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Social Position, Ideolo , and Distributive 
Justice 

Leo d'Anjou, 1~ Abram Steijn, I and Dries Van Aarsen 1 

This paper addresses two important questions regarding distributive justice. 
First we ask whether people use standards or principles of  distributive justice 
regarding the allocation of  income. The study confirms our expectation that 
there are at least two principles, viz., the merit and the need principle. Our 
data show that there is no generally held consensus about the applicability of  
these two principles. Second, we looked for explanations to explain variations 
in adherence to these principles. The literature suggests five different theses: 1. 
self-interest; 2. ideology; 3. enlightenment; 4. historical shift; and 5. gender. 
Results provide qualified support for the Theses 1, 2 and 4. Class, ideology, 
and age affect the preferences for the principles of  justice. Further elaboration 
suggests the data point to a specific version of  the self-interest thesis, viz., the 
underdog thesis. Theses 3 and 5 are not confirmed. Implications of  these 
findings are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

"Justice is a central moral standard in social life...the issues it ad- 
dresses are fundamental to social life" (Cohen, 1986). One of the central 
issues in the discussion on justice concerns the distribution of the benefits 
and burdens of living together. In this distribution people expect to get what 
their equals get (Homans, 1961, 1974) or in the words of Berger et al. (1972, 
p. 144): "the essential idea [of distributive justice] is that actors who are 
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similar in terms of socially defined and valued characteristics expect to be 
similar in their rewards." For this expectation they compare what they put 
into social life--in Homans's words: their investments and costs--with what 
they get out of it--their rewards. These input--outcome comparisons are 
based on referential structures (Berger et aL, 1972) which contain informa- 
tion on what is regarded as an input and what as an outcome and what the 
social value of those inputs and outcomes is. These structures function as 
standards of entitlement (Lerner, 1987). They define what people in certain 
situations or with certain characteristics are entitled to or deserve. 

Research on distributive justice shows that people actually use consen- 
sually held referential structures or justice rules (Cook, 1975) in evaluating 
the distribution of valued resources, such as love, status, and different kinds 
of goods (T6rnblom and Foa, 1983). Such rules are also used when the dis- 
tribution of income is evaluated (Jasso and Rossi, 1977; Alves and Rossi, 
1978; Hermkens and Boerman, 1989). Although in the "income-justice" stud- 
ies references are often made to underlying principles of justice, such as need 
or merit, the existence of such principles is only assumed, not assessed. In 
this paper we look into the question of whether people use principles like 
merit or need regarding the distribution or allocation of income. 

The second question in this study concerns consensus itself. Is there 
a consensus on the applicability of these justice principles or are there dif- 
ferences in this respect between individuals or groups in society? Earlier 
research (Alves and Rossi, 1978; Berting et al., 1986) indicated that indi- 
viduals with a higher income are more inclined to allocate income on the 
basis of criteria reflecting merit considerations while those with a lower 
income opt for need criteria. Hermkens and Boerman (1989), however, 
found a less clear division in preferences for allocation criteria. All in all, 
it seems that the position of individuals in society may affect the preference 
for justice criteria and principles. A problem with the aforementioned stud- 
ies is that societal position is measured only by income. In this paper we 
also take class as a measure for assessing the location of individuals in the 
societal structure because class still seems to be important as a determinant 
of attitudes and preferences (Marshall et aL, 1988). 

At the same time we acknowledge that class and income explain only 
a limited part of the variation in preference for justice rules and principles. 
In research on distributive justice, 3 therefore, other determinants are put 

3We refer here also to studies on the question how people justify existing inequalities, because 
judging these as just and fair is another way of expressing opinions and judgments on the 
fairness or justice of the distribution of economic resources. In other words, economic equality 
is the mirror image of social justice or as Rytina (1986) stated: "The dominant problematic 
of justice in sociology is an interplay of inequality and sentiment that supports or undermines 
it." 
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forward. As Shepelak (1989) shows, ideological beliefs play a role as well. 
Beliefs connect background variables, such as occupation, income, and edu- 
cation, with the evaluation of inequality. Robinson and Bell (1978) came 
to the same conclusion. They, moreover, took enlightenment (measured by 
education) and a historical shift to egalitarianism (measured by age) as 
independent variables into their analysis. Finally, the work of Gilligan 
(1982) suggests that men and women differ in their judgments of justice 
questions. The foregoing suggests that there might not be a consensus re- 
garding the application of justice criteria. In this paper we assess whether 
this is the case and, if there is no consensus, we look into an explanation 
for this lack of consensus. In summary, this paper addresses the following 
questions: (i) Do people use standards or principles of justice regarding 
the allocation of income? (ii) Is there a consensus regarding the applica- 
bility of these principles and, if not, which explanations of this lack of con- 
sensus are the most promising? 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This section on theory is divided into two subsections following the 
two questions above. First, we elaborate the concept "distributive justice 
principle" and the two principles, merit and need, that we use in our study. 
Second, we develop five theses, each of which puts forward a (partial) ex- 
planation of why people differ in their preferences for the merit and the 
need principles of justice. Finally, we bring these five theses together in a 
conceptual model. 

Distributive Justice Principles: Merit and Need 

Specific justice principles are part of a more encompassing concept 
of justice. One of the problems in the literature on justice, however, is the 
lack of conceptual clarity and theoretical unity (Cook, 1987). Bell and 
Schokkaert (1992), e.g., point out that the concept of equity has a different 
meaning in psychology, economics, and law. As there are also important 
terminological confusions (see Footnote 4), it is necessary that we make 
clear what we mean by "justice principle" and so clarify the topic of this 
paper. 

Justice is a container concept and "seems to mean different things 
to different people and in different circumstances" (T6rnblom, 1992, p. 
177). As T6rnblom contends, it lacks a distinctive or "true" meaning. The 
concept "distributive justice" is, however, less indistinct and refers, in gen- 
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eral, to a just state of affairs concerning the distribution of benefits and 
burdens (Miller, 1976; Rawls, 1973). Such a distribution is perceived as just 
or fair if it is regulated by accepted rules. At this point, distributive justice 
is often equated with equality; a usage that, as Hochschild (1981) rightly 
remarks, "blurs concepts that should be kept separate." In the sphere of 
distributive justice equality is either absolute or strict equality, i.e., the gen- 
eral rule that "all people may legitimately make the same claims on social 
resources" (p. 46), or relative or bounded equality, i.e., the general rule 
that "equals must be treated equally and unequals unequally" (Aristoteles, 
citated in Cullen, 1992, p. 15). The latter means that making differences 
of some kind does not turn a particular distribution into an unjust one. 
Hochschild, moreover, pointed out that people accept some form of dif- 
ferentiation as the guiding rule in economic affairs. 

Distributive justice regarding the allocation of income, primarily an 
economic affair, thus concerns the specific rules or norms that make an 
allocation a just one. There are two sets of these rules, viz., substantive 
and formal ones (Cohen and Greenberg, 1982; Buchanan and Mathieu, 
1986). The first set contains the rules that state which differences (acts or 
attributes) between people are deemed relevant for the allocation of in- 
come. It represents, in Hamilton and Rytina's (1980) words, the domain 
of inputs. The second set consists of the rules that state the way in which 
these differences are translated into differences in income; in Hamilton 
and Rytina's terminology, the linkage rules. 

