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A B S T R A C T

AN EMPIRICAL TEST OF REaPROCITY THEORY IN A 
SIMULATED NATURALISTIC SETTING: THE EFFECT
OF CONTEXTUAL FACTORS ON THE RECIPROCATION OF 
AGGRESSIVE AND CONSTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR.

by

ROBERT P. NUSSBAUM 

Adviser: Professor Thad R. Harshbarger

In recent years, a number of researchers have been Interested In 
testing hypotheses based on Gouldner's reciprocity theory. One postu­
late of this theory Is that In large numbers of social systems, people 
help those who help them, and harm those who harm them. The theory 
further postulates that at least a "rough equivalence" of the amount 
of help or harm received will be returned. Finally, the theory postu­
lates that such reciprocity behavior Is enforced by a norm of reciprocity.

Several researchers concluded, in analyzing their own data and 
that of other researchers that people do consistently and predictably 
reciprocate aggression and constructlveness. Their analyses have also 
Implied support for reciprocity theory's prediction that a rough equiva­
lence of exchange would take place, and Its postulation of a norm of
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ABSTBACT (continued) 
reciprocity as balng responsible for the observable behavior.

Despite the Impressive consistency of the research they cited, our 
opinion was that due to certain methodological features of that research 
that tended to lower restraints, create an artificial situation, and 

eliminate possible sources of Intersubject behavioral variability, the 
reciprocity hypotheses might still fall to be supported In a more 
naturalistic Interaction between strangers end as such, the simple postu­
lates of reciprocity theory might prove to be Inadequate In fully under­

standing people's behavior in such situations.
To empirically assess this possibility and to test some hypotheses 

we developed, we designed a simulated neturallstlc office valtlng-room 
setting. Each subject sat alone In the room with one of four confederates 
who administered one of nine pre-selected social stimuli representing nine 
different levels of the aggresslveness-constructlveness variable. The 
Interaction took place either under a "normal restraint" condition, where 
the real life etmosphere was minimally tampered with, or a "low restraint" 

condition where, via a prior set of manipulations, we encouraged a less 
Inhibited leboratory-type atmosphere.

All Interactions were video-taped from behind e one-way mirror, end 
the behavior of the confederates and subjects were rated by college student 
judges for aggresslveness-constructlveness and normallty-abnormallty.
These ratings were then Intercorrelated and became the focus of our Interest.

We put forth several hypotheses concerning the effect of context on 
reciprocal behavioral change, as indicated by obtained Pearson correlations 
between magnitudes of aggressive-constructive stimuli, and subjects' responses 
to them. Consistent with expectation, a low restraint context— similar to 
that In prevloua laboratory studies— fostered as high a degree of reciprocal

lw



ABSTRACT (continued) 

behavioral change as that found previously, while the normal restraint 
context Inhibited reciprocal behavioral change to the point where no 
significant amount was produced. Also consistent with expectation, ab­
normally Intense Instigations were accompanied by reciprocal behavioral 
change under low restraint conditions but not under normal restraint 
conditions, and normal Instigations were accompanied by equal amounts of 
reciprocal behavioral change regardless of context.

Regardless of context, Inspection of quantitative magnitudes of 
aggresslveness-constructlveness received and exchanged showed that the 
only magnitudes of Instigation which led to a "rough equivalence" of 
exchange, were the "normal" constructive ones. Also regardless of context, 
there was a great deal of Intersubject response variability In what was 
reciprocated.

Inspection of the self report data showed little evidence that 
subjects' decisions concerning their behavior were consciously motivated 
by normative feelings of obligation.

Theories to account for these findings and our overall findings were 
explored In depth. Variants of reactance theory seemed the best explana­
tory framework for our data.

Implications of the data for reciprocity theory and research, and 
for everyday life behavior, were explored In depth. The discussion also 
pointed out the genersl Inapplicability of previous laboratory findings 
to real life normal restraint contexts and discussed the reasons for this.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION AID LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
For Che past twenty juri, thare has been Increased study of vari­

ables affecting the manifestations of constructive and aggressive behavior. 
The focus on these areas of human behavior seems to stem from society's 
growing concern about violence and the need to predict and control it, 
aa wall as the increasing concern of society about insuring the continu­
ance of constructive behavior among Its members.

Previous laboratory findings have stirred the hope that such behaviors 

are predictable and understandable as functions gf antecedent aggressive 
or constructive acts and other personal and situational variables. The 
present study was undertaken In the light of these findings. It Is hoped 
that this research will shed more light on the possibilities for predic­
tion and control of these types of behavior.

A body of literature supported the view that people predictably 
reciprocate aggression with aggression and helpfulness with helpfulness 
(Harshbarger 1974). The results of this research seemed consistent with, 
and have been Interpreted as supporting Gouldnar's reciprocity theory 
(1960), which posited that such reciprocity of behavior would occur and 
would ba governed by norms of reciprocity.

However, a review of other literature also suggested that the low 
restraint laboratory context of such studies may have produced results 
that showed significantly greater reciprocity behavior and greater support 
for Gouldnar's theory than Is actually found In real life. Accordingly, 
the question of how powerful and relevant the norm of reciprocity really 
ie “ and the degree to which people do reciprocate - was an empirical 
question that remained to be further explored and answered.
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;/a believe that e more comprehensive answer to this question could 
be obtained through studies derived from the creation of a simulated 
naturalistic setting where the degree of social restraint can be experi- 

mentally manipulated and observed.
Definition of Concepts

For purposes of this study, we conceived the terms aggressiveness 
and constructiveness as two opposite qualities of human behavior. We 
considered aggressive and constructive acts as lying along a continuum. 
Hershberger (1974) had pointed out that "In the past there has been a 
tradition of studying either one or the other side of this continuum"
(p. 1). However, he felt that "every Interpersonal action can be classi­
fied along a continuum from helpful to harmful depending on the conse­

quences to the recipient of the action" (p. 1). As such, he conceived 
the Idea of studying "the entire constructiveness -aggressiveness con­
tinuum In Its application to action by one person against another" (p.l).

Hershberger's approach has been extended and adapted for use In this 
study. As such, It was markedly divergent from most previous studies 
which had not allowed for and/or Included In their analyses, possible 
constructive responses to aggressive stimuli, or possible aggressive 
responses to constructive stimuli. In thus narrowing the field of pos­
sible responses to particular stimuli, these previous studies may have 
obtained an Incomplete understanding of people's responses to aggressive 
or altruistic Instigations.

The definitions of constructive and aggressive acts, with minor 
modifications, likewise followed Hershberger . He defined an
aggressive act as one which "resulted In pain to someone, or In partial 
or total destruction of something valued by the person aggressed against" 

(p. 1). Implicit In Hershberger's notion, and stated explicitly In the
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present study wes the Idee that the "something" which was destroyed might 
be tenglble (one's house) or Intangible (one's peace of mind). Likewise, 
we followed Hershberger In defining constructive acts as those which "help 
another person physically, emotionally, financially, or In some other way”
(p. 1). In both our definitions, whether or not the act was Intended, 
was Irrelevant, except insofar as the Intent made the act more or less 
harmful or helpful.

Literature Review 
A Theoretical View of Constructive Behavior

In recent years, one line of research Into constructive behavior 
stemmed from hypotheses derived from reciprocity theory. Basically,the 
results showed that on an empirical level, the changes In the magnitude 
of laboratory constructive behavior of subjects were a reasonably predict* 
able linear function of corresponding changes in the magnitudes of antecedent 

constructive acts of others. This predictability was understood In terms 
of reciprocity theory which was practically the only theory that offered 
a convincing explanation of these findings. It did this by postulating 
that a norm of reciprocity was responsible for the observable empirical 
reciprocity. The following presents our review of the theory Itself as 
well as the research It generated with a view toward obtaining a better 
understanding of exactly what the theory Is, and how It and the studies 
generated from It relate to actual everyday life situations.

Reciprocity theory wes originally proposed by Alvin Gouldner (1960), 
a sociologist. Gouldnar's theory Interestingly enough, was not a theory 
of constructive behavior; rather, he wished to "suggest concretely, ways 
In which the...concept provides new leverage for analysis of essential 
problems of sociological theory, namely accounting for the stability and 
Instability In social systems" (p. 162). Thus, he proposed a general
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sociological theory and In his discussion "deliberately collapses dis­
tinctions between institutional, interpersonal, group or row reciproci­
ties, treating them....under a single rubric for reasons of space" (p.
164).

Gouldner theorized that at many levels of social and psychological 
analysis, stable interaction patterns emerge based on the consentually 
agreed upon rights and duties of each participant. However, above and 
beyond the duties that a person or group may perform for another person 
or group, "by virtue of the socially standardized
roles that they play" and which are "Incumbent on all those of a given
status simply by virtue of Its occupancy...the generalized norm of reci­
procity evokes obligatory behavior towards others on the basis of their 
oast behavior" (p. 170)

Gouldner thus theorized the existence of a universal norm of recipro­

city. He felt that such a norm served to counterbalance the "egoism" (p. 

173) of both parties. While any interaction might break down if one per­
son refused to acknowledge the other person's rights as his own duties, 
this norm thus serves to make It right and proper that the second person 
should reciprocate the services of the first and compels him to do so. 
Gouldner also felt that this norm actually "mobilizes egoistic motivations 
and channels them Into the maintenance of the social system" and Is buttres­
sed by them. For among the sanctions attached to not obeying the norm are
"if you want to be helped by others you must help them" (p. 173). Thus,
Gouldner pointed out that the norm of reciprocation Is buttressed by the 
egoistic hope of obtaining future fulfillment of one's rights.

Gouldner went on to state the norm's more specific consequences*He felt 

the norm's "minimal demands" (p. 171) were that "people should help those 
who have helped them" and "people should not Injure those who have helped
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them", (p. 171) Gouldner could not theorize an exact exchange of behav­

ior but rather theorized that a "rough equivalence" (p. 171) of the amount 
of harm or help waa to be returned In each case.

Gouldner's theory, albeit of a general nature, lent Itself readily 
as a theoretical framework for the understanding of socially constructive 

behavior, and Gouldner himself discussed his theory with reference to such 
constructive acts. Furthermore, Gouldner's theory seemed to readily lend 
Itself to hypotheses concerning the relationship between constructive re* 
sponses to antecedent constructive acts at several different levels of 
analysis. On. one level - the empirical analysis of overt behavior * It 
suggested the hypothesis that reciprocation of constructive acts could be 
denonetrated In a scientific study; on another level, that of explaining 
the dynamics motivating the observable empirical reciprocity relationships,
It suggested the hypothesle that a norm of reciprocity was Indeed behind 
the behavioral reciprocation that must be observed.

Gouldner's theory attracted the attention of psychologists who sought 
to test some of the hypotheses derived from It. As described below, the 
data derived from these tests seemed to support the theory,while the theory 
seened to be a promising explanatory framework for the predictability that 
emerged in these studies. However, while there was experimental support 
for some of the theoretically derived hypotheses mentioned previously, the 
data seemed, upon my careful review ,to be open to alternative theoretical 
interpretations. Moreover, these alternative Interpretations of the 
observed data, If valid, would greatly limit the generallzablllty of con­
clusions based on the data, far more than was Implied by a simple state­
ment of reciprocity. This possibility. In turn, led us to speculate that 
conclusions based on this data might not be applicable to naturalistic social 
context and that the question of the degree of linear reciprocity or pre-
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dlctabllity of behavior under naturalistic social conditions remained to 
be put to an empirical test. A detailed presentation and critical review 
of the research Into constructive behavior based on reciprocity theory 

appears below.
Review of literature relevant to the reciprocity theory a1 construe-
tive behavior
Goranson et al (1963) addressed themselves to the hypothesis that 

subjects operate as though "people should help those who help them" (p.
223). In this study, subjects were led to believe they were talcing part 
In a test of supervisory ability. The subjects were asked to work on a 
tedious task,but half of them were helped by a confederate-peer. Follow­
ing this, they were told the confederate was to supervise their work. The 
researchers found that the subjects who had received prior help, worked 
harder for the confederate-supervlsor than did subjects who did not receive 
prior help. While these results seemed to support reciprocity theory on 
an empirical level, the authors themselves felt that differences between 
the two groups may not have necessarily been due to the operation of a 
norm of reciprocity. Two alternative Interpretations of the data were 
proposed. One hypothesis was that Instead of the positive norm of reciprocity 
being Involved, a negative norm may have been Involved, that Is, the non­
help group nay have felt angered at the lack of help and reciprocated thus. 
The other hypothesis was that, rather than there being a norm of positive 
reciprocity motivating the resultant behavior, the behavior might have been 
motivated by a heightened "norm of social responalblllty" (p. 228), which 
made the subjects feel that they should help not only the person who helped 
them, but Instead, that they should help anyone who Is dependent on them, 
that la, that they should be "socially rasponalble" In their behavior. 
BerkowLtz and Daniels (1964) had prevloualy demonstrated that Indeed, aub- 
jecta would work harder for a person, bImply because they are told success



7

depends on their efforts, even without being previously helped by this 
person.

To see if this theoretical explanation accounted for the observed data, 
they set up a study similar to the one just described. The study, (Goranson 
et al (195S) had several different conditions. The help offered was either 
"voluntary", "compelled by the experimenter", or was suggested by the 
experimenter to the confederate In the subject's presence but the confeder­
ate refused to cooperate. Following the study, a questionnaire was 
administered ashing the subjects "to what extent would most people have 
expected you to work hard to help your supervisor". Results showed that 
subjects who received voluntary help felt "more expected to help than 
subjects receiving compulsory help or subjects who had dealt with a confed­
erate who refused to help". The latter two groups answered the question 
similarly. With regard to productivity increases, the group that received 
voluntary help worked harder than the compulsory help group, which in turn 
worked harder than the refusdd help group. These results suggested the 
reciprocity norm was at work here and was stronger than the "responsibility 
norm".

Other groups of subjects underwent the sarnie conditions described 
above, but had to help a different confederate-peer from the one who 
had or had not previously helped then. Here results Indicated a moderate­
ly high level of productivity with no differences attributed to the type 
of help previously obtained from the first confederate-peer. These find­
ings suggested that the responsibility norr. evoked by help previously 
received also could have been operating, as evidenced by the subject's 
willingness to maintain a moderately high level of productivity even 
though they were working for a new confederate-supervlsor who had not 
helped then previously at all.
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The experimenters concluded that both hypothesized norms were et 

work In their studies. Thus, the results of their studies seemed not 

only to support reciprocity theory on the empirical level by showing 

that people would return help offered, but also provide evidence that a 

norm of reciprocity Indeed was one factor which accounted for these find­

ings, and that the findings were not just the product of a norm of respon­

sibility.

However, while this study took Into account some alternate theoreti­

cal Interpretations of Its findings, we felt that It did not take some 

Important alternate Interpretations Into account, which could have 

drastically different Implications for the prediction whether or not 

reciprocity of constructive acts would occur In real life'.

Pruitt's (1963) study also provides support for reciprocity tb*eory 

on both empirical and theoretical levels. In his study, "a two person, 

mixed motive game was employed, technically speaking an expanded decom­

posed prisoner's dllemna game" (p. 144). The procedure was Introduced 

to the participants as "analogous to real life situationswhere people 

exchange favors" (p. 145). Money was to be exchanged between pairs of 

participants using the experimenter as an Intermediary. The participants 

were told they could keep 5% of the monies they had accumulated at the 

study's end. Pruitt's data supported reciprocity theory on an enplrlcal 

level. He reported that "more reward was provided to the other person 

when he had previously sent out 80% of one dollar than when he had sent 

out 20% of one dollar." Moreover Pruitt evaluated several different 

alternate theories In regard to their explanatory power In accounting 

for his data. Based on questionnaire results and other data he concluded 

that although his subjects' behavior seemed to have been motivated by the 

desire to reciprocate, the "process mediating reciprocity" seemed more
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unclear. Pruitt said that Gouldner's hypothesis that people reciprocated 
benefits to elicit even further benefits, could not be supported by his 
data. He felt that while the norm of reciprocity might account for the 
data, the data could also be accounted for by theorizing that people who 
"give" are better liked and therefore nore la given to then. Or, alter* 
nately, Pruitt suggested that while reciprocity did not seem to be used 
to encourage giving by the other, it did seem to be a response to people 
who on the basis of past experience, could be expected to be givers.

To sum up, the research reported thus far concluded that evidence 
did demonstrate that people did reciprocate benefits, at least in the 
laboratory. Moreover, people did think in terms of reciprocating what 
was given to then and did seen to feel expected to reciprocate.

However, the question of whether it was simply a norm of reciprocity 
that motivated people to reciprocate remained somewhat unanswered. For 
reasons to be discussed later, it seemed to be an open question as to how 
powerful and relevant the norm of reciprocity was for real life behavior 
and whether reciprocity behavior would be as clearly expressed in a 
naturalistic social context as It was In these studies. Specifically, 
we seasoned that the contextual factors, to be discussed later, which were 
built into the previous design may have been responsible for the obtained 
results. These points also have relevance for the study of aggressive 
behavior where there had been few tests of alternate theoretical Interpre­
tations of the obtained data and similar questions night be raised regard­
ing the limitations of the findings. ’7e will return to this point and Its 
relevance for studies of aggressive and constructive behavior In a later 
section. However, let us now review the theory and research on aggressive 
behavior.
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A Theoretical View of Aggresalve Behavior
Host of the hypotheses tested and most of the research done to ex* 

plore the relationship between aggressive behavior and antecedent events 
and to gain an understanding thereof, to date, had stemmed from two main 

theoretical approaches. The first was the theory of "frustration aggres­
sion" proposed by Dollard et al (1939) and a second was the theory of 
reciprocity, proposed by Gouldner (1960)• We will now
look at each of these theories In turn.

Until recently, Dollard and lllller's theory that "the occurrence 
of aggressive behavior always presupposes the existence of frustration 
and contrary-wise that the existence of frustration always leads to some 
fom of aggression" (Dollard & lllller, 1939, p. 1) had dominated psychol­
ogists' thinking In this area. Dollard and Miller additionally hypothe­
sized more specific relationships between frustration and the aggressive 
behavior that was hypothesized to follow from It. They proposed that 
the strength of tendencies leading to aggressive behavior should vary 
with "the strength of the Instigation to a frustrated response....and the 
number of frustrated response sequences" (Dollard & Hiller, 1939, p. 13). 
They also hypothesized that aggressive responses that might normally be 
made following a frustration, would be less likely to occur If punishment 
was anticipated for then. Substitute delayed or displaced responses will 
occur Instead.

Dollard and Miller narahalled a great deal of anectodal evidence in
support of their hypothesis. They and their colleagues also carried out
a series of laboratory studies which likewise seemed to provide support 
for the hypothesis previously mentioned. However, more recently, many 
workers in this area seemed to have become dissatisfied with the frustra­
tion aggression hypothesis as originally stated (Mussen et al 1975).
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They have pointed out that the link between fruatratlon and aggression 
Is not nearly as strong as was Implied in the original theoretical 
formulation, and some writers have questioned whether frustration, with* 
out harmful Intent on the part of the frustrator, will produce an 
aggressive response (Epstein & Taylor, 1967).

In the last sixteen years a rival explanatory framework Of hon *6r«®" 
slon related to antecedent events cane to the foie, perhaps in part due to 
the aforementioned misgivings regarding the frustration aggression hypo­
thesis. Arnold Buss oust be credited with providing real impetus for 
this new look in aggression theorizing. Ills analysis (1961) of previous 
aggression studies led him to conclude that "the antecedent event most 
likely to elicit aggression is attack" (Buss, 1961, p. 33), not necessari­
ly frustration. He also suggested a shock apparatus which he thought 
might be useful to test the hypothesis based on the notion that attack 

comprises the crucial antecedent event in eliciting aggression.

Roughly around the time 3uss' book went into print, Gouldner (1960) 
proposed his reciprocity theory. As will be recalled, Gouldner's theory 
was meant to be of a highly general nature; however, as we have seen, he 
did suggest its application to constructive behavior. Moreover, in pass­
ing, he did also mention the possibility of its application to aggressive 
behavior. This possibility seemed to have been seized upon by present 
workers in the field as a way of oxiceptuallzing the relationship between 
antecedent aggressive attack and antecedent and subsequent aggressive 
behavior. As such, reciprocity theory presented researchers with an 
alternate way of explaining the occurrence of aggressive behavior.

Gouldner, in a passing comment, proposed the existence of a 
"negative norm of reciprocity" (Gouldner, 1960, p. 172). He Invoked this 

norm in the process of pointing out that in real life, he believed there
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to be a reciprocation of aggressive acts with aggression. He spoke of 
this reciprocation being of "rough equivalence" (Gouldner, 1960, p. 171), 
rather than necessarily an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. In­

herent In this passing reference was the hypothesis that It can be shown 
empirically that aggressive acts are reciprocated with aggressive acts 

by the average person. Also Inherent In Gouldner's statement was the 
hypothesis that a universal negative norm of reciprocity was responsible 
for this hypothetical empirical relationship. Gouldner himself never 
clarified exactly what he felt the "negative norm" was, so we could only 
conjecture what processes he felt underlay the reciprocation process.
However, despite the ambiguous nature of this aspect of his theory, it 
served to stimulate a considerable amount of research.

Ue will now look at research generated by hypotheses derived from 
reciprocity theory as well as research which, though not directly gener- 
aged from this theory, can be said to support the theory. The body of this 
data seered to previous researchers, to not only provide evidence support­
ing the existence and Importance of the negative norm of reciprocity, but 

moreover indicated that there Is a very strong linear reciprocal relationship 
between antecedent aggression and subsequent aggressive responses, thus 
giving hope to the Idea that aggressive benavlor might Indeed be highly 
predictable.* However, our critical review of this literature on aggression 
suggested to us that there are ssveral possible alternate theoretical in­
terpretations of the body of data supporting reciprocity theory and Its 
relation to both aggressive and constructive behavior. These different 
interpretations of why these empirical findings have occurred would have 
drastically different implications for the degree to which one could feel
comfortable In generalizing from these empirical findings to naturalistic social 
«e.g. a linear function of instigation magnitude
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contexts. A detailed presentation of previous research together with our 

critical review of theae studies appears below.
Review of literature relevant to reciprocity theory xnd aggressive
behavior
While earlier research (Sears, 1939; Doob, Sears & Miller, 1939) 

generated data which could be Interpreted as supporting reciprocity theory, 
the antecedent stimuli In those cases was frustration rather than aggros- 
slve attack. As such, Taylor's study is one of the first cited, as clearly 
showing a reciprocal relationship between antecedent aggression and subse­

quent aggression.
Taylor (1967) carried out one of the first studies specifically 

designed to Investigate the relationship of antecedent aggression to sub­
sequent aggressive responses. He was obviously Influenced by Buss, and 
used a version of Buss' apparatus as part of his methodology. While 
Taylor did not mention reciprocity theory In his paper, In the minds of 
subsequent researchers, his data was Interpreted as supporting the 
hypothesis of reciprocity of aggression.

Taylor's study was based on Buss' observation that "the antecedent 
event most likely to elldty aggression Is attack" (Buss, 1961, p. 38). 
Taylor wanted to study physical aggressive responses to a physically 
aggressive stimulus as a function of ths level of stimulus aggression and 
personality of the subject. Shock was used as the physically aggressive 
instrument. Buss had previously (1961) developed a technique for measur­
ing intensities of psychological aggressive inclinations by having the 
subject shock another person. Taylor In turn felt that this constituted 
"the answer to manipulating physical attack In the laboratory. Besides 
allowing the subject the opportunity of shocking another person, that
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person can be allowed to shock the subject back" (Taylor, 1967, p. 298). 
Using this technique, Taylor set up a competitive reaction time situation 
between a given subject and what the subject thought was another peer but 
who In reality was a confederate. Subjects were told that If they were 
quicker than the "other subject", they could shock him at any level of 
Intensity; they were told that their opponent had the same prerogative.
In actuality there was no opponent; his "responses" were In reality pre- 
programed by the experimenter.

Subjects were classified based on a self-rating Inventory Into 
over-controlled, under-controlled and controlled subjects. All subjects 
were male undergraduates. Different levels of shock provocation were 
used with subjects In a random order. For any given shock setting for 
their opponent, the mean response was obtained for each of the different 
subject groups.

Taylor found that the higher the level of shock the "opponent" 
selected, the higher the mean level of shock the subject gave to the 
"opponent" when he lost. He also found that there were significant 
differences In the mean magnitude of shocks delivered by the different 
groups of subjects. Subjects who were considered having under-controlled 
hostility on the basis of their self-report responses to a questionnaire, 
tended to give higher mean levels of shock to any given stimulus, than 
the over-controlled subjects did. He also found that the subjects tended 
to Increase their aggression at a less rapid rate than did their opponent* 
That Is, a one point lncreaae In their "opponent's" shock level was 
matched with much less than a one point Increase In the shock they deliv­
ered to their"opponent** The under-controlled group came closest to 
matching their "opponent" on a one for one basis and generally showed
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a positively accelerated curve of mean responses to a linear Increase in 
the "opponent's" aggression . The over-controlled group shoved a nega­
tively accelerated curve of mean responsas as a function of provocation 
and shoved the least change of responses to their "opponent's" behavior. 
Taylor's finding that subjects seemed to reciprocate Increments of harm 
received or anticipated, with Increments of harm delivered, was replicated 
by Taylor and his colleagues in other studies using similar methodology 
(Shortell * Taylor, 1970; Hacci, et al., 1971; Hendrick k Taylor, 1973)*

Similar data was also obtained by Berkowltz and his colleagues 
(Berkowltz, 1962, 1964, 1967), using a somewhat different set of proce­
dures. However, as Halm (1972) pointed out, Berkowltz likewise did not 
Interpret these findings within the framework of reciprocity theory and 
moreover did not focus on them. The procedure used in Berkowltz's studies 
Involved having subjects and confederate-peers write essays and having 
them evaluate each other's essaysby delivering one to seven shocks to the 

other writer. The confederate went first. Contained In the data was 
once more the finding that subjects returned more shocks than they were 
shocked, and that for every unit change In the amount of shock delivered, 
there was less than a unit change In the amount of shock recslvsd.

Helm, Bonoma & Tedeschl, (1972), were the first to review all these 
studies and the data obtained, and pointed out their consistency with the 
negative norm of reciprocity. They then made their own experimental tests 
of the reciprocity hypothesis using a third experimental procedure.

In their procedure unlike the previous procedures, participants 
were told that while they could shock the other person, they had the 
option not to do so. The researchers pointed out that one alternate 
theoretical interpretation of the previous data was that rather than a
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negative norm of reciprocity being responsible for the obtained results, 
perhaps the demand characteristics of those studies were. (Orne, 1960).

To remedy this, they then offered subjects the option of not shock­
ing back, and pretended to offer the confederates the same option. In 
the study Itself, subjects were asked to estimate the probability that 
the other "subject" (confederate) would shock them on a given trial.
Out of ten trials a given subject got shocked either one, five or nine 
times. Subjects and confederates then reversed roles; the subject now 
being the "operator" and the confederate now being the "estimator".
Male undergraduates were used as subjects with female experimenters 
being employed "to decrease subjects' trepidation and subsequent refusal 
to participate In an experiment employing electric shock" (Helm et al, 
1972, p. 91). Helm's results also Indicated that the frequency with 
which the confederate delivered shocks to the subjects produced 
the expected effect on the subjects' frequency of counter-aggression. 
Further results Indicated that subjects delivered more shocks than they 
received when the frequency of shock received was low, and less shock 
than they received when the frequency of shock was high. Helm et al 
pointed out that the Berkowltz and Taylor data likewise showed similar 
results. They suggested that this finding could be accounted for by 
hypothesizing that subjects avoid making extrema responses even when 
these are called for by the stimulus. They felt this held true "whether 
subjects were making perceptual judgments, attltudlnal Judgments, etc." 
(Helm et al, 1972, p. 93). Thus, Helm et al not only provided data 
lending further support to reciprocity theory, but the suggestion also 
implied that subjects would also try to keep their responses within the 
limits of what they thought were not extreme.

Helm et al. In their discussion, concluded that results supported
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the notion that "the reciprocity norm applies not only to the magnitude 
of harm but also to the frequency of harm" (Helm et al* 1972)* In the 
case where the Initial aggression was non-provoked or non-contingent.
Despite this conclusion*we noticed that while these researchers maintained 
that their results supported the notion of a reciprocity norm* they pro­
vided no data bearing directly on the question of whether this norm was 
uppermost In the subjects' mln&when they responded as they did.

While Helm et al* called attention to the consistent reciprocal 
relationship found In previous research* and extended these findings* 
more recently Hershberger (1974) pointed out that there were specific 
quantitative consistencies In the data too. In all these studies* he 

pointed out there was a very strong consistent linear xelsttnddp between ante­
cedent aggression and subsequent aggressive responses, and between ante­
cedent constructive behavior and subsequent constructive responses. The 
strengths of these relationships suggested to him that aggressive and 
constructive behavior might be highly predictable from antecedent 
aggressive and constructive acts. Specifically* In his re-analysls of 
Taylor's study (1967) he found a correlation of .97 to .99 between mean 
levels of aggressive response, and different levels of aggressive shock 
stimulation. Moreover* Harshbarger determined that the slopes of lines 
relating the variables In this study were about .45, with the exception 
of Taylor's under-controlled hostility group*where the slope was about 
.63. When Harshbarger (1974) similarly re-analyzed the results of Helm's
(1972) research* he came up with highly consistent results.

Based on such promising findings, as well as the highly consistent 
reciprocity that had been demonstrated In studies of constructive behavior 
as well* Harshbarger undertook to further extend these findings by
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"quantifying theae (reciprocal) relationships, previously expressed only 
by Inequalities, by developing a regression equation for predicting the 
aggressiveness of a response from the aggressiveness of prior Instigating 
behavior by another person" (Harshbarger, 1974, p. 1 -2), using self- 
report data as a first step In this direction. He also Included construe 
tlve behavior In this quantitative analysis. Moreover, unlike previous 
researchers, he conceptualized constructive and aggressive beha\l or as 
being opposite poles along a continuum, and studied them In this light.

In this unpublished study by Harshbarger (1974), college students 
were presented with descriptions of a number of actions that were rela­
tively unambiguous such as "to shake somebody's hand"; "to punch some­
body In the belly" (Harshbarger, 1974, p. 2). Each student was to judge 
each of these descriptions as to Its aggressiveness or Its constructive­
ness along a nine point equal appearing Interval scale discussed by 
Edwards (1957). One pole of this scale was labelled: aggressive, painful 
antagonistic, harmful, Injurious, obstinate, destructive. The other 
pole was labelled: constructive, pleasant, helpful, creative, productive, 
friendly, and loving. Scale values went from extremely aggressive at 
one end of the scale to extremely constructive at the other. The other 
scale values were: strong, moderate, mild, and neutral. For each action 
described, the experimenter thus obtained a rating from one to nine, on 
the scale, from each student judge. The numbers for each action were 
summed and averaged, giving a mean value for each.

Following this procedure, multiple choice, self-report Inventories 
and questionnaires were set up using these actions. To construct each 

multiple choice question, one of the actions was used as a hypothetical 
stimulus situation. Likewise, the multiple choices of possible hypo­
thetical responses to this situation were selected from the pool of
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"action" Items so as to represent divergent positions along the scale. 
Harshbarger (1974) gave an Illustration of one of these multiple choice 

Items as follows:
If one were to spread malicious gossip about you what would you
moat likely do? (stimulus situation) (possible response alternative
selected from pool of rated Items as above)

a. Break hla nose.
b. Yell at him.
c. Ask "why did you do that?"
d. Tell an Intimate embarrassing story about him In front of him.
e. Tell him that he disgusts you.
f. Gall him a stupid jerk.
g. Plan a party In his presence but not Invite him to It.
Once the creation of several forms of these multiple choice Inven­

tories had been accomplished* the forms were administered to new groups 
of college students. Each student was asked to pick out the response In 
each stimulus situation that he thought he (self-report analysis) or the 
average person (questionnaire analysis) might make. Since each of the 
stimulus Items had been previously rated as to Its aggressiveness and 
constructiveness and since each of the multiple response alternatives 
had likewise received a rating on the sane scale* It was now possible to 
calculate for each stimulus action the mean magnitude of response to it 
along the aggressive* constructive dimension* by averaging the response 
of the students to each Item. Once this had been done* a correlation 
and regression line could be obtained relating the magnitude of the 
stimulus action to the mean magnitude of the subjects' response to them.

Besuits of this procedure yielded very strong* highly consistent 
correlations of about .8 to .9 depending on the form of Inventory used.
A consistent slope of about .4 was also calculated for this data. More­
over* like previous research* Harshbarger found the subjects' responses 
avoided extreme values.
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Harshbarger'3 results thus suggested that aggressive-constructive 
behavior was a consistent, highly predictable linear quantitatively stable 

function of previous aggressive-constructive Instigation. However,
Harshbarger noted that his study had several limitations, particularly 
the fact that the questionnaire method merely taps what the subjects said 
that they would do In a situation and not what they actually would do. 
Harshbarger suggested the need to replicate these findings In a natural­
istic, social, Interpersonal, Interaction situation, and this was the 
basis of the present research.
Do People Heclprocate?---The Limitations of Past Research

As we have seen, data from recent research showed a high correlation 
between antecedent, aggressive or constructive acts and subsequent 
aggressive or constructive responses. The Impressive consistency of this 
data, together with our own "armchair" observations of human behavior, 
night easily have convinced at this point that reciprocal responses 
to unprovoked aggressive or constructive acts are characteristic of the 
naturalistic, social interactions In every day life and moreover, that 
the responses to such unprovoked Instigations are highly linearly predictable.

On the basis of the following review of the literature however, our 
conclusion was that this Is not necessarily the case and that it would be overly 
simplistic to nake such a generalization. There were three reasons for 
our opinion. First, very recently, there have been a few studies and 
articles pointing out weaknesses in the methodology of previous studies 
which by virtue of these weaknesses allow for alternate Interpretations 
of the results. While some of these methodological weaknesses have been 
pointed out, there have been little or no hypotheses put forth In the lit­
erature with regard to exactly how these methodological weaknesses alter 
the quantitative, and more Importantly from the standpoint of being able
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to demonstrate the predictability of aggressive and constrictive behavior, 
the qualitative findings of reciprocity obtained In the studies and/or the 
generalizations that might be made from then. However, we felt that these 
weaknesses had drastic Implications for the findings previously mentioned 
and we decided to hypothesize what these Implications were.

The second reason for our opinion that reciprocity vas not necessarily 
characteristic of behavior In a naturalistic setting was that we concluded 
that there were several alternate possibilities for the statistical treat­
ment of the response variable, We hypothesized that these alternate statis­
tical treatments might lnportantly affect the Interpretations of the resulting 
data.

The third reason for our opinion was the fact that since many factors 

had been shown to exert a facilitating or Inhibiting effect on aggressive 

behavior, If these factors were differentially present In the previous 

laboratory contexts opposed to real life contexts (as we came to believe 

they were), then the possibility existed for this reason too, that the 

empirical reciprocity relationship shown to exi3t In laboratory studies, 

between antecedent aggressive and constructive acts and responses to them, 

might be drastically different In real life contexts.

We will now detail below the observations we made and the data and 
theory which led us to postulate the foregoing limitations of previous 
research findings.

The first two sections of the review deal with observations and research 
which raised the Issue In our minds of what effect certain methodological 
features of previous laboratory research had in producing the empirical 
reciprocity behavior observed. The third and final section concerns some 
of the research and theory that provoked us to ask about the effect that 
that factors, differentially present In real life and laboratory contexts;
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night have on the enpirical reciprocity relationships obtained.
Vi thin each section, we have indicated the basis for some of the 

hypotheses formulated by us concerning the limitations of previous research, 
and the type of reciprocity to be expected in real life. The present study 
was designed to test and/or evaluate tte hypotheses and to get e clearer 
idea of the kind of reciprocity behavior, if any, to be expected in real 

life contexts.

Section 1: Observations concerning methodological features of
oast research and suggestive evidence as to how they nav Unit 
the ^engraliaabllitv of findings concerning empirical reciprocity.

T'e first methodological problem we discovered in earlier studies was 
that a number of studies of behavioral reciprocity had lacked self report 
information from the subjects, as to what they thought happened to them, 
x*hat they thought about, and what they did about it. Studies often assumed 
that what the experimenter thought was an aggressive stimulus Indeed was 
one; what the experimenter thought was a constructive stimulus was one too. 
Due to the lack of self report measures, we do not ’enow whether subjects 
accepted the experlnenter's definitions of the situations. If they did 
not, and had the subjects been given the opportunity to inform the experi­
menter about this, the conclusions drawn about their reciprocity behavior 
may have been very different, as would the conclusions drawn about the 
Seneralizablllty of this behavior.

For example, while one tended to assume the shock given or received 
constitutes aggressive stimulus, it could be hypothesized that subjects—  

In such studies as Taylor's (1967)— may have seen It simply as a device 
to produce better learning. To the extent that this was so, It would 
raise the possibility that subjects may have seen the shocks they had 
received as being a constructive stimulus, and the shocks they delivered 
back were likewise being constructive In nature. If this were true, it
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would mean that while Taylor'a data Indicated that conatruetive acta are 
reciprocated, it would alao mean that Taylor had not really provided any 

date bearing on the reciprocation of aggreaaive acta, thua weakening the 
argument that aggresaion ia reciprocated and atrengthenlng the argument 

that conatructiveneaa ia reciprocated.
Baron et al, firat called thia problem to our attention. Baron & 

Eggleaton (1972), uaing Buee' (1961) procedure, demonatrated that the 
magnitude of ahock delivered by "teachers" to "leamera", who were eaked 
to learn word liata, waa algnificantly related to the aubjecta' reported 
dealre to help the "learner". Since Taylor'a reaearch as well aa Berkowits'e 
were baaed on aimllar aeta of inetruetiona, one could argue that the aubjecta 
in these studies were not only motivated by desires to harm the other 
"students" (confederates), but may alao have been motivated by the desire 
to help them. Further, they may have seen the behavior of these opponents 
aa helpful and not harmful and reciprocated accordingly. To the extent 
that this was true, it would severely undermine the evidence for the negative 
norm of reciprocity and the empirical reciprocity of aggression as well.

However, Baron & Eggleston (1972) felt that the reaearch to date 
auggested the both motives seem to be at work in both studies. Based on 
the above, we conjectured that while the aggressive acts were probably 
accurately perceived and acted on, the alternate interpretation that they 
were perceived as helpful acta and reacted to as such could not be completely 
ruled out. As such, this might greatly affect whether or not the same type 
of responses ray be observed in a more naturalistic, social context where 
one party la not trying to teach the other party the word list, and aggress* 
Ive stimuli are not readily misinterpreted as being helpful. By designing 
a more naturalistic study and by collecting self report data, we hoped to
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see what sort of subjective experiences underlie empirical reciprocity 
behavior of aubjecta In a more realistic life setting and thus avoid the 
mistakes some previous authors had made of automatically inferring subjects' 
perceptions of the situation from observations of their behavior and possibly 
making other wrong Inferences as a consequence.

A second methodological problem with earlier studies concerned whether 

or not the demand characteristics of the study (Orne 1960) coaminlcsted to 
the subjects the responses that were hypothetically expected of them. If 
this were the case, then the resultant reciprocity behavior night or might 
not be observed In a naturalistic social context where these demand charac­
teristics are not operating. Influence of demand characteristics In this 
research was raised by Schuck & Pieor (1974), who used the standard 
Berkowltz design Involving essay ratings, except that they added a simul­
taneous group of subjects who were disconnected from the electrodes at the 
point they were to receive the other students' shocks. They were then told 
how many shocks they would have received had the electrodes been connected 
to them to receive them. These subjects were told that they were controls 
in the study. They were asked to rate how they felt on several mood scales. 
Following this, a new experimenter took over the procedure and had them 
evaluate the other "students" (confederates) essays via electric shocks. 
Results Indicated that the •lanlotlng subjects' aggressive responses to 
different levels of prior provocations were Indistinguishable from those 
of the real subjects. VIth regard to the mood scales, while both groups 
showed similar changes on these scales as a function of a level of provoca­
tion, the simulating subjects reported themselves to be significantly more 
angry than the real subjects for any given shock frequency. The researchers 
felt however these differences could easily be erased by Increased shock
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Intensity. They concluded thet reel end slnuleting subjects beheved sllke.

It wee our opinion thet the questions thet these euthors relsed would 
probebly be equelly eppllcable to the other research previously cited. As 
such, there were now three possible theoretical alternate Interpretations 
to account for the data they obtained. Subjects aay have been operetlng 
on the basis of their feelings as Taylor implied. They aay have been 
operating on the basis of Internalized norms that tell them what they 
should do when they are shocked, or es Bela has Implied, they may have 
been operating on the basis of subtle "demands" Issued by the experimenter 
independent of such norms. If, In fact, the latter is primarily the ease, 
laboratory findings then have become the figment of the experimenter's 
Imagination, and the true relationship between aggressive stimuli and 
responses In real life must be considered totally untested. Unfortunately, 
there was no clear answer as to which of these theoretical Interpretations 
was correct. However, by designing a naturalistic study and collecting 
self report data on why subjects really behaved the way they did, we 
would be able to eee how subjects really behave In real life settings and 
also, would avoid the ambiguities In the Interpretation of why subjects 
behaved the way they did, which we encountered In the research just cited.

A third methodological Issue was hinted at In Helm's paper (Helm, 
1972), In which he had criticised early studies es restricting the range 
of subjects' responses to aggressive provocations by requiring subjects 
to siake some aggressive responses to the aggressive provocation of the 
confederate. Helm's design allowed subjects the option of not responding 
and likewise made subjects feel that the confederate elso had that option.



26

However, neither Helm nor prevloue researchers allowed the subject to 
make responses thet were constructive In nature to the degree that 
subjects might have wished to make those responses, but were prevented 
from doing so. ftesultaftt data would give an artificial impression of 
the way subjects behaved following such provocations and the results of 

such studies would surely not be generallzable In real life situations 
where the subject has other response options. This point is equally 
relevant to the study of constructive behavior. Just as the early 
research on the frustration-aggresslon hypothesis ignored non-aggressive 
responses to frustration, artificially boosting Its apparent predictable 
power, the same might be said for the recent laboratory work on aggression 

and constructiveness.

Some evidence that subjects may In fact, make unaggresslve or even 
constructive responses to aggressive stimuli was suggested by the 
research of Need et al (1971) and McClelland and Aplcella (1945).

Naccl et al, argued that Implicit In the positive and negative norms 
of reciprocity were the demands that "one should not help those who harm 
you" and "one should not harm those who help you" (Need, 1971, p. 263). 

The researchers used Hein's design (Helm, 1972) where aubjexts were 
Initially suppoaed to estimate the probability that the other "student" 
confederate would act on them by shocking them. The confederate of 
course was programmed to shock different subjects with different shock 
frequencies. However, unlike Helm's study, when roles were reversed, 
the confederate was now to estimate the frequency of benefits he would 
received from a given subject. And each subject was to give the confed­
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erate benefits es he so chose. Another variation Involved the subject's 
first being the "estimator" of benefits delivered and then having to be 

the "operator" giving shocks.

Results showed that subjects who were harmed provided as many 
benefits to the harm doer as those who were not harmed. Further, subjects 
who were benefited displayed as strong a tendency to administer harm as 
those who were not benefited. The researchers noted that these findings 
were contrary to their Interpretation of Gouldner's hypothesis that this 
would not occur and they suggested that the "norms of reciprocity must 
be limited to statements of exchange only within positive and negative 
modes of reinforcement" (Nacd, 1971, p. 268). What these findings 
suggested to us was that If subjects did Indeed feel free to be helpful 
to aggressors and If they likewise felt free to be harmful to people who 
have benefited them, they might In fact choose to enact such behaviors. 
Accordingly, the behavior of the subjects following provocations would be 
far less predictable than the previous cited research would lead one 
to believe, provided, of course that subjects were allowed the freedom 
to make whatever responses they deemed appropriate.

McClelland and Aplcella (1945) did a study pointing to a similar 
problem In the data collected bearing on the frustration-aggresslon 
hypothesis. They pointed out that most of the research based on this 
hypothesis had given "very little Idea of the total range, either In 
content or emotional tone of possible responses and still less of the 
relative Importance of the various types of response within that range" 
(McClelland & Aplcella, 1945, p. 376).
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They tried to ncre«te In the laboratory a.....situation In which 
reactions of normal Individuals could be recorded as they occur and 
In which social restraint could be reduced to the minimum so as to 
allow for the widest, possible responses" (llcClelland & Aplcella, 1945, 
p. 377). Two groups of subjects were run, differing In the degree of 
frustration (Insult) the peer experimenter heaped on them for poor 
performance on a task. An "uninhibited atmosphere" (McClelland & 
Aplcella, 1945, p. 379) was maintained by virtue of the experimenter 
peers' uninhibited Insults, the fact that the subject knew of the 
peer before the study, and the fact that being a peer he carried 
minimal ability to physically or psychologically punish the subjects 
for any actions.

The researchers made up a classifications scheme to classify 
the observed responses. Responses were grouped together "If they 
served the same end In the subject's struggle to adjust to the frus- 
tratlon" (McClelland & Aplcella, 1945). A given response was only to 
be classified In one place In this scheme, although the authors noted 
theoretically, a response could serve several functions. In practice, 
they did not find the decision, as to which end was predominant, a 
hard one.
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Results of this procedure showed thet 14% of the responses of 
whet we would cell moderate attack were "anger"; 32.08% were "anger" 
under severe attack. These were the most comon responses percentage­
wise and obviously there were Increased anger responses as attack 
Increased. "Attack aggressive" responses showed a similar pattern 
but with much lower percentages. Under moderate attack, 6% of the 
responses were "aggressive attacks" against the task and none comprised 
"aggressive attack" against the experimenter. Under severe attack,
3.057. of the responses constituted "aggressive attacks" against the 
task and 3.07. constituted "aggressive attacks" against the experimenter.

At first glance, the Increased percentages of "anger" and "aggressive 
attack" as a function of increased provocation would seem compatible 
with the recent data from shock studies and aeened to support the 
reciprocity hypothesis. However, examination of all responses that 
could be considered aggressive In the broadest sense versus all 
responses made, showed that even In the severe provocation condition 
they only nade up about 407. of all responses emitted by subjects. Of 
the other responses emitted by subjects In the severe provocation condi­
tion, 12.93% Involved subjects' attempts to get the experimenter to let 
them quit the task. 17.55% represented either attempts by subjects to 
rationalize their failures to the experimenter or to accept the e::perl- 
nenter'a evaluation of then while Isolating their feelings about It or
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making fun of their failures. If the narrowed definition of aggression 
or aggressive attack Is utilized, direct aggressive attacks against the 
experimenter made up a very, very small minority of the responses made 
by subjects, despite the "uninhibited" atmosphere In which the study was 
conducted.

In other words, the subjects' responses to what was considered severe 
provocation were overall, renarkably non-aggressive or neutral In nature. 
While overall, these responses may have been slightly more aggressive 
than those obtained following moderate provocation and the change may have 
been a predictable, linear reciprocal function of Increased provocation, 
the overall response pattern to both provocation levels would be des­
cribed as neither constructive nor aggressive but basically a neutral 
one with considerable variability. In view of the fact that despite the 
"uninhibited" atmosphere, when subjects were given the freedom to respond 
as they chose, their overall response pattern was so neutral, the possi­
bility arose that in a real life situation where such response freedom 
Is likewise available, subjects might likewise show slight overall reci­
procal changes In their behavior as a function of provocation level, while 
still keeping their behavior basically neutral. As such, while their 
behavior might be a predictable function of antecedent aggressive acts,
It still might not support reciprocity theory's contention that people 
In real life reciprocate aggression with aggression.

In any event, the above observations pointed out to us the peril of 
focusing only on aggressive responses In analyzing the data of an 
aggression study, as well as the peril of restricting the options open
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to the subjects. Since the shock studies oust be Judged week In this 
end In other respects* we thus had no way of knowing how consistent* linearly 
predictable*and reciprocal,subjects* responses to aggressive provoca­
tions would be In real life. Moreover* It did not seem unreasonable to 
Infer that the same criticisms may apply to the studies of constructive 
behavior we have already cited. To get a more realistic and accurate 
picture of people's responses to all such Instigations* It would thus 
seem necessary and desirable to create a simulated naturalistic setting 
irtilch would allow subjects a normal amount of behavioral freedom, tfe 
hoped to design such a setting In the present research.

SgfiUga 2..-. Qfrdgrvatf mu .cppctmlng h<at proy*pm nethofolpgy aaafl
In statistical analysis of empirical reciprocity data may have
limited. ihc ganflrslUaUliiY af.tht finding!»
The second set of observations which questioned how consistent* 

predictable and reciprocal responses to aggressive or constructive pro­
vocations may be In reel life* Involved the different possibilities for 
the statistical treatment of the results of previous studies. These 
studies previously cited focused on the Implications of subjects' nggu. 
response to various levels of provocation. Uhlle of course* one may do 
this If one chooses* Guilford (1965) In effect* points out that the 
correlation statistic obtained through such procedures may be far higher 
than one obtained by correlating each Individual subject'a discrete 
response with the Instigation magnitude he received across all subjects.
This Is because* by using mean values* Intersubject variability has been 
markedly reduced by using the mean value to represent the performance of 
a number of subjects. Which statistical treatment Is most appropriate* 
of course depends upon the use one wants to make of the results. The 
point that occurred to ua however* was that the predictability of any 
given subject's behavior might be far less than what Is implied by the
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results previously reported which ere baeed on the subjects' mean responaee
to given levela of provocation* fly using both types of statistical anal*
yata inomr study, we hoped to get a clearer Idea of what the Impact of
these methodological differences on the reported findings might be.

Section 3
Observations concerning factors differentially present in laboratory 
and naturalistic social contexts suggestive, of evidence as to howjbey 
Unit tha genera Usability of laboratory reciprocity data.

The third reason we questioned the degree to which responses to 
aggressive and constructive provocations In real life are consistent* 
highly predictable and reciprocal In nature* Involved the proposition that 
there may be Important mediating factors differentially present In the 
laboratory context or the real life naturalistic social context. Many 
factors which display a great deal of variability In their operation in 
real life have been generally held oonstant In laboratory studies. For exampls* 
some of the factors that have been shown to (or have been theorised to) 
have an Inhibiting effect on aggressive behavior Include the degree of 
threat of retaliation (Baron* 1971)* Intent of the Instigator (Epstein et 
el* 1967)* sex roles (Taylor et el* 1974)* anonymity of the Instigator 
(Baron* 1970)* etc. Other such factors have also been shown to affect 
conatructlva behavior (Krebs 1970).

While factors such as the above nay differentially affect the empiri­
cal reciprocity of behavior In lab and real life contexts* due to the vari­
ability of their operation In real life* they were not made the central 
focus of this paper. Bather we were more concerned with tha possibility 
thatjif factors were found which Importantly encourage or Inhibit aggress­
ive or constructive acts* and if such factors vsre to be Inherently part 
of one context but not necessarily part of the other context* this would 
logically suggest that the generalisation of findlnga in one context 
cannot be made to the other context. The question of how truly consistent*linearly
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predictable and reciprocal people'* reiponae*really would be to aggress- 
Ive and constructive acta,then,would become an empirical one*

Baaed on the theory and data below, we came to the tentative conclu­
sion that such factors differentially Inherent In one context and not 
the other did Indeed exist. Aa such, we became further Intrigued by the 
question of whether people do really reciprocate in real life, as well 
aa the question of how such contextual factors might operate to alter 
reciprocity behavior in real life from that observed in the labs. Our 
study was designed to provide a clearer answer to these questions.

While we will focus on the study of aggressive behavior in the sub­
sequent analysis, much of what will be said la equally applicable to the 
the study of constructive behavior. Bather than be repetitive, 1 will 
leave It to the reader to make the necesaaxy Inferences.

One factor that clearly seemed to be differentially present. In the 
two contexts. Involves conditions in the laboratoxy designed to produce 
"low social restraints" (Taylor, 1967). Most of the laboratory studies 
we have already cited have Involved the uae of shock. Taylor, the 
researcher who pioneered the use of shock In the area of aggression, 
did not decide to atudy physical aggression using shock by accident.
It seems that he wanted to provide the right atmosphere where subjects 
would be free to behave the way they felt. That is, an atmosphere of 
"low social restraints”. Taylor said he chose to use physically. 
aggressive stimuli and responses because he felt that •
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"to study sggrssslvs bshavlor In ths laboratory, one must place 
subjects In a situation which permits them to transgress the 
powerful social prohibitions against acts of aggression or one 
in which aggression appears to be justified. A situation that 
fits this requirement is one in which subjects receive direct, 
physical aggression, for physical attack encourages physical 
counter-aggression, viewed as self-defense and sanctioned by 
society." (Taylor, 1967, p. 297)

Unfortunately, Taylor never theorised the exact nature of these 
"powerful social Inhibitions" nor did he discuss their relationship to 
reciprocity theory. However, it was obvious that Taylor did not want 
to study how people might actually respond to an aggressive stimulus 
but rather he wished to study how people might be Inclined to respond 
If It were not for these "powerful social prohibitions". He felt that 
by creating an environment conducive to allowing a clear psychological 
pathway for aggressive Inclinations to manifest themselves In behavior, 
he could study the Inclinations better than through "unnecessary links 
In the chain of Inference" (Taylor, 1967, p. 297) such as tests. He 
felt he had his best chance of succeeding In this through the use of 
physical aggression as his variable and apparently designed the study to 
minimise "social prohibitions". Thus, Taylor's statement led us to conjec­
ture that one can see that while his methodology might be a fruitful one, 
for studying psychological inclinations to physical aggression following a 
physical provocation, If Taylor were correct In his views on the presence
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of reduced social restraints In the shock studies* his methodology would 

be 111-suited for studying whether or not aggression*particularly verbal 
social aggression. Is really reciprocated under naturalistic social con­
ditions. Despite Taylor's comments, most researchers since Taylor* have 
used variances of his methodology and have cited his data as supporting 
reciprocity theory's prediction of behavioral reciprocity.

We not only conjectured that the lab studies provided an atmosphere 
of "low social restraints", but moreover, based on the reports of those 
researchers, we felt we could assume that the procedure of the laboratory 
experiments served to legitimize both the behavior of the Instigator and 
the behavior of the recipient of the aggressive and constructive acts as 
furthering the experimental tasks. In these studies, a ready Justifica­
tion was provided for the participants' behavior by the experimenter's 
rationale for the use of the shock board. In addition, we also conjec­
tured that the behavior of the peer-confederate served as a model for 
the subject's subsequent behavior, which would probably be a most potent 
Influence on subjects who were uncertain what they were to do In this 
novel situation In the first place.

Mllgram (1965) and Larson et al (1972) have provided data suggesting 
how powerful such subtle and not so subtle Influences can be In making 
subjects behave In ways they normally wouldn't In typical, naturalistic 
context.

Prior to the Larson research, Milgrair (1965) had shown that the 
orders of an authority figure constituted a highly potent elldtor of 
aggressive behavior. Larson et al (1972) extended these findings using 
a Mllgram-like apparatus. Like Mllgram, they told their subjects that
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they were going to be In e study of the role of punishment on learning, 
thus providing them with the rationale for the use of the shock board.
Subjects were led to believe that they were going to be "teachers" and 
were to punish a "learner" confederate who gave wrong responses. However, 
unlike Mllgram, they did not request the subject to use any given level 
of shock but rather told the subject to use whatever levels they thought 
would produce the best learning. They were told that the shock board 
would deliver slight to severe shocks. They were told that the severe 
shocks could be severely painful but not permanently harmful. 0 to 120 
volts were labelled mild, 121 to 240 labelled moderate, 241 to 390 were 
labelled dangerous. Of course, unknown to the subjects, the confederate 
was not connected to the equipment and behaved throughout as though he 
had not Improved.

When college men were described this study and asked to Imagine what 
shock levels they would have used If they were the subjects, results 
showed that they said the maximum voltage they would administer to the 
subjects was on the average 147 volts. Yet male subjects In the situation 
delivered a mean maximal voltage of 187 volts. Having the opportunity to 
observe a model, they raised the mean maximal voltage to 267 volts.

Based on such results, Larson et al (1972) concluded that with regard 
to such shock designs, "when a person Is actually In the situation with 
no reedy escape, the Individual Is under pressure from situational factors" 
and since "certain expectations of permissible voltage administration might 
be elicited from the simple feet that the machine Is labelled up to 390 volts", 
therefore for these reasons, "what people say they might do and what they 
actually do might be highly discrepant because of situational factors that 
change the Individual's behavior" (Larson et al, 1972, p. 294).
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Larson st al, did not apaculate as to how such situational influ­

ences night affect the generallzablllty of the consistent, predictable, 
reciprocal relationships found in these laboratory studies* However, it 
did seen to us that the points those researchers made were applicable 
both to the shock studies we have already cited as well as the cited re­
search on altruistic behavior.

