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Abstract Although much is known about humans’ responses to inequity, little is

known about similar responses in other species. The goal of these issues is to bring

together researchers focusing on both humans and non-humans to provide a syn-

thesis of our knowledge of non-human responses to inequity to date, and what these

data tell us about the evolution of humans’ responses. In this Introduction, I provide

a brief background, highlighting both areas in which differences among the related

literatures emerge and the ways in which the comparative approach can provide

insight in to this question. As becomes clear in these issues, we have reached the

point where we can move beyond documenting these responses in other species and

develop research programs combining both human and non-human perspectives to

better understand the evolution of fairness and justice.

Keywords Inequity � Fairness � Justice � Comparative approach �
Evolution of behavior

Despite nearly five decades of research showing that humans not only respond to, but

greatly dislike, inequity (Adams, 1963, 1965; Leventhal, 1976; Hatfield, Walster, &

Berscheid, 1978), we have only in the last few years begun to address the topic in

other species (Brosnan, 2011). This is particularly notable given that there is almost a

century’s worth of work on contrast effects in other species, in which individuals

show a negative reaction when they get a reward that differs from what they

anticipated (Tinklepaugh, 1928). Contrast effects differ from inequity primarily in

the referent, which is social (e.g., what someone else received) in the case of

inequity; otherwise the responses seem remarkably similar. This oversight has of
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other species led to a hole in our understanding of the evolution of responses to

inequity, which is necessary to fill in order to fully understand humans’ reactions.

Understanding the evolution of the behavior is critical to understanding why the

behavior evolved in the first place (what evolutionary biologists refer to as the

behaviors’ function, or ultimate cause) as well as helping to understand the trajectory

of the behavior. The latter is particularly important in providing insight on why such

responses may vary across different individuals, contexts, or social organizations.

Thus, understanding this behavior in non-human species not only provides additional

information about the species being studied, but also about our own behavior.

Aside from helping to understand why behaviors exist, studying a behavior

comparatively can help to uncover important mechanisms, or developmental,

cognitive, and physiological aspects of how the behavior works (what evolutionary

biologists refer to as proximate mechanisms). Along these lines, the work in non-

human species has explored features that are essential for understanding human

behavior that have as yet been left uninvestigated in humans. For instance, one major

line of research in non-humans, but only to a much lesser degree in humans, is how

these contrast effects differ from inequity. Does the social aspect of a comparison with

another individual fundamentally change an individual’s perception of the contrast, or

are these essentially similar processes that can be explained using the same cognitive

mechanisms? If so, what does this mean for our understanding of inequity? By

studying these behaviors in other species, where researchers often have more

experimental control than is possible in humans, we may uncover features that should

be better understood in humans as well (see Price & Brosnan, 2012; Range, Leitner, &

Virányi, 2012; Horowitz, 2012, this issue; Bräuer & Hanus, 2012, next issue).

Fortunately, this topic is now being studied extensively in a variety of species.

Although the first work was in non-human primates, humans’ closest living

phylogenetic relatives (Brosnan & de Waal, 2003; Brosnan, Freeman, & de Waal,

2006; Brosnan, Schiff, & de Waal, 2005; Fletcher, 2008; Takimoto, Kuroshima, &

Fujita, 2009; see also Price & Brosnan, 2012, this issue; Bräuer & Hanus, 2012, next

issue), recent work has extended our understanding to other species, including dogs

(Bekoff, 2004; Range, Horn, Viranyi, & Huber, 2008; see also Pierce & Bekoff,

2012; Range et al., 2012; Horowitz, 2012, this issue) and fish (Raihani, McAuliffe,

Brosnan, & Bshary, in review; see also Raihani & McAuliffe, 2012, this issue).

