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ABSTRACT

AN EMPIRICAL TEST OF RECIPROCITY THEORY IN A
SIMULATED NATURALISTIC SETTING: THE EFFECT
OF CONTEXTUAL FACTORS ON THE RECIPROCATION OF

AGGRESSIVE AND CONSTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR.
by

ROBERT P. NUSSBAUNM

Adviger: Professor Thad R, Harghbarger

In recent years, a number of researchers have been interested in
testing hypotheses based on Gouldner's reciprocity theory. One postu-
lateof 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 constructiveness. 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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ABSTRACT (continued)
reciprocity as being responsible for the observable behavior.

Despite the impressive consistency of the research they cited, our
opinion was that dus 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 fail to be supported in a more
naturalistic interaction between strangers and 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 dpsigned a simulated naturalistic office waiting-room
setting. Each subject sat alone in the room with one of four confederates
who administered one of nine pre-selected social stimulil representing nine
different levels of the aggressiveness-constructiveness vartfable. The
interaction took place either under a "normal restraint" condition, vwhere
the real 1ife atmosphere was minimally tampered with, or a "low restrainc"”
condi{tion where, via a prior set of manipulations, we encouraged a less
inhibited laboratory-type atmosphere.

All interactions were video-taped from behind a one-way mirror, and
the behavior of the confederates and subjects were rated by college student

Judges for aggressiveness-constructiveness and normality-abnormality.

_ These ratings were then intercorrelated and became the focus of our interest.

We put forth several hypotheses concerning the effect of context on
reciprocal beharvforal change, as indicated by obtained Pearson correlations
between magnitudes of aggrollivc;conltructivc stimuli, and subjects' responses
to them. Consistent with expectation, a low restraint contcxt-fllmdlar to

that in previous laboratory studies--fostered as high a degree of reciprocal
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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 i{nstigations were accompanied by reciprocal behavioral
change under low restraint conditfions 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
aggressiveness-constructiveness recefved 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 general inapplicability of previous laboratory findings

to real life normal restraint contexts and discussed the reasons for this.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

For the past twenty years, there has been increased study of vari-
ables affecting the manifestations of constructive and aggressive behavior.
The focus on these areas of human bghavior seems to sten from society's
growing concern about vielence and the need to predict and comntrol it,
as well as the increasing concern of society about fnsuring the continu-
ance of constructive bghavior among its members.

Previous laboratary findings have stirred the hope that such bchaviorl-
are predictable and understandsble as functions of antecedent aggressive
or constructive acts and other personal and situational variables. The
present study was undertaken in the light of these findings. It {s 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 Gouldner's reciprocity theory
(1960), which posited that such reciprocity of behavior would occur and
would be governed by norms of reciprocity.

However, a review of other li{terature 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 Gouldner's theory than is actually found in real life. Accordingly,
the question of how powerful and relevant the norm of rsciprocity really
is - and the degree to which people do reciprocate - vas an empirical
question that remained to be further explored and answered.



il believe that a 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
congidered aggressive and constructive acts as lying along a continuum,
Harshbarger (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 om the conse-
quences to the recipient of the action" (p. 1). As such, he conceived
the i{dea of studying "the entire constructiveness -aggressiveness con-
tinuum in {ts application to action by one person against another" (p.l).

Harshbarger'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 {n their analyses, possible
constructive responses to aggressive stimvli, or possible aggressive
responses to constructive at;muli. In thus narrowing the field of pos-~
sible responses to particula; 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 Harshbarger . 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). 1Implicit in Harshbarger's notion, and stated explicitly in the



present study was the idea that the "something" which was destroyed might
be tangible (one's house) or intangible (one's peace of mind). Likewise,
we followed Harshbarger in defining constructive acts as those which "help
another person physically, emotionally, financially, or in some other way"
(p. 1). 1In both our definitions, whether or not the act was intended,
was {rrelevant, except insofar as the intent made the act more or less
harmful or helpful.
Literature Review

A Th cgl View of Con ive Behgvio

In recent years, one line of research {nto constructive behavior
stemmed from hypotheses derived from reciprocity theory. Basically,the
results showed that on an empirical level, the changes {n the magnitude

of laboratory constructive behavior of subjects were a reasonably predict-

able 11n§ar 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 i{s, and how it and the studies
generated from it relate to actual every-day life situations.

Reciprocity theory was originally proposed by Alvin Gouldner (1960),
a sociologist. Gouldner'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 thcor!z 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 "i{ncumbent 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
past behavior" (p. 1790)

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 owm duties,
this norm thus serves to make {t right and proper that the second pcfnon
should reciprocate the services of the first and compels him to do so.
Gouldner also felt that this norm actually "mobilizes egofistic motivations
and channels them into the maintenance of the social system" and {s buttres~
sed by them. For among the sanctions attached to not obeying the norm are
"{f you want to be helped by others you must help them" (p. 173). Thus,
Gouldner pointed out that the norm of reciprocation {s 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



them". (p. 171) Gouldner could not theorize an exact exctange cf behav-
for but ratier theorized that a "rough equivalence” (p. 171) of the amount
of harm or help was 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 “imself discussed his theory with reference to such
constructive acts. TFurthermore, Gouldner's theory seemed to readily lend
itself to hypotheses concerning the relationship between constructive ra-
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
deronstrated in a scientific study; on another level, that of explaining N
the dynamics motivating the observable empirical reciprocity relationships,
it suggested the hypothesis that a norm of reciprocity was indeed behind
the behavioral reciprocation that must be cbserved.

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
seemed 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. lloreover, these alternative interpretations of the
observed data, i{f valid, would greatly limit the generalizability 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-



dictability 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.

tive behavior

Goranson et al (1968) addressed themselves to the hypothesis that
subjects operate as though "people should help those who help them" (p.
228). 1In this study, subjects were led to believe they were taking part
in a test of supervisory abi{lity. The subjects were asked to work om 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-supervisor 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 bshavior might have been
motivated by a heightened "norm of social responsibilicty" (p. 228), which
made the subjectsfeel that they should help not only the person who helped
them, but instead, that they should help anyone who i{s dependent on them,
that 1s, that they should be "socfally responsible” in their behavior.
Berkowitz and Daniels (1964) had previously demonstrated that indeed, sub-

Jects would work harder for a person, simply because they are told success



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

To see 1f this theoretical explanation accounted for the oblcrvgd dats,
they set up a study similar to the one just described. The study, (Goranson
et al (1958) had several different conditions. The help offered was either
"yoluntary”, "compelled by the experinenter', 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
adninistered asking the subjects "to what e:tent would most people have
expected you to work hard to help your supervigsor'. Results showed that
subjects who received voluntary Yelp felt *more expected to help than
subjects receiving compulsory help or subjects who had dealt with a confed-
erate who refvsed to help". The latter two groups answered the question
sinilarly. 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 suggzested the
reciprocity norm was at work heré and was stronger than the "responsibility
nora".

Other groups of subjects underwent the same conditions described
above, but had to help a different confederate-peer from the omne who
had or had not previously helped then. Here results indicated a moderate-
1y hish level of productivity with no differences attributed to the type
of help previously.ébtained froa the first confederate-peer. These find-
incs sugzested that the responsidility norr evoked by Lelp previously
received also could have been operating, as evidenced by the subject's
willingness to maintain a moderately hish level of productivity even
though they were working for a new confederate-supervisor wi:o had not

helped then previously at all.



The experimenters concluded that both hypothesized norms were at
work in their studies. .Thua, the results of their studies seemed not
only to support reciprocity theory on the empirical levellby showing
that people would return help offered, but also érovide evidence that a
norm of recipfbcity 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 diffeéent implications for the prediction whether or not
reciprocity of gonstructive acts would occur in real life,

Pruitt's (1963) study also provides support for reciprocity theory
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 dilema game" (p. 144), The procedure was introduced
to the participants as "analogous to real 1life situationBwhere people
exchange favors" (p. 145). Money was to be exchanged between pairs of
participants using the experimenter as an internediary. The participants
were told they could keep 5% of the monies théy had accumulated at the
atudy's end, Pruitt's data supported reciprocity theory on an enpirical
level, He reported that "more reward was provided to the other person
when he had previously sent out 807, of one dollar than when he had sent
out 207 of one dollar.” Illoreover Pruftt 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



unclear. Pruitt said that Gouldner's hypothesis that people reciprocated
benefits to elicit even furt'er benefits, could not be supported by his
data. He felt that while the porm 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 riore i{s given to then. Or, alter-
nately, Pruitt suggested that while reciprocity did not seem to be used
to encouraze giving by the other, {t 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. loreover, people did think in terms of reciprocating what
was given to them 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 somew:at 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,
tve tcasoned that the contextual factors, to be discussed later, wiich were
built i{nto 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 rizht be raised regard-
ing the limitations of the findings. ‘le will return to this point and its
relevance for studies of aggressive and constructive behavior in a later

section. lHowever, let us now review the theory and research on aggressive

behavior.
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A Theoretical View of Aasgressiv vi

tlost of the hypotheses tested and most of the research done to ex-
plore the relatfonship between agsressive behavior and antecedent events
and to gain an understanding thereof, to date, had stermed 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 (1360). We will now
look at each of these theories in turn.

Until recently, Dollard and lMiller's theory that "the occurrence
of aggressive behavior always nresupposes the existence of frustration
and contrary-wise that the existence of frustration always leads to some
form of aggression" (Dollard & MMiller, 1939, p. 1) had doninated psychol-
oglets' thinking i{n this area. Dollard and Miller additionally hypothe-
sized more specific relationships between frustration and the aggressive
behavior that was hypothesized to follow from {t., 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 & Miller, 1939, p. 13).
They also hypothesized that aggressive responses that might normally be
made following & frustration, would be less likely to occur if punishment
was anticipated for then., Substitute delayed or displaced responses will
occur instead. |

Dollard and li{ller rarshalled a great deal of anectodal evidence in
support of their hypothesis. They and their colleagues also carried out
a8 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).



They have pointed out that the link between frustration and aggression
is not nearly as strong as was implied in the original theoretical
formulation, and some writers have questioned whether frustration, with-
out harnful intent on the part of the frustrator, will produce an
aggressive response (Epstein & Taylor, 1967).

In the last sixteen years a rival explanatory framework ©f how agres-
sion relatesd to antecedent events came to the fore, perhaps in part due to
the aforermentioned misgivings regarding the frustration aggression hypo-
thesis. Arnold Buss rust be credited with providing real impetus for
this new look in aggression theorizing. Iliis analysis (1961) of previous
aggression studies led him to conclude that "the antecedent event nost
likely to elicit aggression is attack" (3uss, 1961, p. 33), not necessari-
ly frustration. He also suggested a shock apparatus which he thought h
might be useful to test the hypothesis based on the notion that attack
comprises tire crucial antecedent event in eliciting agszression,

Roughly around the time 3Buss' book went into print, Gouldner (1960)
proposed his reciprocity theory. As will e 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. loreover, 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 cmnceptualizing the relationship between
antecadent agcressive attack and antecedent and subsequent aggraessive
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

nornm 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. Imn-
herent in this passing reference was the hypothesis that it can be shown
empirically that azgressive acts are reciprocated with aggressive acts
by the average person. Also inherent i{n Gdouldner's statement was the
hypothesis that a universal negative porm of reciprocity was responsible
for this hypoti.etical empirical relationship. Gouldner himself never
clarified exactly what he felt the "negative norm" was, so we could only
conjecture what processes he felt underi;y the reciprocation process.
However, despite the ambiguous nature of this aspect of his theory, it
served to stinulate a considerable amount of research.

e 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 irmportance of the negative norm of reciprocity, but
noreover indicated that there is a very strong linear reciprocal relationship
between antecedent aggre;;ion and subsequent aggressive responses, thus
giving hope to the idea that aggressive benavior might indeed be hizhly
predictable.* However, OUr critical review of this literaturs on ag-ression
sussested to us t-at there are 3:veral possible alternate theoretical in-
terpretations of the body of data supporting reciprocity theory and its
relation to both agzressive 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. & linear function of instigation magnitude
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contexts. A detailed presentation of previous research together with oup

critical review of these studies appears below.

