
 1 

Social Acceptance Reduces Egocentric 

Perception of Fairness 
Liqing Zhang

a
 and Roy F. Baumeister

b
 

Florida State University 
a  

Department of Psychology, Peking University, Beijing, P. R. China, 100871 

liqingzhang@pku.edu.cn 
b 

Department of Psychology, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida, 32306-4301 

 baumeister@psy.fsu.edu 

 

Abstract 

The present research explores the effect of social acceptance and rejection on egocentric 

perceptions of fairness. In two experiments, social acceptance or rejection was manipulated by 

feedback after participants took part in a group discussion. All participants were then asked to 

make a fair distribution of a fixed amount of money between themselves and an anonymous 

individual outside of their group. In Experiment 1, the compensation was provided ostensibly 

because participants endured some noise in a reaction time game. The accepted participants kept 

less money for themselves than the rejected participants when they suffered less noise. In 

Experiment 2, participants were asked to divide a reward because they and another person 

completed a task together. Female participants kept about half of the payment. The accepted 

male participants allocated less money to themselves than the rejected male participants. The 

results of both experiments suggested that social acceptance reduced self-serving judgments of 

fairness. 
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Egocentric judgments of fairness produce conflicts in a broad range of social interactions 

(Babcock & Loewenstein, 1997; Messick & Sentis, 1979; Van Avermaet, 1974).The present 

research explores whether a self-esteem boost, specifically social acceptance by others, may 

reduce self-serving judgments of fairness. People usually think well of themselves and consider 

their contributions to be important (e.g., Baumeister, 1998; Zuckerman, 1979). In some instances, 

they may believe that they deserve more rewards than others assign them. Thus, the motivation 

to maintain self-esteem may stimulate decision makers to judge fairness in a self-serving way. 

Disagreements about what is fair may arise because different people use different criteria 

of fairness and disagree in their evaluation of inputs (Babcock & Loewenstein, 1997; Messick & 

Sentis 1979; Van Avermaet, 1974). First, multiple fairness norms, such as equality and equity, 

can often be applied to the same situation, yielding different results. The equality norm 

prescribes dividing rewards equally among group members. The equity norm dictates that the 

rewards should be allocated in proportion to the inputs. Others might invoke a need norm, which 

prescribes allocating rewards based on the different needs of individual group members. Not 

surprisingly, people often advocate the fairness norm that is most favorable to their own 

positions (Babcock & Loewenstein, 1997; Messick & Sentis 1979). Therefore, decision makers 
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may generate diverse solutions based on the different fairness norms. Second, people often 

disagree on how to compare different dimensions of inputs (Van Avermaet, 1974). Research 

suggests that the equality norm dominates in some situations because people disagree on the 

evaluation of inputs (Messick, 1993; Messick & Schell, 1992). 

People are especially motivated to assess fairness in a self-serving way when they 

encounter the prospect of receiving a below average payoff. Several factors make people averse 

to the inferior reward (Camerer & Thaler, 1995; Güth, Schmittberger, & Schwarze, 1982; Thaler, 

1988). First, they get less money than others. Second, the low payment implies that they are less 

competent than others (Zhang, 2009). Therefore, when they contribute less effort to the 

collective task, people often apply the equality norm so as to avoid the unfavorable outcome 

(Messick & Sentis 1979; Van Avermaet, 1974). If the threat to self-esteem motivates people to 

dislike a low reward, then perhaps boosting self-esteem could alleviate this problem and make 

them more willing to accept the low reward. The present research explored whether a self-esteem 

boost, specifically social acceptance, would reduce the self-serving judgment of unfairness when 

people face the possibility of attaining an unflattering outcome.   

Social acceptance or rejection may influence egocentric perceptions of fairness. 

Belongingness is a fundamental human motivation (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Leary & 

Baumeister, 2000). People have a pervasive desire to be accepted, liked, and respected by others. 

