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      Introduction: Outcome or Procedure? 

 A minimally meaningful description of a resource 
allocation event will include information about 
the object of allocation (i.e., the type, amount, 
and valence of the resource); whether the result 
of the allocation is positive or negative (i.e., out-
come valence 1 ); whether the event is considered 
from the perspective of the recipient, the pro-
vider, or a third party; and within what kind of 
social relationship, setting, institutional, and 
sociocultural context the allocation takes place. 
These factors have been shown to affect  fairness  
evaluations of the outcome and the choice of a 
 distribution  principle (Törnblom  1992  ) . It seems 
reasonable to expect that the relative  salience  of 

(or focus on) the outcome and the procedures 
enacted to accomplish the outcome would also be 
affected by the mentioned variables. 

 Increasingly, contemporary justice theorists 
assume that a meaningful overall (total) fairness 
assessment of a situation or an event requires 
assessments of both the  distribution  2  (the out-
come or end result) and the  procedure  (the means) 
by which the distribution is accomplished. Most 
contemporary justice theorizing assumes that the 
two cannot be studied in isolation from each other 
(e.g., Brockner and Wiesenfeld  1996 ; see also 
Törnblom and Vermunt  1999 , for more details 
and a model for integrating these two allocation 
components). Lind and Tyler  (  1988  ) , for exam-
ple, proposed that procedural fairness assess-
ments are at least as important as distributive 
fairness assessments for overall justice evalua-
tions in legal and organizational settings. 
Törnblom and Vermunt  (  1999  )  postulated that 
the perceived total fairness of a situation is a 
function of fairness assessments of both the dis-
tribution and the procedure, and when both distri-
bution and procedure are salient, their fairness 
assessments are likely to be interdependent. 
Much research efforts have thus been devoted to 
mapping  perceived justice  of social encounters as 
a function of both outcome and procedure inde-
pendently as well as interactively. However, 
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   1   The valence of the resource and the outcome may not 
necessarily have the same sign. A student may be assigned 
extra homework (i.e., negative resource valence) which in 
turn might lead to better grades (i.e., positive outcome 
valence).  

   2   The terms “distribution” and “outcome” will be used 
interchangeably to refer to the endstate of a resource allo-
cation event.  
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research dealing with the  salience  of each in 
making judgments about allocation events is 
scarce, and the research reported in this chapter 
examines this latter focus. 

 Focusing the    relative salience 3  of the outcome 
and the procedure in people’s evaluations of an 
allocation event generates some interesting ques-
tions: Under what conditions do outcome and 
procedure play equally important roles in peo-
ple’s experiences? Under what conditions is one 
experienced as more  fi gural and weighty than the 
other? Under what means and to what extent 
might they interact with one another? Researchers 
have argued that (1) procedural aspects may be 
more important than the outcome (because they 
seem to affect overall satisfaction to a greater 
degree), and that (2) the fairness evaluation of a 
particular outcome may be affected by the fair-
ness of the procedures that produced it –  the fair 
process effect  (e.g., Lind et al.  1983 ; Lind and 
Tyler  1988  ) . Thus, fair procedures may lessen the 
disappointment associated with unfair outcomes. 
Gilliland  (  1993  )  predicted that (1) the perceived 
justice of the procedure will have the greatest 
impact on overall justice evaluations when dis-
tributive justice rules have been violated, and that 
(2) the perceived justice of the outcome (distribu-
tion) will have the greatest impact on overall jus-
tice evaluations when procedural justice rules 
have been violated. Leventhal  (  1980  )  proposed 
that distributive fairness is assumed to be gener-
ally more salient than procedural justice and is, 
thus, more important in determining overall fair-
ness. On the other hand, procedural fairness has 
greater in fl uence on overall fairness judgments 
(a) when organizations are being created, and (b) 
when people are dissatis fi ed with the distribution 
of outcomes (in which case procedures are exam-
ined more closely to  fi nd explanations of the 

