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Abstract

The present dissertation focuses on the role of transformative justice motives for
people€s reactions to wrongdo@iisdings from Studies 1a and fdvealed punishment
to be satisfying for punishers only if transgressors reacti@unishment with a change in
attitude.Moreover, indings from Study. demonstrated that the effecttadinsgressor
change on justiceelated satisfaction is different fromeredeterrencendnot reducible
to retributiveeffects of inferred sufferingstudy3 examined the transgressor€s display of
remorse as one important markerathenticity of change. Finallgtudy 4 explored the
origins of transformative justice motives and found thaytare more relevant in ingroup
than in outgrougontexts While Studies 1 and 2 only looked at people who decided to
punish, Studies 3 and 4 also included people who decided not to deinigingssuggest
that transformative motives seem to generally arise after transgressiarendnel
expressed through puniskent or other meangll in all, the present set of studies
highlights that people do not only seem to give transgressors what they deserve. They
hope to transform transgressors and make them understand that what they did was wrong.
As social beings, peopkeem to strive for reconciliation and hope to achieve a change in

attitude in those who have treated them unfairly
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Beyond retribution:

The role of transformative justice mots/ér people€s reactions to wrongdoers

Transgressions andipishmentareeverywhere in oulives. We read abouhem
in the newspapei@nd in books. Wéollow court trials on TVandspendmuch of our
leisuretime watchng fictional TV shows that are abobtinging justice to @erson who
committed a crimeln ourown lives, wehave a desire to punigieoplewho treat us
unfairly: we honk at cars that cut us off the road, for instance, and we give friends who
forgot our bithday the silent treatment.

People€s desire to restore justice is strtrgan often be in contrast to their self
interest(for a review see Lerner & Clayton, 2014nd @oplepunisheven when it is
costly to do sdFehr & Gachter, 200Herrich et al., 200h Research findings suggest
that the desire to punish is not linked to cathartic mofijMes acting out on aggression
would be, seBushman, Baumeister, & Phillips, 200Instead, people even punish
when they know that punishment will not improve their m@agl when they have taken
a bogus moodreezing pill, see Gollwitzer & Bushman, 201But what is it that drives
people to punish?

Psychologists havieroadlyoffered two @ssible responses this question,
drawing fromthe philosophical distinction between deontological justifications for
punishmentbeginning with Kant, 1797/196&nd consequertiist justifications
(beginning with Bentham, 1830/200&:¢e e.g., Carlsmith, 200barley, Carlsmith, &
Robinson, 2000Keller, Oswald, Stucki, & Gollwitzer, 20)0Deontological

justifications refer to retributive, backwaldoking concerns (giving offenders their ¢just



desets€ which is the proportional punishment they deserve in light of the wrong they
have done), whereas consequentialist justifications are mostly concerned with utilitarian,
forwardlooking reasons for punishment (gftpe prevention of future crimes).

When people are asked why offendsheouldgenerally be punished, they appear
to endorse both retributive and consequentialist justificati@aglsmith, 2008Darley,
2002. However, empirical findings have revealed that when people are asked to assign
punishment to specific tragressions, they are affected more by the seriousness of the
offense than by its likelihood of detection or offense frequé@eylsmith, Darley, &
Robinson, 200Rand by thdikelihood that theransgressocancommit future offenses
(Darley et al., 2000 People punish proportionally to a transgression€s seriousness and
recommend punishmeeten when there is no deterrent or incapacitating value to it.
These reactions occur intuitively and heuristicéfiyaroni & Fridlund, 2012
Carlsmith, 2006Darley, 2009. Psychologists havithereforeconcluded thapeople€
punishment behavior is influenced t8tributive motives and not consequentialist
motives(for a review see Carlsmith & Darley, 2008

Deterrent motives, however, do not exhaust the commeatgeof possible
consguentialist goals. There are two different kinds of specific consequentialist
punishment goals that both ultimately aim at behavior control to prevent a transgressor
from reoffendingnegative preventio(deterrence) angositive preventioitalso referred
to as confirmation of norms, offender reform, rehabilitation, or reeducatioKedlee et
al., 2010 Orth, 2003 Oswald, Hupfeld, Klug, & Gabriel, 200¥idmar & Miller,
1980. Negative prevention refers to the use of punishment as a sanctioning threat to

deter transgressors from reoffendingdnexe transgressions do not pay. This punishment



goal has been extensively studied and repeatedly ruled out as main motivation for
punishment behavior (see above). Positive prevention, on the other hand, refers to
creating a sense about what is right andngrin the transgressor. This punishment goal
has not received the same attention in experimental research designs. As a consequence,
because research findings hawvdy repeatedly ruled outegativeprevention as concern
that motivates punishment behavibiis notvalid to conclude thatetributive motives
arethe dominant punishment motiygeee.g., Carlsmith & Darley, 20Q0&rockett,
Ozdemir, & Fehr, 2014&eller et al., 201 The present dissertation aitwsstudyif
people punish for reasons pdsitiveprevention.

That punishment might mi at positive prevention is reflectedthre way
laypeople talk about punishing transgressdhe expression that iteaches lessonf,
for instancerefers to educative functions of punishmérite ideal that offenders
change as a reaction to punishmenntegrated in the American culture of redemptive
narrativeqCullen, Pealer, Fisher, Applegate, & Santana, 200&enders can be
,savedf or ,correctedf, and prisons are called ,correctional institutions.f Originally
prisons were even called ,penitentiari€®othman, 197} thus for the purpose of
penance, to transform offenders into {abiding peopleEven when ordinary people tell
their life storiesthey often refer to thexperience of suffering asdefiningpoint of
redemption that has givéhema second chance in lif@lcAdams, 201}

Scholars havealsolinked the goal of positive prevention to the sphere of
punishmentAdam Smith(1759/1869 already noted that ,[tjo bring him back to a more
just sense [..] of the wrong that he has done to us, is frequently the principal end posed

in our revenge, which is always imperfect when it cannot aptismthisf (p. 139).



Similarly, the psychologist Fritz Heidét958 theorized many years agjuat
Jresentment is a wish to produce a change enuhderlying beliefttitude structure of
the attacker, and revenge is the means of realizing this wishf (p. 267). Foi(200&Y,
educating the offender (along with restoring -®slfeem) is one of the mgsdwerful
goals that people have when they are treated disrespectfully and feel a sense of injustice.

Psychologists have referred to the sense that arisestramsgressors
understand that what they did was wrong as a sense ofBuiteister, Stillwell, &
Heatherton, 1994and studied it for instance with expressions of remorse. Research on
punishment severity suggests that people have less a desire to punish transgressors who
showremorse, indicated by less severe punishment recommend@®any &
Schlenker, 198%isenberg, Garvey, & Wells, 1998old & Weiner, 200p0Robinson,
Smith-Lovin, & Tsoudis, 1994Rumsey, 1976Tsoudis & SmithLovin, 199§. These
findings are in line with positive prevention as punishment motive. If change in the
transgressor has already partly occurred, as indicated by the presence of remorse or a
sense of guilt, people€s need to punish is reduced.

Assuming that punishment serves several goals, the present dissertation
examines positive prevention as punishpre€alentpunishment goallhe used
approach purposefully departs from previpsgchologicatraditions that have
contrasted retributive punishment goals on the one hand with consequentialist
punishment goals on the other hand. Punishment is hypothesizedétributive (i.e.
proportional) in its form but transformative in its scope. As A.C. Ewing daBR&7, p.
309): ,The retributive theory insists that punishment ought to be for a past offence,

utilitarianism that it ought to be for a future good, but may it not be for both? Perhaps it



can only play the latter role effectively by first playing the former, and pethaps
playing the former role it ipsofacto plays the latter
Philosophical theorists have long recognized that punishment is probably not
either purely retributive or purely consequentialBst.some philosophers, punishment is
conceptualized as communicatiof condemnatio(see e.g.Feinberg, 1965Nozick,
1981). Punishment as an infliction of pain expresses disapproval, and greater inflicted
pain is a sign of greater disappro&iving, 1929. Although retrospective to a certain
degreecondemnation or censucanalsobeused a an attempt to malkefenders
understand that their behavior was wrong and to make them c{sa®ge.g.Duff,
2001, Hampton, 19841992 Morris, 198). Punishment educates transgressors about
the wrongness of their actions and thereby produces a transformation in their attitudes
is proportional to the wrong camitted not to give transgressors their ¢just deSelut
to show them how wrong their behavior was and how much they need to change
Similarly, atonement theoriesiggest that positive prevention might be the scope
of punishmentProportional punishmens usedas communication aras a ,mechanism
for moral reformf so that offenders realize the wrong that the{Gdidrey, 1998, p.
740). Punishment aims at making transgressors realize the wrong committed, which
ideally results in a change of their attitude and behngGarvey, 19981999. This
change is called ,atonemen{f@arvey, 1999or ,secular penance(Duff, 2007). Such
an account of punishment as atonement can be found in many religions and has shaped
criminal justice policies in many countrié€Sorringe, 1995
Following philosophers€ and laypeople@sceptualization gbunishment as

aiming at a change in the transgrestwog, present dissertation loo&sthe psychological



reality of such a punishment goBlo people punish for reasons of positive prevention,
that is do theywim ateffecing a change in the offender€s attitddée change in
,attitudef is conceptualized #dse attitude toward the transgressor€s previous
wrongdoing: By changing their attitude, transgressors realize that their belvasior
wrong, they feel bad or remorseful about that wrong, and as a result change their
behavior by not doing the wrong agalihpeople punish for reasons of positive
prevention, punishment might ultimatedym at reconciliation between the transgressor
and the victim and at a restoration of group functionality.
Transformative justice motives

Throughout the present dissertation, the term ,transformative justice motivesf is
used to refer to people€s desire to effect a change tiratisgressor&gtitude.
Transformation in the transgressor€s attitude consists of affective, behavioral, and
cogntive components. As mentioned before thaaffective level, the transgressor is
supposed to feel remorseful about the wrongful action. On the behavioral level, the
transgressor is supposed to refrain from committing the wrongful action again. And on
thecognitive level, the transgressor understthdt the committed action was wrong.
The transformative justice motive proposed in this dissertation is distinct from but
related to notions of moral education, rehabilitation, specific deterrence, and restorat

Transformation versus moral education.The term moral education suggests
that transgressors need to be educated about right behaviors and might not have known
that what they did was wrong. It is more realistic for most contexts that transgressors
technically knew that their behavior would wgpanother person but that they did not

care about it. Punishment is supposed to draw transgressors€ attention to the wrong



committed and thereby effect a change in their attitude to it. The term moral education
would be too limited as it refers to cognéiknowledge about things, whereas a change
in attitude also goes along with a change in affect and behavior. Offenders need ,to
confront and to respond tof what they @ide Duff, 2001, p. 98Although reeducation
is ideally the result of punishment, thederlyingmotive of effecting a visible
transbrmation in the transgressor€s attitude is probably sugriéar to persuasion than
to educatior(see also Duff, 2001, p. 80

Transformation versus rehabilitation. As mentioned above, positive
prevention is also sometimes called offender reform or rehabilitation. Thus,
transformation and relilitation are very similar to each other. In the criminological
literature, however, the term rehabilitation has often been used to refer to the form of
punishment (e.g., rehabilitative punishmeuth asentencing offenders to therapy) or
to refer to dd-on practices to punishment (e.gffenders undergo rehabilitative
practices when they are in prison) that help offenders to return to an acceptable way of
life and to reintegrate into societ@ullen et al., 2002 The present dissertation uses the
term transformation to be precise abthg scope of the research, which is studying the
psychological motive of a wronged person and not the practice of punishment.

Transformation versus specific deterrenceAt first sight, it seems that
effecting a change in the offender€s attitude is the gamishment goal as specific
deterrence because both goals are forveaiehted and ideally sailt in a lower risk of
reoffending Yet, deterrence (negative prevention) refers to almasefit analysis about
possible transgressions and potentially rasglpunishments, leading transgressors to

conclude thathe committecbehavior does not pay. Positive prevention refers to a



genuine change in the offender€s attitude that goes beyond mere behavior change. The
offender understands thatcertain behaviosiwrong ang asaconsequencg will not
reoffend. As mentioned above, transformation consists of a genuine change in attitude
ideally consisting of affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. Feeling remorse
and understanding that what one did wasng would be irrelevant for reasons of pure
deterrencas long as the transgressor demonstrates a change in behavior (i.e. is deterred
and does not reoffend).

Transformation versus restoration.Norm violations question the validity of
norms and value®urkheim, 1893/1964Vidmar, 200). Although the term ,restorative
justicef is used in different ways differentscholargfor instance sometimes including
retributive notions and sometimes not, for a review see Daly & PrS8ieiftoni, 201},
the general gdaf restorative justice procedures is to reaffirm ,a shared value
consensus in a bilateral procegdfenzel, Okimoto, Feather, & Platow, 2008, p. 375
In contrast to a unilateral imposition of punishment, restorative justice presedu
include all involved parties (i.e. the victim, the offender, and the community) and try to
find ways to repair the harm that has been caused by the offgemsemore, 1998
Braithwaite, 1998 Restorative justice settings tryhieal the wound that an offense has
causedZehr, 1990. The term restoration suggeshat a previous state can be restored.
In the context of restorative justice settings, this restoration refers to a consensus about
norms and values. Because the scope of the present dissertation is to study psychological
motives and victimized peopleve not necessarily had value consensus with
transgressors prior to a transgression, transformation is a more precise gemeraly

refers to the goal of effecting a different, new state. Moreover, this motive primarily



refers to a tnasformation in tle transgressor and is not primarily direcé&dhe healing
of wounds ofthe victim or the community. Lastly, the use of a different term accounts
for the unilateral nature of transformatiuesticemotives in contrast to the bilateral
processes in restdnze justice settings.
Transformative justice motives apply to punishers and notpunishers

As the term suggests, previous workpamishmeninotiveshas only focused on
people who punish. Punishment is usually understood as ,pain or loss that is
intentionally and openly inflicted on [a person] in retaliation for something [that person]
didf (Deigh, 2014, p. 190 Many people who are treated unfairly, however, decide not
to punish transgressors but react in different, potentially even constructive ways
(McCullough, 2008. Traditionally, retributive accounts on punishment hgivenlittle
attention to people whiefrain fram punishing. In order to fully understand the motives
that arise in the aftermath of a transgression, however, it is ktiuaia psychological
theory onpunishment motives can also explain why some petgrtele not to give
transgressorswhat they desgef. The present dissertation aims at developing a general
account on transformative justice motives (i.e. positive prevention) that refers to
punishers and nepunishers alike. People who have been treated unfairly are
hypothesized to aim at a transfotioa in the transgressor€s attitude, even when they
refrain from punishing and react with different behavior, rendering transformative
justice motives a powerful aspect of people€s reactions to wrongdoing.

Affective consequences of transgresschange
In order to study people€s transformative justicgives the present dissertation

examines when punishment (or no punishment) leaves people satisfied. Brain imaging



studies suggest that people anticipate satisfaction when they make decisions about
punishinga transgressdde Quervain et al., 200Because anticipated satisfaction
from punishment is not the reason why people pufsilwitzer & Bushman, 2012 it

is interesting to exaime both what people think will make punishment satisfying and
what actually does make it satisfying in order to identify people€s underlying
punishment motives.

Previous studies have suggested that there is supposadiynatchbetweerthe
satisfaction people anticipate from punishing transgressors and the satisfaction they
actually experience when they punish transgressors. In these studies, participants either
imaginedpunishingand predicted how satisfied punishment would leave toethey
actually punished and indicated how satisfied punishment actually left them. Participants
in these studies anticipated punishment to be satisfying but did not experience
punishment that way. Instead, actual punishers were left dissatisfied, ledhitte
researchers to conclude that punishment has ,paradoxical consequgadshith,

Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008.

More recent studies have partly explained these effeats/bgtigatingthe role
of feedback from transgressors for punisherse satisfactiomgtmishment. Several
studies have found that punishers are only satisfied after punishing if they receive
feedback from the punished person acknowledging the punishment g&sllehtzer
& Denzler, 2009Gollwitzer, Meder, & Schmitt, 20)1More precisely, punishers were
only satisfied after punishment if transgressors let punishers know that they understand
the bad treatment they have received to be a reaction to their previous behavior. If

punishers di not receive any feedback from transgressors, however, punishment did not

10



lead to satisfaction, replicating what Carlsmith and colleagues (2008) had found in their
studies.

To add to this line of research, a recent studyetxasninedhe questiorof
whetherpunishers are accurate in predicting the difference that transgressor feedback
makes(Funk, McGeer, & Gollwitzer, 2014, Study.1n this study, participants were
asked to either imagine receiving feedback after punishment (which is similar to
Gollwitzer and colleagues€ previous studies, liigttime examining the anticipation of
punishment) or to imagine receiving no feedback after punishment (which is similar to
Carlsmith and colleagues€ setup, but this time making the absence of transgressor
feedback explicit to participants). Findings rakesl that participants only anticipated
satisfaction if they imagined getting feedback from the transgressor after punishing, but
not if they imagined getting no feedback. Moreover, the anticipated levels of satisfaction
did not differ from the experiencédevels of satisfaction that actual punishers reported
after punishing transgressors who did or did not provide feedback indieating
understanding of whihey were being punished. Thus, these findings debunked the
Jparadoxical consequencesf found eatbigrexplaining them in the context of
transgressor feedback.

All'in all these findings suggest that satisfaction froamishments dependent
on what happens after punishment and that punishment is not satisfying or dissatisfying
per se. Therefore, exanmg actual or imaginedatisfaction after punishment is the ideal
way to study what punishers might have aimed at when they decided to punish in the

first place.
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Overview of studies

The four studies presented in this dissertagiwaminedhe desire to effect a
change in the transgressor by looking at affective consequences if the desire has been
met (i.e. the transgressor has changed) or not (i.e. the transgressor has not changed).
Studies 1a and 1b examinedithange in attitude in theansgressor after punishment
leads to more justieeelated satisfaction and closure than no change in attitude. Study 2
further aimed at disentangling this effect frdeterrencerfierebehavior change) arah
inferred increase inaufferingthatwould ulimately support a retributive notion of
punishment. Studies 3 and 4 attodiedpeople who decided not to punish to better
understand the nature of transformative justice motives. Study 3 manipulated the
transgressor€s display of remorse that went alathigtine feedback about change in
order to examine the importance of authenticity. Finally, Study 4 examined the social
origins of transformative justice motives by manipulating the transgressor€s social
category.

