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Abstract
Children and adults respond negatively to inequity. Traditional accounts of inequity aversion suggest that as children
mature into adults, they become less likely to endorse all forms of inequity. We challenge the idea that children have
a unified concern with inequity that simply becomes stronger with age. Instead, we argue that the developmental
trajectory of inequity aversion depends on whether the inequity is seen as fair or unfair. In three studies (N = 501), 7to 8-year-olds were more likely than 4- to 6-year-olds to create inequity that disadvantaged themselves—a fair type of
inequity. In findings consistent with our theory, 7- to 8-year-olds were not more likely than 4- to 6-year-olds to endorse
advantageous inequity (Study 1) or inequity created by third parties (Studies 2 and 3)—unfair types of inequity. We
discuss how these results expand on recent accounts of children’s developing concerns with generosity and partiality.
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From distributing toys on the playground to raises in the
office, children and adults respond negatively to inequity
(Hook & Cook, 1979). According to traditional accounts
of inequity aversion, people believe that it is inherently
unfair to give unequal rewards for equal effort (Adams,
1965; Fehr & Schmidt, 1999); as children mature into
adults, they gradually understand that inequity is unfair
and therefore place increasing weight on avoiding it (Fehr,
Bernhard, & Rockenbach, 2008). Prior results have been
consistent with these accounts: Between the ages of 4 and
8, children increasingly sacrifice resources to avoid inequity (Blake & McAuliffe, 2011; Kogut, 2012; Moore, 2009).
We challenge these accounts by suggesting that reactions to inequity may take different developmental paths
depending on the type of inequity and the way it is created. Once children have matured into adults, they do
not seem to find inequity to be inherently unfair and
instead find some types of inequity unacceptable and
other types acceptable. For example, if Mark and
Danielle are being given things by someone else, Mark
will find it unfair if Danielle receives more than he does.

However, when Mark is the one deciding how to allocate
the resources between himself and Danielle (i.e., when
Mark is agentic), he will think it is fair to receive less than
Danielle (Choshen-Hillel, Shaw, & Caruso, 2015; ChoshenHillel & Yaniv, 2011, 2012). The different reactions to
these two forms of inequity are apparent in an episode of
PBS’s Sesame Street (Myhrum, 1979) in which Ernie takes
a big piece of pie for himself and gives a smaller piece to
Bert. Bert responds, “That is not very polite. I mean, if I
had two pieces of pie, I’d offer you the big piece and take
the small one for myself.” Ernie confusedly replies, “Well
. . . you have the small piece, Bert.” Ernie is missing the
point; Bert is not upset about the inequity per se but is
instead upset about what the inequity entails: unfairness.
That is why he would willingly disadvantage himself but
is upset when Ernie creates the same inequity.
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We argue that as children mature, they behave less like
Ernie and more like Bert; they become more tolerant of
self-created disadvantageous inequity but less tolerant of
other types of inequity. Although traditional accounts
acknowledge that different types of inequity aversion
exist and that negative reactions to disadvantageous
inequity appear earlier in development than do negative
reactions to advantageous inequity (Blake & McAuliffe,
2011; Fehr et al., 2008), they argue that both types of
inequity aversion become stronger as children grow
older. Contrary to these traditional models, our prediction was that 7- to 8-year-olds (hereafter referred to as
older children) will be more likely to create inequity that
disadvantages themselves than will 4- to 6-year-olds
(hereafter referred to as younger children).
Two key developments that occur between these ages
underlie our prediction. First, as children grow older,
they desire to be more generous (e.g., Benenson, Pascoe,
& Radmore, 2007; Fehr et al., 2008), which may help
them override the negative feelings that usually result
from being disadvantaged. Self-created disadvantageous
inequity is a form of generosity in that it entails incurring
a cost to oneself to benefit another. Second, as children
grow older, their concerns with inequity become increasingly focused on avoiding being or appearing to be partial (i.e., showing favoritism to one person over another;
DeScioli & Kurzban, 2009, 2013; Shaw, 2013; Waytz,
Dungan, & Young, 2013). That is, older children respond
negatively not to inequity per se but instead to the partiality that inequity often entails, making them increasingly willing to accept inequity when it is not seen as
partial (e.g., when it is produced by a random device;
Shaw & Olson, 2014). Self-created disadvantageous inequity may be more acceptable to older children because
agents who give other people more than they give themselves are, if anything, only being partial against themselves (Choshen-Hillel et al., 2015).
Our studies supported this basic prediction that older
children would be more likely than younger children to
endorse self-disadvantaging inequity. Note that we predicted and found that children do not become more tolerant of inequity that does not allow them to be generous
or impartial, such as self-advantaging inequity (Study 1)
or disadvantageous inequity created by other people
(Study 2). Finally, we demonstrated that generosity alone
is not sufficient to explain self-disadvantaging behavior;
even when older children could be generous to someone
else, they refused to do so if it meant having to show
favoritism to one person over another (Study 3).

