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Anti-equality: Social comparison in young children
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a b s t r a c t

Young children dislike getting less than others, which might suggest a general preference
for equal outcomes. However, young children are typically not averse to others receiving
less than themselves. These results are consistent with two alternatives: young children
might not have any preferences about others receiving less than themselves, or they might
have preferences for others receiving less than themselves. We test these alternatives with
5- to 10-year-old children. We replicate previous findings that children will take a cost to
avoid being at a relative disadvantage, but also find that 5- and 6-year-olds will spitefully
take a cost to ensure that another’s welfare falls below their own. This result suggests that
the development of fairness includes overcoming an initial social comparison preference
for others to get less relative to oneself.

! 2013 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Fairness is a central concern in human moral cognition
(Haidt & Joseph, 2004). This has motivated a variety of
research into its origins, including comparative research
to determine its potential presence in other species (e.g.,
Bräuer, Call, & Tomasello, 2009; Brosnan & de Waal,
2003; Range, Horn, Viranyi, & Huber, 2009), cross-cultural
research to determine the extent to which fairness con-
cerns are cross-culturally consistent or variable (e.g.,
Henrich et al., 2010), and developmental research to
determine its emergence and development throughout
childhood.

When evaluating the distribution of resources to third-
parties, an appreciation of fairness appears to emerge early
in development. Recent studies suggest that infants expect
equal distributions of resources (Schmidt & Sommerville,
2011; Sloane, Baillargeon, & Premack, 2012), and prefer
characters who enact equal distributions (Geraci & Surian,
2011). Furthermore, children as young as 3 years old show
a strong tendency to enact equal divisions between others
(Olson & Spelke, 2008; Shaw & Olson, 2012).

First-party cases in which a child is at a disadvantage—
‘‘disadvantageous inequality aversion’’ (Fehr & Schmidt,
1999)—also evoke responses that are consistent with fair-
ness concerns. In particular, children show strong dislike
of divisions in which they themselves get less. For exam-
ple, LoBue, Nishida, Chiong, DeLoache, and Haidt (2009)
found that preschoolers become visibly upset if given few-
er stickers than another child. Blake and McAuliffe (2011)
found that children as young as 4-years-old will reject a
distribution of ‘‘1 candy for you and 4 candies for another
child’’, choosing for both children to receive nothing rather
than being at a relative disadvantage.

Older children also appear to be averse to advantageous
inequality, in which they receive more than another child
(Fehr & Schmidt, 1999). Shaw and Olson (2012) found that
children as young as 6 years old will tell an experimenter
to discard a resource rather than allocating it to the child
and disrupting a pre-existing fair distribution (of two
resources each), at least if the experimenter knows there
is a pre-existing fair distribution (Shaw et al., in press).
Blake and McAuliffe (2011) found that 8-year-olds will re-
ject advantageous distributions, as in ‘‘4 candies for you
and 1 candy for another child’’. Fehr, Bernhard, and
Rockenbach (2008) found that 7- to 8-year-olds receiving
one candy preferred another child to receive one rather
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than no candy, at least if the other child was a member of
the same school, demonstrating a preference for equality
over advantage.

But there is far less evidence that young children are
averse to advantageous inequality. When 3- and 5-year-
olds from a range of different cultures were given the
opportunity to divide resources between themselves and
other children, they tended to keep most of the resources
for themselves, and were less likely than adults to favor
an equal split (Rochat et al., 2009). LoBue et al. (2009)
found that 3-year-olds were generally not upset at receiv-
ing more stickers than another child. Blake and McAuliffe
(2011) found that children under 8 years old tended to ac-
cept distributions in which they received more candies
than another child.

One possible explanation for this failure to find an aver-
sion to advantageous inequality is that young children are
simply unaware that distributions in which they them-
selves get more are unfair. Smith, Blake, and Harris
(2013), however, find that children as young as 3 years
old think that they should share equally with others, even
though they do not. Furthermore, taking an advantage in
such situations is not a failure of willpower, in which chil-
dren plan to share equally but then cannot stop themselves
from taking a selfish advantage, because children predict
that they will take an advantage.