They maintain intimate relationships, value families, affiliate with social groups, and even seek 

approval from strangers in order to satisfy their belongingness. Successes in fulfilling 

belongingness may reduce aggression toward others (Twenge, Zhang, Catanese, Dolan-Pascoe, 

Lyche, & Baumeister, 2007). Social acceptance may boost self-esteem, buffer ego-defensiveness, 

and reduce the self-serving judgments of fairness. Failures to satisfy the need to belonging, 

especially in the form of social exclusion, may threaten self-esteem, produce self-defeating 

behavior, and impair social functioning (Buckley, Winkel, & Leary, 2004; Leary, Tambor, 

Terdal, & Downs, 1995; Twenge, Catanese, & Baumeister, 2002; van Beest & Williams, 2006). 

Research shows that social exclusion produces aggression toward others, even toward an 

innocent stranger (Buckley, Winkel, & Leary, 2004; Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & Stucke, 2001; 

Twenge, Zhang, Catanese, Dolan-Pascoe, Lyche, & Baumeister, 2007; Warburton, Williams, & 

Cairns, 2006). Furthermore, social exclusion reduces prosocial behavior. Rejected people offer 

less help to others than accepted people, regardless of whether the prosocial behavior requires 

sacrificing money, time or effort (Twenge, Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 2007). 

New empirical evidence shows that the rejected people may behave nicely toward a new person 

if they are going to talk to the person. They do not make efforts to re-connect with others when 

no face-to-face interactions are expected (Maner, DeWall, Baumeister, & Schaller, 2007). The 

present research explores whether social acceptance reduces self-serving judgments of fairness. 

Social acceptance may be especially influential when individuals face the prospect of 

disadvantageous outcomes. Social exclusion is a failure in an important domain. Ego threats 

trigger defensive responses (Baumeister, 1998; Zhang & Baumeister, 2006). Defensiveness 

increases resistance to a low payoff insofar as the payoff conveys a message of low value and 

poor performance, thereby threatening the person’s self-esteem (van den Bos, Ham, Lind, 

Simonis, van Essen, & Rijpkema, 2008; Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1976; Zhang, 2009). 

Rejected people may be motivated to judge fairness in a self-serving way so as to avoid the 

unflattering payoff. Social acceptance may bolster self-esteem. There is reason to think that a 

self-esteem boost would buffer against threat and therefore reduce the need for defensive 

responses (Cohen, Aronson, & Steele, 2000; Josephs, Larrick, Steele, & Nisbett, 1992; Steele, 
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1988). Accepted people may become tolerant about a low outcome. Thus, social acceptance may 

decrease self-serving perceptions of fairness. 

Gender may influence the application of equality and the evaluation of inputs in resource 

allocation. First, women are more likely than men to have interdependent self-construals, 

whereas men are more likely to have independent self-construals (Cross & Madson, 1997). 

Women may care more than men about seeking harmony in social relationships, whereas men 

may place more value on productivity. Equality usually facilitates the harmony of relationships, 

whereas equity promotes productivity (Adams & Freedman, 1976). Therefore, women may be 

more likely to adopt the equality norm, whereas men may be more likely to apply the equity 

norm (e.g., Kahn, Nelson, & Gaeddert, 1980; Major & Deaux, 1982). Second, men value their 

competence more than women do (Cross & Madson, 1997). Men may be more sensitive to 

indicators of their competence in the evaluation of inputs than women. It should be noted that 

belongingness is important to both women and men. Men may try to win social acceptance by 

being competent (Baumeister & Sommer, 1997). Men may become less defensive about their 

capacity after they are well accepted by their groups. Therefore, social acceptance may influence 

men’s perception of fairness more than women’s evaluation.  

In the present research, two experiments were conducted to test the effects of social 

acceptance on the perception of fairness in resource allocation. Allocators had the power to 

decide how the money would be divided. They were told to be fair, but different norms of 

fairness could be invoked, especially insofar as the relative inputs were ambiguously different. 

Two hypotheses were tested. First, we predicted that accepted people would show less egocentric 

perception of fairness than rejected people when they faced the prospect of attaining a low 

outcome. Second, we predicted that social acceptance would influence men’s perceptions of 

fairness more than women’s.  

Experiment 1 

Experiment 1 tested the hypothesis that accepted people were less likely to use egocentric 

perceptions of fairness than rejected people, especially when they faced the possibility of 

receiving an unfavorable outcome.  