Study 1a: Initial evidence for transformati ve justice motives

Study linvestigated satisfaction after actypainishmentlf punishers merely
aimed at giving people theijust desed€and punished for purely retributive reasons,
punishment should be satisfyinggardless of its consequeng¢sse, e.g., Carlsmith &
Darley, 2008, for a review on the psychology of retribytidinpunishers used
punishment primaly to communicate disapproval and only wanted transgressor
acknavledge that the bad treatment they receive is punishment for a previdagact
by receiving feedback that the transgressor understands what he or she is being punished

for, see Gollwitzer et al., 20),Jpunishment shouldgainbe satisfying regardless of its
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consequenceas long asuchfeedback is providedf, however, people have
transformative justice motives and use punishment as a tool to transform transgressor
as suggested in this dissertatjopunishershould ony be satisfied after punishmeift

it has this desired effect on the transgressor.

HYPOTHESIS1:
Punishment is not satisfying per se. It is only satisfyingftorishersf it effects
a change in the tragsessor

Method

Study lawas a laboratory study thexperimentallywaried thepresence and the
type offeedbackransgressorsould give punishers after punishmemd measured
punishers€ satisfactiolm total, there were four experimental conditions manipulated
between subjest punishmenandfeedback about changeunishmenandfeedback
about no changgunishment without feedbgaandno punishmemo feedbackcontrol
condition)

Procedure. Participants (404 undergraduate studer2§8 femaleMage= 19.5,
SDuge= 1.1) were recruited through the University€s psychology subject pool for the
study ,Problem solving in virtual groupsf. Thpgrticipatedn groups of two anevere
told they would be participating in a stuthatexaminea whether virtual collaboration
can enhance group performanBarticipantavereplaced intwo adjacentooms anded
to believe their computewould be connectedith the other studeris computeto
work collectivelyon a task. After reading general instructions about the task,

participants were invited to send a message to fraainerf they wished. To increase

L For each of the studied] af the reported subjects are unique subjects that could not participate in any
other study presented in this dissertation.
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credibility, all of the participants received a message from their ostensible partner
turn (, Hi €fellow studente... What am | supposed to sdyst saw that the more
problems we solve the more bonus we get ?Not bad... Garfie on!

Before the study started, participants were asked to indicate how thegli¢el
now, using general Positive Affect Negative Affect (PANA) itempleased, positive,
satisfied, happy, angry)( negative {), upset {), and irritated4) (... = .90; order
randomized, 1 sot at all 7 =very much

For the main task,grticipants were asked to individually solve as many
anagrams as possible within two minutes. For each anagram solved, the teaaad rece
$0.10.After the task, participants read how many anagramstheyselvesand their
partnershadsolved correctly (stensible partners always solved one anagram less than
the participantand how much money they therefore earned as a teaasexplained
to participants that they and their partners now have to decide how to split the bonus
they have earnedhey would both be asked how to split the bonus, and the final split
would be made by averaging both of their answiarghis reward sharingtage of the
procedureafter participants had made a choice about the split, participants always saw
that their partnereecommended keeping the entire bonus for themselves. Consequently,
the final averaged pagff was very unfair.

At this point, partigbants in thehreepunishment conditions received an
apparent error message from the system indicating that they received significantly less
money than their partner and that this happens when a partner suggests splitting up the
bonus in a way thatoes noreflecttheir relative performances. Participants were told

that they could reduce their partner€s-ptyf they wanted tpand that this would not

14



affect their own bonunly participantswho decided to reduce their partner€s bonus
received the secdrexperimental manipulation (i.e. different kinds of feedback from the
offender). Participants in the control conditigm punishment no feedbgakd not have
the opportunity to reduce their partner€s bonus and did not receive any feedback.

After particpants had made the decision to punish, they were randomly assigned
to one of three feedback conditions. They either did not receive any feddiradkeir
partner punishment withouteedbaclcondition) they received a message indicating a
change in attude (,Hey you reduced my bonus! Okwas greedyf and | now see
what's wrong with that ... | shouldn't be such a jerk in situations liké jhusiishment
and feedback abowuhangecondition) or they received a message indicating no change
in attitude (Hey, you reduced my bonus! Okwas greedyf but | donst see whates
wrong with that... In situations like this | always try to get as much asfl,can
punishment and feedback aboat changecondition).

On the next page, participants who had receivedbf@ek were asked to imagine
re-doing the task and deciding how to split up the bonus. They were then asked to
indicate if they would allocate the bonus the same way again and were told that they
would see how their partner replied to this question onuhsegjuenpage On that
page, participants in tiunishment and feedback ababtangecondition saw that their
ostensible partner had indicatedq, | would behave differently in the futfire
participants in th@unishment and feedback abowt changecondition saw that their
ostensible partner had indicatedes, | would behave the same way in the fiiture

Participants then filled out the dependent meastiest, theywere asked once

againhow they feel right now, using the same PANA iteanbefore (... = .87Next,

15



participants filled out three items about their satisfaction regardinigtéractionwith
the other playe(l feel satisfied, | feel ma@), | feel disappointed-); ..= .65 order
randomizedl =not at all 7 =very much and answexd some filler items on the
anagram task and their partner.

If participants had decided to punish, they further indicated to what extent they
thought adjusting their partner€s bonus made him/her think about his/her behavior, and
whether adjusting their pmer€s bonus had caused a change in his/her attitude (order
randomized, all items £ not at all 7 = very much. After filling out some demographic
information, participants were debriefed about the true purpose of the study. They were
asked if they haBleen suspicious that the other partner was not real or if they had
known about the real purpose of the study before. Participants were thanked and
received half an hour of course credit plus $0.10 for each anagram they solved.
Results

Preliminary analyses.Participants who split the rewaextremelyunevenly
(suggesting 10%r lessfor themselves and 90% morefor ther partner, or vice versa,

n = 11) were excluded from the analyses as they did not have the same experience of
unfair treatment. One partpant did not give informed consent at the end of the study
thesedatawerediscardedTwenty-nine participants were in the control conditiom
punishment no feedbgcK he remaining 365 participants were given the opportunity to
punish; only 117 of thesdecided to reduce their partner€s bonus (3R%&a from the
students who decided not to pun{sih= 248)were not used for the analyses.

Excluding norpunishers from the dataset did not change the characteristics of

the sampleThere were no differensan aget(362) < 1,p = .881, participants€ gender,
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12(1,N = 365) = 0.50p = .481, suspiciousnes#(1,N = 365) = 1.00p = .344, or
differences in the number of solved anagraif3§3) < 1,p = .482, between participants
who decided to punish and participants who decided not to ptinish.

Many students were suspicious that the other partner was not real (e.g., because
they knew the student they were paired with, or they had heard from otheippats
what the study was really about). Those students were excluded from the afredyses
47). For the punishment conditions there were more suspicious students in the
punishment anfeedback about changendition @ = 23) than in th@punishment and
feedback about no changendition q = 12), thepunishment without feedback
condition @ = 8), and theno punishment no feedbactindition f = 4),,2(3,N = 144) =
10.87,p = .012. Nevertheless, even if all of the suspicious students were included in the
final analyses, the pattern of significant findings would look identical to the results
reported below

The final sample consestiof 97 students, with 23 to 26 participants in each
experimental conditionMage= 19.5,SDage= 1.2, 63[65%] femaleparticipantsequally
distributed across condition®articipants solved on averag8®anagrams{D=
2.47). They proposed keepirgn average 32 (SD= 4%, min = 50%, max = 60%) of
the bonus for themselves. People who decided to punish deducted ore &&7dgED
= $0.26) from their partner€s bonus.

The number of anagrams solved, participants€ initial allocation

recommendations, and the magnitude of punishment did not reliably differ between the

2 All of the reportedp-values in this dissertation a@o-sidedunless otherwise noted.
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experimental conditiong$ 83.875)and will not be discssed furtherThese variables
alsodid not correlate with satisfaction after punishment.

Manipulation checks.As expected, participants in thenishment ancekedback
aboutchangecondition agreed more strongly than participants irptidshment and
feedbackaboutno changecondition that adjusting their partner€s bonus made the
partner think about his/her behavich@nge M = 6.08 SD= 0.9; no changeM = 4.08,
SD=1.79; Welch'$(34.5) = 4.86 p < .001,d = 1.40) and agreed more strongly that
adusting the bonus has caused a change in their partner€s atitadgegM = 4.96
SD= 140; no changeM = 2.58,SD= 1.69;t(46) = 5.30,p<.001,d = 1.53).3

Effects of transgressor change on general affect and satisfaction regarding
the interaction.

Change in general affectParticipants felt less positive at time 2 (right before
they filled out the measure about satisfaction regarding the interaetiorg.98,SD=
1.12) than at time 1 (at the beginning of the stiMly; 5.21,SD= 1.06),PANA F(1, 93)
=110.90p < .001,#p? = .544. Experimental condition did not sigo#ntly affect
general affectconditionF(3, 93) = 1.77p = .159 Negative bangesn general affect
were slightly strongein theno punishmemnto feedbaclkroup than in the tiee
punishmengroups,asindicated by a marginally significant interaction,
PANA*conditionF(3, 93) = 2.42p = .071.

Satisfaction regarding the interactiorAs predicted, liere was a significant

effect of the experimental conditions on participasta&factiorregarding the

3 Whenever two means are compared, Cohdn€ss calculated by using the following formula:
d=

(O A G T )
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interaction with the other playdf(3, 92) = 329, p = .024, $? = 097. Planned contrast
analyses revealed that participants inghaishment anteedbaclkaboutchange
condition M = 4.46,SD= 1.00) showed significantly great satisfaction than
participants irall the other conditiong(92) = 3.05p =.003 d = 0.64. The remaining
three conditions did not reliably differ from each other with regard to satisfaction. More
precisely, thggunishment anteedbaclkaboutno changecondition M = 3.76,SD=
1.23) did not reliably differ from th@unishmenwithoutfeedbacKM = 3.54,SD= 1.00)
or theno punishmemno feedbackondition M = 3.65,SD= 1.21),t(92) < 1, p =.546
and thepunishmenwithout feedbackondition dd not reliably differ from theno
punishment no feedbackndition,t(92)< 1, p =.722.

Intercorrelations of the dependent variableBarticipants€ general affexttime
2 and their satisfaction regarding the interaction were strongly corret§®dil= .493,p
<.001.
Discussion

As predictedfindings fromStudy Jarevealedhatpunishes were only satisfied
after punishment if ithanged the transgressor€s attitidaishing in itself was neither
satisfying nor dissatisfyingnstead, the affectiveonsequences of punishmevere
dependenotn the effect that punishment haw the transgressasuggestinghatpeople
do not have purely retributive motivedhen they decide to punish

Moreover, tlese resultslemonstrate that it is not the m@mesence of feedback

that makes punishment satisfying but its content, in partidulae feedbaclentails

4Whenever more than two means are compared to each Gtten€s was calculated by using thend
df values of the contrast = 2t6"qd)
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information about change or not. If punishers only wanted transgressmswavhy

they are being punishdds previous studies have suggested, see Gollwitzer et al), 2011
punishers in Studyalshould have been equally satisfied with both kinds of feedback
from thetransgressoqras both acknowledged tpenisher€mtent to punish. ¥t, the

pattern ofresults from Studydsuggest thatpunishersvereseeking more thajust
feedbackfollowing the logic of transformative justice motivigey wanédto see a

change in the transgressor€s attitude.

Participants€ generaffectdecreased in each condition after being treated
unfairly, regardless of the experimental manipulation of feedi3duks,althoughit
correlated with satisfaction related to the interaction pargyegreral affect did not show
the same trend, suggestingtihe effect foundor satisfactions not reducible to mood

Replication Study 1b: Transgressor change affectfustice-relatedsatisfaction

Theidea oftransformative justicenotivesrefers to a deep and true sense of
justice restoration through transgser transformatiorin order to make sure that the
findings of Studylareferred tahis kind ofjusticerelated satisfaction with punishment
and not jusgeneralkatisfactiorabout the interactiofe.g., because the offender showed
agreement with thparticipant€s decision to punjgit because the feedback in the
punishment anteedbaclkaboutno changecondition could have been perceived as a
challenge to the legitimacy of punishmgiat replication studyntroducel a different
satisfaction scaleStudy 1b was a slightly modified online version of Stuththat only

focused orthe two different feedback conditio{hangeversusno changg
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Method

Justicerelated satisfaction scaleDifferent from Study lathe dependent
variable wasa 12-item scalgas used in Funk et akp14, Study Lthat included items
onjusticerelated satisfactigrdeservingness, ruminaticemd psychological closure
items (.= .85 order randomizedL =not at all 7 =very much, consisting of the
following items:| think that | can now closdis chapter, | am content with the way
things worked out eventually, | feel satisfied now, | am now able to turn my mind to
something else, | think that everybody got what they deserved, | feel relieved, | feel
respected, | feel angify), | wish that thigs would have turned out differenth, | feel
disappointed-), | wonder if | should have acted differen#y, | think that someone's
still got to pay(-).

Procedure.One hundred and twentyne m@rticipants from the U.§38 [31%)]
female,Mage= 29.3,SDage= 10.0) were recruited on Amazon Mechanical Tikkturk,
for its use in social science, sBehrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 20;1Raolacci,
Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 20000 participate in a :@ninute survey onRroblem solving in
virtual groupsf worth $0.6@ecausegarticipants wereecruited online, the initial
message from the ostensible partner did not refer to fellow students; iHeatiope
you're good at this. jUst saw the better we BOTH do, the more bonus we get .Lat's go fo
it! f (typos deliberately added for reasons of credibilikgy.the sake of time,
participants only had one minute to solve up to 15 anagrams, each worth $0.10 for the
team.In addition to the payment that they knew about beforehand, participants also
received what they had earned in the game as a bonus payment after the completion of

the study.
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Results

Preliminary analyses.Eighty participants (66%) decided to reduce their
partner€s bonughe data of particgnts who did not punish were excluded frtima
analysesr{= 41) Those excludedanticipants who decidedotto punish did not differ
from participants who decided to punisht@nms ofgender,,2(1,N = 121) = 0.34p =
429, suspiciousnesF(1,N=121) = 0.27p = .662, or the number of sold@nagrams,
t(119) < 1,p = .631. The only significant difference found was that participants who
decided not to punish were slightly old&t € 31.8,SD= 11.0) than participants who
decided to punishM = 28.0,SD=9.3),t(119) = 2.00p=.048 d = 0.38.

Whenremainingparticipants were suspicious that the ostensible partner was not
realor had heard about it from other participaf@gually distributed across conditions,
»2(1,N=80) = 0.07%p = 1), they werealsoexcluded from the analys@s= 21). As in
Study 1a, the pattern of significant findings would be the sathesesuspicious
participants were included in the analyses.

The final sample consisted of 59 participants[9P%6] femaleequally
distributed across conditiofl8lage= 27.4,SDage= 8.6)with 29 and 30 participants in
each condition respectivelarticipants solved on average 5.49 anagr&bs=(1.87)
and proposed on average 529DE 6%, min = 40%, max = 70%) of the bonus for
themselves. As punishment, people deducted on ave@as($D= $0.29 from their
partner€s bonu$he number of anagram solved and the magnitude of punishment did
not correlate with justiceelated satisfaction after punishmehie number of anagrams
solved, participants€ initial allocatioecommendations, and the magnitude of

punishment also did not reliably differ between the experimental condiped8 §76).
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Manipulation checks. Participants in th&ehangecondition agreed more strongly
than participants in theo changecondition thaiadjusting their partn& bonus made the
partner think aboutis/herbehavior ¢hange M = 6.69,SD= 0.54;no changeM = 4.10,
SD=2.30; Welch'$(32.3) = 6.01p < .001,d = 1.59 and agreed more strongly that
adjusting the bonus had caused a changjaein partne®& attitude ¢hangeM = 6.41,
SD=0.78;n0 changeM = 2.47,SD= 2.05; Welch'$(37.5) = 9.85p < .001,d = 2.52.

Effects of transgressor change on general affect and justicelated
satisfaction

General affectPositive affect genengl decreased at time(2.. = .94¢ompared
to time 1(... = .88)Different from Study & this effectwas stronger when the
transgressor€s feedback indicate¢hange(time 1:M = 5.98,SD= 0.78; time 2M =
3.32,SD= 1.55)compared to when the transgressor€s feedback indolzaege (time
1: M = 5.97,SD=0.84; time 2:M = 4.52,SD= 1.50); PANAF(1, 57) = 92.74p < .001,
$:2 = .619 conditionF(1, 57) = 6.29p = .015, $? = .099 PANA*condition F(1, 57) =
8.13,p = .006 $,? = .125.

Justicerelated satisfactionThe main analyses revealed that Sttidyeplicated
the effect of feedback type found in Stutdyas predictedParticipants who received
feedback abouthangefrom their ostensible partnexpressedignificantly more
justicerelated satisfactioafter punishmeniM = 4.23,SD= 1.10)than participants who
received feedback abonb changdrom their partnerN = 3.51,SD= 1.19),t(57)=
2.40, p=.020,d = 0.63.

Intercorrelations of the dependentaviables.Participants€ general affect at time

2 and their justiceelated satisfaction were strongly correlat€8y) = .847 p < .001.
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Discussion

Studies 1a and lbxamined the rolef transformative justie motives by
manipulating whether transgressogacedto punishment with a change in attitude or
not Punishmentvasonly satisfying if transgressors chaddkeir attitudes as a
consequence of punishmeBecause previous studies have demonstrated that people do
not punish in order to feel bett@sollwitzer & Bushman, 2012 these findingstrongly
suggest that punishers hoped to achieve this transformation in the transgressor when
they decided to punish.

These finding$urther suggest thait is less about the presenaeatsence of
generakransgressor feedbaeltter punishmentike previous research has suggested,
than about what the feedback supposedly signals. Studies that varied whether a
transgressor understood thanmihment was administered as as®ouence for
previous behaviofFunk et al., 2014, Study, Gollwitzer et al., 201Lmight have found
effects on satisfaction because participamisrpreted suchcknowledgmenas an
indicator ofchange in théransgressor&gtitude.Indeed, naking offenders realize why
they are being punished is a first step to effecingange in @itude (see also
Durkheim, 1893/1964Miller, 2001, Vidmar, 200).