When we looked at the few non-shock studies of aggression which seemed 
to show that aggressive responses to antecedent aggression are consistent,lliBarly 
predictable and reciprocal In nature, we saw that these studies were open 
to similar criticise. For exanple, we have seen that the McClelland et 
al study (1945) tried to set up "an uninhibited atmosphere" capitalizing 
on the modeling effect of the experimenter himself. Another naturalistic 
study by Mosher (1963) which has been cited as supporting reciprocity 
theory, likewise instructed pairs of boys to try to interfere with each 
other's performance on a task by distracting each other verbally and 
angering and frightening their opponents. Thus, not only were these boys 
sanctioned for their behavior and given justification for it but the boys 
involved were delinquent youths in reform schools - perhaps the last 
people who would be likely to be swayed by the "powerful social prohibi­
tions" Taylor discussed in his article.

Aside from the factors we have mentioned which seem to be an inherent 
part of the laboratory context but are not necessarily inherent in social 
context, there are likewise factors which we hypothesized to be part of 
naturalistic social context but which are not necessarily part of the 
laboratory context previously discussed. As nentloned previously, if in 
fact such factors were differentially present,they night weaken the 
generallzablllty of the reciprocity relationships obtained in naturalis­
tic setting.
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The first factor which seened an Inherent part of the naturalistic 
social context is the "social prohibitions" that Taylor spoke of. An 
unpublished pilot study by the present author (h'ussbaum, 1975), supports 
the Idea that there are norms governing how aggressive or constructive 
one may be in particular situations. The nore one deviates from these 
standards, the more one's behavior seems to be deened irrational, abnor­
mal, etc. and apparently the more one is negatively sanctioned for such 
behavior. As hllgran (1965) and others have pointed out, it is very 
difficult for anybody to violate these norms without feeling great strain, 
whether they be experimenters, confederates, or subjects and whether they 
have or do not have personal justification for their actions. That sub­
jects nay Indeed be inhibited in responding to a provocation even when 
they feel justified in doing so, is suggested both by the data of Baron 
(1971) and ilorlarlty (1975). Barcn has reported data showing that 
such inhibitions will occur whenever bystanders are present, even if the 
bystanders have witnessed the antecedent instigation. One m y  infer 
from this that even if bystanders are potentially present in a situation 
the same inhibitions would occur. Korlarlty has demonstrated that people 
are willing to put up with and accept a great deal of obvious abuse and 
he described the average person as being a "willing victim" (llorlarlty, 
1975).

Based on the above, we hypothesized that in a naturalistic setting 
where normal restraints operate, such as the one we Intended to design, 
□ost subjects contemplating violating norm of acceptable conduct in 
order to reciprocate an instigation would be severely inhibited in doing 
so, in proportion to the contemplated magnitude of violation. Accordingly, 
we expected that subjects in such natursllstlc settings would show 
weaker tendencies to reciprocate (as evidenced by r<>9) than those
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previously reported In the literature. We further expected that If we 

designed e naturalistic social setting that had artificially lowered 
restraints, oa strong a degree'of reciprocity behavior would be displayed . 
as that found in the previous lab studies.

It also seemed likely that under naturalistic social conditions, 
reciprocity behavior would be United by the "acceptable" behavior In 
that situation. Since the "acceptable" behavior may be very narrowly 
constrained, we expected to find reciprocity behavior shown only within 
very narrow limits, as a function of this factor. This Is In contrast 
to the laboratory studies where the range of acceptable behavior has 
been broedened by the experimenter, through such techniques as present* 
lng subjecte with a shock, and urging them to make use of It, or alter­
nately sanctioning the exchange of benefits by subjects, and giving 
subjects an acceptable rationale for such behavior.

We further supposed that not only were there standarde of acceptable 
aggressive and constructive behavior in naturalistic situations, but there 
might be In fact, other social norms that exist In our society that 
directly counter any reciprocity norm. For example, many people In our
society believe that one should "be cool", "avoid hassles","be courteous 
and tolerant", "not talk to strangers". Further, as Legant and Matee
(1973) have pointed out, the New Testament urges people to "turn the 
other cheek" (p. 244). Such behavioral guidelines and the sanctions 
that might be attached to them, might effectively serve to Inhibit reci­
procity behavior In naturalistic social context. These norms and guide­
lines might also be reinforced by the fact that under certain conditions 
of aggressive Interaction, such responses as outlined above have been



40

shown to make aggressors like their vietins more (Legant (1973), and 
become less exploitive towards the objects of their aggression (Harwell, 
1972).

In addition to the norms thus far mentioned, It Is likely that In 
naturalistic social context, there are also normative standards that 
dictate the degree of magnitude of reciprocation that Is considered 
appropriate for any given level of Instigation and which thus affect 
reciprocity. Depending on the population sub-group one Is studying, 
these norms might dictate either "no response", "revenge", "overkill". 
Someone who departs too far from the accepted standards of his reference 
group might possible by considered "sick" or "abnormal". We further 
supposed that someone from one reference group who Interacts x/ith a 
person from a different reference group might be seen by the latter as 
behaving abnormally, even though his behavior Is normal for this group.

On the basis of Harshbarger's analysis of previous research (1974), 
we supposed that the average college student would feel .45 of the 
aggression or constructiveness he receives as an appropriate amount to 
return. If this Is the case, extreme divergences from this value would 
constitute abnormal amounts of reciprocation In the college students' 
eyes. Further, we supposed that college students In real life would feel
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constrained to keep their reciprocation from exceeding the .4 nark in 
order to avoid being considered deviant. Since the shock studies showed 
a similar magnitude of reciprocation, we assumed that this particular 
norm was not greatly counter-acted by situational contacts of the labora­
tory. On the other hand, we assumed that while students nay feel that 
it is appropriate to reciprocate 40« of what is delivered to them in a 
naturalistic social context, we should not necessarily find that they 
will do what is appropriate when this conflicts with the other norms we 
have mentioned previously regarding the acceptability of constructive 
and aggressive acts, We therefore expected that in a naturalistic con­
text where normal restraints are operating, such as the one we proposed 
to establish, subjects would reciprocate less than U07. of the magnitude 
of aggressiveness or constructiveness received, while in the naturalis­
tic context we established where the normal restraints were counteracted, 
we would expect approximately 407; of the Instigation magnitude to be re­
ciprocated consistent with the findings of previous lab research.

We further supposed that if the aforementioned norms operate as we de­
scribed in a naturalistic social context, and are not counteracted by 
situational factors as thev may have in the shock studies, then these 
norms are likely to not only affect the behavior of the recipients of 
various instigations, but moreover, would affect the behavior of the 
instigators themselves the way these instigators are perceived by the 
recipients of their behavior and whether or how strongly the recipients 
reciprocate. We theorized that when an instigator, in a naturalistic 
social context, acted in an unprovoked aggressive or constructive way 
towards a stranger, his behavior was likely to be deemed abnormal in 
proportion to the magnitude of aggressiveness or constructiveness and 
the degree to which this behavior violates the norms we have mentioned
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previously. We considered It likely and took further steps to determine

whether this norm violation will In turn affect the way the recipient

sees this behavior and the Instigator and deals with hln. In turn, this 
would affect how and whether reciprocity actually will take place In a 
consistent and linearly predictable Banner.

Jones et al (1959) provided data suggesting a relationship between 
aggressive attack, the perceived maladjustment of the attacker, and retali­
atory behavior. While some of their findings were only trends and were 
not statistically significant, the data suggested that a person under per­
sonal attac?: by a maladjusted Individual would tend to retaliate less
and like him more than would another person who was not personally on the
receiving end of the Instigator's attack. From this, we Inferred that 
If people feel threatened by abnormal behavior, they would tend to focus 
on Its abnormality rather than how hostile It Is. Moreover, they would 
display less aggressive behavior than they otherwise would In response 
to an Individual judged to be normal. In fact, as Jones et al (1959) 
have suggested, they might even feel sympathetic towards the instigator. 
Further, 3erkowitz (1962) has suggested that, for many people, aggressive 
behavior towards maladjusted Individuals Is prohibited. Moreover, he 
suggested that many people do not see the maladjusted individual's be­
havior as harmful since they discount the attacks and do not take them 
personally.

We also theorized that the Instigator's behavior by virtue of its 
abnomallty would make subjects excessively fearful of reciprocating.
The recipients of such acts night decide tliat the perpetrator Is "sick" 
and his behavior unpredictable by the ordinary laws of Intercourse. 
Alternatively, they might think that "if not acting aggressively towards 
this person resulted In this behavior, then what will happen If I act
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aggressively?" or "I better not give hir. an excuse" to reciprocate.
We further conjectured that not only may the recipient feel that 

the instigator has an abnormally high level of reciprocity but more­
over, if the instigator has been defined as "sick", as opposed to merely 
being "tough ", the recipient m y  feel that the instigator's curve of 
reciprocation is likely to be positively accelerated rather than merely 
a linear function of the recipient's possible retaliation, especially 
since the instigator has already violated social norms. In laymen's 
terms, t^e recipient may be concerned that the instigator nay suddenly 
whip ovt a knife or a gun and terminate the Interaction violently.
As such, the recipient nay feel tliat because he is not physically or 
psychologically prepared to accept and deal with the costs tliat are 
Involved in reciprocation, he had better withdraw fron the interaction, 
or attempt to alter it to a neutral level.

A similar set of events were conjectured to occur following excess­
ively constructive acts on the Instigator's part. In this case, the 
reciprocation of constructiveness would be blocked by a derlre to avoid 
feeling obligated to respond in a highly helpful way to a person one 
distrusts by virtue ot the abnormality of his behavior. The subject 
may think that "this Individual Is nice to me for doing nothing, and 
If I feel obligated to him already, think how obligated I will be If I 

reciprocate further and encourage him". Again, the costs Involved In 
reciprocating may be more than one wants to accept and can deal with, 
and the subject may thus try to reduce these costs by discouraging the 
Instigation.

Brehm's (1966) reactance theory deals with the reluctance of people 
to reciprocate when Important behavioral freedoms are threatened. These 
Include the freedom to behave normally and stay out of trouble which we
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variety of reasons. He postulated tnat to the degree one feels tnac his 
personal freedom is threatened, a person would react in such a way as to 
reestablish his freedom and would thus probably behave differently than 
reciprocity theory would predict.

Worchel et al (1972) have shown this is especially true when the 
parties Involved feel that they nay have to continue an interaction in wa>'3 
otuer than those Involved in the original instigation, fur an extended 
period of tine and need to keep their options open. He also observed that 
one way this behavioral treeoon could be restoreu was by cognitively alter- 
lng tne instigation by the recipient, so «s to maice it more neutral anu 
decrease tne pressures towaru reciprocation. While tne shocx or beneilts 
used in laboratory stuuies are not easily derlneo as non-harmful behavior, 
in naturalistic context, where much of the harm or help is symbolic or 
intangible, the possibilities for such cognitive alteration in real life 
abounds. It has been shown by Berkowltz et al (1972), that such cognitive 
reinterpretation of events can serve to relieve stress and can alter 
emotional responses to situations. Moreover, Worchel et al (1972) had 
shown that such cognitive alterations may be made particularly in situations 
that arouse maximal reactance to them. Based on this, we supposed that in 
a naturalistic context, as ppposed to a laboratory study, a subject might 
easily and more readily reinterpret an instigation, either accidentally 
or on purpose, and them make responses consistent with that reinterpreted 
situation, thus lowering the empirical reciprocity correlation (r) between 
instigation and response magnitudes.

In sun then, for all the reasons given above, it seemed probable 
that in a naturalistic setting, powerful social restraints normally would 
inhibit people fron making "rough equivalent" reciprocal responses to 
abnormally Intense aggressive or constructive acts. As stated, this
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Inhibition in part would raault rrum the perceived Illegitimacy of euch 
abnormally Intense instigations and in part would sten fron the recipi­
ent's unwillingness to violate the same accepted standards of normal 
and acceptable behavior that the instigator had violated,in order to pro­
duce the necessary magnitude of aggressiveness or constructiveness to 

constitute such a "rough equivalent" in exchange.
On the other hand, no such inhibition of reciprocity of behavior 

should occur under normal circumstances if the instigation levels in­
volved constitute normal and acceptable behavior in such situations.
We felt this was true because under these circumstances the instigations 
Involved would be seen as legitimate and at the same tine, the responses 
to then needed to constitute a "rough equivalence" of magnitude would 
not be considered deviant.

Based on this thinking, we expected that if ve designed a naturalis­
tic setting where normal restraints were allowed to operate, overall, 
little or no consistent, linear predictable, or reciprocal relationship would 
be found between a wide range of antecedent aggressive-constructive 
instigation and aggressiveness-constructiveness of the recipients' 
responses.* However, if we divided the instigation levels employed 
into those magnitudes judged to be normal and acceptable and those 
magnitudes Judged to be abnormal, we further expected to find that re­
sponses to abnormally intense instigation levels would, for a variety of 
reasons, show little evidence of being linear predictable reciprocal functions 
of changes in instigation levels and there would be little evidence of 
"roughly equivalent" reciprocal responses being made. On the other hand» 
we expected to find that responses to normal instigations would be a pre­
dictable reciprocal function of then and a "rough equivalence" of the 
instigation level Indeed would be returned.
* though a non-linear relationship, not supporting reciprocity theory, 
might be found as an alternative to no relationship.
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setting to the one above, but artificially lowered the restraints against 
abnormal behavior by justifying and legitimising It, we would find as strong 
a linear predictable, reciprocal relationship between Instigation level 
changes and reciprocal response changes as those found In previous studies. 
However, despite this prediction. In view of the McClelland & Apicells 
(1945) and Harshbarger (1974) studies which seemed to Indicate It was 
questionable whether people will reciprocate aggression with Its "rough 
equivalent" when given the option of making neutral or constructive 
responses, even when the atmosphere Is an "uninhibited" one, we expected 
that It was possible that people might likewise not return the "rough 
equivalent" to that received. That Is, while their behavior under low 
restraint conditions would Indeed be a reciprocal function of antecedent 
aggressive or constructive acts, the exact magnitudes of harm or help 
reciprocated might not constitute a rough equivalence of that received.

The Present Research
Goals to be Achieved

Our literature review thus left us with several hypotheses* One 
was the possibility that the context under which aggressive and construe* 
tlve Instigations occurred would markedly affect people's tendencies to 
predictably reciprocate Increments or decrements In the amount of aggres­
sion or constructiveness received with reciprocal behavioral Increments 
or decrements In aggressiveness-constructiveness. Our second observation 
was that it was possible that even when such a predictable reciprocal 
relationship night be observed, It would still be an open question whether 
a "rough equivalence" of aggressiveness or constructiveness was exchanged, 
as reciprocity theory predicts It should be.
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Based on those end other observations the present study of recipro­

city was designed with the following goals In mind:
First and foremost, we wanted to see what kind of reciprocity behavior 

was likely to occur In a naturalistic setting. Secondly, we wished to gain 
a better Idea as to what effect certain methodological weaknesses may have 
played In limiting the generallzablllty of previous laboratory studies, and 
wished to better assess the effect that correction of these weaknesses might 
have on the findings of strong empirical reciprocity obtained In those 
studies. Thirdly, we wished to gather evidence supporting our view that 
there are factors differentially present In laboratory and naturalistic 
contexts and that these factors can dramatically affect the amount of empiri­
cal reciprocity shown In a naturalistic context. Finally, we wished to be 
able to explore how these factors affected the subjects by Interviewing 
them about this. Through these Interviews, we also wished to see If norms 
of reciprocity were at work In the naturalistic contexts, and to understand 
how these norms related to empirical behaviors observed.
Rationale for Design of Present Research

Having theorized that the question of whether people consistently, 
linearly and predictably reciprocate aggressiveness and constructiveness In 
real life had not been satisfactorily answered by previous research to date, 
t' e next step was to devise a study aimed at providing at least part of the 
answer.

To empirically determine whether or not reciprocity behavior was 
characteristic of real life Interactions between strangers, a simulated 
naturalistic encounter was set up between a given subject and given 
confederate peer stranger. We decided that for ethical reasons and other 
pragmatic considerations, we would simulate such an encounter rather than

  4̂send confederates "out Into the field" to seek out naive subjects. Within
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the Units of these constraints though, the encounter was designed to be 
as realistic as possible and as representative of real life interactions 
with strangers as possible. Since the hypothesized nomal restraints 
that prevail In real life were left Intact In our design of this condition, 
and since our goal was to determine how such normal restraints would affect 
reciprocity behavior, we temed this condition the nomal restraint con­
dition.

Included In this condition were certain methodological features not 
present In previous laboratory research on reciprocity of aggressive and con­

structive behavior, but which we decided to Include to get a more realis­
tic Idea of the kind of reciprocity data characteristic of real life as 
well as to get a better Idea of what motivated It.

One such methodological feature Included In this design and not In­
cluded In much previous research, was the provision of not restricting sub­
jects' response options. Subjects were free to behave In any way they 
normally would. Furthermore, their behaviors were video-taped and what­
ever behavior they produced was then given a global rating for aggress­
iveness and constructiveness.

A second methodological feature Included In the design was a two­
fold statistical analysis of our data. For purposes of comparison with 
reciprocity data from previous studies, we correlated the mean response 
to each given Instigation across Instigations, and used this mean response 
data correlation as one measure of reciprocity. A second correlation 
procedure called the discrete response data procedure was also carried 
out, e.g. a correlation was obtained between the given Instigation each 
subject received and the response each subject made across all subjects 
In the group. As mentioned earlier, we felt that such an analysis would 
give a more accurate idea of how strongly subjects' responses related to
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antecedent provocation.
A third methodological feature Included In our design which had been 

lacking In many previous studies, was the inclusion of detailed self report 
procedures In order to get an Idea of why subjects did or did not reciprocate, 
whether or not they really felt harried or helped, etc.

Since we expected nomal restraints operating In real life to Inhibit 
linear predictable reciprocal behavioral changes as a function of instiga­
tion level changes In a real life context, as compared to that observed in 
the laboratory, we made the following predictions:

First, we hypothesized lower Pearson correlation (r) and slope (b) values 
relating the mean response data to Instigation levels than those obtained In 
previous studies. Second, we predicted that using the discrete response 
analysis, the Pearson correlation (r) value would be even lower. Third, we' 
predicted that while the normal restraint findings would be Inconsistent with 
findings of previous research where these Inhibitions were counteracted, we 
hypothesized that subjects' self reports should reveal a high correlation 
between the Instigations they received and their desires to return the help 
or h a m  received as well as their eeported happy or angry affect. Fourth, 
we predicted that based on the theoretical relationship outlined earlier 
between nomal restraints and abnormal behavior,subjects receiving instigation 
levels judged abnormal would show little reciprocity behavior while subjects 
who received normal and acceptable magnitudes of Instigations would show a 
high level of reciprocity (as evidenced by a high Pearson correlation (r)) 
equal to that obtained In analysis of previous research. Lest, we theorized 
that within the nomal restraint condition, the more directly the confederates 
attempted to draw the subjects Into interaction, the higher the pressure 
to reciprocate. Accordingly, we hypothesized that If we divided the sub­
jects' responses In half, and compared those responses made when the
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confederates were directly attesting to provoke the subjects (hereafter 
referred to as direct response data) to those made once the confederates 
had finished and/or were not verbally pressuring the subjects to respond, 
(hereafter referred to as spontaneous response data) we would find stronger 
reciprocity behavior shown in the direct response data than in the spon­
taneous response data.

With regard to the effect of the methodological procedure of allow­
ing subjects complete freedom of response, we expected that in view of 
the Influence of normal social restraint, many subjects might make neutral 
responses or responses opposite to those predicted by reciprocity theory. 
Accordingly, we expected more Intersubject response variability, more 
neutrality of behavior, and less reciprocation of a "rough equivalence" 
to that received,than previous lab research would have led us to expect.

A second condition was also Included in our study, for control and 
comparison purposes. This condition, called the low social restraint 
condition, was to be as similar as possible to the first condition in 
methodology and procedure, except that a3 we hypothesized was the case 
in previous lab studies, attempts would be made to artificially reduce 
the nomal restraints Inherent in a real life context. A variety of 
techniques would be used aimed at legitimizing, justifying and sanction­
ing almost any and all behavior emitted by the confederates and subjects.

Through the inclusion of this second condtlon in our design, we 
could accomplish several objectives. Tlrst, we could rule out the pos­
sibility that if little or no reciprocity was observed in our normal 
restraint group, some methodological flaw in our design, or some of the 
changes in methodology from previous studies that we introduced,was 
responsible. 3y holding these factors constant and by varying only the 
amount of normal restraint present, if we obtained a strong reciprocity
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relationship under low restraint conditions and little or none under normal 
restraint conditions, we could be more confident that It was the normal 
restraint context that reduced the strength of the reciprocity relationship.

A second objective that could be accomplished by having such a low 
restraint condition Is that, be assuming or demonstrating that once the 

i normal restraint conditions were removed, this condition th^j approximated
those found In previous laboratory studies, we could then compare the results 
found In each case to see what effect our new methodological procedures may 
have had on the results we obtained and provide further support for our view 
that the absence of such procedures in previous research severely United 
the findings, even to another low restraint context such as this, by not 
allowing subjects the option of not reciprocating the "rough equivalence" 
of that received.

There were two sets of hypotheses we entertained about behavior of sub­
jects under these conditions. The first set concerned the comparison of sub­
jects' behavior under low restraint conditions to their behavioral response 
to Instigation under normal restraint conditions. The second set of hypotheses 
concerned our expectations that the reciprocity relationship (as evidenced by 
Pearson'8 correlation (r) and slope (b) values) obtained under low restraint 
conditions, should approximate those obtained In previous laboratory research.

i/ith regard to the first set of hypotheses, we expected the low restraint 
direct data to show stronger evidence favoring reciprocal behavioral changes 
(higher correlation (r) and slope (b) values) than the normal restraint direct 
data should, since the normal restraints inhibiting reciprocity were 
counteracted. In addition, because of the low restraint in this condition, 
we expected that subjects would be much more prepared to make an otherwise 
abnormal response to an otherwise abnormal Instigation. Accordingly, we
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hypothesized that levels of Instigations Judged abnormal should show the 
same levels of reciprocity Instigation levels judged normal would; this 
compared to our hypotheses of differential reciprocity to normal and abnormal 
Instigation levels under normal restraint conditions.

With regard to the second set of hypotheses, we expected that since much 
previous laboratory research under what we hypothesized to be "low restraint 
conditions" had shown that subjects' behavior was a consistent, reciprocal, 
predictable linear function of antecedent Instigation levels, (as evidenced 
by the highly stable correlation (r) and slope (b) values of .9 and A  re* 
spectlvely obtained), we expected that despite procedural differences, our 
subjects' behavior would evidence similar correlation (r) and slope (b) values.

On the other hand, In view of the fact that In our study subjects were 
not restricted In their response options as they had been In much previous 
research, It seemed to be an open question whether, despite the above predic­
tions, subjects would reciprocate with a "rough equivalence" to that received. 
Rather than making a prediction on this point, we hoped to try to address 
the question in our discussion based on the empirical findings we obtained.

Lastly, regardless of which condition was being looked at, we did expect 
the following similarities In the data: we expected that for normal and low 
restraint conditions as well, the spontaneous data would yield lower correla­
tion (r) and slope (b) values than the direct response data obtained In each 
case. We also expected In each case that the discrete response correlation 
£. for the direct response data would be lower than the mean response analysis 
correlation £. Finally, we expected that under both conditions, a correla­
tion between Instigation levels and subjects' self reported affective and 
motivational states would be obtained which was at least as strong In magni­
tude as the correlations obtained In previous research under low restraint 
conditions between Instigation levels and subjects' responses to them.
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Outline of the Design for the Present Research
As stated, the design called for the creation of nomal and low 

restraint conditions. To accomplish this, a simulated naturalistic 
encounter was set up between a given subject and a given confederate 
stranaer. We kept the general nature of this simulated naturalistic 
encounter constant for all subjects. Hot/ever, prior to the subject's 
exposure to this encounter, different groups of subjects went through 
one of two procedures designed to differentially affect their interpre­
tation and their reaction to it. One of these conditions, which we 
called the "normal social restraint" condition was designed to minimally 
Influence the subject's normal restraints or Interpretation of what would 
follow. The second condition, called the "low social restraint" condition was 
designed to be sinllar to this one In many respects except that It was 
designed to lower restraints giving the participants i justification for 
expressing their feelings and desires In behavior during the subsequent 
Interaction, etc.. It was also designed to lower the social restraints 
prohibiting such expression and wa3 designed to lend legitimacy to such 
expression. At the sane tine, like In the previous laboratory studies, 
this procedure was designed to deceive subjects Into thinking that their 
behavior In the subsequent Interaction was of Interest but was not the 
crucial focus of the study. To the extent that we succeeded In this re­
gard, we could expect to find behavior in subsequent encountezs similar 
to that obtained In the laboratory studies of behavior.

ilale college students were used in this study,In keeping with most 
previous research and for matters of convenience. For sinllar reasons, 
this study was United to a study of unprovoked Instigations.
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Regardless of which prior procedure a subject was exposed to, he 

interacted with an assigned confederate in a small room seated side by 
side on a couch. In all cases, subjects were given a deceptive rationale 
for the tine tbey would be alone together, and were invited to fill out 
sotie forms and wait for the"experlmcnter"to return. 3oth subjects and 
confederates were video-taped from behind a one-way mirror.

As much as possible, sinllar confederates and standardized instigations 

were used, regardless of the prior procedure the subject was exposed to.
E'.e social Instigations that were employed ranged from extremely construc­
tive to extremely aggressive in nature. Eich subject was exposed to one such 
social instigation and was free to respond as he chose to.

The confederates* instigations and the subjects* subsequent inter­

action with the confederates were video-taped. The ratings of their be­

havior on video-tapes on several scaleBcomprised the main Independent and 

dependent variables of this study. Additionally, we had the subjects fill 

out IIAACLs (Hood Affect Adjective Checklists) before and after the instigations took 

place, had then fill out eight (3) self report scales assessing their 
affect and motives following the instigation and had then fill out a de­

tailed 3elf report and biographical questionnaire.

With regard to the video ratings, the behavlorsof the subjects and 
that of the confederates were rated by college students judges viewing 
the video-tapes as to how constructive or aggressive each was. Other 
groups of Judges rated how normal or abnormal the behavior of each was.
Still other groups of judges rated the emotional honesty of each person's 
behavior.

The video-taped interaction was broken up into two periods to obtain 
a more methodologically clean analysis and to obtain some more detailed
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data. Each vas separately Judged and rated. One period (direct re­
sponse) vas a period where a subject made bis Immediate direct response 
to tbe confederate. The second period (spontaneous response) vas a 
period of time following tbls first Interred, vbere tbe subject bad tbe 
opportunity to Instigate further Interaction In tbe absence of further 
direct Instigation by the confederate himself. It should be noted that 
non-verbal Instigations vere not dealt vith In this manner for reasons 
vblch will be apparent later but Instead, vere Included In both sets of 

data for purposes of analysis.
The ratings of tbe video-tapes ve obtained vere subjected 

to tvo types of statistical analyses. One type, called tbe mean response 
analysis, selected all Instigations of a given leval of aggressiveness- 
constructiveness and then calculated tbe mean level of aggressive or 
constructive response made In return. Correlations vere then obtained 
between a given instigation level and tbe mean response to it, across adl 
instigation levels, and as such, tbe procedure vas similar to that used 
in most previous studies.

Tbe alternate procedure, called tbe discrete response analysis, 
did not group tbe instigations into levels but rather, correlated each 
individual instigation a subject vas Judged to have received with tbe 
Judged aggresslveness-constructiveness of bis responses across all subjects. 
While ve believed that tbe discrete response analysis would yield a more 
realfctlc view of behavioral reciprocity than tbe mean response procedure, 
tbe latter procedure vas tbe major one used in our research, so that ve 
could make quantitative cooparlsons with previous research. Hovever, 

tbe results of both types of procedures are reported in our "Results" 
section.
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CHAPTER S 
HYPOTHESES

Id accordance with the theory of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) and 
tha empirical evidence supporting It (Epstein et al.* 1967; Helm et al*
1972; Hershberger et al* 1974; Shortell et al* 1970; Taylor, 1967) as 
well as In accordance with the hypothesized, role of contextual factors, 
we derived 19 hypotheses to be tested statistically. These hypotheses 
concern the degree to which reciprocity of aggression and constructive- 
ness would be predictably found as a function of context and other factors. 
The prediction of and the finding of a high positive linear correlation be­

tween changes In Instigation magnitude and changes in the subjects V responses
£Is a necessary step to establish such reciprocity.

Some of these hypotheses were not stated formally as such* but 
Instead vere stated Informally as comparisons. The decision of whether 
an hypothesis was stated formally or not depended on whether we could 
provide a meaningful test of Its significance. Where we concluded that 
the « was too small to even use a given statistical formula* or where 
we thought the predicted difference would be too snail to be detected 
from our present data* given the power of the test available* or where 
we thought the hypothesis could not be tested for significance for other 
reasons, the hypothesis vas not formally stated. However, It vas stated 
as a comparison, and the data ve did obtain In support of it Is presented 
together with whatever tests of significance could be made.

*though not necessarily a sufficient step, If one has not established that 
a "rough equivalence" of exchange took place. This point will be discussed 
later. It should alio be' noted that even where a high positive linear cor­
relation is not reported* the respruces may still- be a predictable* though 
not linear and non reciprocal function of instigation levels.
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Overview of Hypothcaga and Comparison*
The hypotheses and comparlaona have been grouped Into aeveral aec- 

tlona for eaae of Inspection. The hypotheses and comparlaona, 1 - 3, In 
the aectlon entitled '̂ ialn Experimental Hypotheaea" were derived from 
the major theoretical laauea under teat. They were baaed on the theory 
of reciprocity and previoua reaearch In thla area, and ualng the direct 
mean reaponae data, predicted that while aubjecta ahould on average reci­
procate atrongly when In a low reatralnt context almllar to that found - 
In the laboratory, aubjecta would ahow little or no reciprocation of 
aggreaalon and conatructlveneaa under normal reatralnt condltlona, aa 

evidenced by lower Pearaoh'a correlation and alope valuea.
The next aectlon entitled 'hypotheaea and Comparlaona of Slmllarltlea 

and Dlfferencea Between Direct Beaponae Data Sample Statlatlca and Previoua 
Population Valuea", contain Hypotheaea Comparlaona 4 - 7 .  Theae quanti­
tative hypotheaea hypothesized the degree to which aubjecta should, 
on average,reciprocate under different restraint conditions. For low 
restraint conditions, they hypothesised both the exact numerical strength 
of the Pearson correlation . to be obtained (r) and the amount of 
Increased aggreaalon or conatructlveneaa subjects should make for any 
given 1 point Increase In Instigation level (the alope (b). Theserandbvaluea 
hypothesised were derived from the approximate values obtained from pre­
vious researchers, aa outlined by Harahbarger. Theae values were (**.9, 
b".45. We expected that our subjects would ahow about the same given quantita­
tive amounts of reciprocity under low reatralnt condltlona as those re­
ported in previoua studies. On the other hand, we also hypothesised that 
subjects would show significantly leas reciprocity behavior and lower 
Increments of reciprocation under normal restraint conditions.
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The next aectlon "Hypotheaea end Comparlaona Concerning (Non-Demanded) 

Spontaneoua Mean Beaponaea" contain hypotheaea 8 - 1 0 .  Theae hypotheaea 
were also derived from reciprocity theory and propoaed that under low 
aodal reatralnt condltlona( * algnifleant degree of reciprocity behavior 
(aa reflected by r) would be shovn In reaponae to aggreaalve or con at m o ­
tive acta even In the analyala of the mean "spontaneous" data, where the 
aubject waa no longer obliged to make a reaponae. However, we predicted 
that thla obtained r would be leaa thea the r obtained aa ameaaure of the 
aubject?a' mean direct reaponaea to aggreaalve or conatructlve acta under 
the aame low reatralnt context becauae of decreaaed stimulation of the 
norm of reciprocity In the aubject- by the confederate, by ceaalng hi a 
direct elicitation of the aubject1a reaponaea. No predlctiona were made 
for the mean "apontaneoua" behavior of aubjecta under normal reatralnt 
condltlona alnce wa expected the £  to be minimal and expected It to differ 
very little from the mean direct reaponae £. However,the data haa been 
preaented In a later aectlon of thla paper, (aee Table 2 , p.lbl ) and 
the reader la Invited to Inapect It.

The next aectlon "Hypotheaea and Comparlaona Concerning Self 
Reported finotlonal and Motivational Dlapoaltlona to Reciprocate Following 
Aggreaalve or Conatructlve Acta", contalna Hypotheaea and Comparlaona 11 - 
13. Theae hypotheaea were again derived from reciprocity theory and 
previoua reaearch. They were baaed on the aaaumptlon that even If aub­
jecta are Inhibited by the context of the aggreaalve or conatructlve act 
from reapondlng, the context would not aubatantlally affect their dealres 
to reciprocate,provided tremendoua cognitive distortion or Interpretation of the 
instigations by the subjects did not occur. We further hypothesized the 
exact magnitudes (.9) of the strength of the linear re lat ion ah lp that would exist
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between the instigation levels received end the mean self reported desire 
to reciprocate* as vail as between Instigation levels and mean self reported 
happy or angry affect* and predicted significant reaulta regardleas of 
context. They hypothesized magnitudes of these correlations were derived 
from previous research where social reatralnt la asauoed to be minimi and 
therefore* where the Interaction norms of reciprocity were allowed to freely 
manifest themselves In behavior.

The next aectlon "Hypothesized Relationships Between the Magnitudes of 
Instigations* Judged Levels of Abnormality* and the Mean Responses to Them 
Under Different Contexts"* contain hypotheses and comparisons 14 - 17. We 
found In our pilot work that* In general* the more extremely aggreaalve an 
action was* the greater Its judged abnormality* and the more extremely 
constructive an action was* past a certain point* the more abnormal It was 
judged to be. We went on to assume* based on this data* tha while this 
statement was true In general* the exact specification of what magnitude of 
behavior are considered normal and acceptable depends on the situation.

However* for any given every day life situation* we predicted* based 
on an analysis of this data and previous research Into people's responses 
to abnormal Instigations* that where normal restraints are operative* the 
degree of reciprocity shown to abnormal magnitudes of Instigation as evidenced 
by the Pearson correlation statistic (r) would be less than that shown to 
similar abnormal magnitudes of Instigation under low restraint conditions* 
since It was assumed that low restraints encourage people to disregard the 
abnormality of the Instigation. We also predicted tha there would be no 
difference between the degree of reciprocity (r) shown to normal magnitudes 
of Instigation under normal restraint conditions and chat shown to normal 
magnitudes of Instigation under low restraint condition - this because we 
assumed that nomal reatralnts would not weaken the degree of reciprocity 
behavior In reaponae to nomal Instigation levels.
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The lest section entitled "Comparisons Bearing on the Effect and the 
Differences In the Statistical Treatment of Reciprocity Data on Subsequent 
Findings" includes hypotheses and Comparisons 18 - 19." We hypothesised, 
for reasons mentioned previously, that when direct responses to each 
Instigation received across subjects were looked at, we would still obtain 
data supporting reciprocity theory under low restraint conditions though the 
correlation would be much weaker than the value obtained using the mean re­
sponse analysis. The former correlation would however, give a more accurate 
picture of our subjects' behavior, and by Inference, the behavior to be ex* 
pected under law social restraint conditions. We did not hypothesize what 
the normal restraint data would look like using the direct response analysis.
However, we expected that the correlation obtained would be less than that
obtained using the mean response data and that therefore, the relative posi­
tions of the correlations obtained under normal and low restraint would be 
similar, regardless of analysis done. In another part of this paper we have 
presented our central findings as obtained through both levels of analysis 
and the reader Is Invited to Inspect them.

The 19 Hypotheses and Comparisons we made now follow:

Ilain Experimental Hypotheses - Direct Response Data

Hypothesis 1. In a 'low social restraint naturalistic condition, a 

strong significant reciprocity relationship will be observed between 
magnitudes of constructive and aggressive Instigations and subjects' 
mean level of "direct response" to them.

Rationale: This prediction was based on the laboratory research
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cited previously. It was also based on more naturalistic studies such 

as McClelland and Aplcella (1945) where "low social restraints" were 
likewise hypothesised to be present. It was also based on the self* 
reports of Hershberger's (1974) subjects as to what they would do In an 

aggressive or constructive situation.
Hypothesis 2. Under normal social restraint
conditions there ylll be significantly less direct reciprocity behavior 
displayed than under low social restraint conditions. As such, the 
correlation between the degree of aggressive or constructive Instigation 
end the mean "direct" responses to them, will be lower under normal 
social restraint conditions.

Rationale; There were many theoretical reasons and empirical 
support for this hypothesis that any observed reciprocity behavior under 
normal restraint conditions would be constrained and Inhibited compared 
to that observed under low social restrained conditions (see Introduc* 
tlon).
Comparison 3. The slope of the regression line
for predicting mean "direct responses" to aggressive or constructive 
stimuli will be less under conditions of normal social restraint than 
the slope obtained under conditions of low social restraint.

Rationale: Since Taylor (1967) had provided data showing that
under*controlled Individuals have higher slopes of reciprocation of 
aggression than ovsr-controlled Individuals, we Inferred that not only 
were these slopes of reciprocation Influenced by the personality of the 
subject, but moreover, we speculated that situational variables had served 
to arouse these personality characteristics end might therefore effect 
the slope of the regression line reletlng the responses of subjects to
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different levels of provocation. We had eleo hypothesized that factors

present under conditions of normal social restraint would function to
Inhibit people's behavior to extreme aggressive and constructive acts.
In accordance with these assumptions, this comparison therefore would
follow. However, since previous deta had not produced marked changes In
slope as a function of personality and since the probability of Type II
error was not low enough, no formal hypothesis was stated.

Hypotheses and Comparisons of Similarities and 
Plffarencer.Between Sanole Statistics and Previous 
Population Valuaa - Based on Direct Response Data

Comparison 4. In "low social restraints" natural*
latic conditions, the strength of the correlation reflecting the recipro­
city relationship obtained above will be approximately .9.

Rationale: Since the "low social restraint condition" was to be
designed to provide a context for the subsequent interaction similar to 
that hypothesised to be present In previous research, we expected r and 
b data that was quantitatively consistent with previous results. However, 
since for statistical reasons we could not demonstrate,the sample was 
Indeed drawn from a population having r and b values of .9 and .^respec­
tively, but could demonstrate our obtained values were not Inconsistent 
with this assumption, no formal hypothesis was stated.
Comparison 3. Under "low social restraint" naturalistic condition,
the slope of the regression line relating the Independent and dependent 
measures will be approximately .45.

Rationale: See Comperlson 4.
Hypothesis 6. The strength of the correlation reflecting the reciprocity 
relationship under normal social restraint conditions will be significantly 
less than .9.
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Rationale: In accordance with the hypothesised inhibitions, the
normal restraint context Imposed on reciprocity (as measured by r and. b) 
and In accordance with our prediction of a .9 correlation between the 
Independent and dependent measures under low social restraint conditions, 
this hypothesis logically followed.
Comparison 7. Under normal social restraint naturalistic conditions 
the slope of the regression line relating the Independent and dependent 
measures will be less than .45.

Rationale: In accordance with the rationale given for Hypothesis 6
and In accordance with our prediction of a .45 slope for the regression 
line relating to the Independent and dependent measures under low social 
restraint, this result should have been obtained. However, since the 
theoretical slope value was not too big to begin with, It was unlikely 
that we would obtain a slope value small enough to significantly differ 
from the .45 value obtained In prior research. Therefore, no formal 
hypothesis was stated.

HypotheaCs and Comparisons Concerning 
(Kon-jDenanded) Spontaneous Mean Karonses

In analyzing this set of data, we would be looking at whatever nean 
responses are made to aggressive or constructive Instigations when the 
confederate Is no longer directly eliciting them through his verbaliza­
tions. Aa such,the behavior would be much more spontaneous and would 
be less controlled by any reciprocity norma. For these reasons, as well 
as for others we will outline later, we predicted similar rs and ba to 
thoae predicted earlier, though somewhat weaker in strength. Accordingly, 
we hypothesized that:
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Hvpothaale 8. Under low social restraint conditions a significant
correlation will be observed between magnitudes of constructive aggress­
ive Instigations and subjects' mean level of spontaneous response to them.

Rationale: The rationale for this hypothesis was the same as for
Hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 9. The correlation reflecting the reciprocity relation­
ship In the "spontaneous" data obtained under low social restraint condi­
tions will' be significantly less than that observed In the direct 
response analysis under low social restraint conditions.

Rationale: In accordance with reciprocity theory, we still expected
a significant amount of reciprocity behavior to be displayed, even though 
the lnsnedlate elicitation of that behavior had ceased. (Gouldner, 1960). 
However, by making the assumption that direct Instigation serves as a cue 
for norm arousal In subjects, we Inferred that when that direct Instigation 
Is no longer present, the degree of norm arousal would be somewhat less­
ened, resulting In a somewhat weakened reciprocity relationship compared 
to that observed for people's direct responses to the immediate Instiga­
tion.

Comparison 10. Under normal social restraint conditions analyzing
the spontaneous response data, the correlation relating this variable to 
the magnitude of aggressive or constructive Instigations will„ be less 
than that observed In the direct response analysis.

But since wa reasoned that both correlations would probably be snail 

due to the postMLated Influence of normal social restraint, no formal 
Hypothesis of statistical significance was made.
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Hypotheses and Ccr-^arlaona Concerning Self-Reported S-.otlonal and
Uotlvational Dispositions to Reciprocate Following A^rreaslve or
Constructive Acts.

Hypothesis 11. Under both nomal and lot? social restraint conditions 
cooblned^a positive correlation will be observed between the magnitudes 
of aggressive and constructive instigations and nean magnitudes of harm­
ful and helpful desires towards the instigator* as reported by subjects 
following the instigations.

Rationale: These predictions were based on reciprocity theory. We
reasoned that subjects should develop desires to help or h a m  in accordance 
with the magnitude of the aggressive or constructive instigations they 
have received and this would be true even if subjects are Inhibited from 
reciprocating.
Comparison 12. Under low social restraint conditions* the correlations 
mentioned In the previous hypotheses would not be significantly different 
from .9.

Rationale: This prediction was based on reciprocity theory and pre­
vious research which had shown that when subjects are allowed to do as 
they will* a .9 correlation between their behavior and the antecedent 
instigation was obtained. By assuming* as Taylor did (1967)* that behavior 
under lot? social restraint reflects motivational tendencies* on a self 
report measure of such tendencies* we likewise expected to obtain a similar 
.9 correlation between the magnitude of the instigation and the nean 
magnitude of resulting affect. However, since we could not show statistically 
that the sample was drawn from population having a r ■ .90 but could only 
show our obtained sample was not Inconsistent with this assumption* no 
formal hypothesis was stated.
Hypothesis 13. Even under conditions of nomal social restraint*
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significant correlation will be obtained between the magnitude of aggressive 

or constructive instigations and the mean magnitudes of subjects' self- 

reported emotional and motivational reactions to them, following the instiga­

tions.
Rationale: Even if subjects were inhibited in displaying reciprocity

behavior as a result of normal social restraint, we reasoned they should
still develop the desir«3 to help or h a m  which reciprocity theory would

predict thst they would.
Hypothesized Relationships Between '.lâ mltudec of 
Instigations. Their Judged Levels of Abnormality 
and the Mfcan Eegpon.-es to Them under Different 
Content?.

Hypothesis 14. Treating aggressiveness and constructiveness as a unipolar 
dlmanslon for purpose of this analysis, if one looks at those instigation 
levels Judged to be neutral to extremely aggressive there will be a strong 
significant linear relationship across actions between their judged degree 
of aggressiveness and nean judged level of abnormality.

Rationale: Pilot work where college students rated the abnormality of
various aggressive acts described on paper, led us to believe that judges' 
ratings of actual behavior along these two dimensions could produce similar 
findings, (see Appendix A. p. 237).
Comparison 13, Treating aggressiveness and constructiveness as a unipolar 
dimension for purpose or this analysis, if one looks at those instigation 
levels Judged to be neutral to extremely aggressive there will be a curvilinear 
relationship between how constructive behavior is and its mean judged level 
of abnemallty.

Rationale: Pilot work, trtiere college students rated the abnormality
and normality of various constructive acts described on paper, led us to 
believe that judges' ratings or the actual behavior of our confederates 
along these two dimensions would produce similar findings, (see Appendix A.
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p. 237). However, since our pilot deta did not produce narked curvilinearity 
at the most extreme levels utilized (similar to those used here) no formal 
hypothesis was stated.
Hypothesis 16. In contrast to the prediction made in Hypothesis 2, in an 
analysis of only those instigations that were judged to be "normal" tinder

| condition normal social restraint, the correlation between given levels
i

of lnstic n and the mean direct responses to then, will not be significantly
* different from the correlation obtalne from all instigations in the low
* social restraint conditions.

Rationale: While we previously expected to find significant differences
in the correlations of these meaures under conditions of normal and low social 
restraint, we further hypothesized that this was due to the lack of legiti­
macy and justification provided for extreme aggressive and constructive 
instigations and responses under the condition of normal social restraint.
It was argued that the lack of legitimacy and justification provided for 
these behaviors under nomal social restraint, would lead to a weakening 
of reciprocity behavior in relation to them.

However, by the sane token, it was hypothesized that for those instiga­
tions that are judged nomal and are expected in such situations, we would 
find strong reciprocity behavior displayed, the strength of which rivaled 
the reciprocity behavior displayed under low social restraint for all insti­
gations, not just for those which were deemed to be nomal. Thus, we 
reasoned that under conditions of nomal social restraint cor the range of 
instigations which were judged to he nomal, the expected factors leading 
to inhibit reciprocity would be minimal or non-existent ana ws would obtain 
similar reciprocity data to that obtained in previous studies or that obtained 
under conditions of low social restraint, where we hypothesized the abnormal­
ity or the instigations was nullified by the contextual manipulations. 
Hypothesis 17. Under normal social restraint the correlation between instigations
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judged co be "ebnormalN end Che meen direct response to them will be 
significantly less tnan tne same correlation achieved using the same 
magnitudes of Instigations under conditions of low soclel restraint.

Rationale: This reaally followed from the rationale given In
Hypothesis 16.

Comparisons. Bearing on the Effect that ulfferences 
In the Statistical Treatment of Reciprocity Data 
have on Subsequent Finding.

Hypothesis 18. Using the analysis ot the direct response data under
low social restraint conditions, there will he a significant correlation
between tne magnitude of aggressive or constructive Instigations each
person received end the actual magnitude of response he returned.
(Versus mean response for all subjects receiving chat Instigation.)

Rationale: This preulctlon was In accord wltu reciprocity
tneory and tne results supporting it.
Comparison 19. The above correlation will be less than tnat obtained 
using mean responses to given levels of Instigation as s uependenc 
vanaole.

Kationale: If we were right In assuming tt>«c using mean response
data produces stronger correlations than using tue response of each 
subject Inoivldualiy In correlational analysis, tneu this result would 
oe ootamed. However, alnce no test of significance was readily 
avallaule and/or necessary In tnis case, tm» prediction waa stated as 
a comparison rather tnan as a formal hypotnesls, since butn correlations 
were eased on tne exact same data.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD

V

Essential Elements of the Design
General Design

In the current research, nine different stimuli presenting different 
levels of the variable aggresslvenesrconstructlveness uere administered 
to college students >y a confederate-peer In a simulated naturalistic 
setting. The manipulation of this variable took place under two different 
contextual and situational conditions. One condition was termed "normal 
social restraint?' and the second we have termed "low social restraint"..
The effects of the stimuli and the two conditions were observed on the■ 
subjects' responses, mood and motivation. The variables and their levels 
are as follows:

Main Independent varlable-degree of helpfulness and aggressiveness 
gOhf„a$ranRcr..(spn.ffidmtri»
Nine different stimuli were chosen which represented points along 

this dimension as follows:
9. Extremely aggressive - stranger orders subject to move over on

couch and curses him vehemently for not moving enough.
8. Strongly aggressive - stranger deliberately engulfs the subject In 

cigarette smoke.
7. Moderately aggressive - stranger angrily tells subject to move over 

on the couch after he has already moved.
6. Mildly aggressive - stranger chews gum loudly while subject attempts

to concentrate.
5. Neutral - stranger sits quietly.
4. Mildly constructive - stranger asks for change of a quarter for the 

parking meter.
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3. Moderately constructive - stranger offers subject gum and starts 
friendly conversation.

2. Strongly constructive - stranger engages the subject In personal 
conversation and compliments him highly.

1. Extremely constructive - stranger compliments subject and invites 
him and his girl-friend for an all expense paid dinner.
NOTZ: For each of the stimuli listed, the a priori approximate value 
of aggresslveness-constructlveneas Is attached. The exact value 
(judged value) of each Individual Instigation was obtained by having 
student judges view and rate video-tapes of them. The medians of 
these judgments formed the actual Independent variable.
Contextual variables - two levels

Normal social restraint - No attempt made to Interfere with normal 
hypothesized restraints on reciprocity occurring In naturalistic 
context.
Low social restraint - Attempts made to alter social restraints and 
context to that theorized to exist In previous research.
Dependent virlables

Several dependent measures were obtained as follows:
Judged aggressiveness and constructlvaness of the subject's video­
taped direct responses.
Judged aggressiveness and constructiveness of the subject's video­
taped spontaneous responses.
Self-report of hostile or happy affect on a nine point scale. 
Self-report of hostile or helpful motivation.
MAACL (Mood Affect Adjective Checklist) (See >A££gndlxJ5__ ) self- 
ratings of anxiety, depression, and hostility, (au scored by
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MAACL Manual) obtained before and after the experimental manipula­

tion a .

In addition to the above variables, behavior of both subject and 
confederate were also judged end evaluated along the dimensions of 
normallty-abnormallty. Using this variable, a break-down analysis of 
the data was done. Biographlcsl and other data were also collected but 
will not be analyzed in the present research.

The flow chart presented in Flgurel . pictorlally displays the 
manipulations performed in this study, the point at which they were per­
formed, and the points at which data were collected. The reader is 
referred to this flow chart to get a clearer idea of the overall design. 
(See Figure 1 ).

In this research, subjects were randomly assigned to 1 of 4 confed­
erates of differing heights, who enacted 1 of 9 randomly selected 
aggressive or constructive acts, under 1 of 2 randomly selected situa­
tional contexts. As can be seen a 72 cell matrix can be constructed 
based on the above factors.

It was planned to randomly assign one subject to each cell in this 
matrix. In cases where a subject's data would have to be eliminated from 
the atudy due to equipment failure etc., a new subject was randomly 
assigned to that cell in his place, if possible. Close inspection of the 
cases where this was made necessary revealed that they occurred essentially 
at random and thus, such deviations were considered random error.
Definition of Stimulus Dimension and Selection of Stimuli

To study the effect of different intensities of aggression, and help­
fulness on a subject's behavior, following Harshbarger (1974) a stimulus 
dimension was hypothesized, defined on the one end by stimuli that could
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FIGURE 1

Flow Chart of Experimental Procedure In Study

Subject pool Is acquired
Subject is randomly selected 
 fron pool  ------- ----
Random assighment of S to C, 

Btjmulus unri enntext----

S Induced to enter office 
waiting room prior to "study". 
C enters soon after.
Begins Bio.Sheet 1._______ '

Subjects told they'll be r Subjects told they'll be going
going into lab sQon to into lab soon to study moods
Study opinions L

I o a a c l  1 f i l l e d  o u t '  T3y'"S"&'U"l I M-  —  M .. .....................................I ^Opinion study” tbeyull be m  
is explained to both— Normal 
Social Restraint is maintained

 _____ ’ I _______ ____| kAAL’L 2 is filled our by fcoLn

~"Moo3 st'Er^'they rn  be lhTs' 
explained to both— Low Social 
Restraint induced

y~" MAACr ^ ^ ' M lled out By both |

Complete bio sheet 1 & 2.
E goes to "John" while they 
work— actually turns on video 
equipment.
T  laSlig&t^s 6ne o T n m "  fillMlltll 
situations ^
“Direct response phase" ceases.
C terminates stimulus and/or 
S directly responds.

32£ minutes allowed for "spontaneous I
resnonses" hv Si C does notresponses by S; C does not initiate1 

I" E returns and administers MAACL 3I------------------
andC are Bplit *up and go into 

separate "labs" for the study" 
(actually debriefing).

( Go to next page )



Flow Chart of Experimental Procedure In Study (Contd)

"Mood Scale Calibration Packet 3 
administered (focused questions bear­
ing on Ss' suspicions and rationale for 
their behavior). ___________________

Subjects complete biographical data form.

Subjects are properly debriefed.

End of experimental procedure.

'Mood Scale Calibration Packet 2" 
administered (eight self report Likert 
scales assessing Ss' reactions to Cs).

"Mood Scale Calibration Packet 1" 
administered (Open-ended debriefing 
questions).



be said to be extremely aggressive and on the other end by stimuli that 
could be called extremely constructive. The several social stimuli were 
thought to fall In different places along this stimulus aioenslon, 
depending upon how aggressive or constructive they were.

To define the dimension In more detail, we needed to define the 
terms of "aggesslve" and "constructive" and to define the extremes of the 
scale. We define aggressive actions as actions that In general "destroy, 
harm or threaten to harm something physical or psychological that Is 
valued by others", such as a valued state of mind, a valued asset, valued 
feelings, etc. In turn, we define constructive actions as those which 
"help" 'others maintain or secure something that they value", such as a 
valued state of mind, a valued asset, a valued object, or valued feelings. 
Impllcity In these definitions, was the Idea that actions could be 
physically or psychologically harmful or helpful.

Having thus defined our relevant stloiulus dimension, the next step 
was to construct an appropriate scale on which acts, differing In the 
Intensity along this stimulus dimension could be rated. Basically, the 
method of equal-appearing Intervals was utilized In the construction of 
this scale (Sdwards, 1957). The two extreme ends of this scale were 
defined using specific examples of what the author meant by "extreme" 
aggressive or constructive acts. The first reason the end points were 
defined using these specific examples, was that It was desired to set up 
stable reference points for the ratings. We felt that Just using the 
words "extremely aggressive" or "extremely constructive" would be much 
too ambiguous and might lead to spurious scale ratings. The second 
reason for giving specific examples of the extreme points was that due 
to ethical.considerations, It was anticipated that the stimuli finally
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selected for use In the study, would be less harmful or helpful than the 
full range of actions that one human being could perpetrate on another*
In defining our extreme anchor points, using specific examples of what 
was meant by an extreme act In terms of the study, we Insured that the 
ratings thus obtained from raters, would be made with reference to these 
examples rather than with reference to some other definition of extreme, 
for example, murder. It was hoped that by providing raters with these 
definitions of the term "extreme", we would encourage them to make finer 
distinctions In their ratings and utilize more of the nine point scale 
than would otherwise be the case If they had relied on their own percep­
tion of what the term extreme meant.

The anchor points were defined as follows: an action was to be 
rated "extremely aggressive" If It was equivalent In harm to being 
cruelly Insulted or forcibly pushed. An action was to be rated "extreme­
ly constructive" If It was equally as helpful as being lavishly and 
sincerely complimented, or being offered a lift home In the rain when 
you needed one. The scale dimension that was constructed appears In 
Figure 2 . Raters were told that they were to make all ratings with 
reference to the defined anchor point*. They were also told that all 
other points and descriptive adjectives on the scale were with reference 
to the anchors and constituted equal Intervals along the scale. If a 
rater felt that any given action was more extreme than could be encom­
passed within the limits of the anchor points, they were Instructed In 
procedure which allowed them the option of extending reference. (See 
Appendix A for sample scale Instructions)* Since all ratings of 
behavior were made utilizing the same scale, It was possible to compare 
the magnitude of any Instigation to the magnitude of the resulting response 
(Harshbarger, 1974).
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1
Diagram of Aggrcs alvenea a-Conatructlveneaa Sole

Extremely Amsresalve-harmful 
to valued physical or psycholo­
gical states (equivalent to 
harm eo being cruelly Insulted 
or forcefully pushed).

Extremely Constructive-helpful 
physically or psychologically 
(equivalent in constructiveness 
to being lavishly but sincerely 
complimented, or getting lift 
home In the rain when you need

♦

Ext. Strng Nod Mild lfeut Mild Mod Strug Ext

FIpure 2. Aggressiveness-Constructiveness scale dimension used for 
all ratings in the present study
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Criteria for the selection of stimuli
Having constructed our relevant scale dimension, the next Job was 

to select a number of stimulus actions which confederates could be 
trained to Instigate. Several criteria were kept In mind during the 
selection process. One set of criteria concerned the desire to provide 
for maximal generality of findings. In the desire to obtain stimuli 
that would cover the full range of our scale dimensions, we decided to 
select nine different stimuli which would fall at roughly even spaced
points on the scale. We decided to use this number of stimuli because
more than this number would have created problems In the training of 
confederates and fewer stimuli would decrease the generality of the 
findings. In this regard, pilot work had indicated that certain meaning­
ful Interactions between stimuli and contexts might be Ignored If fewer 
than this number were used. To further provide for maximum generality 
of our findings, we decided to select stimuli that varied not only In 
Intensity but also In content. That Is, we decided to Include several 
different types of stimuli, verbal and non-verbal, etc. other than Just 
one type of stimulus.

Another set of criteria used In stimulus selection were the APA 
guidelines on ethics. It was desired to keep the Intensity of the
aggressive Instigation within those guidelines.