Method 

Participants 

 The sample consisted of fifty-two participants (26 females, 26 males). The design of the 

experiment was a 2 (acceptance versus rejection) X 2 (self-suffered-more-noise versus self-

suffered-less-noise) between-subject design. 

Procedure 

 Participants were run in groups of three to five people. The groups were same-gender so 

that social acceptance and rejection came from same-gender peers. As in the previous research 

(Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & Stucke, 2001; Twenge, Zhang, Catanese, Dolan-Pascoe, Lyche, & 

Baumeister, 2007), the group size varied somewhat depending on participants’ signing up and 

showing up. Upon arrival, participants were led into different rooms in a large laboratory suite. 

Participants were told that the experiment included two projects. The first project was about 

personality and reaction time, and the second one was about group dynamic processes. 

Participants signed consent forms, filled out demographic information, and completed a self-
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esteem scale (Fleming & Courtney, 1984; Janis & Field, 1959). They then played a reaction time 

game in which they suffered some dissonant noise. Afterwards, they had a group conversation 

that was designed to induce social acceptance. Then they allocated the compensation for the 

noise that they endured in the reaction time game.  

Participants first played a reaction time game, during which they suffered some noise. 

The reaction time game was a noise-blast game conducted through a computer program 

(Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Taylor, 1967). Instructions were as follows: 

You are going to be randomly paired with another person to play a reaction time game. 

He/she may or may not be someone in your group. In the game, a square will be 

presented on the center of the computer screen. When this square is green, you should be 

waiting to get things set up. When the square is yellow, that is a warning. When the 

square turns red, you want to click on it as quickly as possible. The person who clicks 

first wins the trial, and whoever clicks second loses and hears a burst of noise through 

your headphones. You will set the noise level for the other person, and he/she will set the 

noise level for you.  

 Participants were shown how to set the intensity and the duration of the noise. They 

practiced one trial before they started the game. Actually, participants played against the 

program that was set up by the computer. They all received the same win or loss feedback for 

each of the twenty-five trials that they played. They heard the same noise for the trials that they 

received loss feedback.  

 After they completed the reaction time game, participants were led into a large room. 

They were given nametags on which they wrote their first names. They were also handed a 

printed list of discussion topics designed to help them to get to know each other (Leary, Tambor, 

Terdal, & Downs, 1995; Sedikides, Campbell, Reeder & Elliot, 1999; Twenge, Baumeister, 

DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 2007; Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & Stucke, 2001; Twenge, Zhang, 

Catanese, Dolan-Pascoe, Lyche, & Baumeister, 2007). After the experimenter left the room, 

participants talked with each other for about ten minutes.   

Afterward, the experimenter returned the room. Participants were escorted back to their 

individual rooms. They filled out a form to choose among the group members for partners. The 

instructions were the following: “We are interested in forming groups in which members like and 

respect each other. Below, please name two people (out of those you met today) you would like 

to work with.” In groups of four to five people, participants were asked to write down two 

persons’ names. In groups of three people, participants named one person. After participants 

completed the nomination of group members, their responses were collected. Participants were 

told that they were going to receive feedback about their choices. 

Participants were informed in their individual rooms whether the other group members 

wanted to work together with them or not. Participants were randomly assigned to the acceptance 

condition or the rejection condition. In the acceptance condition, participants were told that all 

the other people in their group wanted to work with them. In the rejection condition, participants 

were told that no one in their group had chosen to work with them.  

After they learned their feedback on the choice of group members, participants filled out 

the current version of the Positive Affect and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS, Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988).  

Participants were asked to allocate the compensation of $7 fairly. The compensation was 

ostensibly provided because they had endured some noise in the reaction time game. The 
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experimenter explained that she was trying to create a compensation scale for the noise. The 

scale would be used in a similar experiment to be conducted in the next semester. 

Participants were given a record sheet from the reaction time game. The record sheet 

included the information about the amounts of noise that the participant and their partner in the 

allocation task had suffered. It also provided the information about their reaction time. 

Participants were randomly assigned to the self-suffered-less condition or the self-suffered-more 

condition. In the self-suffered-less condition, participants were informed that they suffered less 

noise and responded faster (average noise intensity = 4.32, total noise duration = 30.51; average 

reaction time = 187) than the other person with whom they would divide the compensation 

(average noise intensity = 6.73, total noise duration = 48.27; average reaction time = 227). In the 

self-suffered-more condition, the information of the target participant and that of the other person 

were reversed. 

