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Abstract

Distributive justice is considered as an important pursuit in human social life, including two main
theories: equity theory and equality theory. Proponents of the equity theory argue that it is not
fair to distribute the income unequally, whereas supporters of the equality theory claim that in-
come inequalities can be fair if they reflect relevant differences, such as workload and work effort.
Based on these two theories, the domestic and foreign scholars have carried on a long-term dis-
cussion and the researches. However, those studies still have some disputes and the distributive
justice perceptions in different work contexts remains unclear. Therefore, a two-person co-opera-
tive task was designed to further investigate humans’ distributive justice perceptions. In our
adopted task, there are two work roles. One is the translator (the people with high workload), and
another is the checker (the people with low workload). The ratio of their workload was fixed. To
be more specifically, the translator’s workload was triple than the checker’s. And they both have
no power to decide how to divide the earned money. And after they are familiar with the whole
situation, they both are required to rate three allocations (3:1, 1:1, and 1:3) on a scale that ranged
from very unfair (-3) to very fair (+3). At the same time, the same work-type situation was de-
signed as a baseline. It displayed that they tend to judge the distribution which matches the work-
load fairer in same work-type situation, while they tend to judge the equal allocation fairer in dif-
ferent work-type situation. Moreover, when the work context transitioned from same work-type
situation to different work-type situation, their subjective ratings for 3:1 dropped significantly,
and the ratings for the other offers increased significantly. These findings suggest that work con-
text can influence individuals’ distributive justice perceptions. In fact, some researches pointed
out that people are averse to deviations from an income distribution in proportion to their con-
tribution. Therefore, experiment 2 was conducted to test the relationship between participants’
self-contribution to the income and their distributive justice perceptions. In experiment 2, partic-
ipants not only need to evaluate the fairness of the three allocations in each of two situations, but
also need to rate their self-contribution from 0% to 100%. The results replicated our findings in
experiment 1. In addition, their self-contribution had no significant differences with the propor-
tion of their workload when their work types were the same. But when their work types were dif-
ferent from each other, they judged the equal allocation fairer. And their contributions had no sig-
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nificant difference with 50%. These results demonstrate that peoples’ self-contribution percep-
tions are consistent with their distributive perceptions. The present findings, to our knowledge,
provide further behavioral evidence for equity theory.
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NHAFRARLESEFHEERR, TECHEHNER: FHERLEFEER. FHEBNHTEIN
RRBRAARBFEARAF, T PEELHTRFENAANRERNYHERAT AR T/ER. SHEES
HHKZER, BLABABTRAATF. BTFXHANEE, ENIRKERFRE T TIHEAHR, B
BFE—BEY, FARATAEBERTHOEAFRAENAER. Hilt, ZHAEd s &1EES,
H—PERT MINATRA PR ZESEEFH M A BEREEER) S RIETIEEH).
TEN TR LRE SR, AR, #MERNIERERRN RN =1fF. FE-FHBE REWmT5
BCAREN I )7 ZERR T TERESEE, —HFREN =4 AFR(3:1, 1:1M1:3)3 T A PP (-33+3).
B T TERBEMRNAESAEL. SRR, TERBMEERESET, —EBWINNEIT/ERILR
MARAREAR; TAEREAFEMBET, ZHNWER T PFEH2E. FH, JBTEREAHEFETAIR
R, =& X319 HH RHA FIRE B EREE, AP ROPEEHERM. XRP TIEHRLSHY
WA A EA P&, EFHARAAMRBREERTMPIAL TR, FEEZRERZT AT
A ERTRNESBEA PR RR., LR i —Z RN T AR T/EBE TSR R AFE
PR RFTERAFEE (0%~100%), SRER TIRINERE. Bz sh, BRITAERBMFAR, Af]
MEHRRRIPE S THEEZ UL EEEZR, TIERBARFEN AKERTMIFZNE50%LEEZER.
ERAAMIWERTRINNEHRA PR —B, #—PFTFEHL.
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NERFAT NIER RFEE FIR E T /A F% & (Corradi-Dell’ Acqua, Civai, Rumiati, & Fink, 2013; Pe-



dersen, Kurzban, & McCullough, 2013). @i ECA A2 “FIBERUIARAANBE A A T(LRR WY 2,
BAEsL, AT, S, PR, 2013). SPEEHLSNAAZE AR RIIONTT U I ATTE TR R, %%
TR 25, AW AT AF(Cappelen & Tungodden, 2011, Zgik WA LMk, #14E, 523, 2015).