In addition to the above criteria, It was also desired to select 
stimuli that were relatively unambiguous and that did not lend 
themselves to varied Interpretations,particularly In different contexts. 
It was also desired to select stimuli that were as appropriate and 
realistic as possible for any given level of unprovoked aggression.
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Finally, It was desired to select stimuli that could be easily performed 
and that were practical given the facilities available.

Method of stimulus selection
Student volunteers were presented with the scale described previously 

and were asked to think up stimuli that were appropriate, practical, and 
that varied In Intensity along this scale. Based on these pooled Items, 
items were then eliminated a priori. If they looked like they fell short 
of meeting any of the criteria mentioned previously. We were then left 
thirty promising Items. These items were put on a mimeographed sheet 
for the final elimination process. The judgments of two classes of 
psychology students were utilised In the final elimination process.
Classes received the mimeographed list of potential stimuli. One class 
was merely told that these stimuli were Initiated by one person toward 
another. The other class was given a more specific context which came 
close to the actual experimental setting. Half of each class were asked 
to rate the thirty actions as to how aggressive or constructive they 
thought the actions were. The other half were asked to rate then as to 
how normal or abnormal they thought they were. Using this data, we were 
able to get a better Idea of which stimuli fell at roughly equal points 
along the scale.

Using the standard deviations of the raters' judgments as a guide,
It was further possible to get an Idea of which stimuli were least 
ambiguous and least subject to personal distortion. Looking at a scatter 
plot of correlation between the abnormality of the stimulus and Its level 
of aggression or helpfulness, It was also possible to get a better Idea 
of which stimuli were the most appropriate at any given level of Instiga­
tion. Based on this Information, the final selection of stimuli was nade.



Once the stimuli were selected their exact nature had to be concrete­
ly specified. The first step in accomplishing this was to role-play the 
instigations on video-tape. A number of assistants were utilized In the 
making of the tape. In the course of this production, we learned that 
some modification In the stimuli was needed. We also learned to antici­
pate and deal with the various contingencies that might arise as each 
assistant continually play-acted "naive subjects" responding to the 
stranger-confederate. Out of this role-playing, we developed specific 
procedures and dialogues for each of the stimuli and developed procedures 
to handle contingencies that might occur in their production. Once these 
problems had been Ironed out a final video-tape was made. A training 
manual incorporating a transcription of the verbal and non-verbal behavior 
of each stimulus situation was likewise prepared, as was an audio-tape. 
These latter materials were utilized by confederates in their training 
process.

As can be seen (See Appendix C ) the training manual consists of a 
set of procedures and principles that the confederate was to follow at 
each point In the study. It also contains the dialogue he was to use, 
the facial and bodily postures he was to assume, the affect he was to 
emit, etc. for each of the stimulus instigations. All this was spelled 
out specifically to Insure as much uniformity and consistency in the 
experimental production of the stimuli as possible.
Subjects and Experimental Personnel

The selection of subjects is an Important variable that must be
taken Into consideration In doing a study of this type, since previous
research by Taylor (1967) suggests that different groups of subjects
may show a very different response curve to Increasing gradients of 
aggression.
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Although It limits our findings, we decided to use male college 
student volunteers who were fulfilling their Introductory psychology 
requirements through their participation In this study. This population 
was decided on for several reasons. First, most previous research In 
this area has employed males from Introductory psychology classes and It 
was decided to use similar subjects to allow for some comparisons.
Second, we felt that for ethical reasons, volunteers rather than unknowing 
participants would have to be used, since we were presenting potentially 
"harmful" stimuli to some subjects. Third, this particular population 
was readily available and Immediately accessible. Of all subjects we 
contacted who Indicated their availability for our research, some 
were eliminated on the grounds we suspected that they were not "naive", 
some were eliminated due to technical malfunctions In the recording of 
their video-tape data, and the data of some subjects were eliminated on 
the grounds that they reported not merely being suspicious, but being 
"convinced", of the deceptiveness of our study. The remaining subject 
pool consisted of 81 subjects and these were the focus of our research.

Since each volunteer filled out a detailed biographical questionnaire, 
it Is possible to accurately describe the demographic characteristics of 
our sample. Some of these characteristics are given In Table 1 to which 
the reader Is referred.

The experimental personnel consisted of myself and several male 
college student confederates. Criteria we had In mind in the selection 
of these confederates, were that they come as close as possible to being 
representative of the student body, In terms of height and appearance, 
the latter being necessary to avoid arousing undue suspicion. Potential
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TABLE 1
DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE USED IK THE PRESENT STUDY

M«dian Age 18.8

Percentage of males 100.0

Mean Height 5’9"

Mean Height Difference from Confederate .537 "

Percentage in each, college year
Freshman 39.3
Sophomore 11.1
Junior 6.1
Senior 23.5

Median reported Income of parents 17,667

Percentage of each race
Caucasian 87.7
Black 6.2
Other 6.1

Percent of S's life lived in United States
100% 90.1
90% 2.5
60% 1.2
less 6.2

Ethnic background listed by S
Jewish Unspecified 28.0
Jewish European 17.0
Italian 12.0
Irish 10.0
Mixed and other 33.0
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confederates were also screened as to their ability to enact the different 
situations required, their bellevablllty as actors, and the amount of time 

they had available for the project.
Five confederates were finally obtained, selected according to the 

criteria mentioned above. Of the five confederates, four of them success* 
fully reproduced each of the nine stimulus situations under each of the 
two conditions. The fifth confederate had to drop out during the course 
of the study but since the stimuli he had already produced had been 
selected at random, It was decided to Include his data In the analysis.
The heights of the four remaining confederates were 5'6", 5'9", 5'10", 
and 6'4". All confederates were from medium to light build and were 
Caucasian.

The "experimenter" was the writer of the present paper. I am of 
average height and build, and am Caucasian. As In the case of confeder­
ates, there was a standard set of procedures that 1 was to follow during 
the course of the study.
Apparatus

Three rooms were selected and made available for the research. The 
factors that led to the selection of the rooms that were used Included 
availability, room size and the presence of one-way mirrors. A 9x7 room 
was eventually decided upon. This room had two large one-way mirrors, 
approximately 2fc' x 6' each on one wall and baffles concealing the hidden 
microphones In the celling. To minimize the possibility that subjects 
might be curious about the mirrors, large metal chests were placed 
against the half of the mirror facing the subjects. In addition, three 
quarters of the surface of the mirrors were covered by four metallic foil 
diamonds (l'xl') with posters placed In the center of these diamonds.
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The hoped-for effect wee to meke the mlrrore seem to be a modern mirror 
art deco piece. Feeing the mirror, we placed a 3%' couch, Judged to be 
comfortable enough for two poeple but email enough so that the confeder­
ate could eaally maneuver hlmaelf so thst he was sitting close enough to 
the subject without arousing undue suspicion on the subject's part. A 
desk was also present in the room cropped up against the wall. A coat 
rack, colored posters, waste basket helped complete the impression of 
the room as an office-waiting room.

To supply the lighting necessary for the vldeo-tspe through the 
one-way mirror, the fluorescent celling fixtures were utilized. In 
addition, a 200 watt wall lamp directed toward the general position of 
the couch, served to give proper illumination for taping.

Two other rooms were also utilized in our research. One room was 
adjacent to the "offlee-waiting" room and had a conspicuous sign on its 
door saying "Lab 1 Do Not Enter". All subjects were met outside of this 
room, end only then were invited into the "offlee-waiting" room. The 
purpose of doing this was to help further the impression that the real 
experiment would be taking place in this latter room and the "office- 
waiting" room was not connected with the study in any way. Another 
function of this second room was to provide a place where subjects 
could be questioned and debriefed.

The third room contained our video-tape equipment. A Sony portapack 
unit was used to tape the subject on half inch tape. Since tape is quite
expensive, we decided to use used video-tape. Although there is some
"drop-out" in the use of such tape, the amount was very minimal. A
portapack was used with a standard Sony camera with its lens iris opened
wide.



With regard to the audio It waa found that the celling microphones 
were Inadequate. To deal with this problem, a Lafayette Model ML-1 
condensor microphone waa hidden in the middle of the couch between the 
back cushions at shoulder level. The effect of this was to bring a 
highly sensitive microphone within one to two feet of the subject's and 
confederate's mouths. This microphone was fed into a solid state ampli­
fier located beneath the couch whose output was fed to a five inch 
speaker located in the taping room. Accoustlcal coupling was then used 
between the speaker and the Sony auxiliary dynamic microphone connected 
to the portapack. A 12" Sylvanla monitor was used to monitor the audio 
as It was being taped, and to monitor the video as well.

All video tape equipment in the taping room could be turned on and 
off through a master in line remote switch. This switch was hidden 
directly outside the "offlce-waltlng"room so that I could turn on all 
equipment Immediately upon leaving the subject and confederate alone to­
gether.

As will be described, following the active phase of experimentation, 
the resulting video-tapes were edited and re-copled. The Sony video­
tape units, Model 3600 and 3650 were used back-to-back. Sony monitors 
were used to monitor input and output of each. During the judging and 
rating of these video-tapes by students a Model 3600 machine was used 
together with a 12" Sylvanla monitor. A piece of cardboard attached to 
a curtain rod arrangement, allowed me to keep part of the screen masked 
as required while allowing me to shift the mask or entirely remove it as 
Indicated. Instructions to Ignore the masked Individual were impressed 
on the cardboard with metallic lettering. To Improve the audio quality 
during the judging and rating process, and In addition to the output of
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of the 12" monitor, we also obtained audio through an auxiliary polyplanar 
12" speaker which waa fed by a small amplifier and accoustlcally coupled 
to the Sylvanla monitor. To improve the quality of the audio, this 
speaker was placed in the back of the room so that subjects seated there 
would be able to hear better.

Procedure 

Procedure for Assignment of Subjects
Since we planned to compare the reciprocity correlations between the 

confederates' and subjects' behavior under two different situational 
contexts, it was necessary to Insure that several other factors besides 
the contexts, which might have produced similar comparisons between such 
correlations, were controlled in our design. First, it was necessary to 
Insure a rough equivalence of the subject groups participating under any 
given context, with respect to any subject variables that might mediate 
their responses to aggressive or constructive stimuli. To insure this 
rough equivalence of subject groups, subjects were assigned to each 
context in a random manner. Secondly, it was necessary to Insure that 
the same confederates enacted the stimulus situations under each of the 
two situational contexts, and any deviation from this be random error.
To Insure this, the same confederates were used throughout the study 
under both situational contexts. Lastly, it was necessary to Insure that 
the same type of instigations would occur within each situational context 
and that the range of their aggressiveness or constructiveness was similar - 
any deviation from this plan belrut random error. Our strict training 
procedures outlined in our training manual, were devised in part to insure 
this would take place.

In our design, each subject was randomly assigned to one of four 
confederates who differed widely in height and personality. The confed­
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erate then enacted one of nine aggressive or constructive acts under 
one of two situational contexts. The particular Instigation and context 
that each subject received was determined by a table of random numbers.

It was planned to randomly assign one subject to each of the 72 
cells generated by combinations of dlffexoxt levels of the above variables. 
In cases where It was clear that a given subject's data would have to be 
eliminated from the study, due to video-tape equipment failures, etc., 
a new subject was randomly assigned In his place. In actual practice, 
the data that forms the basis for the present research was collected 
from 81 subjects, nine more than the number to fill all the cells. Three 
of these nine subjects had Interacted with a fifth confederate who did 
not complete all the 18 cells assigned to him. Four more of the nine 
subjects had been running cases where the confederate did not seen to 
have accurately reproduced as strong a stimulus situation as required to 
fill a given cell. However, Instead of substituting the new data for 
the old, both sets of data were Included In our analysis. The last two 
of the nine additional subjects were not Included In our main analysis 
because video data was not complete on them.

It should be noted that despite the excess data Included In our 
analysis three of the 72 cells were emptied, as a result of a post hoc 
decision to adopt a more stringent criteria for the elimination of 
excessively suspicious subjects. Subjects who claimed that they were 
"convinced" that they were being deceived In anv essential fashion were 
now eliminated. Since the criteria for additional deletion of subjects 
was applied uniformly regardless of context and affected the samples In 
an essentially random manner, they would not affect the comparisons 
made between the results obtained under the two different contexts.
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Beginning the Experimental Procedure^
Subjects were recruited through e sign on the Introductory Psychol* 

ogy Subject Pool bulletin boerd. It promised them two credit hours for 
participating In a study of various mental processes and asked them to 
leave their phone number.

Shortly thereafter subjects were called. I Introduced myself and 
set up an appointment. Once this was done, the subject was asked to 
meet me outside the "lab room" at a specified time. He was cautioned to 
be on time so as not to Interfere with the study In progress before he 
arrived and so as not to hold up his participation In It. He also was 
casually Informed that other students would also be arriving and was 
told that the Instructions would be explained to all of them at the 
same time before they went Into the Lab to begin the study. They were 

also told the study would take an average of two hours to complete.
When they arrived, I greeted then outside the door of the "lab".

I Informed them that the Lab was not ready yet and the other subjects 
had not yet arrived. I Indicated that I wanted to wait until everyone 
had arrived to explain to everybody what they would be doing In the 
laboratory. I told the subject that he could either return in five 
minutes or could corns Into the waiting room and begin working on the 
first page of the biographical material, which they would need to do 
anyway, as part of the study. In actual fact I subtly persuaded the 
subject to come in and begin working on the biographical form.
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Once they began working, I propped the door open and wandered out 
Into the corridor where X signaled the confederate to enter a minute and 

a half later.
I wandered back, sat down and asked the subject how he was doing 

with the form. Shortly thereafter the confederate knocked on the door 
and asked "if this was where the Psych 2 experiment was". I asked him 
his name, Invited him In and gave him a biographical data sheet to fill 
out. I then casually asked each person If they had seen anyone else 
looking for the room. Ishen they said they hadn't, I propped open the 
door and went out for a quick look, returned and said I didn't want to 
hold them up any further so I . would begin explaining to then what they 
would be doing when they went Into the laboratory. Up to this point, 
the purpose of this procedure was designed to have the subject think he 
was not In the actual laboratory, to have the subject think he was 
sitting with another student and to deceive the subject Into thinking It 
was just a coincidence that there was just another student present. The 
biographical data sheet was used not only to collect some data but also 
to occupy the subject so he would not be forced to visually Inspect the 
room.

Manipulation of Context
At this point In the procedure, just prior to the Instigations by

the confederate, It was desired to manipulate the contexts In which this 
Instigation would take place so as to test the hypothesized effects of 
this contextual manipulation on the degree of reciprocity behavior that 
would result.
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Prior to the actual instigation, one group of randomly assigned 
subjects, the normal social restraint group, were led to believe the 
actual study would be taking place in another laboratory much later on, 
and concerned a topic totally unrelated to their Interaction with each 
other in the "office-waiting room". As such, instigations of the con­
federates for this group were seen by subjects as occurring in the 
contexts of a normal social situation in an office-waiting room setting, 
prior to going into the laboratory for the supposed real study. Thus, 
the contexts under which these instigations were to take place come 
closest to that found in naturalistic social setting where two strangers 
find themselves together for a short while, with no other people immedi­
ately present on the scene.

For the second group of randomly assigned subjects, the low social 
restraint group, the confederates' subsequent instigations were to be 
seen within a context similar to that hypothesized to be present in 
previous research. Like the first group of subjects, this group was also 
led to believe that the actual study would be taking place in another 
room. However, unlike the first group they were told that this would be 
a study of people's moods. As we said, they were led to believe the 
actual study would be taking place much later in another room. However, 
they were told that to make this study a success, it would be a good 
idea to get used to the idea of doing and saying just what they felt 
before they went into the "lab" for the "actual study". As such, when 
the instigations of the confederates began, they were seen within the 
contexts we had previously encouraged both the parties to do and say 
Just as they pleased. In other words, prior to the confederates' 
instigations, we had produced a context where any subsequent norm vio­
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lating self-expressive behavior was sanctioned, legitimized, and Justified 
as belns part and parcel of one's practice for the actual study Itself 
which was to take place In another room. Thus, subjects were not only 
Induced to see these Instigations of the confederate and their reactions 
to them as occurring under conditions of "low social restraint" but, like 
In the previous research, they were deceived about the exact nature of 
the behaviors that were the focus of my Interest.

Normal restraint procedures
Let us now look at the actual procedures for the manipulation of the 

contextual variable. At the start of the procedure (see Appendix D ). 
designed to malnteln a context of normal social restraint, It was explained 
to the confederate In the presence of the subject, that they would be 
participating In a study of "different types of opinions that people have 
on topics such as social Issues, politics, and sex", and how people's 
opinions "form and change over various periods of time". They were told 
that they would be going Into the "lab" across the hall for this study.
But before that, I wished to get "an Initial estimate of their mood sta­
bility and changeability". The deceptive rationale was provided for 
this. Subjects were told that we needed to get some Idea of what their
base line mood was before they went Into the laboratory, since "sometimes
the opinions that people give are colored by their mood".

Both the subject and confederate were then given a copy of the 1-1AACL 
and the following instructions were then read to them. These Instructions 
were based on the standard MAACL instructions with slight modifications 
for purpose of this research. They were told:

'This is a scale with words which describe many different kinds 
of moods and feelings which people have. What we'd like you to
do Is put an (x) next to all those words which describe your mood
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and feelings,now and during the last five minutes. Some of the 
words may sound alike but please (x) all the words that apply.
Please work rapidly". (See I1AACL , Appendix B ) •
Once subjects had completed the form, we collected each person's

11AACL. (The real purpose of giving the 1IAACL was not only to get some 
Idea of what tteirmood was like at this point In the study, but moreover, 
to avoid making subjects excessively suspicious when the ilAACL was 
administered for the third time, just after the confederate had Instigated 
one of the nine stinulus situations. By that time, they were used to the 
.lAACL and had been Informed that it was necessary to give this checklist 
several tines in order to Insure the stability of Its ratings.)

After the IlAACL was administered, 1 went on to explain to the 
subjects that this was to be a study of people's opinions on significant 
lnportant and political Issues. I said that I had asked two or three 
students to come down before the start of the experimental sessions In
the laboratories so that Z could save some time and not have to repeat
myself. I pointed out that this way I could Introduce nyself to then all 
at once, have them fill out the preliminary forms at the same tine and 
explain to them all at once what the study was about before they went into 
the laboratories.

Following this introductory explanation, I then reiterated the goals 
of this study and said that In designing a study of opinions I had to 
deal with the fact that since opinions are inner states, It would be 
necessary to have subjects In the study give their accurate, considered 
opinions on a variety of topics* I pointed out that one problem I faced 
In designing this study was that some students are vehemently opposed to 
participating in any study but come down simply to fulfill their course
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requlrenents. I noted that I had to rely on the student's cooperation 
and so, If either of the two "students" felt like leaving at any point, 
they should say so, since 1 would rather give each student the credit 
slip than have him participate against his will.

The real reason for this speech was first to lessen any feelings 
of being coerced to participate on the part of the subjects and second 
to ethically Inform subjects that they could leave at any tine, without 
penalty. A similar speech was given to the second group of subjects too. 
The real reason for the lengthiness of the Introduction was to control 
the amount of tine-we would be spending with the second group of subjects, 
In order to try to "lower their restraints".

As anticipated, all subjects agreed to stay. I then pointed out 
that another problem I had to deal with was that even when one has 
cooperative participants, sometimes people are flippant In their answers, 
and this can confuse experimenters as to how they really feel. 1 reiter­
ated ny hope that they would try to give their carefully reasoned opinions.

I went on to briefly discuss with the subject and confederate the 
fact that In order to study people's opinions, the best way to do it was 
to use scales. I asked if either student was familiar with the Llkert 
scale and the confederate feigned Ignorance. I then said that since 
both students were not familiar with this scale, I wanted to show what 
It was and how to use it before they went Into the lab for the study.
I pointed out that most Brooklyn College students in fact, had not heard 
of this scale either. However, before I went on to show them the scale,
I wanted to raise certain Issues with them that I thought might have come 
up In their minds and affect their ability to Indicate their accurate, 
considered opinions. I pointed out that some students might be concerned
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about the confidentiality of their opinions, whether or not their opinions 
would be used without their written permission at the end. I assured then 

that any opinions they might give on social or political Issues would be 
kept confidential and they were free not to answer any question they found 

offensive, etc..
I then got back to the Issue of the Likert scale saying that since 

1 had found that most students were unfamiliar with the Likert scale, I 
prepared some sample Likert scales and questions related to then and would 
now like to show this particular pair of students how to use the scale.

I gave out a sheet to each student with six questions on It and six 
blank scales, and showed each "student" how to use the scales. I asked 
then to complete the sheet so they could be sure they knew how to use the 
scales. The confederate again appeared naive and asked some seenlngly 
naive questions about the Likert scales.

Following this, I collected the sheets and appeared satisfied. At 
this point, I announced that, once again, It would be necessary for each 
person to fill out another I1AACL form. I Indicated tliat the reason for 
this was that some people's moods naturally fluctuate and I vrould need 
to get several estimates of their mood to take Into account these fluctu­
ations and so obtain an accurate reading. The new 1IAACL was re-administer­
ed with similar instructions as before, only now the students were told 
to Indicate how they felt "now and during the last five minutes".

As mentioned before, the real purpose of readnlnlstering the IIAACL 
was to get subjects used to the Idea that It had to be administered 
several times. Through the readnlnlstratlon, It was also possible to get 
an Idea of what their mood was just before the actual Instigation was to
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take place.
Once the MAACLa were finished, they were then collected. I asked 

the students to try to finish the preliminary filling out of the bio­
graphical form and indicated, following this, they would be going into 
the lab for the study. As they began finishing up the biographical 
information sheet, 1 said that I might as well use this opportunity to 
go out "to the John". I then left the room and turned on the video-tape 
equipment. Approximately a minute thereafter the confederate initiated 
one of the nine stimulus situations in the manner described in the 
following section.

Low restraint procedures
Under the condition of low social restraint, subject and confederate 

were told that they would soon be going into the "laboratory" to partici­
pate in a study on different types of moods that people have and how 
people's moods form and change over various periods of time.

As in a normal social restraint condition, they were told that an 
initial estimate of their mood was needed. Again, the rationale offered 
was that it was needed to get an idea of what their pre-experimental nood 
was like before they went into the laboratory. MAACL was then administered 
with identical instructions to those described previously Vd following 
their completion, the MAACL forma were then collected.

Aa in conditions of normal social restraint, the real purposes of 
administering the IIAACL was to obtain an early indication of what each 
subject's mood was like, and to get subjects used to the readmlnlstratlon 
of the IIAACL.

Following the subject's completion of the first IIAACL, I then intro­
duced myself and, as in the condition of normal social restraint,explain­
ed why I had had them come down together and reiterated what the
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study was about. At this point* however* In contrast to the normal social 

restraint condition* I added that the two people would not be together 

in the laboratory when the actual experiment tooV. place, but In fact* one 
would work with tee and one would allegedly work with my assistant. The 
purpose of telling the "students" this was to make then feel less concern­
ed about what the other "student" night think of then later In the study.

At this point In the procedure* I again reiterated the alleged goals 
of the study. I pointed out that I recognized that achieving these goals 
would not be easy for several reasons. The first was that sone students 
were vehemently opposed to participating In any study but cane down 
simply to fulfill their course requirement. As described previously* 1 
offered to give students their credit slips and have then leave at any 
tine rather than remain In the study against their will. Following the 
expression of willingness to continue* on the part of the "students"* I 
pointed out that I also realized that even though they had both now 
expressed willingness to cooperate* another problem was that In order to 
study people's moods It would be necessary to have subjects who can feel 
relaxed enough when they go Into the experimental lab to freely express 
what they are feeling through their behavior or to freely communicate 
and act on their desires through, their actions "verbal and non-verbal".

I pointed out that this would be necessary because psychologists 
can only study people's moods In so far as they are reflected in people's 
behavior. I indicated that as far as I was concerned* when they went 
into the laboratory for the actual study* any honest expression or action 
on either participant's part was not only to be tolerated but In fact was 
to be considered helpful and was to be encouraged* no matter how "mature 
or Immature* reasonable or unreasonable* appropriate or inappropriate*



96

nomal or abnormal, auch feelings night beM. I stated that ny Interest 

was In "understanding" students' feelings, not Judging then."
This acceptance and encouragenent of honest emotional expression was 

reiterated several tines throughout the procedure. Obviously Its real 
Intent was to convey to the subject the Idea that any behavior on the part 
of either "student" was not only going to be tolerated but was In fact 
sanctioned, provided It was an honest expression of the "student's" feel­
ings .

Following the Initial statement of this position, I went on to point 
out to both "students" that I understood that what I was going to ask 
then to do later In the laboratories, night be something most people 
night find It difficult to do. I said that it was ny contention that 
people often do not act the way they feel In real life. I then again 
asked both participants If either of then agreed with this contention, 
and if so,did they have any Ideas why this night be? The confederate 
answered that "sonetlnes people think that If they did anything they 
wanted or even told others how they felt, they would be regarded as weird, 
abnormal, etc." I then asked what he thought and adding the subject's 
comments together with those of the confederate's, I pointed out some 
major reasons why people don't always do what they want. I pointed out 
that many people night be afraid of the consequences; some people night 
feel embarrassed or ashamed If others really knew what was on their ninds; 
sone people night think they were sick If they did Just as they pleased; 
and finally sone people night feel guilty as a result of doing what they 
felt like.

Having brought up these Issues, I then presented the other side of 
what was In effect, a two-sided argunent in an attempt to convince the
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"students" that If they were honestly to express themselves, they had 

really nothing to worry about. As previous studies have shown, a two- 

sided argunent would be very effective with this type of population 

(Musseneta: 1975). In debating these points, I mentioned that the labora­

tory situation they would be going Into comprised a situation where 

factors that might normally inhibit someone from honest emotional 

expression would not be operating. I pointed out that everybody in­

volved In these studies would be strangers to each other, and that each 

of the participants was not dependent on the other for the attain­

ment of any realistic goals. I further .pointed out that each of the 

participants was not emotionally involved with the other or with ne 

or with my assistant and-would not be seeing each other again when tl.e 

experiment was over, Itoreover, I pointed out that any data the}' provided 

for me or my assistant was confidential and would not be U3ed without 

their written permission. Finally, I stated flatly, that as far as I 

was concerned, there would not be any adverse consequences from ne or 

from the school for any actions, feelings, etc. that were expressed, pro­

viding no laws were broken. In fact, as far as I was concerned, I 

expressed the feeling that I felt it was unfortunate that people cannot 

be themselves more In real life. I stated that In any event, the more 

that "students" could feel free to be themselves in this laboratory, 

the purer the results of this study would be.

At this point, I stated that I felt that even though the two 

"students" had some Intellectual appreciation for the unique lab situa­

tion they would eventually be going into, I felt It would take some 

getting used to because It was not like nost every day life situations.

I said that for this reason, I would like them to try to practice being
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emotionally honest with me and with each other before they went Into the 

laboratory. By the time they went Into the actual laboratory for the 

study they would "feel free to do and say whatever they wanted". I 

stated further, that I realized that In order to allow then to get used 

to being honest, as far as I was concerned, fron this point on, the 

"students" were free to do, say and act whatever way they wished even 

before they went Into the actual lab for the study.

The real purpose for the statements, of course, was to further 

sanction, justify, and make legitimate, any subsequent Interaction that 

might take place between the "students". At the same time, of course,

1 made It seem that their behavior In the "laboratory" and not In the 

"office-waiting room" would be the real focus of Interest In the study. 

At this point in the procedure, I said 1 did not believe that a mere 

atatement on my part, that It was okay to "be themselves" would be 

enough for them to take advantage of the unique opportunity they would 

find In the laboratory or to get used to the unique setting prior to go­

ing Into the laboratory. For this reason, I stated that I had decided 

to engage them In a verbal discussion with the hope that they could use 

the occasion to loosen up a bit before they entered the laboratory. I 

pointed out that if they honestly felt they did not wish to participate 

In the discussion or answer any question, then that's exactly what they 

should do and say. I went on to throw out some personal questions and 

open-ended statements. These standardized questions were, "I am here 

now because"; "I like psychology because"; "I like privacy because";

'fy worst habit Is"; I think It's too bad that"; for each of these 

questions,I gave my own, alleged personal answer which seemed to be 

highly candid and forthright In nature. I sought to elicit answers
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from the confederate and aubject. In fact, both I and the confederate, 

in reality, had a set of prepared monologues to follow and the order of 

rotation in answering the questions was set in advance. Moreover, during 

the discussion session, it was preplanned that I would put my feet up on 

the couch and that the confederate would object to this, pointing out 

that while ordinarily he would not say anything to an Instructor, in 

this case it bothered him and he decided to say something. I 

apologized, removed ray feet and reinforced the apparent self-assertion 

on the part of the confederate by saying 1 was glad that he, the confed­

erate, was able to utilize and feel free enough in this atmosphere to 

tell me just what he felt. (For a full statement of this scenario,

(see Appendix D ).

The purpose of this discussion was, of course, to concretely induce 

the context of low social restraint. Several deceptive elements were 

present which were aimed at fostering this objective. Through my "personal" 

answers it was hoped that I would convince the subject that not only was 

Z sanctioning the possible violations of norms but in fact, I practiced 

what I preached.

Through sanctioning and reinforcing the confederate and subject for 

"honest" behaviors, I hoped that we could put the subject on a new rein­

forcement schedule where "honesty" would be a valued goal. Further, 

through the preprogrammed responses of the confederate, it was hoped 

that the confederate would be used as a model for "honest" behavior. It

was hoped that the acceptance I offered to the confederate for his "honest"

behavior would have the effect of persuading the actual subject to test 

out the limits of the situation and see that on a concrete level there

was in fact no realistic reason for not doing and saying just what he
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wished. Thus, It can be seen that I brought to bear upon the subject 

the Influence of modelling (Bandura, 1967, 1972), enforcement (Skinner, 

1953), group process (Asch, 1951) and unconditional regard (Rogers, 1959),

In order to break down normal social restraints and Induce a context of 

low social restraint prior to the actual Instigation by the confederate. 

Following the active Inducement of low social restraint, I then said 

that I hoped that everyone "loosened up" and that they would all use the 

few minutes remaining before they went Into the laboratory to practice 

being as emotionally honest as they cared to. I then stated It would be 

necessary to readmlnlster the nood scale to get a more stable, accurate 

estimate of each person's Initial mood state prior to going Into the 

laboratory.

I then administered the MAACL once more, telling them to Indicate 

how they felt now and during the last five minutes. When conpleted, these 

form were then collected. At this point, under the condition of normal 

social restraint, I asked them to try to finish filling out the preliminary 

biographical forms and Indicated that following this, they would be going 

Into the labs for the study. Likewise, as they began finishing up the 

biographical Information form, I said that I was going to use the oppor­

tunity to go out "to the John". 1 then left the room and turned on the 

video equipment. Shortly thereafter, the confederate initiated one of 

the nine stimulus situations. We will now discuss the details concerning 

the administration of these nine stimuli.

Stimulus Situations and Their Presentation

At this point In the procedure, the confederate Initiated one of the 

nine aggressive or constructive stimuli In random order. As mentioned 

previously, these nine stimuli ranged from extremely aggressive to extrene- 

ly constructive In nature. We have previously listed the nine stimuli.
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and the reader la referred to the Appendix for a detailed presentation 
of them (see Appendix C . p.255 )•

For purpose of the present discussion, the period of time where the 

stimulus situation was presented and the subject's response was observed 

and video-taped to It, can be broken down Into three sub-phases. The 

first phase consisted of a short period of time which began when 1 left 

the room to go to the John and ended when the confederate Initiated one 

of the stimulus situations. The second phase, began with the Initiation 

of one of the stimulus situations by the confederate and ended with the 

termination of the subject's direct Immediate response to It. The third phase 

began with the end of the. subject's direct response and ended with my 

return to the room. Each of these phases will now be discussed In some 

detail, but the reader Is referred to the training manual In the Appendix 

for a fuller elaboration of them. (AppendixC ).

PfcSfi 1
This phase consisted of a one minute Interval, beginning when I 

left the room and ending when the confederate began his planned stimulus 

behavior. The rationale for the Inclusion of this phase was to avoid 

having the confederate's behavior contemporaneous with my leaving the 

room and arousing undue suspicion in the subject's mind as a possible 

result. An additional reason for allowing this short period of time, 

prior to the Instigation by the confederate, was to allow time for him 

to maneuver closer to the subject on the couch on which they were both 

seated. During this period of time, the confederate was Instructed to 

avoid any Interaction on a verbal or non-verbal level with the subject 

that would in any way affect the subsequent Interactions. Specifically, 

he was to keep his behavior as uniformly neutral for each subject as
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possible and to continue to set like « naive subject would. In order to 

accomplish this, the confederate was Instructed to appear to be concen­

trating on the biographical Information form that they had both been 

encouraged to fill out and was not to make any spontaneous comments. He 

was to answer any question that was put to him by the subject In as 

neutral and non-committal manner as possible.

In order to get closer to the subject on the couch, the confederate 

was Instructed to take out a piece of scrap paper, get up and throw It 

In the trash can, and then sit down again as close to the subject as 

possible without touching him. When the confederate sat down again, the 

video-tape equipment was to be turned on and Phase 2 would begin. It Is 

to be noted that the one minute length of Phase 1. was not a hard and 

fast rule but was a guideline given to the confederates to follow.

While we wished to make the Phase 1 period as uniform In length for all 

subjects as possible. It was realized that there were possible situations 

where the Phase 1 period might have to be slightly lengthened. However, 

the confederate was urged to limit the Phase 1 period as close as possible

to one minute In length.
Phase 2

This phase began with the Initiation of one of the nine aggressive 

or constructive acts on the part of the confederate. It was deemed to 

have ended when the confederate ceased his preplanned stimulus behavior 

and the subject had been allowed to cease any direct Immediate response 

to It he may have made. I made the judgment as to where the direct 

response period ended as I observed the ongoing Interaction from behind 

the one-way mirror. If the confederate had ceased his preplanned lnstl-
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gatlon and the subject showed no further direct response to It, the Phase 

2 period was deemed to have terminated. An Important goal for the con­

federates during this period was not only to accurately reproduce each 

of the nine stlnulus situations, but moreover, to reproduce each of the 

situations In a uniform manner. The need to maintain uniformity In the 

acting out of the various stimulus situations, was necessary to avoid the 

possibility that the actor's behavior would become contingent on the 

subject's responses or behavior, rather than visa versa. If the actor's 

behavior did Indeed become contingent on the subject's behavior, it was 

possible that any tendencies to reciprocate on the subject's part night 

be wiped out as a result. For example, If confederates chose to be 

more aggressive to less Intimidating subjects, and less aggressive to 

more Intimidating subjects, very little aggression on the part of the 

subjects would probably result.

To Insure uniformity of the confederates' presentation of the 

various stimulus situations, the confederate was trained to consistently 

produce the same stimulus regardless of the subject who was assigned to 

him. The importance of his doing this, was continually stressed to the 

confederate. Furthermore, confederates were Instructed that they were 

to produce the same stimulus situation regardless of the response, verbal 

or otherwise, of the subject. Insofar as they seened believable, they 

were to attempt to carry out the same instigation, regardless of the 

subject's responses to it. To insure further uniformity In their beha­

vior, the training manual specified the exact lines and facial and bodily 

posture the confederates were to assume for the stlnulus situation (see 

Appendix C ). Furthermore, each stimulus situation had a time period
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allotted to fit It for Its production. These periods of tine ranged fron 

between one and a half to five minutes depending on the stlnulus. To 

further Insure uniformity In the behavior of the confederates, they were 

trained to adhere to the tine Units specified In the training manual for 

the production of each stimulus situation. This was to avoid having 

confederates unnecessarily prolonging or shortening their Instigations 

as a function of the particular subjects they were with. It also served 

the added function, of keeping the stimulus situations roughly equivalent 

In length, and keeping the length of the stimulus situation short enough 

to be practical for the subsequent judging of the video-tapes made of 

then by college students.

Pfcagg

I deemed the Phase 3 period to have begun when I judged the confed­

erate to have finished his preplanned Instigation and the subject to have 

finished making any Immediate direct response to It. Prom this point, 

we continued video-taping the behavior of the participants for the next 

two and a half minutes. During this two and a half minute period, the 

confederate had been Instructed to become passive and was not to instigate 

any further actions. However he was to respond and to facilitate any 

actions the subject might choose to initiate. IJhile the behavior occurr­

ing during this period of tine was not our najor focus of concern, we 

thought It would be Interesting to see the degree to which subjects would 

freely and spontaneously reciprocate behavior in the absence of further 

Instigation by the confederate.

It was deemed unnecessary to Include this period for sone of our 

stimulus situations. These situations were primarily non-verbal Insti­

gations on the part of the confederate and Involved three of the nine
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stimulus altuationa. Theae were stimulus 5, 6, and 8 (see Appendix C^p. 2S& )•

The reason for the non-inclusion of a Phase 3 period for the stimuli,

was that due to their non-verbal nature, we felt that the subjects had

ample opportunity to make a spontaneous response to then and because

they required a relatively long period of time to enact. As such, the

non-verbal instigation data was sinllar to the verbal spontaneous data

since the subject had similar freedom to respond, and to the verbal

direct response data in that the behavior was elicited by the confederate.

Accordingly, because of this dual similarity, I decided to have the

subject's responses made during the actual instigations considered for

purposes of analysis, as either direct responses or spontaneous responses.

For this reason, no special period of time needed to be allotted in these 

cases to obtain possible spontaneous responses.

Getting back to the more verbal stimuli, nentloned above, we allowed 

two and a half additional minutes following the subject's direct response 

to the instigation, for any spontaneous responses on the part of the 

subjects. The instructions to the confederates indicated that once they 

had terminated their preplanned instigation, they were not to spontane­

ously initiate any further action but Instead were to remain responsive 

to any verbal or non-verbal behavior that the subject might initiate.

They were further Instructed to behave in such a way as to allow the 

subject the easy opportunity of initiating such behavior. For example, 

the confederates were Instructed not to seem preoccupied with any element 

of the room but to look around the room in a casual manner as a naive 
subject would do. Additional detailed rules for accomplishing this were 

spelled out for each confederate (see Appendix C .p.gcs ). For example,
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If the subject seemed to be giving the confederate a "dirty look" or 

seemed to be displaying sone unusual behavior, the confederate was 

allowed the option of Inquiring In an open-ended manner as to the reason 

for the behavior.

At the end of the two and a half minute period, I terminated the 

Interaction by coming back Into the room. It should be noted that In 

sone cases, due to mechanical difficulties with the video-tape equip­

ment or because of ethical considerations, we were unable to collect the 

video-tape data for the full two and a half minute period. However,

(since upon close Inspection of the cases where this occurred, the prob­

lems were deemed to have occurred randomly) this deviation is to be 

considered random error In our analysis.

Training Procedure for the Confederates

As nentionsd previously, we had produced a training video-tape of 

each of the nine stimulus situations, as well as an audlo-tape of them 

anJ a training manual (for Manual, see Apr-andix C). As can be

seen, the training manual described for each confederate exactly what he 

was supposed to say, how he was to position his body, what affect he was 

supposed to display in enacting each stimulus, what he could or could 

not do, how much time he was supposed to spend at each point in the pro­

cedure, etc. In addition, to insure that the actor 'would not unexpectedly 

alter his behavior in response to the behavior of a given subject, the 

training procedure also briefed the actor on what he was to do and say 

if the subject tried to become a "stimulus" for him. After each poten­

tial confederate had reviewed this naterlal in depth, he was asked to 

role-play these stimuli with a volunteer, who Improvised unplanned 

responses. Those potential confederates who could not adequately produce
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required, or who were otherwise deemed unable to enact the stimuli 

properly, were eliminated. Confederates who were finally selected were 

then asked to review the training video-tape. Following this, we spent 

considerable time rehearsing each actor as to what he was to do and say 

from the time the subject entered the room for this study, to the time 

I came back Into the room after the Instigation. After we were satisfied 

that the actor was competent and could satisfactorily perform his role, 

the confederate was then asked to perform one or more of the extreme 

stimulus situations with an actual naive subject, prior to his partici­

pation In the study. Upon satisfactory completion of this task, our 

confederates were now ready to serve as social stimuli.

Procedure for Leaving Waiting Hoorn

When I returned, I asked both "students" If they had completed 

filling out the biographical sheet I had given then. 1 informed then 

that there would be ample time to complete It later. At this point, 

however, I stated that I was Interested in getting then into the labor­

atory to begin the study. 1 said that they would be leaving for the 

laboratory In Just a minute or two but, before they did, I wanted them 
to fill out just one more copy of the IIAACL (IIAACL 3). The rationale 

for filling out the third IIAACL was similar to that offered previously. 

The instructions were also similar, except the subjects were asked to 

check off all the adjectives that described their mood and feelings 

"during the last five ninutes". Once this form had been completed and 

returned to me, I then announced the subjects would not/ be splitting up 

to go Into the laboratory. I said that one of the subjects would work 

with me and the other would work with my assistant. It was pre-arranged
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with the confederate that the real subject would be allowed to get up 

first and that I would ask him to come with me, while the confederate 

was to stay behind and would be "introduced" to my supposed assistant 

who would work with ne* At this point, the subject went with me Into 

the adjacent lab-room, where the collection of self-report data occurred. 

Let us now turn to a discussion of the self-report data that was collected. 

Procedure for Collection of Self-Report Data

One problen In the nethodology of the experimental research Is to 

be reasonably sure that the experimental manipulations have had the 

desired affects on the subjects and have affected the subjects In the 

ways that were Intended. To help ascertain the effect of our manipula­

tions on the subject sample, It was deemed desirable to collect self- 

report data from the subjects as to their perception of the various 

elements of the situation they found themselves In, their perception 

of whether or not the situation had any effect on them, their perception 

of how the different elements of the situation affected them, and finally 

their perception of their own behavioral response to the situation and 

the factors that may have affected It.

Several goals were kept in mind in designing the procedure for the 

collection of this data. It was deemed desirable that the data be 

collected as soon as possible after the experimental manipulations had 

been performed so that the subjects would have to rely as little as 

possible on memory. At the sane time, we wished to avoid the possibility 

that demand characteristics of the experiment would Influence the subject's 

self-report responses. Finally, we wished to avoid the possibility that 

the collection of the self-report data would arouse excessive suspicion
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manner that would make aubjects excessively defensive about answering 

the questions honestly.

Bearing these considerations In mind, several different types of 

self-report data were collected. One way we were able to obtain self- 

report data was through the three administrations of the IIAACL as dis­

cussed previously. The actual reason for the use of this scale was to 

provide for self-report data on the subject's nood and feelings, 

immediately following the two main experimental manipulations (Context 

and Stimulus Situation). As such, we were able to get a self-report 

fron the subject less than a minute following each of the experimental 

manipulations. By providing subjects with a strong, deceptive rationale 

for the use of the ilAACL, and by administering the "AACL two tine3 prior 

to the onset of the confederate's behavior, we felt that It would be 

possible to gain this data without excessively arousing the subject's 

suspicions about the true nature of oir study, and the real reason for 

the use of the IIAACL. Additionally, by having three administrations of 

the mood scale, we were able to obtain three post-measures of each 

subject's mood change following each of the two main experimental manlpu 

lations.

As for the collection of other self-report data, we felt the safest 

time to collect it would be after all the experimental manipulations 

had taken place. As such, we would have to rely somewhat on the subject 

recall of the previous events and experiences but we traded off this 

limitation for the alternate choice of Interfering with the experiment 

Itself.
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questionnaire was constructed. Its contents and the procedure for data 

collection will be described shortly.

In designing this self-report questionnaire, the main goal was to 

provide for Independent assessment of the effects of our experimental 

manipulations on the subjects. However, in order to Insure that the 

demand characteristics of the experiment minimally contaminated the 

subject's self-report data, a deceptive rationale was provided to the 

subjects for the use of this questionnaire. They had been deceptively 

told that before they could begin the study, (they were still under the 

impression that there was a study going to be taking place in the "lab" 

that they had just entered), it would be necessary to have a basic idea 

of their overall mood. We explained as mentioned previously one way of 

establishing this has been to administer the MAACL three times. However, 

it was now stated that sometimes people's scores on this scale might be 

affected by external factors as well as their.general mood state. Sev­

eral examples of such external factors were cited. Subjects were told 

because of the susceptibility of the MAACL to these Influences, we 

needed to know about any "external" Influences that may have affected 

their MAACL scores sc that we could compensate the MAACL scores for them. 

They were told that for this reason, we would be administering the"mood 

scale calibration packet" which was specially adapted for this study.

They were told that as soon as they finished the packet, the study Itself 

would begin and take just five or ten minutes to complete. I indicated 

that some colorful pictures, left on the table, were part of the study 

they would be involved in after they finished filling out the packet.

In reality, "the packet" was a self-report questionnaire, designed
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to assess the influence of our manipulations on the subject. As can be 

seen in Appendix (see Appendix T . (p. 276), 0 (p; 2^3),H (p. 273), this 

self^report questionnaire basically consisted of three parts.

The questions in the first part of the self-report questionnaire, 

were designed to be open-ended questions such as "Describe your impres­

sion of the experimenter" or "Describe any thoughts you had before 

coming down for the study today". The reason for using such open-ended 

questions initially was to try to minimize the Influence of demand 

characteristics on the subject's responses. Through the use of part one, 

I hoped to gather a "spontaneous" self-report of the subjects, while 

insuring that I was not subtly suggesting the responses to the subjects 

that they didn't really feel. Moreover, since the questions covered the 

period of time from the point where the subject had signed up for this 

stu to the point where he entered the "lab" roon and began filling out 

this self-report questionnaire, the subject was kept minimally aware of 

what behaviors were the real focus of my Interest.

The questions, in part, attempted to elicit what impressions the 

subject had about ne and the confederate, what each did and said, how 

each behaved, what the subject's mood was like and what affected it, and 

any other miscellaneous comments the subject cared to make. Subjects 

were encouraged to answer all lten3 and I asked them to elaborate honest 

clear statements. Each of the questions was basically to be answered 

four times, each time with reference to one of four delineated time 

periods.

The first time period began when the subject signed up for the 

study and lasted until five minutes after he walked into the "office- 

waiting room" (and filled out MAACL 1). The second time period began
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where the last one left off and ended when the practice Llkert scales 

were given out In the normal social restraint condition, or when the 

personal discussion began In the low social restraint condition* The 

third time period was the period of time during which the Llkert scales 

were being filled out or the discussion was taking place. This period 

was terminated by the filling out of KAACL2. The last time period began 

when the subject filled out MAACL 2 and ended just before they cane Into 

the "lab" for the supposed study.

As can be seen from the Appendix, the subject answered all the 

questions concerning time period one first, and then proceeded to answer 

questions concerning time periods two, three and four In that order, as 

discussed; it was hoped that this procedure would avoid giving subjects 

definite clues as to what behaviors were the real focus of my Interest.

'.Then part one was completed, the subjects went on to fill out part 

two of the self-report questionnaire. Fart two consisted of eight self- 

report scales that the subjects were to use. As will be seen, these 

scales basically asked subjects to rate the actions of the other "student" 

who had been In the room with them and to also rate their emotional re­

actions to the other "student's" actions. Subjects were told that we 

were including these scales In the "mood calibration packet" on an 

experimental basis to see If In the future they could be substituted 

for the "older procedure" of asking subjects to give their written 

descriptions of external factors that may have affected their mood scale 

responses. Subjects were told that since the scales In part two were 

experimental In nature, we were not going to have them fill out the 

scales for all four time periods, nor were we going to have them fill 
out the scales with reference to all possible external factors that may
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merely would be necessary to confine their ratings to the last period 

of time (in actuality the period of time during which the instigation 

by the confederate took place) and were to merely indicate ratings for 

the behavior of the other "student" and their emotional reaction to It, 

if any. Subjects were told that It was decided to confine their ratings 

to this particular time period, because it was probably the period of 

tine that they remembered most clearly since It was the most recent.

They were also told that to assess the validity of these scales, we 

would be correlating their ratings with the written Information they 

had given us previously.

The eight scales used and their accompanying Instructions are 

located In the Appendix (see AppendixG , p. 283 ). The first two scales 

dealt with the subject's evaluation of the behavior of the "other 

student"; they were asked to Indicate on scale one, how aggressive or 

constructive they found his behavior to be; on scale two, how normal 

and rational or how abnormal or Irrational they found his behavior to 

be. Scales three, four, and five dealt with their emotional and motiva­

tional reactions to the "other student". Scale three asked them to 

Indicate how helpful and constructive they really wanted to be to the 

"other student" after he did whatever It Is they previously described 

him as doing. Scale four, asked subjects to rate how much aggression 

they really wanted to carry out toward the other subject following the 

other subject's behavior. Scale five asked them to indicate what they 

felt as a direct result of the "other student's" actions on a scale 
going from extremely happy and gleeful to extreme anger and rage.

Scales six, seven and eight dealt with the consequences they antldpa-
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ted,or thought they anticipated,would ensue if they did what they really 

felt like doing or wanted to do to the "other subject" at that tine. 

Scale six asked then how harmful they thought the "other subject" would 

have been to them, if they had done what they really wanted to do to 

them during the last time period. Scale seven asked them how aggressive 

they thought I would have been towards them if they had done what they 

really wanted to do to the "other subject". Scale eight asked them how 

aggressively they would have behaved towards themselves>if they had done 

what they really wanted to do to the "other subject".

h'ith regard to the construction of these scales, scale one, scale

two, and five were nine point bipolar scales with a neutral point, simi­

lar in construction to the aggressive constructive scale mentioned pre­

viously. The other scales were five point scales. Scale values ranged 

from none to extreme. The extreme points for these scales were given 

concrete definitions and examples, identical to those used to define 

dimensions. Subjects were given the option on all scales of extending 

them as far as necessary to make a satisfactory rating,if the defined 

limits of the scale proved unsatisfactory. They were also allowed to

make more than one rating on a scale if they felt the need to do so.

For those few subjects that did this, averages of the two ratings made 

were computed and used as representative of their overall ratings.

After each scale was used by the subject, we asked each subject to 

indicate the rationale and basis for his rating on this scale and this 

was written down in the "comnents" section next to each scale.

Following the completion of these scales in part 2, part 3 was 

administered, (see Appendix H . p. 29^) This part began with another 

set of open-ended questions that basically asked subjects if there was



115

anything they felt they left out in their previous answers that they felt 

might be related to their performance on the mood scales given to then 

previously.

After they finished completing these questions they were told that 

to further improve the validity of the mood scale, we were going to look 

at each of the subject's previous scale responses to see if the mood they 

had indicated they had been in was indeed recognized by the "other 

student" in the roon, based on his self-report about then. Under this 

pretext, they were then asked a series of questions having to do with 

whether or not they thought their mood feelings and impulses were fully 

reflected in their behavior. If the subject felt he had not done or 

expressed x*hat he really felt like doing or expressing, he wa3 asked what 

he would like to have done, and how Intense his behavior would have been. 

He was also asked specifically whether he thought the instructions to his 

group in any way affected his behavior and whether or not he would have 

behaved similarly or differently if he was not waiting to be in a study 

or was in a different situation with a different student, or a different 

experimenter. The subject in each case was encouraged to elaborate his 

answer. For some of these questions, the subject was asked to give a 

"yes", "no" or "maybe" answer. These latter discreet responses could 

then be quantified on a one to three scale for purposes of later analysis.

Following these questions, the next question asked subjects if they 

believed the "other subject" had behaved in such a way as to affect 

his mood and if so, if he felt the "other subject" was aware of what he 

was doing. Intended to do it to him, or intended to h a m  him through this 

action. The question v»s of the multiple choice variety and allowed for 

five different choices. A sixth space was provided for subjects who
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in their response in the sixth space, a judge read then and picked a 

category that best seened to represent their answer. As with the previous 

questions, a way was developed to translate the subject's choices into 

quantitative form. The choices the subjects picked were seen to reflect 

the subject's perception of how intentionally harmful they thought the 

"other student" had been to then, and the multiple choices were conceived 

as lying along equal Intervals of this scale dimension.

Following this question, more open-ended miscellaneous questions 

were asked-Following them, the last section of part three told subjects 

that "sometimes subjects come into a study with certain preconceived 

notions of what the study is about; it further stated that in order to 

calibrate the mood scale properly before the study began we would like 

to know if they had any suspicions or preconceived ideas that night have 

affected their mood scale response during the last time period." It was 

mentioned that since sonetlnes the suspicions night affect the person's 

mood without him being aware of it, it was important that they reported 

any suspicions or preconceived notions they had had about the procedure 

thus far. They were then specifically asked if they had noticed that

there were mirrors in the "office-waiting roon" and if they were suspi­

cious that they were one-way. They were also asked if they were suspi- .

clou8 that they were being observed or recorded during the time when I

wasn't in the roon. They were asked if they had any suspicions about 

rry expressed reasons for leaving the room to go to the John. Finally, 

they were asked if they were at all suspicious that the "other subject" 

was really a confederate. Subjects were given the option of "no",

"maybe" or "yes" in answering each question. In addition, for the last



117

three questions, subjects were asked to rate how suspicious they were on 

a six point scale running from "not at all suspicious" at one end to 

"convinced" at the other. Whenever subjects reported any degree of 

suspicion, they were then asked to state what was the reality or fantasy

basis for these suspicions and were encouraged to indicate when, In the
I
t procedure, they thought they had first become suspicious.

The self-reports of degrees of suspicion lent themselves to ready
I
! quantification. For purposes of the present study, the data of any

subject who reported being convinced that one of the aforementioned 

deceptions had Indeed taken place, had been deleted from our analysis.

In such cases, a new subject was run In his place under similar conditions 

and his data was Included Instead.

With the completion of part three, we were now ready to actually 

debrief the subject. We will now look at the debriefing procedures 

Involved In the study.

Procedures for Debriefing

At this point In the procedure It was necessary to inform each sub­

ject as to the true nature of the study and to elicit his reactions to 

It. There were several reasons for this. First, it was felt that It 

would be unethical to have subjects leave with bad feelings about them­

selves, the experiment, etc.. Second, It was hoped that some additional 

Information might be gathered from the subjects that they had not pre­

viously thought of or mentioned prior to a full explanation or the proce­

dure. Third, It was desirable to secure the cooperation of the subjects 

In not discussing the study with any of their classmates who might 

partlcpate In It In the future. Lastly, we needed to get the written 

permission from each subject to allow the video-tapes to be used in our
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study.

In order to carry out the debriefing, each subject was Informed as 

to tho true nature of the study His feelings were explored with him 

briefly and we made a considerable effort to point out the essential 
normality and/or rightness of his actions. He was told about the video­

tape procedures, the one-way mirror, and was told that the other person was 

a confederate, etc. He was offered an opportunity to review the video­

tape and to get the complete results of the study. The use we would be 

making of his data was explained to him and we obtained his written 

permission to use it. Following this, we introduced him to the confed­

erate who shook his hand and reassured him there were no hard feelings.

The subject then came back into the lab room with ne and finished 

filling out the biographical data sheet. He was also asked if he had 

any comment or questions about the procedure and these were explored 

with him. Following this,he was thanked for his participation In the 

study, given my telephone number should he wish to contact ne further, 

and dismissed.

Procedure for Rating of the Video-Tane Data

As will be recalled we had made a video-tape of each subject and 

Interaction with one of the confederates during the period of time when 

I left the room. As will also be recalled, It was during this period 

of tine that the confederate had instigated one of the nine aggressive 

or constructive acts and the subject had been givathe opportunity to 

respond to It. A procedure now had to be developed to extract some 

numerical Information based on the video-tape data allowing us to assess 

how aggressively or constructively the confederate and subject had behav­

ed towards each other during this period of time so as to provide data
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relevant to the hypothesis under test. In order to extract thia numeri- 

cel Information, It was necessary to employ the aid of judges who were 

asked to view each video-tape segment and to rate the behavior of the 

participants along one of several scale dimensions, 

i In developing the procedure for judging of the video-tapes, one

main goal was to Insure that the judgments of the video-tapes by the 

► raters were as objective as possible. To achieve the most objective

ratings possible, we enlisted the aid of judges who were not connected 

In any way with our research project. Furthermore, several different 

judges were asked to make each rating. Finally, each judge only made a 

few ratings In order to make it less likely he would guess the hypothe­

ses under test and thus be swayed by "experimenter bias" when making his 

ratings.

A second goal which we kept in mind during the design of the 

judging procedure was to Insure as much randomness In the selection and 

assignment of raters as possible. This randomness was needed to minimize 

the possibility of selecting an unrepresentative sample of raters or 

systematically assigning certain raters to rate certain stimuli, use 

certain scales, etc.

A third goal that we had In mind In designing the procedure for the 

judging of these video-tapes was to keep certain ratings as Independent 

as possible from others, to avoid the possibility that raters would bias 

one set of ratings as a result of having made another set of ratings.

To achieve maximal Independence of these ratings, It was deemed desirable 

to assign different groups of raters to make the ratings In each case.

(see Figure 3 . p.121 ). Thus, although the behavior of each participant 

was rated along several different scale dimensions, any given rater was
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only asked to evaluate the behaviors In question along one scale dimen­

sion. This effectively prevented the ratings of the behaviors along 

one scale dimension from contaminating the ratings of the behaviors made 

along the other scale dimensions. Similarly* for any given Interaction 

sequence* one group of raters was asked to rate the behavior of the 

confederate on a given scale dimension while another group of raters was 

asked to rate the behavior of the subject on the same scale dimension.