Study 1b introduced a nesatisfaction scal®®o make sure that the effects found
for transgressor change refeljisticerelatedsatisfactiorand do notsimply reflect that
punishers are more satisfied after transgressor change because transgressors agreed with
their decision to punisiThe use of a different scakenot a strict experimental test of
the possibilitythat transgressor agreement affectedighers€ satisfaction, andure

studies might want to manipulate transgressor agreement and transgressor change
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separatelyNevatheless, Study 1b could replicate the pattern of results of Studitiia w
this newsatisfaction scale, suggesting that edéransgressor agreememérean
additional source of satisfactiopgople felt morgusticerelatedsatisfaction, and thus
agreednorestronglythat everybody got what they deseatyewhentransgressor change
was present compared to when it was not
There are several limitations the paradigm used fatudies 1a and lihatled
to the use of a different experimental paradigrBtndy 2 First, theexperience of
unfairness and its reaction tadied on the use of monetary rewaesglmonetary
punishmen Therefore, the findingsiight not be ecologically valid for interpersonal
transgressions in the reabrld where he currency of unfair treatmeistoften not the
same as the possible currencypahishmentSecondthe operationalization of
punishmentn Studies 1a and ldllowed punishers to completely even out the
committed injustice. That is, participants could deduct as much money as necessary to
make sure that they and their partner would receive about the same bonus in the end. In
the realworld, punishment behavior might not be able to eliminate the injustice done.
Therefore, Studg used a different paradigio further study people€s transformative
justice motives, onthat did not includenonetary reward of punishment.
Study 2: Transformative justice motivesare
distinguishable from deterrentand retributive motives
Results from Studies 1a and db not unequivocally speak to the questbn
whethermpunishmennecessariljhas to deeply transform the transgressor€s atfitude
the sense of positive preventjare. transformatiopor if a change on the havioral

level already suffices (in the sense of negative preventmrspecific deterrenge
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becausehte operationalization of change in Studies 1a ancbhfiounded a change
the transgressor€s attitude with the transgressor€s change in bélénaogh previous
research on punishment severity suggest that people do not punish for deterrent reasons
(e.g.,Carlsmith, 2006Carlsmith et al., 2002the pattern of affective consequences after
punishmenfoundin Studies 1a and ldqually supports deterrent and transformative
punishment motivedn order to differentiate transformative justice motives from
deterrent punishmentatives,Study 2 included anere behavior changsonditionin
which transgressedid not show a change in attitude buld only indicate achange
in their behavior It was hypothesized that transformative justice motives do not only
aim at superficial deavior change but at a profound transformation of the transgressor€s
attitudethat ultimately results in behavior change

In addition,Study 2aimedat examininghe extent to whicimferred suffering
contributes tgunishersflusticerelated satisfactiowhen they receiveeedback abow
changadn the transgressolt is possiblethat punishers intpret feedback about change
as anndicator forsufferingcaused byhe imposition of punishmeninferred suffering
is not problematic per se, becatrsmsgessors who understand that what they did was
wrong might experience unpleasant feelings of gunll therefore suff§Baumeister et
al., 1994. Similarly, it could be that participants think that it is througk experience
of suffering thatransgressors realize tratange is needexhdmendtheir ways(for the
idea ofpunishment as atonement, see Garvey, 1#809he idea of punishment as
seculampenance, seBuff, 2001;for the idea of redemption, see McAdams, 2013

Interpretedhis way,inferredsuffering would be in line with transformative motives.

26



Inferred suffering could also be in line with retributive motives, however, if
punishers interpret ds arestoration obalance In a retributivesense, sufferinthat
leads to stsfaction couldndicate thapunishers thinkransgresserhavenow received
what they deservgCarlsmith & Darley, 2008Feather, 1999 Thus, f inferred suffering
couldexplain the effect of transgressor change on participants€ jtesfated
satisfactionfindings obtained irstudies 1a and limight have been caused by
retributive motives and notecessarilyy transbrmative motivesin order b detecta
potential connection dfansgressor change and infersedifering and to tease apart
their effecs on justicerelated satisfactior§tudy 2includedtwo versions othechange
andno changeconditionsrespectively one that explicitlyincludedsuffering and one
thatdid not. In addition, participants rated how much the transgressor presumably
suffers as a consequence of punishment.

Furthermore, individual difference measures were added to the experimental
procedure to exploreow scores on these measuaes related to transformative justice
motives First, adding individual difference measures might help to discriminate
punishers fom norpunishers. Second, it is possible that the effects of transgressor
change on justiceelated satisfactiomcrease or decreaar different personality types.
Study 2exploratorilyassessed the following individual difference meastoggmina
more distinctiveunderstanding about the generality of transformative justice motives
victim sensitivity,sense of control, personal need for structure namdissism.

Victim sensitivity isa subcomponent of justice sensitivi§chmitt, Neumann, &
Montada, 199p It can be used to assess how people differ in their sensitivity to mean

intentions(Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2009Gollwitzer, Rothmund, Alt, & Jekel, 2012
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Gollwitzer, Rothmund, & Siissenbach, 2D1A8rst, dspositional differences in victim
sensitivity might affect people€s desire to effect a change in the transgressor and could
explain why some pgxbe punish or notSecond victim sensitive individuals might be

more reluctant to be satisfied after transgressors change becauseghiyot trust

such a chang@serlach, Allemand, Agroskin, & Denissen, 201@ becauseictim

sensitive individualsnaybedo not even detect such a chaagéey focus more on cues
related to untrustworthiness than on cues related to trustwortliGebsitzer et al.,

2012.

Participants€ sense of contfbhchman & Weaver, 1998vas included, first, to
examine if it can identify people who decide not toigh, becausmdividuals with a
low sense of control couldelieve that their behavior will not make a difference anyway
and refrain from punishmerfecond, individuals with high sense of control might be
more satisfied after feedback about transgresisange than individuals withlaw
sense of control, because their sdficacy has been confirmed once again.

Personal need for structuiideuberg & Newsom, 199Bwas included because,
first, individualswith a high need for structure might be more likely to punish
transgressor@sthey care more about restoriagtructurethat has been violated
Second, individuals with a high need for structomght be affected more by feedback
about transgressor chandecause it is more important for such individuals that
everything is in order. On the other hapdrsonal need for structure correlates
negatively with dispositional forgivene@Saton, Ward Struthers, & Santelli, 2006

Thus,it is also possible thamdividualswith a high need for structueee lessaffected
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by feedback about chandeecause it cannot adequately restore the damaggéhat
previous transgression has caused person€s perceived structure.

Narcissismwas included as measure becauseitelates negatively with
dispositional forgiveness and positively with revenge motivatigason et al., 2006t
is linked toa retributive and nad restorative orientation toward punishmé@kimoto,
Wenzel, & Feather, 20)2Narcissist individuals more easily feel threated in their self
image whichincreases aggressigBushman & Baumeister, 1998 hereforefirst, it is
possible that individuals with higcores omarcissism are more likely to punish
transgressors to boost and restore theirisedfje.Secondindividuals with high scores
on narcissisnmight react less pronoundgdo feedback about change thadiinduals
with low narcissism scores because they care more about themd®n about the
transgressor, alternatelythey might react more pronoundgdbecause they need the
feedback about change to boost their-saHge.

In order to avoidhigh attriion ratedike in Studies 1a and 1tudy 2instructed
participants tamaginepunishing their partneAs discussed eatrlier, it has been shown
that people are very accurate in predictactuallevels of satisfaction aftepunishment
if the presence orsence of transgressor feedback is made sgkenk et al., 204,
Study J.

Moreover, in orderd address shortcomings $fudies 1a and lhinfair
treatment and punishment were in different currentnstead of making participants
play a game for wney, the currency of unfair treatment toward the participagtudy
2 wasthetime spent working on tasksnd the currency of punishmevftthe

transgressawas the assignment of unpleasant tgfisthe use of unpleasant tasks see,
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e.g.,.Bushman & Baumeister, 199Bushman et al., 20Q0Gollwitzer et al., 2011, Study

1),

HYPOTHESIS 2:

(A) Transformative justice motives are different from deterrent motives:
Punishers are more satisfied after punishment if it results in genuine change that
includesa change oéttitude and behavior comparedni@re behavior change.
(B) Transformative justice motives are different from retributive motives: The
effects of change ar®treducibleto aninferredincrease in suffering.

Method

Study 2 was an imagination study contid in the lab with five experimental
conditions manipulated between participants: feedback abauige(with or without
suffering, feedback abounere behavior changandfeedback abouto changgwith
or withoutsuffering.

Procedure.Participantsfrom the Universitgspsychology subject pool and paid
subjectpool (N = 205)were recruited to participate inaboratorystudy on ,Social
behavior in interpersonal situationsf in exchange of half an hour of course credit or $8.
Thestudy wasadministerd by the computeand asked participants to imagiae
hypothetical experiment situatiam whichthey would work together with another
person To make the imagined sap as vivid and as easy to imagine as possible, the
instructions consisted of cartootimat displayedhe imagined experimenter and the
imaginedother participanalongwith screenshots of the imagined experiment
instructions

Participants imagirgeto participate in an experiment on ,Office Behaviorf
together with aather, unmotivateg@articipant called Tom L. wheas introduced saying

, I want to get back to my TVf | hope this wonet take the full 30 mirfutes explained
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by the cartoon experimenter, the participant and the other person would work together
on several tasks related tffice behavior, and it would be important that participants
encounter a variety of different tasks that vary in length and kind. The exact tasks on
which the participant and the other person would end up working would be the result of
what the participardnd the other person decided to choose. As the experimenter
explained, there were two steps to this allocation process: First, the two participants
would see a grid of six undefined tasks taking between one and ten minutés, €aeh
6, 8, 10 minutes)t would be up to the other person (Tom L.) to decide how long the
tasks would take that each person would work on. In a second step, they would see a
grid of different task definitions, and it would now be up to the participant to denide
what kind oftasks each of them would work during tivae previouslyallotted.

Unfair treatment was operationalized by Tom L.€s uneven way of allocating the
different tasks that varied in length. Tom L. allocated the tas&avaythat hewould
only work on three t&s taking seven minutes in total, whereas the participant would
need to work omthreetasks takin@4 minutesAt this point, participants were asked to
report how they would feel right ngwsing similar PANA items to the ones used in
Studies 1a and llirritated €), satisfied, upset), happy, angry-§, pleased, annoyeél)(
cheerful (.. = .83rder randomizedL =not at all 7 =very much

Punishment behavior was operationalized throughyhe of taskgarticipants
decided taallocate to their pamer. For that purpose goticipants sava grid of ten
different taskssix of which weralesigned to b&un (e.g.,Watch a brief clip of The
Office€and rate if, Funtask about the popular Fshowf, or, Rate the wittines of

comics on ©ffice Behavio€, Entertaining’), and four of which were designed to
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appeatoring (e.g., Check copy room supply list for typgsSamewhat tedious but
importantf, or, Count the numér of letters sent last weekSourds boring? Well,
somebody has to take care ¢).itPaticipantswere asked to assign three tasks to each of
them.Becausdhere were six fun tasks total, participants couldlecide taallocate

three fun tasks to themselves and three fun tasketother persarif theyassigned at
least one of théour boring tasks tdhe other persqnheir allocatiorwas interprete@ds
Jpunishmentbehaviof (for allocation frequencies, see Results section).

After participants hadllocated the tasks, the main manipulation of the
experiment was how the other person (Tomptesumablyeacedto the participants€
task allocationsParticipants we randomly assigned to fivkfferentfeedback
conditions thavariedin the cartoonwording of Tom L.€s reactioRarticipantsn theno
changeconditions [withsufferind read Hey, you allocated almostl of the boring
tasks to me.That will really suckl Okay, | was kind of unfair with the timing but | donst
see whates wrong with thdtreally want to go back to my TV shgwParticipants in the
mere behavior changsondition read the same that participants innbe€hangeno
sufferingcondition read followed byBut if that makes you treat me bad, | wouldnet do
it again next time. get it.... Participants in thehangeconditions [withsufferind read
, Hey, you allocated almosll of the boring tasks to mgThat will really suckl Okay, |
kind of was unfair with the timing... and now | see whates wrong with that. | wouldnet do
it again next time. | understand..See Appendixdr the screen shots of the feedhack

Next, he main dependent variabasthe justicerelated sasfaction scales

used in Studylb (12 items..= .83 order randomized
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As a firstmanipulation checkf perceived chang@articipants indicated to what
extent they thoughtheir allocation has caused a chang&€om L.€sattitude thatTom
L. regrets his previous allocation of task duratighat Tom L. thinks that what he did
was wrong, and to what gentTom would probably act the same way again in the future
(recoded), ... = .66rfler randomizedL =not at all 7 =very much As a second
manipulation check for perceived suffering, participamsealsoaskedo what extent
they thought thether paticipantwassuffering as a result dfow they allocated the
tasks L =not at all 7 =very much.

Next, & potentialcovariata, participants indicated how jortant it would be to
themthat the other participant changes his attitude, that the otherpeamt changes his
behavior in the future, and that the other participant suffers as a result tidyow
allocated the task®rder randomizedl =not important at all 7 =very importany.

Participantsthen started working on one tagkeywatched ahort video clip
from the TV show ,The Officefandansweedsome filler tasksNext, they indicated
howthey would feel during the remainder of the study, working on their tasks for 24
minutes,using the same PANA items that walsoassessedarlier(..= .92).At the
end ofthe imagination part of the studyanpicipants were asked to imagine that the
other participant was done after seven minutes but had to wait for the experimenter who
came back when they were done after 24 minutes.

Next, participantsfilled out variousindividual difference measuresirst,
participants filled out the X@em Victim Sensitivity Scalé¢Schmitt, Gollwitzer, Maes,

& Arbach, 2009, e.g.,I ruminate for a long time when other people are being treated

better than mé... = .8/ Secondparticipants€ sense of control was asse@ssag four
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items from Lachman & Weaver, 199&.9.,Whether or not | am able to get what | want
is in my own hand&.~=.71). Third, personal need for structusas measurefl2 items
from Neuberg & Newsom, 1993.g.,l hate to be with people who are unpredictaple

= .80. Fourth,participants filled outhe 18-item Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry
QuestionnairNARQ, Back et al., 20)3e.g.,I enjoy it when another person is inferior
to me(..~.78. See Appendixdr a list of all items used.

At the end of the study, participar#eswered some demographic itemsre
thanked and debriefed about fh&pose of the studgnd gave their fully informed
consent.

Results

Preliminary analyses.63 participants31%) assigned no boring tasks to their
partner and were excluded from the final analysesulting in a final sample & =
142 (91 [64%0] female) with 2729 participats in each condidn,, out of which 40
(28%) assigned one borirtgsk toTom L., 34 (24%) assigned twodring tasksand 68
(48%) assigned three boring taskshim, equally distributed across the five conditions,
T%o(8 = 142) = 350, p = .900. The number of boring tasks assigned did not correlate
with the dependent variablg140) = .095,p = .261. Similarly, if treated as a categorical
variable, the number of boring task assigned did not affect the dependent v&(@ble,
139) = 1.93p = .149. The main analyses therefore collapse across the different numbers
of boring tasks assigned to the partner. the magnitude of punishment

There were disproportionally more female participants imtbee behavior

changecondition and the twohangeconditions than in the two changeconditions,

5Including these participants in the final analyses would not alter the pattern of findings reported below.
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12(4,N =142) = 14.4p = .006 However, prticipant gender had no effect on justice
related satisfactiork;(1, 141) = 0.09p = .762. The results reported below were
therefore not controlled for pcipant gender.

None oftheitemsthat measured participants$lf-assessment ofieimportance
of change in the transgressor€s attitude or behavior and of the importance of transgressor
suffering(assessed as covagas)differed between experimental conditiofs,< 1.51,
ps S.204 These items also did noorrelate with the dependent variabigs .075, psS
.373. They were therefore not controlled for in the analyses reported below.

Manipulation checks.

Perceived chage in the transgressoiParticipants€ assessneeoit transgressor
change significantly differedetweerthe experimental conditions(4, 137) = 4.22p =
.003, 2 =.110. Planned contrast analysegealedhat the twachangeconditions (with
and withou suffering differed significantly from the twao changeconditions (with
and withoutsuffering, t(137) = 4.02p < .001,d = 0.69. (Thiswould also holdrue if
one only compared the change no sufferingpndition,M = 3.85,SD= 1.21, with the
change no sufferingondition,M =4.53,SD= 1.01 t(137) = 2.31p=.02,d = 0.62
and theno change sufferingondition,M = 3.70,SD= 1.19,with thechange suffering
condition,M = 4.69,SD=1.14, t(137) =3.38,p = .00], d = 0.85) Ratingsfor themere
behavior changeonditionlay in between th@o changeand thechangeconditions(M =
4.12,SD=0.97.

Importantly, the single item asking if Tom L. wouydobablyact the same way
again in the future did not significantly differ between therebehavior change

condition M = 4.66,SD= 1.45) and thehange no sufferingondition M = 4.55,SD=
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1.55),p = .811, indicating thafeedback irthe mere behaviochange condition was
indeed perceived am indication of intendebdehavior changéThe mae behavior
changeconditiondifferedsignificantly from thechange sufferingondition[M = 3.71,
SD=1.49],p = .032,but that conditiorwas excluded from therfal analyses for other
reasonssee next paragraph.)

Perceived sufferingAnalyses ofvariance ANOVA) revealed thatlifferences
betweemparticipants€ perceptisnf the transgressor€s sufferimgremarginally
significant,F(4, 137) = 2.39p =. 054, $? = .065. Yet, a closer look at the means
indicated that the manipulation of transgmssuffering only lead to higher suffering
ratings for theno changeconditions (o sufferingM = 3.00,SD= 1.71;suffering M =
4.28,SD=2.12;t(137) = 2.60p = .010,d = 0.66) but not for thehangeconditions (o
suffering M = 4.00,SD= 1.96;sufering: M = 3.25 SD=1.69 t(137) =-1.55 p=.125
d =-0.41).Suffering ratings for thenere behavior changsondition lay in betweenM =
3.41,SD= 1.62).Importantly, @rticipants€ ratings of perceived suffering did not
correlate with justiceelated satisfactiom(140) = -.005,p = .955.Because the
manipulationof perceived suffering did not work, the main analyses for the dependent

variablesexcluded theéwo sufferirg conditions,N = 85.
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The effects of transgressor change on general affect and justiceated
satisfaction.