KE R SLUENTE 7 A T S0 R P& B8 (Almas, Cappelen, Sgrensen, & Tungodden, 2010; Gaertner &
Schwettmann, 2007; Cappelen, Hole, Sgrensen, & Tungodden, 2007; Oxoby & Spraggon, 2008). 1%,
Cappelen “5(2014) ML 2 HE R — e i T {5 3 %5 T4E, BFRIILECA 30:90, 60:60, 90:30 =Ff, i
%9 1000 Rk ve B, a0t 0 BE 77 SR B IR IEAT VPR, IR B8 6 42 52 A F 56 1) 43 Bic (Cappelen et al.,
2014).

£ Cappelen %5 (2014) By 7t i, 1R 0) TAE R 8 2 A0 R 1) (IR 92245 ) - DeScioli, Massenkoff, Shaw,
Petersen il Kurzban(2014) Mt — D8 50 7 AR RRUARE I A0 20 B 2 BT AT ) S 06 A0 355 PR Fb A -
HEERN . T AR =B, B A =B S F R NG — Bl T i %, FEULH RN
bR, REHT 7 DA . A WA ECIRB T7 %: 2 TARES B, RIFT5 01315 75%(1 4B,
Xt 3k 25% 140 ; P50 e, BB N 3R19 50% R . 45 KRB, $T 7 RUESRPEE i, R
RGBSR L. SR, AR T 14T 00 B BT, I HARRRIT @ 477 Sk th i 7 Z 1)
AN DAERE A B e e BLRE S AT 23 “F- i %0 (Rode & Menestrel, 2011; Swope, Cadigan, Schmitt, &
Shupp, 2008), Atk DeScioli %5 (2014) FYRF 5T 45 RAR AT e 52 B 1 1R @ AL TS G

ik, SeEG—4E DeScioli 25 (2014) FELft b, BUH 17 T AMPER, #E—BH 5 7 NMIEAFE LI
KT EAFIEA . ST SEIAE 552100 A BRI sAZ P AT A, B SR EZE N TIERL
Fell ey 3:1. R FR VRS 311, L1 AT 1.3 =Ml BRI AE. [N, it T A AR 0 TARR/E
RFELRAT S o

HRE CAAE AT 78, AT ] I D 5 ik e K 09 N A5 38 e R A7 R 41 B 2 - 1 (25348 W, Fotopoulos,
2005). Guo “5(2014) A 78 AR & AT ) T A A5 DTBRUC G 19 73 e 7 2 AP (Guo et al., 2014).
Cappelen “5(2014) [RIFEF tHAATHEREAT 21 1 Wt iNF 22 25 REAR o6 T B 4B ) B 3R Tk, (B A ATT AT 1) 22
TFIRVE, BEAS SO THRNS 70 L AP A fp it — B U M. it S2e — it —kgslitE T A S
TR AR R vTEk, DU [ AR N BRI S A IR R &

4% Cappelen %5(2014), TARSEAUAH FIRT, #a2x B 25 X007 AR & HUAE I 70 e 77 %8 IR VT
PR e S0 — PO AR BB AR [RI, #2 TAE MR AP . 4 DeScioli 45(2014), TAERBUARFERS, To
e BB AN 3B 3 Be A Ao BRI TAESRBUARER, HERR T RERE, X735 35
e fe A F o LAMESF SR IR T 5 B R oTmkUCEC R /0B 7 6, Rk, SE38 =T, AT 4Bl 7 &
ASFYER I 5 A AT B DT — 2

2. 7k
2.1. SC—

BEF DeScioli 5 (2014) 7T, S8 — 70 A s TAR B8 MR TAERH WAL, BH5L 7 AANIEAH
ARSI BE AR R, 00 TARSRAAR R, skt 008 5 AR ILE A2 B )7 %
RN HTARRRARER, ERf] 7RO REm G, i T8 2 2 Bl i A

2.1.1. #iR
92 ZAERSARIA (& 43 42), “EHI4ERS Ny 20 % (SD = 1.52), S0ifdiE, AT, Ml
1E% . 40 At (LA 19 L) NE TER#, 52 L8 (&4E 24 L) MK T/EEH.
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2.1.2. KW MREER

