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Impact of Personal Justice Perceptions of Students at the Faculty
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ABSTRACT The present study aimed to reveal whether personal justice perceptions of the students at the faculty
of sport science have impact on their decision making process. Based on the correlation table, it was observed that
there is weak and positive relationship between their personal ‘fair world perceptions’ and dilatory decision making
process. In the study, it was found that there is a significant relationship between students’ personal perception
concerning belief in a just world and their self confidence levels in decision making and dilatory decision making
process. Hence, it could be concluded that as students’ personal fair world perception increases, their dilatory
decision making process develops in quite limited amount.
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INTRODUCTION

Human beings tend to percept the world as
a place where every individual gets what he or
she deserves; goods are awarded when good
deeds are done and vice versa. Accordingly,
they believe that they deserve whatever hap-
pens in their life (Hafer and Begue 2005). This
belief enables people to confront their physical
and social environment as though it were stable
and orderly (Peter et al. 2013). In this theory,
“Belief in a Just World”, is defined as the belief
that everybody in the world eventually gets,
good or bad, what he or she deserves. In other
words, this theory pointed out to a tendency, to
a belief of people that, the world is fair and they
deserved whatever they face in this fair world
(Acar 2012; Pittinsky and Matic 2005). Based
on this hypothesis, human beings need to per-
ceive the world as a place in which everyone
gets whatever one deserves; good things hap-
pen to good people and bad things happen to
bad people (Lerner 1965, Larner 2002; Lerner and
Miller 1978). Thus, human beings are just moti-
vated to protect their belief regarding the world
as a just place (Dalbert 1997, 1999; Mohiyeddini
and Montada 1998). Rubin and Peplau (1975)
concluded that belief in a just world is inherent
to faith in God.  It is thought that people with

strong belief in a just world explain the relation-
ship between outcomes and what is deserved
by the means of supernatural powers and divine
intervention beside the regular causes (Zucker-
man 1975). The belief in a just world is also indi-
cated as being inherent to religiosity and sup-
porting an established political party (Dalbert et
al. 2001). Many people are guided by values that
they have internalised and that they accept as
providing sensible and proper criteria by which
actions can and should be judged (The Hon
2014). Elevated levels of belief in a just world
allow spouses to exhibit higher tolerance to their
negative attitude towards each other in their
married life (Lipkus and Bissonnette 1996). Thus,
beliefs can shape the learning process and the
outcomes of teaching, which makes them a valu-
able research focus to investigate (Cephe and
Yalcin 2015). It was reported that individuals with
strong belief in a just world are more enterpris-
ing concerning social responsibility and chari-
ties for others (Otto and Dalbert 2005). Furnham
and Karani’s (1985) study carried out in North-
ern Ireland revealed that Catholic society mem-
bers live under disadvantaged conditions com-
pared to Protestants; although, the Catholic
group is more religious, they believe that the
world was not just due to adverse effects of their
social circumstances (Goregenli 2003; Rubin and
Peplau 1973). It is observed that people want to
perceive social systems and regulations by
which they live as a just order, and thus, they
support and rationalize status quo as the legiti-
mate and just order; this is consistent with their
belief that they live in a just world (Jost 2001;
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Jost et al. 2001; Kay et al. 2002). The more indi-
viduals believe in a just world, the more they will
trust in their future and in being treated fairly,
and see events in their own life as just; this in
turn can be expected to lead to better subjective
well-being (Peter et al. 2013).

The decision making is intrinsic to human
beings equipped with intelligence, thought, cog-
nition and free-will (Kocel 2001). The need for
decision making arises because of the uncertainty
associated with the future and unavailability of
all required relevant information (Vallabh and Sin-
ghal 2014). Individual differences from one per-
son to another have influence over decision
making processes (Deniz 2004). Composing right
and accurate questions require that they com-
prehend choices, and then establish relation-
ships between their requirements and available
choices (Bakircioglu 2000). Individuals with ra-
tional decision making process exhibit more at-
tentive attitude (Avsaroglu 2007). There are bio-
logical, psychological and sociological factors
limiting the decision making process (Taymaz
2000). A well structured decision is required to
be clear, certain and qualified so that applicators
could understand conveniently (Gursel 1997).
Simultaneously, this complexity of decision–mak-
ing makes negative impact on the individual in
decision–making (Acar 2012; Deniz 2004). The
key for skills in decision making is to know who,
when and how to make this decision. Tradition-
ally, administrators and leaders have imposed
decision making and execution solely on them-
selves (Yarmali 2000). Individuals play different
roles in an organization by acting as an individ-
ual manager, as a team member and as an organi-
zation leader. We now examine the role played
by the individual in influencing decision making
at different levels (Vallabh and Singhal 2014). It
is evident that the majority of the individuals do
not use their cognitive capacities completely.
Instead they prefer short-cuts in making deci-
sion process (Kokdemir 2003). The exclusive at-
tention in the decision making process should
be paid to what should be considered as foun-
dation and how to make decision (Clemen and
Reilly 2001). Detention or fear of being hindered
causes anxiety, and accordingly individuals ex-
perience difficulties in decision making process
(Atkinson et al. 1999). Only a minority of deci-
sions are taken under complete certainty because

it is rare to collect thorough intelligence con-
cerning all choices. Thus, each decision made is
accompanied by a certain level of risk (Haris 1998).
Most research on decision making focusses on
the former type of information processing (Vall-
abh and Singhal 2014).

