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ABSTRACT

The Role of Causal Reasoning in Children’s Social Inferences About Leaders

Attributional processes influence children’s status-based attitudes. Children approach
high-status individuals more positively when the status is attributed to internal factors.
The present aimed to understand the influence of different causal attributions (internal
vs. external) on 6-7-years-old and 9-10-years old children’s attitudes toward leaders
by comparing two leaders who attained equally high statuses due to different causes.
Parental education of the children was also examined to understand its role in
children’s attributional processes and status-based judgments. Children (N = 64) saw
two presidents, one of whom became a president due to internal reasons, and one due
to external reasons. Children were asked how much they supported presidents and to
infer presidents’ intelligence and success in their roles. Finally, children were asked
whether they expected these presidents to become presidents in different contexts as
well. Both younger and older children thought leaders who attained their position due
to internal factors (vs. external factors) were more successful and intelligent, and the
difference was larger for older children. Older children supported leaders with internal
explanations more than leaders with external explanations but younger children’s
support for the leaders did not differ based on causal attributions. Furthermore, as
parental education increased, children tended to support leaders less. Older children
thought that leaders who attained their role due to internal factors would be more likely
to have a leadership position also in different cities, while younger children were at
chance level. Moreover, as parental education increased, children were more likely to

attribute less stability to the leadership status of the leaders with external explanations.



Overall, results revealed that children’s evaluations of leaders interact with

attributional processes and contextual factors throughout their development.



OZET

Nedensel Aciklamalarin Cocuklarin Liderler Hakkindaki Cikarimlarinda Roli

Atifsal siiregler, ¢ocuklarin statiiye dayali tutumlarini etkilemektedir. Cocuklar
yiiksek statiiniin igsel faktorlere atfedildigi durumlarda yiiksek statiilii bireylere daha
olumlu yaklasirlar. Bu ¢alisma, ayn1 yiiksek statiiyii farkli nedenlerden dolay1 elde
eden iki lideri karsilastirarak farkli nedensel atiflarin (i¢sel ve dissal) 6-7 yas ve 9-10
yas cocuklarinin liderlere yonelik tutumlari iizerindeki etkisini anlamay1
amaclamistir. Cocuklarin atif siiregleri ve statiiye dayali degerlendirmelerindeki
roliinli anlamak i¢in ¢cocuklarin ebeveynlerinin egitim diizeyleri ayrica incelenmistir.
Cocuklar (N = 64) birisi i¢sel sebeplerden, digeri de digsal sebeplerden baskan olmus
iki bagkan gordiiler. Cocuklardan baskanlari ne kadar destekledikleri, baskanlarin ne
kadar zeki ve yaptiklari iste basarili oldugunu diisiikleri séylemeleri istendi. Son
olarak, cocuklara baskanlarin baska yerlerde de bagkan olmasini bekleyip
beklemedikleri soruldu. Hem kiigiik hem de biiyiik ¢ocuklar, liderlerden pozisyonunu
i¢sel faktorlere bagl olarak elde etmis olanmnin (dissal faktorlere bagli olana gore)
daha basarili ve zeki oldugunu diisiindiiler ve bu fark daha biiyiik cocuklar i¢in daha
belirgindi. Biiyiik ¢cocuklar igsel nedenlerden lider olan bagkana daha fazla destek
verirken, kiiclik cocuklarin liderlere olan deste§i nedensel atiflara dayali olarak
farklilik gostermedi. Ebeveynlerin egitim diizeyi arttik¢a cocuklarin liderlere olan
destekleri azaldi. Son olarak, biiyiik cocuklar, gérevlerini i¢sel nedenlere dayanarak
elde eden liderlerin bagka bir sehirde de liderlik pozisyonu elde edecegini
diisiintirken, kii¢iik cocuklarin beklentileri sans seviyesindeydi. Ayrica, ebeveynlerin
egitim diizeyi arttikca, gocuklar digsal nedenlerden dolayi lider olan kisilerin

statiisiine daha az devamlilik atfetti. Genel olarak, sonuglar ¢ocuklarin liderler
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hakkindaki degerlendirmelerinin gelisimsel atif siirecleri ve baglamsal faktorlerle

etkilesim i¢inde oldugunu gostermektedir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Status is generally considered as possessing “privilege or power” (Kalish, 2013).
Members of social groups tend to be quickly arranged themselves by hierarchically
based on the magnitude of the power or the privilege they possess (Koski et al.,
2015). The reason for such a tendency is that hierarchical organizations serve
essential functions for the survival of groups (e.g., Fiske, 2010; Koski et al., 2015).
One such function of hierarchies is to maintain successful social interaction and
cooperation by defining social roles and dividing labor within groups (e.g., Halevy et
al., 2011; Tomasello, 2020). Given the functional importance of hierarchies, it is
essential to infer others’ relative ranking by detecting status cues within hierarchies
(Koski et al., 2015). From early on, children infer the hierarchical structure of the
world and represent different dimensions of social status (e.g., Enright et al., 2020;
Giilgéz & Gelman, 2017; Terrizi et al., 2020). For example, they agree that people
who control the resources, achieve their goals, and give permissions are the ones
who are in charge (Giilg6z & Gelman, 2017). Children also go beyond understanding
who has higher or lower status. They utilize social status when evaluating others. For
example, they expect high-status individuals to be less helpful than low-status
individuals (Terrizi et al., 2020), they trust high-status individuals more (e.g.,
Margoni et al., 2022) or expect high-status individuals to hold greater competency
(e.g., Roussos, & Dunham, 2016; Shutts et al., 2016).

One particular identifier of social status is social roles, such as occupational
roles (Kalish, 2013; Searle, 1995, 2010). Social roles involve deontic properties such

as rights or duties expected to be performed by the members of social role groups



(e.g., Kalish, 2013; Noyes et al., 2021). Around age 4, children can understand that
social roles possess deontic properties (e.g., Foster-Hanson & Rhodes, 2019).
However, social roles, specifically occupational roles, differ depending on the power
and the prestige they provide to their occupiers (Gottfredson, 1981; Searle, 1995,
2010; Stockard & McGee, 1990). In this regard, compared to informal occupations
(e.g., farmers), formal occupations that are connected to institutions assign legitimate
deontic powers (e.g., authorized rights, duties, privileges) to their members (Noyes et
al., 2021; Searle, 1995, 2010). Around age 6, children expect that only those people
with relevant occupations (e.g., judge) can perform relevant institutional actions by
virtue of their status (e.g., punishing rule breakers), (Noyes et al., 2020). Moreover,
occupations also serve as a source of prestige for those who attain them (e.g.,
Gottfredson, 1981; Stockard & McGee, 1990; Walker & Tracey, 2012). Around 5
years of age, children understand status differences between occupations (McGee &
Stockard,1991; Weisgram et al., 2010). For example, they attribute higher status to
occupations like the President of the United States or judge, than occupations like
mail carrier or elevator operator (Weisgram et al., 2010).

The presidency role is regarded to be one of the most prestigious occupations
(Bigler et al., 2008). Societies have sophisticated institutional hierarchies, including
many versions of presidency roles such as the president of a country, a school, or a
club. Yet, children’s understanding of the presidency role has not been extensively
studied except a few works (e.g., Bigler et al., 2008; Patterson et al., 2019;
Santhanagopalan et al., 2022). These studies showed that around age of 5, children
understand the concept of president (e.g., Bigler et al., 2008; Santhanagopalan et al.,
2022). Further, children hold expectancies about who is going to be a president. For

example, 5-10 years old children expect White students to hold the president position



in a class (Santhanagopalan et al., 2022). Even though competence is rated as one of
the essential qualities of a president (Kinder et al., 1980; Fiske et al., 2007), and
children generally view high status individuals as competent (e.g., Roussos, &
Dunham, 2016; Shutts et al., 2016), it is unknown whether children would expect
every president to be successful in their roles regardless of how they achieved
presidency.

Status is a broad concept with a multicausal structure. Namely, there could be
a multitude of underlying reasons why an individual attained their status. For
instance, there can be internal causes (e.g., being hardworking) or external causes
(e.g., having access to good schools) that determine how people attain their social
status (e.g., Browman et al., 2019; Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Laurin et al., 2019).
Importantly, underlying causes of social status can be identified early in development
(e.g., Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Peretz-Lange et al., 2021; Rizzo et al., 2020). A few
developmental studies explored the causal reasoning of social status and its social
consequences by focusing on dominance-based hierarchies (e.g., winning or losing)
or economic hierarchies (e.g., having less or more resources) (e.g., Hussak &
Cimpian, 2015; Peretz-Lange et al., 2021; Rizzo et al., 2020). Their findings show
that children, around age 5, can represent both internal and structural causes of social
status and shape their judgments accordingly (e.g., Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Peretz-
Lange et al., 2021). In particular, the literature shows that causal reasoning of social
status might influence children’s friendship, resource allocation, and fairness
decisions (e.g., Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Peretz-Lange et al., 2021; Rizzo et al.,
2020). For example, children prefer to be friends with high-status individuals if the

underlying cause of high status is internal (Peretz-Lange et al., 2021).



While it is known that children understand different causes leading
individuals to gain status (e.g., wealth), whether children can understand that
different causes lead people to attain prestigious roles is yet to be investigated.
Similar to children’s friendship choices based on causes of high-status (Peretz-Lange
et al., 2021), causal reasoning of prestigious role attainment might be influential on
children’s other social judgments as well. For instance, knowing why people become
presidents may also be informative about their success in the role or the possibility of
their social status mobility. Thus, the current study aims to explore whether causal
explanations about how people attain prestigious roles influence children’s

inferences about these people.

1.1 Development of social status conceptualizations

Among both human and non-human species, social groups tend to be organized into
hierarchical structures. The term "hierarchy" states the implicit or explicit status-
based ranking of group members within their groups, where some are positioned in
higher positions than others across different dimensions (e.g., Fiske, 2010; Halevy et
al., 2011; Koski et al., 2015; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). These dimensions can vary
from dominance (e.g., Peretz-Lange et a., 2021; Pun et al., 2016; Thomsen et al.,
2011) to deontic power (e.g., Searle, 1995; 2020; Stevanovic, 2018). Thus, the
general concept is that hierarchies are a product of the differences between
individuals' power. The ones with greater power occupy the highest positions (e.g.,
Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Koski et al., 2015). The hierarchical structure of the
social groups is not only pervasive but also formed spontaneously and quickly (e.g.,
Halevy et al., 2011; Koski et al., 2015), which suggests a solid preferential bias for

this organization type (e.g., Fiske, 1991, 2010; Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010; Mazur,



1985). From an evolutionary perspective, the reason for this bias is that hierarchical
organization serves critical adaptive value for species' survival by facilitating the
group’s chances to survive (Fiske, 1991, 2010; Halevy, 2011). Especially allocation
of essential resources (Sapolsky, 2005) and defining social roles (Halevy, 2011) are
the crucial functions of hierarchical organizations. Given the limited resources such
as food, hierarchies provide an organized and effective way to allocate resources
(Sapolsky, 2005). Also, members of the social groups show high individual variation
in their skills, traits, and knowledge. Therefore, according to Halevy et al. (2011),
another essential function of hierarchical organization is to define social roles to
allocate workload among group members and consequently promote group
functioning. Within organizations, most of the joint tasks require distinction of labor
and a high level of coordination. For example, to be completed successfully, a
surgical operation (a joint task) in a hospital (an organization) requires the
occupation of different social roles (e.g., surgeon vs. nurse) with diverged status
levels (e.g., different levels of authorizations). Thus, hierarchically differentiating
social roles and labor division facilitates efficient social interaction and coordination
within groups and organizations (Halevy et al., 2011). Given the omnipresence and
adaptive importance of hierarchies, the ability to encode social status cues and draw
status-based inferences becomes a fundamental social skill.