Together with the record sheet of the reaction time game, all participants received $7 

worth of quarters that were put in an envelope. They were told that they should take a fair 

amount of compensation for the noise they had endured. The remaining money would be sent to 

the other person. The decision was up to the participants because the other person could not 

come. All participants were told that the other person was a student who participated in other 

parts of the experiment the day before and did not complete the session on the distribution of 

compensations. Thus, their partner of the allocation task was ostensibly someone outside of their 

group and was even a stranger whom participants had not met. Participants were asked to write 

down explanations for their distribution of the compensation.  

After they allocated the compensation, participants filled out a brief survey. They were 

asked how many people wanted to work together with them after the group interaction. They 

rated their perception of acceptance after they learned the feedback on the choice of group 

members, and the scale ranged from 1 (being badly rejected) to 9 (being well accepted). 

Participants assessed the importance of the noise intensity, the importance of the noise duration, 

and the importance of the reaction time when they distributed the compensation, and the 

response scales ranged from 1 (not important at all) to 7 (extremely important). Participants were 

checked with regard to suspicion about the purpose of the experiment, were paid the same 

amount of money as they judged as their fair compensation, were debriefed and dismissed.  

Results 

Manipulation Check 

 Participants in the acceptance condition perceived themselves to have been better 

accepted (M = 7.57, SD = 1.70) than those in the rejection condition (M = 3.48, SD = 1.78), F (1, 

48) = 67.91, p <.001. 

Distribution of Compensations 

A 2 X 2 ANOVA was conducted with social acceptance (acceptance vs. rejection) and 

relative noise level (self-suffered-less vs. self-suffered-more) as the independent variables. The 

amount of compensation that participants allocated to themselves was the dependent measure. 

The main effect of social acceptance was marginally significant. The accepted participants 

tended to take less money for themselves (M = 3.60, SD = 1.11) than the rejected participants did 

(M = 4.24, SD = 1.42), F (1, 48) = 3.39, p = .072, effect size f = .23. The main effect of the 

relative noise level was not significant, F (1, 48) = .03, ns. 
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Most importantly, the interaction between social acceptance and relative noise level was 

significant (see Table 1), F (1, 48) = 5.51, p = .023, effect size f = .37. According to Cohen 

(1988), an effect size f equal to .10 is small, f equal to .25 is medium, and f equal to .40 is large. 

Thus, the effect size of .37 was relatively large. When they suffered more noise, the accepted 

participants allocated themselves an amount of money similar to what the rejected participants 

claimed, F (1, 24) = .16, ns. When they suffered less noise, the accepted participants took less 

compensation than the rejected participants, F (1, 24) = 7.37, p =. 012, f = .66. 

 

Table 1  

Means of the Fair Compensation ($) for Oneself as a Function of Social Acceptance and the 

Relative Noise Level in Experiment 1 

 Self-Suffered-More-Noise Self-Suffered-Less-Noise 

Acceptance 3.98 ( 1.26 ) 3.23 ( .82 ) 

Rejection 3.80 ( .98 )      4.68 ( 1.68 ) 

Note: Within the parentheses is the corresponding standard deviation.  

Supplementary Analysis 

We explored whether gender moderated the effects of social acceptance and relative 

noise level on the allocation behavior. ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of gender, F (1, 

44) = 11.99, p < .001, f = .69. Male participants kept more money for themselves (M = 4.55, SD 

= 1.55) than female participants did (M = 3.35, SD = .61).  

Importantly, the interaction effect between social acceptance and relative noise level 

remained significant, F (1, 44) = 5.86, p = .020 (see Table 1). Furthermore, the three-way 

interaction between social acceptance, relative noise level, and gender was marginally significant, 

F (1, 44) = 3.97, p = .053, f = .27 (see Table 2). The other main effects and interaction effect 

were not significant, Fs < 1, ns. 

