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ABSTRACT

Provision of public goods often requires sufficient contributions from group
members, and improper contributions are likely to produce feelings of injustice. Building
on previous research, | develop a justice theory that explains how framing social
comparisons in particular ways will make actors more or less sensitive and reactive to
departures from fair contributions. In turn, this is predicted to impact justice-restoring
behaviors such as reducing subsequent contributions to a public good, punishing group
members, or exiting the group. This integrated theory shows how varying the way key
pieces of information are framed affects fairness perceptions and subsequent behaviors in
social dilemma settings as well as a broader contribution and/or reward settings. By
integrating theories of distributive justice and literature on framing the following
dissertation aims to better understand the perceptual, emotional, and behavioral effects of

socially constructed frames on behavior public goods dilemma situations.

The proposed theory is mathematically formalized and utilized to generate logically
connected assumptions and derivations. The key terms, assumptions, and derivations are
operationalized through the testable hypotheses aiming to measure variations in justice
evaluations and justice restoring behaviors across different theoretical conditions. The
hypotheses are tested in a hypothetical vignette and a standard laboratory-based public

goods setting.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In a public goods dilemma, people have to decide to follow either their selfish or
collective interest (Dawes 1980; Kollock 1998). The big question is what factors affect
people’s decisions. I assume that one of those factors is surely how fair people feel the
contributions are that they make and other people make relative to one another and/or some
other standards for a given situation. This dissertation proposes an integrated distributive
justice theory regarding socially constructed frames in order to expand our understanding
of the perception of contribution and reward behaviors as just or unjust in small groups.
This theory explains how individuals’ justice evaluations are shaped by their surrounding
social contexts which may have been shaped by the way key pieces of information on
contribution and/or reward are introduced (i.e. social frame). This dissertation also extends
distributive justice theory to the realm of social dilemmas, more specifically public goods
settings.

Public goods (or collective goods) can be defined as goods that are supported by
public contributions, but are available to any group member regardless of his/her personal
contributions (Dawes 1980; Kollock 1998; Komorita and Parks 1996; Yamagishi 1995).
Many public services (e.g. public parks, street lights, public radio, light houses, etc.) are
examples of public goods and rely on taxes and donations from the general public.
Decisions on whether to contribute to a public good are complex. Individuals can maximize

their personal benefits by using a public good while not contributing to its maintenance



(i.e. free-riding), but if too many people choose to maximize personal benefits, then the
public good will collapse and no one will benefit.

Public goods involve contribution and reward behaviors and thus will involve
justice evaluations and subsequent behaviors. When looking at what others are contributing
to a public good relative to oneself, each other, and/or a reference points, it is very likely
that fairness perceptions come into play. In turn, it is very likely that people adjust their
contributions accordingly—responding more generously when observing the cooperative
actions of others or less generously when observing fewer contributions from others or
free-riding behaviors. Consequently, how people decide whether to contribute public goods
is one the most critical questions in the social sciences. How fair one perceives contribution
behaviors has been well-documented as an important factor influencing contributive
behavior (e.g., Diekmann et al. 1997; van Dijk, De Cremer, and Handgraaf 2004,
Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler 1986; VVan Lange and Messick 1996; Stouten, De Cremer,
and Van Dijk 2005). This dissertation wishes to provide a theoretical framework regarding
justice consideration in order to better understand public goods dilemma situations.

When individuals encounter situations that require contribution and produce
rewards to share, they make interpersonal comparisons of those contributions and/or
rewards. When making these comparisons, it is likely that people adjust their contributions
accordingly. Distributive justice theories (DJTs) commonly model these social
comparisons as ratios, and they can accommodate comparisons of self-to-other, self-to-
standard, self-to-past, self-to-group, other-to-other, other-to-group, etc. If a comparison
ratio deviates from precise proportionality (i.e., greater or less than one), individuals

evaluate the situation as unfair (Jasso 1978, 1980; Markovsky 1985b).



While many interpersonal comparisons are available, which comparison is most
salient at a given time depends on contextual information that, in turn, may be determined
through socially constructed frames. The framing effect in cognitive psychology refers to
judgment biases induced by the way information about a situation is presented, rather than
by changing the substantive content of that situation (Kahneman and Tversky 1979;
Tversky and Kahneman 1981, 1986). For instance, a public goods setting can be
characterized by emphasizing either negative or positive aspects, such as the risks and costs
of participation or the potential for individual and collective benefits. The way
contributions or rewards are framed may play a critical role in the formation of justice
perceptions because the value of contribution and the desirability of reward can shift with
changes in the social context.

Theories of justice and judgment heuristics lead us to predict that different frames
will have predictable effects on a participant’s perceived fairness of outcomes, and his or
her subsequent behavioral responses toward injustice. | propose that if contextual
information emphasizes and activates particular social comparisons, those comparisons
will become more salient and impactful, and color the actor’s overall justice evaluation.

In addition to the contextual information, an individual’s characteristics may have
an important role in making justice judgments. Therefore, 1 examine the relationship
between justice evaluations and social value orientation (SVO), which indicates
individual’s general tendency in distributing a resource between self and others (Balliet,
Parks, and Joireman 2009; Van Lange 1999; Simpson 2004). If these theoretical claims are
applied to the realm of public goods dilemma, contribution behaviors can be better

predicted and thus controlled.



The proposed theoretical arguments are tested through a standardized laboratory
setting and a hypothetical vignette study. The vignette study is a three-condition study
including three levels of different frames (own to a high-standard, own to a low-standard,
own to a neutral-standard). Standardized laboratory settings provide controlled situations
to test anticipated theoretical conditions. The lab experiment tests for predicted variations
in participant’s justice evaluations and subsequent behaviors, measured by whether a
participant alters subsequent contributions to the group account, gives less or more bonus
rewards to the partner, or changes partner for future interactions. This experiment has a 2
X 2 x 2 factorial design including two levels of comparisons for contribution (own to a
high-standard, own to a low-standard), SVO categories (individualistic, prosocial), and
partner’s contribution level (low, high). The vignette and experimental tests demonstrate
how a socially constructed title may lead individuals to give different weight to
comparisons and thus alter justice judgments, even when actual rewards and investments
have remained unchanged.

The rest of this dissertation is organized as follows. In Chapter 2, | discuss
background theories and research in support of an integrated theory of distributive justice
and the idea of framing effects in order to formalize over-contribution and low-contribution
problems in public goods dilemmas. Based on this background, in Chapter 3, | propose
components of the integrated theory in order to explain the process underlying the causal
relationships between the perceptions of contribution and reward as just or unjust regarding
framing effects. From Chapter 4 to Chapter 9, | explain methodologies used in this
dissertation and introduce gathered data. Chapter 4 is comprised of the pilot study’s

methods and findings. Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 explain the vignette methods and data



analysis for vignette study. Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 comprise the experimental methods
and data analysis for experimental study. In Chapter 9, | provide a conclusion addressing
the implications of this research for academic areas and its applicability to practical areas,
limitations of the study, and suggestions for possible future research. Finally, all detailed
experimental and vignette protocols, paper works, questionnaires, etc. that were used are

provided in an Appendix section.



CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND THEORIES AND RESEARCH

This dissertation explains how justice evaluations can play a critical role in public
goods dilemmas and utilizes DJTs and framing effects. In this chapter, | describe social
dilemmas and how under- or over-contribution in public goods dilemmas can create
feelings of injustice. | also examine the processes of justice evaluations, including how
DJTs focus on the process through which individuals make justice evaluations based on
contribution and/or reward distributions and on the consequences of justice evaluations. |
review the related research and pull together the theoretical background in order to develop
an integrated justice theory.
2.1 SOCIAL DILEMMAS AND CONTRIBUTION PROBLEMS

In many aspects of cooperative human behaviors, an individual’s self- and social-
interests are at odds, and the individual should decide to pursue either selfish or collective
benefits. This mixed-motive situation known as social dilemma. In general, research
focuses on two main types of dilemmas. The first type is the public goods dilemma, which
refers to a mixed-motive situation where group members contribute individually to a public
good from which all members can benefit. In typical public goods dilemma settings, each
member of a group of actors makes decisions about contributing to a collective good that,
in turn, accrues value and becomes equally available or apportioned to all. For instance,
many public services (e.g. public parks, street lights, public radios, light houses, etc.) that

we use daily are supported by taxes and donations.



The second type is the resource management dilemma in which a scarce public
resource is presented for all individual group members’ usage, but the excessive use of
which may result in depletion of the resource completely (Dawes 1980; Van Dijk et al.
1999; Van Dijk and Wilke 1995; Kollock 1998; Komorita and Parks 1996; Van Lange et
al. 2013; Messick and Brewer 1983; Olson 2009; Yamagishi 1995). The theoretical
framework proposed here can be applied to both types of social dilemmas, but the present
study explicitly focuses on contribution problems in public goods dilemma.

A great body of research focuses on how to encourage group members to contribute
and eliminate low contributions and free-riding. Free-riding occurs because it is generally
the most beneficial choice for actors; but if everyone free-rides, collective goods cannot
exist. For instance, individuals may enjoy using public services and goods, such as public
parks, while not paying municipal taxes. By doing so, they maximize their rewards and
minimize costs. However, these public goods rely on taxes and if more and more people
stop paying taxes and choose to free-ride, the state will not be able to provide these services
for anyone. When some members receive undeserved rewards by free-riding, the exploited
members evaluate the situation as unfair (Markovsky and Berigan 2012) and perceptions
of injustice weakens group ties, cooperation, and productivity (Adams 1963, 1965;
Markovsky 1985b; Walster, Walster, and Berscheid 1978). Moreover, previous research
shows that people evaluate under-contributors poorly and tend to punish them (i.e.
altruistic punishment) (Fehr and Géachter 2002; Shinada and Yamagishi 2007; Yamagishi
1986, 1995).

Even though free-riding is often the most beneficial choice for a self-interested

individual, people tend to cooperate to some extent. One of the possible explanations for



cooperation over free-riding is ideas of fairness and the contributive norms develop during
social interactions. A considerable amount of research in social dilemmas examines
fairness in relation to cooperation in mixed-motive situations (e.g. Allison, McQueen, and
Schaerfl 1992; Allison and Messick 1990; Camerer and Fehr 2002; van Dijk and Vermunt
2000; van Dijk and Wilke 1995; Van Dijk et al. 1999; Kerr 1995; de Kwaadsteniet et al.
2010; Van Lange and Messick 1996; Messick 1995; Stouten, De Cremer, and Van Dijk
2006; Stouten, De Cremer, and van Dijk 2009). Research has consistently confirmed that
collectively-oriented groups do not allow individual group members to maximize their
personal interest by penalizing those that free-ride (De Cremer and Dijk 2009; Fehr and
Géachter 2002; Shinada and Yamagishi 2007; Yamagishi 1986, 1995).