Study 1
In Study 1, we investigated children’s reactions to inequity by asking them to allocate a resource to 1 of 2
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children (creating inequity) or to throw the resource in
the trash (preserving equity). We varied whether the
resource could go to the participant or to another child.
In general, inequity-aversion models predict that as children grow older, they will become increasingly likely to
avoid both self-advantaging and self-disadvantaging
inequity (Fehr et al., 2008). For self-advantaging inequity,
we made the same prediction as these models because
such inequity is nongenerous and is partial. However,
contrary to these models, our prediction was that the
older children would be more willing than the younger
children to create self-disadvantaging inequity because
letting others have more than they had is generous and
unlikely to be seen as partial.

Method
Participants. We recruited 212 children at a local science museum. There were 132 younger children (M =
65.36 months, SD = 9.90; 47% female) and 80 older children (M = 96.67 months, SD = 7.27; 54% female). We
chose these age groups because previous research has
found that concerns with generosity and impartiality
increase during this time (Fehr et al., 2008; Shaw & Olson,
2014).
For each study, we obtained the consent of the parent and the assent of the child (in accordance with the
institutional review board’s protocol). We began data
collection at the middle of the academic quarter once
each study design was finalized and ready. We collected data every Saturday and Sunday for the remainder of the quarter and attempted to collect as many
4- to 8-year-old participants as possible before stopping at the end of the academic quarter, when the
research assistants were no longer available. We did not
analyze the data until data collection for each study
had concluded.
Procedure. Each child sat at a table and was told that
we were going to ask some questions that had no right
or wrong answers. In all conditions, each child was asked
to distribute toy erasers between him- or herself and
another child (the paradigm was adapted from Shaw &
Olson, 2012). Each child was randomly assigned to either
the self-advantaging condition or the self-disadvantaging
condition (wording changes for the latter condition are
shown in brackets). A research assistant read the following passage to them:
Because you have done such a good job learning at
the museum today, we want to give you some
erasers as a prize. We want to give some erasers to
you and to another little boy named Mark who also
did a really good job learning at the museum today.
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Within each condition, the word order of the last sentence was counterbalanced across participants. Half the
participants heard the sentence in the order “give it . . . or
throw it away,” and the other half of the participants
heard the sentence in the order “throw it away or give
it . . . .” For female participants, we gave the other child
the name “Mary.”
The erasers were placed onto small boxes (flat squares
drawn in with a black marker) labeled with the letters
“M” and “Y” (to signify “Mark” and “You”). The toy erasers were colorful and shaped like such objects as icecream cones, turtles, and magic wands (such erasers
were also used to study resource sharing in Shaw &
Olson, 2012, 2014). There was an actual small trash can
on the table so that if the child decided to throw the
eraser away, it would literally be thrown into the trash.

Results
We conducted a logistic regression analysis with age
group (younger children or older children) and inequity
(self-advantaging or self-disadvantaging) as independent
variables and choice as a dependent variable. The analysis revealed no significant main effect of age group, Wald
χ2(1, N = 212) = 1.67, p = .20, or inequity, Wald χ2(1, N =
212) = 2.12, p = .15. In addition, there was a significant
interaction between age group and inequity, Wald χ2(1,
N = 212) = 17.10, p < .001. We used planned comparisons
(Fisher’s exact test) to examine the children’s responses
in the two conditions separately by age. In the selfadvantaging condition, the older children were less likely
than the younger children to create inequity by giving the
additional resource to themselves (older children: 14%, 6
of 43; younger children: 54%, 36 of 67), p < .001, ϕ = .40
(see Fig. 1). However, the children responded very differently to disadvantageous inequity. In results consistent
with our hypothesis, the older children in the self-disadvantaging condition were more likely than the younger
children to create inequity by giving the additional
resource to someone else (older children: 51%, 19 of 37;
younger children: 28%, 18 of 65), p = .02, ϕ = .24.
To determine whether responses were different from
what would be expected if the children were picking at
random, we conducted binomial sign tests for all conditions. In the self-advantaging condition, the older
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Fig. 1. Results from Study 1: percentage of children creating inequity
in each condition, presented separately for the younger children and
the older children.