Baview of 1iteraturs relsvant to reciprocity theory and 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 aggres-
sive attack. As such, Taylor's study is one of the first cited, as clearly
showing a reciprocal relationship between antecedent gggressjion 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 elicity aggression is attack" (Buss, 1961, p. 38),
Taylor wanted to study physical asgre;sive responses to a physically
aggressive stimulus as a function of the level of stimulus aggression and
personality of the subject. Shock was used as the physically aggressive
instrument. Buss had provioualyv(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 persom, 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 1f 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-
prograrmmed 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 megn 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 1s, a one point increase in their "opponent's" shock level was
matched with much less than a one point increase in the shock they deliv-
ered to thnir'oppononfﬁ 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” aggressfon . The over-controlled group showed a nega-
tively accelerated curve of mean responses as a function of provocation
and showed 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; MNacci, et al., 1971; Hendrick & Taylor, 1973).

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

Helm, Bonoma & Tedeschi, (1972), were the first to review all these
studies and the data obtained, and poiﬁt;d 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 rolen; 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 experinent employing electric shock" (Helm et al,
1972, p. 91). Helm's results also indficated that the frequency with
which the confederate delivered shocks to the subjects produced
the expected effect on the aubject.'zfrequency of counter-aggression.
Further results indicated that subjects delivered more shocks than they
received vhen the frequency of shock received was low, and less shock
than they received whan the frequency of shock was high, Helm et al
pointed out that the Berkowitz and Taylor data likewise showed similar
results, They suggested that this finding could be accounted for by
hypothesizing that subjects avoid making extreme responses even when
these are called for by the stimulus., They felt this held true "whether
subjects were making perceptual judgments, attitudinal 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 notfon 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 vhere 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’ mind 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 Harshbarger (1974) pointed out that there were specific
guantitative consistencies in the data too. In all these studies, he
pointed out there was a very strong consistent linear relginip 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-analysis 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. UWhen 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 these (reciprocal) relationships, previously expressed only
by inequalities, by developing a regrea;ion 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 construc-
tive behavior in this quantitative analysis. Moreover, unlike previous
researchers, he conceptualized constructive and aggressive behau 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 extrenely 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 nunbers for each action were
sumned and averaged, giving a mean value for each.

Following this procedure, smultiple 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
{tems as follows:

If one were to spread malicious gossip about you what would you

most likely do? (stimulus situation) (possible response alternative

selected from pool of rated items as above)

a. Break his 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. Call 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 same 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.

Results of this procedure yielded very strong, highly consi{stent
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.



Harshbarger's 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 rethod merely taps what the subjects said
that they would do in a situation and not what they actually would do,
Harshbarger susgested the need to replicate these findings in a natural-
istic, social, interpersonal, interaction situation, and this was the
basis of the present research,

Do Peovle Reciprocate?---The Linitations 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 ourown "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 hwever, 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 alteraate interpretations
of the results. While some of these methodological weainesses 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



21

to deronstrate the predictability of aggressive and constructive behavior,
the qualitative findings of reciprocity obtained in the studies and/or the
generalizations that might be made from them. However, we felt that these
weaknesses had drastic implications for the findings previously mentioned
and we decided to hypothesize what tliese implications were.

The second reason for our opinion that reciprocity was not necessarily
characteristic of behavior {n a naturalistic setting was that we concluded
that there were several alternate possibilities for the statistical treat-
ment of the response variable. e hypothesized that these altermate statis-
tical treatments might importantly affect the interpretations of the resulting
data,

The third ra2ason for our opinion was the fact that since nany factors
had been shown to exert a facilitating or inhibiting effect on aggressive
behavior, {f 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
enpirical reciprocity relationship shown to exist in laboratory studies,
between antecedent aggressive and constructive acts and responses to then,
migi:t be drastically different in real life contexts.

Ve will now detail below the observations we nade and the data and
theory which led us to postulate the foregoing limitations of previous
rasearch findings.

The firat two sections of the review deal with observations and research
which raised the issus 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 tieory that provoked us to ask about the effect that

that factors, differentially present in real 1life and laboratory contexts,
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right have on the enpirical reciprocity relationstips obtained.

wittin eaci: section, we have indicated the basis for some of the
hypoti:eses forrmulated by us concerning the linitationms of previous research
and tle type of reciprocity to be expected in real 1ife. The present study
was designed to test and/or evaluate tle liypotheses and to get a clearer
1dea of the kind of reciprocity behavior, {f any, to be expected in real
1ife contexts.

Section 1: Observationg ¢oncerning methodological features of

t research and suscestive eviden o how they m 11ind
of findincs

~onaralf{zabilit; oncernin

T~e first ~ethodological problen we discovered in earlier studies was
that a number of studies of behavioral raciprocity had lacked self report
information from the subjects, as to what they thought happened to them,
what they thought about, and vhat they did about it. 3Studies often assumed
that what the experimenter thought was an aggressive stirulus indeed was
one; what the experinenter thought was a constructive stimulus was one too.
Due to the lack of self report measures, we do not know whether subjects
accepted the experimenter's definitions of the situations., If they did
not, and kad the subjects been given the opportunity to inform the experi-
renter about this, the conclusions drawn about their reciprocity behavior
may have been very different, as would the conclusfons drawm about the
generalizability of this behavior,

Tor example, while one tended to assume tha shock given or received
constitutes aggressive stirmulus, it could be hypothesized that subjects~~
in such studles as Taylor's (1967)--may have seen it sinply as a device
to produce better learning. To the extent that this was so, it would
raise the éoscibility 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's data indicated that constructive acts are
reciprocated, it would also mean that Taylor had not really provided any
data bearing on the reciprocation of aggressive acts, thus weakening the
argument that aggression is reciprocated and strengthening the argument
that constructiveness is reciprocated.

Baron et al, first called this problem to our attention. Baron &
Eggleston (1972), using Buss' (1961) procedure, demonstrated that the
magnitude of shock delivered by "teachers” to "learners", who were asked
to learn word lists, was significantly related to the subjects' reported
desire to help the "learner”. Since Taylor's research as well as Berkowitz's
were based on similar sets of instructions, one could argue that the subjects
in these studies were not only motivated by desires to harm the other
“students" (confederates), but may also have been motivated by the desire
to help them, Further, they may have seen the behavior of these opponents
as 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 veciprocity and the empirical reciprocity of azgression as well,

However, Baron & Egsleston (1972) felt that the research to date
suggested tha 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 acts and reacted to as such could not be corpletely
ruled out. As asuch, this might greatly affect whether or not the sane type
of responses ray be cbservel in a more naturalistic, social context where
one party {s not trying to teach the other party the word list, and aggress-
ive stimul{l 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 vhat sort of subjective experiences underlie empirical reciprocity
behavior of subjects {n a more realistic life setting and thus avoid the
mistakes some previous authors had made of sutomatically 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) communicated to
the subjects the responses that were hypothetically expected of them. If
this were the case, then the resultant reciprocity behavior might 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 & Pisor (1974), who used the standard
Berkowitz 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 indfcated that the eiculating subjects' aggressive responses to
different levels of prior provocations were indistinguishable from those
of the real subjects. With 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 thess differences could easily be erased by increased shock
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intensity. They concluded that real and simulating subjects behaved alike.

It was our opinion that the questions that these authors raised would
probably be equally applicable to the other research previously cited. As
such, there were now three possible theoretical alternate interpretations
to account for the data they obtained. Subjects may have been operating
on the basis of their feelings as Taylor implied. They may have been
operating on the basis of internalized norms that tell them what they
ahould do when they are shocked, or as Helm has implied, they may have
been operating on the basis of subtle "demands" issued by the experimenter
independent of such norms. I1f, in fact, the latter is primarily the case,
laboratory findings then have become the figment of the experimenter's
{magination, 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 see how subjects really behave in real 1life settings and
also, would avoid the ambiguities in the interpretation of why subjects

behaved the way they d41d, which we encountered in the research just cited.

A third methodological {ssue was hinted at i{n Helm's paper (Melnm,
1972), 1in which he had criticized early studies as restricting the range
of subjects' responses to aggressive provocations by requiring subjects
to make somes 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 also had that option.
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However, neither Helm nor previous researchers allowed the subject to
make responses that were constructive in nature to the degree that
subjects might have wished to make those responses, but were prevented
from doing so. Resultant data would give an artificial impression of
the way subjects behaved following such provocations and the results of
such studies would surely not be generalizable in resl life situations
vhere the subject has other response options. This point i{s equally
relevant to the study of constructive behsavior. Just as the early
research on the frustration-aggression hypothesis ignored non-aggressive
responses to frustration, artificfally 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 unaggressive or even

constructive responses to aggressive stimuli was suggested by the

research of Nacct et al (1971) and McClelland and Apicella (1945).

Nacci 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" (Naceci, 1971, p. 263),
The resesarchers used Heln's écsign (Helm, 1972) where subjexts were
initially supposed 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 bengfits he would

received from a given subject. And each subject was to give the confed-
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erate benefits as he 80 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 {nterpretation of Gouldner's hypothesis that this
would not occur and they suggested that the "norms of reciprocity must
be limited to ltaéementl of exchange only within positive and negative
modes of reinforcement” (Nacei, 1971, p. 268), What these findings
suggested to us was that 1f subjects did indeed feel free to be helpful
to aggressors and if they likewise felt free to be harmful to people wlo
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 Apicella (1945) did a atudy pointing to a sirilar
problem in the data collected bearing on the frustration-aggression
hypothesis. They pointed out thaf 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 & Apicella, 1945, p. 376).
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They tried to "create 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" (licClelland & Apicella, 1945,
pP. 377). Two groups of subjects were run, differing in the degree of
frustration (fnsult) the peer experimenter heaped on them for poor
performance on a task. An "uninhibited atmosphere" (McClelland &
Apicella, 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-
tration” (McClelland & Apicella, 1945). A given response was only to
be classified in one place {n this scheme, ilthough the authors noted
theoretically, a response coulg 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 lho;ud that 147 of the responses of
wvhat we would call moderate attack were "anger"; 32.08% were "anger"
under severe attack. These were the most cormmon 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 "aggresaive attacks" against the task and none corprised
“agaressive attack" against the experinenter. Under severe attack,

8.05% of the responses constituted "aggressive attacks" against the

task and 2,07 constituted "acgressive attacks" against the experimenter.

At first glance, the increased percentages of "anzer" and "aggressive
attack" as a function of increased provocation would seem corpatible
with the recent data from shock studies and seemed to support the
reciprocity hypothesis, However, exanination of all responses that
could be considered agzressive in the broadest sense versus all
responses made, showed that even in the severe provocation condition
they only made up about 407% of all responses eritted by subjects. Of
the other responses emitted by subjects in the severe provocation condi~
tion, 12,987 involved subjects' attempts to get the experimenter to let
them quit the task. 17.55% represented eitler attempts by subjects to

rationalize their failures to the experimenter or to accept the experi-

menter's evaluation of thenm while isolating their feelings about it or
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making fun of their failures. If the narrowed definition of aggression
or agzressive attack is utilized, direct agsressive attacks against the
experimenter made up avery, 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, remarkably non-agsressive or neutral in nature.
Waile overall, these responses may have been slightly more aggressive
than those obtained following moderate pravocation and the change may have
been a predictable, linear reciprocal function of increased provocationm,
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 1life situation where such response freedom
is likewise available, subjects might likewise show slight overall reci-
procal changes in their behavior as a functiom of provocation level, while
still keeping their behavior basically neutral. As such, while their
babavior might be a predictable function of antecedent aggressive acts,
1t still ~night not support reciprocity theory's contention that people

in real life reciprocate agzression with apgression.