Despite the necessity of group contribution, high contributions may be problematic
and high contributors may bother other group members and also receive sanctions (i.e. anti-
social punishment) (Herrmann, Thoni, and G&chter 2008; Irwin and Horne 2013; Parks and
Stone 2010; Sylwester, Herrmann, and Bryson 2013). Parks and Stone (2010) and Irwin
and Horne (2013) find that high contributing members are sometimes expelled from the
group because their over contributions are perceived as atypical and their norm violating
behaviors are punished. When some individuals contribute a lot more than others, other
group members may feel offended because their appropriate contributions may now be
seen as under-contributions when compared to the over-contributors. Thus, high
contributions may change normative standards to the dismay of other group members. For
instance, if an employee works longer hours than his or her coworkers, other employees
may feel resentful because they may now be seen as not working hard enough. His/her high

performance may violate the notion of the normal, typical effort for an average employee



even if his/her effort is beneficial to completing the group task successfully (Herrmann et
al. 2008; Irwin and Horne 2013; Kubéna et al. 2014; Parks and Stone 2010).

Researchers have considered various factors that may cause these antisocial
punishments, such as differences in social background (Henrich et al. 2001; Herrmann et
al. 2008), violation of norms, and creation of undesired standards (Irwin and Horne 2013;
Parks and Stone 2010), and socioecological competitions (Sylwester et al. 2013).

Conversely, a body of research suggests that high contributions may be associated
with positive outcomes (e.g., De Cremer 2002; R. Willer 2009). For instance, Willer (2009)
and De Cremer (2002) found that high contributors received more respect and deference
from other group members. These different findings may result from various contexts of
social relations (i.e. group structure, task features, interactions, etc.). Contributions may
provide socio-emotional rewards to individuals, such as respect from others (De Cremer
2002; Willer 2009). However, group members may feel that high contributors diminish
their opportunities to receive these socio-emotional rewards and/or that high contributors
are competing for a higher standing in the group. High contributors may be seen as
manipulative, strategic, uppity, and suspicious (Berger et al. 1986, 1998; Lovaglia et al.
1998; Ridgeway et al. 2009; Ridgeway and Berger 1986, 1988).*

In relations to fairness evaluations, non-cooperative behaviors may create injustice.
Some individuals may follow their selfish interests, but receive the same benefit as the

group-interested members, or those who choose to contribute to the collective goods. As

L In this research, group members are assumed equal in task competence and thus equal in status. However,
when group members’ statuses are differentiated, the expectations are likely to be in line with their statuses
(e.g. low contributions from those of low status). The behaviors violating status expectations are likely to be
evaluated negatively compared to status-confirming behaviors. For more discussions on status, see Berger,
Wagner, and Webster 2014; Ridgeway and Berger 1986; Shackelford, Wood, and Worchel 1996; Wagner
1988.



discussed above both low and high contribution may cause problems in groups. This
implies that individuals may coordinate their contribution to collective goods and their
share from collective goods in a fair way. Also, the decision to cooperate or free-ride is a
personal choice, but the decision-making process is social and affected by social and
structural factors and ultimately affecting contribution decisions from other members.

Decisions on whether an individual free-rides or gives low (or high) contributions
indicate that contributions to collective goods have different meanings and functions for
group members. Contribution and contributors may be evaluated differently in accordance
with the structural features of the social interactions. A structural feature in one setting may
encourage group members to maximize personal profits, whereas another one encourages
cooperative behaviors and/or promotes group wellness by offering socio-emotional
rewards.

This dissertation adds that fairness judgments may be influenced through structural
differences. For instance, individuals in a situation that encourages maximizing group-
interests may evaluate a low contribution as very unfair. Individuals in another situation
that encourages maximizing self-interests may evaluate the same contribution as fair. Even
though non-cooperative behaviors can increase perceptions of injustice or fairness among
the group in both situations, their evaluations may vary by depending on which situation
they are in. Such as, group-interested members may be more sensitive towards a low
contribution to the group compared to self-interested members. | claim that a well-
structured justice model may help better understand this process and help better understand

contribution decisions within social groups.
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2.2 PERCEPTION OF JUSTICE

In general, justice theories in sociology aim to understand how and to what extent
social factors can determine individuals’ perceptions of justice. When individuals make a
judgment about a rule, procedure, treatment, contribution, reward, etc., they may be
influenced by various personal and contextual factors. People may perceive an allocation
of reward to be just for one situation but unjust for another because their perceptions are
formed by different distribution (or allocation) rules, such as need, equality, or equity
(Deutsch 1985; Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry 1980). Different distribution rules lead people
to evaluate situations differently and act in varying emotional, cognitive, and behavioral
ways. Although there are numerous justice perspectives explaining individual’s justice
evaluations for distributions of contribution and/or reward, this research focuses on
distributive justice theories (DJTs). Most DJTs seek to explain why and how people
perceive a distribution of contribution and reward as just or unjust and take into account
the relationship between expected depending expected vs. actual amounts of contributions
and rewards. However, each theoretical program focuses on different contributions (e.g.
effort for equity theory or status attributes for status characteristics theory), comparison
units (e.g. local or referential), rewards (e.g. pay or social influence), and comparison
functions (e.g., ratios vs. differences).

In addition to DJTs, procedural justice theories claim that people perceive an
allocation as just or unjust based on the processes and procedures by which allocation
decisions are made (Leventhal et al. 1980; Lind and Tyler 1988; Thibaut and Walker 1975;
Tyler 1989). While perception of distributive justice implies differentiation between

expected distributions and actual distributions, perception of procedural justice refers to

11



the appropriateness of the procedures for just allocation decisions. From a procedural
justice perspective, people seek to be valued members within their groups and a just
allocation system and procedure matches this sentiment (Lind and Tyler 1988). Research
shows that when people perceive that they are treated fairly during the decision-making
processes and that the ruling system followed to achieve the given outcomes is fair, they
are likely to comply and cooperate (Lind and Tyler 1988). Some research on procedural
justice claims that fair procedures determine perceived fairness (e.g. Barrett-Howard and
Tyler 1986; Folger 1986), but other research shows that these effects are often moderated
by the extent to which individuals are rewarded for their contributions. For instance, over-
rewarded or equally-rewarded people are likely to focus on fair procedures while under-
rewarded people are likely to focus on fair distributions (Clay-Warner, Hegtvedt, and
Roman 2005; Greenberg 1987).

Indeed, fair procedures are also taken into account by DJTs. Most DJTs consider
socio-emotional and other instrumental contributions and rewards as inputs and outputs
respectively. Most DJTs address the question of how we get an outcome and evaluate the
rules and procedures that bring about a legitimate outcome (Cropanzano and Ambrose
2001; Hegtvedt 1993; Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995). Therefore, DJTs cover the literature
on procedural justice theories and it is assumed that procedural justice is included in DJTs.

Early Distributive Justice Research and Proportionality Rules

DJTs mainly focus on a socially just distribution of rewards in society. In social
psychology, distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of rewards allocated among
group members. DJTs have investigated the antecedents and the consequences of

individual’s justice evaluations in contribution and/or reward situations. One of DJTs’ most
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critical aims is explaining the formation of individuals’ judgments about the distribution of
contribution and reward. Justice judgments are typically considered to be based on social
comparisons across individuals, groups, standards, expectations, etc.

Most DJTs in social psychology stem from relative deprivation theory, a theory that
emphasizes the importance of the social comparison process in making justice evaluations
(Stouffer et al. 1949). From the basis of relative deprivation theory, Homans’ (1961) and
Blau’s (1964) studies on fair exchange between actors provide a social psychological
perspective for DJTs. These studies conceptualize justice not as it should be, but as it is
perceived by individuals within a given context. For example, Homans proposed that
distributive justice becomes a concern when the actors’ benefits are not proportional to
their contributions. Individuals determine their just rewards by making comparisons
between rewards (R) and contribution (C) and evaluate the situation as just if the ratio of
reward and contribution is equal to one (i.e. proportionality rule).

Adams (1963, 1965) developed these ideas of distributive justice and
proportionality more fully by integrating it with Festinger’s (1957) cognitive dissonance
theory. Adam’s DJT, also known as equity theory, is a ratio model of justice that proposes
a proportional mathematical formula to explain how a focal actor (x) evaluates the
differences between his/her ratio of contribution to reward and the referent actor (y)’s ratio
in the same exchange. If the actor’s ratio and the referent’s ratio are equal or the difference
is zero, then the result is equitable (or just in accordance with equity theory). If inequity
occurs, actors will seek to restore justice by using different strategies. They may alter their

own or others’ inputs and/or outcomes or change their perceptions of inputs and/or
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outcomes. If those strategies do not work, actors may leave the situation completely
(Adams 1963, 1965).

After Adams, a number of different equity models appeared in the literature.
Walster et al.’s (1978) model addresses people’s tendency to seek profitable outcomes in
addition to equitable outcomes. This model argues that people are self-interested and may
follow outcomes that are in their favor instead of equitable outcomes. However, if they
think that favorable outcomes are too costly, they may follow equitable outcomes instead.
People may also restore justice by using the least costly means such as changing the
perceptions instead of compensating for their exploitation by decreasing their rewards or
increasing their contributions.

While the above models work to explain the influence of social comparisons on
perceptions of justice, none of these equity models are consistently superior to others. Thus,
in this dissertation, I use Markovsky’s (1985b) mathematical model to investigate social
comparison processes. In his model, social comparison (CU,,) is mathematized via the

following equation,

~
ﬁ|'JU
R IR

)
)

If the actor’s ratio and the referent’s ratio are unequal or the difference is not zero,

Cny = (R 1)

3
<l

then the outcome is inequitable. Positive injustice occurs when the result favors the actor
(i.e. CUy, is more than one) and negative injustice occurs when the result disfavors the
actor (i.e. CU,, is less than one). If the outcome is inequitable, the actor experiences
cognitive dissonance and are likely to be motivated to regain balance or reduce the inequity

(i.e. ajustice-restoring attempt).
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Extension of DJTs and Multilevel Approaches

DJTs have been elaborated on through various extensions and criticisms. One of
the critical elaborations on DJT comes from the status value literature. DJTs emphasized
only local referents in making social comparisons but a status value theory of distributive
justice adds a broader social environment to social comparison processes. While past DJTs
focused on the economic value of rewards and contributions, status value theory shows that
individuals form reward and contribution expectations by taking into account symbolic
values (e.g. status) as well as economic values (Berger et al. 1985; Berger, Fisek, et al.
1972; Markovsky 1985b; Thye 2000).