These findings suggest an alternative: although children
know it would be better to divide resources equally, they
are not sufficiently motivated so that they will take a cost
to do so. Even when their own payoffs are held constant
(e.g., Fehr et al., 2008), they might not feel the normative
force of fairness. Even more cynically, it might be that,
although children might feel some motivation towards
others receiving as much as themselves, they have a con-
trary motivation to reduce others’ welfare as much as pos-
sible relative to their own. That is, they have a social
comparison concern to maximize their own welfare rela-
tive to others. Certainly adults engage in constant compar-
ison of themselves with others (Festinger, 1954; Fiske,
2011), and there is some evidence that adults show a pref-
erence for relative advantage (Cox, 2013; Dohmen, Falk,
Fliessbach, Sunde, & Weber, 2011).

Likewise, there is some evidence that older children en-
gage in social comparison and that this can influence their
fairness behavior. In a recent study by Steinbeis and Singer
(2013), 7- to 13-year-olds received information about their
own performance and another child’s performance on a
speeded reaction time task. Children liked doing well and
disliked doing poorly, and these reactions were exacer-
bated when told the other child did differently: victory
was sweeter when the other child failed rather than suc-
ceeded (schadenfreude), and failure was more bitter when
the other child succeeded rather than failed (envy). Impor-
tantly, however, both of these social comparison effects
were weaker for older children. Steinbeis and Singer
(2013) also asked children to play the same prosocial, envy,
and sharing games from the study by Fehr et al. (2008).
They found that decreases in social comparison partially
mediated the relationship between age and decisions to
minimize the payoff to another child. That is, older chil-
dren were less likely than younger children to choose for

another child to receive the minimum payoff (e.g., choos-
ing ‘‘1 for self and 0 for other’’ rather than ‘‘1 each’’), but
at least part of this developmental difference can be ac-
counted for by the decrease in social comparison emotions
seen in the first task.

In the current study, we investigate whether young
children prefer others to receive less than themselves. Spe-
cifically, we attempt to replicate previous results that
young children prefer a fair outcome to a disadvantageous
outcome, but we also assess whether they prefer an advan-
tageous outcome to a fair outcome. Furthermore, we inves-
tigate whether these preferences are strong enough to
overcome a self-interested preference to maximize one’s
absolute payoff. If so, this would suggest that the develop-
mental origins of fairness include overcoming a strong so-
cial comparison preference for others to receive relatively
less than oneself.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

We tested twenty-four 5- and 6-year-olds (Mage = 72.5 -
months, SD = 7.17 months), twenty-four 7- and 8-year-olds
(Mage = 95.5 months, SD = 6.96), and twenty-four 9- and
10-year-olds (Mage = 120.9 months, SD = 5.80). One child
in the youngest group and two in the oldest group were ex-
cluded from the final analysis due to missing data (from
either a camera malfunction or a trial being skipped), lead-
ing to a final sample of 69 children. These children were
majority female (60%) and majority white (80%).

2.2. Procedure

Each child was tested individually. Across ten trials,
children decided between two options for distributing to-
kens to self and to ‘‘another child, who will get here later
in the day, after you leave’’.1 Children were told the tokens
could later be exchanged for prizes in the adjacent room. For
each trial, the two options were laid out on a color-coded
board. One payoff option was presented on green squares,
the other on blue squares. For example, the child in Fig. 1
is choosing the blue option (in which she receives 7 tokens,
the other child 0 tokens) over the green (8 tokens each); in
the notation used throughout the rest of the paper, this is
a choice between a (7,0) and an (8,8) payoff.

2.3. Trials

There were ten trials (see Table 1). Four Disadvanta-
geous Inequality (DI) trials provided a choice between an
equal option and an option in which the subject would re-
ceive less than the other child. In two of these trials, both
options delivered the same payoff to the subject (2,2 vs.
2,3; 8,8 vs. 8,15); in two trials, the equal option (avoiding
a disadvantage) entailed a ‘‘cost’’ of 1 token relative to

1 In some previous studies a receiver was present (e.g., Blake & McAuliffe,
2011), in others the receiver was absent (e.g., Fehr et al., 2008). Given this
variability and the goals of this study, we followed the standard used in
most adult experimental economics studies: an anonymous situation.
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the other choice (1,1 vs. 2,3; 7,7 vs. 8,15). The costly trials
address whether children are willing to give up resources
to avoid a relative disadvantage.

Four Advantageous Inequality (AI) trials provided a
choice between an equal option and an option in which
the subject would receive more than the other child. In
two trials, both options delivered the same payoff to the
subject (2,1 vs. 2,2; 8,1 vs. 8,8); in two trials, the advanta-
geous-inequality option entailed a ‘‘cost’’ of 1 token rela-
tive to the equal option (1,0 vs. 2,2; 7,0 vs. 8,8). The
costly trials address whether children are willing to give
up resources to enact a relative advantage.

