
justice in their marriages when compared to males. However, there were no
significant difference in PJMint, PJMprp, and PJMcom based on the gender

difference.
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In addition to PJM, gender difference was also significant for the sexism scores.
Male participants (M = 3, SD =.77), had significantly higher hostile sexist attitudes
than female participants (M = 2.71, SD = .93), t = -7.06, p <.001. The pattern was
same for the benevolent sexism. Male participants (M = 3.67, SD = .99) held
significantly stronger benevolent sexist attitudes than females (M = 2.90, SD =
.90), t = -7.45, p <.001. Regarding the relationship between gender and justice
sensitivity, there were no significant differences between males and females for

both victim sensitivity = 1.65, p = .09 and beneficiary sensitivity = .12, p = .91.

3.3.2.4 Regression Analyses for the Main Study Variables

Testing the hypotheses which postulated the relationships between perceived
justice in marriage measures, sexism and justice sensitivity required regression
analysis. In order to test whether justice sensitivity predicted perceived justice in
marriage, five multiple regression analyses were conducted where the predictors
were victim sensitivity and beneficiary sensitivity. The first multiple regression
analysis showed that both victim sensitivity (B = .04, SE=. 02 , p = .05) and
beneficiary sensitivity (B = -.05, SE= .02 , p < .0l) significantly predicted
perceived communicative justice however the significant model explained very
low varience in PJMcom (F (2,351) = 4.48, p = .01, R’ = .03). The second
regression analysis revealed that perception of distributive justice was not
significantly predicted by neither victim sensitivity (B = .02, SE= .02, p = .40) nor
beneficiary sensitivity (B = -.03, SE= .02, p = .15). On the contrary, the following
regression analysis indicated that both victim sensitivity (B = .03, SE= .01, p <
.01) and beneficiary sensitivity (B = -.05, SE= .01, p < .01) predicted perceived
interpersonal justice with a significant regression model but with a low explained
variance (F (2,351)=9.76, p < .01, R? = .05). For the final component of perceived
justice in marriage, which is the perceived procedural justice, the multiple
regression analysis revealed a significant model (F (2,351) = 6.35, p < .01, R’ =
.04) in which only the beneficiary sensitivity (B = -.04, SE= .01, p < .01) was a
significant predictor while victim sensitivity (B = .01, SE= .01, p = .23) was not.
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When the relationship between justice sensitivity and overall perceived justice in
marriage was tested, both victim sensitivity (B = -.11, SE=. 05, p = .02) and
beneficiary sensitivity (B =.17, SE=. 05, p <.01) significantly predicted overall
perceived justice in marriage with a significant model (F (2,351) = 7.12, p < .01,
R’ = .04). In light of these findings, victim sensitivity predicted perceived
interpersonal justice, communicative justice and overall justice significantly
whereas beneficiary sensitivity predicted all of the PJIM components except
perceived distributive justice. Thus, the second hypothesis (H2) was partially
supported but, the significant findings were indicating a very low association with

the PJM variables.

The following analyses were conducted between perceived justice components
and sexism measures. Five multiple regression analyses were designed for
perceived justice in marriage where each justice measure was the predicted
variable and the hostile and benevolent sexism variables were the predictors. The
first multiple regression analysis showed that perceived communicative justice
was not significantly predicted by neither hostile sexism (B = .02, SE= .02, p =
.34) nor benevolent sexism (B = .02, SE= .02, p = .42). The second analysis
revealed similar results as the first one, where perceived distributive justice was
not significantly predicted by neither hostile sexism (B = .03, SE= .02, p = .20) nor
benevolent sexism (B =-.02 , SE= .02, p = .25).The results of the third regression
analysis also showed that both hostile (B = .02, SE= .01, p = .12) and benevolent
sexism (B =.002, SE= .01, p = .85) did not predict perceived interpersonal justice
in marriage significantly. On the contrary, the following multiple regression
analysis reported a significant model (F (2,351) = 6.72, p < .01, R?=.04) in which
perceived procedural justice was significantly predicted by hostile sexism (B =
.03, SE= .01, p = .02), while benevolent sexism was not a significant predictor (B
= .01, SE= .01, p = .40). Finally, the last analysis showed that the overall justice
perception in marriage was not predicted by neither hostile (B =-.08, SE=.05,p =
.10) nor benevolent (B = -.01, SE= .05, p = .82) sexism. Therefore, the fourth
hypothesis (H4) was partially supported where hostile sexism was found to be a
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significant predictor only for perceived procedural justice, whereas benevolent

sexism was not a significant predictor for any of the perceived justice compounds.

Finally, the relationship between sexism and justice sensitivity was measured.
Two separate multiple regression analyses were conducted where hostile sexism
and benevolent sexism were predicted variables and beneficiary and victim
sensitivity were the predictor variables. According to the results of the first
analysis, the model was significant (F (2,349) = 4.17, p = .01, R’ = .02) where
victim sensitivity (B =.19, SE=.07, p <.01) was found to be a significant predictor
of hostile sexism while beneficiary sensitivity was not (B = .01, SE= .07, p = .87).
In the second analysis, neither victim sensitivity (B = .09, SE= .07, p = .22) nor
beneficiary sensitivity (B = .09, SE= .07, p = .22) significantly predicted

benevolent sexism.

In order to test the moderation hypotheses, PROCESS macro (Version 4.0) which
was developed by Hayes (2017) was used in SPSS. The findings regarding the
moderatoion of gender between beneficiary sensitivity and PJM revealed that
gender did not moderate any of the relationships between beneficiary sensitivity
and all compounds of PJM (the p values ranged from .10 to .99). Thus the third
hypothesis (H3), which posited a significant difference between males and females
in the strength of the relationship between beneficiary sensitivity and PJM, was

not supported.

Regarding the moderation analysis of gender for the relationship between
ambivalent sexism and PJM, the results showed that gender was not a significant
moderator for the relationship between hostile sexism and PJM variables including
all of the four compounds (the p values ranged from .06 to .75). However, it is
worth to mention that for perceived communicative (PJMcom) and procedural
justice(PJMprp) the significance level for the moderation analysis was close to .05.

All in all, due to lack of significant evidence, H4a and H4b were not supported.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The overarching objective of this dissertation was to amplify knowledge about the
justice concept in marital relationships. Therefore, a two-step mixed-model design
was employed in order to gather data from both qualitative and quantitative
sources. In the first study, the main research questions focused on how people
define justice in marriage, and the domains where they seek for justice the most.
The qualitative findings and their discussions are presented in Chapter 2. Based
on the findings from the first study, a new scale was developed and tested in order
to measure participants’ perceived justice in their own marriage. The purpose of
developing a new scale was to create a more comprehensive justice measure that
extended the scope of the traditional measure of equity. After obtaining a valid
and reliable justice measure, certain social psychological factors were examined
to see whether they had an impact on the level of perceived justice in marriage.
Therefore, this quantitative study was designed in order to examine the effect of
sexism, justice sensitivity, and gender on the level of perceived justice in marriage,
including communicative, distributive, interpersonal, and procedural justice. In
the previous chapter (see Chapter 3) the results of the qualitative study were
provided in detail, but their implications need further evaluation. Therefore, this

chapter was dedicated to the discussion of the results from the quantitative study.

In the following sections, first, the results of the scale development study were
discussed. Then, the effects of gender on study variables were examined.
Following this, the results of the linear relationship tests between predictors and
PJM were deliberated. While doing so, the non-significance of the hypothesized
moderation relationships was also examined. After these discussions, the

contributions of the study to the psychology literature and its implications were
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presented. Then, suggestions for future research and certain limitations of the
study were conveyed. Finally, the discussion chapter is closed with concluding

remarks.

4.1 The PJM Scale

Through the first analysis a valid and reliable PJM scale was developed with the
purpose of measuring the perceived justice of married people in their marital
relationships. The results of the exploratory factor analysis showed that the final
scale, which consisted 25 items, had a good factor structure which was valid and

reliable.

The factor structure had four compounds which were named as communicative,
distributive, interpersonal and procedural justice. Although the last three
compounds were expected to emerge from the factor analysis, the communicative
compound was not anticipated. These items were expected to be placed under
either procedural justice (items 3, 5 and 7) or interactional justice (items 1, 2, 4
and 6), however, the results of the factor analysis showed that communicative
justice compound had significantly different latent concept than these two. In fact,
obtaining two different factors from interactional justice items would not be
surprising since Greenberg (1990) divided the interactional justice concept into
two: informational and interpersonal justice. Based on his division interpersonal
justice refers to whether people treat each other with respect, dignity, and
politeness during the procedures and informational justice refers to whether people
are provided with adequate explanation about why the decisions or procedures
were executed in a certain way (Colquitt et al., 2001). However, the analysis
results showed that the communicative justice had items from both interactional
and procedural justice. Besides, in addition to be a separate factor, it was also the
factor that explained the highest variance in PJM. Thus, facing a new justice
compound related to the perceived marital justice was informative and showed
that couples give importance to be able to express their thoughts and feelings

without any resentment and being heard and understood by their partners.
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In procedural justice subscale the items mostly referred to the “how” question. For
instance, how the common decisions were made, how the common resources were
shared etc. The focal point here was the fairness of the procedure. In the
interpersonal justice subscale, the items mostly referred to the reciprocity of
intangible goods such as respect, support etc. However, in the communicative
justice scale the items denoted whether a person was able to express
herself/himself to the partner clearly and securely without having doubts or
reservations and whether the partner (or spouse) was listening to him/her
attentively and considerately. In fact, these items were generated based on the
qualitative data which was analyzed in the first study. During the interviews some
of the participants mentioned that when they could not freely convey their thoughts
to their spouses or when their partners did not listen to them, they felt like they did
not exist, or they felt trapped. According to their statements this situation was a
cause for feeling of injustice. So, this component was carrying a distinct latent
concept than what procedural and interpersonal justice components did. Therefore,
a new dimension to the perceived justice measure was included. Thus, one can
conclude that PJM scale was not only a reliable and valid scale, but it was a
comprehensive measure which was tailored not only with previous findings in the
literature but also with the current data embedded in marital experiences of

Turkish participants.

Regarding the Turkish culture, there was one important finding about the newly
developed scale. Two of the items, which were generated based on the in-depth
interviews, were about the relationships with the in laws (item no 8 and 9 in the
final scale) that loaded to perceived interpersonal justice factor. Riley (1994)
emphasized that the role of family members in the relationship with the spouse is
observed mostly in societies where the household lives and practices with parents
are interwoven. Also, Begpinar and Begpinar (2017) conveyed the importance of
the family influence on the relationship with the spouse in Turkish culture.
According to their evaluations, based on the data of TAYA (Tiirkiye Aile Yapisi
Arastirmasi) from years 2006 and 2011 and TUIK (Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu)

years between 2002 and 2016, families are playing an important role in many
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marital areas such as deciding whom to marry, being the one to consult when
having problems with the spouse, and even one third of the participants reported
that intrusiveness of the spouse’s family is a reason for divorce. When families are
highly involved and also very influential in marital relationships, seeing them as a
factor affecting justice perception in marriage should not be a surprise. Most
probably, the interwoven relationships with the parents cause them to be treated
as a part of the extended self which refers to the idea that “certain possessions and
certain other people are seen to be a part of us” (Belk, 2016, p. 50). Thus, the
expectation of the norm of reciprocity in dignity and respect between spouses is
extended to the reciprocity in respect and dignity towards the spouse’s family. This
finding is also unique and draws attention to the importance of defining and
examining justice concept carefully and deliberately based on the context that it is

measured for.

Lastly, when compared to the latest Marital Justice Scale developed by Ghaffari
et al. (2013), the new PJM scale was able to distinguish procedural and
interactional justice which was combined as a single factor in MJS (named as
Procedural/Interactional Justice). Moreover, due to the qualitative findings
integrated in the scale development process in this dissertation, the new PJM scale
was more inclusive regarding the variations in justice evaluations as can be seen

from the communicative justice compound.

4.2 The Effect of Gender

Regarding the effect of gender, it was hypothesized that women would perceive
significantly less justice in their marital relationship. The current study findings
were partially in line with this premise where women perceived significantly less
distributive and overall justice in their marriage when compared to men. However,
there was not any statistical evidence for a significant gender difference for
PJMcom, PJMint, and PJMprp. The significant gender difference for overall and
distributive justice has been supported by previous findings in the literature. For
instance, regarding the overall justice evaluation in marriage the findings of

Davidson’s (1984) study sample indicated that there were significantly more
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women than men who perceived themselves as underbenefitting in their marital
relationship. In addition to this, study by Schafer and Keith (1981) showed that
higher proportion of women perceived unfavorable overall inequity in family roles
(cooking, housekeeping and parenting) while higher percentage of men perceived
favorable inequity in their marriage which indicate that both men and women
agree on who is underbenefitting and overbenefitting in the relationship. This
finding was also supported by Hasta (1995) in a study conducted with a Turkish
sample where both male and female participants reported that females do
significantly more housework than men in marriage and women who perceive
more equity in housework responsibilities were doing less housework than women
who perceived the housework distribution inequitable Thus, one can say that the
current findings about the significant gender difference on perceived distributive
justice was not a coincidence. Nonetheless, the nonsignificant gender effect on the

other three PJM compounds needs explanation.

In fact, it was expected that women would perceive significantly less procedural
justice. Previous findings have shown that religiosity (Lundquist Denton, 2004)
along with patriarchal social structure affects the decision-making power of
women (Ferdoos & Zahra, 2016). For instance, Connel and Connel (2005) states
that in a patriarchal society men enjoy many benefits such as higher income,
authority, higher social status and control over important decisions which is also
valid in the family context. Considering these previous findings and also the
patriarchal structure of Turkish culture (see Kandiyoti, 1995) it was expected that
women would perceive less procedural justice in their marital relationship.
However, the results were not indicating any significant difference for perceived
procedural justice between men and women. One of the reasons might be the
education level of the participants since education level is associated with higher
egalitarian attitudes (e.g., Auletto et al., 2007; Bolzendahl & Myers, 2004).
Around 87% of participants had at least an undergraduate degree, which
corresponds to 86% of female participants and almost 89% of male participants.
In addition to the education level, the employment status and economic power that

women hold might also be influential in procedural justice in marital decisions.
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Almost 77% of female participants were employed, and around 88% reported
monthly income level as middle or middle-high, but still 46% of them reported
that their monthly income was lower than their husband whereas 55% of male
participants reported that their monthly income was higher than their wife. So,
although the majority of the female participants were earning relatively less than
their husbands still making economic contributions and holding an economic
freedom might affect how the decisions are made between spouses. However, as
mentioned earlier, the education and economic status were not adequate to change

the perceived distributive justice in marital relationships.