From very early on, humans can detect appearances, behaviors, and traits as
cues that convey status. These cues can be roughly separated into perceptual and
knowledge-based status cues (Halevy et al., 2011). Children can detect both
perceptual status cues, including group size (Pun et al., 2016), physical proportions
of individuals (Thomsen et al., 2011), and knowledge-based status cues, including

prestige (e.g., Kajanus et al., 2020; Margoni et al., 2022), decision-making power



(e.g., Enright et al., 2020; Giilgoz & Gelman, 2017) and wealth (e.g., Enright et
al.,2020; Giilgoz & Gelman, 2017; Li et al., 2014; Shutts et al., 2016). Children's
sensitivity to perceptual status cues develops earlier, around first age (e.g., Pun et al.,
2016; Thomsen et al., 2011). Pun et al. (2016) demonstrated that infants around 6
months of age could represent a dominance-based hierarchy based on the group size
of agents. In particular, when infants were presented with two agents with competing
goals, they were more surprised when the agent from the small group won,
suggesting that they expected members of larger group to prevail (Pun et al., 2016).
Children's conceptualization of social status becomes complex in the following
years. They become tuned into less salient knowledge-based cues, including giving
orders, possessing valued skills, achieving goals, and forcing opinions (e.g., Enright
et al., 2020; Giilgéz & Gelman, 2017; Kajanus et al., 2020). Around age of 2,
children start to recognize authority figures who give orders, and they can distinguish
different type of authorities by looking at how they give the orders (Margoni et al.,
2018). In Margoni et al. (2018), 21 months old children were presented with either
respected authority who gave an order to subordinates without harming them or fear-
based authority who gave an order to subordinates by hitting them. Children who
saw the respected authority figure, expected subordinates to obey the order even if
the authority was no longer present. However, children who saw the fear-based
authority figure did not hold any obedience or disobedience expectation from
subordinates when the authority was no longer present. Giilgéz and Gelman (2017)
investigated 3- to 9-years-old children's conceptualization of social power in five
dimensions: controlling resources, setting norms, giving permissions, achieving
goals, and giving orders. Children were presented with two characters for every

dimension: one possesses power in a particular dimension while the other does not.



For example, in the resource control dimension, there was one toy, and only one
character played with it (high power), while the other character watched (low
power). After every scene, children were asked, "Who is in charge?" Findings
showed that younger and older children represented controlling resources, achieving
goals, and giving permissions as social status cues. However, only older children
aged 7- to 9-years-old utilized norm-setting and giving orders as cues to social status.
In a similar study, Enright et al. (2020) showed that around the age of 3, children
also consider prestige (i.e., performing better) as a cue to social status and infer that a

prestigious person is the one who is in charge.

1.2 Children’s inferences based on status

In addition to perceiving social status cues, reasoning about others in response to
those cues is also critical to maintain the functions of social hierarchies (Koski et al.,
2015; Thomsen, 2020). Individuals show apparent variability in the personal traits
and knowledge they possess. Hence when deciding whom to learn from, ask for help,
or be friends with, it is crucial to choose the ones with the most appropriate
characteristics or knowledge. From an early age, children begin using status cues
such as wealth (e.g., Sigelman, 2012; Shutts et al., 2016), authority (e.g., Glilgoz &
Gelman, 2017; Terrizi et al., 2020), prestige (e.g., Enright et al., 2020) to make
inferences and to guide their preferences and learning. When evaluating others,
children draw social inferences about competence (e.g., Sigelman, 2012; Shultts et
al., 2016; Roussos, & Dunham, 2016), prosociality (Terrizi et al., 2020), and
niceness (e.g., Terrizi et al., 2020; Yang & Dunham, 2022) from the status cues they
encounter. For instance, Shutts et al. (2016) found that when 4- and 6-years-old

children were presented with wealth cues (e.g., houses, possessions) they expected



individuals who were associated with high-status wealth cues to be have greater
academic success than individuals with the lower-status cues. Terrizi et al. (2020)
conducted two experiments to investigate whether children infer status from
individuals’ behaviors and infer behaviors from individuals’ status. In their first
experiment, 4- to 7-years-old children and adults were presented with two
individuals: one helped someone who needed help while the other did not. Children
of all ages and adults thought that the individual who did not provide help was in
charge by attributing more authority to an unhelpful individual. However, all
participants attributed more niceness to the individual who helped someone in need.
In their second experiment, participants were presented with three agents differing in
their authority status: one was always in charge, one was sometimes in charge, and
the last was never in charge. Then participants were given a scene where someone
needed help and asked to infer who would help. Older children aged 6- to 7-years-
old and adults, but not younger children, consistently inferred that agents with a high

authority would be less likely to provide help (Terrizi et al., 2020).

1.3 Children’s decisions based on status

Children also take advantage of status cues when to decide whom to trust (Margoni
et al., 2022), which knowledge to endorse (Bernard et al., 2016), whom to be friends
with (e.g., Li et al., 2014; Shutts et al., 2016), or whom to share resources with (e.g.,
Elenbaas & Killen; 2016; Elenbaas et al., 2016; Li et al., 2014). Margoni et al.,
(2022) investigated whether children selectively trust to authorities depending on the
type of authority. In an economic trust game, 4- to 5-years-old and 7- to 8-years-old
children were given candies and introduced to a respected leader (who was obeyed

without harming others), a bully leader (who gained power by hitting others) and two



neutral characters. Then children were asked to either invest their candies to these
characters or keep candies for themselves. According to the results, children’s
investment decisions differed depending on the authority type and children’s age.
Younger children were more likely to trust and invest their possessions in respected
leader and neutral characters more than the bully leader, whereas older children
trusted and invested in only the respected leader (Margoni et al., 2022). Children use
social status cues in epistemic trust contexts when evaluating the reliability of the
information (Bernard et al., 2016). In particular, in a study by Bernard et al. (2016),
when a dominant and subordinate agent provided two different pieces of information
about a novel object, 3-to 5-year-old children were more likely to trust the
information provided by the dominant agent. Moreover, children consider status cues
when choosing whom to affiliate with (e.g., Ahl & Dunham, 2017; Li et al., 2014;
Shutts et al., 2016). For example, 4- to 6-years-old children prefer to be friends with
children who possess wealth-related cues like new clothes (Shutts et al., 2016), and 4
and 5-years-old children tend to choose to be friends with other children with more
resources (Li et al., 2014).

Children’s behaviors toward, and evaluations of others by using status cues is
not a unidimensional process. Indeed, it is a sophisticated form of reasoning that can
vary throughout development depending on the dimensions of social status. For
example, children do not always make positive attributions to high-status individuals
(e.g., Mistry et al., 2015; Terrizi et al., 2020; Yang & Dunham, 2022), and children’s
decisions do not always favor high-status individuals (e.g., Elenbaas & Killen, 2016;
Elenbaas et al., 2016; Li et al., 2014). Supporting this complex reasoning, Li et al.
(2014) found that 4- and 5-years-old children decided to distribute more prizes to

low-status individuals who had less playdough than high-status individuals while still



preferring to be friends with high-status individuals. In a similar vein, Yang and
Dunham (2022) showed a noticeable developmental trend in children’s
conceptualization of wealth when making status-based inferences. Their results
revealed that when children were around 5 years old, they attributed more positivity
to high-status individuals by liking them more, considering them more prosocial and
more talented. However, around the age of 7, children's social preferences and
evaluations for high-status individuals can start to decrease. In particular, in the same
study, when children reached 9 years of age, they no longer showed a preference
towards high- or low-status individuals. Strikingly, 9-years-old children hold a pro-
poor bias by evaluating low-status people as more prosocial compared to high-status
people (Yang & Dunham, 2022). These studies imply that children's
conceptualization of social status goes far beyond dividing people simply as high or
low status and associating high-status cues with positivity. The nuanced implications
of status cues in children's social inferences may offer an insight into their capacity
to deeply represent underlying mechanisms of social status (Shutts & Kalish, 2021).
In fact, these nuances can lead us to explore the factors and underlying reasoning that

lie behind children's social inferential processes.

1.4 Social roles as a class of social status

Social cognition literature commonly conceptualized social status in terms of
dominance (e.g., winning or losing) or monetary (e.g., rich or poor) hierarchies. Yet,
social status is a broad concept exceeding dominance and monetary relations (Kalish,
2013). One critical subset of social status is social roles. Human civilizations are
constructed on countless social organizations such as governmental institutions,

universities, or families, each requiring a set of distinct social roles for successful
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functioning. Social roles, in the most general sense, are the social positions in social
organizations characterizing a group of deontic expectations (i.e., what an individual
is ought to or allowed to do, such as duties and rights) from their occupiers (Biddle,
1979; Kalish, 2013; Searle, 1995, 2010). Children, around 3-year-olds can
successfully reason about deontic concepts such as rules and obligations and expect
others to follow the rules (Clément et al., 2011; Cummins, 1996b). Around age 4,
children start associating deontic properties with relevant social role categories,
inferring deontic features from social role categories (Foster-Hanson & Rhodes,
2019; Lawson & Kalish, 2008). For example, they expect individuals who belong to
specific social role categories (e.g., neighbor, teacher, doctor) to possess relevant
deontic properties (i.e., something that person must do) more than psychological
properties (i.e., something that person enjoys doing) (Lawson & Kalish, 2008).
Children also infer social roles from deontic features. Foster-Hanson and Rhodes
(2019) found that 4-5-years-old children think that individuals possessing the deontic
obligations of social roles (e.g., supposed to rescue others during fires) are "real and
deep down" members of such role categories (e.g., firefighter). These results
demonstrate that children around the age of 4 understand social role concepts and
can map deontic features onto these concepts (Foster-Hanson & Rhodes, 2019;
Lawson & Kalish, 2008).

Social roles encompass a wide variety of different roles. These roles can be
classified on a continuum from informal (e.g., family roles, such as father and
mother) to formal roles (e.g., occupational roles, such as a doctor or lawyer)
depending on the status they assign to their occupiers (Kalish, 2013). For example,
informal roles, such as neighbors, do not provide clearly defined legitimized

obligations or rights to their occupiers. On the other hand, in the case of formal roles,
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there are regulations providing power and permissions, thereby status, to the
occupiers of these roles. (Biddle, 1979; Kalish, 2013; Searle, 1995; 2010).
Occupational roles also show variance within themselves based on the status they
provide to their occupiers. Thus, occupations can provide people with status through
deontic power (Searle, 1995; Searle, 2010) or occupational prestige (e.g.,
Gottfredson, 1981; Stockard & McGee, 1990; Walker & Tracey, 2012).

The concept of deontic power is fundamentally related to institutional rules.
According to Searle's status function theory, members of specific occupational roles
are assigned deontic powers such as privileged institutional rights, authorizations,
duties, obligations, or permissions (Searle, 1995, 2010). These occupations endow
individuals with legitimized deontic power to perform institutional actions that they
could not perform without attaining required occupational positions. For example, a
country's president can veto legislation, which cannot be performed without relevant
occupation and deontic power (Searle, 2010), or one can pronounce a couple married
if only they are a marriage officiant (Noyes et al., 2020). However, other occupations
that are not directly connected to institutions are expected to perform actions that do
not require deontic power. These actions can be performed by individuals with and
without relevant social roles, regardless of their status or power. For example,
farmers are supposed to be engaged in farming. However, people who are not
farmers can also plant seeds or harvest. Indeed, children around the age of 8 can
differentiate social roles comprising institutional vs. standard actions (Noyes et al.,
2020). In Noyes et al. (2020), 4- to 9-year-old children were introduced to a
community including different social roles with either standard actions (e.g., Wingles
who build things) or institutional actions (e.g., Cauters who punish rule breakers).

Then, children were told about a change in social roles (e.g., one day, the community
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decided that a different group of individuals to be Cauters or Wingles) and asked
whether these ex-Wingles or ex-Cauters could perform their social roles. Children
around the age of 6 could discriminate standard actions from institutional actions,
and after the age of 8, they could robustly distinguish between two actions. To
clarify, during elementary school, children think that individuals can continue to
perform standard actions even though they are no longer members of the relevant
social role category. However, individuals cannot perform institutional actions if
they are not members of the relevant social role category (Noyes et al., 2020). These
results indicate that during elementary school, children start to conceptualize
occupational roles based on deontic power and can discriminate institutional actions
from other actions.

The other factor differentiating occupations is the prestige level of the
occupations. Occupational prestige simply refers to the social position or status that
an individual gains by holding an occupation (Fujishiro et al., 2010; Hauser &
Warren, 1997). In turn, social status is the respect and admiration people are afforded
based on their occupations (Anderson, 2015). Literature shows that adults use
occupational titles as a social status cue (Weeks & Leavitt, 2017) and shape their
attitudes accordingly (Goodman & Grais, 1993; Ratcliff et al., 2011). In a study by
Goodman and Grais (1993), two individuals, one claimed to be a lawyer and the
other one claimed to be a gas station attendant, requested help from others. Results
showed that individuals with a lawyer title received far more help than individuals
with a gas station attendant title. Ratcliff et al. (2011) showed that participants tend
to remember faces more quickly and accurately if the face was matched with high-
status job titles (e.g., CEO, judge) than with low-status job titles (e.g., farmer,

plumber).
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Few developmental study revealed that children around the age of 5
understand that occupations differ in their status (McGee & Stockard,1991;
Weisgram et al., 2010). Toward the age of 6, children understand differences in
occupational status between social groups based on race (Bigler et al., 2003) and
gender (Liben et al., 2001). In a study by McGee and Stockard (1991), 10 years old
children thought that the most prestigious jobs (important, admired, and respected)
included scientist, judge, and surgeon, and the least prestigious jobs included
hairdresser, truck driver, and fast-food worker. In a more recent study by Weisgram
et al. (2010), 5- to- 10 years old children and adults rated occupations' value (such as
income and decision-making power). All ages rated doctors, lawyers, supreme court
judges, and the president of the U.S. as the occupations with the highest income and
power. In contrast, participants rated jobs grocery bagger, mail carrier, and elevator
operator as the occupations with the least income and power. Children also hold
stereotypes regarding high-prestige occupations. For instance, 6- to -12 years old
Black children thought that White people were more likely to attain high-prestige
occupations (e.g., politician, doctor), whereas Black people were more likely to
attain low-prestige occupations (e.g., garbage collector, waiter). Moreover, children
rated unfamiliar occupations higher in prestige if White people held the occupations
than Black people (Bigler et al., 2003). Similarly, children evaluated masculine
occupations (e.g., banker, dentist) as more prestigious than feminine occupations

(e.g., nurse, teacher) (Liben et al., 2001).