 

Table 2 

Means of the Fair Compensation ($) for Oneself as a Function of Social Acceptance, the Relative 

Noise Level, and Gender in Experiment 1 

Gender Social Acceptance Self-Suffered-More-

Noise 

Self-Suffered-Less-

Noise 

Female Acceptance 3.18 (.31) 3.04 (.62) 

 Rejection 3.57 (.19) 3.70 (1.04) 

Male Acceptance 5.10 (1.24) 3.50 (1.06) 

 Rejection 4.04 (1.39) 5.22 (1.77) 

Note: Within the parentheses is the corresponding standard deviation.  

 

Among males, the interaction between social acceptance and relative noise level was 

significant, F (1, 22) = 5.52, p = .028, f = .52. When they suffered less noise, accepted male 

participants kept more money for themselves than rejected male participants, F (1, 12) = 3.87, p 

= .073, f = .47. When males suffered more noise, there was no difference between acceptance 

and rejection conditions, F (1, 10) = 1.86, p = .202.  

Among female participants, the main effect of social acceptance was significant, F (1, 22) 

= 5.28, p = .031, f = .49. Accepted female participants kept less money for themselves (M = 3.11, 

SD = .48) than rejected female participants (M = 3.63, SD = .64).  
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Trait self-esteem did not moderate the effect of social acceptance and relative noise level 

on reward allocations. Mood did not mediate the interaction of social acceptance and relative 

noise level on the allocation behavior. 

Discussion 

The results of Experiment 1 supported the idea that social acceptance reduced egocentric 

perceptions of fairness when decision makers faced the prospect of receiving an unfavorable 

outcome. When they suffered less noise, accepted participants took less money as their fair 

compensation than rejected participants. When they suffered more noise, both participants in the 

acceptance condition and those in the rejection condition kept slightly more than half of the 

payoff. The interaction between social acceptance and relative noise level on the distribution of 

money was neither moderated by trait self-esteem nor mediated by mood. 

The results suggested that gender might moderate the effect of social acceptance and 

relative noise level on the distribution of money. The significant interaction between social 

acceptance and relative noise level was mainly due to the responses of male participants. The 

responses of female participants showed only a significant main effect of social acceptance. 

Accepted female participants kept less money for themselves than rejected female participants, 

though females in both conditions allocated themselves about half of the total amount. 

Experiment 2 

 Experiment 2 was conducted to explore whether gender moderated the effect of social 

acceptance on egocentric perceptions of fairness.  

Method 

Participants 

 The sample consisted of one-hundred and one participants (68 females, 33 males). 

Participants were recruited by posting advertisements on a campus webpage. They received 

either ten yuan or course credit for introductory psychology for participating. This experiment 

was a 3 (social acceptance vs. rejection vs. control) X 2 (self-spent-more-time vs. self-spent-less-

time) X 2 (male versus female) between-subject design.  

Procedure 

 Participants were run in same-gender groups of three to five people. Upon their arrival, 

they were seated at different computer cubicles in a large room. They first completed the self-

esteem scale (Fleming & Courtney, 1984; Janis & Field, 1959). They then participated in a group 

interaction, which was designed to manipulate social acceptance. They finally completed the 

resource allocation task. 

 Participants were given seven minutes to get to know each other. They then named group 

members with whom they would like to work together on a piece of paper. The experimenter 

collected the paper sheets, wrote down the number of participants who had ostensibly chosen 

them on the bottom of the paper for participants in the acceptance condition or those in the 

rejection condition, and gave all participants their paper back. Participants were randomly 

assigned to the acceptance condition, the rejection condition, or the control condition. In the 

acceptance condition, it was written on the bottom of the paper that the number of people who 
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chose to work together with them was the total number minus one. In other words, all the other 

participants in their group wanted to work together with them. In the rejection condition, it was 

written on the bottom of the paper that the number of people who chose to work together with 

them was zero. In the control condition, participants were not given any feedback on how many 

people wanted to work together with them.  