General affect.There was a general finding that participants felt better at time 2
(M = 4.24,SD= 1.34) than at time MM = 2.17,SD= 0.76),F(1, 82) = 16419, p < .001,
1,2 = .667. There were no differences between experimental condRi@82) = 1.69,
p=.191, and no differential effects for the different experimental conditions,
PANA*condition F(2, 82) = 1.60p = .209.

Justicerelatedsatisfaction.Although ANOVA resultsdid not yield
significanceF(2, 84) = 2.23p = .114, $? = .052 plannedcontrast analyses revealed as
predicted that participants in tiskeangecondition M = 4.89,SD= 1.12) were
significantlymore satisfied thaparticipants irtheno changecondition(M = 4.34,SD=
0.87), 1(82) = 2.05p = .044,d = 0.55, and/alues forparticipants irthemere behavior
changeconditionlay in betweenNl = 4.51,SD= 1.00).

The same pattern of findings would emerigiaé ANOVA included both
sufferingconditions N = 142) and if contrasts collapbacross the twesufferingandno
sufferingversions of thehangeandno changeconditions respectivelya(thin the
changeandno changeconditions thesufferingandno sufferingversions do not
significantly differ from each othgr

Intercorrelations of the dependent variableBarticipants€ general affect at time
2 and their justiceelated satisfaction were moderately correlaté®B3) = .281p = .009.

Effects ofindividual di fference measuresNone of the individual difference
measures differed between the experimental condities{d, 137)< 1. 01, ps S 403

and none of them correlated with justiegated satisfactions(140) < .134, psS .112.
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Of all of the scales (includg their subscales), only narcissigkt = 2.90,SD=
0.59)and victim sensitivityfM = 4.77,SD= 1.06)correlated with participants€
punishment magnitudegnge onumber of boring tasks assigned to the othe€d, M =
1.52,SD= 1.24), indicating that people who are more sensitive toward victimization
r(203) = .138p = .048 and people with higher narcissism scor¢203) = .161p =
.021,assign moref theboring tasks to their partneks for narcissism, the correlation
seemed to be driven by the NARQ subscale rivalry which correlated with number of
boring tasks assigned to the oth€203) = .203,p = .004, but not by the subscale
admiration which was not related to number of boring tasks assigned to the (@08,
=.055,p = .431.

Analyses of covariance (ANCOVAgsting for interactionbetween
experimental condition and thedividual difference measuresvealednly a
significant interactiorof experimental condition witpersonal need fotrsicture(PNS)
conditionF(2, 79) = 4.32p = .017, ¥? = .099; PNS scalE(1, 79) = 0.60p = .440;
condition*PNS scal&(2, 79) = 3.83p = .026, }? = .088 Descriptive statistics using
mediansplit show that the interaction indicates that people who hdweer need for
structure are more satisfied aftdrangecompared tano changdd = 0.76)than
participants who have a higher need for strucfdre0.36), seeFigure 1for the pattern

of means
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Figure 1. The effect of different conditions of transgressor change on justiated
satisfactionn Study 2split for participants€coreson personal need for
structure(PNS) below or above the median

Discussion

Using a different experimental paradigm than before, Study 2 replicated the
effecs found inStudies 1a and 1&nd demonstrated once again that punishers are more
satisfied after punishment if the transgressor has changed compared to when the
transgressor has not changed. Thus, the effect of transformative justice motives is
generalizable beyond monetary game egt# and also occurs when unfair treatment
and punishment are in different currenci@change in the transgressor left punishers
satisfied although they could not even out the unfair situation and imagined at that time
that they would have to work on kzthat takdonger than their partn€s These
findings suggest that justigelated satisfaction is more than just satisfaction about the

tangible outcome of an interactiand refers to an inner sense of restored justice
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Results from Study 2 suggest that transformative justice mgwégyond
deterrent motiveand highlight the importancg payingmore attention to the
psychological difference between motives related to positive prevention and negative
prevention Puniders were only significantly more satisfied if the transgressticated
achangen his attitude and behavior, but not if he merneljicated achangen his
behavior. Thus, gnishers seem toaveaimedat a genuine transformation in the
transgressor andid not only hope to shages behavior for the better. These findings
suggest that transformative justice motives hawesocial aspestandseem tanclude
reintegrative featurethat target more than the transgressor€s visible behavior

Although partigpants could only punish Tom L. by assigning unpleasant tasks,
correlational findingsuggest that tvasnot mainly the unpleasantness participants
hopel to impose orthe transgressor thatadepunishment satisfying?erceived
suffering did not correlate with justigelated satisfactiongnderingretributive
explanations unlikelyFindings from Study 2 therefore strongly suggest that the
allocation of unpleasant tasks was not used as an end iniriseletributive way
Instead, the allocation of unpleasant task served as tool to achieve a transformation in
the transgressor.

A potentialobjection to this interpretatias that, for theno sufferingconditions
that were ultimately used for the main analysis, pgicis rated the transgressor€s
suffering in thechangecondition as higher than in tim® changecondition. Fbwever,as
previously mentionedhe perception of suffering did not correlate with justielated
satisfactioroverall Moreoverthe changeandtheno changeconditionsshowed the

same pattern of effects qusticerelated satisfactiofor the sufferingandno suffering
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versions Theno changeconditionwith sufferingeven receivetiigherratingson
sufferingthanthe changeconditionwith suffering butactuallyshowed lower ratings on
justicerelated satisfactianhese results suggest that transformative motives are not
reducible taanddifferent from retributive motives.

Future studieshould use different ways to manipulate pinesene a absence
of suffering, asStudy 2 had to exclude the twafferingconditions from the main
analysesftermanipulation checks did not confirm a successful manipulation. Such
studiescould furtherexaminethe differencebetweerretributive and transfonative
motives by including feedback conditions that do not only manipulate the presence o
absence of suffering but also the presence or absence of joy. It remains to be tested if a
happy transgressor who changes leads to the same findings as an mtdiffe®gressor
who changes.

General affect in Study 2 showed a surprising pattern indicating an increase in
positive mood at time 2. In hindsight, the choice of time 2 nedsdeal participants had
just watched a funny short clip affamous comedy T8how (The Officef). Therefore,
the interpretability of this finding is limited. Future studies need to choose the different
time pointsthatassess general affect more carefully.

Individual difference measusevere included for exploratory reasons soifigd
should be interpreted with caution. It is possible that theefidectsfound are
statisticallyspeaking false positivesd just a result of a cumulative Type | error due to
numerous testNevertheless, these findings are a first step to betterstadd the
effectthattransgressor chandgmson punishers€ justigelated satisfactiarrhe

correlations found for victim sensitivity and narcissisath punishment magnitude
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conceptuallyreplicate previous findings on the link between vicsemsitivity and a
focus on cueselated toauntrustworthinesgGollwitzer et al., 201pand on the link
betweemarcisssm andaggressivéendenciegBushman & Baumeister, 1998

The interaction findingof transgressor change and participants€ personal need
for structureon participants€ justieelated satisfactioneedto be interpreted with
caution for the same reason mentioned before as well as for statistical power issues. The
means irFigure 1lillustrating the interactive pattern are based on a small sample size in
each cell f ~14). Neverthelesshe interaction findingarein line with previous
findings on the negative correlation betweenspnal need fortisicture and
dispositional forgivenesd&aton et al., 2006Individuals with high need for structure
are less prone to forgive transgressors, and therefore they do not react to transgressor
change with the santdegreeof satisfaction that individuals witk lowerneed for
structure indicate.

More research is needli¢o better understand the exact role of personality
variables in the context of transformative justice motilfeihie interaction of change
and personal need for structure can be replicated in future studies, the results might
demonstrate the importanoépunishment fitf. Some people might punish for
transformative motives, whereas others (in this case people with high personal need for
structure) might not. Alternately, these results could mean that people with high personal
need for structure need neoindicators of change to fully trust a transgressor€s apparent
transformation

Study2 used an imagination paradigm to avoid losing too many subjects for the

final analyses. Still, the punishment rate was just 89%eems that even if studies are
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desigred to elicit punishment behavior, a substantive number of individuals decide not
to punish. If one wastto fully understand transformative justice motivesegéms to be
indispensable to study both punishers andmamshersFor Studies 3 and 4 different
experimental designsere usedn orderto include participants the main analysesho
decide not to punisfihis approach didot only have the advantagein€reasinghe
final sample size but also offeréte possibility to gamine interesting questions, such
as Do punishers and nepunishers differ in their reaction to transgressor change? What
are thedifferentstrategiedesides punishmethatpeople use to react to unfair
treatmentand what do they aim &ty doing s@
Study 3: Transformative justice motives aim at
authentic change on affective, behavioral, and cognitive levels

The main focus of Study 3 was to examiheimportance operceived
authenticityof transgressothangeby manipulatingts affective componenGenuine
change i composition of affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. As Study 2
demonstrated, change that includes both a behavioral comgassuting not to repeat
the transgressiorgnd a cognitive component (understanding that the behavior was
wrong) led to more satisfaction thehange that consistederely of abehavioral
componen{assuring not to repeat the transgression without understanding that the
behavior was wrong)study 3also added a manipulation of the affective component by
manipulatingndicators for theéransgressor&xperience ofemorse.

Remorse isa troubling feeling of distress caused by a sense of guilt for past
wrongs(see, e.g., Slovenko, 200®revious research has found tlrahsgressoraho

are perceived to experience remaaseratedto be less likely to reffend (Gold &
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Weiner, 200QPipes & Alessi, 1999 Remorse communicates that transgressors still
hold on to community values and are less likely to repeat a transgrgSsibman,
1971, Lazare, 2004Proeve & Tudor, 2010

For Study 3, it waliypothesized thdahe perception afemorseexperienced by
the transgressafter punishmengerves asraindicator of authentic chang@nly if
change igerceived to be authentic, that is if the displayed affective compohent
changsds in line with the displayed behavioral and cognitive componérgkould
affect justicerelated satisfactiarto study thenatch or mismatch of indicators of
affective canponents with feedback about the behavioral and cognitive compafents
change, Study 3 added facial stimalithe written transgressor feedbdbkt were
created to look more or less remorseful.

In addition, Study 3 examined the questadrwhetherit is only punishers who
have transformative justice motivesif nonpunishers have them, to®n the one hand,
it is possible that only people who have transformative justice motives punish. In this
sense, transformative justice motives would be a sufficemditionfor punishmentif
transformative justice motives emerge, it would guarantee that people punish. On the
other hand, it is possible that transformative justice motives genarelgafter
witnessing transgressions, and only some people exjwess transformativi@stice
motives through punishment.

In order toexaminehow generabr specifictransformativgusticemotivesare
Study 3 was again a study aotual (not imagined) behaviorh@& design from Study 2
was slightly changed to make thpparent behavior of the partner more realestid less

staged In order to operationalize unfair treatment, ostensible partners allocated actual
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tasks to themselves as well as to the participants instead of allocating different task
durations. Unfaitreatment by the transgressor and the participant€s reaction were
therefore again in the same ,currencyf which wasuhefdctor of the tasks.

After being assigned to work on unpleasant tasks, it was easy for participants to
either allocate the remainirnigsks fairly in return or to also behave unfa{dgnstituting
the nonpunishers and punishemsspectively. Although ths naturalisticapproach
includes the possibility thatarticipans€punitive reactiors arealso related to
compensatory notions afigtice, participants might assign themselves fun tasks
because none were allocated to them from their pasttieareactionnevertheless
serves as indicator f@unitive notions of justiceby deciding to allocatall of the fun
tasks to themselves, parpantsequally decide to allocate the remainungpleasant
tasks to their partners.

Lastly, Study 3tarted to examintine effects of justiceelated satisfaction on
realworld consequencesich asuture kehavior toward the transgressbar that
purpcse, participants were asked to indicate their willingness to interact with the

interaction partner again in the future.

HYPOTHESISS:

Change in the transgressor needs to be perceived as authentic in exadeto
justicerelated satisfaction. Su@uthenticity refers ta composition oaffective
(feeling remorskil), behavioralnot repeatinghe ransgressionland cognitive
(understanding the wrongfulnesgmponerd of change

Creation and validation of facial stimuli
The affective componemtf change was manipukd byfacial information that
the transgressor could add to the written feedback. In order to create the facia) stimuli

the specificfacial information that underlies social judgments of remavasfirst
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identified by having partipants rate frontal renderings offBface scans from the Basel
Face Mode(see Paysan, Knothe, Amberg, Romdhani, & Vetter, pB%sequently,
following Walker and Vetter§2009 face spacenethodthe derivednformation about
remorsefulappearancevas transferretb novel 2D photographs to create remorseful
and remorseledsoking faces.

Identifying the look of remorse.Participants | = 544 P93 malé Mturk
workers from the U.S.Mage= 32.0,SDyge= 11.9)were recruited dme to participate in
an8-minute studyon ,Social judgments of facesghd were pai®0.40. Theysawa
random subset difteen out of 153 male and femalel3 scangn for each face ~ 55
For each face, participants were asked to imagine that this persoonmastted a crime
and is now facing trial. They then indicated to what extent they thought the person feels
genuine remorse, feels guilty and regrets the crime, feels truly sorry for the victim, wants
to make amends for the harm caused, and knows thbebavior was wrong@r each
face .7% ... <.99 1 =not at all 7 =very muchfixed ordej. The computer program
used the mean of these ratings for each face to identify the physical information that
participants relied on when they inferred remomd@s information (i.e. thevisual
essencgof remorse) waapplied to novel face® create remorseful and remorseless
looking versions of the same individu&br the method seé@/alker and Vetter (2009)

Pretesting thecomputer-generated facesTwo male and two female Caucasian
facial identitieswith neutral expressiowere usedrom theRadboud Faces Database
(Langner et al., 20000 createébothremorseful and remorseless versions. Together with

the neutral versions, they were pretested in order to identify oreeandlone female
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facialidentity whose appearance lead to significantly different perceptions for the
remorseful and remorseless versions.

For that purposédmericanparticipants(N = 480[234 male],Mage= 32.0,SDage
= 10.89 wererecruited on Mturk tgarticipde in al-minute surveyn their ,Opinion on
one facefand werepaid $0.10.Thirteen participants failed an attention check item at the
beginningof the surveyreading ,To show that you are alert, please leave the below
item blank and skip to theext pageAre you reading this item carefullf?1= not at
all, 7 =very much, and were excluded from the analy¢ese Oppenheimer, Meyvis, &
Davidenko, 2009. Participantsvere randomly assigned to rate #ppearancef one of
the twelve facial stimuli (remorseless, neutral, or remorseful for one of the two male and
two female facial identitiesParticipants were asked to which extent they thiek
person feels genuine remorse, feels guilty and regrets the crime, feels truly sorry for the
victim, wants to make amends for the harm caused, and knows that his/her behavior was
wrong, and the averaged ratings were analyzed separately for eachfatfitiiacial
identities

Thetwo faces that werselected for Study GeeFigure 2 pagebl) significantly
differed in their ratings for the remorseful versus remorseless verditms facial
identity. More precisely, atings for the three versions of the male face (Rafd09(h 85,
118; ... = .93) sufficiently differed on the remorse rati@s,115) = 6.83p = .002, $?
=.106, indicating that the version with the manipulatedomsgless expressioW (=
2.87,SD= 1.09) differed significantly from the version with the manipulated remorseful
expressionNl = 3.89,SD= 1.35),p < .001, and the original neutral picture was rated in

between 1 = 3.29,SD= 1.24). Ratings for the threersions of the female face
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(Rafd090_26n = 117;..= .95), also sufficiently differed for the three versidi&,
114) = 6.19p = .003,Fp? = .098. The original neutral pictu(®! = 3.68,SD= 1.14)was
rated very similar to the remorseless expres@ibs 3.60,SD= 1.48) but the
manipulated remorseless expression differed significantly from the version with the
manipulated remorseful expressidn € 4.53,SD= 1.23),p = .002, as desired.
Method
Study 3 was an online study that experimentally vathedfacial expression that
went along with the feedback transgressors gave to participants to assess its effect on
participants€ justieeelated satisfaction. In total, there were five experimental conditions
manipulated between subjects: feedback ableamge(paired with aemorsefulor a
neutralface), feedback abounerebehavior changépaired with aneutralface), and
feedback abouto changdpaired with either aeutralor remorseles$ace).
Procedure.Five hundredMturk workersfrom the U.S(266 [53%)] maleMage=
32.5,SDyge= 10.9)were recruited online to participateariO-minutestudy on,O ffice
behaviolf and werecompensated with $At the beginning of the study, they weoéd
that they wouldvork on several officeelated tasks withinother Mturk worker. They
entered a nickname for the study and indicated their age and gedeéerto be paired
with a Turker who is similar to them. Participants always interacted with our pre
programmed web interface. Male participants were ldzbli@ve that the other Mturker
they were paired with was ,Tonyfemale participants were led to believe that the other
Mturker they were paired with was ,Tinalfarticipants who did nawvant to indicate

their genderrf = 2) also filled out the female vam of the experiment
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Before thestudy wassupposed to start, participants were asked to send a
message to their fellow Mturkeand,, to familiarize them with the use of picturgs
they were asketb pick a pictureof a facethat best described how thiael right now
that would go along with the message. The pictureakasysthe facial identityof their
indicated gendeland possiblehoices were the happy, gl or contemptuous versions
taken from the Radboud Fad@atabase and thmanipulated remorseful version.
Participants theneceivedthe message that their fellow Mturker (Tina or Tony
respectively) hadupposedlyvritten, reading hi [name of participant]. hope this wonst
take too long, paired witha neutrafacial expressior{ffemale or male respectively)

Participants wer#ld thatthe study examineldow peopleuse the computer to
work on several tasks related to officehavior and that their decision times for each
taskwould be recorded. Every partngould work on four asks thatvould take about
three minutes in total. There would be different kinds of tasks and the two of them
would decide togethevho will work on which tasksFirst, Tony/Tina would allocate
two tasks to each of them. Next, the participant would akotwveo tasks to each of
them. Once they had decided who will work on which tasks, they would both work on
their particular tasks simultaneously.