Homans's notion of proportionality between investments and profits 
which "lies at the heart of distributive justice" points to the formal side of 
distributive justice (1961, 1974). Proportionality is a formal rule that in a 
quantitative way links the domain of inputs to the domain of outcomes, in 
our case income. Markovsky (1985) made the same distinction in this re- 
spect, viz., between scales of rewards and investments and a referential rule 
such as proportionality (see also Schaeffer's distinction between material 
and procedural operands and a referential rule such as proportionality 
which is, however, not the only possible linkage rule; Schaeffer, 1990). Pro- 
portionality can be formulated as y(x), where y is the outcome, e.g., income, 
and x an input, i.e., an attribute, such as education, which justifies a dif- 

Outcomes Inputs Outcomes Inputs 
Person A ~ Person A Person B m Person B 

Person B [ k B Person A I kA I Inputs J Inputs 

Fig. 1. The "Walster" equity formula. 
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ferent outcome. This proportionality rule is elaborated in the equity tradi- 
tion within social justice research and formalized in equity formulas, such 
as the one devised by Walster and Walster (1975) (Fig. 1). 

In this paper, however, we are not concerned with the formal prin- 
ciple of proportionality but with the substantive side of distributive justice 
or with the differences that people think may legitimately lead to differ- 
ences in income; in Homans's (1961) words: "[people's] ideas of what le- 
gitimately constitutes investment, reward, and cost, and how these are to 
be ranked" (p. 246). Above, we have referred to these ideas as distributive 
justice rules. The acceptance or rejection of each of these rules is, as stated 
in our Introduction, not based on strictly individual preferences but is 
guided by consensually held principles or referential standards. 4 These dis- 
tributive justice principles underlie the choice or preferment of specific 
rules out of a multitude of rules regarding the attributes and acts of people 
that are considered to be relevant for the distribution of income. More 
specifically, the choice concerns social status characteristics, such as sex and 
occupation; investments, like education or initiative; and need considera- 
tions, like being handicapped or number of dependent children. This paper, 
now, regards these substantive principles of distributive justice. 

Generally, three of these substantive principles of justice are stated, 
viz., equality, merit, and need (Homans, 1982; Tornblom and Foa, 1983). 
Equality is, however, a problematic concept because like justice, it has no 
clear meaning. It is sometimes formulated as the preference for a more 
egalitarian distribution of resources (see, e.g., Ritzman and Tomaskovic- 
Devey, 1992). Others refer to equality as an end that must be reached as 
is the case with equality of opportunity. Regarding the allocation of income, 
equality means, as we have stated above, relative equality or differentiation 
between people according to accepted differences between them. It, thus, 
means that people may legitimately state varying claims on the amount of 
income they (ought to) receive based on differences between them 

4The terminology on the input side of distributive justice is rather confusing. Deutsch (1985), 
for instance, discerns values of justice, such as equity, equality, and need, and rules or criteria 
for defining the values. Berger et aL (1972) refer to these values as referential structures 
(referential standards in the terms of Alwin, 1987) which provide the basis for defining the 
meaning of relevant characteristics. Others make the same distinction while using other terms. 
Cook (1975): distribution rules and dimensions of evaluation, such as seniority, skill, level of 
need, age, etc.; Hochschild (1981): norms of justice which form the basis for specific allocation 
decisions; Homans (1961, 1974, 1982): rule or rules of distributive justice and criteria such 
as investments and costs; Jasso and Rossi (1977) and Alves and Rossi (1978): principles and 
criteria of justice, etc. In this paper we will use "criteria" when we refer to the characteristics 
of people or of the situation in which they find themselves that are relevant for allocation 
of income, criteria such as education, initiative, seniority, age, or number of dependent 
children. The term "principle" is used when we refer to the dimension underlying the choice 
or preferment of these criteria. 
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(Hochschild, 1981). Following Hochschild, we try to avoid terminological 
confusion and use the term "equality" for denoting strict equality. This 
implies in our case that equality is not a suitable substantive principle of 
justice; only "differentiation" principles count. 

There are, in view of the allocation of income, two kinds of differ- 
ences that may be accepted as the foundation of varying amounts of in- 
come. First, there are differences in social contributions which ought to be 
rewarded, leading to allocation of income "to each according to his deserts" 
(Miller, 1976). We call this the "merit" principle. Second, there are differ- 
ences that ought to be compensated because all human beings have a right 
to exist "regardless of their inputs" (Schwartz, 1975). This leads to alloca- 
tion of income "to each according to his needs" (Miller, 1976)--the "need" 
principle. 

Allocation: To Each According to His Deserts--The Merit Principle. This 
justice principle justifies differences in income by pointing to the different 
contributions people make (or are perceived to make) in producing goods, 
services, and other valued things. Central to this concept of justice is the 
notion of contribution or merit, which means that differences in contribu- 
tion to the social product ought to be rewarded. The merit principle depicts 
which of the different attributes or characteristics of people should be seen 
as relevant differences in contribution and should therefore be considered 
when allocating income. This concerns among other things differences in 
education, initiative, or taking responsibility. Together, all those things that 
are assumed to enhance productivity. 

Allocation: To Each According to His Needs-- The Need Principle. The 
need concept of justice acknowledges that people differ in their abilities 
to earn an income that will allow them and their family to live in a decent 
way. These differences in ability ought to be compensated for by giving 
those people more than they would receive in a completely free market 
situation. The allocation is thus based on the needs people have. Important 
in this respect are considerations regarding the level of social security bene- 
fits, the importance of being employed for the entitlement to an income, 
or the higher costs of being ill or disabled. 

Distributive Justice: Five Theses 

In the foregoing subsection we have stated that the allocation of in- 
come is evaluated as being fair if in this allocation accepted rules are used. 
In this subsection we begin by assuming that people differ with regard to 
the question which rules are acceptable and that these differences reflect 
differences in preference for the merit and the need principles of distribu- 
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tive justice. The question is then what determines these different prefer- 
ences. In the literature five theses are suggested that explain why people 
differ in their preferences for the merit and the need principles. These are 
(1) the self-interest thesis; (2) the ideology thesis; (3) the enlightenment 
thesis; (4) the historical shift thesis; and (5) the gender thesis. These theses 
are elaborated below. Two of these theses, i.e., self-interest and ideology, 
require more attention because they employ class and ideology concepts 
that are widely disputed. 

Self-Interest Thesis 

This thesis states a direct relationship between one's position in the 
social structure and one's attitudes. As such it originates in the work of 
Marx and Engels (1984) and Weber (1968) and is studied, among others, 
by Goldthorpe et al. (1969), Huber and Form (1973), Mackenzie (1973, 
1974), Lockwood (1975), Robinson and Bell (1978), Kluegel and Smith 
(1986), Marshall et al. (1988), Grimes (1989), Svallfors (1991), Evans 
(1993). The thesis is also known as the structural theory (Mackenzie) or 
the underdog principle (Robinson and Bell). Robinson and Bell (1978, p. 
128) who studied social judgments about the fairness or unfairness of in- 
equality, state the essence of this thesis as follows: "individuals who objec- 
tively benefit from the stratification system in comparison with others are 
more likely to judge its inequalities to be just. Conversely, people who are 
objectively less well off are more likely to judge equality to be fair, since 
[this]...would result in their receiving more societal goods." This means 
that people have interests following from their location in the social struc- 
ture and that these interests affect the way in which people justify allocation 
rules (or criteria). They accept a rule as legitimate and just if the rule con- 
curs with their interests. 