unsatisfactory outcome and justi fi cations for 
change). Other consistent  fi ndings in the organi-
zational justice literature are that procedural jus-
tice perceptions tend to account for more variance 
in attitudes about institutions and authorities as 
well as being more strongly related to global atti-
tudes (e.g., organizational commitment) than do 
distributive justice perceptions (which appear to 
be more related to speci fi c attitudes such as job 
and pay satisfaction) (e.g., Ambrose and Arnaud 
 2005  ) . Törnblom and Kazemi  (  2010  )  found that 
the outcome was more important than the proce-
dure for fairness judgments of an offense (theft as 
well as physical abuse) regardless of its severity. 

 The major focus of the study reported here con-
cerns how perceived importance (salience) of the 
outcome and procedure is moderated by the nature 
of allocated resource [love (liking and caring) vs. 
money (monetary gift and  fi nancial help)] and by 
the direction of allocation (giving vs. receiving).  

   Resource Type 

 Several studies suggest that the allocated 
resource affects people’s justice conceptions 
concerning the outcome distribution (e.g., 
Sabbagh et al.  1994 ; Törnblom and Foa  1983 ; 
Törnblom et al.  1985  ) . Thus, the analysis and 
understanding of a particular outcome alloca-
tion is incomplete and less meaningful without 
information about the resource changing hands. 
The most commonly used classi fi cation of 
resource types was provided by Foa  (  1971  )  in 
the context of his resource theory of social 
exchange (see also Foa and Foa  1974  ) . Within 
this framework, love, status, and service are par-
ticularistic resources; their values derive mainly 
from the identity of the provider and/or from the 
relationship between the provider and the recip-
ient – which is not the case for universalistic 
resources (information, goods, and money). 
Particularism and universalism are extremes on 
a single continuum rather than discrete catego-
ries. The degree to which a resource is predomi-
nantly valued as particularistic or universalistic 
is affected by the social context in which it is 
transacted. Resource classes are further differ-

   3   Outcomes and procedures may, of course, be evaluated in 
terms of various other types of criteria than salience, such 
as preference, acceptability, expediency, appropriateness, 
importance, impact, desirability, ef fi cacy, satisfaction, and 
fairness. Various factors determine what values are 
assigned to each of these different criteria, and it may well 
be that some factors are appropriate for all criteria, while 
certain other factors are only meaningful for some of the 
criteria. In this study, we examine the impact of two fac-
tors – resource type and direction of allocation.  
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entiated along a dimension ranging from con-
crete to symbolic. This dimension pertains to 
the type of behavior that is characteristic for the 
exchange of a particular resource: providing a 
good and doing someone a favor are concrete 
behaviors, conveying status and information are 
symbolic/abstract behaviors, while love and 
money are located between these two extremes 
as they may be provided both symbolically (e.g., 
verbal expressions of affection and as stock or 
other tokens, respectively) and concretely (e.g., 
sexual acts and hard currency, respectively). 

 As resource classes in RT differ on two dimen-
sions and it is the impact of particularism that is the 
focus of the current study, the resource classes exam-
ined were chosen to be similar with regard to their 
position on the concreteness dimension. Thus, the 
two resource classes differ the most on the particular-
ism dimension while occupying the same position on 
the concreteness dimension (i.e., love and money). 

 As stated in RT, it is the symbolic meaning of 
the resource (rather than the resource, per se) that 
is typically focal. Importantly, and relevant to the 
purpose of this chapter, the way in which a resource 
is provided may affect its meaning. You cannot 
present a token of respect (e.g., a gold watch meant 
to symbolize an organization’s appreciation of 
your loyal services during 25 years) unless the 
token is presented via respectful behavior (i.e., an 
appropriate procedure). The procedure by which a 
universalistic resource is provided can “make or 
break” the intended result of the interaction. If the 
provider who wishes to convey love and affection 
fails to act with sensitivity and warmth (i.e., via an 
appropriate procedure) when handing over money, 
for instance, only the money, per se, might be the 
focal (salient) outcome. 