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 must be judged weak in this

and 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 1life. Moreover, it did not seem unresasonable to
infer that the same criticisms may apply to the studies of comstructive
behavior we have already cited. To get a more realistic and accurate
picture of people's responses to all such instigations, it would thus
seen necessary and desirable to create a simulated naturalistic setting .

which would allow subjects a normal amount of behavioral freedom. We

hoped to design such a setting in the present research.

Sactiop 2 - Obgervations concerning how previous methodology used

in_atatistical analvsis of empirical reciprocity data may have

linited the generalizability of the findings.

The second set of observations which questioned how consistent,
predictable and reciprocal responses to aggressive or constructive pro-
vocations may be in real life, involved the different possibilities for
the statistical treatment of the results of previous studies. These
studies previously cited focused on the {mplications of subjects' paan
response to various levels of provocation. While of course, one may do
this 1f one chooses, Guilford (1965) in offcct,-poinu out that the
correlation statistic obtained through such procedures may be far higher
than one obtained by correlating each individual subject's discrats
response with the instigation magnitude he received across all subjects.
This {s becauss, by using mean values, intersubject variadbility has been
markedly reduced by using the mean valus to represent the performance of
a nunber 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 us however, was that the predictability of any

given subject's behavior might be far less than vhat is implied by the
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results previously reported which are based on the subjects' mean responses
to given levels of provocation. By using both types of statistical anal-
ysis in axr study, we hoped to get a clearer ides of what the impact of
these methodological differsences on the reported findings might be.

Ssctdon 3

Gbaervations concerning factors dﬂ:{gzgg;u.ll% present in 1;bo§.;g¥
and _naturalistic socfal contexts sugeestive, of evidence as to how they
limit the generalizability of laboratory reciprocity data.

The third reasonve questioned the degree to which responses to
aggressive and constructive provocations in real 1ife are consistent,
highly predictable and reciprocal in nature, involved the proposition that
there may be important medfating factors differentially present in the
laboratory context or the real life naturalistic socifal context. Many
factors which display a great deal of variability in their operation in
real 1life have been generally held constant in laboratory studies. For example,
somg of the factors that have been shown to (or have been theorized to)
_havo an {nhibiting effect on aggressive behavior include the degree of
threat of retalf{atfion (Barom, 1971), intent of the instigator (Epstein et
al, 1967), sex roles (Taylor et al, 1974), ancnymity of the instigstor
(Baron, 1970), etc. Other such factors have also been shown to affect
constructive behavior (Krebs 1970).

While factors such as the above may differentially affect the empiri-
cal reciprocity of behavior 1:‘: 1ab and real 1ife contexts, due to the vari-
ability of their operation in real life, they were not made the central
focus of this paper. Rather we were more concerned with the posaibilicy
' tlut'lf factors were found which importantly encourage or inhibit aggress-
ive or constructive acts, and if such factors were to be inherently part
of ons context but not necessarily part of the other context, this would
logically suggest that the gensralization of findings 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's responsesreally would be to aggress-
ive and constructive acts,then,would become an empirical one.

Based 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. As such, we became further intrigued by the
question of whether people do really reciprocate in real lifs, as well
as the quastion of how such contextual factors might operate to alter
reciprocity behavior in real 1ife 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 is equally applicable to the
the study of constructive behavior. Rather than be repetitive, I will
leave it to the reader to make the necessary inferences.

One factor that clearly seemed to be differentially present, in the
two contexts, involves conditions in the laboratory designed to produce
“low social restraints" (Taylor, 1967). Most of the laboratory studies
we have already cited have involved the use of shock. Taylor, the
researcher vho pioncer;d the use of .uhock-txlrthe area of eggression,

did not decide to study physical aggression using shock by accident.
It seems that he wanted to provide the right atmosphere where subjects
would be free to bghave the way they felt. That i{s, an atmosphere of
"low social restraints”. Taylor said he chose to use phyaically,

aggressive stimuli and responses because he felt that -



- Pt r

s

R e e

R

¢ me e

"to study aggressive behavior in the 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 justiffed. 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
soctety.” (Taylor, 1967, p. 297)

Unfortunately, Taylor never theorized the exact nature of these
“powerful social inhibitions" nor did he discuss their relationship to
reciprocity theory. However, it was obvious that Taylor did pgot want
to study how people might ggtuglly respond to an aggressive stimulus
but rather he wished to study how people might be inclined to respond
1f 1t 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 i{n behavior,

‘he could study the fnclinationg 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
minimize "“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, 1f Taylor were correct in his views on the presence



AP v b

:
;
4
’

R Larosita ant iand i oS

35

of reduced social restraints in the shock studies, his methodology would
S. 111-guited for studying whether or not aggression, particularlyverbal
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 bebavioral 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
cxpcrimeﬁtl 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. 1In 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 placa.

Milgram (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, Milgrar (1965) had shown that the
orders of an authority figure constituted a highly potent elicitor of
aggressive behavior. »Lnrnon et al (1972) extended these findings using
a Milgram-like apparatus. Like Milgram, they told their subjects that
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they were going to be in a 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 Milgran, they did pot 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. O to 120
volts were labelled mild, 121 to 240 labelled moderate, 241 to 390 were
labelled danger-us. 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 thigptudy and asked to imagine what
shock levels they would have used {f they were the subjects, results
showed that they said the mayimum 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 rooulia. Larson et al (1972) concluded that with regard
to such shock designs, "when a person is actually in the situation with
no ready escape, the individual is under pressure from situational factors"
and since "certain expectations of permissible voltage ddministration might
be elicited from the simple fact that the machine {s 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 et al, did not speculate as to how such situational influ-
ences might affect the generalizability of the consistent, predictable,
reciprocal relationships found in these laboratory studfes. 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 agzression which seemed
to show that aggressive responses to antecedent azgression are consistent, limearly
predictable and reciprocal in nature, we saw that these studies were open
to sinilar criticism. For exarmple, we have seen that tle ilcClelland et
al study (1945) tried to set up "an uninhibited atmosphere" capitalizing
on the modeling effect of the experimentar 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 boyj
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 sway;d by the "powerful social prohibi-
tions"” Taylor discussed i.n his article.

Agide fron the factors we have mentioned whic: seem to be an inherent
part of the laboratory context but are not necessarily inkerent 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 mentioned previously, if in
fact such factors were differentially present,they night weaken the
generalizability of the reciprocity relationships obtained in naturalfs-

tic setting.
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The first factor ghich seened an inherent part of the naturalistic
social context is the "soclal prohibitions” that Taylor spoke of. An
unpublished pilot study by the present author (ilussbaum, 1975), supports
the fdea that there are norms governing how agzressive or constructive
one nmay be in particular situations. The more one deviates from these
standards, the more one's behavior seems to be deened irrational, abnor-
nal, etc. and apparently the more one is neggéively sanctioned for such
behavior., As liilgran (1965) and others have pointed out, it i3 very
difficult for anybody to violate tlese norms without feeling great strain,
whether they be e*perinentera. confederates, or subjects and whether they
have or do not have personal justification for their actiona. That sub-
Jects may 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 ilorfarity (1975). DBarm has reported data showing tlat
such inhibitions will occur whenever bystanders are present, even i{f the
bystanders have witnessed the antecedent instigation. One nay infer
fron this that even if bystanders are potentially present in a situation
the same inhibitions would occur. loriarity 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 victin" (tloriarity,
1975).

2ased on the above, we hypothesized that in a naturalistic setting
wiere normal restraints operate, such as the one we intended to design,
nost subjects contemplating violating norns 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 naturalfstic settings would show .

weaker tendencies to reciprocate (as evidenced by r<.9) tlan those
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previously reported in the literature. We further expected that 1f we
designed a naturalistic social setting that had artificially lowered
restraints, as strong‘a degree’ of reciprocity bebavior weuld 50 displayed .
as that found in the previous ladb studies. .

It also seemed likely that under naturalistic social conditicms,
reciprocity behavior would be limited by the “acceptable"™ behavior in
that situation. Since the "acceptable" behavior may be very narrowly
constrained, ve expected to find reciprocity behavior showm only within
very narrow limits, as a function of thii factor. This 1s in contrast
to the laboratory studies where the range of acceptable betavior has
been broadened by the experimenter, through such techniques as present-
ing subjects 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 fhat not only were there standards of acceptadble
aggressive and constructive behavior in gaturalistic situations, but thers
night be {n fact, other social norms that exist in our society that
directly counter any roeiérocity norm, For example, many people in our

society believe that one should "be cool"™, "avoid hassles","be courteous

and tolerant”, "nmot talk to strangers”. FPurther, as Legant and Matee
(1973) have pointed out,vthc {ew Testament urges people to "turn the
other cheek” (p. 244), Such behavioral guldelines 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-
1ines might also be reinforced by the fact that under certain conditions

of aggressive interaction, such responses as outlined above have been
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shown to make aggressors like their victimsg more (Legant (1973), and
become less exploitive towards the objects of their aggression (Marwell,

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 1$st£gation 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 gsomeone from one reference group who interacts with a
‘person from a different reference group might be seen by the latter as

behaving abnormally, even though his behavior i{s nornmal for this group.

On the basis of Harshbarger's analysis of previous research (1974),
ve suppogsed that the average college student would feel .45 of tie
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 mark in
order to avoid being considered deviant. Since the shocl studies showed
a similar magnitude of reciprocation, we assurmed that this particular
norm was not greatly counter-acted by situational contacts of the labora-
tory. On the other hand, we assumed that while gtudents may feel that
it 1g appropriate to reciprocate 400 of what is delivered to them in a
naturalistic social context, we should not necessarily find that they
will do what is appropriaste when this conflicts with the other norms we
have mentioned previously regarding the acceptability of constructive
and aggressive acts. le 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 40% of the magnitude
of aggressiveness or constructiveness received, while in the naturalis~
tic context wa established where the normal restraints were counteracted,
we would expect approxinately 407 of the instigation magnitude to be re-
ciprocated consistent with the findings of previous lab research.

e further supposed that 1f tlie aforeaentioned 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 tlese
norns are likely to not only affect the behavior of the reciplents of
various instigations, but moreover, would affect the behavior of the
instigators thermselves 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 agszressive or constructive way
towvards a stranger, his behavior was likely to be deened abnormal in
proportion to the ragnitude of aggressiveness or constructiveness and

the degree to which this bghavior violates the norms we have nmentioned
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previously. ‘e considered it likely and took further steps to determine
whether this norm violation will in turn affect the way the recipient
sees tiis behavior and the instizator and deals with him., In turn, this
would affect how and whether reciprocity actually will take place in a
consistent and linearly predictable manner.

Jones et al (1959) provided data suggesting a relationghip between
aggressive attack, the perceived maladjustnent of the attacker, and retali-
atory behavior. While some of their findings were only trends and were
not statistically significant, the data sugzested that a person under per-
sonal attachk by a maladjusted individual would tend to retaliate less
and like hin more than would another person who was not personally on the
receiving end of the instisator's attack. From this, we inferred that
1f people feel threatened by abnormal behavior, they would tend ts focus
on its abnormality rather than how hostile it i1s. lloreover, they would
disrlay less azgressive behavior than they otherwise would in response
to an individual judged to be normal. In fact, as Jones et al (1959)
have suzgested, they might even feel syrpathetic towards the instigator.
Furtler, 3erkowitz (1962) has suggested that, for many people, aggressive
behavior towards maladjusted individuals is prohibited. lioreover, he
suggested that many people do not see the maladjusted individual's be-
havior as harnful since they discount the attacks and do not take them
personally,

We also theorized that the ingtisator's behavior by virtue of its
abnornality would nake subjects excessively fearful of reciprocating.

