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The aims of the dissertation 

 

In this dissertation we investigate the way power roles and instrumental motives 

influences strategic decisions. Our social interactions can show manifold patterns regarding 

the hierarchical level of the participants. The social psychology of power has been studied in 

the past few decades, and it was treated as a main structural property of social relations. The 

social psychological approach of power defines it as an asymmetrical control over others’ 

outcomes (e.g., Fiske & Berdahl, 2007; Kipnis, 1976). Several studies showed that power 

position induces a special psychological functioning that can be described by the increased 

saliency of instrumentality (Guinote, 2007; Keltner, Gruenfeld & Aronson, 2003; Magee & 

Smith, 2013). As a result, the cognition as well as the social behavior of the powerholders 

changes and becomes goal-oriented, and consequently, powerholders tend to objectify their 

interactional partners (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Galinsky, 2008; Kipnis, 1976). These 

effects are also present even if power is activated experimentally (e.g., primed for a short time 

in the laboratory). 

The experimental social psychology of power is dominated by studies in which 

psychological effects of power are stemmed from power position; there is a lower number of 

studies that investigates the effects of power in decision-making on the level of more stable 

attitudes. We believe that besides the effect of power positions it is also important to explore 

the impact of more salient power-related attitudes on psychological functioning. In our 

opinion it is worthwhile to involve those traits into the scope of studies that can correlate with 

either (a) stable power-related attitudes or (b) a tendency to focus on instrumental aspects of 

situations. Therefore in our studies we found it relevant to measure individual differences in 

both (a) Machiavellianism and (b) social value orientation. Machiavellianism refers to the 

level of agreement with Machiavellian views, and social value orientation refers to a relative 

preference a person has in interdependent situations. The latter construct traditionally 

distinguishes between 2 main value orientation types, i.e., it differentiates people primarily 

guided by self-interests (proself value orientation) from people primarily guided by common 

interests (prosocial value orientation).  

The research presented in this dissertation captures both situational and individual 

variables, such as power position, power-related attitudes and efficiency-oriented instrumental 

motives, in the same empirical framework, and we investigate their main and interaction 

effects on strategic decisions. To the best of our knowledge, the role of Machiavellianism or 

social value orientation in strategic decision making has been studied separately (Curry, 
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Chesters és Viding, 2011; Paál, 2011; Spitzer, Fischbacher, Herrnberger, Grön és Fehr, 2007; 

van Dijk, De Cremer és Handgraaf, 2004). In our studies we investigate the effects of these 

two characteristics together. Furthermore, we also try to identify a potential link between the 

constructs of social value orientation and Machiavellianism comparing them on the basis of 

interpersonal value priorities.  

In our studies we involved both situational and individual factors in the investigation 

of the following research questions: Does a person start to follow his/her self-interests more in 

a superior role even if he or she is not especially motivated to do so in general? Will he or she 

acquire a comparable level of strategic reasoning that a person may has who is predisposed to 

influence outcomes in interpersonal situations? Whether people with a higher motivation to 

social influence change their behavior in an inferior role, and whether they take steps in this 

role to gain more power than those who are not really motivated to influence outcomes? The 

novelty of our studies can be that decisions made in the two different roles of the 

experimental game we applied in our studies (i.e., a modified ultimatum game) remain 

comparable. Hereafter we present the hypotheses, the methods and the main findings of our 

studies.  

 

Hypotheses  

 

According to our assumptions power (superior) role (H1), higher level of 

Machiavellianism (H2) and proself value orientation (H3) increase strategic reasoning, 

especially if power position and personal characteristics favoring strategic thinking are 

present at the same time (H4). We expect that the high power (superior) role is more preferred 

by people agreeing with Machiavellian views (H5). We also expect a correspondence between 

Machiavellianism and social value orientation on the basis of interpersonal values: according 

to our assumptions agency values are more preferred by people with higher level of 