METHODOLOGY

Research Design and Analysis

The data collected by the means of the
study’s survey was analyzed and assessed
through SPSS 13.0 statistical software package.
Frequency analysis was conducted to render
demographical data concerning participant stu-
dents. In determination of students’ personal
perception regarding a just world and decision
making process, arithmetic mean and standard
deviation values were taken into consideration.
To identify whether the students’ perception re-
garding a just world, and their decision- making
process vary according to their demographic
status, a t-test and one way Anova test were
conducted. To determine whether there is sig-
nificant relationship between students’ just
world perception and their decision making pro-
cess, correlation coefficient between the two
groups was taken into consideration and it was
assessed based on the relevant Pearson Corre-
lation coefficient.

.
Sample and Sampling

The study group consisted of 154 students
selected randomly, of whom 106 students are from
the department of Physical Science Teaching and
48 students are from the department of Sports
Administration at Usak University in the aca-
demic year of 2014 - 2015.

Data Collection

As a primary data collection method in the
research, personal belief in a just world scale
(KADIO) developed by Dalbert (1999) and adapt-
ed by Goregenli (2003) into Turkish was used for
the validity and reliability study. Another scale -
Melbourne Decision Making Questionary devel-
oped by Mann et al. (1998) and adapted into
Turkish by Deniz (2004) was used to assess its
validity and reliability.
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RESULTS

From Table 1, it is observed that students’
perception of a just world does not vary accord-
ing to various processes such as careful deci-
sion making, aversive decision making, dilatory
decision making, and making decision in panic
based on their residence places (P>0.05).

It is observed from  Table 2, mean score of
the first six items which determines self-confi-
dence levels of the students was found as 2.53.
This suggested “ACCURATE” level. Thus, it can
be said that self-confidence levels of students
were high during their decision making process.

Table 3 shows the mean of the students’ an-
swers given to questions regarding carefulness
during making decision was found as 2.47. This

suggested the “ACCURATE” level. According-
ly, it can be said that students were careful when
they were making their decision.

It is evident from Table 4 that the students’
just world perceptions, careful decision making,
aversive decision making, dilatory decision mak-
ing, and decision making in panic processes do
not differ according to their residential places
(p>0.05). Regarding factor of self confidence in
decision making, a significant difference was
found according to students’ residential places
(p<0.05).

It is evaluated from Table 5 that there were
significant differences found between students
residing in Private House and Government Dor-
mitory; and between students residing in Private
Dormitories and Government Dormitories. Mean
self confidence level of students in decision
making, who reside in Private House and in Pri-
vate Dormitory were found significantly higher
compared to the students who reside in govern-
ment dormitory.

DISCUSSION

According to Table 4, the mean score of the
students’ answers given to the questions regard-
ing carefulness in decision making process was
found as 2.47. This suggested “ACCURATE”
level. Accordingly, it can be said that the stu-
dents were careful when they were making their
decisions. Students are not always equipped
with the requisite expertise to grow by them-

Table 1: Personal just world perceptions, self-
confidence levels in decision making, students’
correlation table

Personal Decision
just world making
perceptions process

Personal Pearson 1 -0.201
just world Correlation
perceptions Sig. (2-tailed)  0.013 **

N 154 154
Decision Pearson -0.201 1
making Correlation
process Sig. (2-tailed) 0.013**

N 154 154

** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level duplex.

Table 2: Self-Esteem levels of participant students in regard to decision making

           N        Mean        SD

1 I have confidence in my decision making talent. 154 2.73 0.50
2. I feel small more than many people while making decision. 154 2.60 0.65
3. I consider myself successful at making decision. 154 2.55 0.66
4. I feel so desperate that I give up on making decision effort. 154 2.57 0.66
5. My decisions give successful outcomes. 154 2.32 0.59
6. It is easy for me to be convinced by other people about the superiority 154 2.42 0.68

of their decision compared to mine.
Mean 2.53 0.62

Table 3: Carefulness level of participant students during decision making

          N        Mean        SD

8. I’d like to consider all choices. 154 2.57 0.68
10. I try to expose disadvantages of all choices. 154 2.40 0.64
12. I broadly consider how I would put the decision into action as much as possible. 154 2.56 0.60
14. While making decision, I’d like to collect data about decision as much as possible. 154 2.32 0.71
18. Before making decision, I try to clarify my targets. 154 2.51 0.63