children created inequity at below chance levels, p <
.001, whereas the younger children responded at chance
levels, p = .63. In the self-disadvantaging condition, the
older children responded at chance levels, p = 1, whereas
the younger children created inequity at below chance
levels, p < .001.
We also conducted Fisher’s exact tests comparing the
two age groups’ responses in the two conditions. The
older children were less likely to create inequity in the
self-advantaging condition than in the self-disadvantaging condition, p < .001, ϕ = .40. That is, the older children
were more willing to create a distribution in which they
received less than others than one in which they received
more than others. We observed the opposite pattern
among the younger children: They were less likely to create inequity in the self-disadvantaging condition than in
the self-advantaging condition, p = .003, ϕ = .26. That is,
the younger children were more willing to create a distribution in which they received more than others than one
in which they received less than others.
In a follow-up experiment, we found a very similar
pattern of results when the children were given all three
options (give to self, give to other, or throw away); the
younger children gave the resource to themselves, and
the older children split between giving it to the other
person and throwing it away (see Study S1 in the Supplemental Material available online). This finding is important because it suggests that self-disadvantaging behavior
is evident even when the child has the opportunity to
be selfish (when they could take the resource for
themselves).

Development of Inequity Aversion

Discussion
We found that the older children were less likely to create
advantageous inequity than the younger children, which
is in line with the predictions of inequity-aversion accounts
(Fehr et al., 2008). However, contrary to these accounts,
and as we predicted, the older children were more willing than the younger children to create inequity that disadvantaged themselves.

Study 2
In Study 1, we demonstrated that the older children were
more likely to create disadvantageous inequity than the
younger children. We suggested that this difference was
driven by increases in the desire to be generous and the
tolerance of impartial inequity. If our suggestion is correct, then these mechanisms should cause the older children to endorse disadvantageous inequity only when this
inequity is self-created. If someone else creates this inequity, children should not feel generous (because they
lack agency in the decision process; Aknin, Hamlin, &
Dunn, 2012) and should view the decision as an example
of being partial (because the distributor would be favoring the other recipient over him- or herself). Hence, we
predicted that the older children would be more tolerant
only of disadvantageous inequity that they created and not
of disadvantageous inequity that someone else created.

Method
Participants. We recruited 191 children at a local science museum. There were 115 younger children (M =
63.92 months, SD = 9.92; 49% female) and 76 older children (M = 95.03 months, SD = 6.99; 61% female).
Procedure. As in Study 1, the children were told that
they and another child would be receiving a total of three
toy erasers in exchange for answering questions. The children
were then randomly assigned to the disadvantaged-byself condition or the disadvantaged-by-other condition.
The children in the disadvantaged-by-self condition
were read the following instructions: “Mark and you each
get one eraser. Now we have one left over. You can either
give it to Mark or you can throw it away.” The research
assistant then put up a binder so that the trash can and
the other child’s envelope were occluded behind the
binder. The children were then asked, “Do you want to
give it to Mark so he’ll have more than you or do you
want to throw it away?” (This condition was very similar
to the self-disadvantaging condition in Study 1 except for
the use of the binder.)
The children in the disadvantaged-by-other condition
were read similar instructions but were clearly informed
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that someone else (i.e., the experimenter) was deciding
who got the extra eraser, thus minimizing the child’s
sense of agency in this decision: “Mark and you each get
one eraser. Now we have one left over. I can either give
it to Mark or throw it away.” The research assistant then
put up a binder so that the trash can and the other child’s
envelope were occluded behind the binder. Then the
research assistant said, “I decided what to do” and
showed the children the eraser above the binder. The
research assistant then lowered his or her hand behind
the binder, hiding the eraser, and then brought the empty
hand above the binder. He or she then said, “OK. I made
my decision and it can’t be changed. Would you be happier if I gave it to Mark so he’ll have more than you or if
I threw it away?”
As in Study 1, in both conditions, half of the participants heard the sentence in the order “give it to Mark
[you] or throw it away,” and the other half of the participants heard the sentence in the order “throw it away or
give it to Mark [you].” For female participants we used the
name “Mary.”