These studies show that humans are not the only species to respond to inequitable

outcomes, nor is this limited to the primates. Although data from other taxa are

badly needed, it seems likely that many species that cooperate, and thus need to

know whether their outcomes are disadvantageous relative to a cooperative partner,

may show such a response (Brosnan, 2011). At this point, then, we need to both

gather data on other species, and consider how other species’ behavior does or does

not relate to that of humans (see Olson, 2012; Chen & Houser, 2012; Skitka, 2012;

Christen & Glock, 2012, next issue).

As our understanding of the phylogenetic distribution of this behavior grows, so,

too, does our understanding of how responses to inequity are related to other

behaviors. For instance, inequity responses are argued to assist individuals maintain

beneficial cooperative relationships (Brosnan, 2006; Fehr & Schmidt, 1999), and so

may be related to other behaviors, such as punishment (Raihani, Grutter, & Bshary,
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2010; see also Raihani & McAuliffe, 2012, this issue). Additionally, although

inequity in these experiments typically refers to ‘‘disadvantageous’’ inequity

responses, in which individuals react to getting less than a partner, in humans we

also see ‘‘advantageous’’ inequity responses, or over-rewarding, in which individuals

notice and respond to getting more (Pritchard, Dunnett, & Gorgenson, 1972; Evan &

Simmons, 1969; Fehr & Schmidt, 1999; Hatfield, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978).

Although humans will maximize their rewards when they have the option to do so

without knowing their partners’ outcomes (Dana, Weber, & Kuang, 2003), when

outcomes are known, equality is typically preferred to overcompensation (Loewen-

stein, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989). Early evidence indicated that while

chimpanzees were quite sensitive when their rewards were disadvantageous with

respect to their partners’ (see above), they were largely indifferent to their partners’

outcomes with respect to theirs (Jensen, Hare, Call, & Tomasello, 2006; Silk et al.,

2005; Vonk et al., 2008), even when there was the potential to benefit themselves by

benefitting their partner (e.g., reciprocity; Brosnan, Henrich et al., 2009; Melis, Hare,

& Tomasello, 2008). On the other hand, other primate species do choose to benefit

their partners, often referred to as prosocial behavior (Brosnan, Houser et al., 2010;

Burkart, Fehr, Efferson, & van Schaik, 2007; Cronin, Schroeder, & Snowdon, 2010;

de Waal, Leimgruber, & Greenberg, 2008; Lakshminarayanan & Santos, 2008).

Moreover, newer evidence indicates that chimpanzees do recognize when they

receive better rewards than their partners, even though they do not take steps to

correct the discrepancy (e.g., they refuse rewards more often when their partners get

worse ones. However, this does not change the status quo, and their reasons for the

behavioral change are unclear, and not necessarily prosocial; Brosnan, Talbot,

Ahlgren, Lambeth, & Schapiro, 2010), and are prosocial in some contexts (Horner,

Carter, Suchak, & De Waal, 2011; Melis & Semmann, 2010; Warneken &

Tomasello, 2006). Thus, it will be interesting to see how prosocial behavior, inequity,

and interest in one’s partners interact (see Yamamoto & Takimoto, 2012, next issue).

The purpose of this volume is to address just these issues. The first goal is to

introduce researchers who may not be familiar with it to the growing body of work

in non-human species (hereafter animals; see June issue). The second goal is to

provide some experts’ thoughts on how these studies can and should inform

researchers in related human fields, in particular economics, social and develop-

mental psychology, and philosophy (see September issue). The overarching goal is

to highlight the underlying commonalities in these approaches and, hopefully, lead

to their more complete merger in the research in these different taxa. In order to

fully realize these goals, the authors in these issues represent a wide range of

disciplines, all of which have a stake in furthering our understanding of inequity,

justice, and fairness, in humans and other species.

Why Study Non-humans?

There is a growing recognition in the behavioral sciences that studying non-human

species can open up our understanding of human behavior. Perhaps not surprisingly,

given our close phylogenetic relationship, many early studies involved the other
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primates. Primates are excellent models of human social behavior (Brosnan,

Newton-Fisher, & van Vugt, 2009). However, studying primates alone is limiting

and does not provide the fullest understanding of the phenomenon (e.g., Pierce &

Bekoff, 2012, this issue). To better understand any behavior, it is necessary to

consider that similarity between species may arise from two distinct processes,

homology and convergence. These processes describe the different ways that the

same trait can emerge in different species.