Actors in a group make social comparisons regarding their broader social
environment through the activation of referential structures. Consequently, what is
believed to be fair in a society for a given social position is likely to become the expectation
for individuals who fulfill the social position. For instance, according to the distributive
justice principles, a factory worker will compare his/her payment to other workers in the
factory, or similar workers elsewhere. However, if a worker believes that male workers are
generally paid more than females, then s/he will expect male workers to be paid more
compared to females. In another culture, race might have similar effects in forming
expectations for high or low rewards. As a result of these expectations, even though the
ratio of effort and payment is not proportional (i.e. unequitable), the worker will not
experience injustice when a female or a black worker is paid less than males or whites.
This happens because symbolic values (i.e. status) in reward and contribution may be
perceived as contributions and thus alter the justice evaluation. In other words, social

structural differentiation (e.g. a status hierarchy) has impacts on justice perceptions (Berger

15



et al. 1985; Berger, Fisek, et al. 1972; Berger, Zelditch Jr., et al. 1972). Status research also
consistently confirms that differences in status characteristics can create different reward
expectations which in turn determine reward-related behaviors as just or unjust (Berger et
al. 1985; Berger and Zelditch Jr. 1997; Ridgeway et al. 1998; Wagner and Berger 1993).

A second elaboration of DJTs focuses on a multilevel approach to justice. Some
research on DJTs suggest that individuals’ perceptions of fairness should be evaluated at
the collective level as well as the individual level (Berger, Fisek, et al. 1972; Hegtvedt
2005; Hegtvedt and Johnson 2000; Jasso 1980, 1983; Markovsky 1985b). Some
researchers suggest dividing individual justice evaluations into individual assessments,
which consider personal merits and responsibility for outcomes and group level
assessments, which consider others and social norms (Feather 1994; Hegtvedt 2005). This
perspective maintains that what is fair for an individual is dependent on his/her
expectations for other group members’ justice evaluations as well as his or her personal
expectations. These expectations are formed through personal referential structures, which
consist of socially-validated beliefs about what is fair or not, and these beliefs are learned
through socialization (Berger, Fisek, et al. 1972; Berger, Ridgeway, and Zelditch 2002;
Markovsky 1985b). Since referential structures are based on socially validated beliefs,
behavioral expectations formed via referential structures are believed to be normative.
Individuals believe that information provided by referential structures frames the way
things ought to be and what is fair for not only the individual, but also other group
members.

In line with this perspective, Markovsky’s (1985b) multilevel justice theory (MJT)

demonstrates that if group identification increases, individuals’ justice evaluations shift
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toward being on behalf of their group instead of on behalf of their individual interest. Clay-
Warner (2001) and Tyler et al. (1997) also illustrate that individuals’ subgroup
memberships and their orientation to the group (i.e. group or self-oriented) affect their
perceptions of justice. Considered together, these findings suggest that a multilevel justice
evaluation is necessary to understand individuals’ perceptions of justice properly.

Justice Evaluation Processes

Justice evaluations refer to a particular individual’s comparison between expected
outcomes (based on normative standards) and actual outcomes. An individual’s justice
evaluation involves objective and subjective components which may influence each other.
First, a justice evaluation is an objective comparison between observed rewards and what
is expected. At the same time, what is expected in a justice evaluation can be determined
by the individual’s interest in particular comparisons. This means that a justice evaluation
is a specific individual’s subjective evaluation for a given comparison (Hegtvedt 2006;
Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995; Markovsky 1985b). The subjective components may be
influenced by personal and situational factors. For instance, an evaluator’s gender, age
(Hegtvedt and Cook 2002), personal identity (Clayton and Opotow 2003; Skitka 2003),
power position (Cook and Hegtvedt 1983, 1986; Hegtvedt and Johnson 2009; Hegtvedt,
Thompson, and Cook 1993), social status (Berger et al. 1985; Berger, Zelditch Jr., et al.
1972), or relational bond to the group (Hegtvedt, Clay-Warner, and Johnson 2003;
Hegtvedt and Cook 2002) may influence his/her justice evaluations. DJTs are concerned
about these components and their interactions in assessing individual’s justice evaluation

and consequences.
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DJTs assume that individuals form fairness judgments about actual behaviors (such
as contributions, rewards, events, treatments, rules, etc.) by comparing them to reference
conditions (such as expectations, a standard, past experiences, another person, or groups)
(Adams 1963, 1965; Hegtvedt and Johnson 2000; Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995; Jasso
1980; Markovsky 1985a, 1985b). Markovsky claims (1985b) that when the comparison of
an actual behavior and a given reference condition do not match (incongruence), the
comparison yields emotional distress (injustice experience). More concretely, when an
actor evaluates his/her own contribution as too large or another actor’s contribution as too
small, or his/her own reward as too small or another actor’s reward as too large, s’he will
evaluate the situation as negatively incongruent. When an actor evaluates his/her own
contribution as too small or another actor’s contribution as too large, or his/her own reward
as too large or another actor’s reward as too small, s/he will evaluate the situation as
positively incongruent. Positive or negative injustice experiences follow respectively from
positive and negative incongruence.

Social contexts, however, have impacts on individual’s evaluations and complicate
fairness judgments for several reasons. First, when individuals are given different
information about a situation, their evaluations are likely to be different. For instance, if a
focal actor, X, is given information only on her/his own contribution and reward and those
of another actor, y, DJTs assume that x will make two kinds of comparisons (presented as
ratios): reward-to-contribution (R/C), and self-to-other (x/y). The interpersonal
comparisons of rewards and contributions can be modelled as (R, /C) / (R, /C,). This
ratio is called a comparison unit (CU) (Markovsky 1985b). If CU has a value between 0

and 1, x is disadvantaged and the ratio describes negative incongruence. Congruence exists
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when CU equals 1. If the ratio is greater than 1, x is advantaged and the ratio describes
positive incongruence. For example, if x contributes 15 units and y contributes 5 units for
the same reward, then the CUyx,= (10/15) / (10/5) =.33. This means that x will experience
negative incongruence. If x and y contributes the same amount for the same reward, then
the CUxy= (10/10) / (10/10) =1 (congruence). If x contributes 5 units and y contributes 15
units for the same reward, then the CUx= (10/5) / (10/15) =3. In this situation, x will
experience positive incongruence. However, when x is informed differently, s/he is
expected to make different comparisons. For instance, if X receives information about some
other actors in the group or about a different standard for contribution and reward levels,
this will alter the resulting congruence evaluation and experience of injustice relative to the
previous example.

If people experience injustice, either positive or negative, they will tend to restore
justice by altering their behaviors, distorting perceptions, leaving the situation, or
punishing others’ unjust behaviors (Adams 1963, 1965, Jasso 1980, 1983; Markovsky
1985b; Sweeney 1990). However, research consistently confirms that negative injustice
yields stronger emotional distress than that of comparable positive injustice (Adams 1963,
1965; Austin and Walster 1974; Jasso 1978, 1980, 1983; Markovsky 1985b). Prospect
theory? explains this situation through the loss aversion concept. A gain that falls below
expectations (i.e. negative incongruence) is more likely to create emotional distress than
that of a comparable gain that exceeds expectations (i.e. positive incongruence) because
people tend to prefer avoiding losses to making equivalent gains (Kahneman and Tversky

1979; Tversky and Kahneman 1991). People also find it more fair when they receive a

2 Prospect theory is explained in the next section.
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favorable outcome they do not deserve than when another individual experiences the same
situation (Diekmann et al. 1997).

Secondly, a specific comparison’s importance may vary for different individuals.
This subjective component of justice evaluation is reflected in Markovsky (1985b)’s justice
model through the term of justice indifference. Justice indifference is a key factor to address
individual variations in social comparisons and engagement with different allocation rules.
Justice indifference is the inverse of justice importance, which refers to the degree to which
justice is valued by individuals for a given comparison situation. Depending on its specific
value, justice importance (or justice indifference) amplifies or dampens the emotional
responses to incongruences. If an individual’s justice indifference is sufficiently high for a
given social comparison, the individual feels very little emotional distress no matter how
great the incongruence, and is less likely to attempt to restore justice. Conversely, if justice
indifference is sufficiently low, even a small departure from congruence is likely to
produce injustice experiences, and the individual will tend to react toward the injustice.
Individual’s justice indifference is determined by the extent to which the evaluator
identifies with other actor(s), the extent which s/he sees the other(s) as a valid referent, and
the validity of the contribution and reward information (Markovsky 1985b).

By following Jasso (1980) and Markovsky (1985b)’s justice models, which
organize comparisons as symmetric ranges around 0 by taking the logarithm of CU,
injustice evaluation is calculated as follows (when justice indifference, i.e. JI, ranges from
1 t0 o),
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As can be seen in equation (2), the focal actor’s injustice evaluation (IE) may vary
depending on how much subjective importance is given to that comparison by the focal
actor. When the focal actor puts a lot of importance to a comparison, then JI will be closer
to 1, with less importance JI will be further from 1 and may approach infinity. In this
equation, 0 = justice, negative numbers refer to negative injustice, positive numbers refer
to positive injustice, and the larger the number, the stronger the experienced injustice. For
instance, when JI = e (natural log base) for the given example, IE would be -1.1 for a .33
negative incongruence, 0 for congruence, and 1.1 for 3 positive incongruence situations. If
the focal actor gives less importance for the same situations, such as JI = 10, IE for the
same given examples would be -.48, 0, and .48 respectively. Additionally, individuals
experience stronger feelings of injustice when they encounter negative injustice compared
to positive injustice. This difference can be reflected through the JI factor as well. This is,
the JI value for a negative incongruence is likely to be lower than that of a comparable
positive incongruence; therefore, negative incongruence produces stronger emotional
distress than positive incongruence in general.

When individuals experience injustice, they attempt to eliminate or reduce
incongruence to achieve justice, when IE equals 0. An individual may change their own or
others’ actual contribution and/or reward to achieve actual justice. S/he may also relieve
the distress psychologically by altering perceptions about the incongruent situations to
achieve perceived justice. S/he may distort the information about contribution and/or
reward or change the actual value of the unjust contributor’s status (Adams 1963, 1965;

Hegtvedt 2006; Walster et al. 1978).
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2. 3FRAMING EFFECT

When individuals engage in social interactions, their perceptual, emotional, and
behavioral outcomes are influenced by social structures, which, in turn, may be determined
through socially constructed frames. The framing effect refers to variations in perceptions
that results from differences in how information about a choice is presented. Prospect
theory utilizes the framing effect to explain how people’s decision making depends on the
way a situation is introduced. For instance, if people are given two equivalent choices, one
expressed in terms of possible gains and the other expressed in terms of possible losses,
people tend to prefer the former. This happens because people value gains and equivalent
losses differently, and their decisions may change based on how they perceive gains and/or
losses. When people make judgments, they are susceptible to bias induced by how the
information is framed, and their decisions can be altered by different frames (Ganegoda
and Folger 2015; Kahneman and Tversky 1979; Rabin 1998; Simonson and Tversky 1992;
Tversky and Kahneman 1974, 1981, 1986).