In this way* the ratings made of the confederate's behavior could not 

directly contaminate the ratings made of the subject's behavior.

Finally* to make the ratings of the behaviors occurlng during Phase 2 

(the direct response phase) independent of the ratings of behaviors 

occurring during Phase 3 (the spontaneous response phase)* different 

groups of raters were to rate the behaviors occurring in each of these 

two phases, (see Figure 3).

While It was desirable to make our ratings as Independent of one 

another as possible* there are certain practical limitations that limit 

one's ability to do this. For example* one issue that we have just men­

tioned concerned the need to keep the ratings of the confederates beha­

vior and the subject's behavior In any given Interaction Independent of 

one another.While assigning different raters to make each of these ratings 

was a positive step in this direction, there was still the problem whether 

the video-tape data.that the raters were to uee as a basis for their 

ratings contained the behavior of both the subject and the confederate 

on the tape. In order to Insure that the ratings of the confederate's 

behavior be made Independently of the ratings of the subject's behavior 

In each case. It would not only be necessary to have different raters 

making each set of ratings* but moreover* It would be necessary to Insure
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FIGURE 3

Digram of Breakdown of Sample Video Segment for Judging Purposes

(a) Verbal Instigations (b) Hon-Verbal Instigations

Direct r Item 1 Item A
subsegment Active instigation of one of 

nine stimuli by the confederate.
Prolonged active instiga­
tion of non-verbal act
by the confederate.

Item 2
Subject's direct response to (This Item included among
the instigation. all Item l's for purposes 

of analysis in this paper).
Spont. r Item 3
subsegment Passive-facilitating behavior 

of the confederate for 2£ minutes 
following the end of subject's 
direct response to the confederate's 
instigation.

Item B
Response made by subject
to the instigation during 
the entire period the insti­Item It

Any spontaneous bfchavior on the 
subject's part occurring during

gation takes place.

(Ibis Item included amon?the 2£ minute period Just mentioned.
all Item 2's and all 
Item U's for purposes of 
statistical analysis in this 
paper)•

MOTE: Each Item was rated by different groups of Judges to
Insure Independence of ratings.

Groups rating Items 3 and h of any given segment were 
not exposed to Items 1 and 2 of that segment. Items A and B 
were also rated by different groups of Judges, as were Items 1 and 2; 
3 and U.

Each Itemtms rated as to how aggressive-constructive the 
behavior on the videotape was, how normal and abnormal It was, 
and how emotionally honest or dishonest It was by a given group 
of Judges. One-third of the group rating that Item used each 
of these scales.
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that each group of raters was only exposed to either the confederate's 

behavior or the subject's behavior, but not both. The technological 

procedures needed to accomplish this were not only highly lnpractlcal, but 

the product that would thus be obtained would be so cut up and dissected 

that the behavior of each of the participants would be reduced to unin­

telligible gibberish. Instead of this, an alternate procedure was decided 

upon, whereupon each group of raters would be given a set of Instructions 

designed to nake them focus on the behavior of one of the participants 

and to Ignore the behavior of the other participant. At the same time, 

they were helped to do this by a cardboard masking which was placed over 

the video-tape Image of the person whose behavior and verbalization they 

were to ignore.

A second problem that energed as a result of practical limitations, 

concerns the need to keep the ratings made of one action, independent of 

the ratings made of all the other actions. While Ideally, we would have 

as many groups of raters as we had different actions to rate, In practice, 

we had to have each group of raters make several ratings of different 

subjects In interactions with different confederates under different 

stimulus situations. Since we could not Insure that the ratings would 

be Independent of one another In this regard, the issue was dealt with 

by randomizing the presentation of different actions to different groups 

of raters, and furthermore, by randomizing the order of presentation of 

the actions to any given group of raters. Any contamination of ratings 

present would thus tend to cancel Itself out, and could then be treated

as random error. Through the use of this procedure, as well as through

the Instructions to raters to try to be as objective and non-biased as

possible, It was felt that any contamination of some ratings by other
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ratings made by the same rater would be minimal.

Description of procedures for video-tane judging 

Now that we have reviewed some of the goals that were kept in mind 

in our design of the procedure, let us describe the judging procedure 

in some detail. As mentioned previously, it was decided it would be 

necessary to secure the services of a large number of judges. In order 

to secure as large a pool of judges as possible, It was decided to enlist 

the volunteer aid of college instructors and their students.

To keep our pool of judges relatively homogenous and to insure that 

they were reasonably well-motivated, as well as for other practical 

reasons, It was decided to contact the staff and students of the social 

science departments of colleges within the greater metropolitan area.

It was possible to enlist the cooperation of three social science depart­

ments at three different community colleges. Individual Instructors at 

these schools were contacted and arrangements were made to come into 

their classes for one contact hour. All in all, 41 classes of students 

were utilized. In terms of numbers of students, SC3 students of both 

sexes served as judges for the video-tape data.

This pool of judges seemed satisfactory for several reasons. Ilrst, 

t’̂ey were not connected In any way with our research project, but yet, 

because of their Interest In social science, were reasonably wellmotlva- 

ted. Further, because of the large number of judges we enlisted, it was 

possible to have several different judges rate the same video-tape segment, 

tnus allowing any personal biases on the part of these judges to cancel 

out. Further, due to the large number of college students participating 

as judges of these video-tapes, we could be reasonably confident that

the Judgments we obtained would be fairly representative of those that
Hote: See Appendix L for evidence supporting the validity of the

Judging procedure.
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’Moreover, by having such a large pool readily accessible, the problem 

of intrarater contamination of ratings would be minimized. Finally, by 

having this large pool we would be able to achieve maxinal Independence 

of the ratings obtained, by assigning different classes of judges to 

make different ratings. We could also keep our raters minimally aware 

of the hypothesis under test, by exposing then to relatively few video­

tape segments to rate, thus making it much more unlikely that subtle 

demand characteristics of the study would creep into and affect their 

ratings.
In order to keep the ratings we obtained maximally Independent of 

one another, the next job was to devise an orderly procedure for deter­

mining which ratings would be made by which class of raters, and for 

Insuring that ratings we wished to keep maximally Independent fron one 

another were Indeed made by the different student raters. In other words 

a procedure needed to be developed to determine which portions of which 

video-tape segments would be shown to any given class of raters, prior 

to going into that class. Once this determination was made, a further 

procedure needed to be developed to most efficiently present these por­

tions to the particular class that was doing them.

To further clarify the discussion of the judging procedure, it 

would be useful for the reader to refer to Figure 3. (p.121 ). As can 

be seen, ratings needed to be obtained for either two or four sub­

divisions of each video-tape segment, depending on the situation Involved

The first step In ourjudging procedure was to recopy the video-tape 

segments onto new video-tape. It was decided to recopy these video-tape 

segments in random order. This was to Insure that among all the groups
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of judges that would be participating as raters, any given group was 

equally as likely as any other to view any given confederate, any given 

subject, any given stimulus situation, etc.. It was also done to 

Insure that for any group of Judges, Insofar as possible, the order in 

which they would be asked to rate segments, and the stimulus situations 

tiiich were represented in then, would be as random as possible. As 

mentioned earlier, it was felt that this procedure would have the 

effect of treating any Intrarater order effects as random error.

Once the video-tape segments were randomized in this manner, they 

were then catalogued and indexed so that they could be easily identified 

prior to each classroom viewing. One or more of these recopied video­

tapes was selected at random for use with that particular class.

Following this viewing by that class, the tape was then returned to the 

pool of those available for viewing. Those portions or segments that 

already had been rated of course, were deleted fron the index of that 

tape and were not subsequently rated by any other class.

Once we had recopled these video-tape segnents onto new tape in 

random order, the next job was to Insure that the ratings of the confed­

erate's behavior and the subject's behavior in interaction with then, 

were made independently of each other. To help insure this, the 

principle was adopted that any given class of judges would be asked to 

rate either one or the other person shown in any particular video-tape 

segment or sub-division, but not both parties. A table of random numbers 

was used to determine which of the two Individuals on each of the given 

video-tape segments or sub-divisions, would be rated by the particular 

class that was to rate them. Of course, when the tape was later shown 

to another class, the lndiyldual that had not received a rating previous-
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ly, was now rated.

It will also be recalled that we wished to Insure that the ratings 

of the behavior during the direct response phase, and the spontaneous 

response phaset were made Independently, wnen those two phases were 

present on any video-tape segment. In order to Insure this Independence 

of ratings, a procedure was adopted whereby any given class of Judges 
would only be asked to rate one of the two phases but not both. As 

above, a table of random numbers was used to determine which of the 
two phases would be rated by any given class. It was likewise planned, 

that the:phase that was not rated at first, would be rated by another 

class at a later point In the judging procedure. For those video-tape 

segments that did not require separate ratings for direct and spontan­

eous behavior, the behavior of either confederate or subject, was rated 

In total, the first time It came up In random sequence. The other party 

of course, was later rated the second time the segment came up to be 

rated. It Is to be noted, that using this procedure, raters of the 

spontaneous phase had no way of knowing wliat had transpired during the 

direct phase, since we prevented them from seeing the latter video-tape 

sub-segment.

To help minimize the possibility that the raters would be able to 

determine the hypothesis under test, and thus be Influenced by subtle 

demand characteristics In making their ratings, three final guides were 

adopted In the preparation of the video-tapes for presentation to these 

classes. Basically, these guides were devised to prevent the judges 

from becoming aware that the confederates were Indeed confederates and 

the behavior they Initiated was set-up.

The first guide adopted was that Insofar as possible, any given
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group of judges was not to view the visual Image o f the seme confederate 
enacting two different stimulus situations. The second guide was that 

Insofar as possible, the same group of judges was not to be able to 

view the visual Image of the same experimental stlnulus being enacted by 

two different confederates with the exception of the neutral stimulus 

situation. The third guide was that any group of judges was to view 

certain pairs of aggressive stimuli which seemed somewhat similar In 

content. Thus, no given group of judges was to view both stimulus 7 

(telling someone to move over on the couch In an annoying fashion) and 

stimulus 9 (same as 7 but cursing and yelling at the subject for his 
failure to comply). These three guidelines were super-imposed on the 

random orders established previously. Where one of these guidelines 

was In danger of being violated, the video-tape sub-segment that was to 

have been rated at that point in the sequence was skipped over and the 

next segment was shown. However, in actual practice, it was not always 

possible to strictly adhere to these guidelines and on a few occasions 
they had to be violated. In most cases where this was done, It seemed 

likely that the judges would not remember the previous segments In 

question and would thus probably not draw any unwanted conclusions about 

the behavior they observed.

Classroom 1udglr? procedure

Having prepared the recopied tapes for judging, and having 

established an order for theJu^?lng for various sub-segments on then, 

it was now time to begin the judging procedure Itself. A Sony 3600 

playback machine was used in conjunction with a 12" Sylvanla monitor. 

While a bigger monitor would have been more desirable, it was found that 

the use of a bigger monitor was too impractical to transport fron college
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to college and the 12" monitor was deemed to be adequate.

Audio was provided through a dual speaker arrangement. The TV 

speaker was utilized as well as another speaker that was fed from the 

output of a small Lafayette amplifier. A microphone, taped to the TV 

set, provided the Input to the amplifier and also doubled as a P.A. 

system for giving instructions to the class.

Each teacher's individual classroom was utilized as a viewing room 

since It was deemed Impractical and unfeasible to transport the students 

to other rooms. Ten minutes prior to each given class, I entered the 

classroom with ny assistant and began setting up the equipment. The TV 

was mounted on a stand placed on top of the desk so that it was easily 

visible. Seats were arranged in a partial semi-circle as close as 

possible to the set. *hen the studoits cane in, we handed each student 

a paper called "Preliminary Instructions" which explained the rationale 

of what they would be doing, (see AooendlxJ . p. 3Q4 ). These

questions were designed to deceive the raters into thinking that all the 

people they would be asked to rate were other college students who had 

been candidly filmed.

After we had handed out these Instructions, I para-phrased thee- for 

the raters, explaining to then that I was a researcher at another college 
who was planning to do a study requiring the use of volunteers. I 

explained to them that I had obtained a large number of potential volun­

teers but had to screen them to select those that I needed for my 

research. To get the information needed to do this, I had invited each 

of the volunteers to come down, alone or in pairs, to fill out a biograph­
ical questionnaire. While they were doing this I had also secretly made 

a video-tape of them to get a sanple of their behavior. I then explained
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to the class of raters that It was required that I get an objective 

opinion from a number of Intelligent, perceptive people such ae them­

selves as to the exact nature of the behavior that these potential 

volunteers had displayed.

The class of raters was then told they did not have to participate 

In helping me with the screening process. However, I urged then to lend 

ne their cooperation and pointed out that some of the tapes night be 

very Interesting to watch.

At this point, the raters were cautioned they night possibly recog­

nize some of the people of the tapes. It was explained to them that 

since we had made these tapes secretly, some of the "volunteers" might 

have felt embarrassed to be caught off guard like this. The volunteers 

had been nice enough to let us use these tapes as part of the screening 

process and therefore we did not want to cause any potential embarrass­

ment by having a friend or acquaintance view them. It was explained to 

the raters that for this reason. If they thought that they recognized 

somebody on one of the tapes, they should leave the room for that particu­

lar segment.

With this Introduction out of the way, the group of raters were then 

told how the judging would proceed. It was explained that we would be 

showing them a small sample of tape segments out of all those we had 

available. They would be asked to watch each segment carefully and at 

Its conclusion, would be asked to make a judgment about It, using a 

scale we would give then, and would be asked to Indicate this judgment 

through the use of an IBM sheet and a #2 pencil.

The raters were also lnfomed that generally there was more than 

one person on any given tape segment. Since we wanted to obtain an
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objective Judgment for each person's behavior, tve raters were cautioned 

£ at it was extremely important that they ignore the behavior of the 

person who was not to be rated, and only focus on the behavior of the 

person that they were asked to rate. To help then do this, they were 

told that a simple apparatus had been devised, race up of a curtain rod, 

a piece of cardboard, and a large clip that would allow U3 to mask the 

visual inage of the person we wished then to ignore. They were assured 

that other classes of students would rate the masked individuals and the 

importance of focusing on and objectively evaluating t’ e behavior of the 

visible person only, was repeatedly stressed to then. In contrast to 

the rationale given to these judges however, the real rationale for these 

instructions was of course, to try to impress on the raters, the need to 

avoid having their evaluations of the visible individual influenced by 

the behavior and actions of the person they could not see, or by some 

other ratings they had previously nade. By instructing the raters in 

this manner, as well as by masking the visual image of one of the two 

individuals on any given video-tape segment, it was felt that the ratings 

we obtained fron these judges would be maximally independent o.T one 

another.

Having explained the instructions to our particular group of judges, 

the instructions for the rating scales they would be using were then 

handed out. Three different rating scales were used in each class and 

the Judges were so informed. Zach judge received a pencil and an op- 

scan sheet to record their ratings on. The procedures for the use of 

the opscan sheet were also explained to then and questions were answered 
regarding the three scales.

The three scales used to rate the video-tapes were those of aggress-
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ivene-s constructiveness; normality abnormality; and emotional honesty, 

emotional dishonesty, (see Appendix J . p. 304).

As can be seen fron the appendix, the aggressiveness-constructive- 

ness rating scale given to these judges was almost Identical to the 

aggressiveness constructiveness scales used previously In the course of 

the research. The data obtained through the raters’ use of this scale, 

comprised the naln Independent and dependent variables of the present 

study.

The normality and abnormality scale was also practically identical 

to that used previously In this research. The judges' rating of how 

normal or abnormal the behavior of the confederate or subject was, 
was used to shed some light on the relationship between aggressive and 
constructive behavior and the degree of its abnomallty.

The emotional honesty, emotional dishonesty scale was included to 

provide some interesting material for future analysis; it will not be 

discussed at length in the present paper.

Zach classroom of judges was asked to rate behaviors,that they 

would view on the video-tape,on all three scales. However, to keep the 

ratings on each, scale uncontaminated by ratings on the others, any given 

judge used only one of the three scales. Further, they were cautioned 

about talking to each other or discussing their ratings out loud. To 

decide which judges would use which rating in any given classroom, a 

table of random numbers was used to determine which section of the roon, 

left, middle, or right, got which scale. Since the aggresslveness- 

constructlveness scale was the most important scale, we tried to give 

out a few more of these than the others, so as to increase the number 
of raters using this instrument.
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The number of student raters using any given scale varied with the 

normal size of the class and Its attendance on that day, but was roughly 

one third of the average size class. Once the scale Instructions had 

been understood, the showing of the video-tape segments could begin.

Prior to beginning the video-tape viewing the raters were advised to 

raise their hands If they were unable to make out any aspect of the 

audio-visual presentation or If they had any questions of what they were 

to rate.

Where the audlo-vlsual was not, on occasion, distinct enough for a 

given set of judges, 1 either repeated the segment and/or gave a verbal 

account of what was said or clarified what was done, trying to keep the 

quality of ny voice similar to that on the tape.

Following these Instructions, the video-tape showings began. After 

any given video-tape sub-segment had been shown, the equipment was temp­

orarily turned off, and the judges were asked to think about the scale 

Instruction and to make their rating on this scale provided for this 

purpose. A new video-tape segment was then queued up and shown and the 

process was repeated. As many segments and sub-segments as possible 

were shown during the class period, leaving some time at the end for an 

explanation of our research and for answering the questions of the 

students.

It should be pointed out that during the showing of these video­

tapes, I found It necessary to make some verbal comments when the seg­

ments involving non-verbal instigations were shown for rating purposes.

One reason for this, was that I anticipated that the cigarette smoke in 

the "obnoxious cigarette smoking instigation" might not be clearly made 

out by the judges. To handle this problem, I decided to add ny own verbal
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non-committal comment each time the instigation was shown, in order to 

draw the judges' attention to the cigarette smoke. I consented that 
"I hope that all of you can see the person is smoking and his smoke 
seems to be going in the other person's direction". A second reason 
that I decided to make some verbal comment was that in the case of 
those instigations that were primarily non-verbal in nature, judges who 
were asked to rate the behavior of the subjects receiving these insti­
gations had absolutely no idea of what instigation was occurring, since 
the visual image of the confederate on the screen was masked. This was 
in contrast to the other instigations where the Judges were unable to see 
the confederate, but were able to hear his voice, and thus could obtain 
some idea of the context in which the subject's response was made.

To hold this factor constant, and give Judges some idea of the 
context in which the subjects' responses to the non-verbal stimuli were 
made, it was decided to allow Judges, rating the subjects'response to 
these non-verbal stimuli, to see the visual linage of the confederate's 
non-verbal behavior. For three five-second periods, the cardboard mask was 
temporarily removed. The rest of the time, it was in place so that the 
judges could once more concentrate on the behavior of the subjects that 
they were called upon to rate.

Once the Judging procedure was concluded, judges were asked to write 
In their age, sex, height, weight and race on the top of the opscan 
sheets. After passing back all materials, they were properly debriefed, 
their questions were answered, and they were given my phone number for 
possible future reference.
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Treatment of Video-Tape Data 
Once all of the video-tape ratings had been aade> the next question 

was to how statistically evaluate and analyse this data. It will be re­
called that for each subject that had received verbal Instigation, his 
video-tape had been broken Into two sub-segments for rating purposes; the 

"direct" response phase and the "spontaneous" response phase. Each phase 
was to be rated by a different classroom of judges and each of the two 
people In Interaction In any given phase, were likewise to be rated by 
different classes. Thus, for each subject's data, one would obtain four 
video Item ratings on any given scale (see Figure 3 ). Two ratings would 
be of the confederate's behavior - one for each sub-segment, and two 
ratings would be for the subject's behavior - one each for each sub-seg- 
nent. Since more than one judge made each rating, the median of the 
ratings made by these judges, for each one of these four video Item 
ratings would need to be obtained. Since each video Item was rated on 
three different scales, by three different sub-groupings of judges within 
each classroom, this procedure resulted In our obtaining median judgments 
of how aggressive or constructive* normal or abnormal, emotionally honest 
or dishonest, the behavior displayed by the confederate or subject In 
each one of these four video Items was.

For those subjects who had received a "non-verbal" Instigation the 
video-tape was not broken up Into sub-segments, since due to the nature 

of the Instigation, there could not be any distinct direct or spontaneous 
response phases In this case. As such, only two median judgments were 
obtained for each of these video-tape segments on each of the three scales. 
One of the sets of median judgnents consisted of ratings of the confeder­
ate's behavior throughout the whole video segment; the other set consisted 
of ratings of the subject's behavior throughout the whole video segment 
(see Figure 3 ).
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Since different classrooms of Judges were called upon to rate differ­
ent video items, within the same segment, the next Job was to collate all 
the median Judgments belonging to the sane segment - each segment repre­
senting in turn the video data collected for each subject. Not all the 
ratings obtained were analyzed in the present paper. For each subject 
the following data was collected for use in the present paper:

1. iledian Judged aggresslveness-constructlveness of confederate's 

instigation.
2. Median Judged aggressiveness-constructiveness of subject's "direct" 

response to them.
3. Median Judged aggresslveness-constructlveness of subject's "spon­

taneous" response to them.

4. Median judged normality-abnormality of the confederate's lnstl-natlon.
5. Median Judged normality-abnormality of the subject's "direct" response 

to it.
Other judgments that were collected but are not the focus of Interest 

in this paper, Include the judgnents of how aggressive or constructive the 
confederate was during the spontaneous response, how normal or abnormal the 
confederates or subjects were judged to be during the spontaneous response, 
or how emotionally honest or dishonest the confederates or subjects were 
during each of the two response phases.

With regard to those subjects who had received the more non-verbal 
instigations, since we did not break up the data into phases during the 
judging procedure, we did not have two separate ratings for direct and 
spontaneous responses of the subjects on each scale but Instead had one 
lump sun rating on each of the scales. It was decided to treat this lump 
sum data as both "direct" responses and "spontaneous" responses for purposes 
of analysis, since this data had seemed to have elements of both. It has 
therefore been Included in the enalysls of both kinds of dsta in this paper.
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Approaches Used In the Calculation of Correlations Between Independent 
and Dependent Variables

As mentioned in our introduction we decided to subject the data to 
two types of correlational procedures. For our purpose, we labeled the 
correlational data obtained through the first procedure raean_xesponse 
data and the correlational data obtained through the second procedure, 
discrete response data..

Mean response procedure
This statistical procedure was very similar to that employed by 

past researchers In analyzing their results. To allow ready comparisons 
between their results and ours, we focused on this approach In our study 
as well.

In this procedure, the 9 point scale of aggressiveness-constructive* 
ness was broken down into nine Intervals of one unit apiece. In analyz­
ing any of the stimulus response relationships of Interest, all ratings 
of the actual stimulus instigations were first sorted Into one of the 
nine categories or levels. Then, the mean responses on the relevant 
dependent measure of all subjects who received an Instigation falling in­
to a given level was calculated. Thus for any given dependent measure, 
for each of the nine instigation levels, ve could obtain a mean rating 
of subjects' responses (behavioral self reports, etc.) to each.

Then,using the midpoint of each level as representative of all Instiga­
tions In that level, we could correlate the 9 midpoints with the 9 mean 
responses to them. The correlations thus obtained could then be compared 
using standard statistical techniques.

Discrete response approach
This approach was also included since we felt that the results thus 

obtained would yield more accurate statistical descriptions of the red-
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proelty relationship* obtained. It was net the main focus of our 
attention however, because this would then preclude our ability to 
compare our results to previous research.

Basically In this approach,the rating of the Instigations were not 
grouped Into levels. Rather, for all subjects In any given set of data 
Involving any glvan dependent measure, the Instigation each subject 
received was correlated with the response each subject nade across all 
subjects. The statistics thus obtained could likewise be tested for 
statistical significance as before.
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CHaPTEK 4 

RESULTS

Description of ueneral FlnairiKS

Ovcrvliw
Table 2 (pJ.Ul) displays the main experimental finaings. For eacn 

social restraint condition, correlation, slope and Intercept data is 
provided for all data and analysis done as listed below. The

data and analyses are as follows:
1. I lean direct response data.

2. Mean direct response data - verbal instigations only - this analy­
sis includes only those subjects who received a primarily verbal
stimulus, (see Stimuli 1 through A, 7, and 9 In Appendix C).

3. Mean "spontaneous" response data.
4. Mean "spontaneous" response data - verbal Instigations only.

5. Discrete direct response data.
6. Discrete direct response data - verbal Instigations only.
7. Discrete "spontaneous" response data.
8. Discrete "spontaneous" response dsta - verbal Instigations only.
All correlations tsbled were tested for significance and the results

are displayed. The .01 level of significance was chosen.Borderline sig­
nificance is also Indlcsted (,05> p> .01)

In looking st these tabled correlations it should be remembered that in 

each case, they basically Indicate the degree of linear relatedness that was 
found between given Instigation magnitudes and subjects' responses. As 
such, they Indicate the consistency «d predictability with which Increases 
or decreases of Instigation levels along the dimension of aggressiveness- 
constructiveness were met with corresponding Increases or decreases
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of subject!' responses along the sane scale.*
The demonstration of such e relation, es evidenced by a high positive 

correlation (+r), confirms the presence of one aspect of reciprocity behav­
ior, e.g. that the nore a person's instigation moves toward one end of the 
scale, the more he can expect che recipient's behavior to linearly change 
in the aame direction. It does not however, confirm the second aspect of 
reciprocity behavior, e.g. that aggression was always net with its "rough 
equivalent" (aggression) and constructiveness with constructiveness. For 
example, It might be found that subjects' responses only vary with the 
constructiveness of the continuum.

In one sense, the demonstration of a high positive correlation without 
demonstrating that a "rough equlvalence"of what was received, was returned, 
was not necessary to demonstrate reciprocity behavlCr in our study. Tills 
Is because In this study we defined an aggressiveness-constructiveness 
continuum such that the mors aggressive a given behavior Is, by definition, 
the less constructive It Is and vice versa. As such, for example, behavior 
that becomes Increasingly less constructive by our definition, simultane­
ously becomes nore aggressive and vice versa. Thus,built Into our con­
ceptual framework la the Insurance that positively correlated change 
In Instigation responses frith Instigation levels, automatically oonstltutes 
such "rough equivalence".

However, since this conceptualization may not be persuasive to some, 
we have decided to do the following: We will use the tern "reciprocity"
and reciprocity behavior" In the broadest sense, In analyzing the statis­
tical results. In our discussion of these results, we will edamlne the 
limitations of any positive findings In light of ths question of "rough 
•quivalence".

*See footnote p. 184. Chap. 4 "Discussion"
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A detailed presentation of the main experimental findings contained 
in Table 2 now ensues. This will be followed by a presentation of 
evidence obtained In attempts to test each of the hypotheses and compari­
sons nentloned earlier. For those tests* the .01 level of significance 
was used throughout.
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TABLE 2
Sumarv of Main Experimental Findings

Data Analyzed Normal Restraint Low Restraint

Mean Response Data

Direct Response
All Data (N-8)

Verbal Instig 
Only (N-7)

Spontaneous Response 
All Data (N"0)

Verbal Instlg 
Only (N-7)

r-0.50
b-0.13
a-4.33
r-0.52
b-0.13
a-4.38

r-0.73*
b-0.14
a-3.99
r-0.84**
b-0.15
a-3.93

r-0.92****
b-0.23
a-3.62
r-0.96*****
b-0.37
a-2.70

r-0.72*
b-0.14
a-3.89
r-0.90***
b*).23
a-3.31

Discrete Response Data

Direct Response
All Data (N-40nr) 

<K-391r)

Verbal Instlg 
Only (K-27nr) 

(U-231r)
Spontaneous Response

All Data

Verbal Instlg 
Only

(N-40nr)
(N-391r)

r-0.31*
b-0.14
a-4.27
r-0.35*
b-0.14
a-4.41

r-0.34* 
b-0.13 
a-4.01
r-0.45** 
bK).15

2. < .001
2. < .0005

r-0.53*****
b-0.25
a-3.50
£■0.63*****
b-0.37
a-2.80

r^).41***
b-0.16
a-3.76
r-O.57***
b-0.25
a-3.22

*£. < .05 
* * K  .01 
***&, <  .005
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Low Social Restraint - Direct Response Data
Mean response analysis

Aa can b« acen from Table 2 undar conditions of Low Social Restraint, 
an extremely strong, significant correlation was obtained between differ* 
ent levels of aggressive or constructive Instigation and mean levels of 
direct aggressive or constructive response to them, (r ■ .92, N ■ 8, 
p< .00069). The slope of the regression line for the prediction of mean 
response of subjects to given levels of eggresslve or constructive provo- 
cetlon under these conditions was .23. A confidence Interval was set up 
using the standard error of the slope Indicated the probability was.99, 
that the population slope falls between .077 and .3769.

The obtained regression equation for the prediction of the average 
subject's response under conditions of low social restraint was written 
as follows: Y ■ .23 x + 3.62. The standard error Of the estimate was .26.

A graphic representation of the regression line Is shown In Figure 4 .
A value of 0 represents extreme aggression; e value of 8, extreme construe* 
tlveness. As can be seen the means of the subjects' responses to given 
levels of Instigation fell neatly on this line. Inspection of the date 
also revealed that while the range of the Instigations delivered to 
subjects varied from being Judged strongly aggressive (1) to strongly 
constructive (7), the range of the mean direct response was more construc­
ted end centered around the neutrel point. The strongly aggressive 
stimulus was Judged to have been responded to, on the average, In e neutrel 
to mildly eggresslve manner (value 3.45). The strongly constructive 
stimulus was Judged to have received a mild to moderate constructive 
response (5.35). All other average levels of response under low sodel 
restraint fell within those 2 points.
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Figure 5 show* a ragreaalon line, and aeattergram 
obtained by Harshbarger In previous research using self report 

questionnaires as described previously and a similar procedure for data 
analysis. As expected, the results obtained under this condition seemed 
highly comparable to data reported by Harshbarger.

Derate rjsponaf nnalygjj.
Table 2 gives the results obtained under this condition as analysed 

by the procedure of correlating the level of Instigation each subject 
was Judged to have received, with the exact magnitude of response he was 
Judged to have made. As such, this analysis shewed how well we could 
predict the actual responses of subjects to Instigations, as opposed to 
predicting the average response of subjects to given levels of Instigation. 
As one can see. Inspection of this data revealed that the obtained corre- 
latlon, while significant, was considerably smallorin magnitude (r ■ .53,
N “ 39, p< .00027) and the standard error of the estimate was consid­
erably larger (.88 vs .26). Slope and Intercept value stayed basically 
constant regardless of which procedure was used (b • .25, lnt ■ 3.5).

Looking at Figure 6. the scatterplot of subjects' responses In this 
condition, we found, as axpected, that the data was much more variable 
than one would be led to expect from the first analysis. Inspection of 
the data revealed that, a good proportion of the responses made In response 
to aggressive action turned out to be Judged neutral or helpful by our 

raters. As previously predicted, very few subjects made out and out 
aggressive responses, even under conditions of low social restraint.

Many subjects apparently preferred to try to Ignore or be polite to 
the Instigator rather than to reciprocate aggressively. Even when the 
subject did reciprocate aggression with aggressive behavior, the nature



1*5

Ua
sm

i

03

PORN I 
REGR.mns

■p3
£

FORM G 
REGR. LINE

U)

0 3 * 5
Neut.

STIMULUS AGGRESSION

2 6
Ext.Const

Figure^

Note: Graph reprinted by author's permission.
Graph inverted and renumbered to allow ready comparison.



OVI *•-1

i
i

I® 
# *
11 
ItJ  aI *
i n

l
I

AGGRESSIVENESS-CONSTRUCTIVENESS OF Ss* DISCRETE RESPONSES
Ext.Agg. Reut.

i o
ro
o

■fc-
o

vn
o

P

K -

§
to

(O
O
Ol

.  o

s r.*-?  O
VJ1
o
Ok
o

8.-.:ao0
!V

1C

* ky  x

V
x

V

£

Ext.Const.
Ch
o o

09
o

-t-



ivr

of the behavior was often ao reetrained that eome ratera viewed It aa 
helpful behavior and evaluated It -In thla light lowering lta overall 
rating. This was reflected both in the variability of the ratlnga made 

by the ratera and In remarks made by aome ratera at the end of the rating 
procedure to the effect that the subjects' restraint waa aeen aa "helpful".

In contraat to moat aubjecta1 reactions to aggreaalve Instigation*, 
one can alao see that a few subjects we^-aeen to be moderately to strongly 
aggressive, a finding which concurs well with the author's observation 
that a few students In this condition became so enraged at the confeder- 
ate and had so little control over their actions, that the confederate 
and I feared strongly for the confederate's physical safety.

At the other end of the scale, we noted that most constructive acts 
were reciprocated with constructive behavior. There were only one or two 
exceptions to this however, mostly for those acts which were mildly con­
structive In nature.
Normal Social Restraint - Direct Response Data

Mean Response Analysis
As can be seen from Table 2„ under conditions of Normal Social 

Restraint, a non-significant correlation was obtained between different 
levels of aggressive and constructive instigation and mean levels of direct 
aggressive or constructive responses to them (r ■ .5, N ■ 8, pr>.05).
As can be seen this correlation was considerably smaller than that obtained 
under low social restraint conditions and previously reported. Further, 
the obtained slope for the prediction of mean response of subjects to 
different provocation levels was likewise smeller than that obtained under 
low restraint conditions (b " .13). A confidence Interval for the slope, 
using the standard error of the slope. Indicated the probability Is .99
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that tha population value falle between >.209 .46454.
The obtained regreaalon equation under normal eodal reatralnt 

condltlona waa Y ■ .13 + 4.33.
A graphic repreeentatlon of thla regression line Is shown in Figure 

2.. As before, a value of 0 represents extreme aggression; a value of 8, 
extreme constructiveness. As can be seen, the range of means of subjects' 
responses to the different Instigations was more constricted than under 
low eodal restraint conditions and they did not fall neatly on the re* 
gresslon line. The response means centered around the neutral point and 
varied from neutral (value 4.04) to mild to moderately constructive 
(value 5.39). Mean responses to aggressive stimuli under this condition 
tended to be a curvilinear function of the level of instigation with 
strongly aggressive Instigations receiving neutral to slightly helpful 
responses. At the constructive end, a curvilinear pattern could also be 
discerned In this condition In subjects' responses to constructive insti­
gations.

Discrete Response Analysis
As under low social restraint conditions, s second analysis of the 

data was dote which involved correlating the level of Instigation each 
person was Judged to have received with the exact magnitude of response 
he was Judged to have made, In order to see how well we could predict 
th* actual responses of subjects under normal social restraint vs average 
responses of subject to provocation. As ona can see from Table 4. the 
correlation obtained using this procedure In normal restraint conditions 
was considerably smaller than that obtained uaing the same procedure with 
low social restraint data (r ■ .31 vs. .53 ) and the standard error Is
alfebtly larger (.92 vs. .68).
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Figure 8 presents the scatterplot of subjects' responses in this 

condition. As expected the dete was more variable then one would be led 

to believe It would be bp the Inspection of the toatn response dete. As 
for the scetterplot Itself* one notes that es with the scatterplot for 
the low restraint - direct response date, subjects' Judged responses were 
quite variable In response to aggressive Instigations. As before, aost 
subjects were Judged to have responded to these Instigations In a neutral 
to slightly helpful nanner. In contrast to the low restraint - direct 
response data though, even fewer subjects aade e response judged to be 
aggressive In nature In response to an aggressive Instigation.

Looking at subjects' responses to the constructive stimuli, we found 
that under normal restraint conditions, aost of the direct response to 
constructive acta were judged to be constructive In nature. We also
detected a curvllinearity in the response data as a function of level of
constructive Instigation that was not present under low social restraint 
conditions. Inspection of the subjects' written self-report for those sub­
jects itoo received the two aost extreme Instigations revealed an Increased 
tendency under the normal restraint condition to report themselves as
"annoyed" by the behavior of the confederate and to mistrust him. We will
discuss the meaning of this observation In a later section of this paper. 
Low Social Restraint - "Spontaneous Kesponse Data"

Mean Response Analysis
As can be seen from Table ? under conditions of low social restraint, 

a substantial though nonsignificant correlation was obtained between differ­
ent levels of aggressive or constructive Instigations and msan levels of 
"spontaneous" sggresslve or constructive responses to them (r " .72,
N - 8, p< .025).



151

S

£3.0

7.0

6.0

5 .0

4*4.0

3.0

2.0

1 .0

s;
#5 0 1 .0 2 .0 3 .0 4.0* 5 .0 6 .0 7 .0 3 .0
Ext. Agg. Neut. Ext. Const.
AGGR£S5IV5I<ES5-CCt?STP.UCTIV5NESS OF RECEIVED INSTIGATION

Tiwurm 8. Scattergraa of subjects' discrete direct responses sude to 
the Basnltuda of Instigation each was Judged to have 
IMVtvai under Monuil Social. Restraint Conditions



152

The elope of the regression line for the prediction of mean responses 
of subjects to given levels of eggresslve or constructive provocstlons 
under these conditions was .14. A confidence Interval that was set up 
using the standard error of the slope lndlceted the probability is .99 

that the true population slope falls between-.0 7 snd .36.
The obtained regression equation for the prediction of the averege 

subject** "spontaneous" response under conditions of low social restraint 

was written es follows:
Y - .14 X + 3.89
A graphic representation of this regression line Is shown In Figure 

9, A value of 0 represents extreme aggression, a value of 8 extreme 
constructiveness.

Inspection of this dete revealed that,as before, while tb* range of 

instigations delivered to the subjects varied greatly In how aggressive 
or constructive they were Judged to be, (from extremely aggressive to 
strongly constructive) the range of the mean spontaneous responses to 
them was much more constricted end centered around the neutral point.
The strong extreme eggresslve stimulus was judged to have been spontane- 
ously responded to In a neutral to mildly aggressive menner (X ■ 3.49 ).
The strong extreme constructive stimuli were judged to have received e 
neutrel to mildly constructive response (X ■ 4.8); other mean values fell 
between these points.

Discrete Response Analysis
Looking at the scatterplot of each subject's "spontaneous" discrete 

response to the actual Instigation he received (see £lgu£g_lfi) »we again 
note the msrkad variability of the date. However, we note that In
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contra*t to th* acattarplot of tha dlscrota dlract rasponaa data undar 
tha same rastralnt condition, this acattarplot tandad to hava slightly 

less variability and people'* reaction* are more nearly neutral. Again 
there vara vary few aggressive responses to aggressive stimuli, while 
most of the responses to constructive stimuli were constructive In nature. 
Normal Social Rastralnt - "Spontaneous" Response Data

Mean Response Analysis.
Under conditions of normal aoclal restraint a good sized though non­

significant correlation was again obtained between different levels of 
aggressive or constructive instigation and mean levels of "spontaneous" 
aggressive or constructive responses to them (r - .74, n • 8, p{ .02)
(see Table ft). The slope of the regression line for the prediction of 

mean responses of subjects to given levels of aggressive or constructive 
provocations under these conditions was .14. A confidence Interval that 
was set up using the standard error of the elope Indicated the probabil­
ity la .99 that the true population slope falls between -055 *nd .333 .

The obtained regression equation for the prediction of the average 
aubjects* "spontaneous” responses under normal restraint condition was 
written as follows:

Y - .14 X + 3.99

A graphic representation of this regression line Is shown In Pleura 

U.. 0 represents extreme aggression; 8 represents extreme constructive­
ness. Inspection of this Figure shows that as before, the range of the 
mean responses to various instigations was more constricted than the 
range of the Instigation levels themselves and centered around the neutral 
point. The strong extreme aggressive Instigation level was responded 
to on the average In a neutral manner. Less extreme aggressive Instiga­
tions were on the average responded to In a helpful manner.



3.0

2.0 '

1 .0

I
i + 4- + -f- + + -oio 1.0 2.0 3.0' 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0

Ext.Agg. leut. Bxt.Confc.
AGCHESSIVEWBSS-C0MSTRUCTIVBNB3S OF RECEIVED IHSTIQATIOH

Ilwrt 11. Plot of man spontaneous rasponsas nada by subjacta to 
aacb Judged level of lnotigatlon undar notnal rastralnt 
eondlttons.



pleura 
12. 

Scattergran 
of 

subjects' 
discrete 

spontaneous 
raeponsee 

made 
to 

tha 
magnitude 

of 
instigation 

each 
was 

judged 
to 

have 
received 

under 
normal 

social 
restraint 

conditions.

ABOHE8SIVEHES3-C0WSTRUCTIVEHESS OT Ss' DISCRETE RESPONSES
Ext.Const

coHeutExt. Agg o\

Cl
m2«♦e

vn
CA



158

Mean response* to constructive Instigation levels were all neutral 
or .helpful In nature. As In the mean direct response dsta obtained 
under the sane (normal) restraint conditions there was a slight curvi­
linear trend In subjects' aean spontaneous response to constructive acts 
as well.

Discrete response analysis

Looking at the scatterplot in Figure 12 of the subject's spontaneous 
discrete responses to the actual Instigation he received, one noted that 
in contrast to the scatterplot of each subject's direct resoones. the. data 
Is not quite as variable and subjects' behavior was judged more nearly 
neutral. We also noted that there were fewer aggressive responses made to 
aggressive stimuli, while most of the responses made to constructive stimuli 
were judged to be constructive In nature, (see Figure 12. p. 157).

Tests of the Experimental Hypotheses 

Teste of Central Hypotheses and Comparisons

The first three hypotheses and comparisons concerned predictions that 
while linear reciprocal changes In subjects' responses to the confederates' In­
stigations behavior should be displayed In some contests, they would not be 
displayed as much In others. We predicted that under conditions of low social 
restraint where Inhibiting factors working against reciprocity are minimal, a 
significant degree of linear reciprocal behavioral change would be displayed, 
as evidenced by a significant correlation and slope. We further predicted that 
under nomal social restraint conditions, the degree of reciprocal behavioral 
change would be significantly less, as evidenced by a decreased correlation and 
slope. In other words, under normal restraint conditions, people's average 
behavior should be less linearly bound by the stimulus Instigation and additionally, 
the amount of change In the aggression and helpfulness they would on the 
average reciprocate for any change In the amount of aggression or help-
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fulness received,would be correspondingly reduced.

Dete beerlng on these hypotheses eppeer below:

Test of Hypothesis L
Hypotheses ere predicted thst under low sociel restraint conditions 

an . extremely strong correlation would be observed between different 
levels of judged aggressive or constructive Instigation and subjects' 
mean level of direct response to them. A sumaiyof the data bearing on 

this point as well as results of a t test for the significance of the 
obtained correlation appears In Table 3 . A blvarlete graph of this data 
has already been presented (see Figure *0.

U P U . l

Mean Levels of Aggressive and Constructive Direct Response 
Reciprocated for Different Levels of Judged Aggressive or 
Constructive Instigation, under Low Social Restraint Conditions

Instigation Level Value
Mean
Response N Computed r t

Ext - Strong Aggressive (0.5) 3.45 6 r-,92, N-8 5.75*

Strong - Mod. Aggressive (1.5) 4.06 3

Moderage - Mild Aggressive (2.5) 4.26 9

Mild - Neutral Aggressive (3.5) 4.90 1
Neutral - Mild Constructive (4.5) 4.53 7

Mild - Moderate Constructive (5.5) 4.61 6
Mod. - Strong Constructive (6.5) 5.08 3

Strong - Extreme Constructive (7.5) 5.35 4

NOTE: All values are based on a 9 point scale, where 0 ■ extremely
aggressive, 8 ■ extremely constructive, 4 " neutral (see AppendixJ,p.301) 
a r Is based on 8 mean responses to each of 8 Instigation levels 
shown.
* p< .005
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As can be seen, the data provided experimental support for this 
hypothesis and the obtained correlation was significant at the .005 
level. Thus, under low social restraint-a significant degree of reciprocal 
behavioral ̂ change as a function of Instigation magnitude was obtained.

Test of Hypothesis 2
According to Hypothesis 2, under normal social restraint conditions, 

the correlation relating the different levels of aggressive constructive 
Instigations to mean levels of direct aggressive or constructive direct 
response to then should be significantly less than the correlation 
obtained for the same variables under low social restraint conditions.

Data and results bearing on this hypothesis appear In Table ** 
along with a test of their significance using Fisher's test for 
differences between Independent sample r's. (see Appendl^ K.e.311).

Table k
Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found for Direct Response
Data Obtained under Normal Social Restraint Conditions and Pearson
Statistic Found for Direct Response Data under Low Social Restraint
Conditions

Low Restraint Direct Normal Restraint Direct Difference Z

r - .92 N - 8** r - .50 N - 8 .42 a - 1.65*

* p<.05 - significance approached at .01 level. 
** p< .005

As can be seen, (as predicted* there was a considerable difference 
between the correlation of these variables under low social restraint 
conditions (r “ .92) and the correlation obtained under normal social 
restraint conditions (r ■ .50).
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A teat for significance of this difference using Fischer's transforma­
tion formula for testing the difference between sample correlations (see 
Guilford, pp. 189-190, and Appendix K). shows that with a significant level 
of .01, the difference approaches significance (p .05). Uhile this differ­
ence does not reach significance at the .01 level, test of significance of 
the correlations obtained under normal and low restraint conditions showed 
that while the correlation demonstrating reciprocal behavior change Is extremely 
significant under low restraint conditions, under normal restraint conditions 
It does not differ significantly from 0. Thus, on balance, the hypothesis 
that the context can determine whether or not reciprocal behavior change Is 
displayed, Is supported even If the difference In correlations does not reach 
significance.

* Comparison 3
Comparison 3 stated that for theoretical reasons mentioned previously, 

the slope of the regression line relating the mean "direct response” to 
given levels of aggressive or constructive stimuli should be less under 
normal social restraint conditions than under low social restraint condi­
tions.

While we make this prediction for theoretical reasons, no formal test 
of significance of any difference obtained was proposed because the 
hypothesized difference would not be too big and we would run a great 
risk of making a Type II error. However, a conparlosn of the slopes 
obtained under the two conditions Is presented In Table 5 along with 
rasulte of a test of significance using a Cohen derived formula (1975) 
for tha test of significance of difference between two slopes obtained 
for Independent samples. The derived formula did not require computa­
tion of the sums of squares as his did, but Instead utlllzad the standard 
error of the estimate (see Appendix K for formula and documentation).
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Irtle 5
Comparison Between Slope Statistic Found for Direct Response Data 
Obtained under Normal Social Restraint Conditions and Slope Obtained 
fron Direct Response Data under Low Social Restraint Conditions

Low Restraint - Normal Restraint -
Direct Data Direct Data Diff. t

b«.23, N-8* b-.13, N-8 K.S. .10 t - .22 N.S.

* P< .01

As can be seen from Table 5 the difference In slopes was In the pre­
dicted direction. Using this Cohen-derlved formula to test the difference* 
significance could not be established. However* despite this* whenever we 
tested each obtained slope value for significance* the slope obtained under 
low restraint conditions proved to be significant while the normal restraint 
slope did not. Thus* on balance* the more general hypothesis that the 
context can affect the obtained slope of the regression line received 
experimental support despite the fact that the difference In slopes does 
not achieve significance.

Tests of Similarities and Contrasts Between Sample Statistics Based on 
Kean Direct Response Data and Previous Population Values Established In 
Previous Research

We had previously pointed out that previous research has demonstrated 
that under low restraint conditions people show a strong degree of recipro­
city of harmful or helpful behavior. Previouc data Indicated roughly a .9 
correlation between aggressive or helpful lnsltgatlons and corresponding 
chsnges in people's responses to them with s slope of .45 e.g.* on average 
people reciprocate a one unit Increase In aggression with a .45 Increase In 
their own aggression* etc. We theorized that this data had been collected
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by researcher* under lew restraint conditions and that therefore we should 
obtain similar data In our own low social restraint group, provided we did 
create such a climate. We further theorised that under normal restraint 
that are more representative of average real life contexts, significant 
decreases from the values should be obtained.

The hypotheses relevant to those points and the data supporting 
them appears below.

Comparison 4

Comparison 4 concerned the expectation that the correlation obtained 
in our sample under low social restraint conditions was drawn from a 

population having a .9 correlation between the variables of interest.

While we couldn't demonstrate that this was the case, It could be 
demonstrated statistically that the data was not Inconsistent with this 
hypothesis by showing the sample correlation was to not significantly 
differ from .9.

While there was no readily available formula for testing the differ­
ence between a sample correlation and a theoretical population value, 
Fischer had developed a formula for testing the difference between two 
Independent sample correlations Involving his Z transformation procedure 
(see Guilford pp. 189-190). Based on a personal conmunlcation with 
Harshbarger, a formula for the required test was derived from Fischer's 
formula (see Appendix K for derivation and formula).

Besults obtained using this formula appear In Table 6 below.
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T«ble 6
Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found in Previous Research and 
Obtained Value of Pearson for Direct Response Data under Low Social 
Restraint Context

Obtained Value of r
Previous Values 
Obtained Diff. Z

.92 N - 8 .9 .2 Z - .26 K.S.

As can be seen, our obtained sample value of .92 was very consistent 
with the theoretical population value of .9 we expected to approximate 
under those conditions.

Comparison 5
Comparison £  stated that the sample slope of the regression line 

relstlng the different levels of aggressive or constructive Instigations 
to mean levels of direct responses to them under low social restraint 
conditions should not be significantly different from a population value 
of .45found In previous research.

The comparison was not stated as a hypothesis because one could not 
demonstrate that the population value was .4$. One could only demonstrate 
that the evidence was not Inconsistent with this position by showing that 
the sample value did not significantly differ from the theoretical popu­
lation value.

Again, there was no raadlly available formula for testing the differ­
ence between a sample slope value and a theoretical population value.
The only readily available formula for differences between slopes was 
Cohen's (1975) t test, tfhlch tests the difference between two slope
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values for two Independent samples and which Involved the calculation of 
the sums of the squared residuals as a step In the procedure for obtain­
ing it.

Based on a personal communication with Harshbarger, a fomula for the 
required test based on the standard error of the estimate rather than the 
residuals, was derived from Cohen's formula (see Appendix K for derivation 
and formula). Using this Cohen-derlved formula, the following results were 
obtained, (see Table 7 below):

Tgbjg_7
Comparison Between Slope Statistic Found In Previous Research and Obtained 
Value of Slope for Direct Response Data under Low Social Restraint Context

Obtained Value of Slope Previous Values Obtained Diff. t

b - .23, N - 8 b - .45 .22 t - .84 N.S.

As can be seen, the evidence was consistent with the view that the 
sample was drawn from a population whose slope ■ .45 as expectad. However, 
since the power of the test Is very low the evidence cannot be considered 
conclusive on this point.

Test of Hypothesis 6
This hypothesis predicted that the correlation obtained for the afore­

mentioned variables under conditions of normal social restraint should be 
significantly less than the .9 population correlation obtained In previous 
research.

A test of this hypothesis was made using the Flscher-derlved test for 
significant differences between theoretical population R's and sample r's 
as outlined previously (see p. 163). Results of this test are presented 
In Table 8 below.



166

Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found In Previous Research and 
Obtained Value of Pearson for Direct Response Data under Normal Social 
Restraint Context.

•

Obtained Value of r Previous Values Obtained Diff. I

r - .50; N -8 .9 .4 Z - 2.06*

* p ^.02 * significance approached at .01 level.

As can be seen, there was considerable difference between the .9 corre­
lation obtained for the aforementioned variables In previous research and 
the obtained correlations under these conditions (r - .5). The differences 
between then approached significance at .01 level. Since a theoretical 
population value was used, the degrees of freedom and the power of this 
test were greater here than for Hypothesis 2. thus accounting for the 
Increased significance In the obtained results. However, probably due to 
low power of the test, these results per se could not conclusively establish 
that the value estimated from previous research were not characteristic of 
results to be obtained under conditions where the nornal restraints of 
everyday life were operating, although there was a strong trend In support 

of this conclusion.
Comparison 7.

Conparlson 7 stated that for theoretical reasons, the elope of the 
regre3sion-line relating the nean "direct" responses to given levels of 
aggressive or constructive stimuli under nornal restraint conditions,should 
be lower In magnitude than the previously obtained population slope values.

A comparison of the obtained slope value with the previously 
obtained population B Is presented In Table 9. along with results of
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test of significance, using a formula derived from Cohen's formula (1975) 
for the test of significance of difference betvetu two slopes obtained from 
a sample and a theoretical jcpulation value (see p 308 ) •

Table 9
Comparison Between Slope Statistic Found in Previous Research and Obtained 
Value of Slope for Direct Response Data under Normal Social Restraint 
Context.

Obtained Value of Slope Previous Values Obtained Dtff. t

b - .13, N - 3, U.S. m  i .32 11 - .54 N.S.

As can be seen, the difference was substantial and in the 
predicted direction, though non-significant.

Thus, while normal restraint had been demonstrated to differentially 
affect the correlations, no such effect could be conclusively demonstrated 

for the slopes of the regression line relating aggressive or helpful instiga­
tions and subjects' mean responses to them through this procedure. However, 
since the normal restraint slope proved non-significant, while the low re­
straint slope value was significant on balance, we could conclude that our 
general hypothesis about the effect of context on slope values is substantially 

supported.

Tests of Hypotheses Concerning Non-Demanded (Spontaneous) Kean Responses.
As will be recalled, we theorized that less reciprocal behavioral

change as a function of instigation magnitude should be exhibited when subjects 
are not forced to respond to instigation, as compared to when they are. It 
was also theorized that a significant degree of reciprocal behavioral change 
should be observed under low restraint conditions, as demonstrated by a sig­
nificant r between instlgatlonal levels and mean responses to them. Data 
bearing on these points is below.
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Test of Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6 predicted that under conditions of low social restraint, 

a significant correlation should be obtained between different levels of
aggressive or constructive Instigation and subjects' mean level of
"spontaneous responses" to them. A summary of the data bearing on this
point, as well as a t test for significance of the obtained correlation
appears In Table 10.

Tjblglp
Mean Levels of Aggressive or Constructive Spontaneous Response 
Reciprocated for Different Levels of Judged Aggressive or Constructive 
Instigation under Low Social Restraint Conditions

Instigation Level' Value
Mean
Response N

Conputed
r t

Ext - Strong Aggressive (0.5) 3.49 6 r-.72,N-8 2.54*

Strong - Mod. Aggressive (1.5) 4.39 3
Moderate - Mild Aggressive (2.5) 4.40 9
Mild - Neutral Aggressive (3.5) 4.90 1
Neutral - Mild Constructive (4.5) 4.09 7
Mild - Mod. Constructive (5.5) 4.76 6
Mod. - Strong Constructive (6.5) 4.91 3
Strong - Ext. Constructive (7.5) 4.80 4

Note: All values are based on 9 pt. scale where 0 ■ extremely aggressive;
8 ■ extremely constructive; 4 ■ neutral (see Appendlxp3Q4 ). The 
r Is based on mean response to each of 8 Instigation levels shown.

*p< .025

Aa can be seen, substantial correlation was found between the 8 
Instigation levels and the mean levels of spontaneous responses to them 
under those conditions. However, the correlation approached but failed 
to reach significance at the .01 level (p< .025]). Thus, the data supporting 

the hypothesis that reciprocal behavioral change would be demonstrated
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under low social restraint conditions where the responses are not demanded 
(spontaneous) did not receive sufficient experimental, support to be consider­
ed significant and the hypothesis was not considered to be conclusively 

supported
Test of Hypothesis 9
Hypothesis 9 predicted that the correlation obtained under low 

social restraint, between different levels of aggressive or constructive 
instigation and mean levels of "spontaneous" responses to them should be 
significantly less than the correlation obtained using the "direct" 
response data as the dependent measure*

Since the two correlations were based on data from the sample and 
since both correlations had the same independent variable in common, the 
Fischer test was not appropriate. Hotelling (19̂ +0) (see Appendix K) had 
dtvlsed a statistic to test the significance of a difference in r's 
obtained under these conditions*

The obtained correlations and the results of a test of significance 
using the Hotelling technique appears in Table 11 .

Table 111
Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found for Direct Response Data 
Obtained under Low Social Restraint Conditions and Pearson Obtained 
for Spontaneous Response Data under Low Social Restraint Conditions

Low Restraint Direct. Low Restraint Spontaneous Diff. t

r - .92, N - 8 r - .72, N - 8 oCM. 2.43*

* p< *05 approaches significance at .01 level.
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As can be seen* the difference between correlations was in the 

predicted direction and approached significance at the .01 level. 
However* once again* the difference could not be considered significant 
and the hypothesis was not adequately supported.

Comparison 10
Comparison 10 stated that for theoretical reasons under conditions 

of normal social restraint* the sample correlations between dlffersreot 
levels of aggrssslve or constructive Instigation and mean levels of 
"spontaneous responses" to them should be less than the sample correla­
tion obtained using the "direct" response data as the dependent measure. 
However* since the correlations obtained under normal social restraint 
should be rather small* no formal hypothesis was proposed since the 
probability of a Type II error would be quite high. The sample
correlations* relevant to this comparison are presented In Table 12 
along with results of a Hotelling test for significance of correlation 
based on the same sample as having one variable In common.