Results
We conducted a logistic regression analysis with age
group (younger children or older children) and agent
(disadvantaged by self or disadvantaged by other) as
independent variables and choice as a dependent variable. The regression revealed no significant main effect
of age group, Wald χ2(1, N = 191) = 1.34, p = .25, but
there was a significant main effect of agent, Wald χ2(1,
N = 191) = 8.18, p = .004, whereby participants were
more likely to create disadvantageous inequity in the
disadvantaged-by-self condition than in the disadvantaged-by-other condition. In addition, the interaction
between agent and age group was marginally significant,
Wald χ2(1, N = 191) = 3.03, p = .08. We used planned
comparisons (Fisher’s exact test) to compare the two age
groups’ responses in the two conditions. In the disadvantaged-by-self condition, we found that the older children
were more likely than the younger children to create disadvantageous inequity by giving out the additional
resource (older children: 58%, 22 of 38; younger children: 35%, 21 of 60), p = .04, ϕ = .22. These findings are
consistent with our hypothesis and replicate the results of
Study 1: When asked to decide how to distribute
resources, the older children were more likely than the
younger children to give an additional resource to someone else (instead of wasting it). Note that in the disadvantaged-by-other condition, the two age groups showed no
significant difference in the tendency to favor disadvantageous inequity (younger children: 27%, 15 of 55; older
children: 24%, 9 of 38), p = .81, ϕ = .04. The older children were just as likely as the younger children to avoid
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inequity when the disadvantageous allocation was created by someone other than themselves (see Fig. 2),
which is in line with our hypothesis.
To determine whether responses were different from
what would be expected by chance, we conducted binomial sign tests on all conditions. In the disadvantaged-byself condition, the older children favored disadvantageous
inequity at chance levels, p = .42, whereas the younger
children responded at below chance levels, p = .03. In
the disadvantaged-by-other condition, the older children
favored disadvantageous inequity at below chance levels,
p = .002, as did the younger children, p = .001.
We also conducted Fisher’s exact tests comparing the
children’s responses in the two conditions in each age
group. The older children were more likely to create disadvantageous inequity in the disadvantaged-by-self condition than in the disadvantaged-by-other condition, p =
.005, ϕ = .35, whereas the younger children did not favor
inequity at different rates in the two conditions, p = .42,
ϕ = .08.

Children Favoring Disadvantageous Inequity (%)
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Fig. 2. Results from Study 2: percentage of children favoring disadvantageous inequity in each condition, presented separately for the
younger children and the older children.

Discussion
In Study 2, we demonstrated that the older children’s
increased acceptance of self-created disadvantageous
inequity was not explained by their increased tolerance
of all disadvantageous inequity: The older children disliked disadvantageous inequity created by a third party
as much as the younger children did. In a follow-up
experiment, we found that the older children and younger
children were similarly likely to avoid creating partial
inequity that disadvantages third parties (see Study S2 in
the Supplemental Material). Thus, we found that the
older children were more accepting of disadvantageous
inequity than the younger children, but only when the
disadvantageous inequity was self-created.

Study 3
We have demonstrated that the older children were more
likely than the younger children to create self-disadvantageous inequity, and we have suggested two developmental mechanisms: the older children experienced (a)
increased desire to be generous and (b) increased concern with being or appearing to be partial. To understand
whether concerns with partiality (and not just a desire to
be generous) influenced the children’s reactions to inequity differently as they got older, we ran a new condition
that directly tested whether the older children and the
younger children disadvantaged themselves when doing
so was generous yet partial. This condition was similar to
the self-disadvantaging condition from Study 1, but we
added a second recipient and had participants decide

whether they wanted to give the resource to the first
child, the second child, or throw it away. If generosity is
the sole cause of self-disadvantaging behavior, then the
older children should be more likely than the younger
children to give the eraser to 1 of the other 2 children
because this is a generous behavior. However, if concerns with being or appearing to be partial contribute to
children’s endorsement of self-disadvantaging behavior,
then the older children should tend more than the
younger children to throw the eraser away because giving it would force them to show favoritism to one equally
deserving recipient over another.