 The signi fi cance of a particularistic resource 
(such as affection, warmth, regard, admiration) is 
likely to be relatively unambiguous with regard 
to the purpose of its provision. For instance, when 
you receive a hug, you most likely understand 
that he/she wants to convey affection for you. 
However, giving a universalistic resource (e.g., a 
book, a piece of information, a chocolate bar) is 
not equally unambiguous. The book gift might be 
your way of saying that you like the recipient, but 
you may also present the gift for very different 

reasons. If you do not wish to convey liking, you 
must pay attention to just how you present the 
book or give the hug. Thus,

    Hypothesis 1: The procedure is more focal 
when universalistic than when particularistic 
resources are allocated.  

  Procedure   
 (universalistic resource allocation) 

   > Procedure  
 
 (particularistic resource allocation) 

     

 What about the outcome then: Is the outcome 
focal in the same way as the procedure? We  fi nd 
no basis for predicting why outcome would be 
more focal for either kind of resource allocation. 
As previously stated, the procedure is more focal 
for universalistic resource allocations. Intuitively, 
one would perhaps assume the opposite – verbal 
praise provided with a disapproving facial expres-
sion makes the message obsolete. Thus, the 
meaning of particularistic resources like love and 
status are straightforward which is not the case 
for most universalistic resources. One can inter-
pret the meaning of giving a book as a sign of 
affection, a source of information, or repayment 
for a previous service. Therefore, we argue that 
the procedure by which a universalistic resource 
is provided serves to reduce the possible ambigu-
ity associated with the provision or receipt of the 
resource. Following this line of reasoning, it 
seems reasonable to conclude that the procedure 
is more salient for the allocation of universalistic 
than for particularistic resources, and that this 
difference is larger than the corresponding differ-
ence when outcome is considered. Thus,   

    Hypothesis 2: The difference between the 
salience of procedure in the evaluation of a uni-
versalistic as compared to a particularistic 
resource allocation is greater than that for the 
outcome distribution.  

  Procedure   
 (universalistic – particularistic resource allocation) 

   > Outcome  
 
 (universalistic – particularistic resource allocation) 

      

   Allocation Direction 

 In this chapter, we focus on the direction of 
allocation and examine two situations: (1) P 
allocates resources to others (“giving”) and (2) 
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P is the recipient of resources provided by others 
(“receiving”). Research on the two perspec-
tives of givers (i.e., resource providers) and 
recipients is highly scattered in the literature. 
In the ultimatum game, two players interact to 
decide how to divide a sum of money. The  fi rst 
player (the allocator) proposes how to divide 
the money between herself and the other player 
(the recipient), and the recipient can either 
accept or reject this proposal. If the recipient 
rejects the offer neither player receives any-
thing. If the recipient accepts, the money is 
split according to the offer. In a dictator game, 
the allocator determines how to divide a par-
ticular endowment (most often money), and 
the recipient simply receives the remainder of 
the endowment left by the allocator. Results 
from ultimatum and dictator game research 
indicate in general that allocators are driven by 
both a fairness motive and self-interest, pre-
sumably because they are corecipients of the 
resource (e.g., van Dijk and Vermunt  2000 ; 
Handgraaf et al.  2004  ) . 

 Furthermore, Flynn and Brockner  (  2003  )  
found in a study on favor exchange among peer 
employees that givers’ and receivers’ commit-
ment to their relationship (i.e., their willing-
ness to invest energy in the relationship and 
being loyal to it) was motivated by different 
factors. Speci fi cally, favor givers’ commitment 
to the relationship was more strongly associ-
ated with the amount of aid and services they 
provided, while favor recipients’ commitment 
was more strongly associated with how the 
favor was enacted (i.e., helpful behavior that 
was provided in a demeaning manner was less 
or not at all appreciated by the receivers). Thus, 
previous empirical  fi ndings (see also Lissak 
and Sheppard  1983  )  suggest that allocators and 
recipients may have somewhat different foci in 
resource allocation situations. Thus, we predict 
that:

    Hypothesis 3: Resource providers are more 
focused on the outcome of their allocation than 
on the procedure by which the outcome is 
accomplished.  