IR 2(TAER) x 2( TAETEEE) x 3(Orl 5 )R A Wit . TAERAMFEMHEE: ™ TIERERRE3
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= “EEAANF”, 3= “HEWAFT), BORATEELE 2s WIRE RN RS IR R T —RVPOT
U BRILET 24 VOPS. TAERSSE Rl 7 Z EIUNFRENL. 1ESERIF R0, PalEdttr 3 IRIFH
Z5>), DAPAZR SIS AR AR A
213 &R

1L NP PRAEAN [F) TAE SN =R BC 07 R AP . W18 50 B s s R B X 2
ST AAAAE R E R, BRI, RO 528 0 B0 7 R U DO, I sRECEME, AR
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Figure 1. One single flow chart of the experiment
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Table 1. The fairness ratings of participants in different conditions
1. TREMER FHIKE 2 TR

TAESAYAAH TAERAIA ]
AF

M SD M SD

31 255 56 -.05 1.58

e AR 1:1 -1.34 1.05 1.26 .90
1:3 -2.85 38 -1.34 83

31 2.19 .90 -1.24 1.42

R TAEEH 11 -1.13 1.03 1.23 1.37
1:3 -2.32 81 -1.07 1.75




RRM: TAERE. TAEEEMAITT RN =8 H/EHARE, F(2 180)=.87, P=.42, (HT{EE5T
TENSBEIAC ELAE T3, F (1, 90) = 9.36, P < .01, v =.09, LfF& 540H 7 RIMZ AR 2%, F (2, 180)
=11.04,P <.001, n3 =.11, TARMEE 50 BCJ7 R AR 23, F (2, 180) = 265.35, P <.001, n3 =.75.

HE— B T B RNAG 0 R I, TARRRAM RN, — &% 3:1 M5 R A TPIER EE ST 1:1 F1 1:3
MIT7%, X L1 7T RIPFRBBE R T 13 M7 R LIER%: F(2,78) =568.27, P <.001, n2 =.94;
R TAER#: F(2,102) =299.52, P <.001, n? =.86). LEFRAIANIEN, —FXT 1:1 M7 RHIPREE &
T 3L ML HIHE, (A TAEEEX 31 M7 RIVPRRE T L3 W%, K IT/EEFHNX 1.3 W%
VPR T 3:1 (77 %(F (2, 78) = 49.38, P < .001, n} =.56; F (2,102) =35.22, P <.001, n? =.41).
[, TAERR A FEASARFRR, % 13 1 11 5 RO, Xt 3:1 (07 R R 2%
R(H LAEREH: 3LITEF (1,39)=101.55,P <.001, % =.72, L:1MJ7% F (1, 39) = 137.22, P < .001,
n, =.78, LB IMJrE F(1,39)=119.48, P <.001, n? =.75; IR LAFE#: 31177 % F (1,51) = 221.14,P
<.001, 0} =81, L1MHEF(1,51)=9759,P<.001, v, =.66, 1:3{1/7% F(1,51)=26.06,P <.001, 7}
= .34).

XAV S BENLACT AT SRS t RS0, 25 REN: TAESRMREIR, —#HIAA 3L MTREH
AN, 13 ML TREERANFGETIEEE: 31T %E t(39)=28.75 P<.001,d=255, 1:1HK7T%E
t(39)=-8.07, P <.001,d=-1.34, 1:3 15 % t(39)=-47.05,P<.001,d=-2.85; IR LIFE#H: J1MWHE
t(51) =17.60, P <0001, d = 2.19, 1:1 5% t (51) =-7.90, P <.001,d = —1.13, 1:3 {17 & t (51) = —20.725,
P<.001,d= -232), TAERBIARER, ZFHWINLLHRAT, L3 M 3L MHTEANT, HiETIE
AN 31 7 RIVEHARIA R R EEAKT, (B LEEE: 3L % t(39)=-.20,P>.05d= .05, 1:1
)74t (39) = 8.83, P <.001,d=1.26, 1:3 1% t(39)=-10.15,P <.001,d=-1.34; R L{EE#: 31
7% t(51)=—-6.31,P<.001,d=-1.24, L1 1575 t(51)=6.47,P<.001, d=123, L3I HEt(L)=
-4.43,P <.001,d = —1.07).