The locations in the societal structure, the social positions, are often 
conceptualized as class positions. As class is a disputed concept, we further 
elaborate this concept. A more straightforward way of assessing one's social 
position is taking income as the indicator of this position. Research (Alves 
and Rossi, 1978; Berting et al., 1986; Shepelak. 1989) indicates that this 
may even reflect interests with respect to the allocation of income more 
clearly than class and thus we also use income as an indicator of social 
position. 

According to an important study, class is still a very important factor 
in shaping people's attitudes. Marshall et aL (1988, p. 267) explicitly state 
that "social class is to the fore among conceptions of collective identity. 
It Js still the case that important differences in shared beliefs and values 
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are structured more obviously by class than by other sources of social 
cleavage." The precise relationship between class and the preference for 
the merit or need principle is, however, less clear. T~vo reasons explain 
this: One is that although there is abundant research into the relationship 
between class and images of society, class is not often studied in relation 
to distributive justice. The second reason is the difficulty to produce a 
class concept that is generally accepted in the scientific community. 

According to Wright (1979) there are three main class concepts: the 
American class concept based on gradation in the status of occupations; 
the Marxist class concept based on different relations in the sphere of pro- 
duction; and the Weberian concept of class based on different life chances 
in the economic (market) domain. The manner in which the stratification 
system of modem society has developed poses two important problems for 
each of these concepts. The first problem concerns what Wright (1989) calls 
"the embarrassment of the middle classes." A class concept has to accom- 
modate both the quantitative growth of the middle classes and its diversi- 
fication. The second problem is a consequence of how class position is 
commonly measured, viz., by occupation. As Drudy (1991, p. 26) states: 
"This obviously becomes increasingly a problem in an era of mass unem- 
ployment." An appropriate class concept must also accommodate the grow- 
ing group of social security benefit recipients. 

Weber's work on class in our view gives ample opportunity for devis- 
ing a class concept that meets these problems. First, Weber (1968) speaks 
of a class situation when a number of people have in common a specific 
causal component of their life chances (the capability to dispose of material 
property or the possession of marketable skills) in the sphere of economic 
market relations. Weber's extension of the Marxist class concept with its 
emphasis on property relations with the skill component may lead to a class 
concept especially suited for the incorporation of the so-called new middle 
classes. Second, it is not very difficult to apply Weber's class concept to 
the existence of those who do not derive their position from a place in the 
domain of production, i.e., the recipients of social security benefits. This 
would simply mean adding a third causal component, viz., a legal right to 
income--Reich's (1964) new property. Although, it would not be impossible 
to incorporate this "new" class position in either the American class con- 
cept or in a Marxist one, this would mean bending these concepts more 
than is necessary with Weber's class concept. 

Summarized, the self-interest thesis is based on the idea of different 
interests deriving from positions in the social structure each with it own 
justification. Some assets, such as property or marketable skills, give their 
possessors better life chances in the form of higher incomes "and other so- 
cial rewards. They tend to justify their advantages by pointing to the con- 
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tributions to society they provide with these assets (the merit principle of 
justice). It is in their interest that the rewarding of their assets and the 
related justification remain as they are. Those who are less fortunate--the 
underdogs--will self-evidently tend to disagree. They will put other char- 
acteristics, theirs, forward as the basis for differences in social rewards and 
propose another justification. As the underdogs are less able to make a 
living with their assets they will benefit by emphasizing compensations for 
their deficits (the need principle). More specifically, the self-interest thesis 
predicts that the better one's class position in terms of life chances the 
more one will prefer the merit principle and the worse one's class position 
in this respect the more one will prefer the need principle. (Class is further 
elaborated and operationalized in the Methods section below.) The thesis 
also predicts that those with a higher income will prefer the merit principle 
and those with a lower income the need principle. 

Ideology Thesis 

This thesis is in fact a refinement of the self-interest thesis. Some 
researchers have pointed out that the supposed direct relationship between 
social position and attitudes is far to simple (Davis, 1979; Graetz, 1986). 
This assumed direct linkage ignores the fact that in daily life people use 
beliefs to interpret and evaluate reality and guide their actions. Beliefs 
function as cognitive frameworks (Smith and Stone, 1989) which provide 
rationales for people to cope with the situations in which they find them- 
selves (Robinson and Bell, 1978). Beliefs can either be conceived as a broad 
concept encompassing values, perceptions, and attitudes, as Kluegel and 
Smith (1981) do, or as a more limited concept in which the use of the 
term belief is restricted to elements on the more general or abstract level 
of a culture, the ideological level. In the latter case these generalized ideo- 
logical beliefs convince people that what exists is right and hence shape 
and organize their attitudes and preferences which are related to specific 
and concrete phenomena (Shepelak, 1989), i.e., the more mundane level 
of daily existence. 

In this paper we opt for the limited concept in which a distinction is 
made between ideological beliefs on a general level and specific attitudes 
and preferences. There is an important difference between the two levels. 
Beliefs affect attitudes and preferences, but they do not determine them 
because ideological beliefs--as Weakliem (1993) points out--only affect 
"the probabilities of holding different opinions [and attitudes and prefer- 
ences] by making some choices seem more plausible and natural than oth- 
ers"  (p. 384). Agreement  with some abstract idea does not imply 
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commitment to specific concurring outcomes or policies (Rafferty and 
Hasenfeld, 1992). We, thus, discern on the one hand a set of beliefs con- 
cerning the way the economic system works (and which is judged as right) 
and on the other the guidelines people use in evaluating the allocation of 
income. The first we call--following Huber and Form (1973)--ideology and 
the second the principles of distributive justice. 

Ideology is in turn affected by the structural position of people, indi- 
cated by other variables such as income, class, gender, and race (Huber 
Rytina et aL, 1970; Huber and Form, 1973; Robinson and Bell, 1978; Kluegel 
and Smith, 1986, Shepelak, 1989). Through this double relationship (i.e., 
social position - - - - >  ideology; and ideology - - - - >  justice principle) ideo- 
logical beliefs connect people's social position to specific attitudes concern- 
ing inequality (see Robinson and Bell, 1978; Shepelak, 1989). As Rafferty 
and Hasenfeld (1992) state: "There is evidence that one's economic and 
social position accounts for one's beliefs and endorsement of government 
responsibility in solving social problems and commitment to the more spe- 
cific principle that individuals are entitled to a basic standard of living" (p. 
512). We assume that ideology plays the same connecting role with respect 
to justice principles. 

Concerning the way the economic system works and how it affects 
the allocation of income (and ought to) there are several sets of ideologi- 
cal beliefs. Robinson and Bell (1978), e.g., find that in England the belief 
in a just society and in the United States the belief in monetary success 
dominates. Hasenfeld and Rafferty (1989), on the other hand, contend 
that in Western welfare states two contrasting sets of ideological beliefs 
are in competition with each other. On the one hand, there is the belief 
in the abundance of opportunity and in the virtue of individualistic 
achievement (Huber and Form, 1973; Kluegel and Smith, 1986) and on 
the other hand the belief in solidaristic sharing as a way to get a more 
equal and fair allocation of society's resources (Parkin, 1974; Shepelak, 
1989). 5 

In this study we have chosen to explore the role of one of these sets, 
especially with a view to the development of an instrument which ade- 
quately measures the ideological stance of people. Hereto, we have taken 
the lead of Huber and Form and of Kluegel and Smith and have taken as 
a starting point the view that our society is characterized by the openness 
of its structure of abundant opportunities. To make such a structure work 

5About the same contrasting sets of beliefs can be inferred from the study of Ritzman and 
Tomaskovic-Devey (1992) if their equity and equality distribution rules are considered as 
ideological beliefs. In view of the way they have measured these rules this seems to be the 
case; at least they differ in level of generality and abstraction considerably from the justice 
principles we discern in this study. 
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people have to be as free as possible and government has to intervene as 
little as possible. We have here the ideology based on Adam Smith's hidden 
hand and we refer to it as the free market ideology. The outcome of this 
structure of opportunities, i.e., the allocation of income, is the responsibility 
of individuals and thus depends on their efforts. It is only logical that those 
who adhere to this ideology tend to favor allocation of income on grounds 
of merit and that those who disagree tend to be in favor of need consid- 
erations. 