 Afterwards, participants were introduced to the resource allocation task. They and an 

anonymous person outside of their group divided a fixed sum of reward. They were randomly 

assigned to the self-spent-more-time condition or the self-spent-less-time condition. In the self-

spent-more-time condition, participants were told that they spent twice as much time as the other 

person. However, they were also told that the other person had had more experience in dealing 

with the project than they did. In the self-spent-less-time condition, participants were told that 

the other person spent twice as much time as they did, but that they had had more experience in 

dealing with the project than the other person.  All participants were told that they and the other 

person were provided a total of 9 yuan because they had completed the project together. They 

were asked what the fair distribution should be. They wrote down the amount of money allocated 

to themselves and the amount of money allocated to the other person. 

They then answered the questions about their perception of the situation. The first 

question asked participants how they thought the reward should be allocated, and the scale 

ranged from 1 (split equally) to 9 (distributed based on contribution). The second question was, 

“How do you evaluate the relative importance of the two dimensions of contribution: experience 

and time that was spent?” The scale ranged from 1 (time that was spent) to 9 (experience). The 

third question asked, “How do you evaluate your contribution compared to the other person?” 

The scale ranged from 1 (my contribution is important) to 9 (the other’s contribution is 

important). The fourth question was, “In this resource allocation game, who is more likely to 

attain less money than the average amount?” The scale ranged from 1(I) to 9 (the other person). 

 Finally, participants completed the manipulation check, rated their motivational state, and 

filled out the mood scale. The survey asked, “How did you feel when you received the feedback 

on whether others would like to work together with you or not?” The scale ranged from 1 (being 

badly rejected) to 9 (being well accepted). It asked, “How did you feel about your self-esteem 

when you received the feedback on whether others would like to work together with you or not?” 

The scale ranged from 1 (self-esteem threatened) to 9 (self-esteem boosted). It asked, “In the 

resource allocation game, which motivation was stronger for you at that moment?” The scaled 

ranged from 1 (demonstrating my competence) to 9 (being accepted by the other person). 

Participants completed the mood scale that asked them to describe their feelings after they 

received the feedback on the choice of group members (Mayer & Gaschke, 1988). Participants in 

the control condition were asked to answer the above questions based on their feelings after the 

group interaction. All participants filled out their demographic information. They were paid or 

given course credit, debriefed, and dismissed. 

Results 

Manipulation Check 

 The manipulation of social acceptance had a significant effect on how participants 

perceived their being accepted by others, F (2, 98) = 74.52, p < .001. Participants in the 

acceptance condition perceived that they were better accepted (M = 8.15, SD = 1.12) than those 

in the rejection condition (M = 3.56, SD = 2.02) or those in the control condition (M = 6.65, SD = 
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1.43). The LSD post-hoc comparisons showed that the differences between any of the two 

conditions were significant (ps < .001). 

Distribution of Rewards 

 ANOVA on reward allocations revealed that the main effect of social acceptance was not 

significant, F (2, 89) = 1.21, p = .303. The main effect of contribution was marginally significant, 

F (1, 89) = 3.17, p = .078, f = .16. Participants in the self-spent-more-time condition kept slightly 

more money for themselves (M = 4.53, SD = .65) than those in the self-spent-less-time condition 

(M = 4.25, SD = .71). The main effect of gender was not significant, F (1, 89) = 2.74, p = .101. 

The other interaction effects except the interaction between acceptance and gender were not 

significant, Fs < 1, ns. 

Most importantly, the interaction effect between social acceptance and gender was 

significant, F (2, 89) = 3.99, p = .022, f = .28 (see Table 3). Social acceptance did not influence 

female participants’ distribution of money. Female participants in all the three conditions kept 

about half of the money, Fs < 1, ns. Social acceptance reduced the amount of money that male 

participants allocated to themselves, F (2, 30) = 3.50, p = .043, f = .47. Male participants in the 

acceptance condition kept less money for themselves than those in the rejection condition or 

those in the control condition. The LSD post-hoc comparison showed that the difference between 

male participants’ decisions in the acceptance condition and those in the control condition was 

not significant, p = .132. The difference between male participants’ decisions in the rejection 

condition and those in the control condition was not significant, p = .287. The difference between 

male participants’ decisions in the acceptance condition and those in the rejection condition was 

significant, p = .013. 