2.1.4. St

SRR, TARREMER, XOUTHAN 3:1 I RER A1, L1 ReiRe, 1:3 s A AT,
HXF 3:1 7 BTG = T RENLKCE, X 101 R 1:3 (07 RV KT BENLKE . SRR L,
JKfBL, Cappelen “5(2014) R IL AR RAR FI I, Ak AR A 12 A 2 BURI 70 PO 7 S PP ER

SERMEIR, TARRMARRN, —FHHUON L1 K0 EIr SRR AT DeScioli 25(2014) Mt 7t &
TARRBAFEN, [RTEEFE AN L1 MDRRAT, XKEARESR 5. ERMATZHAE TIEES
WA 31 I EC s AT, FTRERIJE R AT T 1w TR g B

ALIIE R, TARESE R SR 2 AT 3B A I, 4 TARRM A A N AR, =3
X 3:1 BT R A TIPSR PR, X 101 B907 R AFAT SR 80 . Cappelen %5(2014) A1 Guo “%(2014)
WA E FTTHR A ERA T 252 AT 2 BE A P R, SR36 — o AR IS B 2503 xt 7 Bt -1
032 N PSS N N SOV S B At R 2 S s

2.2. LI~
SEE AR VR E TR E AR B T B R OTERER, S AR BT REHT I, DR H
COTER VPN 5 0 LA PRI L R
2.2.1. #t
60 LR (L 30 4), RN 18 %~24 %(M = 2250, SD =1.73). 30 &#ik(&4: 15 &) e T
EE#, 30 LH0(&4E 156 L) NKIT/EEH.
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222, TR, RS
Y0, R R T BT TR SE B IR TTHR(0%-~100%).

223. ER55h

DITAEE A AR, TAEESE. Ry AN E, WAFPRTEEN RN T Z 0. 4
BRI TR, TAEW MR RN =EA B 83, F(2,116)=4.26, P<.05, n2 =.07, L
S TENCEEMES, F(2,116)=730, P<.01, ) =.11, TAEHESRCT R HIER L
#, F(2,180)=226.31, P<.001, n; =.83, (HL{FE 5 TIEMRMZHEMAEE, F (2 116)=179,
P=.19.

HE— D T BN G R I, AR RN, —FHEAA 1.3 M7 RRAF: TIEEMAR
B, ZFHERAN L1 9T ERA T XRY, TERMMER, AMTANE T/ERITE 7 E2A
SR, B TAERBUARFERS, AATAK 11 BB AP, FRENE T Se3— g 5. BaRilE 2 54 3,

%2 RPAPRIE PR AR B T AR ITIRIT . S 7 B R AS A ARS8 B BTk
AR APREIMFIRR, GETRN—MEGR, £ TR, Bmormirg s 8 & TIEEET
REAR R, SREW: S ITFEEE R ERITMES 5% LEEER, t(29)=-1.76, P=.09,
TARRFH BRI AR ITIRR S 25% W& 257, t(29)= 1.14, P = .26. TAERRMARFR, FHalrprg

3 u]l:3
1:1
m3:1
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Figure 2. The fairness ratings of high workload participants
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Figure 3. The fairness ratings of low workload participants
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Table 2. The self-contribution ratings of participants in different work contexts
22, FRILIEFE TR B H TR

AR TAERAARH
A
M SD M SD
[FER(E <3 73.8% 04 50.83% .03
R AR RS 25.5% 02 49.33% .05

L5 50%H T A t K00, SRR m TAEEE BN HRITIRE S 50% LR £ 5, 1(29) =141, P
=17, (R TAEREFH BT B RITTHR 5 50% L0 % Z 5+, t(29)=-70, P =.49, XEWPHAAIHEAF
A B K ITRER VPN 2 — 2N

3. BHR

AW FLAE Cappelen %5(2014) Jz DeScioli 25(2014) I SEIRFEAN I, #R5T 7 AAFEA R TAETE B H 1 70 i
AIEED, FFHRE T AT R AP S B IROTIR O R 45K, TAERAMFER, AMTAHSET
VER VTR LT Bt AT TAERBIAREN, PR R2A . HH, AMIKSEA
SN [ BTk — .