The recipients of such acts night decide tlat the perpetrator is "sick"
and his behavior unpredictable by the ordinary laws of intercourse.
Alternatively, they might think that "i{f not acting aggressively towards

this person resulted in this behavior, then what will happen 1£ 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 i{nstigator has an abnormally high level of reciprocity but more-
over, 1f the instigator has been defined as "sick", as opposed to merely
being “tough ", the recipient nay feel that the instigator's curve of
reciprocation is likely to be positively accelerated ratiher than merely
a linear function of the recipient's possible retaliation, especifally
since the instigator has already violated social noms. In laynen's
tarms, the recipient may be concerned tlat tte instizator nay sudlenly
«thip o:t a nife or a gun and terminate the interaction violently.

As such, the recipient ray feel taat because he 18 not paysically or
psychologically prepared to accept and deal with tle costs that are
involved in reciprocation, he had better withdraw fronm the interaction,
or atterpt to alter it to a neutral level.

A sinilar set of events were conjectured to occur following excess~
ively constructive acts on the instigator's part. In tils case, the
reciprocation of constructiveness would be bloci:ed by a deeire to avoid
feeling obligated to respond in a highly helpful way to a person one
distrusts by virtue or the abnormality of hig behavior. The subject
may think that "this individual is nice to me for doing nothing, and
1f I feel obligated to him already, think how obiigated I will be {f 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 i{mportant behavioral freedoms are threatened. These

include the freedom to behave normally and stay out of trouble which we
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hypothesized are threatened by abnormal instigetion intensities, for a
variecy of reasons. He.postulated tnat to the degree one feels tnac his
personal freedom is threatened, u person would react in such a way as to
reestablish his freeaom ana woula thus probably behave differently than
reciprocity theory would predict.

Worchel et al (1972) have shiown this i{s especially true when the
parties involved feel ti.at they may hLave to continue an inceraccion in ways
otuer than those involved in the origina: instigation, fur an extended
period ot time and need to keep their options open. He also observed that
one way this behavioral treeaom could be restoreu was by cognitively alter-
ing tne 1nsczgactén by the recipient, 80 ss to maxe it more neutral anu
uecrease tne pressures towaru reciprocation. While the shocx or benerits
used in laboratory stuuies are not easily derinea 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 1life
abounds. It has been shown by Berkowitz et al (1972), that such cognitive
reinterpretation of events can serve to relieve stress and can alter
emotional responses to situations. loreover, Worchel et al (1972) had
shown that such cogﬁitive'alterationsvmay 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, efther 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 sum then, for all the reasons given above, it seened probable
that in a naturalistic setting, powerful social restraints normally would
inhibit people fron makiné “rough equivalent” reciprocal responses to

abnormally intense aggressive or constructive acts. As stated, this
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inhibition in part would result rrum the pecceived illegitimacy of such
abnormally intense instigations and in part would sten fron the recipi-
ent's unwillingness to violate the same accepted standards of norral

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 inaibition of reciprocity of behavior
should occur under norral circumstances 1f tiie instization levels in-
volved constitute norral and acceptable behavior in such situations.

We felt this was true because under these circumstances the instigations
involved would be seen as legitinate 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 we 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
instigatims and aggressiveness-constructiveness of the recipients'
reaponses.' However, 1f we divided the insti;ation levels enployed
into those magnitudes judged to be normal and acceptable and those
nagnitudes judged to be abnornal, we further expected to find that re-
sponses to nbnor:al}y intense instigation levels would, for a variety of
reasons, show little evidence of being linear predictable reciprocal functions
of changes in instfgation levels and there would be little evidence of
“roughly equivalent" reciprocal responses being mada. On the other hand,
we expected to find that responses to normal {nstigations 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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It also seemed probable that if we designed a sinilar naturalistic
setting to the one above, but artificially lowered the restraints against
abnormal behavior by justifying and legitimizing 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 iicClelland & Apicellas
(1945) and Harshbarger (1974) studies which seemed to indicate it was
questionable whether people will reciprocate aggression wit: 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

recdprocated might not constitute a rough equivalence of that received.

Ihe Present Research

Goals to be Achigved

Our literature review thus left us with geveral ‘hypotheses: One
was the possibility that the context under which aggressive and construc-
tive 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 agsressiveness-constructiveness. Our second observation
was that it was possible that even when such a predictable reciprocal
relationship night be observed, it would sti{ll 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 and other observatinns 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 generalizability 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 supportingour 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 alsgo 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 Desion of Praesent 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 deternine whethier or not reciprocity behavior was
characteristic of real 1life interactions between strangers, a sinulated
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 w?uld simulate such an encounter rather than

send confederates "out into the field" to seek out naive subjects. Within
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the linits of tliese constraints though, the encounter tas designed to be

as realistic as possible and as representative of real life interactionsg
with strangers as possible. Since the hypothesized normal 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 termed this condition the norral restraint con~
dition.

Included in this condition were certain methodological features not
present in previous laboratoryresearch onreciprocity of aggressive and con-
structive behavior, but which we decided to include to get a more realis-
tic 1dea of the kind of reciprocity data characteristic of real life as
well as to get a better idea of what motivated 1it,

One such methodological feature included in this design and not in-
cluded in much previcus research, was the provision of not restricting sub-
Jects' response options., Subjects were free to bghave 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 gecond methodological feature included in the design was a two-
fold statistical analysis of our data. For purposes of comparison with
reciprocity data fron previous studies, we correlated the mean response
to each given instigation across instigations, and used this nean response
data correlation as one measure of reciprocity. A gecond correlation
procédure called the discrete reszponse 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

s
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antecedent provocation.

A third nethodological feature included in our design wiich 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 harmed or helped, etc.

Since we expected normal restraints operating in real life to inhibit
linear predictable reciprocal behavioral changes as a function of instiga-
tion level chances in a real 1life 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 tlie discrete respoﬁse
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 i{nhibitions were counteracted, we
hypothesfzed that subjects' self reports should reveal a righ correlation
between the instigatfons they received and their desires to return the help
or harm received as well as threir eeported happy or angry affect. Fourth,
we predicted that based on the theoretical relationship outlined earlier
between nornal restraints and abnormal behavior,subjects receiving instigation
levels judsed abnormal would show little reciprocity behavior while subjects
who received normal and acceptable magnitudes of instigations would show &
high level of reciprocity (as evidenced by a hish Pearson correlation (r))
equal to that obtained in analysis of previous research, Last, we theorized
that within the normal restraint condition, the more directly the confederates
attempted to draw the subjects into interaction, the higher the pressure
to reciprocate. Accordingly, we hypothesized that 1f we divided‘the sub-

Jjects' responses in half, and compared tlose responses made when the



confederates were directly attempting to provoke the subjects (hereafter
referred to as direct response data) to those made once the confederates
had finislied 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 method&iogical procedure of allow-
ing subjects complete freedor of response, we expected that in view of
the influence of norral social restraint, rany subjects might n~ake n;utral
responses Or responses opposite to those éredicted by reciprocity theory.
Accordingly, we expected more i{ntersubject 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
conparison purposes., This condition, called the low social restraint
condition, was to be as similar as possible to the first condition in
rethodology and procedure, except that as we hypothesized was the case
in previous lab studies, attempts would be made to artificially reduce
the normal restraints inhere-nt in a real 1i{fe context. A variety of
techiniques would be used aimed at legitinizing, justifying and sanction-
inz almost any and all behavior eritted by the confedlerates and subjects.

Through the fnclusfon of this second condtion in our desi: n, we
could acconplish several objectives. TFirst, we could rule out the pos-
sibility tliat {£f little or no reciprocity was observed in our normal
restraint group, sore methodolosical flaw in our design, or sone of the
changes in methodology from previous studies that we introduced,was
responsible. 3y holding thwse factors constant and by varyinz only the

anount of nornal restraint present, 1f we obtained & stron; reciprocity
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relationship under low restraint conditions and little or none under normal
restraint conditions, we could be more gonfident 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
normal restraint conditions were removed, this condition then approximated
those found in previous laboratory studies, we could tlien 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 t’:e absence of such procedures in previous research severely linited
the findings, even to another low restraint context sucli as this, by not
allowing subjects the option of pot 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 raestraint 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's correlation (r) and slope (b) values) obtained under low restraint
conditions, sliould approximate those obtained in previous laboratory research.

Uith regard to the firat 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 subjecté 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 rociprocity instigation levels judged normql 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 subjecta'’ 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 4 re-
spectively 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 éry 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 responge data obtained in each
case. We also expected in each case that the discrete response correlztion
L for the direct response data would be lower than the rean 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 gubjects' responses to then.



23

Outline of the Degign for the Present Reseapch

Ag stated, the design called for the creation of norral and low
restraint conditions. To accomplish this, a simulated naturalistic
encounter was set up between a given subject and a given confederate
stranzer., VYe kept the general nature of this simulated naturalistic
encounter constant for all subjects. However, prior to the subject's
exposure to this encounter, different groups of subjlects went through
one of two procedures designed to differentially affect their interpre-
tation and tlefir reaction to it. One of tl.ese conditions, which we
called the “normal social restraint" condition was designed to minimglly
influence tle subject's normal restraints or interpretation of what would
follow. The second conditfon, cslled tie "low soclal restraint" cendition vas
desizned to be similar to tlis one in rany respects except tiat it was
designed to lower restraints giving the particigants a2 justification for
expressing tl.eir feelinzs and desiraz in behavior during the subsequent
intcraction, etc.. It was also designed to lower the social restraints
rrohibiting such expression and was designed to lend legitiracy to such
exprecsfon., At the sana.tine. li%e in tue previous laboratory studles,
this procedure was designed to deceive subjects into ti:inking 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 bshavior in subsequent encounters si—ilar
to that obtained in the laboratory studies of behavior.

ilale college students were used in tlis study,in lLeepinz with most
previots research and for matters of convenience. For sinilar reasons,

this study was linited to a study of unprovoted instigations.
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Regardless of wiich 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 time they would be alone together, and were invited to fill out
soie forms and wait for the"experim:znter''to return. 3oth subjects and
confederates were video-taped from behind a oﬁ?-way rdirror.

As ruch as possible, similar confederates and standardized instigations
were used, regardless of the prior procedure the subject was exposed-to.
The social inc:iggtiohl that were ermployed ranged from extrermely construce
tive to extremely aggressive in nature. Each subject was exposed to one such
social instigation and was free to respond as he chosze 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 scalescomprised the main fndependent and
dependent varfables of this study. Additionally, we had the subjects f£ill
out IAACLs (ilood Affect Adjective Checkligts) before and after the instigations took
place, had them fill out eight (3) self report scales assessing their
affect and not{ves following the instigation and had trem fill ocut a de-
tailed self report and biographical questionnaire.

With regard to the video ratings, the behaviorsof the subjects and
that of the confederates were rated by college students judzes viewing
the video-tapes as to hLow constructive or aggressive each was. Other
groups of judges rated how normal or abnormal tlie bekavior of each was.
St1ll other groups of judges rated the emotional honesty of eacl person's
behavior,

The video-taped interaction was broken up into two periods to obtain

a rore methodologically clean analysis and to obtain sone more detailed
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data. Each was separately judged and rated. One period (direct re-
sponse) vas a period vwhere a subject made his immediate direct response
to the confederate. The second period (spontaneous responle) vas a
period of time following this first interval, where the subject bad the
opportunity to instigate further interaction in the absence of further
direct instigation by the confederate himself. It should be noted that
non-verbal instigations vere not dealt with in this manner for reasons
which will be apparent later but instead, vere included in both sets of
data for purposes of analysis.

The ratings of the video-tapes we obtained were subjected
to two +types of statistical analyses. One type, called the mean re;ponse
analysis, selected all instigations of a given leval of aggressiveness-
constructiveness and then calculated the mean level of aggressive or
constructive response made in return. Correlations were then obtained
between a given instigation level and the mean response to it, across all
instigation levels, and as such, the procedure was similar to that used
in most previous studies.

The alternate procedure, called the discreﬁe response analysis,
did not group the instigations into levels but rather, correlated each
individual instigation a subject wvas Judged to bhave received with the
Judged aggressiveness-constructiveness of his responses across all subjects.
While ve believed that the discrete response analysis would yield a more
realstic view of behavioral reciprocity than the mean response procedure,
the latter procedure vas the major one used in our research, so that ve
could make quantitative comparisons with previous research. Howvever,
the results of both types of procedures are reported in our 'Resplta'

section.