1.5 The presidency role
Given that occupational roles might signal an individual's social standing in society,

the presidency role stands out from other roles as it can be considered the most
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prestigious occupation in the world (Bigler et al., 2008). Children around 5 years can
successfully comprehend the presidency role (Bigler et al., 2008; Patterson et al.,
2019; Santhanagopalan et al., 2022). In an illustrative study by Santhanagopalan et
al. (2022), 5- to 10-year-old children were presented with different roles, including
president (responsible for the crucial decisions in the class), welcomer (responsible
for welcoming others), treasurer (responsible for money for the class), and notetaker
(responsible for writing down what others say). Then, children were asked to choose
the person to fill the position (varied in race and gender). Results revealed that
regardless of age and gender, all children wanted to attain the president role rather
than other roles. However, all children chose light skin toned and White people as
presidents more than dark skin toned and Black people. Besides, children who were
younger than 9 chose their gender as the president, while children older than 9 years
old chose boys as the president (Santhanagopalan et al., 2022). These findings might
relate to research indicating that children around the age of 5 associate boys with
more resources (Charafeddine et al., 2020), and boys and White people with more
decision-making power and wealth (Mandalaywala et al., 2020). Similarly, children
might perceive the presidency role as a cue for high status from a young age by
associating it with group-based hierarchies based on race and gender.

The president figures are abundantly present in many different social contexts
and roles and adults expect ideal presidents to be competent (Fiske et al., 2007,
Kinder et al., 1980). Nevertheless, the research on children's expectations from or
inferences about the president figures is limited (Santhanagopalan et al., 2021;
Stavans & Diesendruck, 2021). It has been found that when 5- to 6- years-old-
children were introduced to the president role (called the head of the group), they

expected leaders to contribute more to the group's common goal. Yet, they do not
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view leaders as entitled to take more resources for themselves (Stavans &
Diesendruck, 2021). Moreover, in a study, 5- to 10-year-old children from India were
presented with different characters who spoke different languages (Tamil, Hindi,
Indian-English, or British-English). Then, children were requested to answer the
question "who is a better leader?". According to the results, children thought British
speakers were better leaders than others, followed by Indian-English speakers and
Hindi speakers (Santhanagopalan et al., 2021). These studies reveal that children
understand the role of the president, hold presidency stereotypes, and judge leaders'
competence based on their language. One of the open questions is, what cues other
than language are available to children when they infer presidents' success in their

roles?

1.6 Causal reasoning of social status

Even though two individuals may have attained the same occupation or social status
and are ranked similarly within their groups, the underlying causes of such ranking
may differ. Therefore, why some people possess specific social roles might carry
critical significance while drawing inferences about the members of such social
categories. To explore how children make causal attributions for social status and the
social consequences of those attributions, it is essential to understand how they
evaluate others and complex social structures. Limited research examined the role of
causal mechanisms in the social inferential process of dominance-based status
(Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Peretz Lange et al.,2021; Peretz- Lange & Muentener,
2021; Rizzo et al., 2020; Rizzo & Killen; Rizzo et al., 2022) and only one study
investigated the relationship between causal reasoning and occupational roles (Noyes

etal., 2021).
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According to early causal reasoning literature, at around 10 months, infants
can infer the hidden causes of the motion when they observe the spontaneous motion
of an object (e.g., Saxe et al., 2005; 2007). Around 24 months, they can infer hidden
causes for novel physical events (e.g., a light turned on) (Muentener & Schultz,
2014). However, inferring the causes of social concepts, such as wealth or social
roles, can be more complex since the underlying causes of social concepts vary
enormously (e.g., Elenbaas et al., 2020; Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Peretz-Lange et
al., 2021). For example, to explain why men outnumber women in high-paid jobs,
both internal attributions (e.g., intelligence) and external attributions (e.g., the
opportunity gap) can be made (e.g., Amemiya et al., 2022; Haslanger, 2016; Hussak
& Cimpian, 2015; Peretz-Lange et al., 2021; Vasilyeva & Lombrozo, 2020). On the
one hand, essentialism research has investigated the causal reasoning of social status
(Davoodi et al., 2020; Rhodes & Mandalaywala, 2017). According to essentialist
construal, individuals who are the members of the same social group (e.g., gender)
possess an internal essence (e.g., traits) that causes within-category similarities (e.g.,
possessing low-paid jobs) (Gelman, 2003). In the domain of social status, the
essentialist view may characterize the causes of having low status as individuals'
internal deficiencies, such as being less knowledgeable (Peretz-Lange et al., 2021;
Peretz-Lange, 2021). Thus, it may foster stereotyping and prejudice against low-
status individuals (Rhodes & Mandalaywala, 2017; see Elenbaas et al., 2020, for a
review). On the other hand, the causal discounting framework claims that essentialist
or internal explanations for social status discount external causes of social status.
Thus, highlighting the external causes of social status may impact children's status-

based stereotype endorsements and decisions (Peretz-Lange, 2021).
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Both adults and children have a strong tendency for essentialist explanations
and make internal attributions to explain the differences between social categories
(e.g., Betz & Kayser, 2017; Cimpian & Salomon, 2014; Sigelman, 2012). This
tendency also holds across cultures yet children’s essentialist views for social status
seems to be less robust than other social categories such as nationality (Davoodi et
al., 2020). A cross-cultural study examined 5- to 10-years-old children's and adults'
essentialist views for multiple categories including religion, nationality, gender,
social status (poor or rich), and support for a sports team (Davoodi et al., 2020).
According to the results of this study, among populations in the US and Turkey,
children's essentialist beliefs for social status were significantly less than gender,
nationality, and religion. Participants’ essentialist views for social status did not
differ from their essentialist views for supporting a sports team (Davoodi et al.,
2020). Results children's low essentialism scores for social status may imply that
children incorporate other factors (e.g., external) into their social status concepts.
Indeed, research shows that there are a vast number of external factors causing
people to attain their positions in the social hierarchy (e.g., Browman et al., 2019;
Haslanger, 2016). External causes refer to all types of factors external to the
individuals, such as historical events or natural events (e.g., Cimpian & Salomon,
2014; Hussak & Cimpian, 2015). One specific type of external cause is structural
causes (e.g., Amemiya et al., 2022; Haslanger, 2016; Vasilyeva & Lombrozo, 2020;
Vasilyeva et al., 2018). Structural causes refer to stable institutional practices (e.g.,
social policies) and cultural beliefs within the social systems that systematically
provide an advantage to some part of the society while providing a disadvantage to

others (Amemiya et al., 2022; Haslanger, 2016).
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Structural causes are prevalent and impose a skew in the distribution of
individuals within social hierarchies. Around 6 years, children start to understand
information about structural causes lying behind the social outcomes (Vasilyeva et
al., 2018) and highlighting structural factors impacts their negative evaluations about
others (Dunlea & Heiphetz, 2022). In a study by Dunlea and Heiphetz (2022), 6-to-8
years old children were introduced different individuals who were incarcerated.
Children evaluated incarcerated individuals more positively if the underlying cause
was structural (not having very much money when growing up) than it was internal
(being a bad person) or behavioral (doing something wrong).

Some developmental studies compared the effect of structural vs. internal
causal attributions on children's status-based attitudes (e.g., Hussak & Cimpian,
2015; Peretz Lange et al., 2021; Peretz-Lange & Muentener, 2021; Rizzo et al.,
2020; Rizzo & Killen, 2020; Rizzo et al., 2022). Among these, Rizzo et al. (2020)
investigated 3- to 8-years-old children's behaviors toward resource inequalities
originating either from structural causes (gender-based discrimination) or internal
causes (merit). Researchers found that children of all ages allocated more resources
to those who received less due to their gender and those who received more due to
their hard work. These findings show that children tend to rectify social disparities
by allocating more resource to disadvantaged individuals if the cause is structural
and perpetuate social inequalities by giving more to advantaged individuals if the
cause of disparity is internal (Rizzo et al., 2020). These findings claims that children
distribute more resources to people with low-status by considering causes of social
status during resource allocation (Li et., 2014; Rizzo et al., 2020). Furthermore,
causes of social status also shape children’s attitudes toward others (Peretz-Lange &

Muentener, 2021; Peretz-Lange et al., 2021) and approval of the status quo (Hussak
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& Cimpian, 2015). In Peretz-Lange et al., (2021) 5- to 6- and 9- to 10-year-olds and
adults watched a novel game that could be won or lost due to either internal causes
(citing the physical characteristics of the players) or structural causes (citing the
physical characteristics of the game). Participants watched one of the two teams
winning, and both internal and structural causes could account for winning. Then,
participants were asked about their causal attributions regarding why they thought
the winners won the game and whom they wanted to be friends with. Results showed
that younger children made more internal causal attributions for winning, older
children had no systematic choice, and adults made more structural causal
attributions for winning. Both children and adults preferred to be friends with the
high-status group only if they made internal attributions to their high status.
However, those who considered social status to reflect others' structural advantages
did not show such preference.

Husak and Cimpian (2015) explored 5- and 8-year-olds' explanatory biases
and support for the status quo. Children were told about status disparities regarding
different dimensions of status, such as being rich or boss. Children were presented
with either an internal or an external causal explanation for each disparity. Even
though researchers did not intentionally define social roles, two of the four status
disparities they used were resembling social roles. In one of them, status was
conceptualized as being the boss and the internal explanation revealed that one group
was always the bosses "Because they are much better decision-makers and are better
at being in charge than the others” In contrast, the external explanation revealed the
reason as “The town they live in has a lot more office buildings and a lot more jobs
for bosses.” In the other one, status was the working place, one group was working in

offices (high-status), while the other group working in farmlands (low status).
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Internal explanation cited the reason for that as “They are better with numbers, and
much better at computers.” External explanation cited that “The town they live in
happens to not have any farmland, and only has office jobs available.” Then
children were asked which group they preferred, which group deserved its status and
whether it was fair. Children's answers to questions were combined into one
composite score to explain their support for the status quo. Results showed that both
5- and 8-year-olds’ scores were significantly higher in internal explanations
suggesting that they supported the status quo when the underlying reason of status
was internal. Notably, older ages did not support the status quo when the underlying
reason was external. For example, they did not think that people deserve to work in
offices and did not like them if the reason was the structure of their city (Hussak &
Cimpian, 2015).

There is no developmental study directly investigating the role of causal
reasoning in children’s social inferences about occupational role-holders. However,
Noyes et al. (2021) investigated whether the way individuals attained their
occupations influenced adults’ inferences about different features of these
individuals (e.g., their deontic obligations, and psychological traits). They compared
two causal processes explaining how people attain institutional occupations:
intentional membership (i.e., individuals who intentionally pursue the particular
occupation as a career and are hired by the company through selection) or random
membership (i.e., individuals are hired randomly). Then, participants were asked to
infer deontic, functional, psychological, personality and skill-based properties of
occupation holders based on causal processes of category membership. According to
their results, the selection process is also a robust source for personality and skill

inferences. Participants thought that individuals who were intentionally selected for
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the role had more typical personality traits and skill of roles compared to those who

were selected randomly.

22



CHAPTER 2

THE CURRENT STUDY

The present study aims to explore whether causal explanations for why individuals
attain prestigious occupations (i.e., the presidency) influence children’s social
inferences about these individuals. Considerable research evidence revealed that
adults (e.g., Oldmeadow & Fiske, 2007) and children (e.g., Roussos & Dunham,
2016; Shultts et al., 2016) perceive high-status individuals as more competent.
However, it is still unclear whether individuals generalize this high status-
competency association to infer individuals' performance in their occupations
regardless of how status is achieved. A study done with adult participants (Brescoll
et al., 2010) showed that individuals use gender-occupation congruency as a cue to
infer people's competency in high-status occupations. Their results showed that
individuals who attained high-status and gender-incongruent occupations (i.e., the
president of a women's college position for men, the police chief position for
women) were seen as less competent when they made a mistake. For children, |
expect causes of occupation attainment to serve as a cue for individuals' success in
their high-status occupations.

