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Abstract

The present dissertation focuses on the role of transformative justice motives for

people€s reactions to wrongdoers.Findings from Studies 1a and 1brevealed punishment

to be satisfying for punishers only if transgressors reacted to punishment with a change in

attitude.Moreover, findings from Study2 demonstrated that the effect oftransgressor

change on justice-related satisfaction is different frommeredeterrenceandnot reducible

to retributiveeffects of inferred suffering. Study3 examined the transgressor€s display of

remorse as one important marker ofauthenticity of change. Finally,Study 4 explored the

origins of transformative justice motives and found that they are more relevant in ingroup

than in outgroupcontexts.While Studies 1 and 2 only looked at people who decided to

punish, Studies 3 and 4 also included people who decided not to punish.Findingssuggest

that transformative motives seem to generally arise after transgressions andcan be

expressed through punishment or other means. All 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, peopleseem 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 motives for people€s reactions to wrongdoers

Introduction

Transgressions and punishmentareeverywhere in ourlives. We read aboutthem

in the newspapersand in books. Wefollow court trials on TVandspendmuch of our

leisuretimewatching fictional TV shows that are aboutbringing justice to aperson who

committed a crime.In ourown lives, wehave a desire to punishpeoplewho treat us

unfairly: we honk at cars that cut us off the road, for instance, and we give friends who

forgot our birthday the silent treatment.

People€s desire to restore justice is strong. It can often be in contrast to their self-

interest(for a review see Lerner & Clayton, 2011), and peoplepunisheven when it is

costly to do so(Fehr & Gächter, 2002; Henrich et al., 2006). Research findings suggest

that the desire to punish is not linked to cathartic motives(like acting out on aggression

would be, seeBushman, Baumeister, & Phillips, 2001). Instead, people even punish

when they know that punishment will not improve their mood(i.e. when they have taken

a bogus mood-freezing pill, see Gollwitzer & Bushman, 2012). But what is it that drives

people to punish?

Psychologists havebroadlyoffered two possible responses tothis question,

drawing fromthe philosophical distinction between deontological justifications for

punishment(beginning with Kant, 1797/1968) and consequentialist justifications

(beginning with Bentham, 1830/2008; see e.g., Carlsmith, 2006; Darley, Carlsmith, &

Robinson, 2000; Keller, Oswald, Stucki, & Gollwitzer, 2010). Deontological

justifications refer to retributive, backward-looking concerns (giving offenders their •just
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deserts€ which is the proportional punishment they deserve in light of the wrong they

have done), whereas consequentialist justifications are mostly concerned with utilitarian,

forward-looking reasons for punishment (e.g., the prevention of future crimes).

When people are asked why offendersshouldgenerally be punished, they appear

to endorse both retributive and consequentialist justifications(Carlsmith, 2008; Darley,

2002). However, empirical findings have revealed that when people are asked to assign

punishment to specific transgressions, they are affected more by the seriousness of the

offense than by its likelihood of detection or offense frequency(Carlsmith, Darley, &

Robinson, 2002) and by thelikelihood that thetransgressorcancommit future offenses

(Darley et al., 2000). People punish proportionally to a transgression€s seriousness and

recommend punishmenteven when there is no deterrent or incapacitating value to it.

These reactions occur intuitively and heuristically(Aharoni & Fridlund, 2012;

Carlsmith, 2006; Darley, 2009). Psychologists havethereforeconcluded thatpeople€s

punishment behavior is influenced byretributive motives and not consequentialist

motives(for a review see Carlsmith & Darley, 2008).

Deterrent motives, however, do not exhaust the completerangeof possible

consequentialist goals. There are two different kinds of specific consequentialist

punishment goals that both ultimately aim at behavior control to prevent a transgressor

from reoffending:negative prevention(deterrence) andpositive prevention(also referred

to as confirmation of norms, offender reform, rehabilitation, or reeducation, seeKeller et

al., 2010; Orth, 2003; Oswald, Hupfeld, Klug, & Gabriel, 2002; Vidmar & Miller,

1980). Negative prevention refers to the use of punishment as a sanctioning threat to

deter transgressors from reoffending because transgressions do not pay. This punishment
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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 and wrong in the transgressor. This punishment goal

has not received the same attention in experimental research designs. As a consequence,

because research findings haveonly repeatedly ruled outnegativeprevention as concern

that motivates punishment behavior, it is not valid to conclude thatretributive motives

arethe dominant punishment motive(see,e.g., Carlsmith & Darley, 2008; Crockett,

Özdemir, & Fehr, 2014; Keller et al., 2010). The present dissertation aimsto studyif

people punish for reasons ofpositiveprevention.

That punishment might aim at positive prevention is reflected inthe way

laypeople talk about punishing transgressors.The expression that it ‚teachesa lessonƒ,

for instance, refers to educative functions of punishment. The ideal that offenders

change as a reaction to punishmentis integrated in the American culture of redemptive

narratives(Cullen, Pealer, Fisher, Applegate, & Santana, 2002). Offenders can be

‚savedƒ or ‚correctedƒ, and prisons are called ‚correctional institutions.ƒ Originally

prisons were even called ‚penitentiariesƒ(Rothman, 1971), thus for the purpose of

penance, to transform offenders into law-abiding people.Even when ordinary people tell

their life stories, they often refer to theexperience of suffering as adefiningpoint of

redemption that has giventhema second chance in life(McAdams, 2013).

Scholars havealsolinked the goal of positive prevention to the sphere of

punishment.Adam Smith(1759/1869) already noted that ‚[t]o 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 accomplish thisƒ (p. 139).



4

Similarly, the psychologist Fritz Heider(1958) theorized many years agothat

‚resentment is a wish to produce a change in the underlying belief-attitude structure of

the attacker, and revenge is the means of realizing this wishƒ (p. 267). For Miller(2001),

educating the offender (along with restoring self-esteem) is one of the mostpowerful

goals that people have when they are treated disrespectfully and feel a sense of injustice.

Psychologists have referred to the sense that arises whentransgressors

understand that what they did was wrong as a sense of guilt(Baumeister, Stillwell, &

Heatherton, 1994) and 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 recommendations(Darby &

Schlenker, 1989; Eisenberg, Garvey, & Wells, 1998; Gold & Weiner, 2000; Robinson,

Smith-Lovin, & Tsoudis, 1994; Rumsey, 1976; Tsoudis & Smith-Lovin, 1998). 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 punishers€prevalentpunishment goal.The used

approach purposefully departs from previouspsychologicaltraditions that have

contrasted retributive punishment goals on the one hand with consequentialist

punishment goals on the other hand. Punishment is hypothesized tobe retributive (i.e.

proportional) in its form but transformative in its scope. As A.C. Ewing put it(1927, p.

305): ‚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
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can only play the latter role effectively by first playing the former, and perhapsby

playing the former role it ipsofacto plays the latter.ƒ

Philosophical theorists have long recognized that punishment is probably not

either purely retributive or purely consequentialist.By some philosophers, punishment is

conceptualized as communication of condemnation(see e.g.,Feinberg, 1965; Nozick,

1981). Punishment as an infliction of pain expresses disapproval, and greater inflicted

pain is a sign of greater disapproval(Ewing, 1929). Although retrospective to a certain

degree,condemnation or censurecanalsobeused as an attempt to makeoffenders

understand that their behavior was wrong and to make them change(see e.g.,Duff,

2001; Hampton, 1984, 1992; Morris, 1981). Punishment educates transgressors about

the wrongness of their actions and thereby produces a transformation in their attitudes. It

is proportional to the wrong committed not to give transgressors their •just deserts€, but

to show them how wrong their behavior was and how much they need to change.

Similarly, atonement theoriessuggest that positive prevention might be the scope

of punishment.Proportional punishmentis usedas communication andas a ‚mechanism

for moral reformƒ so that offenders realize the wrong that they did(Garvey, 1998, p.

740). Punishment aims at making transgressors realize the wrong committed, which

ideally results in a change of their attitude and behavior (Garvey, 1998, 1999). This

change is called ‚atonementƒ(Garvey, 1999) or ‚secular penanceƒ(Duff, 2001). Such

an account of punishment as atonement can be found in many religions and has shaped

criminal justice policies in many countries(Gorringe, 1996).

Following philosophers€ and laypeople€sconceptualization ofpunishment as

aiming at a change in the transgressor,the present dissertation looksat the psychological
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reality of such a punishment goal. Do people punish for reasons of positive prevention,

that is do theyaim at effecting a change in the offender€s attitude? The change in

‚attitudeƒ is conceptualized asthe attitude toward the transgressor€s previous

wrongdoing: By changing their attitude, transgressors realize that their behaviorwas

wrong, they feel bad or remorseful about that wrong, and as a result change their

behavior by not doing the wrong again.If people punish for reasons of positive

prevention, punishment might ultimatelyaim 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 motivesƒ is

used to refer to people€s desire to effect a change in thetransgressor€sattitude.

Transformation in the transgressor€s attitude consists of affective, behavioral, and

cognitive components. As mentioned before, ontheaffective 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 understands that 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 restoration.

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 wrong another person but that they did not

care about it. Punishment is supposed to draw transgressors€ attention to the wrong
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committed and thereby effect a change in their attitude to it. The term moral education

would be too limited as it refers to cognitive knowledge about things, whereas a change

in attitude also goes along with a change in affect and behavior. Offenders need ‚to

confront and to respond toƒ what they did(see Duff, 2001, p. 98). Although reeducation

is ideally the result of punishment, theunderlyingmotive of effecting a visible

transformation in the transgressor€s attitude is probably moresimilar to persuasion than

to education(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 rehabilitation 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 punishmentsuch assentencing offenders to therapy) or

to refer to add-on practices to punishment (e.g., offenders undergo rehabilitative

practices when they are in prison) that help offenders to return to an acceptable way of

life and to reintegrate into society(Cullen et al., 2002). The present dissertation uses the

term transformation to be precise aboutthe scope of the research, which is studying the

psychological motive of a wronged person and not the practice of punishment.

Transformation versus specific deterrence.At first sight, it seems that

effecting a change in the offender€s attitude is the same punishment goal as specific

deterrence because both goals are forward-oriented and ideally result in a lower risk of

reoffending. Yet, deterrence (negative prevention) refers to a cost-benefit analysis about

possible transgressions and potentially resulting punishments, leading transgressors to

conclude thatthe committedbehavior does not pay. Positive prevention refers to a
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genuine change in the offender€s attitude that goes beyond mere behavior change. The

offender understands thata certain behavior is wrong and„ asa consequence„ 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 was wrong would be irrelevant for reasons of pure

deterrenceas 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 values(Durkheim, 1893/1964; Vidmar, 2001). Although the term ‚restorative

justiceƒ is used in different ways bydifferentscholars(for instance sometimes including

retributive notions and sometimes not, for a review see Daly & Proietti-Scifoni, 2011),

the general goal of restorative justice procedures is to reaffirm ‚a shared value-

consensus in a bilateral processƒ(Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, & Platow, 2008, p. 375).

In contrast to a unilateral imposition of punishment, restorative justice procedures

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 offense(Bazemore, 1998;

Braithwaite, 1998). Restorative justice settings try toheal the wound that an offense has

caused(Zehr, 1990). The term restoration suggests that 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 peoplehavenot necessarily had value consensus with

transgressors prior to a transgression, transformation is a more precise term: Itgenerally

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



9

refers to a transformation in the transgressor and is not primarily directedat the healing

of wounds ofthe victim or the community. Lastly, the use of a different term accounts

for the unilateral nature of transformativejusticemotives in contrast to the bilateral

processes in restorative justice settings.

Transformative justice motives apply to punishers and non-punishers

As the term suggests, previous work onpunishmentmotiveshas 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]

didƒ(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 havegivenlittle

attention to people whorefrain from punishing. In order to fully understand the motives

that arise in the aftermath of a transgression, however, it is crucial that a psychological

theory onpunishment motives can also explain why some peopledecide not to give

transgressors‚ what they deserveƒ. The present dissertation aims at developing a general

account on transformative justice motives (i.e. positive prevention) that refers to

punishers and non-punishers alike. People who have been treated unfairly are

hypothesized to aim at a transformation 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 transgressorchange

In order to study people€s transformative justicemotives, the present dissertation

examines when punishment (or no punishment) leaves people satisfied. Brain imaging
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studies suggest that people anticipate satisfaction when they make decisions about

punishinga transgressor(de Quervain et al., 2004). Because anticipated satisfaction

from punishment is not the reason why people punish(Gollwitzer & Bushman, 2012), it

is interesting to examine 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 supposedly amismatchbetweenthe

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 them,or they

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, whichled the

researchers to conclude that punishment has ‚paradoxical consequencesƒ(Carlsmith,

Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008).

More recent studies have partly explained these effects byinvestigatingthe role

of feedback from transgressors for punishers• satisfaction from punishment. Several

studies have found that punishers are only satisfied after punishing if they receive

feedback from the punished person acknowledging the punishment as such(Gollwitzer

& Denzler, 2009; Gollwitzer, Meder, & Schmitt, 2011). More 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 did not receive any feedback from transgressors, however, punishment did not
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lead to satisfaction, replicating what Carlsmith and colleagues (2008) had found in their

studies.

To add to this line of research, a recent study hasexaminedthe questionof

whetherpunishers are accurate in predicting the difference that transgressor feedback

makes(Funk, McGeer, & Gollwitzer, 2014, Study 1). In this study, participants were

asked to either imagine receiving feedback after punishment (which is similar to

Gollwitzer and colleagues€ previous studies, but this time 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 revealed 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 experiencedlevels of satisfaction that actual punishers reported

after punishing transgressors who did or did not provide feedback indicatingan

understanding of whythey were being punished. Thus, these findings debunked the

‚paradoxical consequencesƒ found earlierby explaining them in the context of

transgressor feedback.

All in all these findings suggest that satisfaction frompunishmentis dependent

on what happens after punishment and that punishment is not satisfying or dissatisfying

per se. Therefore, examining actual or imaginedsatisfaction 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 dissertationexaminedthe 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 examined ifa change in attitude in thetransgressor after punishment

leads to more justice-related satisfaction and closure than no change in attitude. Study 2

further aimed at disentangling this effect fromdeterrence (merebehavior change) andan

inferred increase insufferingthatwould ultimately support a retributive notion of

punishment. Studies 3 and 4 alsostudiedpeople 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 along with the 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 1investigated satisfaction after actualpunishment. If punishers merely

aimed at giving people their•just deserts€and punished for purely retributive reasons,

punishment should be satisfyingregardless of its consequences(see, e.g., Carlsmith &

Darley, 2008, for a review on the psychology of retribution). If punishers used

punishment primarily to communicate disapproval and only wanted transgressors to

acknowledge that the bad treatment they receive is punishment for a previous act(e.g.,

by receiving feedback that the transgressor understands what he or she is being punished

for, see Gollwitzer et al., 2011), punishment shouldagainbe satisfying regardless of its
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consequencesas long assuchfeedback is provided. If, however, people have

transformative justice motives and use punishment as a tool to transform transgressors „

as suggested in this dissertation„ punishersshould only be satisfied after punishmentif

it has this desired effect on the transgressor.

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

Method

Study 1awas a laboratory study thatexperimentallyvaried thepresence and the

type offeedbacktransgressorswould give punishers after punishmentand measured

punishers€ satisfaction. In total, there were four experimental conditions manipulated

between subjects: punishmentandfeedback about change, punishmentandfeedback

about no change, punishment without feedback, andno punishmentno feedback(control

condition).

Procedure.Participants (404 undergraduate students1, 258 female,Mage= 19.5,

SDage= 1.1) were recruited through the University€s psychology subject pool for the

study ‚Problem solving in virtual groupsƒ. Theyparticipatedin groups of two andwere

told they would be participating in a studythatexamines whether virtual collaboration

can enhance group performance.Participantswereplaced intwo adjacentrooms andled

to believe their computers would be connectedwith theother student€s computerto

work collectivelyon a task. After reading general instructions about the task,

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

1 For each of the studies, all of 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, in

turn (‚ Hi €fellow student•... What am I supposed to say.‚ Just saw that the more

problems we solve the more bonus we get ?Not bad... Game on!ƒ).