Finally, two control trials assessed how often children
would take a cost of 1 token (perhaps by mistake) when
both options provided equal outcomes to both children
(1,1 vs. 2,2; 7,7 vs. 8,8).

Each of these five trial types (no-cost DI, costly DI, no-
cost AI, costly AI; control) occurred twice, once with low
inequality (a difference of 1 between participant’s and
other’s payoffs) and once with high inequality (a difference
of 7). The ‘‘low’’ trials were presented as a block and the
‘‘high’’ trials were presented as a block. Within each block,
the third (middle) trial was always the control trial, with
the other 4 trials fully counterbalanced within block,

producing 24 orders per block. ‘‘Low’’ and ‘‘high’’ blocks
were randomly paired, producing 24 final trial orders (half
of which began with the ‘‘low’’ block).

3. Results

3.1. Overall age trends

Across the four Disadvantageous Inequity (DI) trials
pooled together, 73.9% of the younger, 87.5% of the middle,
and 78.4% of the older children chose the fair option over
the option that gave the other child more. There was no
correlation between age in months and choosing the fair
option in DI situations, p = .271.

Across the four Advantageous Inequity (AI) trials pooled
together, 37% of the younger, 62.5% of the middle, and
71.6% of the older children chose the fair option over the
option that gave the other child less. Age in months corre-
lated with choosing the fair option in AI situations, r = .327,
p = .006; that is, older children chose the fair option more
often than younger children on AI trials.2

3.2. Interaction between age and inequality preferences

We performed a repeated measures ANOVA with Age as
the between-subjects factor (age groups: 5–6, 7–8, 9–10)
and within-subjects factors of Inequality Magnitude (high,
low), Inequality Type (AI, DI), and Cost (no cost, costly).
These within-subjects factors specify the 8 non-control tri-
als (see Table 1). In each trial, the choice that reduced the
payoff to the other child (i.e., fair rather than DI, or AI
rather than fair) was coded as 0, and the other choice
was coded as 1.

We found a main effect for Inequality Type (F(1,
66) = 49.3, p < .001), and an interaction between Inequality
Type and Age (F(2, 66) = 6.1, p = .004). Following up on this
interaction, we found that Age is significant for AI (F(2,
66) = 5.8, p = .005), but not for DI (F(2, 66) = 1.1, p = .329).
Following up on the significant effect for Age for AI trials,
we found that, out of a possible score of 4 (answering all
4 AI trials fairly), the youngest age group had a mean score
of 1.478 (SD = .297), the middle age group had a mean
score of 2.500 (SD = .291), and the oldest age group had a
mean score of 2.864 (SD = .304). LSD tests confirmed that
the youngest group was different from the middle
(p = .017) and oldest (p = .002), but that the middle and
oldest age groups were not different from each other
(p = .391). The only significant interaction with Inequality
Magnitude was with Inequality Type (p = .008), specifically
that children were less likely to choose a costly option
when it was a larger percentage of their payoff.

3.3. Results for costly trials

To analyze the strength of the preferences revealed by
the subset of trials involving a cost, we included two

Fig. 1. Apparatus and procedure. This 5-year-old is choosing ‘‘blue’’ (seven
for self and zero for other, or ‘‘7,0’’), on her left, over ‘‘green’’ (eight for self
and eight for other, or ‘‘8,8’’), on her right. After each decision, the tokens
for the participant are put in the covered box in front of her with her
name on it, the tokens for the other girl are put in the unlabeled box, and
the tokens from the other half of the board are removed. (For interpre-
tation of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred
to the web version of this article.)

Table 1
The ten trials presented to each child.

Low inequality High inequality

No-cost Costly No-cost Costly

DI 2,2 vs. 2,3 1,1 vs. 2,3 8,8 vs. 8,15 7,7 vs. 8,15
AI 2,1 vs. 2,2 1,0 vs. 2,2 8,1 vs. 8,8 7,0 vs. 8,8
Control 1,1 vs. 2,2 7,7 vs. 8,8

2 All of our reported analyses are for the entire sample of 69 children. We
also ran the analyses with the subset of children who chose the higher
payoff in both control trials (n = 45), and found substantively identical
results.