CUAPTER 2
HYPOTHESES

In accordance with the theory of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) and
the empirical evidence supporting it (Epstein et al., 1967; Helx et al,
1972; Harshbarzer et al, 1974; Shortell et al, 1970; Taylcr, 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 infnstigation magnitude and changes in the subjects' responses
is a necessary step to establish such reciprocityJ'

Some of these hypotheses were not stated formally as such, but
instead were stated informally as comparisons. The decision of whether
an hypothesis was stated fornmally or not depended on whether we could
provide a meaningful test of i{ts significance. Where we concluded that
the ii was too small to even use a given statistical forrula, or where
we thought the predicted difference would be too snall 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 was not formslly stated. However, it wzs stated
as a comparison, and the data we did obtain in support of it is presented

together with whatever tests of significance could be made.

*though not ncce.sarily a sufficient step, 1f one has not estadblighed that
a "rough equivalence" of exchange took place. This point will be discussed

_ later. It should also be noted that even where a high positive linear cor-
‘relation 1s oot reported, the respsuces may still be a predictable, though
not linear and non reciprocsl functton of instigation levels.
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Overview of Hypotheses and Comparisons

The hypotheses and comparisons have been grouped into névnral sec~
tions for ease of inspection. The hypotheses and comparisons, 1 - 3, in
the section entitled "Main Experimental Hypotheses" were derived from
the major theoretical i{ssues under test. They were based on the theory
of reciprocity and previous research in this ares, and using the direct
mean response data, predicted that while subjects should on average reci-
procate strongly when in a low restraint context similar to that found -
in the laboratory, subjects would show little or no reciprocation of
aggression and constructiveness under normal restraint conditions, as
evidenced by lower Pearson's correlation and slope values.

The next section entitled "Hypotheses and Comparisons of Similarities
and Differences Between Direct Response Data Sample Statistics and Previous
Population Values', contain Hypotheses Comparisons 4 - 7, These quanti-
tative hypotheses hypothesized the degree to which subjects should,
on average,reciprocate under different restraint conditions. For low
restraint conditions, they hypothesized both the exact numerical strength
of the Pearson correlation _ to be obtained (f) and the amount of
increased aggression or constructiveness subjects should make for any
given 1 point increase in instigation level (the slope (b). Theser and b values
hypothesized were derived from the approximate values obtained from pre-
vious researchers, alloutlined by Harshbarger. These values were (r=,9,
b=.45. We expected that our subjects would showabout the same given quantita-
tive amounts of reciprocity under low restraint conditions as those re-
ported in previocus studies. On the other hand, we also hypothesized that
subjects would show significantly less reciprocity behavior and lower

increments of reciprocation under normal rc‘trlint conditions.
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The next section "Hypotheses and Comparisons Concerning (Non-Demanded)
Spontanecus Mean Responses” contain hypotheses 8 - 10, These hypotheses
were also derived from reciprocity theory and proposed that under low
social restraint conditions, a significant degree of reciprocity behavior
(as reflected by r) would be shown in response to aggressive or construc~
tive acts even in the analysis of the mean "spontaneous" data, where the
subject was no longer obliged to make a response. However, we predicted
that this obtained r would be less thm the r obtained as a measure of the
subjects’ mean direct responses to aggressive or constructive acts under
the same low restraint context because of Jecreased stimulation of the
norm of reciprocity in the subject: by the confederate, by ceasing his
direct elicitation of the subject's responses. No predictions were made
for the mean “spontaneous" behavior of subjects under normal restraint
conditions since we expected the r to be minimal and expected it to differ
very little from the mean direct response . However,the data has been
presented in a later section of this paper, (see Table 2, p.141 ) and
the reader is invited to inspect {t.

The next section "Hypotheses and Comparisons Concerning Self
Reported Emotional and Motivational Di;poaitiml to Reciprocate Following
Aggressive or Constructive Acts", contains Hypotheses and Comparisons 11 -
13. These hypotheses were again derived from reciprocity theory and
previous research. They were bue& on the assumption that even if sub~
Jects are inhibited by the context of the aggressive or constructive act

from responding, the context would not substantially affect their desires

to reciprocate,provided tremendous cognitive zdii;ortion or interpretation of the

) instigations by the subjects did not occur, We further hypothesized the

exact magnitudes (.9) of the strength of the linear relationship that would exist
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between the instigation levels received and the mean self reported desire

to reciprocate, as well as between instigation levels and mean self reported
happy or angry affect, and predicted significant results regardless of
context. They hypothesized magnitudes of these correlations were derived
from previous research where social restraint is assumed to be minimal and
therefore, where the interaction norms of reciprocity were allowed to freely
mani fest thenselves in behavior.

The next section "Hypothesized Relationships Between the lMagnitudes of
Instigations, Judged Levels of Abnormality, and the Mean Responses to Thenm
Under Different Contexts", contain hypotheses and comparisons 14 - 17, We
found in our pilot work that, in general, the more extremely aggressive an
action was, the greater its judged abnormality, and the more extrexzely
congtructive an action was, past a certain point, the more abnormal it was
Judged to be. We went on to assume, based on this data, ths 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 disrecard the
abnornality of the instigation. We also predicted the there would be no
difference between the degree of reciprocity (r) shown to normal magnitudes
of instigation under normal restraint conditions and that showm to normal
magnitudes of instigation under low restraint condition - this because we
assumed that normal restraints would not weaken the degree of reciprocity

behavior in response to normal instigation levels.
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The last section entitled "Comparisons Bearing on the Effect and the
Differences in the Statistical Treatment of Reciprocity Data on Subsequent
Pindings" includes "Hypotheses and Comparisons 18 - 19." We hypothesized,
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 low social restraint conditions. We did not hypothesize what
the normal restraint data would look like using the direct response analysis.
However, we expacted 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:
gt rim 1 Hypothegeg = Di sponse Da

Hypothesis 1, 1In 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 Apicella (1945) where "low social restraints" were
likewise hypothesized to be present. It was also based on the self-
reports of Harshbarger's (1974) subjects as to what they would do in an
aggressive or constructive situation.

Bypothesis 2, T ' o Under normal social restraint
conditions there will be significantly less direct reciprocity behavior
displayed than under low social restraint conditions. ‘s.‘uch’ the
correlation between the degree of aggressive or constructive instigation
and 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-
tion).

Compgrigon 3. . i The slope of the regression line
for predicting mean "direct responses" to aggressive or constructive
stimulf w{11 be less under conditions of normal social restraint than
the slope obtained under conditions of low social restraint.

Rationsle: Since Taylor (1967) had provided data showing that
under-controlled individuals have higher slopes of reciprocation of
aggression than over-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 and might therefore affect

the slope of the regression line relating the responses of subjects to
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different levels of provocation. We had also hypothesized that factors
present under conditions of normal social restraint would functiom to
inhibit people's behavior to extreme aggressive and constructive acts.
In accordance with these assumptions, this comparison therefore would
follow, However, since previous data had not produced parked 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.

otheses and C rigons of Similarities and

R Sample Statistic d P
Bopulacion Values - Bggsed on Diract Regponge Data
Cornarison &. | . In "low social restraints" naturale

fetic 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 hypothesized 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 sthe sample was
indeed drawvn from a popuhiion having r and b values of .9 and .45respec-
tively, but could demonstrate our obtained values were not inconsistent
with this assumption, no formal hypothesis was stated.

Comparigon 5, Under "low social restraint” naturalistic conditionm,
the slope of .the regression line relating the independent and dependent

measures will be appriximately .45. -

_ Rationale: See Comparison &4,
mm The strength of the correlation reflecting the reciprocity
relationship under normal social restraint conditions will be significantly

less than ,9.
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Rationgle: In accordance with the ﬁypochelized 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 conditioms,
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 .43.

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.

Hypothes¢s and Corparisong .Concerning
‘Nqn;ggmgndgdz Spontaneous (lean Rgponges

In analyzing this set of data, we would be looking at whatever nean
responses are made to ag3ressive 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 norns, For these reasons, as well
as for others we will outline later, we predicted similar rs and bs to
those predicted earlier, though somewhat weaker in strength. Accordingly,

we hypothesized that:
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Bypothasis 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.
Bypotheais 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.

Rgtionale: In accordance with reciprocity theory, we still expected
a significant amount of reciprocity behavior to be displayed, even though
the {mmedfate 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
18 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,
Compgrison 10, Under normal social restraint conditions analyzing
the gpontaneous responge dats, the correlation relating this variable to

the magnitude of aggressive or constructive instigations will ., be less
than that observed in the direct rénponu analysis.

But since we reasoned that both correlations would probably be samll
due to the 'ponfin;‘tod influence of normal social restraint, no formal

Hypothesis of statistical signiffcance was made.
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~othes 4 Copart 4 €-Feno —otio;

Constructive Acts,

Hypothegig 11, Under both normal and low social restraint conditions
coubincd'a positive correlation will be observed betwgen the magnitudes
of aggressive and constructive instigations and mean nagnitudes of harm-
ful an? helpful desires towards the instigator, as reported by subjects
following the instigations.

Rationgla: These predictions were based on reciprocity theory. We
reasoned that subjects should develo.p desires to help or harm in accordance
with the magnitude of the agzcressive or constructive instigations they
have received and this would be true even if subjects are inhibited fron
reciprocating.

Comparison 12, Under low soclal restraint conditions, the correlations
rentioned in the previous hypotheses would not be significantly di1fferent
from .3,

Rationgle: This prediction was based on reciprocity theory and pre-
vious research which had shown that when subjects are allowzed to do as
they will, a .9 correlation between their behavior and the antecedent
ingtization was obtained. By assuminjg, as Taylor did (1967), that behavior
under low social restraint reflects notivational tendencies, on a self
report reasure of such tendencies, we likewise expected to obtain a sinilar
.9 correlation between the magnitude of the {nstigation and the mean
magnitude of resultinz 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.

Hypothesig 13, Even under cohditions of normal social restraint,
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significant correlation will be obtained between the magnitude of agpressive
or constructive instigations and the mean magnitudes of subjects® self-
reported emotional and notivationai reactions to them, following the instigsa-
tions, |

Rationale: Even if subjects were intlbited in displaying reciprocity
behavior as a result of norrmal social restraint, we reasoned they should
still develop ti*e Adgeires to help or harm which reciprocity theory would

predict thst they would.

dynothesized Relationships Between :a~nitudec of
Inztinetfons, Their Jud-ed Levels of Abnorrality
3 th Py 1e3 _tn ferco

£ 8

Hvpot-ezis 14, Treating agcressiveness and constructiveness as a unipolar
dimension for purpose of this analysis, {f one locks at those instigation
levels judge? to be neutral to extrenely azcressive there will be & strong
significant lingar relationship acrozs actions between their judged degree
of agsressiveness andé nean judsed level of abnoraalicy.

Rationale: Pilot work where college students rated the abnormality of
various asgressive acts described on paper, led us to believe that judges'
ratings of actual behavior along these two dinensions could produce similar
findings. (see _Appndix A, p. 237).

Comparison 135, Treating aggiressiveness and constructiveness as a unipolar
dinension for purpose of this analysis, if one looks at those instigation
levels judged to be neutral to extrerely aggressive there will be a curvilinear
relationship between how constructive behavior is and its mean judgzed level

of abnorralicy.

Rationale: Pilot work, where college students rated the abnormality
and normality of various constructive acts described on paper, led us to
believe that judges' ratings ot the actual behavior of our confederates

along these two dimensions would produce sinilar findings. (sec Appendix A,
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pP. 237). However, since our pilot data did not produce nagrked curvilinearity
at the most extreme levels utilized (sinilar to those used here) no formal
h&pothesis was stated.