Unfortunately, there has not been many studies examining the interpersonal or
communicative justice in marital context since the former is mainly a concept of
the organizational justice and the latter is a fairly new concept. Thus, in order to
find an explanation to the nonsignificant difference, first the subscale items were
examined thoroughly. Although the expectations were in a way that women would
perceive less interpersonal and communicative justice, during the interviews in the
first study, besides the female participants there were many male interviewees who
mentioned that their efforts -as a father or a husband- were not appreciated by their
wives (interpersonal justice) or they preferred to remain silent rather than
expressing themselves to their wives when they have complaints about their
marriage (communicative justice). Thus, one can say that the results of the
quantitative study had already been pointed out by the findings from the qualitative
study.

The variations among the perceptions of different forms of justice has an important
implication for the psychology research since it underlines how conceptualization
can make difference in measuring perceived justice in marital relationships. Thus,
while using the measures, it is important to conceptualize how justice is defined
and measured since just measuring equity or equality in certain domains might not

represent the overall perceived justice in the relationship.
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4.3 Linear Relationship Between Study Variables

The regression analyses testing revealed some significant model results, but the
variance explained by the predictor variables required careful consideration due to
the low R’ values. To begin with, when the predictive powers of hostile and
benevolent sexism were tested, the results showed that hostile sexism was a
significant predictor only for perceived procedural justice whereas benevolent
sexism did not predict any of the PJM compounds significantly. However, when
the statistics were examined, it showed that even the significant model where
hostile sexism predicted procedural justice had very low R? value (.04) indicating
that the explained variance by hostile sexism in perceived procedural justice was
only 4%. Thus, when all the results regarding sexism and PJM were considered it
would be fair to say that sexism (neither hostile nor benevolent) was not a strong

predictor for the perceived justice in marriage.

These findings did not overlap with the initial expectations where a significant
relationship between sexism and perceived procedural justice was hypothesized.
It was expected that in patriarchal cultures a positive linear relationship would
occur between sexism and perceived justice in marriage for males while an
opposite relationship between benevolent sexism and PJM was expected for
women. However, the current results revealed that sexism was a very weak
predictor for PJM in the Turkish sample. It was expected that certain stereotypes
and discriminatory attitudes (such as sexism) would influence decision making
processes (such as justice assessments in the marriage). However, the findings
indicated that sexism and justice sensitivity were not able to explain the changes
in PJM. When this finding was compared with the significant results provided by
Brown (2013) certain differences were noticed. In her study, the perceived fairness
was measured only for household chores (cooking, cleaning, household
management, yard work and childcare) and the measure was indicating the
direction of injustice whether the participant was under or overbenefitting from
the unfair situation. Thus, this is a great difference from the current study and

points out to an important measurement issue for future studies, because in the
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current study, most of the items did not indicate any direction, rather, referring to
an overall justice for each area without determining the over or underbenefitting
party. This was intentionally planned for creating a measure that specifically
focuses on the perceived justice (considering the positions of both self and other)
in marital relationships. However, this might be also a weakness for the new
measurement, since, the PJM scale determines the perception of marital justice in
communication, distribution, interpersonal and procedural justice forms but does
not directly imply who is under or overbenefitting. In addition to this, based on the
findings from the nonsignificant (or weak) association between sexism and PJM,
this new scale might be not be a proper tool to measure for gender based perceived
injustices in marital relationships. The positive and egalitarian tone of the items
might not reflect the negative experiences based on the gender differences. So for
researchers who tend to use this scale or who would like to develop new scales
related to marital justice perceptions, these outcomes regarding the current PJM
scale development process should be taken into consideration and the wording, the

tone and also the focus of the items should be tailored accordingly.

Regarding the relationship between justice sensitivity and PJM, similar results
were obtained. Victim sensitivity predicted perceived communicative,
interpersonal and overall justice and the explained variance for the multiple linear
models were 3%, 5%, and 4% respectively. In addition to this, beneficiary
sensitivity predicted perceived interpersonal, communicative, procedural and
overall justice significantly but again the highest R? value was .05. Thus, these
findings were not providing strong evidence for the predictive power of justice

sensitivity for PJM variables.

So, based on these findings and interpretations, one can conclude that neither
justice sensitivity nor sexism can be assumed as robust predictors for the perceived
justice in marriage and require further investigation for more statistical evidence.

Thus, in light of these findings two possible causes were speculated.

First, justice perception might be the preliminary psychological process itself

without any initial or latent variables or processes affecting it. In other words, there
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might not be psychological predictors or antecedents of the justice perception
where individual differences do not cause any changes in the evaluation process.
While making justice assessments one might use external cues and references
(such as social norms) which are more solid and stable. Unfortunately, the
literature review does not provide adequate information about this issue. When the
organizational justice literature was examined it was seen that while the
antecedents of perceived justice were researched, most of the tested variables were
based on external and situational factors such as organizational regulations, raters’
behavior during performance evaluations (e.g., Erdogan, 2002), empowerment
and communication (Haiyan Zheng, 2006), process and decision control (Phillips,
2002). So almost no psychological variables or procedures were examined as the
antecedents or predictors of the justice perceptions at work environment. In close
relationships literature there is even less research about possible predictors of the
justice perceptions. Among these few variables were gender and marriage duration
(e.g., Schafer & Keith, 1981) which were basically demographic variables. Two
psychological concepts had been tested in this scope but not as predictors but as
mediators between equity and relationship satisfaction. These two variables were
exchange orientation (e.g., Sprecher, 1992) and communal orientation (e.g., Clark
et al., 1987). However, their possible effects on justice perception were not
examined. In conclusion, there is a gap in the current literature regarding the

possible psychological factors that might affect justice perception in marriage.

The second speculation about the current results was related to measurement issue
of the perceived justice in marriage. This study was done with married people
where they were asked to rate how just they perceive their marriage. Since the
literature has already established the relationship between equity and maintenance
behavior (e.g., Ak¢abozan Kayabol, 2017), most participants would report higher
scores in PJM otherwise it would be expected for them to quit the relationship and
thus not to be included in the sample. Therefore, it might be difficult to find people
with very low or moderate scores of PJM. So, in the current study the variance in

the data might not be adequate to infer clear statistical interpretations. As reported
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in the previous chapter, all of the four PJM variables needed transformation due

to the negative skewness in the data.

4.5 Contributions of the Study

First, the qualitative study and its findings were unique and made evident
contributions to the psychology literature regarding justice perception of Turkish
men and women in marriage. How people define justice, where they need justice
the most, whether they experience any injustice based on their gender were

examined through in-depth interviews.

Second, a new valid and reliable scale was developed with the aim of measuring
the degree of perceived justice in marriage. This scale was a detailed and a
comprehensive scale which measured different forms of justice. Most of the
detailed equity scales group their findings based on resource categories such as
money, material goods, and information where the investments and the outcomes
are compared with the partner’s. However, in PIM scale, not only distributive
justice was measured but also communicative, procedural and interpersonal justice
were measured. Thus, regarding the norms and forms of justice included in the
scale, this measure can be described as a more comprehensive justice measure for

marital context which is also compatible with Turkish culture.

Third, the findings from the quantitative study created important insights to
understand justice assessment process. Although the findings were supporting the
hypotheses partially, the outcomes of the study provided new directions for future
research. As mentioned before, there were not enough studies examining the
possible psychological factors underlying the perception of justice in marriage.
Thus, these findings might be a starting point for the ones who might want to dig
into the subject and search for other possible factors or these findings might be a
warning for some researchers and would lead them to put their efforts to create
better measures of perceived justice instead of searching for the psychological
antecedents of it. In both ways, the findings of the quantitative study made a

unique contribution to the field.
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4.5 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

First, there were certain limitations of the factor analysis. As the main limitation
of the scale development study, the analysis of divergent validity was missing and
needs to be conducted in future studies in order to enhance the validity of the scale.
Secondly, although each subscale demonstrated very high reliability coefficients,
the test-retest reliability was not measured, and this should be taken into account
especially before employing the scale for longitudinal studies. Third, the scale
development and the hypothesis testing were done on the same sample data. Thus,

a CFA could not be conducted for the validity of the factor structure.

As well as validity, there was an issue to be noted for future studies about the
factor analysis. During factor extraction process, in the first step where no numbers
of factors were fixed, item 3 (“My wife/husband and I take the responsibility for
household mechanical and repair work fairly.”) and item 7 (“We share the
responsibility for living expenses such as house rent, bills, food expenses, fairly
with my spouse.”) demonstrated good communality (.50 and .65 respectively). In
this analysis these two items loaded into a single factor together. However, when
the factors were fixed to 4, the communalities of item 3 and item 7 decreased
remarkably (.27 and 26 respectively) and due to relatively low loadings in pattern
and structure matrices these items were excluded from the distributive justice
subscale. This might be an important notice for future studies since these two items
might be a part of another factor or compound which was not measured sufficiently
in the current study. In addition to this, the final distributive justice scale consists
of items related mainly to daily household chores which might be salient for
females regarding justice concerns while item 3 and 7 might be a concern for male
participants. Therefore, in the future studies while developing detailed measures
of equity or justice a separate compound based on gender difference might be
planned for measuring justice in the distribution of household chores and

livelihood.

In addition to the distributive justice, the unanticipated subscale, which measures

the perceived communicative justice, needs special attention for future studies.
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The perceived communicative justice seems to be very important for the
participants (due to the high variance explained among the four compounds in
PJM), and therefore, it should be investigated thoroughly in order to clearly define
the meaning of the concept and demonstrate its distinctiveness from procedural

and interactional justice.

Regarding the second study, there are two suggestions for future research. First
one is testing the gender role attitudes as a predictor for perceived justice in
marriage. Although sexism holds certain gender role stereotypes, directly
measuring gender role attitudes would bring more evident results. Secondly, a
dyadic study would make significant contribution to the understanding of the
possible factors that influence the justice perceptions for the same marriage.
Through this method, certain psychological variables can be detected more easily

since some variance would be controlled.

Also, another limitation for this study was the sample structure since it was highly
educated when compared to the average education level in Turkish society. Based
on the data provided by TUIK (Turkish Statistical Institute) in 2020 the proportion
of graduates from college or a higher degree in the total Turkish population was
16% while this proportion was 87% in the current study sample. Thus, when
interpreting the results, this should be taken into consideration and in order to
generate more valid findings, these variables should be tested in a more

representative sample.
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APPENDICES

A. SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (STUDY 1)

1. Kendinizi kisaca anlatir misiniz? Isminiz, yasiniz, ne kadardir evli
oldugunuzu paylasir misiniz?

2. Adalet denince akliniza ne geliyor?
3. Evlilikte adalet kavram1 hakkinda neler sdylemek istersiniz?
a. Om. fliskide adil olmak miimkiin mii? Evlilikte adalet aranmal1

4. Esinizle olan iliskinizde hakkinizin yendigini ya da esitligin olmadigin1
diistindiigiiniiz adaletsiz durumlar yasiyor musunuz? Bir 6rnek
paylasabilir misiniz?

5. lliskinizde adaletsizlik yasadigimzda neler hissediyorsunuz? Nasil tepki
veriyorsunuz? Esiniz tepkilerinizi nasil karsiliyor?

6. Evliliginizde kadin oldugunuz /erkek oldugunuz i¢in hakkinizin yendigi
ya da dezavantajli konuma diistiigiiniiz durumlar yasiyor musunuz? Bu
durumda deneyimlediginiz hislerinizi ve tepkilerinizi anlatir misiniz?

7. Bir de tam tersini diisiinelim, kadin/erkek oldugunuz i¢in iligki igerisinde
avantajli pozisyonda oldugunuz bir olay/durum yastyor musunuz?
Avantajli olmak size nasil hissettiriyor? Bdyle bir durumun
icerisindeyken nasil tepki veriyorsunuz?

8. Evliliginizde size adaletsiz gdriinen bir durumun esiniz tarafindan adil
goriilmesi ya da bu adaletsizligin farkina varmamasi miimkiin mii? Bir
ornek paylasabilir misiniz? Bu farklilik neden kaynaklaniyor olabilir?

9. Evliliginizde yasadiginiz adaletsizliklere kars1 hassasiyetiniz, verdiginiz
tepkiler ¢cevrenizde yasanan adaletsizliklere verdiginiz tepkilerle ne
derece oOrtiisiiyor?

10. Evlilikteki hangi faktorler bu farkliliga/benzerlige yol agiyor olabilir?
11. Evlilikte yasanan adaletsizlikleri gidermek sizce miimkiin mii? Nasil?

12. Konu hakkinda paylagsmak istediginiz bagka bir sey var mi1?
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B. INFORMED CONSENT (STUDY 2)

ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora Programi kapsaminda yiiriitiilen bu calismada

evlilikte adalet algisini etkileyen faktorler incelenmektedir.

Bu dogrultuda anket kapsaminda size bir takim sorular yoneltilecektir. Sorulari
cevaplamak icin yaklagik 20 dakika ayirmaniz yeterlidir.

Anketi tamamlayan her katilimc1 icin TEMA Vakfina 5 TL bagista
bulunulacaktir.
Bu sayede hem doganin hem de bilimin ilerlemesine ortak bir katki saglamig
olacaksiniz.
Cevaplariniz tamamryla gizli tutulacak, ve sadece bilimsel arastirma amaciyla
kullanilacaktir.
Anket icerisinde kimlik belirleyici higbir bilgi sorulmamaktadir.

Katilim sirasinda kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz istediginiz zaman ¢alismadan
ayrilabilirsiniz. Sorular1 samimi ve diiriist bir sekilde cevaplamaniz arastirma
icin biiylik 6nem tagimaktadir.

Yukaridaki bilgiler dogrultusunda liitfen asagida size uygun olan segenegi
isaretleyiniz:

Evet, arastirmaya goniillii olarak katilmay1 kabul ediyorum. (1)

Hayir, arastirmaya katilmak istemiyorum. (2)
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C. PERCEIVED JUSTICE IN MARRIAGE SCALE ITEM POOL

Evlilige iliskin asagida yer alan ifadeleri liitfen dikkatle okuyunuz. Bu ifadeleri
kendi evliliginizi go6z oniinde bulundurarak degerlendiriniz ve ifadelere ne kadar

katildiginiz1 altinda yer alan segeneklerden bir tanesini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Hig 1 o) 3 4 5 6 Tamamen
Katimiyorum Katiliyorum

1. Yemek, aligveris, ¢amasir ve iiti yapmak gibi giindelik ev iglerinin
sorumlulugunu esimle adil bir sekilde paylasiriz.

2. Esimle giindelik ev islerinin planlamasini adil bir sekilde yiiriitiiriiz.

3. Evle ilgili mekanik ve tamirat islerinin sorumlulugunu esimle adil bir sekilde
uistleniriz.

4. Cift ya da aile olarak gerceklestirdigimiz arkadas bulugmalari, gezi veya tatil
gibi sosyal aktiviteleri planlama islerini esimle birlikte adaletli bir sekilde
yurutiruz.

5. Ailelerimizle ve ortak arkadaslarimizla olan sosyal iliskileri yiiriitmek icin
ortak ¢aba harcariz.

6. Ev kirasi, faturalar, gida masraflar1 gibi gecimle ilgili giderlerin
yiikiimliliiglinti esimle adil bir sekilde paylasiriz.