This study presented 6-7- and 9-10-years old children with two cities and the
presidents of these cities. The presidents of the cities were responsible for running
the city and deciding how to use the city's money. These two presidents attained their
roles due to internal (e.g., working hard) or external causes (e.g., financial
opportunities). After each president's introduction, participants were asked about
their success inferences about the presidents, their support for the presidents, their

perceived intelligence of the presidents, and the stability of the leadership status of
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presidents. Also, after the individual evaluation of the presidents, participants were
presented with the two presidents at the same time and were asked to tell which one
of the presidents was more successful at his job.

At the end of the trials, participants were introduced to four different
characters to check whether children associate the presidency role with higher status.
The characters were two different presidents of two different cities, a notetaker
(responsible for writing down what everybody says) and a welcomer (responsible for
welcoming people who come to this building). Across two trials, presidents were
introduced together with the notetaker or the welcomer. Every trial had a scenario
regarding resource control, and children were asked to choose who obtained the
resource: the president or the other employee.

This study had three hypotheses. First, children were expected to infer higher
success for the presidents with internal explanations, but this tendency was expected
to be more robust for older children. Second, children were expected to support the
presidents who attained the role due to internal causes the most. Third, older children
we expected to predict more status stability in the internal explanation condition.
Older children were expected to think that the president with internal explanations
would more likely become a president in a different city. However, younger children
were expected to think that all presidential figures, regardless of explanations, would
become presidents in new cities. This expectation was based on a previous study by
Crosby (2001) showing that 8-year-olds, but not 10-to-12-year-olds, expect status to
be stable by assuming that rich people will always be rich. There was no prior
hypothesis regarding children’s intelligence inferences, but given that internal

explanations might cause children's social inferences about groups to be more
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positive (e.g., Dunlea & Heiphetz, 2022; Peretz-Lange et al., 2021), children could
infer greater intelligence for the presidents with internal causes.

Furthermore, parental education was added as an explanatory variable. The
reason behind the exploration of parental education was that children's explanations
and explanatory biases are not independent of the socio-cultural environment they
grow up, including school and family contexts (Flanagan & Tucker, 1999; Goudeau
& Cimpian, 2021). Yet, the limited research on how children’s life experiences affect
their tendency to explain social events reveals inconsistent findings. On the one
hand, findings show that high education impacts individuals' explanatory beliefs in a
way that they put more emphasis on external factors or less on essentialist thinking.
For example, a study by Flanagan and Tucker (1999) found that adolescents whose
mothers had higher education, relied on situational causes to explain social problems
(e.g., unemployment, poverty). In a more current study by Peretz-Lange et al. (2023),
it has been found that university students who completed social science coursework
exhibited less essentialist thinking about racial disparities. Also, parents'
socioeconomic status was shown to have an impact on 9- to 10- years old children’s
institutional socialization (Lareau, 2011). According to Lareau's (2011) institutional
socialization conceptualization, parents, especially those from middle to high SES,
tend to motivate their children to participate in multiple events, including interacting
with authority figures, to make them more active and comfortable in the decision-
making processes of the social structures. These results might indicate that children
from educated families might have a higher awareness and knowledge of external
factors underlying social events, and they might feel more comfortable when
incorporating this knowledge into their social decisions in a way that considers status

attainment through external factors less desirable. Based on these, current study
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explored whether and how parental education plays a role in how children evaluate

political authority figures by looking at the causes of their status attainment.

2.1 Method
2.1.1 Participants
For the study, 6- to 7- and 9- to 10- years old children were recruited through schools
and Bogazici University Baby and Child Development Laboratory database. Around
5- to 6- years of age, children can think about external/structural causes of social
events, but their performance continues to develop through adulthood (e.g.,
Vasilyeva et al., 2018). Similarly, children can understand occupational status around
5- to 6 years of age (e.g., Bigler et al., 2003). Moreover, in the present study,
children were also introduced to governmental positions, and children’s institutional
reasoning starts to develop around the age of 6 (Noyes et al., 2020). Therefore, the
selection of these two age categories provides an opportunity to capture children's
early understanding of explanations and development of institutional concepts
together with their developmental trajectory in both domains. Before data collection,
the sample size was planned to be 64 (32 participants for each age group). The
sample size was determined based on the previous studies on the development of the
explanatory framework and leadership cognition (e.g., Bernard et al., 2016; Hussak
& Cimpian, 2015; Santhanagopalan et al., 2022).

As planned, the final sample included 32 6-to-7- year- olds (14 girls, M =
6.93, SD = .47, range = 6.20 — 7.97) and 32 9-to 10- year-olds (20 girls, M =
9.96, SD = .56, range = 9.90 — 10. 90). Additional three children were tested but

eliminated from the final sample due to failure to repeat explanations (N = 2) and
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being distracted during the experiment (N =1). Thirty-five children were tested
online via Zoom, and 29 were tested at schools.

All mothers (N = 64) and most fathers (N = 61) reported their education level.
The most common education level among mothers was bachelor's degree (45.3%),
followed graduate (20.3%) and high school degree (15.6%). More than half of the
fathers had bachelor's degrees (54.1%), and the most reported degrees for the other
half were high school (16.4%) and graduate degrees (14.8%). Only some parents
reported their income (N = 44). According to the reported annual income information
(on a scale with eight categories ranging from "under 100.00 Turkish liras" to "over
800.000 Turkish liras™), 54.5% of the parent's annual income was less than 400.00
Turkish liras. Parent’s SES was measured by using self-reported MacArthur scale
from 1 to 10 (Adler et al., 2000), where higher scores represent higher income,
higher education level and better jobs. Among the parents who reported their
MacArthur SES (N = 46) information, the mean of SES was 5.89 (SD = 1.34, range =
2-8).

The Ethics Committee approved this study for Master's and Ph.D. Theses in

Social Sciences and Humanities at Bogazici University (See Appendix A).

2.1.2 Materials

2.1.2.1 Stimuli

During the familiarization trials, children were introduced to a five-point scale
consisting of 5 circles, with varying degrees of fill from an empty circle to a
completely filled circle. Each circle conveyed a different score: 5 =“alot”, 4 =

“quite a little”, 3 = “a little” 2 = “very little” 1 = “not at all”.
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All visual stimuli were created via an online tool and presented via
PowerPoint. For the test trials, visual stimuli consisted of drawings of two presidents.
President characters were White and middle-aged male adults. Since the gender of
the presidents may affect individuals’ competence attributions (Brescoll et al., 2010),
all the president figures were decided to be male for both boy and girl participants.
All president characters wore suits, and the color of their suits, haircuts, and hair
color differed. Each president appeared next to a different city drawing representing
different geographical location. The cities were similar, and a salient building was
marked to indicate where the president worked in each city. The marked buildings
resembled big and prestigious buildings. The only difference between the two
presidential buildings was the color of the star symbol standing at the top of the
building. For the forced choice success question, the same president figures were
presented next to each other, and there was a colored column behind them to make it
easy for children to refer to the presidents.

For the manipulation check trials, four new character drawings were used
(two presidents, a notetaker, and a welcomer). All characters were White, middle-
aged males. President characters were wearing suits. The color of their suits and hair,
together with their haircut, were varied. Other characters, the notetaker and the
welcomer wore casual pants and jackets similar to the president figures to ensure that
participants inferred status only from the occupational title. Each character duo
(president vs. welcomer or president vs. notetaker) appeared on the two sides of the
screen at the same time, with a city picture appeared in the middle of them. Similar
to the test trials, big buildings were marked for each duo. During the manipulation
check trials, depending on the scenario, a picture of an elevator or shelf with a single

sandwich appeared instead of the city picture.
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A parental questionnaire was sent parents to collect demographic
information. To measure socioeconomic status of the parents, MacArthur Self-
Reported Socioeconomic Status Scale on 10 points was used (Adler et al., 2000) (see

Appendix B).

2.1.3 Design and procedure

A within-subject design was used. Children were tested individually, either online or
in schools. In schools, the experimenter asked the child to come to a quiet room. The
experimenter met up with the children via Zoom for the online procedure. The
experiment started with familiarization trials. The experimenter explained that they
would play a child game in these trials. Children were informed about the essential
concepts in the study and how to play the game. The test trials followed the
familiarization phase. At the end of the study, the manipulation check trials were

introduced.

2.1.3.1 Familiarization trials

The familiarization trials served as an introduction to the game. First, children were
shown a five-point scale and explained what it meant and instructed on how to
convey their answers using the scale (e.g., "if your answer means not at all, you need
to choose this one" or "if your answer is quite a little you need to choose this one™).
Then children were asked to show each circle to ensure they understood the scale
(e.g., "Can you show me which one you will point to if your answer is a little?").
Then the experimenter explained the procedure by saying, "In this game, you will see

different cities. In each city, there is one president who makes important decisions
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about the city. I will ask you what you think about these presidents, but there is no

wrong or correct answer.".

2.1.3.2 Test trials
During the test trials, the experimenter first showed two president figures from the
test trials next to each other and briefly introduced them by saying, "Look, these are
the presidents that I'm going to show you. | want to say something important about
them. All these presidents have many similar features. However, one crucial
difference between them is that all became presidents for different reasons.” Then
experimenter introduced presidents one by one with causal explanations "Look, this
is T. T is the president of a city because T is hard working and responsible, and
Look, this is B. B is the president of a different city because B has a wealthy family
and grew up in a big city” The order of the introductions was counterbalanced. Then
the experimenter said, "Let us closely look at the cities where these presidents work."
Then, participants were introduced to two test trials. Children were introduced to a
president of a different city far away in each trial. The only differences between the
two president figures were the cities they lived in and the causal explanations
regarding why they became a president (i.e., internal, external, see Table 1). Internal
and external causal explanations were adapted from Hussak and Cimpian (2015).
The introduction order of the presidents was counterbalanced. Half of the
participants heard about the president with an internal explanation first, and the other
half heard about the president with an external explanation first.

For the first part of the test questions, children saw the president characters
one at a time. The experimenter pointed to the president and provided information

about the city where that president works, what responsibilities he has as a president,
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and a causal explanation. After hearing information about a particular president,
children were asked seven questions about that president. Questions were about the
success of the presidents on a five-point scale; "How much do you think people
living in the city where T works, trust T?", "How happy do you think people are, in
the city where T works?" and "How well do you think T runs the city he works in?"
about children's support for the president on a five-point scale: "How much do you
think T deserves to be a president?” and "How much do you like T?", about the
stability of the leadership status of the presidents: "Let us say, T moved to a new city
and started to live there. Do you think T would become a president in the new city as
well?" and intelligence of the presidents on a five-point scale: "How smart do you
think T is?". Children were given a forced choice question about presidents’ success
in the second part of the test questions. Two presidents appeared on the screen
simultaneously, and children were reminded of who they were and how they attained
the presidency role. Then children were asked which president was more successful:
"Which of these two presidents do you think runs the city they work in better?" (see

Table 2).

Table 1. Causal Explanations Regarding the Attainment of Presidency

Cause Explanation

Internal T is the president of this city because T is hard working and
responsible

External B is the president of this city because B has a wealthy family and B
grew up in a big city
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Table 2. Test Questions

Domain Question

Success How much do you think people living in the city where T
works, trust T?

Success How happy do you think people are, in the city where T
works?

Success How well do you think T runs the city he works in?

Success Forced Which of these two presidents do you think runs the city
they work in better?

Choice
How much do you think T deserves to be a president?

Support

Support How much do you like T?

Let us say, T moved to a new city and started to live there.
Do you think T would become a president in the new city as
well?"

How smart do you think T is?

Status Stability

Intelligence

2.1.3.3 Manipulation check trials

During manipulation check trials, children received two trials. In each trial, they saw
a president character and another employee (either a welcomer or a notetaker). The
notetaker and welcomer roles were taken from Santhanagopalan et al. (2022) to
represent less-prestigious occupations. In each trial, the president and the other
employee simultaneously appeared at the two sides of the screen, and a city picture
with a marked building appeared in the middle of them. For the comparison between
the president and the notetaker, the experimenter said, "These people live in this city
and work in this building. This is the president of the city, responsible for running
the city and deciding how to use the city's money. This is the notetaker responsible
for listening to people and taking note of what they say". Then the city picture
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disappeared, and a picture of an elevator appeared in the middle of the screen. The
experimenter said, "One day, these two people wanted to use the elevator at work.
However, there was only room for one person in the elevator, and only one could
board the elevator. Who do you think got on, the president or the notetaker?" For the
second trial, a different city picture appeared in the middle of the pictures of second
president and the welcomer. The experimenter introduced characters by saying,
"These people live in this city and work in this building. This is the president of the
city, responsible for running the city and deciding how to use the city's money. This
is the welcomer, responsible for opening the door to people who come to the
workplace and welcoming them." Then, the city picture disappeared, and a picture of
a shelf with a single toast appeared. The experimenter continued, "One day, they
both wanted to buy a toast in the canteen. However, there was one toast left. One got
it. Who do you think took the toast? The president or the welcomer?" The order of
trials, the sides where the presidents and employees appear, and the pictures of cities,
presidents, and other employees were counterbalanced. (see Appendix C for the

original Turkish script).