Method
Participants. We recruited 98 children at a local science museum. There were 59 younger children (M =
65.55 months, SD = 9.42; 58% female) and 39 older children (M = 94.73 months, SD = 7.55; 46% female).
Procedure. All participants from both age groups were
assigned to the other-disadvantaging condition. This condition was similar to the self-disadvantaging condition
from Study 1, in which the participant and another child
received one toy eraser and the participant had to decide
whether they wanted to give an extra eraser to the other
child (putting themselves at a relative disadvantage) or to
throw the eraser in the trash. The main difference in this
new condition is that the participant and 2 other children
received one toy eraser each, and if the participant
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wanted to give out the extra eraser, he or she would have
to choose between the other 2 children. The participants
were read the following passage:
Because you’ve done such a good job learning at
the museum today we want to give you some
erasers as a prize. We want to give some erasers to
you and to two other little boys named Mark and
Dan who also did a really good job learning at the
museum today. We have these four erasers to give
to you, Dan, and Mark. We have one for you . . .
At this point, the research assistant placed an eraser on
a piece of paper in front of the participant and then
continued: “. . . one for Dan, and one for Mark.” The
research assistant then placed an eraser on a piece of
paper labeled with the letters “D” and “M,” and then he
or she said:
You, Dan, and Mark each got one eraser. Now we
have one left over. What do you want to do with
the last eraser? You can either throw it away or you
can give it to one of the two boys. You can give it
to Mark so that he will have more than Dan. Or you
can give it to Dan so that he’ll have more than Mark.
So you have three options: You can throw the
eraser away, you can give the eraser to Mark, or you
can give the eraser to Dan. What do you want to
do: Throw the eraser away, give it to Mark, or give
it to Dan?
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children: 54%, 32 of 59), p = .001, ϕ = .34. Thus, when the
children were forced to choose between two other participants, the older children were less likely than the
younger children to create inequity, even though the
choice in question would have been generous (i.e., it
would have disadvantaged themselves and given a benefit to another).
To determine whether responses were different from
what might be expected by chance, we conducted a
binomial sign test. The older children created inequity at
below chance levels, p < .001, whereas the younger children responded at chance levels, p = .60.
We further wanted to compare responses in each
age group of the other-disadvantaging condition with
responses in the self-disadvantaging conditions from our
previous studies (i.e., the self-disadvantaging condition
from Study 1, the disadvantaged-by-self condition from
Study 2, and the disadvantageous condition from Study S2
in the Supplemental Material). We found that the older children were more likely to create inequity in the self-disadvantaging conditions (54%, 56 of 103) than in the
other-disadvantaging condition (21%, 8 of 39), p < .001, ϕ =
.30. Conversely, we found that the younger children were
less likely to create inequity in the self-disadvantaging conditions (28%, 46 of 162) than in the other-disadvantaging
condition (54%, 32 of 59), p < .001, ϕ = .24.

Discussion

As in the previous studies, the order of the options
was counterbalanced: Half of the participants heard the
sentence in the order “You can either throw it away or
you can give it to one of the two boys”; the other half of
the participants heard the sentence in the order “you can
either give it to one of the two boys or you can throw it
away.” For female participants, we used the names “Mary”
and “Danielle.” We predicted that the older children
would be reluctant to share in this context because they
would not want to be or appear to be partial.

The results of Study 3 suggest that children do not choose
to create inequity that is generous (i.e., that disadvantages themselves by giving to another) when it entails
being partial (i.e., favoring one child over another).
Although this result reveals that generosity is not sufficient to explain the self-disadvantaging behavior that we
have documented in the current studies, we believe that
generosity is a critical component in explaining children’s
increasing self-disadvantaging behavior in our previous
studies. Simply reducing partiality would not cause children to create inequity here unless children had some
desire to be generous to other people in the first place.

Results

General Discussion

The children’s responses were categorized as either
endorsing inequity (i.e., choice to give the extra eraser to
1 of the other children) or not (i.e., choice to throw it
away). We then conducted Fisher’s exact tests to compare
the two age groups’ responses. Our results were consistent with our hypothesis: The older children in the otherdisadvantaging condition were less likely than the
younger children to create inequity by giving out an
additional resource (older children: 21%, 8 of 39; younger

