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[Abstract]

Methods: Experiment 1 and 2 used a numerical framing (favor—self vs. favor—other) between subject design, respectively.

Objective: To explore the effects of numerical farming in favor—self and favor—other on perceived fairness.

Sixty college students were recruited in experiment 1 to examine the effect of numerical farming on perceived fairness. Sixty
nine employees were examined in experiment 2 to explore the mediating effect of perceived performance and expectation of
their fair share of reward. Results: () Comparing with the favor—other farming, participants in favor—self farming condition
scored more unfairness; @Perceived performance and expectation served as mediators between numerical farming in favor—
self and favor—other and perceived fairness. Conclusion: Numerical farming in favor—self and favor—other presentation,
perceived performance and expectation fit a serial multi—variable mediation model to affect perceived fairness.
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