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Abst r act
This study advanced a social dilema analysis to examne the role
of self-interested and prosocial concerns in the approval of a
real-life structural solution: the privatization of the British
national railway systemin 1996. As predicted, disapproval of
privatizing this public good increased when people were nore
concerned about the transition costs of privatization, and about
how privati zation would affect their personal outcones (e.g.,
travel conveni ence) and the outcones for the collective (e.qg.,
rai l way accessibility). Mreover, the approval of privatization
anong people guided primarily by their self-interest (i.e., pro-
sel f individuals) was influenced nore strongly by persona
out cone concerns. Contrary to hypothesis, however, prosocia
i ndi vidual s’ approval of privatization was not influenced nore
strongly by collective outcone concerns. Finally, people who
di sapproved of privatization also exhibited a weaker intention to
travel by train in the future, an indication that the willingness
to engage in collectively desirabl e behavior may decrease when
people fail to endorse a structural solution
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Private faces in public places

Are nicer and w ser

Than public faces in private pl aces
-- WH. Auden (Collected Poens 1V)

Soci eties around the world increasingly face problens in
which their citizens' personal interests are at odds with the
interest of the public at large. Such situations are generally
called social dilemms; they can be classified further into

problens related to the preservation of resources or to the

mai nt enance of public goods and services (e.g., Konorita and
Par ks 1994; Messick and Brewer 1983). Over the past decades,
soci al psychol ogi sts have devoted consi derable attention to the
determ nants of people's decisions to engage voluntarily in
cooperative actions to preserve resources or maintain public
goods (for a recent overview, see Konorita and Parks 1994).

Recently, nore attention has been paid to conditions under
whi ch peopl e support structural solutions to social dilemas --
that is, the creation of a superordinate authority or sanctioning
system (e.g., Messick et al. 1983; Rutte and W1 ke 1985;

Samuel son 1993; Samuel son et al. 1984; Yanmgi shi 1988). Vari ous
social dilenma theorists believe that such structural changes are
necessary to pronote cooperative behaviors, particularly in

| arge-scal e social dilemmas (e.g., Rusbult and Van Lange 1996;
Yamagi shi 1986). Research on structural solutions, however, has
been conducted primarily in experinentally created dilenmmas wth
smal|l groups; it remains to be seen whether these findings can be
applied easily to real-world problens (M ek 1996).

One of the nore problematic social dilenmmas in society today
concerns the decision between individual and collective fornms of
transportation (Van Vugt, Meertens, and Van Lange 1995). For
exanple, froma societal viewpoint it is inmportant to stinulate
the use of trains and buses because this hel ps to overcone
collective problens related to energy use, environnenta
pol lution, and traffic congestion (Lowe 1990; Stern 1992). Yet
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nost individuals typically prefer to travel by car because it is
considered nore reliable, nore convenient, and qui cker (Van \Vugt
et al. 1995). Privatization of these public goods is a recent
trend in the policy of states and governments to stinulate use of
collective transportation. It is widely held that privatization
hel ps to devel op collective transportati on because private
conmpani es can operate transportation networks nore efficiently
and nore conpetitively, and are better able to provide high-
quality service to custoners (e.g., Cenow 1992; Forenman-Peck and
M| ward 1994; Gonez-l|banez and Meyer 1993).

In this study we exam ne reactions to the privatization of
the British national railways, which took place in early 1996.
On the basis of different social dilenmma theories, we develop a
conceptual framework to clarify how the approval of privatization
depends not only on concerns about the personal outcones of
privatization, but also on concerns about its collective
i nplications. Mdreover, the inportance of these concerns is
expected to vary with preexisting stable individual differences
in social value orientation (Messick and McCintock 1968). To
exam ne these issues, we conducted a survey anong train custoners
in Britain, shortly after the privatization of the railway
system
Solutions to Social Dilenmmas

Social dilemma theorists generally distinguish between two
ki nds of strategies to pronote cooperation in social dilenmas
(e.g., Messick and Brewer 1983; Yammgi shi 1986). The first type
is aimed at influencing people's beliefs and attitudes toward
cooperation (e.g., collective transportation) and noncooperation
(e.qg., individual transportation). It attenpts to nodify the way
people interpret the dilenmm situation -- for exanple, by
i ncreasi ng the awareness of the consequences of their decisions.
I nterventions based on this individual-psychol ogi cal approach
usual I y enconpass persuasi on and i nformati on canpai gns, such as
canpai gns stressing the need for restraint in individual
transportation.
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The second type of solution involves interventions that
alter the situation at hand by nodi fying the structura
properties of the dilemma situation. This could be achieved by
changes in the incentive patterns associated with cooperative or
noncooperati ve behavi or, by physical or organi zati onal
rearrangenents, or by reducing or elimnating individuals'
freedomto choose (VIlek 1996). Because these strategies attenpt
to alter the objective characteristics of the decision situation,
they are generally known as the structural approach to solve
soci al dil enmas.