3.1 TEERXSE A AR R

SR, TAERBMHER, &, TAEEHRIN 3L AT REEAT, L1/ 1:3 M5Ed
TREEARNT, HH 3L WART ERIATFHREERT L1 KR £/ 13 MR A, 101
M BRI AR T 13 MO RN XU, TAERBMEAER, AMTBERFE, /)
NN TAER DT RN T, B TAE & L e 7 2 A AP (Dawes, Fowler, Johnson,
McElreath, & Smirnov, 2007; Fehr & Géchter, 2000). [FE#EHI45 LW TE Cappelen 5(2014) FI#F 7 182 14
52, {H Cappelen “5(2014) FIRHF 78 SR AE 100 20 B0 7 RAATIFIRVEL, PR PP A SE R T A P LR,
I, AR —EFEE B T Cappelen 25(2014) IR 5T o

AR, B AT AR REZW W, 9 ANTERIR, AR A CiEeE
ZHIIRI, FF N B AR BRI A F i (Rode & Menestrel, 2011; Swope, Cadigan, Schmitt, & Shupp,
2008). fEAREFLH, TAERBIARREE, XTHHIANA 11 MHE T R A, X5 DeScioli %:(2014) A
FREERA—E, ATRERI R & DeScioli %5(2014) K SEIAT S I T 7 s TAERE (FT 7 0) e . A5
R, TAERBURFEN, @& TAEEHEN 31 WA RN FIFR SHIUKFER BEZER, JEHIA
N 3L IS T RN PR B R ERT 13 AL %, (MR TAEEH WA 13 i T ZRIAL
PR R LT 3 AT R XU, R 1:3 M 31 AT TT RHAANE, EAMMRIAAAD
213 BRI LL LA . IXTE— R BRI T AATIAR S A7 7E— 52 19 B R Al (Ubeda, 2013).

FIRF, ARFFFEEI, M4 TAEEERAMAE, B TAERA A FEAS AR, & LAEREE AR T
EE R 1:3 F 11 BT R AF IR R E G I, X 31 BB R AP R K. XA,
MATHI G B AR AN 52 3 7 AR B R semy, AR B AR ORI, AT 20 BE AP En R AE 22 A
E AR

3.2. BREMKRATFRHAHXFR

PMERIBETE IR B, AT T i & R B E i sk pE I, A& 2R AN TR BT
%, JFHS THEMRK A FIEL(Guo et al,, 2014). LB —HE 7L —mER, JFHRI, TIEREAHE
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RIS, e AR TAERE AR ATk E =& 31 M TAEREMILA,; TARRAARFER, — & B vk
5 50% L RFE ZS. Rk, AR B BT S5 0 o~ PR — B . Bt u, X0 A1
AR, ARAE T TARSRA AR R B AR 58, AT B TR A B i TR & b, 3Emiloh
57 BCI T SR A SR AE T AR SRR R B TARS 85, AT e T8 A SRR SS
HAFSERTTRIEM, BEMA A T 22 B T7 52 24T

33 PHSTE

W, BRGTERI AT EZ LA LTI, Guoetal, 2014). L8 —KH, T
VERRUH A, X7 H RIS =& 3.1 LA REAMLA, TAERRBARR, X7 EAK TS
50% 0T 5. Atk —, AR B ROt S 0 B~ RS — 20 TARRBM AR, AT
WAS TAFRILER 2B KA, HBRTTRG TEREILE, WU ATER P4, TIRRAA
FI ATV S Be e, FRN N H TR S 50% 70 3 22 5, Ui i) AT 361 B i SR /273,
SEPR LIB SR AR S TTHR UL ES,  3E— 2D SCRE 1A

3.4. MRER

CA BRI RN, HAFR A BCIE T ARG SrikecE iz, AT AN I AP 302
2F B (Cappelen, Konow, Sgrensen, & Tungodden, 2013; Mollerstrom, Reme, & Sgrensen, 2015) . ZEAHF 7,
M TAERA AR RS A FRE, & TAEREX 13 BT Z AP S E 8N, X0l a8 T At
Fid, IAEEFATTHFZ, MHELRER TR &EE FITF & 3 /AT TAEE R &
1235345 T H DTER IR 2 & 3 SR, SEES R I — 3 A AN L1 A L3 3 Bl 7 R 2 A1 1,
Ut B B8 7750 A S B 45 R 1) s 2 AR R A PR

4, g5ig

M BE AT HUERL 5 TR K. TARRAMER, ATERT5E2 R TR R): T
VERAUATERS, ANATGERFEI . BE— 2B M AR BAATTRE 730 Be 2P R S A AT B BTtk o7
SE—BL RYIRIAF 7 B skbr bR T P48, SR 7PSERLE .
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