The framing effect has been replicated and confirmed by many studies. One of the
most relevant findings for the present research is that if a public goods dilemma is
introduced as either a personal loss (negatively framed) or a collective gain (positively
framed), contribution levels will differ dramatically (Bernold et al. 2014; Van Dijk et al.
1999; Messick, Allison, and Samuelson 1988; Sonnemans, Schram, and Offerman 1998;
Willinger and Ziegelmeyer 1999). For instance, participants cooperate more when a public
goods game is called “Community Game” compared to when the same game is called
“Wall Street Game” (Bernold et al. 2014; Kay and Ross 2003; Liberman, Samuels, and

Ross 2004). Participants cooperate more when a prisoner’s dilemma game is called a
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“Community Game” compared to “Stock Market Game” (Batson and Moran 1999; Eiser
and Bhavnani 1974; Ellingsen et al. 2012). Research shows that the “Community Game”
title encourages group members to contribute collective goods more because the word
“community” frames contribution behaviors more positively than the words “Wall Street”.

Different presentations of contributions to collective tasks may change individuals’
behavior by changing individuals’ understanding of what is just. Framing effects explain
why, in one situation, people may compete to contribute the most, but in another situation,
they may compete to free-ride. In one case, people may be happy to enjoy other members’
high contributions, but in another case, other members’ high contributions may be
bothersome. If following the collective-interest is framed as a more valued behavior than
following self-interest, willingness to contribute collective goods may be increased.
Contribution to public goods can be framed as an attractive behavior by emphasizing
“collective gain”. On the other hand, contribution to public goods can be framed as an
unattractive behavior by emphasizing “personal loss”. By being framed as a “personal
loss”, individuals receive the highest reward by not contributing and may be seen as the
strongest and most talented ones in the group. Individuals in these situations may be
motivated to engage in a group task to maximize his/her own benefit, and a successful
exchange is one where others are convinced to give up their personal goods while the
individual maximizes his/her benefits. Thus, high or low contributions in differently
framed settings can be judged differently because people have different motives in each
situation and these motives affect their overall judgments.

Due to different frames, group members may develop different contribution

expectations for themselves and their group members, and when members behave
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unexpectedly, feelings of injustice are more likely to emerge. Clearly, framing can change
behavioral patterns, even by changing just the title of a game. These findings indicate that
a frame which encourages group members to maximize the collective benefit for a group
may serve as an effective and low cost means for promoting contributions in task settings.
Instead of using punishment for low contributions or promotions for high contributions,

framing may be used to increase cooperative behaviors.

2.4 SOCIAL VALUE ORIENTATION (SVO)

The equity principle states that either over-reward or under-reward leads to feelings
of emotional distress, but some research disconfirms challenges this claim. Notably,
research has found that some people experience fairness when they are over-rewarded,
while others experience fairness when they are under-rewarded (Blakely, Andrews, and
Moorman 2005; Huseman, Hatfield, and Miles 1987). Additionally, some people tend to
evaluate their own favorable outcomes more fair than that of a comparable outcomes for
others (Diekmann et al. 1997), while others prefer equal distribution. It is very clear that
people assign different weights to their own and others’ outcomes and this general
preference may play a critical role in making justice judgments.

Research finds that individual differences, such as SVO, are important factors in
predicting behaviors in social dilemmas (Anderson and Patterson 2008; Balliet et al. 20009;
De Dreu and Van Lange 1995; Van Lange 1999; Van Lange et al. 2014; Messick and
McClintock 1968; Simpson 2004; Simpson and Willer 2008, 2014). SVO can be defined
as one’s personal preference in making a decision to distribute a resource between oneself
and others in interdependent situations. SVO is a stable preference for how outcomes are

distributed between self and others. SVO typically categorizes people as prosocial or
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individualistic. Prosocial people tend to maximize both their own outcome and the
outcomes of other people. Individualistic people tend to maximize their own outcome
without considering others’ outcomes. Researchers also sometimes distinguish competitors
who tend to maximize their own outcome at other people’s expense, and altruists who tend
to maximize other people’s outcome at their own expense (Van Lange 1999).

Anderson and Patterson (2008) claim that justice evaluations are influenced by an
individual’s SVO as well as situational factors. Prosocial people prefer to maximize both
their own and others’ benefits and thus value the equity principle more than individualistic
people (Joireman et al. 2003). Some research shows that prosocial people prefer to allocate
resources equally and are less likely to take advantage of others compared to individualistic
people (Van Dijk et al. 2004). On the other side, individualistic people prefer to maximize
only their own benefits and view cooperation as a sign of a lack of intelligence (Smeesters
et al. 2003) and see cooperative people as those who can be potentially exploited (Van
Lange and Kuhlman 1994). Therefore, it is very likely that individualistic people prefer
being over-rewarded rather than being rewarded equitably. Overall, research shows that
justice evaluations and related behaviors are likely to be impacted by SVO.

SVO researchers also have been interested in understanding how SVO interacts
with other factors. Subsequent studies have shown that the perceived honesty of one’s
partner (Van Lange and Kuhlman 1994), group identity (De Cremer and Van Vugt 1999),
paying or not paying participants for their decisions, and so on may influence SVO. One
of the important factors that may affect predictive power of SVO is framing the social
dilemma as loss or gain (De Dreu and McCusker 1997). Some researchers (Van Dijk and

Wilke 1995; De Dreu and McCusker 1997) suggest that SVO can be more predictive when
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dilemmas were framed as loss (e.g. public goods dilemma), relative to gain (e.g. resource
dilemma). One important explanation for this difference is the equality norm is more salient
in resource dilemma compared to the public goods dilemma (Van Dijk and Wilke 1995).
Therefore, framing may moderate the effects of SVO in predicting cooperative behaviors.
In this dissertation, | consider whether title framing interacts with SVO in predicting first

contribution, justice evaluations, and other subsequent behaviors.
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CHAPTER 3

A THEORY OF FRAMING JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS

This chapter presents a theory that draws upon and integrates the literature reviewed
in Chapter 2. Previous research shows that justice evaluations can mediate contribution
behaviors in social dilemma situations. This literature also suggests that a framing effect
as a theoretical mechanism causes changes in justice evaluations and related behaviors. A
theory of framing justice perceptions will explain the impact of socially constructed frames
on justice processes. The central argument in the theory predicts that socially constructed
frames alter justice perceptions and thus lead to certain behaviors within the group. |
represent these arguments in a formal way. The components of the theory consisting of a
list of defined terms, scope conditions, theoretical assumptions, and derivations are

presented.

3.1 FRAMING JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS

This dissertation considers how socially constructed frames may alter individuals’
justice evaluations. Distributive justice theories provide models that organize interpersonal
comparisons of contribution and reward between an actual value and a referent. Individuals
may use many comparisons for one situation and which comparison unit is the most
influential in making justice evaluations significantly depends on social context. This
research claims that different social frames may (de)activate different social comparisons

and thus influence overall justice evaluations. The framing effect can be introduced through
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a referential structure or referential rules. That frame can serve as a heuristic for the people
making the comparison.

| assume that the different titles activate different frames: the community frame
suggests something more cooperative, whereas the stock market frame implies profiting
personally. My integrated theory provides an explanation for this. The framing determines
expectations for contribution which in turns determine referent unit for social comparisons.
The community frame induces a higher standard of contribution to the group, while the
stock market encourages a lower standard of contribution to the group account. As a result,
participants will assess their own and other’s contributions accordingly.

A frame can increase (or decrease) one or more comparison units’ effects on total
congruence evaluation by leading people to give more (or less) importance to a specific
social comparison unit(s) in making justice judgments. This (de)activation process can be
called congruence evaluation (de)activation. For instance, a frame can make a comparison
between a person and a standard more salient, or a comparison between a person and
another person more prominent than other comparison units in determining incongruence.
By giving different importance to comparison units, a frame can change a fair comparison
to unfair or an unfair comparison to fair. The activation process is reflected through the
justice indifference factor in equation (2). In order to reflect the plurality of comparison
units, | formulate the following equation,

IErora = (Logy,CUy) + (Logy,CUs) + -+ (Logy,, CU,) (3)

(De)Activation of comparison units simply means adjusting JI values in the
equation 3. When a comparison unit is activated, the JI value for the comparison unit is

decreased and when a comparison unit is deactivated, the JI value for the comparison unit
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is increased. For example, when a focal actor (x) interacts with another actor (y) and the
comparison between x and y is activated, x is likely to focus on comparison of x and y
(CU,y). This means CU,,, in the equation will have more weight than other comparisons
and thus x will use lower JI (e.g. JI=e) for CU,, compared to the other comparisons (e.g.
JI=10). In another activation situation, x may be told not to worry about y (i.e. CU,,, and
CU., deactivated) but focus on own behavior relative to a given standard (*), then x is
more likely to give lower JI (e.g. JI=e) for CU,., but higher JI (e.g. JI=10) for CU,, and
CU,,. As a result of the framing effect, x will evaluate the same contribution and reward
situation differently due to differential attention to the available comparison units.

The following tables for differently framed situations illustrate a variety of
theoretical applications. In the following tables, reward (R) and contribution (C)
information for x, y and * (standard) is provided. As can be seen from the tables, rewards
remain constant (10 units) across conditions. Actual contributions (Cx and Cy) are changed
to create negatively and positively incongruent situations. These differentiated actual
contributions are identical in all tables which make a comparison between different
activations possible in the same contribution and reward situation. To demonstrate low and
high frame effects, a standard for contribution (C«) is introduced either as 5 units or 15
units respectively. The possible comparisons of CU,,,, CU,., and CU,,, which can be made
by x are provided.

Table 3.1 below shows the calculations when comparisons among self, other, and
a high standard are activated. IEs for negatively and positively incongruent situations
become stronger compared to the no frame situation. This happens because in addition to

the injustice resulting from negative (or positive) incongruence between x and y, x also has

29



information about a high standard in this situation. Therefore, x will evaluate his/her own
and other’s actual contributions relative to the given standard. Although new information
leads x to make more comparisons, the marginal effect of each incongruence in a situation
of multiple incongruences diminishes when the number of incongruences increases

(Markovsky 1985b). Therefore, I used “5” as my logarithmic base for this situation.

