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ABSTRACT Objective: To preliminarily explore the impact of resource allocation principles and framing description on the
perceived fairness in the medical situation. Methods: Established medical resource allocation problems based on the theory of justice
proposed by Miller concerning need, equality, effort and merit principles. All the allocation plans were described in positive, negative or
neutral frames. 120 volunteers were randomly assigned to 3 groups. Every volunteer completed the perceived fairness evaluations of the
four allocation plans described in one frame. Results: The main effect of resource allocation principles on perceived fairness was
significant (F=7.27, P<0.01). Subjects felt unfair for the allocation plan based on need principle (t=-2.04, P<0.01) and fair based on effort
principle (t=2.87, P<0.011). But there were no significant perceived fairness or unfairness for allocation plan based on merit or equality
principles. There was a significant framing effect in perceived fairness (F=6.08, P<0.05). Compared to negative or neutral frames, when
the plans were described in positive frames, people would feel more faire. There was a significant interaction between framing
description and allocation principles (F=3.93, P<0.01). The effect of allocation principles was not significant in positive frame (F=1.29,
P>0.05) but significant in both negative (F=4.69, P<0.01) and neutral (F=9.23, P<0.01) frames. Framing effect were found in allocation
plans according to need and merit principles but not significant according to equality or effort principles. Conclusion: Both framing
description and allocation principles could influence the perceived fairness in the medical situation.
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Table 1 The assessment of fairness of the four allocation options

Distribution principle X*s t F
Equality 3.55+ 1.69 25
Need 3.01% 1.59 -2.04%*
7.27%*
Effort 3.93+ 1.59 2.87%*
Merit 3.69+ 1.49 1.35

Note:** P<0.01.
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Table 2 The framing effect of resource allocation

Frame Xt s t F
Positive frame 3.94+ .79 3.34%*
Neutral frame 3.44x 79 -51 6.08%*
Negative frame 3.30% .89 -1.37

Note:** P<0.01.
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Table 3 The interaction between distribution principle resource allocation and framing effect
Positive frame Neutral frame Negative frame F
Equality 3.92+ 1.65 3.18+ 1.64 3.55+ 1.75 1.8
Need 4.06x 1.58 2.56% 1.41 2.58+ 1.35 12.88%*
Effort 3.53+ 1.54 3.80% 1.47 3.74% 1.50 0.32
Merit 425+ 1.65 421+ 147 3.34% 1.50 412
F 1.29 9.23%* 4.69%*

Note:** P<0.01.
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