In the domain of structural solutions, we propose a further
di stinction between (one the one hand), interventions that
directly affect individuals' outconmes. Exanples of these direct
structural solutions are the provision of tax benefits for users
of collective transportation or the inplenentati on of separate
| anes for carpoolers (Van Vugt et al 1996). Indirect structural
solutions, on the other hand, attenpt to pronote cooperation via
changes in the size or authority structure of the dilemm
(Messick and Brewer 1983; Yanmgi shi 1986). Real -world exanples
of this approach are processes of decentralization,
territorialization, and privatization in the managenent of
col l ective goods and resources. These activities break down a
| arge-scale probleminto smaller conponents that are easier to
manage. !

Self-interested and Prosocial Mtives Underlying Approval of
Privatization

Under what conditions will people favor or disfavor an
indirect structural solution such as privatization of public
goods? |If people followed only their self-interest, we would
expect themto be nore supportive of privatizati on when they
expected the change to bring them better outcomes, such as
greater travel convenience and better services. One of the mgjor
concl usi ons of experinental social dilema research, however, is
t hat expectations about personal outcones are not sufficient to
generate acceptance for inplenmentation of structural solutions
(for an overview, see Sanuel son and Messick 1995).
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We propose, first, that people also will evaluate indirect
structural solutions on the basis of expected problens associ ated
wi th nmoving fromone kind of authority structure to another.
| ndeed, any rearrangenent in the organizational structure of a
social dilenma is likely to entail imrediate transition costs
(Ostrom 1990; Samuel son and Messick 1995; Yamagi shi 1986). In
the case of privatization of a public railway system these costs
may result fromthe nodernization of infrastructure, the
devel opnent of new jurisdiction (e.g., conplaint procedures),
and/ or the establishnment of coordination mechani snms between the
privatized parts of the network (e.g., train connections between
different areas). It is likely that the transition process wll
create sone uncertainty anong railway custoners, which may
increase their general resistance to the privatization operation.

Al t hough these notives (concerns about personal outcones and
transition costs) may shape the reactions to privatization to a
| arge extent, we believe that these concerns are too limted to
fully explain when people will endorse a structural solution.
| ndeed, this nodel would inply that people take account of the
consequences of the change only in terns of short-term persona
interests (avoi ding uncertainty) or long-termpersonal interests
(i nproved travel benefits). Follow ng theorizing about soci al
di l emmas and structural change (Kelley and Thi baut 1978;

Samuel son and Messick 1995), however, we assune that people also
t ake broader considerations into account in evaluating structura
solutions. |In particular, people my be concerned about the

I npact of these solutions on the welfare of others or on society
as a whole ("fairness"; see Sanuel son 1993). Rail way
privatization, for exanple, may elicit concerns about the

avai lability of these goods for people nost in need of collective
transportation (e.g., people wi thout access to cars). It also
may raise doubts as to whether the public can control the railway
policies ("procedural fairness", see Tyler and Lind 1992). W
bel i eve that these collective concerns, in addition to concerns
directly related to the expected personal outcones may shape the
acceptance of privatization.
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Individual Differences in Approval of Privatization

Al t hough the above concerns will affect all individuals'
approval of privatization to sone degree, we propose that the
rel ative inportance of these concerns will depend on the weights
peopl e assign to either their self-interest or the collective
interest. Anong other factors, such evaluations may vary with
preexi sting individual differences in social value orientation
Soci al value orientation is a stable personality trait,
reflecting a consistent preference for a distribution of outcones
bet ween onesel f and ot her peopl e across various situations
(Messick and McCdintock 1968). Frequently a distinction is nmade
bet ween people with a preexisting prosocial orientation (who tend
to maxim ze the sumor mninmze the difference of outconmes for
self and for others) and people with a preexisting pro-self
orientation. The latter category contains both individualists who
tend to maxi m ze outcones for self regardless of the outcones for
ot hers and conpetitors, who tend to maxi m ze differences between
outcones for self and for others (Kuhl man and Marshell o 1975; Van
Lange and Kuhl man 1994).

Over the past decades, nunerous studi es have reveal ed that
people with different social value orientations behave quite
differently in experinentally created social dilemuas: Prosocials
exhi bit greater cooperation and exercise greater restraint than
either individualists or conpetitors (e.g., Kramer, M i ntock,
and Messick 1986; Sanuel son 1993). Sinmilar findings have been
obtained in research on various real-world social dilenmas. In
relation to pro-selfs, prosocials, for exanple, make greater
concessions during negotiations, exhibit greater willingness to
sacrifice in close relationships, and engage in environnent -
preserving behaviors (De Dreu and Van Lange 1995; Mdintock and
Al'lison 1989; Van Vugt et al. 1995). At present, however, there
is only limted evidence that social value orientation may
predi ct reactions to structural change. In an experinental
resource dilemm task, Sanuel son (1993) found that pro-selfs and
prosocials differed in their evaluations of structural solutions:
Pro-sel fs assigned greater weight to the inplications in terns of
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their self-interest, and prosocials assigned greater weight to
the fairness of the change.