Before the study started, participants were asked to indicate how they feelright

now, using general Positive Affect Negative Affect (PANA) items; pleased, positive,

satisfied, happy, angry (-), negative (-), upset (-), and irritated (-) (… = .90; order

randomized, 1 =not at all, 7 =very much).

For the main task, participants were asked to individually solve as many

anagrams as possible within two minutes. For each anagram solved, the team received

$0.10.After the task, participants read how many anagrams theythemselvesand their

partnershadsolved correctly (ostensible partners always solved one anagram less than

the participant) and how much money they therefore earned as a team. It wasexplained

to participants that they and their partners now have to decide how to split the bonus

they have earned.They would both be asked how to split the bonus, and the final split

would be made by averaging both of their answers. In this reward sharingstage of the

procedure,after participants had made a choice about the split, participants always saw

that their partnersrecommended keeping the entire bonus for themselves. Consequently,

the final averaged pay-off was very unfair.

At this point, participants in thethreepunishment 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 thatdoes not reflecttheir relative performances. Participants were told

that they could reduce their partner€s pay-off if they wanted to, and that this would not



15

affect their own bonus.Only participantswho decided to reduce their partner€s bonus

received the second experimental manipulation (i.e. different kinds of feedback from the

offender). Participants in the control condition(no punishment no feedback) did not have

the opportunity to reduce their partner€s bonus and did not receive any feedback.

After participants had made the decision to punish, they were randomly assigned

to one of three feedback conditions. They either did not receive any feedbackfrom their

partner (punishment withoutfeedbackcondition), they received a message indicating a

change in attitude (‚Hey you reduced my bonus! Ok‚ I was greedyƒ and I now see

what's wrong with that ... I shouldn't be such a jerk in situations like thisƒ,punishment

and feedback aboutchangecondition), or they received a message indicating no change

in attitude (‚ Hey, you reduced my bonus! Ok‚ I was greedyƒ but I don•t see what•s

wrong with that... In situations like this I always try to get as much as I canƒ,

punishment and feedback aboutno changecondition).

On the next page, participants who had received feedback 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 on the subsequentpage. On that

page, participants in thepunishment and feedback aboutchangecondition saw that their

ostensible partner had indicated ‚No, I would behave differently in the futureƒ;

participants in thepunishment and feedback aboutno changecondition saw that their

ostensible partner had indicated ‚Yes, I would behave the same way in the futureƒ.

Participants then filled out the dependent measures.First, theywere asked once

againhow they feel right now, using the same PANA itemsasbefore (… = .87).Next,
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participants filled out three items about their satisfaction regarding theinteractionwith

the other player(I feel satisfied, I feel mad(-), I feel disappointed(-); …= .65, order

randomized, 1 = not at all, 7 =very much) and answered 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 partner€s bonus had caused a change in his/her attitude (order

randomized, all items 1= 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 hadbeen 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 rewardextremelyunevenly

(suggesting 10%or lessfor themselves and 90%or morefor their partner, or vice versa,

n = 11) were excluded from the analyses as they did not have the same experience of

unfair treatment. One participant did not give informed consent at the end of the study;

thesedatawerediscarded.Twenty-nine participants were in the control condition(no

punishment no feedback). The remaining 365 participants were given the opportunity to

punish; only 117 of these decided to reduce their partner€s bonus (32%).Data from the

students who decided not to punish(n = 248)were not used for the analyses.

Excluding non-punishers from the dataset did not change the characteristics of

the sample.There were no differences in age,t(362) < 1,p = .881, participants€ gender,
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†²(1,N = 365) = 0.50,p = .481, suspiciousness,„ ²(1,N = 365) = 1.00,p = .344, or

differences in the number of solved anagrams,t(363) < 1,p = .482, between participants

who decided to punish and participants who decided not to punish.2

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 other participants

what the study was really about). Those students were excluded from the analyses(n =

47). For the punishment conditions there were more suspicious students in the

punishment andfeedback about changecondition (n = 23) than in thepunishment and

feedback about no changecondition (n = 12), thepunishment without feedback

condition (n = 8), and theno punishment no feedbackcondition (n = 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 consistedof 97 students, with 23 to 26 participants in each

experimental condition (Mage= 19.5,SDage= 1.2, 63[65%] femaleparticipantsequally

distributed across conditions).Participants solved on average 8.88 anagrams (SD=

2.47). They proposed keepingon average 53% (SD= 4%, min = 50%, max = 60%) of

the bonus for themselves. People who decided to punish deducted on average $0.75 (SD

= $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 aretwo-sidedunless otherwise noted.
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experimental conditions (ps ð³.875)and will not be discussed further. These variables

alsodid not correlate with satisfaction after punishment.

Manipulation checks.As expected, participants in thepunishment and feedback

aboutchangecondition agreed more strongly than participants in thepunishment and

feedbackaboutno changecondition that adjusting their partner€s bonus made the

partner think about his/her behavior (change: M = 6.08, SD= 0.93; no change: M = 4.08,

SD= 1.79; Welch'st(34.5) = 4.86, p < .001,d = 1.40) and agreed more strongly that

adjusting the bonus has caused a change in their partner€s attitude (change: M = 4.96,

SD= 1.40; no change: M = 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 affect.Participants felt less positive at time 2 (right before

they filled out the measure about satisfaction regarding the interaction,M = 3.98,SD=

1.12) than at time 1 (at the beginning of the study,M = 5.21,SD= 1.06),PANA F(1, 93)

= 110.90,p < .001,‡p² = .544. Experimental condition did not significantly affect

general affect, conditionF(3, 93) = 1.77,p = .159. Negative changesin general affect

were slightly strongerin theno punishmentno feedbackgroup than in the three

punishmentgroups,asindicated by a marginally significant interaction,

PANA*conditionF(3, 93) = 2.42,p = .071.

Satisfaction regarding the interaction.As predicted, there was a significant

effect of the experimental conditions on participants€satisfactionregarding the

3 Whenever two means are compared, Cohen€sd was calculated by using the following formula:
d =

�(�( �)"� �² �( �)"� �²�)�/�( �)
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interaction with the other player, F(3, 92) = 3.29, p = .024, ‡p² = .097. Planned contrast

analyses revealed that participants in thepunishment andfeedbackaboutchange

condition (M = 4.46,SD= 1.00) showed significantly greater satisfaction than

participants inall the other conditions,t(92) = 3.05,p = .003, d = 0.64.4 The remaining

three conditions did not reliably differ from each other with regard to satisfaction. More

precisely, thepunishment andfeedbackaboutno changecondition (M = 3.76,SD=

1.23) did not reliably differ from thepunishmentwithoutfeedback(M = 3.54,SD= 1.00)

or theno punishmentno feedbackcondition (M = 3.65,SD= 1.21),t(92) < 1, p = .546,

and thepunishmentwithout feedbackcondition did not reliably differ from theno

punishment no feedbackcondition,t(92)< 1, p = .722.

Intercorrelations of the dependent variables.Participants€ general affectat time

2 and their satisfaction regarding the interaction were strongly correlated,r(94) = .493,p

< .001.

Discussion

As predicted,findings fromStudy 1a revealedthatpunishers were only satisfied

after punishment if itchanged the transgressor€s attitude. Punishing in itself was neither

satisfying nor dissatisfying. Instead, the affectiveconsequences of punishmentwere

dependenton the effect that punishment hadon the transgressor, suggestingthatpeople

do not have purely retributive motiveswhen they decide to punish.

Moreover, these resultsdemonstrate that it is not the merepresence of feedback

that makes punishment satisfying but its content, in particularif the feedbackentails

4 Whenever more than two means are compared to each other,Cohen€sd was calculated by using thet and
df values of the contrast: d = 2tð ð/ˆ (df)
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information about change or not. If punishers only wanted transgressors toknow why

they are being punished(as previous studies have suggested, see Gollwitzer et al., 2011),

punishers in Study 1ashould have been equally satisfied with both kinds of feedback

from thetransgressor, as both acknowledged thepunisher€sintent to punish. Yet, the

pattern ofresults from Study 1asuggests thatpunisherswereseeking more thanjust

feedback: following the logic of transformative justice motivesthey wantedto see a

change in the transgressor€s attitude.

Participants€ generalaffectdecreased in each condition after being treated

unfairly, regardless of the experimental manipulation of feedback.Thus,althoughit

correlated with satisfaction related to the interaction partner,general affect did not show

the same trend, suggesting that the effect foundfor satisfactionis not reducible to mood.

Replication Study 1b: Transgressor change affectsjustice-relatedsatisfaction

Theidea oftransformative justicemotivesrefers to a deep and true sense of

justice restoration through transgressor transformation.In order to make sure that the

findings of Study1areferred tothis kind ofjustice-related satisfaction with punishment

and not justgeneralsatisfactionabout the interaction(e.g., because the offender showed

agreement with theparticipant€s decision to punish, or because the feedback in the

punishment andfeedbackaboutno changecondition could have been perceived as a

challenge to the legitimacy of punishment), a replication studyintroduced adifferent

satisfaction scale. Study 1b was a slightly modified online version of Study1a that only

focused onthe two different feedback conditions(changeversusno change).
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Method

Justice-related satisfaction scale. Different from Study 1a, the dependent

variable wasa12-item scale(as used in Funk et al.,2014, Study 1) that included items

on justice-related satisfaction, deservingness, rumination,and psychological closure

items (…= .85, order randomized, 1 = not at all, 7 =very much), consisting of the

following items:I think that I can now close this chapter, I am content with the way

things worked out eventually, I feel satisfied now, I am now able to turn my mind to

something else, I think that everybody got what they deserved, I feel relieved, I feel

respected, I feel angry(-), I wish that things would have turned out differently(-), I feel

disappointed(-), I wonder if I should have acted differently(-), I think that someone's

still got to pay(-).

Procedure.One hundred and twenty-one participants from the U.S.(38 [31%]

female,Mage= 29.3,SDage= 10.0), were recruited on Amazon Mechanical Turk(Mturk,

for its use in social science, seeBuhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci,

Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010) to participate in a 10-minute survey on ‚Problem solving in

virtual groupsƒ worth $0.60. Becauseparticipants wererecruited online, the initial

message from the ostensible partner did not refer to fellow students; it read ‚Hi ‚ hope

you're good at this. jUst saw the better we BOTH do, the more bonus we get .Let's go for

it!ƒ (typos deliberately added for reasons of credibility).For 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 bonus, the data of participants who did not punish were excluded fromthe

analyses (n = 41). Those excluded participants who decidednot to punish did not differ

from participants who decided to punish interms ofgender,„ ²(1,N = 121) = 0.34,p =

.429, suspiciousness,„ ²(1,N = 121) = 0.27,p = .662, or the number of solved anagrams,

t(119) < 1,p = .631. The only significant difference found was that participants who

decided not to punish were slightly older (M = 31.8,SD= 11.0) than participants who

decided to punish (M = 28.0,SD= 9.3),t(119) = 2.00,p = .048, d = 0.38.

Whenremainingparticipants were suspicious that the ostensible partner was not

realor had heard about it from other participants(equally distributed across conditions,

„ ²(1,N = 80) = 0.07p = 1), they werealsoexcluded from the analyses(n = 21). As in

Study 1a, the pattern of significant findings would be the same ifthesesuspicious

participants were included in the analyses.

The final sample consisted of 59 participants (17[29%] femaleequally

distributed across conditions, Mage= 27.4,SDage= 8.6)with 29 and 30 participants in

each condition respectively.Participants solved on average 5.49 anagrams (SD= 1.87)

and proposed on average 52% (SD= 6%, min = 40%, max = 70%) of the bonus for

themselves. As punishment, people deducted on average $0.54(SD= $0.29) from their

partner€s bonus.The number of anagram solved and the magnitude of punishment did

not correlate with justice-related satisfaction after punishment.The number of anagrams

solved, participants€ initial allocationrecommendations, and the magnitude of

punishment also did not reliably differ between the experimental conditions (ps ð³.376).
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Manipulation checks.Participants in thechangecondition agreed more strongly

than participants in theno changecondition thatadjusting their partner€s bonus made the

partner think abouthis/herbehavior (change: M = 6.69,SD= 0.54;no change: M = 4.10,

SD= 2.30; Welch'st(32.3) = 6.01,p < .001,d = 1.54) and agreed more strongly that

adjusting the bonus had caused a change intheir partner€s attitude (change: M = 6.41,

SD= 0.78;no change: M = 2.47,SD= 2.05; Welch'st(37.5) = 9.85,p < .001,d = 2.52).

Effects of transgressor change on general affect and justice-related

satisfaction.

General affect.Positive affect generally decreased at time 2(… = .94)compared

to time 1(… = .88). Different from Study 1a, this effectwas stronger when the

transgressor€s feedback indicatedno change(time 1:M = 5.98,SD= 0.78; time 2:M =

3.32,SD= 1.55)compared to when the transgressor€s feedback indicatedchange(time

1: M = 5.97,SD= 0.84; time 2:M = 4.52,SD= 1.50); PANAF(1, 57) = 92.74,p < .001,

‡p² = .619; conditionF(1, 57) = 6.29,p = .015, ‡p² = .099; PANA*condition F(1, 57) =

8.13,p = .006, ‡p² = .125.

Justice-related satisfaction.The main analyses revealed that Study1b replicated

the effect of feedback type found in Study1a as predicted. Participants who received

feedback aboutchangefrom their ostensible partnerexpressedsignificantly more

justice-related satisfactionafter punishment(M = 4.23,SD= 1.10)than participants who

received feedback aboutno changefrom their partner (M = 3.51,SD= 1.19),t(57)=

2.40, p = .020,d = 0.63.

Intercorrelations of the dependent variables.Participants€ general affect at time

2 and their justice-related satisfaction were strongly correlated,r(57) = .847,p < .001.
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Discussion

Studies 1a and 1bexamined the roleof transformative justice motives by

manipulating whether transgressorsreactedto punishment with a change in attitude or

not. Punishmentwasonly satisfying if transgressors changed their attitudes as a

consequence of punishment.Because previous studies have demonstrated that people do

not punish in order to feel better(Gollwitzer & Bushman, 2012), these findingsstrongly

suggest that punishers hoped to achieve this transformation in the transgressor when

they decided to punish.

These findingsfurthersuggest thatit is less about the presence or absence of

generaltransgressor feedbackafter punishment, like previous research has suggested,

than about what the feedback supposedly signals. Studies that varied whether a

transgressor understood that punishment was administered as a consequence for

previous behavior(Funk et al., 2014, Study 1; Gollwitzer et al., 2011) might have found

effects on satisfaction because participantsinterpreted suchacknowledgmentas an

indicator ofchange in thetransgressor€sattitude.Indeed, making offenders realize why

they are being punished is a first step to effectingachange in attitude(see also

Durkheim, 1893/1964; Miller, 2001; Vidmar, 2001).

Study 1b introduced a newsatisfaction scaleto make sure that the effects found

for transgressor change refer tojustice-relatedsatisfactionand do notsimply reflect that

punishers are more satisfied after transgressor change because transgressors agreed with

their decision to punish. The use of a different scaleis not a strict experimental test of

the possibilitythat transgressor agreement affected punishers€ satisfaction, and future

studies might want to manipulate transgressor agreement and transgressor change
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separately.Nevertheless, Study 1b could replicate the pattern of results of Study 1a with

this newsatisfaction scale, suggesting that even if transgressor agreementwerean

additional source of satisfaction,people felt morejustice-relatedsatisfaction„ and thus

agreedmorestronglythat everybody got what they deserved „ whentransgressor change

was present compared to when it was not.

There are several limitations tothe paradigm used inStudies 1a and 1bthatled

to the use of a different experimental paradigm inStudy 2. First, theexperience of

unfairness and its reaction to itrelied on the use of monetary rewardsandmonetary

punishment. Therefore, the findingsmight not be ecologically valid for interpersonal

transgressions in the real-world where the currency of unfair treatmentis often not the

same as the possible currency ofpunishment.Second,the operationalization of

punishmentin Studies 1a and 1ballowed 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 real-world, punishment behavior might not be able to eliminate the injustice done.

Therefore, Study2 used a different paradigmto further study people€s transformative

justice motives, onethat did not includemonetary reward of punishment.