First, participants indicated how they felt usisgme ofthe PANA items useth
previous studiethappy, annogd(-), pleased, upsét), angry(-), satisfied..= .83
order randomized, 1 rot at all 7 =very much.

Next, participants could see how Tony/Tina was asked to allocate tasks to each
of them. In the list of the four available tasks, there wereidewntical fun ones (,Wt&h

a short clip of «The Office#nd rate it, Fun and entertainirfgversions 1 and 2) and two
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identical boring ones (,Highlight officeelated words in a textBe sure not to miss

onef, versions 1 and)2Tony/Tinaalways allocate the two boring tasks to the
participant and the twiun tasks to himself/hersel\s an operationalization check for
perceived unfairness, participants were asked to indicate how much they are looking
forward to do the tasks that the other Turker hakeaidor them (1 =ot at all 7 =very
much.

Next, participants could allocate two tasks to gaetson The list of possible
tasks included again two identical fun tasks (,Rate comics on Office Behavior
Entertaining and funnfy versions 1 and 2) and éwdentical boring tasks (,Check copy
room supply list for typos Somewhat tedious but importgnversions 1 and 2)

allowing participants to punish their interaction partners or to treat them.fairly

Before participants were supposed to work on the tasks they picked, they and the

ostensibleother Mturker could simultaneously send one last message to each other along

with a pictureof their indicated gendéhat best described how they fdlhis time,
possiblechoices were the ngal andcontemptuous versions taken from the Radboud
Faces Databasealong withthe manipulated remorsefahd remorselesgersiors. In

order tostandardize participantkfels of emotional expressigrpreviousresearch

suggests that the possibility to express negative emotions affects people€s punishment

behavior(Xiao & Houser, 200p, thewebpage was programmedaotomatically
advanceafternineseconds, followed by an error message tina message could not be

sent Participants weréhenrandomly assigned to five differefgedbackconditions.
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Figure 2. From left to right: emorsefulversion neutralversion (original picture)and
remorselessersion of the face thatentalongwith the feedback message in
Study 3(female identity Rafd090 26 amdale identity Rafd090_05)

The presence or absence as well as the authenticity of transgressor change was
operationalized by the wording of Tony€s/Tina€s message and the facial expression that
they apparently picked to go along with that messagechaegeconditions (paired
with either aremorsefuffaceor aneutralface read got it, that wasnet very nice of mef
shouldnet have been so selfishf would do it differently now if i cotihé mere
behavior changeondition (always paired witheutralface) read got it, you think that

wasnet very nice of mef sometimes i gotta be selfishf i guess, i would do it differently
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now if i could, if thates what someone expects from me. but not because,| agrebe
no changeconditions (paired with eitherrgeutral faceor aremorseles$ace) read got

it, you think that wasnet very nice of mef sometimes i gotta be selfishf would do the
same thing againf,, for faces sed-igure 2

As a first manipulation check, right after participants saw their partner€s
message, they were asked to indicate how they think the other Mturker is feeling right
now on a list of emotions that included remorseful (lotat all 7 =very much

Before the apparent main tasks were supposed to start, participants were asked to
answer some questions about the interaction with the other Tadkestjtuting themain
dependent variable justigelated satisfaction as used in previous studies €h2sit.. =
.79, order randomizedl =not at all 7 =very much, as well as the item ,Would you
like to interact with the o#r Turker again in the futuréf =not at all 7 =very much
After these items, there was an attention check {g&@ Oppenheimer et al., 200®
screen out participants who did not read the items carefaliging,Are you reading
the items carefully? If yes, manot at allf.

Participants then read that the interactive part of the experiment has ended now
and that, for the sake of time, they will only need to work on one task relabéitéo
behavior instead of four. All of the participants subsequently rated three-thféoed
comicsin terms of how funny and realistic they akext, participants indicated again
how they felt, using the same PANA itethat were usedt the beginning of the
experiment (.. = .84

At the end of the studysaecondmnanipulation checlparticipantsanswered

some questions about the task allocations by themselves and the other tousket
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extent theythoughttheir task allocation has caused a change in the other Turker€s
attitude, the othefurkerregres her/his allocation of taskandthe other Turker would
probably act the same way again in the fatirecoded).(. = .76order randomized =

not at all 7 =very much. Participantavere asked to briefly describe why they allocated
the tasks the way they did in a text box.

In orderto get as many data as possible about participansgiciousnesabout
the experimentgbaradigm, prticipants weralsoasked to indicaten three continuous
itemswhat their thoughts were about whether the other Turker was real orsot (1
definitelyreal, 5 = definitely fakg, how often they doubted if the other Turker was real
or not during the study (% never 5= all of the tim@, and how much these doubts
affected their behavior toward the other Turker fbtat all 7 =very much.

Participantsvere asked to provideome demographic informati@mddescribed
how they found the studyor instancef they were searching for a certain term on
Mturk, or if they had read about the study on forums. They were thanked, debriefed
aboutthe deceptionused andasked fottheir fully informed consent at the end of the
study.Lastly, theyindicatedif they had heard about the true purpose from other
Mturkersbefore they participate@nd whether thelgad knowrfrom other people that
the partner @asnot real(bothyes no).

Results

Preliminary analyses.Participantsvho allocated two boring tasks to themselves
(n=74),whodid not pass the attention check=12), who indicated that they had
known from otheMturkersthat the partner was thealor who had heard about the true

purpose of the study from other Mturkéns= 16), or who did not give informed consent
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and wanted their data removed from the dataset3) were excluded from the analyses,
leaving a final sample 97 participantgn in eachcondition =74-84; 184female
[46%], Mage= 32.0, SDage= 10.7), out of which297 (7%6) identified as white/European
American.Participantse selfeported ethniciesdid not affect the findingdMoreover,
analyses that look at the complelatasetl = 497) would lead to the same patterns of
findings reported below.

Male participants (57%) were significantly more likely than female participants
(47%) to allocate two boring tasks (compared to just one boring task) to their partner
T%o( = 397) = 6.24p = .044. But gender was equally distributed across conditions
T%o(8 = 397) = 11.31p = .185,did not significantly correlate with justieelated
satisfactiony(395) = .092p = .067,and including gender or task allocation in the main
andyses did not alter the results reported below.

Means ofthe continuous suspiciatems(e.g., asking if participants doubted if
their partner was real or not) did not differ between experimental condiis(¥392)
< 1.33 psS 260. In addition, @rticipant€thoughts about whether the other Turker was
real or not did not correlate with the dependent variaf®85) = .045 p = .375 neither
did participant€assessmesabf how often they doubted if the other Turker was real or
not, r(395) =-.067, p = .183 Participant€ratings about how much their doubts affected
their behavior toward the other Turker significantly correlated with juséltaged
satisfactiony(395) =-.167, p < .001.Including this item as covariate did read to
different findings Similarly, including participants€ ratis@f how much they are
looking forward to do the tasks that the other Turker has picked for ten2(96,SD

=1.80) dd not alter the significant findings reported below.
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Manipulation checks. Participants€ ratingm how remorseful the other Mturker
felt differedsignificantlybetween experimental conditioWelch€4=(4, 195.95 = 4541,
p <.001, ¥? = 306 Planned contrast analyses revealed that participants in the two
changeconditions(renorsedul face M = 4.40,SD= 1.87;neutral faceM = 4.39,SD=
1.76) differed significantly from participants in the twa@ changeconditions(neutral
face M =2.00,SD= 1.34;remorseles$ace M = 1.97,SD= 1.28) Welch€4(298.9 =
1369, p<.001 ,d=2.10 and thaboththeno changendthe changeconditions
differed significantly from thenerebehavior changeondition(neutralface M = 3.13,
SD= 1.79) Welch€2(120.5 = 4.99 p < .001 ,d = 0.91, andWelch€2(152.1) = 5.4, p
<.001 ,d =0.83 respectively. Th&ind of face thatvas pairedvith the feedbacklid
not make a difference as to how remorsefphener was perceived in tebange
conditions remorsefulersusneutralfaceWelch€4(164.1)< 1, p = .987. Similarly,
there were no significant differences in remorseful ratings betweerethrland
remorseles$aces of theno changeconditions Welch€4(150.0 < 1, p= .899

Participants@veragedatings about whethéheir task allocation has caused a
change in their partner€s attitude, that their partner regrets the allocation of tasks, and
that ther partnerwould probably not act the same way agaithe futurediffered
significantlybetween experimental conditioi§4, 392 =10788, p< .001, $?=.524
Planned contrast analyses revealed plstcipants in the twohangeconditions
(remorséul face M = 4.86,SD= 1.28;neutral faceM = 4.81,SD= 1.23)differed
significantly from participants in the twwo changeconditions(neutralface M = 2.07,
SD=1.11;remorseles$ace M = 2.05,SD=1.02) t(392 = 2076, p< .001,d =2.1Q

and that both thao changeand thechangeconditions differed significantly from the
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merebehavior changeondition(neutralface M = 3.40,SD=1.29) t(392) = 805, p<
.001,d =0.81, andt(392 = 880, p< .001,d = 0.89 respectivelyAgain, the kind of

face that was paired with the feedback did not make a difference within tlohange

or the twono changeconditions as to how much participants agreed to the three items
on perceived changehangeconditionst(392)< 1, p = .787, no changeconditions

t(392)< 1, p = .887.

Effects of transgressor change on general affect, justicelated satisfaction,
and willingness to interact again.

General Affect.The change in general positive and negative affect measured at
the beginning and at the end of the study was moderated by experimental condition,
PANA*condition F(4, 392) = 2.64p = .034,1,? = .026, indicatinghat general affect
increased for thehangeconditions but decreased for the changeconditions, see
Figure 3for changes imeandrom time 1 totime 2. Main effects for repeated
measurement (withi#participants) or experimental condition (betwgxaticipants)
were both not significant; PANA(1, 32) = 1.70p = .193; conditiorF(4, 392) = 0.93,

p=.445,
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Figure 3. Changen general affector different experimental conditioris Study 3
(positive values indicate more positive general affect at time 2 than at time
1)

Justicerelated satisfactionAs predicted, prticipant€justicerelated
satisfaction scores differegignificantlybetweerthe diferent experimental conditions
F(4,392 =2.86 p=.023, 1, = .@8. Planned contrast analysesplicated the general
effect that the twa@hangeconditions led to greater justieeslated satisfaction tinehe
two no changeconditiors, t(392) = 3.06p = .002,d = 0.31 A closer lookrevealed that
only the authentichange(i.e. changepairedwith aremorsefuface) and authentico
changeconditions (i.eno changeairedwith aremorseles$ace) differed significantly
from each othert(392) = 315, p=.002 d = 0.49 Thechangeandno changeconditions
that were presented withneutralface did not significantly differ from each other,
t(392 =1.16 p=.248,d = 0.19 For means sefeigure 4 Like in Study 2, justiceelated

satisfaction for thenere behavior changsondition lay in between thehangeand the
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no changecondition, replicating thagffects of indicatoréor a transformativehangeare

different fromeffects of indicators for metgehavior change.
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Figure 4. Means of ysticerelated satisfaction for each of the experimental conditions
in Study 3

Willingness to interact againTransgressorg€edback about the presence or
absence of change significantly affected participants€ willingness to interact with them
again,F(4, 392) = 3.76p = .005, }? = .037. Planned contrasts revealed that participants
in the twochangeconditions(remorsdul face M = 3.88,SD= 1.86;neutral faceM =
3.88,SD= 1.88)were significantly more willing to interact with the other Mturker again
in the future than partigants inthe twono changeconditions(neutralface M = 3.24,
SD=1.94;remorselesgace M = 2.92,SD= 2.01) t(392) = 3.74p < .001,d=0.38
This difference betweethangeandno changevas significant for both the authentic
conditions with a mating face(392) = 3.15p = .002,d = 0.50 and the inauthentic

conditions with neutral face§392) = 2.13p = .034,d = 0.33 Ratings for participants
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in themere behavior changsondition lay in betwee(neutralface M = 3.41, SD=
1.86).

Intercorrelations of the dependent variableBarticipants€ general affect at time
2 and their justiceelated satisfaction wesgronglycorrelatedy (395 = 455 p<.001
Participants€ iNingness to interactvith their partneagain correlatechoderagly with
general affect at time 2(395) = .327p < .001,andstronglywith participants€ justiee
related satisfactiom(395) = .431p < .001

Effect of task allocationParticipants could either assign one or two unpleasant
tasks to their fellow partner as a reaction to their own unfair treatment. Participants€
decision to either punish their partner by assigning uwpleasant taska £ 209 [534])
or to behave fairly by assigning one fun and onenlgaiasks to eacm(= 188 [47R0])
was equally distributed across conditions, 1%#£897) = 3.82p = .431, and did not
significantly affect participants€ level of justicdated satisfactiork;(1, 395) = 2.21p
=.138. Neither did task allocation moderate the effect ofxperenental manipulation
on justicerelated satisfaction; interacti¢t(4, 387) = 1.64p = .164.
Discussion

Study 3 identified the expression of remorse as one marker of authenticity to
which people pay attention when they receive feedback from a trasegréf remorse
was present, participants showed less rumination and more cognitive closure, as
measured by the justigelated satisfaction scale. These findings highlightpeople
aresensitiveto indicators oftransgressochange on all threg affective, behavioral, and
cognitive,, levels. Rirticipants were least satisfied if transgresgéegdback on change

lacked in allof thethree levelswere more satisfied the more indicators of change were
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added and most satisfied if a transgressor sadwdicators of changen all three

levels These findingsupport the hypothesis that transgressors need to demonstrate that
their change is auth&a and genuin@nddo notonly need to pay lip service to change

in order to make punishers satisfied

Paticipants€ general affect showed a similar pattern, suggesting that transgressor
changealsoleaves people in a better mood than no change. Interestingly, participants
were not equally sensitive to the authenticity of change when they fillddeut
manipulation check items or the ngnaddedvariable that assessed participants€
willingness to interact with their fellow Mturker again. For those itahsgemed that
the presence @bsence of transgressor remorse did not make a diffefEmefore, m
regard to the manipulation check items, it seems that people do not need to be aware of
the presence or absence of remorse in order for it to affect their jredted
satisfaction.

In regard to people€s willingness to interact withfélew Mturkeragain, these
findingsfurthersuggest that people can differentiate between their personal sense of
psychological closure after a transgressasindicated by the justiceslated
satisfaction scaleand their own responsibility to social functionjragindicated by their
willingness to interactvith the other Mturker agaiin some social groups, it is
impossible to avoid any kind of contarith a person who has behaved unfairly. People
who did not receive authentic feedback about change seem not tthelaseaptey,
they are not satisfiedyetit seemghey also know that they need to cope with their

experience and manage to coexist with people they cannot ban from their community.
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Interestingly, there were ritifferences in justiceelated satisfaction between
participants who decido punishby allocating twdboring tasks to their interaction
partnerand participants who decid@ot to punishoy assigimng one boring and fun tasks
to each of themThere arat least two different ways to interpret the lack of differences.
On the one handhése resultsuggesthattransformative justice motives generally arise
after transgressions aageexpressed through punishment or other me@nshe other
hand,howeve, onecould critically argue thahese findings suggest thasticerelated
satisfactiomrmight not be suited to draanyconclusions on transformative justice
motives becaussomething that does not differ between punishers anguoishers
cannot exfain why punishers have decided to punish whereaspnorshers have not.
The present dissertation certainly supports the first interpretatiorhéddesign of
Study 3is not suited tacompletely rule out the second interpretation. Therefiady 4
cortinued to investigate different reactions to unfair behavior to further study potential
differences between punishers and-paomnishers.

As a possible solution to the interpretation dilemma above, Study 4 aimed at
studying potential origins of transforneag justice motivesin order tobetter understand
the mechanism of the effect of transgressor change on pustated satisfactiqgrstudy
4 investigated a potentialoderating variable that determines if the effect of
transgressor change on justietated satisfaction is the same for punishers and non

punishers or if it is different.
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Study 4: The social origins of transformative justice motives

The goal ofStudy 4was to investigate a potential origin foeople€s
transformative justicenotives.lt was hypothesized that transformative motives have
socialoriginsbecause they ultimateBeem taim at a reintegration of the transgressor
andto restore aocial balancelransformative justice motives ateushypothesized to
be most important in ceexts when the likelihood of future interactions is higte in
social ingroups.

Previous research suggests that it makes a differeracpdson€desire to
punish if a transgress@ part ofthe person€social ingroup or outgrou@eople have a
strong need to see themselves and their ingroup in a positivéHghy & Abrams,
1988 Tajfel & Turner, 2001 Ingroup offenderposea problem forsuch a positive
perception as thethreatthe validity of normsand shared vaksand call for a
revalidation of these norn{dendoza, Lane, & Amodio, 201Okimoto & Wenzel,
2009 Vidmar, 2002 Wenzel & Thielman, 2006. As a consequence, people are more
likely to sanction theehavior of an ingroup transgressiaanthatof anoutgroup
transgressofcalled the "black sheep effecMarques, Abrams, & Serodio, 2001
Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988hinada, Yamagishi, & Ohmura, 200&imilarly,
when people sanction a behavior, tleapectan ingroup transgresstw feel more
shame and embarrassment as reaction to the sanctioning behamian outgroup
transgressofNugier, Chekroun, Pierre, & Niedenthal, 2008nd ingroup trangressors
are judged more harshly and receive less forgiveness than outgansgressorghen

they do not show remorg¢&old & Weiner, 200D
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Whereas Studies-3 kept social category constant to the social ingroupef
participant (.e. the transgressor wagher a fellow student or a fellow Mturke8tudy
4 manipulatd the social category of tHeansgressan order to teswhether it
moderates the effect tfansgressocthange on justiceelated satisfactiorit was
hypothesized that people are particlyl@atisfied with transgressor change if the
transgressor is part of their social ingrolifghe transgressor is part of the social
outgroup, however, it was hypothesized that transformative justice mptiveey
have social origing should be ,swithed offf, not leading to differences in justice
related satisfaction after the presence or absence of transgressor change.