Homology is similarity by descent; that is, both species share a common

ancestor that exhibited the trait in question, and passed it on to the current species.

Convergence, on the other hand, occurs when two species share a trait without
common descent. That is, these two species separately evolved this characteristic

because it provided benefits in their current, presumably similar, environments.

Perhaps the most common example is winged flight; bluebirds and eagles share

flight through homology, or common descent. Bluebirds, bats, and butterflies share

flight through convergence, or shared selective pressures. There is no common

ancestor of these three groups that had flight, but all evolved it independently due

to the selective benefits of taking advantage of this open ecological niche.

Divergence is when a species adapts a different trait due to selective pressures. As

an example, penguins have diverged from bluebirds and eagles and now use their

wings to swim, rather than for flight (although both the equipment—wings—and

the mechanics of their swimming action are clearly related to the previous

adaptation for flight).

It is quite important to clarify whether traits are shared by convergence or

homology. Close phylogenetic relationships are often assumed to imply homology,

but there are cases in which within a taxon there have been convergences amongst

some member species, but not others (e.g., Talbot, Freeman, Williams, & Brosnan,

2011). If species share a trait by homology, then the task is one of establishing how

phylogenetically ancient a trait is, or how ‘‘far back’’ it goes in the lineage. This is

what is implied when people talk about whether only humans and apes share a trait,

or if it also is shared by monkeys. Establishing the point at which the trait emerged

can help to clarify what critical environmental features selected for the trait. On the

other hand, if species share a trait by convergence, then the environmental features

important for selecting for the trait can be determined by comparing potentially

relevant features amongst species that share the trait. In this way the function of the

behavior can be guessed at, based on what other social or environmental

characteristics that the species share in common.

The idea of convergence makes it clear why it is so important to study a wide

variety of species to better understand a behavior. Limiting the inquiry to a single

taxon can limit the comparison, and restrict our ability to uncover the shared

characteristics which imply the trait’s function (or worse, cause us to misinterpret

the data due to a recent evolutionary change in one of a very small group of

species). This is even true when the ultimate species of interest is humans; although

it may not be immediately obvious what, for instance, a cleaner fish has in common

with humans, if they share a trait that is rare in the animal kingdom, including

amongst the other primates, then that may well be the best comparison to make

(e.g., punishment; for a review see Raihani, Thornton, & Bshary, in press).
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When considering social justice, fairness, and inequity, both of these processes

are important. With respect to homology, understanding how we differ from the

other great apes, our most recent common ancestors, sheds light on the degree to

which humans have diverged from the other apes in the last 5–7 million years, since

we became a distinct species. This may provide insight into unique selective

pressures that worked on humans (gleaned from differences between us and the

other primates) as well as underlying similarities. With respect to convergence,

primates are not the only species for which social pressures seem likely to favor

some degree of sensitivity to one’s partners’ outcomes. Other species, including

domestic dogs, cetaceans, corvids, and elephants, to mention just a few, may face

similar pressures. Thus, a knowledge of those circumstances in which there are

similarities may help to uncover which social or ecological conditions were

essential for the evolution of a particular behavior. The manuscripts in the first issue

of this compilation provide a broad perspective on inequity across the vertebrates,

including primates, domestic dogs, and cleaner fish, to better understand how this

behavior is distributed within the animal kingdom.

Of course, studying just non-humans doesn’t provide a full explanation of human

responses. Each species is unique, and will have adapted differently to its own

specific social and ecological niches. While an overview of studies of inequity in

humans is beyond the scope of this compilation, the second issue focuses how

understanding the responses to inequity in animals can inform our understanding of

humans. These papers are written by experts whose research focuses on humans

from four disciplines that study social justice, fairness, and inequity, including

economics, social and developmental psychology, and philosophy. Additionally, the

papers in the first issue all explicitly provide the perspective of non-human

researchers on how their work can and should inform studies of humans. Taken

together, these two approaches provide the best understanding of where the field

stands, and what next needs to be addressed in order to fully understand this

behavior in humans.