With regard to income, we predict that the higher the income the 
higher the adherence to the free market ideology and the lower the income 
the lower this adherence will be. We also predict that the better one's class 
position the more one will adhere to the free market ideology and the 
worse this position is the lower this adherence will be. Finally, we predict 
that the more one adheres to the free market ideology the more one will 
prefer the merit principle and the less one adheres to the free market ide- 
ology the more one will prefer the need principle (for the predictions with 
respect to the other variables see below). 

Enlightenment Thesis 

This thesis is formulated by Robinson and Bell (1978). In their re- 
search they assume that through education people become more familiar 
with the major values and themes of Western Civilization upon which the 
Enlightenment has left a heavy mark. As they put it: "The history of demo- 
cratic revolutions--and evolutions--implies equality in a variety of ways, 
remains a charter myth of these societies, and is taught the young as sacred 
past" (p. 128). This led them to suppose that the higher educated will be 
more in favor of equality than the lower educated. They find confirmation 
for this assumption in England but not in the United States. If this research 
finding is valid, it means in our case that the more education people have 
the less they will prefer the free market ideology and the merit principle 
of justice and the more they will be in favor of the need principle. 

Historical Shift Thesis 

Robinson and Bell (1978) also assume that there has been a historical 
shift toward an egalitarian Zeitgeist. They derive this assumption from a 
paper by Beteille on the decline of social inequality and substantiate it with 
instances from England and the United States indicating such a decline. 
Accordingly, Robinson and Bell predict that younger people are more in 
support of equality. In their study, their hypothesis was supported by the 



362 d'Anjou, Steijn, and Van Aarsen 

data in the United States, but not in England. In our case this thesis pre- 
dicts that the younger people are the more they will disagree with the free 
market ideology and the related merit principle and the more they will 
prefer the need principle of justice. 

Gender Thesis 

According to some research findings men and women are assumed 
to differ with respect to the ethic they use when judging justice questions 
(Gilligan, 1982). Men use an "ethic of justice" which leans more to the 
free market ideology and the merit principle and women use an "ethic of 
care" which is less in agreement with the this ideology and more in ac- 
cordance with the need principle of justice. 

Distributive Justice: The Conceptual  Mode l  

In the foregoing we elaborated five theses that state the relationships 
between class, income, education, age, and gender--the independent vari- 
ab l e s -on  the one hand and the preferences for the merit and need prin- 
ciples of justice--the dependent variables--on the other. We have also gone 
into the role that ideology, the free market ideology in our case, may play 
in this set of relationships. We came to the conclusion that the free market 
ideology is to be expected to affect the preference for one of the two justice 
principles and is probably at its turn affected by the independent variables. 

Class 

I n c o m e ~ . .  
Ideology ~" Justlce 

~ Principle 

Education 
Age 

Gender 
Fig. 2. Conceptual model. 
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This means it functions in the conceptual model as an intermediate vari- 
able. In Fig. 2 we depict the relationship mentioned above in the form of 
a conceptual model which use as the theoretical model for our path analy- 
sis. 

METHOD 

Data  

Data for this study come from a larger study into The Conditions for 
a Municipal Policy of Societal Renewal (Bons, 1992) conducted in 1991 by 
graduate students in sociology as part of a research training program. The 
survey was designed by the staff of the program (of which the second and 
the third author were members) who also executed the sampling proce- 
dure. The data were gathered in a survey in which the respondents were 
selected by means of a random-digit dialing procedure from the greater 
Rotterdam area, a metropolitan area. 6 This procedure resulted in a prob- 
ability sample of 461 respondents of which 316 respondents were inter- 
viewed. 145 respondents (31%) could not be reached at their home or 
refused to participate. 

We have restricted the sample for analysis in this study to respondents 
who are currently employed or who are receiving a social security benefit. 
This is a consequence of the way in which the class variable in this study 
is conceptualized and operationalized (see also below). We have, therefore, 
excluded the following categories from the original sample: (i) housewives 
(61) because they do not occupy a position in the class scheme we used 
in this study (see below); (ii) full-time students (25) who receive a govern- 
mental grant; and (iii) pensioners (60) over 65. In the Netherlands their 
income consists (wholly or partly) of a special governmental retirement 
benefit (A.O.W.). Although both students and pensioners receive some kind 
of social security benefit, their situation is not comparable to the situation 
of those who are forced out of the work force because of lack of jobs or 
illness. This resulted in a sample of 170 respondents of which 138 were 
with and 32 without a job. 

6This area consists of Rotterdam, Schiedam, Vlaardingen, Hock of Holland, and Capelle a/d 
Llssel which are part of the same telephone district. The random generation of the telephone 
numbers which all begin with a 4 and consist of seven digits was based on a specially 
developed random number generating computer program. This program was devised by 
another member of the staff, J. Braster. 
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Measures 

In the survey the respondents were asked which criterion they pre- 
ferred regarding the allocation of income. The interview also contained 
questions about occupation, ideology, and background variables such as 
age, sex, education, and income. The measures used in this study are pre- 
sented below. 

Class Position 

We mentioned before that class can be measured in several ways. On 
theoretical grounds we prefer a measurement along Weberian lines but we 
find Weber's class concept too indefinite for fruitful use in research. One 
of the best-known elaborations of this class concept is the one by 
Goldthorpe (1980) which is, according to Marshall et aL (1988), on theo- 
retical, methodological, and empirical grounds to be preferred to other-- 
r i v a l - - c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n s  of class. We t h e r e f o r e - - w i t h  a slight 
modification--use Goldthorpe's conceptualization. 

Goldthorpe's premise is the same as Weber's, viz., people differ with 
regard to the possibilities they have in securing their life chances on the 
market. Goldthorpe discerns the following differences: the source and level 
of income, security of employment, chances on promotion, location within 
systems of authority and control, and degree of autonomy in performing 
the work tasks. 