Machiavellianism and proself value orientation, and communion values are more preferred by 

people with lower level of Machiavellianism and prosocial value orientation (H6). To test our 

hypotheses we designed and conducted 3 studies. Table 1 gives an overview about our 

research questions and our studies, where “xx” and “x” marks show that a research question 

was investigated in our studies directly or indirectly, respectively. (Note: study numbers also 

shows the timeline of our studies.)  
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Table 1. Overview of our research questions and our studies 

Research questions 
Studies 

1 2 3 

The separate and simultaneous effects of the situation and 
personality on strategic decision making (H1-H4) 

xx x  

Additional study of power motives and preferences (H5)  xx  

The relationship of Machiavellianism and social value 
orientation (H6) 

x x xx 

 

 

Study 1: Laboratory experiment applying a modified ultimatum game  

 

Methods and procedure of Study 1 

To test our hypotheses we designed a laboratory experiment in which 98 students 

participated (50 female and 48 male). In the experiment we applied a modified version (Güth 

& Kovács, 2001) of the ultimatum game (Güth, Schmittberger, & Schwarze, 1982). In the 

standard ultimatum game players make decisions in one of the two roles of the game. The 

proposer (allocator) can decide about splitting money (1000 HUF in our case) as he/she likes, 

and the recipient can either accept or reject the proposed allocation. If the recipient takes the 

offer players share the money as the allocator proposed, but if the recipient turns it down (veto 

it), both receive nothing.  

The structure of the modified ultimatum game corresponds to the structure proposed 

by Güth and Kovács (2001), in which the recipient also disposes of some money (300 HUF) 

in the beginning of the game that can be used to buy veto power. In this game three types of 

veto power can be distinguished: full, medium and low veto. If the recipient has full veto and 

rejects the allocator’s offer neither he/she nor the allocator receives anything (i.e., they play 

the standard ultimatum game). If the recipient has medium veto and rejects the allocator’s 

offer, both the kept and offered sums are diminished by two-third. If the recipient has low veto 

power and rejects the offer, the sums are diminished by only one-third. If the recipient does 

not have veto power, he/she has no choice: he/she has to take the offer from the allocator (i.e., 

in the case they play the standard dictator game). The recipient can get veto powers on a 

random draw: the experimental software (z-Tree – Fischbacher, 2007) randomly determined 

the type and price of veto power that was available in a respective round of the game. The 
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recipient had to determine in advance the amount to be paid for the different veto powers 

from her/his 300 HUF. The money remained after veto-buying was added to the sum offered 

by the allocator. Besides that, the recipient was also asked to declare her/his acceptance 

thresholds for every condition of veto power indicating the amount under which he/she would 

reject the allocator’s offer. The allocator made decisions about how much money he/she 

would offer to the recipient, if the recipient had full, medium or low veto power, or the 

recipient had no veto power at all. That is, we used the strategy method and participants made 

their decisions in advance for each condition of veto power (full, medium, low and no veto). 

Participants were randomly paired in the experiment, and as two experimental periods were 

used, they were randomly re-paired for the second period (i.e., if somebody was allocator in 

the first period he/she became recipient in the second period, and vice versa). In short, we 

asked participants to determine the following strategies (Table 2):  

 

Table 2. Strategies determined by the participants in the roles of the modified ultimatum game 

 Allocator (1000 HUF) Recipient (300 HUF)  

full veto offer 1 reservation price 1 

medium veto offer 2 reservation price 2 

low veto offer 3 reservation price 3 

no veto offer 4 - 

full veto - acceptance threshold 1 

medium veto - acceptance threshold 2 

low veto - acceptance threshold 3 

 

 Personality-related individual differences were measured before the modified 

ultimatum game by frequently used scales: Machiavellianism was measured using the Mach-

IV scale (Christie & Geis, 1970; Szakács, 1989), and social value orientation was measured 

using the Triple Dominance Measure (Van Lange, Otten, DeBruin, & Joireman, 1997). After 

participants made their decisions in the ultimatum game, and received information about the 

money they earned, they were also asked to fill in a short post-experimental questionnaire and 

report their representations about the decision task as well as their motives (i.e., pursuing self-

interest vs. prosocial motives) regarding the game they played.  
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 The results of Study 1 