Table 12
Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found for Direct Response Data 
Obtained under Normal Social Restraint Conditions and Psarson Obtained 
for Spontaneous Response Data under Normal Social Restraint Conditions

Normal Restraint Normal Restraint
Direct Spontaneous Diff. t

r ■ .50, N ■ 8 r ■ .7^ N ■ 8 - .24 t - 1.03 N.S

As can be seen, the difference In correlations was In the reverse 
direction to that expected. Thus* this prediction received no empirical
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support. Ths obtslned reversal Is rathsr interesting and will be dis­
cussed in the last section of this paper. It should also be remembered* 
in leaving this section, that the r's obtained for the mean spontaneous 
responses to given Instigation levels under normal and low restraint 
conditions were both about the same value (.74 vs .73) and approached 
significance, (p^.025). This pattern of results will be discussed In 
a later section of this paper.

Testa of Hypotheses Concerning S»lf Reported Emotional and Motivational 
Dispositions to Reciprocate Following Aggressive or Constructive Acts.

As mentioned previously, we have theorised that while the context 
of Instigations may inhibit reciprocity, It need not Inhibit desires to 
reciprocate. We predicted that a high correlation should be observed between 
given levels of Instigation and subjects' desires to reciprocate* 
further, we predicted that the correlations should approximate .9, the 
correlation obtained between instigations and subjects' responses under 
conditions such as those found by Harshbarger In Taylor's study (1967), 
where social prohibitions against the translation of feelings Into beha­
vior were assumed by Taylor to be minimal.

Data relevant to these hypotheses appears below.
Test of Hypothesis 11
This set of hypotheses predicted that strong correlations should be 

observed between given levels of aggressive and constructive Instigations 
and mean magnitudes of hostile or happy affect reported by subjects,
(Scale 5) (See App.0 ) It also predicted that a strong correlation 
should be observed between glveu levels of aggressive Instigations and 
mean levels of desires to be harmful toward the Instigator-In return 
(Scale 4). and between given levels of constructive Instigation and 
desires to be helpful toward the Instigator In return (Scale 3). No



172

significant correlations ware expected to be obtained between different 
levels of aggressive Instigation and dealres to be helpful In return; or 
between different levels of constructive instigation and desire to be 
harmful In return.

Data bearing on these hypotheses and tests of Its significance are 

contained in Table 13.

Table 13
Comparison Between Correlations Obtained Between Harmful or Helpful 
Instigation Levels and Self Reported Mean Magnitudes of Emotional and 
Motivational Reactions to Them.

Self Report Index Helpful Instigation Harmful Instigation

Desires to be Helpful 
(Scale 3)

r- + 1.00, N - 4 *** r-+ .56, K - 4

Desires to be Harmful a i • a* H Z ■ r-f .94, N - 4*

All Instigations Combined

Angry-Happy Affect 
(Scale 5)

r-+- .89, N - 8 **

*  p<  .05  

* *  p< .005

* * *  p <  .00001

As can be seen, the obtained data clearly supported this set of 
hypotheses, and/or were consistent with them.
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Comparison 12
Comparison 12 seated Chat we expected the correlations hypothesized 

to be significant In Hypothesis 11, pot to differ significantly from .9,
As before, while we could not demonstrate that the correlations In our samples

were really drawn from a population where a .9 correlation would be found,
It could be demonstrated that the data was not Inconsistent with this 
hypothesis by showing that the sample correlation did not significantly 
differ from .9. The results of tests of significance between these 
obtained correlations and the theoretical population value of .9, using 
the Fisher derived formula for the test of differences between an 
obtained r and a theoretical population r (aee p. 308 ),appear In Table

Ik-

Table ik
Comparison Between Correlation Obtained for Harmful or Helpful Instigation 
Levels with Self Report Scales and Correlation Value Theoretically 
Expected

Nature of Obtained 
Correlation Value Obtained

Predicted
Value Diff. z

Helpful Instigations- -

Helpful Desires r« + 1.00, N ■ 4 .9 .1 1.82 N.S.
Harmful Instigations-
Harmful Desires + .94, N • 4 .9 .06 .27 N.S.

All Instigations
Angry-Happy Affect r« + .89, N ■ 8 .9 .11 .12 K.S.

As can be seen, the obtained sample values were very close to .9. 
As predicted, the obtained evidence was entirely consistent with our



17k

hypothesis that as the instigation levels Increase, people's self-reported 
desires to be helpful and and harmful Increase and moreover, the correlation

between the two variables was approximately *9, as predicted on the 

basis of previous research.

Test of Hypothesis 13
Hypothesis 13 predicted that significant correlations,between the 

measures mentioned in Hypothesis 12, should be obtained under conditions 

of normal social restraint .
Data bearing on these hypotheses is contained in Table 15 along 

with the results of a t test for significance of the obtained correla­
tions.

Table 15
Correlations Obtained Between Self Report Scales and Levels of Harmful 
or Helpful Instigation under Normal Restraint Conditions

Nature of Obtained 
Correlation Value Obtained t

Helpful Instigations -
Helpful Desires r -.59 N - 4 1.03 N.S.
Harmful Instigations-
Harmful Desires r -.98 N - 4 6.96*

All Instigatlons-
Angry-Happy Affect 00■•-*

0000.su 4.54**

* p<.01
* *  p< .005

As can be seen, two of the three correlstlons were significant at
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the .01 level. The obtained correlation between helpful Instigations 
and desire to reciprocate helpfully was not significant. It must be 
noted that due to the small numbers of degrees of freedom, the power 

of the test was not high.

Tests of Hypothesized Relationships Between the Magnitude of Instigations.
Their Judged Levels of Abnormality, and the Mean Responses to Then as a 
Function of the Context Wherein It Occurs.

As discussed earlier, pilot data suggested that Increasing magnitudes 
of aggression were seen as Increasingly abnormal by college students, 
resulting In a high correlation (r) between the two dimensions (sea Appendix A). 
We also found that a curvilinear trend existed between Increasing conetrue- 
gtveness and judgments of Its abnormality.

The first two hypotheses In this section were derived from this pilot 
work and the data represented an attempt at replication. The next two 
hypotheses took the replication as given and concerned Its theoretical 
Implications for reciprocity under different contexts. Specifically, we 
hypothesised that for those instigation levels Judged normal, positive 
correlation should be observed between them and the mean response to them, 
under normal social restraint, and the r would be equal In magnitude to 
the r obtained between all instigation levels and mean responses to them 
under low social restraint. This hypothesis was made because we theorized 
that the normal restraint would not inhibit normal responses to normsl 
Instigations. We also predicted that under normal restraint conditions 
for those instigation levels judged abnormal, the r between them and the 
mean responses to them should be significantly less than the r obtained 
for instigations similarly deemed abnormal under low social restraint.
This hypothesis was msde because,under normal social restraint, we theoris­
ed that powerful inhibitions would prevent people from making abnormal 
responses to these abnormal instigations, while under low social restraint,
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the Inhibitions were counteracted.

Date relevant to these hypotheses appear below.

Test of Hypothesis 14
Hypothesis 14 predicted that there would be a strong’ 

linear relationship between any given level of Judged aggressiveness of 
Instigations and the mean judged level of the normallty-abnormallty of 

such Instigation.
Data bearing on this hypothesis Is presented In Table 16 together 

with results of a t test for the significance of the correlation thus 
obtained. As can be seen, this hypothesis was strongly supported.

Tjblg 16
Table of Instigation Levels and Mean Bated Judgments of Their Normality* 
Abnormality

Instigation Level Value
_  Nomality- 
x Abnormality

a b
Computed r

Strong-Extreme Aggressive [0.5) 7.02
**

r agg ■ .56, N«:41

Moderate-Strong Aggressive [1.5) 5.39 Eta - .64*

Mlld-ltoderate Aggressive [2.5) 5.00
Neutral-Mlldlv Assresslve I?,5) 5.55

Neutral-Mlldly Constructive [4.5) 2.94 r const “ .12,
Mild - Moderately Constructive [5.5) 2.39

N.S., N - 38 
Eta - .37 N.S.

Moderate - Strongly Constructive [6.5) 2.09

Strong- Extremely Constructive [7.5) 3.84

a based on rater Scale 2 (see Appendix J»p._ 308} where 0 ■ extremely 
normal; 8 ■ extremely abnormal; 4 ■ neutral.

b based on correlation of magnitudes of aggressiveness-constructiveness 
of each Instigation with Its rater normality-abnormality.

*p< .005
**p< .0005
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Test of Hypothesis 15

Hypothesis 15 predicted that there would be a curvilinear relation­
ship between given levels of judged constructiveness of Instigations and 
thalr mean levels of judged abnormality.

The data bearing on this hypothesis appears In Table 16 together 
with computed Eta. (see Table above)

As can be seen, while there was a tendency toward a curvilinear 
relationship between the variables, It was not significant. Thus, de­
spite the slight trend observed In the data, due to great variability 
In subjects rated responses to any given level of constructive Instiga­
tions, the hypotheses failed to receive statistical support.

Test, of Comparison 16

Comparison 16 stated that If we looked at only those aggressive or 
constructive Instigations judged to be normal under conditions of normal 
social restraint, the correlation between given levels of aggressive or 
constructive Instigations and mean direct responses to them, should not 
significantly differ from the correlation obtained between all levels of 
aggressive or constructive Instigation and mean direct responses to them 
under conditions of low social restraint. While It was not possible to 
demonstrate that It was highly likely that both sets of data were drawn 
from the same population, we could show that the evidence was not Incon­
sistent with this assumption by showing that the two correlations were 
not significantly different from each other.

In order to select those Instigations judged to be "normal and 
reasonable and justified" under normal social restraint conditions, we 
obtained the raters' mean Judgment of normality and abnormality of 
Instigations (rater Scale normallty-abnormallty, see Appendix .t. p. 30$") 
for each level of Instigation, under nornal restraint conditions.



178

Those Instigations whose mean Judgment was less than 4 (0 ■ extremely 
"normal", etc., 8 - extremely abnormal) were Included In the analysis. 
The obtained correlation under normal restraint conditions between only 
those levels of Instigation and the mean direct responses to them was 
then compared with that obtained between all Instigations and the mean 
direct responses to them under low restraint conditions. The comparison 
between these correlations appears In Table 17. No test of significance 
could be made due to the small N used In the normal restraint condition.

Table 17
Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found for Direct Response Data to 
Instigations Judged Normal under Normal Social Restraint Conditions and 
Pearson N Found for Direct Response Data for all Instigations under Low 
Social Restraint Conditions

All Low Restraint Normal•Normal
Direct Data Restraint Direct Data Difference

r-.92; N -8 r- .91 N - 3 •01,H.S.

As can be seen, and as predicted, the obtained correlation hardly 
differed from one another. The results therefore are very consistent 
with the hypothesis that under normal social restraint conditions, there 
would be a correlation between different levels of acceptable, normal 
behavior and the mean direct response to them equivalent In magnitude to 
the correlation observed where social restraints are minimal.

Test of Hypothesis 17

Hypothesis 17 stated that under conditions of normal social restraint, 
for only those aggressive or constructive instigations judged to be 
abnormal, the correlation between different levels of aggressive or con*
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•tractive Instigation and mean direct responses to them, should be 
significantly less than for the correlation obtained between given levels 

of aggressive and constructive Instigations and mean direct aggreaslve or 
constructive responses to them, under condition of low social restraint 
for only those Instigations likewise judged to be abnormal. This predlc* 
tlon was in keeping with the theory that under normal social restraint, 
behavior judged abnormal due to Its excessiveness would not be recipro­
cated compared to a situation of "low restraint" where the Instigations 
and the reciprocity behavior was legitimized.

In order to select those Instigation judged to be abnormal In each 
of the two restraint procedures, mean rating of their abnormality were 
utilized In a manner similar to that outlined previously, (see p. 178)

The correlations obtained and a Fisher test for the significance 
of their difference are shown In Ta^lolfl

Table lfl
Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found For Direct Response Data to 
Instigations Judged Abnormal under Normal Social Restraint Conditions 
and Pearson N Found for Direct Response Data for Instigations under Low 
Social Restraint Conditions.

Low Restraint - Normal Restraint -
Abnormal Only Abnormal Only Diff. Z

r«.99 N - 4 r- .24 N - 5 .75 1.97*

* p< .026*approached significance at .01 level.

As can be seen, the obtained correlations and the difference between 
them accorded fairly well with our theoretical expectations. The obtained 
•ample difference between these two correlations approached significance
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at the .01 level.

Comparisons Bearing on the Effect that Differences In the Statistical 
Treatment of Reciprocity Data Have on Subsequent Findings.

As discussed earlier, we conjectured that the type of statistical 
procedures used In analyzing the data from previous research produced 
results that might not fully characterize the behavior of the subjects 

under test.
While we have analyzed our results similarly to allow for some com­

parison, we also reanalyzed our results to see what the statistics would 
be like using the -alternate procedure of correlating the Instigation each 
parson received with the response each person made. We predicted that 
the correlations would be substantially reduced but the r for our low 
restraint direct data would still be significant.

Results bearing on these predictions are given below.

Test of Hypothesis 18
Hypothesis 18 predicted that, for conditions of low social restraint, 

If one correlated the judged magnitude of aggresslveness-constructlveness 
of the instigation each subject received, with the judged magnitude of 
the actual direct response that he made, the result should be a signifi­
cant correlation.

The obtained sample correlation and the results of a t test of its 
significance are presented in Table IQ.
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2*bii_i2.
Petrion r Obtained by Correlating Each Indlvldual'a Response to Bach 
Diacrete Instigation for Low Reatraint - Direct Beaponae Data

Obtained Correlation Test of Significance

r- .52 K - 39 t - 3.70*

* p< .0005

Aa can be seen, thla alternate atatlatlcal procedure of correlating 
each peraon'a diacrete reaponae with the actual lnatigation received, 
produced a aignificant correlation under low reatraint conditlona. Thla 
correlation however la lower than the one obtained for the same data by 
correlating the wean of the aubjecta' reaponaea to each of the 8 levela 
of lnatigation and Implied aubatantlally leaa atlmulua control of reaponae 
behavior than waa Implied by the latter procedure* A peraonal communlca- 
tlon with Harahbarger Indicated that he too carried out thla alternate 
analyaia and got a similar r for his data.

Comparison 19

Comparison 19 stated that under low social restraint conditlona the 
correlation obtained through the procedure mentioned In hypothesis 14, 
should be substantially less than that obtained by grouping the subjects 
by level of Instigation received and correlating their mean direct 
responses to each given level of Instigation as represented by the mid­
point of each Interval used In the grouping process*

A comparison of the obtained correlations la shown on Table 2ft.
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a»sig-?o
Comparison Between Pearson r Obtained by Correlating Bach Individual's 
Response to Bach Discrete Instigation with Pearson Statistic Obtained 
by Correlating I lean Responses to Each of Eight Levels of Instigation 
for Low Restraint - Direct Response Data

Mean Response r Discrete Response r Difference

r- .92 » N - 8 r- .52, H - 39 .40

As c m  be seen, the values of the correlations obtained accorded 

well wit1., our theoretical predictions. No test of significance was 

made since both correlations were based on the same raw data obtained 

from the same subjects and no statistic was readily available to test 

such a difference.

A Rote About Our Results

While for the most part our results proved to be consistent 
with our original hypotheses, in several cases (particularly in tests 
of Hypotheses 2, 6, 6, 11 and 17) only a borderline level of significance 
was achieved. Despite the borderline significance of these latter re­
sults, ve will not consider then to be non-significant in our discussion 
of them. There are several reasons for this decision:

First, the power of the test in these cases was quite low.
Saople site was necessarily snail since only eight (6) instigation 
levels were studied. A conservative .01 rejection region was chosen, 
since it was entirely possible that due to the number of hypotheses ve 

tested, one or two night be significant just by chance. As a result of 
such factors, the possibility of committing a Type II error by rejecting 

those borderline results as insignificant, must be considered.
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Secondly, tnose results vnile not significant at tbe .01 
level, were for tbe most part, significant at tbe .05 level. Again, 
tbe possibility that a Type II error might be comnitted must be con­
sidered, in view of the fact that these differences approached signi­
ficance so closely.

Thirdly, and mo6t Important, a finding of non-significance 
would be not only inconsistent with our hypothesis but moreover, would 
be inconsistent with the overall pattern of the data, as well as in­
consistent with other data that was Judged significant. As Cohen (1975) 
pointed out, such consistency or inconsistency is an important factor to 
be taken into account when considering data. As be put it, citing Tukey:

" 'Data Analysis' (as opposed to statistical analysis) 
accepts 'inadequate' data, and is thus prepared to settle for 
'indications' rather than conclusions. It risks greater fre­
quency of errors in the interest of a greater frequency of 
occasion when tbe right answer is suggested. It coqpensates 
for cutting some statistical corners by using scientific

as well as mathematical Judgment, and by relying on self- 
consistency and repetition of results. Data analysis operates 
like a detective searching for clues, rather than a bookkeeper 
seeking to prove out a balance." (p.15).

In short, while we have generally tried to be like Cahen's 

bookkeeper in reporting our results, we Intend to be siore like Cohen's 

detective in Interpreting our borderline significant and "non-signifleant" 

findings, given the consistency of these finding with tbe rest of the 

data.
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION

The Effect of Context on Reciprocity 

Our mein hypotheses concerned our contention thst the context under 
Which aggressive and constructive Instigation occur can Importantly 
affect the degree to which behavioral responses of the recipients, are a 
predictable reciprocal linear function of changes In Instigation magnitudes.* 

As hypothesized, the results of the present research, taken together, 
showed that the context can Importantly affect the degree to which people 
will reciprocate changes In Instlgatlon magnitude*with corresponding 
behavioral changes.
Nornal Restraint and Reciprocity

As hypothesized, the results of the present research further Indicated 
that under normal restraint conditions, people's direct responses to Insti­
gations, on average, not only show less tendency to consistently and linearly 
vary with changes In Instigation levels than that obtained In previous labor­
atory studies, but moreover, the data fall to support the hypotheses of 
reciprocity entirely. This finding was expected In line with our view that 
powerful social restraints normally operative In a naturalistic context 
Inhibit reciprocity behavior.
Findings Which Support Qualifications to be Placed on the Negative Report 
of Reciprocity under Normal Restraint Conditions.

As discussed, our data Indicated that where the normal restraints

* Throughout our discussion, we will be talking about linear relationships 
and predictability, since such relationships and such predictability must 
be demonstrated as a necessary step in showing reciprocity. The reader 
should be cautioned that the absence of such reletlonshlps In the data, while 
Indicating that reciprocity was also absent, would not necessarily mean 
responses were not a predictable nonlinear function of Instigation level.
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theorized to operate In a real life situation are minimally Interfered 
with, the hypothesis that people will reciprocate changes In aggressive*- 
ness or constructlveness with same, failed to receive experimental 
support in analysis of the "direct response data". However, the evidence 
obtained under these normal restraint conditions, also demonstrated that 
while in general these normal restraints Inhibit reciprocity behavior, 
there are some circumstances where such reciprocity behavior may be dis­
played even where normal restraints are operative In the situation. A 
discussion of these qualifying circumstances proceeds below.*

Reciprocity behavior shown under normal restraint Conditions
in response to Instigation levels Judged Aormal

Empirical support for the reciprocity hypothesis was obtained as 
hypothesized, under normal restraint conditions where only those Instiga­
tion levels Judged to be "normal reasonsble and Justifiable" were included 
In the analysis. Under those conditions, the data indicated that an 
extremely strong positive relationship was found between the levels of 
Instigation Included and the mean direct responses to then. This corre­
lation (r ■ .91) was as strong as that obtained In previous laboratory 
research and was entirely consistent with previous values In magnitude.

Inspection of those Instigation levels Judged to be "formal"
shows that they ranged between neutral and moderately

constructive. For all other levels of Instigation under normal restraint
conditions, as expected, no significant degree of reciprocity behavioral
change was obtained. Thus, the evidence obtained indicated that In a
naturalistic setting where normal restaalnts are operative, the range of

Instigations magnitude employed and their associated normallty-abnormallty
*It should be noted that In this discussion, we hsve purposely omitted 
the question of whether such positive reports of reciprocity Involve a 
"rough equivalence" of exchange. This question, will be addressed In a 
separate section of this paper.
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may play a crucial role In determining whether reciprocal behavioral 
changes as a function of Instigation magnitude Is displayed. I will 
have more to say on this later.

Reciprocity behavior displayed under flomal restraint conditions
Vhen Subjects no lancer are verbally forced, to respond

Qualified support for the reciprocity hypothesis was also obtained 
when the "spontaneous" responses of subjects to instigation levels was 
analyzed. It will be recalled that the data labelled "spontaneous" con* 
sisted of subjects' responses to the instigator's behavior when the 
instigator was not attempting to instigate a verbal interaction with 
them; either the confederate was instigating a non-verbal stimulus or 
had ceased his verbal comments and waited for subjects to indicate any 
further interaction. In either case, we hypothesized that since the cues 
eliciting reciprocity would be weaker under these conditions, a weaker 
reciprocity relationship should be obtained. Accordingly, we had hypothe­
sized that analysis of the "spontaneous" data should reveal a lowered 
tendency to reciprocate, compared to the strength of the tendency to re­
ciprocate shown for the direct response data where the cues were stronger. 
It was therefore surprising to learn that not only was this hypothesis 
not supported by the data obtained under normal restraint, but noreover, 
in contrast to the overt "direct response" data where no significant 
degree of reciprocity was displayed, the spontaneous data revealed an 
increased tendency to reciprocate which approached significance. While 
the finding was not statistically significant,it suggested that under 
normal restraint conditions where subjects' responses are no longer verb­
ally elicited, a substantial amount of reciprocity behavior may on average 
be displayed, at least under some circumstances. Some reasons for these 
findings will be discussed in more detail a little later.
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Support for reciprocity obtained under nomal restraint Conditions 
v>ased on analysis of fcubiectd welf reported emotional and motiva­
tional dispositions following Instigations

Self reports by subjects also provided some support for the recipro­

city hypothesis under nornal restraint conditions.

While overall,people may not reciprocate Increased magnitudes of 

aggression with Increased aggressiveness under normal conditions, we 

have obtained evidence showing that ds hypothesized, the; develop strong 

emotional desires to reciprocate the "rough equivalent" of that received.

The strength of the relationships between various levels of aggressive 

Instigations and the mean amounts of harm subjects desired to reciprocate, 

approaches In magnitude the strength of the relationship between Instiga­

tion levels and overt mean responses to them found in previous research.

In contrast to these findings though, a substantial but non-slgnlfl- 

cant correlation was found between constructive Instigation levels and 

mean amounts of condtructlveness. Inspection of the data reveals that 

a number of factors could account for their lack of desire to reciprocate. 

However, we will have more to say about this later.

Low Restraint and Reciprocity

To make sure that any difference fron previous results was really 

due to the normal restraint context, for another group of subjects, we 

attempted to induce a low restraint context similar to the contexts 

subtly Induced in previous research. In all other respects, the simula­

ted naturalistic nature of the study was maintained under these conditions 

of low social restraint. As hypothesized, under low restraint conditions, 

it was found that subjects not only showed a strong significant tendency 

to reciprocate Increases or decreases in aggressiveness or constructive­

ness with corresponding changes In their ovn behavior, but moreover, the strength of 

this tendency was not significantly different frosr. that obtained In pre­
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vious research. Further, slope statistic representing the actual 

magnitude of Increase of aggressiveness or constructiveness reciprocated 

for any one point Increase In aegresslveness or constructiveness, while 

somewhat lower In value, was significant.

The strong positive finding of reciprocal behavioral change under 

low restraint conditions, In contrast to the lach of reciprocity found 

under normal restraint conditions, thus demonstrated that the noraal 

restraints of real life strongly Inhibit reciprocity behavior. However, 

our data also suggested some qualification which needs to be placed on 

the report of reciprocity under low restraint conditions. These quallfl- 

cations are discussed below.

Flndines Uhlch Support Qualifications to be Placed on a Positive Report 
of Reciprocity under Low Social Restraint Conditions*

Possible Lack of reciprocity found under low restraint Conditions
In analysis of spontaneous response data

We had hypothesized that the magnitude of reciprocity behavior 

displayed In the spontaneous response should be significantly less than 

that obtained In analysis of the direct response data. The obtained 

results do show a trend In this direction that approaches significance 

at the .01 level. However, not only was the magnitude of the reciprocity 

relationship obtained for the spontaneous data lower,but Its value proved 

to be of only borderline significance. Ordinarily, we would have to con** 

dude that the question of whether subjects reciprocate under low social 

restraint conditions, when not directly drawn Into verbal Interaction

*Agaln,lt should be noted that the question of whether the evidence Indi­
cated that subjects' reciprocated with a "rough equivalence" Is not 
addressed here but will be addressed In the next section of this paper.
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with the confederates could not be discarded, based on the present 

"spontaneous" data analysis. However, since an almost Identical magni­

tude of reciprocity, again of borderline significance, was obtained 

under normal restraint conditions as welly we feel confident that a Type 

II error is being made and feel confident In Interpreting the magnitude 

of reciprocity displayed in the analysis of the spontaneous data under 

low social restraint conditions as weaker than that obtained In analysis 

of the direct response data,but no less substantial or real. If this 

conclusion is warranted, which we believe it Is, we need only conclude 

that under lot; social restraint conditions, when subjects are not drawn 

Into verbal interaction by a stranger, subjects on average will still 

display reciprocity behavior, but the strength of the reciprocity rela­

tionship will as predicted be appreciably diluted.

General Qualifications to be Placed on All 
PositiveJ<eports of reciprocity Cited

The Question of Rourth Saul valence

The precoding discussion fcnggested that under the- following condi­

tions, subjects' behavior consistently Increased or decreased In magnitude 

along the 9 point aggressive-constructive scale as a function of the 

Instigation magnitude received:

1. liomal restraint data - direct responses to normal and acceptable 

Instigation magnitudes.

2. Normal restraint data - "spontaneous" responses to all magnitudes.

3. Loir restraint data - direct responses to all Instigation magnitudes.

4. Low restraint data - "spontaneous" responses to all magnitudes.

While such reciprocal changes In subjects' responses as a function

of Instigation levels constitute one necessary criterion of "reciprocity 

behavior", In many people's Ylev, this aay not be a stfficlent criterion.
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They nay feel reciprocity behavior Is only demonstrated when subjects 

not only tailor their behavioral response magnitude to the magnitude 

of Instigation received, but In addition, reciprocate with at least 

the "rough equivalent" of that received.

In the present study, we did not at first deem It necessary to 

evaluate our correlational data from the standpoint of determining 

whether such a "rough equivalence" took place, In order to determine If 

"reciprocity took place' . This was because In designing the study, ve 

set up a scale dimension which conceived of aggressiveness and construc­

tiveness as lying on a bipolar continuum. As such, constructive 

responses could be viewed as very unaggresslve acts (see Harshbarger's 

data It. Jigure 3) and constructive Instigations could be viewed as very 

unaggresslve Instigations. Since from thl3 perspective we would always 

be correlating aggression with aggression, regardless of data analysis 

done, the criteria of "rough equivalence" would always be satisfied 

(as It was in Harshbarger's analyses) any time a significant correlation 

Is obtained.

However, In view of the fact that many readers nay not share this 

conceptual perspective, we have analyzed our obtained correlations from 

the perspective of attempting to see If any of then represent the more 

everyday notions of "rough equivalence" e.g. aggression with aggression 

and constructiveness with constructiveness .

The results of this analysis indicate that for each of the situations 

cited above where reciprocal behavioral change was found, true reciprocity 

in this latter sense was only shown In people's responses to constructive 

instigations, particularly those of normal and acceptable magnitudes.

Thus, using this more stringent definition of "rough equivalence" the 

results show that regardless of restraint conditions and strength of cues



191

eliciting reciprocity, nomal end ecceptable nagnltudes of constructive 

behavior are on average, always reciprocated and aggressive behavior Is 

on average almost never reciprocated. Abnormally constructive behavior 

nay or may not be reciprocated depending on the context and other factors* 

Question of Response Variability

A second qualification that needed to be placed on sill positive reports 

of reciprocity cited Is that despite the high.correlation between insti­

gation levels and the r.ean responses to ther., there was great variability 

In subjects' responses to any given Instigation level*

As expected, when we looked at the correlation between the magnitude 

of Instigation each subject received with the discrete response he actually 

made, across all subjects, It was considerably lower than the correlation 

statistic based on the nean response to each Instigation level. While 

the fomer correlation was as statistically significant as the latter,

Its lower value reflects the fact that knowing the instigation level 

only allows us to explain approximately 25?. of the variability In the 

subjects' behavior. As such,the strength of the reciprocity relation, 

even under low social restraint, did not seem to be anywhere near as 

strong as previous research Implied, and the behavior of such subjects 

is therefore far less predictable a function of Instigation level than 

previous research would lead us to believe.

Is a Kora of Reciprocity Relevant to Understanding 
People's Everyday Social Aggressive and Constructive 
Dehaviorfr^ Post hoc Inspection of Sublectf Rationales 
for Their Behavior

In our Introduction we raised the question of how characteristic

the laboratory findings of empirical reciprocity were for everyday life

social behavior. Our data Indicates that In answer to this question,

such reciprocity Is much less a feature of everyday social interactions
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than reciprocity theory end previous research would lead us to believe.

In our introduction we also raised the question of whether or not 

a norm of reciprocity really underlay the empirical reciprocity data 

obtained In previous studies, llore generally, the questions could be 

raised whether such a norm really exists, whether It Is a universal norm 

as Gouldner Implied and whether it Is as controlling and guiding a force 

over recipients' aggressive and constructive behavior as previous results 

suggested It was.

In answer to these latter questions, concerning the norm of recipro­

city, the data we reported thus far Indicates that certainly the norm Is 

not as dominant a force In determining the behavior of recipients of 

aggressive and constructive social acts in naturalistic settings as 

previous research data Implied It might be. This Is because If It were a 

dominant force, subjects' behavior would have been more pre­

dictable and consistent than It actually was.

The more Important question however, still needs to be addressed. 

Namely, does a norm of reciprocity really exist and does It play any 

role In controlling aggressive and constructive behavior In naturalistic 

settings?

Such a question cannot be^answered simply by observing subjects' 

behavior. For just as we pointed out earlier that reciprocity behavior 

does not necessarily Indicate that a norm of reciprocity exists and is re­

sponsible for It, so too, a lack of reciprocity behavior does not 

necessarily negate the existence or the influence of the norm of recipro­

city. Practically the only way to determine If such a norm really exists 

is to exanine subjects' self reported rationales for their behavior to 

see If they made their behavioral decisions based on such a norm.

As we have pointed out already,while previous researchers and my-
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self have postulated that a norm of reciprocity was involved in mediating 

reciprocity behavior, there had been little attempt by previous research­

ers to determine whether in fact, an internalized n o m  of reciprocity 

determined the results previously obtained, Krebs' (1970) criticisms 

of the current research on altruism are equally applicable to aggression 

and to the behavioral reciprocation of aggressiveness and construe£ive- 

ness as well when he stated**

"llost behavioral research has skirted the problem associated with 
the specification of altruism by employing operational definitions.
It has examined antecedents of behavior that seemed altrustlc and 
assumed that motivations were congruent. Although the antecedents 
of operations with undefined motivational bases can be elucidated, 
it is important to make sure that the conclusions that are drawn 
about them do not relate back to the motivation implied by the cate­
gory of behavior in question...it must be realized that although 
terms such as prosocial behavior...imply self sacrificial other direct­
ed behavior, they do not establish it." (p. 253)

While Krebs' comments applied to the study of altrulsRjthey seemed 

equally applicable to the study of aggression and the "norm of recipro­

city". In fact, Krebs in reviewing the research on the norm of recipro­

city of constructive acts, remarked that:

"...the postulation of social norms can...end in tautology. A 
particular response, for example, can be predicted on the basis of 
a norm. If it occurs a norm is said to have an effect. If it does 
not occur, the situation is said to fall outside the range of this 
norm. In cases where the norm is established on the basis of the 
behavior it is supposed to predict,It is in the same position as 
SItinner's relnforcer...lts existence is established by the effect 
it produces... the methods used to study social norms should be 
different from the operations used to study their effects. And once 
norms are identified, focus should shift to the dynamics of their 
internalization and the conditions of their effect."

Thus, to see if "norms" indeed were operating and to see the "condi­

tion of their effect",, an independent post hoc inspection of the subjects' stated 

rationales was done. This Inspection was carried out by grouping the 

nine stimulus actions used in the study into four different groups based 

on my Judgment of how aggressive or constructive each was. These group­

ings were Keutral to Moderately Constructive; Strong to Extremely Con-
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structlve; Neutral to Moderately Harmful; Strong to Extrenely Harmful.

A description of the rationales for the behavior given by subjects 

who received each group of instigation^, as Tevealed by our Inspection, 

appears below. Also Included are various theoretical formulations which 

should explain this data, and a discussion of the Implications of these 

theories for the "norm of reciprocity".

Neutra1 -1 lodera t elv Constructive

It will be recalled that subjects receiving Instigations falling in 

this range were on average likely to reciprocate Increased constructive* 

ness with same,regardless of context, Moreover, these Instigations were 

the nost likely to be Judged as nomal. Inspections of subjects' ration* 

ales for their behavioral responses to these Instigations, however, did 

not produce much evidence in support of the Idea that a norm of recipro­

city mediated their behavior. Rather, the subjects seened to feel that 

a certain degree of helpfulness was expected from anyone In such situa­

tions, and they wished to respond similarly. The more helpful the 

confederate was,the more likely subjects were to feel at ease, happy, 

content, etc. and the more they felt inclined to respond In kin&- not 

because they felt they ought to return what was given but rather because 

they wished to lower their anxiety level by affiliating with the confed­

erate and as a result of the confederate's helpful behavior, felt more 

at ease to do Just this and felt more positive toward him. The more 

neutral the confederate's behavior was the more subjects seened to feel 

either that there was no need to interact with the confederate or no 

opportunity to do so. A few subjects felt upset, annoyed and frustrated 

by the neutral confederate's lack of reciprocity on his part, when they 

attempted to affiliate with him and his lack of Initiative In Instigating 

an Interaction when they did not.
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Theoretical explanatory frameworks for the data and implications
for the noma of reciprocity.

Despite the reciprocity behavior shown to these Instigations* on 

the surface the self report data does not support the reciprocity 

'theorists', contention that such reciprocity is motivated by an individ­

ual's desire to pay back past obligations or feelings on his part that 

he must do so.

It is possible to theoretically explain the self report data while 

still allowing for the existence of the norm of reciprocity. Otoe could 

theorize that the failure to find feelings of obligation expressed in 

the self report data was because the instigations involved here were 

considered expected behavior In this situation and hence not behavior 

that would Induce a feeling of Indebtedness.Or, one could theorize that 

these instigations were just not constructive enough, or tangible enough, 

to Induce a conscious feeling of obligation in these subjects.

However, while these explanations seem reasonable it seems equally 

reasonable to theoretically explain the behavioral and self report data 

without recourse to a norm of reciprocity.

For example, consistent with Iseri et al findings (L970 ) that when 

people are in a good mood they are apt to be helpful, one could theorize 

t?;at the more constructive the confederate's behavior,the more of a good 

mood he put the subjects into, the more ready they were to be helpful.

Alternately, based on Schacter's affiliation theory,we could theorize 

that the confederates gave these anxious subjects an Increased opportun­

ity to decrease their anxiety by relating to then,which the subjects then 

took advantage of In order to decrease their anxiety.

Vhlle based on Just this data alone, we cannot say conclusively which 

theoretical explanation has validity here, the important point is that 

despite the high level of reciprocity behavior shown in response to these
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Instigations, no clearcut evidence for the operation of a norm of recipro­

city was found.

Strong-Extreme Constructive

It will be recalled that subjects receiving these Instigations In 

sone cases showed slightly decreased helpfulness as the judged helpful­

ness of the confederate's behavior Increased, In contrast to the behavior 

predicted fron a simple stateoent of reciprocity theory.

Reciprocity theory would also predict that subjects receiving strong 

to extrene constructive acts would feel Indebted to the instigate-. Our 

data did not show this. Inspection of the self reports of subjects receiv­

ing strong-extreme Instigations showed little evidence that the subjects 

felt Indebted,

Instead, sone subjects felt helped by the confederate and expressed 

willingness,but not feelings of obligation,to help hlr. If he needed It.

The self reports of others revealed that a number of the subjects were 

taken aback by the unexpectedness of the confecferate'a behavior and dis­

trusted or distorted the confederate's Intentions. Subsequently, these 

subjects experienced feelings of anxiety or annoyance at the confederate. 

Moreover, they reported they were reluctant to express their feelings 

because they said they wished to avoid embarrassing themselves or the 

confederate, hurting hln, or creating an unpleasant situation.

Implicit In their rationales however, was their feeling of being 

obligated to respond positively to the confederate and to avoid express­

ing what they felt were In effect, harmful emotions. Thus, rather than 

feeling morally Indebted to the confederate, the subjects felt extremely 

constrained In their responses.

fo the surface then, the self reports of subjects receiving strong- 

extreme constructive Instigations did not show much evidence of the
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feelings of Indebtedness that the simple statement of reciprocity led up to 

believe they would experience. On the other hand a number of the subjects 

did report feeling externally constrained. We therefore entertained the possibility 

that for one reason or another, these subjects may have externalized their 

own moral feellngsof indebtedness. If this were true, our data would 

therefore indicate that a n o m  of reciprocity was at work but was not *
consciously recognized by our subjects. As such it would lend support

to a modified version of reciprocity theory. However, In order to hold

this as a tenable assumption, we would have to understand why subjects

did not abide by or report their Internalized non. We would also have

to understand why Instead of feeling Indebted to the confederates, cany

felt anger and Annoyance at tbea.

Reactance theory as an explanatory, framework for this data - a 
review of the literature and Implications for the norr of reciprocity.

Review of the literature
In attempting to understand our data, we looked at the literature 

to see If similar data had been obtained. In fact, Brehm (1966) and others 

had similarly found evidence which simultaneously supported reciprocity 

theory's contention that there is a norm of reciprocity while contradict­
ing the simplistic notion that this norm would lead to behavioral recipro­

city. The evidence they produced suggested that behavioral reciprocity 

might be lessened if people felt too obligated. 3rehm postulated react­

ance theory to deal with this phenomenon.

According to Brehm's theory of psychological reactance (1956) :

"for a given individual at a given time, there is a set of behaviors 
in which he believes he is free to engage. Any reduction or threat 
of reduction in that set of free behaviors arouses a motivational 
state "reactance", which is directed toward reestablishment of the 
lost or threatened freedom. The amount of reactance experienced from 
any given threat to, or reduction of freedom is a direct function of 
how Important it is to the individual to have that freedom." (Brehm 
& Cole, 1966 , pp. 420-421).
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While Brehr & Cole originally applied their theory to attitude change* 

they suggested its particular application to constructive behavior and 

carried out a number of studies on Its applicability to thla area.

Consistent with their theory, they demonstrated that when people 

deem it important not to become partial to a person, If that person 

attempts to go out of his way to do something constructive for then, they 

are less likely to do a favor for that person than if he hadn't offered 

a favor In the first place, e.g. they behave contrary to what reciprocity 

theory would predict. On the other hand, when maintaining their lnpartlel* 

lty was not important to the subjects, results supporting reciprocity 

theory were obtained, e.g. under these conditions, subjects were more apt 

to help someone who had previously helped them than someone who hadn't. 

Worchel & Brehm (1971) and Andreoll, Worchel, & Folger (1974) extended 

findings similar to these by showing that the restriction of freedom need 

not actually occur but may only be Implied by the situation.

Other writers have extended the finding still further through tests 

of hypotheses bearing directly or Indirectly on Erehm's contention that 

the magnitude of reactance Increases with the Importance of the threatened 

freedom. Andreoll et al (1974) have shown that as long as the subject 

valued the threatened freedom to sone degree, this hypothesis was supported. 

By Inference, to the degree a person values maintaining given levels of 

behavior, for example, behavior judged to be normal or expected to that 

degree, reactance would be Increased If their freedom to continue to act 

normally was threatened.

Other studies have dealt with the psychological outcones that ensue 

following the arousal of reactance. Uorchsl (1971), Worchel & Andreoll 

(1974) found that when people are in direct Interaction with each other 

a person who arouses psychological reactance will tend to be derogated.
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However* when people know that they are comltted to future Interaction 

with each other,the derogation aa.well as the reactance is likely to be 

felt but only expressed covertly if at all* according to the data of 

Pallak & Heller (1971). In fact* the data of Kesler « Pallak (1967) 

demonstrated that people in such positions nay even do what they think 

they are obligated to do in order to avoid "future disagreement or un­

pleasant interaction with the other"* in a situation where othsr alterna­

tives are lnpractlcal. However* despite the unwillingness of people in 

such situations to display their feelings of reactance*the very fact that 

people feel committed to the interaction nay Intensify the reactance 

even more. Presumably in such situations some people nay experience 

Intense cognitive dissonance and deal with it through a variety of disso­

nance reducing procedures. In thl* regard •■7orchel & Andreoll (1974) theo­

rized that when people cannot restore their lost freedoms by behavior­

al ly violating the norms of reciprocity they nay attempt to restore it by 

"reducing the strength of the norm...(it) may be diminished by the indi­

vidual attributing the actor's norm eliciting behavior as being sltuatlon- 

ally determined rather than caused by the individual's own traits". 

According to this view* once a person has nade this attribution* he would 

no longer feel as compelled to reciprocate* and his reactance would de­

crease* as he thus regained his lost freedom. In turn* as a result of the 

reduced reactance* less derogation and dislike for the other person should 

occur.

Worchel et al* also suggested however* that if people are prevented 

from attributing another person's behavior to the environmental press of 

what is expected in the situation by strong evidence that the other person 

did in fact freely choose his behavior* then Increased reactance* Increased 

overt and covert derogation of the confederate* and Increased overt or



200

covert hostility would eventuate Instead.

Worchel et al presented evidence that supported their theory. In 

their report, they mentioned that while derogation was a natural deriva­

tive of reactance they did not feel It was a means through which reactance 

was reduced. However, I b'.lleve that certain types of derogation may 

Indeed lower reactance through a si:illar technique of altering the focus 

of responsibility and rationale for the act. One example of thl3 is 

Schopler « Thompson’s (1970) theory, and the evidence marshalled for It, 

that when favors are perceived as selfish vs selfless^decreased construc­

tive reciprocation would occur, presunably due to a lessening of the norm­

ative pressure to reciprocate. While Schopler u Thompson did not believe 

reactance accounted for these results, It Is reasonable to assume that if 

reactance Is a viable phenomenon and does lead to attribution, then an 

attribution of selfishness would lessen both the normative pressure to 

reciprocate and reactance as well. Similarly Cherulnik & Citrln (1974) 

demonstrated that there are Individual differences In the degree of reac­

tance subjects will experience In different situations, dependent on the 

prior degree to which they felt they Indeed had control over the threaten­

ed freedoms In the first place. This In turn, they showed to not only be 

a function of the situation but also, of the personality of the subjects. 

In sum, It does not seen unreasonable to assume that reactance nay en­

courage some Individuals to attribute derogatory characteristics to 

the Instigator which In turn would decrease reactance.

One such type of attributed derogation nay be that of insanity.

As Uruglanski & Cohen (1973), Xruglanski & Cohen (1974) have demon­
strated, acts that are seen as both Inconsistent with a person's person­
ality and the situation they are in, e.g. acts considered Irrational, are 

not viewed by people as the personal responsibility of the actor, even
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where he nay still be perceived to have freely fomed such acts. Further, 

a person Is not seen as having freely behaved In a given manner, where 

his acts are not at least consistent with what we know of his personality 

or we nay add, at best potentially consistent - our knowledge of his per­

sonality being gained either through extensive past experience or "focal 

cues conveyed by the ambient context and characteristics of the actor's 

behavior" (hruglanskl it Cohen 1974, p. 178), such as tve degree of the 

actor's uncertainty prior to M s  behavior, the degree of corsnltnent to It, 

etc. In any event, we would conjecture that If the attribution of personal * 

freedom for the act or probably more importantly, perceived responsibility 

for the act cannot be nade, the norm of reciprocity would be just as 

weakened as If the act were attributed to the environment and as a result, 

reactance and reciprocity would both be reduced at the expense of the 

necessity of maintaining the belief In the other person's Insanity.

Schopler u Thompson's finding that a favor done in an Informal context 

produced more constructive response than no favor, while one done In a formal 

context showed the reverse pattern, la an example of this. As these authors 

explained, they did not feel reactance produced these findings but Instead 

felt that favors done In a formal context are seen as Inappropriate and 

interpreted as selfish, while favors done in an Informal context being 

perceived as appropriate, were In turn seen as genuine. While these attri­

butions, In turn, were assumed by these authors to have weakened the norm 

of reciprocity rather than aroused reactance, we feel It can be reasonably 

assured that where reactance Is aroused and this type of derogation of the 

Instigation subsequently occurs, lowered reciprocity and lowered reactance 

would occur. However, the price would be Increased derogation of the 

Instigator.
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Relation of raactance-reclproclty theory to the present selfregret da£&«
In relating the theory and research on reactance theory to our 

present data, ve first note that our data demonstrated that people have 
very definite Ideas about how much aggressiveness or constructiveness 
on their part and on the part of others, Is considered normal or accept* 
able between strangers. This range of behavior goes from approximately 
neutral to approximately moderately constructive. Further, we can note 
that our date shows that almost all of the subjects' responses fell with* 
in this range. If we assume that people are strongly motivated to keep 
their behavior within this range for a variety of reasons and expect 

others to do the same, a lot of the aelf report data can be readily under* 
atood In terms of a modification of reciprocity theory In light of reac* 

tance theory.
Subjects desiring to confine their behavior to this range would be 

apt to be well disposed toward someone who allowed them to do this and 
would like that person more. This might explain the aelf reports of 
subjects who received the neutral moderately constructive responses.

They became more constructive the more the subjects did what they expected 
from "another student" and less constructive, annoyed and frustrated when 
he did not, not necessarily because of the presence or absence of oblige* 
tlon, but because the "other student" aroused a genuine altruistic re* 
sponse.

On the other hand, we could Infer that subjects receiving unexpected* 
ly strong or extreme Instigations, suffered a threatened loss of the 
freedom to behave In the way they feltmoet comfortable, by virtue of 
the Implied normative obligations Imposed on them by the confederate's 
Institution of the norm of reciprocity through his behavior. This loss
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would be paramount In their rinds, accounting for the externalized con­
straints nany subjects reported following this instigation. As in pre­

vious research, this threatened loss would have produced "reactance” 

ained at restoring this freedor.. Also, as in previous research, we nay 

infer that this reactance aided and abetted the derogation of the con­

federate and hi3 sanity by sone subjects,vhich. we hypothesized would then 
result in a lowered motive to reciprocate and less behavioral reciproca­

tion than what would normally be expected. We nay also infer that the 
reactance also was responsible for the subsequent disllhe of and annoy­

ance covertly felt toward the confederate. Since the ar.ount of reactance 

an Individual will experience in any given situation has been shown to 

be in part a function of his personality, this would help explain the 

great varlabll±? in subjects' behavioral response to these instigations. 

Since reactance also varies with the importance the threatened freedoms 

hold for the individual, it would also help explain why the correlations 

in the normal and low social restraint conditions differed from each 

other. In the normal restraint conditions of our study and of real 

life, maintaining normal expected behavior in oneself and others would 

be important and hc..ce reactance would occur resulting in de­

creased reciprocity. On the other hand if we assume that in the low 

restraint conditions of our study and in the previous laboratory studies, 

the need to maintain expected behavior was artificially lowered,then 

minimal reactance and naxinal reciprocity would occur.

It would thus seem that the Interrelation of reciprocity theory 

and reactance theory yields a fruitful understanding of the self report 
data and behavior of subjects receiving extremely constructive instigations. 

However, while this nay be the case, it is important to not? that while 

reciprodty-reactance theory can account for our data, other aspects of
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a social situation besides reciprocity noms can also arouse reactance. 

Further, other theoretical approaches may also offer plausible explana­

tions for our data.

For example, '/-iesler et al, have theorized a relation to exist bet- 

tween n o m  violation and dislike for the violator. Without recourse to 

reactance theory, Xiesler (197$ has shown that where a person values 

predictability in a relationship, norm violations will produce dislike 

of the violator, since it makes the violator seem unpredictable. Further, 

hiesler et al ( 196*? had shown that when one anticipates future inter­

action With the violator, appropriate behavior will lead to overt liking 

of the other person while inappropriate behavior leads to covert dislik­

ing of the other person. Furthermore, these authors have shown that when 

several norm violations occur, attempts will not be made to bring the 

violator back into line if future interaction is expected with hln. Thus, 

presumably one would dislike such a norm violator yet try to keep the 

"peace" with him.

In terms of the present study, the strong-extreme constructive 
instigations and the aggressive instigations were Judged to be abnormal.
As such, Kiesler et al's theory would predict that on a behavioral level, 
subjects receiving such instigations would try to keep the "peace" and 
would try to keep their behavior within normal limits. On an emotional 
level, the theory would predict that the instigator would be disliked but 
the dislike would not be expressed.

One can readily see that Klesler's theory rivals redproclty-reactance 
theory in its ability to explain our data. However, it is weaker Insofar 
as it does not account for the obligations that many subjects felt to 
reciprocate the "abnormal" instigations. Furthermore, as Worchel has 
pointed out <197^ > p Klesler's data can be accounted for by reactance
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theory.
On belance, though a reelprocity-reactance theoretical explanation 

of this set of data seems warranted, the question of whether the redpro- 
dty-reactance approach, or Klesler's approach best explained the behavior 
of people In situations such as those In our study cannot be established 
conclusively In post hoc analysis, but rather, needs to be established 
through future research.

Implications of these theories for the norm of reciprocity.

The question of which theory better explains our data has Important 
Implications for determining whether the people In such situations are at 
all motivated by a norm of reciprocity. Reactance-reciprocity theory 
assumes the existence of such a norm, despite the fact that people do not 
consciously acknowledge and accept such obligations. Klesler's theory 
makes no such assumption and as such, leaves us with self report data 
which Is devoid of any acknowledgement of the existence of such a norm. 
Neutral-Moderate Harmful Behavior

It d l l  be recalled that subjects receiving these Instigations respond­
ed, for the most part, In a neutral to helpful manner that became lass 
helpful as the level of aggressive Instlgstlon Increased. Only a few sub­
jects responded In an outwardly aggressive manner. Overall then, this 
behavioral data did not seem consistent with reciprocity theozy's conten­
tion that s negative norm of reciprocity exists and causes people to re­
ciprocate aggression with aggression.

On the surface, the self report data also seemed Inconsistent with 
what one would expect to find If a norm of reciprocity had been directly 

Indicating to subjects how they should behave. Contrary to our recipro­
city theory, based on expectation that subjects' self reports would Indicate 
that they consciously felt obligated to retaliate, very few subjects reported
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such conscious feeling of obligation. Instead, the self report data 
showed that subjects receiving these Instigations for the most part did 
not feel obligated to retaliate, but rather, felt angry, annoyed, anxious 
and uncomfortable (and typically avoided letting this show in their overt 
behavior).

Typically, their self reports described an unwillingness to allow 
the "other student" to agitate them which they felt he was trying to do, 
coupled with a derogation of the "other student's" behavior as selfish,
crazy or the actions of a confederate. Typically, they also expressed a
feeling that It would not be worth It to retaliate although the "other
student" would deserve It If they did.

Explanatory framework for this data.

The self report data of these subjects provided very little direct 
evidence that a norm of reciprocity made subjects feel obligated to reci­
procate. A few subjects did make strong reference to the fact that they 
felt their pride, masculinity and self-esteem depended on making an aggress­
ive response and In this sense, they would have felt obligated to make such 
responses. However, for the most part, most subjects merely felt justified 
In possibly retaliating, not obligated to do so.

The failure to find overt self-reports of feeling obligated to retali­
ate does not however, as we have already seen, automatically mean that 
most of our subjects did not Internalize, or take Into account, a negative 
norm of reciprocity that Gouldner postulated to exist. It Is theoretically 
possible that subjects did Indeed have such an Internalized norm, but kept 
It out of their conscious awareness and as such, did not play a direct 
role In guiding their behavior.

tae theoretical reason why subjects may not have consciously acknow­
ledged such an Internalized norm occurred to us while examining the self
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report statements of subjects receiving these Instigations. A number 

of them expressed a feeling which could best be described by the cliche* 
expression: they didn't want to let the other student "get their goat".
In such remarks, as In the case of the strong to extreme constructive 
Instigations, was expressed the Idea that they felt externally obligated 
to respond and as a consequence refused to do so. Presumably, as before, 
such a view of the situation would be the outcome of an attempt to extern* 
allze an Internalised acknowledgement of the negative norm of reciprocity 
so that It could be dealt with on this basis. However, the question re­
mains* * what motivated the extemallsatlon, and what motivated the anger, 
annoyance and derogation of the confederate that the subjects also expressed?

A strict rendering of reactance-reciprocity theory offers one theoret­
ical framework, consistent with reciprocity theory, which would account 
for this data. From this theoretical perspective, the primary considera­
tion In the subjects' minds would have been the loss of freedom to act 
normally and/or in a constructive manner, In this situation. This loss 
would have been the result of the aggressive Instigation,with the focus 
on the cause of the loss being attributed to the confederate. Once such a 
loss was experienced,subjects would have then tried to fight their desires 
to retaliate and would try to stubbornly resist the confederate's Instiga­
tion. Blaming the confederate for the problem, derogating him by covertly 
considering him to be "sick" or '̂ not really a bother", would have been a 
way some subjects found to restore their lost freedom to behave normally 
and constructively, according to this view.

As we have pointed out, there was some evidence for the above theory. 
However, In looking at the self report data, we were more inpressed by sub­
jects' anxious concern about retaliating than we were with «.ny feelings of 
"reactance" they expressed. In view of the fact that they seemed more
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occupied with fears of retaliating than with reactance to retaliating, we 
would propose a modification of reactance theory to explain this data. 
According to this view, if a norm of reciprocity was Indeed operating, 
subjects did not acknowledge its existence more because they were afraid 
of the anxiety-provoking implications in doing so, and less, because they 
stubbornly refused to do so. Our opinion then is that any"reactance" of 
this latter sort was probably a secondary derivative of their fear of being 
drawn into an anxiety-laden confrontation.

However, regardless which theory best explains the data, the impor­
tant implication of these theories is that it is possible that,even given the 
lack of overt evidence for the negative norm of reciprocity in subjects' 
self reports, such a norm oould have been operating and could have theoret­
ically produced the self report data we did obtain.

On the other hand, it is also possible that there was no negative norm 
of reciprocity existing in the population studied. Perhaps the population 
we studied, e.g. middle-class college students, consists of people who do 
not make decisions about whether to aggress, based on such a norm of reci­
procity.

In point of fact, in contrast to the statements of a few of oir sub­
jects, most subjects did not feel their "pride, masculinity and self-esteem" 
were on the line if they did not reciprocate. In fact, a few subjects 
stated they had been taught not to reciprocate. Moreover, we also had one 
or two subjects who had such low self-esteem, pride and feelings of mascu­
linity that they readily accepted the confederate's desires as legitimate 
and theirs as illegitimate to avoid lowering their self-esteem further.

If more of these poeple had been our sample, w e n  less evidence for a nega­
tive norm of redpvodty would have been obtained. Studies have Indeed 
shown that name calling can even lead to compliance with middle
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class population (Steele, 1975), presumably due to their shaky self-esteem. 
Thus, It Is theoretically possible that In populations similar to the middle 
class college student population we sampled, there Is no negative norm 
of reciprocity, while In others, as yet undefined populations, there is.

Implications of the above explanatory frameworks for the negative
norm of reciprocity.
As discussed, there are two main ways that the lack of overtly express­

ed feelings of obligation to retaliate In subjects' self reports could be 
theoretically explained. Each of these theories has different implications 
for the attempt to demonstrate the existence of the negative norm of reci­
procity.

If the anxiety-reactance-reciprocity theoretical formulations proved 
to be the best explanation, the Implication would be that while subjects 
were Influenced by the negative norm of reciprocity, they were not conscious 
of Its Influence and Indeed, tried to resist beconlng conscious of It.

If the theory that middle class college students have not Internalized 
a norm of reciprocity best explains our data, the Implication Is that the 
norm of reciprocity may be totally irrelevant to understanding the dynamics 
of aggression In a significant segment of our population.

The question of which theoretical orientation Is the most fruitful 
cannot be answered at present. However, In either case, It seems obvious 
that the negative norm of reciprocity,to the extent It exists. Is much less 
potent or direct controller of behavior than previous research had led us 
to believe It was. Further, since previous research utilized middle class 
college students as well, the following question needs to be answered In 
future research* If college students' aggressive responses to provocations 
ere not strongly controlled by a negative norm of reciprocity, as our data 
indicated they are not, what other set of processes can account for the 
empirical reciprocity of aggression obtained In previous lab research?
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The answer to such a question should advance our knowledge of the dynamics 
of aggressive retaliation considerably.
Strong-Extreme Aggression

We will now conclude this section by saying a little about the self 
report data of subjects receiving strong to extreme aggressive stimuli.