On the basis of these differences Goldthorpe arrives at seven classes. 
We use his classification which we complement with an eighth category, 
the class of social security recipients. Gotdthorpe and Payne (1986) did the 
same. They added a comparable category at the bottom of the Goldthorpe 
seven-class scheme, viz., the category of the unemployed, a class category 
which in their view contains positions lower than working-class positions. 
This gives us the following classification scheme: 

I. Higher-grade professionals, administrators, and officials; managers in large es- 
tablishments; large proprietors. These occupations give high and secure incomes, 
prospect of promotion, authority, control and autonomy. 
II. Lower grade professionals, administrators, and officials, higher-grade technicians; 
managers in small establishments; supervisors of nonmanual employees. These oc- 
cupations score lower--but still relatively high--on the above-mentioned criteria 
than the Class I occupations. 
III. Routine nonmanual employees in administration and commerce and personal 
service workers. The so-called routine white collar workers. These occupations are 
relatively low in income, but relatively secure, and offer some chances of promotion. 
They derive some status from the association with the Class I and II occupations. 
They are, however, low in authority, control and autonomy. 
IV. Small proprietors, artisans, farmers, fishermen, etc. Together these categories 
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form the petit bourgeoisie. The market situation, i.e., income and economic security, 
of these occupations is variable and may easily change due to economic circum- 
stances. At the same time, however, people in this class have a high degree of 
autonomy. 
V. Lower-grade technicians; supervisors of manual workers. The "blue-collar elite." 
Their incomes are relatively high and secure and their chances of promotion limited. 
They have some degree of authority, control and autonomy although this is re- 
stricted by the supervision exercised by people in higher hierarchical positions. 
VI. Skilled manual workers. They have higher incomes than Class VII workers but 
few chances of promotion, and not much authority, control, and autonomy. 
VII. Semiskilled and unskilled manual workers; agricultural workers. These occu- 
pations score the lowest on all criteria of all the occupations in society. 
VIII. Social security recipients. They generally have a low income which proves to 
be insecure due to government policies of budget cuts and they have few prospects 
of escaping from their marginal position. 

Goldthorpe's scheme is adopted to the Dutch situation by Ganze- 
boom et al. (1987) and requires information on the occupation of the re- 
spondent and on his or her employment status: i.e., self-employed (and in 
that case how many employees); wage earning (and in that case how many 
subordinates); or social security benefit recipient (and in that case what 
kind of benefit). Table I gives the distribution of the respondents across 
the eight class categories. 

The use of Goldthorpe's class scheme poses an important problem 
for our predictions regarding the effect of class on the principles of dis- 
tributive justice and ideology. These predictions assume some kind of hi- 
erarchy in the distribution of life chances. Goldthorpe (1980), however, 
made clear that his "class schema should not be regarded as having a con- 
sistently hierarchical form" (p. 42) mainly because the life chances of the 
members of the Classes III, IV, and V are difficult to compare with each 
other. On the other hand, he shows that there is a hierarchy in the distri- 
bution of life chances running from "good" to "poor" if classes are taken 
together, e.g., class positions I and II are comparable in terms of life 

Table I. Frequency of Respondents by Class Position 

Class No. of 
position Occupational title incumbents % 

I Managing/administrative elite 23 14 
II Middle management/supervisors 41 24 

III Routine white collar 27 16 
IV Small proprietors 9 5 
V Supervisors manual 7 4 

VI Skilled manual 15 9 
VII Semi- & unskilled manual 16 9 

VIII Social security recipients 32 19 

Total 170 100 
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chances--relatively good--and the same applies for class positions VI and 
VII whose chances are relatively poor. 

Following Goldthorpe's lead, we have put the eight classes in a more 
global hierarchical order and are thus able to formulate our predictions 
more precisely. 7 Respondents in Class I and II will be most in favor of the 
merit principle and the free market ideology and less in favor of the need 
principle; conversely, the respondents in Class VIII will favor the need prin- 
ciple most. They are less in favor of the merit principle and the free market 
ideology. The incumbents of class positions III, IV, and V, on the one hand, 
and those of class positions VI and VII, on the other, will show preferences 
that lie between these extremes. More precisely, respondents in Class III, 
IV, V will show preferences that resemble more those of Class I and II 
respondents, while respondents in Class VI and VII will show preferences 
that resemble those of Class VIII. 

Income. This independent positional variable is operationalized as net 
income in Dutch guilders per month. It is measured in intervals of 200 
guilders. 

Education. The third independent variable is operationalized as the 
level of education. In the Dutch situation, this means that each level of 
education represents the number of years a respondent has spent in the 
educational system. The variable was measured as follows: elementary 
school not finished, score 1; elementary school, 2; lower vocational educa- 
tion, 3; secondary school (lower level), 4; secondary school (higher level), 
5; intermediate vocational education, 6; higher vocational education, 7; and 
university, 8. 

Age is operationalized as the year of birth and recorded so that the 
older the respondent is, the higher the score. 

Gender is operationalized as a dummy variable in which female = 
score 1. 

7There is also a methodological problem arising from the fact that the classes do not form 
an explicit hierarchy. It is now impossible to simply use one variable "class position" in the 
analysis. We, therefore, use dummy variables. The dummies represent seven of the eight 
categories of class; Class I is omitted and serves as the reference category. In the path analysis 
the dummy variables are replaced by a quantitative variable which is the linear combination 
of the dummies representing class position. We follow here the procedure as described by 
Rossi and Anderson (1982, p. 64). In this procedure, also called "coding proportional to 
effect," the mean of the deleted class category becomes the constant and every other category 
receives the scale value of b o + bkX k Cok -- the partial regression coefficient attached to 
each of the k categories). The explained variance (R 2) of the combined variable remains the 
same as that of the dummy variables. The raw regression coefficient becomes 1.00 and the 
beta coefficient of the combined variable is used to measure the proportion of the variation 
in the dependent variable accounted for by all class categories. This way the effect of class 
is comparable to the effects of the other variables in the analysis. The sign of the beta 
coefficient has no substantive meaning as it is positive by definition. 
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Ideology. Free market ideology is seen as an intermediate variable in 
the conceptual model. This variable is designed as a scale. As we did not 
have an example of such a scale we had to devise a scale ourselves. The 
scale we use here is therefore a provisional one. We have used 4 Likert-type 
statements to measure this variable. 8 These items were summed to form a 
scale, which was not entirely satisfactory, with a Cronbaeh's alpha of 0.58. 

Justice Principle. This variable is conceptualized as the dimension un- 
derlying allocation criteria. These criteria are operationalized in 12 Likert- 
type questions each representing either a merit or a need criterion. Nine 
of these questions concerned the criteria people prefer regarding the allo- 
cation of income and the 3 others concerned the sufficiency of welfare 
benefits. (See Appendix A for the questions.) 

RESULTS 

Just ice  Principles  

We started this paper by asking whether people use principles of dis- 
tributive justice regarding the allocation of income. We stated that we view 
justice principles as the dimensions underlying the criteria people consider 
relevant for the allocation of income. We measured these criteria by means 
of a questionnaire (Appendix A) with six merit and six need items. We 
excluded one of the merit items, responsibility, from the analysis because 
the responses on this item did not show enough variation, i.e., only two 
respondents disagreed with this statement. The other items were analyzed 
by means of factor analysis which resulted in a rotated varimax solution of 
four factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0. On the basis of Cattell's scree test 
(1966) we decided to drop the fourth factor. This meant dropping one of 
the need items, viz., the family item, as this item loaded only on the fourth 
factor. The result is an extraction of three factors which explain 50% of 
the total variance in the items (see Table II in which factor loadings <.30 
are omitted). 