7. Esimle benim aramda maddi anlamda bir adaletsizlik s6z konusudur. *

8. Esim ve ben sahip oldugumuz ortak maddi imkanlardan adil bir sekilde
faydalaniriz.

9. Toplumun ve yakin ¢evrenin evliligimize dair yonelttigi baski ve elestirilere
eslerden birinin daha ¢ok maruz kaldigini diistintiriim. *

10. Evlilik hayatina dair ¢evrenin bize yonelttigi baskilar1 adil bir sekilde
iistlendigimizi disiiniirim.

11. Giindelik ev igleriyle ilgili sorumluluk paylasirken ikimiz de kendi
tercihlerimiz dogrultusunda isler {istleniriz.

12. Ortak yasantimizi siirdiirebilmek ic¢in {istlendigimiz sorumluluklarin
ikimizin de istek ve becerileriyle uyumlu oldugunu diisiiniirim.

13. Ortak yasantimiza dair onemli kararlarda ikimizin de diisiincesi ayni
derecede etkilidir.

113



14. Ortak kararlarda s6z hakkimin yendigini diistiniiriim.*

15. Evliligimizi ya da ailemizi ilgilendiren bir karar alinacag1 zaman fikirlerimin
esim tarafindan dikkate alinmadigini diistintirim.*

16. Evliligimize etkisi olabilecek bireysel kararlar almadan once ikimiz de
birbirimizin fikrini sorariz.

17. Ortak kararlar alirken ikimiz de birbirimizin fikrine saygiliyiz.
18. Evliligimizde 6nemli kararlar1 esimle ortak bir sekilde aliriz.

19. Iliskimizde bir sorun yasandigi zaman konuyla ilgili kendimi ifade etme
sanst bulurum.

20. Evliligimizde yasanan bir c¢atisma sonrasinda birbirimize kendimizi
aciklama firsat1 sunariz.

21. 1liskimizle ilgili herhangi bir sorunu ¢ézmeye ¢alisirken genelde bir taraf
digerinden daha fazla ¢aba sarf eder. *

22. Evliligimizde bir sorun yasandiginda birbirimizi anlamak icin karsilikli ¢aba
sarf ederiz.

23. Evliligimizde herkes kendini ayn1 derecede 6zgiir ve rahat hisseder.
24. Giiven duygusunun evliligimizde karsilikli olduguna inanirim.

25. Evliligimde kendimi kisitlanmis hissederim. *

26. Birbirimizin ailesine kars1 ikimiz de ayn1 6zen ve hassasiyete sahibiz.

27. Birbirimizin ailesiyle olan iligkileri yliriitmek i¢in ikimiz de benzer diizeyde
caba sarf ederiz.

28. Evliligimizde iki tarafin da birbirine ayni diizeyde saygi gosterdigini
diistiniirtim.

29. {liskimizde sevginin karsilikli olduguna inanirim.
30. Esimin bana hak ettigim ilgiyi gdosterdigini diisiintiriim.

31. Iki tarafin birbirine gosterdigi ilginin karsilikli ve yeterli oldugunu
diistiniirtim.

32. Bir konuda esimin destegine ihtiyag duydugum zaman esim beni genelde
yalniz birakir. *

33. Evliligimizde birbirimize gosterdigimiz destegin karsilikli ve yeterli
oldugunu diisiiniiriim.

34. Ihtiyag duydugumuz anlarda ikimiz de birbirimize karsihkli maddi ve
manevi destek saglariz.

35. Evlilik igerisinde harcadigim ¢abanin gérmezden gelindigini digiiniirim. *
36. Evlilikte yaptiklarimin yeteri kadar kiymetinin bilinmedigini disiiniiriim. *

37. Birbirimizin emegini her daim karsilikl1 takdir ederiz.
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38. Cinsellikle ilgili duygu, diisiince ve isteklerimin dikkate alindigi bir
evliligim var.

39. Cinsel anlamda zaman zaman istemedigim seylere zorlandigim bir iligki
ylriitiyorum. *

40. Evlilikle ilgili sikayetlerimi esime anlattigim zaman esim bunlar1 dikkate
alir.

41. Iliskiyle ilgili bir sorunum oldugunda bunu esime aktarmakla ilgili bir
¢ekincem olmaz.

42. Evliligimizde iki taraf da kendini ifade ederken ayni diizeyde rahat ve
samimidir.

43. Eslerin birbirini rahatg¢a elestirebildigi bir evliligim var.

44. Evlilige etkisi olabilecek bireysel kararlar alacagimiz zaman ikimiz de
birbirimizi agik ve diiriist bir sekilde bilgilendiririz.

45. Evliligimizde iki tarafin da birbirine kars1 ayni oranda diiriist ve acik
olduguna inanirim.

* Ters kodlanmis maddeleri ifade eder (Madde 7,9,14,15,21,25,32,35,36,39).
* Faktor analizi sonucunda 6lgegin son halini olustururken 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 21, 23, 24,
25,29, 34,37, 38, 39, 45 nolu maddeler silinmisti.
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D. AMBIVALENT SEXISM INVENTORY

Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek ¢ok ifade yer almaktadir. Bu ifadelerden

her birinin sizin i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili rakami isaretleyerek

belirtiniz.
Hig 1 o) 3 4 5 6 Tamamen
Katimiyorum Katiliyorum

1. Ne kadar basarili olursa olsun bir kadinin sevgisine sahip olmadikga bir erkek
gercek anlamda biitlin bir insan olamaz.

2. Gergekte bircok kadin “esitlik” artyoruz maskesi altinda ise alinmalarda
kendilerinin kayirilmasi gibi 6zel muameleler ariyorlar

Bir felaket durumunda kadinlar erkeklerden 6nce kurtarilmalidir.

4. Birgok kadin, masum soz veya davraniglart cinsel ayrimcilik olarak
yorumlamaktadir.

Kadinlar ¢ok ¢abuk alinirlar.

6. Kars1 cinsten biri ile romantik iliski olmaksizin insanlar hayatta gercekten
mutlu olamazlar.

7. Feministler gercekte kadinlarin erkeklerden daha fazla giice sahip olmalarinm
istemektedirler.

8. Bircok kadin ¢ok az erkekte olan bir safliga sahiptir.
9. Kadinlar erkekler tarafindan el Uistinde tutulmali ve korunmalidir.

10. Birgok kadin erkeklerin kendileri i¢in yaptiklarina tamamen minnettar
olmamaktadirlar.

11. Kadinlar erkekler tizerinde kontrolii saglayarak giic kazanmak hevesindeler.
12. Her erkegin hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadin olmalidir.

13. Erkekler kadinsiz eksiktirler

14. Kadinlar igyerlerindeki problemleri abartmaktadirlar

15. Bir kadin bir erkegin bagliligin1 kazandiktan sonra genellikle o erkege sik1 bir
yular takmaya caligir.

16. Adaletli bir yarigmada kadinlar erkeklere karsi kaybettikleri zaman tipik
olarak kendilerinin ayrimciliga maruz kaldiklarindan yakinirlar.
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17.
18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

Iyi bir kadim erkegi tarafindan yiiceltilmelidir

Erkeklere cinsel yonden yaklasilabilir olduklarini gdsterircesine sakalar yapip
daha sonra erkeklerin tekliflerini reddetmekten zevk alan bir¢ok kadin vardir.

Kadmlar erkeklerden daha yiiksek ahlaki duyarliliga sahip olma
egilimindedirler.

Erkekler hayatlarindaki kadin i¢in mali yardim saglamak i¢in kendi rahatlarini
goniillii olarak feda etmelidirler.

Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan istekler sunmaktadirlar.

Kadinlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiiltiir anlayisina ve zevkine sahiptirler.
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E. JUSTICE SENSITIVITY SCALES

Victim Sensitivity Scale

Asagida yer alan ilk kisimdasizin zararnmza ancak baskalarinin
faydasina olan durumlarda verilebilecek tepkilere dair ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Bu ifadelerden her birine ne kadar katildigimizi ilgili rakami isaretleyerek
belirtiniz.

Hig 1 o) 3 4 5 6 Tamamen
Katimiyorum Katiliyorum

1. Aslinda benim hakkim olan bir seyi baskalarinin elde etmesi beni
rahatsiz eder.

2. Benim hak ettigim ovgiiyii/takdiri baskalarinin almasi beni
sinirlendirir.

3. Bagkalarinin benden tek tarafli faydalanmasina kolay kolay
katlanamam.

4. Bagkalarinin ihmallerini telafi etmek zorunda kaldigimda bunu uzun
sire unutamam.

5. Becerilerimi gelistirmek i¢in digerlerine gore daha az olanagimin
olmasi beni tizer.

6. Bagkalarinin hak etmedigi halde benden daha iyi durumda olmasi
beni 6fkelendirir.

7. Baskalarinin kolayca elde ettigi seyler i¢in ¢ok ¢alismam
gerektiginde bu durum beni rahatsiz eder.

8. Baskalarina nedensiz yere benden daha iyi davranilmasi uzun siire
aklimi kurcalar.

9. Bagkalar i¢in gérmezden gelinen konularda benim elestirilmem
canimi sikar.

10. Baskalarina gore bana daha kotii davranilmasi beni sinirlendirir.
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Beneficiary Sensitivity Scale

Bu bdliimde, sizin menfaatinize ancak baskalarmmin zararina olan adaletsiz
durumlarda verilebilecek tepkilere dair ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Yine bu ifadelerin sizin tepkilerinizle ne derece uyustugunu ilgili rakami

isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Hig 1 o) 3 4 5 6 Tamamen
Katimiyorum Katiliyorum

1. Gergekte bagkasinin hakki olan bir seye sahip olmam beni rahatsiz eder.

2. Bagkasmin hak ettigi dvgiiyii/takdiri ben aldigim zaman vicdanen
rahatsizlik duyarim.

3. Tek tarafli olarak baskalarindan ¢ikar saglamay1 kolay kolay
kabullenemem.

4. Bagkalarinin, benim ihmallerimi telafi etmek zorunda kalmasini uzun siire
aklimdan ¢ikartamam.

5. Becerilerimi gelistirmek i¢in bana bagkalarindan daha fazla imkan
sunulmasi beni huzursuz eder.

6. Haksiz yere baskalarina gore daha iyi durumda oldugumda sugluluk
duyarim.

7.  Baskalarinin ¢ok caligsarak elde ettikleri seylere kolayca sahip olmam beni
huzursuz eder.

8. Bana, nedensiz yere bagkalarindan daha iyi davranilmasi beni uzun siire
diislind{irtir.

9. Baskalarinda elestirilen konularin bende hos goriilmesinden rahatsizlik
duyarim.

10. Bana bagkalarindan daha iyi davranildiginda sugluluk hissederim.
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F. RELATIONAL EQUITY SCALE

Liitfen asagida yer alan ifadelere ne derece katilip katilmadigimizi ilgili

rakamlardan bir tanesini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Hig 1 2 3 4 5 6 Tamamen

Katimiyorum Katiliyorum

ol

Genellikle iligkimize verdiklerimin aldiklarimdan daha fazla oldugunu
hissederim.

Esimle esit derecede birbirimize bagli oldugumuzu sdyleyebilirim.
Genellikle esim tarafindan kullanildigimi hissederim.

Esimin iliskimize olan ilgisi, benim iliskimize olan ilgimden daha az gibidir.
Esim ve ben iliskimizde giicli esit olarak paylasiriz.

Genellikle esimin beni kendi ¢ikarlari i¢in kullandigini hissederim.

Her sey goz Oniine alindiginda esim ve ben iliskimize esit derecede katkida
bulunuruz.

8. lliskide kandirildigim1 hissettigim zamanlar olmustur.

9. Esim ve ben kararlar hakkinda tartistigimizda genellikle adil bir ¢ézlime

ulagiriz.

10. liskide esimden daha gii¢siiz oldugumu hissederim.
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G. RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE

Liitfen her bir ifadenin size uygunlugunu altinda yer alan segeneklerden bir
tanesini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

1. Esiniz ihtiyag¢lariizi ne kadar iyi karsiliyor?
1-Hig kargilamiyor
2-Cok az karsiliyor
3-Az karsiliyor
4-Orta diizeyde karsiliyor
5-Oldukga karsiliyor
6-Cok iyi karsiliyor

2. Genel olarak evliliginizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?
1-Hi¢ memnun degilim
2- Cok az memnunum
3- Az memnunum
4-Orta diizeyde memnunum
5-Olduk¢a memnunum
6-Cok memnunum

3. Digerlerine kiyasla evliliginiz ne kadar iyi?
1-Cok daha kotii
2- Kot
3- Biraz kot
4-Biraz iyi
5-lyi
6-Cok daha iyi

4. Ne siklikla bu evliligi hi¢ yapmamis olmay1 diisiiniirsiiniiz?
1-Higbir zaman
2-Nadiren
3-Ara sira
4-Sik sik
5-Cok sik
6-Her zaman
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5. Evliliginiz baslangigtaki beklentinizi ne dl¢iide karsiladi?
1-Hig kargilamadi
2-Cok az karsiladi
3-Biraz karsiladi
4-Orta diizeyde karsiladi
5-Oldukga karsiladi
6-Tamamen karsiladi

6. Esinizi ne kadar seviyorsunuz?
1-Hi¢ sevmiyorum
2-Cok az seviyorum
3-Az seviyorum
4-Seviyorum
5-Oldukga seviyorum
6-Cok seviyorum

7. Evliliginizde ne kadar sorun var?
1-Hig sorun yok
2-Cok az sorun var
3-Az sorun var
4-Orta diizeyde sorun var
5-Oldukg¢a sorun var
6-Cok fazla sorun var
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H. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

. Cinsiyet: W Kadin U Erkek

Yas:
Evlilik siireniz: ....y1l
Daha 6nce bagka bir evlilik deneyiminiz oldu mu?: 4 Evet U Hayir

Esinizle evlenme seklinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?

UTanisarak/Anlasarak ~ Goriicii usulii UBesik kertmesi

UBaslik parasi karsiligit UDiger

Cocugunuz var m1? : 4 Evet U Hayir

8. Mesleki durumunuz:

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

Q Ogrenci QCalisan UEmekli Qs artyorum

Egitim Diizeyiniz: Eger 6grenci iseniz halihazirda devam ettiginiz, eger
mezunsaniz en son mezun oldugunuz egitim diizeyini belirtiniz:
Q ilkogretim  QLise. QYiiksek Okul QOUniversite —Lisans QO Y. Lisans.

U Doktora

Aylik kisisel gelir diizeyinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?

UDisik UDisik-Orta Orta O Orta-Yiiksek Yiiksek

Esiniz ¢alisgtyor mu?: 4 Evet U Hayir
Esinizin aylik gelir diizeyini nasil tanimlarsiniz?

UDisik UDisik-Orta Orta O Orta-Yiiksek Yiiksek

Esinizin egitim diizeyini belirtiniz.

Q ilkdgretim  QLise. QYiiksek Okul QUniversite —Lisans QO Y. Lisans.
U Doktora
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15. Esinizle sizin aylik gelirinizi karsilastirdiginizda asagidaki ifadelerden uygun
olani se¢iniz.
U Esimin aylik geliri benimkinden fazladir.
O ikimizin aylik geliri birbirine yakindur.