  Resource providers   
 (outcome focus > procedure focus) 

   

   Hypothesis 4: Resource recipients, in contrast, 
are less focused on the outcome than on the pro-
cedure by which the outcome is accomplished.  

  Resource recipients   
 (outcome focus < procedure focus) 

     

 However, in real life, it is not always true that 
resource recipients are more concerned with the 
procedure and resource providers (as well as 
decision makers) with the outcome. In support of 
this reasoning, Heuer, Penrod, and Kattan  (  2007  )  
reported that decision makers are not only 
in fl uenced by instrumental criteria (i.e., outcome 
concerns) but also by relational concerns. 
Speci fi cally, decision makers did not differ from 
decision recipients in that they placed an equal 
emphasis on respectful treatment when securing 
the group’s welfare was taken into account (see 
also Sivasubramaniam and Heuer  2008  ) . 

 Another purpose of the present study was to 
examine how allocation direction interacts with 
resource type in affecting the perceived impor-
tance (salience) of the outcome and the proce-
dure. Interestingly, we expected that taking 
resource type into account would reverse the pat-
terns predicted by Hypotheses 3 and 4. In the fol-
lowing, we continue our theoretical line of 
reasoning by focusing on the salience perceptions 
of outcome and procedure  separately  rather than 
together like they usually appear in real-life situ-
ations. Thus, the aim is not to compare salience 
perceptions of outcome with salience perceptions 
of procedure but to discuss the relative salience 
of each for resource providers versus resource 
recipients under the conditions of universalistic 
versus particularistic resource allocations. 

 When it comes to the salience of  outcome , we 
previously posited that resource providers (i.e., 
givers) focus more on the outcome of the alloca-
tion, and this is not assumed to be moderated by 
the nature of allocated resource. Outcome salience 
is unaffected by whether the allocation involves a 
particularistic or a universalistic resource. 
However, the situation might look differently 
from the recipient’s perspective. Two arguments, 
previously stated, support this contention. As the 
amount of a universalistic resource is more easily 
assessed than the amount of a particularistic 
resource, it is argued that an allocated outcome 
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(of a certain amount) is more focal in universalis-
tic resource allocations. Thus,

    Hypothesis 5: Resource recipients are more 
focused on the outcome in allocations of univer-
salistic as compared to particularistic resources.  

  Resource recipients   
 (universalistic outcome focus > particularis-

tic outcome focus) 
     

 When it comes to the salience of  procedure  for 
resource providers and resource recipients, a some-
what reverse pattern is expected. Speci fi cally, as 
previously argued, ensuring the satisfaction of the 
recipients is focal for resource providers and for 
the group of recipients, and equality of treatment 
(cf. the procedural rule of consistency, Leventhal 
 1980  )  is highly salient. This leads us to assume 
that resource providers are more focused on the 
procedure in the case of universalistic as compared 
to particularistic resource allocations. Thus,

    Hypothesis 6: Resource providers are more 
focused on the procedure in allocation of univer-
salistic as compared to particularistic resources.   

   Resource providers   
 (universalistic procedure focus > particular-

istic procedure focus) 
     

 For resource  recipients , the way providers 
behave toward them (i.e., the procedure) when 
allocating a resource is also important and focal. 
Lind and Tyler  (  1988  )  argued that the procedure 
(or the way of acting toward others) is important 
because it conveys the recipients’ status in the 
group. Interestingly, and in contrast to the per-
spective of providers, we argue that the procedure 
(which is aimed at ensuring the group’s welfare 
and satisfaction) is important to resource recipi-
ents  regardless  of the nature of the provided 
resource. Thus, there seems to be no compelling 
reason for expecting that there will be a stronger 
focus on the procedure in the allocation of partic-
ularistic as compared to universalistic resources. 