Hypothesis 16, In contrast to the prediction made in Hypothesis 2, in an
analysis of gnly those instigations that were judged to be "normal" under
condition ~‘ normal social restraint, the czorrelation between given levels

of insti_ n and the mean direct responses to then, will not be significantly
different fron the correlation obtaine from gl] instigations in the low

social restraint conditions.

Rationale: While we previously expected to find signitricant differences
in the cofrelations of these meaures under conditions of normal and low social
restraint, we further hypothesized that thisg was due to the lack of legiti-
macy and justi{fication provided for extrene aggressive and constructive
instigations and responses under the condition of normal social restraint,.

It was argued that the lack of legitinacy and justification provided for
these behaviors under normal social restraint, would lead to a weakening
of reciprocity dbehavior in relation to them,

However, by the same token, it was hypothesized that for those instiga-
tions that are judged normal and are expected in such situations, we would
find strong reciprocity behavior displayed, the strength ot which rivaled
the reciprocity behavior displayed under low social restraint for all insti-
gations, not just for those which were deemed to be normal. Taus, we
reasoned that under conditions of normal social restraint ror the range of
instigations which were judged to be normal, the expected tactors leading
to inhibit reciprocity would be minimal or non-existent ana we woula obtain
sinilar reciprocity aata to that obtained in previous studies or that obtained
under conaitions ot low social restraint, where we hypotuesizea the abnormal-
ity or the instigations was nullified by the contextual manipulations.

Hypothesis 17, Under normal social restraint the correlation betveen instigations
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judged to be "abnormal” and the mean direct response to them will be

significantly less than the same corrol‘tion achieved using the same

magnitudes of instigations under conditions of low social restrainc.
Rationale: This reaaily followed from the rationale given in

Hypothesis 16.

Comparisong Bearing on the Effect that uifferences
in thy Stacigtical Treatment of Reciprocicy Dats
Lave on Subgequent Findinza,
Hypothesis 18, Using the analysis ot the direct response data under
low social restraint conditions, tnhere will be a signiiicant correlation
between tne magnitude of agérsllive ar conscructive instigations each
person recelived and the actual magnitude ot response he resturned.
(Versus mean response for all subjects receiving chac {nstigation.)

Rationale: This preutction was in accora witu reciprocity
theory and the results supporting itc.

Compagpiswun 19, The above correlation will be less than tnat ootained
using mean responses to given levels of instigation as a uependenc
variaole.

Rationale: If we were right in assuming tuati using mean response
daca produces stronger correlations than using tue response of each
subject inaividualiy in correlational analysis, ctnen this result would
oe odtained. However, since no test of signiticance was readily
availavie and/or necessary in tnis case, tuis prediction was stateda as
a comparison rather tnan as a tormul hypotnesis, since butn correlutions

ware Dased on tne exact same data.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
Easential Elements of the Desisgn

General Design

In the current research, nine different stimuli presenting different

levels of the variable aggressiveness-constructiveness were 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 terméd "normal

social restraint” and the second we have termed "low social restraint”,.

The effects of the stimuli and the two coniitions were observed on the.

subjects' responses, mood and motivation. The variables and their levels

are as follows:

this

by d var - o fu s v

Nine different stimuli were chosen which represented points along
dimension as follows:

Extremely aggressive - stranger orders subject to move over on
couch and curses him vehemently for not moving enough.

Strongly aggressive - stranger deliberately engulfs the subject in
cigarette smoke. ‘

Moderately aggressive - stranger angrily tells subject to move over
on the couch after he has already moved.

:41dly aggressive - stranger chews gum loudly while subject attempts
to concentrate.

Neutral - stranger sits quietly.

Mildly constructive - stranger asks for change of a quarter for the

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

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

Extremely constructive - stranger compliments subject and invites
him and his girl-friend for an all expense paid dinner.

NOTE: For each of the stimuli listed, the a priori approximate value
of aggressiveness-constructiveness 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 medianas 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.

Dgpendgnt Viriables

Several dependent measures were obtained as followsﬁ

Judged aggressiveness and comstructivaness 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 AppendixE ) self-

ratings of anxiety, dopraiiion, and hostility, (av scored bf



MAACL Manual) obtained before and after the experimental manipula-

tions. )

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

The flow chart presented in Figurel , pictorially 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 Figurel ).

In this research, subjects were randomly assignied to 1 of 4 confed~
erates of differing heights, who enacted 1 of 9 randbmly 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 study due to equipment failure etc., a new subject was randomly
assigned to that cell in his place, 1f 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.

on of Stimulug Dimensi nd S tion of Stimul

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

iT__iBﬂLku3LB?Ql.iﬁ.ﬂsﬂnixsd..._____.

S8ubject is randomly selected
erT.ngel

Random assighment of S to C,

S 1induced to enter office
waiting room prior to "study".
C enters soon after.

Begins Bio.Sheet 1.
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v‘\fgzz:t Restrain

going into lab s%on to into lab soon to study moods
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' 3 ed out by Bo ‘ MAACL 2 1s Tilled out by both I

Complete bio sheet 1 & 2.

E goes to "Jjohn" while they
work---actually turns on video
equipment.
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T FRtes one of“ﬁtﬁ?'!t!ﬁ&ﬁﬂf"ﬁ]
situations _

"Direct response phase' ceases.
C terminates stimulug and/or
S directly responds.

| IO _
2% minutes alloved for "spontaneous
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o I | .
l E returns and administers MAACL 3 i

‘STandC are split up and o into
separate "labs" for the "study"
(actually dedbriefing).

( Go to next page )



Flow Chart of Experimental Procedure in Study (Contd)

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

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

“Mood Scale Calibration Packet 3"
administered (focused questions bear-
ing on Ss' suspicions and rationale for

their behavior).

Subjects complete biographical data form.

l . R —

Subjects are properly debriefed.

End of experimental procedure.

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

To define the dimension in more detail, we needed to define the
terms of "aggressive" 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
”holp"others maintain or secure something that they value", such as a
valued state of mind, a valued asset, a valued object, or valued feelings.
Implicity in these definitions, was the idea that actions could be
physically or psychologically harmful or helpful.

Having thus defined our relevant stinmulus dimension, the next step
was to construct an appropriate scale on which acts, differing in the
intensity along this stirulus dimensfon could be rated. 3asically, the
method of equal-appearing intervals was utilized_in the construction of
this scale (Sdwards, 1957). The two extrene 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.le 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 pré@iding 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 scaie
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-
1y constructive" i{f 1t was equally as helpful as being lavishly and
sincerely complimented, or being offered a 11ft 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 anchior points. 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 scala, it was possible to compare
the magnitude of any instigation to the magnitude of the resulting response

(Harshbarger, 1974).
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Extrerely Azpregsive-harmful { Extretely Constructive-helpful
to valued plysical or psycholo- physically or psychologically
glcal states (equivalent to (equivalent tn constructiveness
harn eo being cruelly finsulted to being lavisghly but sincerely
or forcefully pughed). complinented, or getting lift
home in the rain when you need
Ext. Strng Mod Mild Neut Ma Mod Strng BExt
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Fipure 2, Agsressiveness-Constructiveness scale dimensfon used for

all ratings in the present study
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Having constructed our relevant scale dimension, the next job was
to select a number of stimulus actfons which confederates could be
trained to instigate. Several criteris yere 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 stimul{ 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 1f fewer
than this number were used. To further provide for maximum generality
of our findings, we decided to select stimul{ that varied not only in
intensity but also in content. That i{s, 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
stimull 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 facilitfes available,

Meth mul

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, 1f they looked like they fell short
of meeting any of the criteria mentioned previously. Ve were then left
thirty promising iters, These items were put on a mimeographed sheet
for the final elimination process. The judgments of two classes of
psychology students were utilized in the final elimination process.
Classes received the mimeographed list of potential stimul{. One class
was merely told that these stimuli were initiated by one person toward
another, The otler 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 them as to
aow normal or abnormal they thought they were. Using this data, we were
able to get a better idea of which stimuli fell at roughiy 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 stirul{ were the most appropriate at any given level of instiga-

tion. Based on this information, the final selection of stimuli was nade.
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Once the stimuli were selected their exact nature had to be concrete-
1& specified. The first step in accomplishing this was to role-play the
instigations on video-tape. A number of aissistantswere utilized in the
making of the tape. In the course of this production, we learned that
somé modification in the stiruli was needed. We also learned to antici-
pate and deal with the various contingencies that might arise as each
assfstant 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 stimull 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.

Ag 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 {n the study. It also contains the dialogue hLe was to use,
the faclial and bodily postures he was to assume, the affect he was to
enit, 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.
) nd erim P nel

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.



Although {t limits our findings, we decided to use male college
student volunteers who were fulfilling their introductory paychology.
requirements through their participation in this study. This population
vas 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 sirmilar oubjeéts 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 we4
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
"eonvinced”, 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,
- 1t {8 possible to accurately describe the demographic characteristics of
our sample. Some of these characteristics are given in Tgble 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 heigiht and appearance,

the latter being necessary to avoid arousing undue suspicion. Potential



TABLE 1

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE USED IN THE PRESENT STUDY

Median Age 18.8
Percentage of males 100.0
Mean Height St9"
Mean Height Difference from Confederate .537 "
Parcentage 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 1ived in United States
10072 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




confederates wefe also screened as to their ability to enact the different
situations required, their believability 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 atudy 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 coﬁfederates 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 Caucasfan. As i{n the case of confeder-
ates, there was a standard set of procedures that I 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 th;t 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 2%' x 6' each on one wall and baffles concealing the hidden
microphones in the ceiling., 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 (1'xl') with posters placed in the center of these diamonds.
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The hoped-for effect was to make the mirrors seem to be a modern mirror
art deco piece. Facing the mirror, we placed a 3%' couch, judged to be
comfortable enough for two poeple but small enough so that the confeder-
ate could easily maneuver himself so that 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 oropped 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 video-tape through the
one-way mirror, the fluorescent cefiling fixtures were utilized. 1In
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 "office-waiting" roon and had a conspicuous sign on its
door saying "Lab 1 Do Not Enter". All subjects were met outside of this
foom. and only then were invited into the "office-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
sxpensive, 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 was found that the ceiling microphones
were inadequate. To deal with this problem, a Lafayette Model ML-1
condensor microphone was 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 {n the taping room. Accoustical coupling was then used
between the speaker and the Sony auxiliary dynamic microphone connected
to the portapack., A 12" Sylvania monitor was used to monitor the gudio
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 "office-waiting''room so that I could turn on all
equipment irmed{ately upon leaving the subject and confederate alone to-
gether.

Ag will be described, following the active phase of experimentation,
the resulting video-tapes were edited and re-copied. 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 uged
together with a 12" Sylvania monitor. A pilece of cardboard attached to
a curtain rod arrangement, allowed me to keep part of the screen masked
as required vhile 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 audfio through an auxiliary polyplanar
12" gpeaker which was fed by a small amplifier and accoustically coupled
to the Sylvania 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

s or Apgicpnent of Su

Since we planned to compare the recirrocity correlations between the
confederates' and subjects' behavior under two different situational

contexts, it was necessary to insure that several other factors besides

the contexts, vhich 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 stirnuli. 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 being random error. Our strict training
procedures outlined in our training manual, were devised in part to i{nsure
this would take place.

In our design, each subject was randonly assigned to one of four

confederates who differed widely in height and personality. The confed-



erate then enacted one of nine aggressive or constructive acts under
one of two situational contexts. The pirticular 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 different 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 wich 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 7i cells were emptied, as a result of a pogt hoe
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 any essential fashion were
now eliminated. Since the criteria for addfitional 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 a sign on the Introductory Psychol-
ogy Subject Pool bulletin board. 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 calledﬂ_ 1 i{ntroduced myself and
set up an appointment. Once this was done, the subject was asked to
meet me outside the "lab roon" 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 them 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 éeveryone
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
ninutes or could come into the waiting room and begin working on the
first page of the biographical material, which they would need to do
anyway, &3 part of the study. in actual fact, I subtly persuaded the

subject to come in and begin working on the biographical form.