U Benim aylik gelirim esiminkinden fazladir.

16. Esinizle sizin egitim diizeyinizi karsilastirdiginizda asagidaki ifadelerden
uygun olani se¢iniz.

U Esimin egitim seviyesi benimkinden yiiksektir.
O ikimizin egitim seviyesi birbirine yakindir.

U Benim egitim seviyem esiminkinden ytiksektir.
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K. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Evlilikte adalet basta gormezden gelinse de zamanla iligkinin kalitesini etkileyen
temel bir faktordiir. Mevcut yazin, algilanan adaletin (veya esitligin) iliski
doyumu, iliskinin devamliligi, baglilik ve mutluluk gibi degiskenler iizerindeki
etkisini inceleyen bir¢ok calisma oldugunu ortaya koymustur (6rn., Baxter ve
Dindia, 1990; Buunk ve Mutsaers, 1999). Ancak ayni yazin, hangi degiskenlerin
algilanan adaleti yordadigina odaklanan arastirmalardan yoksun kalmistir. Bu
nedenle, bu tez ¢caligmasinda, evlilikte algilanan adaletin olas1 yordayicilari olarak

adalet duyarlilig1 ve ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik ele alinmistir.

Evlilikte iki farkli karakter birbirleriyle etkilesime girmekte ve adalet
degerlendirmelerinde mizag farkliliklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Evlilik baglaminda
kisi esinin magduriyetini algilamazken, ayni durumu kendisi i¢in biiylik bir
haksizlik olarak algilayabilir. Bu nedenle, bu tezde eslerin kisisel adalete

duyarliklarinin evlilikte algilanan adalet diizeyini etkilemesi beklenmektedir.

Heteroseksiiel evlilikler, evliliklerin ikili yapisinin yani sira iki cinsiyetin
etkilesimini de beraberinde getirmektedir. Dolayisiyla heterosekstiel evliligin
cinsiyetciligi yansitan ataerkil toplumlarda erkegin avantajli konumu ve kadinin
dezavantajli konumu nedeniyle sadece kisiler arasi siirecleri degil, gruplar arasi
stirecleri de igerdigi sOylenebilir. Dolayisiyla eslerin kendilerinin ve partnerlerinin
cinsiyetine yonelik cinsiyet¢i tutumlari adalet degerlendirmelerinde etkili olabilir.
Tiim bu hususlar g6z 6niinde bulundurularak bu ¢alismanin amaci, evlilikte adalet
algisin1 etkiledigi disiiniilen adalet duyarlilifi, cinsiyet¢ilik ve cinsiyet gibi

sosyal-psikolojik degiskenler arasindaki iligkiyi incelemektir.

Bu amagclar dogrultusunda biri nitel digeri nicel olmak iizere iki arastirma
yapilmistir. Daha 6nce Tiirk Ornekleminde hi¢ gerceklestirilmemis olan nitel
caligsmada, evlilikte adaletin arandig1 alanlar goriismeler 15181nda arastirilmistir.

Nicel calismada birinci ¢aligmadan elde edilen temalar ¢ergevesinde Likert tipi bir
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olgek gelistirilmistir. Bu yeni dlgegin amact evlilikte algilanan adalet diizeyini
Olgmektir. Daha sonra bu Olgek kullanilarak evlilikte algilanan adaletin
cinsiyetten, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilikten ve adalet duyarliligindan etkilenip

etkilenmedigi istatistiksel olarak incelenmistir.
1.1 Adaletin Tanimlanmasi

Resmi tanima gore adalet, “adil olanin muhafazasi veya idaresi” anlamina gelir
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.). Adaletin tanim1 net olmakla birlikte, 'adil' olarak kabul
edilen sey yoruma agiktir. Adaletin uygulanmasina yonelik yaklagimlar da
cesitlilik gostermistir. Dolayisiyla neyin “adil” oldugunun ve adaletin nasil
uygulanmasi gerektiginin belirlenmesi, adaletin basit bir sekilde tanimlanmasini
zorlastirmaktadir. Bu nedenle, adaletin kapsamli ve kesin bir taniminin pesinden
gitmek yerine, farkli adalet bi¢im ve normlarini ortaya koymak bu tez i¢in daha
fazla amaca hizmet edecektir. Bu sebeple oncelikle adaletin temel bigimleri ve
ilgili normlar kisaca sunulacaktir. Daha sonra evlilikte adalet ile ilgili literatiir bu

baglamda aktarilacaktir.
1.2 Adalet Bicimleri

Dort ana bi¢imin dagitimsal (dgitim ya da dagitic), prosediirel, cezalandirict ve
onarict adalet olarak siralanabilecegi bir¢cok farkli adalet tiirli ve teorisi vardir
(Maiese, 2003). Bununla birlikte, son yillarda orgiitsel adalet iizerine yapilan
caligmalar, prosediirel adalet arastirmasinin bulgularini detaylandirmis ve Bies ve
Moag (1986) tarafindan etkilesimsel adalet olarak adlandirilan yeni bir adalet
kavrami gelistirilmistir. Bazi arastirmacilar (6rn. Skarlicki ve Folger, 1997)
etkilesimsel adalet ile prosediirel adaleti birbirinin yerine kullanilabilen kavramlar
olarak ele alsalar da arastirma bulgular1 farkli sonuglara neden olduklarini
kanitlamigtir (Masterson ve ark., 2000). Bu nedenle bu tez kapsaminda adaletin bu

bes formu temel alinarak konular ele alinacaktir.
1.2.1 Dagitim Adaleti

Dagitim adaleti kaynaklarin bir grubun tiyeleri arasinda ya da gruplar arasinda adil

dagilimi olarak tanimlanabilir. Aslinda, dagitim adaleti yalnizca kaynaklarin veya
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odiillerin dagitimindaki adaletle degil, ayni zamanda grup iyeleri arasinda
maliyetlerin ve olumsuz sonuglarin dagilimiyla da ilgilidir (6rn., Hagan ve ark.,

2008).

Forsyth (2014), esitlik, hakkaniyet, ihtiyag, giic ve sorumluluk olmak iizere bes
dagitimci adalet ilkesini tanimlamistir ve ilk iicli (yani esitlik, hakkaniyet ve

ihtiyac) bircok kiiltiirde baskin olanlaridir (6rn., Deutsch, 1985).

Yakin iligkilerle ilgili olarak, Deutsch (1985) ve Steil ve Turetsky (1987) gibi
bilim adamlari, esitlik ilkesinin, girdilerinden bagimsiz olarak her iki ortagin da
ayni derecede sonuglar aldig1 yakin iligkiler kurmada en faydali ve islevsel norm
oldugunu éne siirerler. Ote yandan, psikolojik arastirmalarda daha ¢ok hakkaniyet
normuna odaklanilmistir. Esitlik ve hakkaniyet iki farkli norm olmasina ragmen,
bilim adamlar1 her iki normun da énemli 6l¢iide birbirine karsilik geldigini (6rn.,
Michaels ve ark.,, 1984) ve birbirlerinin yerine kullanilabilecegini 06ne

siirmektedirler (Sprecher ve Schwartz, 1994).
1.2.2 Prosediirel Adalet

Prosediirel adalet, yetkililer tarafindan yiiriitiilen karar verme siire¢lerine dair
algilanan adaleti ifade eder. Prosediirel adalet, ¢ogunlukla yasal islemlerde,
orgiitsel ortamda ve egitim ortamlarinda aranir. Dagitim adaletinde, sonuglarin
(haklar ve kaynaklar) dagilimmin adilligi dikkate alinirken, prosediir adaletinde
bu tahsis karariin nasil verildiginin adaleti sz konusudur. Yetkililer tarafindan
taraflarin ifadelerinin dinlenmesi, saygt duyulma ve dikkate alinma, tarafsiz ve
giivenilir karar vericiler ve seffaf bir karar verme stireci, prosediir adaletinin ana

unsurlarini olusturur (Thibaut ve Walker, 1978).

Yakin iligkilerle ilgili olarak, algilanan prosediir adaleti, catisma durumlarinda
(6rn., Van Erp ve ark., 2011) ve karsilikli karar verme stire¢lerinde (6rn., Kluwer
ve ark., 2009) incelenmistir. Tyler ve Blader (2003) tarafindan, ortaklar arasindaki
isbirligi diizeylerini belirlemede algilanan prosediirel adaletin algilanan dagitim
adaletinden daha etkili oldugunu ortaya koymasiyla birlikte yakin iliskilerde

prosediirel adaletin roliine yoneilk ilgi baslatilmistir. Peleg-Koriat ve arkadaglar
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(2017) ayrica, katilmecilarin eslerini prosediirel olarak adil algiladiklarinda,
igbirligine daha yatkin olduklarin1 ve kaginmaya daha az egilimli olduklarinm

gostermislerdir.

Sonug olarak, algilanan prosediir adaleti, kisinin yakin iliskideki 6neminin ve
aidiyetinin kritik bir gostergesidir (Tyler ve Blader, 2003). Bu nedenle evlilikte
algilanan adalete yonelik dlctimler gelistirilirken, dagitim adaletinden farkli bir

alan1 ifade etmesi nedeniyle prosediir adaletinin giicli dikkate alinmalidir.
1.2.3 Etkilesimsel Adalet

Prosediirel adalet {izerine yapilan genis capli arastirmalar, etkilesimsel adalet
olarak adlandirilan yeni bir form ortaya ¢ikardi. Etkilesim adaleti ¢cogunlukla
orgiitsel ortamlarda aranir ve esas olarak iletisimdeki adil dinamiklere atifta
bulunur (Bies ve Moag, 1986). Kavramin gelistirilmesinden sonra Greenberg
(1990) kavrami ikiye aywrmistir; kisilerarast ve bilgilendirmeye dair adalet.
Etkilesimsel adalet, onurlu ve saygili bir sekilde muamele gérmenin (kisilerarasi
adalet) yani sira, kararlarin neden belirli bir sekilde alindigina iliskin olarak
insanlara yeterli bilginin saglanip saglanmadigina da (bilgi adaleti) atifta bulunur

(Collins ve Mossholder, 2017).

Yapilan aragtirmalar, prosediirel adalet ve kisilerarasi sayginin kisilerarasi
iliskilerin kalitesini belirlemede etkili oldugunu ve insanlarin bu adalet ipuclarina
dayali olarak kendi gruplariyla ne kadar iyi 6zdesleseceklerini etkiledigini
gostermistir (Blader ve Tyler, 2009; Simon ve Striimer, 2003). Bu nedenle
algilanan etkilesim adaletinin, aidiyet, katilim ve evlilik iliskisi ile 6zdeslesme
duygularint etkilemesi beklenir. Dolayisiyla, yakin iligkilerde ve evlilikte
etkilesimsel adaleti 6lgmek, bir kisinin iligkisindeki genel adalet deneyimine dair

daha kapsamli bir anlay1s saglayabilir.
1.2.4 Cezalandiric1 Adalet

Normlarin, kurallarin veya yasalarin ihlal edildigi algilandiginda cezalandirict

adalet devreye girer. Eger bozulmus adalet, faillerin isledikleri suca karsilik olarak
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uygun (veya orantil) bir sekilde cezalandirilmasi yoluyla saglaniyorsa, buna

cezalandirici adalet denir (Wenzel ve Okimoto, 2016).

Yakin iligkilerde misillemeyle ilgili psikolojik arastirmalar, esas olarak eslerin
intikamina odaklanir (6rn., Boon ve ark.,, 2009; Yoshimura, 2002, 2004). Ornegin,
Boon ve arkadaglar1 (2009), 85 lisans 6grencisiyle intikam davraniginin temel
kiskirtict nedenlerini aragtirmistir. Aragtirmacilar, intikam tepkisine neden olan ii¢
ana kigkirtma kategorisi belirlemisler. Bu kategoriler, iligski kurallarini ihlal etme
(6rn., aldatma, tepki vermeme, somiirii), kendine yonelik tehdit (6rn., esin
kontrolii, incitici mesajlar ve sosyal dislanma) ve iliskiye hakaret (6rn., partnerin
iliskiyi askiya almasi, potansiyel bir partnerle gosteris yapmasi, partnere olan
romantik ilginin azalmasi). Sonuglar, intikam tepkisinin en ¢ok rapor edilen
nedeninin iligki kurallarmin ihlali oldugunu, bunu iligskiye yonelik hakaretler ve
kendine yonelik tehditlerin izledigini gostermistir. Ayn1 ¢alismada intikam alma
giidiileri de incelenmistir. Bulgular, intikam tepkisinin arkasindaki ana giidiiniin,
partnerde arzu edilen bir degisiklige (Orn., empati, pismanlik, diizeltme ve
kiskanglik) neden olma arzusunun, ardindan intikamcinin provokasyon nedeniyle
olumsuz deneyimlerini diizeltme giidiisiiniin ve sonrasinda ise adalet kaygilariyla
ilgili nedenlerin (adalet terazisini eski haline getirmek ve zarara karsilik vermek

gibi) yer aldigin1 gostermistir.
1.2.5 Onaric1 Adalet

Onaric1 adalet, cezalandiric1 yaklasima alternatif olarak kabul edilen bir adalet
bi¢imidir. Onaric1 adaletin temel amaci cezay1 onceliklendirmek yerine magdur,
fail ve suctan zarar géren toplum arasindaki iligkileri yeniden kurmaktir (Cohen,

2016).

Sugluyu/failleri affetmek, yakin iliskilerde de kritik olan onarict adaletin ana odak
noktalarindan biri olmustur. Aragtirmalar affetmenin hem fiziksel hem de zihinsel
saglik icin onemli oldugunu gostermistir (Harris ve Thoresen, 2005). Ayrica
evlilik iliskilerinde affetme ve affetme yetenegi, daha yliksek iliski doyumu ve

evliligin uzun omiirliligi ile iligkilendirilmistir (Fennel, 1993). Buna ek olarak,
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affetme, hem ciddi ihlallerden hem de giinliik kalp kirikliklarindan sonra iyilesme

siirecinin Onemli bir pargasi olarak ele alinmistir (6rn., Fincham ve ark., 2004).
1.3 Evlilikte Adalet

Psikoloji literatiiriinde, yakin iliskilerin karsilikli ve birbirine bagimli yapis1 goz
ontine alindiginda, bilim adamlar1 dikkatlerini esler arasindaki kaynak aligverigine
odaklamiglardir. Bu nedenle alana hakim bakis acilar1 Sosyal Miibadele Kurami
cergevesinde kurulmustur. Kuramin kurucusu olan Homans (1961), sosyal
miibadeleyi “en az iki kisi arasinda, somut veya soyut, az ¢ok 6diillendirici veya

maliyetli bir faaliyet aligverisi” olarak tanimlamistir (s.13).