Extending this line of research, we propose that concerns
about the various outcomes of the railway privatization will have
differential effects on people with different social value
orientations. That is, pro-self individuals are likely to be
particularly sensitive to beliefs about how the privatization
will affect their personal well-being; This presumably is rel ated
to their perception of the personal benefits associated with the
privatization, such as greater travel convenience and better
services. In contrast, prosocials will be particularly sensitive
to beliefs about how privatization may affect the well-being of
ot her people and society at large, such as in accessibility of
rail ways.

This point leads to the follow ng sets of hypot heses.

First, we predict that people will exhibit stronger di sapproval
of the railway privatization when they perceive the transition
costs of the change as higher (Hypothesis 1).

Second, we predict that people will exhibit stronger
di sapproval of privatization when they expect the personal
out cones (Hypothesis 2a) and coll ective outcones (Hypothesis 3a)
of privatization to be | ess favorable.

More inportant, we expect that the rel ationship between
t hese concerns and the endorsenent of privatization will be
noderated by social value orientation. That is, we predict that
concerns about personal outcones will nore strongly affect the
approval of privatization anong people with pro-self (versus
prosocial) orientations (Hypothesis 2b). Moreover, we anticipate
that concerns about collective outcones will nore strongly affect
the approval of privatization anong people with prosocial (versus
pro-self) orientations (Hypothesis 3b).

Finally, we expect that the extent to which people approve
or di sapprove of privatization also m ght shape their decisions
about transportation. |If train customers believe that
privatization is neither personally nor collectively very
desirable, they may devel op a negative attitude toward the
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rail ways, which nay cause themto reconsider their travel options
(see Ajzen and Fi shbein 1980). Thus we predict that disapproval
of railway privatization will be associated with a weaker
intention to travel by train in the future (Hypothesis 4).

Met hod

Context of the Study
W conducted this study in the context of the privatization

of the public railway systemin Britain. In the spring of 1996,
after the system had operated for over 50 years as a nationalized
i ndustry, the British Conservative governnent sold |arge parts of
British Rail to nunmerous private conpani es. The nerchandi se
consisted of a full range of network activities including
infrastructure, trains, services, and personnel. Qur survey was
conducted in southern England. As in all other regions of the
country, the local railway systemin the south was split into
parts; these were sold to various private conpanies.

Partici pants

The study was based on a sanple of 300 train custoners
recruited at two major railway stations in and near Southanpton,
an industrial city at the south coast of England, on two
consecutive weekday nornings in March 1996 from8 a.m to 11.30
a.m One of the stations was located in the city centre and the
ot her near the local airport. W selected these from anong six
| ocal railway stations because they covered virtually all the
train traffic from Sout hanpton to destinations in the east (e.g.,
London), the west (e.g., Bournenouth), and the north (e.g.,
Oxford). We were not interested in a particular group of
custoners; instead we approached (with perm ssion fromthe | ocal
rai lway authorities) approximately every fifth custonmer entering
the station platforns. Custoners were approached by a research
assi stant who asked whet her they would be interested in
participating in a study regarding the railway privatization.

The research assistant explained that responses woul d be
anonynmous and that the custonmers could conplete the questionnaire
at their own "leisure"” (i.e., in a self-paced procedure). After
peopl e had expressed their willingness to participate, they
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recei ved a stanped sel f-addressed return envel ope and a survey.
(Al nost everyone agreed to cooperate, but sonme were in a hurry
and sinply took the survey w thout receiving any further
instruction.)

Qut of 300 people (150 recruited at each station), 137
i ndi vidual s returned the questionnaire, yielding a |l ess than
optimal response rate of 45.7 percent. The sanple consisted of
113 nen (82.5 percent) and 23 wonen (16.8 percent) with an
average age of 37.65 years. (One respondent failed to indicate
gender.) The majority of respondents indicated that they were
traveling by train for work-rel ated purposes (78.6 percent),
whil e others indicated they were making recreational (18.3
percent) or school (3.1 percent) journeys . Most participants
(87.5 percent) reported awareness that the railway conpany on
whi ch they travel ed had been privatized recently. The sanples
fromthe two stations were fairly simlar in response rates and
denogr aphi ¢ characteristics.?
The Questionnaire

Respondents were told that the study was conducted by
researchers fromthe University of Southanpton and that their
answers woul d hel p in understanding public attitudes toward
railway privatization in Britain. The survey consisted of two
smal | er questionnaires.