Table 3.1: IE with activation of self vs. other vs. high standard (C*=15) comparisons

1Exy= IEx+= IExy= Total
CUxy CUxe Uy 100 UL, logg CU,. logsCUL, IE

Cy =15, Ry = 10
C,=5 Ry=10 33 100 .33 -69 0 69 1138
Cx =15, R+ = 10
Cx=10, Ry = 10
Cy=10,Ry,=10 100 15 66 O 26 _26 0
C+=15, R~ =10
Cx:5, Rx:].O
C,=15Ry=10 3.00 300 1.00 .69 69 0 1.38
Cx =15, R+ = 10

Table 3.2 below shows the calculations when the comparison of self to a high
standard is activated while the comparison of self to other and comparison of a high
standard to other are deactivated. As can be seen from the tables, although actual
contributions are same, IEs are significantly changed through different activation and
deactivation processes. For instance, although incongruences are CUxy =.33, CUx==1.00,
and CU=,=.33 in the first row in both tables, Total IE is -1.38 in Table 3.1 while -.96 in
Table 3.2 due to different JI values. Similarly, although incongruences are same in the last
row in both tables, Total IE is 1.38 in Table3.1 while 1.58 in Table 3.2. From this
calculation, the theory predicts that negative injustice will decrease, and positive injustice
will increase, by activation and deactivation processes in the Table 3.2 situation relative to

Table 3.1 situation.
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Table 3.2: IE with activation of self vs. high standard (C*=15) and deactivation of
self vs. other and deactivation of high standard vs. other comparisons

IExy= [Ex+= I[Exy= Total
CUxy CUxe Uy 1op CU,, InCU,.  logioCU., IE
Cx=15 Ry=10
C,=5 Ry=10 .33 100 .33 -48 0 48 -.96
C~=15,R+= 10
Cx=10, Ry =10
C,=10,Ry=10 100 15 66 O 41 -18 23
=15, R-=10
Cx = 5, Rx = 10
C,=15R,=10 300 300 1.00 .48 11 0 1.58
C~=15,R+= 10

In the same way, Table 3.3 shows the calculation when activating comparisons

among self, other, and a low standard. IEs for negatively and positively incongruent

situations become stronger compared to the no frame situations.

Table 3.3: IE with activation of self vs. other vs. low standard (C*=5) comparisons

1Exy= IEx= IExy= Total
CUsy CUxe Uy 100 cU,, logsCU,. logsCU., IE
Cx=15, R =10
C,=5 Ry=10 .33 .33 1.00 -69 .69 0 -1.38
C.=5, Re=10
Cx=10, Ry = 10
C,=10.R,=10 100 .66 15 0 .26 26 0
Ce=5, R~=10
Cx=5, Ry=10
C,=15,Ry=10 300 1.00 3.00 .69 0 69 1.38
C.=5, Re=10

Table 3.4 below shows the calculation when the comparison of self to a low

standard is activated while the comparison of self to other and comparison of a low standard

to other are deactivated. As can be seen from the tables, although actual contributions are

same, IEs are significantly changed through different activation and deactivation processes.

For instance, although incongruences are CUyy =.33, CUx+=1.00, and CU=y=.33 in the first
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row in both tables, Total IE is -1.38 in Table 3.3 while -1.58 in Table 3.4 due to different
JI values. Likewise, although incongruences are same in the last row in both tables, Total
IE is 1.38 in Table 3.3 while .96 in Table 3.4. From this calculation, I predict that negative
injustice is likely to be increased and positive injustice is likely to be decreased through

activation and deactivation processes in the Table 3.4 situation.

Table 3.4: IE with activation of self vs. low standard (C*=5) and deactivation of self
vs. other and deactivation of low standard vs. other comparisons

IExy= IEx= IExy= Total
CUxy CUxe CUsy 100 CU,, InCU,.  logiCU., IE

Cx=15 Re= 10
C,=5 Ry=10 33 33 100 -48 11 0 11,58
C.=5, R«=10
Cr= 10, Re= 10
C,=10.Ry=10 1.00 66 15 O _41 18 .23
Ce=5, R-=10
Cx=5, Ry=10
C,=15,Ry=10 3.00 100 3.00 .48 0 48 96
C.=5, Re=10

Additionally, IEs in Table 3.1 and Table 3.3 are the same, but as results of different
calculations. For instance, x gives 15 units while y gives 5 units in the first row in both
tables. From x’s point of view, the situation is negatively incongruent (.33) and IE is
calculated -.69 in both tables. However, in Table 3.1, what x gives (Cx=15) equals the
standard (C«=15), while what y gives (Cy=5) is less than that standard. In Table 3.3, what
X gives (Cx=15) exceeds the standard (C~=5) while what y gives (Cy=5) equals that
standard. In the former situation (Table 3.1), y’s low contribution relative to self and
relative to a high standard causes negative injustice while in the latter situations (Table 3.3)
x’s high contribution, relative to other and relative to a low standard, causes negative

injustice.
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These illustrations demonstrate how framing is predicted to influence injustice
evaluations. The severity of injustice can be increased or decreased for x because of a high
or a low contribution standard and (de)activation processes. If the standard is settled as
lower (e.g. C«=3 or 0) or higher (C«=18 or 20) than in the previous examples, the results in

the tables would change even more dramatically.

3.2 FORMAL THEORY

To be able to introduce a powerful theory, | formally organize the components of
my theory consisting of a list of defined terms, scope conditions, theoretical propositions,
and derivations.

Defined Terms

Rewards (R): Valued objects obtained in a social exchange system.

Contribution (C): R given to produce either more or different rewards.

Referential Structure: A finite set of C and R linkages existing in a social exchange system.

Referential Rule: Formula for a Referential Structure.

Reference R' (or C'): Focal R' (or C") given by a referential rule or referential structure.

Actual Ra (or Ca): Ra (or Ca) perceived to exist in a local setting.

Comparison Unit (CU): Ratio-based comparison (e.g. R'/C' and Ra/Ca).

(In)Congruence: (Dis)Agreement between a Reference and corresponding an Actual
Comparison Units.

Congruence Evaluation (CE): Use of a Reference Comparison Unit to determine
(In)Congruence.

Negative Incongruence: Incongruence that disfavors the focal actor in a CE.

Positive Incongruence: Incongruence that favors the focal actor in a CE.
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(In)Justice: (Presence) Absence of Incongruence in a CE.

Injustice Evaluation (IE): Formula assigning value to an Incongruence.

Injustice Experience: Emotional response to an IE.

Justice Importance: Degree to which Justice is valued in a given IE.

Justice Indifference: Inverse of Justice Importance.

Justice-restoring attempt: Altering an R or C to change Injustice to Justice.

Punishment: Purposefully applied Justice-restoring attempt that reduces an other’s R
and/or increase the other’s C.

CE (De)Activation: Purposefully increase (decrease) a given CE’s Justice Importance.

Frame: Information used for CE (De)Activation.

Scope Conditions

The phenomena predicted by the current theory do not manifest in every context of
social reality. Rather, like other scientific theories, the current theory can be applied to a
limited set of conditions. For each testable theory, scope conditions define when the theory
is applicable (Walker and Cohen 1985).

This integrated theory significantly relies on Markovsky’s multilevel justice model
(Markovsky 1985b); therefore, its scope domain overlaps with his theory and includes a
social frame condition. This theory aims to explain social determinants of a focal actor’s
(i.e. evaluator’s) justice evaluation and relevant behaviors in contribution and/or reward
situations. The proposed theory can only operate within the following conditions:

SC.1: Actors exhibit levels of contributions and receive amounts of rewards
SC.2: There exists a legitimate referential relationship between contributions and rewards

in making social comparisons.
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SC.3: There exists a legitimate method for attempting to restore justice
SC.4: Actors recognize socially constructed frames

Public good dilemmas satisfy those conditions. First, a public good setting is a
situation that requires contributions from group members and produces rewards to share.
An actor’s rewards depend on others’ contribution while other’ rewards depend on the
actor’s contribution. Each actor can infer a referential relationship between contribution
and rewards. For a certain level of contribution, actors expect a certain level of rewards.
Public goods dilemma settings allow group members to restore justice such adjusting
subsequent contributions. Finally, actors should recognize socially constructed frames and
use them as heuristics in making social comparisons.

Propositions and Derivations

This dissertation develops an integrated theory; therefore, | organize theories in a
modular approach which facilitates and promotes integrations and formulates propositions
(P) and derivations (D) efficiently (Markovsky 2010; Markovsky et al. 2008). The core of
the theory is a causal model that suggests the impact of framing on justice evaluations and

accompanying subsequent cognitive and behavioral responses (see Figure 3.1).

Socially Constructed Frames ‘ Justice Importance

SOCIAL COMPARISON l ICDMPARISDN OUTCOME
'::;j:: vi. reference Feelings of — r:‘::;?:g

point injustice

contribution attempts

Figure 3.1: Core Theory Causal Relationship Diagram
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Table 8.5: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models for the Changes in the Second

Contribution

Model 1 Model 2

B (SE) B (SE)
Intercept -4.241 (1.558) ** -3.508 (1.590) **
Independent Variables:
- Participant’s First Contribution -.533 (.066) **** -.535 (.065) ****
- Partner’s First Contribution 258 (.080) *** 262 (.080) ****
- Fairness 1.860 (.501) **** 1.809 (.498) ****
- Community* -.105 (.591) -1.279 (.830)
- Prosocial? 1.784 (.599) *** .619 (.833)
- Community*Prosocial 2.331 (1.166) **
Omnibus F Tests 52.712%*** 445,197****

*=p<.10,**=p< .05, ¥**=p < .01, ¥***=p < .001.

1 The stock market group is the reference category.

2 The individualistic group is the reference category.

As can be seen from model 2, there was a clear moderating effect. The interaction
between framing and SVO variables was significant which means that interaction should
be interpreted. Model 2 also indicates that those who contributed less in the first round,
those whose partners contributed more in the first round, and those who evaluated the
situation as fair or positively unfair changed their second contribution more than others.
These findings are also consistent with the previous multiple regression analysis findings
as well (See Table 8-4).

Partitioned Data Analysis. In order to specify the changes in the second
contribution, I partitioned the data in terms of the partner’s contribution level (low, equal,
high).

(Framing Effect). The results for the framing variable were insignificant for the low
[F (1, 120) = .384, p=.537], equal [F (1, 36) =1.498, p = .229] and high [F (1, 62) =.001,

p = .981] conditions. This indicates hypothesis 3.2.a: “The community group will reduce
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points given in the second round more as compared to the stock market group” (when
participants interacted with a low-contributor partner) and the hypothesis 3.2.b: “The
community group will increase points given in the second round less as compared to the
stock market group” (when participants interacted with a high-contributor partner) are not
supported by the data. The result indicates that participants in the community and stock
market groups changed their second contribution very similarly as response to their
interaction with a high-, low-, or equal-contributor partner.

Although the results were not statistically significant, when participants interact
with a low contributor, the community group decreased their second contribution slightly
more than the stock market group (M= -5.54 points, SD=4.91 vs. M= -4.95, SD= 5.578).
This result implies consistency with the hypothesis 3.2.a, but the difference was not
statistically significant. Hypothesis 3.2.b was not supported at all. When interacting with a
high-contributor partner, the mean increased points was 4.47 (SD= 3.441) for stock market
group and 4.44 (SD= 4.925) for the community group. This indicates that the increment in
the second contribution was very similar between the community and stock market groups.