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Preliminary analyses

To measure parents’ education level, their degrees were turned into years of
education (ranging from “0 = no education” to “24 = doctorate level education”).
Then, the mean score of both parents’ total education year was taken as the Parental
Education variable (M = 15.1, SD = 3.48, range = 4 - 21). If there was only one
parent’s education information (N = 3), then this score was taken as the Parental

Education without dividing. There was no significant difference in Parental
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Education between older (M = 14.5, SD = 4.04) and younger (M = 15.8, SD = 2.72)
age groups (t(62) = -1.56, p = .12, d = -.39). However, since the number of parents
who did not provide income (31.25%) and subjective SES (%25) information was

high, these variables were not included in analyses (see Table 3 and Table 4).

Table 3. Parent’s Annual Income

Parent’s Annual Income

N Percentage
Less than 100.000 5 11.4
100.000 — 200.000 5 11.4
200.000 — 300.000 5 11.4
300.000- 400.000 9 20.5
400.000-500.000 4 9.1
500.000-600.000 9 20.5
600.000-700.000 3 6.8
700.000-800.000 0 0
4

More than 800.000 9.1

Table 4. Parent’s Subjective SES

Parent’s Subjective SES (McArthur Scale)

Percentage 0 2.2 2.2 109 152 391 196 109 0 O

2.2.2 Main statistical analyses
R statistical software (R version 4.1.2; R Core Team, 2021) was used to conduct all

the analyses. By implementing the glmer and Imer functions of the “lme4” package
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(Bates et al., 2015), Linear Mixed Models (LMM) and Generalized Linear Mixed
Models (GLMM) analyses were conducted to account for the random variance. For
the scope of this study, two potential random effects might account for the variance
in the outcome: participants and trials. That is why all the mixed models included
participants’ random intercept to control the variance coming from participants’
tendencies, like giving similar answers across trials. Models also included a random
intercept for the items if there were multiple items to control the variance coming
from items like revealing related answers. (Muradoglu et al., 2023). LMM analyses
were conducted to analyze children’s (1) Success inferences for the leaders, (2)
Support for the leaders and (3) Intelligence attribution to the leaders, and GLMM
analysis was conducted to analyze (1) children’s stability expectations for the
leaders’ status. Lastly, tests of Chi-square Independent sample and Goodness of fit
were conducted for the forced choice success question and manipulation check

questions.

The forward selection method was used for each LMM and GLMM analysis,
and each predictor was included in the model sequentially. Chi-square tests were
used for the model comparison steps to evaluate the predictors’ contribution to the
model. First, a null model that only included random intercepts for participants or
trials was generated. Then, a new model was generated by adding Age to the null
model, and it was compared with the null model. In the following step, a different
model was generated by adding an Explanation to the Age model and was compared
with the Age model. In order to evaluate the last predictor, a fourth model was
created by adding Parental Education to the Explanation model and was compared

with the previous Explanation model. All the main predictors were kept in the model
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even if they did not significantly contribute to the model. Then, one by one,

interactions were added to the model and kept in the model only if they contributed.

After constructing the final model, the effects of Gender, Order, or
Experiment place (online vs. school) were controlled. Each variable was added
separately to the final model, and these extended versions were compared with the
final model. According to the results, none of the three control variables significantly
contributed to the models, so they were excluded from further analyses.

As a last step, after each analysis, two-tailed binomial tests, or one-sample t-

tests were conducted to see whether children’s answers differed from chance level.

2.2.2.1 Children’s success inferences
To understand how causal explanations regarding the role attainment of the
presidents affect children's success inferences about those presidents, an LMM
analysis was conducted. The outcome variable was the children's success inference
score which included three questions (all on a Likert scale from 1 to 5): the perceived
happiness level of the community, the community's perceived trust for the president,
and the perceived performance of the president.

The model comparison results revealed that Age Group (y2 =4.08,df =1, p =
.04), Explanation (y2 =12.87, df = 1, p < .001), Parental Education (y2 =9.63, df =
2, p =.008) and the interaction term between Age Group and Explanation
(x2 =17.02, df = 1, p <.001) significantly improved the model. However, other two-
way and three-way interactions did not improve the model (all p’s>.05), so they
were dropped from the final model. In the final model, there were Age Group (6-7,

9-10-year-olds), Explanation (External, Internal), and Parental Education
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(continuous) as the fixed effects and interaction between Age Group and
Explanation. The model also included a random intercept of Participants and Trials.

Age Group had a significant effect, revealing that younger children inferred
more success to the presidents than older children (Estimate = .69, SE = .15, p <
.001) (See Table 5 for the model summary). Results also revealed a significant effect
of Explanation, indicating that children inferred more success when given an internal
explanation than an external explanation (Estimate = 1.17, SE = .12, p <.001). The
main effect of Parental Education was marginally significant (Estimate = -.03, SE =
.02, p =.09), showing a trend where children’s success inferences tend to decrease as
parental education increases. Age Group and Explanation interaction were also
significant (Estimate = .66, SE = .16, p <.001). Pairwise comparisons adjusted by
Bonferroni showed that for the presidents who attain their role due to external
causes, both younger (Estimate = -.51, SE = .12, p =.004) and older children
(Estimate =-1.17, SE = .12, p <.001) inferred less success compared to the
presidents who attain their role due internal causes. Also, older children inferred less
success for the presidents who attained their role due to external causes than younger
children (Estimate = -.69, SE = .15, p <.001) (Figure 1).

Further, one sample t-tests were conducted separately for every age group
across explanation types to investigate whether children’s success inferences differed
from chance level. According to the results, older children’s success inferences for
both presidents with internal (t(31) = 21.08, p < .001) and presidents with external
explanations (t(31) = 2.36, p = .03) were above chance. Also, younger children’s
success inferences for the presidents were above chance when they were given

internal (t(31) = 18.06, p <.001) and external (t(31) = 9.07, p <.001) explanations.
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Figure 1. Children’s success inferences across age group and explanations.
Note: Error bars represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. Significance
codes, *** 001, ** .01, * .05

Table 5. The Model Summary of the Final Model of Success

Fixed Effects Estimate SE t p
(Intercept) 3.39 A1 32.03 <.001
Age Group .69 15 4.69 <.001
Explanation 1.17 A2 10.02 <.001
Parental Education -.03 .02 -1.70 .09
Age Group X Explanation -.66 16 -4.18 <.001
Random Effects Variance
Participants 14
Trials .002

2.2.2.2 Children’s forced choice success inferences

Children’s responses to the forced-choice success question were binary; they either
chose the president with an internal explanation or the president with an external
explanation as more successful. Most children chose the president who attained the

role due to internal causes as more successful (Younger: 27 out of 32 children,
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Older: 30 out of 32 children). The Chi-square test of independence was conducted
and revealed that the proportion of children’s success attributions to the one
president over the other did not differed between age groups (y2 (1, N = 64) =

1.44, p = .23). According to the two-tailed binomial tests, both older children
(Percentage: 94%, 95% CI [.85- .98], p <.001) and younger (Percentage: 84%, 95%
CI[.73 - .92], p <.001) children expected the president who attain the role due to

internal causes to be more successful above chance level.
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Figure 2. Percentage of children’s attributing success to the president with internal
explanation over external explanation.

Note: Error bars represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. Significance
codes, *** 001, ** .01, * .05
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2.2.2.3 Children’s support for the leaders

Children’s support ratings for the leaders across different causal explanations were
investigated with an LMM analysis. The outcome variable was children’s support
ratings, consisting of two measures (both on a 5-point Likert scale): how much
children think the presidents deserve their role and how much children like the
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presidents. Model comparisons showed that the contributions of Age Group
(x2 =12.03, df = 1, p <.001), Explanation (y2 =7.28, df = 1, p =.007) and the
interaction between Age Group and Explanation (y2 =15.26, df = 1, p <.001) were
significant. However, the main effect of Parental Education did not contribute to the
model (2 =0, df = 1, p = 1). All other two-way interactions and the three-way
interaction’s contributions were insignificant (all p’s <.05) and dropped from the
model. Therefore, the final model included the main effects of Age Group (6-7, 9-10-
year-olds), Explanation (External, Internal), and Parental Education (continuous),
together with the interaction term between Age Group and Explanation and random
intercepts for Participants and Trials.

The results from the model summary showed a significant main effect of the
Age Group (see Table 6 for model summary), indicating that younger children
supported presidents more than older children (Estimate = 1.03, SE = .17, p <.001).
There was also a main effect of Explanation suggesting that hearing internal causal
explanations resulted in higher support for the presidents (Estimate = 1.75, SE =
.25, p =.006). Also, a main effect of Parental Education was found, and it showed
that as parental education increased, children supported leaders less (Estimate = -
.04, SE = .02, p =.03). Finally, there was an interaction between Age Group and
Explanation (Estimate = -.89, SE = .22, p <.001) and Bonferroni corrected post hoc
tests showed that for the older children, exposure to external explanations resulted in
less support for the presidents compared to younger children (Estimate = -1.03, SE =
.17, p <.001). Also, older children supported presidents less when they were given
external explanations compared to internal explanations (Estimate = -1.75, SE =

.25, p =.04). (See Figure 3)
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Further, one sample t-test showed that older children’s support for the

president with external explanations did not differ from the chance level (t(31) = -

1.42, p =.16). However, their support for the presidents with internal explanations

was

above chance level (t(31) = 14.90, p < .001). For the younger children, their

support for both the presidents with external (t(31) = 6.45, p <.001) and internal

explanations (t(31) = 16.20, p < .001) was above the chance level.
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Figure 3. Children’s support ratings for the leaders across age group and
explanations.

Note: Error bars represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. Significance
codes, *** 001, ** .01, * .05
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Table 6. The Model Summary of the Final Model of Support

Fixed Effects Estimate SE t p
(Intercept) 2.77 18 15.10 <.001
Age Group 1.03 A7 6.09 <.001
Explanation 1.75 .25 7.02 .006
Parental Education -.04 .02 -2.33 .03
Age Group X Explanation -.89 22 -4.14 <.001
Random Effects Variance
Participants .08
Trials .04

2.2.2.4 Children’s stability expectancies
To identify children’s stability expectancies for the presidents’ leadership status, a
GLMM analysis was conducted. The outcome variable was children’s binary
answers (yes or no) to whether the targeted president would become a president in a
different city. Age Group (2 =.12, df =1, p =.73) and Parental Education (y2 =
.05, df =1, p = .83) did not improved the model but Explanation did (y2 =9.19, df =
1, p =.002). Also, the interactions between Age Group and Explanation (y2 =
5.73, df = 1, p =.02) and Parental Education and Explanation (y2 = 11.80,df =1, p <
.001) significantly contributed to the model. The other two-way and the three-way
interaction were insignificant (all p's>.05) and dropped from the model. Thus, the
final model included the main effects of Age Group (6-7, 9-10-year-olds),
Explanation (External, Internal), and Parental Education (continuous), together with
the interaction terms between Age Group and Explanation, and Parental Education
and Explanation and random intercept for the Participants.