 Our first hypothesis was tested with χ2-test, in which we used dichotomous variables 

showing the level of strategic reasoning based on the following criterions: allocators’ offers 

were deemed strategic if (1) an allocator offered more to a recipient with full veto than to a 

recipient with no veto, and (2) he/she did not offer more to a recipient with medium veto than 

to a recipient with full veto, and he/she did not offer more to a recipient with low veto than to 

a recipient with medium veto. A similar “give something for the full veto, but do not evaluate 

veto powers reversely” criterion can be applied on the recipients’ side as well. Recipients’ 

prices for veto powers can be deemed as strategic if (1) he/she offered some money for 

getting the full veto, and (2) he/she did not bid more for getting the medium than getting the 

full veto, and he/she did not bid more for getting the low than getting the medium veto. In 

general, decisions made in the allocator role did not correspond to the logic of the game 

considerably more than decisions made in the recipient role. However, results detailed later 

gives support for our H1 hypothesis, in which we expected higher level of strategic thinking 

in the allocator role.  

 The H2, H3 and H4 hypotheses were tested with a mixed design ANOVA, where 

allocators’ offers, recipients’ prices and acceptance thresholds for the different levels of veto 

powers served as within-subjects variables, and participants’ gender, their individual level of 

Machiavellianism, their social value orientation as well as the order of rounds in which the 

allocator or recipient decisions were made served as between-subjects variables. Our findings 

showed that the level of recipients’ veto power significantly influenced allocators’ offers: 

increasing veto power also increased offers (F VETO (2.57, 241.90) = 25.36, p < .001). This 

main effect was qualified by a significant interaction between veto power and 

Machiavellianism (F VETO × MACH (2.57, 241.90) = 8.02, p < .001). Individuals high in 

Machiavellianism (high Machs) were cautious in their decision making, and compared to low 

Machs, they offered more if the recipient had full, medium or low veto power; however, they 

dramatically lowered their offer if the recipient lacked veto power. It seems that high Machs 

were guided by strategic fairness: they were cautious if their partners had a possibility for 

influence the outcomes, but they lowered their offers if their partners totally lacked this 

influencing capacity. Figure 1 illustrates high Machs’ strategic use of fairness. The figure also 

illustrates that the offers of low Machs also considerably decreased with lower levels of veto 

power, thus we can say that in general, participants tend to think and decide more strategically 

in the allocator role. Our findings on the recipients’ side of the game will also give indirect 

support for our H1 hypothesis.  
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Figure 1. Allocators’ offers in the function of recipients’ veto power and the level of 
participants’ Machiavellianism 

 

Regarding social value orientation (SVO) we found that both proselfs and prosocials 

decreased their offers for the weakening veto powers; however, compared to proselfs, 

prosocials offered more for every case of veto power (F SVO (1, 76) = 14.30, p < .001). The 

difference between the offers of proselfs and prosocials was the largest in the no veto 

condition that indicates the higher strategic considerations of proselfs. Consequently, 

compared to prosocials, proselfs closed the game with higher income (Mdn PROSELF = 800.00, 

Mdn PROSOCIAL = 650.00; U = 611.50, z = -1.82, p = .07). 

On the recipients’ side the main effect of veto power on prices was marginally 

significant: increasing veto power led to higher prices (F VETO (1.47, 141.29) = 2.83, p = .08). 

This main effect was qualified by a marginally significant interaction between veto power and 

the individual level of Machiavellianism (F VETO × MACH (1.47, 141.29) = 2.48, p = .10): low 

Machs defined their prices independently of the level of veto power, while high Machs set 

higher prices for stronger veto powers. This finding indicates that, compared to low Machs, 

high Machs are more motivated to get influential power over outcomes. Figure 2 illustrates 

that the above-mentioned main effect of veto power is primarily maintained by the price 

setting behavior of high Machs, since only they set prices in correspondence of the logic of 

the game. This is in contrast with decisions made in the allocators’ role, where in a smaller or 
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larger extent, but most of the participants lowered their offers with the decrease of veto 

power.  