Social value orientation. The first questionnaire exam ned
i ndi vidual s' social value orientation by neans of a short-item
list. Participants were provided with a set of deconposed ganes
to neasure social value orientation (see Messick and Mcd i ntock
1968). Each deconposed gane represents various conbi nations of
possi bl e outcones for self and for hypothetical other person who
was descri bed as soneone the respondent did not know and woul d
never neet. The outconmes were expressed in points, and
partici pants were asked to i magi ne that these points were of
interest to them (For further details about the procedure, see,
for exanple, Van Lange and Kuhl man 1994). This method for
measuring social value orientations has high internal validity
(e.g., Liebrand and Van Run 1985), is stable across tine, and
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appears to be free of socially desirable response tendencies
(e.g. Platow 1995). Finally, evidence is accumulating for the
ecological validity of this concept in various real-world soci al
di l emmas such as negotiation, sacrifice in romantic

rel ati onshi ps, and volunteering (e.g., De Dreu and Van Lange
1995; Mcdintock and Allison 1989; Van Lange et al. forthcom ng).

Paralleling earlier work on social value orientations, each
deconposed gane entails three alternatives corresponding to one
of three social value orientations: cooperation, individualism
and conpetition. |In a deconposed gane the cooperative option
provi des the greatest joint outcone for self and for the other
(e.g., 480 points for self and 480 points for other); the
i ndi vidualistic option, the greatest outconme for self regardless
of other's outcone (e.g., 540 points for self and 240 points for
other); and the conpetitive option, the greatest difference
bet ween outcones for self and for other (e.g., 480 points for
self and 80 points for other). As in prior research (MCintock
and Allison 1989; Van Lange and Kuhl man 1994), participants were
classified if at least six of their nine choices were consistent
with a dom nant value orientation. On the basis of this
criterion, 86 of the 137 participants were classified as
prosocials (62.8 percent), 31 as individualists (22.6 percent),
and 14 as conpetitors (10.2 percent). Six respondents could not
be categorized on the basis of this consistency criterion. As in
previ ous research (see Kraner et al. 1986), the individualists
and the conpetitors were conbined to forma group of individuals
with essentially pro-self orientations.3

Questions about privatization: The second questionnaire
consisted of different sets of questions given to participants in
a prefixed order. W assessed themin the formof statenents,
using Likert-type response scales ranging from1 (very strongly
di sagree) to 7 (very strongly agree).

Personal outcone concerns of privatization: The follow ng
itenms measured people's concerns with their personal outcones
after privatization: "Conpared to a public railway system the
privatized railway systemw || inprove ny conveni ence of
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travelling by train,” "inprove the quality of services on the

train," "decrease the travel time of ny journey," "reduce the

nunber and | engths of ny delays,” "make it nore difficult for ne
to catch connecting trains" (this last itemwas reverse coded).

Col l ective outcone concerns of privatization: Concerns

about the collective inplications of privatization (i.e.,
fairness of the change) were nmeasured by the following itens:
"Conpared to a public railway system the privatized railway

systemw || nmeke trains nore accessible to people in need of
transport,” "will inprove the treatnment of conplaints from
custoners,” "will increase the influence that customers have on
railway policy," "will increase the opportunity of custoners to
voice their opinion,” "will be fairer to customers,” "wll| be
better equi pped to consider the needs of custoners,” "wll cut

train services that are not cost effective" (reverse coded).
Perceived transition costs of privatization: The follow ng

itenms neasured the perceived costs of the transition froma
public to a private railway network: "The process towards
privatization costs too much noney," "takes too nuch tine,"

"creates many new problens,"” "causes too nmuch uncertainty anong
custoners". "The costs of the privatization process are being net
by custoners”; "l accept that the privatization process wll
cost sone effort, tinme, and noney" (reverse coded); "I fee
frustrated by the change to a privatized railway system"”
Approval of privatization: The degree to which individuals

endorsed the railway privatization was neasured by three itens

tapping different aspects of approval: "I support nmore strongly
a private than a public railway systent; "I would sign a
petition against the governnental decision to privatize the
railways"; "In the forthcomng election | would vote for a party
that woul d reconsider the decision to privatize the railways."
The two latter itens were reversely coded: A |low score indicated
weak approval of privatization and a high score, strong approval.
Intended train use: This was neasured by a single item

"Do you think that you will use the train nore or |less frequently
in the near future?" (1 = less frequently, 7 = nore frequently).
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Results
Descriptive Statistics