According to the model summary (see Table 7), there was no main effect of
age (Estimate =.006, SE = .33, p =.99) and parental education (Estimate =
.04, SE =.09, p = .68). There was a significant main effect of Explanation indicating

that children expected more stability for the leadership status when they were given
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internal explanations (Estimate = 1.73, SE = .54, p =.002). Results also showed a
significant interaction between Age and Explanation (Estimate = -1.69, SE = .64, p =
.008). According to the Bonferroni adjusted post hoc analyses, older children
expected less stability for the leadership status when the president attained the role
due to external causes compared to internal causes (Estimate = -3.46, SE = 1.09, p =
.009) (see Figure 4). There was a significant interaction between Explanation and
Parental Education (Estimate = .25, SE =.09, p = .008). Bonferroni adjusted post hoc
analyses showed that as the parental education increased, children expected less
stability for the leadership status of presidents with external explanations than
internal explanations (Estimate = -1.76, SE = .63, p = .005) (see Figure 5).
Two-tailed binomial tests for each Age Group across Explanation were
conducted for the chance level analyses. Older children’s stability expectancies were
above chance when they were exposed to internal explanations (Stability
Expectation: 78%, 95% CI [.60- .91], p = .002), but it was at the chance level when
they were given external explanations (Stability Expectation: 34%, 95% CI [.19-
53], p =.11). Young children’s stability expectations were at the chance level both
when they were given internal explanations (Stability Expectation: 63%, 95% CI
[.44-.79], p = .62) and external explanations (Stability Expectation: 56%, 95% ClI

[.38-.74], p = .60).
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Figure 4. Percentage of children’s stability expectations for the leadership status
across age group and explanations.
Note: Error bars represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. Significance
codes, *** .001, ** .01, * .05
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Figure 5. Children’s stability expectations across explanations and parental
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Table 7. The Model Summary of the Final Model of Stability

Fixed Effects Estimate SE z p
(Intercept) .58 34 1.69 .09
Age Group .01 33 .02 .99
Explanation 1.73 54 3.17 .002
Parental Education .04 .09 43 .68
Age Group X Explanation -1.69 .64 -2.66 .008
Explanation X Parental Education .25 .09 2.66 .008
Random Effects Variance
Participants 2.40

2.2.2.5 Children’s intelligence inferences
In order to examine how different causal explanations affect children’s intelligence
inferences about the presidents, an LMM analysis was conducted. The outcome
variable was children’s intelligence ratings about presidents (on a 5-point Likert
scale). According to the model comparisons, Age Group (y2 = 1.46, df =1, p =.23)
and Parental Education (y2 =0, df = 1, p = 1) did not improve the model, but
Explanation did (y2 = 39.64, df = 1, p < .001). There is an interaction between Age
Group and Explanation that significantly contributed to the model (y2 = 4.37, df =
1, p =.04). However, all other interaction terms’ contributions were non-significant
(all p’s >.05). The final model included the main effects of Age Group, Explanation,
and Parental Education together with the interaction term between Age Group and
Explanation. The random intercept for the participants was also added.

According to the model summary of the final model (see Table 8), there was
a main effect of Age Group revealing that younger children inferred more
intelligence for the presidents compared to older children (Estimate = .74, SE =
.25, p =.004). There was a main effect of Explanation showing that internal
explanations resulted in higher intelligence inferences for the presidents compared to
external explanations (Estimate = 1.59, SE = .25, p <.001). Also, the interaction
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between Age Group and Explanation was significant (Estimate =-.75, SE = .35, p =
.032), and Bonferroni adjusted post hoc follow-ups showed that external
explanations lead older children to make less intelligence inference for the presidents
compared to younger children (Estimate = -.74, SE = .25, p =.02). Both older
(Estimate =-1.59, SE = .25, p <.001) and younger children ((Estimate = -.84, SE =
.25, p =.006) make less intelligence inference when they were given external
explanations compared to internal explanations. (see Figure 6)

Furthermore, to investigate whether children’s intelligence inferences differ
from the chance level, one sample t-test was run for each age group across
explanations. Older children’s intelligence inferences when they were given internal
explanations were above the chance level (t(31) = 14.03, p <.001). However, it was
at the chance level when they were given external explanations (t(31) =0, p = 1).
Younger children’s intelligence inferences were above chance both when they were
given internal (t(31) = 11, p <.001) and external explanations (t(31) = 4.25, p <

.001).
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Figure 6. Children’s intelligence attributions for the leaders across age group and
explanation.
Note: Error bars represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. Significance
codes, *** .001, ** .01, * .05

Table 8. The Model Summary of the Final Model of Intelligence

Fixed Effects Estimate SE t p
(Intercept) 3.05 A7 17.56 <.001
Age Group 74 25 3.01 .004
Explanation 1.59 25 6.52 <.001
Parental Education -.02 .03 -.73 A7
Age Group X Explanation -75 .35 -2.17 .03
Random Effects Variance
Participants .00

2.2.2.6 Manipulation check questions

In order to check whether children attributed high status to the president figures, their
answers to the resource control questions were investigated with Chi-square test.
Across two trials, children either attributed resource control power to the presidents
or one of the other two employees working in the same building with the presidents.

Across trials younger and older children’s proportion of power attribution to the
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president was the same (Younger: 37 out of 64 and Older: 37 out of 64 trials).
Children’s answers were investigated separately for each trial. In the first trial, most
children attributed the power to the president figure over the other employee
regardless of which employee they encountered. Two-tailed binomial tests revealed
that this choice was above the chance level (Attributing Power to the President: 76%,
95% CI [.65- .86], p <.001). However, in the second trial, children showed a
different trend by attributing power to the president at the chance level (Attributing
Power to the President: 39%, 95% CI [.27- .52], p = .10) (see Figure 7). Almost half
of the children (43.75%) followed this trend by attributing power to the president in

the first trial but attributing it to the other employee in the second trial.
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Figure 7. Percentage of children’s power attributions to the leader figure over other
employees across trials.

Note: Error bars represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. Significance
codes, *** .001, ** .01, * .05
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CHAPTER 3

DISCUSSION

The present study investigated how different causal explanations about why leader
figures, particularly presidents, attained their role influenced children’s attitudes
toward leaders. Specifically, it focused on whether children’s success and
intelligence inferences about leaders, support for the leaders, and stability
expectations for the leadership status are susceptible to internal and external
explanations, and if so, how this susceptibility shapes throughout the development.
Also, the present work explored how contextual factors, parental education in
particular, are related to children’s attitudes toward leaders based on different causal
explanations.

Overall, internal explanations led children to exhibit more positive attitudes
toward leaders than external explanations. In line with our hypothesis, when children
were exposed to internal explanations (compared to external explanations), both
younger (6- and 7-year-olds) and older (9- and 10-year-olds) children inferred more
success for the presidents, and this difference was larger for older children. Also, in
response to the forced choice question, children robustly chose the president with an
internal explanation (vs. an external explanation) as the more successful one.
Children’s intelligence inferences revealed similar patterns: Internal explanations led
children to infer greater intelligence for the presidents, and this tendency was more
robust for older children.

Different explanations shaped older children’s support for the presidents, and
they supported presidents more when given internal explanations than external ones.

However, younger children did not show a difference in their support for the
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presidents based on the explanations, which was unexpected. Thus our hypothesis
regarding children’s support for the leaders was partially supported. Finally, as
hypothesized, older children inferred that presidents who attain their role due to
internal causes would continue to be presidents in a different city than those who
attain their role due to external causes. However, contrary to expectations, younger
children did not show a preference in their stability expectations regardless of the
explanations.

An effect of parental education was found on children’s support for the
leaders and stability inferences. As parental education increased, children supported
presidents less. Besides, as parental education increased, children thought presidents
who attained their role due to external causes would not become presidents in
different cities. Together, these findings illustrate the developmental trend of how
explanations influenced children’s thinking about high-status authority figures in a

nuanced way and highlights the role of parental factors in this process.

3.1 Explanations’ influence on children’s inferences about leaders

Results revealed main effect of age on both children’s success and intelligence
inferences for the presidents. Younger children’s (6- and 7- year-olds) both success
and intelligence inferences for the presidents were higher than older children’s (9-
and 10-year-olds) success and intelligence inferences. This age-related decrease in
children’s success and intelligence inferences aligns with the previous findings on
children’s status-based attitudes. There are studies showing that around preschool
age, children attribute more positivity to high-status individuals (e.g., Charafeddine
et al., 2015; Sigelman, 2012), and around middle childhood, children’s positive

attitudes towards high-status others starts to decrease (e.g., Yang & Dunham, 2022).
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The decrease in status-based positivity might be due to their attributional tendencies
(Peretz-Lange & Muentener, 2021). Specifically, the decrease in their reliance on
inherence heuristics and in their essentialist beliefs (e.g., Cimpian & Steinberg, 2014;
Davoodi et al., 2020; Rhodes et al., 2018; Sutherland & Cimpian, 2019) might
encourage children to view higher status as less related to internal features of
individuals; hence as less positively.

In fact, children in the current study thought that presidents who worked hard
and were responsible for getting their positions were more successful at their roles
(both in the composite success measure and the forced choice question), and were
smarter than the presidents who attained their role through their families' wealth and
geographical advantages. These findings revealing the main effect of explanations
strengthen the argument that children's status-based attitudes might be rooted in their
attributional tendencies (Peretz-Lange & Muentener, 2021) and internal attributions
might be the underlying factors of children's positive attitudes towards high-status
others (e.g., Peretz-Lange et al., 2021). Together, these results extend social status
literature by showing that children do not perceive every high-status individual as
equally competent. Therefore, one of the reasons why findings of past studies
indicated that children perceive high-status others as more competent (e.g.,
Sigelman, 2012; Shutts et al., 2016; Roussos & Dunham, 2016), could be their
internal attributions to the high-status individuals (e.g., perceiving them as
intrinsically better than others) instead of simply associating status itself with
competency. Hence, when attributions were manipulated by introducing a high-status
individual with external attributions, their competency inferences decreased.
However, even when exposed to external explanations, children did not think that

these presidents were not successful at their jobs or were not intelligent. For the
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success attributions, chance level analyses indicated that children thought all the
presidents were successful above the chance level. This result implies the existence
of other mechanisms, in addition to attributional ones, interfering with children’s
judgments about leaders. One of the interfering mechanisms can be children's early
political socialization (for a review, Reifen-Tagar & Cimpian, 2022) and their
potential awareness of the common practices in politics (see Patterson et al., 2019).
In political institutions, it is not uncommon for individuals with external advantages
to fill the highest positions. According to Carnes (2018), less than 10% of the elected
officials in the U.S. belong to the working class. In the case of Turkey, there is high
political control over the bureaucracy, which increases the appointment of high-rank
officials based on their political connections (Akkoyunlu & Oktem, 2016; Ustiiner &
Yavuz, 2017; OECD, 2015, p. 49). These patterns might become available to the
children through early political socialization. Relatedly, after the age of 6, children
expect wealthy individuals to become leaders (Yang & Dunham, 2022). Besides,
having external advantages might also signal the possession of internal advantages
like better knowledge. Past research showed that parental wealth predicts their
children’s educational attainment (Pfeffer, 2018). Wealthy parents can provide a
better education for their children through education investments, like paying for
good schools or living in better neighborhoods with high-quality state schools
(Haellsten & Pfeffer, 2017; Owens, 2016). The current study conceptualized
external advantages as family wealth and geographic location. Therefore, children
might have considered having wealthy parents as an indirect indicator of some merit.
In sum, while emphasizing effort (e.g., hard work) provides highly salient evidence

for the greater success of the leaders, external advantages of the current study may
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not provide enough evidence to infer the leaders' failure in their roles or may provide
less salient evidence for success.

In addition, children's conceptualization of social roles and their deontic
features (e.g., one is supposed to help sick people) might also explain these findings.
Merely occupying a role entails performing role-related actions (Leslie, 2015). A
study by Foster-Hanson and Rhodes (2019) showed that 4- and 5-year-olds think that
deontic features are more important to be a member of the role category (e.g., doctor)
than psychological properties (e.g., caring about helping sick people). However,
adults prioritize psychological properties more than deontic obligations for category
membership (Foster-Hanson & Rhodes, 2019). In the current work, children were
told that both people have already become presidents (members of the category),
they have had specific responsibilities (deontic obligations), and they have been
actively performing role-related actions (i.e., "...he is doing important things like
deciding where to build roads"). This information altogether seems to create a
scenario where presidents are doing what they are supposed to do. Therefore,
fulfilling the role's requirements can be enough for children to assume that presidents
are successful, regardless of the quality of their work. This might also explain age
and explanation interaction where older children inferred less success for the
presidents with external explanations than younger children. Older children's
conceptualization of social roles might become more complex and even resemble
adults’ conceptualization. Therefore, for older children, compared to younger
children, sole fulfillment of role-related responsibilities can be a weaker indicator of
success in the absence of additional psychological trait information that might be
relevant to competence (e.g., working hard). To address these, using different

wording, like saying "he is supposed to do" instead of "he is doing," could affect
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children's success inferences. Besides, an informative follow-up could ask children
to predict the future success of target characters with different advantages (internal or
external) in leadership if they ever become leaders. Such a study could minimize the
effects of ongoing category membership in social roles on children's success
inferences.