Mean 2.47 0.65
.
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selves, so outside facilitators may need to train
students in mindfulness and compassion (Vall-
abh and Singhal 2014). In Calhoun and Cann’s
(1994) study, they reported that, whereas indi-
viduals view unjust situations in their regular
life more objectively, they care about harmony
and order in their inner world; and that they de-
velop more positive attitude toward themselves.
Dalbert and Filke (2007) reported that there was
no any relationship between students’ belief in a
just world and any demographical variable in re-
gard to age variable. On other hand, the results
of the belief in just world concerning in regard to
age can be explained by associating it with indi-
vidual experiences and difficulties faced in life.
In one of their studies, Bazerman et al. (1995)
emphasized human beings need to believe that
their world is a just place. Begue and Bastonus
(2003) found that there is a positive and signifi-
cant relationship between personal belief in a
just world and general belief in a just world. Ac-
cording to Table 5 it is observed that students’

perception of a just world does not vary accord-
ing to various processes such as careful deci-
sion making, aversive decision making, dilatory
decision making, and making decision in panic
based on their residence places (P>0.05). Con-
cerning self-confidence factor in decision mak-
ing process, there is significant difference based
on their residential places (P<0.05). It was found
that there is no significant relationship between
residential place where students spend most of
their time and self-confidence in decision mak-
ing. Careful decision making mean score of stu-
dents who spend most of their life in village/
town, one of the sub-dimensions of decision
making process type, were significantly higher
than the ones who live in city center and the
ones who live in county center. When it was
viewed from the dilatory decision making pro-
cess, mean scores of the students who spend
most of their life in county centers were signifi-
cantly higher than the ones who live in city cen-
ter (Cetin 2009). It was reported that students

Table 4: Comparison of students’ personal just world perceptions, self-confidence levels in decision
making, and decision making process based on their residential places.

Variables Sum of  Mean     F        P
squares squares

Just world perception According to Residential Places 1.885 0.628 1.330 0.267
Self-confidence in decision According to Residential Places 1.342 0.447 3.152 0.027*

  making
Carefulness in decision making According to Residential Places 0.647 0.216 0.973 0.407
Aversive decision making According to Residential Places 0.432 0.144 0.679 0.566
Dilatory decision making According to Residential Places 0.238 0.079 0.375 0.771
Decision making in panic According to Residential Places 0.090 0.030 0.393 0.758

*P<0.05

Table 5: Comparison of students’ personal just world perception, level of self confidence in decision
making, and decision making process according to their residential places

Variables (I) Residential (J) Residential Mean difference    Standard
        place          place           (I-J)       error P

Self Confidence Private house Gov. dorm 0.264 0.098 0.039*

in Decision Making
Priv. dorm -0.031 0.086 0.983
Family house 0.096 0.074 0.562

Government dorm Priv. house -0.264 0.098 0.039*

Priv. dorm -0.296 0.110 0.038*

Family house -0.168 0.100 0.337
Private dorm Priv. house 0.031 0.086 0.983

Gov. dorm 0.296 0.110 0.038*

Family house 0.127 0.088 0.474
Family house Priv. house -0.096 0.074 0.562

Gov. dorm 0.168 0.100 0.337
Priv. dorm -0.127 0.088 0.474

 *P<0.05
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who play sports exhibited higher “total score”,
“loss of motivation”, and “expectation for the
future” compared to those who do not (Ozsaker
and Vurgun 2012). The experiences can change
beliefs; however, the role of teachers in change
process is, also, crucial (Cephe and Yalcin 2015).
In light of these results, future researches might
design to investigate the relationships between
the attitudes to moral decision making and per-
ceived motivational climate or goal orientations
(Gurpinar 2014). According to the Table 1, it can
be observed that there is a weak positive rela-
tionship between students’ personal belief in a
just world and their self confidence in decision
making (R=0.201). In the study carried out over
German students, Appelbaum (2002) reached
findings supporting the view that individual who
exhibit more effort deserve to get more help. Ger-
man students were asked for to evaluate people
who want to live in Germany as refugee to take
advantage of social benefits concerning how
much these people deserve this. Further, they
thought more systematically and detail-oriented
during their decision making process. Teacher
justice—or, more precisely, students’ subjective
experience of the justice of their teachers’ be-
havior toward them personally—is evidently a
key feature of schools (Peter et al. 2013).

CONCLUSION

According to Table 4, are significant differ-
ences between students residing at private house
and the ones in government dormitories; and the
ones in private dormitories. Self-confidence
means of the students residing at private hous-
es and in private dormitories are found signifi-
cantly higher compared to the means of students
residing at government dormitories. As a result,
it was found that the ones with strong belief in a
just world think people seeking for right of asy-
lum deserve less aid compared to the ones with
weaker belief in a just world. As a result of corre-
lation analyses carried out so as to determine
whether there is significant relationship between
students’ personal perception concerning a just
world and self confidence in decision making and
decision making processes, it was found that
there is no significant relationship between stu-
dents’ personal perception concerning belief in
a just world and careful decision making pro-
cess, aversive decision making process, and de-
cision making in panic. Accordingly, as students’

personal perception concerning just world de-
velops, it can be said that their self confidence in
decision making can elevate though it is in quite
limited amount. According to the Table 1, it can
be observed that there is weak positive relation-
ship between the students’ personal perception
concerning just world and their dilatory decision
making process (R=0.186). Finally, based on the
findings acquired, it can be concluded that as
students’ personal perception concerning a just
world develops, their dilatory decision making
process could also develop in a limited amount.
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