Once they began working, I propped the door open and wandered out
into the corridor where 1 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 tlereafter the confederate knocked on the door
and asked "if tliis 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. When 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 them 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 ugsed 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 fnstigations 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 regult,



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 subjacts 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 instfgations 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 irmedi-
ately present on the scene.

For the second group of randomly assigned subjects, the low socilal
restraint group, the confederates' subsequent instigations were to be
Qeen 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 piace 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
beforg 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 beinz part and parcel of one's practice for the actual study itself
vhich 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.

rogedu

Let us now look at the actual procedures for the manipulation of the
contextu;l variable. At the start of the procedure (see Appendix D ),
designed to maintain 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 {ssues, politics, and sex", and how people's
opinions "form and change over various perfods 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 MAACL
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 1s 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 (xi all the words that apply.

Please work rapidly". (See IAACL , AppendixE ) -

Once subjects had completed the form, we collected each person's
MAACL, (The real purpose of giving the !/AACL was not only to get sone
{dea of what theirmood was like at this point in the study, but moreover,
to avoid making subjects excessively suspicious when the AACL was
administered for the third time, just after the confederate had instipated
one of the nine stirmulus situations. 3y that time, they were used to the
11AACL and had been informed that it was necessary to give this checklist
gseveral tines in order to insure the stability of its ratings.)

After the ilAACL was administered, I went on to explain to the
subjects that this was to be a study of people's opinions on significant
inportant and political issues. I said that I had asked two or three
students to come down before the start of tle experinental sessions in
the laboratories so that I could save some time and not have to repeat
myself, I pointed out that this way I could introduce ryself to then all
at once, have ther fill out the prelininary forns at the sane time and
explain to then all at once what the study was about before they went into
tlie 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 vehenently opposed to

participating in any study but come down simply to fulfill their course



requirenents. I noted that I had to rely on the student's cooperation
and so, 1if either of the two "students'" felt like leaving at any point,
they should say so, sincel 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 time, without
penalty. A similar speech was given to the second group of subjects too.
The real reason for the lengthiness of tlie introduction was to control
the amount of time 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. I reiter-
ated ry 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 i1f either stud;nt was familiar with the Likert
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 uge it before they went into the lab for the study.

1 pointed out that most Brooklyn College students in fact, had not heard

of this scale either. However, before I weant on to show them the scale,

I wanted to raise certain issues with then 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
I had found that most students were unfamiliar with the Likert scale, I
prepared some sample Likert scales and questions related to them and would
now like to show this particular pai£ 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 conplete the sheet so they could be gure they knew how to uge the
scales. The confederate again appeared naive and asked some seemingly
naive questions about the Likert scales.

Following this, I collected the sheets and appeared satigfied. At
this point, I announced that, once again, it would be necessary for each
person to fill out another lNAACL form. I indicated tlat the reason for
this was that some people's moods naturally fluctuate and I would need
to get gseveral estimates of their mood to take into account tlese fluctu=-
ations and so obtain an accurate reading. The new i!AACL 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 readninistering the !AACL
was to get subjects used to the fdea that {t had to be administered
several times. Through the readministration, it was also possible to get

an idea of what their mood was just before the actual instigation was to



take place.

Once the MAACLs 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
infornation sheet, I said that I night 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 stinmulus gituations in the manner described in the
following section.

r int rrogedu

Under the condition of low social restraint, subject and confederate
were told that they would soon be going £ato 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 estinate 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 adnministered
with {dentfcal instructions to those described previougly and following
their completion, the MAACL forms were then collected.

As in conditions of normal social restraint, the real purposes of
adninistering the HAACL was to obtain an early indication of what each
subject's mood was like, and to get subjects used to the readministration
of the HAACL.

Following the subjact's completion of the first MNAACL, 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 tlhe two people would not be together
in the laboratory when the actual experiment took place, but in fact, one
would work with me and one would allegedly work with My assistant. The
purpose of telling the "students' this was to make themn feel less concern-
ed about what the other "student" might 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 some students
were venemently opposed to participating in any study but came down
sinmply to fulfill their course requirement. As described previously, 1
offered to give students their credit slips and have them leave at any
time rather than remain in the study against their will. Following the
expression of willingness to continue, on the part of the "students", I
§ointed out that I also realized that even thouch tley 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 tkis would be necessary because psychologists
can only study people's moods in so far as they are reflected in people's
beliavior. 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,
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nornmal or abnormal, such feelings might be'., I stated that my interest
was in "understanding" students' feelings, not judging them."

This acceptance and encouragenent of honest emotional expression was
reiterated several times throughout the procedure. Obviously its real
intent was to convey to the subject the idea that gny behavior on the part
of efther "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
them to do later in the laboratories, might be something nost people
night find it difficult to do. I said that it was my contention that
people often do not act the way they feel in real life. I then again
asked both participants if either of them agreed with this contention,
and if go0,did they have any ideas why this might be? The confederate
answered that "sometimes people think that 1f they did anything they
wanted or even told others how they felt, they would be regarded as weird,
abnorrmal, etc.”" I then asked what he thought and adding the subject's
corments 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 might be afraid of the consequences; some people nmight
feel embarrassed or ashamed if others really knew what was on their minds;
sorne people might think they were sick 1f they did jJust as they pleased;
and finally some 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 argument in an attempt to convince the



ngtudents” that 1f they were honestly to express themselves, they had
really nothing to worry about. As previ;us studies have shown, a two-
sided argument would be very effective with this type of population
(iusseneta 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 eac!: other, and tlat 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 nre

or with riy assistant and.would not be seeinz each other again when tle
experinent was over. Iloreover, 1 pointed out ti.at any data they provided
for me or my assistant was confidentfal and would not be used without
their written permission. Finally, 1 stated flatly, that as far as I
was concerned, there would not be any adverse consequences from me or
from the school for any actions, feelings, etc. that were expressed, pro-
vidins no laws were broen. In fact, as far as I was concerned, I
expressed the feeling that I felt it was unfortunate thiat people cannot
be therselves riore in real life, I stated that in any event, the nore
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 tlhe two
"students" had some intellectual appreciation for tiie unique lab situa-
tion‘they would eventually be going into, I felt it would take some
getting used to because it was not like most every day life situations.

I said that for this reason, I would like then to try to practice being



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 them to get used
to being honest, as far as I was concerned, from 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 th;t
might take place between the "students'. At the same time, of course,

I 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 i{n the procedure, I said I did not believe that a mere
statement on my part, that ft 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 1 had decided
to engage them in a verbal discussion with the hope that they could use
the occasion to loosen up a bit b.for; they entered the lhboratory. 1
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 fhrow 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";
My worst habit is"; I think 1t'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



from the confederate and subject. 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
spologized, removed my 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
I 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 readminister the mood scale to get a more stable, accurate
estimate of each person's initifal 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
forns were then collected. At this point, under the condition of normal
social restraint, I asked them to try to finish fillingout 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". 1I then left the room and turned on the
video equipment. Shortly thereafter, the confederate initiated one of
the nine stirulus situations., We will now discuss the details concerning
the adninistration of'theae nine stimuli,

Stimulus Situations and Their Presentation

At this point in the procedure, the confederate initiated one of the
nine aggressive or constructive stimuli {n random order. As mentioned
previously, these nine stiruli ranged from extremely aggressive to extreme-

ly constructive in nature. We have previoﬁaly listed the nine stirmuli,
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and the reader is referred to the Appendix for a detailed presentation
of them (see AppendixC , 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 beganwhenl left
the room to go to the john and ended when the confederate initiated one
of the stimulus situations. The gecond 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 f{t. 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 trainingmanual in the Appendix
for a fuller elaboration of them. (AppendiixC).
. Pamsel

This phase consisted of a one minute interval, beginning when I
left the room and ending when the confederate began hie 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 act like a naive subject would. In order to
a;compliuh 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 {nstructed 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 ﬁithout touching him. UWhen 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 Phage 1 period as uniform in length for all
subjects as possible, it was realized that there were possible situations
where the Phage 1 period might have to be slightly lengthened. However,
the confederate was urged to limit the Phage 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 preplsnned insti-
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gation 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 stirulus situations, but moreover, to reproduce each of the
situations in a uniform manner. The need to maintain uniformity in the
acting out of the varfous stimulus situations, was necessary to avoid the
possibility that the actor's behavior would become contingent on the
subject's responses or behavior, ratlier 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, 1f confederates chose to be |
nore apggressive to less intimidating subjects, and less aggressive to
rore intimidatinz subjects, very little aggression on the part of the
subjects would probably result,

To insure unifornity of the confederates' presentation of the
various stimulus situations, the confederate was trained to consistently
produce thre same stirulus regardless of the subject who was assigned to
him. The importance of his doing this, was continually stressed to the
confederate. TFurthermore, confederates were instructed that they were
to produce tle same stimulus situation regardless of t'.e response, verbal
or otherwise, of the subject, Insofar as they seeried 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 stimulus situztion (see

Appendix C). Turthermore, each stimulus situation had a time period
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allotted to fit it for i{ts production. These periods of time ranged fronm
between one and a half to five minutes depending on the stimulus, To
further insure uniformity in the behavior of the confederates, they were
trained to adhere to the time linits specified in the training manual for
the production of each stimulus situation., This was to aveid having
confederates unnecessarily prolonging or shorteninz 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 gituation short enough
to be practical for the subsequent judging of the video-tapes made of
then by college students.

Rhaze 3

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 naking any immediate direct response to it. From 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 begome passive and was not to instigate
any further actions. !oweve; he was to respond and to facilitate any
actions the subject might choose to inftiate. While the behavior occurr-
ing during this period of time was not our najor focus of concern, we
thouzlit 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 some 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 situations. These were stimulus 5, 6, and 8 (see Appendix C.p, 258 ).
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 them and because
tkey required a relatively long period of time to enact. As such, the
non-verbal instigation data was similar 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, mentioned 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 initlating such behavior. TFor exarple,
the confederates were instructed not to geem preoccupied with any element
of the room but to look around the room {n a casual nanner as a naive
subject would do. Additional detailed rules for accomplishing this were

spelled out for each confederate (see Appendix C,p.255). For example,
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1f the subject seemed to be giving the confederate a "dirty look" or
seemed to be displaying some 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
some 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. lowever,
(since upon close inspection of the cases whefe this occurred, the prob-
lens were deerted to have occurred randomly) this deviation is to be
considered random error in our analysis.

Trainine Procedure for the Confederates

As mention2d previouely, we had producerd a trainins video-tape of

eac. o the nine stirulus situations, as well as an audio-tape of thex

anil a training manual (for !lanual, see Anrondix C). As can be

seen, the trainin~ ranual described for eac: 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, w&at he could or could

not do, how ruch time he was supposed to spend at each point in tlie pro-
cecure, etc. In addition, to Iinsure that ti:e actor wsould not une:pectedly
alter :is belavior in response to the behavior of a given subject, tlLe
training procedure also briefed tlie actor on what he was to do and say

1f the subject tried to become a "stirulus" for him, After each poten-
tial confederate had reviewed this material in depth, he was asked to
role-play these sti-uli with a volunteer, vho improvised unplanned

responses. Tl.ose potential confederates who could not adequately produce
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the range of aggressive and constructive behavior or effect that was
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
fron the time the subject entered the room for this study, to the time
I care back into the room after the Iinstigation. 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 extrene
stinulus 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 socfal stiruli.
Procedure for Leavin~ Waiting Room

When I returned, I asked botl “students" if they had completed
£f111ing out the blographical sheet I had given then. I informed then
that there would be arple time to corplete Lt later. At this point,
however, I stated that I was interested in getting then into the labor-
atory to begin the study. I 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 :AACL (AACL 3), The rationale
for filling out the third HAACL was sinilar to that offered previously.
The instructions were also sirilar, except the subjects were asked to
check off all the adjectives that described their mood and feelings
"during the last five minutes”. Once this for: had been corpleted and
returned to me, I then amnounced the subjects would now 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 me. 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.
Progedure for Collection of Self-Report Data

One problen in the methodology of the experimental research i{s to
be reasonably sure that the experimental manipulations have Lad 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 fron 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 nay have affected 1it.