154 M. Sheskin et al. / Cognition 130 (2014) 152–156



control trials in the design of the study. Notice, for exam-
ple, that the only difference between the control trial
‘‘1,1 vs. 2,2’’ and the costly AI trial ‘‘1,0 vs. 2,2’’ is the lesser
payoff to the other child when a cost is taken. We can
therefore use Fisher’s exact tests on each pair to analyze
whether children are more likely to pay a cost when it re-
sults in a relative decrease in the other’s payoff compared
to no relative change. Similarly, the costly DI trials assess
whether the child is more likely to take a cost when it re-
sults in avoiding a relative disadvantage.

Compared to the control trials, children in all three age
groups showed a significant willingness to take a cost to
avoid a disadvantage in the costly DI situations, Fisher’s ex-
act tests, ps < .05. On the other hand, only the youngest age
group showed significant preferences against the fair op-
tions in the costly AI situations, compared to the control
trials, Fisher’s exact tests, ps < .01. In contrast, the middle
age group did not show a significant increase. A Fisher’s ex-
act test confirms a significant difference based on age,
p = .03. Comparing the youngest age group with just the
middle age group reveals a trend, Fisher’s exact test,
p = .07; comparing the youngest age group with just the
oldest age group reveals a significant difference, Fisher’s
exact test, p = .02.

Fig. 2 shows the preferences in each age group for the
costly trials (collapsed across high and low trials). Impor-
tantly, the y-axis shows choices for the costly option, which
for DI trials indicates taking a cost to avoid a disadvantage,
for AI trials indicates taking a cost to seek out an advan-
tage, and for the control trials indicates taking a cost even
though both alternatives provide equal payoffs.

3.4. Summary of results

We found, consistent with previous studies, that chil-
dren preferred equal distributions over ones that disadvan-
taged them, and were even willing to take a cost to avoid
being at a relative disadvantage. This pattern was equally
strong across the entire 5- to 10-year-old age range. Impor-
tantly, however, we also found that the 5- and 6-year-olds,

but not the older children, preferred advantageous over
equal distributions, even at a cost. Specifically, young chil-
dren choose the spiteful options on both costly advanta-
geous trials, paying to reduce another’s welfare below
their own (ps < .01). The significant correlation between
age in months and fairness choices in the AI trials suggests
that this tendency decreases from age 5 to age 10.

4. Discussion

Many recent investigations into the origins of fairness
have found that young children dislike being at a relative
disadvantage (e.g., Blake & McAuliffe, 2011; LoBue et al.,
2009). We replicate this result with 5- to 10-year-olds,
but also find that children under age 7 prefer an advanta-
geous division over an equal division, and prefer it suffi-
ciently strongly to take a spiteful cost to choose the
advantageous division. These results suggests that the
development of a preferences for fairness over advantage
must overcome an initially contrary preference for advan-
tage over fairness.

A strengthening fairness preference might also be ex-
pected to reinforce children’s aversion to being at a disad-
vantage. Indeed, previous studies (e.g., Blake & McAuliffe,
2011), though not our study, have found an increase in
aversion to DI with age. We may have not found this effect
because even our youngest age group showed strong pref-
erences against disadvantage, perhaps because the maxi-
mum cost in our study was one arbitrary currency unit.
In parallel with a strengthening fairness preference, a
weakening social comparison preference for schaden-
freude might reduce children’s attraction to being at an
advantage, as suggested by Steinbeis and Singer (2013).

In any case, young children show strong preferences for
reducing others’ payoffs. They will, in fact, take spiteful
costs to reduce others’ welfare below their own. Indeed,
this strong social comparison motivation to maximize rel-
ative welfare might also partially account for children’s
aversion to receiving less—an aversion to receiving less

Fig. 2. Choices for costly trials. The figure shows the percentage of children choosing to take a cost for the control, costly AI, and costly DI trials. Whereas
children of all ages show increased willingness to take a cost to avoid a disadvantage, only the younger children show significantly higher choices of the
costly option to seek an advantage.
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than another and an attraction for receiving more might
work together to motivate reducing others’ relatively high
payoffs. Future research into the origins of fairness should
investigate not only the development of aversion to
inequality, but also the attraction to it.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank the members of the Yale Mind and
Development Lab for feedback on a previous draft and
the families who participated in the research at our lab.
This research was supported by a National Institutes of
Health Grant MH 081877 to Karen Wynn and Paul Bloom.