Some Interdisciplinary Issues to Consider

One issue with any such endeavor is talking across the disciplines. There are

inevitably differences in both interpretation and vocabulary that arise that may

impede understanding. Below I consider a few of these issues. Aside from the issues

of terminology and interpretation, these papers highlight some of the differences in

approach that have emerged between the human and non-human literatures. Some

differences are obvious; humans can be given tasks that rely on both verbal

comprehension and verbal exposition, which other species cannot. This rules out

scenario studies for non-human species, as well as limiting our ability to infer what

the animals are thinking about the outcome. As a result, non-human studies rely on

behavioral outcomes, which can only measure how changes in response correlate

with changes in protocol. That is, non-human studies tend to ask how subjects’

behavior changed between an inequity condition and a control. While some studies

of humans also use this approach, very often these studies rely on how humans
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report feeling about these interactions. Thus while people may accept outcomes,

they may also dislike them. Such nuance is difficult to achieve in non-human

studies.

Fairness Versus Inequity

Considering terminology, there are a variety of terms that are used, including

inequity, inequality, prosociality, fairness, and justice. All of these have different

meanings and may lead to different understandings. Most of the animal researchers

focus on ‘‘inequity’’ or ‘‘inequality’’ rather than speaking of fairness or justice. There

are several broad reasons for this. First, the animal paradigms tend to measure

individuals’ reactions to outcomes which differ from that of a partner, which is best

described as inequity or inequality. Although this is an aspect of fairness, even results

indicating a sensitivity to the paradigm would indicate sensitivity to unequal

outcomes, but not fairness per se. However, many human studies are focused on

justice or fairness, which are more loaded terms indicating an interest in both one’s

own and others’ outcomes, as well as presumably some ideal distribution against

which current distributions are being compared (see Pierce & Bekoff, 2012;

Horowitz, 2012, this issue, for detailed discussions of this issue). While it may be

possible ultimately to derive whether non-humans have such an understanding from

carefully constructed experimental tests, to date we are not able to address this. Thus,

we find the tendency to discuss the equity or inequity of a distribution or another

individual, without reference to fairness or justice, amongst the studies involving non-

humans. This is not to say that these studies cannot tell us something about fairness,

but that it is important to keep in mind what a given study does, and does not, provide.

Disciplinary Differences in Interpretation

Of course, this also reflects a disciplinary difference regarding interpretation. In the

non-human literatures, and in particular comparative psychology, the dominant

paradigm is parsimony, as expressed by Morgan’s cannon (do not ascribe to an

organism a more complicated cognitive solution than is required to solve the

problem or show the behavior). Thus, if individuals’ negative responses to getting

less than a partner can be explained without reference to a partner, such as in

comparison to something the individual received on a previous day, this is presumed

to be cognitively simpler than comparing one’s own outcomes with those of others,

or maintaining an ideal of fairness against which one’s outcomes are compared.

Thus, the same results would almost certainly be interpreted differently in non-

human species and humans, the latter of whom for which complicated cognitive

processes such as theory of mind are assumed, and thus are incorporated into

explanations. As various cognitive abilities are demonstrated in other species,

presumably they, too, will be given more ‘‘cognitive leeway,’’ while on the flip side

it would be useful to consider ways in which humans’ reactions may not always

require cognitive complexity, either.