Study 2: Transformative justice motivesare

distinguishable from deterrentand retributive motives

Results from Studies 1a and 1bdo not unequivocally speak to the questionof

whetherpunishmentnecessarilyhas to deeply transform the transgressor€s attitude(in

the sense of positive prevention, i.e. transformation) or if a change on the behavioral

level already suffices (in the sense of negative prevention, i.e. specific deterrence),
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because the operationalization of change in Studies 1a and 1bconfounded a changein

the transgressor€s attitude with the transgressor€s change in behavior. Although previous

research on punishment severity suggest that people do not punish for deterrent reasons

(e.g.,Carlsmith, 2006; Carlsmith et al., 2002), the pattern of affective consequences after

punishmentfoundin Studies 1a and 1bequally supports deterrent and transformative

punishment motives.In order to differentiate transformative justice motives from

deterrent punishment motives,Study 2 included amere behavior changeconditionin

which transgressors did not show a change in attitude butwould only indicate achange

in their behavior. It was hypothesized that transformative justice motives do not only

aim at superficial behavior change but at a profound transformation of the transgressor€s

attitudethat ultimately results in behavior change.

In addition,Study 2aimedat examiningthe extent to whichinferred suffering

contributes topunishers€justice-related satisfactionwhen they receivefeedback abouta

changein the transgressor. It is possiblethat punishers interpret feedback about change

as anindicator forsufferingcaused bythe imposition of punishment. Inferred suffering

is not problematic per se, becausetransgressors who understand that what they did was

wrong might experience unpleasant feelings of guiltand therefore suffer(Baumeister et

al., 1994). Similarly, it could be that participants think that it is throughthe experience

of suffering thattransgressors realize thatchange is neededandmendtheir ways(for the

idea ofpunishment as atonement, see Garvey, 1999;for the idea of punishment as

secularpenance, seeDuff, 2001;for the idea of redemption, see McAdams, 2013).

Interpretedthis way,inferredsuffering would be in line with transformative motives.
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Inferred suffering could also be in line with retributive motives, however, if

punishers interpret itas arestoration ofbalance. In a retributivesense, sufferingthat

leads to satisfaction couldindicate thatpunishers thinktransgressors havenow received

what they deserve(Carlsmith & Darley, 2008; Feather, 1999). Thus, if inferred suffering

couldexplain the effect of transgressor change on participants€ justice-related

satisfaction,findings obtained inStudies 1a and 1bmight have been caused by

retributive motives and notnecessarilyby transformative motives. In order to detecta

potential connection oftransgressor change and inferredsuffering and to tease apart

their effects on justice-related satisfaction,Study 2includedtwo versions ofthechange

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 explorehow scores on these measuresare related to transformative justice

motives. First, adding individual difference measures might help to discriminate

punishers from non-punishers. Second, it is possible that the effects of transgressor

change on justice-related satisfactionincrease or decreasefor different personality types.

Study 2exploratorilyassessed the following individual difference measuresto gaina

moredistinctiveunderstanding about the generality of transformative justice motives:

victim sensitivity,sense of control, personal need for structure, andnarcissism.

Victim sensitivity isa subcomponent of justice sensitivity(Schmitt, Neumann, &

Montada, 1995). It can be used to assess how people differ in their sensitivity to mean

intentions(Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2009; Gollwitzer, Rothmund, Alt, & Jekel, 2012;
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Gollwitzer, Rothmund, & Süssenbach, 2013). First, dispositional differences in victim

sensitivity might affect people€s desire to effect a change in the transgressor and could

explain why some people punish or not.Second, victim sensitive individuals might be

more reluctant to be satisfied after transgressors change because theymight not trust

such a change(Gerlach, Allemand, Agroskin, & Denissen, 2012), orbecausevictim

sensitive individualsmaybedo not even detect such a changeasthey focus more on cues

related to untrustworthiness than on cues related to trustworthiness(Gollwitzer et al.,

2012).

Participants€ sense of control(Lachman & Weaver, 1998) was included, first, to

examine if it can identify people who decide not to punish, becauseindividuals with a

low sense of control couldbelieve that their behavior will not make a difference anyway

and refrain from punishment. Second, individuals with ahigh sense of control might be

more satisfied after feedback about transgressor change than individuals with alow

sense of control, because their self-efficacy has been confirmed once again.

Personal need for structure(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993) was included because,

first, individualswith a high need for structure might be more likely to punish

transgressors,asthey care more about restoringa structurethat has been violated.

Second, individuals with a high need for structuremight be affected more by feedback

about transgressor change, because it is more important for such individuals that

everything is in order. On the other hand,personal need for structure correlates

negatively with dispositional forgiveness(Eaton, Ward Struthers, & Santelli, 2006).

Thus,it is also possible thatindividualswith a high need for structureare lessaffected
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by feedback about change, because it cannot adequately restore the damage thatthe

previous transgression has causedto a person€s perceived structure.

Narcissismwas included as measure because itcorrelates negatively with

dispositional forgiveness and positively with revenge motivations(Eaton et al., 2006). It

is linked toa retributive and nota restorative orientation toward punishment(Okimoto,

Wenzel, & Feather, 2012). Narcissist individuals more easily feel threated in their self-

image, which increases aggression(Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). Therefore,first, it is

possible that individuals with highscores onnarcissism are more likely to punish

transgressors to boost and restore their self-image.Second, individuals with high scores

on narcissismmight react less pronouncedly to feedback about change than individuals

with low narcissism scores because they care more about themselves than about the

transgressor, oralternatelythey might react more pronouncedly because they need the

feedback about change to boost their self-image.

In order to avoidhigh attrition rateslike in Studies 1a and 1b, Study 2instructed

participants toimaginepunishing their partner. As discussed earlier, it has been shown

that people are very accurate in predictingactuallevels of satisfaction afterpunishment

if the presence or absence of transgressor feedback is made salient(Funk et al., 2014,

Study 1).

Moreover, in order to address shortcomings ofStudies 1a and 1b, unfair

treatment and punishment were in different currencies. Instead of making participants

play a game for money, the currency of unfair treatment toward the participantin Study

2 wasthetimespent working on tasks, and the currency of punishmentof the

transgressorwas the assignment of unpleasant tasks(for the use of unpleasant tasks see,
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e.g.,Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Bushman et al., 2001; Gollwitzer 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 ofattitude and behavior compared tomere behavior change.
(B) Transformative justice motives are different from retributive motives: The
effects of change arenot reducibleto aninferredincrease in suffering.

Method

Study 2 was an imagination study conducted in the lab with five experimental

conditions manipulated between participants: feedback aboutchange(with or without

suffering), feedback aboutmere behavior change, andfeedback aboutno change(with

or withoutsuffering).

Procedure.Participantsfrom the University€spsychology subject pool and paid

subjectpool (N = 205)were recruited to participate in alaboratorystudy on ‚Social

behavior in interpersonal situationsƒ in exchange of half an hour of course credit or $8.

Thestudy wasadministered by the computerand asked participants to imaginea

hypothetical experiment situationin whichthey would work together with another

person. To make the imagined set-up as vivid and as easy to imagine as possible, the

instructions consisted of cartoonsthat displayedthe imagined experimenter and the

imaginedother participantalongwith screenshots of the imagined experiment

instructions.

Participants imagined to participate in an experiment on ‚Office Behaviorƒ

together with another, unmotivatedparticipant called Tom L. whowas introduced saying

‚ I want to get back to my TVƒ I hope this won•t take the full 30 minutesƒ. As explained
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by the cartoon experimenter, the participant and the other person would work together

on several tasks related to office 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 participantand 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 minutes each(1, 2, 4,

6, 8, 10 minutes). It 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 decideon

what kind oftasks each of them would work during thetime previouslyallotted.

Unfair treatment was operationalized by Tom L.€s uneven way of allocating the

different tasks that varied in length. Tom L. allocated the tasksin a waythat hewould

only work on three tasks taking seven minutes in total, whereas the participant would

need to work onthreetasks taking24 minutes.At this point, participants were asked to

report how they would feel right now, using similar PANA items to the ones used in

Studies 1a and 1b; irritated (-), satisfied, upset (-), happy, angry (-), pleased, annoyed (-),

cheerful (… = .83, order randomized, 1 = not at all, 7 =very much).

Punishment behavior was operationalized through thetype of tasksparticipants

decided toallocate to their partner. For that purpose, participants sawa grid of ten

different tasks, six of which weredesigned to befun (e.g.,‚Watch a brief clip of •The

Office€and rate it„ Funtask about the popular TV-showƒ, or ‚ Rate the wittiness of

comics on •Office Behavior€„ Entertainingƒ), and four of which were designed to
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appearboring (e.g.,‚ Check copy room supply list for typos„ Somewhat tedious but

importantƒ, or ‚ Count the number of letters sent last week„ Sounds boring? Well,

somebody has to take care of itƒ). Participantswere asked to assign three tasks to each of

them.Becausethere were six fun tasksin total,participants coulddecide toallocate

three fun tasks to themselves and three fun tasks tothe other person. If theyassigned at

least one of thefour boring tasks tothe other person, their allocationwas interpretedas

‚punishmentbehaviorƒ (for allocation frequencies, see Results section).

After participants hadallocated the tasks, the main manipulation of the

experiment was how the other person (Tom L.)presumablyreactedto theparticipants€

task allocations. Participants were randomly assigned to fivedifferentfeedback

conditions thatvariedin thecartoonwording of Tom L.€s reaction. Participantsin theno

changeconditions [withsuffering] read ‚Hey, you allocated almostall of the boring

tasks to me.[That will really suck!] Okay, I was kind of unfair with the timing but I don•t

see what•s wrong with that.I really want to go back to my TV show.ƒ Participants in the

mere behavior changecondition read the same that participants in theno changeno

sufferingcondition read followed by ‚But if that makes you treat me bad, I wouldn•t do

it again next time. Iget it...…Participants in thechangeconditions [withsuffering] read

‚ Hey, you allocated almostall of the boring tasks to me.[That will really suck!] Okay, I

kind of was unfair with the timing... and now I see what•s wrong with that. I wouldn•t do

it again next time. I understand...…See Appendix for the screen shots of the feedback.

Next, the main dependent variablewasthe justice-related satisfaction scaleas

used in Study1b (12 items, …= .83, order randomized).
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As a firstmanipulation checkof perceived change, participants indicated to what

extent they thoughttheir allocation has caused a change inTom L.€sattitude, thatTom

L. regrets his previous allocation of task durations,thatTom L. thinks that what he did

was wrong, and to what extentTom would probably act the same way again in the future

(recoded), … = .66 (order randomized, 1 = not at all, 7 =very much). As a second

manipulation check for perceived suffering, participantswerealsoaskedto what extent

they thought theother participantwassuffering as a result ofhow they allocated the

tasks (1 = not at all, 7 =very much).

Next, as potentialcovariates, participants indicated how important it would be to

themthat the other participant changes his attitude, that the other participant changes his

behavior in the future, and that the other participant suffers as a result of howthey

allocated the tasks(order randomized, 1 = not important at all, 7 =very important).

Participantsthen started working on one task(theywatched ashort video clip

from the TV show ‚The Officeƒ) andansweredsome filler tasks.Next, they indicated

how they would feel during the remainder of the study, working on their tasks for 24

minutes,using the same PANA items that werealsoassessedearlier(…= .92).At the

end ofthe imagination part of the study, participants 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 measures. First,

participants filled out the 10-item Victim Sensitivity Scale(Schmitt, Gollwitzer, Maes,

& Arbach, 2005), e.g.,I ruminate for a long time when other people are being treated

better than me(… = .87). Second,participants€ sense of control was assessed(using four
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items from Lachman & Weaver, 1998), e.g.,Whether or not I am able to get what I want

is in my own hands(…= .71). Third, personal need for structurewas measured(12 items

from Neuberg & Newsom, 1993), e.g.,I hate to be with people who are unpredictable(…

= .80). Fourth,participants filled outthe18-item Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry

Questionnaire(NARQ, Back et al., 2013), e.g.,I enjoy it when another person is inferior

to me(…= .78). See Appendix for a list of all items used.

At the end of the study, participantsanswered some demographic items,were

thanked and debriefed about thepurpose of the studyand gave their fully informed

consent.

Results

Preliminary analyses.63 participants (31%) assigned no boring tasks to their

partner and were excluded from the final analyses,5 resulting in a final sample ofN =

142 (91 [64%] female) with 27-29 participants in each condition „ out of which 40

(28%) assigned one boringtask toTom L., 34 (24%) assigned two boring tasks, and 68

(48%) assigned three boring tasks tohim, equally distributed across the five conditions,

†‰(8,N = 142) = 3.50, p = .900. The number of boring tasks assigned did not correlate

with the dependent variable,r(140) = .095,p = .261. Similarly, if treated as a categorical

variable, the number of boring task assigned did not affect the dependent variable,F(2,

139) = 1.93, p = .149. The main analyses therefore collapse across the different numbers

of boring tasks assigned to the partner, i.e. the magnitude of punishment.

There were disproportionally more female participants in themere behavior

changecondition and the twochangeconditions than in the twono changeconditions,

5 Including these participants in the final analyses would not alter the pattern of findings reported below.
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†²(4, N = 142) = 14.4,p = .006. However, participant gender had no effect on justice-

related satisfaction,F(1, 141) = 0.09,p = .762. The results reported below were

therefore not controlled for participant gender.

None oftheitemsthat measured participants€self-assessment oftheimportance

of change in the transgressor€s attitude or behavior and of the importance of transgressor

suffering(assessed as covariates)differed between experimental conditions,Fs < 1.51,

ps Š .204. These items also did notcorrelate with the dependent variable,rs ‹ .075, psŠ

.373. They were therefore not controlled for in the analyses reported below.

Manipulation checks.

Perceived change in the transgressor. Participants€ assessments of transgressor

change significantly differedbetweenthe experimental conditions,F(4, 137) = 4.22,p =

.003, ‡p² = .110. Planned contrast analysesrevealedthat the twochangeconditions (with

and without suffering) differed significantly from the twono changeconditions (with

and withoutsuffering), t(137) = 4.02,p < .001,d = 0.69. (This would also holdtrue if

one only compared theno change no sufferingcondition,M = 3.85,SD= 1.21, with the

change no sufferingcondition,M = 4.53,SD= 1.01, t(137) = 2.31,p = .022, d = 0.62,

and theno change sufferingcondition,M = 3.70,SD= 1.19,with thechange suffering

condition,M = 4.69,SD= 1.14, t(137) =3.38,p = .001, d = 0.85.) Ratingsfor themere

behavior changeconditionlay in between theno changeand thechangeconditions(M =

4.12,SD= 0.97).

Importantly, the single item asking if Tom L. wouldprobablyact the same way

again in the future did not significantly differ between themerebehavior change

condition (M = 4.66,SD= 1.45) and thechange no sufferingcondition (M = 4.55,SD=
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1.55),p = .811, indicating thatfeedback inthemere behaviorchange condition was

indeed perceived asan indication of intendedbehavior change.(Themere behavior

changeconditiondifferedsignificantly from thechange sufferingcondition[M = 3.71,

SD= 1.49],p = .032,but that conditionwas excluded from the final analyses for other

reasons,see next paragraph.)

Perceived suffering.Analyses ofvariance (ANOVA) revealed thatdifferences

betweenparticipants€ perceptions of the transgressor€s sufferingweremarginally

significant,F(4, 137) = 2.39,p = . 054, ‡p² = .065. Yet, a closer look at the means

indicated that the manipulation of transgressor suffering only lead to higher suffering

ratings for theno changeconditions (no suffering: M = 3.00,SD= 1.71;suffering: M =

4.28,SD= 2.12;t(137) = 2.60,p = .010,d = 0.66) but not for thechangeconditions (no

suffering: M = 4.00,SD= 1.96;suffering: M = 3.25, SD= 1.69; t(137) =-1.55, p = .125,

d = -0.41).Suffering ratings for themere behavior changecondition lay in between (M =

3.41,SD= 1.62).Importantly, participants€ ratings of perceived suffering did not

correlate with justice-related satisfaction,r(140) = -.005,p = .955.Because the

manipulationof perceived suffering did not work, the main analyses for the dependent

variablesexcluded thetwo suffering conditions,N = 85.
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The effects of transgressor change on general affect and justice-related

satisfaction.

General affect.There was a general finding that participants felt better at time 2

(M = 4.24,SD= 1.34) than at time 1 (M = 2.17,SD= 0.76),F(1, 82) = 164.19, p < .001,

‡p² = .667. There were no differences between experimental conditions,F(2, 82) = 1.69,

p = .191, and no differential effects for the different experimental conditions,

PANA*condition F(2, 82) = 1.60,p = .209.