 

Figure 2. Prices set by recipients in the function of veto power and the level of participants’ 
Machiavellianism  

 

According to our findings, and probably because their above-mentioned motivation to 

increase their influence on outcomes, as a recipient high Machs earned less than low Machs 

(although the difference did not reach a marginally significant level, the means were 436.48 

and 500.23 HUF, respectively, U = 974.00, z = -1.50, p = 0.13). However, they are more 

successful as allocators than low Machs, which could be the result of their low offers 

determined for recipients without veto power (the difference again did not reach a marginally 

significant level, the means were 730.84 and 666.49 HUF, respectively, U = 971.50, z = -1.52, 

p = .13).  

The analysis of answers given for the post-experimental questions showed that most of 

the participants properly captured the main strategic features of the modified ultimatum game 

as well as the role of veto power had in it. Compered to low Machs, high Machs agreed with 

statements significantly more that referred to pursuing self-interest in the game (t(96) = -2.69; 

p < .01). However, low Machs agreed significantly more with items referring prosocial 

motivation, e.g. with the item “In games like this it is needed to treat others in a just way.” 

(t(96) = 2.53; p = .01).  
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Study 2: Questionnaire study applying a modified ultimatum game  

 

Methods and procedure of Study 1 

 The sample of this study consisted of 220 young adults (107 female, 113 male). The 

individual level of Machiavellianism and social value orientation was measured using the 

same methods as in Study 1. Participants were also presented with and asked to define their 

strategies in the same modified ultimatum game as in the Study 1. Because of the survey 

method in this study participants made their decision either in the allocator or in the recipient 

role, and they were not financially compensated, that is they made hypothetical decisions. 

After defining their strategies, participants also had to ask a question whether they would 

choose either the allocator or the recipient role if they had a chance to play this game again 

and if they also had the possibility to decide it freely. This question served our aim to test our 

H5 hypothesis in which we expect to detect individual differences in participants’ preferences 

for different game roles. The same post-experimental questionnaire was used as in Study 1; 

however, an additional item was also applied in order to check whether the allocator role 

increase the subjective experience of power.  

 

 The results of Study 2 

 The results are similar to those in Study1. Both allocators’ and recipients’ decisions 

were influenced by recipients’ veto powers. The increase of veto power also increased 

allocators’ offers (F VETO (2.37, 258.65) = 23.72, p < .001) and recipients’ prices for veto 

powers (F VETO (1.34, 140.45) = 24.56, p < .001). Allocators’ offers were also influenced by 

the significant main effect of Machiavellianism (the offers of low Machs were higher than the 

offers of high Machs for every case of veto power, F MACH (1, 109) = 5.92, p < .05), and a 

marginally significant main effect of social value orientation (the offers of prosocials were 

higher than the offers of proselfs for every case of veto power, F SVO (1, 79) = 3.12, p = .08). 

The significant main effect of veto power on recipients’ prices was qualified by the 

marginally significant interaction of veto power and the level of Machiavellianism: prices set 

by high Machs decreased with the decrease of veto power in a steeper way than in the case of 

low Machs, F VETO × MACH (1.34; 140.45) = 2.48, p = .09).  

 Regarding the preferences of different game roles we found that the two-third part of 

our sample preferred the allocator role to the recipient one, and this preference was 

independent of the actual role in which participants made their decisions. Confirming our H5 
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hypothesis, high Machs (here: the upper quarter of the sample) showed a more pronounced 

preference for the allocator role, χ2(1) = 2.61; p = .10.  

 According to our findings, compared to the decision making in the recipient role, 

decision making in the allocator role significantly increased the subjective level of power (a 

7-point scale was used, Mdn ALLOCATORS = 5.00, Mdn RECIPIENTS = 3.00, U = 4107.00, z = -4.16, 

p < .001). Similarly to the results of Study 1, compared to the high Machs, low Machs 

reported that they were guided by prosocial, and not by exploitative motives. High Machs as 

well as proselfs reported a higher level of exploitative intentions (for each difference p < .05).  