   Method 

 Data were collected as part of a large cross-
national survey among students from  fi ve coun-
tries: Austria (N = 400), Italy (N = 89), the 

Netherlands (N = 378), Sweden (N = 213), and 
the USA (N = 391). The total sample consisted of 
32.6% male and 67.4% female respondents. 
Respondents’ age varied from 20 to 70 years with 
a mode of 21 years. In all countries, respondents 
were recruited mainly from psychology and soci-
ology classes. 

 A 2 (allocation direction: giving vs. receiv-
ing) × 2 (resource type: particularistic vs. univer-
salistic) × 2 (allocation focus: outcome vs. 
procedure) mixed design was employed. 4  The 
last two were repeated measures factors, and the 
salience of outcome and procedure for allocation 
decision served as the dependent variable. 

 We chose a table-wise presentation of the ques-
tionnaire as it made it easier to the respondents to 
compare their answers within one question (table) 
and because it was less space consuming. Each 
table consisted of four rows and  fi ve columns 
resulting in 20 cells. For each table, the upper-left 
cell, where row 1 and column 1 cross, contained 
the question to be answered; the cells of row 1 and 
the four other columns contained the labels of the 
four types of relationship used, respectively: your 
partner in a love relationship (A), a good friend 
(B), your child (C), your coworker (D). The ques-
tion to be answered was   : 

 “If each person (A–D) listed to the right would 
show you that  he/she likes you  (the receiving 
mode) (in the money scenario it reads receive 
 fi nancial help/monetary gift) what would you pay 
most attention to?”
    1.    The  amount , i.e., how much he/she likes you 

(row 2 of column 1).  
    2.    The  way  in which he/she shows it to you (row 

3 of column1).  
    3.     Both  the amount and the way, they are equally 

important (row 4 of column 1).     

   4   The study reported herein included two additional vari-
ables, that is, social relationship and resource valence, the 
results from which will be reported elsewhere. For the 
purpose of this chapter and simpli fi cation of the original 
design we chose to focus on the roles of resource type and 
allocation direction for the perceived relative salience of 
outcome and procedure in resource allocation events.  
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 In another similar version of the questionnaire, 
 receiving  was replaced by  giving . “If you would 
show (give) each person (A–D) listed to the right 
that  you like him/her  (in the money scenario it 
reads give  fi nancial help/monetary gift), what 
would you pay most attention too?” 

 The instructions to the respondents read as 
follows: “The following items contain three 

response alternatives. Even though you might 
think of additional alternatives, please restrict 
your choice to those given here. Make one (and 
only one) choice that comes closest to your 
opinion for each person (A–D). Thus, a full 
answer to each question requires you to make 
four choices – as the following example 
illustrates:”   

  If each person (A–D) listed to the right would give you 
some instructions you need, what would you pay most 
attention to?  

 A  B  C  D 

 Your partner in a 
love relationship  A good friend  Your child 

 Your 
coworker 

 1. The  amount  of instructions you get       ✓
 2. The  way  in which he/she conveys them to you       ✓
 3.  Both  the amount and the way, they are equally 
important 

      ✓       ✓

   Table 25.1    Focus on outcome and procedure in allocation 
of particularistic and universalistic resources   

 Resource type 

  Allocation focus   Particularistic  Universalistic 

 Outcome  0.31  0.37 
 Procedure  0.68  0.80 

   Results 

 Prior to data analyses, the raw scores were trans-
formed in the following way: Respondents indi-
cated how much attention they would pay to the 
outcome, the procedure, or to both equally in 
 allocating two types of resources (particularistic 
and universalistic). For each resource type, we 
separately counted the number of times a respon-
dent paid attention to the (1) outcome, (2) proce-
dure, and (3) both outcome and procedure. The 
transformation resulted in the creation of three 
levels of the variable  allocation focus  – with 
each level concerning the salience of outcome, 
procedure, and equal salience of outcome and 
procedure, respectively. Thus, for each level of 
the variable allocation focus, importance scores 
varied from 0 (no attention paid) to 2 (full 
attention). 