 

Table 3 

Means of the Fair Reward for Oneself as a Function of Social Acceptance and Gender in 

Experiment 2 

 Acceptance Rejection Control 

Female 4.61 (0.69) 4.37 (0.71) 4.39 (0.58) 

Male 3.82 (0.84) 4.59 (0.77) 4.27 (0.34) 

Note: Within the parentheses is the corresponding standard deviation.  

 

Supplementary Analysis 

 Trait self-esteem did not moderate the effect of social acceptance and gender on the 

distribution of money. Mood did not mediate the effect of social acceptance and gender on the 

distribution of money.  

 We examined the effect of social acceptance, contribution, and gender on the evaluation 

of the relative importance of amount of working time and amount of prior experience. Gender 

had a significant main effect, F (1, 89) = 8.09, p = .006. Male participants viewed experience as 

more important overall (M = 6.03, SD = 1.61) than female participants did (M = 5.03, SD = 1.67). 

Social acceptance had a marginally significant effect, F (2, 89) = 2.95, p = .057. Participants in 

the acceptance condition considered experience as slightly more important (M = 5.88, SD = 1.56) 

than those in the rejection condition (M = 4.77, SD = 1.94) or those in the control condition (M = 

5.44, SD = 1.44). The other main effect and interaction effects were not significant, Fs < 1, ns.     
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 We tested the effect of social acceptance, contribution, and gender on the evaluation of 

the relative importance between one’s own contribution and the other person’s contribution. 

Gender and contribution had a significant interaction effect, F (1, 89), p = .046. Female 

participants rated the relative contributions about the same in the self-committed-more-time 

condition (M = 4.75, SD = 1.02) and in the self-committed-less-time condition (M = 4.92, SD = 

1.11).  Male participants in the self-committed-more-time (or less experienced) condition 

perceived the other party’s contribution to be more important (M = 5.63, SD = 1.45) than those in 

the self-committed-less-time (or more experienced) condition (M = 4.76, SD = 1.60). The main 

effects and the other interaction effects were not significant, Fs < 2.18, ns. 

 We examined the effects of social acceptance, contribution, and gender on participants’ 

motivational state of demonstrating competence or being accepted by other people. This question 

was added after we had run thirty-two participants. Sixty-nine participants answered this 

question. The results showed that acceptance had a significant main effect, F (2, 57) = 4.98, p 

= .010. Participants in the acceptance condition were more driven by the motivation of being 

accepted by others in the reward allocation (M = 6.10, SD = 1.79) than those in the rejection 

condition (M = 4.74, SD = 1.36) or those in the control condition (M = 5.20, SD = 1.44). The 

other main effects and the other interaction effects except the interaction between social 

acceptance and gender were not significant, Fs < 2.30, ns. The interaction effect between social 

acceptance and gender was marginally significant, F (2, 57) = 2.53, p = .089. Social acceptance 

did not influence female participants’ motivation to demonstrate their competence, F < 1, ns. 

However, social acceptance impacted male participants’ motivation to demonstrate their 

competence. Male participants in the acceptance condition had a stronger motivation to be 

accepted (or a weaker motivation to demonstrate their competence) (M = 6.89, SD = 1.17) than 

those in the rejection condition (M = 4.56, SD = 1.81) or those in the control condition (M = 5.00, 

SD = 1.80), F (2, 24) = 5.25, p = .013. The result of Pearson correlation revealed that the 

motivation to be accepted by others was negatively related to the amount of money that 

participants kept for themselves, r (69) = -.35, p = .003. 

 We tested the effect of social acceptance, contribution, and gender on participants’ 

perception about the relative deservingness of the reward between themselves and the other 

person.  Social acceptance and gender had a significant interaction effect, F (2, 89) = 3.68, p 

= .029. Social acceptance did not influence female participants’ perception about whether they or 

the other person was likely to receive less money, F < 1, ns. Social acceptance had a marginally 

significant effect on male participants’ perception about the relative deservingness between 

themselves and the other person, F (2, 30) = 2.81, p = .076. Male participants in the acceptance 

condition (M = 3.82, SD = 2.09) viewed themselves as less deserving (or the other person as 

more deserving) than those in the rejection condition (M = 5.45, SD = 1.44) or those in the 

control condition (M = 4.55, SD = 1.21). The result of Pearson correlation showed that the 

perception of one’s own deservingness was positively related to the amount of money allocated 

to self, r (101) = .54, p < .001. 