Justice-relatedsatisfaction.AlthoughANOVA resultsdid not yield

significance,F(2, 84) = 2.23,p = .114, ‡p² = .052,plannedcontrast analyses revealed as

predicted that participants in thechangecondition (M = 4.89,SD= 1.12) were

significantlymore satisfied thanparticipants intheno changecondition(M = 4.34,SD=

0.87), t(82) = 2.05,p = .044,d = 0.55, andvalues forparticipants inthemere behavior

changeconditionlay in between (M = 4.51,SD= 1.00).

The same pattern of findings would emerge if the ANOVA included both

sufferingconditions (N = 142) and if contrasts collapsed across the twosufferingandno

sufferingversions of thechangeandno changeconditions respectively (within the

changeandno changeconditions thesufferingandno sufferingversions do not

significantly differ from each other).

Intercorrelations of the dependent variables.Participants€ general affect at time

2 and their justice-related satisfaction were moderately correlated,r(83) = .281,p = .009.

Effects of individual di fference measures.None of the individual difference

measures differed between the experimental conditions,Fs(4,137) ‹ 1. 01, psŠ .403,

and none of them correlated with justice-related satisfaction,rs(140) ‹ .134, psŠ .112.
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Of all of the scales (including their subscales), only narcissism(M = 2.90,SD=

0.59)and victim sensitivity(M = 4.77,SD= 1.06)correlated with participants€

punishment magnitude (range ofnumber of boring tasks assigned to the other: 0-3, M =

1.52,SD= 1.24), indicating that people who are more sensitive toward victimization,

r(203) = .138,p = .048, and people with higher narcissism scores, r(203) = .161,p =

.021,assign moreof theboring tasks to their partner. As for narcissism, the correlation

seemed to be driven by the NARQ subscale rivalry which correlated with number of

boring tasks assigned to the other,r(203) = .203,p = .004, but not by the subscale

admiration which was not related to number of boring tasks assigned to the other,r(203)

= .055,p = .431.

Analyses of covariance (ANCOVA)testing for interactions between

experimental condition and theindividual difference measuresrevealedonly a

significant interactionof experimental condition withpersonal need for structure(PNS);

conditionF(2, 79) = 4.32,p = .017, ‡p² = .099; PNS scaleF(1, 79) = 0.60,p = .440;

condition*PNS scaleF(2, 79) = 3.83,p = .026, ‡p² = .088. Descriptive statistics using

median-split show that the interaction indicates that people who have alowerneed for

structure are more satisfied afterchangecompared tono change(d = 0.76)than

participants who have a higher need for structure(d = 0.36), seeFigure 1for the pattern

of means.
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Figure 1. The effect of different conditions of transgressor change on justice-related
satisfactionin Study 2split for participants€scoreson personal need for
structure(PNS) below or above the median

Discussion

Using a different experimental paradigm than before, Study 2 replicated the

effects found inStudies 1a and 1band 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 contexts and also occurs when unfair treatment

and punishment are in different currencies. A 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 tasks that takelonger than their partner€s. These

findings suggest that justice-related satisfaction is more than just satisfaction about the

tangible outcome of an interactionand refers to an inner sense of restored justice.
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Results from Study 2 suggest that transformative justice motivesgo beyond

deterrent motivesand highlight the importanceof payingmore attention to the

psychological difference between motives related to positive prevention and negative

prevention. Punishers were only significantly more satisfied if the transgressorindicated

achangein his attitude and behavior, but not if he merelyindicated achangein his

behavior. Thus, punishers seem tohaveaimedat a genuine transformation in the

transgressor anddid not only hope to shapehis behavior for the better. These findings

suggest that transformative justice motives haveprosocial aspects andseem toinclude

reintegrative featuresthat target more than the transgressor€s visible behavior.

Although participants could only punish Tom L. by assigning unpleasant tasks,

correlational findingssuggest that itwasnot mainly the unpleasantness participants

hoped to impose onthe transgressor thatmadepunishment satisfying.Perceived

suffering did not correlate with justice-related satisfaction,renderingretributive

explanations unlikely.Findings from Study 2 therefore strongly suggest that the

allocation of unpleasant tasks was not used as an end in itself,in a retributive way.

Instead, the allocation of unpleasant task served as tool to achieve a transformation in

the transgressor.

A potentialobjection to this interpretationis that, for theno sufferingconditions

that were ultimately used for the main analysis, participants rated the transgressor€s

suffering in thechangecondition as higher than in theno changecondition. However,as

previously mentioned,the perception of suffering did not correlate with justice-related

satisfactionoverall. Moreover,thechangeandtheno changeconditionsshowed the

same pattern of effects onjustice-related satisfactionfor thesufferingandno suffering
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versions. Theno changeconditionwith sufferingeven receivedhigherratingson

sufferingthanthechangeconditionwith suffering, butactuallyshowed lower ratings on

justice-related satisfaction. These results suggest that transformative motives are not

reducible toanddifferent from retributive motives.

Future studiesshould use different ways to manipulate thepresence or absence

of suffering, asStudy 2 had to exclude the twosufferingconditions from the main

analysesaftermanipulation checks did not confirm a successful manipulation. Such

studiescould furtherexaminethedifferencebetweenretributive and transformative

motives by including feedback conditions that do not only manipulate the presence or

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 indifferent transgressor

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 wasnot ideal: participants had

just watched a funny short clip ofa famous comedy TVshow (‚The Officeƒ). Therefore,

the interpretability of this finding is limited. Future studies need to choose the different

time pointsthatassess general affect more carefully.

Individual difference measures were included for exploratory reasons so findings

should be interpreted with caution. It is possible that the feweffectsfound are

statisticallyspeaking false positivesand just a result of a cumulative Type I error due to

numerous tests. Nevertheless, these findings are a first step to better understand the

effectthattransgressor changehason punishers€ justice-related satisfaction. The

correlations found for victim sensitivity and narcissismwith punishment magnitude
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conceptuallyreplicate previous findings on the link between victimsensitivity and a

focus on cuesrelated tountrustworthiness(Gollwitzer et al., 2012) and on the link

betweennarcissism andaggressivetendencies(Bushman & Baumeister, 1998).

The interaction findings of transgressor change and participants€ personal need

for structureon participants€ justice-related satisfactionneedto be interpreted with

caution for the same reason mentioned before as well as for statistical power issues. The

means inFigure 1illustrating the interactive pattern are based on a small sample size in

each cell (n ~14). Nevertheless,the interaction findingsarein line with previous

findings on the negative correlation between personal need for structure and

dispositional forgiveness(Eaton et al., 2006). Individuals with high need for structure

are less prone to forgive transgressors, and therefore they do not react to transgressor

change with the samedegreeof satisfaction that individuals witha lowerneed for

structure indicate.

More research is needed to better understand the exact role of personality

variables in the context of transformative justice motives.If the interaction of change

and personal need for structure can be replicated in future studies, the results might

demonstrate the importanceof punishment ‚fitƒ. 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 more indicators 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 69%.It seems that even if studies are
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designed to elicit punishment behavior, a substantive number of individuals decide not

to punish. If one wants to fully understand transformative justice motives, itseems to be

indispensable to study both punishers and non-punishers.ForStudies 3 and 4 different

experimental designswere usedin orderto include participantsin the main analyseswho

decide not to punish.This approach didnot only have the advantage ofincreasingthe

final sample size but also offeredthe possibility to examine interesting questions, such

as: Do punishers and non-punishers differ in their reaction to transgressor change? What

are thedifferentstrategiesbesides punishmentthatpeople use to react to unfair

treatment, and what do they aim atby doing so?

Study 3: Transformative justice motives aim at

authentic change on affective, behavioral, and cognitive levels

The main focus of Study 3 was to examinetheimportance ofperceived

authenticityof transgressorchangeby manipulatingits affective component. Genuine

change isa composition of affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. As Study 2

demonstrated, change that includes both a behavioral component(assuring not to repeat

the transgression)and a cognitive component (understanding that the behavior was

wrong) led to more satisfaction thanchange that consistedmerely of abehavioral

component(assuring not to repeat the transgression without understanding that the

behavior was wrong). Study 3also added a manipulation of the affective component by

manipulatingindicators for thetransgressor€sexperience ofremorse.

Remorse isa troubling feeling of distress caused by a sense of guilt for past

wrongs(see, e.g., Slovenko, 2006). Previous research has found thattransgressorswho

are perceived to experience remorseareratedto be less likely to re-offend(Gold &
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Weiner, 2000; Pipes & Alessi, 1999). Remorse communicates that transgressors still

hold on to community values and are less likely to repeat a transgression(Goffman,

1971; Lazare, 2004; Proeve & Tudor, 2010).

For Study 3, it washypothesized thatthe perception ofremorseexperienced by

the transgressorafter punishmentserves as an indicator of authentic change.Only if

change isperceived to be authentic, that is if the displayed affective componentof

changeis in line with the displayed behavioral and cognitive components, it should

affect justice-related satisfaction. To study thematch or mismatch of indicators of

affective components with feedback about the behavioral and cognitive componentsof

change, Study 3 added facial stimulito the written transgressor feedbackthat were

created to look more or less remorseful.

In addition, Study 3 examined the questionof whetherit is only punishers who

have transformative justice motivesor if non-punishers have them, too. On the one hand,

it is possible that only people who have transformative justice motives punish. In this

sense, transformative justice motives would be a sufficientconditionfor punishment: if

transformative justice motives emerge, it would guarantee that people punish. On the

other hand, it is possible that transformative justice motives generallyariseafter

witnessing transgressions, and only some people expressthese transformativejustice

motives through punishment.

In order toexaminehow generalor specifictransformativejusticemotivesare,

Study 3 was again a study onactual (not imagined) behavior. The design from Study 2

was slightly changed to make theapparent behavior of the partner more realisticand 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. Unfairtreatment by the transgressor and the participant€s reaction were

therefore again in the same ‚currencyƒ which was the fun factor of the tasks.

After being assigned to work on unpleasant tasks, it was easy for participants to

either allocate the remainingtasks fairly in return or to also behave unfairly(constituting

the non-punishers and punishersrespectively). Although this naturalisticapproach

includes the possibility thatparticipants€punitivereactions arealso related to

compensatory notions of justice„ participants might assign themselves fun tasks

because none were allocated to them from their partner„ thereactionnevertheless

serves as indicator forpunitivenotions of justice: by deciding to allocateall of the fun

tasks to themselves, participantsequally decide to allocate the remainingunpleasant

tasks to their partners.

Lastly, Study 3started to examinethe effects of justice-related satisfaction on

real-world consequencessuch asfuture behavior toward the transgressor.For that

purpose, participants were asked to indicate their willingness to interact with the

interaction partner again in the future.

HYPOTHESIS3:
Change in the transgressor needs to be perceived as authentic in order toevoke
justice-related satisfaction. Suchauthenticity refers toa composition ofaffective
(feeling remorseful), behavioral(not repeatingthe transgression), and cognitive
(understanding the wrongfulness)components of change.

Creation and validation of facial stimuli

The affective componentof change was manipulated byfacial information that

the transgressor could add to the written feedback. In order to create the facial stimuli,

thespecificfacial information that underlies social judgments of remorsewasfirst
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identifiedby having participants rate frontal renderings of 3-D face scans from the Basel

Face Model(see Paysan, Knothe, Amberg, Romdhani, & Vetter, 2009). Subsequently,

following Walker and Vetter€s(2009) face spacemethod,the derivedinformation about

remorsefulappearancewas transferredto novel 2-D photographs to create remorseful-

and remorseless-looking faces.

Identifying the look of remorse.Participants (N = 544 [293 male] Mturk

workers from the U.S., Mage= 32.0,SDage= 11.9)were recruited online to participate in

an8-minute studyon ‚Social judgments of facesƒand were paid$0.40. Theysawa

random subset offifteen out of 153 male and female 3-D scans(n for each face ~ 55).

For each face, participants were asked to imagine that this person hascommitted 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 that thebehavior was wrong (for each

face .77‹ … ‹ .99, 1 =not at all, 7 =very much, fixed order). The computer program

used the mean of these ratings for each face to identify the physical information that

participants relied on when they inferred remorse. This information (i.e. the‚visual

essenceƒof remorse) wasapplied to novel facesto create remorseful and remorseless-

looking versions of the same individual, for the method seeWalker and Vetter (2009).

Pretesting thecomputer-generated faces.Two male and two female Caucasian

facial identitieswith neutral expressionwere usedfrom theRadboud Faces Database

(Langner et al., 2010) to createbothremorseful and remorseless versions. Together with

the neutral versions, they were pretested in order to identify one male and one female



47

facial identity whose appearance lead to significantly different perceptions for the

remorseful and remorseless versions.

For that purpose,Americanparticipants(N = 480[234 male],Mage= 32.0,SDage

= 10.8) wererecruited on Mturk toparticipate in a1-minute surveyon their ‚Opinion on

one faceƒand werepaid$0.10.Thirteen participants failed an attention check item at the

beginningof the survey, reading ‚To show that you are alert, please leave the below

item blank and skip to thenext page: Are you reading this item carefully?ƒ (1= not at

all, 7 =very much), and were excluded from the analyses(see Oppenheimer, Meyvis, &

Davidenko, 2009). Participantswere randomly assigned to rate theappearanceof one of

the twelve facial stimuli (remorseless, neutral, or remorseful for one of the two male and

two female facial identities).Participants were asked to which extent they thinkthe

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 each of thefour facial

identities.

Thetwo faces that wereselected for Study 3(seeFigure 2, page51) significantly

differed in their ratings for the remorseful versus remorseless versions of the facial

identity. More precisely, ratings for the three versions of the male face (Rafd090_05,n =

118; … = .93) sufficiently differed on the remorse ratings,F(2, 115) = 6.83,p = .002, ‡p²

= .106, indicating that the version with the manipulated remorseless expression (M =

2.87,SD= 1.09) differed significantly from the version with the manipulated remorseful

expression (M = 3.89,SD= 1.35),p < .001, and the original neutral picture was rated in

between (M = 3.29,SD= 1.24). Ratings for the threeversions of the female face
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(Rafd090_26,n = 117;…= .95), also sufficiently differed for the three versions,F(2,

114) = 6.19,p = .003,‡p² = .098. The original neutral picture(M = 3.68,SD= 1.14)was

rated very similar to the remorseless expression(M = 3.60,SD= 1.48), but the

manipulated remorseless expression differed significantly from the version with the

manipulated remorseful expression (M = 4.53,SD= 1.23),p = .002, as desired.

Method

Study 3 was an online study that experimentally variedthe facial expression that

went along with the feedback transgressors gave to participants to assess its effect on

participants€ justice-related satisfaction. In total, there were five experimental conditions

manipulated between subjects: feedback aboutchange(paired with aremorsefulor a

neutralface), feedback aboutmerebehavior change(paired with aneutral face), and

feedback aboutno change(paired with either aneutralor remorselessface).

Procedure.Five hundredMturk workersfrom the U.S.(266 [53%] male,Mage=

32.5,SDage= 10.9)were recruited online to participate ina10-minutestudy on‚O ffice

behaviorƒ and werecompensated with $1. At the beginning of the study, they weretold

that they wouldwork on several office-related tasks withanother Mturk worker. They

entered a nickname for the study and indicated their age and genderin orderto be paired

with a Turker who is similar to them. Participants always interacted with our pre-

programmed web interface. Male participants were led tobelieve that the other Mturker

they were paired with was ‚Tonyƒ;female participants were led to believe that the other

Mturker they were paired with was ‚Tinaƒ. Participants who did notwant to indicate

their gender (n = 2) also filled out the female version of the experiment.
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Before thestudy wassupposed to start, participants were asked to send a

message to their fellow Mturker, and„ to familiarize them with the use of pictures„

they were askedto pick a pictureof a facethat best described how theyfeel right now

that would go along with the message. The picture wasalwaysthe facial identityof their

indicated gender, and possiblechoices were the happy, neutral or contemptuous versions

taken from the Radboud Faces Database and themanipulated remorseful version.

Participants thenreceivedthe message that their fellow Mturker (Tina or Tony

respectively) hadsupposedlywritten, reading ‚hi [name of participant]. hope this won•t

take too long‚ , paired witha neutralfacial expression(female or male respectively).