 

 

Study 3: Investigating the potential relationship between Machiavellianism and 

social value orientation 

 

 Methods and procedure of Study 3 

 The results of Study 1 and Study 2 showed that the concept of Machiavellianism and 

social value orientation can be related on the basis of motivations emerged in the ultimatum 

game. In both studies the interrelation of the two concepts was also investigated, and we 

observed that prosocials were more likely to belong to the group of low Machs than proselfs 

belonged to the group of high Machs. Based on the different importance individuals attach to 

efficiency and instrumentality versus community, the interrelation of the two concepts can be 

assumed (Liebrand, Jansen, Rijken, & Suhre, 1986; Paál, 2011). Therefore, the research aim 

of the Study 3 was to investigate this interrelation in the domain of interpersonal value 

preferences. Data were collected from 445 participants (398 female and 47 male). The 

Agentic and Communal Values scale (Trapnell & Paulhus, 2012) was used to investigate the 

potential differences in value priorities. This scale measures the personal importance of 

agentic (e.g., competency, power, dominance etc.) and communal values (e.g., altruism, 

forgiveness etc.). The individual level of Machiavellianism and social value orientation was 

measured using the same methods as in Study 1.  

 

 The results of Study 3 

 The results confirmed our H6 hypothesis: agentic values were more preferred by high 

Machs and proselfs, while communal values were more preferred by low Machs and people 

with prosocial value orientation. (It is worth to mention that as these values stem from basic 

human motivations of being competent and the need to belong, one should not expect the 
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rejection of these values. Accordingly, in our sample the means of different value types fell 

over the middle point of the scale. Nevertheless, the above-mentioned differences in value 

preferences among low and high Machs, and also among prosocials and proselfs were shown 

to be significant by the Mann-Whitney U-tests, for each difference p < .01). The relative 

importance of communal values to the agentic ones was also calculated, and the means of 4 

groups (low Machs with prosocial value orientation, low Machs with proself value 

orientation, high Machs with prosocial value orientation, and high Machs with proself value 

orientation) were compared. This index was the highest for the prosocial low Mach-group, 

which was followed by the proself low Mach-group, while the prosocial and proself high 

Mach-groups did not really differentiate the importance of the two value types (F(3, 102.92) = 

24.92; p < .001).  

 

 

 Discussion and implications 

 

 The research aims of the presented studies were twofold. First, we investigated how 

the superior and inferior roles in interactions as well as individual differences in instrumental 

motives (such as Machiavellianism and social value orientation) influence strategic decision 

making in a modified ultimatum game. Second, we also investigated the potential interrelation 

of the two mentioned personal characteristics in the field of basic human values.  

 The main results showed that strategic decisions were influenced by both situational 

(i.e., allocator or recipient role) and personal factors (i.e., the individual level of 

Machiavellianism and social value orientation). In the more superior role it was easier to 

make decisions corresponding to the logic of the modified ultimatum game, while the inferior 

role did not tend to enhance strategic reasoning (i.e., in this role only high Machs were 

strategic). Strategic decisions were also influenced by personal characteristics. The strategic 

use of fairness from the part of high Machs in the allocator role confirmed our expectations, in 

which we assumed that the more superior role increase strategic decision making, especially 

when personal characteristics favoring strategic thinking are present.  

 We would relate our results to the observations of experimental social psychology 

which revealed that power position makes strategic aspects more salient. Similarly, in our 

studies we saw that the more superior role in a modified ultimatum game led to more goal-

directed solutions. At the same time, we also saw that in the inferior role only high Machs did 

more for getting control over the outcomes of the situation, i.e., they were more motivated to 
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do something against their more inferior position. Their higher motivation to influence was 

also underlined by their higher preference for the allocator role.  