This turns out to be very important in one area, when considering whether

‘‘inequity’’ responses are due to social comparisons, or are instead due to contrasts
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with expected outcomes (e.g., without a social component; Reynolds, 1961). Inequity

only differs from the closely related phenomenon of contrast effects in that inequity is

the comparison of one’s rewards to another’s rewards (sometimes called social

contrast; Brosnan, 2011), while contrast effects are the comparison of one’s rewards

to a previously received reward, or something in the environment (individual

contrast). One feature typically considered essential in any inequity study involving

non-human species is that it must be proven that the change in behavior is due to a

contrast between what the partner and the subject received (Brosnan, Talbot et al.,

2010), versus a contrast between what the subject saw in the environment or was

offered previously (Roma, Silberberg, Ruggiero, & Suomi, 2006; Talbot et al., 2011;

see also Price & Brosnan, 2012; Horowitz, 2012; Range et al., 2012; Raihani, 2012,

this issue; Bräuer & Hanus, 2012, next issue). That is, if the subject responds to

individual contrast, this is considered sufficient to explain the effect, and rule out any

influence of social contrast (of course, the most likely situation is that these effects

both co-exist and scaffold each other). This is the basis for many claims that primates

don’t respond to inequity, but instead are responding only to contrast effects (Roma

et al., 2006; Wynne, 2004; see also Bräuer & Hanus, 2012, next issue). To answer this,

researchers include controls, such as showing the subject one reward, then giving

them a different one for completing a task. This can be done while they are sitting next

to a partner who does the same, preserving the social component of the interaction

(Brosnan, Talbot et al., 2010). The idea is that if they react in this control condition,

then it cannot be proven that they are responding to inequity in the other condition,

rather than to the contrast, while if they do not react as strongly in the control

condition, then reactions in the inequity condition were likely due to social contrast.

Intriguingly, this topic is rarely addressed in the human literature. In two recent

studies on how children respond to inequity, there was no control to see whether the

childrens’ (obviously negative) reaction to getting less than a partner or to seeing

inequity was due to inequity, or was due to seeing different quantities (LoBou et al.

2009 and Geraci & Surian 2011; although see Sloane, Baillargeon & Premack, 2012

for a new study that does so). If these papers were in more traditionally animal-

oriented journals, the critics would immediately say we cannot know for sure that

their response is due to inequity, rather than to a contrast. My point is not that these

are inappropriate tests of inequity—after all, the researchers are testing the children

in situations that clearly involve inequitable outcomes—but that we cannot know

how these reactions differ from those of non-human species. Both the standard of

evidence and the assumptions about the underlying cognitive mechanisms differ

between studies in humans and non-humans. In the animal literature, it is assumed

to be a contrast effect unless proven otherwise, which implicitly assumes that the

effect has a non-social origin (Chen & Santos, 2006; note that this is a different

issue than whether the social and non-social comparisons share similar underlying

cognitive mechanisms). On the other hand, in the human literature such a response

is assumed to be a social contrast with, implicitly, a social origin. While these are

fine tests of inequity, this difference between the literatures leads to problems when

interpreting the data phylogenetically. That is, if the humans’ response has a social

origin, while the non-humans’ does not, then this may be a case of a similar

functional behavior with a differing origin or underlying mechanism. This
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distinction is extremely important for a full understanding of the evolution of the

behavior. Thus, the fact that the non-human species’ responses are held to a

different standard, given the implicit, and sometimes very explicit, assumption that

the humans’ responses are more cognitively complex, leads to differences in

interpretation of the same outcomes, without evidence for underlying cognitive

differences. There presumably are underlying differences—although it is no more

appropriate to assume that they are than that they are not—but this is a testable

hypothesis that should be addressed with an experiment, not assumptions.