Bef ore conducting the nain anal yses, we perfornmed sone
descriptive statistics on the data. Table 1 contains a sunmary
of the neans, standard deviations, internal reliabilities, and
interscale correlations of the four constructs (personal and
col l ective outconme concerns, transition costs, and approval).
Each scal e shows high internal consistency (al phas between .73
and .93).4 Yet the table also reveals fairly substanti al
interscal e correl ati ons between the constructs (rs between -.53
and .70), suggesting that constructs m ght have one or nore
common underlying factors (e.g., a general pro- or
antiprivatization attitude). To examine this possibility, we
perfornmed a confirmatory factor analysis (Bentler 1990) including
all itens that nake up our theoretical nodel with four concepts:
concern about personal versus collective outcone, transition
costs, and approval. This nodel fitted quite well (conparative
fit index = .95 wth item| oadi ngs between .60 and .90), and
much better than a nodel with a single conmon factor (conparative
fit index = .70). A conparative fit index of .90 or higher is
generally regarded as a sign of good fit. According to this
criterion, the four-factor nodel also fitted nuch better than a
two-factor nodel, in which itens related to transition costs and
to personal and collective concerns were conbined (conparative
index = .73), and a three-factor nodel, in which personal and
col lective outcone itenms were conbined into a single factor
(conparative index = .82). Hence we have good reason to believe
that the operationalized constructs are sufficiently independent
fromeach other to justify our a priori theoretical nodel and to
| et us proceed with our analysis.

Approval of Privatization: Testing Hvypotheses 1 to 4

First we performed a hierarchical regression analysis to
exam ne the predicted rel ati on between the approval of
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privatization and people's concerns about privatization in terns
of transition costs (Hypothesis 1), their personal outcones
(Hypothesis 2a) and the collective outcones of privatization
(Hypothesis 3a). 1In addition, we exam ned the predicted
noderating effects of social value orientation on the inpact of
personal and collective outcone concerns (Hypotheses 2b, 3b).
Bef ore conducting the regression analysis, we centered the scores
on all continuous variables by including deviation scores so that
t he neans becane zero so as to elimnate nonessenti al
correl ations between the predictors and their interactions. Such
correlations normally are produced when product terns for
interaction effects are cal culated (A ken and West 1991).

The results of this regression analysis are shown in Table
2. Inthe first step, the four main factors (transition costs,
per sonal outcone concern, collective outcone concern, and soci al
val ue orientation) were entered in the equation, followed in the
next step by the three interactions between each of these factors
wi th social value orientation.5 As shown in the table, the
anount of variance explained for by the four main factors was
consi derabl e (adjusted R = 64. 23 percent, F(4,127) = 59.36, p_
<.001). The additional variance explained by the three two-way
interactions was margi nal (adjusted R2 = 67.06 percent; change in
Rt = 2.83 percent), but still yielded a significant inprovenent
in the prediction of approval of privatization (E(7,124) = 35.78,
p <.001).

First, in support of Hypothesis 1, we found a negative
rel ati on between approval and the perceived transition costs of
privatization (beta = -.33, p <.001), indicating that individuals
who expected the transition costs to be higher appeared to be
nor e di sapprovi ng of privatization.

Second, as shown in Table 2, concern about personal outcones
was rel ated positively to the approval of privatization (beta =
37, p <.001), indicating that people disapproved of privatization
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nore strongly if they expected their personal outcones to be |ess
favorable (in support of Hypothesis 2a). Mreover, this
relationship was different for people with different social value
orientations, as indicated by the significant interaction between
soci al value orientation and personal outcome concern (beta = .
13, p < .05). Figure 1 displays this relationship graphically
(see procedure described in Al ken and West 1991). Tests of the
sl opes for both social value orientations reveal ed that for pro-
self persons the slope was significantly different from zero,
t(44) = 3.63, p <.01; whereas the slope for prosocial persons did
not differ fromzero, t(85) = 1.27, p = 20. This finding provides
evi dence that concerns about personal outcones affected the
approval of privatization nore strongly anmong people with pro-
self orientations than anong those with prosocial orientations
(Hypot hesi s 2b).

Insert Figure 1 about here.

Third, in Hypothesis 3a we predicted that disapproval of
privatization would be greater when people were nore concerned
about the collective outcones of privatization. In line with
this claim we obtained a positive rel ationship between
col l ective outconme concern and approval (beta = .21, p <.01; see
Table 2). Mre inportant, in Hypothesis 3b we predicted that
concern about collective outcones would primarily affect the
approval ratings of prosocial (versus pro-self) individuals. As
shown in Table 2, however, the two-way interaction between socia
val ue orientation and concern about collective outcone failed to
reach significance (beta = .11, p = .21). Accordingly there is
no evi dence that expectations about collective outcones of
privatization affected the approval of privatization nore
strongly anong prosocials than anong pro-self respondents.