It will be recalled that most subjects receiving these instigations 
responded in a neutral to slightly helpful manner, e.g. as before,most 
tried to keep the peace and comply with the confederate's obnoxious demands. 
However, despite the mild- mannered behavior of most subjects, subjects 
typically reporte^havlng extreme aggressive fantasies,along with derogations 
of the confederate, calling him "sick? 'an idiof, "nervous", etc. A few 
subjects severely distorted their perception of the instigation, thereby 
rendering it less aggressive than it was. (This distortion and derogation, 
as mentioned earlier, probably served to lower their urge to respond.)

Typically, too, subjects felt that if they did act out what they were 
feeling, the other person would have gotten what he deserved and the subject 
would feel "good" for having done this. However, nost subjects said they 
did not express their hostility,either because they were afraid of great 
retaliation or because as one subject put it ,"you would only have hurt 
yourself and not have changed his mind" or, as another put it,"there'd be 
too many consequences to suffer even though I'd break his nose". A few 

subjects reported being especially frightened by the abnormality of the 
behavior. A few cited "moral objections" to "hitting", "starting a fight" 
as fighting inside an office-waiting room - or implied that it would have 
been inconsistent with their self-image and preferred their own overt 
behavior. In contrast to the above,a few subjects did become extremely 
behaviorally agitated to the point that they acted very aggressively. One 
of them pulled arcigarette out of the confederate's mouth and stomped it
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on the floor, threatening to "beat the ahlt" out of hltn. Another subject 
seemed like he was about to reach for a weapon In his back pocket. Several 
subjects were ao enraged that they could not concentrate during the self 
report procedure and they needed a great deal of support to continue.

As can be seen, the behavioral data and the self reports of subjects 
receiving the strong-extreme aggressive instigations were qualitatively 
similar to those subjects receiving neutral-moderately aggressive Instiga­
tions but quantitatively, the feeling and desires reported were much more 

Intense.
On a theoretical level, this data would be subject to the same comments 

we have already made about the less extreme aggressive Instigations. How­
ever, such behavior was largely atypical In the population studied.

Explanatory framework for the above data.
To avoid being repetitive, we will merely state that this 

data Is consistent with the various theoretical explanations proposed earlier 
and the reader is referred to thee.
Summary of Perspective Gained From Above Observations Concerning the 
Self Report Data

To recapitulate, through looking at the self report data from our 
subjects, we have gleaned some new Ideas about the n o m  of reciprocity 
which needs to be tested In future research.

Our main observation is that In contrast to what a simple statement of 
reciprocity theory would predict In a realistic social context, subjects do 
not consciously feel obligated to reciprocate aggression or constructiveness 
that is initiated by strangers. As such, it seems that not only cannot a 
simple ststenent of reciprocity theory explain the overall behavior of 
people In such situations, but moreover, It cannot readily account for the 
lack of conscious feelings of obligation in subjects' self reports.



We have aJ bo discussed several alternative explanations for this 
lack of felt obligation and have discussed their implications for the 
existence of the positive and negative norms of reciprocity. Ve have 
tentatively theorized, based on the self report data, that while subjects 
did not consciously feel the obligation to reciprocate, they were nonetheless 
influenced by such norm6 in a rather coa$>lex manner. Ve have seen that 
with some modification, reactance theory serves as a good explanatory 

framework for tbi6 self report data.
At the same time, we could not entirely rule out the possibility 

that the lack of overt evidence for existence of the norms of reciprocity in 
the self report data may have been due to our selection of middle class 
college students as the focus of our study. To the extent that this was the 
case, it is likely that bad we sampled other subject populations, stronger 
evidence for the direct influence of such norms would have been obtained 
and as such, norms of reciprocity would be more culturally limited in scope 
than had been previously thought.
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Impressions From Post Hoc Inspection of 
Statistical Patterns In the Data How 
Bid the Contaxts Affect Our Subjects?

While the previous Inspection of subjects'stated rationales for their 
conduct helped us to propose several hypotheses for understanding why 
people beharve the way they do In such situations as the subjects found 
themselves In, Inspection of the self reports did not yield precise enough 
information to explain why the two different contexts affected subjects 
differentially the way they did. As we have pointed out elsewhere In this 
report (see Appendix L p..3l8), the effect of the contexted manipulation 
was quite subtle In Its psychological effect on these subjects, In that very 
few reported being consciously aware of Its Influence on them and even fewer 
seemed to have been consciously guided by It In determining their behavioral 
responses. Nonetheless as our results have shown, the context did exert 
Its effect on the degree of reciprocity ehown by the subjects.

In attempting to understand how the context differentially affected 
our subjects, wp decided that In addition to inspecting the subjects'stated 
rationales for their conduct, a second way to proceed would be to conduct 
a post hoc Inspection of whatever patterns emerged In the data, w« hoped 
that by such an Inspection, It might be possible to Infer personality and/or 
other variables mediating these patterns.

Inspection of these patterns revealed some Interesting consistencies. 
These consistencies In turn, proved to be consistent with the previous 
theoretical formulations we made, of what was taking piece In the subjects' 
minds that accounted for their general behavior. These theoretical frame­
works thus helped us understand to some degree how end why our contextual 
manipulation affected the reciprocity behavior of the subjects.
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In coming to the above understanding, several different aspects of 
the pattern of data were considered. The first aspect deemed Important 
concerned the differential comparison of tie direct response data obtained 
under the two different restraint conditions. The subjects In the normal 
restraint condition vs. the low restraint condition, showed lowered recipro­
cal behavioral change (lower r), and showed more caution In the amount re­
ciprocated (lower b). Moreover, they were less.likely to reciprocate even 
a "rough equivalence" to that received. Instead,their behavior seemed 
more generally cautious, and more toward the neutral point In magnitude.
All 6f this would support the Idea that psychological restraints Induced 
by the context were what affected the behavior of these subjects. This of 
course was In line with our theoretically based predictions that normal 
restraints Inhibit reciprocity.

The second aspect of the data pattern shed more light on the nature of 
these restraints. This Involved our finding of substantially equal magni­
tudes of reciprocity obtained,under both contexts,In analysis of the spon­
taneous data and our finding that the magnitude of these obtained rs (.7) 
fell midway between the magnitudes of the rs obtained In low normal restraint 
for the direct data (.9) and that obtained for the direct data under normal 
restraint (.5). We had jj2t expected to find equal magnitudes for both 
spontaneous correlations,but Instead,had expected to find that the normal 
restraint spontaneous data would show a lower reciprocity correlation than 
the low restraint spontaneous data and In fact would be the lowest of all 
the correlational analyses done.

We based this expectation on our Initial theoretical view that there 
were two factors which would Inhibit reciprocity. One of these factors was 
of course the "normal restraints" of real life which we postulated would 
exert a purely Inhibiting effect. The second factor was the lack of cues
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In the situation that would make the norm salient, e.g. if you don't feel 
the situation "calls for" your reciprocation,you won't. We had theorized that 
these factors would act In an additive fashion. However, our post hoc 
analyses suggested that an interaction between these variables was at work 
in producing our findings. Specifically, the pattern of correlations 
suggested that when the situation only minimally "calls for" or demands 
reciprocity, normal and low restraint, contexts have little effect on the 
strength of the reciprocity correlations, as is evidenced by the similar 
correlations shown in the "spontaneous" data obtained under both contexts 
(.7 in each case). However, when the situation maximally "calls for" a 
response, as was the case in the "direct data", the context will play an 
important role since now subjects presumably feel they ought to make some 
response but the question in their minds ls>should they.

In the normal restraint conditions, subjects apparently were inhibited 
in reciprocating as we predicted they would be. Contrary to our initial 
predictions however, under these conditions they were more inhibited in 
reciprocating when the cues calling for reciprocity were strong than when 
they were weak. It was as if subjects not only were inhibited, but went 
out of their way to resist the Influence of cues calling for reciprocation.

This result is similar to a recently discovered "boomerang attitude 
change" phenomenon. ( Sensenlg 1968), where a communicator who tries to change 
someone else's mind may in fact lead him to adopt the opposite attitude, 
when the subject feels he does not have the freedom to "make up his own 
nlnd”. And just as those results are best accounted for by reactance 
theory, this pattern seems best accounted for by one of the variations of 
reciprocity•reactance theory nentloned earlier, though which variant does . 
the best Job we cannot say conclusively.

In short, based on the pattern of correlations, and after carefully



considering and ruling out other possible explanations of the pattern, we 

believed that reactance-reciprocity theory is the best explanation of why 

the contexts produced the effects they did.

If we are right in the opinion that subjects actively were resisting 

under nomal restraint conditions, the next question then, Is why did they 

feel the need to resist, e.g. why did they develop "reactance" In the broad 

sense of the tern? According to previous researchers, reactance is experi­

enced when one feels Important freedoms are threatened. In view of the 

overall relative neutrality of the subjects' responses regardless of lnstl- • 

gatlons received, it is probable that It was lnportant to the nomal-restraint 

subjects to behave in normal and acceptable ways and Inways that would keep 

one out of trouble. If so, any factors which they night feel would Induce 

In then behavior patterns that deviated from these goals might be net with 

"reactance of some sort.

As wo have seen, the data indicates that as the magnitudes of instiga­

tion Increased, the subjects reported Increased urges to be!.ave in ways which 

deviated from the behavior pattern. As such, it is likely that "reactance" 

of one sort or another was the end result of an attempt to not let these 

desires affect their behavior.

In the low-re3tralnt subjects, a trend to less overall neutrality was 

observed in their responses. This would suggest that for this group, due to 

our experimental manipulation, the goal to maintain their usual behavior be­

came less Important and as a result, temptation to violate It were more easily 

accepted as "reactance" was minimised.

However, the above suggests that under normal restraint conditions, sub­

jects had strong desires to avoid letting their behavior be Influenced by the Insti­
gations they received and as a result, actively resisted the temptation to be other­
wise. Another source of the resistance to the Instigation, under normal 

restraint condition, nay be the goal we hypothesized thatsubjects have to
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avoid fearful dealings with someone who behaved abnormally. While there la 
not much evidence ahowlng that subjects did Indeed have this aa a goal, the 
fact that the normal-restraint aubjecta ahowed minimal reciprocity to the 

abnormally intense Instigations— and maximal reciprocity to the neutral* 
moderately constructive normal ones-— is significant. While we could account 
for this by pointing out that those Instigations that were rated most abnor­
mal, ware also the most extremely Intense, and hence moat apt to threaten 
someone'a attempts to avoid responding to them in normal restraint conditions 
it is our opinion, based on some of the self report comments of the subjects, 
that the abnormality of the confederate's behavior created secondary addi­
tional reactance in these subjects against the idea of having to Interact 
with a "disturbed individual". Our opinion is that under low restraint condl 
tlons, this source of reactance was minimized by the subjle experimental manl 
pulatlon of the legitimacy of such behavior, thus helping to explain why the 
low restraint subjects showed universally higher levels of reciprocity to 
both nomal and abnormal instigations.

In sum, our explanatory framework for the effect of context on 
reciprocity is best considered a tentative but compelling one, Under 
nomal restraint conditions subjects wished to keep their behavior normal, 
acceptable, and neutral -to moderately constructive. It was also probably 
important to them that the other student behaved likewise. When he did 
not, subjects felt a loss of freedom in proportion to how strongly they 
were forced to reciprocate, which in turn was a function of both the 
magnitude of instigation and whether or not they felt they were called 
upon by the confederate to make some response. This reactance inhibited 
their "direct data" behavior and made the subjects refuse to reciprocate* 
However, when the subjects no longer felt Impelled to reciprocate (when 
confederate terminated his instigation) subjects now became more likely



to reciprocate,as evidenced by the increased reciprocity correlation In 
the spontaneous data.

Under low restraint conditions "reactance" was probably not a 
problem. Subjects were given the set that they and the other student 
were free to do anything they wanted. Therefore, they were sore prepared 
to reciprocate and were more likely not to feel that the other subject 
was denying their freedom to act ■normally since the Importance of this 
freedom had been downgraded by the procedures establishing this context.

In terns of the factors we speculated about at the outset as being 
Important in determining whether or not reciprocity would occur, It 
appears that the abnormal Intensity of the instigations coupled with the 
recipients' reactance against reciprocity based on the circumstances of 
normal restraint, played the most Important roles In Inhibiting the 
reciprocity of behavior In these subjects.

Inferring from the behavioral patterns In our data, It appears that 
In every day life, senl-publlc encounters with strangers, people such as 
those In the population studied* for a variety of reasons, have a great 
aversion to behaving in unacceptable, abnormally Intense aggressive and 
constructive ways and have an aversion to responding to those that do. 
When people such as the ones we've studied, meet others who violated the 
norms governing the magnitudes of aggression and constructiveness allow­
able between strangers. If those others directly attempt to engage then 
in Interaction "calling for" reciprocity, "reactance" of some sort will 
be aroused- In the recipients and minimized reciprocity will occur. On 
the other hand, If the instigator does not directly confront the recipi­
ent and the recipient feels he has more options open to hin Including 
total avoidance of the situation, we can suppose that "reactance" would 
be .lessened and somewhat more reciprocity would be observed. It la only
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when the restraints lifted however, as we theorized was the case to pre­
vious late studies, in our low restraint group or in_a variety of real 
life situations, that maximal reciprocity behavior will be displayed and 
then again, only when the situation seems to "call for" it.

Why People Don’t Reciprocate - The 
Keed for a IWo Factor Approach

While we have already discussed our findings that our subjects did not 
significantly reciprocate in our simulated naturalistic normal restraint 
setting, we thought it might be useful to theorize why they did not recipro­
cate. As will be demonstrated, though perhaps not readily apparent tp the 
reader, this question turns out to be somewhat Independent of the previously 
discussed issue of whether or not subjects felt obligated by a norm of 
reciprocity to do so.

We will first present my theory as to why constructive instigations 
were not reciprocated and will then discuss the level of reciprocity of 
aggressive instigation.

With regard to the lack of reciprocity of constructive Instigations, 
we have already discussed the evidence showing that many subjects did not 
feel desirous or obligated to reciprocate and seemed to resist any inclina­
tion in this direction when the instigations they received were abnormally 
Intense.

However, while such a lack of desire to reciprocate these abnormally 
Intense instigations seems to explain the lack of reciprocity shown to 
them, it is not necessarily a complete explanation. For example, even if 
a given subject did have .the "will" to reciprocate, the "way" may have not 
been apparent to him, or some other factor may have stopped him or prevented 
him from doing so. While our subjects did not overly attribute their lack of 
reciprocity to such factors, it is likely that they were so engrossed in
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their resistance to reciprocity that these other factors did. not have a 
chance to play an important role in the decision process. Thus ve would 
theorize that in general, whether or not reciprocity behavior occurs Is 

not only dependent on the factor of whether people feel obligated to reci­
procate, but moreover, is dependent on the additional factor of whether it 
would be too costly, or not worth it, to reciprocate.

With regard to such a two-factor theory of reciprocity of construc­
tiveness, other researchers have found such an approach to be a useful 
one (Pormarol & Jaccard, 1976), In predicting altruistic behavior. There 
is little x«ascnto believe such an approach would not be equally applicable 
to the prediction of whether people trill reciprocate constructive instiga­
tions.

With regard to subjects' lack of reciprocity of aggressive instigations, 
our evidence strongly supported the need for a two-factor theoretical expla­
nation of why subjects did not reciprocate. For while subjects did not 
feel obligated to retaliate, they did report in nany cases having hostile 
retaliatory desires which were then resisted.

With regard to the question of why subjects did not act out their 
anger or in some cases even display it, most subjects receiving these 
instigations sensed that "it was not worth" the realistic consequences of 
getting into a fight with the other subject (such as physical injury), 
and/or did not feel that the potential responses they could have made would 
have effectively altered the other person'a behavior. A few subjects cited 
philosophical reasons for their lack of response.

The fact that in many cases subjects gave different reasons as to why 

they felt the way they did-that were qualitatively different than the 
reasons they gave as to why they acted the way they did - suggested 
strongly that a two-factor model nay be necessary to understand the circun-
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stances under which aggressive behcvior takes place. The nodel that again 
emerges is quite slailar to that recently proposed by Poraarol & Jaccard 
(1976) that we mentioned previously. As we have said* this model was used 
to predict a given altruistic behavior, e.g., whether or not someone would 
donate blood/luring a blood drive, one week later. These authors, being 
familiar with the wealth of studies showing that numerous variables could 
affect the expression of altruistic behavior, decided to treat these vari­
ables as potential information that a person perceives, weighs and assigns 
values of importance to, in deciding whether or not to perform the altruis­
tic behavior. Similarly, we have seen that a rather complex process may be 
Involved in deciding whether to behave aggressively. These authors went on 
to point out however, that the decision to help only correlated .59 with 
their actual blood donating behavior. Their evidence suggested that other 
factors such as the person's perception of his ability to help, his actual 
ability to help and other such situational factors mediate between the 
Intention and the actual behavior. Thev also suggested that where these 
factors are minimal, then the factors affecting the intention to help will 
in turn have their strongest Influence on behavior. Our Impressions were 
formed similarly, with reference to the aggressive instigations* We saw 
that even where a person developed the intention to retaliate, for what­
ever reason, he did not usually do so due to his perception of its "not 

being worth it". Clearly, a determination of variables that determine In a 
person's mind, whether or not it's "worth it" to aggress, may yield an 
especially fruitful understanding of aggressive behavior and lend to in­
creased predictive power. It Is likely further, that the variables that 
determine If It's "worth It" to aggress are apt to be rather different than 
those which determine the Intention to aggress; hence the need for a two- 
factor approach In future attempts at predicting aggression following a
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provocation and the need for accessing the subjects' perception of and 
valuation of the costs Involved In reciprocating either with aggression or 

constructiveness.
Sone implications of the obtained findings for reciprocity theory.
Reciprocity theory makes several basic predictions about people's 

reactions to aggressive or constructive instigations. First,it predicts 
that the more aggressive an instigator is the more aggressive the recipi­
ent will be and the more constructive an instigator is, the more construc­
tive the recipient will be. Second, it predicts that aggression will be 
reciprocated with Its rough equivalent and constructive acts will be 
similarly reciprocated. Lastly, it postulated the existence of a norm of 
reciprocity which forces people to respond In the above fashion by making 
them feel obligated to do so.

Previous laboratory studies done to test these predictions found support 
for the first two predictions and Implied support for the existence of the 
norm of reciprocity as well. In contrast to these studies, our own research 
found only veryllnited support for these predictions, thus indicating the 
possible need for revision in the theory on which these predictions were 
made.

In our study, the predictions generated from reciprocity theory were 
experimentally tested In a naturalistic setting. In contrast to the first 
two predictions, we found that the empirical reciprocity of behavior is 
not as characteristic of people's responses to unprovoked constructive and 
aggressive acts-as simple statements of reciprocity theory and previous 
research implied it was. As such, the theory is too simplistic and must 
be reformulated in a more complex and specific manner if it is to continue 
to be useful to and not nlslead the social scientist.
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One step In the reforouletlon must be to pin down the Unite of 

reciprocity theory. Our date indicates it either does not apply in asny 

Important respects in everyday life interactions end therefore, or there 
is a need to delineate the situations where it may or may not apply end/or 
to delineate the effect of contextual restraints end other possible modera* 
ting variables. As Gouldner originally suggested, its applicability must 
be established on a case by case basis. Through such studies, we may in 
turn Increase our understanding of why it is useful in some circumstances 
but not in other.

A second step in this reformulation must be to better define the term 
"reciprocity". We have seen that the term "reciprocity" has a number of 
Important connotations that must be considered in operationalizing this 
term in future research.

Thirdly, with regard to what we consider to be the most essential 
postulate of reciprocity theory, e.g. the assumption of the existence of 
a powerful norm of redporoclty that directly controls people's cognition 
and behavior, our evidence likewise suggests that such a postulate is much 
too simplistic and must be reformulated.

Our evidence suggests one of eeveral possible lines along which such 
a reformulation might need to take place. In one such reformulation, such 
norms would be postulated to be characteristic of only certain segments of 
the population; in another, reformulation would be postulated to be sltue* 
tlonally specific; and in a third, they would be postulated to Interact 
completely with other Intrapsychic dynsmlcs, the outcome being that the 
norm Is consciously allowed to guide respondents' behavior In some 
instances and resisted In other Instances.
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Perhaps, s reformulation that takes Into account all these possibili­
ties would prove to be the best explanatory framework for understanding 
the reciprocation of aggressive and constructive behavior. In any case, 
it appears necessary to reformulate the theory concerning the nature and 
limits of such norms If they are to continue to prove to be useful theo­
retical concerpts.

Some Implications Obtained Findings Have 
for the Methodology of Past and Future 
Kesearch on the Reciprocity of Aggressive 
and Constructive Behavior.

At the outset of this tudy, we pointed out that as a result of 
certain methodological procedures employed In previous research, we 
believed that the results of this research on reciprocity would not 
be easily generallsable to real life settings. One feature of previous 
research that made us question the generallcablllty was the "low 
restraint" context Induced In most cases. A second feature was the 
fact that previous researchers had used statistical procedures that 
we felt might maximise evidence supporting reciprocity by artificially 
wiping out Individual differences from the analysis. A third feature 
of previous research that we believed limited Its generaUsability was 
Its artificial restriction of the behavioral options allowed the subjects 
In responding to the stimuli. A final feature was due to the general 
lack of self report procedure used. It was hard to tell exactly what
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motivated the subjects to behave aa they did* Baaed on these end other 
observations, we postulated the need to replicate the findings In e real 

life context.
Let us now look at each of these points mentioned above and review 

the conclusions we have reached, and some of the recent research which 

support them.

Need for Consideration of Context In Laboratory Research

As will be recalled, previous laboratory research on aggressive or 
constructive behavior, as analyzed by Harshbarger (1974), showed a set 
of consistent relationships between aggressive and constructive stimuli 
and mean responses to them, which taken together suggested to Harshbarger 
that such behavior night be a highly predictable linear function of ante* 
cedent aggressive and constructive acts. Harshbarger, while struck by 
the consistently high .9 correlations and consistently stable slopes of 
the regression line relating such antecedent acts to subsequent behavior, 
suggested the need to replicate these findings In a more naturalistic 
context. The present research was the outcome.

Our hypotheals was that the laboratory context of the aforementioned 
studies was an Important variable overlooked by previous researchers, and 
was probably In part responsible for the obtained results. Based on the 
theory that this context was different than that found In naturalistic 
setting* we predicted that In such a naturalistic setting, we would
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obtain result* demonstrating far less consistency, linear predictability 
and reciprocity than those previously cited. The results basically 
support the hypothesis originally made.

As such, they demonstrate that except under certain limited con* 
dltlons outlined previously, these particular obtained laboratory findings 
may not be applicable to real life contexts. They further demonstrate the
importance of taking such contexts into account in any new research in

this area.
As such, our findings also add to the body of very recent research 

which suggests a need to consider the powerful Influence that context may 

exert on aggressive and, by Inference, constructive behavior. For example, 
Diener et al, have shown that the experimental manipulation of "altered 
responsibility" could significantly affect the amount of aggression dis* 
played toward a passive role played under conditions where subjects were 
given styrofoam guns, balls, etc. and rubber bands and were told they 
could "do various things to him." These same authors also showed that 
"cognitive set", e.g. the experimental manipulation of the subjects' set
that this was just a gane or was a test of aggression, again significantly
affected the amount of aggressive behavior displayed.

Other studies have produced similar results showing the effect of 
context. Geen, Stonnor & Shope (1975) produced results consistent with 
their hypothesis that circumstances which increased or decreased guilt 
following aggression In laboratory studies might be responsible for con­
flicting reports as to whether aggression leads to catharsis and thus 

reduced aggression, or leads to further, Increased aggression.
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Turner & Simons (1974) demonstrated that Induced subject sophistication 
about the rationale of an aggression experiment, (where they received 
shock and then had to shock back, with a gun placed right near the shock 
key) led to decreased aggression, while also noting that Page et al (1971) 
found that subjects' sophistication led to Increased aggression. They 
concluded, as we have, that the circumstances' under which the sophistication 
occurred played a crucial role In determining how the knowledge of the reason 
for the manipulation would affect the subjects. They also found that 
when subjects were induced to experience more evaluative apprehension, 
they became more inhibited In their behavior and their behavior under 
these circumstances was not correlated with how angry they reported feeling 
following the shocks by the confederate.

Turner & Simons pointed out that such Inhibitions as described above 
would obscure the more subtle effects of various Independent variables 
on aggressive behavior. While Turner & Simons did replicate some of 
the findings of the laboratory In a naturalistic context, using horn 
honking at a stopped driver as the Independent variable (1975), they 
noted that:

"in non lab settings, strong Inhibitions might be experienced by 
Individuals concerning the appropriateness or consequences of 
engaging In aggressive behavior. If a person Is angry at someone.
If he experiences low levels of Inhibitions and If he Is exposed 
to aggressive stimuli, then he night be likely to engage In aggres- 
elve behavior...however, angry Individuals who are exposed to aggres- 
eive stimuli (such as weapons) under certain circumstances may not 
be aggressive since they might experience Inhibitions...additional 
research about variables such as subject roles and evaluative 
epprehenslon which Influence Inhibitions In the laboratory may 
Indicate variables which modify aggressive behavior In naturalistic 
settings" (p. 348)
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Turner also demonstrated that there were wide Individual differences 

in subjects' responses to a driver blocking subjects' paths in a natural­
istic setting. Consistent with our data* some subjects were more inhi­
bited than others and in general subjects tendsd to be inhibited in some 
situations. These authors suggested as we have, that there are limits 
to the generaUsability of data on aggression collected under any given 

situational context. We believe our data shows the same limits should 

be applied to constructive behavior as well.

Need for Arreenent on Statistical Procedures in Lab Research

Our study also provided evidence showing that the way the data is 
statistically analysed can importantly affect the conclusions drawn. I 
believe that as much space should be devoted in future research to dis­
cussions of the variability of the data, as is presently given to dis­
cussions of changes in centrality measures. As our results Indicate, 
aggressive and constructive behavior is far less predictable a function 
of antecedent aggression or constructiveness than previous authors' data 

suggest it was - even when their laboratory data is looked at.

Heed for Allowing Subjects Maximal Freedom of Response

Our results support the idea that future laboratory research should 
leave subjects free to respond as they choose - aggressively or constructive­
ly. Workers may then be surprised to discover, as we have, the extent to 
which subjects may choose to not reciprocate aggression with aggression and 
constructiveness with constructiveness, especially when subjects' Inhibitions 
against one or the other types of behavior, or Just unacceptable behavior in 

general, is high.
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Hepd to Incorporate Self Report Measures _ln Future Research
Our result* suggest thst as Krebs has pointed out, just because a 

particular behavioral event such as reciprocity, occurs and Is given a 
certain label, does not mean that a similarly labelled or norm motive 
Is behind It. Lab studies should be done with appropriate self report 
measures to see if the norm of reciprocity has any relevance at all, In 
explaining any resulting reciprocity relationships that occur.

Heed to Study Aggressive and Constructive Reciprocity In Naturalistic 
Sfittlngg

Above all, our data had shown the need for a case by case exaolna- 
tlon of the determinants of people's actual responses to such stimuli 
In a naturalistic setting. More work needs to be done in developing pre­
dictive models for such behavior and especially In examining why some 
people feel It Is "not worth It" to reciprocate while others do.

general Question of Limitations of Generalizations 
of the Obtained Findings

The purpose of this section Is not to give a comprehensive list of 
all possible limitations but rather to alert the reader to important 
factors that might possibly produce different outcomes If manipulated In 
future research. As we have suggested, such outcomes should be estab­
lished on a case by case basis.

Population Used
We sampled male college students who had volunteered for the atudy 

In order to satisfy their Introductory psychology course requirements.
All students lived In the greater New York City ares, .and the majority came 
from white, middle-class backgrounds and were still living at home.
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They were under the Impression that the "other student">whae they did not 
know,was also a college student from a similar background who was there 
for similar reasons.

These students thus represent a comparable population to that studied 
In previous lab research. It la likely however, In view of our findings 
concerning the role of context, etc., that had the population we sampled 
not been from the one described above, or had they thought that the 
"other students" they Interacted with were different than they were, In 
one or more respects, then a different pattern of results would be obtain* 
ed In certain aspects. This pattern might differ:both on a behavioral 
and self report level.
General Aspects of the Experimental Context

Several aspects of the general context may Unit the generalisation used 

on this data. First, the Interaction took place In a small waiting room- 
office which was presumably being used under the ausplceB of a Brooklyn 

College faculty member. The office was located right off a public corri­
dor. Farther, I was not In the room at the time the Interaction
took place but was due to return In five minutes to lead them Into a "lab" <
for a "study". There was only one small couch on which to sit.

It la possible that had the Interaction taken place outside of school,
In a remote and desolate area, or In a more formal or Informal context 
than ours, or within easy view of an authority or In the complete absence 
of one, different results would be obtained In some respects.

A second aspect of the general context which nay limit generalisation 
based on this data was the deception employed In conjunction with the 
fact that the subjects were psychology students participating In a psychol­
ogy study and as such were apt to be sonewhat apprehensive of evaluation.
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As we have already discussed, recent atudlea have shown that subjects, 

who are apprehensive about evaluation, ux. respond In a study In a way 
different than they night respond If they were not apprehensive, though 
the exact nature of their responses will depend on numerous other factors.

In our study, several factors, such as the MAACL, the disguised 
mirrors, my leaving the room prior to the Instigations, etc. could poten­
tially be thought to be deceptive by the subjects provided the subjects 
negated the strong cocipelllng rationales offered them for what was taking 
place. To some extent, some of the subjects did just this. While typically, 
subjects seemed to harbor minimal feelings of being deceived prior to the 
confederate's behavior, subjects reported that following the confederate's 
behavior, they experienced, on average, mild to moderate suspicion of 
being deceived. The suspicion of being deceived was only characteristic 
of some subjects and was quite variable from subject to subject. It 
seemed motivated in large part by Individual subjects' subjective fears 
of evaluation as well as by their need to cognitively deal with the be­
havior of the confederate by derogating him In this manner.

Whether these Intervening variables affected the subjects' beha­
vior or self reports In any way different than they would have affected 
his behavior In a totally naturalistic setting Is hard to say, but the 
subjects' opinion was that such a differential effect was rather minimal.
707. of the subjects felt they would have behaved similarly If they had 
encountered the same Instigations In a real life setting. Further, of 
the minority of subjects who were unoure (18.8») or who felt they would 
have behaved differently (11.3%), very few felt that the experimental 
setting was responsible for the possible differences but Instead, cited 
factors such as additional opportunities present for avoidance, presence
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of bystanders, etc.
Overall,out opinion Is that subjects did behave In a way that la 

typical for people In the population studied, In real life settings 
similar to ours. Our opinion Is that the confederate's behavior by 
catching the subjects off-guard, elicited behavior that was typical
of their usual responses and,as subjects suggested, subjects ware minimally 

contanlnated by evaluative apprehension since they had not been thinking 
along these lines prior to the Instigation. Once the Instigations occurr­
ed however, the level of apprehension and suspicion of our subjects In­
creased and In turn may have affected their behavior. However, If such 
an effect did occur,we do not believe (as they did not believe) that 
their responses would have been different. We would base this on the pro­
position that people who let their behavior be guided by fearful fantasies 
of evaluative apprehension,In a simulated normal restraint context such 
as ours,are apt to do so In a real normal restraint context.

It will be noted that we limited the above statements to the popula­
tion studied. It is quite possible that Psych 2 students are more appre­
hensive about the possible costs of making certain responses than are no^ 
Psych 2 students or people in general for that- matter and as such, any 
lnterpopulatlon generalizations need to be made with caution.

Regardless of the validity of our conclusions, we do feel that the effects 
of deception and evaluative apprehension need to be given more attention 
and/or rules In future research. Most deceptive research has used a 

similar type of population. Appallingly,as Strieker (1967) reported, in 
his review of 88 published deception studies, only 21 reported data 
regarding subjects' suspicions and most of that was very superficial.
In our study,we attempted to assess and determine the Influence of such 
factors on our data. Now that the pitfalls of the laboratory and slnu-
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Increasingly explored, more consideration needs to be given to the 
justifiability of carrying out similar studies with naive non-student 
subjects In totally naturalistic environments.

Stimulus Variables
Nine different stimuli were used which fell along a restricted range 

of stimulus Intensity. Some stimuli were predominantly non verbal, others 
predominantly verbal. The stimuli w e  the first significant interaction 
initiated by a person who prior to this had taken little Interest In the 
subject. The stimulus Itself lasted for a short period of time and was 
designed not to escalate or deescalate as a function of the subjects' 
behavior. It was further designed to appear non-provoked. Finally It 
did not involve physical violence.

Again, It is likely that had these parameters been substantially 
altered, quantatlvely and qualitatively different results might have been 
obtained. Particularly with regard to the fact that the stimuli did not 
involve direct bodily harm, It Is Important to note that where such bodily 
harm occurred, many subjects may have reciprocated In order to "defend 
themselves",thus altering our results.
Response Restrictions

While we took steps to maximize the possibilities of responses sub­
ject had at their disposal,there are a number of factors that If altered 
might have had an Impact on the results. One Is that subjects only had 
a limited amount of time to respond. Secondly, . subjects were not 
provided with "convenient opportunities" to reciprocate but had to actively 
create them. Finally, the subjects could not just leave the situation 
permanently,since they still needed to get their credit slip. Moreover, 
since the room was small and there was no other place to sit, the subjects
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could be said to have been constrained In this respect too. On the other 
hand, they could conveniently Ignore the confederate by pretending to 
work on the biography form, or by looking at the posters, etc.

Possible Generalizations of Obtained Findings to Real Life
Naturalistic Situations

As we have pointed out, Implicit In the results of previous laboratory 
research Into aggressive and constructive behavior was the suggestion that 
people in every day life situations reciprocate aggression with aggression 
and helpfulness with helpfulness. This research also suggested that the 
behavior of people, when either attacked or offered help, Is a uniform, 
highly predictable linear function of the magnitude of harm or help received.

Subject to the limitations discussed In the preceding section, results 
from the present research support the theory that the above generalizations 
cannot be automatically applied to all real life situations. Bather they 
seem most likely to be applicable to real life situations where, for any one 
of a number of reasons, the normal social restraints Inhibiting constructive 
and aggressive behavior have been completely eliminated or counteracted end/or 
where the Individuals Involved, presumably for lntrapsychlc reasons, ere 
not hrought under the Influence of these restraints.

With regard to the more typical every day life encounters we have 
dally with strangers, our results suggest that the generalizations based 
on previous laboratory research only apply to the responses of the average 
person to a restricted range of Instigations. These would be Instigations 
which are judged to constitute, both In content and magnitude, normal 
and acceptable behavior for a stranger to Initiate, In an average every 
day life situation. Our results suggest that In such an average every 
day life situation, there are consensually defined standards of how normal 
and acceptable different magnitudes of aggressive or constructive be!-avior
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are. : Our results further suggest that In such every day life 

situations, neutral to moderately constructive behavior Is deemed to be 
the only behavior that falls In the normal and acceptable range and Is 
therefore, on average, likely to be reciprocated whenever direct confron­
tation Is Instituted by a stranger. If a stranger Initiates confronta­
tion that, falls outside this range,our data suggests that little recipro­
city behavior will occur.

At the constructive end of the continuum,our data suggests that 
"abnormally"constructlve confrontation by strangers will be responded to 
with behavior,on the average, that becomes Increasingly neutral In nature 
as the level of constructiveness Increases. While some people will tend 
to show a leveling off of the amount of helpfulness they will return, 
others will actually become Increasingly less constructive as the more 
constructive a given stranger tries to be. Very few people will show 
Increased constructiveness In response to these "abnormally" high levels 
of Instigation than they would show to lower but acceptable levels of 
constructiveness, although a few will.

At the aggressiveness and of the continuum, our data suggests that any 

unprovoked aggression Initiated by a stranger Is Judged to be abnormal 
and unacceptable. It will be responded to with behavior that on the 
average Is normal and neutral to mildly constructive In nature, regard­
less of the level of unprovoked aggression people are exposed to. How­
ever, while most people will respond to aggressive provocations as des­
cribed above, our data also suggests that a few Individuals will recipro­

cate aggression with aggression and moreover, may reciprocate with an 
amount of aggression that Is at least a "rough equivalence" to that 
received. Thus, while most of the people studied when confronted did 
not reciprocate aggression with aggression, we would expect to find re-
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dprodty of aggression If we sampled from the minority of the population 
who do display this sort of behavior, even where normal restraints ere 

operative.
It Is Important to note that our data suggests that the above obsar- 

vatIons are apt to be most characteristic of Interactions where the person 
Is actively being directly confronted by a stranger. When people have 
"more time to think", they are apt to demonstrate somewhat Increased ten­
dencies to reciprocate behavioral changes but again generally,within the 
narrow limits of acceptable neutral and moderately constructive behavior.

In terms of the determinants of aggressive or constructive behavior,
we have seen that people typically do not consciously allow themselves to 
feel morally obligated to respond aggressively or constructively to strang­
ers. Rather, fears of being obligated, antagonism over feeling obligated,
good or bad affect, a desire to behave In a normal fashion consistent with
their personalities, and consideration and fear over the possible costs 
Involved dominate their consciousness. The outcome usually Is that people 
are afraid or unwilling to carry out their real desires toward strangers.

Contrary to what a simplistic statement of reciprocity theory would 
Imply, regardless of Instigation level or Its aggressiveness or constructive­
ness,most people will limit their behavior to being neutral to moderately help­
ful or constructive, and there will be little positive linear correlation associated 

with Increased or decreased levels of abnormally Intense aggressiveness or 
constructiveness received. In addition, consistent with Korlarlty'a find­
ings (1975) our results suggest that most people even If they feel obligated 
to respond, and/or desire to do so, will not do so, If the reciprocity costs 
Involved seem too high. At the same time, there are a few people who will

not only reciprocate what has been done to thorn but are willing to pay back 
the Initiator In spades. However, in general, people will not reciprocate 
an unexpectedly strong good or bad deed.



APPENDIX A

Graphed Data from Pilot Work
Scatterplot Relating Students' Mean Judgments of the 
Aggresslveness-Constructlvene6s of Various Actions to 
Other Students' Judgments of the Normality-Abnormality 
of these Same Actions (in an Office Waiting-Room Context).
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SPECIFIC SITUATION INSTRUCTIONS
Preliminary Instructions Form II

This Is a test of social Judgment, one form of Intelligence. The following 
page(s) contain a list of a variety of actions that you may have witnessed 
one person doing with another person, or that people nay have done to you 
from time to time. You will be asked to rate each of the actions along the 
scale dimension provided. You should assume that in each case, the action 
takes place In the following setting.
You or someone else has been asked to report to a waiting room at the college 
to fill out some forms. Another person, one whom you have never net before, 
has also been asked to come to the waiting room for the same purpose. One 
of you arrives first, takes the form from a table, sits down on the only 
couch In the room and begins work on the form. A note written on the black­
board Informs you that the person In charge had to step out for about 20 
minutes, but that you should begin work on the form, and have It completed 
by the tine the person In charge returns. While one of you Is busily engaged 
In doing this, the second person, either you or the other student arrives, 
reads the Instructions, takes the form, sits down on the same couch and like­
wise begins work on the form. At some point during these events, the other 
person Initiates one and only one of the actions which you will be asked to 
rate. Prior to this, his behavior has been limited to that described above. 
You have had no other significant Interaction with him besides that described 
above and the new behavior he now Initiates.
Remember: Assume that each of the actions on the List of Actions is the
first significant change in the behavior of the other person as described 
above. Before going on to read the Rating Instructions, please read through 
the List of Actions. Then, turn to the Rating Instructions and proceed as 
directed.
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GENERAL ABSTRACT INSTRUCTIONS
Preliminary Instructions

This Is a test of social Judgment, one form of Intelligence. The following 
page(s) contain a list of a variety of actions that you may have witnessed 
one person doing to or with another person or that people may have done to 
you from time to time. You will be asked to rate each of the actions along 
the scale dimensions provided. In making your judgments you should give 
your general impression of the action as It manifests Itself In a lot of 
different situations, rather than judging the action solely on the basis of 
one specific Incident that may have happened to you. You should bear in 
mind when making your judgments that the same action may occur In a variety 
of situations, and the people Involved.may or may not know each other and 
may be of any sex or height, etc. Before reading the Rating Instructions, 
please read through the List of Actions. Then, turn to the Rating Instruc­
tions and proceed as directed.
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U S T  o f  a c t io n s  t o  b e  r a t e d  on  tw o  d im e n s io n s

1. A per*on offer* you * newspaper he he* finished reading.
2. A person nakss eye contact with you briefly for less than s second, 

having turned his/her head in your direction to do this.
3. A person staras at your face continually for up to five minutes with a 

nautrsl facial expression on his face. If you make eye contact with him, 
however, he diverts his gase for five seconds and then contlnueetlll you 
make It again, etc.

4. A person Is taking a pack of gum out of his pocket, turns to you and 
offers you a place.

5. A person acts as . If ha smells something peculiar, checks the soles of 
his fsst and than looks at you or In your direction while sniffing the 
sir. Evan If you look at your solas and find nothing, hs continues to 
sniff 3 more times and then moves a few Inches away from you.

6. A person says to you "boy, you have the worst looking (article of 
clothing, part of face) 1 ever saw",or "you have the worst..."

7. A person stands or sits extremely close to you even though more room Is 
available.

8. A person concentrating on something else, absent-mindedly blows cigarette 
snoke In your face and drops ashes at your feat, not paying attention to 
fact this Is happening.

9. Same action as Action 8. However, when you call It to his attention, he 
continues to do It as before and tells you to mind your own business.

10. Same as Action 8 except that whan you call It to his attention he stops
doing It but also tells you to mind your own business.

11. A person asks you for directions to a particular building, smiling as he 
does so, he then heads in that direction.

. 12. A person la concentrating on something,chewing bubble gum very loudly at 
the same time, while you are concentrating on something.

13. Same as action 12 exeept that you ask him to stop and he tells you to
mind your own business, and continues as before.

14. A person asks you to move over when hs has plenty of room.
15. A person says to you "boy that's the best looking (article of clothing, 

part of facs) I ever saw or "you have the bast..."
16. A  person's pen runs out of Ink. He takes a pen you are using out of your 

hand and affirmatively says "you won't mind If I use this - I'll give it 
back In five or ten minutes."

17. A person looks up from his newspaper, turn to you and says "boy I see 
those lousy (your ethnic or religious group) ars starting trouble (over 
or about)..."

(continued)
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18. A person smiles at you warmly the first time he makes eye contact.
19. A person blows Dristan Into "his nosfe", blows his nose, and while 

concentrating on something else, repeatedly coughs all over you, not 
paying attention to his doing this.

20. Same as 19 except that when you ask him to atop he says "mind your own 
business" but doesn't stop.

21. Same as 19 except that when you ask him to stop he says "mind your own 
business" and doesn't stop but continues coughing after a minute Inter­
mittently as before.

22. A person does not move over when you Indicate you want to sit down on 
the only nearby seat. Instead he says "I like where I'm sitting, why 
don't you find another seat".

23. A person smiles at you warmly, each of the first two times he makes eye 
contact with you.

24. A person borrows a pen from you and doesn't thank you. He uses It one 
minute, looks at his watch says "shit I forgot to put a dime In the meter" 
gets up to leave and It looks like he'll "forget" to give It back to you 
as he leaves.

25. A person smiles at you warmly and Initiates a conversation on a typical 
topic such as school.

26. A person reads a newspaper and while concentrating on It, allows the 
pages he turns to fall In your lap as you are trying to do some work.

27. Same as 26 except that when you tell him to stop he says 'Snlnd your own 
business" and continues as before.

28. Same as 26, except the person seys "I'm terribly sorry" and stops but 
continues reading for 2 minutes, following which the same thing happens 
again.

29. A person Is concentrating on something else, has his legs crossed and is 
absent-mindedly kicking you while concentrating on something else.

30. A person offers you e newspaper he has been reading and has finished, 
aaylng that he thinks there are some interesting articles In It you might 
like.

31. A person starts scratching his back, turns to you and asks if you would 
do it for him.

"Please note: the you in each action may be replaced by another person 
as In the Instructions



242

SAMPLE - AGGIffiSSIVENESS-CttCSTRUCTIVENESS SCALE

InatDftttpna
You are being asked to judge eeeh of the actions on the List of Actions on 
how Constructive or Aggressive they are. An ectlon is considered to be 
Constructive to the extent that It helps or potentially helps people or eon* 
tributes to their overall well being, physical or psychological. Construe* 
tlve actions help people maintain valued states of mind, valued actions, val­
ued assets, valued feelings, valued objects, etc. Aceressive actions are 
those that destroy, ham, or threaten to h a m  something physical or psycholo­
gical, tangible or intangible, that is valued by other people. Aggressive 
actions h a m  people's valued states of mind, valued actions, valued assets, 
valued feelings, valued objects, etc. For example, if an action resulted In 
someone's loss of pride, self respect, security, etc., or resulted In lost 
happiness, peace of mind, a lost job, lost values, etc, it would be considered 
to be an aggressive act. On the other hand, if a person's actions tended to 
sake other people feel happy, valued, secure, proud, wealthy, besutlful, 
popular, etc., they are defined as constructive actions.
You should consider Constructlveness and Aggressiveness as antonyms or oppo­
sites; the more Constructive an action Is the less Aggressive It is and vice 
versa.
Please note that these definitions omit aspects of the comon usage of these 
terms:
1. Do not consider the intenseness of an action as aggressiveness per se (as

in the expression - "an aggressive salesman"). This Is because an action
can be an Intensely constructive tool.

2. You should focus on the effects of the actions or their potential effects, 
and not on the Intentions or the motivations of the person who is doing 
them. This Is because harmful actions can be performed without any harm­
ful Intent. On the other hand, do not hesitate to rate an action as 
aggressive If a harmful Intent Is obviously also present. The important 
thing Is to evaluate the ectlons, and to concentrate on them.

Make your judgments of each action on the scale provided, and mark your 
choice by circling your chosen response on the answer sheet. Look at the
Answer Sheet. The left hand side Is defined by the synonyms given at the top
left of the page. The right hand side Is defined by the adjectives and syno­
nyms at the top right of the page. Mark any actions that you see as Aggress­
ive on the left side; the more Aggressive the action Is, the mote extreme 
rating It should receive. Similarly, you should use the right side of the 
scale for ectlons you see as Constructive. The more Constructive an action 
Is, the more extreme rating It should receive.
Below Is an example of the ratings of six Items. You should use these Items
as reference points In making your decisions.
Item 1. a person pushes you very forcefully or pushes someone else.

2. a person cruelly Insults you or someone else, picking on the person's 
most obvious areas of vulnerability.
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3. a parson walks osar you or someone else to get an ash tray.
4. a person opens a book.
5. a person lavishly compliments you or someone else and the compliments 

appear sincere (it's not Important if they are).
6. A person offers you or someone else a ride home in the rain - having 

knoun that the individual In question desperately needs one.
Item Agg Const

Ext Strong Strong Mod Mild Neut Mild Mod Strong Ext Strong
1 X
2 X
3 X
4 X
5 X
6 X
Please note that if an action seems much stronger than the strongest 
axanples you may indicate this by putting a + next to the fating. Now turn 
to the List of Actions and rate each one on the Answer Sheet. There is a 
numbered row on the Answer Sheet for each numbered Item. Please remember 
too, to follow the Preliminary Instructions carefully as well as the 
Instructions above.
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Each class of students rated the List of Actions on one of the 
two scales under one of the two conte::tf.

Table X: K . Sex and Educational Background of Subject Grows
Used In Prete3tlnr (and Indicated on following eraoha)

I. Group 1-(Students In Undergraduate Abnormal - Brooklyn Collage)
a) Situational Appropriateness (S. App) of 30 pretest Items - 

obtained.
b) K - 15 

1 * 7  males 
2 - 3  females

II. Group 2-(Students In Undergraduate Abnormal - Brooklyn College)
a)General Appropriateness (G.App) of 30 pretest Items obtained.

b) K - 31
1 - 1 5  males
2 - 1 4  females
3 - 2 no sex given

III. Group 3-(Students In Undergraduate Abnormal - Brooklyn College)
a) Situational Appropriateness (S.App) of 30 pretest Items 

obtained.
b) S - 12

1 - 6  stales
2 - 6  females

IV. Group 4-(Students In M. Ed. program taking Abnormal - Brooklyn College)
a )  Situational Aggress (S.Agg) of 30 pretest items obtained.
b) N - 17

1 - 3  male s
2 - 1 4  females

V. Group 5-(Students in Advanced Abnormal - Brooklyn College)
a) General Aggression (G. Agg) rating of 30 pretest items obtained.
b) K - 37 

1 - 1 6  males 
2 - other

K0TE: "Situational Groups" - given verbal description of waiting room
setting before doing rating.

"General Groupa - asked to give Impressions based on wide variety 
of situations, people, etc.
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APPENDIX B

Note6 on ethical considerations involved in the design of this study.
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ELEMENTS OF THE DESIGN INCORPORATING ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

£g£J£iHg.
1. The setting of thla study la designed to be aa realistic aa possible 

consistent with the desire to secure from Ss* their voluntary partici­
pation In this experiment.

2. Further, each S Is free to leave the experimental setting at any point 
In the experiment, and will receive debriefing In this case.

1. Care has been taken In the selection of the stimuli consistent with the 
hypothesis tinder test. While the stimuli may be either helpful or 
aggressive In nature, they are realistic, and are potentially no more 
uncomfortable than those that an Individual might experience In a 
similar naturalistic setting. To the degree that they are uncomfortable. 
It Is felt that this discomfort Is an essential part of the experiment, 
to achieve the stated goals. Finally, It Is noted that relatively few 
S's will be exposed to the most aggressive fetlmull.

Methodolofrv

1. Deception la an essential part of this study, to obtain candid and
spontaneous responses, and to obtain accurate recording of such responses 
for Judging. The deception consists of:
a. creating the Illusion that the subject Is seated In a waiting room 

with another student who Is really a confederate* The experiment, 
on a somewhat similar topic, Is supposedly to take place following 
completion of the forms In the waiting room. This deception Is 
needed to provide for a candid spontaneous response to the confeder­
ate, and to provide for the situation where the Ss have volunteered 
for psychological research, at the sane time.

b. having the video-tape equipment hidden behind a one way mirror 
disguised as modern art. Again, this Is need«4to insure spontaneous 
responses.
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ADDENDUM TO ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

I. Stimuli - Any atlmuli which may be added to the llat apeelfled In the 
original propoaal will be added aa follows.

A. Before any atlmulua la considered for use:
a. the experimenter and hla research assistant will consider auch 

atlmuli from an ethical viewpoint, that la, Ita potential for up­
setting and causing discomfort to the Ss and the necessity of Its 
uae In the study.

b. In addition, at least one member of the sponsoring faculty will be 
reviewing all stimuli.

B. As a result of A» many potential stimuli will not be used. The data 
which will be considered In making this Judgment will be :
a. our own Impressions of the potential discomfort of these stimuli.
b. data obtained from Initially presenting these stimuli to classes 

of judges, In questionnaire form, and having these Judges rate the 
stimuli on their potential aggressiveness and lnapproprlatenesa.

c. the results of pilot trials with the old stimuli which Indicate the 
Inadequacy of the old stimuli and which suggest the need for new 
ones.

d. the results of pilot trials with the new stimuli.
C. All stimuli that are finally selected for use will be subject to the 

review of the Ethics Committee.
II. Eatings - Since the video-tapes will be rated by Judges and the possi­

bility exists that they may know the Ss, the following precautions will 
be taken to ensure that the raters and the Ss do not know each other, 
and to minimise the problems associated with such possible foreknowledge.

A. Ss will be briefed aa to the fact that the video-tapes will be judged 
by other students aa Indicated below. They will be advised of the 
possibility that a Judge may recognize them but will be told that the 
experimenter will do his best to prevent this, and will be told how 
this Is to be done, that Is:

B. All video-tapes will be Judged by students at other colleges.
C. Since these are mostly freshmen, students In advanced elective courses 

will do the judging,where possible.
D. The experimenter, In presenting the tapes to classes, will try to show 

a still frame of the tape before It Is run In Its entirety for judging. 
If any judges Indicatethat they recognize an S, they will be asked to 
leave the room for the Judging of that sequence of responses.

I. The judges will be debriefed as to
a. the true purpose of the study.
b. the normality of the behaviors exhibited and the experimenter's 

intentional eliciting of than.
c. the altruistic motives of the student subjects who have volunteered 

their videotapes for this research.
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F. Any Judge who itill recognizes an S will be personally debriefed 
after the Judging Is over.

III. Release - Ss will be asked to sign a release form which will read
"I understand that video-tapes have been made of my participation In 
a social science research project. I also understand that these tapes 
will be shown to students at another college to be Judged for research 
purposes. Precautions against the possibility that someone sdght recog­
nize me have been explained to my satisfaction. This letter signifies 
my willingness to contribute the use of the video-tapes for research 
purposes."

IV. Debriefing - The debriefing wllll consist of steps A and £, as Indicated 
below. Step A will be delayed or omitted where Ss discomfort may have 
achieved very strong levels. At this point, step B will automatically 
be Instituted by E and his confederate.

A. Following the video-tape procedure, some open ended questions will be 
asked of the Ss by the experimenter, ostensibly to determine which 
students trill be needed to participate In the "real" experiment. Uhlle 
such questions will be used for data collection, they will also allow 
for Ss expression of feelings about the experimental situation, the E, 
the C, etc., and the response may be valuable for the debriefing proper.
A sample question Is: "What thoughts, comments, or criticisms do you 
have about the screening procedure thus far, Including the uae of the 
questionnaire?" Following these open-ended questions

B. C will Introduce himself to S, with E present, and will explain that 
he la another student volunteer. He will apologize for his behavior.
If necessary Indicate he understands S's response was appropriate to 
the altuatlon, and will reassure S that his own behavior toward S was 
not to be taken seriously but was part of the research.
a. E will then also Introduce himself, and will thank S for his coop­

eration. He will explore and listen to any negative feellnge that 
S has and will stress to S that:
1. he understands why S may be upset, If he Is, by C or E;
2. that many people probably would feel the same way In his shoes;
3. that the procedure was necessary to explore an area of human 

behavior where much exploration Is needed;
4. that S has potentially made a great contribution toward furthering 

our knowledge of the field;
5. that Sa responses have been quite normal and appropriate given 

the provocation;
b. E will then show S the experimental apparatus and answer his 

questions If any;
c. E will then Indicate that 3 can have his experimental data destroyed. 

However, he will stress Ss potential contribution to the field and 
explain that:
1. no data will be associated with his name;
2. that all video-tapes will be Judged at another college;
3. efforts will be made to ensure that the Judges do not recognise

him;
d. he will be Invited to volunteer to be a confederate In future research;
e. he will be told he can see the results when they are complete;
f. he will be asked to sign the release and enlisted In maintaining the 

confidentiality of the study.
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PROPOSAL

1. Candid videotape tegmenta were collected at Brooklyn College of different 
students' responsea to Aggressive or Helpful behavior Initiated towards them.

2. These students have given their written consent to allowing these videotapes 
to be shown at other colleges and they are to be shown anonymously.

3. Each class Is to view several of these segments and Is to rate them along 
one of four scales. They will be told these are tapes of potential subjects 
versus actual subjects but will be debriefed as to this later. These scales 
are a. Aggressiveness - Constructiveness

b. Avoidance of Genuine Emotional Candor
c. Appropriate Normal - Inappropriate Abnormal
d. First Impression of how "helpful" or "harmful" each 

videotaped individual seems at first glance.
4. Before they do the ratings the students will be told

a. they are not to put their names on the IBM sheet - their ratings are 
anonymous;

b. they need not complete and submit the ratings if they do not wish to do so.
5. After they complete their ratings

a. Age, sex, height and weight will be obtained from each student.
b. They will be debriefed as to how their ratings fit into the larger 

research project and time will be spent with each class answering their 
questions and diacusalng some preliminary Issues and findings.

c. My phone number at Brooklyn College will be given to them should they 
wish to obtain the results of the research or should they have any 
questions, comments, ate



PERMISSION POR USE OF VIDEO-TAPE AND OTHER DATA FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES

I understand that video-tapes and other records have been made of my 
participation in a social science research project, and that my name 
will not be aasodeted with this data. I also understand that these 
tapes will be shown to psych students at another college to be judged 
for research purposes of the present study. Precautions sgalnst the 
possibility that someone might recognise me have been explained to ay 
satisfaction. My signature signifies my willingness to contribute the 
use of the data h .gained for research purpoees.



APPENDIX C

Training Manual for Confederates
Includes description of the behavior called for 
in enacting each stimulus, during each phase.
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HAl-XAL FOR confederates

General Orientation
The confederates' function Is to, at an appropriate tine, present the naive 
subject with a stinulus situation that la cither hamful to the aubjects' 
valued atates of 'mind or valued assets, or helpful to then. Your participation 
In the present research can be broken down to a series of stages as follows!
A. Initial sta<>e«thl8 stage covers theperlod that starts fron when you first

cone into the waiting room, and which ends when the experimenter leaves 
to get the forma he forgot. Your major alms during tnis period should be;
1. to convince the 3 that you are 2 naive subject as he is.
2. to present the S with essentially neutral behavior on your part, that 

is, behavior which la neither helpful to the 3 nor harmful to the S. 
Since we are avoiding the use of physical harm In this experiment, end 
physical helpfulness, your harming or helping 3'a valued states of 
mind (security, anxiety, friendship needs, needs for Information, etc.)’ 
become crucial.