In addition to only distinguishing between participants \whaished their
interaction partners and participants who treated thaty {éike in Study 3), Study 4
differentiated more within this latter group of participamysaddinga third allocation
option in which participants could decide to let the computer allocate the tasks
randomly. Study 4 wathereforeable to differentiatbetween participants who
purposefully punished by assigning two boring tasks, participants who purposefully
behaved fairly by splitting up the tasks evenly, and participantsswmaly preferred a
fair allocation procedurby letting the computer decidarmdomly

Lastly, Study 4 continued to explargividual difference measusdo get a
better understanding of the relationship between transformative justice motives and
personality variabledn addition to participants€ scores on victim sensitivityssaf
control, and personal need for structure, Study 4 assessed participants€ social
identification with Princeton in order to explore if participants€ shared identity with the

transgressor moderates the effect of the experimental manipulation of ivgirsup
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outgroup transgressdfurthermore,tie role of interdependent seibnstrual was
explored.Previous researcfindings suggest thateople with interdependent self

construal perceive an offense as more damaging to society and as a greater threat to
shared valuegGollwitzer & Bicklein, 2007 Okimoto et al., 201R It is possible that
interdependent compared to independent participants have a stronger desire to effect a

change in the transgressor through the imposition of punishment.

HYPOTHESIS4:

Transformative justice motives asgongerin ingroup settings than in outgroup
settings The difference between the two feedback condititasiggressor
change versus no change) will be greater for ingtcansgressorthan for
outgrouptransgressors.

Method
Study 4 was a laboratory studging a 2 feedbackchange versus nthangg x
2 (social categoryof transgressaringroup versus outgroup) betwesubjects design.
Procedure Princeton undergraduate studefMs= 199 were recruited from the
psychology subjectgwl to participate in a study on ,Office Behaviorf and received half
an hour of course credit for participatidthen they arrived at the lab room, they were
paired with an ostensible other participant whovadifive minutes late.
Theostensible othgparticipant,one ofour five experimental confederaevho
did not know the computer part of the study and therefore also did not know about the
different feedback conditions, was randomly assigned to the sategjorycondition
prior to each individual session by usinghabile coin-flip application In the ingroup
condition, the confederafgetended to be another student aisibly carrieda
Princeton water bottle and a backpack. In the outgroup conditierconfederate

pretended to be a ,townigeffe. a resident of the Princeton area unaffiliated with the
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University, anddid not bring these typical student accessories. After the confederate
arrived, the experimentehecked thearticipant€s and the coderate€tDs to adhere

to thesubjectpool€s guidelines. In the ingroup condition, confederates showed their
Princeton student I[) which iswhat students usually use in these settingsibly to

the participants. In the outgroup condition, they showed their driver€s license.

Then the experimenter left the room aqrdtended to quickly set up the two
running roomso thatthe participant and the confederaterealone in the lab spade a
waiting room settingAll of the confederates had been trained individually to adhere to a
standardized script teehave disinterested and somewhat bored regardless of the
experimental condition, as well asdstablish the ingroup or outgroup conalitthe
same way regardless of confederate idenltityhe ingroup conditiongonfederates
pretended to bandergraduatstudentdduring small tall(reporting their actual major
and class year) who participate in the study for payment. In the outgroufi@aritie
confederates pretended not to go to Princeton but to live in a town nearby
(Lawrenceville) and to work in Princeton at an office stoiern(g a specifistreet
name). They added that they sometimes patrticipate in psych studies on campus to earn
some extra caslf. participantsasked about igonfederatepretended to be on a gap
year between high school and colleljeeach sessiomronfederates told the participants
that they hope the study wouldn€t take too long, which served as a prorhpt for t
experimenter to return and guide the two participants to two separate, adjacent running
rooms.

Therest of thestudy was administerdaly the computerParticipantsvere told

that the study examined the extent to which performance can be affectedubly virt
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environments and that they and the other participant would be asked to simultaneously
work on officerelated tasks. After entering a nickname for the study that would be
shown to their partner, participants were asked to simultaneously send a bsafjees
Participants would subsequently always receive a message froradtegisiblepartner,
who had apparently entered ,hfisdkghf as nickname, sayingickname of
participant], hope this wonet take too lofig
Then the study procedure was explaineldiclv was very similar to Study 3:
Participantsvere told thathe study would be abohbw they use the computer to work
on several tasks related to office behavior. There would be different kinds of tasks, and
they will have the opportunity to assign ttasks to themselves and two tasks to their
partners. Their partners would do the same. In total, they would each wimkrdasks
that take about 20 minutes in total. First, ,hfisdkghf would choose two tasks to complete
and assign two tasks to [nicknamigparticipant]. Next, [nickname of participant] would
choose two tasks to complete and assign two tasks to ,hfjsdkghf. Afteratddgcided
who will work on which tasks, they would both work on their tasks simultaneously.
Before the task allocation stad, participantsifed outthe samd®ANA items
used in Study 8time 1,... = .80 Next, participants watched how ,hfijsdkghf was asked
to either let the computer determine randomly how to allocate the first four tasks
(consisting out of two fun and two boring tasks, taking aboutrfiveuteseach) or to
allocate them hintherself. As operatialization of unfair treatment, ,hfisdkgh" always
decided to allocate thtaskshim-/herself andubsequentlpssigned thévo fun tasks to
him-/herself ((Watch a short clip of ,The Officef and answer some fun quesfitunsf

and ,Check applicants€ faceboprofiles and make a hiring decisigrentertainingf)
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and thewo boring tasks to the participant (,Highlight offiaelated words in a
document, tedious but importantf and ,Check office supply list for typdse sure not
to miss onef).

Participants wer asked to indicate how much they are looking forward to do the
tasks that ,hfijsdkghf has picked for them (hat at all 7 =very much. Next, as
operationalization ofheir reaction to unfair treatmemarticipantsnvere asked if they
wanted to eitheret the computer determine randomly how to allocate the remaining four
tasks (again consisting of two fun and two boring tasks, taking about 5 minutes each) or
to allocate them themselvdgparticipants decided to let the computer determine
randomly, theywvould see that the computer gave one boring and one fun task to each of
them. If participants decided to allocate them themselves, they would drag and drop the
two fun taskg,Rate comics related to general office behavidunf and ,Rate comics
relatedto social dynamics in an officeentertainingf) and the two boring tasks (,Count
numbers of letters sent out last weeledious but importantf and ,Check copy room
supply list for typos, be sure not to miss onegito the name of the person to which
they wanted to allocate them.

Participants subsequently read that the tasks now have been allocated, and that
before both participants would start working on their assigned tasks, the two of them
could now simultaneously send one last message to each athearkcipants, the
following page where they would enter their message only appeared for three seconds
and then autadvanced, showing the error message ,Page error. Message could not be
sentf, followed by a waiting page that indicated that the partaestiv writing a

message to them. In tin® changeconditiorsit read ,got it, you think that wasnst very
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nice of me.. but sometimes i gotta be selfish.. i would do the same thing, againn
thechangeconditionsit read ,got it, that wasnet very necof me.. shouldn't have been so
selfish.. i would do it differently now if i coyfld

On the next page, before the tasks would start, participantsaglezeto answer
guestions about the interaction with ,hfijsdkghf using the same justiat=d
satisfation scale that has been used in the previous studies (12 item8l), followed
by the question ,Would you like to interact with ,hfijsdkghf again in the futfi(@?
not at all 7 =very much.

In addition participants answerdde same manipulation cheitkmsthat were
used in Study 3... = .76andwere asked to indicate an operended text fieldanything
they remembedabout their interaction partndrfjsdkghf. These comments were
codedas to whethetheyincludedinformaton about the partner€s soaategory

At the end of the interactive part of the experiment, participants indiagted
how they feelight now PANA time 2 ... = .82 They then worked on Task 1 and rated
comics on how funny they were, as well as @sk 2 where they checked a list for
typos. For the sake of time, Tasks 3 and 4 apparently could hmddied Next,
participantsmdicated once again how they f¢eANA time 3 ... = .86

Subsequentlyparticipantsvere asked to filbut somandividual difference
measuredn orderto assess students€ social identification with Princeton, fivensym
takenfrom an ingroup identification scaléeach et al., 2008nd adjustd to the
Princeton student contekt. = .82).g.,Being a Princeton undergraduate student is an
important part of how | see myse#s second individual difference measure,

participants€ selfonstrual was assessed using thétd® scale by Gollwitzeand
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Bicklein(2007) that consists of three subscalssbscalenterdependent/ context
dependencé... = .77)e.g.,In general, other peopless behavior influences my own
behavior subscalanterdependent/ relatedndss = .79)e.qg.,It is always very important
to me that the people who are close to me are feeling, @gnodsibscalandependence
(... =.76).g.,! like being unique and in many respects different from etler
addition, the same scales that were used in Stuabsessed participants€ level of victim
sensitivity(... = .91)sense of contrdl.. = .64)andpersonaheed for structuré... =.85)
See Appendix for a list of all items.

At the end, participants indicated their age, gender, poltigahtation and
etmic backgroundUsing the same continuous suspiciousness issmsStudy 3,
participantandicated how muckhey doubted that the other partner was real qramat
how much it affected their behavior. Participants were debriefed about the deception
aspets of the study and gave informed congbattheir data can be usedt the very
end, participants werasked iftheyhad heard about the true purpose from other
students, and if they knew fromhetr people that the partner wag real(yes no).
Results

Preliminary analyses In 25 of the 199 cases, the experimental manipula&tion
the transgressor€s soaategory(, townief or studentrould not be established, for
instance because participakhew the confederate they were paired with or bexaus
participants did not react to the confederate€s attempts to make smaltithtionally,
participantsvho did not follow the instructions when they were asked to assign tasks
(e.g, whodid not assign any tasks at all and only clickeextf or only asigned tasks

to themselves but not to the other person 9), participantsvho purposefully allocated

69



two boring tasks to themselvés= 7), and participants who indicated that they knew
from otherstudentghat the partner was not real£ 3) were excluded fronthe
analysesleaving a final sample & = 156 (Mage= 19.5 SDyge= 1.1, 92 [59%] female
participants equally distributed across conditions) wého 42 participants in each
experimental conditiorAll of the findings discussed beloremained significant if the
analyses were conducted with the complete dathisetl99).

There were several continuous items asking about participants€ level of
suspiciousness about the setup of the stadge of whicldiffered ketween
experimental contdons, andnone ofwhich correlated with the main dependent variable
justicerelated satisfactiqr.003 < rs < |.092|ps S .23. Participants who indicated they
weresuspiciaisthat the study was nonly about office tasks were equally distributed
across conditions 2B, N = 156) = 1.54p = .673, and this suspicion did not correlate
with the main dependent variabt¢]154) =-.077,p = .341. None of the participants
indicated to have heard about the true purpose from other people before. hastly, t
was as an opeanded comment field that wased to manually codee presence &t
participant€s suspiciousness about#anes®f the received messagesabout the
confederate status of the participant€s interaction partre8@). This lattemdicator of
suspiciousness was not equally distributed across the experimental condi{yms =t
156) = 8.48p = .037, reflectingthat 14 of the 30 suspicious participants were in the
outgroug no changecondition However,the presence of this kiraf suspiciousness did
not correlate with thenain dependent variablg;154) =-.045,p = .580.All of the
significant findings presented would remain significant if the analyses controlled for the

continuous suspiciousness measures. If the 30 suspicious participants were excluded, the
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pattern of results would not changénerefore, these suspicioparticipants remained in
the final dataset.

Each of thdive different confederate$aur female, one mal&ho either
pretended to be students,townies participating in the study fanoney performed in
20 to 42different experimental sessianEhe coffiederatesvere equally distributed
across experimental conditiong(12, N = 156) = 7.99 p = .786 Confederate identity
did not have any effect on the main dependent variable justigeed satisfactior(4,
151) = 0.95p = 436 Similarly, the confedrateés gendefcoded as female = 1, male =
0) had no effect on the dependent variablgb4) = .07, p = .742 and there were no
interaction effects of the participant€s gender and the actor€s gender on the dependent
variable,F(1, 19) = 0.37 p = .542 Therefore, all of the analyses collapsed across
confederate identityRarticipant gender also dibt correlate with the dependent
variable,r(152) =-.09,p = .265.

Manipulation checks.

Perceived change in the transgressdmwo-way ANOVA resultsconfirmed that
the experimental manipulation of transgressor charagesuccessfuk(1, 152 =
211.9, p<.001, %? = .58, showinghigher ratings in thehangeconditions forboth
theingroupandoutgroupconditions(ingroup. M = 5.01,SD= 1.09 outgroup M =
4.79 SD=0.99 than in theno changeconditions {ngroup M = 2.59 SD= 1.10;
outgroup M = 2.42,SD= 0.92).Thus, participants in thehangeconditions agreed
morethan participants in theo changeconditionsthat their task allocatiohas caused a
change in their partner€s attitude, that their partner regrets her/his allocation of tasks, and

that their partner would probably not act the same way again in the flhae.
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manipulation of the transgressor€s social categorization didfaect gdfemanipulation
checkon transgressor chand€(1, 152 = 1.42 p = .236, neitherdid the interaction of
socid categorization and presencealrsence of changg(1, 152 = 0., p = .887.
Perceived sociatategoryof the partner.Participants€ opeended responses
about what they rememlegtabout their interaction partner were coded fordhtgroup
conditions in regard twhetherparticipants mentioned that the other person was not a
student but someone who works in town, assgrthat the default situation students
encounter is one in which another participant is a student like them36wlythe 80
(45%) participants in theutgroupconditiors explicitly mentioned this detail about their
interaction partneiCompared to theagroup condition, this rate isatisfactorysince
only 15 of the 7620%) participants in thengroup conditions explicitlymentionedhat
their interaction partner was a fellow studewtjch is in line withthe assumption about
a fellow participaris stdentstatusby default However 55% who fail tamention
spontaneouslthat their interaction partner is townief are a too substantial amount of
participantgo exclude from the final dataséh order to keep statistical power for the
planned analysethe perceived categorization of the partner mentioned in the open
ended responses was therefore netlus exclude any participantseverthelessif
subjects who failed to mention that their partner was not a student were exctuded
the outgroup contlons, the patterns of resuligould be strongessee results section on

justicerelated satisfaction for details
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Effects of transgressor change on general affect, justicelated satisfaction,
and willingness to interact again

Generalaffect. PANA scores were measured three times in Study 4, allofeing
the assessment tdmporal dynamics) general affectA significant main effect within
subjects indicated that participants were generally less satisfied at time 2 when they had
just finished thenteractive part with their ostensible partifer= 4.65,SD= 1.04)
compared to the very beginning of the experiment at tinh £ $.36,SD= 0.93, and
that participants were then again more satisfied at the end of the experiment, at time 3
(M =4.99,9D = 1.09) PANAF(2, 304) = 40.44p < .001, $? = .210 Therewereno
significant interaction effestof the repeated PANA measures with the experimental
conditions, .148 ps«< .546. Similarly, therewasno main effect of the experimental
conditions orthe general level of positive or negative affect; change versus no change
F(1,152) = 2.26p = .134 ingroup versus outgrougp(1, 152) = 0.00p = .975;
interaction ternt(1,152) = 0.10p = .751.

Justicerelated satisfactionlf the effect found in previastudies has social
origins, a change in the transgressor€s attitude should mattefomateansgressowho
belongs tahe participantésgroup tharfor atransgressowhois part ofthe
participant€sutgroup Although tweway ANOVA results revealed a significant main
effect for change manipulatioR(1, 152) = 5.33p = .022, ?>= .034, they did neither
reveal a main effect for ingroup/ outgroup manipulatki, 152) = 0.31p = .576, nor
a significant interetion effect,F(1, 152) = 0.49p = .485, possibly caused by a lack of
statistical power. Nevertheless, direct contrast analyses revealed that the pattern of

results wasn support othe hypothesis. Brticipants in thengroup conditions were
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significanty more satisfied when the transgressor showed a change in attitadhe ¢
M = 4.76,SD= 0.7]) than when the transgressor showed no change in attriade (
changeM = 4.4, SD= 0.67), t(74) = 2.8, p = .026,d = 0.52. As predicted,he
difference betweethe change and no change feedbacks fooulgroupconditions on
the other handyas smaller and not significafghange M = 4.63,SD= 0.87 no
changeM =4.41,SD=0.72),t(78) = 108, p = .284 d = 0.24. If one only lookedat the
participantan theoutgroupconditionswho spontaneously mentioned in their open
ended comments thdteir fellow interaction partnewvassomeonainaffiliated with the
University, thedifference between thehange(n = 18)andno changecondition(n = 18)
would becomesven smallechange M = 4.67,SD= 0.97;no changeM = 4.74,SD=
0.59, Welch€4(27.9)< 1, p= .796,d = 0.09.

Willingness to interact againReplicating previous studies, participants in the
changeconditions M = 4.37, SD= 1.34) agreed more strongly that they would like to
interact with their ostensible interaction parsegain in the futuréhan participants in
theno changeconditiors (M = 3.63,SD= 1.22), F(1,1%2) = 10.®, p = .00L, }? = .06.
Whether the transgressoelonged to the participaisigroup or outgroup did neither
have a maireffect,F(1,1%) = 0.15, p = .697, nor an interaction effect with the presence
or absence of transgressor change on the participants€ willingness to interact with their
partnes agan in the futurefF(1,1%2) = 0.41 p=.523

Intercorrelations of the dependent variableGeneral affect at time 2 and
justicerelated satisfaction were strongly correlatédb4) = 515 p < .001.

Participants€ willingness to interact with their pargain correlated moderately with
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general affect at time 2(154) = 341, p < .001,as well asnoderately with participants€
justicerelated satisfactiom(154) = .354p < .001.

Effects oftask allocation. As describedabove, participants could either decide
to let the computer determine randomly whaould work on which tasksn(= 37), or
could decide to allocate two fun tasks to themselves and two boring tasks to their
partner, respectivelyn(= 65), or they could purpsefully assign one bimg and one fun
task toeach their partner and themselvés= 54). Task allocation was distributed
equally across all of the conditions, T%66,156) = 4.55p = .603,includingacross the
manipulation of social categorizatiort(Z, N = 156) = 0.98p = .614,reflectingthat
participants decided equally often to punish ingroup and outgroup transgressors.