Participants weretold thatthe study examinedhow peopleuse the computer to

work on several tasks related to office behavior and that their decision times for each

taskwould be recorded. Every partnerwould work on four tasks thatwould take about

three minutes in total. There would be different kinds of tasks and the two of them

would decide together who will work on which tasks. First, Tony/Tina would allocate

two tasks to each of them. Next, the participant would allocate two 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 usingsome ofthe PANA items usedin

previous studies(happy, annoyed(-), pleased, upset(-), angry(-), satisfied, …= .83,

order randomized, 1 =not 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 were twoidentical fun ones (‚Watch

a short clip of •The Office€and rate it„ Fun and entertainingƒ, versions 1 and 2) and two
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identical boring ones (‚Highlight office-related words in a text„ Be sure not to miss

oneƒ, versions 1 and 2). Tony/Tinaalways allocated the two boring tasks to the

participant and the twofun tasks to himself/herself.As 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 has picked for them (1 =not at all, 7 =very

much).

Next, participants could allocate two tasks to eachperson. The list of possible

tasks included again two identical fun tasks (‚Rate comics on Office Behavior„

Entertaining and funnyƒ, versions 1 and 2) and two identical boring tasks (‚Check copy

room supply list for typos„ Somewhat tedious but importantƒ, versions 1 and 2),

allowingparticipants 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 genderthat best described how they felt. This time,

possiblechoices were the neutral andcontemptuous versions taken from the Radboud

Faces Database,along withthe manipulated remorsefuland remorselessversions. In

order tostandardize participants€levels of emotional expression„ previousresearch

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

behavior(Xiao & Houser, 2005) „ thewebpage was programmed toautomatically

advanceafternineseconds, followed by an error message that the message could not be

sent. Participants werethenrandomly assigned to five differentfeedbackconditions.
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Figure 2. From left to right: remorsefulversion, neutralversion (original picture), and
remorselessversion of the face thatwentalongwith the feedback message in
Study 3(female identity Rafd090_26 andmale 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 message. Thechangeconditions (paired

with either aremorsefulfaceor aneutralface) read ‚got it, that wasn•t very nice of meƒ

shouldn•t have been so selfishƒ would do it differently now if i could‚, the mere

behavior changecondition (always paired withneutralface) read ‚got it, you think that

wasn•t very nice of meƒ sometimes i gotta be selfishƒ i guess, i would do it differently
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now if i could, if that•s what someone expects from me. but not because i agree‚, and the

no changeconditions (paired with either aneutral faceor aremorselessface) read ‚got

it, you think that wasn•t very nice of meƒ sometimes i gotta be selfishƒ would do the

same thing againƒ‚, for faces seeFigure 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 (1 =not at 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 Turker,constituting themain

dependent variable justice-related satisfaction as used in previous studies (12 items,… =

.79, order randomized, 1 = not at all, 7 =very much), as well as the item ‚Would you

like to interact with the other Turker again in the futureƒ(1 = not at all, 7 =very much).

After these items, there was an attention check item(see Oppenheimer et al., 2009), to

screen out participants who did not read the items carefully,reading‚Are you reading

the items carefully? If yes, marknot at allƒ.

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 related tooffice

behavior instead of four. All of the participants subsequently rated three office-themed

comicsin terms of how funny and realistic they are. Next,participants indicated again

how they felt, using the same PANA itemsthat were usedat the beginning of the

experiment (… = .84).

At the end of the study, as secondmanipulation check,participantsanswered

some questions about the task allocations by themselves and the other Turker: to what



53

extent theythoughttheir task allocation has caused a change in the other Turker€s

attitude, the otherTurkerregrets her/his allocation of tasks,andthe other Turker would

probably act the same way again in the future (recoded) (… = .76, order randomized, 1 =

not at all, 7 =very much). Participantswere 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 participants€suspiciousnessabout

the experimentalparadigm, participants werealsoasked to indicateon three continuous

itemswhat their thoughts were about whether the other Turker was real or not (1=

definitelyreal, 5 = definitely fake), how often they doubted if the other Turker was real

or not during the study (1= never, 5 = all of the time), and how much these doubts

affected their behavior toward the other Turker (1=not at all, 7 =very much).

Participantswere asked to providesome demographic informationanddescribed

how they found the study, for instanceif they were searching for a certain term on

Mturk, or if they had read about the study on forums. They were thanked, debriefed

aboutthedeceptionused, andasked fortheir fully informed consent at the end of the

study.Lastly, theyindicatedif they had heard about the true purpose from other

Mturkersbefore they participated, and whether theyhad knownfrom other people that

the partner wasnot real(bothyes, no).

Results

Preliminary analyses.Participantswho allocated two boring tasks to themselves

(n = 74),who did not pass the attention check (n = 12), who indicated that they had

known from otherMturkersthat the partner was not realor who had heard about the true

purpose of the study from other Mturkers(n = 16), orwho did not give informed consent
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and wanted their data removed from the dataset (n = 3) were excluded from the analyses,

leaving a final sample of397participants(n in eachcondition =74-84; 184female

[46%], Mage= 32.0, SDage= 10.7), out of which297 (75%) identified as white/European

American.Participants• self-reported ethnicitiesdid not affect the findings.Moreover,

analyses that look at the completedataset (N = 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

†‰(2,N = 397) = 6.24,p = .044. But gender was equally distributed across conditions

†‰(8,N = 397) = 11.31,p = .185,did not significantly correlate with justice-related

satisfaction,r(395) = .092,p = .067,and including gender or task allocation in the main

analyses did not alter the results reported below.

Means ofthe continuous suspicionitems(e.g., asking if participants doubted if

their partner was real or not) did not differ between experimental conditions,Fs(4,392)

‹ 1.33, psŠ .260. In addition, participants€thoughts about whether the other Turker was

real or not did not correlate with the dependent variable,r(395) = .045, p = .375, neither

did participants€assessments of how often they doubted if the other Turker was real or

not, r(395) = -.067, p = .183. Participants€ratings about how much their doubts affected

their behavior toward the other Turker significantly correlated with justice-related

satisfaction,r(395) = -.167, p < .001.Including this item as covariate did notlead to

different findings. Similarly, including participants€ ratings of how much they are

looking forward to do the tasks that the other Turker has picked for them (M = 2.96,SD

= 1.80) did not alter the significant findings reported below.
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Manipulation checks.Participants€ ratingson how remorseful the other Mturker

felt differedsignificantlybetween experimental conditions,Welch€sF(4, 195.5) = 45.41,

p < .001, ‡p² = .306. Planned contrast analyses revealed that participants in the two

changeconditions(remorseful face: M = 4.40,SD= 1.87;neutral face: M = 4.39,SD=

1.76)differed significantly from participants in the twono changeconditions(neutral

face: M = 2.00,SD= 1.34;remorselessface: M = 1.97,SD= 1.28), Welch€st(298.9) =

13.69, p < .001 ,d = 2.10, and thatboththeno changeandthechangeconditions

differed significantly from themerebehavior changecondition(neutralface: M = 3.13,

SD= 1.79), Welch€st(120.5) = 4.99, p < .001 ,d = 0.91, andWelch€st(152.1) = 5.14, p

< .001 ,d = 0.83, respectively. Thekind of face thatwas pairedwith the feedbackdid

not make a difference as to how remorseful apartner was perceived in thechange

conditions; remorsefulversusneutralfaceWelch€st(164.1)< 1, p = .987. Similarly,

there were no significant differences in remorseful ratings between theneutraland

remorselessfaces of theno changeconditions,Welch€st(150.0) < 1, p = .899.

Participants€averagedratings about whethertheir task allocation has caused a

change in their partner€s attitude, that their partner regrets the allocation of tasks, and

that their partnerwould probably not act the same way againin the futurediffered

significantlybetween experimental conditions,F(4, 392) = 107.88, p < .001, ‡p² = .524.

Planned contrast analyses revealed thatparticipants in the twochangeconditions

(remorseful face: M = 4.86,SD= 1.28;neutral face: M = 4.81,SD= 1.23)differed

significantly from participants in the twono changeconditions(neutralface: M = 2.07,

SD= 1.11;remorselessface: M = 2.05,SD= 1.02), t(392) = 20.76, p < .001,d = 2.10,

and that both theno changeand thechangeconditions differed significantly from the



56

merebehavior changecondition(neutralface: M = 3.40,SD= 1.29), t(392) = 8.05, p <

.001,d = 0.81, andt(392) = 8.80, p < .001,d = 0.89, respectively.Again, the kind of

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

or the twono changeconditions as to how much participants agreed to the three items

on perceived change;changeconditionst(392)< 1, p = .787, no changeconditions

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

Effects of transgressor change on general affect, justice-related 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) = 2.64,p = .034,‡p² = .026, indicatingthat general affect

increased for thechangeconditions but decreased for theno changeconditions, see

Figure 3for changes inmeansfrom time 1 totime 2. Main effects for repeated

measurement (within-participants) or experimental condition (between-participants)

were both not significant; PANAF(1, 392) = 1.70,p = .193; conditionF(4, 392) = 0.93,

p = .445.
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Figure 3. Changein general affectfor different experimental conditionsin Study 3
(positive values indicate more positive general affect at time 2 than at time
1)

Justice-related satisfaction.As predicted, participants€justice-related

satisfaction scores differedsignificantlybetweenthe different experimental conditions,

F(4, 392) = 2.86, p = .023, ‡p² = .028. Planned contrast analysesreplicated the general

effect that the twochangeconditions led to greater justice-related satisfaction than the

two no changeconditions, t(392) = 3.06, p = .002,d = 0.31. A closer lookrevealed that

only the authenticchange(i.e. changepairedwith aremorsefulface) and authenticno

changeconditions (i.e.no changepairedwith aremorselessface) differed significantly

from each other,t(392) = 3.15, p = .002, d = 0.49. Thechangeandno changeconditions

that were presented with aneutralface did not significantly differ from each other,

t(392) = 1.16, p = .248, d = 0.19. For means seeFigure 4. Like in Study 2, justice-related

satisfaction for themere behavior changecondition lay in between thechangeand the
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no changecondition, replicating thateffects of indicatorsfor a transformativechangeare

different fromeffects of indicators for merebehavior change.

Figure 4. Means of justice-related satisfaction for each of the experimental conditions
in Study 3

Willingness to interact again.Transgressors€feedback about the presence or

absence of change significantly affected participants€ willingness to interact with them

again,F(4, 392) = 3.76,p = .005, ‡p² = .037. Planned contrasts revealed that participants

in the twochangeconditions(remorseful face: M = 3.88,SD= 1.86;neutral face: M =

3.88,SD= 1.88)were significantly more willing to interact with the other Mturker again

in the future than participants inthe twono changeconditions(neutralface: M = 3.24,

SD= 1.94;remorselessface: M = 2.92,SD= 2.01), t(392) = 3.74,p < .001,d = 0.38.

This difference betweenchangeandno changewas significant for both the authentic

conditions with a matching face,t(392) = 3.15,p = .002,d = 0.50, and the inauthentic
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in themere behavior changecondition lay in between(neutralface: M = 3.41, SD=

1.86).

Intercorrelations of the dependent variables.Participants€ general affect at time

2 and their justice-related satisfaction werestronglycorrelated,r(395) = .455, p < .001.

Participants€ willingness to interactwith their partneragain correlatedmoderately with

general affect at time 2,r(395) = .327,p < .001,andstronglywith participants€ justice-

related satisfaction,r(395) = .431,p < .001.

Effect of task allocation. Participants 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 two unpleasant tasks (n = 209 [53%])

or to behave fairly by assigning one fun and one boring tasks to each (n = 188 [47%])

was equally distributed across conditions, †‰(4,N = 397) = 3.82,p = .431, and did not

significantly affect participants€ level of justice-related satisfaction,F(1, 395) = 2.21,p

= .138. Neither did task allocation moderate the effect of the experimental manipulation

on justice-related satisfaction; interactionF(4, 387) = 1.64,p = .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 transgressor. If remorse

was present, participants showed less rumination and more cognitive closure, as

measured by the justice-related satisfaction scale. These findings highlightthatpeople

aresensitiveto indicators oftransgressorchange on all three„ affective, behavioral, and

cognitive„ levels. Participants were least satisfied if transgressors€ feedback on change

lacked in allof thethree levels, were more satisfied the more indicators of change were
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added, and most satisfied if a transgressor showed indicators of changeon all three

levels. These findingssupport the hypothesis that transgressors need to demonstrate that

their change is authentic and genuineanddo not only need to pay lip service to change

in order to make punishers satisfied.

Participants€ 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 filled outthe

manipulation check items or the newly addedvariable that assessed participants€

willingness to interact with their fellow Mturker again. For those items,it seemed that

the presence orabsence of transgressor remorse did not make a difference.Therefore, in

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 justice-related

satisfaction.

In regard to people€s willingness to interact with thefellow Mturkeragain, these

findingsfurthersuggest that people can differentiate between their personal sense of

psychological closure after a transgression, asindicated by the justice-related

satisfaction scale, and their own responsibility to social functioning, asindicated by their

willingness to interactwith the other Mturker again. In some social groups, it is

impossible to avoid any kind of contactwith a person who has behaved unfairly. People

who did not receive authentic feedback about change seem not to closethe chapter„

they are not satisfied„ yet it seemsthey 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 nodifferences in justice-related satisfaction between

participants who decided to punishby allocating twoboring tasks to their interaction

partnerand participants who decided not to punishby assigning one boring and fun tasks

to each of them. There areat least two different ways to interpret the lack of differences.

On the one hand, these resultssuggestthattransformative justice motives generally arise

after transgressions andareexpressed through punishment or other means.On the other

hand,however, onecould critically argue thatthese findings suggest thatjustice-related

satisfactionmight not be suited to drawanyconclusions on transformative justice

motives, becausesomething that does not differ between punishers and non-punishers

cannot explain why punishers have decided to punish whereas non-punishers have not.

The present dissertation certainly supports the first interpretation, but the design of

Study 3is not suited tocompletely rule out the second interpretation. Therefore,Study 4

continued to investigate different reactions to unfair behavior to further study potential

differences between punishers and non-punishers.

As a possible solution to the interpretation dilemma above, Study 4 aimed at

studying potential origins of transformative justice motives. In order tobetter understand

the mechanism of the effect of transgressor change on justice-related satisfaction, Study

4 investigated a potentialmoderating variable that determines if the effect of

transgressor change on justice-related 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 forpeople€s

transformative justicemotives.It was hypothesized that transformative motives have

socialoriginsbecause they ultimatelyseem toaim at a reintegration of the transgressor

andto restore asocial balance.Transformative justice motives arethushypothesized to

be most important in contexts when the likelihood of future interactions is high,like in

social ingroups.

Previous research suggests that it makes a difference toa person€sdesire to

punish if a transgressoris part ofthe person€ssocial ingroup or outgroup.People have a

strong need to see themselves and their ingroup in a positive light(Hogg & Abrams,

1988; Tajfel & Turner, 2001). Ingroup offendersposeaproblem forsuch a positive

perception as theythreatthe validity of normsand shared valuesand call for a

revalidation of these norms(Mendoza, Lane, & Amodio, 2014; Okimoto & Wenzel,

2009; Vidmar, 2002; Wenzel & Thielmann, 2006). As a consequence, people are more

likely to sanction thebehavior of an ingroup transgressorthanthatof anoutgroup

transgressor(called the "black sheep effect",Marques, Abrams, & Serodio, 2001;

Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988; Shinada, Yamagishi, & Ohmura, 2004). Similarly,

when people sanction a behavior, theyexpectan ingroup transgressorto feel more

shame and embarrassment as reaction to the sanctioning behaviorthan an outgroup

transgressor(Nugier, Chekroun, Pierre, & Niedenthal, 2009). And ingroup transgressors

are judged more harshly and receive less forgiveness than outgrouptransgressorswhen

they do not show remorse(Gold & Weiner, 2000).
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Whereas Studies 1-3 kept social category constant to the social ingroup ofthe

participant (i.e. the transgressor waseither a fellow student or a fellow Mturker),Study

4 manipulated the social category of thetransgressorin order to testwhether it

moderates the effect oftransgressorchange on justice-related satisfaction.It was

hypothesized that people are particularly satisfied with transgressor change if the

transgressor is part of their social ingroup.If the transgressor is part of the social

outgroup, however, it was hypothesized that transformative justice motives„ if they

have social origins„ should be ‚switched offƒ, not leading to differences in justice-

related satisfaction after the presence or absence of transgressor change.