3. Experimental stage - this covers the period of time that starts when the 
experimenter leaves the r o o a n c  ends when the experimenter returns.
There are three distinct substages Involved as follows •
a. tre-experimental waiting rerlod. Your aim. during this period of time 

(60) seconds following the leaving of the room by the experimenter) 
should be to maintain the neutrality of yourself as a stinulus. The 
purpose of this brief interval Is to disassociate your production of 
the stimulus situation with the leaving of the room, by the experimenter. 

* b. experimental production of the stimulus situation. This period begins 
direct following the pre-experlnental waiting period outlined above, and ends
response with, the full production and elaboration of the stimulus situation,
phase Your aim here Is to present the 3 with a standard stinulus situation,
(d.r.r.) which Is somewhere along the Aggressive-Constructive dimension. Again,

since we are using a minimal amount of physical activity, It is crucial
that your emotions, posture, verbalizations, etc. be such that S is 
presented with a stimulus situation that either makes him feel "bad"
or feel "good" depending on the case, that Is, either hams his psyche
or helps It to seme degree. It Is also essential that your actions be
such that they occur Independently of whatever S does and are nlnlnally 
Influenced by his behavior. You must not respond to his actions, 
except where called for in the design since If you do, this seans each 
S Is setting up the stimulus situation his way, and not ours as we 
intended. Judges should be able to agree that you have behaved In a
standard way from one subject to the next, and that your behavior
actually falls at the desired point on the Aggression scale regardless
of the response that 3 makes to you.

c. post-experimental waiting period. This period begins following the
spontane- production of the experimental stimulus and ends when the experimenter
ous returns to the room (he will return after 2*; rdnutes have elapsed),
response Tils period Is Included in the design to allow the 3 to freely behave
Pvase toward you once you have actively terminated your stinulus behavior
(s.r.p.) toward him, particularly your verbal behavior. During this period you

must not Initiate any further interaction with 3. and you must not 
respond to any initiated action on S's part with a response which 
further harms or helps S, that Is, you must not respond with a response 
which annoys, angers, frustrates, relaxes, soothes, makes S feel good, 
etc. However, you must make some appropriate response, that Is, one
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which is realistic to the situation and which allows S to continue 
to express, whatever he already Is feeling Inside as a result of 
your oast actions. Your aim during this period should be to let S 
act on you and set up the situation his way, and not visa versa.
(This phase not Included for stimuli 5, 6, and S)

C. Debriefing Stage - This begins when 3 returns and ends when 3 is
dismissed.

Detailed Outline of Each 3ta~e and Contingency Plana to Follow

A. Initial Sta~.e *
1. to convince S you are naive:
_  loo’: and act naive in your manner
_  ask 3 four questions including
* Is this the right room for the Psych 2 experiment?
* when will the experiment be starting?
* do you care if we use pencil or ink in filling this out?
* which form did you say you wanted us to do first?
2. to maintain your neutrality as a stimulus:
_  do not initiate any Interaction with u
_  If 3 initiates any Interaction toward you, you must maintain your 

neutrality by
* using neutral gestures to answer S's questions such as shrugging 

your shoulders, shaking your head, grunting, etc.
* if it would be harmful to the average 3 not to answer a particular

request for interaction with words,you nay do so but you should keep
it brief (Yes, I»o, ..aybe, Don't know) and your affect must be neutral

* avoid eye contact with 3 as much as possible during this period
* if 3 asks you for gun, cigarettes, time, etc. tell him your watch is 

not set right, you just ran out of gum, you don't have any matches, 
etc.

a. Outline of this stage - During this stage the "rationale" for the 
study is to be explained by I to both C and S at the sane tine.
There are two different rationales that will be used. The al~> of one 
of them (Dpinion-llormal Restraint) is to deceive the 3 into thinking 
we are studying opinions and their formation, and to nake 3 feel that 
during the time he Is in the waiting room with C, the norral rules 
of conduct and social behavior apply and the normal consequences will 
result from their floutlne. The aim of the second condition (Emotional- 
Lor Social Restraint) is to make 3 feel it Is safe to freely express 
and act out whatever he feels in the waiting room and that no external 
consequences will ensue or they will be minimized. At the same time,
3. is to be deceived ss to the true purpose of waiting in the waiting 
room.

1. ?Iote that C should leave the camera room and be one hundred feet down 
the corridor, eight minutes before the start of an experimental run.
He should be In clear view of the experimental corridor. E will 
scratch his head as a signal for C to enter the room 70 seconds 
following the signal. S will arrive before this signal Is given.

2. During the Opinion conditions, C should present whatever opinions
he is called on to deliver in an animated, Involved firm way. During 
the Emotional Behavior Condition, the same is true. In addition, 
during this condition only (Znotlonal)
* C should respond to E's provocations,!* any,with appropriate hostile 
or friendly affect and behavior. (See the Instructions for this
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condition for a fuller discussion of this and specification of 
C'a responses)
* C must come across as a person who enjoya doing his own thing, 
even if that Involves being inconsiderate of others in his life.
Be likes to do both nice things that others don't appreciate (see 
instructions for this condition for specification of these). Again, 
please note he is not to cooment on S's behavior during this Initial 
Period nor is he to initiate any behavior during this period that is 
directed toward S.
* E will ba supportive of all this and indicate it is OK to do 
whatever you please dufing the time spent in the waiting room and 
thereafter.

Experimental Stage - We will take up each stimulus situation and 
will discuss the three substages as they apply to each stimulus.
Please memorize the lines on these sheets and the various contingencies 
in each case. Play your training tape of the particular stimulus, and 
read the instructions pertaining to it, at home. We will have regular 
practice sessions where you will review the video training tape and 
will rehearse the stimuli.

Stimulus 1 - Extremely Friendly, Helpful, Complimentary, Offer 
Tickets and/or Date.
Stimulus 2 - Strongly Helpful and Constructive - Engage S in discussion 
of his personal Interests - flatter him somewhat indirectly.
Stimulus 3 - Moderately Helpful and Constructive - Offer S gum in a 
friendly manner, indicating you seek to establish a helpful interaction 
through your manner.

Stimulus 4 - Slightly Helpful and Constructive - Ask S for change in a 
Neutral-Slightly Friendly manner. la slightly helpful as it breaks the 
ice.
Stinulus 5 - Neutral Stimulus - Initiate no interaction with S and do 
nothing that would Inherently tend toward interaction with him.

Stinulus 6 - Slightly Aggressive and Harmful - Bump S slightly and chew 
gun loudly. Indicate in a Neutral-Slightly annoyed manner that you have 
no remorse for doing this.
Stimulus 7 - Tell S to move over on the couch in an irritated manner.
He should wind up sitting on or near the edge of the couch. Moderately 
Aggressive. You have made him physically uncomfortable, have implied 
you don't care about his feelings, don't like him, etc.
Stimulus 8 - Strongly Aggressive - You smoke a cigarette blowing the 
smoke near S's face and dropping ashes near S's feet and legs. You lndl 
cate anger at S when he notices this and/or questions you. Involves 
more physical discomfort than 2  end more implied lack of concern for his 
feelings, etc. —
Stimulus 9 - You tell S to move over and/or get out of the room. You be 
c o m  severely insulting, using standard Insults and extreme anger.
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DETAILS OF STIMULI AKD OPTIONS 

Stinulus 1 - (6 options outlined) - Extremely Helpful 
Pre-experiments! tine 60 seconds

I. A. Behavior
e. get up end throw gum wrapper In basket; alt down very close to S
b. no active Initiation of action
c. handle subjects' Initiations with

1. shrugging of shoulders
2. paying attention to your forms
3. Indicating you don't have cigarettes, gum, time, etc. If 

subject requests;
4. no use of words except where necessary and then restricted to 

yes; no; maybe; don't know; grunts; noises.
If S persists In questioning you, etc. more than 3 x he will be 
forcing you to either be friendly or unfriendly. You should say 
"I think we better finish these forms and discuss this later*,
If you feel you.are being forced Into one of these positions.

B. Affect neutral
C. Facial expression - neutral; avoid eye contact or turning In S's

direction.
1. Aim here Is to present S with a pre-experimental situation that

Is neutral - your desire is to fill out the questionnaire;
2. you must establish this; not the S.

II. feperlmental (drp)
Turn toward S; smile broadly; extend band - say "Hi, I'm...who Is your 
psych teacher? (S answers) Say that's really far out...mine's.•• You got 
a girlfriend (S responds Yes) Broad smile...Say, farrrr out, terrific., 
what's her nane? (S responds) that's outrageous, nine's named...(same 
name) too;(broad smile - turn toward S and say:the reason I asked was 
that you seem like a real together guy, I mean you really seem cool..and 
I Just won these tickets to Steak and Brew, four of then, you know, and 
they're only good for'this weekend and half way Into next weekend...I was 
planning to ask someone else to go with me but I'm not sure If I want to 
go with them and you seen like you're a really together guy (broad snlles) 
and I'd really enjoy having you and your girl get together with me and 
ny girl and use then...Are you doing anything this weekend..7 (answers 
yes, maybe, no) If no, say Greatl, that's really good, why don't we make 
It Friday night then, give me your number and address and we'll pick you 
up at 8:00 (Gives) OK, far out! (If he says maybe) say, OK far outJ how 
about I'll give you a tentative call, call your girlfriend, and we'll 
try to arrange a convenient time, place, etc. I'd really like you and 
your girl to keep us company (snlle);(If yes, say) Far out/ well listen, 
I'd really like for us to get together with you and your girl, so why 
don't you give me your number and I'll give you a call next week and 
ws'll make plans to party It up or something..
(If S has no girlfriend say)...You're kidding,that's really terrific., 
that's really outrageous...the reason why I asked Is you seem like a 
really together guy (smile as above) really cool,you know, and me and my
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girl were going to do some psrtylng this weekend, end her cousin's
coning in from Wlscounsln for 4 while...! met her before..she's
really fun and is really a knockout...and I figured we'd all come back 
to my house and hang out all night...It might turn out pretty good 
(laughs)...! was planning to ask someone I know but I'm not sure If 
he's cool enough for my girl's cousin snd you seen like a really to* 
gather guy, I mean you really seem cool...and we'd really enjoy having 
you over this weekend, can you make it? (Yes, say as above) (Maybe, say 
as above with appropriate modifications) (l*o, say as above)
1. Behavior * smile, gesture, extreme use of adjectives, turn toward S, 

shake hands, emphasise compliments
2. Affect - happy, elated at points
3. Facial expression - solid eye contact, happy friendly, look In S's

direction, stop work
III. Post experimental • follows resolution of above. Spontaneous response data (srp)

1. Do not directly Initiate anything further.
2. Respond to S's initiations with appropriate facilitating behavior.
3. Avoid presenting S with any new helpfulness during this period. If 

S behaves in an extrenely constructive way to you, you can seen 
friendly, happy, make eye contact, etc. but avoid Initiating new 
constructiveness (or aggressiveness)

Stimulus 5 - Neutral stimulus
a. Pre-exr>erlmental (time 35 seconds) sane as Stimulus 1 Pre-experlmental
b. Experimental (to end of this stage) same as g. except no new gun wrapper 

Is used (d.r.p. direct response phase).
c. Post experimental - None (s.r.p., spontaneous response phase).
Stinulus 3 Moderately Helpful Stimulus * you are offering gun and trying
to establish a friendly Interaction * more than just polite
a. Pre-experimental (time 60 seconds) ssne as Stimulus 1 Pre-experlmental

(d.r.p.) b. A'fer
20 seconds more ihd say...sou want 1 piece of gum77. (IT no, wait 20 
seconds and say)...You're sure you don't want a piece?"

1. Behavior - warm smile...gesture of offer...look at S when talking but 
don't turn body...moderate friendliness

2. Affect • moderate friendliness
3. Fecial expression - slight to moderate friendliness

(s.r.p.) c. Post experimental • after second offer
1. C does not initiate
2. C responds to S with appropriate affect and behavior to any 

Initiations by S. Again, avoid adding anything to the stimulus 
but do allow S to do his thing.

Stimulus 4 - Mildly Helpful - Initiate Contact via asking for change
a. Pre-exoer!mental - sane as Stimulus 1 

(d.r.p.) b. Experimental - Wait 20 seconds, fish through pockets for 30, then In
a loud enough voice so S hears you say "do you have change of a quarter.,
thanks or thanks any way."
1. Behavior - hold out hand..questioning tone of voice..polite...

do not look at S...do not smile...very, very, slight friendly tone 
of voice Is permissible

2. Affect - Slight, slight, friendliness
3. Facial Expression - neutral 

(s.r.p.) c. Post experimental - following than!: you
1. Do not Initiate anything-as In all post experimental situations,do 

not bury your head In you forms..look around the room a little end{lve S an opportunity to do the Initiatingespond to S's Initiating in a facilitating manner. Do not behave 
more aggressively or constructively than the S.
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Stimulus 7 - Moderately Aggressive - Move over twice, 
a. Pre-experinental - sane as Stimulus 1 - be sure to get as close to 

S as possible (60 seconds)
(d.r.p.) b. Experimental - Say, Hey nan, move over, huh, in an annoyed tone...

(wait twenty seconds) shifting around in an annoyed way...turn to S 
and say..Cone on nan, move over some more, huh, extending your hand 
swiftly in that direction.

1. Behavior - loud annoyed irritated tone...make eye contact..gesture., 
if S protests say Goddan and/or look annoyed;lf S noves, take up the 
excess room before repeating.

2. Affect - annoyed irritated.
3. Facial expression - sane.

(s.r.p.) c. Post“experimental - following second request:
1. do not lnltlste - leave yourself sonewhat available as before.
2. respond with annoyance or irritation ££ S initiates aggression, but 

again, do not add nore harm. Say, '’Goddan, cone on, etc." if needed.
3. OK to make eye contact here. '
Stimulus 9 - Extreme Aggressive - Five demands to move overand/or get 
out of room with Insults.
a. Pre-experlmental - same as above.
b. Experimental - Say, You want to move over man. (give dirty look., 

take up excess room - wait five seconds and say): Cone on man, you 
wanta fucking move over, gees...(wait 15 seconds whether or not S has 
moved off the couch and say): You know you remind me of a fucking cow, 
not letting anyone have any room, you must be a dumb mothersI didn't 
know they let pricks like you go to school here...(5 seconds) I would 
like you to just move your ass over to the end (or put of this room 
right now...look, just move over prick (or get the fuck out)..come on 
you nother».move it, you're such a prick you don't even know what I'm 
talking about.

1. Behavior - Look at S, glare at him, start out being very annoyed and 
wind up being very angry..make no threata...escalate the loudness of 
your voice...gesture...drag out your curses...this is a monologue in 
its entirety..extra loud peaks

2. Affect - escalates from irritation to extreme anger.
3. Facial Expression - angry look, eye contact, face S.
c. Post-Experlmental - following the last move over or out:
1. Do not initiate; Do not Insult or aggress further
2. Allow S to initiate - do not Insult i or curse further; 

if appropriate, you can look angry and respond with ’’God Damn" "Jeez"
3. Can eye contact, look angry, if S initiates behavior, etc. calling 

for it.

Stimulus 6 - Mildly Aggresslve-3unplng and Gum Chewing Loud'Annoying
a. Pre'experimental • same as Stimulus 1 except throw something besides 

a gum wrapper in basket.
b. Experimental • Shift'around looking in your pockets for some gum and 

slightly and accidentally disturbing S twice (very,very slight) chaw 
three pieces of bubble gum as loudly as you can

1. Behavior..chewing shifting..slight, Slight bumping..effect is to annoy 
S to some degree through distraction, etc.

2. Affect • Slightly annoyed; very slightly raised voice.
3. Facial ■ Do not look at S or make eye contact.
Note: Do not initiate; If S does, respond in an annoyed manner and say..
sorry, that's how I chew.(Mil you cut it out?) No, that's how I chew.C. Post-experimental - None

(d.r.p.)

(s.r.p.)
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Stimulus 2 - Strongly Helpful - Friendly Conversation 
>- a. Pre-experimental - same as Stinulue 1

(d.r.p.) b. Experimental - Say HI, (look at S and anile (pause) Who is your psych
teacher? Really...Mine's....'I noticed on this fora it asks for
Interests..what are you into? S tells. Pick the most personal and 
workable and say: Really, I always (smile) wanted to do that..read a 
lot about it..it takes a lot of...never got into it because It must 
take a lot of...it's really nice...you're into it...are you into (name 
•one specific aspect of the interest)..yeah..that's (snile) nice..I 
always figured it would take a lot of...that's why I never got Into 

' It. I always wanted to though.
(s.r.p.) c. Post exn»Hm>nnl - following end of above

1. Don't initiate - leave yourself open
2. Respond to S with less affect and constructiveness or aggressiveness 

than that received. Do not try to compliment further. If appropriate( it's OK to smile, make direct eye contact, etc.
Note: If S is not ego-involved with the specific aspect you selected In 
the experimental phase,carry out the rest of the monologue with reference 
to the more general Interest.
1. Stimulus Behavior - happy, eye contact, very friendly, monologue...

no physical contact with S or future plans made..do not turn your body 
toward S..do not directly compliment S and do not overdo your "it must 
take a lot of's." Remember this stimulus falls between Stimulus 1 
and Stimulus 3 (offering gun) Remember that extremely sincere direct 
compliments constitute one of the anchor points.

2. Affect - very happy and friendly, but not extremely so.
3. Facial Expression - Smiles, Happy

t Stimulus 8 - Strong Aggression - Cigarette Smoking and Anger
a. Pre -experimental - Same as Stimulus 1 except don't tjhrow gum wrapper 

out...light up during this period..drop match to get dose
b. Experimental Situation - blow smoke in S's fece and drop ashes around 

his feet
1. Behavior-do it so that It's obviously not being done accidentally but

don't do it while he's staring at you if possible. If S objects say:
"It's a free country, man and I'll smoke wherever I want". Start out 
with this...and go up to an angry: "Cut the shit man and quit hassling 
me, I'll smoke wherever I damn please".

2. Affect-Anger, eye contact, strongly raised voice
3. Facial Expression - Anger, shaking head in disgust
c. Post Experimental Situation - None
Note: If 3 says anything eld« to you that's aggressive (besides "cut it 
out"), respond with anger saying '^Goddamn it..Geez..For God sakes. Come 
on ," etc. Do not Insult.
General Tote 1: Stimulus 1 is the most helpful; 9 the least. Each of the 
other stimuli you produce should fall along discernible points on the 
scale. If you have trouble discriminating them in your acting, see me. 
Reviewing them. In numerical order should be done to make sure you ere doing 
them properly.
General Note 2: If at any time, you feel you wish to terminate e subject 
beceuse of clear end present danger to you or him, please do so. Beer in 
mind that any deviations from the script will probably result In tne data 
not being used.
General Note 3: The lest stimuli on the training tape ere anchors falling 

—  et the Extreme ends of the scale.
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general Koce 4: Once the Experimental Situation has been produced do 
not bury your he«o in your forma. Look up from then pretty often, etc. 
so S has an opportunity to Initiate..don't spur S to Initiate,thougn, 
by looking directly at him for example.
General Kote b: You will be enacting each stimulus twice, once under 
each of the Initial Conditions, In random order. This means tnat to 
complete one block, you will probably need to do 20 6 minute enactments. 
Since each subject will take about 1% hours to run, plan on filling In 
this time with studying, lunch, etc.
General Koce t>: It Is extremely Important that you th not do anything 
on camera coward S that S does not sense at some level. Since your 
behavior will be rated by judges for the amount of aggression displayed, 
It Is Important that your aggression or the lack of It be sensed by S,
If we are to meaningfully correlate S's behavior with yours. In other 
words, an angry face Is of little use If S does not see It.

MANUAL fuk Camera CREw

1. Since we will be splitting the screen up for ratings, It is 
essencial that S be kept on one side of the screen and C on 
the other, throughout each filming.

2. It Is essential that actions that affect S, particularly those 
he notices, be captured on the tape (such as ash dropping.) It 
may be necessary to swing the camera down for this.

J. Filming should start from the time E leaves the room to the 
time all ttuee exit tor Debriefing.

4. a  code should be entered st the start of each segment. The code 
will be LUMBEkJACC. Each letter will Indicate one specific 
stimulus situation as follows:
]>lj U-Z; M-3; B«h ; E"5; R*6; J«7; A«8; 09; Exterminated prematurely. 
In addition, you are to indicate which of the two conditions the
stimulus falls under (Initial Conditions by using 0 for the Opinion
Condition, E for tne Emotional Condition. You should append one of 
these to one of the letters In LUMBEkJACK. To Indicate a Strong 
Aggressive Stimulus In the Emotional Condition, It would be AE.

5. Register the Code by pulling out the mike jack from the video 
machine, putting It Into record, and speaking the code Into the
camera. Be sure to reinsert the mike jack.

6. At the completion of each sequence, check off the spproprlate 
box on the master chart.



APPENDIX D

Procedure for Inducing One of Two Situational Contexts.
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NOKMa L  SOc I / i L  r e s t r a in t  
Grp 1 (Opinion Formation Group)

E Is prevent in the room when S walks in. £ greets S saying "hello, I'm 
and I guess you're he.e ior tne study." "Another studeut should also be 
showing up soon so let's w~it a few minutes until he does - I've .eked you 
to both come at tne same t*roe so I can explain tne preliminary instructions 
to both of you at the eame time - this way, I won't have to repeat oiyself ana 
tne study alii go mote efficiently. Unlil n. shows up, ple.se complete the 
following preliminary form; lls purpose will be explained to you vnortly.” *
£ gi.es S tne first bio sheet anu casually leaves room to signal C. Approxi­
mately two mlnui.s later, l walks In and seys "Are you 7 I'm supposed to be 
In a study fur Psych 2. £ says, "Tes I am,we were just waiting tor you to
arrive before we oegan.
Now tnat you're both n.r«, let m. expl.ln to both oX you tnat I've .sited you 
bowh to come down here so that I c.u explain the details of tne stud/ to ooth 
of you st the same time. As I may h.ve mentioned to you (S) just betore you 
(C) came, tne research grant lor this study will be expiring soon an. we're 
hoping to save time by having subjects come in pairs tor the remainder or the 
stuay so we can brlez both or you on what's Involved ana also have you fill out 
some routine biographical forms ana so on; hopefully this will advance the 
stu dy's completion date. Anyway, I guess by now you're probably wondering 
what you are here tor. Well, we are conducting a study of written opinions, 
what they are, how opinions form and change, how they're related to other 
inner states such as mooas. Before we go on, I'd like you to till out this 
form (E hands S and C the Ma aCL, gives rationale*)
Past research snows that studying opinions is a very dltlicult task since they 
are inner suites, are difficult to quantify, and are affected by other aspects 
oz the person's experiences. People often are very flip about their opinions 
and this can confuse us as to how they really feel. The only way we will be 
able to study people's opinions is by having subjects who cooperate with us 
by givfeg tnelr carefully considered opinions on a variety of topics.

Now oo either of you hsve any idea about how we psychologists go about measur­
ing opinions? C-(Pause)
C-Well, we learned about something yesterday in class called the, I think the 
Guttman Scale..is that what it's called?

E-Yes, that's one of the things we use. Hew about you, (S)dld your teacher 
talk about opinions yet? (S response)

E-Well tne type oz scale we're using heire is Called the Llkert Scale. Did 
either of you ever hear oz it?

C-No, not me.
S-
E-Well, my personal feeling is that since all Psych 2 students are supposed 
to fulfill tne experimental requirement, their teachers should teach this 
early in the term.

*E reads these Mood Form Instructions: We will need an initial estimate or 
your mood stability and changeability, before we go into the lab for our 
experiment, since the mood you are in may affect your opinions. On this sheet 
you will find words which describe different kinds oz mooas ana feelings. Please 
put an x in the box beside those words which describe how you fednow during 
the last few minutes. Some of the words m»y sound alike, but we want you to 
check all tne words which describe your feelings. Work rapidly.
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Well, anyway, as I was saying before, what, we want to do In the experimental 
phase of the study Is to be able to accurately describe and quantity your op­
inions so they can be studied In depth. It therefore is ot prime Importance, 
that you be able to think out you,, opinions In a carerully reasoned way, and 
that you are then able to Indicate your opinion through proper use or thv Llkert 
Scale.
C-When will the experiment start?
B-as soon as we complete some preliminary torms.
Now let me Inform you that before we go on, all oz your ratings on these op­
inion scales ana all written Information you provide Is conslaerea confidential. 
In fact we will not use any of your ratings on any scales without your permis­
sion. Further, your ratings on these scales will not be shown to each other, 
or to anybody else for that matter, without your written permission. Finally, 
as per the students' Bill oz Rights, let me point out that I am required to 
inform you that you can leave at any point during the study, or are free to 
not anawer any particular question, If by some chance you find It ortanslve.
We are pointing this out to you In advance because It Is very Important that 
you provide us with accurate considered Information and opinions. If you feel 
you want to leave at this point and teel you would not be a good subject, 
please tell us at any time and I will give you your slip and you can go.
Essentially, what we will be doing with your written statements and ratings ot 
your opinions on various Issues Is to look at them from a variety oi angles, 
and to correlate all this Information with other lnrormation you will provide 
us with, to attempt to answer tne question posed at the beginning regarding 
the nature of opinions, opinion formation, etc.

Now as we have seen before, It seems thai most Psych 2 students have not, 
through no fault ot their own, been adequately exposed to the Llkert Scale.
For this reason, I think that it would be a good idea for me to explain the 
usage of the scale to you both, at this point, even before we go Into the labs 
for the experiment, so that we can dear up any questions about Its use. Now 
essentially, the Llkert Scale that we will use consists of a scale such as this. 
(E shows) One side is labelled Strongly Agree, one side Is labelled Strongly 
disagree, and In the middle we have No Opinion or Xoi Sure. There are numbers 
gulng from Strongly Agree rl to Strongly disagree *9. You may circle auy number, 
rrom 1-9 corresponding to the scrength of your opinion one way or the other and 
cnis will aiiow us to quantify them, and correlate them with other oata. Remem­
ber, too, you neea not answer any question, and all written data you provide 
us with will not be used without your permission.
Now to make su*e In our own mind that subjects know how to use t..is scale, be* 
tore we send you otf to the experimental lab, and also to get an Initial 
estimate ot what your current opinions are on certain topics ot current Interest, 
I vo.ld like to ask you some questions. I would like you to first write out - 
your answer to aacn very briefly, In tne box provided and then would Ilka you 
to use the Llkert Scale aiso provided, ihls way we can make sure your scale 
rasponsexrefleet your written ones and wa will also have an Initial lnaix of 
you* opinion on certain topics. This will be one way of getting au objective 
estimate as to wnether each ot you is properly using the Llkert Scale and it 
will also give me an initial baseline estimate of your opinions In certain 
areas.
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In this practice session, be sure you understand how to use the Llkert 
Sc«ie. Also be sure you understand vnlch boxes to use end vhicn scales 
to use tor each item. Finally, be sure your handwriting Is legible. If 
you have any questions let's clear then: up now, during this practice 
session, beftre the experiraent begins.
(E now asks) the following questions and C and S each write down their 
opinions privately In tne spaces provided ana use the Llkert Scale.



PRACTICE SCALES
Do you chink most students willingly participate In psychology experiments?

9 5 1
Definitely No Neutral Definitely res

d o  you agree tnat most beginning college students find the study ot 
psycnology highly Interesting?

1 5 9
Extremely Agree Neutral Extremely Disagree
Do you agree tnat most women at this college are not liberals?

1 5  9
Extremely Agree Neutral Extremely Disagree

Do you think that tne U.S. economy la as strong as ever?

1 5  9
Yes Not Sure Definitely Not

Do you tulnk heroin should oe legalised?

9
Definitely No

5
No*. Sure

i
Definitely Yea
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E collect* tne opinion sheets and place* then face down-he aoes not lock et 
them. Good, aid you ruve any questions about how to uee the scale?
C-Not really. 
s-Keeponas
Anyway, prior to tne experiment 1 would like to get an Idee of wliat your mood 
la like, aince we will oe trying to undeiatana how your opinions and their 
formation la related to your mooa stability or changeability when the experi­
ment begins. To get an idea of what your nood la like please rill out tnis 
Hood form (E hand* one to ec.cn and reeus instructions balow*)

OK now before we go into tne expet. lmencai room tor tne start of the experiment, 
as 1 mentioned before, it's necessary for me to get some oiographlcal informa­
tion from you. oo why don't you ootn finian the oiographlcal form at least 
up to net.e (point*) (As tney begin wording t announces) Listen, while you're 
doing tius, I'm going to go to the Jonn - haven't had muth chance before.
C-Do you care If we use pencil or ink?
E-Either
C-Which should we do first?
E-The oiographlcal stuff

Please try to complete then. I'll be back in 5-10 minutes, so Just work 
on those toms, and do whatever else you heppen to feel like doing, until I 
return.
60 seconds pass - C aggresses - S responds
Following E's leaving the room, the experimental phase begins. E returns and 
asks both parties if they have had any trouole with the bio tom. A few 
seconas later he announces:
Well listen, why don't you stop work now on the biographical data and lr it's 
not finished we'll return to it in a raw minutes. At tnis point, we are ready 
to proceed to the experimental room tor the experimental part of the study.
(C ana S are split up) However, just before we do, I'd like to get one more 
of these mooa rorms from each of you, since as nuntioned, it's necessary to 
have them filled out more than once. (Both fill out the mooa form tor the 
third time ana leave the weiring room)
*M00D FORI INSTkuuTIONS • "On this aheet you will find words which describe

different kinds ot mooas and feelings. Put an X in the boxes besides 
tne words which describe how you xeel now, and during the last tew 
minutes (5). Some of the words may sound alike, but we want you to 
checx ail the wotds that descrloe your feelings. Work rapidly 
(when flnXshea, E collects)
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LOW SOCIa L RESTRAINT GROUP 

Grp 2 (Freedom of Emotions Expression Group)
E Is present In the room when S walks in. E greets S saying "hello, I'm 
ana I guess you're here for tne stuay." "Another student should also be 
showing up soon so let's wait a few minutes until he does - I've sskeo you 
to both come at the sane time so I can explain tue preliminary Instructions 
to Doth of you sc the same time - tnis way, I won't have to repeat myself and 
the study will go more efficiently. Until he shows up, please complete the 
following preliminary fum; its purpose will De explained to you shortly."E 
give S bio sheet and walks out of the room briefly to signal C. Itoo minutes 
later C walks in and says "Are vou I'm supposed to oe in a study for 
Psych 2." E says, "yes I am, we were just waiting tor you to arrive before we 
began."
Now tnat you're botn he*.a, let me explain to both of you that I've sskeo you 
Doth to come aown here so that I can explain the details oz the study to Doth 
of you at the sane time. As I may have mentioned to you (S) just before you 
(C) came, the research grant tor this study trill be expiring soon and we were 
hoping to save some time by having subjects come in pairs for the remainder 
ot the study so we can Drlei both of you on what's involved ano also have you 
till out some routine biographical forms and so on; hopefully this will advance 
tne stuay's completion date. Later on when we're ready to go into the lab tor 
the experiment, I'll split you up. Anyway, I guess by now you're probably 
wondering what you are here tor. Well, we are consluerlng a study ot needs, 
desires ana emotions, what tney are, what affects them, how we recognise them 
in ourselves and others, and their relation to oetuvior. Before we go on I'd 
like you to fill out tnis ionn (E hands S and C the liAxCL, gives rationale*)
Past research shews that studying emotions and desires is a very altilcult 
task since emotions are inner states and psycnologists Can only observe beha­
vior. Thus, the only way we will be able to stuay people's emotions ano desires 
in this stu^y is by having subjects who can feel relaxed enough in our experi­
mental lab to freely express what they are feeling through -their behavior or 
to freely cocnunlcate and act on their ae3lres through thel. actions, verbal 
or non-verbal.

Now do any of you have any idea about why people don't always express what they 
feel or act on their desires, In sucn a way as to gratify tnemselves.
C-Weli I tnink sometimes people think tnat it tney old anything tney wanted or 
even told others wnat they felt, tney would be regarded as weird, abnormal, 
unreasonable, immature, etc. 

k-T.7hst do you (S) think?
E-(addins to aDove remarks when necessary) Well,I tuinl? in addition, people 

don't do w:uit they feel or desire to ao in any given instance because
1. they're afraid of tne consequences
2. tney wuuld teel embarrassed or ashamed it others really knew wnac w.a on 

their minds
3. they feel guilty about being themselves

Now my personal belief is that we aii have sucn reelings and oeslres at times, 
but since we are generally too afraid to express them we never learn that other 
people may have similar needs, feelings and aesires.
*tfe will need an initial estimate of your mood stability and changeability
before we go into the lab fur our experiment. On this sheet, you will find
words uhlen aescrloe oirferent kinds of moods and feelings. Please put an X
in cue boxes besides those woras whlcn oescribe how you feel now and during
th« lest few (b) minutes. Some of tne words may sound alike but we want you to check ail the woros tuat describe your feelings. Worx rapidly.
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What we hope will happen curing the experimental phase of this study vuen you 
go into the lao is that you will he ai/le to express and act on what you really 
feel so that we will be able to understand and oescrloe people's gut level 
feelings in more detail* and so ttux we can get a better idea 01 wnat people's 
spontaneous emotional reactions would be like if cuere were no real consequen­
ces to their behavior or emotional expressions, (pause) C-Uhen will tne experi­
ment start? E-After I've split you up and you've finished tne preliminary forms 
...in about % hu-r. Anyway..let me repeat that our purpose here is to try to 
enaole you to express what you reel* honestly* vnatever it is you feel*«hsn 
you feel It, no nutter how lnnature or mature* teasonaole or unreasonaoie* 
appropriate or inappropriate* normal or abnormal* such zeellngs may be. We 
are Interested here in trying to observe* understand your feelings, not judge 
tnan. In this special setting, no harm will come to you by being yourself* 
in contrast to tne outside world where sometimes* «n honest expression ot 
feelings c«u ha.e important consequences. In this study* no such consequences 
Can ensue. For one thing* the data we collect will not have your name attached 
to tneqn so you neeu not reel anytmn6 tnat happens wtll be used to your uetn- 
roent. For anotner* no uata will we use» wltnwut your expresseu permission at 
tne study's conclusion, finally* you will hcve no furtner contact with tne 
experimenter or with eacn otuer once the study is over* unless you so uesire. 
go you need not be concerned <bout o-„ approval since we are not important 
people in your respective lives. In short* wnateve. you no or say* will not 
have tuu kind oi consequences tnat people bv«b times worry about in real lifa.
In iact, the reality or tne situation la that the more you reel tree to be 
yourself and to spontaneously translate your feelings into oehavior, tne purer 
m e  results oi tnis study will oe. In sum, you absolutely need not be atraia 
to oo or say anything during the entire conduct ot the study* with the proviso 
that none or us creak the law* ot course. Your participation in the study 
will probaoly represent one of the tew times In your life when you can realis­
tically do or say whatever you choose without fear of consequences.

youNow my feelings is that each ot/may find it hard at first to adjust to the 
freedom we will oe offering you during tne experimental phase of this study* 
since it is so new and unusual. I therefore think that even before we begin 
the e::perinenc Itself you should feel free to be yourself and to ooey your 
spontaneous reelings* no matter hew unusual you may now think your behavior 
might seem to each ot us. Again* let me assure you tn*t whatever vou desire 
to ao in the lao or here is fine with me. The only proviso is tnat no law is 
to be broken since I cannot control those consequences. If you want to leave 
at any time* the tfe fine too. I'll give you your slip and you can go. I hope 
you will feel iree at any given moment rron tnis time on to be yourselves ana 
again let ne assure you that no matter what you cnoose to express 01 how you 
choose to express it* tneire will be no long range consequences extending fron 
this nor will 1 be making any Judgments aoouc your behavior. I tnink it's 
important true we allow ourselves to oe as free as possible even before tne 
experimental phase begins su we can loosen up a bit* so whatever* and I mean 
whatever* you want to do or spy is Oil witn me* since it will help us under­
stand people's emotions better* and will help you loosen up for the experi­
ment Itself. I think that by testing out your freedom before the experiment 
begins, you will be better able to use that freeaom during the experiment end 
will be tnus able to maximise your contribution to our research.
Now In order to loosen us all up a bit, let's gu tnrougn some venial Items on 
this scale I've prepairea and we will each give our spontaneous responses.
While these are Just verbal statements and don't directly involve actual 
actions these statement will hopefully enable us to loosen up somewhat.
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However, In addition, feel free to do anything you want. I'll alto try to 
give ay epontaneous answer to each one.
1. I an here now oecauee:
a. E-I need to complete thie study as part oi my Job
b. C-Decauae my t«acher told me to do this
c. S-
2. I like psychology because :

(At tnis point E puts his foot on the coucn. C gives him a uirty look) 
a. E-lt helps ne understand nyseii oetter.
o. C-Weli, I'n not very Interested In psychology and I'm caking It because 

It's required. I also think this Is kina of a dumb question. I mean, 
assuming everyone Is interested In psychology..By the way, I normally 
wouldn't talk Oack to a professor but since you said we are free to ao 
what we feel, would you mind novlng your foot off the couch before ay 
pants get dirty
E-CK, I'm sorry, I don't want to offend you. I'm giau you told me that 
though, because as I said, I want you to do what you both feel 

c. S
3. I like privacy because :
a. C-other people often object to your oemg yourself, like you can't even do 

something simple like, you know, belch, when you're full and otner people 
are around, because they'd look at you kind ot like you were peculiar and 
naybe even reject you

b. E-I work with people all day and I like to be alone at times, and contrary 
to popular belief, not all psychologists like to bring their work home 
with them

c. S
a. liy worst habit Is that:
a. S
b. E-I always forget to take my keys when I leave my house
c. C-Weli, I don't usually like to taik about it out I guess like you said, 

you people uun't knot: me and it's not really Important what you tulnk-anyway 
some people, too many ror comfurt have said tnat I'm, well, lnconsioerate-
I don't really think I am though, I Just chink people can't accept me the 
way I an

o. OK, tne last one here, I think it's too bad that :
a. C-people always put you down when you Ou something that's just a little 

allxerenc. Like, if I was passing a girl In my car at a bus stop, and it 
was snowing, and I offered to give her e lift, sne'd probably give ne a 
ulrty look for my efforts, even though I was just trying to do her a favor

o. E-people are not always open and honest aoout their reelings toward each 
otner. Incidentally tnat example you just brought up seems very relevant 
because I think it illustrates what I was saying before, namely t.<at people 
are too afraid to be themselves at times, but that wnlle tnere are conse­
quences to tnis at times, If they are not themselves It can oe self-defeat­
ing. In this case, she would get all wet rather than accepting a ride 
whlcn would have oeen must uneventful.

Note: For each questron, E will respond to C's comments and S's where
a. appropriate by Indicating he Is glad that they have been spontaneous

In their emotional responses. In addition, ror certain ot C'a responses 
E will
1. be supportive as to tnexr content (3,4,b)
2. indicate that people are different and while he might no*. like 

C's motives, he respects C's disclosures (1,a.) an*. C has nothing 
to tear from all this
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b. E will also cry to shape up S's spontaneity by
1* asking, open-ended questions It S's responses are constricted
2. tne met nods mentioned In a.

E now will smile end say, "OK, I think at tnis point, we're as loosened up by 
this exercxse .e we can De. I tnlnk it's Important tnat as 1 said oetore, • 
tnat you Doth try to aajust to your freeaon during this time o«rore tbs experi­
ment itseli oeglns, and please don't h«sltate at any tine tu uo or say anything 
you want, to m« or to each other, I hope oy now we all understand the neeo for 
this."
Anyw.y, prior to tne experiment I would like to get an lde« or what you,, mood 
Is like, since we will oe trying to understand your mooa stability or cnange- 
aDlllty when the experiment Degins. To get an idea of your mooa, please fill 
out tnis scale, and let me know wnen you're ixnlshed. E hands scale and reads 
Instructions below*
OK now before we go ln>.o tne experimental room for tne start of tne experiment, 
as I mentioned Defora, it's necessary .for me to get some ulographlcal lniurm.- 
clon from you. So why don't you ootn flnlsn the blograpnic«l rvrm ac least up 
to here (points). (As they begin working, E announces, "Listen, while you're 
doln6 this, I'm going to go to tne John - haven't had much chance to go before") 
C-do you care ir we use pencil or ink 
E-eitner
C-which should we do first 
2-the biographical stuff
Please cry to complete cnen. I'll De back in 5-iO minuses so just wore on 
these iurns, and get useu to relaxing anu wnatevei. eise you happen to feel 
llk« aving, until I return.

5 seconds peas - C aggresses - S responds
Following E's leaving the room, tne experimental pha* begins. Later, L returns 
and asks both parties If they have had any trouble with the bio form. A few 
seconds later he announces: Uell, listen, why don't you stop wort? now on the 
biographical data and If it's not flnlshec we'll return to It In a few minutes. 
At this point, we are ready to proceca to the experimental room tor the experi­
mental part or the stuuy. (C and S are split up) However, Just before we do,
I'd like to get one more of these moou toms fron each ot you, since as men­
tioned, it's necessary to have them filled out more than once. Both rill out 
the mood form for the third trme ana leave the walking room.

*11001) INSxk uCTiOKS: "On this sheet you will find words which aescriDe
different klnu3 of mooas and feelings. Put an X In the Doxes 
beslues tne wuras which describe how you feel now, & during tne 
last few (5) minutes. Some or tnese words may sound alike, but 
we want you to check all the words that describe your reelings. 
Work rapidly. (E collects the paper)
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Mood Scale Calibration Packet - Part 1
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MOOU SCALK CALIBKATION IKFOKMATIOI?
Please answer the questions below as thoroughly, accurately and 
honestly as you can. Tour comments are anonymous an- will not 
be shown to anyone oucslde the research stafz nor will they be 
used for my data analysis without your expressed permission.
RetnenDer, please be honest ana candid. If you need more room for 
a particular answer, you may use the back ot the sheet.

Time Period I
I. The following question Is with reference to the time period which 

began when you signed up for the study anu enaed five minutes after 
you met tne experimenter In person.

1. What fantasies, thoughts, Ideas or feelings uld you have about the 
experimenc during the tine period In question?

Time Period II
II. The following questions rezer to the period ot time beginning when 

you met the experimenter tor the first period ot time and ending 
right before he asked you ro. your opinion on a number or topics.

i. We all form Initial Impressions oz others and these can affect our 
mood. Describe «ny Initial impressions you had of the experimenter 
when you met him tor the first tine during the time period in question.

2. Describe what he aid, and said, during the tine period In question. 
Also, describe his general manner, demeanor, and conduct during this 
period. Include any and all aspects ot his conduct. In particular, 
that nay have affected your mood during this period.

3. What were your mood and feelings during this period?

h . Are there any other environmental influences or thoughts about 
then, that you nay have had, that significantly affected your 
noou, In your opinion, besides those covered above. Please describe.

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE

Calibration Quotient,
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3. Sometimes in the course ot running this stuuy, we ask more than one 
subject to show up tor the preliminary procedure to save time where 
possible. Was there another subject in tne waiting roon witn you 
during the preliminary explanation of tne stuay you are to be In?
Circle one: Yes No More tium One
If Yes, see below; If No, please go to question 3
If there was another suDject in the room with you, please answer the 
questions below so we can callDrate our scaie based on this informa­
tion. These questions still refer to the period or tine beginning 
when vou met the experlnenter rot tne first tine and enainK rlr.hc 
before he asked you ror vour opinion on a variety of tonics.

6. We ail form Impressions of others ana these can arrect our mood. 
Describe any initial impressions you haa of tne subject(s) aurxng 
the time period in question.

7. n. Kescrioe what tne subject(s) die, ana s*ld, during the time
perloa in question. £,. Also, describe his general conauct, demeanor, 
and nanner during tuls period. £,.lnciuce any ana .11 aspects of M s  
conduct or aeneanor, in particular tn.i may Iwve afzeetea your mooa 
during this period, 
a.

D.

C.

3. Describe your mood and xeellngs during tne time period in question.

9. Additional Comments.

CO TO THE NEXT PAGE

Calibration Quotient,
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Thang questions pertain to the period of tine following 
the conveying of your opinions to the experimenter, and ending 
following your filling out of the mooa form, tor the 2nd time.

1. Were the Impressions that you had about the study you signed up 
tor changed from before?
Circle One: Yes Maybe Mo
If you answereu Yes or Mayoe, describe what your new Impressions
were during tnis time perloa. If you answered No, go to question 2.

z. Were your Impressions of tne experimenter any dlrrerent than before? 
Circle One: Yes Maybe Mo
If you answered Yes or Maybe, describe what your new Impressions 
were during this time period. If you answered Mo, go to question 3.

3. JJescribe what tne experimenter did and eald during tnis new time 
perloa. Also, describe his general manner, demeanor, and conduct 
during this period. Include any and all aspects of his conduct 
that you particularly feel may have airectea your mood or caused 
it to change.

4. Were there any other environmental Influences tnat may have
atrecteo your mood during this time period In question or alter­
nately, were there any new thoughts that you had about aspects 
of the environment that may have affected your mood?
Circle One: Yes Maybe Mo
If Yes or Msybe describe below; lx Mo, go to next page

CO TO THE mp.xt PAGE ************

Calibration Quotient
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b. Was tnere anotner subject(s) In tne waiting ruon wicu you during 
the tine period in question?
Circie One* Yes No More thin One
If Yea or More tu.n One see below; if No, plea»e go to question 8,
If there was anocne. subject(s) in tne roon witn you, please answer 
tne questions oelow »u we c«n calibrate tne Mood Foro you cook 
during tnis tine lnwervel based on this information. wenember that 
£jh£ se questions still refer tu the period oi cine beginning with tne 
discussion ot vour opinions witn cue experimenter. any enfinr. follow- 
Inc your filllnK out ot the noon foi.r. for the 2nu time.

6. Were your impressions of Lr:e other suoject(-) any different than 
before?
Circle One: Yes Maybe Wo
If you answered Yss or Maybe, describe what your impressions ot
the ocher subject(s) were during this nevr time period.

7.apescriue whet the otiier subject(s) did and said during this new tine 
period, b. Also describe his general conduct, demeanor, and manner 
during this period. c., Include any and all aspects of his conduct, 
behavior or deneanor, that you particularly feel nay have arrecteu 
your mood during this new tine period,
a.

b.

c.

C. Give a description of your nood ana feelings during the tine period 
in question.

9. Additional comments.

GO TO THIS NSXT PAGE
Calibration Ouotlenr
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MOOD SCALE CALIBRATION SHEET

Tine Period IV- The rollowin6 questions pertain to the period of 
time, beginning witn your rilling out the rest of the Biographical 
Data Sheet, and ending with your filling out the Mood Form for the 
3rd time.
1. Were the Impressions tnat you had about the study you signed up 

for changed from betore?
Circle One: Yes Maybe ho
If you answered Yes, or Maybe, describe what your new Impressions 
were during tnis new time period. If you answered No, go to 
question i.

t. Were your impressions ot the experimenter any different than before? 
Circle One: Yes Maybe No
if you answereo Yes or Maybe, please describe what your new Impressions 
were during this new time period. If you answered No, go to question 3.

3. Describe what the experimenter ula and said during tnis new time 
period. Also, describe his general manner, demeanor, and conduct 
ourlng this period. Include any and all aspects of his conduct 
that you particularly feel may have afrected your mood or caused 
It to change, during tnis new time period.

4. Were there any other environmental Influences that may have affected 
your mood during the time period In question, or alternately, were 
there any new the ^hts that you had about aspects of the environment 
that may have affected your mooo, during tnis new time period?
Circle One; Yes Maybe No
If Yes or Maybe, describe below; If No, go to next page

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE *********
Calibration Quotient^



Was there another subject(s) In the waiting room with you during 
the new time period in question?
Circle One: Yes No More than One
If Yes or More than One see below; if No, please go to question 8.
If there was another suDject(s) in the room with you, please answer 
the questions below so we can callorate the 3ra mood form that you 
took, based on this information. Remember that these questions refer 
to the period oi time which began with the filling out of the rest 
of the Biographical Infomatl on Sheet ana ending with your filling 
out the Mood Form for the 3rd time.
Were your Impressions of the other subject(s) any different than 
before?
Circle One: Yes Maybe No
If you answered Yes or Maybe, describe whet your impressions of
the Ocher subject(s) were during this new time period.

Describe what the other subject(s) did and said during this new 
time period. Also describe his general conduct, demeanor, end 
manner during this period. £. Include any and all aspects of his 
conduct, behavior or demeanor, that you particularly feel may have 
affected your mood during this new time period.
a.

b.

c.

Give a description of your mood and feelings during this new time 
period.

Additional Comments.

GO TO THE NEXT Pa GE**********»
Calibration Quotient
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Self Report Scales



EXPERIMENTAL bating SCALE FOK MOOD SCALE calibration

We have devised the following rating scales for you to fill out. In 
future atudles we nay use the following rating In place of the written 
questions In calloratlng our Mooa Scale, oependlng on the results of tne 
preliminary use ot tnem. To help us evaluate them, would you please till 
out tnese scales, with reference to the same time period already covered 
In your previous comnents, that is, the period or time starting when you 
flnlsned the rest of the Biographical Uata Sheet ana enalng with the 3rd 
Moou Form.

General Instructions: For each scale a set of Instructions appears In tue
Instruction sheets following tne scales themselves. Betore you use a scale, 
look at It, tnen read the Instructions pertaining to the scale, then complete 
the scale itself by circling the mark on the scale corresponding to your 
choice. If you are unsure about how to proceed a t  any point, please ask the 
assistant (or ne) for help.



285

INSTRUCTIONS - SCALE 1

One Important dimension along vhlcfa actions differ is Aggressiveness-Construc­
tiveness (Harshbarger). On the first scale I would like you to indicate how 
Constructive or Aggressive you think the behavior of the party(s) in question 
was to you. An action is considered to be Constructive to the extent that It 
helps or potentially helps people or contributes to their overall well being, , 
physical or psychological. Constructive actions help people maintain or secure 
valued states of mind, valued actions, valued assets, valued feelings, valued 
objects, etc. Aggressive actions are tnose tnat destroy, harm or threaten to 
h a m  something physical or psycnologlcal, tangible or lntangiole, that is 
valued by otner people. Aggressive actions harm people's valued states of 
mind, valued actions, valued assets, valued feelings, valued objects etc. and 
make tuen ieel unpleasant or unhappy. For example, it an action resulted in 
someone's loss or pride, self respect, security, etc., or resulted in lost 
happiness, peace or mind, a lost job, lost values, etc. it would be considered 
to b« an aggressive act. On tne otuer hand, if a person's actions tended to 
make other people teel happy, valued, secure, proud, wealthy, beautiful, popu­
lar, etc. tney are defined as constructive actions.
You should consider Constructiveness ano Aggressiveness as antonyms or opposites 
the more Constructive an action is tne less Aggressive it is and vis- versa.
Please note the following:
1. Do not consiuer cue Intenseness of an action as aggressiveness per ae

(as in tne expression-"an aggressive salesman"). This is because an action 
can be Intensely constructive tool.

2. You should locus on tne etrects of tne actions on you, and not on tne 
Intentions or t..e motivations of tne person who is uoing them. This is 
because harruul actions c«u be performed without any harmful intent. On 
the otner nano, do not hesitate to rate an action as Aggressive if a harm­
ful lnteut is obviously also present. The important tnlng is to evaluate 
tne action's impact on you and to concentrate on tnea.

3. Do not heslt-te to r«te • harmful or helpful Intent as aggressive or 
helpful to you in its consequences if you relt i*. w-s.

Make your ratings on the scale pruvi«eu .no mark your choice by circling your 
cuosen response on tne ansswer sneet. Look at the Scale. The left hand slue 
is defined by the synonyms given at cue top left of the page. The right hano 
slue is deflneu by the adjectives and synonyms at the top right of the page.
Merit any actions that you think are Aggressive on the left side; the more 
Aggressive the action is, the more extreme rating it should receive. Similarly, 
you should use tne right side of the scale for items you think are Constructive. 
Tne more Constructive an action was the more extreme rating it should receive.
Below is an example of the typical ratings of six items. You should use these 
items as anchor points in making your decisions.
Item 1. a person pushes you intentionally & rorcefully or pushes someone else.

2. a person cruelly insults you or someone else.
3. a person walks near you or someone else to get an ash tray.
4. a person opens a book.
5. a person lavishly compliments you or someone else ano the compliments 

appear sincere (it's not important if they are)
6. a person offers you or someone else a ride home in the rain-having 

known that the individual in question desperately needs one.
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Item Age. 9 8 7 6 5 4 3  2 1 Const.
Ext. Strong Strong Mod Mild Neut Mild Mod Strong Ext Strong

1
2
3
4
5
6

X
X

Please note that tne extreme actions listed above don*t involve a great deal 
of physical harm or help. Most or the h a m  oi help is psychological and 
intangible. Therefore, since the anchors are not too extreme to begin with 
in an absolute sense,be very careful in the distinctions you make In making 
your rating. Also, please note the adlectlves on the scale are relative to 
the anchor ltens and not to some other abstract standard, and are equally

Note too that if an action seems much stronger than the extreme examples 
you may indicate this by putting +s next to the rating. Each + you use 
represents one nunerlcal extension of the ratings, that la, a 9++ is 
scored at an 11, a 1++ as two scale units below one.

spaced.

Mow you complete your ratings on the rating sheet for Scale 1
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SCALE 2 - INSTRUCTIONS

On che second scale I would like you to indicate how "Appropriate" or 
"Inappropriate" you think the behavior oi che other party(s)vas. An action 
is considered Appropriate If It is tne kind of action that you expect of a 
normal person In our society, in the present circumstances* These are actions 
that could be described as normal, rational, reasonable, justifiable, under­
standable, natural, typical, everyday, etc., and are carried out by the 
normal people In our society. An action Is called inappropriate If It Is the 
kind of action that Is not expected ot a normal person In out society, by the 
other members of society. These actions could be described as abnormal, Irra­
tional, unreasonable, not justifiable, weird, cr«zy, deviant, sick, and 
possioly even bizarre In their extreme. Tne person carrying out such actions 
might be thought to be Irrational, unreasonable, abnormal, welro or crazy.
You should consider Appropriate and Inappropriate as antonyms, that is, the 
more Appropriate an action Is, the less Inappropriate It is ana visa versa. 
Please note the following:
1* Don't base your decisions of hot; Appropriate or Inappropriate an action Is 

on how police or Impolite It is, per se. Actions may be rather Impolite 
and yet be considered Appropriate to some degree (ror example not saying 
thank you). On the other hand, actions may be both impolite and Inappro­
priate (saying go to hell when someone offers you two tickets to a rock 
concert). Similarly, some actions that are polite may be Appropriate while 
ocher police actions nay be Inappropriate (saying tnank you wnen no one has 
uone anything for you). In short, you shoulu concencrace on the Appropri­
ateness of an action or Its Inappropriateness and not on Its politeness, 
per se.

2. For similar reasons, do not consider an action Inappropriate Just because 
It Is lmoral or Illegal or bad, per se. since many ot these actions are 
considered nomal and appropriate. Again, concentrate on the Appropriate­
ness or Inapproprlaceness ot the action, and not Its Immorality or Illegality.

3. Do consider the circumstances under whlcr. the actions occurred, their 
context, & the relationship between you and tne other party(s) In making 
your ratings. This Is because an action might be considered Appropriate
In one context, but not anotuer. Make your judgments or each action on the 
scale provided. Be sure you also follow tne preliminary Instructions as 
you proceed. Mark your cnolce ot response by circling che chosen response 
on the Answer Sheet. The left Band side Is defined by tne synonyms given 
at che cop left of the page. The right hand slue Is defined by the adjec­
tives and synonyms at tne top rlgnt ot the page. Mark any actions tnat you 
see as Appropriate on tne left side; and tne more Appropriate an action Is, 
che more extreme the rating lc should receive. Similarly, you should use 
cne rlgnc side ot the Answer Sheet tot; tne Items you see as Inappropriate.
The m o K  Inappropriate an action Is, the more extreme tne rating It should 
receive.

Below Is an example ot the rating ot three Items given tue circumstances exist­
ing In tne last time period.

Please note tnat lr an action seems much stronger tnan Extremely Strong, you may 
Indicate thl3 by putting +s next to your rating. Remember eacu + you use repre­
sents one numerical extension ot che scale ratings, that Is, a 9+f will be 
scored as 11.
Now complete Scale 2.

It. Ad d. 9 8 7
Extreme Strong Moderate

1
6 o h J 2 1 Inapp.