(SVO Effect). Next, | checked if SVO was significant across different groups (low,
high, equal). SVO was a strong predictor only in the low contribution situation in analyzing
the changes in the second contribution. Individualistic participants decreased their points
(M=-6.36, SD= 5.37) more than prosocial participants (M= 4.15 SD= 4.91) when
interacting with a low-contributor partner. The difference was statistically significant. [F
(1, 120) = 5.638, p= .019]. The result shows that hypothesis 3.3.a: “Individualistic

participants will reduce points given in the second round more as compared to prosocial
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results were significant [F (2, 221) = 5.929, p = .003]. The mean tendency to change
partners was 4.50 (SD= 1.81) for those who evaluated the situation negatively unjust, 2.35
(SD= 1.54) for those who evaluated the situation positively unjust, and 1.86 (SD= 1.16)
for those who evaluated the situation just. The LSD post-hoc test was significant for
comparisons between the negatively unjust and just groups [ p = 001] and between the
negatively unjust and positively unjust [ p =.045] groups. This means that participants who
experienced stronger negative injustice were more willing to quit relationship than others.

From the ANCOVA test, | also generated Figure 8-6 for a visual below showing
that the estimated marginal means for the tendency to change partner by different justice

evaluation categories.
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Figure 8.6: Estimated Marginal Means for Tendency to Change Partner?!

2L Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: partner’s first contribution= 9.53,
participant’s first contribution = 11.85.
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change a high-contributor partner will be lower for individualistic participants compared
to prosocial participants.” The participants’ tendency to change partners was not predicted
by the SVO variable.

First Contribution, Partner’s Contribution Level, Framing, SVO, Fairness Main
Effects and SVO-Fairness Interaction Effect. | ran a hierarchical multiple regression

analysis incorporating multiple predictors and summarized the models in Table 8-6 below.

Table 8.6: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models for the Tendency to Change
Partner

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Intercept 5.709 (.298) **** 7,146 (.420) **** 6.570 (.467) ****

Independent Variables:
- First Contribution -.097 (.019) ****  -065 (.019) **** -.057 (.019) ***

- High-Cont. Partner*  .2,535 (.259) **** . 529 (.497) -.381 (.493)

- Equal-Cont. Partner* -1.906 (.306) **** -.700 (.391) * -.632 (.386)

- Community® 039 (.218) -107(.211) -.077 (.208)

- Prosocial® 015 (.222) 014 (.212) -.305 (.241)

- Fairness -807 (\173) ****  -.672 (.178) ****
- Prosocial*Fairness -.539 (.202) ***
Omnibus F Tests 25.434 *xx* 26.824**** 24.658%***

*=p<.10,** =p <.05, ¥*¥* =p < .01, ¥*** =p < .001.

1 The low-contributor partner situation is the reference category.

2 The stock market group is the reference category.

% The individualistic group is the reference category.

As can be seen from Model 2 and Model 3, when fairness evaluation was taken into
account, the partner’s contribution level variable became insignificant. This indicates that
fairness evaluation played a mediator role in this model. As can be recalled from the
previous analyses, the partner’s contribution level variable significantly predicted the

participants’ fairness evaluation and also tendency to change their partner. Fairness also

predicted the participants’ tendency to change partner. Therefore, 1 conclude that the
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partner’s contribution had indirect effect on the tendency to change partner. The indirect
effect size was -1.1576 with a 95% CI between -1.4031 and -.9121.

Model 3 shows that there was an interaction between SVO and fairness evaluation.
This specifies that prosocial participants who evaluated the situation as fair or positively
unfair were less willing to change their partners than others. Model 3 also demonstrates
that participants who contributed less in the first round and participants who evaluated the
situation as negatively unfair were more likely to change their partners for future rounds.

Partitioned Data Analysis. To analyze the interaction between fairness evaluation
and SVO, | partitioned the data by (categorical) fairness evaluation and checked the SVO
effect on the tendency to change partners. However, the results were insignificant for those
who evaluated the situation negatively unjust [F (1, 130) = .002, p = .962] and for those
who evaluated the situation positively unjust [F (1, 53) = 1.113, p = .296]. The partitioned
data did not provide enough support for the interaction of SVO and fairness evaluation.

Overall, the data shows that the first contribution, fairness evaluation, and the
interaction of SVO and fairness were important factors in predicting the tendency to change
partners. Those who evaluated the situation as unfair were more likely to change their
partners compared to those who evaluated the situation as fair or positively unfair. This
means that hypotheses 4.1.a fully and 4.1.b (partially) are supported by the data. However,
hypotheses 4.2.a and 4.2.b are not supported by the data. This indicates that participants in
the community group were not more willing to change their partners compared to the stock
market group. Finally, hypotheses 4.3.a and 4.3.b were not supported by the data. This
indicates that individualistic participants were not more willing to change their partners

than prosocial participants. The result also shows that the first contribution and fairness
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were highly significant predictors, and there was a significant interaction between SVO
and fairness which should be taken into consideration. The interaction indicates that
prosocial participants who evaluated the situation as positively unfair and as fair were less
likely to change their partners for future rounds compared to others. Finally, the partner’s

contribution had indirect effect on the tendency to change partners.

8.6 WILLINGNESS TO SHARE GROUP BONUS

The third justice-restoring attempt measure is the shared bonus points with partner.
Participants were told that they were selected to distribute a group bonus (10 points) and
they were free to send any amount of them to their partner or keep all of them for
themselves. They sent any amount of 10 points (i.e. group bonus) to their partner and the
rest automatically added to their personal account. In essence, | took how many points (out
of 10 bonus points) participants shared with their partner to measure their willingness to
share group bonus with their partner.
Data

The data are slightly non-normal in accordance with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and
Shapiro-Wilk tests, but the skewness is = 4.80 and kurtosis is = .41. This indicates that the
data display some skewness, but no kurtosis issues. The data violate the assumptions of
homoscedasticity, but satisfy the assumption of multicollinearity. Consequently, | ran
parametric tests to analyze my data.
Eindings

Fairness Evaluation Effect. | checked if fairness evaluation can predict the shared
bonus points. | ran a hierarchical multiple regression analysis in order to determine the

relationship between the shared points and fairness evaluation when statistically
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controlling for the participants’ and their partner’s first contributions. The results reveal
that fairness evaluation was significantly associated with the participant’s decision to share
group bonus with partner [t =2.839, p =.005].

Additionally, | ran a one-way between-subject ANOVA test by using the
categorical fairness variable. and the result was significant [F (2, 221) = 14.482, p < 001].
The mean shared points were 2.07 (SD= 2.58) for those who evaluated the situation
negatively unjust, 4.22 (SD= 3.08) for those who evaluated the situation positively unjust,
and 4.08 (SD= 3.48) for those who evaluated the situation just. The Tukey HSD test was
significant for comparisons between the negatively unjust and just groups [p = .001] and
between the negatively unjust and positively unjust [ p <.001] groups.

From the ANOVA test, I also generated Figure 8-7 below showing the means of

shared bonus points with partner by different justice evaluation categories.
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Figure 8.7: Means Plot for Shared Bonus with Partner
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These results demonstrate that participants who experienced stronger negative
injustice shared fewer points and participants who experienced positive injustice shared
more points with their partners compared to participants who experienced justice. This
indicates that the data support hypothesis 5.1.a: “Participants who experience negative
injustice will give fewer points to partner compared to those who experience positive
injustice and justice” and partially support hypothesis 5.1.b: “Participants who experience
positive injustice will give more points to partner compared to those who experience
negative injustice and justice.”

From the analyses, I completed so far, I claim that participants who experienced
positive injustice shared more points with their partners as compared to participants who
experienced negative injustice. The difference between justice and positive injustice was
not statically significant to support hypothesis 5.1.b fully.

Framing Effect. | ran a one-way between-subject ANCOVA test to determine the
relationship between the framing and sharing bonus with partner variables. The result was
insignificant for differently named conditions when statistically controlling for the
participants’ and their partner’s first contributions [F (1, 222) = .300, p = .584].

SVO Effect. | ran a one-way between-subject ANCOVA test to determine the
relationship between SVO and sharing bonus with partner when the participants’ and their
partner’s first contributions were held constant. The result was highly significant for SVO
when statistically controlling for the participants’ and their partner’s first contributions [F
(1,222) =9.575, p =.002]. The mean shared points were 2.25 (SD= 2.74) for individualistic
participants and 3.61 (SD= 3.18) for prosocial participants. This indicates that prosocial

participants were more likely to share more points with their partner than individualistic
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participants when statistically controlling for the participants’ and their partner’s first
contributions.

Framing-SVO Interaction Effect. | also checked if SVO and framing had an
interaction effect when controlling for the participants’ and their partner’s first
contributions. | ran a two-way ANCOVA test and summarized the models in Table 8-7

below.

Table 8.7: Two-factorial ANCOVA Results for Shared Bonus with Partner

F P-Value
Control Variables:
- Participant’s First Contribution 019 .891
- Partner’s First Contribution 35.233 <. 0001
Independent Variables:
- Study Name 293 .589
- SVO 9.828 .002
- Study Name*SVO 8.148 .005

*=p<.10,**=p<.05, ¥** =p < 0, **** =p < 00I.

As can be seen from Table 8-7, the interaction of SVO and framing was significant

when the participants’ and their partner’s first contributions were held constant. Thus, the

interaction should be interpreted. Also, the SVO variable was still significant in predicting
the shared bonus points.

| also generated a graph (See Figure 8-8 below) in order to visualize the estimated

marginal means of shared bonus points with partner by the study name and SVO variables.
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Figure 8.8: Estimated Marginal Means of Shared Bonus with Partner??

Figure 8-8 demonstrates that the interaction effect implies that prosocial
participants and individualistic participants in the stock market study were more likely to
share similar points with their partners. However, in the community study, individualistic
participants were likely to give fewer points to their partners than prosocial participants.
This means for some reasons, SVO was not effective in the stock market study while very

effective in the community study in predicting the shared bonus with partner.

2 Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: participant’s first contribution =
11.85, partner’s first contribution = 9.53.
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First Contribution, Partner’s Contribution Level, Framing, SVO Main Effects and
SVO-Framing Interaction Effect. Next, | ran a hierarchical multiple regression analysis and

summarized my models in Table 8-8 below.

Table 8.8: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models for Shared Bonus with Partner

Model 1 Model 2

B (SE) B (SE)
Intercept .009 (.499) 551 (.526)
Independent Variables:
- First Contribution 124 (.0310) **** 122 (.031) ****
- High-Contributor Partner ! 2.643 (.433) ***x 2.579 (426) ****
- Equal-Contributor Partner! 1,398 (.513) *** 1.449 (.505) **=*
- Community? -.235 (.365) -1.247(.505) **
- Prosocial® 1.149 (.372) **=* 126 (.513)
- Prosocial*Community 2.037 (.715) ***
Omnibus F Tests 12.302**** 11.938****

*=p<.10, ¥* =p <05, ¥*F* =p < .01, ¥*** =p < .001.

1 The low-contributor partner situation is the reference category.

2 The stock market group is the reference category.

3 The individualistic group is the reference category.

As can be seen from Model 2, there was a clear interaction between the framing
and SVO variables. This indicates that those prosocial participants who were assigned in
the community study shared more points with their partner than others. Also, Model 2
specifies that those who contributed a lot in the first round and those who interacted with
a high- or equal-contributor partners were likely share more bonus points with their partner
than others.