 In our opinion our results have research as well as practical implications. It may be 

worth considering the emphasis experimental social psychology of power lays on 

investigating the psychological consequences of power from the direction of power position, 

and it is also worth considering to broad this spectrum by taking the attitudes and dispositions 

more into account. Our results showed that power role enhanced strategic thinking (i.e., the 

chance for making more instrumental decisions was higher in the more powerful role), but we 

also found that in the inferior role individual differences were responsible for making efforts 

to get more control over the outcomes. Our results have practical implications as well. First, 

as we saw, decisions made in interdependent situations are guided by different motivations 

that are worth taking into account. Second, although power role leads to a more efficient 

decision making process (which can have practical implications in organizations, e.g., by 

supporting the rational empowering of employees in their job), but it should be also 

considered that there are individual differences in control needs that can inhibit both obtaining 

power roles and efficient decision making in those roles.  

 

References 

Christie, R. & Geis, F. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism. New York, NY: Academic Press. 

Curry, O., Chesters, M. J, & Viding, E. (2011). The psychopath’s dilemma: The effects of 

psychopathic personality traits in one-shot games. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 50, 804–809. 

Fischbacher, U. (2007). z-Tree: Zurich toolbox for ready-made economic 

experiments. Experimental Economics, 10, 171–178. 

Fiske, S. T., & Berdahl, J. (2007). Social power. In A. W. Kruglanski & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), 

Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles (2nd ed., pp. 678–692). New York, 

NY: Guilford Press. 

Gruenfeld, D. H., Inesi, M. E., Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Power and the 

objectification of social targets. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 

111–127. 

Guinote, A. (2007). Behaviour variability and the situated focus theory of power. European 

Review of Social Psychology, 18, 256–295. 



12 
 

Güth, W., & Kovács, J. (2001). Why do people veto? An experimental analysis of the 

evaluation and the consequences of varying degrees of veto power. Homo 

Oeconomicus, XVIII(2), 277–302. 

Güth, W., Schmittberger, R., & Schwarze, B. (1982). An experimental analysis of ultimatum 

bargaining. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 3, 367–388. 

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and inhibition. 

Psychological Review, 110, 265–284. 

Kipnis, D. (1976). The powerholders. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Liebrand, W. B. G., Jansen, R. W. T. L., Rijken, V. M., & Suhre, C. J. M. (1986). Might over 

morality: Social values and the perception of other players in experimental games. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 22, 203–215. 

Magee, J. C., & Smith, P. K. (2013). The social distance theory of power. Personality and 

Social Psychology Review, 17, 158–186. 

Paál T. (2011). Machiavelliánus döntéshozó stratégiák a szociális kapcsolatokban. A 

manipulatív viselkedés evolúciós perspektívája (Doktori értekezés). Pécsi 

Tudományegyetem, Pécs. 

Spitzer, M., Fischbacher, U., Herrnberger, B., Grön, G., & Fehr, E. (2007). The neural 

signature of social norm compliance. Neuron, 56, 185–196. 

Szakács F. (1989). Személyiséglélektani szöveggyűjtemény IV/3. Személyiségdimenziók 

mérése. Budapest: Tankönyvkiadó.  

Trapnell, P. D., & Paulhus, D. L. (2012). Agentic and communal values: Their scope and 

measurement. Journal of Personality Assessment, 94, 39–52. 

van Dijk, E., De Cremer, D., & Handgraaf, M. J. J. (2004). Social value orientations and the 

strategic use of fairness in ultimatum bargaining. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 40, 697–707. 

Van Lange, P. A. M., Otten, W., De Bruin, E. M. N., & Joireman, J. A. (1997). Development 

of prosocial, individualistic, and competitive orientations: Theory and preliminary 

evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 733–746. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



13 
 

Publications related to the dissertation 

 

Pántya J., Kovács J. (2014). A hatalom pszichológiai következményei – A hatalmi 

előhangolást alkalmazó szociálpszichológiai kísérletek néhány tanulsága. In Münnich 

Á. (szerk.), Pszichológiai kutatások. Debreceni Egyetem Pszichológiai Doktori 

Program (pp. 137–150). Debreceni Egyetemi Kiadó. 