For intelligence inferences, only older children’s intelligence attributions for
the presidents who attained their position due to external reasons were at the chance
level; children in all other conditions attributed intelligence to presidents above
chance level. Again, this might reflect children's general positivity towards leaders
due to their high status (e.g., Shutts et al., 2016), or children might consider being
smart as a trait that leaders possess. Considering the latter explanation,
developmental literature on children's expectations regarding leaders is very limited.
So far, we know that children expect leaders to be more responsible but not more
entitled (Stavans & Diesendruck, 2021), and they expect leaders to conform to group
norms (Tian & Bian, 2023). Besides, adult literature reveals that intelligence is not
the only distinctive feature of leaders; instead, being assertive and competitive are
the features that adults expect leaders to have (Eagly & Carli, 2007). Moreover,
people known for their high-quality decision-making strategies are more likely
occupy leadership positions (Garfield et al., 2019). Therefore, eliminating or
supporting the latter explanation may be possible only with systematic research on
children's conceptualizations of leadership qualities and their expectations for the
traits that leaders should possess.

Furthermore, the former explanation regarding children's general positivity
towards leaders and their attributional biases, can be more illustrative to understand

their intelligence attributions. According to Yang and Dunham (2022, study 1), after

54



age 8, children do not associate high status with being smart. However, in the current
study, older children associated leaders with being smart above chance level if they
were given internal explanations as the cause of leadership. This finding further
supports the malleability of status-based attributions by attributional manipulations.
Also, the interaction between age and explanation showed that younger children
tended to attribute more intelligence to the leaders with external explanations than
older children. The reason for that might be younger children’s higher positivity
towards high-status others (e.g., Charafeddine et al., 2015; Yang & Dunham, 2022).
Since younger children may approach more positively to both characters due to their
leadership status, the external attributions may become less salient for younger
children and less disruptive of their pro-high-status inferences compared to older
children.

Future studies should continue to investigate the developmental trajectory of
how children's status-based attitudes intertwine with their attributional tendencies.
The saliency of causal explanations regarding social events or facts might be affected
by the strength of children's dispositional preferences towards those events or facts.
For instance, attributional manipulations might be less effective in changing
children's attitudes toward what they highly prefer. Besides, one limitation of the
present research was the need for a baseline measurement of children's attitudes
toward leaders. A presidential figure without explanation could be informative to
understand to what degree children attribute success and intelligence to the leaders
and which explanation influence children’s attributes in which direction. Another
future direction can be measuring children’s success inferences for the leaders by

controlling their intelligence inferences. To explain, telling children that leaders are

55



equally smart and then asking them to infer leaders’ success may help understand

whether children think intelligence is required for a leader to succeed.

3.2 Explanations’ influence on children’s support for the leaders

In terms of children’s support for the leaders (deservingness of the leadership and
their preference for the leaders), younger children supported leaders more than older
children, and all children supported leaders more when they heard internal
explanations. Children’s tendency to justify socio-political systems can explain these
results (e.g., Jost & Banaji, 1994; Hussak & Cimpian, 2015). System justification
theory emphasizes that people tend to explain ongoing sociopolitical systems in a
positive way and accept current conditions just because they are present (Jost &
Banaji, 1994, p.11). Thus, developmental research showed that, children’s proto-
political behaviors like supporting existing sociopolitical systems emerged early,
around preschool ages. Past research also revealed that children, at younger ages,
exhibit higher tendency to endorse ongoing status-quo (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015;
Hussak & Cimpian, 2017; Olson et al., 2011). These previous findings align with the
current study's findings that younger children supported leaders more by thinking
they deserved their role more and showing a higher preference for them.

This age-related variations in children's proneness to support existing systems or
current leaders can be explained by children's greater reliance on inherent or intrinsic
factors to explain events (Cimpian & Steinberg, 2014) and higher essentialist beliefs
(Rhodes et al., 2018; Sutherland & Cimpian, 2019). Thus, a higher tendency to
perceive social facts as occurring due to biological factors might lead younger
children to perceive them as more acceptable and more willing to perpetuate them. In

sum, in the current study, younger children’s higher tendency to support leaders may

56



be because they are more likely to think that the leadership status of the presidents is
related to their intrinsic traits. Relatedly, past research supported the argument that
children's explanatory processes shape their proto-political behaviors (Hussak &
Cimpian, 2015; Hussak & Cimpian, 2017). That is, when status disparities are
explained with external causes (vs. internal causes), children show a tendency to
support the status quo less by perceiving high-status groups as less deserving of their
social position (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015) and become less opposed to change the
current system (Hussak & Cimpian, 2017). This aligns with the main effect of
explanation in the current study and accumulates the evidence revealing the
existence of cognitive mechanisms (i.e., explanatory processes) that might be
underlying children’s sociopolitical behaviors.

Interestingly, our results showed that only older children supported leaders
with internal explanations more than leaders with external explanations. Younger
children did not show a significant difference in their support for the leaders based
on explanatory manipulation, and their support was above chance for both leaders.
These results contradict past research indicating that different explanatory
manipulations (internal vs. external) also influenced younger children’s status-quo
endorsements. For example, around the age of 4, children’s status quo endorsements
were significantly higher when they were given internal compared to external
explanations (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; Hussak & Cimpian, 2017), and 6- to 8-years
old children chose to rectify the status-quo by allocating less resource to others who
previously had more resource due to external reasons (Rizzo et al., 2020). This
inconsistency between previous and current research findings can be explained by
the potential interference of children’s moral development, especially fairness, with

their explanatory processes when shaping their political attitudes. In these past
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studies, the existence of social disparities gave one group an advantage over another:
supporting status-quo meant perpetuating this vivid disadvantage. Thus, perceiving it
as unfair could be easier for younger children. Yet in the current study, there is no
disadvantaged group since both characters were leaders. The absence of
disadvantaged person might be the factor leading younger children to perceive the
current social order as more acceptable, hence, to give similar support to both
leaders. However, this might not be the case for older children. Since meritocratic
thinking and integrating effort into the fairness concept increases with age (Noh et
al., 2019), it might be more challenging for older children to perceive status gain
without effort as fair and support it. To specify, it might be hard for older children to
like people who attain their status due to external causes and see them as deserving
of their high status even though they do not see someone negatively affected by this
situation. Current study contributes to the developmental literature by highlighting
that throughout development, children’s moral values, such as prioritizing merit, may
interact with their explanatory processes when shaping their proto-political beliefs.
Another striking finding concerned the role of parental education. As parental
education increased, children showed a tendency to support leaders less. The reason
behind this tendency might be the role of parental education in children’s political
socialization. Indeed, Flanagan et al. (2014) showed a positive correlation between
parent’s education level and family discussions about politics and current events.
Besides, one study showed that objectively measured SES (income and education)
negatively correlated with people’s tendency to believe in a just world (Garcia-
Sanchez et al., 2020). Therefore, children from more educated families might be
more exposed to criticisms about political issues in their homes. Thus, they may

perceive the current sociopolitical order as less fixed, endorse the status quo less, and
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may be more open to changes in the ongoing political patterns. This finding
contributes to the literature on children’s political attitudes by showing a potential
connection between socialization and early political attitudes and supports the
argument that socialization can powerfully shape political behaviors (Reifen-Tagara
& Cimpian, 2022). Nevertheless, the current study considered only parental
education, not income, which can limit the interpretation of results. Future research
should identify which and how parental factors influence children’s political

behaviors, like endorsement of status-quo or authority support.

3.3 Explanations’ influence on children’s expectations of leadership stability
Children attributed more stability to the leadership status of presidents with internal
explanations than those with external explanations. That is, children thought that
leaders who occupied the presidency due to internal reasons were more likely to
become leaders in a new city compared to leaders with external explanations.
Further, age had no effect on children's stability expectations. These findings are in
line with past research revealing that children tended to see properties that were
explained with external factors as more mutable than properties that were explained
with internal factors (Vasilyeva et al., 2018). To illustrate, Vasilyeva et al. (2018)
presented 3- to 6-year-olds with characters who like to play a particular game
(property of the character) either due to internal factors (because of their gender) or
due to external factors (it was easy to play that game in character's class). Then, they
asked children whether the characters would still play this game if they transferred to
a different class. All children thought that characters were more likely to continue to
play the same game if the initial reason for the game preference was internal

(Vasilyeva et al., 2018). The logic behind the current study's stability question was
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similar to that of Vasilyeva et al. (2018). Change in the cities implied change in the
systems. Thus, a decrease in stability expectations for presidents with external
explanations supported the argument that children had the ability to understand
external factors, and the outcomes they caused were embedded in the social
structures, even in the scope of complex systems like politics.

However, only the older children’s stability expectations significantly
diverged based on the explanations. Younger children were at chance level in their
expectations regarding the stability of the leadership status of both presidents. This
finding is inconsistent with Vasilyeva et al. (2018)'s previous findings. This
inconsistency might be because reasoning about macro systems like sociopolitical
structure can be more challenging than reasoning about personal preferences like
enjoying a game. Current study’s interaction was partly expected; we hypothesized
that younger children would not differ in their stability expectations based on
explanations. Yet, we also expected younger children to expect status stability for
both leaders because a previous study showed that until the age of 8, children
expected wealthy individuals to maintain their high status (Crosby, 2001). The
reason for younger children not showing any preference in their stability
expectations might also be about younger children's still developing cognitive skills.
Reasoning about politics and complex structures is demanding and requires
improved decision-making skills like hypothetical reasoning (Patterson et al., 2019).
Indeed, some young children showed some confusion in this question by saying that
the president would not become a president in the new city if it already had a
president, indicating that they might have failed to reason hypothetically. This
argument may also explain why we found an interaction between parental education

and explanation. Children with highly educated parents expected less stability for
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leaders with external explanations than leaders with internal explanations. Past
research showed that highly educated parents tend to engage in more causal talk with
their children, and the proportion of causal talk was related to children's systematic
investigation of physical-causal mechanisms (Callanan et al., 2020). Moreover, a
study showed that highly educated parents who majored in engineering or science-
related areas encouraged their children's critical thinking and formal reasoning
strategies (e.g., hypothesis evaluation) on different topics like the discussion about
the builders of Egyptian pyramids (Valle, 2006). Hence, it may be easier for children
from highly educated families to form hypotheses about what would happen if the
presidents moved out of the new city and test these hypotheses with the evidence
(explanations) they had. Political socialization may also interfere with children's
hypothetical reasoning abilities. As discussed in the previous section, a positive
correlation exists between parents' education and the proportion of discussion about
politics at home (Flanagan et al., 2014). Children of these families might have more
knowledge about how complex systems work. They might be more knowledgeable
about how structural advantages/disadvantages are related to the social systems so
they are congruently interconnected, and a change in the system may make these

advantages invalid.

3.4 Children’s power attribution to leaders

In order to check whether children perceived presidents as high-status individuals,
two power questions about resource control were asked. In each question, presidents
were accompanied by a different person with lower-status occupation (the welcomer
and the notetaker). In one of the scenarios, both characters (the president and the

welcomer) wanted to buy the last sandwich in their workplace’s cafeteria. In the
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other one, both characters (president and notetaker) wanted to get on to the elevator,
but there was a place only for one person. When children’s answers across two
questions collapsed, children’s power attribution to leaders was marginally
significant. However, a different pattern was observed when children’s answers were
controlled trial by trial. In the first trial, children thought presidents were more likely
to buy the last sandwich or get on the elevator, so they attributed the power to the
presidents above chance. However, their power attribution was at the chance level at
the second trial.

These results can be explained in different ways. First, looking at the overall
collapsed results, it is possible that children did not associate leaders with having
higher power. Yet, this contradicts previous literature where children around the age
of 5 associated the presidency role with higher prestige (Bigler et al., 2003). Also,
some children in the present study explicitly stated that the presidents had higher
status than the other workers. Therefore, another explanation can be made by looking
at trial-by-trial findings. Children’s tendency to associate presidents with higher
power only in the first trial cannot be explained by the scenario type since the
scenarios were presented in a counterbalanced order. Instead, other methodological
limitations might have a role in this pattern, like the number of questions and
potential interference from children’s fairness concerns. Namely, after attributing
power to the president in the first trial, children might consider it unfair to the other
employees if the president always has the resources. Therefore, choosing a single
question or more than two questions would have been an alternative way to check
whether children considered presidents as high status. Besides, some children
indicated that they expected presidents intentionally to give resources to the other

lower-status employees because presidents should have been considerate of others.
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3.5 Limitations and future directions

The current study has limitations that are worth considering. First, all children saw
male presidents. The reason behind this choice was the role congruity theory of
prejudice (Eagly & Karau, 2002). According to this theory, political environment and
roles are strongly associated with masculinity, increasing prejudice against women in
politics and causing women to be underrepresented in politics. Supporting gender
congruency between males and political roles, children start to associate leadership
with boys as they get older (Santhanagopalan et al., 2022). Accordingly, changing
the gender of the presidents according to children's gender could have led to
confounds. Thus, we kept the gender of the presidents constant across children. Yet,
the generalizability of the current study’s findings is limited since it may only reflect
children’s evaluations of stereotypical leaders. Future studies should investigate
whether the role of attributional processes in children’s evaluations of leaders shows
differences based on the gender of the leader. For instance, one might expect
children to evaluate a woman taking advantage of external factors to become a leader
more negatively than a man doing the same.