In regards to justiceelated satisfaction, if type of allocation is added as an
additional factor to the ANOVA, it does not significantly predict justieated
satisfactionF(1,144) = 0.58p = .559. Nevertheless, the descriptive pattern of results
reveals somémportantobservationgsample size in each cel 15) It seems that the
difference between ingroup and outgroup transgressoisd for the different types of
task allocators. If participants decided to punish their partner by allocatingptivg
tasks, change in an outgroup transgressor led to the same increase Higlegece
satisfaction as change in an ingroup transgressor. Interestingly, the difference between
ingroup and outgroup transgressors was palyicularly distinctive if grticipants
decided to be fair in particular way: not by letting the computer assign randomly but by

purposefully allocating fairly, that is one boring and one fun task to eackigee 5
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Figure 5. The effect otransgressochange on justiceelated satisfactiom Study 4
seems to vary fadifferenttypes of task allocatof@unishers and different
kinds of nompunishers)

Effects of individual difference measuresVictim sensitivity was the only
measure that significantly varied between different types of task allocators,8aF([2h
81.4) =5.25p = .007, $? = 070 indicating that participants who decided to
purposefully allocate two boring tastastheir partner scored higher on victim sensitivity
(M =4.95,SD= 1.00) than participants who purposefully allocated the tasks fMrly (
4.51,SD=1.15) and participants who let the computer assign randdidy4.13,SD=
1.53).

Only victim sensitivty, r(154) =-.171,p = .033, and the selfonstrual subscale
interdependence/ relatedness correlated significantly with justiaeed satisfaction,
r(154) = .208p = .009 indicating that people who score low on victim sensitivity and
people who scorkigh on interdependenceflatedness are generally more satisfied.
Justicerelated satisfaction did not correlate with any of the other measures assessed,
.343 <ps < .805.
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Interaction analysessing multiple regressiorevealed no significant differentia
effects for any of theenteredndividual difference measures in combination wibthe
or both of)thedummy-codedexperimental manipulatioren the main outcomg except
for the variable social identification with Princeton whetlowed a significantiree
way interaction with the two experimental manipulations, 827 p = .040. (Main
effects for social identificatior®&= .162,p = .33 transgressor chang@&= 231, p=
.044; rangressor€s social catego@ .020,p = .861 Interaction terms for social
identification*transgressor€s social categ@Ey:-.264, p = .136; social
identification*transgressor changé&s= -.192, p = .268; transgressor€s social
category*transgressor changks -.100, p = .468. ModelF(7, 148) = 158,p = .145,R?
=.070.)

This interaction describes the surprising finding that participantslevtisocial
identification with Princeton show the predicted effect of transgressor change on justice
related satisfaction only for ingroup transgressorsbtifor outgroup transgressors,
whereas participants witlgh social identification with Princeton show the predicted
effect for both ingroup and outgroup transgressorsFggee 6Gillustrating the meaning

of the interaction term using mediaplits.
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Figure 6. The effects of the transgressor€s social categorization and transgressor
change on justiceelated satisfactiom Study 4depictedseparately for
participants with social identificatioscores below and above the median

Discussion

Results from Study 4 suggest that transformative justice mdtaags social
origins.Replicating effect$ound inpreviousstudies, participants weraore satisfied
after transgressor change than after no changeever, thigdifferencewasonly
significantfor ingroy transgressor@ndnot for ougroup traisgressors.

There are two important aspects about this finding. Firdemonstratethat
transformative justice motiveseparticularly strong in ingroup contexts. Although the
ANOVA interaction term did not reach significanpeesumably due to statistical power
issuesgcontrastgestingthe predictionsdirectly were significant. Moreeer, if only those
participantgemained in the analyses who correctly mentioned in their comments that
their interaction partner was not affiliated with the Univerghg, patterrof differential
resultswas even strongesupporting the interpretatiohdt transformative justice

motives predominantly arise in ingroup settings.
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Second, thesdifferentialfindings highlight thata change in the transgressor
does notillwayslead to higher justiceelated satisfactiarBy demonstrating that justice
relatedsatisfaction is sensitive to the transgressor€s social categsuitsfrom Study 4
suggest that such satisfaction can be interpreted as indicator for the fulfillment of certain
transfamativegoals(see Discussion Study.3)

One important limitation ofhese differential findings for ingroup and outgroup
transgressors refers tioe extent to which the decision to punish or not gagticipants€
task allocatior) presumabhaffeciedpeople€s justiceelated satisfaction after the
presence or absencetodnsgressor chang@lthough not significant, there were
different patterns of results for different types of task allocaRarticipants who
purposefully allocated the tasks fairly (i.e. participants who did not punish) seemed to
have acted on transfoiative justice motives toward ingroup transgressors, but not
toward outgroup transgressolRarticipants who purposefully assigned two boring tasks
to their partner (i.e. participants who expressed their transformative justice motives by
punishing) however did not seem to differentiate between ingroup and outgroup
membersthese punishers were more satisfied after transgressor change than after no
change regardless of the social category of the transgrébsse findingsuggesthat
in ingroup catextstransformative justice motives are not exclusive to punishment
behavior;reacting to a transgression wihrposefully fair behavior caaso serve
transformative functions and cae used to seha message to the transgressor
demonstratéow right behavior looksThus,transformative motiveseem tdave social
originsas hypothesizedhey generally arise after ingroup transgressions and can be

expressed by punishment or othezans However, these findings also suggest that
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transformative motigs are not completely ,switched offigr outgroup transgressorss
originally hypothesized.

There are several open questions that remain to be investigated: Why did
transformative justice motives spdler to the outgroup for some participants, and why
are transformative justice motives expressed sometimes punitively and sometimes
constructively toward ingroup transgressoss@dy 4 ontinued to explore the role of
personality measures this context and how they affga¢ople€gusticerelated
satisfation. Unlike in Study 2there werdwo measurethat correlated with justiee
relatedsatisfaction, one of which was victim sensitivity that was also related to
participants€ task allocations, like in Study/Rtim sensitive individuals wermore
likely to punish transgressors yet showed lower ratings on justigeed satisfaction.
Thus, victim sensitivity seems to be an important individual difference measure that
should be explored further in future studies.

There was only one significant interactifmund in Study 4 (the effect of
personal need for structure found in Study 2 could not be replicated),catd m
surprisingly,this threeway interaction of social identification with Princetarith the
two experimental manipulaticshoweda somewhat suriging effect: participants who
identifiedlesswith Princeton showed thexpectedngroup/outgroup difference but
participants who identifiechorewith Princeton did notAt first sight, this effect looks
similar to the difference between participants whioposefully allocated the tasks fairly
and people who purposefully allocated two boring tasks to their partner. Howevial,
identificationwith Princetondid not significantly vary between tlbfferenttypes of

task allocatorsi=(2, 153) = 1.52p = .222, andlow and highidentifiers (mediarsplit)
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wereequally distributed across the three types of task allocatorsNf%d(26) = 1.38p
= .501.Similarly, low and high identifiers didot differ in anyof the suspiciousness
measure.

All'in all, the interactiorfindings is counterintuitive at first sight, and admittedly,
it is a small effect in terms of effect siZ& (= .07, andhe full model is not even
significant seeResults sectionAlthough it @uld just beafalse positivdinding and
needs to be replicated in future studidgss findingmight pointtowardan interesting
hypothesis that remains to be testiéds possible thathe social origin of transformative
justice motives is not so much due to identification with one€s ingroupdretydue to
the increased likelihood of future interactions. If people know that they have to get along
well, theymight think tobetter act prosocially toward each other and try to reintegrate
transgressors to restore their togetherness. Thus, eediéebetween the treatment of
ingroup and outgroup transgressors wauttnatelybe caused by different perception
of thelikelihood of future interactionand not by the desire to see the ingroup in a
positive light(Hogg & Abrams, 1988Tajfel & Turner, 2001 In the special case of
Study 4 outgroup members who come to campaosld beperceived in more or less
elaborate waydepending on the participant€s social identification with Princ&mn
participants who value the distinctiontiyeen ingroup and outgroup by identifying
stronglywith Princeton,towniesf on campugaise the perceivedkklihood of future
interactionswith the outgrou@nd might increase participants€ transformative justice
motivestoward outgroup individual$Strangly-identifying Princeton studentsight
want toeducatestudents andon-studentsalike abouthow one is supposed telhaveon

campus.
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On the other hand, students who do not really identify that much with Princeton
do not pay as much attention to the presence of outgroup membmEsposandjust
think that future interactions with outgroup membersl@sslikely, leading to the
prediceddifference between ingroup and outgroup transgressaifference that
might then not be caused by the transgressor€s social categorization but by the perceived
likelihood of future interactionsSincethe direction of thénteractioneffectwas not
predicted, mre studies are needed thaty the environment in which the transgression
occursin order todisentangle the effect of social category #ralperceivedikelihood
to interact againFuture studies need to examine if the difference betweseaftacts for
ingroup and outgroup transgressors is mostly caused by social categorization or by the
likelihood of future interactiongt is possible that the dynamics found in this study
differ for contexts where the environment is neutral and the aytgrember is not
coming to the ingroupg€s territory and therdbgs noincrease the perceived likelihood
of future interactions for some participants.

In Study 4, general affect did not show the salifferential pattern as justice
related satisfactionuggestingonce agairthat the fulfillment of transformative justice
motives is not necessarily reflected in general mood. It was the first time in Study 4 that
general affect was measured at three time points, compared to two time points in
previous studie. Adding another time point revealed that general affect first decreased
but thenseemed to recover at time 3, at the end of the experiment. It would be
interesting for future studies to also assess juséltaed satisfaction at more than one
time pointin order to explore its change or stability over time. To get a better

understanding of the temporal dynamics of justelated satisfaction, it would be
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particularly interesting to study if justigelated satisfaction still differs between
experimentatonditions at the very end of the study. If transformative justice motives
are strong, one would expect that the differences betweahdmgeandno change
conditions persist.

Participants€ willingness to interact with their partner again in the futase
affected by the presence versus absence of transgressor,dleptigating the pattern of
results of Study 3Unlike justicerelated satisfaction, &transgressor€s social
categorizatiordid not affect participants€ willingness for future interactibii® in
Study 3, this finding suggests that pegpdeentiallydifferentiate betweehow they feel
about a transgression and how they feel about behaving toward the transgnessar
people might not really have closed the chapter iy willingness to interact with the
transgressor again reflegstential forreconciliation. Future research could try to
unfold the temporal dynamics of how people€s willingness to interact withiayse
transgressor might affect their justicgdated satisfaction. It is possible that such an early
willingness to interact again might actually help people to reach their fullest potential of
reconciliation and ultimately increase justiegated satisfction over time.

One limitation of Study 4 was that the intended manipulation check for the
manipulation othe transgressorgscial category did natecessarilydentify all of
participants who remembered whether their interaction partner was affiwatethe
University or not. The results strongly suggest that the manipulation was successful, as
do the findings for those participants who correctly indicated in their comments that
their interaction partner was not a student. Nevertheless, futuressituld include

items that better verify if the manipulation of social category was succeBséde
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studies should also aim for a paradigm that replicates the effect on-jedéite
satisfaction with a bigger sample so that ANOVA interaction temnsbecome
significant.

In Study 4, the frequency of punishment did not differ between ingroup
transgressors and outgroup transgressdasy participants decided to refrain from
punitive responses towards ingroup transgressorsoarse more constructivaeans in
order to reinforce the violated group nor(@kimoto & Wenzel, 200p Other studies
have found that ingroup transgressors are more likely to be punished than outgroup
transgressor@Marques et al., 20Q0Marques et al., 198%hinada et al., 2004
Neverthelesshie current findings are not necessarily in oppasito findings on the
, black sheep effeftin order for increased ingroup harshness to occur, guilt needs to be
certain(van Prooijen, 2006or needgo be inferabldrom repeatransgressions
(Gollwitzer & Keller, 2010, otherwise ingroup transgressors receive the benefit of the
doubt. It is possible that the paradigm used in Study 4 wasurtet to detect increased
harshness against ingroup transgressgorsnstancebecause the transgression was not
severe and did not seriously enough question ingroup romtise ,black sheep effectf
to emerge

Future studies should try to differengdtetweertransformative justice motives
(i.e. desire for transgressor changajisensitivity toward cues of change (i.e. the
detection of changen ingroupversusoutgroup transgressolthough participants in
Study 4 were equally capable of detectofiginge in ingroup and outgroup transgressors
as indicated by the manipulation cheokher esearch findingsuggest thatgople are

more likely to attribute complex emotions such as remorse to ingroup members than to
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outgroup member@Vohl, Hornsey, & Bennett, 20)2a phenomenon that has been
linked to the infrahumanization of outgroup membédtseyens et al., 20Q0Xand that
makes intergroup reconciliation challengihgthe context of punishment severity,
Lieberman and Linké2007) found that outgroup offendersceivelower remase
ratings andarepunished more harshly than ingroup offenders for the same offense (yet
for both groups the offenses received the same ratings on moral wrongtibssigh
thesefindings support a notion of transformative justice motives and theialenese in
ingroup contextsit remaingo be examined under what circumstanoespleactually
aimlessata change in outgroup transgressggssuswhen peopl@o not detect a
changdn outgroup transgressors eviéit occurs.Studies that manipulate the
transgressor€s social categang display of remorsemainan interesting avenue for
future research.
General Discussion

Usingdifferent experimental stimuli and procedyrége preserget of studies
provides empirical evidence fpeople€sransforméve justice motivegiming at
genuine change in a transgressor€s attitude and belrawshers and nepunishers
were more satisfied if transgressors changed their attitudes and understood that what
they did was wrongrhis effect was enhanced the marghenticatransgressor€s
change appeared to be, indicated by the presence of reiMorsever, he increase in
justicerelated satisfaction after transgressor change could not be explained by inferred
suffering.

All'in all, the present set of studigsggest that retributive punishment theories

have a much more limited applicability than previous research has suggested.
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Retribution still has a rolm punishmentbut not the major on®eople do not only
seem to give transgressoghat they desenfe They hope to transform transgressors
and make them understand that what they did was wrong. As social beings, people seem
to strive for reconciliation and hope to achieve a change in attitude in those who have
treated them unfairlyn other words, pnishnent can only make people change their
way, if punishment is inflicted othe people who deserve(ite. if punishment is
retributive, see Moberly, 1968Theunderlying motiveand ultimategoalfor such
punishment, howevedoes not seem to lvetributive buttransformative

Transformative justice motivesnexplain why peopl@refer topunish
proportionally Psychologically, eening out the scales of injustidees not refer to
simply ,paying backf and giving transgressors ,what they deservegpéars to
follow a hydraulicprinciplethat carefully calibrates blame and g(Ntalle, Monroe, &
Guglielmo, 2014. If a person commits a transgression and creates an imbalance of
justice, the imbalance gdisst addressed by blame that relates to the degree of guilt a
transgressor experiencd$ie less guiltransgressors experience the more people blame
them and he more transgressors experience guilt the less people blamgihtsubo
& Watanabe, 200%cher & Darley, 1991 For the transgressohd experience of gjti
is a first step to accepesponsibilityand to make amends to the victjifisher & Exline,
2006 Hosser, Windzio, & Greve, 20&nd therebylears the way for reconciliation.
The experience of guilt signals that the transgressor cares and will behave differently in
the future(Baumeister et al., 1994People are very goaat coding if theexpression of
guilt (i.e. remorse) is real or fakgen Brinke, MacDonald, Porter, & O'Connor, 2012

Importantly, f peoplesee that transgressdieelgenuinelybad abat whattheydid (i.e.
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feel guilty or remorseful)and consequentlyglame them lesgheyalsoshow lesof a
demand for harsh punishmdrgcause the imbalance of justice has been partly addressed
(Bornsten, Rung, & Miller, 2002 Darby & Schlenker, 198%ipes & Alessi, 1999
Robinson et al., 199Rumsey, 197§ If transgressors doah feel bad about what they
did, howeverand the scales of injustice are not evened oupygishment can be used
asa,guilt -inducing strategyfPetersen, Sell, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2010, p. 101, also see
communicative theories on punishment

The present dissertation suggests thatfoundation fothis hydraulic
restoration of justicéhroughthe expression of blanedpunishmenbn the one side
andthe acceptance guilt and remorse on the other liespeople€s transformative
justice motves These transformative justiceotivesdo not only refer to punishment
behavior buultimatelyalsoallow for reconciliation:Only if transgressors acknowledge
that what they did was wrong and change their attifuaied ultimatelytheir behavior,
cantheybe reintegrated into a community or soci@azemore, 1998 enabling
intragroup reconciliation and relationship reg&@kimoto & Wenzel, 2014

At the same time, transformative justice motives canaplhy punishment is
sometimes not considered to be necessaryhégpresent dissertation suggestsorder
to maketransgressorexperience guilt and remorse and to make them acknowledge that
the transgression was unjust, some people decide to exeshpent, but others do not.
Non-punishers who purposefully demonstrate fair behavior as a reaction to unfair
treatment use a smart way to effect transformation in a transgrass@ansgressors
who feelpunished andstracizedfor instanceactuallyhave lessof a desie to reconcile

with the victim to begin witlfWoodyatt & Wenzel, 2013 Transgressorsometimes can
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be more likely to change if victims signal potential fargivenesgWallace, Exline, &
Baumeister, 2008Ironically, understanding peopleg@isnishmentnotivationsas
transformativemight help to refrain from punishment in the first place and to find other,
more effective ways to achieve people€s underlying goals.