Pántya, J., & Kovács, J. (2013). Social value orientation and susceptibility to extrinsic 

incentives in a pro-environmental context. In G. Angyalosi, Á. Münnich, & G. Pusztai 

(Eds.), Interdisciplinary research in humanities (pp. 409–426). Nitra: Constantine the 

Philosopher University in Nitra, Faculty of Central European Studies. 

Kovács, Cs., Kovács, J., Pántya, J., & Papp, G. (2013). ‘Chat with a Mach’ – Machiavellian 

effectiveness in computer-mediated interactions. In G. Angyalosi, Á. Münnich, & G. 

Pusztai (Eds.), Interdisciplinary research in humanities (pp. 361–374). Nitra: 

Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra, Faculty of Central European Studies. 

Kovács J., Pántya J., Bernáth Á., Máth J., Hidegkuti I. (2012). „Elég-e már a rosszból?” – Az 

eszkalálódó konfliktusból való kilépés kísérletes vizsgálata a viszonzatlan békülési 

gesztus és a mentalizációs képesség függvényében. Magyar Pszichológiai Szemle, 67, 

653–671. DOI: 10.1556/MPSzle.67.2012.4.2 

Kovács J., Bernáth Á., Pántya J., Papp G. (2011). Az együttműködő személy figyelmessége 

és eredményessége által keltett benyomások a megfigyelőben: tesz-e különbséget a 

társas értékorientáció kétféle szemüvege? Pszichológia, 31, 107–123. DOI: 

10.1556/Pszicho.31.2011.2.2 

Pántya, J., & Kovács, J. (2011). The relationship between social value orientation and 

strategic thinking. In S. E. G. Lea, D. Crelley, D. Modic, A. Butler, & D. S. Gordon 

(Eds.), Proceedings of the 2011 Conference of the International Confederation for the 

Advancement of Behavioral Economics and Economic Psychology (CD format: ISBN   

1-873053-06-13). Exeter, UK: Washington Singer Press. 

 

 

 

 

 



14 
 

Publications besides the dissertation 

 

Kovács, J., Pántya, J., Medvés, D., Hidegkuti, I., Heim, O., & Bursavich, J. B. (2014). 

Justifying environmentally significant behavior choices: An American-Hungarian 

cross-cultural comparison. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 37, 31–39. DOI: 

10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.11.001, IF: 2.549 (2012) 

Kogler, C., Batrancea, L., Nichita, A., Pantya, J., Belianin, A., & Kirchler, E. (2013). Trust 

and power as determinants of tax compliance: Testing the assumptions of the Slippery 

Slope Framework in Austria, Hungary, Romania and Russia. Journal of Economic 

Psychology, 34, 169–180. DOI: 10.1016/j.joep.2012.09.010, IF: 1.081 (2012) 

Kovács, J., Pántya, J., Medvés, D., & Bernáth, Á. (2013). Communicating national heritage 

to an ingroup or to an outgroup member as a group or as an individual. In P. S. Varga, 

K. Katschthaler, D. E. Morse, & M. Takács (Eds.), Loci Memoriae Hungaricae I. – 

The Theoretical Foundations of Hungarian 'lieux de mémoire' studies / Theoretische 

Grundlagen der Erforschung ungarischer Erinnerungsorte (pp. 137–150). Debrecen 

University Press. 

Papp G., Kovács J., Pántya J., Kiss N. (2013). Mikor vezet megbocsátáshoz a jóvátétel? 

Magyar Pszichológiai Szemle, 68, 277–300. DOI: 10.1556/MPSzle.68.2013.2.6 

Papp, G., Kovács, J., & Pántya, J. (2013). When does compensation lead to forgiving? – An 

experimental study about how the agent and extent of compensation influences 

forgiving. In G. Angyalosi, Á. Münnich, & G. Pusztai (Eds.), Interdisciplinary 

research in humanities (pp. 375–394). Nitra: Constantine the Philosopher University 

in Nitra, Faculty of Central European Studies. 