In addition to only distinguishing between participants whopunished their

interaction partners and participants who treated them fairly (like in Study 3), Study 4

differentiated more within this latter group of participantsby addinga third allocation

option in which participants could decide to let the computer allocate the tasks

randomly. Study 4 wasthereforeable to differentiatebetween participants who

purposefully punished by assigning two boring tasks, participants who purposefully

behaved fairly by splitting up the tasks evenly, and participants whosimplypreferred a

fair allocation procedureby letting the computer decide randomly.

Lastly, Study 4 continued to exploreindividual difference measures to get a

better understanding of the relationship between transformative justice motives and

personality variables.In addition to participants€ scores on victim sensitivity, sense of

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 ingroupversus
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outgroup transgressor.Furthermore, the role of interdependent self-construal was

explored.Previous researchfindings suggest thatpeople with interdependent self-

construal perceive an offense as more damaging to society and as a greater threat to

shared values(Gollwitzer & Bücklein, 2007; Okimoto et al., 2012). 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 arestrongerin ingroup settings than in outgroup
settings. The difference between the two feedback conditions (transgressor
change versus no change) will be greater for ingrouptransgressorsthan for
outgrouptransgressors.

Method

Study 4 was a laboratory studyusing a 2 (feedback: change versus nochange) ×

2 (socialcategoryof transgressor: ingroup versus outgroup) between-subjects design.

Procedure. Princeton undergraduate students(N = 199) were recruited from the

psychology subject pool to participate in a study on ‚Office Behaviorƒ and received half

an hour of course credit for participation.When they arrived at the lab room, they were

paired with an ostensible other participant who arrived five minutes late.

Theostensible otherparticipant,one ofour five experimental confederates who

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 socialcategorycondition

prior to each individual session by using amobilecoin-flip application. In the ingroup

condition, the confederatepretended to be another student andvisibly carrieda

Princeton water bottle and a backpack. In the outgroup condition,the confederate

pretended to be a ‚townieƒ, i.e. 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 experimenterchecked theparticipant€s and the confederate€sIDs to adhere

to thesubjectpool€s guidelines. In the ingroup condition, confederates showed their

Princeton student ID„ which iswhat students usually use in these settings„ visibly to

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

Then the experimenter left the room andpretended to quickly set up the two

running roomsso thatthe participant and the confederatewerealone in the lab spacein a

waiting room setting. All of the confederates had been trained individually to adhere to a

standardized script tobehave disinterested and somewhat bored regardless of the

experimental condition, as well as toestablish the ingroup or outgroup condition the

same way regardless of confederate identity. In the ingroup condition,confederates

pretended to beundergraduatestudentsduring small talk(reporting their actual major

and class year) who participate in the study for payment. In the outgroup condition, the

confederates pretended not to go to Princeton but to live in a town nearby

(Lawrenceville) and to work in Princeton at an office store (using a specificstreet

name). They added that they sometimes participate in psych studies on campus to earn

some extra cash.If participantsasked about it,confederatespretended to be on a gap

year between high school and college.In each session,confederates told the participants

that they hope the study wouldn€t take too long, which served as a prompt for the

experimenter to return and guide the two participants to two separate, adjacent running

rooms.

Therest of thestudy was administeredby the computer.Participantswere told

that the study examined the extent to which performance can be affected by virtual
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environments and that they and the other participant would be asked to simultaneously

work on office-related tasks. After entering a nickname for the study that would be

shown to their partner, participants were asked to simultaneously send a brief message.

Participants would subsequently always receive a message from theirostensiblepartner,

who had apparently entered ‚hfjsdkghƒ as nickname, saying ‚hi [nickname of

participant], hope this won•t take too longƒ.

Then the study procedure was explained, which was very similar to Study 3:

Participantswere told thatthe study would be abouthow 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 twotasks to themselves and two tasks to their

partners. Their partners would do the same. In total, they would each work onfour tasks

that take about 20 minutes in total. First, ‚hfjsdkghƒ would choose two tasks to complete

and assign two tasks to [nicknameof participant]. Next, [nickname of participant] would

choose two tasks to complete and assign two tasks to ‚hfjsdkghƒ. After theyhaddecided

who will work on which tasks, they would both work on their tasks simultaneously.

Before the task allocation started, participants filled out the samePANA items

used in Study 3(time 1,… = .80). Next,participants watched how ‚hfjsdkghƒ 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 about fiveminuteseach) or to

allocate them him-/herself. As operationalization of unfair treatment, ‚hfjsdkgh" always

decided to allocate thetaskshim-/herself andsubsequentlyassigned thetwo fun tasks to

him-/herself (‚Watch a short clip of ‚The Officeƒ and answer some fun questions„ funƒ

and ‚Check applicants€ facebook profiles and make a hiring decision„ entertainingƒ)
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and thetwo boring tasks to the participant (‚Highlight office-related words in a

document„ tedious but importantƒ and ‚Check office supply list for typos„ be sure not

to miss oneƒ).

Participants were asked to indicate how much they are looking forward to do the

tasks that ‚hfjsdkghƒ has picked for them (1 =not at all, 7 =very much). Next, as

operationalization oftheir reaction to unfair treatment, participantswere asked if they

wanted to either let 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 themselves.If participants decided to let the computer determine

randomly, theywould 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 tasks(‚Rate comics related to general office behavior„ funƒ and ‚Rate comics

relatedto social dynamics in an office„ entertainingƒ) and the two boring tasks (‚Count

numbers of letters sent out last week„ tedious but importantƒ and ‚Check copy room

supply list for typos„ be sure not to miss oneƒ)onto 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 other. For participants, the

following page where they would enter their message only appeared for three seconds

and then auto-advanced, showing the error message ‚Page error. Message could not be

sentƒ, followed by a waiting page that indicated that the partner wasstill writing a

message to them. In theno changeconditions it read ‚got it, you think that wasn•t very
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nice of me.. but sometimes i gotta be selfish.. i would do the same thing againƒ, and in

thechangeconditions it read ‚got it, that wasn•t very nice of me.. shouldn't have been so

selfish.. i would do it differently now if i couldƒ.

On the next page, before the tasks would start, participants wereaskedto answer

questions about the interaction with ‚hfjsdkghƒ using the same justice-related

satisfaction scale that has been used in the previous studies (12 items, … =.71), followed

by the question ‚Would you like to interact with ‚hfjsdkghƒ again in the future?ƒ (1 =

not at all, 7 =very much).

In addition, participants answeredthe same manipulation checkitemsthat were

used in Study 3(… = .76)andwere asked to indicate inan open-ended text fieldanything

they rememberedabout their interaction partner‚hfjsdkghƒ. These comments were

codedas to whethertheyincludedinformation about the partner€s socialcategory.

At the end of the interactive part of the experiment, participants indicatedagain

how they feelright now (PANA time 2, … = .82). They then worked on Task 1 and rated

comics on how funny they were, as well as on Task 2 where they checked a list for

typos. For the sake of time, Tasks 3 and 4 apparently could not beloaded. Next,

participants indicated once again how they feel(PANA time 3, … = .86).

Subsequently,participantswere asked to fillout someindividual difference

measures.In orderto assess students€ social identification with Princeton, five itemwere

takenfrom an ingroup identification scale(Leach et al., 2008) and adjusted to the

Princeton student context(… = .82), e.g.,Being a Princeton undergraduate student is an

important part of how I see myself. As second individual difference measure,

participants€ self-construal was assessed using the 16-item scale by Gollwitzerand
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Bücklein(2007) that consists of three subscales: subscaleinterdependent/ context-

dependence(… = .77), e.g.,In general, other people•s behavior influences my own

behavior, subscaleinterdependent/ relatedness(… = .79), e.g.,It is always very important

to me that the people who are close to me are feeling good, and subscaleindependence

(… = .76), e.g.,I like being unique and in many respects different from others. In

addition, the same scales that were used in Study2 assessed participants€ level of victim

sensitivity(… = .91), sense of control(… = .64), andpersonalneed for structure(… =.85).

See Appendix for a list of all items.

At the end, participants indicated their age, gender, politicalorientation, and

ethnic background.Using the same continuous suspiciousness itemsasin Study 3,

participantsindicated how muchthey doubted that the other partner was real or not, and

how much it affected their behavior. Participants were debriefed about the deception

aspects of the study and gave informed consentthattheir data can be used. At the very

end, participants wereasked iftheyhad heard about the true purpose from other

students, and if they knew from other people that the partner was not real(yes, no).

Results

Preliminary analyses. In 25 of the 199 cases, the experimental manipulationof

the transgressor€s socialcategory(‚ townieƒor student)could not be established, for

instance because participants knew the confederate they were paired with or because

participants did not react to the confederate€s attempts to make small talk. Additionally,

participantswho did not follow the instructions when they were asked to assign tasks

(e.g., who did not assign any tasks at all and only clicked‚ nextƒor only assigned tasks

to themselves but not to the other person, n = 9),participantswho purposefully allocated
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two boring tasks to themselves(n = 7), and participants who indicated that they knew

from otherstudentsthat the partner was not real (n = 3) were excluded fromthe

analyses, leaving a final sample ofN = 156 (Mage= 19.5, SDage= 1.1; 92 [59%] female

participants equally distributed across conditions) with36 to 42 participants in each

experimental condition. All of the findings discussed below remained significant if the

analyses were conducted with the complete dataset (N = 199).

There were several continuous items asking about participants€ level of

suspiciousness about the setup of the study, none of whichdiffered between

experimental conditions, andnone ofwhich correlated with the main dependent variable

justice-related satisfaction, |.003| ‹ rs < |.092|,psŠ .253. Participants who indicated they

weresuspiciousthat the study was not only about office tasks were equally distributed

across conditions, †²(3, N = 156) = 1.54,p = .673, and this suspicion did not correlate

with the main dependent variable,r(154) = -.077,p = .341. None of the participants

indicated to have heard about the true purpose from other people before. Lastly, there

was as an open-ended comment field that wasused to manually codethe presence ofa

participant€s suspiciousness about therealnessof the received messagesor about the

confederate status of the participant€s interaction partner (n = 30). This latterindicator of

suspiciousness was not equally distributed across the experimental conditions, †²(3, N =

156) = 8.48,p = .037, reflectingthat14 of the 30 suspicious participants were in the

outgroup/ no changecondition. However,the presence of this kindof suspiciousness did

not correlate with themain dependent variable,r(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 change.Therefore, these suspiciousparticipants remained in

the final dataset.

Each of thefive different confederates (four female, one malewho either

pretended to be students or‚ towniesƒparticipating in the study formoney) performed in

20 to 42different experimental sessions. The confederateswere equally distributed

across experimental conditions, †²(12,N = 156) = 7.99, p = .786. Confederate identity

did not have any effect on the main dependent variable justice-related satisfaction,F(4,

151) = 0.95, p = .436. Similarly, the confederate€s gender(coded as female = 1, male =

0) had no effect on the dependent variable,r(154) = .027, p = .742, and there were no

interaction effects of the participant€s gender and the actor€s gender on the dependent

variable,F(1, 150) = 0.37, p = .542. Therefore, all of the analyses collapsed across

confederate identity.Participant gender also didnot correlate with the dependent

variable,r(152) =-.09,p = .265.

Manipulation checks.

Perceived change in the transgressor.Two-way ANOVA resultsconfirmed that

the experimental manipulation of transgressor changewas successful,F(1, 152) =

211.91, p < .001, ‡p² = .582, showinghigher ratings in thechangeconditions forboth

theingroupandoutgroupconditions(ingroup: M = 5.01,SD= 1.09; outgroup: M =

4.79, SD= 0.99) than in theno changeconditions (ingroup: M = 2.59, SD= 1.10;

outgroup: M = 2.42,SD= 0.92).Thus, participants in thechangeconditions agreed

morethan participants in theno changeconditionsthat their task allocationhas 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 future.The
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manipulation of the transgressor€s social categorization did not affect themanipulation

checkon transgressor change, F(1, 152) = 1.42, p = .236, neitherdid the interaction of

social categorization and presence orabsence of change,F(1, 152) = 0.02, p = .887.

Perceived socialcategoryof the partner.Participants€ open-ended responses

about what they rememberedabout their interaction partner were coded for theoutgroup

conditions in regard towhetherparticipants mentioned that the other person was not a

student but someone who works in town, assuming that the default situation students

encounter is one in which another participant is a student like them. Only36 of the 80

(45%)participants in theoutgroupconditions explicitly mentioned this detail about their

interaction partner.Compared to theingroupcondition, this rate issatisfactory, since

only 15 of the 76 (20%) participants in theingroupconditions explicitlymentionedthat

their interaction partner was a fellow student,which is in line withthe assumption about

a fellow participant€s studentstatusby default. However, 55% who fail tomention

spontaneouslythat their interaction partner is a‚ townieƒare a too substantial amount of

participantsto exclude from the final dataset. In order to keep statistical power for the

planned analyses,the perceived categorization of the partner mentioned in the open-

ended responses was therefore not used to exclude any participants.Nevertheless, if

subjects who failed to mention that their partner was not a student were excludedfrom

the outgroup conditions, the patterns of resultswould be stronger,see results section on

justice-related satisfaction for details.
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Effects of transgressor change on general affect, justice-related satisfaction,

and willingness to interact again.

Generalaffect.PANA scores were measured three times in Study 4, allowingfor

the assessment oftemporal dynamicsin general affect. A significant main effect within-

subjects indicated that participants were generally less satisfied at time 2 when they had

just finished theinteractive part with their ostensible partner(M = 4.65,SD= 1.04)

compared to the very beginning of the experiment at time 1 (M = 5.36,SD= 0.93), and

that participants were then again more satisfied at the end of the experiment, at time 3

(M = 4.99,SD = 1.09), PANA F(2, 304) = 40.44,p < .001, ‡p² = .210. Therewereno

significant interaction effects of the repeated PANA measures with the experimental

conditions, .146‹ ps‹ .546. Similarly, therewasno main effect of the experimental

conditions onthe general level of positive or negative affect; change versus no change

F(1,152) = 2.26,p = .134; ingroup versus outgroupF(1, 152) = 0.00,p = .975;

interaction termF(1,152) = 0.10,p = .751.

Justice-related satisfaction.If the effect found in previous studies has social

origins, a change in the transgressor€s attitude should matter morefor atransgressorwho

belongs tothe participant€singroup thanfor atransgressorwho is part ofthe

participant€soutgroup.Although two-way ANOVA results revealed a significant main

effect for change manipulation,F(1, 152) = 5.33,p = .022, ‡p²= .034, they did neither

reveal a main effect for ingroup/ outgroup manipulation,F(1, 152) = 0.31,p = .576, nor

a significant interaction effect,F(1, 152) = 0.49,p = .485, possibly caused by a lack of

statistical power. Nevertheless, direct contrast analyses revealed that the pattern of

results was in support ofthehypothesis. Participants in theingroupconditions were
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significantly more satisfied when the transgressor showed a change in attitude (change:

M = 4.76,SD= 0.71) than when the transgressor showed no change in attitude (no

change: M = 4.40, SD= 0.67), t(74) = 2.28, p = .026,d = 0.52. As predicted, the

difference between the change and no change feedbacks for theoutgroupconditions, on

the other hand,was smaller and not significant(change: M = 4.63,SD= 0.87; no

change: M = 4.41,SD= 0.72),t(78) = 1.08, p = .284, d = 0.24. If one only lookedat the

participantsin theoutgroupconditionswho spontaneously mentioned in their open-

ended comments thattheir fellow interaction partnerwassomeoneunaffiliated with the

University, thedifference between thechange(n = 18)andno changecondition(n = 18)

would becomeeven smaller(change: M = 4.67,SD= 0.97;no change: M = 4.74,SD=

0.58), Welch€st(27.9)< 1, p = .796,d = 0.09.

Willingness to interact again.Replicating 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 partners again in the futurethan participants in

theno changeconditions (M = 3.63,SD= 1.52), F(1,152) = 10.60, p = .001, ‡p² = .065.