We examined whether participants’ perception of the relative deservingness of the reward 

between themselves and the other person mediated the interaction of social acceptance and 

gender on the distribution of money. Analysis of covariance was conducted. Participants’ 

perception of the relative deservingness of the reward between themselves and the other person 

had a significant effect on the distribution of money, F (1, 94) = 30.42, p < .001. After entering 

their perception of the relative deservingness between themselves and the other person as the 

covariate variable, the interaction effect between social acceptance and gender on the distribution 



 11 

of money was reduced, F (2, 94) = 1.86, p = .16. Therefore, participants’ perception of the 

relative deservingness of the reward between themselves and the other person at least partly 

mediated the interaction effect of social acceptance and gender on the allocation of money. 

Discussion 

 Experiment 2 showed that social acceptance reduced male participants’ self-serving 

judgments of fairness. Female participants kept about half of the payoff regardless of acceptance 

or rejection. Social acceptance decreased male participants’ desire to demonstrate their 

competence. Social acceptance also decreased the amount of money that male participants 

allocated to themselves. 

Social acceptance reduced male participants’ motivation to demonstrate their competence, 

though it did not influence female participants’ motivational state. Accepted male participants 

were less motivated to demonstrate their competence (or more motivated to win social 

acceptance) than male participants in the rejection condition or those in the control condition. 

The willingness to win social acceptance was negatively associated with the amount of money 

that male participants allocated to themselves. 

The results showed that social acceptance and gender had a significant interaction effect 

on participants’ perception of the relative deservingness between themselves and the other 

person. Male participants in the social acceptance condition regarded themselves as less 

deserving than those in the rejection condition or those in the control condition. Social 

acceptance did not influence female participants’ assessment of the relative deservingness 

between themselves and the other person. Furthermore, the perception of the relative 

deservingness between themselves and the other person mediated the interaction of social 

acceptance and gender on the distribution of reward.   

General Discussion 

The results of two experiments supported the idea that social acceptance reduced 

egocentric perceptions of fairness. In Experiment 1, when they suffered less noise, accepted 

participants kept less money for themselves than rejected participants. In Experiment 2, again, 

male participants kept less money for themselves after acceptance than after rejection, although 

female participants did not respond to the acceptance manipulation and kept about half the 

money for themselves in all conditions.  

 The results suggested that social acceptance influenced male participants’ perception of 

fairness more than females’ judgment. In Experiment 1, social acceptance decreased the amount 

of compensation that female participants allocated to themselves, though female participants in 

the acceptance condition and those in the rejection condition kept around half of the payoff for 

themselves. When they suffered less noise, accepted male participants allocated less money to 

themselves than rejected male participants. In Experiment 2, female participants kept about half 

of the money for themselves. Accepted male participants allocated less money to themselves 

than rejected male participants. Social acceptance reduced male participants’ motivation to 

demonstrate their competence. Male participants showed less self-serving or more other-serving 

allocation behavior after they were well accepted by their group members. 

The present research suggests that social acceptance may promote other-serving behavior. 

Previous research shows that social exclusion may increase aggression and reduce prosocial 

behavior (Buckley, Winkel, & Leary, 2004; Twenge, Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 
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2007; Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & Stucke, 2001). Recent research demonstrates that recharging 

belongingness decreases the negative effect of social exclusion (Twenge, Zhang, Catanese, 

Dolan-Pascoe, Lyche, & Baumeister, 2007). The present research shows that social acceptance 

reduces self-serving evaluations of fairness.  

The present findings support the idea that the perception of one’s own deservingness may 

contribute to egocentric perceptions of fairness. People often believe that they should receive a 

larger portion of the reward than the other side assigns them (Babcock & Loewenstein, 1997; 

Messick & Sentis, 1979; Van Avermaet, 1974). They are averse to receiving a low outcome 

because it implies negative information about their self-concept (Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 

1976; Zhang, 2009). Therefore, people often create reasons to avoid an unfavorable outcome. 

Egocentric, self-serving judgments of fairness are the result. Social acceptance appears to reduce 

these, however, thereby contributing to more generous and socially harmonious distributions. 
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