Disciplinary Differences in Research Focus

A feature that has proven to be important in non-human species is whether

inequitable outcomes are the result of a task, or are simply bequeathed without

effort. Amongst non-human primates, at least, individuals are sensitive to this

context such that they respond negatively to inequitable outcomes when these are

earned through an experimental procedure (e.g., an exchange task), but not when

they are simply handed for free (Brosnan, Houser et al., 2010; Price & Brosnan,

2012, this issue; Bräuer & Hanus, 2012, next issue). Moreover, subjects are more

likely to respond negatively across all conditions (e.g., not just inequity) when there

is a task involved than when subjects are simply handed rewards for free (Brosnan,

Flemming, Talbot, Mayo, & Stoinski, 2011; Brosnan, Talbot et al., 2010; Neiworth,

Johnson, Whillock, Greenberg, & Brown, 2009). It has been hypothesized that this

is due to the primates seeing the task as a joint task (Brosnan, 2011). This makes

sense if the function of inequity is to help individuals recognize when a cooperative

partner is cheating; in such cases, responses should be triggered by joint effort. After

all, it makes no sense to get jealous if a partner has simply found a better foraging

site; that is a time for social learning, not inequity reactions. Inequity reactions

should occur when partners work together, but then one dominates the rewards.

This has been less directly studied in humans. We know, for instance, that

humans respond more when playing (or believing that they are playing) a human

partner than when the partner is a computer program (Blount, 1995; Sanfey, Rilling,

Aronson, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2003). This indicates that humans are sensitive to

intentionality, and react more strongly to unequal outcomes when that was the intent
of the partner than when it was an accident or the result of a computerized

algorithm. Non-human primates, too, can distinguish intentionality from accidents

(Call, Hare, Carpenter, & Tomasello, 2004), so this may be the case across species.

However, it would be interesting to know how the actual task affects humans. Do

humans respond more strongly to an actual task than an implied or imagined one

(e.g., a scenario study)? Do humans respond more strongly to unearned inequity, as

when a partner cheats, than to accidental inequity, as when a partner wins a

windfall? There are some studies indicating that humans may show this distinction

(Zizzo & Oswald, 2001), however, to my knowledge this has not been tested in the

same ways as it has in the non-human species. In primates this is tested by

comparing responses when the partner and the subject both complete a task for their

rewards as compared to the situation in which the experimenter simply hands them

out for ‘‘free’’. This might be more challenging when testing people, as the
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intentionality of the experimenter is still present, and the subject may infer a task

that was not present. A better experiment might be a situation in which one subject

finds more money, apparently outside of the context of the experiment (e.g., as they

are coming into the experimental room, they find it on the floor in the hall, the foyer,

or the bathroom), where responses can be studied without the confounds of either

money for effort or intentionality.

This Volume

The goal of this volume is to bring together scholarship from a wide variety of

disciplines and to provide a broad framework from which to both better understand

the evolution of social justice and as jumping off point for future research

combining human and animal perspectives. As a result, there are two main areas

that are covered by these papers (note that as there are two issues, half are in the

current issue, and half will be in the September issue). The first series of papers

discuss the existing studies of inequity in non-human species, with an eye towards

both presenting the evidence in other species and the emerging discussions related

to the data. A second series of papers provide thoughts on the importance of this

research from the perspectives of a variety of disciplines that are historically more

focused on humans. Connecting all of these papers is an interest in what these data

tell us about the evolution of fairness, as well as other, related, behaviors. Of course

all of the papers address each of these topics to varying degrees, and the hope is that

this will provide a comprehensive view of the current state of the field from

differing—yet complimentary—perspectives.

Each of the authors in these issues has worked to communicate across

disciplinary boundaries. These papers are written for a more general audience than

might be true in a typical specialized journal. The authors have carefully defined

their terms, following the distinctions laid out here, and explained experimental

paradigms fully, allowing those who are not familiar with an area to better conceive

of how studies are done, and what results are really able to tell us. Moreover, all of

the authors have explicitly compared their species’ responses to those of other

species, including humans. Finally, when explaining their interpretations, authors

have tried to hold all species to the same standards of evidence, and discuss

situations in which a variation on an interpretation might be inferred. It is our hope

that these papers will spur conversations which help to melt some of these

disciplinary boundaries and show the importance of paying attention to each others’

work when considering inequity, fairness, and social justice, as well as other

traditionally human topics.