   The Salience of Outcome and Procedure 
in Allocation Decisions 
 The effects of allocation focus on importance of 
outcome and procedure were signi fi cant,  F (1, 
1468) = 811.2,  p  < 0.01. The Helmert procedure 
revealed that differences should be larger than 

0.08 to be signi fi cant (Stevens  2002  ) . There was 
a stronger focus on the procedure ( M  = 0.74) than 
on the outcome ( M  = 0.34).  

   The Effects of Resource Type on the 
Salience of Outcome and Procedure in 
Allocation Evaluations 
 The two-way interaction of resource type by allo-
cation focus was signi fi cant,  F (1, 1468) = 6.57; 
 p  < 0.01. The Helmert procedure revealed that 
differences should be larger than 0.075 to be 
signi fi cant (Stevens  2002  ) . In Table  25.1 , the 
mean focus ratings on outcome and procedure for 
particularistic and universalistic resource alloca-
tions are depicted.  

 Table  25.1  shows that allocation of universalistic 
resources triggered a stronger focus on the proce-
dure ( M  = 0.80) than the allocation of particularistic 
resources ( M  = 0.68). Hypothesis 1 was thus 
con fi rmed. Furthermore, as expected, the difference 
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between the salience of procedure in the evaluation 
of a universalistic as compared to a particularistic 
resource allocation was greater (0.80 − 0.68 = 0.12) 
than the corresponding evaluation concerning the 
salience of outcome (0.37 − 0.31 = 0.06). Hypothesis 
2 was thus also supported.  

   The Effects of Allocation Direction and 
Resource Type on the Perceived Salience 
of Outcome and Procedure 
 The two-way interaction of allocation direction 
by allocation focus was, as expected, signi fi cant, 
 F (1, 1468) = 19.13,  p  < 0.01. The Helmert proce-
dure revealed that differences in means should be 
larger than 0.10 to be statistically signi fi cant 
(Stevens  2002  ) . 

 Resource providers were less focused on the out-
come ( M  = 0.37) than on the procedure ( M  = 0.71), 
discon fi rming Hypothesis 3. In contrast and as 
expected, resource recipients were more focused on 
the procedure ( M  = 0.78) than on the outcome 
( M  = 0.32), which con fi rmed Hypothesis 4. As the 
pattern of means clearly shows, both resource pro-
viders and recipients were more focused on the pro-
cedure than on the outcome, the differences between 
procedure and outcome for both providers and 
recipients were therefore explored. Interestingly, 
this revealed that the difference between procedure 
and outcome for resource recipients was larger (i.e., 
0.78 − 0.32 = 0.46) than the corresponding differ-
ence between procedure and outcome for resource 
providers (i.e., 0.71 − 0.37 = 0.34). A closer scrutiny 
of these  fi ndings also revealed that outcome was 
perceived as more focal for providers than for recip-
ients, and that the procedure was more focal for 
recipients than for providers, corroborating our line 
of reasoning. 

 The three-way interaction of allocation direc-
tion, resource type by allocation focus was 
signi fi cant,  F (1, 1468) = 26.80,  p  < 0.01. The 
Helmert procedure revealed that differences in 
means should be larger than 0.088 to be statisti-
cally signi fi cant (Stevens  2002  ) . Means are 
depicted in Table  25.2 .  