Our studies provide evidence challenging the idea that
inequity concerns are part of a single aversion to inequity
that simply becomes stronger as children grow older
(e.g., Blake & McAuliffe, 2011; Fehr et al., 2008). Instead,
we found that 7- to 8-year-olds were more likely than
4- to 6-year-olds to create self-disadvantageous inequity.
This pattern was markedly different from the developmental trajectory for other forms of inequity aversion that
were not generous and that were partial.
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This developmental pattern is not the result of the
older children’s greater likelihood of endorsing disadvantageous inequity more broadly; rather, it is specific to
self-created disadvantageous inequity that is both generous and impartial. Indeed, when the children were being
disadvantaged by someone else, older and younger children rejected inequity at similarly high rates (Study 2).
This finding is important methodologically because it
may help to reconcile why paradigms in which children
are asked to react to distributions set up by an experimenter (e.g., Blake & McAuliffe, 2011; Blake et al., 2015)
often find high levels of disadvantageous inequity aversion, whereas paradigms in which children are given a
sense of agency (e.g., Chernyak & Kushnir, 2013) often
demonstrate that children are happy to allow another
person to have more than they have. Seemingly inconsistent findings on adults’ social preferences also have been
attributed to changes in agency (Choshen-Hillel & Yaniv,
2011, 2012).
Our experiments provide converging evidence for an
emerging partiality aversion in which children become
more tolerant of impartial inequity, shifting from a focus on
inequity to a focus on the partiality that inequity entails
(Shaw, 2013, in press; Shaw & Knobe, 2013; Tyler, 2000).
Previous research has found that children endorse inequity
by using impartial procedures by age 7 (Shaw & Olson,
2014), and the current findings suggest a similar developmental emergence of self-disadvantaging behavior.
We note that our experiments do not speak to the
question of whether the older children’s willingness to
create disadvantageous inequity is connected to their
emerging self-presentational concerns—that is, whether
they want to be generous and impartial or want merely
to appear so. Specifically, between the ages of 7 and 8,
children become more generous (Fehr et al., 2008) and
respond more negatively to partiality (Mills & Grant,
2009; Shaw & Olson, 2014), but also increasingly care
about how they appear to other people (Aloise-Young,
1993; Heyman, Barner, Heumann, & Schenck, 2014;
Shaw, Li, & Olson, 2013). We think that self-disadvantaging behavior is likely to stem from a combination of these
motives (for an extended discussion, see Shaw et al.,
2013; Shaw et al., 2014). If children’s behavior goes
beyond mere self-presentational concerns, then children
should actually be more satisfied with disadvantageous
inequity that they create as opposed to inequity that
other people create, which could be a useful strategy for
reducing dissatisfaction with unfairness.

Conclusion
Children develop an increasingly complex understanding
of fairness as they mature. In their early development,
children are like Ernie—they dislike any form of inequity
and may discard resources rather than let others have

more than they do. As they grow older, children become
more like Bert—although they are not always happy
when others get more, they would much rather give the
bigger piece of pie to others than waste it, as long as the
decision about who gets the smaller piece of pie comes
from them rather than someone else.
Action Editor
Ralph Adolphs served as action editor for this article.

Author Contributions
All of the authors developed the study concept and contributed
to the study design and data analysis. Testing and data collection were performed by A. Shaw. All of the authors interpreted
the data and drafted the manuscript. All of the authors approved
the final version of the manuscript for submission.

Acknowledgments
We thank the Museum of Science and Industry, Chicago, for
allowing us to conduct these studies in its building.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared that they had no conflicts of interest with
respect to their authorship or the publication of this article.

Funding
This work was partially supported by the Willard Graham Faculty Research Fund at The University of Chicago Booth School
of Business and by a grant from the John Templeton Foundation. The opinions expressed in this publication are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the John
Templeton Foundation.

Supplemental Material
Additional supporting information can be found at http://
pss.sagepub.com/content/by/supplemental-data

Open Practices

All data and materials have been made publicly available via
the Open Science Framework and can be accessed at https://
osf.io/rjdpc/. The complete Open Practices Disclosure for this
article can be found at http://pss.sagepub.com/content/by/
supplemental-data. This article has received badges for Open
Data and Open Materials. More information about the Open
Practices badges can be found at https://osf.io/tvyxz/wiki/
1.%20View%20the%20Badges/ and http://pss.sagepub.com/
content/25/1/3.full.

References
Adams, J. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 2,
pp. 267–299). New York, NY: Academic Press.