The first factor represents the need principle of justice and contains 
five of the six need items. These five items form a scale with a Cronbach's 

SThe statements were (1) It is very possible to rise to a higher position in the Netherlands. 
This is true for people from the lower classes of society as well; (2) Private enterprise should 
be obstructed as little as possible; (3) Bigger differences in income are necessary, because 
these motivate people to take on responsibility; (4) People should initially take care of 
themselves and not put all their problems in the hands of the government. The possible 
answers were: strongly agree; agree; neither agree, neither disagree; disagree; strongly 
disagree. 
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Table H. Factor Analysis of Items Measuring Justice Preference (Varimax Rotation) 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Welfare benefit too low for a single person 0.79 - -  - -  
WeLfare benefit too low for a single mother 0.67 - -  - -  
Welfare benefit too low for a couple 0.78 - -  - -  
Having a job or being unemployed not relevant 
for income 0.56 - -  - -  
Physically handicapped are entitled to more 
income 0.43 - -  - -  
Better results on the job, more income - -  0.72 - -  
More initiative, more income - -  0.85 - -  
More experience with the job, more income - -  0.38 0.69 
More expertise/professional knowledge, more 
income - -  0.38 0.66 
Higher education, more income - -  - -  0.73 

Eigenvalue 2.4 1.9 1.1 
Variance explained 22.3 17.6 10.4 
Cronbach's a .68 .68 .53 

alpha of .68 which we consider satisfactory. The principle centers on the 
notion that people at the very least need enough income to live on. The 
emphasis lies on the welfare questions and the notion that one's employ- 
ment status should not determine one's fight to income. The need principle 
we found corresponds to Boulding's principle of disalienation (u and 
Smith, 1981). 

The second factor we have found can be seen as the merit principle 
of justice. It consists of four of the six merit items. These items form a 
scale (Cronbach's a .68). The principle reflects the preference for reward- 
ing differences which are related to job activities (see for a comparable 
result Gartrell, 1985). Bouckaert (1990) is right in stating that the relation 
between the effort put in and the result of performing one's job forms the 
kernel of the merit conception. 

The third factor we have found indicates that there might be another 
merit principle. The education item loads on this factor as do experience 
and expertise. These last items load, however, on the second factor as well. 
The three items form a relatively weak scale with a Cronbach's alpha of 
.53. This is considerably lower than the alpha for the four items of the 
second factor and warrants maintaining the second factor as the merit prin- 
ciple and dropping the third from the analysis. 

Still, the education item, as an important item in this third factor, 
suggests that there is reason to assume that this factor might reflect a 
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preference for rewarding more general kinds of investments. Education is 
probably the most outstanding example of these kinds of investments. The 
fact that experience and expertise load on this factor as well supports the 
idea of a second merit principle. Accepting a second merit principle would, 
moreover, correspond with the distinction Hochschild (1981) made regard- 
ing her norms (principles in our terminology) of distributive justice. She 
distinguished alongside ascription and strict equality--both of which fall 
outside our study--need, investments, and results as norms or principles 
of justice. The way she described "results" concurs with the four items in 
our first merit principle and her "investments" norm--conceived as a dif- 
ferentiation norm--has like the suggested second merit principle educa, 
tion at its core. 

The conclusions that there might be more than one merit or contri- 
bution principle of distributive justice--each reflecting different kinds of 
contributions--also corresponds to the contention of T6rnblom (1992) that 
there are several contribution principles (subrules in his terminology). At 
this point, we can do no more than conclude that people might use three 
different principles of distributive justice regarding the allocation of in- 
come: the first reflecting allocation according to needs--the need principle 
of distributive justice; the second according to efforts--the merit principle; 
and the third according to investments. This last principle reflects different 
kinds of contributions and could be depicted as the "achievement" princi- 
ple. The suggestion of the existence of such a principle is reason enough 
to include more (and probably more precisely formulated) items regarding 
these kinds of general investments in future research. 

The Theses 

The first step in the analysis of the theses is to look for consensus. 
We added up the scores on the items, respectively, forming the need and 
the merit principle. The lowest possible aggregate score on the five need 
items (i.e., strongly agree with each of them) is 5 and the highest (i.e., 
strongly disagree) 25. The actual mean score is 13.6--well above the theo- 
retical mean of 12.5--with a standard deviation of 2.7. The possible aggre- 
gate scores for the four merit items range from 4 to 20. The mean score 
is 9.1 (theoretical mean 10) and the standard deviation 2.7. The actual 
mean scores compared with the theoretical ones show that the preference 
for the merit principle is relatively high and for the need principle of justice 
less high but still considerable. This corresponds with the results of Dutch 
research into distributive justice (Berting et al., 1986; Hermkens and Van 
Wijngaarden, 1989; Steijn and De Witte, 1992) and with that of American 
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research on the same topic (see e.g., the compilation by Kluegel and Smith, 
1981). Both standard deviations, however, point out that alongside the rela- 
tively widespread adherence to both principles of distributive justice there 
is a considerable variation in this adherence. This shows that the consensus 
is not generally held. 

We have stated five explanations in the form of theses regarding the 
variations in consensus and assumed a set of variables that could (partly) 
account for these variations. These variables are class, income, free market 
ideology, education, age, and gender. The theses are first investigated by 
means of a path analysis in which these variables and the principles of 
justice are included. Thereafter each of the theses is examined more spe- 
cifically. Finally, we review social position, ideology, and justice principles 
as the main factors in our study more closely. 
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Fig. 3. Path model merit principle of justice. 
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The Path Analysis 

The descriptive statistics for the variables in the path analysis and 
the intercorrelations among them are given in Table B1 (appendix B). 
The effects of the independent variables on the intermediate ones and 
the effects of both the independent and the intermediate variables on 
the dependent ones are given in Table III. Figures 3 and 4 present the 
path models regarding the merit and the need principle of justice, re- 
spectively. In this analysis we use two levels of significance, viz., 5% (the 
solid lines in Figs. 3 and 4) and 10% (the dotted lines). In view of our 
limited sample compared to the much larger samples in most of the stud- 
ies we refer to, a higher level than the customary 5% level seems to us 
to be warranted. 

When we look at the merit path model (Fig. 3) we see that the vari- 
ables collectively explain 16% of the variance in the preference of respon- 
dents for the merit principle of justice. The ideological variable, i.e., the 
free market ideology, mediates the effect of class position and of age on 
the dependent variable, the merit principle. 

The explained variance in the second path model (Fig. 4) is the same, 
viz., 16%. The ideological variable is related to the need principle in a 
way which we expected, i.e., adherence to the free market ideology is nega- 
tively related to this justice principle. Ideology mediates the influence of 
class and age on the need principle. Class also has a direct effect on the 
need principle of justice; age does not have such an effect. 

The other independent variables income, education, and gender do 
not have a statistically significant effect on either the ideology variables or 
the justice principles. 

The Self-Interest Thesis 

This thesis predicts a relationship between class and income, on the 
one hand, and the merit and need principle, on the other. Figures 3 and 
4 show that class is directly related to both principles while income is not. 
This finding suggests that class is a better indicator of social position in 
relation to allocation preferences and related attitudes than income. The 
same may be inferred from Table B1 (Appendix B). The zero-order cor- 
relations between income and both justice principles, which are all statis- 
tically significant and in the expected direction, disappear when controlled 
for class and the other variables in the analysis. 

As we have stated before, the sign of the path coefficient of class does 
not have a meaning of its own and thus does not show whether the rela- 
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tionship between class and both principles of justice are as expected. To see 
whether this is the case we have looked into the unstandardized regression 
coefficients of the dummy variables and have executed a bivariate analysis. 
The results in Tables B2 and B3 (Appendix B) show a confusing pattern. 
All cases agree--as expected--less with the merit principle of justice than 
Class I. The opposite is found with the need principle. Here all classes (Class 
V and somewhat Class II expected) agree more than Class I with principle 
which is as we predicted. In both cases, however, the expected pattern holds 
true only for the opposite position of Class I (and in a certain degree also 
Class II) and Class VIII. The preferences of these classes fit in with their 
interests. The preferenceS of the other classes does not follow the predicted 
sequences, i.e., it is not consistently so that the preferences of the incum- 
bents of Class III, IM, and V resemble those of Class I and II and that those 
of Class VI and VII resemble those of Class VIII. 