Whether the transgressorbelonged to the participants€ingroup or outgroup did neither

have a maineffect,F(1,152) = 0.15, p = .697, nor an interaction effect with the presence

or absence of transgressor change on the participants€ willingness to interact with their

partners again in the future,F(1,152) = 0.41, p = .523.

Intercorrelations of the dependent variables.General affect at time 2 and

justice-related satisfaction were strongly correlated,r(154) = .515, p < .001.

Participants€ willingness to interact with their partneragain correlated moderately with
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general affect at time 2,r(154) = .341, p < .001,as well asmoderately with participants€

justice-related satisfaction,r(154) = .354,p < .001.

Effects of task allocation. As describedabove, participants could either decide

to let the computer determine randomly whowould work on which tasks (n = 37), or

could decide to allocate two fun tasks to themselves and two boring tasks to their

partner, respectively (n = 65), or they could purposefully assign one boring and one fun

task toeach, their partner and themselves(n = 54).Task allocation was distributed

equally across all of the conditions, †‰(6,N = 156) = 4.55,p = .603,includingacross the

manipulation of social categorization, †²(2,N = 156) = 0.98,p = .614,reflectingthat

participants decided equally often to punish ingroup and outgroup transgressors.

In regards to justice-related satisfaction, if type of allocation is added as an

additional factor to the ANOVA, it does not significantly predict justice-related

satisfaction,F(1,144) = 0.58,p = .559. Nevertheless, the descriptive pattern of results

reveals someimportantobservations(sample size in each celln ~ 15). It seems that the

difference between ingroup and outgroup transgressorsvaried for the different types of

task allocators. If participants decided to punish their partner by allocating twoboring

tasks, change in an outgroup transgressor led to the same increase in justice-related

satisfaction as change in an ingroup transgressor. Interestingly, the difference between

ingroup and outgroup transgressors was onlyparticularly distinctive if participants

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 each, seeFigure 5.
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Figure 5. The effect oftransgressorchange on justice-related satisfactionin Study 4
seems to vary fordifferenttypes of task allocators(punishers and different
kinds of non-punishers)

Effects of individual difference measures. Victim sensitivity was the only

measure that significantly varied between different types of task allocators, Welch€sF(2,

81.4) = 5.25,p = .007, ‡p² = .070, indicating that participants who decided to

purposefully allocate two boring tasksto their partner scored higher on victim sensitivity

(M = 4.95,SD= 1.00) than participants who purposefully allocated the tasks fairly (M =

4.51,SD= 1.15) and participants who let the computer assign randomly (M = 4.13,SD=

1.53).

Only victim sensitivity, r(154) =-.171,p = .033, and the self-construal subscale

interdependence/ relatedness correlated significantly with justice-related satisfaction,

r(154) = .208,p = .009, indicating that people who score low on victim sensitivity and

people who scorehigh on interdependence/relatedness are generally more satisfied.

Justice-related satisfaction did not correlate with any of the other measures assessed,

.343 <ps < .805.
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Interaction analysesusing multiple regressionrevealed no significant differential

effects for any of thecenteredindividual difference measures in combination with(one

or both of)thedummy-codedexperimental manipulationson the main outcome„ except

for the variable social identification with Princeton whichshowed a significant three-

way interaction with the two experimental manipulations, Œ = .377, p = .040. (Main

effects for social identification:Œ= .162,p = .331; transgressor change:Œ= .231, p =

.044; transgressor€s social category:Œ= .020,p = .861. Interaction terms for social

identification*transgressor€s social category:Œ= -.264, p = .136; social

identification*transgressor change:Œ= -.192, p = .268; transgressor€s social

category*transgressor change:Œ= -.100, p = .468. ModelF(7, 148) = 1.58,p = .145,R²

= .070.)

This interaction describes the surprising finding that participants withlow social

identification with Princeton show the predicted effect of transgressor change on justice-

related satisfaction only for ingroup transgressors butnot for outgroup transgressors,

whereas participants withhigh social identification with Princeton show the predicted

effect for both ingroup and outgroup transgressors; seeFigure 6illustrating the meaning

of the interaction term using median-splits.
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Figure 6. The effects of the transgressor€s social categorization and transgressor
change on justice-related satisfactionin Study 4depictedseparately for
participants with social identificationscores below and above the median

Discussion

Results from Study 4 suggest that transformative justice motiveshave social

origins.Replicating effectsfound inpreviousstudies, participants weremore satisfied

after transgressor change than after no change.However, thisdifferencewasonly

significantfor ingroup transgressorsandnot for outgroup transgressors.

There are two important aspects about this finding. First,it demonstrates that

transformative justice motivesareparticularly strong in ingroup contexts. Although the

ANOVA interaction term did not reach significance,presumably due to statistical power

issues,contraststestingthepredictionsdirectlywere significant. Moreover, if only those

participantsremained in the analyses who correctly mentioned in their comments that

their interaction partner was not affiliated with the University,the patternof differential

resultswas even stronger, supporting the interpretation that transformative justice

motives predominantly arise in ingroup settings.
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Second, thesedifferential findingshighlight thata change in the transgressor

does notalwayslead to higher justice-related satisfaction. By demonstrating that justice-

relatedsatisfaction is sensitive to the transgressor€s social category, resultsfrom Study 4

suggest that such satisfaction can be interpreted as indicator for the fulfillment of certain

transformativegoals(see Discussion Study 3).

One important limitation ofthese differential findings for ingroup and outgroup

transgressors refers tothe extent to which the decision to punish or not (i.e.participants€

task allocations) presumablyaffectedpeople€s justice-related satisfaction after the

presence or absence oftransgressor change.Although not significant, there were

different patterns of results for different types of task allocators.Participants who

purposefully allocated the tasks fairly (i.e. participants who did not punish) seemed to

have acted on transformative justice motives toward ingroup transgressors, but not

toward outgroup transgressors.Participants 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

members; these punishers were more satisfied after transgressor change than after no

change regardless of the social category of the transgressor. These findingssuggestthat

in ingroup contextstransformative justice motives are not exclusive to punishment

behavior;reacting to a transgression withpurposefully fair behavior canalso serve

transformative functions and canbe used to send a message to the transgressorto

demonstratehow right behavior looks. Thus,transformative motivesseem tohave social

originsas hypothesized: they generally arise after ingroup transgressions and can be

expressed by punishment or othermeans. However, these findings also suggest that
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transformative motives are not completely ‚switched offƒfor outgroup transgressors, as

originally hypothesized.

There are several open questions that remain to be investigated: Why did

transformative justice motives spill-over to the outgroup for some participants, and why

are transformative justice motives expressed sometimes punitively and sometimes

constructively toward ingroup transgressors?Study 4 continued to explore the role of

personality measuresin this context and how they affectpeople€sjustice-related

satisfaction. Unlike in Study 2,there weretwo measuresthat correlated with justice-

relatedsatisfaction, one of which was victim sensitivity that was also related to

participants€ task allocations, like in Study 2.Victim sensitive individuals weremore

likely to punish transgressors yet showed lower ratings on justice-related 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 interactionfound in Study 4 (the effect of

personal need for structure found in Study 2 could not be replicated), and most

surprisingly,this three-way interaction of social identification with Princetonwith the

two experimental manipulationshoweda somewhat surprising effect: participants who

identifiedlesswith Princeton showed theexpectedingroup/outgroup difference but

participants who identifiedmorewith Princeton did not.At first sight, this effect looks

similar to the difference between participants whopurposefully allocated the tasks fairly

and people who purposefully allocated two boring tasks to their partner. However,social

identificationwith Princetondid not significantly vary between thedifferenttypes of

task allocators,F(2, 153) = 1.52,p = .221; andlow and highidentifiers (median-split)
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wereequally distributed across the three types of task allocators, †‰(2,N = 156) = 1.38,p

= .501.Similarly, low and high identifiers didnot differ in anyof the suspiciousness

measures.

All in all, the interactionfindings is counterintuitive at first sight, and admittedly,

it is a small effect in terms of effect size (R² = .07, andthe full model is not even

significant, seeResults section). Although it could just bea false positivefinding and

needs to be replicated in future studies,this findingmight point towardan interesting

hypothesis that remains to be tested:It is possible thatthe social origin of transformative

justice motives is not so much due to identification with one€s ingroup butmerelydue 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, a difference between the treatment of

ingroup and outgroup transgressors wouldultimatelybe caused bya different perception

of thelikelihood of future interactionsand not by the desire to see the ingroup in a

positive light(Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 2001). In the special case of

Study 4, outgroup members who come to campuscould beperceived in more or less

elaborate waysdepending on the participant€s social identification with Princeton. For

participants who value the distinction between ingroup and outgroup by identifying

stronglywith Princeton,‚towniesƒon campusraise the perceived likelihood of future

interactionswith the outgroupand might increase participants€ transformative justice

motivestoward outgroup individuals. Strongly-identifyingPrinceton studentsmight

want toeducatestudents andnon-studentsalikeabouthow one is supposed to behaveon

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 members oncampusandjust

think that future interactions with outgroup members arelesslikely, leading to the

predicteddifference between ingroup and outgroup transgressors„ a difference that

might then not be caused by the transgressor€s social categorization but by the perceived

likelihood of future interactions. Sincethe direction of theinteractioneffectwas not

predicted, more studies are needed thatvary the environment in which the transgression

occursin order todisentangle the effect of social category andthe perceivedlikelihood

to interact again. Future studies need to examine if the difference between the effects for

ingroup and outgroup transgressors is mostly caused by social categorization or by the

likelihood of future interactions.It is possible that the dynamics found in this study

differ for contexts where the environment is neutral and the outgroup member is not

coming to the ingroup€s territory and therebydoes notincrease the perceived likelihood

of future interactions for some participants.

In Study 4, general affect did not show the samedifferentialpattern as justice-

related satisfaction, suggestingonce againthat 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 studies. 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 justice-related 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 justice-related satisfaction, it would be
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particularly interesting to study if justice-related satisfaction still differs between

experimentalconditions at the very end of the study. If transformative justice motives

are strong, one would expect that the differences between thechangeandno change

conditions persist.

Participants€ willingness to interact with their partner again in the futurewas

affected by the presence versus absence of transgressor change, replicating the pattern of

results of Study 3. Unlike justice-related satisfaction, the transgressor€s social

categorizationdid not affect participants€ willingness for future interactions.Like in

Study 3, this finding suggests that peoplepotentiallydifferentiate betweenhow they feel

about a transgression and how they feel about behaving toward the transgressor. Even if

people might not really have closed the chapter yet,their willingness to interact with the

transgressor again reflectspotential forreconciliation. Future research could try to

unfold the temporal dynamics of how people€s willingness to interact with a previous

transgressor might affect their justice-related 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 justice-related satisfaction over time.

One limitation of Study 4 was that the intended manipulation check for the

manipulation ofthe transgressor€ssocial category did notnecessarilyidentify all of

participants who remembered whether their interaction partner was affiliatedwith the

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, future studies should include

items that better verify if the manipulation of social category was successful.These
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studies should also aim for a paradigm that replicates the effect on justice-related

satisfaction with a bigger sample so that ANOVA interaction terms can become

significant.

In Study 4, the frequency of punishment did not differ between ingroup

transgressors and outgroup transgressors.Manyparticipants decided to refrain from

punitive responses towards ingroup transgressors andto use more constructivemeans in

order to reinforce the violated group norms(Okimoto & Wenzel, 2009). Other studies

have found that ingroup transgressors are more likely to be punished than outgroup

transgressors(Marques et al., 2001; Marques et al., 1988; Shinada et al., 2004).

Nevertheless, the current findings are not necessarily in opposition to findings on the

‚ black sheep effectƒ. In order for increased ingroup harshness to occur, guilt needs to be

certain(van Prooijen, 2006) or needsto be inferablefrom repeat-transgressions

(Gollwitzer & Keller, 2010), otherwise ingroup transgressors receive the benefit of the

doubt. It is possible that the paradigm used in Study 4 was notsuited to detect increased

harshness against ingroup transgressors,for instancebecause the transgression was not

severe and did not seriously enough question ingroup normsfor the ‚black sheep effectƒ

to emerge.

Future studies should try to differentiatebetweentransformative justice motives

(i.e. desire for transgressor change)andsensitivity toward cues of change (i.e. the

detection of change) in ingroupversusoutgroup transgressors. Although participants in

Study 4 were equally capable of detectingchange in ingroup and outgroup transgressors,

as indicated by the manipulation check, other research findingssuggest that people are

more likely to attribute complex emotions such as remorse to ingroup members than to
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outgroup members(Wohl, Hornsey, & Bennett, 2012), a phenomenon that has been

linked to the infra-humanization of outgroup members(Leyens et al., 2001) and that

makes intergroup reconciliation challenging. In the context of punishment severity,

Lieberman and Linke(2007) found that outgroup offendersreceivelower remorse

ratings andarepunished more harshly than ingroup offenders for the same offense (yet

for both groups the offenses received the same ratings on moral wrongness).Although

thesefindings support a notion of transformative justice motives and their prevalence in

ingroup contexts, it remainsto be examined under what circumstancespeopleactually

aim lessat a change in outgroup transgressorsversuswhen peopledo not detect a

changein outgroup transgressors evenif it occurs.Studies that manipulate the

transgressor€s social categoryand display of remorseremainan interesting avenue for

future research.

General Discussion

Usingdifferent experimental stimuli and procedures, the presentset of studies

provides empirical evidence forpeople€stransformative justice motivesaiming at

genuine change in a transgressor€s attitude and behavior. Punishers and non-punishers

were more satisfied if transgressors changed their attitudes and understood that what

they did was wrong.This effect was enhanced the moreauthentica transgressor€s

change appeared to be, indicated by the presence of remorse.Moreover, the increase in

justice-related satisfaction after transgressor change could not be explained by inferred

suffering.

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

have a much more limited applicability than previous research has suggested.
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Retribution still has a rolein punishment, but not the major one.People do not only

seem to give transgressors‚ what they deserveƒ. 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 unfairly.In other words, punishment can only make people change their

way, if punishment is inflicted onthe people who deserve it(i.e. if punishment is

retributive, see Moberly, 1968). Theunderlying motiveand ultimategoalfor such

punishment, however,does not seem to beretributive buttransformative.

Transformative justice motivescanexplain why peopleprefer topunish

proportionally. Psychologically, evening out the scales of injusticedoes not refer to

simply ‚paying backƒ and giving transgressors ‚what they deserveƒ butappears to

follow a hydraulicprinciplethat carefully calibrates blame and guilt(Malle, Monroe, &

Guglielmo, 2014). If a person commits a transgression and creates an imbalance of

justice, the imbalance getsfirst addressed by blame that relates to the degree of guilt a

transgressor experiences.The less guilttransgressors experience the more people blame

them, and the more transgressors experience guilt the less people blame them(Ohtsubo

& Watanabe, 2009; Scher & Darley, 1997). For the transgressor, the experience of guilt

is a first step to acceptresponsibilityand to make amends to the victim(Fisher & Exline,

2006; Hosser, Windzio, & Greve, 2008), and therebyclears the way for reconciliation.

The experience of guilt signals that the transgressor cares and will behave differently in

the future(Baumeister et al., 1994). People are very goodat coding if theexpression of

guilt (i.e. remorse) is real or fake(ten Brinke, MacDonald, Porter, & O'Connor, 2012).

Importantly, if peoplesee that transgressors feelgenuinelybad about whattheydid (i.e.
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feel guilty or remorseful),and consequentlyblame them less, theyalsoshow lessof a

demand for harsh punishmentbecause the imbalance of justice has been partly addressed

(Bornstein, Rung, & Miller, 2002; Darby & Schlenker, 1989; Pipes & Alessi, 1999;

Robinson et al., 1994; Rumsey, 1976). If transgressors do not feel bad about what they

did, however,and the scales of injustice are not evened out yet,punishment can be used

asa ‚guilt -inducing strategyƒ(Petersen, Sell, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2010, p. 101, also see

communicative theories on punishment).

The present dissertation suggests thatthe foundation forthis hydraulic

restoration of justicethroughthe expression of blameandpunishmenton the one side

andthe acceptance ofguilt and remorse on the other lies inpeople€s transformative

justice motives. These transformative justicemotivesdo not only refer to punishment

behavior butultimatelyalsoallow for reconciliation:Only if transgressors acknowledge

that what they did was wrong and change their attitude„ and ultimatelytheir behavior„

cantheybe reintegrated into a community or society(Bazemore, 1998), enabling

intragroup reconciliation and relationship repair(Okimoto & Wenzel, 2014).