Development of Inequity Aversion
Aknin, L. B., Hamlin, J. K., & Dunn, E. W. (2012). Giving leads
to happiness in young children. PLoS ONE, 7(6), e39211.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0039211
Aloise-Young, P. A. (1993). The development of self-presentation: Self-promotion in 6- to 10-year-old children. Social
Cognition, 11, 201–222.
Benenson, J. F., Pascoe, J., & Radmore, N. (2007). Children’s
altruistic behavior in the dictator game. Evolution & Human
Behavior, 28, 168–175.
Blake, P. R., & McAuliffe, K. (2011). “I had so much it didn’t
seem fair”: Eight-year-olds reject two forms of inequity.
Cognition, 120, 215–224.
Blake, P. R., McAuliffe, K., Corbit, J., Callaghan, T., Barry, O.,
Bowie, A., . . . Warneken, F. (2015). The ontogeny of fairness in seven societies. Nature, 528, 258–261.
Chernyak, N., & Kushnir, T. (2013). Giving preschoolers choice
increases sharing behavior. Psychological Science, 24,
1971–1979.
Choshen-Hillel, S., Shaw, A., & Caruso, E. M. (2015). Waste
management: How reducing partiality can promote efficient resource allocation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 119, 210–231.
Choshen-Hillel, S., & Yaniv, I. (2011). Agency and the construction of social preference: Between inequality aversion
and prosocial behavior. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 101, 1253–1261.
Choshen-Hillel, S., & Yaniv, I. (2012). Social preferences shaped
by conflicting motives: When enhancing social welfare creates unfavorable comparisons for the self. Judgment and
Decision Making, 7, 618–627.
DeScioli, P., & Kurzban, R. (2009). Mysteries of morality.
Cognition, 112, 281–299.
DeScioli, P., & Kurzban, R. (2013). A solution to the mysteries
of morality. Psychological Bulletin, 139, 477–496.
Fehr, E., Bernhard, H., & Rockenbach, B. (2008). Egalitarianism
in young children. Nature, 454, 1079–1083.
Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999). A theory of fairness, competition, and cooperation. Quarterly Journal of Economics,
114, 817–868.
Heyman, G., Barner, D., Heumann, J., & Schenck, L. (2014).
Children’s sensitivity to ulterior motives when evaluating
prosocial behavior. Cognitive Science, 38, 683–700.

1359
Hook, J., & Cook, T. D. (1979). Equity theory and the cognitive
ability of children. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 429–445.
Kogut, T. (2012). Knowing what I should, doing what I want:
From selfishness to inequity aversion in young children’s
sharing behavior. Journal of Economic Psychology, 33,
226–236.
Mills, C. M., & Grant, M. G. (2009). Biased decision-making:
Developing an understanding of how positive and negative
relationships may skew judgments. Developmental Science,
12, 784–797.
Moore, C. (2009). Fairness in children’s resource allocation
depends on the recipient. Psychological Science, 20, 944–948.
Myhrum, R. (Director). (April 13, 1979). Episode 1285 [Television
series episode]. In A. Hyslop (Executive producer), Sesame
Street. New York, NY: Children’s Television Workshop.
Shaw, A. (2013). Beyond “to share or not to share”: The
impartiality account of fairness. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 22, 413–417.
Shaw, A. (in press). Fairness: What it isn’t, what it is, and what
it might be for. In D. Berch & D. Geary (Eds.), Evolutionary
perspectives on education and child development (pp. 193–
214). doi:10.1007/978-3-319-29986-0_8
Shaw, A., & Knobe, J. (2013). Not all mutualism is fair, and not
all fairness is mutualistic. Behavioral & Brain Sciences, 36,
100–101.
Shaw, A., Li, V., & Olson, K. R. (2013). Reputation is everything.
In M. Banaji & S. Gelman (Eds.), Navigating the social world
(pp. 220–224). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Shaw, A., Montinari, N., Piovesan, M., Olson, K. R., Gino, F.,
& Norton, M. I. (2014). Children develop a veil of fairness.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 143, 363–375.
Shaw, A., & Olson, K. R. (2012). Children discard a resource
to avoid inequity. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 141, 382–395.
Shaw, A., & Olson, K. R. (2014). Fairness as an aversion to partiality: The development of procedural justice. Journal of
Experimental Child Psychology, 119, 40–53.
Tyler, T. R. (2000). Social justice. International Journal of
Psychology, 35, 117–125.
Waytz, A., Dungan, J., & Young, L. (2013). The whistleblower’s dilemma and the fairness–loyalty tradeoff. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 49, 1027–1033.