Mild Heut Mild Moderate Strung Extreme
2
3
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SCALE 3 - INSTRUCTIONS

People sometimes wish to or oesire to oo helptul, Constructive things toi 
otner people, out lor a variety of reasons oon't alw«/S uo thee, as defined 
before, « Constructive act is one tn-t helps a person acnleve or maintain 
velueu states which nay oe either tangible (ex. money) ot intangible (pride, 
selr-esteem, security, peace oz mind.)
You may have had a specific desire to behave in a given Constructive way, 
toward the other subject(s) during the last tine Interval. Alternatively, you 
nay not have had a specific action in nlnd but nay have just telt a desire 
to be helpful and constructive. In either cS3e I would like you to indicate 
just hot; nelpful or Constructive you oesrreu to be to the otner subject(s) 
curing tne last time Interval.
Please note:
1. h’e arc interested in knowing now helpful or Constructive, you really 

zelt like or realU desired to behave, like during the last time interval, 
and not what you actually nay or may not have done.

2. Ue are Interested in knowing how you really felt like acting, not 
necessarily in your feeling of liking tor the other person.

Look at the Scale* Scale point 5 is labelled "Heutral-Did not desire to 
be helpful or Constructive. Scale point 9 is labelled "Desired to be 
Extremely Helptul and Constructive”- desired to flatter greatly or do a great 
favor (givingalitt home for example. All other adjectives take this point 
as their reterence anc are equally gpecen.

If what you really wanted to do whs less Constructive than #9, circle 
the line corresponding to the appropriate degree ot Constructiveness. If 
what you really wanted to do was more Extreme than #9, circle some point 
beyond 9. For example, if you felt you would have really liked to have 
helped the other person with his homework for the rest of the semester, and 
you felt this to be helpful and Constructive, you would probably circle some 
point greater than 9. Not; complete your rating on Scale 3.
Scale 4. People sometimes wish to do harmful or Aggressive things to other 
people, but for a variety of reasons don't always do then. A harmful or 
Aggressive act is one which destroys, or even threatens to destroy valued 
states which nay be tangiie (one's car) or Intangible (one's pride, self- 
esteem, security, peace of mind, etc.)

You may have had a specific desire to behave aggressively during the 
last tine period or you nay have just had a general desire to behave in an 
a-gressive or harmful manner.*
Please note:
1. We want to know ha; aggressive or hamful you really felt like or desired 
to behave like during the last time Interval, and not what you actually may 
or nay not have behaved like. Also, focus on what you really felt like doing, 
and not necessarily on your feelings of dislike for the other person(s) if any.

Look at Scale 4, Scale point 5 is labelled Neutral-Did not wish to 
Aggress or be harmful. Scale point 9 is labelled Desired to be Extremely 
Harmful or Aggressive-desired to cruelly Insult him or push hin intentionally 
or forcefully.

If what you desired to do was less hamful or a.ggresslve than #9, circle 
the line corresponding to the appropriate nagnltude. Note that the other 
edjeetlves use the Extreme anchors as their reference point. If what you 
really felt like doing was more Extreme than 9, circle some point beyond 9.
For example, if you had really wanted to fracture his jaw, some rating beyond 
9 would be appropriate. Now conplete Scale 4.
*Note: as a direct result of his actions during that period.
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Seale 5 - Instructions: Kate the degree to which you felt either Angry, or
Happy as a direct result of the other party(s) behavior. The nost extreme 
end of this scale Is Extreme Anger. Lesser values might be termed annoyance, 
Irritation, animosity, dislike etc. The other end of this scale Is Happy and 
Gleeful. Less extreme values are pleased, good, conforted, receptive, warm, 
etc. Please note that we are Interested In your feelings and not necessarily 
In your actions, or your deslreB to take action. Pocus on your feelings at 
the time. In making these ratings. Now you rate your feelings on Scale 5.
Seale 6 - Instructions: People often are reluctant to respond the way they 
really feel, or desire to, In a particular situation, because they anticipate 
unwanted external consequences of an Aggressive or harmful nature If they do 
(ostracism, a dirty look, a punch In the nose, a misinterpretation of their 
behavior, etc.). Rate the amount of Aggression or harm that you anticipate 
the other subject(s) would respond with, should you do what you really would 
have liked to do or felt like doing during the last time period.* Remember, 
we have defined Aggression as anything that Is harmful physically or psycho* 
logically. Reread the Scale 1 definition if you have questions about this or 
ask the Interviewer.

Look at Scale 6. Scale Point 5 Is labelled Neutral-no future Aggressive 
consequences were anticipated. Scale Point 9 Is labelled Extrene-Aggresslve • 
Consequences were antldpated-antldpated being cruelly Insulted or forcefully 
pushed.

If what you anticipated was less harmful or Aggressive than #9, circle 
the line corresponding to the appropriate magnitude. Note that the other 
adjectives use the Extreme anchor as their reference point-and are equally spaced

If what you anticipated was more harmful or Aggressive than #9, circle 
the line corresponding to the magnitude beyond point 9 that you anticipated.
If you anticipated a fractured jaw for example, some point beyond point 9 would
be appropriate. Now rate your anticipation on this scale.
Scale 7 - Instructions: Rate the amount of trouble you anticipated you would
be likely to ?et into with the experimenter and/or the school authorities if
you did what you really wanted to during the last time interval. Trouble Is
defined as physical or psychological h a m  you anticipated as forthcoming.
1. Please base your rating on your actual anticipation or what you think your 
anticipations nay have been If any, of such harm during the last tine period.
2. Do not rate the amount of harm you potentially could suffer at their hands. 
Rate the amount of harm, you felt likely to suffer, given all the circumstances 
and aspects of the situation In which you found yourself during the last time 
period, If you did what you really wanted to do to or with the other subject(s).*

Look at Scale 7. Scale point 5 Is labelled Neutral-no harm or trouble 
anticipated. Scale point 9 Is labelled Extreme Harm or Trouble anticipated* 
likely I would be cruelly Insulted or pushed by the experimenter. If what you 
anticipated was less harmful than #9 circle the proper scale point correspond* 
lng to the magnitude of the harm Involved In the trouble you would be In.
Note that the other adjectives use the Extreme anchor as their reference point 
and are equally spaced. If what you anticipated was more hamful than #9 
circle the appropriate point beyond #9. If you anticipated a likely suspen­
sion from school If you did what you really wanted, you would probably pick 
a point beyond #9. Now you complete Scale 7.

« as previously Indicated
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Scale 8 - Instructions: Rate the magnitude of Internal Agression or 
Internally produced harm (such as guilt, fear, sorrow, shame, anxiety, 
embarrassment, etc.) if any,,that you would have likely experienced, If you 

** did what you really desired to do during the last tine period, even If
neither the subject nor the authorities cared If you did It. Look at Scale
8. Scale point 9 Is labelled Extreme Internal harm-as harmful as being 
cruelly Insulted or forcefully pushed by someone else. All adjectives are 
with reference to #9, and are equally spaced. If you would experience 
internal harm that you feel Is less harmful than the amount of harm In #9
circle a point between 5 and 9. If you feel for example, you would hate
yourself or be anAlous for a month, a scale rating more than #9 might be
appropriate. Now rate Scale 8.

>

* As previously Indicated
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APPENDIX H

Mood Scale Calibration Packet - Part 3

Self Reported Suspicion Data, etc
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Code______________

Please answer the following questions with reference to the last tine 
period mentioned, that Is, the time period beginning when you completed 
the Biographical Questionnaire and ending when you filled out the Mood 
form for the 3rd tine:

1. People often have thoughts, fantasies, Ideas or desires, which may or 
aav not be related to the situation they are In. We feel these might 
affect people's mood scale performance and would like to compensate 
for them. Old you have any thoughts, desires or fantasies during this 
time period that you have not already mentioned?
Circle One: Yes No
If Yes, please describe

2. Is there anything else about the experimenter, other subject(s) or even 
waiting room (like the color of the walls) that might have affected your 
mood during this time period?
Circle One: Yes No
If Yes, describe In detail

The following questions refer to the present moment.

1. What do you expect the experiment you will soon be In will be like?

2. Have you been as honest as possible In answering these questions?

Calibration Quotient 

Stop. DO NOT TURK PAGE UNLESS INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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Code

At this point, let me Inform you that more than one subject was asked to 
report to the waiting room for the preliminary procedure. Part of the reason 
this was done was to expedite matters. However, we also wanted you to rate 
each other's behavior to get mutual measures of each other's moods, to see 
If this Is an effective way to calibrate the mood scale, and to see If your 
mood was expressed in any way through your behavior so that another person 
might recognise It. Please answer the questions below with reference to the 
last time period, that Is, the one beginning with your completion of the Bio­
graphical Data Sheet and ending with the 3rd Mood form.

1. Did your behavior, during this time period, reflect the full Intensity 
of your feeling?
Circle One: Yes Ho Not Sure
If No or Not Sure, how Intense would your behavior have been If It had
mirrored the Intenseness of your feeling?

2. Did your behavior reflect the actual content of your feelings, that Is, 
did you carry out the Ideal activity you would have like to carry out In 
the situation?
Circle One: Yes No Not Sure
If No or Not Sure, what would you have like to do and why? Also, why did
you not do It? (Be specific, detailed)

3. Would you have behaved the same way If you had not received the prelimi­
nary Instructions for the experiment you will be In?
Circle One: Yes No Maybe
If No or Maybe, how might your behavior have been different during this
time period?

4. Would you have behaved the same way If you were not waiting to participate 
in a psychology study?
Circle One: Yes No Maybe
If No or Maybe, how might your behavior have been different during this
time period?
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S. Would you have behaved differently if you were with a different 
experimenter or subject during this time period?
Circle One: Yes No Haybe
If No or Maybe, how might your behavior have been different?

6. Did you feel that the other subject(s) (Circle One)
1. did not behave In a way that affected your mood, one way or the other
2. did behave In a way that affected your mood, but probably did not 

realize he had performed the behavior In question, as he was not 
concentrating on it,

3. did behave In a way that affected your mood, and was aware of his 
behavior, but probably felt It would not have harmful consequences 
to you and/or could not help himself.

4. behaved In a way that affected your mood, was consciously aware of 
this behavior, but did not care if It harmed you or not.

5. behaved In a way that affected your mood, when consciously aware of 
this behavior, and hoped It would harm you.

6. None of the above; please specify

STOP: DO NOT TURN PAGE UNTIL REQUESTED TO DO SO.

Calibration Quotient
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We have found through preliminary testing that some people have suspicions 
and fears which can affect their mood. To help us deal with this source of 
mood variability please complete the following Information, honestly.

1. Do you feel you have been and will be open and honest in the expression 
of your desires, opinions and feelings In answering the questions? 
Circle One: Yes No Maybe
If No or Maybe Indicate why not.

2. Have you ever been down to the speech and education clinic or have you 
taken any advanced education courses? If Yes, describe.

Answer the following with reference to your previous suspicions If any.

3. Were you, during the last time period we Questioned you about, suspicious 
that the mirrors In this clinic are special 1-way mirrors?
Circle One: Yes No Maybe

4. Were you at that time suspicious that you were being observed?
Circle One: Yes No Maybe
If Yes or Maybe, answer the following, If No go to question 8.

5. Rate how suspicious you were at that time.
1 2 3 4 5

Mild Moderate Strong Extreme Convinced

6. On what were your suspicions based?

7. Why did you think I might want to observe you?

8. Were you during the tine period in question suspicious that we really 
were studying the behavior of the other subject and yourself during that 
time period and that the experimenter left the room on purpose?
Circle One: Yes No Maybe
If Yes, answer questions below, If No, go to question 12.

Calibration Quotient
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9. Rate your degree of suspicion at the tine.
1 2 3 4 5

Mild Moderate Strong Extreme Convinced

10. On what were these suspicions based?

11. At the tine, why did you think we wanted to study subject(s)' behavior 
during this tine period?

12. During this period were vou suspicious the other subject was really an 
actor paid by the experimenter?
Circle One: Yes No Maybe
If Yes or Maybe, answer below. If ho, go to 16.

13. Sate how suspicious you were at the time.
1 2 3 4 5

Mild Moderate Strong Extrene Convinced

14. On what were these suspicions based?

15. Vhy did vou suspect we hired an actor?

16. Misc. Comments

Please complete the first Biographical Data Sheet and stop. Walt for Instructions.

Calibration Quotient,



APPENDIX I

Biographical Questionnaire

Flr6t tvo pages used In experimental procedure; la6t tvo 
given at end of debriefing.
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Code__________ BIOGRAPHICAL OUESTKTNAIKE

Age___________

Sex

Race

Height________

Weight_________

My three main hobbies, Interests, or favorite activities

Do you havea( )cold, ( )allergies - If yes, please specify___________________
( )ulcers, ( ) high blood pressure, ( ) heart disease of any kind - please

specify C ) eye condition - please specify

( )cancer - please specify ( )asthna, ( )dlabetes, ( )Infections-

please specify_________________, ( )anemia ( )resplratory ailment or lung
disease, ( )epilepsy, ( )ear Impairment, ( )dermatitis, ( )kidney disease,
( )mlgrain headaches, ( ) brain damage, ( ) liver difficulties, ( ) fainting
spells or fits, ( )taking medication - please specify______________________,
( )genlto-urlnary condition

Class and Curriculum Humber Occupation If FT

liajor (probable) Career eoal

Number of siblings

Mother's Height Father's Height ..

Mother's approx. age 

Father’s approx. age 

Mother's occupation 

Father's occupation

My parents ( )live together, ( )are separated, ( )dlvorced, ( )only my father

Is living, ( )only my mother Is living.

I was raised until my fifth year by ( )my mother, ( )my father, ( ) both parents,

( ) other_______________________.
Father's political beliefs ( )liberal, ( )mlddle of the road, ( )conservative.

Mother's political beliefs ( )liberal, ( )mlddle of the road, ( )conservative.
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Code

Father’s Social Beliefs (attitudes towards sexual permissiveness, maintenance
of sex roles, drug usage, permissive child rearing, 
alternate life styles, etc.)

( ) liberal ( ) middle of the road ( ) conservative
Mother’s Social Beliefs
( ) liberal ( ) middle of the road ( ) conservative
Tpur Bfillftla
( ) liberal ( ) middle of the road ( ) conservative
Father’s voting preference In major U.S. elections (Senate, House and
Presidential only). Votes for members of the given party In these elections 
at least 3/4 of the time.
( ) Republican ( ) Democrat ( ) Liberal ( ) Conservative
( ) Other ( ) No party preference
Mother’s voting preference
( ) Republican ( ) Democrat ( ) Liberal ( ) Conservative
( ) Other ( ) No party preference
Your voting preference
( ) Republican ( ) Democrat ( ) Liberal ( ) Conservative
( ) Other ( ) No party preference
Father's voting preference for local office (City Council, Mayor, State Senate,

Assembly, Judges, etc.)
( ) Republican ( ) Democrat ( ) Liberal ( ) Conservative
( ) Other ( ) No party preference
Mother's voting preference for local office
( ) Republican ( ) Democrat ( ) Liberal ( ) Conservative
( ) Other ( ) No party preference
Your voting preference for local office
( ) Republican ( ) Democrat ( ) Liberal ( ) Conservative
( ) Other ( ) No party preference
Religious Preference: For each question Indicate:
1. the answer that applies to you by checking the ’*le" column.
2. the answer that applies to your mother by checking the "mother" column.
3. the answer that applies to your father by checking the "father" column.

Mg. H&hgj: Either
Present religion 
Catholic (list type)

Protestant (list type) 
Jewish (list type)

Agnos tic-Atheis t
Other (list type)

Frequency of worshlr> (of each above)
1. Every day
2. Almost every day
3. Itrlce a week
4. Once a week
5. Only on holidays
6. Once a year
7. Never
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Code

Religious Preference (continued) Mg. Mother Father

Compared to other members of the general faith (all Jews, Protestants, etc.) 
Indicate the strength of religious conviction for each family member.
1. Devoutly religious - follows : 

almost all religious customs 
God plays a great role in 
life, second to none

2. Strongly rc’tgious
3. Moderately religious, 

believes in God, follows 
some religious customs, 
generally considered to 
be a good

A. Slightly religious
5. Atheist or agnostic

Ethnic Background (check all thpt apply)
1) Puerto Rican 2) Italian 3) Jewish A) Chinese 5) Irish 6) Polish 7) German 
8) Russian 9) Israeli 10) Greek 11) American Indian 12) VIA3P 13) Other Oriental 

■> (please aneclfv 1A) Arabic (please specify) 15) African
(please specify 16) South American (please specify) ... 17) West
Indies (please specify) IS) East European (please specify)
19) Other (please specify)______________20) hone of the above (please specify)

For each farlly member listed below,
1. Give the approximate percentage of each person's life that he has resided 

in the fifty states.
2. Give country of birth of each.
3. Give the name of the chief country or territory where the remainder of 

that individual's life was spent.
Family Member U.S. Birthplace Remainder
You
Mother
Father
' other's mother 
Mother’s father 
Father's mother 
father's father 
Mother's grandparents 
(if known)
Father's grandparents 
(if known)

Combined Parents' Gross Income

Since nv fifth year. I have 1)lived with my parents or guardian 2)lived with
my parents until I was years old and an not now livin'* with them. 3)lived
. with my parents or guardian except for all the time Intervals greater than one 
year duration listed below (list your age when separation began and age when
it ended if it did) - (also specify nature of separation)____________________
1.__________________________________________________________________________ _
2 .______________________________________
3. _ _
A . __________________________________________________________________________
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Sibling Information; For each brother and sister* list name, age, age 
difference from you, sex, height, weight, present grade level (eighth, 
eleventh, sophomore, second year Master's, etc.) or last grade level 
achieved, if not in school, major in college, occupation if working.

Kane Age Age Diff. Sex Ht. Wt. Gr.Lev. Maj. Occup. Comments
1  _  __

2   .....
3.._____________________________________________________________________ ____
4  .______________________________________________________________________________
5 .___________________________________________________________________________
6 .  ___________________________________
7 .__________________________________________________________________________
8 .__________________________________________________________________________
9._____________________________________________________________ _________________

10.__________________________________________________________________________
For each numbered sibling listed above, check which of the following periods 
of your life that sibling was not living with you.

Nunbered Sibling 
Your age 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9  10
0-2 
3-5 
6-8 
9-11 
12-14 
15-17 
18-20 
21-23 
24-26
Cigarette Smoking: Indicate your frequency of smoking cigarettes during the
past year, a) did not smoke at all; b) one to five cigarettes a week; c) a pack 
a week to two packs; d) three to four packs; e) five to six packs; f)aeven to 
eight packs; g) more than eight packs a week.

>iy three naln sources of unhappiness in the last six months have been
1.______________________________________________________________________
2.______________________________________________________________________
3. - ___________________________________________________

hy three main sources of happiness in the last six months have been
1.   _
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Materials used in videotape Judging procedure.
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PREUMIKARY INSTRUCTIONS

We are currently obtaining volunteer unpaid subjects for future participation 
in an ongoing lab research project which will require us to spend a great deal 
of effort and time on each subject. It is therefore highly important that ve 
are able to choose the appropriate aubjects for our work before we begin re­
search procedures with then.

To obtain volunteers with the appropriate characteristics and background for 
our project, we asked many people to come to our facilities to fill out a 
biographical background questionnaire. Besides the biographical data on each 
prospective volunteer, we also wanted to get an idea of what each person's 
natural behavior was like under neutral, non-experlmental conditions, when 
the researchers were not around. To do this, as part of our screening process 
we left the volunteers alone in pairs while they filled out the biographical 
form, and a video-tape was secretly made of their behavior through a hidden 
camera.

Now, in order to objectively measure each volunteer's behavior compared to all 
those available for our research, we'd like you to aid us by rating his video­
taped behavior along the scale(s) you have been given. Since we had so many 
video-tapes,we can't show all of them to you; other classes will view the rest.

Please note that there was almost always more than one potential volunteer 
present during any given video-tape segment. Since we only want you to rate 
the behavior of one volunteer during any given segment, we have masked half
the TV screen. To ensure the validity of your ratings, it is essential that
you Ignore the verbal and non-verbal behavior of the masked individual in 
making your ratings. Trv vour best to 1udp.fi the unmasked individual's behavior, 
verbal and non-verbal, as if he were the only person vou could see and hear.
This way, we can get independent ratings for all participants. Other classes, 
will rate the masked individuals on the sacs scales. Ideally we would have 
edited the tapes so only one volunteer appeared but this was technically un­
feasible. Instead we must rely on you to remain uninfluenced by the masked 
person's behavior or statements.

Please note too, that some words or actions on the video-tape may be hard to 
make out. If you feel this night affect your rating of a particular volunteer, 
ask us what was actually said or done and we'll clarify it for you.

If you have any questions, please ask. If not, read your scale instructions
and look up when you're ready to begin vie'.jing.
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SCALE 1 - AGCRBSSIVElfESS - COr:STITCTIVE?!ESS

We would like you to indicate how Constructive or Aggressive you think the 
actions of each unmasked Individual would be to an average person. We are 
not necessarily referring to how Aqgressive-Kamf-l or Constructlve-Kelpful 
it Is to the individual whose face is nasked but rather how Aggressive-Con- 
atructlve it would be to anv person. Actions that are generally considered 
Constructive are actions that In general, help or potentially help other 
people or contribute to their overall well being, physical or psychological.
A Constructive action •night be one that in general, helps othetf nalntaln or 
secure something they value suck as a valued state of xnlnd, a valued asset, 
a valued object, or valued feelings such as happiness, security, etc. Actions 
that are considered Aggressive are those that, In general, destroy, harm, or 
threaten to harm something physical or psychological that Is valued by others, 
such as a valued state of mind, a valued asset, a valued object, or valued 
feelings such as happiness, security, etc. For example, If an action Is 
generally considered to result In another person'a loss of pride, self respect, 
security, etc., or resulted In lost happiness, peace of nlnd, a lost job, lost 
values, etc., It would be considered an Aggressive act. On the other hand,
If a person's actions tended to make other people feel happy, valued, secure, 
proud, wealthy, beautiful, etc., they are defined as Constructive.

Please note that the kev Issue is whether the action hams or helps people as 
described above. Other definitions that you may have learned for the words 
Aggreaslve or Constructive should be Ignored. For example, some people use 
the phrase "he's an aggressive salesman". They are using the tern In a 
different way from that meant above. Concentrate on the definitions listed 
above In making vour ratings.

Also, please note that most of the behavior you will be seeing does not 
Involve a great deal of physical h a m  or help. In fact most of the h a m  or 
help is psychological In nature. Therefore, in constructing the scale you 
will be using for your ratings, we have r.iven vou examples of actions that we 
feel are probably more extreme one wav or the other, than those vou will be 
encountering. Use these actions as vour reference points in making your ratings. 
We are arbitrarily defining then as Extreme. Therefore, any "less than Extreme" 
rating should be made with reference to these actions and not to some other 
standard of Extreme (like murder) that you rav have usua ilY..teidx

Look at the scale below. One side Is labelled Extremely Aggressive - equiva­
lent In ha m  to someone cruelly Insulting someone or forcefully pushing them.
This point has been given a numerical value of 0. The other end Is labelled 
Extrenely Constructive - equivalent to someone lavishly and sincerely compli­
menting someone or offering someone a lift home In the rain when he really 
needs one. This point has been given a numerical value equal to S. In be­
tween these two points there are lesser levels of Aggression or Constructive­
ness. The middle point (4) is for actions that are judged to be neither 
Aggressive nor Constructive. You nay pick any point for your rating and enter 
the numerical value on your IBM sheet as directed. Remember though, that all 
ratings are with reference to the two opposite poles that wc have defined 
through actions we are calling Extreme.
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REPLICA OF ONE BOX TO BE MARKED ON THE IBM SHEET
Extremely Aggressive: This action Involves the ««wp amount of 
harm as cruelly Insulting someone or forcefully pushing him.

Strongly Aggressive*
Moderately Aggressive.
Mildly Aggressive.
Neutral Midpoint.
Mildly Constructive.
Moderately Constructive.
Strongly Constructive.
Extremely Constructive; This action Involves the same amount of 
warmth, and friendliness as someone lavishly or sincerely com­
plimenting someone or offering him a lift hone In the rain when 
he really needs one

DO HOT USE RATING 9: for experimenter's use only

This number represents the sequence number of box on IBM sheet. 
If you would like to Indicate an extreme either more than 0 at 
one end or farther out than 8 at the other, mark In 0 or 8 and 
then add a + nark or +s (Indicating number of nore extreme units 
vou would give It) next to the sequence number 1. For example:
I -H-l I If "0" were marked In, this would mean two units 
farther out than 0 - Extremely Aggressive as described above.
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Scale 2 - Instructions 

Appropriate-Normal lnapproprlate-Abnor"«.T

We vould like you to indicate how "Appropriate and Normal" or how Inappropriate 
and Ahnnrmftl you think the actions of each unmasked individual are. Appropriate 
Normal" actions could be defined as actions that are normal, rationed, reason­
able, Justifiable, understandable, natural, typical, and everyday, etc., which 
are carried out in general, by the "normal" people in our society. An action 
is called "Inappropriate and Abnormal" when it could be described as abnormal, 
irrational, unreasonable, not Justifiable, weird, crazy, deviant, sick, and 
possibly even bizarre in the extreme. People who act this way are thought 
to be "irrational, unreasonable, abnormal, weird or crazy".
Please note that we are not talking about actions that are merely impolite, 
Immoral or illegal, since sometimes some of them may be considered fairly 
appropriate, for example, not saying thank you if someone holds the door for 
you.
Look at the scale below. One side is labelled Extremely Appropriate and has
been given the number 0. The other side is labelled Extremely Inappropriate
and Abnormal and has been given the value 8. Actions may be rated anywhere 
along this scale and there are lesser equally spaced values and numbers for 
this purpose. Pick any point for your rating in each case and enter the 
numerical value of it on your IBM sheet as directed. You will make one rating
for each segment.

Replica of One Box to be Marked on the IBM Sheet

• 1 • 

. 2 .

. 3 •

. k .

. 5 . 

. 6 . 

. 7 . 

. 8 . 

9 •

Extremely Appropriate, Normal.

Strongly Appropriate, Normal.

Moderately Appropriate, Nonnal.

Mildly Appropriate, Normal.

Neutral Midpoint.

Mildly Inappropriate, Abnormal.

Moderately Inappropriate, Abnormal.

Strongly Inappropriate, Abnormal.

Extremely Inappropriate, Abnormal.

DO NOT USE RATING S'. For experimenter's use only.
This number represents the sequence number of box on 
IBM.
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AVOIDAKCE OF GENUINE EMOTIONAL HONESTY

We can define the Avoidance of Genuine Emotional Honesty as the avoidance 
of a forthright, honest, candid and frank expression and display of one's 
feelings about another Individual, to that individual In any given situation. 
Some people are unable to tell other people the vay they are feeling about them 
under most circumstances, while with others It Taries with the situation.
Please rate each volunteer (unmasked) as to how completely be avoids letting 
the other volunteer(s) present, know what he is feeling about them or their 
actions, that is, the extent to which he Avoids Showing Emotional Honesty.

In each segment you'll see, tne volunteers sat together for a while and worked 
on the Biographical forms, which there tinder no compulsion to completely finish 
at that time. In each segment, only rate the unmasked individual. Use the 
scale below to make your ratings on the IBM sheet as instructed. Make 
one rating for each segment.

Replica of One Box to be Marked on the IBM Sheet

0

1

2 — >

3

h — >

5

6

7

e

9 • - >

1

Mo Avoidance:. gives honest, candid, frank expression 
and display of his feelings to the other volunteer about 
the other volunteer or his actions.

Mildly avoids giving honest, candid frank expression...

Moderately avoids giving honest, candid, frank expression.

Strongly avoids giving honest, candid, frank expression...

Extreme Avoidance: extremely avoids letting the other
volunteer know what his feelings are about the other volunteer 
or his actions.
BO MOT USE THIS RATING: for experimenter's use only

Represents sequence number of box on IBM sheet.
Mote that the intermediate values of 1,3, 5 and 7 may be 
used, and all numbers are equally spaced from each other.
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APPENDIX K

Formulas

Descriptions and derivations of formulas used 

for analyzing results.
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F O R  M U L A S

t test for significance of sample correlation
t  = r m  n-i

\l
M - i -

I - Ai'ny

Fisher Z test formula for test of differences betveen 6ample correlations 

.(see Guilford p.569)«

^  V  ^  (Fisher)

\f^-3 +  Nl-3Fisher based test of difference betveen sample correlation and theoretical 

population value (see Cohen p.5l)

a s  H  t/ - 2  Z' (Fisher)

\ l  K - 3
Hotelling's test of the differences betveen tvo correlations dravn from 
same sample vith one variable in cannon (see Cohen p.53)

t —  (rxy- fM) \| (fN - 3 ) ( I -r rx V
(l 4- s) %  \ | 7

Cohen (p.53) based formula for test of difference betveen independent slopes. 
Cohen states:

t =  .Be - Bf
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F O R M U L A S  (contd.)

Since the unbiased standard error of the estimate
(SEE) = X ^ t y - y T

X' n - A . —

( See Nie et al p.32^
^  ( y - / ‘) y =  N - l  LSC)y therefore,

substituting this Taluq the formula becomes

t= B t - B F _______  ,
\ J ^  x  Xs U g  =  N e + N c - 4
rmuxa for test fft differences betveen sample slope valueCohen based formoLa for test" $Y 'differences betveen sample slope 

and population slope value •

S1"cet =  Be-8r 
Ne-i(seee J'i. Nr - i  (SEE?)1'

n F + n f - V
Then if BF = population slope

r = Be - Spe
J-

—  B s - d p - e -  *
Site.

\

formula based on personal communication vith Thad Harshbarger



APPENDIX L

Independent Checks on Effectiveness of Experimental 
Manipulations and Validity of Our Rating Procedures.
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Independent Checks on Effectiveness of Experimental 
Manipulations and Validity of Our Ratine Procedures

Independent Checks of Aggresslveness-Constructlveness Kanlpulatlon

Nine Instigations, deemed to vary widely along the aggressiveness-

constructiveness continuum were chosen for use In this study. They were

chosen based on questionnaire data from a pilot study, which indicated

they were rated as falling at widely varied points along the continuum

(see Appendix A).

To see If the actual performance of the confederates likewise had a 

wide-ranged harmful-helpful impact on our subjects the following checks 

were made:

Check 1 - Distribution of t1udees‘ ratines of Stimuli 

The first check was to inspect the frequency distribution of judges' 

ratings of the InstigationSalong a 9 P^* »ceJLe(see Table 21).

Table 21

Frequency Distribution of Judgments bv Rates of Aggressiveness- 
Constructlveness of Instigations Performed In This .study

Level of Judged Instigation Number of Instigations Performed

Zxtrerely Aggressive 6

Strongly Aggressive 11

Moderately Aggressive 9

Mildly Aggressive 11

Neutral 16

Mildly Constructive 9
Moderately Constructive 7

Strongly Constructive 8

Extremely Constructive 2
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As can be seen, college student raterajudged the actual Instigations 

that were performed in the study to vary widely along the aggresslveness- 

constructlveness dimension. Moreover, they judged that Indeed, us haa 

effectively produced instigations that could be deemed extreme in nature.

The one possible exception to this is the low nu?iber of instigations 

Judged to be extremely constructive. It may be that we lad trouble pro­

ducing these extremely constructive stimuli. However, an alternate inter­

pretation is that people in general do not see acts that might logically 

be constructive as constructive when per'ormed by strangers, for reasons 

discussed elsewhere*. Overall, however, it appeared that the

goal of producing stimuli that varied along a wide range of aggressiveness 

or constructiveness was effectively achieved.

Check 2 - Distribution of subjects' own self report data

While the ratings of our instigations by "objective Judges" demon­

strated that they did indeed range along the scale of aggressiveness- 

constructlveness, another check on the effectiveness of our manipulation 

of aggresslveness-corstructlveness was to Inspect t'ne frequency distribu­

tion of ratings of the subjects themselves. This data is presented in 

Table g 2.



317

Frgqupncv Distribution of Subjects'Own Ju d g m e n ts  of Aggresslveness- 
Constructlveness of Instigations Performed In This Study Based on 
Scale 1 Self Report Data

Subjects' Judgment of Instigation Number of Instigations Judged 
Performed

Extremely Aggressive 10

Strongly Aggressive 10

Moderately Aggressive 7

Mildly Aggressive 10

Neutral 12

Mildly Constructive 15

Moderately Constructive 10

Strongly Constructive 4

Extremely Constructive j 1

As can be seen, this data likewise Indicated that by the subjects' 

own self report, they judged thenselves to have been exposed to Instiga­

tions varying widely along the scale dimension of Aggresslveness-Construc- 

tlveness. Again, probably for reasons previously discussed, there were 

not as nany extremely constructive acts reported by the subjects as one 

would have liked and the reported scarcity was somewhat greater than that 

based on outside judgments of raters. Nonetheless, the data suggest 

that the nine Instigations did have the expected wide ranging effect on 

the subjects that had been hoped for.

Check 3 - Summary, anecdotal and verbal self report evidence 

A final check on the impact of our Instigations on the subjects 

consisted of their written self report of their experiences. A review
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of these self reports revealed that the subjects did Indeed juoge the 
confederates tu have behaved in a harmful or helpful manner and as 
planned,the stronger Instigations tended to have a more powerful effect.
This review also showed however, as expecteu, a certain amount of varl-

to
ability ■* /how subjects "took" each or the Instigations. For example, 
some subjects tended to evaluate our constructive stimuli as annoying 
and hence harmful. Other subjects tended to be oblivious to the harm 
contained In aome of the instigations. One subject became annoyed with 
our confederate, not because our confederate was smoking a cigarette In 
his face, but because he was afraid the confederate was trying to seduce 
him. Overall, however, subjects did verbally report perceiving the 
stimuli pretty much In the harmful or helpful manner that was Intended.

Independent Checks on the Effectiveness of the Manipulation of Context

As will be recalled,prior to the Instigations by the confederates, 
te had attempted to Induce one of the two contexts In the minds of any 
given subject. Two questions that needed to be answered tere first, did 
the subjects believe the contexts that were Induced, and second, did the 
subjects relate the context In any way to their behavior.

flttfih 1 Check on whether the contextual manipulation was accepted 
gubjg^i

With regard to the first question, there aas little doubt that 
subjects did believe and accepted the particular context that was Induc­
ed. Up until the time the experimental Instigation took place, the sub­
jects were totally Immersed In the procedures tnat I utilized to Induce 
the context. Written self reports of what was going on at that time re­
vealed that almost all subjects accepted the statements made by me as to 
what would happen and what their role In It would be. Self reports
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of what was occurring at this point In the procedure, mirrored the In* 
structlons and procedures I adopted. This was In contrast to self reports 
describing events during and Immediately following the Instigation, which 
at times were at variance to what I had maintained was taking place.
There Is little doubt that the Induced context was accepted and active 
In the subjects' mindswhen the Instigation occurred.

ChccK 2 . Check for independent Evidence of e.ffact of Context
With regard to the question of whether or not either of the contexts 

became the basis for an alteration of the subjects' behavior from their 
usual way of response, one check that was made waa to ask subjects If 
they felt their behavior was affected by the context as well as to ask 
them why they responded as they did. Near the end of the administration 
ot the "Mood Scale Calibration" packet, subjects were asked several rale* 
vant questions and were asked to Indicate a Yes, Maybe, No, choice for 
each. These responses were tested to see If they were significantly 
related to the particular context each subject had received, using the 
X* statistic.

Only the data of those subjects receiving an aggressive Instigation 
or constructive Instigation of at least moderate Intensity were included 
In this analysis, since It was assumed tnat due to tne nature of the 
Instigations they received, they would have been the ones who were most likely 

emotionally arouaed,while at the same time, for these reasons they were the 
ones most llkeiy to be inhibited by tne normal restraints of everyday life 
from making a response. I reasoned that If tney felt the low restraint 
context was effective in loosening these restraints, their answers would 
be the most sensitive Indicator ot differential effect of manipulation of 
context.
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The first question esked subjects was If they believed their behavior 
reflected the true Intensity of their feelings. The two groups recelvlr. 
either of the two contexts did not differ significantly In their answer. 
Across both groups approximately 55% said Yes* 7.1% said lot Sure and 

37.5% said ho.
The next question asked the subject*was If they thought they would have 

behaved the same# even If they had not received the Instructions they had 
prior to the Instigation. Again the computed X* showed no significant 
relationship between conditions of their answers and the context they had 
received. Approximately 76.8% felt they would have behaved the same way 
regardless. 7.1% were not sure and only 16.1% said they would not have 
behaved the same.

Analysis of a third question also revealed similar findings. When 
subjects were asked If they felt they would have behaved the way they had 
even If they had not been waiting to participate In a psychology study, 
once again there were no significant differences In the response of the 
groupireceiving either of the two contexts. 69.6% felt they would have 
responded the same; 19.6% said they weren't sure or It would depend on 
the situation, and only 10.7% felt they would have responded differently 
had they not been waiting to be In a study.

Thus, on all three questions, the results Indicated that most 
subjects did not attribute their behavior to the experimental situation 
and moreover, they did not see the context as having crucially affected 
their behavior one way or the other, regardless of the context they had 
received.

While we were thus unable to establish that subjects felt the 
context to be an Important determinant of their behavior, this does not
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mean that It wasn't. Rather, based on the results of my personal 
observations, and a review of the data I feel that the context was so 
persuasive and compelling that It affected the subjects In a very subtle 
nanner. For example, while subjects receiving each of the two contexts 
did not differ significantly In suspecting that they were being observed, 
or In suspecting that the other "student" was really a confederate, they 
did show a significant difference In how suspicious they were that I 
left the room on purpose just prior 'to the Instigation. Subjects In 
the low restraint group reported themselves significantly more suspicious 
that 1 left the room to give the "students" a chance to be alone together 
so I could see how they would interact. This increased suspiciousness 
was seen as an indicator that subjects receiving the lot? restraint con­
texts showed an increased tendency to think of their behavior In the 
room as something I night be Interested in observing in order to see 
if the subjects were able to "be themselves" with ne out of the room, 
prior to the beginning of the study itself and thus, as one subtle Indi­
cator that subjects had accepted the context and made It relevant to 
their behavior.

To sun up, while we feel confident that the subjects accepted the 
context, the Influence of the contextual manipulation - to the extent 
It did Indeed Influence the way the subjects behaved - was nuch more 
subtle In Its operation than we anticipated.
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Assessment of the Concurrent Validity of_Ou.r Jui&lng-Procedure
To ensure that the video-tape Judging procedure employed In this 

study is valid, several different checks of Its validity could be 

nade.

Chec?< 1 - Concurrent Validity - Comparison of raters' judgments 
with experimenter’s prior judgments.

Since each of the stimulus situations selected for use In this 
research had been given an approximate rating of aggressiveness and 
constructlveness by me, based on questionnaire ratings of such actions 
by student judges In prior research, one check was to see whether the 

Judgments made by Judges' viewing the video-tapes of each Instigation 
concurred with the judgments made of the aggresslveness-constructive- 
ness of each Instigation by ne. Table 23 tabulates my judgment of 
how aggressive or constructive each of the stimulus situations would 
be to the average person, against the median judgments of judges view­
ing each of the Instigations on video-tape (with different confederates 
and subjects each tine the Instigation occurred.) It also shows the 
obtained correlation between the magnitude of the Instigation I decided 
a given subject would receive a priori, and the raters' Judgments of 
what that subject received across all 79 subjects.
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liable 23
Table of Mean Raters' Judgment of Agereaslveness-ConBtructlvfi^aa 
for Each of the 9 Instigations Used In Study and Given a A Priori 
Value of As^resslveness-Constructlvenss by E

Stimulus
E's A Priori 
Judgment Value ^  Rater Value N r

9 Extremely Aggressive (9) 8.40 8 .83*, N - 79
8 Strongly Aggressive (8) 7.19 11
7 Moderately Aggressive (7) 7.51 9
6 Mildly Aggressive (6) 6.44 6
5 Neutral Constructive (5) 4.71 7
4 Mildly Constructive (4) 4.97 13
3 Moderately Constructive (3) 3.90 8
2 Strongly Constructive (2) 2.80 9
1 Extremely Constructive (1) 3.12 8

Note: All values are based on 9 point scale (where 1 ■ extremely con­
structive; 5 ■ neutral; 9 ■ extremely aggressive)

*p< .00001

As can be seen from Table 23. a high correlation was obtained be­
tween the ratings by college students of each Instigation performed and 
the a priori magnitude of aggressiveness-constructiveness assigned to 
each type of Instigation by the experimenter prior to Its performance. 
Not only was a high correlation obtained (r ^ .88, K - 73, p <  .00001), 
but the mean rater judgment for each of the nine stimulus situations was 
markedly similar to those made on a a priori basis by £ using the pilot 
questionnaire data as a guide (see Appendix A), with the exception of 
stimulus 8 and stimulus 1.
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With regard to those two stimuli, it Is likely that rather than the 
judging procedure being at fault, 1 overestimated how aggressive or con­
structive each of these instigations would be,by not taking into account 
the wide variability in how these actions might be perceived.

Overall then, the data indicated that college student raters were 
making valid distinctions between the instigations produced by the confederates 
and hence by Inference, between the responses made to them by the subsets 
as well.

Check 2 - Concurrent Validity - comparison of Raters1 Judgments
with sublects' ratines of instigations
A second check of the concurrent validity of these judgments was to 

tabulate the means of the subjects' ratings of aggresslveness-construc- 
tlveness for any given level of Judgment of aggresslveness-constructlveness 
as rated by the raters. This tabulation appears in Table 24. All numerical 

are with reference to a 7 point scale where 1 ” extremely constructive,
9 * extremely aggressive.

Also shown is the correlation obtained between the raters' Judgment 
of the magnitude of aggressive-constructive instigation any given S 
received, and the given S's on rating of what he received, (using Scalel 
see Appendix Q pp. ZE5-289) across all S's.
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Trtlc. I K
.Connarlaon of Means of Actual Subjects Judgments of Aggressiveness 
or Constructiveness for Each Level of Mater Judged Aggressive or 
Constructive Instigation

Judged Instigation
a

Value Mean S's
Judgment

b
N Computed r

Ext - Strong Aggressive (8.5) 8.72 11 .70*, N - 78

Strong - Mod. Aggressive (7.5) 7.80 10
Moderate - Mild Aggressive (6.5) 6.24 12
Kild “ Neutral Aggressive (5.5) 5.73 8
Neutral - Mild Constructive (4.5) 4.11 14

Mild - Mod. Constructive (3.5) 3.88 10
Mod. - Strong Constructive (2.5) 3.67 6
Strong - Extreme Constructive (1.5) 3.97 7

a - Numerical values of Instigation level have been recoded to allow 
ready comparison of numarlcal magnitudes.

b - Data obtained from Scale 1 (see Appendix Q. pp»2P5-2S9 ).
*p< .00001

Aa can be seen, a high correlation was obtalnc ' between judgments 
by student raters of how aggressive or constructive the 79 Instigations 
actually performed were, and the subjects' own Judgments of how aggressive 
or constructive the Instigations they received were (r ■ .70, N ■ 78, 
p <”.00001). A look at the subjects' mean judgment of how aggressive or 
constructive each of the Judged Instigation levels was, shows that not 
only Is the relation between the variables quite strong but both subjects 
and Independent student raters showed marked similarity In their magni­
tudes of their judgments, with the exception of the extremely constructive
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instigation levels. As discussed in other sections of this paper, the 
latter disagreement would be theoretically expected. Overall, then, the 
conpariaon again illustrates the concurrent validity of the Judges' ratings 
of the instigations on the video-tapes and by inference, their ratings of 
the subjects' responses to these instigations.
AflBPfigment of the Construct Validity of our JuMnr. Procedure

Another set of checks on the validity of our Judging procedure involved 

an independent check of its construct validity.
If our Judges successfully evaluated the aggressiveness-constructiveness 

of our experimental instigations, then when these Judgments were grouped 
into nine instigation levels, ranging from Strong-Extreme Aggressive to 
Strong-Extreme Constructive, subjects who received the more extreme aggres­
sive level should show higher mean levels of KAACL hostility, KAACL depression, 
self reported hostile desires and fears of h a m  fror the C's, the E or one­

self, than subjects who were Judged to have received lower instigation 
levels. Conversely, subjects judged to have received the Strong-Extreme 
Constructive should show higher mean levels of self reported desires to 
be helpful than subjects receiving less constructive insitgation levels, 
but should not show high mean scores on the other self report measures.

Results of these checks (Checks 1 - 2)are shown below. Also akown 
are the correlations obtained between the magnitude of aggressive or 
constructive instigation each S received and his actual self report score 

on each scale, across all subjects.

Check 1 - Construct validity - correlation between rater ludsnents 
and subjects' IIAACL degression and hostility scores following the 
instigations
The first check on the construct validity of our Judging procedure 

was to see if the Judgments would correlate with the subjects' 1IAACL
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•elf reported affect obtained immediately following the Instigations 
P (see Appendix P,p.2<* )

that were actually received, (see Appendix E.p.274 ) If the Judgments

were accurate, a good correlation would be obtained. MAACL 3 was 
administered Just after the instigation occurred and standard MAACL hos­

tility and depression scores vere obtained. The mean self ralng of MAACL 
hostility and depression for subjects receiving each of the nine Judged 
instigation levels appears in Table 25. as does the correlation obtained 
between the magnitudes of instigation each S. was Judged to have received 

and his MAACL hostility and depression scores, across all 79 subjects.

Table ^
of Moan MAACL 3 Hostility (H) and Depression (D) Scores 

Obtained Following Each Different Level of Judged Aggressive.or 
Constructive Instigation

Instigation Level
a

Value
b

X H
b

X 0 K r

Ext-Strong Aggressive (7.5) 16.18 21.18 11 r - .60*, N - 79
H

Strong-Mod. Aggressive (6.5) 11.83 18.10 10 r - .46*, N - 79 
D

Moderate-Mild Aggressive (5.5) 12.67 19.90 12
Kild-Neutral Aggressive (4.5) 10.63 16.13 8
Neutral-Mild Constructive (3.5) 9.67 17.27 15

Mild-Moderate Constructive (2.5) 7.30 14.20 10
Mod.-Strong Constructlve (1.5) 7.67 13.83 6
Strong-Extreme Constructive ( .5) 6.71 14.57 7

a
Numerical values of instigation level have been recorded to allow ready 
comparison of numerical magnitudes.
Based on standard MAACL scoring system (see Appendix B,p. 274 for MAACL)

* p  {  . 0 0 0 0 1



328

As can ba scan, both the pattern of the data and the obtained 
correlations support the construct validity of the video rated judg­

ments.
As can be seen,the relation between each judged level of Instigation

and the mean MAACL hostility and depression scores found for all these
subjects receiving that level, across all levels, was quite high and the
pattern was as expected.

Further, a strong correlation was obtained between the magnitude of
the Instigation each person received, as judged by independent raters,
and the magnitude of MAACL hostility and depression he showed, across all
70+ subjects. This data thus also supported the construct validity of
the raters' Judgments of the Instigations.

Check 2 - Construct validity - correlation between rater Judgments 
of Instigations and iubjects self renort of daslres to r*clorocate 
and fears of retaliation for reciprocity (see Appendix t̂ d .310)
Other data also supported the construct validity of our manipula­

tion. Tables 6,7,28, 29 and 30 show for any given level of judged 
Instigation - the mean level of subjects' self reported desires to be 
helpful In return (X's, Scale 3); desires to be harmful (X's, Scale 4); 
degree of harm anticipated from subject If S reciprocated the Instigation 
(X's, Scale 6); degree to which S would have feared retribution by E If 
he reciprocated (X’s, Scale 7);and degree to which S would have harmed 
himself but felt bad If he reciprocated (X's, Scale 8). The values for 
levels of Instigation have been recoded along a 9 point scale where 
1 ■ extremely constructive; 9 ■ extrenely aggressive and 5 " neutral.

The correlation obtained between the magnitudes of Instigation each 
S was judged to have received and his self report score on each of the 
above scales, across all subjects, is also shown on a table by table basis.
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TftHe 26
limans of Sub1 ec t o* Reported Magnitudes of Desires to be Helpful to 
Confederate Following Each Different Level of Judged AggreaalVe 
or Constructive Instigation

Instigation Level
a

Value T  Magnitude 
of Desire

b
N Computed r

Ext-Strong Aggressive (1.5) 5.50 11 r - .26*. N - 78
Strong-Mod. Aggressive (2.5) 5.76 10
Moderate-Mild Aggressive (3.5) 5.36 12
Mild-Neutral Aggressive (4.5) 5.38 8
Keutral-Mlld Constructive (5.5) 5.82 14
Mild-Moderate Constructive (6.5) 6.00 10
Mod.-Strong Constructive (7.5) 6.27 6
Strong-Extreme Constructive (8.5) 6.43 7
a
Numerical values of Instigation level have been recoded to allow ready 
comparisons of numerical magnitudes.

b
Data obtained from Scale 3 (see Appendix 0.a»28g) where 5 ■ no helpful 
desires; 9 ■ desire to be extremely helpful and constructive as defined 
by anchor points.

*p<.01
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Table 27

Means of Subjecttf'Self Rated Magnitudes of Desires to be Harmful 
to Confederate Following Each Different Level of Judged Aggressive 
or Constructive Instigation

Instigation Level
a

Value X Magnitude 
of Desire

b
N Computed r

Ext-Strong Aggressive (8.5) 8.86 11 r - .47*, N - 78
Strong-Mod. Aggressive (7.5) 6.50 10
Moderate-MiId Aggressive (6.5) 5.94 12
Mi Id-Neutral Aggressive (5.5) 5.25 8
Neutral-Mild Constructive (4.5) 5.07 14
Mi Id-Moderate Constructive (3.5) 5.40 10
Mod.-Strong Constructive (2.5) 5.00 6
Strong-Extrene Constructive (1.5) 5.00 7
a
Numerical values of instigation level have been recoded to allow ready 
comparison of magnitudes.

b
Based on Scale 4 (see Appendix P .p.29* ) where 5 ■ no desires to be 
harmful; 8 m desires to oe extremely harmful, as defined by anchor 
point.
*p< .000001
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I*frlc,2S
Means of Subjects*Self Bated Magnitudes of Retaliation Feared 
Fron Confederate Following Different Levels of Judged A»or»g«tv« 
orConstructlve Instigation If Subjects Acted Out Their Real 
Desires

Instigation Level
a

Value X Anticipated 
Retaliation

b
N Computed r

Ext-Strong Aggressive (8.5) 8.80 11 r - .57*, N - 76
Strong-Mod. Aggressive (7.5) 7.25 10
Moderate-MlId Aggressive (6.5) 6.59 11
Mild-Neutral Aggressive (5.5) 5.43 7
Neutral-Mild Constructive (4.5) 5.19 14
Mild-Moderate Constructive (3.5) 5.36 10
Mod.-Strong Constructive (2.5) 5.00 6
Strong-Extreme Constructive (1.5) 5.14 7
a
Numerical values of Instigated level recoded to allow ready comparison 
of magnitudes.
b
Based on Scale 6 data (see Appendix p p. 290 ) where 5 ■ no fear of
retaliation; 9 ■ fear of extreme retaliation, as defined by anchor point.

*p <  .00001
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' TiMc 2»
Means of Subjects*Self Rated Magnitude of Retribution Feared

Ayt^9ElttM .ggUwlas .Plflerent itfivela ol Judged Aggreaalvg
or Constructive Instigation If Subjects Acted Out Their Real
Bcairsa

Instigation Level
a

Value X Anticipated 
Retaliation

b
N Computed r

Ext-Strong Aggressive (8.5) 6.77 11 r - .35*. N - 77
Strong-Mod. Aggressive (7.5) 5.50 10 .

Moderate-Mild Aggressive (6.5) 5.03 12
Mild-Neutral Aggressive (5.5) 5.00 7
Neutral-Mild Constructive (4.5) 5.00 14
Mild-Moderate Constructive (3.5) 5.00 10
Mod.-Strong Constructive (2.5) 5.00 6
Strong-Extreme Constructive (1.5) 5.00 7
a
Numerical values of Instigation level have been recoded to allow ready 
comparison of magnitudes.

b
Based on Scale 7 data (see AppendixOyp. 290 ) where 5 ■ no fear of
retribution; 9 • fear of extreme retribution; as defined by anchor point.

* p <  .00079
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Table ?o
Monng ftf SubWts* Self Rated Anticipated Iotropunltiveness 
Following Each Different Level of Judged Aggressive or

vg Instigation If Tr>ev Acted Out Their Real Desires

Instigation Level
a

Value X Anticipated 
Introounitive,

b
N Computed r

Ext-Strong Aggressive (8.5) 6.44 11 r - .33*. K - 77,
p< .002

Strong-Mod. Aggressive (7.5) 5.35 10

Moderate-MlId Aggressive (6.5) 5.39 12

Ml Id-Neutral Aggressive (5.5) 5.00 7

Neutral-Mild Constructive (4.5) 5.09 14

MlId-Moderate Constructive (3.5) 5.11 10

Mod.-Strong Constructive (2.5) 5.00 6

Strong-Extreme Constructive (1.5) 5.14 7

Numerical values of instigation level have been recoded to allow ready 
comparison of magnitudes.

b
Based on Scale 8 data (see Appendix 0 p. 290 ) where 5 • no fear of
lntropunltlveness; 9 * fear of extreme intropunitiveness; as defined
by anchor point.

* .00079
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As can be seen, for aach scale the relation between each Judged 

level of Instigation and the mean self reported response to It across 
levels* was quite high and the pattern was as expected. Further*
Inspection of the correlations obtained between the actual magnitudes 
of the Instigations college student raters judged each of the 70+ sub­
jects to have received In each case* and each subject's self reported 
motivational* emotional and cognitive reactions following each Instiga­
tion, showed strong significant positive correlations in each case. In sum*the 
consistency of this data provided further evidence for the construct 
validity of the 80 college students' rating of the Instigations shown 
on the video-tape and by Inference* supported the validity of rating of 
subjects' responses to these Instigations.
Assessment of Rater Bias

While we have found strong evidence In support of the validity of 
the video rating procedure* we have not so far eliminated the possibility 
that rater bias could have produced some of this evidence. There are 
two types of rater bias In question here.

The first type would consist of judges rating the Instigator's 
behavior based on the subject's response. If this occurred* we would 
then obtain the strong "construct validity" correlations not because the 
Instigator's behavior could predict the subject's affect and motivational 
arousal* but because the judgments of the Instigators' behaviors were 
contaminated and thus correlated highly with subjects' behaviors which 
In turn oorrelated highly with the self report data* e.g. given this 

type of bias* raters would have rated the subjects' behavior In effect 
but would have been unable to obtain a clear uncontamlnated picture of 
the confederate’« behavior.
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Inspection of the previously reported date however* suggested that this 
error was not being made excessively (if at all) because if it were* the 
raters' judgments would not have correlated as highly with my a priori 
Judgments of those instigations. Further,if such bias was a potent 
factor we would not have been able to demonstrate the effect of context 
on reciprocity as we were able to do. This is because if rater bias ~vas 
the factor producing tne correlations obtained between instigation 

Judgments and response Judgments* no such context effect would have been 
found* since the raters and tne experimenter were double blinded in the Judg- 
ing procedure as to which subject was used under which context. In sum then it 
appears that the elaborate procedures we used to minimize rater blaa were 
rather effective in eliminating this type of rater bias.

The second type of rater bias that might have occurred would have 
been for ratings of the subjects' responses to be contaminated by the be­
havior of the confederate* e.g. rates would inadvertently be aaslgnlng 
ratings for the subjects' responses oasea on confederates' behavior.
This would produce spuriously high reciprocity data.

Once more,the differential results as obtalnea under different con­
texts negated this possibility as playing a strong role in our oata 
ratings* as uld the low correlations found between Instigation and re­

sponse ratings under certain theoretically delineated conditional vblcb 
the rater had no awareness *

As a further step in showing the minimal Influence of rater blaa in 
producing the stronger correlations wa obtained* we can look at the 
spontaneous response data* where for reasons mentioned earlier in our dis­
cussion of• methodology, rater Ma s  could not logically have played a 
role since raters of the responses had no knowledge of the instigations 
(rhlcnwere rated by other raters).
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The reader will recall, that the spontaneous response data consisted of 

correlations between raters' ratings of Instigation with other raters' 
ratings of the "spontaneous" responses. For the verbal Instigations at 
least#the raters' rating the responses had no access to the Instigations 
since the responses they were rating were filmed following the termina­
tion of the Instigation by the C'aand since the response raters were 
not allowed access to viewing or hearing this Initial filmed Instiga­
tion.

Analysis of this verbal response data showed a strong significant 
correlation (r “ .9, K - 7, p<.005)»under low restraint conditions#be­
tween the ratings by those raters who saw the Instigations and those 
raters who saw only the "spontaneous" responses of the subjects follow­
ing the ceasing of the Instigations. Rater bias would not have produced 
those results, as In this case;the two sets of ratings were made totally 
Independently. Thus# despite being unable to rule out rater bias in this 
Instance, we were able to obtain a strong correlation between Instiga­
tion and response ratings rivaling those obtained elsewhere. This fact 
suggests that our other resultswere valid as well, despite the fact that some 
correlations were quite high ,-*nd were not merely a figment of the judges' 
Imagination.

Overall then, in view of the suggestions from Abe above, findings and 
our procedure to safeguard against rater bias, we felt fairly confidant 
In ruling out rater bias as an Important factor in producing our results.
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