Yakin iligkilerle ilgili olarak, ortaklar arasindaki miibadele iligkilerinin
dinamikleri incelenirken en ¢ok sosyal miibadele kuraminin ilkelerine dayanan iki
ana teori kullanilmistir. Bu teoriler, Karsilikli Bagimlilik Kurami (Kelley &
Thibaut, 1978) - Yatirnrm Modeli (Rusbult, 1980, 1983) ve Hakkaniyet Kuramidir
(Hatfield ve ark., 1985; Walster ve ark., 1978).

Hakkaniyetin psikoloji alaninda adaletin ana 0l¢iisii oldugu ve hatta literatiirde
esitlik ve hakkaniyet terimlerinin birbirlerinin yerine kullanildigi sdylenebilir.
Yakin iligkiler alaninda yaygin olarak kullanilan Hakkaniyet Kurami, Hatfield ve
meslektaslar1 tarafindan gelistirilen versiyondur (6rn., Hatfield ve ark., 1979;
Hatfield ve Traupman, 1981). Hakkaniyet perspektifinde, esler kendi
aralarinda(iligkisel karsilagtirmalar) veya benzer digerleriyle (referans
karsilastirmalar1) goreli kazancglarini karsilastirirlar ve iliskinin adil mi yoksa
adaletsiz mi olduklarina karar verirler (vanYperenk ve Buunk, 1994). iki tiir
adaletsizlik deneyimi vardir ve bu iki deneyimin de kiside rahatsizlik hissine sebep
olmas1 beklenir. Bu iki durum asir1 fayda saglama durumu ve tam tersi yetersiz
fayda saglama ya da zararda olma durumudur. Asir1 fayda saglayan eslerin
sucluluk gibi duygular hissetmeleri beklenirken, fayda saglamayip zararda
oldugunu diisiinen eslerin ise dfke, hayal kiriklig1 ve depresyon gibi duygular

hissetmeleri beklenir (Sprecher, 1986, 1992).
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Hakkaniyet bakis agis1, yakin iligki ve evlilik baglamina ¢ok iyi uysa da yine de
dagitimct adalet normlarindan biridir. Dolayisiyla sadece hakkaniyeti 6lgmek,
evlilikte adalet kavraminin sadece bir kismini kapsayacak ve iligkide adaletin
genel bir degerlendirmesini ortaya koymada yetersiz kalacaktir. Evlilikte adalet
degerlendirilirken sadece dagitimei degil, ayn1 zamanda prosediirel ve etkilesimsel

gibi diger adalet bi¢cimleri de evlilikle ilgili farkli alanlarda aranabilir.

Evlilik erkekler ve kadinlar i¢in esit ve adil bir iligki deneyimi saglamaz (6rnegin,
Davidson, 1984; vanYperen ve Buunk, 1990). Genellikle erkekler kadinlara gore
evlilikten daha fazla yararlanir (6rn., Wanic ve Kulik, 2011) ve genel olarak
kadinlar evlilikte toplumsal olarak kabul edilen adaletsizligin 6znesi haline
gelmektedir. Dolayistyla baglam heterosekstiel evlilik oldugunda, aragtirmact
zaten adaletsiz bir iligki yapisinda adalet algilarini 6lger. Buna dayanarak, sadece
adalet egilimlerine iliskin bireysel farkliliklar degil, ayn1 zamanda cinsiyete ve
toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine yonelik tutumlar ile cinsiyet farklilig1 da algilanan

evlilik adaletini etkileyebilecek olasi onciiller olarak diisiiniilmelidir.
1.4 Adalete Duyarhlik ve Adalet Algis1

Deutsch'a (2006) gore, insanlar adaletsizlige kars1 duyarsiz olduklarinda, bunun
daha az farkinda olacaklardir. Dolayisiyla adalete karsi duyarsiz insanlarin adalete
kars1 duyarli olanlar kadar sik ve giiclii bir sekilde adaletsizlikleri yasamasi ve
algilamas1 beklenmemelidir. Haliyle kisilerin adalete kars1 duyarliliklarinin
adaletsizlikleri algilamalarinda 6nemli bir mizag faktorii olmasi beklenir. Baglam
heteroseksiiel evliliklerle oldugunda ise, iligskinin cinsiyete dayali adaletsiz yapisi
nedeniyle, bu duyarliligin algilanan evlilik adaleti {izerindeki etkilerinin cinsiyet

farklilig1 tarafindan diizenlenmesi beklenmektedir.

Bu tez arastirmasinin nicel ¢alismasinda, Schmitt ve arkadaglari (1995) tarafindan
geligtirilen adalet duyarliligi kavrami adaletsizliklerin farkindaliginin bir
gostergesi olarak kullanilmistir. Adalete duyarhilik kavrami, bir kisinin
adaletsizligi ne siklikla deneyimledigi; adaletsizlik deneyiminden sonra 6fkesinin

yogunlugunu; haksiz olay nedeniyle aklin1 kurcalayan diislincelerin rahatsizlik
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diizeyi; ve su¢luya yonelik 6¢ alma isteginin diizeyini ifade eder (Schmitt ve ark.,

1995).

Schmitt ve arkadaslar1 (2005, 2010), insanlarin haksiz durumlarda sadece magdur
olarak adaletsizlik deneyimlerinde farklilasmadiklarini, ayni zamanda fail,
gozlemci ve faydalanici olarak da adaletsizlik algilarinin ve tepkilerinin kisiden
kisiye degisebilecegi gorlisiinii dikkate almislardir. Bu dogrultuda Adalete
Duyarlilik Olgeginin en giincel hali dért bakis agismi igermektedir.

Gozlemci duyarlilig, aktoriin ne magdur ne de fail oldugu ve adaletsiz durumdan
herhangi bir fayda saglamadigi, sadece adaletsizlige tanik oldugu durumlarda
farkindalig1 ve tepkileri ifade eder. Faydalanici (ya da yararlanict) duyarliligr ise
bir kisilerin kasitli olarak yapmadiklar1 ancak dogrudan ya da dolayli fayda
sagladiklar adaletsizlikleri nasil algiladiklarini ve bunlara nasil tepki verdiklerini
ifade ederken, fail adalet duyarlilig1 ise kisinin bagka bir kisiyi kasith olarak
magdur etmesi sonucunda bunu ne derece adaletsizlik olarak algiladigini
belirtmektedir (Schmitt ve ark., 2010). Bu tez ¢alismasinin odak noktasi ile ilgili
olarak, evlilik iliskilerinde adalet farkindaligini 6lgmek icin bu bakis acilarindan

ikisi, magdur ve yararlanici perspektifleri uygun bulunmustur.

Toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine dayali esitsizliklerin yani sira birlikte yasama ve
paylasimlarin artmas1 nedeniyle kisileraras1 ihlallerin ve esler arasinda
catigmalarin yasanma sikliginin arttig1 heterosekstiel bir evlilik iligskisinde, magdur
adaleti duyarlilign yiiksek kisilerin evlilik iligkilerini daha az adil
degerlendirmeleri beklenir; ¢ilinkii haksizliklara karsi farkindaliklar1 daha yiiksek
olacaktir. Buna ek olarak cinsiyetin Ozellikle erkekler icin evlilikte adalet
duyarliligmin algilanan adalet iizerindeki etkisini 6nemli Ol¢lide diizenlemesi
beklenmektedir. Bu dnermenin temel mantig1 evliligin dogasina dayanmaktadir.
Evlilik, yapist itibariyle kadinlara daha az, erkeklere ise kadinlardan daha fazla
fayda saglamaktadir (6rn., Schafer ve Keith, 1981). Bu durumda yararlanict
duyarliligt daha yiiksek olan erkekler, dezavantajli gruba karsi daha fazla
farkindaliga sahip olacagi i¢in adaletsizliklere kars1 daha az yararlanici duyarlilig:

olan erkeklere kiyasla, evliligi daha az adil algilamas1 beklenmektedir.
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1.5. Evlilikte Cinsiyetcilik

Cinsiyetgilik, genel olarak, kisinin cinsiyetine dayali ayrimc1 veya dnyargili tutum
ve davranislar ifade eder (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). Cinsiyetci inanglar genellikle
bir cinsiyetin digerinden {istiin oldugu fikrini igerir ve bu da hiyerarsik bir
zihniyete yol acar. Bu hiyerarsik diislince ¢ogu zaman kadin ve erkegin neleri
yapip neleri yapamayacaklarinin sinirlarini ¢izer ve bunlar1 toplumdaki bireylere
dayatir. Dolayistyla toplumsal olarak kabul edilen ve beklenen cinsiyet rollerinin

stirdiiriilmesine saglar.

Cinsiyetcilik cogu zaman kadinlara yonelik baskici ve diismanca tutum ve
davraniglarla iliskilendirilse de Glick ve Fiske (1996) Celisik Duygulu
Cinsiyet¢ilik Kuraminda kadinlara kars1 ayrimciliga neden olan sadece diismanca
degil, korumact tutum ve davranislarin da oldugunu 6ne siirmiislerdir. Kadinlara
kars1 sefkatli ve koruyucu tutumlar yoluyla, kadinlara patronluk taslanir ve

asagilanir, bu da erkekler ve kadinlar arasindaki hiyerarsiyi onaylar.

Chen ve arkadaglar1 (2009) hem erkek hem de kadin katilimcilardaki diigmanca
cinsiyetciligin, evlilikte onaylanmis geleneksel cinsiyet rolii normlariyla (yani aile
kararlarinda erkek egemenligi, ev islerinde ve ¢ocuk yetistirmede daha fazla kadin

sorumlulugu) pozitif olarak iligkili oldugunu gdstermistir.

Duran ve arkadaslar1 (2011) korumaci ve diismanca cinsiyetgilik puanlari arttikga
katilimcilarin evlilikte cinsel iligskiyi daha ¢ok bir koca icin evlilik hakki ve es icin
evlilik gorevi olarak gordiiklerini ortaya koymustur. Ayrica katilimcilarin
korumaci cinsiyetgilik puanlari arttikca evlilikte zorla cinsel iliskiyi tecaviiz olarak
gérme orani da azalmis ve katilimcilarin cinsel iliskiye dair medeni hak ve ddev

algilar1 bu iki degisken arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmistir.

Casad ve arkadaslar1 (2015) ise yiiksek korumaci cinsiyetgilik puanlarinin kadinlar
icin daha olumsuz evlilik deneyimleri ile iliskili oldugunu gostermistir. Evlilik
mitlerini fazla benimsememis, ancak korumaci cinsiyet¢i tutumlar: yiiksek olan
kadinlar ise diisiik evlilik doyumu ve daha yiiksek depresyon gibi olumsuz

deneyimler bildirmislerdir.
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Cinsiyetciligin evlilik kurumunda kadin ve erkek arasindaki hiyerarsiyi besleyen
yapist sebebiyle eslerin evlilikteki adalet algisina etki etmesi beklenmektedir.
Ayrica bu durumun katilmecilarin cinsiyetlerine gore farklilik gostermesi

beklenmektedir.
1.6 Demografik Degiskenler ve Evlilikte Adalet Algis

Arastirmalarin  birgogunda, kadinlar erkeklere kiyasla daha sik dezavantajli
konumda olduklarin1 ve yoksunluk yasadiklarini bildirirken daha fazla erkek,
kadinlara nazaran, eslerinden daha fazla destek aldigmni bildirmistir (6rn.,

Davidson, 1984; Traupmann ve ark., 1981; vanYperen ve Buunk, 1994).

[liskinin siiresi de yakin iliskilerde algilanan esitlik derecesinin bir yordayicisi
olarak diistiniilmektedir, ancak siirenin evlilikte algilanan adalet iizerindeki

etkisine iliskin ¢cok az ve ayn1 zamanda ¢eliskili bulgular vardir.

Schafer ve Keith (1981), iki bagimsiz grubun evliliklerinde algilanan esitlik
diizeylerini karsilastirmistir. Bu kesitsel ¢alismanin sonuglari, cocuklarin zaten evi
terk ettigi aile yasam dongiisiliniin sonraki asamalarinda olan ¢iftlerin, aile yasam
dongiisliniin erken asamalarinda olan ve hala ¢ocuk yetistirmeye devam eden
ciftlere gore daha yiiksek derecede hakkaniyet algis1 bildirdiklerini gostermistir.
Ote yandan, boylamsal arastirmalar, iliskinin siiresi arttikca evliligin daha
hakkaniyetli hale geldigini gosteren hi¢bir kanit sunmamustir (6rn., Hatfield, 1985;
VanYperen ve Buunk, 1990).

1.7 Arastirmaya Genel Bakis

Bu tezin temel amaci, adalet duyarlilig1 ve ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve cinsiyet
farkinin evlilikte algilanan adalet {zerinde bir etkisinin olup olmadigim

incelemektir.

Bu dogrultuda ¢aligma nitel bir ¢alismanin ardindan nicel alan analizinin yapildig:

sirali, nitel - NICEL karma yontem arastirmasi olarak tasarlanmistir.
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Birinci ¢alismada (bkz. Boliim 2) Tiirk insaninin evlilikte adaleti nasil
tanimladigini, evlilerin iligkilerinde adalet aradigi temel alanlar1 ve adaleti
degerlendirirken kullandiklari normlar1 belirlemek amaciyla tema analizi

yapilmigtir. Buna gore birinci ¢alismanin arastirma sorulari su sekildedir:

1. Evli insanlar evlilikte adaleti nasil tanimlar?
2. Kadinlar ve erkekler hangi konularda haksizlia ugradiklarim

diistintiyorlar? Evlilikte cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlik s6z konusu mu?

Nicel ¢alismada (bkz. Boliim 3) ise asagida yer alan sorulara 6l¢ek yoluyla elde
edilen verilerin 15131nda cevap aranmustir.ikinci ¢alismanin ana arastirma sorulari

asagidaki gibidir:

1. Evlilikte adalet duyarlilig1 ile algilanan adalet arasinda bir iligki var midir?
Magdur duyarlilig1 ve yararlanict duyarliligi evlilikte adalet algilarini nasil
etkiler?

2. Genel cinsiyetcilik ile evlilikte algilanan adalet arasinda bir iliski var m1?
Diismanca ve korumaci cinsiyetcilik adalet algilarini nasil etkiler?

3. Evlilikte algilanan adalet {izerinde etkisi olan belirli demografik
degiskenler nelerdir? Cinsiyet, adalet duyarliliginin ve cinsiyetciligin

evlilikte algilanan adalet tizerindeki etkisini diizenler mi?
2. Nitel Cahisma

Bu tez arastirmasinin ilk adimi olan nitel arastirma iki amag i¢in tasarlanmistir.
Oncelikle insanlarin evliliklerinde hangi alanlarda adalet aradig1 ve evliliklerinde
adalet degerlendirmelerini nasil yaptiklaria dair kapsamli bir bilgiye ulagmaktir.
Ikincisi ise, bir sonraki ¢alismada gelistirilen yeni dlgegin gecerliligini artirmak

icin ihtiya¢ duyulan zengin nitel bilgi zeminini saglamaktir.
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2.1 Yontem
2.1.1 Katilimcilar

Arastirmaya toplam 14 kisi goniillii olarak katilmistir. 7 erkek ve 7 kadin katilimei
ile goriisiilmistiir. Katilimeilarin yas ortalamasi 41°dir (SD= 10,5). Katilimcilarin
ikisi ortaokul (%14), 7'si lisans (%50) ve 5'i yliksek lisans mezunudur ( %36).
Gortisme sirasinda 12 katilimer (%86) c¢alisirken 2 katilimer (%14) emekli
olmustur. 6 katilimer (%43) ekonomik durumunu iist-orta, 7 katilimct orta (%50)

ve bir katilimci ise diisiik (%7) olarak tanimlamistir (bkz. Tablo 2.2)
2.1.2 Ornekleme islemi

Bu nitel arastirmanin amacina ve tasarimina uygun olarak, amacl (segici veya
0znel olarak da bilinir) 6rnekleme stratejisi kullanilmis ve katilimcilar dahil etme

kriterlerinin yani1 sira aragtirmacinin kararlar1 dogrultusunda segilmistir.