The Ideology Thesis 

This thesis predicts first a relationship between social position--class 
and income--and the free market ideology. As was the case with the justice 
principles, the prediction holds for class but not for income. When we look 
at the unstandardized regression coefficients of the dummy variables and 
at the results of the bivariate analysis, we find a pattern that is even more 
confusing. All classes--Class VII excepted--agree less than incumbents of 
Class position I with the free market ideology, as was predicted. There is 
again the polarity of Class I and Class VIII but the pattern is now less 
clearly marked. The preferences of the incumbents of the other Class po- 
sitions do not follow the predicted pattern. The deviation of Class VII--the 
lower manual workers--is especially notable in this respect. 

The second prediction concerns the relationship between ideology 
and the justice principles. As expected, the free market ideology is posi- 
tively related to the merit principle and negatively related to the need prin- 
ciple, al though the explained var iance is ra ther  small. Ideology 
connects--also as expected--a social structural variable like class with the 
preference for the two principles of justice. The precise relationship be- 
tween class, ideology and the justice principles is, however, rather vague. 

The Enlightenment Thesis 

This thesis proposed by Robinson and Bell (1978) predicts that those 
with higher education would be less in favor of the free market ideology 
and the merit principle and more in favor of the need principle. As can 
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be inferred from the foregoing path analysis, our results do not confirm 
this thesis. In this respect, the result fits in with the study of Robinson and 
Bell who got the same result for the United States. 

The Historical Shift Thesis 

Although, age is not related to the need principle of justice--which 
is contrary to the prediction of this thesis--it is (negatively) related to the 
free market ideology and the merit principle of justice. This (partially) con- 
firms the predictions of the thesis which means that the older one is the 
more one adheres to this ideology and the more one prefers this principle. 
The result supports the idea that there is a shift over time in the direction 
of more support of equality. Kluegel and Smith, however, point to an al- 
ternative explanation, viz., that the preferences of people may change when 
they grow older. They find the same relationship and explain it as an effect 
of growing older. Older people appear to "attach more importance to in- 
dividualistic factors as causes of poverty and wealth and [to] emphasize 
individual equity over equality or need as a basis for a just distribution of 
rewards" (1986, p. 288). Their explanation is, moreover, supported by the 
fact that the predicted relationship between age and the need principle is 
not present. 

The Gender Thesis 

Our results indicate no relationship between gender, ideology, and 
both principles of justice. This means that Gilligan's (1982) thesis regarding 
the affinity of women for an "ethic of care" does not seem to hold for 
women with an income of their own. Their beliefs regarding the structure 
of opportunities as well as their preferences for rewarding contributions 
and for compensating disabilities do not differ from those of men in the 
same situation. Whether there is a split between "earning" women and 
"nonearning" women with regard to these beliefs and preferences and 
whether GiUigan's thesis has to be qualified accordingly are questions that 
await further research. 

Again, Social Position, Ideolog~ and Justice Principles 

When we look more closely at class as the indicator of social position, 
free market ideology, and both justice principles and their interrelations, 
four results catch the eye. 
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First, we found that our prediction regarding the relationship between 
class, ideology, and the justice principles is valid only for the incumbents 
of Class I and Class VIII positions whose preferences are clearly opposed 
to each other. When we look into the zero-order correlations ('lhble B1, 
Appendix B) we see that the incumbents of Class I and VIII positions differ 
in other respects, as well. Class I position holders have in significantly more 
cases a higher education and a higher income than Class VIII respondents. 
The same difference can be seen in regard to descent. Class I position 
holders have clearly in more cases a Class I and not a Class VII father 
(41 vs. 3%). In the case of Class VIII respondents on the other hand there 
is a far greater chance that their father is a member of the working class, 
i.e.,, Class VII, than of Class I (42 vs. 9%). This suggests that there is a 
rather big difference between the Class I and Class VIII positions, reflected 
among other things in the ideology to which the incumbents of those po- 
sitions adhere and in the preference for a particular principle of justice. 

The self-interest thesis we put forward is less general than we ex- 
pected. It may be renamed the "underdog" thesis following Robinson and 
Bell who have put the underdog principle forward in their pioneering pa- 
per. The incumbents of Class VIII positions, especially, are the new un- 
derdogs who least agree with the dominant ideas about society and the 
just allocation of income. The dissent of the social security recipients in 
this respect is striking. In the words of Robinson and Bell: They do not 
accept the invitation of the dominant ideology "to accept and condone ex- 
isting inequality as generally just and reasonable" (1978, p. 141); a result 
which concurs with the study of Kluegel and Smith who found that respon- 
dents "at the top and the bottom of the stratification order" differ in the 
support they gave to the dominant ideology (1986, p. 295). The study of 
Ritzman and Tomaskovic-Devey (1992), moreover, strongly suggests that 
this difference between top and bottom is even more pronounced regarding 
the contrasting set of beliefs--egalitarianism--which we did not include in 
our study. Such a variable needs a place in further studies into distributive 
justice. 

Second, the confusing pattern regarding the preferences of the in- 
cumbents of the other class positions demands further explanation. Table 
B1 (Appendix B) shows that the incumbents of class positions II to VII 
differ less markedly from each other in respect of education, income, and 
descent. The effect of these differences can be seen in the diversity of the 
ideological positions of these classes. It is also reflected in their preferences 
for the merit and the need principles of justice. The confusing results in- 
dicate, moreover, that suggestions in the literature about a fragmentation 
of the class structure seem to be warranted (Roberts et al., 1977; Steijn 
and De Witte, 1994). A consequence of this fragmentation is that the pre- 
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cise distribution of assets is no longer clear and it is therefore difficult to 
discern the different "intermediate," i.e., the former middle and lower class, 
class positions from each other. This is a problem for social scientists whose 
instrument--the class scheme--does not correspond any longer precisely 
enough with the diversity of the class positions in society. It could also be 
a problem for the people concerned for whom the ongoing fragmentation 
process may make it difficult to recognize their interests. 

Third, ideology connects class as a social structure variable with pref- 
erences for the justice principles. This confirms the findings of Robinson 
and Bell (1978), Shepelak (1989), and Hasenfeld and Rafferty (1989). The 
way we have operationalized the ideological variable as free market ideol- 
ogy seems promising, but more work has to be done to arrive at a satis- 
factory measure of this ideology. As most of the variance of ideology 
remains unaccounted for, it seems necessary to take other beliefs into ac- 
count, e.g., those concerning egalitarianism and fair sharing, and to look 
for other independent variables as well. 

Finally, we notice that the ideology of the free market is clearly domi- 
nant in society. It is an ideology for which there is--just as Kluegel & Smith 
(1986) assessed--widespread support (see also Ritzman and Tomaskovic- 
Devey, 1992). The overall mean score and the mean scores of each class 
lie well below the theoretical mean score of 12.0 on this variable (a low 
score means agree; see Table B3, Appendix B). As the effect of self-interest 
seems to be limited--as the relatively weak effect of class position on free 
market ideology shows--it is probable that socialization, especially through 
the media, plays an important role in producing and maintaining the domi- 
nance of this ideology? Especially in the 1980s, the message of the supe- 
riority of the free market, the virtue of individualistic achievement, and the 
belief in the abundance of opportunity the market brings with, it has--ex- 
plicitly and implicitly--been broadcast by television and radio and printed 
in newspapers and magazines. As the results of the study of Allen and Kuo 
(1991) suggest, exposure to these media may well affect the kinds of beliefs, 
opinions, and preferences we study. 