As the first paper, Pierce and Bekoff (2012, this issue) provide a broad

introduction to the topic, including why is studying fairness and inequity important

and how it relates to both issues that are important to the animals (e.g., animal

welfare) and to our understanding of ourselves. This piece is particularly useful as a

jumping off point as the authors present both the philosophical approach to

considering justice as well as Bekoff’s extensive empirical research on the topic in

canids. The majority of work to date has involved non-human primates and dogs, so
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the bulk of the first issue is focused these species. Price & Brosnan (2012, this issue)

and Bräuer & Hanus (2012, next issue) consider which issues have proven to be

important in non-human primate studies. Non-human primates were the first taxon in

which these questions were asked, thus there is a relatively larger corpus of data

available from which to draw conclusions about the responses of monkeys and apes.

The next greatest abundance of data is in domestic dogs. Range and colleagues

(2012, this issue) present new data considering how individual factors such as

motivation and personality, as well as the relationship between the dogs involved,

may influence responses to inequity in domestic dogs. Horowitz (2012, this issue)

considers whether dogs are influenced primarily by their own outcomes, or whether

they have an appreciation for ‘‘fairness’’ as a norm. Finally, Raihani and McAuliffe

(2012, this issue), expanding on work indicating that cooperative species are more

likely to show responses to inequity, discuss responses to inequity in the highly

cooperative cleaner fish, and use their results to comment on the relative roles of loss

aversion and inequity aversion in punishment, both in cleaner fish and in humans.

This latter paper, with its focus on how these results relate to humans, provides

an excellent segue into the second set of papers, dedicated to what this research

means for our understanding of human behavior. Yamamoto and Takimoto (2012,

next issue) focus on a behavior closely related to inequity, prosocial behavior.

Prosocial behavior is often believed to be predominantly human, but these authors

focus on the degree to which this is shared with other species, in particular

primates, and how inequity and empathy may interact to underpin prosocial

behavior. Of course, while it is clearly of interest how those who predominantly

study non-humans see the impact of their work on human scholarship, the other

perspective is equally critical. Thus, four experts in their respective fields comment

on how these results should and do influence thinking about humans. Olson (2012,

next issue) discuss what these results mean for developmental psychology, and

Skitka (2012, next issue) does the same for social psychology. Another field in

which studies of equity and fairness in humans have received a great deal of

attention is economics, and Chen and Houser (2012, next issue) provide a

perspective on why these data are important for economists to consider. We come

full circle with Christen and Glock (2012, next issue) providing a perspective on

how these change our philosophical understanding of equity and fairness. Finally,

Brosnan & de Waal (2012, next issue) provide a concluding synthesis with

recommendations for both human and non-human researchers on important next

questions for the field.

Final Thoughts

This is an incredibly exciting time to be considering the evolution of fairness and

justice. Less than a decade following the first publication of an experimental study

on inequity in a non-human species (Brosnan & de Waal, 2003), the field has

progressed to the point that there are numerous scholars from a variety of different

disciplines studying this topic in a variety of different species. As these papers

show, we are at the point to step beyond documenting these results and begin
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considering what they mean. What social and ecological factors are important for

the evolution of inequity response (Range et al., 2012; Price & Brosnan, 2012, this

issue; Bräuer & Hanus, 2012, next issue)? In what ways might the context of the

interaction affect outcomes? How do these responses relate to other behaviors, such

as loss aversion, punishment, and prosocial behavior (Raihani & McAuliffe, 2012;

Horowitz, 2012, this issue, Yamamoto & Takimoto, 2012, next issue). How does

understanding these responses in other species help us to understand human

responses (Olson, 2012; Skitka, 2012; Chen & Houser, 2012; Christen & Glock,

2012; Yamamoto & Takimoto, 2012, next issue; Raihani & McAuliffe, 2012;

Horowitz, 2012; Pierce & Bekoff, 2012, this issue)? These papers highlight the

development of this field of study, and how this merger will ultimately help us to

provide answers to these and other questions.
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