Katilimcilarin ¢alismaya dahil olabilmeleri i¢in iki kriter mevcuttur. Bunlardan
ilki hukuki ehliyet nedeniyle 18-65 yas arasinda olmaktir. Ikincisi ise gériismenin
yapildigi tarihte en az iki yildir evli olmaktir. Bu kriterin amaci genellikle evliligin
ilk iki yili hosgorii ve olumlu tutumlarin baskin olmasi nedeniyle iliskideki

adaletsizliklerin algilanmasinda bir yanlilik olma ihtimaline kars1 6nlem almaktir.

Arastirma duyurusu, telefon goriismeleri ve arkadaslar, aile iiyeleri, vb. ile yapilan
resmi olmayan sohbetler araciligiyla yapilmistir. Duyuru déneminin sonunda 14

goniillii calismaya katilmayi kabul etmistir.
2.1.3 Miilakat Siireci

COVID-19 salgini nedeniyle daha dnce yiiz yiize planlanan goriismeler internet
iizerinden gerceklestirilmistir. Gorlismelerin gergeklestirilebilmesi i¢in Zoom
Video Communications Inc.'in online toplanti aracindan yararlanilmistir. Katilim

goniilliiliik esasina dayalidir.

Yar1 yapilandirilmig goriismeler evlilikte adaletle ilgili diisiince, duygu ve tepkileri

kesfetmeye yonelik yonlendirici olmayan 11 agik uglu sorudan olusmustur (6r.
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Evliliginizde haksizliga ugradigimz diisiindiigiiniiz durumlar oldu mu? Ornek
paylasir misiniz?) (Ek A). Goriismelerin analize dahil edilen kisimlarinin siiresi
13 ila 45 dakika arasinda degismis ve ortalama 25 dakika stirmiistiir. Calisma, Orta
Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulundan (IAEK)
etik onay almistir (bkz. Ek G).

2.1.4 Veri Analizi

Gorligmeler tamamlandiktan sonra her goriismelerin desifresi yapilmistir. Analiz
stirecinde verilerin kodlanmasini ve analizini kolaylastirmak i¢in bir bilgisayar
yazilim programi (MAXQDA 2021) kullanilmistir (Verbi Software, 2021). Tema
analizi, Braun ve Clarke (2006) tarafindan Onerildigi gibi alti asamada

gerceklestirilmistir.
2.2 Sonuclar

Tema analizinin sonucglarma gore, bes kapsayici tema belirlenmistir. Bu {ist
temalar, 1) evlilikte genel adalet algisi, 2) evlilikte cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlik
deneyimleri, 3) algilanan adaletsizlikler sonrasi tepkiler, 4) adaletsizlikle basa
cikma yollari, 5) toplumsal cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlik deneyimlerini etkileyen
onde gelen faktorlerdir. evlilik. Her bir iist tema, kapsayici temanin daha odakli ve

nis yonlerini temsil eden alt temalar1 barindirmaktadir (bkz. Tablo 2.2).
2.2.1 Evlilikte Genel Adalet Algis1

Evlilikte adaletle ilgili temel sorular sorulmadan 6nce, katilimcilara sadece adalet
denilince akillarina ne geldigi sorulmustur. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu, 1) adaletin esitlik
ve esit haklar olarak tanimlanmasi, 2) adalet kavraminin degigkenligi ve 3) genel
olarak adaleti saglamanin zorlugu olmak iizere {i¢ ana konudan bahsetmistir.
Bunun diginda evlilikte genel adalet algisina yonelik dort alt tema asagidaki

sekilde siniflandirilmistir.

Esitlik yerine kisisel beceri ve arzularla uyumlu egsit sorumluluk paylasimi.
Katilimcilar adil bir evliligi tanimlarken esitlik yerine esdeger ve uygun isboliimii

ve ev i¢i sorumluluklardan sik¢a sz etmislerdir. Bazi katilimcilar 'uygun' ile

141



kastettikleri seyin cinsiyet rollerinden bagimsiz olarak eslerin istekleri ve
becerileri dogrultusunda sorumluluk ve ev islerini listlenmeleri oldugunu agikca

ifade etmistir.

Maddi olmayan mallarin karsilikli degisimi. Evlilikte adalet tanimlanirken evlilik
iligkilerinde sosyal aligverisin dogasi ve eslerin duygusal katilimi nedeniyle
karsilikli saygi, giiven, hosgori, ilgi ve destegin varligindan sikca s6z edilmistir.
Boylece evliliklerde adalet i¢in, Ozellikle eslerin birbirlerine saglayabilecegi
maddi olmayan kaynaklar ig¢in, karsiliklilik ilkesinin arandigi sonucuna

varilmistir.

Adaleti saglamak miimkiindiir ancak ¢aba gerektirir. Katilimcilar, diinyanin adil
bir yer olmadigi gibi evliligin de adil olmadigina dikkat ¢ekmistir. Katilimcilarin
cogu evliliklerinde yasadiklar1 adaletsizligin sikligindan bahsetmistir. Ozellikle
insanlarin bencil dogas1 ve insanlar arasindaki adalet algisinin degiskenligi (veya
goreliligi) nedeniyle adaletin saglanmasmin ne kadar giic oldugunu ifade
etmiglerdir. Ancak katilimcr beyanlarina gore adaleti saglamak imkansiz da

degildir, dengeyi saglamanin ¢aba gerektirdigi sikca belirtilmistir.

Stirdiiriilebilir bir evlilik icin adalet sart. Asagidaki alt tema, siirdiiriilebilir bir
evlilik i¢in adaletin algilanan 6nemine atifta bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin ¢cogu,
adaleti saygi ve sevgi ile birlikte tatmin edici bir evliligin temel taglarindan biri
olarak gérmiistiir. Hatta baz1 katilimcilar adaleti sevgi ve saygiy1 da diizenleyecek

bir temel veya cergeve olarak merkeze yerlestirmistir.
2.2.2 Toplumsal Cinsiyete Dayal Adaletsizlik Deneyimleri

Cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlik deneyimlerinden bahsetmeden Once, katilimcilara
evliliklerinde ne tlir yaygin adaletsizliklerle (cinsiyete atifta bulunmadan)
karsilastiklar1 sorulmustur. 1) esler tarafindan yapilan yanlis suglamalar, 2)
cabalarin fark edilmemesi ve takdir gérmemesi ve 3) karsilikli saygi ve ilgi
gormeme gibi karsiliklilik ilkesinin ihlali vb. nedenler, bahsetmeye deger baska

bir sonug olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir.
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Erkek katihmcilarin cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlikleri algilamamasi. 11k olarak,
erkek katilimcilara cinsiyetlerinden dolay1 evliliklerinde daha 6nce dezavantajh
ya da avantajli bir konumda bulunup bulunmadiklart soruldugunda ortak yanit
“hayir” olmustur. Dolayisiyla erkek katilimcilar evliliklerinde haksizliklar
yasadiklarmi belirtseler de bunlarin cinsiyet ya da erkeklik 6zellikleriyle ilgili

olmadigini belirtmislerdir.

Kadin  katilimcilarin  kendilerini  avantajli ~ gordiikleri deneyimler. Erkek
katilmcilardan  farkli  olarak, kadin katilimecilar cinsiyet farkliligindan
kaynaklandigin1 diisiindiikleri adaletsizliklerin ¢ok agik Orneklerini  ve
deneyimlerini paylasmislardir. Oncelikle kadmn katilimcilara evliliklerinde
cinsiyetleri nedeniyle herhangi bir haksiz durumdan yararlanip yararlanmadiklar
soruldugunda, soruyu cevaplamalar1 biraz zaman almistir. Ancak biri hari¢ hepsi
en az bir olay1 drnek olarak paylasmislardir; ancak cogu daha bastan dezavantajl
oldugunu diistinmiistiir. Kadin katilimeilarin ¢ogu kendilerinin avantaj sagladigi
birka¢ noktay1 ekonomik gecim kaygisini tistlenmemek ve mekanik ve tamirat

islerinin sorumlulugunu almamak gibi iki durumla 6rneklendirmistir.

Kadin katilimcilarin kendilerini dezavantajli olarak algiladiklar: deneyimler. Bu
temayla ilgili olarak {i¢ ana konu ortaya ¢ikmistir: 1) iktidara bagl adaletsizlikler
yasamak 2) ev islerinden sorumlu tutulmak ve 3) ¢evrenin (ve ailenin) baskisi ile

kars1 karstya kalmak.

Gili¢ kaynakli adaletsizlik deneyimleri, ekonomik, dolayisiyla otorite kaynakli
adaletsizlikler ve kadinlarin kendilerini dezavantajli olarak algiladiklar1 fiziksel

giic esitsizliklerinden olusuyordu.

Gii¢ esitsizliklerinin yani1 sira ev islerinin kadinlarin varsayilan sorumlulugu
olarak algilanmasi1 da kadin katilimeilar tarafindan dile getirilen bir diger 6nemli
adaletsizlik durumu olmustur. Ev isleri kadinlarin sorumlulugu olarak
goriildiigiinden, erkeklerin bu sorumluluklar1 {stlenmek veya paylasmak
konusunda isteksiz olmalar1 ve bunun yerine sadece eslerine 'yardim etmeleri'
kadmlar tarafindan cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlik olarak yorumlanmigtir. Kadin
katilimcilar bu durumu ¢ok yorucu ve sinir bozucu olarak nitelendirmis ve bu
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sorumluluklart yerine getirirken eslerinden yardim almak degil, onlarla bu
sorumluluklar1 paylagsmanin asil adil olan oldugu konusunu bir¢cok kez dile

getirmistir.

Yardim etme davranisiyla ilgili bir diger bulgu da erkeklerin neye ve ne zaman
yardim edecegini se¢me ayricaligiydi. Tim gorligmeler detayli bir sekilde
incelendiginde, erkeklerin ev islerine katildiklar1 zaman, cogunlugunun ev islerine
kendi isteklerine gore sectikleri ve buna gore eslerine “yardim” ettikleri (aligveris,
getir gotiir isleri gibi) goriilmiistiir. Ornegin yemek yapmak temizlik kadar ev
isidir. Ancak, erkek yemek yapmay1 seviyorsa, bulagiklar1 yikamak yerine yemek
pisirmeyi sectiginde kadin ne yapiyor? Sevmese de bulasiklar1 yikamayi adil bir
is bolimii olarak niteleyebiliyor. Analiz, kadin katilimcilarin ¢ogunun bu
ayricaliklt eylemin farkinda olmadigmi veya durumu gérmezden geldiklerini

gostermistir.

Ayrica kadin katilimcilar evin yoneticisi/planlayicist olmaktan da sikayet
etmiglerdir. Kocalar1 ev iglerine yardim etseler bile planlamanin yine onlarin
sorumlulugunda oldugunu ve bunun ¢ok yorucu oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Evin
ihtiyaclarii (6rnegin mutfak, tuvalet ihtiyaglari, faturalar) takip etmek, ailenin ve
cocuklarin programlarin1 planlamak, camasir ve iitliyli ne zaman yapacaginiza
karar vermek, vb. gerekli tim enerji ve ¢abanin kadinlardan beklendigini ve bunun
da kisinin kendi iyilik halinden tutun iligkiden aldig1 doyumu etkiledigine dair
bir¢ok farkli ifadeye rastlanmistir.

Kadinlarin kendilerini dezavantajli hissettikleri en son adaletsizlik deneyimi ise
cevre ve aile baskisi ile karsi karstya kalmasi olmustur. Katilimcilar, evlendikten
sonra toplumun kendilerinden eslerin fiziksel olarak bir arada yasamasi, ¢cocuk
sahibi olmasi, bir ¢ift olarak ekonomik bagimsizliga kavusmasi vb. gibi bazi
beklentilerinin oldugunu belirtmiglerdir. Bu beklentilerin ise biiyiik ¢ogunlukla
kadinlara yansitildigi, erkeklere yoneltilen baskilarin da yine kadin araciliiyla
yapildig1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Haliyle bu durum da cinsiyet temelli bir adaletsizlige
yol agmaktadir.
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2.2.3 Evlilikte Yasanan Adaletsizliklere Tepkiler

Katilimcilara evliliklerinde adaletsizlige nasil tepki verdikleri soruldugunda,
bazilar1 evlilikte yasadiklar1 tepkilerden ¢ok adaletsizlige karsi olagan
tepkilerinden bahsetmistir. Ancak ortak noktalar ek sorularla incelenmis ve

sonuglar buna gore rapor edilmistir.

Ilk ve sonraki reaksiyonlar. Bulgular, evlilikte adaletsizliklere yonelik tepkilerin
1) ilk ve 2) sonradan gelen tepkiler olmak tizere iki grupta siniflandirilabilecegini
gdstermistir. {1k tepkiler, algilanan adaletsizlik deneyiminden hemen sonra verilen
tepkileri gosteriyordu ve bu tepkiler sessizlik ve bilgisizlikten sozli ve fiziksel
tacize kadar uzaniyordu. Ancak iliskide algilanan haksizliklar devam edince

aglama, 6fke patlamalar1 ve umutsuzluk gibi farkl tepkiler ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Olumsuz duygular. Haksizliktan sonra en sik yasanan duygu ofke ve hiddet
olmustur. Evlilikte ya da diger sosyal alanlarda yasanan adaletsizliklerde

katilimcilar 6tke duygularini agik bir sekilde ifade etmislerdir.

Ancak cinsiyete dayali adaletsizliklere tepkiler soruldugunda kadin katilimeilar
kendilerini degersiz, dnemsiz, zayif ve evliliklerinde yokmus gibi hissettiklerini
belirtmislerdir. Ayrica, fiziksel istismar deneyimleri varsa, asagilanma duygulari

ortaya ¢ikmuistir.