Unexpectedly, we obtained a significant two-way interaction
bet ween the perceived transition costs and social val ue
orientation (beta = .16, p <.05). The pattern of this
interaction is displayed in Figure 2: The inpact of transition
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costs is nmuch nore pronounced for prosocials than for proselfs.
I ndeed, tests of the slopes for these two groups reveal ed that
only the slope for prosocials differed significantly from zero,
t(85) = -5.24, p <. 001 (for pro-selfs, t(44) = -1.44, p = .15).
Thus it appears that a concern about the transition costs had a
stronger effect on the approval of privatization anong people
with a pro-social than proself orientation. W address this
poi nt below in the discussion.)

Insert Figure 2 about here.

Finally, in a second regression analysis, we tested the
hypot hesi s that people would exhibit a weaker intention to trave
by train insofar as they di sapproved nore strongly of railway
privatization (Hypothesis 4). Accordingly, we first regressed
intended train use on approval of privatization. Next, although
we had no a priori expectations about additional links with
intended train use, we entered the four main factors into the
equation (perceived transition costs, concern about personal and
col l ective outcones, and social value orientation). |In the third
step we included the three two-way interactions involving social
val ue orientation.

As predicted, this regression analysis revealed that travel
intention was predicted significantly by the approval of
privatization (beta = .21, p <.05); yet the explained variance
was quite nodest (adjusted R2 = 4.04). This finding indicates a
positive relation between intended train use and approval of
privatization.

Mor eover, above and beyond the inpact of approval ratings,
the second and final significant predictor of intended train use
was social value orientation (beta = -.18, p <.05). In keeping
with previous research (Van Vugt et al. 1995), we found that
relative to proselfs prosocial individuals exhibited a greater
intention to use the train than did pro-self individuals.

Taken together, the above findings provided strong evi dence
for our hypotheses regarding the effects of transition costs and
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of concerns about personal and collective outcomes on approval of
privatization (Hypotheses 1, 2a, 3a). Mre inportant, pro-self
peopl e appeared to be nore sensitive to the expected persona
out comes of privatization than did prosocial people (Hypothesis
2b). Yet we found no evidence for our prediction that prosocial
peopl e woul d be nore sensitive to the expected collective
out cones of privatization (Hypothesis 3b). Finally, we obtained
sonme prelimnary evidence that people's intended train use was
determi ned, at least in part, by their approval of the
privatization (Hypothesis 4).

Di scussi on

In this study we enployed a social dilema approach to
exam ne people's reactions to a structural solution ained at
pronoting the use of collective transportation, nanely the 1996
British railway privatization. The findings were generally
consi stent with our hypot heses.

One inportant contribution of the study derives fromthe
finding that the approval of privatization depended not only on
concerns with the personal outcones of privatization (e.g.
greater travel convenience and efficiency), but also on beliefs
about its collective inplications (e.g., accessibility of
rai l ways, public control of railways). This finding is inportant
because it shows that people not only consider their imed ate
personal rewards when they evaluate a structural solution
(Messick et al 1983), but al so exam ne the broader inplications
of these solutions, such as how they may affect the outcones for
others or for society as a whole ("fairness"; see Sanuel son
1993).

The railway privatization nmay have elicited these concerns
anong the participants in our sanple, first, because
privatization chall enges the w despread belief that such public
goods ought to be equally accessible to all people, regardl ess of
their inconme or size of contribution. Wen such goods are
provi ded by private conpanies, it is indeed nore likely that they
will be distributed according to standard econom c rul es, which
prescri be that those who pay nore should receive nore ("equity
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principle"; see Deutsch 1975; Lane 1986). 1In regard to railway
privatization, this may lead to a situation in which unprofitable
train services are either cut entirely or becone so expensive
that sonme people no |onger can afford to travel by train.
Al though this may affect the outcones of all train customers to
sone extent (including the participants in our sanple), it is
particularly likely to influence individuals who cannot afford a
car and/or live where there is little demand for collective
transport (e.g., in rural areas). Second, train custonmers may
have been concerned about the opportunities to exercise contro
over the railways ("procedural fairness"; see Tyler and Lind
1992). Wen public goods are privatized, there may be doubts
about whether society will still have a voice in the policies
regardi ng these services. Because denocratic control is absent,
people may fear that the railway authorities can quite easily
maxi m ze their profits at the cost of all custonmers -- for
exanpl e, by setting high prices.