The present findingsuggest an approach tarpshment thiafocuses on persen
centered cueandon informationaboutmoral characteinstead of orfeaturegelated to
an action(see Goodwin, Piaa, & Rozin, 2014, demonstrating that information on
moral character predominate in person perception and evaluatidtuhlmann, Pizarro,
& Diermeier, 2015, for a review on a persoentered approadb moral judgmenis
People€s justiemelated satisfaction seems to be linked to how they evaluate the
transgressor@&haracter:fltransgressors indicate througémorse and change in
attitude that ,deep downf they are good peoplewarerstand what is right and what is
wrong, people mighgither infer that thé&ransgressiomwas just a short episode, an
atypical event for a person with otherwise decent charamtermilarly they might infer
that the person has now truly mended thays and will not return to their past
lifestyle. Thus, people seem to be virtue ethscvighofocusnotonly on the badness of
actionsor the prevention obadactions, butlsoon the goodness of charactarsl how
goodcharactetraits can beelicitedin others

There are several limitatioms these findings and aspects of transformative
justice motiveghat future studies need aoldressDue to feasibility, in all of the
presentedgtudiestransgressio seriousness was quite low: unfairness was
operatonalized by small sums of money or borjsgort taskslt is possible that

transformative justice motives are affected by the seriousness of a transgression and that
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more serious, realorld transgressions thpotentially also haveffensive, humiliatig,
or violent components evoke transformative justiceives to a different degree.

The present set of studies only examined intentibaahs whichare known to
elicit more blame thaanintentional harmge.g.,Ames & Fiske, 201320195. Future
studies will showf transformative justice motives also play a roledaintentional
harms.Transformative justice mates aregpresumablyess likely to occur after
completely unintentional and unforeab&harns. If an unintentional harm would have
been controllable by the transgressmwever |t is possible thatgople hope teffect a
change irthetransgressor@&arlessnesg&@nd to make the transgressor ,exercise greater
caref, see for instance Martin & Cushman, in prasdthus also have transformative
justice motives.

Moreover in order to study the importance of genuine change versus mere
behavior changehe presntset of studies relied on feedback about intended behavior
change that was either paired with a change in attdtudet anddid not manipulate
actual behavior changEuture studies on transformative justice motives should ideally
include real behavior @mge and not just feedback about intended behavior change.
Although behavioral studies have not directly addressed the question yet, there are some
promising results coming from economic games researcipttbentiallysupport the
notion of transformative justice motivedRecent esult from tweround trust games
revealed that participants who had punish@dexiously uncooperativigartnerin the
first roundweremore likely to cooperate wittheir partner in the secomdund than
participants who had decided not to punish thacooperativgartner suggesting that

punishers expeetia transgressor to learn from punishment. Punishers were even as
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likely to cooperatavith a previously uncooperatiy@rtner ason-punishes who had
interacted with a cooperative partner bef@¢easnow, Cosmids, Pedersen, & Tooby,
2012. From a transformative justice perspective, it is reasonable for punishers to
cooperate with transgressors again after punishment bguaniséers in these
situationsgpresumably infethat their partnerBavetruly changedheir attituds as a
consequence of punishmemtdunderstandhat their uncooperative behavior was
wrong, and because punishers do not simply thimkt uncooperative partreemerely
showachange in behavido avoid punishment.

It remains to be testafithe different findingsin Studies 4or ingroup and
outgrouptransgressorgere caused bgocial categoryr different perceivedikelihoods
of future interactionsthus if transformative justice motives generally transcend group
categories once peophlant to punish or noit this point, the present findings suggest
that transformative justice motives are particularly strong in ingroup context, as they are
expressed through punishment and other means, but that thaplaablyalso
important forpeople who decide to punish outgroup transgressors.

If transformative justice motives have social origins in that they are linkbeé to
perceived likelihood ofutureinteractiors but not so much to the social category of a
transgressor, these findingsveamportant implications for the legal systeisthough,
in realworld cases, victims and transgressors do not necessarily share the same social
category, future interactions between the victim and the transgressor are possible

nonetheless.
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I mplications for the legal system

Transformative justice motives are theoretically better suited than retributive
motives to explain the acceptance of current legal practices. First, they can help to
explain the intuitive appeal of parglevhich is the provisional tease ofrisones
before they have completed their senteiitas when offenders have demonstrated that
they have changedtiat theycan hope for a premature release from pritfigeeople
were retributivistshey should be against such practices. Seatrdnsformative
approach to punishment is also better suited to explain why the presence of iemorse
acceptedcsamitigating circumstance at coygee Proeve &udor, 2010, Appendix
Chapter 6, for an overview on how state and federal laws in the U.S. deal with remorse,
as well as how remorse is dealt with in other countries' legal systeuth remorse
neithermakes the past transgression less severereduces the deservingness of
punishment from a retributive perspective. Instead, such remorse indicates that a change
has already partly occurred or is likely to occur in the near fuAg@ consequenci,
line with transformative justice motiveesspunishment is needed to evoke such a
change.

Neverthelesgransformative justice motives also seem to have problematic
aspects andiould pose challenges to the concrete setting of sentences. If transgressors
did not change, participants in theesent seof studies did not agree that everybody got
what they desenek One implication of this finding is that if people do not have a sense
that justice is restored in the absence of transgressor change, they might demand more or
harsher punishment althouglettransgressor has already been punished. Thus, if used

as a justification for punishmenglying on transformative motives when setting a
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concrete punishment (i.e. punishimgtil a transgressor changes) colddd to a
ratchetingup effect of punishmerseverity(McGeer, 201Bthat lets a penalty get out of
proportionand ultimatelyiolates people€s intuition that punishment should /fit the
crimef.Moreover, it would take awayne transgressor€s free will of choosing for-him
or herself how to react to punishment. The ideal punishment, although transformative in
its scopethereforeneeds to have an upper limit of punishment severity, for instance by
relying on punishment thas proportional to a transgression€s seriousness, like
retributive or communicative punishment theories would sudgest e.g., Duff, 2001

The present findings further suggest tmadider to reach psychological closure,
victims should get to know if a transgressor has changed, ideally not just in restorat
justice settings. Actual crime victims are not satisfied after the mere imposition of
punishment on a transgresg@rth, 2004. Transformative justice motives suggest that
victims need a specific reaction from the transgressor after punishment to experience
satisfaction. Yet in contemporary justice settings, the opportunity for such
communicative exchanges between offenders anoaads extremely limited. The
current results suggest that, supposing punishment has effected a change in the
transgressor€s attitude, it might be psychologically beneficial for victims to hear this. At
the very least, victimer their familiesshould note led to believe that their feeling of
injustice can be attenuated by punishment alone.

More research is needed to test which stages of changetargiallymore
important forpunishers owvictimsto perceive than others. Change in the-readld does

not only constitute a distinct event of transgressor feedback like in a psychological
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experiment buis a process that consists of several stages from an initial intention to
change to the repeated demonstration of different behavior.

Lastly, psychologistshould investigate how to best help victims to achieve
closure after the experience of injustice if transgressors do not change as a consequence
of punishment. These findings could alsused tassist victims who decided to
refrain from punishing the rmengdoetrto reclaim control over their live@.g, rape
victims who want to see the offender admitting the wrong but who do not want to take
the rapist to couyt
Next steps for psychological research on transformative justice motives

To better understahthe generalizability of transformative justice motivesife
studies should continue to explore people€s transformative justice motives after
transgressions by using different experimental paradigms that include different kinds of
transgressionthat \vary in seriousnesslifferent kinds of punishment, aticht use
different dependent variables. Only Study 2 used a paradigm where the transgressor€s
unfair behavior could not be evened out. Future studies should continue to use
operationalizations that aesleastrelated to compensation or a restoration of equity as
possible, so that the operationalization of punishment is close to a pure punitive reaction.
Possible sanctioning reactions to unfair treatment could include avoidance or exclusion
behavior tdbroaden the range of possible punitive means for transformation. Non
punitive, constructive means for transformation could be operationaizag¢asured in
theformsof compensation, direct interaction, or joint activitiesorder to get a sense
of howmany participants actually ,punishf (i.e. treat their interaction partner in a bad

way as a response to what they did), it would also be interesting to assess a base rate of
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the behavior that is interpreted as punitive reactioibtudies 3 and,4or instanceijt
would have been interesting to know how many people would have assigned two boring
tasks if theywould have been first to assign tadkloreover, he transgressions used in
future studieslo not needbe based on deception but cotriglto makeuseof realworld
interactions, for instanday usingecological momentary assessmg@ee, e.g.,
Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt, & Skitka, 2018hiffman, Stone, & Hufford, 2008

In addition,future studies should try to identify the factors that determine
whetherpeople punish or not, examine the role of spontaneous change, as well as study
potential mediatis for the effect of transgressor chawggusticerelated satisfaction.

What are the factors that determine if transformative motives are expressed
through punitive means or constructive means®any subjects in the present set of
studies decided not taupish the transgressor. None of the assessed individual
difference measuresas able taeally explain the distinctiobetweerpunishersand
non-punishers. Future research is neeadentify the factors that make people pursue
or refrain from punishmenthese studies should not only focus on the role of
personalitytraitsbut also orpeople€s appraisal of the situataawell as theiemotional
states, such gsople€s empathy with the parsvho treated them unfairliEmpathy
with the transgressor makes people more likely to forgive after an apology
(McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1987and perspectivakingcan be linkedo
lower rates of punishment in eaamic gamegWill, Crone, & GeroZlu, 2015 Maybe
these factors also affect thegreeof people€s transformative justice motieeshe way

people expresthem
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Similarly, there aret least two different wayia which people€s implicit
theories on moral charact@vhether it is malleable or not, see Schumann & Dweck,
2014 could affecttransformativgustice dynamicsOne the one hand, entitlyeorists
(i.e. individuals who consider moral character to be stable and faxetincremental
theoristg(i.e. individuals who consider moral character to be malleabight be
equally motivated to effect a ahgein the transgressdiut expresshis motivationin
different waysit is possible that entity theorists are more likblgn incremental
theoriststo usepunisimentas a tooto effect a change in the transgresdmecausentity
theoristsare more kely to attribute transgressiotsinternal, stable character traits that
increase the likelihood of future transgressifram, Shu, Ng, & Tong, 20)3whereas
incremental theorists attribute transgressioness stable character traits thaght
easilybechanged by using negpunitive meansOne the other hanéntity and
incremental theosts mightdiffer in their degree of &ainsformative justice motives.
Entity theorists readb transgressiongith more negative affect than incremental
theoristgMiller, Burgoon, & Hall, 2007 and might care less about change in
transgressors thancremental theoristwho belief that change possible.

Interestingly,even tharansgressoresmplicit theory on moral charactenight
matter asempirical findings suggest thaansgressors who see their own moral
character as malleable (i.e. incremental theorists) are more likely to ac@eptsibsgity
for what they didSchumann & Dweck, 20)4ndarepresumably more likely to
changeThus,there could b&venmore potential for reconciliation if punishers made

transgressors believe that their moral character is malleable
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Transformation as redemption? The role of spontaneous changEuture
studies could also focus on the role of transgressor change and its effects on people€s
justicerelated satisfaction prior to thpositionof punishment to study when exactly
punishment is needed for change to be satisfying. Findings from S8udiek4 suggest
that satisfaction does not differ substantially between people who degiganish and
people whaurposefullydecidedo refrain frompunishmentPunitive andmerciful
participantan these studiewere equally satisfied after transgm@sshangeFindings
from Study 1a, however, suggest that people who did not haehdneeto punish
were less satisfied than punishers who received feedback about dhasgeains to be
examined if transformate motives can be addresseddppntaneous yet genuing
changan the transgressar only bychangehat results from thdeliberatamposition
of punishmentor the deliberate refraining from punishment) that has evoked a sense of
guilt in the transgressodnderstanding when punishment oe hossibility thereof is
necessary to make change satisfyinlly clarify the link between transformative justice
motives and notions of redempti¢@arvey, 1999

What are the factors that mediate theeffects oftransgressor changeon
justice-related satisfaction?In order to better understand people€s transformative
justice motives, it would be interesting to examine when participants€ jreiated
satisfaction after transgressor change is affected by the visibility of punishment and
when not.The NeedsBased Malel of Reconciliation suggests that victims aim for a
restored feeling of empowermgi@hnabel & Nadler, 2008Similarly, Justice
Restoration Theory highlights the roleadfegained sense of status/power and

restoration of valueOkimoto & Wenzel, 2008Wenzel et al., 2008If regaining
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empowerment or restoring values are the reasons why transfornmatten
transgressor€s attitugesatisfying for punishers, one would expect to find the effect of
transgressor change on justigdated satisfaction only if punishment is visibdethe
transgressoiike in the present studiesr to third partieslf transformative motives are
not related to these concerns, however, visibility should not mRieent research
findings suggest that people punish even if they know that the transgressor is unaware of
the punishmenfCrockett et al., 201Nadelhoffer, Heshmati, Kaplan, & Nichols,
2013. Thus, it might beltat by punishing offenders in a ,hiddenf way, punishers
noretheles$iope to influence the offender€s behavior or attitude indirectly, even without
the transgressor€s awareness of these intentions.
Conclusion

Findings from the present dissertation demonstrate that people have
transformativgusticemotives after bieg treated unfairly that aim at a genuine change
in the transgressor€s attitude. Both punishers anghmaishers hoped for a change in
the transgressor, especially if they shared a social identity with the transgressor.

Current attempts that try to chaterize taxonomies of punishment motives as
focusing either on punitive or constructive means and as aiming at either
consequentialist or deontological goate not able to integrate the findings of the
present set of studiésee, e.g., Wenzel & Okimoto, in press, Table 1, for an ovejview
Punitive means are usually linked to consequentialist goals like deterrence and
incapacitatio and deontological goals like retribution, whereas constructive means are
usually liked to the consequentialist goal of rehabilitation or the deontologicalfgoal o

restoration. The present findings suggest that people€s behavior is not in line with such a
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taxonomy of punishment philosophiéisdeed nonpunishers seem to aim at
constructive rehabilitation. But sometimes people use punitive means to achieve
construtive goals. They punish in order to effect a change in the transgressor. If such a
change does not occur, people do not have a sense of restored justice.

Moreover, the present studies suggest that people often do not react with
destructive, punitive means achieve justicé?sychological theories on punishment
need to be rooted within a broader framework of justice restoration and should not only
look at either consequential or retributive punishment motiMes.transformative
justice framework provideth this dissertation would be a good place to start.

Taken together, retributive justice does not seem to be that retribftevell It
has transformative components that aim at reconciliation. These findings have
implications for philosophical and pdyological justice theories, as well as for legal
policies. And lastly, they lead to many new interesting research questions that will

hopefully inspire innovative research programs in the future.
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Appendix
Feedback conditions Study 2

No changé no suffering

No change/ suffering
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Mere behavior change

Change/ no suffering
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Change/ suffering

All pictures were generated online using Cambridge English Online€s cartoon

maker:http://cambridgeenglishonline.com/Cartoon_Maker/
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Individual difference measures used in Studies 2 and 4
Victim sensitivity (Schmitt et al., 2009

It bothers me when others receive something that ought to be mine; It makes me
angry when others receive an award which | have earned; | canet easily bear it when
others proit unilaterally from me; | canet forget for a long time when | have to fix
otherse carelessness; It gets me down when | get fewer opportunities than others to
develop my skills; It makes me angry when others are undeservingly better off than me;
It worriesme when | have to work hard for things that come easily to others; | ruminate
for a long time when other people are being treated better than me; It burdens me to be
criticized for things that are being overlooked with others; It makes me angry when | am
treated worse than othefd =do not agree at all7 =completely agree
Sense of control(taken from Lachman & Weaver, 199§

Whether or not | am able to get what | want is in my own hands; What happens
to me in he future mostly depends on me; What happens in my life is often beyond my
control (-); | sometimes feel | am being pushed around in my-)ifd =do not agree at
all; 7 =completely agree
Personal need for structure(Neuberg & Newsom, 1998

It upsets me to go into a situation without knowing what | can expect from it; I'm
not bothered by things that interrupt my daily rout{re | enjoy havinga clear and
structured mode of life; | like to have a place for everything and everything in its place;
| enjoy being spontaneoys; | find that a wellordered life with regular hours makes
my life tedioug-); | don't like situations that are uncertaihhate to change my plans at

the last minute; | hate to be with people who are unpredictable; | find that a consistent
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routine enables me to enjoy life more; | enjoy the exhilaration of being in unpredictable
situations(-); | become uncomfortable whdmetrules in a situation are not cleét =
strongly disagreg7 =strongly agreg

Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (Back et al., 2013, only used in
Study 2

Subscale Admiration.l am great; | will someday be famous; | deserve to be
seen as a great personality; | show others how special | am; | enjoy mgsses very
much; Being a very special person gives me a lot of strength; Most of the time | am able
to draw peoplees attention to myself in conversations; | manage to be the center of
attention with my outstanding contributions; Mostly, | am very adegéaling with
other people.

Subscale Rivalry.Most people wonet achieve anything; Other people are worth
nothing; Most people are somehow losers; | secretly take pleasure in the failure of my
rivals; | want my rivals to fail; | enjoy it when another pergennferior to me; | react
annoyed if another person steals the show from me; | often get annoyed when | am
criticized; | can barely stand it if another s®n is at the center of everfis=do not
agree at alj 7 =agree complete)y
Ingroup identification scale(Leach et al., 2008adapted to Princeton contexonly
used inStudy 4

| feel committed to Princeton undergraduate students; It is pleasant to be a
Princeton undergraduate student; Being a Princeton undergraduate student is an

important part of how | see myself; | have a lot in common with the average Princeton
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undergraduatestudent; Princeton undergraduate students have a lot in common with
each othel =strongly disagreg7 =strongly agreg
Self-construal scale(Gollwitzer & Bicklein, 2007) ,, only used in Study 4
Subscale Inerdependent/ contextdependenceMy life is seldom influenced by
other peopld-), When making decisions, | let other people influence me; In general,
other peoplees behavior influences my own behavior; Generally, my life is, in many
aspects, influenced by otheeople; My friendse opinions are in general maftuential
on my own belief6&); My wellbeing frequently depends on people that are important to
me; My seHimage largely depends on how close friends perceive me.
Subscalelnterdependent/ relatednessl spend a lot of time on my friendships;
Even when Ism currently busy, | make time for my friends; Friendships make up a great
deal of my personality; It is always very important to me that the people who are close
to me are feeling good; | am often hagpy other people when they are successful.
Subscalelndependencel like being unique and in many respects different from
others; Usually, | set a high value on things that differentiate me from other people;
Individualism always plays an important ratemy life; | possess many characteristics

that others do not posse@s=not at all true 7 =totally true).

Items within each scale were presented in randomized order.

(-) indicates that the item is recoded.
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