At the same time, transformative justice motives can explain why punishment is

sometimes not considered to be necessary. Asthe present dissertation suggests, in order

to maketransgressorsexperience guilt and remorse and to make them acknowledge that

the transgression was unjust, some people decide to exert punishment, 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 transgressor,as transgressors

who feelpunished andostracized, for instance,actuallyhave lessof a desire to reconcile

with the victim to begin with(Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013). Transgressorssometimes can
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be more likely to change if victims signal potential forforgiveness(Wallace, Exline, &

Baumeister, 2008). Ironically, understanding people€spunishmentmotivationsas

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 findingssuggest an approach to punishment that focuses on person-

centered cues andon informationaboutmoral characterinstead of onfeaturesrelated to

an action(see Goodwin, Piazza, & Rozin, 2014, demonstrating that information on

moral character predominate in person perception and evaluation; and Uhlmann, Pizarro,

& Diermeier, 2015, for a review on a person-centered approachto moral judgments).

People€s justice-related satisfaction seems to be linked to how they evaluate the

transgressor€scharacter: If transgressors indicate throughremorse anda change in

attitude that ‚deep downƒ they are good people andunderstand what is right and what is

wrong, people mighteither infer that thetransgressionwas just a short episode, an

atypical event for a person with otherwise decent character, or similarly they might infer

that the person has now truly mended theirways and will not return to their past

lifestyle. Thus, people seem to be virtue ethicists whofocusnot only on the badness of

actionsor the prevention ofbadactions, butalsoon the goodness of charactersand how

goodcharactertraits can beelicitedin others.

There are several limitationsto these findings and aspects of transformative

justice motivesthat future studies need toaddress.Due to feasibility, in all of the

presentedstudiestransgression seriousness was quite low: unfairness was

operationalized by small sums of money or boring, short tasks. It is possible that

transformative justice motives are affected by the seriousness of a transgression and that
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more serious, real-world transgressions thatpotentially also haveoffensive, humiliating,

or violent components evoke transformative justicemotives to a different degree.

The present set of studies only examined intentionalharms whichare known to

elicit more blame thanunintentional harms(e.g.,Ames & Fiske, 2013, 2015). Future

studies will showif transformative justice motives also play a role forunintentional

harms.Transformative justice motives arepresumablyless likely to occur after

completely unintentional and unforeseeableharms. If an unintentional harm would have

been controllable by the transgressor, however,it is possible that people hope toeffect a

change inthetransgressor€scarelessness(and to make the transgressor ‚exercise greater

careƒ, see for instance Martin & Cushman, in press) andthus also have transformative

justice motives.

Moreover, in order to study the importance of genuine change versus mere

behavior change,the presentset of studies relied on feedback about intended behavior

change that was either paired with a change in attitudeor not anddid not manipulate

actual behavior change. Future studies on transformative justice motives should ideally

include real behavior change 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 research thatpotentiallysupport the

notion of transformative justice motives.Recent result from two-round trust games

revealed that participants who had punished apreviously uncooperativepartnerin the

first roundweremore likely to cooperate withtheir partner in the secondround than

participants who had decided not to punish theiruncooperativepartner,suggesting that

punishers expecteda transgressor to learn from punishment. Punishers were even as
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likely to cooperatewith a previously uncooperativepartner asnon-punishers who had

interacted with a cooperative partner before(Krasnow, Cosmides, Pedersen, & Tooby,

2012). From a transformative justice perspective, it is reasonable for punishers to

cooperate with transgressors again after punishment becausepunishers in these

situationspresumably inferthat their partnershavetruly changedtheir attitudes as a

consequence of punishmentandunderstandthat their uncooperative behavior was

wrong, and because punishers do not simply thinkthat uncooperative partners merely

showachange in behaviorto avoid punishment.

It remains to be testedif the different findingsin Studies 4for ingroup and

outgrouptransgressorswere caused bysocial categoryor different perceivedlikelihoods

of future interactions, thus if transformative justice motives generally transcend group

categories once peoplewant to punish or not. At 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 they areprobablyalso

important forpeople who decide to punish outgroup transgressors.

If transformative justice motives have social origins in that they are linked tothe

perceived likelihood offutureinteractions but not so much to the social category of a

transgressor, these findings have important implications for the legal system. Although,

in real-world 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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Implications 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 parole„ which is the provisional release ofprisoners

before they have completed their sentence. It is when offenders have demonstrated that

they have changedthat theycan hope for a premature release from prison.If people

were retributiviststhey should be against such practices. Second,a transformative

approach to punishment is also better suited to explain why the presence of remorseis

acceptedasamitigating circumstance at court(see Proeve &Tudor, 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 systems). Such remorse

neithermakes the past transgression less severenor reduces 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 future. As a consequence,in

line with transformative justice motives,lesspunishment is needed to evoke such a

change.

Nevertheless,transformative justice motives also seem to have problematic

aspects andwould pose challenges to the concrete setting of sentences. If transgressors

did not change, participants in thepresent set of studies did not agree that everybody got

what they deserved. 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 although the transgressor has already been punished. Thus, if used

as a justification for punishment,relying on transformative motives when setting a
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concrete punishment (i.e. punishinguntil a transgressor changes) couldlead to a

ratcheting-up effect of punishmentseverity(McGeer, 2013) that lets a penalty get out of

proportionand ultimatelyviolates people€s intuition that punishment should ‚fit the

crimeƒ.Moreover, it would take awaythe transgressor€s free will of choosing for him-

or herself how to react to punishment. The ideal punishment, although transformative in

its scope,thereforeneeds to have an upper limit of punishment severity, for instance by

relying on punishment that is proportional to a transgression€s seriousness, like

retributive or communicative punishment theories would suggest(see, e.g., Duff, 2001).

The present findings further suggest that in order to reach psychological closure,

victims should get to know if a transgressor has changed, ideally not just in restorative

justice settings. Actual crime victims are not satisfied after the mere imposition of

punishment on a transgressor(Orth, 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 and victims is 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, victimsor their familiesshould notbe led to believe that their feeling of

injustice can be attenuated by punishment alone.

More research is needed to test which stages of change arepotentiallymore

important forpunishers orvictims to perceive than others. Change in the real-world does

not only constitute a distinct event of transgressor feedback like in a psychological
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experiment butis a process that consists of several stages from an initial intention to

change to the repeated demonstration of different behavior.

Lastly, psychologistsshould 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 alsobe used toassist victims who decided to

refrain from punishing the wrongdoerto reclaim control over their lives(e.g., rape

victims who want to see the offender admitting the wrong but who do not want to take

the rapist to court).

Next steps for psychological research on transformative justice motives

To better understand the generalizability of transformative justice motives, future

studies should continue to explore people€s transformative justice motives after

transgressions by using different experimental paradigms that include different kinds of

transgressionsthat vary in seriousness, different kinds of punishment, andthat 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 areasleastrelated 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 tobroaden the range of possible punitive means for transformation. Non-

punitive, constructive means for transformation could be operationalizedor measured in

theformsof compensation, direct interaction, or joint activities.In order to get a sense

of howmany participants actually ‚punishƒ (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 reaction. In Studies 3 and 4, for instance,it

would have been interesting to know how many people would have assigned two boring

tasks if theywould have been first to assign tasks. Moreover, the transgressions used in

future studiesdo not needbe based on deception but couldtry to makeuseof real-world

interactions, for instanceby usingecological momentary assessment(see, e.g.,

Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt, & Skitka, 2014; Shiffman, 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 mediators for the effect of transgressor changeon justice-related satisfaction.

What are the factors that determine if transformative motives are expressed

through punitive means or constructive means?Many subjects in the present set of

studies decided not to punish the transgressor. None of the assessed individual

difference measureswas able toreally explain the distinctionbetweenpunishersand

non-punishers. Future research is neededto identify the factors that make people pursue

or refrain from punishment.These studies should not only focus on the role of

personalitytraitsbut also onpeople€s appraisal of the situationas well as theiremotional

states, such aspeople€s empathy with the person who treated them unfairly.Empathy

with the transgressor makes people more likely to forgive after an apology

(McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997), and perspective takingcan be linkedto

lower rates of punishment in economic games(Will, Crone, & G•roŽlu, 2015). Maybe

these factors also affect thedegreeof people€s transformative justice motivesor the way

people expressthem.
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Similarly, there areat least two different waysin whichpeople€s implicit

theories on moral character(whether it is malleable or not, see Schumann & Dweck,

2014) could affecttransformativejustice dynamics.One the one hand, entitytheorists

(i.e. individuals who consider moral character to be stable and fixed)and incremental

theorists(i.e. individuals who consider moral character to be malleable)might be

equally motivated to effect a changein the transgressorbut expressthis motivationin

different ways:It is possible that entity theorists are more likelythan incremental

theoriststo usepunishmentas a toolto effect a change in the transgressor,becauseentity

theoristsare more likely to attribute transgressionsto internal, stable character traits that

increase the likelihood of future transgressions(Tam, Shu, Ng, & Tong, 2013), whereas

incremental theorists attribute transgressions to less stable character traits thatmight

easilybechanged by using non-punitive means.One the other hand,entity and

incremental theorists mightdiffer in their degree of transformative justice motives.

Entity theorists reactto transgressionswith more negative affect than incremental

theorists(Miller, Burgoon, & Hall, 2007) and might care less about change in

transgressors thanincremental theoristswho belief that changeis possible.

Interestingly,even thetransgressor•simplicit theory on moral charactermight

matter, asempirical findings suggest thattransgressors who see their own moral

character as malleable (i.e. incremental theorists) are more likely to accept responsibility

for what they did(Schumann & Dweck, 2014) andarepresumably more likely to

change. Thus,there could beevenmore 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 change.Future

studies could also focus on the role of transgressor change and its effects on people€s

justice-related satisfaction prior to theimpositionof punishment to study when exactly

punishment is needed for change to be satisfying. Findings from Studies3 and 4 suggest

that satisfaction does not differ substantially between people who decided to punish and

people whopurposefullydecidedto refrain frompunishment. Punitive andmerciful

participantsin these studieswere equally satisfied after transgressor change.Findings

from Study 1a, however, suggest that people who did not have thechanceto punish

were less satisfied than punishers who received feedback about change.It remains to be

examined if transformative motives can be addressed byspontaneous„ yet genuine„

changein the transgressoror only bychangethat results from thedeliberateimposition

of punishment(or the deliberate refraining from punishment) that has evoked a sense of

guilt in the transgressor. Understanding when punishment or the possibility thereof is

necessary to make change satisfyingwill clarify the link between transformative justice

motives and notions of redemption(Garvey, 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€ justice-related

satisfaction after transgressor change is affected by the visibility of punishment and

when not.The Needs-Based Model of Reconciliation suggests that victims aim for a

restored feeling of empowerment(Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). Similarly, Justice

Restoration Theory highlights the role ofa regained sense of status/power and

restoration of values(Okimoto & Wenzel, 2008; Wenzel et al., 2008). If regaining
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empowerment or restoring values are the reasons why transformationin the

transgressor€s attitudeis satisfying for punishers, one would expect to find the effect of

transgressor change on justice-related satisfaction only if punishment is visibleto the

transgressor, like in the present studies, or to third parties. If transformative motives are

not related to these concerns, however, visibility should not matter.Recent research

findings suggest that people punish even if they know that the transgressor is unaware of

the punishment(Crockett et al., 2014; Nadelhoffer, Heshmati, Kaplan, & Nichols,

2013). Thus, it might be that by punishing offenders in a ‚hiddenƒ way, punishers

nonethelesshope 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

transformativejusticemotives after being treated unfairly that aim at a genuine change

in the transgressor€s attitude. Both punishers and non-punishers hoped for a change in

the transgressor, especially if they shared a social identity with the transgressor.

Current attempts that try to characterize taxonomies of punishment motives as

focusing either on punitive or constructive means and as aiming at either

consequentialist or deontological goalsare not able to integrate the findings of the

present set of studies(see, e.g., Wenzel & Okimoto, in press, Table 1, for an overview):

Punitive means are usually linked to consequentialist goals like deterrence and

incapacitation and deontological goals like retribution, whereas constructive means are

usually liked to the consequentialist goal of rehabilitation or the deontological goal of

restoration. The present findings suggest that people€s behavior is not in line with such a
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taxonomy of punishment philosophies.Indeed, non-punishers seem to aim at

constructive rehabilitation. But sometimes people use punitive means to achieve

constructive 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 meansto achieve justice.Psychological 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 motives.The transformative

justice framework providedin this dissertation would be a good place to start.

Taken together, retributive justice does not seem to be that retributiveafter all. It

has transformative components that aim at reconciliation. These findings have

implications for philosophical and psychological 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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Individual difference measures used in Studies 2 and 4

Victim sensitivity (Schmitt et al., 2005)

It bothers me when others receive something that ought to be mine; It makes me

angry when others receive an award which I have earned; I can•t easily bear it when

others profit unilaterally from me; I can•t forget for a long time when I have to fix

others• carelessness; It gets me down when I get fewer opportunities than others to

develop my skills; It makes me angry when others are undeservingly better off than me;

It worriesme when I have to work hard for things that come easily to others; I 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 I am

treated worse than others(1 = do not agree at all; 7 =completely agree).

Sense of control(taken from Lachman & Weaver, 1998)

Whether or not I am able to get what I want is in my own hands; What happens

to me in the future mostly depends on me; What happens in my life is often beyond my

control (-); I sometimes feel I am being pushed around in my life(-) (1 = do not agree at

all; 7 =completely agree).

Personal need for structure(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993)

It upsets me to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it; I'm

not bothered by things that interrupt my daily routine(-); I enjoy havinga clear and

structured mode of life; I like to have a place for everything and everything in its place;

I enjoy being spontaneous(-); I find that a well-ordered life with regular hours makes

my life tedious(-); I don't like situations that are uncertain; I hate to change my plans at

the last minute; I hate to be with people who are unpredictable; I find that a consistent
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routine enables me to enjoy life more; I enjoy the exhilaration of being in unpredictable

situations(-); I become uncomfortable when the rules in a situation are not clear(1 =

strongly disagree; 7 =strongly agree).

Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (Back et al., 2013) „ only used in

Study 2

Subscale Admiration.I am great; I will someday be famous; I deserve to be

seen as a great personality; I show others how special I am; I enjoy my successes very

much; Being a very special person gives me a lot of strength; Most of the time I am able

to draw people•s attention to myself in conversations; I manage to be the center of

attention with my outstanding contributions; Mostly, I am very adept atdealing with

other people.

Subscale Rivalry.Most people won•t achieve anything; Other people are worth

nothing; Most people are somehow losers; I secretly take pleasure in the failure of my

rivals; I want my rivals to fail; I enjoy it when another personis inferior to me; I react

annoyed if another person steals the show from me; I often get annoyed when I am

criticized; I can barely stand it if another person is at the center of events(1 = do not

agree at all; 7 =agree completely).

Ingroup identificat ion scale(Leach et al., 2008) adapted to Princeton context„ only

used inStudy 4

I 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 I see myself; I have a lot in common with the average Princeton
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undergraduatestudent; Princeton undergraduate students have a lot in common with

each other(1 = strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agree).

Self-construal scale(Gollwitzer & Bücklein, 2007) „ only used in Study 4

Subscale Interdependent/ context-dependence.My life is seldom influenced by

other people(-), When making decisions, I let other people influence me; In general,

other people•s behavior influences my own behavior; Generally, my life is, in many

aspects, influenced by other people; My friends• opinions are in general notinfluential

on my own beliefs(-); My well-being frequently depends on people that are important to

me; My self-image largely depends on how close friends perceive me.

SubscaleInterdependent/ relatedness. I spend a lot of time on my friendships;

Even when I•m currently busy, I 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; I am often happyfor other people when they are successful.

SubscaleIndependence. I like being unique and in many respects different from

others; Usually, I set a high value on things that differentiate me from other people;

Individualism always plays an important rolein my life; I possess many characteristics

that others do not possess(1 = not at all true; 7 = totally true).

Items within each scale were presented in randomized order.

(-) indicates that the item is recoded.