Kovács J., Pántya J. (2012). A vesztes-szerep mintázatai magyar történelmi események 

értékelésében. In Kovács J. és Münnich Á. (szerk.), Nemzeti emlékezethelyek: 

attitűdök, reprezentációk, élmények, funkciók, struktúrák (33–56. o.). Debreceni 

Egyetemi Kiadó. 

Kovács, J., Pántya, J., & Medvés, D. (2012). Room for rationalization in environmentally 

significant behavior choices: An American-Hungarian comparison. In A. Gasiorowska 

& T. Zaleskiewicz (Eds.), Microcosm of Economic Psychology: Proceedings of the 

IAREP Conference Wroclaw 2012 (pp. 120–130). Warsaw, Poland: Warsaw School of 

Social Sciences and Humanities, Faculty in Wroclaw. 



15 
 

Pántya J., Dallos A., Papp G., Kovács J. (2012). A nemi alapú elutasítás iránti érzékenység 

és a férfiakkal szembeni ellenséges hiedelmek hatása az elutasítást követő 

helyzetértelmezésre és megbocsátási szándékra. Alkalmazott Pszichológia, 14, 21–42. 

Kovács J., Pántya J. (2011). Kreatív konfliktusmegoldás. In Münnich Á. (szerk.), A 

kreativitás többszempontú vizsgálata (223–243. o.). Debrecen: Didakt Kiadó. 

Kovács J., Pántya J., Bernáth Á., Medvés D., Bányai Zs. (2011). Subjects of Hungarian 

cultural memory in images. Applied Psychology in Hungary, 13(1), 7–21. 

Kovács, J., Pántya, J., & Medvés, D. (2011). “Has it been enough yet?” – Experimental study 

of some interactive and personality characteristics influencing the chance for 

agreement in an escalating conflict. In S. E. G. Lea, D. Crelley, D. Modic, A. Butler, 

& D. S. Gordon (Eds.), Proceedings of the 2011 Conference of the International 

Confederation for the Advancement of Behavioral Economics and Economic 

Psychology (CD format: ISBN 1-873053-06-13). Exeter, UK: Washington Singer 

Press. 

Kovács J., Ruzsinszki P., Hidegkuti I., Pántya J. (2011). How do secondary school teenagers 

represent significant episodes of Hungarian history? A functional approach. Applied 

Psychology in Hungary, 13(1), 41–57. 

Medvés D., Pántya J. (2010). A környezettudatos viselkedés lehetséges meghatározói: a 

társas értékorientáció és az észlelt jelentőség. In Pete L. (szerk.), Juvenilia III. 

Debreceni bölcsész diákkörösök antológiája (232–246. o.). Debreceni Egyetemi 

Kiadó. 

Pántya J. (2010). Hatással lehet-e az egyéni értékrend a kollektív emlékezetre? In Münnich 

Á. és Hunyady Gy. (szerk.), A nemzeti emlékezet vizsgálatának pszichológiai 

szempontjai (135–154. o.). Budapest: ELTE Eötvös Kiadó. 

Csukonyi Cs., Máth J., Medvés D., Pántya J. (2007). Munkahelyi beillesztés a megváltozott 

munkaképességű személyek munkaerőpiaci integrációjában. In Münnich Á. (szerk.), 

Gyakorlati megfontolások és kutatási tapasztalatok a megváltozott munkaképességű 

emberek foglalkoztatásához (253–285. o.). Debrecen: Didakt Kiadó. 

Csukonyi Cs., Medvés D., Münnich Á., Pántya J. (2005). A társas támasz megítélése és a 

középiskolások kábítószer-fogyasztásának lehetséges összefüggései. In Münnich Á. 

(szerk.), A mentális egészséget és egészségmagatartást befolyásoló tényezők (187–205. 

o.). Debrecen: Didakt Kiadó. 