Evlilikte tepkilerin diger sosyal alanlardan farkli olmasi. Haksizliklara verilen
tepkilere bakildiginda ise evlilikte ve diger sosyal alanlardaki (is, okul, arkadaglar
vb.) tepkiler arasinda anlamli bir farklilik oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Katilimcilar,
evliliklerinde yasadiklar1 adaletsizliklere diger sosyal alanlara gore daha duyarlh
olma egilimindeler; ¢iinkii ¢oziilmemis catismalarda arkadaslarini veya
meslektaglarint gérmezden gelebildiklerini veya onlardan uzaklasabildiklerini,
ancak evlilikte esi gormezden gelmenin ya da uzaklagtirmanin miimkiin
olmadigini ifade etmislerdir. Ayrica duygusal ve uzun siireli baghlik ve esi iyi
tanimak gibi faktorler, kisinin esinin kolayca haksiz davraniglarda bulunmayacagi

yoniinde bir beklenti olusturmustur.
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Zamanin tepkiler tizerindeki diizenleyici etkisi. Hemen hemen tiim katilimcilar,
yaslandikca tepkilerinin daha yumusak hale geldigini belirtmistir. Tepkilerdeki bu
iliml degisim, yagam deneyimlerinin artmasi (boylece adalet algilarinin degismesi
ve 0z denetimin artmasi) ve kisilerin eslerini daha yakindan tanimalar1 ve

dolayistyla onlara kars1 daha hosgoriilii olmalari ile agiklanmaktadir.
2.2.4 Evlilikte Adaletsizliklerle Basa Cikmak

Katilimcilar evliliklerinde yasadiklar1 haksiz durumlarla nasil basa ¢iktiklarini
anlatirken, birbiriyle celisen iki durum ortaya ¢ikmistir. Katilimcilar ya ¢éziim
aramayl ya da haksiz durumdan kagmarak sorunun ¢ikmaza girmesine izin

vermeyi tercih etmisglerdir.

Coziim arayisi.  Katilimcilar  haksiz  sorunlart  ¢dzmeyi amacladiginda,
katilimcilarin ¢ogu esleri ile iletisim kurmaya, diisiincelerini ve duygularini ifade
etmeye ve olast ¢oziim yollarini1 aramaya c¢alismislardir. Ancak katilimcilarin
cogu, olumsuz duygularin uyarilmasi nedeniyle, partnerleriyle iletisim kurmadan
once ofkelerini attiklar1 ve durum hakkinda bilingli olarak diisiinmeye zaman

ayirdiklari sakinlesmek adina bir siireye ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmislerdir.

Yasanan haksizliklar: gérmezden gelmek. Maalesef ¢0zlim arayanlar kadar haksiz
durumlari ¢oziimsiiz birakmak isteyenler de katilimcilar arasinda yer almistir. Bazi
katilimcilar, sorunlart ¢dzlimsiiz birakmanin olumsuz sonuglarinin farkinda
olmalarma ragmen, algilanan adaletsizliklerle ilgili duygu ve diislincelerini

bastirmayi tercih etmislerdir.

Empati arayisi. Empati, evlilikteki dengeyi yeniden kurmanin anahtari olarak
goriilmistlir. Katilimer ifadelerine gore bagkalarinin bakis agisiyla gorebilmek,
hissedebilmek ve diigiinebilmek onarma siirecini kolaylastiracagi gibi ileride

yasanabilecek adaletsizliklerin de 6niine gececektir.

Cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlikler hakkinda farkindalik yaratmak. Bu alt tema daha
cok kadin katilimcr ifadelerinden hareketle olusturulmustur. Kadin katilimeilar,
evliliklerinde toplumsal cinsiyete dayali adaletsizlik deneyimleriyle nasil basa

ciktiklarindan bahsederken ¢ogu, bu adaletsizliklerin nasil ortaya ciktigi ve ele
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alinmas1  gerektigi konusunda hem kendisinin hem de baskalarinin
farkindaliklarinin arttig1 bir siirecten bahsetmistir. Katilimeilarin agiklamalarina
gore bu 'aydinlanma', toplumsal cinsiyetle ilgili konularda okuyarak, egitim alarak
veya toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine dair farkindaligi yiiksek kisilerle sosyal temas

yoluyla gergeklesmistir.

2.2.5 Evlilikte Cinsiyete Dayali Adaletsizlik Deneyimleriyle Baglantih
Faktorler

Aile. Nitel analiz, ailenin kadin ve erkek arasindaki adalet fikrini sekillendirmede
cok onemli bir rolii oldugunu ortaya koydu. Anne ve baba arasindaki iliskinin bir
pargasi olarak ¢ocuklar, ebeveynlerinin paylastigi rol ve sorumluluklari gézlemler,
nasil iletisim kurduklarmni izler ve adaletsizlik durumlarinda adaletsizlikleri nasil
diizelttiklerini veya bunlara nasil tepki verdiklerini deneyimler. Dolayisiyla
bunlarin hepsinin ¢ocugun evlilikte adalete bakis acisini sekillendirmede etkili
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu nedenle katilimecilar, evliliklerine gegen semalarin

olusturulmasinda onceki aile deneyimlerinin etkisine vurgu yapmislardir.

Cocuk sahibi olmak ve ¢ocuk yetistirmek. Katilimcilara gore ¢ocuk sahibi olmanin
evlilik tizerinde ve ozellikle eslerin rol ve sorumluluklar {izerinde biiylik etkisi
olmustur. Erkek katilimcilar1 da kapsayan analiz sonuglari, ilk ¢ocugun
dogumuyla birlikte kadinlarin 6nemli degisiklikler yasadigini ve ¢ogu zaman
cocuklarina bakmak i¢in isten ayrilma veya devamsizlik gibi tavizler verdigini

gostermistir.
2.3 Tartisma

Katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu, siirdiirtilebilir ve tatmin edici bir evlilik iliskisi i¢in
adaletin onemli ve gerekli oldugunu belirtmistir. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu, adaletin
sadece evlilik ya da romantik iliskilerde degil, her tiirlii kisileraras: iliskilerde
Oonemini vurgulamistir. Bu bulgular, algilanan adaletin (veya esitligin) iligki
doyumunu, iligskiye baglilig1 ve siirdiirme davranigini yordadigini gésteren dnceki

nicel aragtirma bulgularmin bir teyidi olarak kabul edilebilir (6rn., Baxter ve
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Dindia, 1990; Berger ve Janoff-Bulman, 2006; Buunk ve Mutsaers, 1999; Canary
ve Stafford, 1992).

Sonuglar, bazi erkeklerin ev sorumluluklarin1 paylasmasina ragmen, yapmak
istedikleri isleri sectiklerini, kadinlarin ise bu sorumluluklar arasinda se¢im
yapmay1 diisiinmediklerini ortaya koydu. Kar1 kocalarin ev iglerinin
sorumluluklarma iliskin ozgiirlikklerindeki temel farklilik, Tiirk kiiltiiriiniin
erkekleri kayiran ve iki cinsiyet arasindaki sosyal hiyerarsiyi giivence altina alan

ataerkil yapisiyla agiklanabilir (bkz. Kandiyoti, 1995).

Algilanan evlilik adaletindeki cinsiyet farkliligina iliskin nitel arastirmanin
sonuglari, evlilikte adaletsizligi algilamada kadin ve erkek arasinda acik bir fark
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu bulgu, kadinlarin evlilikte daha olumsuz bir esitsizlik
algiladiklarini 6ne siiren 6nceki ¢alisma sonuglariyla uyumludur (6rn., Davidson,

1984; Schafer ve Keith, 1981).

Ev islerinin dagiliminda adaletsizlikten bahseden kadin katilimcilar bulunurken,
her iki cinsiyetten katilimcilarin adil olmadigini belirttigi bazi hususlar olmustur.
Bu sorunlarin ¢ogu, saygi duyulmamak, takdir edilmemek gibi kavramlara atifta
bulunuyordu. Dolayisiyla evlilikte sadece dagitim adaleti aranmadigi, ayni
zamanda ciftler i¢in kisileraras: adaletsizligin de s6z konusu oldugu sonucuna

varilabilir.

Sonuglar karsiliklilik ilkesi ile ilgili beklenmedik bir bulgu sunmustur. Esler
evliliklerinde adaleti degerlendirirken eslerin kayinlariyla olan iliskisi algilanan
evlilik adaletinin belirlenmesinde kritik bir faktér olmustur. Kisi endi ailesiyle
yeterince vakit gecirmiyorsa, diizenli olarak aile ziyaretleri yapmiyorsa ya da
eslerin birbirlerinin ailelerine gosterdikleri ilgi ve saygi arasinda bir dengesizlik

varsa, bu durum evlilikte adaletsizlik algis1 olugsmasina neden olmustur.

Evlilik siiresi ve ¢ocuk sahibi olma, evlilikte adalet deneyimini etkileyen olasi
demografik faktorler olarak bulunmustur. Evlilik siiresi arttikca katilimecilar
yasadiklar1 adaletsizliklere karsi daha sessiz, c¢ekingen, ve umutsuz olma

egilimindedir. Ayrica, cocuklu katilimcilarin bir kismi, ¢ocuklardan sonra hayatin
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nasil degistigini ve bazi sorumluluklarin dogrudan kadinlara ve hatta kadinlar i¢in
bir zorunluluk olarak nasil degistigini dile getirmistir. Schafer ve Keith (1981)
tarafindan yapilan bir ¢calismada, evlilik evreleri ilerledik¢e hem kar1 hem koca
icin aile rollerinde algilanan adaletin arttigini, ancak hem kadinlarin hem de
erkeklerin tiim evrelerde ev islerinde Onemli Olglide olumsuz esitsizlik
algiladiklarini ortaya koymustur. Aymi c¢alismada, ¢ocuklar evden ayrildiktan
sonra algilanan hakkaniyetin artti§1 bulunmustur. Bahsi ge¢en gecmis sonuglarla
mevcut ¢calismanin sonuglart kismen Ortiismiis ve ¢cocukla ilgili bulgular birbirini

desteklemistir.
3. Nicel Calisma

[k asamada yiiriitiilen nitel arastirma ve gegmisteki bulgulara dayanarak, adalet
duyarliligi, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet¢ilik ve cinsiyetin evlilikte algilanan adalet
iizerindeki etkilerini arastirmak amaciyla nicel bir c¢alisma planlanmistir. Bu
aragtirma dogrultusunda ilk boliimde yer alan arastirma sorulari istatistiksel

analizle cevaplanmaya calisilmistir.
3.1. Yontem
3.1.1 Katihmcilar

Ik orneklem, tiim katilmecilarm yeni gelistirilen evlilikte algilanan adalet
Ol¢eginin madde havuzunu tam olarak yanitladigi 364 katilimcidan olugmustur.
Soru bataryasinin geri kalanini cevaplamayan bir katilimer ve c¢ok degiskenli
analiz i¢in varsayimlar1 karsilamadig1 i¢in 11 katilimci toplamda 12 katilimer
orneklemden c¢ikarilmigtir. Nihai 6rneklem 218'i kadin (%62) ve 134 erkek
(%38) olmak iizere 352 katilimcidan olusmustur. Orneklemin yas ortalamasi 44,5
(8§ = 11,6). Katilim sartinin bir sonucu olarak, katilimcilarin tamami evlidir ve

mevcut evliliklerinin ortalama siiresi 16 yildir (SS' = 12.6).
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3.1.2 Veri Toplama Araclarn
3.1.2.1 Evlilikte Algilanan Adalet Olcegi

Evlilikte Algilanan Adalet (EAA) 6lcegi, bu tez arastirmasi kapsaminda kisinin
evliliginde algiladig1 adalet diizeyini lgmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. {lk olarak,
arastirmact, ilk ¢aligmanin nitel bulgularina, ilgili literatiiriin gozden gegirilmesine
ve Ghaffari ve arkadaslar1 (2013) tarafindan hazirlanan Evlilik Adaleti Olgegi ve
Colquitt (2001) tarafindan hazirlanan Orgiitsel Adalet Olgegi gibi dnceki adalet
Ol¢iitlerine dayali olarak ilk maddeleri olusturmustur. Diizeltmeler yapildiktan
sonra madde havuzu 10'u ters olmak tizere 45 maddeden meydana gelmistir (bkz.
Ek C). Faktor analizi yapildiktan sonra nihai 6lgek 25 madde ve dort faktorden
olusan bir yapiya sahiptir. Olcek gelistirme ¢alismasina iliskin bulgular ve ilgili
giivenilirlik ve gecerlilik Onlemleri bu bdliimiin sonuglar bdliimiinde

sunulmaktadir (bkz. B6lim 3.3.1).

Evlilikte Algilanan Adalet Olgegi 6 puanh Likert tipi bir 6&lgek olarak
tasarlanmigtir. Katilimcilardan ifadelere katilma derecelerini (1 = kesinlikle
katilmiyorum, 6 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum) belirtmeleri istenmistir; burada daha

yiiksek puanlar evlilikte daha yiiksek algilanan adalete isaret eder.
3.1.2.2 Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi

Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi, Glick ve Fiske (1996) tarafindan
gelistirilmis  ve Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002) tarafindan Tirkce'ye cevrilerek
uyarlanmigtir. Bu 06l¢ek katilimeilarin cinsiyet¢i tutumlarimi  6lgmek igin
kullanilmistir. Diismanca cinsiyet¢iligi ve korumaci cinsiyet¢iligi degerlendiren
iki alt 6l¢egi vardir. Diismanca cinsiyetgilik 6l¢egi, acik¢a olumsuz ve diismanca
cinsiyet¢i tutumlarin seviyesini Olgerken, korumaci cinsiyetgilik dlgegi, olumlu
goriinen ama aslinda kadinlara kars1 ayrimci olan cinsiyetci tutumlar: 6lgmektedir.
Her bir alt 6l¢ek, 6'li Likert tipi (1=hi¢ katilmiyorum, 6=tamamen katiliyorum)
Olgcektir ve 11 maddeden olugmaktadir (bkz. Ek D). Artan puanlar daha giicli

cinsiyetei tutumlara isaret eder.