References

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(2),
215–224. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2011.04.00.

Bräuer, J., Call, J., & Tomasello, M. (2009). Are apes inequity averse? New
data on the token-exchange paradigm. American Journal of
Primatology, 71(2), 175–181. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.20639.

Brosnan, S. F., & De Waal, F. B. (2003). Monkeys reject unequal pay.
Nature, 425(6955), 297–299. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature0196.

Cox, C. A. (2013). Inequity aversion and advantage seeking with
asymmetric competition. Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization, 86, 121–136.

Dohmen, T., Falk, A., Fliessbach, K., Sunde, U., & Weber, B. (2011). Relative
versus absolute income, joy of winning, and gender: Brain imaging
evidence. Journal of Public Economics, 95(3–4), 279–285. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2010.11.02.

Fehr, E., Bernhard, H., & Rockenbach, B. (2008). Egalitarianism in young
children. Nature, 454(7208), 1079–1083. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/
nature0715.

Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999). A theory of fairness, competition, and
cooperation. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 817–868.

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human
Relations, 7(2), 117–140.

Fiske, S. T. (2011). Envy up, scorn down: How status divides us. Russell Sage
Foundation Publications.

Geraci, A., & Surian, L. (2011). The developmental roots of fairness:
Infants’ reactions to equal and unequal distributions of resources.
Developmental Science, 14(5), 1012–1020. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-7687.2011.01048.

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2004). Intuitive ethics: How innately prepared
intuitions generate culturally variable virtues. Daedalus, 133(4),
55–66.

Henrich, J., Ensminger, J., McElreath, R., Barr, A., Barrett, C., Bolyanatz, A.,
et al. (2010). Markets, religion, community size, and the evolution of
fairness and punishment. Science, 327(5972), 1480–1484. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1182238.

LoBue, V., Nishida, T., Chiong, C., DeLoache, J. S., & Haidt, J. (2009). When
getting something good is bad: Even three-year-olds react to
inequality. Social Development, 20(1). http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-9507.2009.00560.

Olson, K. R., & Spelke, E. S. (2008). Foundations of cooperation in young
children. Cognition, 108(1), 222–231. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.cognition.2007.12.00.

Range, F., Horn, L., Viranyi, Z., & Huber, L. (2009). The absence of reward
induces inequity aversion in dogs. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, 106(1), 340–345.

Rochat, P., Dias, M. D. G., Liping, Guo, Broesch, T., Passos-Ferreira, C.,
Winning, A., et al. (2009). Fairness in distributive justice by 3- and 5-
year-olds across seven cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
40(3), 416–442. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002202210933284.

Schmidt, M. F., & Sommerville, J. A. (2011). Fairness expectations and
altruistic sharing in 15-month-old human infants. PloS One, 6(10),
e23223. http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.002322.

Shaw, A., & Olson, K. R. (2012). Children discard a resource to avoid
inequity. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 141(2), 382–395.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a002590.

Shaw, A., Montinari, N., Piovesan, M., Olson, K.R., Gino, F., & Norton, M.I.
(in press). Children develop a veil of fairness. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General.

Sloane, S., Baillargeon, R., & Premack, D. (2012). Do infants have a sense of
fairness? Psychological Science: A Journal of the American Psychological
Society/APS, 23(2), 196–204. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
095679761142207.

Smith, C. E., Blake, P. R., & Harris, P. L. (2013). I should but I won’t: Why
young children endorse norms of fair sharing but do not follow them.
PloS One, 8(3), e59510.

Steinbeis, N., & Singer, T. (2013). The effects of social comparison on social
emotions and behavior during childhood: The ontogeny of envy and
schadenfreude predicts developmental changes in equity-related
decisions. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 115(1), 198–209.

156 M. Sheskin et al. / Cognition 130 (2014) 152–156

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2011.04.00
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.20639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature0196
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2010.11.02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2010.11.02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature0715
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1182238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1182238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00560
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00560
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2007.12.00
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2007.12.00
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002202210933284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.002322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a002590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/095679761142207
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/095679761142207
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0010-0277(13)00210-2/h0120

	Anti-equality: Social comparison in young children
	1 Introduction
	2 Method
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Procedure
	2.3 Trials

	3 Results
	3.1 Overall age trends
	3.2 Interaction between age and inequality preferences
	3.3 Results for costly trials
	3.4 Summary of results

	4 Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	References