 With regard to outcome, allocation direction 
moderated the effects of resource type on the per-
ceived salience of the outcome. That is, recipi-
ents had a stronger focus on the outcome in the 
allocation of universalistic ( M  = 0.42) as com-
pared to particularistic resources ( M  = 0.30). 
Hypothesis 5 was thus con fi rmed. In contrast, 
data revealed that it did not matter for the provid-
ers whether particularistic or universalistic 
resources were allocated. That is, for providers, 
outcome was seen as equally important in alloca-
tion of universalistic ( M  = 0.33) and particularis-
tic resources ( M  = 0.32) 

 With regard to procedure, allocation direction 
also moderated the effects of resource type on the 
perceived salience of the procedure. Speci fi cally, 
providers focused more on the procedure in the 
allocation of universalistic ( M  = 0.87) as com-
pared to particularistic resources ( M  = 0.69). 
Hypothesis 6 was thus con fi rmed. For recipients 
no such effect was found ( M  

universalistic
  = 0.73 vs. 

 M  
particularistic

  = 0.68).    

   Concluding Comments 

 In this chapter, the question raised and examined 
was whether it is the outcome or the way the cer-
tain outcome has been accomplished (as well as 
the relative extent of each) that is focal in a 

   Table 25.2    Focus on outcome and procedure in allocation of particularistic and 
universalistic resources for resource providers and recipients   

  Allocation direction  

 Providing  Receiving 
  Resource type  
 Particularistic  Universalistic  Particularistic  Universalistic 

  Allocation focus  
 Outcome  0.32  0.33  0.30  0.42 
 Procedure  0.69  0.87  0.68  0.73 
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resource allocation event. The novelty of this 
research is in its consideration of the nature of the 
allocated resource from the perspectives of both 
resource providers and resource recipients. 

 Procedure was conceived as more focal when 
universalistic than when particularistic resources 
were allocated. The amount of a universalistic 
resource can be more easily determined than the 
amount of a particularistic resource. The amount 
of love one gives or receives is rather ambiguous 
and open to subjective interpretation. Subjective 
assessments of universalistic resources are far less 
frequent – a dollar is a dollar. Because the precise 
amount of a universalistic resource can usually be 
determined relatively quickly as compared to the 
amount of a particularistic resource, evaluations of 
the procedure, if called for, may be taken on early 
in the overall fairness evaluation process. As this is 
not the case for a particularistic resource, the 
assessment of which typically requires more time 
due to the ambiguity of its subjective nature. This 
might explain the  fi nding that procedure was 
deemed as more focal for universalistic than for 
particularistic resource allocations. 

 Both resource type (universalistic or particu-
laristic) and allocation direction (i.e., providing 
or receiving a resource) turned out to be crucial 
factors accounting for differences in the per-
ceived relative salience of outcome and proce-
dure. Our  fi ndings suggest that the impact of the 
distinction between money and love was not as 
straightforward as expected based on their posi-
tion along the particularism dimension in the cir-
cular structure proposed by Foa. Speci fi cally, the 
salience of the outcome was the same for univer-
salistic and particularistic resources. In contrast, 
procedure was more salient when universalistic 
resources were allocated than when particularis-
tic resources were allocated. 

 Two other interesting observations were that 
 recipients  of a universalistic resource focused 
more on the  outcome  than did recipients of a par-
ticularistic resource. In contrast,  procedure  was 
equally salient in allocations of universalistic and 
particularistic resources. A somewhat opposite 
pattern emerged for resource  providers . 
Speci fi cally, whereas resource providers attached 
equal importance to the  outcome  in allocation of 

both resource types, they tended to focus more on 
the  procedure  in the allocation of universalistic 
than when particularistic resources were 
allocated. 

 To conclude, an important point of departure 
for this chapter was that the perceived justice of a 
situation is frequently a function of both outcome 
and procedure, but the salience of each may vary 
when making justice judgments. The  fi ndings 
suggest that the nature of allocated resource trig-
gers different foci on outcome and procedure and 
that the perspective from which the judgment was 
made played an important role.      
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