A second major conclusion of this research is that a concern
with the personal benefits of privatization was not an equally
i nportant notive anong all participants. Wen the persona
outcones were expected to be |ow, both pro-self and prosocia
i ndi vidual s a strongly di sapproved of the privatization; when
personal outcones were believed to be high, however pro-selfs in
particular were nore supportive of privatization. This is one of
the first studies to show that social value orientations are
meani ngfully related to the way peopl e perceive and respond to
structural solutions in social dilemas. Mst of the literature
on social value orientation has reported differences only in
relation to individual-psychol ogi cal sol utions, whereby
prosocials tend to respond with greater cooperation than pro-
selfs (e.g., when faced with a resource crisis; see Kraner et al.
1986). Until nowit was quite unclear how people with pro-self
orientations could be notivated to cooperate (Konorita and Parks
1994). The present findings suggest that structural solutions
could be quite effective in pronoting cooperation anong pro-self
people, if only they produce sufficient personal benefits.
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The current research did not yield any evidence for the
prediction that people with a prosocial orientation would be nore
strongly affected by concerns about the collective inplications
of privatization (e.g. accessibility). One possible explanation
is that these outconmes reflect a concern both for others' and for
one's own well-being (e.g. "How would railway privatization
affect ny travel opportunities relative to others?";
"distributive fairness"; see Tyler and Lind, 1992). Hence pro-
sel fs may have been concerned about the fairness of
privatization, albeit for a nore self-interested reason. This is
not to inply, however, that prosocial and pro-self individuals
will have simlar views on what structural solutions are
considered collectively desirable and fair. That is, prosocials
may consider structural solutions to be fair if those solutions
mnimze differences in outcones between individuals (e.g., by
mai ntai ning cost-inefficient railway lines). Pro-selfs, however,
may find these sol utions unacceptable and may support only those
which allow for differential treatnment (e.g., better services for
t hose who pay nore). Further research is needed to exam ne the
out cone distributions that people with different social value
orientations would consider fair and how these would affect their
support for various structural solutions.

Two additional findings are worth discussing. First, we
found that the approval of privatization was determ ned by
concerns about the inmmedi ate costs and about the uncertainty
associated with the transition froma public to a privatized
railway system It is conceivable that these costs are expected
to be so high that people will prefer the naintenance of the
current system even when it clearly provides worse outcones than
alternative systens may offer (GOstrom 1990; Sanuel son and Messi ck
1995). Unexpectedly, prosocials, appeared to be particularly
sensitive to perceptions about the transition costs of
privatization. That is, when the transition costs were perceived
to be high, prosocial people approved the privatization nmuch |ess
strongly than pro-selfs. It may be that prosocials are |ess
willing to take risks in supporting a structural solution that
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may or may not provide better outconmes. Rather, they may prefer
to stay with the current system perhaps thinking that people
could be notivated to cooperate as well under this system Hence
they may perceive a drastic and costly structural change such as
privatization to be unnecessary. |Indeed, prosocials are
generally nore optimstic than pro-selfs about the chance of

i mproving their outcones in unsatisfactory rel ationships (see Van
Lange 1994).

Second, the disapproval of privatization was linked to a
weaker intended use of trains. This finding is inportant
because, to our know edge, this is the first social dilemm study
showi ng a direct relationship between the acceptance of a
structural solution and the willingness to cooperate voluntarily.
When structural solutions are inplenented, policy nmakers al nost
automatically assunme that incentives associated with cooperation
will be sufficient to elicit behavioral change (Van Vugt et al
1996). The present research, however, suggests that the
wi | lingness to cooperate may depend, at |east to some extent, on
peopl e's approval of the structural solution. |If this is true,
then if structural solutions are to be successful, perhaps they
shoul d be acconpani ed by activities ained at gathering public
support for the proposed solution, such as educational nessages
(see Stern 1992).

We conclude by pointing out a weakness and sone potentia
strengths of this study. An apparent weakness concerns the
survey net hodol ogy. Because all data are correlational, we
shoul d be fairly cautious in drawing any causal inferences about
the relations in our theoretical nodel. For exanple, it is
concei vabl e that disapproval of railway privatization nerely
shaped people's worries about their personal and collective
out cones, because many people in Britain have devel oped an al nost
instinctive aversion to privatization; many public goods in
Britain have been privatized with m xed success (see Foreman- Peck
and M Ilward, 1994). Yet experinmental work suggests at | east
partial support for the proposed causal chain of these effects.
This work shows that preferences for structural change increase
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when peopl e expect to receive nore favorabl e outcomes for
thensel ves as well as for the group (Messick et al. 1983;

Sanuel son et al. 1984). Also, qualitative research on real-world
di | emmas has shown that communities are less likely to accept
structural solutions that are biased toward particul ar nmenbers or
groups (Ostrom 1990). Thus it is not unreasonable to believe

t hat concerns about coll ective and personal outcones, to sone
extent, shape the approval of structural solutions. Nevertheless
we believe that nore field and experinental research is clearly
needed to exam ne how structural solutions, once they have been

i npl emrented, may affect individuals' attitudes and decisions
(e.g., Van Vugt et al. 1996).