Partitioned Data Analysis. In order to analyze the participants’ willingness to share
the bonus points, I partitioned the data by the partner’s contribution level (low, equal, high).

(Framing Effect). The results for the framing variable were insignificant for the low

[F (1, 120) = .227, p=.635], equal [F (1, 36) =.432, p = .515] and high [F (1, 62) = .239, p
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= .627] conditions. This indicates that the data do not support hypothesis 5.2.a:
“Participants in the community group will share fewer points with a low-contributor
partner than participants in the stock market group” and hypothesis 5.2.b: “Participants
in the community group will share fewer points with a high-contributor partner than
participants in the stock market group.” The result indicates that participants in the
community and stock market groups shared similar bonus points with their partner.

(SVO Effect). Next, | checked if SVO was significant across different groups (low,
high, equal). SVO was a strong factor in the low- and high-contribution conditions in
predicting the participants’ willingness to share bonus points with partner. Individualistic
participants shared 1.28 points (SD=1.90) and prosocial participants 2.74 (SD= 2.74) when
interacting with a low-contributor partner. The difference was statistically significant [F
(1, 120) = 11.697, p= .001]. The result shows that hypothesis 5.3.a: “Individualistic
participants will share fewer points with a low-contributor partner than prosocial
participants” is supported by the data. Similarly, in a high-contribution condition,
individualistic participants shared 3.19 points (SD= 2.81) and prosocial participants 5.41
(SD= 3.27) when interacting with a high-contributor partner. The difference was
statistically significant [F (1, 62) = 8.470, p=.005]. The result shows that hypothesis 5.3.b:
“Individualistic participants will share fewer points with a high-contributor partner than
prosocial participants” 1s supported by the data.

First Contributions, Fairness Evaluation, Framing, SVO Main Effects and SVO-
Framing Interaction Effect. Additionally, I ran a hierarchical multiple regression analysis

and incorporated multiple predictors and summarized my models in Table 8-9 below.
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Table 8.9: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models for Shared Bonus with Partner

Model 1 Model 1 Model 2

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Intercept 1.072 (.447) -1.313 (.955) -.700 (.966)
Independent Variables:
- Participant’s FirstCont 003 (.033) .069 (.040) * .068 (.040) *
- Partner’s FirstCont 141 (.024) **** 019 (.049) 022 (.049)
- Community* -.194 (.365) -.061 (.362) -1.043 (.505) **
- Prosocial® 1.149 (.373) ***  1.142(.367) *** .167 (.506)
- Fairness 864 (.307) *** 821 (.303) ***
- Community*Prosocial 1.951 (.708) ***
Omnibus F Tests 14.400%*** 13.470%*** 12.828****

*=p<.10,**=p<.05, ¥** =p < 0, ¥*** =p< 00I.

1 The stock market group is the reference category.

2 The individualistic group is the reference category.

As can be seen from Model 2, there was a clear moderating effect. The interaction
between framing and SVO was significant which means that interaction should be
interpreted to reach a valid result. The interaction indicates that those prosocial participants
who were assigned to the community study were likely to share more points with their
partners. Model 2 also indicates that those who evaluated the situation as fair or positively
unfair shared more points with their partners than those who evaluated the situation as
negatively unfair. It is expected that when participants feel a situation was fair or they
benefitted unfairly from the situation, they compensate their partners by sharing the group
points with their partners.

Overall, the results show that the best factors in analyzing the participants’
willingness to share group points with partner were the participants’ first contribution, their

partner’s contribution level, fairness evaluation, and the interaction of SVO and framing

variables. | conclude that my hypothesis claiming that community group would give less
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bonus points to partner is not supported by the data. Actually, prosocial participants located

in the community study gave more bonus points to their partners.

8.7 DISCUSSION

The experimental data support hypotheses 1.2, 2.1, 2.2b, 3.1a, 3.1b, 3.3a, 4.1a, 4.1b,
5.1a, 5.1b, 5.3a, and 5.3b. The remaining hypotheses are not supported by the data. Some
results show that behaviors were actually the opposite of what | had predicted in some
conditions. Inconsistent results either showing that the relationship was more complicated
than predicted or showing that the manipulations did not work the way I assumed they
would. I summarize my findings from the experimental data analyses through a diagram in

Figure 8-9 below.
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Figure 8.9: Experiment Findings (Note: Indirect relationships illustrated with
dotted arrows. Mixed colors refer to interactions.)
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First Contribution. The results from the experimental study for the first
contribution variable are consistent with the vignette study. Despite the findings of some
previous studies (e.g., Ellingsen et al. 2012; Liberman et al. 2004), the results show that
unconditional contributions, i.e. first contributions, to the group account did not vary across
different social frames (for similar examples, see Bernold, Gsottbauer, Ackermann, et al.
2014; Brandts and Schwieren 2009; Dufwenberg et al. 2011). As consistent with the
vignette findings, the experiment results show that different titles did not lead participants
to contribute certain contribution amounts (e.g. high, low) in the first round. This also
suggests that different titles did not create different expectations for contribution in an
experimental setting as well as a hypothetical vignette setting. In conclusion, the
community study and the stock market study titles did not create a high and low
contribution expectation respectively.

From both the experiment and vignette studies, I conclude that the stock market (in
the experiment) or the Wall Street (in the vignette) title may have induced members to
contribute to the group account to gain more points and may have encouraged them to not
be generous but strategic to gain the most points. On the other hand, the community title
may have encouraged them to contribute to the group account for collective gain and may
have encouraged them to be not strategic but generous to gain most points. Although their
motives to contribute (e.g. strategic vs. generous) were different, both groups’ members
contributed similar amounts in the first round and thus expected similar contributions from
their partner.

Although framing was a not significant predictor, I found that SVO was a very

strong predictor in analyzing the first contribution in both vignette and experimental
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studies. The results for SVO confirm the previous findings as well (e.g., Balliet et al. 2009;
De Dreu and Van Lange 1995; Van Lange and Kuhlman 1994; Van Lange and Liebrand
1991). Therefore, I conclude that only SVO predicted the variation in the first contribution
variable. Prosocial participants were likely to give more money to the group account than
individualistic participants in both the vignette and experiment.

In the experiment, I checked whether motivation to contribute to the group account
had any effect on first contribution. The motivation variable mediated the SVO variable in
predicting the first contribution. The mediation analysis provides a more detailed
explanation for the relationship between SVO and the first contribution. The mediation
analysis shows that SVO had direct and indirect effects on the first contribution.
Consequently, prosocial participants were more likely to be motivated to contribute to the
group account and they did contribute more than individualistic participants.

Fairness Evaluation. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Jasso 1980; Sweeney
1990), participants experienced stronger emotional distress when they interacted with a
low-contributor partner compared to an equal- or a high-contributor partner. The data
support all my justice hypotheses. Additionally, this dissertation adds the framing and SVO
effects on fairness evaluation

I predicted that the community frame would create a high contribution expectation;
thus, those in the community group would be angrier for their partner’s low contribution,
but would not express strong guilt for their partner’s high contribution. Meanwhile, the
stock market frame would create a low contribution expectation; thus, those in the stock
market group would feel less anger for their partner’s low contribution, but would express

strong guilt for their partner’s high contribution. This means that because of a high

148



contribution expectation, the community group would express stronger negative injustice
than the stock market group, and the stock market group would express stronger positive
injustice than the community group.

A model combined with the participants’ first contribution, their partner’s first
contribution, SVO, and framing variables shows that all these factors, except SVO,
predicted the participants’ fairness evaluation. Although SVO was very effective on the
first contribution, it was insignificant in the model predicting fairness evaluation. The result
for SVO is consistent with the vignette result as well. Overall, the results imply that those
who interacted with a low-contributor partner, those who contributed fewer points to the
group account, and those who were assigned to the community study evaluated the
situation as more unfair than others. In this model, the result supports my predictions for
framing.

Since framing was a significant predictor in the model incorporated multiple
factors, I partitioned the data by the participants’ contribution level to test the specific
hypotheses for negative and positive injustice experiences. As supported by the partitioned
data analysis, participants in the community study did feel less guilty than participants in
the stock market study when their partner contributed a lot to the group account. However,
the partitioned data analysis does not support that participants in the community study did
feel stronger emotional distress than participants in the stock market when interacting with
a low-contributor partner. Additionally, the results from the vignette also show that
participants in different conditions evaluated their partner’s low contributions similarly.

Overall, the experimental results imply that the participant’s anger to a low-

contributor partner did not vary across different groups but, the participants’ guilt for a
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high-contributor partner varied across differently named studies when the data partitioned.
Specifically, participants in the stock market study expressed stronger positive injustice
towards their positively unjust partners than participants in the community study.
Consequently, from the experimental results, I conclude that the predictive power of the
framing variable is significant in positively unjust situations, but not in negatively unjust
situations.

As can remembered from the vignette study, fairness evaluation was predicted by
only the interaction of the framing and participants’ first contribution variables.
Specifically, participants in the Wall Street group evaluated fairness according to how
much they gave to the group account. However, this interaction was not confirmed by the
experimental data. Participants in the experimental setting did care how much they gave to
the group account, how much their partner gave to the group account, and which study
(stock market or community) they were assigned to. However, the relationship between
framing and fairness evaluation is complex; therefore, in addition to the framing variable,
the participants’ own and their partner’s contributions should be considered in a prediction
model.

Changes in the Second Contribution. 1 predicted in my hypotheses, that those who
experienced negative injustice would contribute less than others, and those who
experienced positive injustice would contribute more than others in the second round. The
results show that the fairness evaluation significantly predicts the second contribution
behaviors. However, when I created a model and incorporated multiple predictors, I found

that the participants’ own and their partner’s contributions, fairness evaluation, and the
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interaction between framing and SVO variables are significant factors in predicting the
changes in the second contribution.

It is expected that when participants do not know their partner, they may contribute
generously to the group fund in the first round (for similar examples, see Bernold,
Gsottbauer, Ackermann, et al. 2014; Brandts and Schwieren 2009; Dufwenberg et al. 2011).
However, after learning their partner’s contribution, the participants’ subsequent
contribution, the second contribution to the group account may change as response to their
experience. The model combined with multiple predictors supports this idea. The model
shows that the participants’ own and their partner’s contributions, and fairness evaluation
predict the second contribution behaviors. Additionally, the model specifies that framing
moderates the SVO effect on changes in the second contribution. This means that SVO was
effective only in the community study, but not in the stock market study.

To be able see the changes in the second contribution as results of negative and
positive injustice experiences, I partitioned the data by the partner’s contribution levels.
The result for framing indicates that participants in the community and stock market groups
changed their second contribution similarly as response to their interaction with a high-,
low-, or equal-contributor partner. I predicted that when interacting with a low-contributor
partner, the community group would reduce their second contribution more than the stock
market group and when interacting with a high-contributor partner, the community group
would increase their second contribution less than the stock market group. The results do
not support my predictions, and framing did not influence their second contribution at all.