DISCUSSION 

This paper addresses two questions. The first asks whether people 
use principles of justice regarding the allocation of income. Our analysis 

9The basic social-psychological processes which according to Kluegel and Smith (1986) may 
be important determinants of this ideology are not included in this study so that nothing can 
be said about the importance of these processes. 
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confirms our theoretical expectation that at least two of these principles 
can be discerned, viz., a merit and a need principle of distributive justice. 
The merit principle reflects the preference for rewarding differences that 
are related to job activities, especially the effort put in and the results of 
performing one's job. The need principle, on the other hand, reflects the 
view that people need enough money to live on. This result means that 
the widespread use of both notions of justice in the literature on distributive 
justice is empirically warranted. Our empirical material indicates that there 
might be two merit principles (or subprinciples), i.e., one that prefers al- 
location based on contributions according to effort and result and one that 
prefers allocation based on contributions according to investment. As this 
second merit principle is only weakly represented in our data, more re- 
search is needed to find out whether people actually use these two different 
merit principles. 

Although the adherence to both the merit and the need principle 
is widespread, there is also a considerable variation in this adherence. A 
consensus is this lacking. Our second research questions deals with the 
explanations for this lack of consensus. A multivariate analysis shows that 
out of five different theses suggested in the literature that could explain 
these differences, three were (partly) confirmed by the data. 

The first thesis--self-interest--predicts that both income and class 
affect the adherence to the merit and the need principle of justice. This 
prediction, however, only holds for class, as there is no relation between 
income and the preference for the two principles. Moreover, the precise 
relationship between class and justice principles differs from what we ex- 
pected. In fact, there is only a clear marked difference in adherence be- 
tween the incumbents of the highest and of the lowest class positions, 
i.e., between higher management (who are more in favor of the merit 
and less in favor of the need principle) and the social security recipients 
(who are, conversely, less in favor of the merit and more in favor of the 
need principle). The preferences of the incumbents of the other class 
positions are not in line with our predictions and, all in all, the data 
regarding these preferences reflect a confusing pattern. 

The second thesis--ideology--is also supported by our results. This 
thesis is a refinement of the self-interest thesis as ideology mediates in part 
the effect of class on justice principles. We found, however, that the way 
the self-interest and the ideology theses are formulated is problematic be- 
cause the predictions regarding the relationship between class, ideology and 
justice principles are only really confirmed with respect to the incumbents 
of Class I and Class VIII positions. As stated above, this situation concurs 
more with the underdog principle of Robinson and Bell (1978). Further 
research is needed, particularly with respect to more precise measurements 
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of social position and to extension of ways of measuring the ideology vari- 
ables. 

The third thesis--historical shift--is partially supported by our data. 
Older people show more preference for the free market ideology and the 
merit principle of justice than younger people. At this point, further re- 
search is needed to find out whether this represents only the effect of grow- 
ing older or is a genuine historical shift. 

Finally, we found no support for the enlightenment and for the gen- 
der theses; the more educated do not differ from the lower educated in 
their adherence to the free market ideology and the two justice principles, 
neither did men and women. Although, three out of five theses are partially 
supported by the data, the total effect (in terms of explained variance) of 
our independent and intermediate variables on the dependent variables is 
limited. This suggests that we have to look at other variables, such as the 
functioning of media or the activities of left-wing political parties, which 
may help to explain the support for specific ideologies and justice princi- 
ples. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questions Concerning the Criteria People Prefer in Allocating Income A1 

I would like to discuss with you the allocation of income in the Neth- 
erlands. As you know, one's income depends on a large number of things, 
such as the level of pay or social security benefit, children's allowance, 
rent subsidies, etc. [Interviewer shows card] On this card you will find a 
number of things which affect the level of income. I would like to learn 
from you--based on the statements formulated on this card--which things, 
according to you, ought to have an effect on one's income. The possible 

A1Questions 64, 65, 67, 69, 71, and 72 concern merit criteria and questions 66, 68, 70, 73, 74, 
and 75 need criteria. 
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answers are strongly agree; agree; neither agree; neither disagree; dis- 
agree; strongly disagree. 

64. A person with a higher education than another person should 
receive a higher income. 

65. A person who obtains better results in his job than another person 
should receive a higher income. 

66. It should not really matter for one's income whether one is 
employed or unemployed. Your expenditures remain about the 
same anyway. 

67. A person who shows initiative should have a higher income 
than a person who does not do more at his job than is required. 

68. A person with a physical handicap which gives him higher 
financial burdens than others have should receive a higher 
income. 

69. A person who has a job that carries with it more responsibility, 
should receive a higher income. 

70. The household situation (having small children,  having a 
partner with a job) ough not to have effect on the level of 
income. 

71. A person who is more experienced in his job should receive a 
higher income than someone with less experience. 

72. A person who has much expertise or professional knowledge 
at his d i sposa l  shou ld  rece ive  a h ighe r  income  than  
someone who has less of such expertise or knowledge at 
his disposal. 

I would like to know now what your opinion is regarding the level 
of the benefit people receive when they are on welfare. The possible an- 
swers are that the amount should be much higher; should be higher; is 
about right; ought to be lower; ought to be much lower. 

73. The welfare benefit for a single person i s f  1.148,03 ~a net a month 
at the moment. What do you think of that amount? 

74. The welfare benefit for a single mother with one child is f 
1.476,04 net a month at the moment. What do you think of 
that amount? 

75. The welfare benefit for a married couple without children is f 
1.640,04 net a month at the moment. What do you think of that 
amount? 

A2Dutch guilders. 
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Table B2. Regression Results of Dummy Variables of Class Position on Merit 
Principle/Need Principle/Free Market Ideology a 

381 

Free market 
Merit principle Need principle ideology 

Class B/SE t B/SE t B/SE t 

II 0.284/0.754 0.377 0.251/0.743 0.337 0.812/0.814 0.999 
III 0.568/0.898 0.632 -0.586/0.886 - - 0 . 6 6 1  0.827/0.971 0.852 
IV 1.156/1.093 1 . 0 5 7  -0.326/1.080 -0.302 1.092/1.183 0.923 
V 0.377/1.311 0 . 2 8 8  0.847/1.222 0.694 0.018/1.342 0.013 

VI 0.567/1.003 0 . 5 6 5  -0.417/0.990 -0.421 0.657/1.086 0.604 
VII 0.290/1.075 0.270 -1.069/1.060 -1.008 -0.211/1.164 -0.181 

VIII 1.183/1.001 1 . 1 8 1  -2.123/0.988 -2.149 0.780/1.082 0.721 

aClass I omitted. Coefficient significant if twice its standard error. 

Table B3. Mean Scores on Ideology by Class Position 

Class position x Merit .~ Need x Free market 

I 7.7 14.3 9.0 
II 8.9 14.3 10.2 

III 9.6 13.5 10.2 
IV 8.9 14.2 9.9 
V 9.0 15.4 9.1 

VI 9.1 13.9 10.1 
VII 9.3 13.4 9.3 

VIII 9.7 12.0 10.0 

Total 9.1 13.7 9.9 
Era2 >0.30 <0.01 >0.70 

.05 .1t .03 
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