Another limitation was that parental education was the only parental factor
used in the current study. Many parents did not provide income information or fill
out the MacArthur SES scale (Adler et al., 2000). Nevertheless, investigating the
effect of multiple parental factors on children’s status-based attitudes and proto-
political behaviors might help better understand the role of political socialization in
this process. Having said this, coherently evaluating multiple information related to
socioeconomic status might be challenging in the case of Turkey. Turkey is among
the countries with the highest wage inequality in Europe (Torul & Oztunali, 2018).

Notably, after 2012, the increase in the real wages of people with higher education
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started to slow down (Bakis & Polat, 2023). One explanation for this stagnation is
the rapid increase in the number of universities without enough funding, equipment,
and institutional planning (Popli & Yilmaz, 2017). This development is one of the
factors behind the drastic differences in the qualifications of and income people with
similar higher education (Bakis & Polat, 2023; Popli & Yilmaz, 2017). Therefore,
the income and the education information might not correlate and provide congruent
measurements of people’s socioeconomic status in Turkey. Another factor that can
be critically relevant to this study’s findings is the parent’s political orientation,
especially toward social dominance (SDO). Past research showed that children’s
reactions to unequal resource distribution were predicted by their parent’s SDO
scores (Reifen-Tagar et al., 2017). A fruitful follow-up could investigate how
parents’ orientation in social dominance affects the role of attributional biases in
children’s status-based attitudes and proto-political behaviors. Since people high in
SDO consider social stratification as natural (see Reifer-Tagan & Cimpian, 2022;
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), their children might think that taking advantage of external
or structural factors to attain status is more acceptable than children with parents low
in SDO. Another potential direction can be measuring parents’ authoritarianism
levels and investigating whether it affects children’s evaluations of leaders. People
with high authoritarian beliefs tend to emphasize the importance of group cohesion
and strong authority (e.g., Kessler & Chors, 2008). Therefore, children from
households with strong authoritarian beliefs might hold higher positivity toward
authority figures or abstain from not supporting the current leaders.

In the current study, children were presented with only high-status
occupations. Future studies should investigate the effects of different causal

attributions regarding attaining low-status occupations. Finally, as mentioned in the
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previous sections, a current study presented children with only two presidents.
However, including a third president without any explanation regarding the role
attainment process could provide a baseline measurement of children’s evaluations

of leaders.

3.6 Conclusions

This study aimed to understand how different causal attributions influence children’s
evaluations of political leaders. Results showed that internal attributions led children
to evaluate leaders more positively by inferring success and intelligence and
supporting leaders more. However, age-related changes in the results, particularly
findings from children’s stability expectations, implied that children’s attitudes are
not merely driven by attributional tendencies or positivity toward high status others.
In fact, their attitudes toward leaders reflected a potential complex interplay between
children’s socialization processes, developing cognitive abilities, and moral

development, in addition to their attributional biases.
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APPENDIX B
PARENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Cocugunuzun cinsiyeti: K [ E[]  Cocugunuzun dogum tarihi:
/ /

2. Cocugunuzda bilinen herhangi bir gorme ya da isitme bozuklugu var mi? ¢ Evet
¢ Hayir

Eger varsa, liitfen agiklayin:

3. Cocugunuzun gelisimi hakkinda herhangi bir endiseniz var m1? ¢ Evet ¢ Hayir

Eger varsa, liitfen agiklayin:

Ebeveyn 1

4. Cinsiyet: KO E[J  Dogum tarihi ve yeri:
/ / ,

5. Anadil(ler)i:

6. Meslegi:

7. Egitim seviyesi: [ {lkokul-ortaokul mezunu L] Lise terk L] Lise
mezunu

[1 Universite terk [ Lisans mezunu [ Yiiksek Lisans mezunu
[] Doktora mezunu
[ Diger profesyonel aktiviteler (liitfen agiklayin:

)
L] Diger (liitfen agiklayin: )
Ebeveyn 2
8. Cinsiyet: KL1 ELJ Dogum tarihi ve yeri:
/ / :
9. Anadil(len):
10. Meslegi:
11. Egitim seviyesi: [ ilkokul-ortaokul mezunu L] Lise terk L] Lise
mezunu
1 Universite terk [J Lisans mezunu [ Yiiksek Lisans
mezunu

[J Doktora mezunu
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

[ Diger profesyonel aktiviteler (liitfen
aciklaymn )
[ Diger (liitfen agiklayin:

Calismalarimiz tamamlandiginda sonug¢larimizi sizinle paylasmamizi isterseniz
litfen e-posta adresinizi belirtiniz:

fleride cocugunuzun uygun olabilecegi baska ¢alismalar icin cocugunuzun
ismini veri tabanimiza eklememizi ve sizi bu ¢alismalardan haberdar etmemizi
ister misiniz?

[ Evet [J Hayir
Cevabiniz evet ise, sizinle nasil iletisime gegcmemizi tercih edersiniz?

[J1E-posta [ Telefon

Eger telefonu tercih ediyorsaniz, liitfen telefon numaranizi belirtiniz:

Eger telefonu tercih ediyorsaniz, giiniin hangi saatlerinde sizinle iletisime
gecebilecegimizi liitfen belirtin:

[0 Giindiiz  [JOgleden sonra [ Aksam

Hanenizin ortalama yillik gelirinin asagidaki araliklardan hangisinde
bulundugunu liitfen isaretleyiniz:

[1100.000 TL ve alt1

[1100.000 TL —200.000 TL
[1200.000 TL —300.000 TL
[1300.000 TL —400.000 TL
[1400.000 TL —500.000 TL
[1500.000 TL —600.000 TL
[1600.000 TL — 700.000 TL
[1700.000 TL —800.000 TL

[1800.000 TL ve tizeri
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[] Cevaplamak istemiyorum.

18. Yandaki merdivenin Tiirkiye'de insanlarin sosyal ve ekonomik olarak bulundugu
konumlar1 temsil ettigini diisiiniin. Merdivenin en {ist basamaginda sosyo-
ekonomik olarak en iyi durumda olan yani en ¢ok paraya, en yiiksek egitim
seviyesine ve en saygi duyulan mesleklere sahip kisiler var. Merdivenin en alt
basamaginda ise; sosyo-ekonomik olarak en kotii durumda olanlar yani, en az
paraya en diisiik egitim seviyesine, en az saygi duyulan mesleklere sahip ya da
igsizler var. Merdivende ne kadar {ist basamaktaysaniz, en 1yi durumda olan
kisilere o kadar yakinsiniz, merdivende ne kadar alt basamaktaysaniz, en kotii
durumda olan kisilere o kadar yakinsiniz demektir. Kendinizi bu merdivenin
hangi basamagina konumlandirirdiniz? Liitfen yagaminizin bu doneminde
Tirkiye'deki diger insanlara kiyasla kendinizi merdivenin hangi basamaginda
gordiigiiniizli, o basamagi temsil eden sayiy1 asagidaki 6lgekte isaretleyerek
belirtiniz.

01 16
02 07
03 18
04 09
05 0110

[ Cevaplamak istemiyorum
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APPENDIX C

SCENARIOS (TURKISH)

Baskanlarin Tanitimi (Giris):

Bu oyunda sana farkli sehirler gosterece§im. Her sehirde, o sehir ile ilgili onemli
kararlar1 1 baskan var. Ve sana bu baskanlarla ilgili ne diisiindiigiinii soracagim.
Yanlis ya da dogru cevap yok, sadece ne diisiindiigiinii merak ediyorum. Bak bunlar
bugiin sana gosterecegim baskanlar. Sana onlarla ilgili bir sey sdylemek istiyorum.
Bu bagkanlarin ¢ok fazla benzer 6zellikleri var. Fakat ¢cok 6nemli bir farkliliklar: var,
ikisinin de bagkan olma nedenleri farkli.

Bak bu T. T bir sehrin bagkani ¢iinkii T ¢aliskan ve sorumluluk sahibi birisi.

Bak bu B. B bu sehrin baskani ¢iinkii B nin zengin bir ailesi var ve B biiytik bir
sehirde biiytidii.

Gel hadi sehirleri ve bagkanlarini taniyalim.

I¢sel Sebeplerden Baskan Olunan Senaryo:

Bak burasi ¢ok uzaklardaki bir sehir. Bu sehirde insanlar sehirlerini iyilestirmek icin
birlikte para biriktiriyorlar. Bak burasi onlarin biriktirdikleri paray1 koyduklar yer.
Burada calisan, biriken paradan ve sehri yonetmekten sorumlu bir sehir bagkani var.
Bu bagkan sehir ile ilgili 6nemli igleri yapiyor mesela sehrin parasiyla nerelere yollar
yapilacagina karar veriyor.

Bak bu T. T bu sehrin baskani. Bu sehri T yonetiyor, mesela sehrin parasinin nasil
kullanilacagina, nerelere yollar yapilacagina T karar veriyor. T bu sehrin bagkani
¢linkii T ¢aliskan ve sorumluluk sahibi birisi.

Digsal Sebeplerden Baskan Olunan Senaryo:
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Bak burasi ¢ok uzaklardaki bir sehir. Bu sehirde insanlar sehirlerini iyilestirmek i¢in
birlikte para biriktiriyorlar. Bak burasi onlarin biriktirdikleri paray1 koyduklar yer.
Burada ¢alisan, biriken paradan ve sehri yonetmekten sorumlu bir sehir bagkani var.
Bu baskan sehir ile ilgili 6nemli isleri yapiyor mesela sehrin parasiyla nerelere yollar
yapilacagina karar veriyor.
Bak bu B. B bu sehrin bagkani. Bu sehri B yonetiyor, mesela sehrin parasinin nasil
kullanilacagina, nerelere yollar yapilacagina B karar veriyor. B bu sehrin bagkani
¢linkii B’nin zengin bir ailesi var ve B biiyiik bir sehirde biiytidii
Test Sorular1 (1-5 dl¢ek tlizerinde):

1. Sence T/B bagkan olmayi1 ne kadar hak ediyor?

2. Sence T/Bnin calistig1 sehirde yasayanlar T’ye ne kadar gliveniyor?

3. Sence T/B ¢alistig1 sehri ne kadar iyi yonetiyor?

4. Sence T/Bnin calistig1 sehirde yasayan insanlar ne kadar mutlu?

5. Diyelim ki T/B yeni bir sehre tagind1 ve orada yasamaya basladi. Sence T

orada da baskan olabilir mi?

6. Peki sence T/B ne kadar akilli?

7. Peki sen T/Byi ne kadar sevdin?
Test Sorusu (¢oktan se¢meli):
Bak sana tanittigim baskanlar1 bir de yan yana gorelim ve kim olduklarini
hatirlayalim.
Bak bu T, T sehir bagkani ¢iinkii T ¢aliskan ve sorumluluk sahibi birisi.
Bak bu B, B baska bir sehrin bagkani ¢ilinkii B’nin zengin bir ailesi var ve B bliyiik
bir sehirde biiyiidii.
Sence bu iki bagkandan hangisi calistig1 sehri daha i1yi yonetiyordur?

Manipiilasyon Kontrol Senaryolar1 ve Sorulari:
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1. Bak bunlar farkl1 iki kisi. Ikisi de ayn1 yerde galisiyor. Burasi onlarin ¢alistig
yer .
Bu kisi L, L o binada calisan karsilayici. Her giin is yerine gelen kisilere
kapiy1 agiyor, onlar1 kapida karsiliyor.
Bak bu K, K o binada ¢alisan sehir bagkani. sehri K yonetiyor ve sehrin
parasinin nasil kullanilacagina karar veriyor.
Bir giin ikisi de is yerindeki kantinde tost almak istedi. Ancak bir tane tost
kalmisti. Sadece alabildi. Sence tostu kim ald1? Karsilayict mi1 yoksa sehir

baskani1 mi1?

2. Bak bunlar farkli iki kisi. ikisi de aym yerde calistyor. Burasi onlarin ¢alistig1
yer.
Bu kisi S, S o binada c¢alisan not alici. Her giin is yerine gelen insanlari
dinliyor ve sdylenilenleri not aliyor
Bak bu M, M o binada ¢alisan sehir baskani. sehri M ydnetiyor ve sehrin
parasinin nasil kullanilacagina karar veriyor.
Bir giin bu iki kisi de is yerindeki asansorii kullanmak istedi. Ancak
asansoOrde sadece bir kisilik yer vardi ve sadece biri asansore binebildi. Sence

kim bindi? Not alict m1 yoksa sehir bagkant m1?
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