The result from the partitioned data for SVO indicates that individualistic

participants reduced their second contribution more than prosocial participants because of
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their interaction with a low-contributor partner, but prosocial participants did not increase
their second contribution more than individualistic participants because of their interaction
with a high-contributor partner. Additionally, the interaction of SVO and framing was still
significant across different groups. This indicates that SVO was a significant factor in the
community group in predicting the changes in the second contribution, but not in the stock
market group. Individualistic participants in the community study did change their second
contribution more than prosocial participants. The difference between individualistic and
prosocial participants disappeared in the stock market study. This result also confirms
Bernold et al.’s research. Bernold et al (Bernold et al. 2014)’s research shows that SVO is
not a significant indicator in the Wall Street group (for a one-shot public goods dilemma
game).?*

From the previous vignette study, the fairness, first contribution, and framing
variables were important factors in predicting the changes in the second contribution as
well as the experiment. The SVO effect was indirect (through first contribution) in the
vignette, and the SVO effect was moderated by framing in the experimental study. The
vignette results show that though the Wall Street frame did not lead participants to evaluate
the situation as more unfair, the feelings of injustice in the Wall Street task led participants
to decrease their second contribution more than other groups. This effect disappeared in

the experiment, and framing influences changes in the second contribution as a moderator

(through SVO). This indicates that in the experiment, only the community group

24 The results from the vignette contradict with my experimental findings as well as Bernold et al findings.
The SVO was the strongest predictor in the Wall Street task in the vignette.
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individualistic participants decrease their second contribution more than prosocial
participants. The experiment shows that the relationships between changes in the second
contribution and SVO and framing is complex; therefore, their interaction effect should be
considered for a better prediction model.

Overall, from the experimental results, | conclude that those who contributed less
in the first round, those whose partners contributed more in the first round, those who
evaluated the situation as fair or positively unfair, and those who were classified as
individualistic participants in the community study changed their second contribution more
than others.

Tendency to Change Partner. 1 predicted that those who experienced negative
injustice would show more interests to change their partner than others, and those who
experienced positive injustice would show less interests to change partner than others. The
results show that the fairness evaluation significantly predicts the preference to change
partner for future rounds. However, when I created a model and incorporated multiple
predictors, I found that the participants’ own contribution, fairness evaluation, and the
interaction of SVO and fairness were important factors in predicting tendency to change
partner. Additionally, I found that the partner’s contributions indirectly (through fairness
evaluation) predicted tendency to changes partner.

To be able see the variation in tendency to change partner as results of negative and
positive injustice experiences, I partitioned the data by the partner’s contribution levels.
However, the result did not provide support for the multi-predictor model.

As can be remembered from the vignette, the fairness and framing variables were

important factors in predicting the tendency to change partner. The vignette results show
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that though the community and decision frame did not lead participants to evaluate the
situation as more unfair, the feelings of injustice in the community and decision frame led
participants to change their partners more than the Wall Street group. Framing influences
willingness to change partners as a main factor in the experiment. | did not observe any
interaction between framing and fairness in the experiment, but SVO interacts with fairness
evaluation. The interaction indicates that prosocial participants who evaluated the situation
as positively unfair and as fair were less likely to change their partners for future rounds.

Overall, the experimental data show that those who contributed more to the group
account, those who evaluated the situation as fair or positively unfair, those how were
classified as prosocial and evaluated the situation as fair or positively unfair were less likely
to change their partners than others. The data do not support the predictions of that
participants in the community group will be not more willing to change their partners
compared to the stock market group and that individualistic participants will be not more
willing to change their partners than prosocial participants. Additionally, the partner’s
contribution was indirectly (thorough fairness evaluation) associated with the participant’s
preference to change partners for future rounds.

Willingness to Share Group Bonus. I predicted that those who experienced negative
injustice would share fewer bonus points with their partners than others, and those who
experienced positive injustice would share more bonus points with their partners than
others. The results show that the fairness evaluation significantly predicts the shared bonus
points. However, when I created a model and incorporated multiple predictors, I found that
the participants’ own contribution, fairness evaluation, and the interaction of SVO and

framing were important factors in predicting the participants’ willingness to share bonus
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points with partner. Additionally, I found that the partner’s contributions indirectly
(through fairness evaluation) predicted the shared bonus points.

To be able see variations in the shared bonus points as results of negative and
positive injustice experiences, I partitioned the data by the partner’s contribution levels.
The result for framing indicates that participants in the community and stock market groups
shared group bonus with their partners similarly as response to their interaction with a high-
, low-, or equal-contributor partner. I predicted that when interacting with a low-contributor
partner, the community group would give fewer points to the partner than the stock market
group and when interacting with a high-contributor partner, the community group would
give fewer points to the partner than the stock market group. The results do not support my
predictions; framing did not influence the participants’ decisions about sharing bonus
points with their partner.

The result from the partitioned data for SVO indicates that when interacting with a
low-contributor partner, individualistic participants shared fewer bonus points with their
partners than prosocial participants, and when interacting with a high-contributor partner,
individualistic participants shared fewer bonus points with their partners than prosocial
participants. These results support my predictions for the SVO effect on the participants’
willingness to share group bonus points with their partners.

In addition to my predictions, | also found that the interaction of SVO and framing
was significant in the multi-predictor model. This indicates that SVO was a significant
factor in the community group in predicting the shared bonus points with partners, but not
in the stock market group. Individualistic participants in the community study did share

fewer bonus points with their partners than prosocial participants in the community study.
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The difference between individualistic and prosocial participants disappeared in the stock
market study.

Overall, the data show that those who contributed more to the group account, those
who evaluated the situation as fair or positively unfair, those how were classified as
prosocial in the community group were likely to share more bonus points with their
partners than others. The data do not support the prediction of that participants in the stock
market group will share more bonus points than the community group. However, the data
support the prediction of that prosocial participants will share more bonus points with their
partners than individualistic participants.

Conclusion. Overall, fairness evaluation and subsequent behaviors are complex
phenomena. For instance, the data from the experiment and vignette show that framing did
not lead participants to give more or less in the first round, but what they gave to the group
account in the first round influenced their fairness evaluations. When relying on a multiple-
factor model in the experiment, framing was a significant predictor for fairness evaluation
and led participants in the community group to justify their partner’s high contribution, but
did not lead participants in the stock market group to justify their partner’s low
contribution.

Participants in differently named conditions relied on different factors when restoring
justice through different means. When changing partner, the stock market group did care
about how much they contributed and their partner contributed to the group account, while
the community group did only care about how much their partner contributed to the group
account. Decision to increase or decrease second contribution was determined by the

participants’ own contribution, their partner’s contribution, and the participants’ SVO
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classification in the community study. In the stock market study, the SVO classification did
not make any difference; only the participants’ own contribution and their partner’s
contribution were important factors in predicting changes in the second contribution.
Decision to share bonus points was determined by the participants’ SVO and the partner’s
contribution to the group account in the community study. In the stock market study, the
SVO classification did not make any difference; only the partner’s contribution to the group

account determined the participants’ decisions.
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CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION

| examined how title framing, SVO and interaction partner’s contribution level alter
perceptions of justice and related behaviors. Specifically, I manipulated the partner’s
contribution level and study (or task) name which affected participants’ justice standards.
I conducted two different empirical tests: vignette and experiment and used public goods
settings in both studies. The necessary data were collected through a standardized
questionnaire which conducted during the experiments and vignette surveys. Participants’
self-reported justice evaluations for their interaction with their partner, changes in
participants’ second contributions, participants’ allocation preferences for bonus money,
and participants’ preference to change their partner for future rounds were measured to test
the theoretical arguments empirically.

The findings indicate that the participants’ fairness evaluation influenced their
subsequent behaviors. However, the title framing did not completely work the way |
predicted and the results for SVO were mixed. Similar to farming analysis, some of my
predictions about SVO are not supported by the data. In opposition to my predictions, title
framing did not modify justice evaluations for negatively unjust conditions. The results
show that the community and the stock market (or Wall Street) frames did not create
different contribution expectations and thus did not alter justice evaluations.

One potential confound in this study was may have been the way participation was

compensated. Previous studies show that introducing monetary consequences may lead
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participants to apply a competitive frame to the decision (Biel and Thggersen 2007;
Ellingsen et al. 2012; Liberman et al. 2004; Tversky and Kahneman 1986). Although
different framing encouraged participants to focus on personal or collective benefits, a
strong monetary incentive (e.g. $50 Amazon.com gift card) may have eliminated framing
effects in the experiment.

Different groups may have interpreted the situation differently, but the outcomes
could still be the same. For instance, participants in the community group may have
expected everyone to contribute a lot to the group account because it was a collective
responsibility, while participants in the stock market group may have expected everyone to
contribute to the group account because it was the best strategy to gain points personally.

Additionally, participants in differently named conditions may have focused on
different social comparisons as predicted by my theory and different frames may have
created different contribution expectations, but their perceptual and behavioral results
could still be the same. For instance, if we assume that a participant contributed 10 points
and his/her partner contributed O points to the group account, the participant in the
community group may have experienced negative injustice due to his/her partner’s low
contribution. In other words, the partner’s low contribution cannot be justified in the
community group. If the same situation occurred in the stock market (or Wall Street) group,
the participant may have experienced the same degree of negative injustice due to his/her
own high contribution to the group account. In other words, the partner’s low contribution
can be justified, but his/her own high contribution cannot be justified in the stock market

group. With either reason, participants in the differently named studies did not express
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different feelings of injustice, but their reasoning and comparisons could still be very
different from each other.

In closing, the data from the vignette and experiment supported some of my
hypotheses, but also disproved some of them. One possible explanation for unsupportive
outcomes can be that title framing was not very strong in the public good settings to create
expected interactions. Another possible explanation for unexpected results can be that
theoretical framework could not predict complex relationships. Therefore, the results
suggest that future work should use different manipulations to test the hypotheses and

revise theoretical framework by utilizing this research’s findings.

9.1 FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS

In conclusion, this dissertation contributes to existing knowledge in several ways.
First, | tested the effects of framing, SVO and interaction partner’s contribution variables
and added the effects of participants’ own contribution and motivation variables, and
several moderating and mediating factors into my analyses. By presenting more
complicated analyses, this dissertation provided better prediction patterns of perceptions
of justice and related behaviors in public goods settings.

Second, this study elaborates research on distributive justice, and explains
conditions underlying various judgments about contribution and reward behaviors in terms
of socially constructed frames and SVO factors. Thus, this research shows that determining
a distribution of contribution and/or reward as just or unjust depends on social context
which may be created through social frames as well as individual’s characteristics. At the
same time, this study takes into account interactions between social context and

individualistic propensity in making justice judgments.
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