The current research extends and conpl enents | aboratory
research on structural solutions in at |east two inportant ways.
First, it examnes the inpact of an indirect structural solution
in areal-life social dilenma -- that is, the effects of
privatization on decisions regarding individual versus collective
transportation. Previous researchers on structural solutions
asked when unorgani zed groups woul d opt for the establishnment of
an authority to manage the dilemma situation (e.g., Messick et
al. 1983; Rutte and Wlke 1985). 1In real life, however, the
managenent of social dilemmas is nore conplicated because an
authority structure al nost al ways exi sts, but changes fromtine
to tine; for exanple, it shifts between public and private
authorities (see Edney and Harper 1978; Tyler and Degoey 1995).
This point has inplications for social dilema research on
structural solutions: we believe that such research should focus
nore strongly on the determ nants of individual support for
i nstitutional changes.

In addition, our research suggests that concerns about
personal outcones al one cannot fully explain why people my
accept structural solutions. Approval of structural solutions
al so depends on perceptions of the transition costs and on the
percei ved (collective) fairness of the change. Thus, even if
peopl e expect to receive greater personal benefits froma
structural change, they may oppose it if they believe it creates
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too much uncertainty and does harmto the wel fare of others or
society at large (e.g., by limting access to public goods). The
inplication is that if structural solutions are to succeed, they
nmust be designed carefully so as to mnimze i medi ate
i npl ementation costs and maxi m ze the benefits for individuals
and for society as a whole. These issues are especially
i mportant in policies regarding changing travel patterns, because
it is highly unlikely that many people will consider collective
transportation if they are not certain that it is individually
and col lectively the nost desirable option.
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NOTES

1 1n the social dilemma literature, the concept of
privatization refers to the division of a cormbn resource poo
into private segnents for individuals (Martichuski and Bell 1991
Messi ck and Brewer 1983; Ostrom 1990). W use the term
privatization slightly differently to indicate the change from
public to private ownership of a particul ar good (Foreman-Peck
and MIward 1994). In both conceptualizations, however, the aim
is to solve a large scale social dilemma by breaking it down into
smal | er, manageabl e conponents, each with its own regul ating
authority (e.g., a private organization).

2 Because the sanple was recruited during working days,
comuters are overrepresented in our sanple; This may account
for the high proportion of nmales. To avoid sanple biases, it
woul d have been preferable to recruit participants during the
weekend as well. According to the railway authorities, however,
commuters are by far the | argest custoner group: Approximately 70
percent of train journeys are business-related. This fact
provi des at |east sonme justification for our sanple choi ce.

3 The distribution of social value orientations in the
sanple is fairly consistent wwth those obtained in other studies
usi ng the deconposed ganes nethod (e.g., De Dreu and Van Lange
1995; Van Vugt, Van Lange, and Meertens 1996). |In part this may
reflect a response bias because prosocials presumably are nore
likely than pro-selfs to participate as research vol unteers
(Mcdintock & Allison 1989).

4 The item"wi |l cut train services that are not cost
effective" was renoved fromthe collective concern scal e because
it exhibited weak correlation with the other scale itens.

51In a prelimnary regression analysis we included all other
possi bl e two-way interactions as well. Yet because none of them
was significant, and because our hypot heses predicted
interactions with social value orientation only, we dropped these
i nteractions from subsequent anal yses.
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Table 1. Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correl ati ons anong
Constructs.
Mean SD Al pha PC CcC PRI TU

Transition Costs (TR) 5.11 .92 .82 -.53 -.59 -.68-.22*
Personal Concerns (PC) 3.59 .94 .73 . 67 .70 . 21*
Col I ective Concerns (CC) 3.25 1.27 .93 . 67 . 24*
Approval of

Privatization (PRl) 3.23 1.65 .88 . 23*
I ntended Train Use (TU) 3.85 1.03

Notes: The scores for each scale are based on the average rating across the
relevant items (1 = very strongly disagree, 7 = very strongly agree); all
correlation coefficients differ significantly fromzero at p <.001 |evel,
except those marked with an asteri sk.

*p<.01
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Table 2. Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Predicting Approval
of Privati zati on.

Vari abl e entered Multiple R? Standardi zed beta
Step 1 64. 23
Perceived transition costs (TR - 33***
Per sonal concerns (PO L3TH*x
Col l ective concerns (CO) L21**
Soci al value orientation (SVO .09
Step 2 67.06
TR VLEE:
PC L 32%**
CcC . 15*
SVO .10
SVO x PC . 13*
SVO x CC .11
SVO x TR . 16*
Not es:

*p <.05 **p<.01; *** p<.001
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Fi gure Captions
Figure 1. Approval of Privatization as Function of Social Value
Oientation and Concern wth Personal CQutcones.
Figure 2. Approval of Privatization as Function of Social Value
Orientation and Perceived Transition Costs.