150



3.1.2.3 Adalete Duyarhhk Olgegi

Schmitt ve arkadaslar1 (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek adaletsiz durumlarda
farkli bakis agilarina atifta bulunan dort alt 6l¢ekten olusmaktadir. Bu dort
perspektif sunlardir: magdur, fail, gézlemci ve yararlanici. Mevcut ¢alisma ile
ilgili olarak adalet duyarlilifi O6l¢eginin magdur duyarlilifi ve yararlanici
duyarlilig1 6l¢ekleri kullanilmistir. Her biri 10 maddeden olusur ve 6'li Likert tipi
Ol¢iime sahiptir (1= hi¢ katilmiyorum, 6= tamamen katiliyorum) (bkz. Ek E). Her
bir alt dlcegin aritmetik ortalamasi alinarak her boyutun nihai puanlari elde

edilmistir. Ortalama puan arttik¢a adalet duyarlilig1 artmaktadir.
3.1.2.4 Nliskisel Esitlik Olcegi

Tez kapsaminda gelistirilen EAA Olgeginin yakinsak gegerliligini test etmek
amactyla, dlgegin teorik altyapist EAA’ya benzer oldugu icin Iliskisel Esitlik
Olgegi (IEO) kullanilmustir. Sabatelli ve Cecil-Pigo (1985) tarafindan gelistirilen
IEO, insanlarm iligkilerinden elde ettikleri kazamimlarla iliskiye yatirimlarinin
dengeli olup olmadigini 6lgmeyi amaglar. 10 sorudan olusur ve tek faktorlii bir
yapiya sahipti (bkz. Ek F). IEO daha yiiksek puanlarin daha yiiksek iliskisel adaleti
gosterdigi 6'1 Likert tipi bir Ol¢ekle (1= hi¢ katilmiyorum - 6= tamamen

katiltyorum) degerlendirilmistir.
3.1.2.5 iliski Degerlendirme Olcegi

Yakin iligkilerde algilanan hakkaniyet, iliski doyumu ile énemli 6l¢iide iligkili
bulunmustur (6rn., Berger ve Janoff-Bulman, 2006). Bu nedenle, bu c¢alismada
EAA 6lgeginin yordayici gegerligini test etmek icin Iliski Degerlendirme Olgegi
(IAO) kullanilmistir. 1AO, yakin iliskilerde doyum diizeyini belirlemek igin
Hendrick (1988) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Nihai 6l¢ek 7 maddeden olugsmaktadir
ve tek faktorlii bir yapiya sahipti (bkz. Ek G). 4. ve 7. maddeler ters kodlanmustir.
Orijinal olgekte Olciim 5'li Likert tipi bir dlgekle yapilirken, mevcut ¢alismada
tutarlilik amacryla 6'li Likert tipi (1=hi¢ katilmiyorum, 6=tamamen katiliyorum)
olgek kullanilmustir. Tek faktorlii 6l¢egin toplam puani hesaplanir ve yliksek

puanlarin katilimcinin deneyimledigi daha fazla iliski doyumunu ifade eder.
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3.1.2.6 Sosyo-demografik Sorular

Katilimeilardan cinsiyetleri, yaslari, su anki evliliklerinin siiresi, daha Once
evlenip evlenmedikleri (ve evet ise ka¢ kez?), evlilik sekli (6rn.,
tanisarak/anlasarak, goriicii usulii, besik kertmesi) cocuk sayisi, ¢calisma durumu,
meslegi, egitim diizeyi ve aylik gelir diizeyi hakkinda bilgi vermeleri istenmistir.
Katilimcilardan kisisel verilere ek olarak eslerinin egitim durumu, ¢alisma durumu
ve aylik geliri hakkindaki bilgileri de sorulmustur. Son iki soruda ise
katilmcilardan  egitim diizeylerini ve aylik gelir diizeylerini esleriyle

karsilastirmalar istenmistir (bkz. Ek H).
3.1.3 islem

Anket dagitilmadan 6nce ODTU IAEK’den izin alinmistir (bkz. Ek G). Tiim anket
araglarindan olusan soru bataryasi dijital forma aktarilarak Qualtrics ¢evrimigi
anket programi ilizerinden katilimcilara ulagtirilmistir. Anketi cevaplama siiresi
ortalama 20 dakikadir. Istatistiksel analiz, SPSS Statistics 28.0 (IBM Corp.)

bilgisayar yazilim programi ile gerceklestirilmistir.
3.2 Bulgular

3.2.1 Olgek Gelistirme

3.2.1.1 Faktor Analizi

Acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmadan 6nce, 45 maddenin faktor analizine
uygun oldugu dort kriter tizerinden kontrol edilmis ve sonucta data faktor analizi
icin uygun bulunmustur. Faktor ¢ikarma yontemi olarak egik rotasyonlu (x =4 ile
promax rotasyonu) temel bilesenler analizi kullanilmistir. Yakinsama igin

maksimum yineleme 50 olarak ayarlanmistir.

[lk analiz, 6z degerleri 1.0'dan biiyiik olan 9 faktér sunmustur. Bu 9 faktér toplam
varyansin %65.53"tinii agiklamaktadir. Ancak paralel analiz ve dagilma grafigi
testi dort faktorlii bir yapr gdstermistir. Bu nedenle temel bilesenler analiz dort

faktore zorlanarak analiz tekrar calistirilmistir.
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Sonug olarak, nihai 6l¢ek toplam varyansin %64.21'ini acgiklayan dort faktorlii 25
maddeden olusan bir yapiya kavusmustur. Madde igerikleri dikkate alinarak
faktorler iletisim adaleti (faktor 1), kisilerarasi adalet (faktor 2), prosediir adaleti
(faktor 3) ve dagitim adaleti (faktor 4) olarak adlandirilmistir. Faktorler tarafindan
aciklanan toplam varyansin orani sirasiyla %44.8 , %7.5, %6.3, %5.6'dir. Alt
Ol¢ceklerin Chronbach alfa degerleri sirast ile .90, .92, .84 ve .81 olarak tespit
edilmistir. Gegerlilik testi icin dort alt 6lcek de IEO ve 1AQ ile pozitif ve anlamli
sekilde iliskili ¢tkmistir. Korelasyon katsayilar1 IEO icin .43 ile .75 arasinda
degisirken IAO igin .45 ile .75 arasinda yer almistir. Yordayic1 gegerlilik icinse
EAA genel &lgeginin IAO’yii anlamli sekilde yordadigi sonucuna varilmistir (F
(1, 351) = 410.3, p < .001, R’ = .54), ancak alt dlgeklere bakildiginda prosediirel

ve dagitimsal adaletin IAQO’yii anlamli olarak yordamadig1 ortaya ¢ikmustir.
3.2.2 Hipotez Testleri

Yapilan bagimsiz t-testi sonucunda cinsiyet farkinin dort adalet bileseni arasinda
sadece dagitim adaleti i¢in anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermistir. Kadin
katilimcilar (Ort. = 4.35, §S = 1.15), algilanan dagitim adaletinde erkek
katilimcilara gore (Ort. = 4.78, SS = .79), anlaml olarak daha diisiik puanlara
sahiptir t = -3.78, p <.001. Ayrica, EAA 06l¢eginin toplam puani iki cinsiyet
arasinda karsilastirildiginda, sonuglar yine kadinlarin (Ort. = 4.78, SS = .75)
erkeklere kiyasla (Ort. = 4.96, SS = .62) genel olarak evliliklerinde algiladiklar
adaletin daha diisiik oldugunu ortaya koymustur, ¢ = -2.32, p = .05.

Coklu dogrusal analizler yapilmadan 6nce, Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testi
sonuclari, korumaci cinsiyet¢ilik 6lcegi disinda higcbir degiskenlerin varsayimi
karsilamadigin1 gostermistir. Bu nedenle, kisilerarast ve prosediirel adalet icin
logaritmik doniisiim (log10) yapilirken dagitim ve iletisim adaleti alt 6lgekleri i¢in

karekok doniisiimii yapilmistir.

Adaletsizliklere karst magdur ve faydalanici duyarhiliklar: ile EAA bilesenleri

coklu dogrusal regresyon analizi ile incelendiginde sonuclar hem magdur

duyarliliginin hem de faydalanici duyarliliginin iletisimdeki adaleti anlamli olarak

yordadigini gdstermistir (F (2,351) = 4.48, p = .01, R? = .03). Dagitimc1 adalet
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algisinin ne magdur duyarliligi ne de yararlanict duyarlilig: tarafindan anlamli bir
sekilde yordamadigi anlasilmistir. Aksine, hem magdur duyarliliginin hem de
yararlanici duyarliligmin kisileraras1 adalet algisin1 anlamli olarak yordadigi
belirlenmistir (F (2,351) =9.76, p < .01, R’ = .05). Algilanan prosediirel adaletinse
yalnizca faydalanici duyarliligi tarafindan anlamli sekilde yordandigi ancak
magdur duyarliliginin anlamli bir yordayici olmadigi anlasilmistir. Adalet
duyarliligr ile evlilikte genel olarak algilanan adalet arasindaki iliski test
edildiginde hem magdur duyarliligi (hem de yararlanict duyarliligi anlamli bir
modelle evlilikte genel algilanan adaleti 6nemli dl¢iide yordamistir (F (2,351) =
7.12, p < .01, R’ = .04). Ancak anlamli ¢ikan modellerin higbiri %5 ten fazla

varyans agiklamamaktadir.

Celisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik bilesenleri ile EAA bilesenleri arasindaki iligki
incelendiginde ise algilanan iletisimsel, dagitimsal ve kisileraras1 adaletin ne
diismanca cinsiyetcilik ne de korumaci cinsiyetgilik tarafindan anlamli olarak
yordanmadig1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ancak, algilanan prosediirel adaletin diigmanca
cinsiyetcilik tarafindan anlaml olarak yordandig: fakat korumaci cinsiyetin yine
anlamli bir iliski gostermedigi anlasilmistir (F (2,351) = 6.72, p < .01, R’ = .04).
Son olarak, diigmanca ve korumaci cinsiyetciligin evlilikte genel adalet algisin

yine anlamli olarak yordamadig1 saptanmustir.

Cinsiyetin diizenleyici etkisine dair hipotezleri test etmek i¢in SPSS'de Hayes
(2017) tarafindan gelistirilen PROCESS makrosu (Siiriim 4.0) kullanilmistir.
Yararlanict duyarlilig ile EAA arasindaki iliski i¢in cinsiyetin EAA’nin higbir alt
olgegi ile iliskisinde diizenleyici etkisinin olmadigi anlasilmistir. Dolayisiyla,
yararlanict duyarliligt ile PJM arasindaki iliskinin giiclinde erkekler ve kadinlar

arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu 6ne siiren hipotez (H3) desteklenmemistir.

Celisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve EAA arasindaki iliskide cinsiyetin diizenleyici
rolii ile ilgili olarak, sonuglar cinsiyetin diismanca cinsiyetcilik ile dort bilesigin
tiimiinii iceren PJM degiskenleri arasindaki iligski i¢in anlamli bir moderator
olmadigin1 gosterdi (p degerleri .06 ile .06 arasindaydi. 75). Ancak, algilanan

iletisimsel ve prosediirel adalet icin moderasyon analizi i¢in anlamlilik seviyesinin
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.05'e yakin oldugunu belirtmekte fayda var. Sonug olarak, dénemli kanit olmamasi

nedeniyle H4a ve H4b desteklenmedi.
4. Tartisma

Bu nicel calisma, temelde ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik, adalet duyarliligi ve
cinsiyetin iletisimsel, dagitimer, kisilerarasi ve prosediirel adalet dahil olmak tizere

evlilikteki adalet algisina etkisini arastirmak i¢in tasarlanmistir.

Cinsiyetin etkisi ile ilgili olarak, kadinlarin evlilik iligskilerinde 6nemli 6l¢iide daha
az adalet algilayacaklar1 6n goriilmiistiir. Mevcut calisma bulgulari, kadmlarin
erkeklere kiyasla evliliklerinde 6nemli 6l¢lide daha az dagitimer ve genel adalet
algiladiklarini gostermis; ancak, iletisimsel, kisilerarast ve prosediirel adalet i¢in
kadmlarla erkekler arasinda anlamli bir fark tespit edilmemistir. Genel ve
dagitimcr adalet algisinda var olan anlamli cinsiyet farki, Davidson (1984),
Schafer ve Keith (1981) ve Hasta’nin (1995) calismalarindaki bulgulari
tekrarlamistir. Coklu regresyon analizleri bazi anlamli model sonuglarii ortaya
cikarmis olsa da bu modellerin agikladiklar1 diisiik varyans sebebiyle dikkatli bir

sekilde degerlendirilmeleri gerekmektedir.

Diismanca cinsiyet¢iligin yalnizca algilanan prosediir adaleti i¢in Onemli bir
yordayict oldugu, oysa korumaci cinsiyet¢iligin EAA bilesenlerinin higbirini
anlamli olarak yordamadigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ancak istatistikler incelendiginde,
diismanca cinsiyetciligin algilanan prosediirel adaleti yordadigi anlamli modelin
bile ¢ok diisiik R’ degerine (.04) sahip olmasi, aslinda bu iliskinin etki
biiyiikligiiniin fazla olmadigina isaret etmektedir. Cinsiyetin diizenleyici etkisi

test edildiginde ise hi¢bir anlamli sonuca ulagilmamastir.

Bu bulgular, cinsiyetcilik ile algilanan adalet arasinda anlamli bir iligkinin
varsayildigi ilk beklentilerle ortiismemektedir. Ataerkil kiiltiirlerde erkekler icin
cinsiyetcilik ile evlilikte adalet algis1 arasinda pozitif bir dogrusal iliski olmasi
beklenirken, kadinlar i¢in korumaci cinsiyet¢ilik ile EAA arasinda zit bir iligki
olmas1 beklenirdi. Ancak mevcut sonuglar, bu drneklemde cinsiyetciligin EAA

icin ¢cok zayif bir yordayici oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
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Adalet duyarlilig1 ile EAA arasindaki iliskide de benzer sonuglar elde edilmistir.
Magdur duyarliligi algilanan iletisimsel, kisileraras1 ve genel adaleti anlaml
olarak yordarken, yararlanici duyarliligi algilanan kisilerarasi, iletisimsel,
prosediirel ve genel adaleti anlamli olarak yordamaktadir; ancak yine en yiiksek
R? degerinin .05 olmasi bu iligkilerin etki biiyiikliigiiniin fazla giiglii olmadigina

isaret etmektedir.

Birincisi, adalet algisi, onu etkileyen herhangi bir onciil degisken ya da siireg
olmaksizin, ilk psikolojik siirecin kendisi olabilir. Bagka bir deyisle, bireysel
farkliliklarin degerlendirme siirecinde herhangi bir degisiklige yol agmadigini,
adalet algisinin bireysel degiskenlerden etkilenmeyecek sekilde stabil ve hatta

toplumsal olarak belirlendigi fikrini tartismaya sunabiliriz.

Mevcut sonuglarla ilgili ikinci spekiilasyon ise evlilikte algilanan adaletin
olciilmesi konusuyla iliskilidir. Olgiim beklendigi iizere olumlu cevaplarm y1giima
yaptig1 haliyle normal dagilimdan uzak bir veri dagilimi sunmustur. Her ne kadar
veriler doniistiirlilse de altta yatan 6l¢iimle ilgili durum Ol¢limle ilgili bir takim
sorunlara isaret ediyor olabilir. Bir diger konu da dlgekte yer alan maddelerin
kimin magdur kimin faydalanici oldugu yoniinde ¢ok fazla ifade icermeyip
cogunlukla evliligin geneliyle ilgili degerlendirmelere odaklanmis olmasidir.
Haliyle kisilerin evliliklerini ne derece adil bulduklarin1 dlgerken bu iliskide ne
zaman magdur ne zaman faydalanict olduklarma yonelik bir bilgi
saglamamaktadir. Bundan sonraki ¢alismalarda EAA 6l¢egi kullanilacagi zaman
bu hususlar dikkate alinmali ve ileride evlilikte ya da yakin iliskilerde cinsiyet
temelli adaletsizlikleri ya da adaletsizligin yoniinii 6l¢en araclar gelistirilirken

6l¢tim maddelerinin igerigi bu hususa uygun olarak gelistirilmelidir.
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