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 nerory. At the sane time, we wished to avoid the possibility
that demand characteristics of the experinent would influence the subject's
self-report responses. Tinally, we wished to avoid the possibility that

the collection of the self-report data would arouse excessive suspicion
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concerning the true nature of the experiment or would be conducted in a
manner that would make subjects excessivély 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 oLtain self-
report data was through the three adninistrations of the !!AACL as dis-
cussed previously., The actual reason for the use of this scale was to
provide for self-report data on the subject's rood and feelings,
imediately followring the two main experirental manipulations (Context
and Stimulus Situation). As such, we were able to get a self-report
fron the subject less than a ninute following each of the experinentai
manipulations., Iy providing subjects with a strong, deceptive rationale
for the use of the !{AACL, and by adninistering tie (.A\ACL twro tirmes prior
to the onset of the confederate's behavior, we felt that it would be
possible to gain this data without excessively arousin; the subject's
suspicions about the true nature o ow studly, and t'e real reason for
the ugse of the 'IAACL. Additionally, by having tiree adninistrations of
the mood scale, we were able to obtain three post-measures of each
subject's mood change following each of tlie two rmain experinental manipu-
lations.,

As for the collection of other self-report data, we felt ti.e salest
time to collect it would be after all tlie experirental rmaninsulations
had talen place. As such, we would have to rely somewhat on tie subject's
recall of tle previous events and experiences but we traded off this
limitation for the alternate choice of interfering with the experiment

itself,
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To collect this self-report data, a three-part self-report
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 miniﬁilly 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 tle
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. Ilowever,
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. Subj)ects 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 itsgelf
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 F, (p. 275)Lii£p:233)&lljp. 293), this
self-report qdestionnaire 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 dermand
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. !loreover, since the questions covered the
period of time from the point where the subject had signed up for this
stu - o the point where he entered the '"lab" room and began filling out
this self-report questionnaire, the subject was kept ninimally aware of
what behaviors were the real focus of my interest.

Ti.e questions, in part, attenpted 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 {t, and
any other miscellaneous cormments the subject cared to make. Subjects
were encouraged to answer all items and I asked them to elaborate honest
clear statements. Lach 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 hLe walked into the "office-

waiting room" (and filled 6ut IYAACL 1). The second tire period begzan
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where the last one left off and ended when the practice Likert scales
were given out in the normal social restraint condition, or when the
personal discussfon began in the low social restraint condition. The
third time perfod was the period of time during which the Likert scales
were being filled out or the discussion was taking place. This period
was terminated by the filling out of MAACL2, The last time period began
when the subject filled out MAACL 2 and ended just before they came 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, andthcu 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.

When part one was completed, the subjects went on to fill out part
two of the self-report questionnaire. Part two consisted of eight self-
report scales that the subjects were to use. As will be seen, these
scales basfcally 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. Subjeéts were told that we
were including these scales in the "mood calibration packet" on an
experimental basis to see 1f 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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have affected their mood scale data. Rather, they were told, that it
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
time 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 anticipa-



ted,or thought they anticipated,would ensue i{f they did what they really
f;lt like doing or wanted to do to the "other subject'" at that time.
Scale six asked them how harmful they thought the "other subject" would
have been to them, 1f 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
agzressively they would have behaved towards themselves,if tley had done
what they really wanted to do to the "other subject".

With regard to the construction of these scales, scale one, scale
two, and five were nine point bipolar scales with a neutral point, sini-
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 exarmples, identical to those used to define
dimensions. Subjects were given the option on all scales of extending
then as far as necessary to make a satisfactory rating,if tlie defined
limits of the scale proved unsatisfactory. They were also allowed to
make more than one rating on a scale 1f they felt the need to do so.

Tor those few subjectec tliat did this, averages of tle two ratinzs nade
vere coriputed 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 ratinz on tiis scale and this
was written dowm in the "comments' section next to each scale.

Following the completion of these scales in part 2, part 3 was
administered. (see Anpeniix H, p.293) This part began with another

set of open-ended questions that basically asked subjects 1f there was
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anything they felt they left out in their previous answers tliat 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 {mprove the validity of the mood scale, we were going to look
at each of the subject's previous scale responses to see if tlie mood they
had indfcated they had been in was indeed recognized by the “other
student” in the room, 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 inmpulses were fully
reflected in their beliavior. If the subject felt Le iad not done or
expressed what lhe really felt like doing or expressing, he was asked what
he would like to have done, and hor intense Liis 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 1f 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
answver., Tror some of thege 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 {f they
believed the "otlier subject" had behaved in such a way as to affect
his mood and 1f so, 1f he felt the "other subject" was aware of what he
was doing, intended to do it to him, or intended to harn him through this
action, The question w28 of the multiple choice variety and allowed for

five different choices. A sixth space was provided for subjects who
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felt none of these choiqes were adequate. For the few subjects who wrote
in their response in the sixth space, a judge read then and picked a
category that best seemed to represent tlielr answer. As with the previous
questions, a way was developed to translate the subject's choices into
quantitative forn. 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 them, and the mulfiple ctoices were conceived
as lying along equal intervals of this scale dimension.

Following this question, more open-ended miscellaneous question§
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 {f they had any suspicions or preconceived ideas that might have
affected their mood scale responge during the last time period." It was
mentioned that since sometimes the suspicions might affect the person's
mood witlout him being aware of it, it was irportant that they reported
any suspicions or preconceived notions they had had about the procedure
thus far. Trey were then specifically asked 1 they hiad noticed that
there were mirrors in the “office-waiting roon" and 1{f they were suspi-
cious that tley were one-way. They were also asked if tliey were suspi-.
cious that they were being observed or recorded during the tiue when I
wasn't in the roon, They were asked 1f they had any suspicions about
riy expressed reasons for leaving the room to go to the john. Finally,
they were asked 1f 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 edch question. In addition, for the last
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three questions, subjects were asked to rate how suspicious they were on
a six point scale runniﬂg 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
procedure, they thought they had first become suspicious.

The self-reports of degrees of suspicion lent themselves to ready
quantification., For purposes of the present study, the data of any
lﬁbject who reported being convinced that one of the aforementioned
deceptions had indeed taken place, had been deleted from our analysis.
In such cases, a n;w 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 ttis 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 ot t-e 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
particpate 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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In order to carry out the debriefing, each subject was informed as
to th: true nature of the study His feelings were explored with him
briefly and we made a considerable effort to point out tl:e essential

normality and/or rightness of his actions. He was told about the video-
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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
rnaking of his data was explained to him and we obtained his written
pernission to use it., Following tiils, we introduced hinm to the confed-
erate who sliook his hand and reassured him there were no hard feelings.

The subject then came back into the lab room with ne and finisglhed
f111inz out the biographical data sheet., He was also asked if he had
any corment 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 re further,
and disnissed.
Progcedure for Rating of the Video-Tape Data

As will be recalled we had made a video-tape of eacl subject and
interaction with one of the confederates during the period of time when
I left the roon, As will also be recalled, it was during this period
of time that the confederate hLad instigated one of the nine asgressive
or constructive acts and the subject had been ziventhe 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 perfod of time so as to provide data



" emey

19

relevant to the hypothesis under test. In order to extract this numeri-
cal 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.

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. Fyrthermore, several different
judges were asked to make each rating. Finally, each judge only made a
few ratings in order to make it less 1likely 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 randormess 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
Jjudging 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 nade another set of ratings.

To achieve maximal independence of tl.ese ratings, it was deemed desirable
to assign different groups of raters to malke 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



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 occuring during Phage 2
(the direct response phase) independent of the ratings of behaviors
occurring during Phage 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 oﬁ the confederatds beha-
vior and the subject’s behavior in any given interaction independent of
one another,While assigning different raters to make each of these ratingzs
w8 a positive step in this direction, there was still the problem whether
the video-tape data that the raters were to use as a basis for their
ratings contained the behavior of both the subject and the confederate
on the tape. In order to {nsure 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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Diagram of Breakdown of Sample Video Segment for Judging Purposes

Direct r
subsegment

Spont. r
subsegment

(a) Verbal Instigations

(v) Non-Verbal Instigations

Item 1
Active instigation of one of
nine stimuli by the confederate.

Itenm 2
Subject's direct response to
the instigation.

Item

Passive-facilitating behavior

of the confederate for 2% minutes
following the end of subject's
direct response to the confederate's
instigation. ’

Item A .
Prolonged active instiga-

tion of non-verbal act
by the confederate.

(This Item included among

all Item 1l's for purposes
of analysis in this paper).

Item L

Any spontaneous bthavior on the
subject's part occurring during

the 24 minute period Jjust mentioned.

Item B

Response made by subject

to the instigation during
the entire period the insti-
gation takes place.

(This Item included among
all Item 2's and all

Item L4's for purposes of
statistical analysis in this
paper) .

NOTE: Each Item vas rated by different groups of Judges to

insure independence of ratings.

Groups rating Items 3 and 4 of any given segment were
not exposed to Items 1 and 2 of that segment. Items A and B
vere also rated by different groups of judges, as were Items 1 and 2;

3 and L.

Each Itemws 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. Ome-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, Tie technological
procedumsneeded to acconplish this were not only highly impractical, but
the product that would thus be obtained would be so cut up and dissected
that the behavior of each of tle 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 make tliem focus on the behavior of one of the participants
and to ignore the behavior of the other participant. At the same tire,
they were helped to do this by a cardboard masking which was placed over
tire video-tape imace of the person whose behavior and verbalization they
tvere to ignore,
A second problem that energed as a result of practical linitations,

concerns the need to keep the ratings made of one action, independent of

the ratings made of all the other actions. Wlile f{deally, we would have
as many groups of raters as we Liad different actions to rate, in practice,
ve had to have each group of raters make several ratings of different
subjects in interactions with different confederates under different
stimulus sftuations. Since we could nbt insure that the ratings would
be independent of one another in this regard, the issue was dealt with
by randonizing the presentation of different actions to different groups
of raters, and furthermore, by randonizing 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 tlien 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 contanination of some ratings by other
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ratings made by the same rater would be minimal.

Descrintion of  procedures for video-tape 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. Ih order
to secure as large a pool of judges as possible, it was decided to enlist

e volunteer aid of college 1nsttuc§ors 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 witliin the greater metropolitan area.

It was possible to enlist the cooperation of three social science depart-
ments &t three di{fferent comunity colleges. Individual instructors at
ttese schiools were contacted and arrangements were made to come into
their classes for one contact hour. All in all, 41 classes of students
were uvtilized. In terms of nurbers of students, 883 students of both
sexes served as judges for the video-tape data.

This pool of judges seered satisfactory for several reasonz. Iirst,
they were not connected in any way with our research project, but yet,
because of their interest in social science, were reasonably well-motiva-
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,
tius 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

Note: See Appendix L for evidence supporting the validity of the
o Judging procédure.
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night be made from tl.e parent population of comrunity college students.
lloreover, by having such a large p;ol readlly accessible, the problen
of intrarater contamination of ratings would be ninimized. Finally, by
having this large pool we would be able to achieve maximal independence
of the ratings obtained, by assigning different classes of judges to
make diflerent ratings. ¥We could also keep our raters minirmally aware
of the hypotiesis under test, by exposing them to relatively few video-
tape segments to rate, thus making it much more unlikely tlat subtle
demand characteristics of the study would creep into and affect their
ratings.

In order to keep ti.e ratings we obtained maximally independent of
one anotlier, the next Job was todevise an orderly procedure for deter-
rining which ratings would be made by wiicli class of raters, and for
insuring that ratings we wished to keep maximally independent from one
anothier were indeed made by the different student raters. In other words,
a procedure needed to be developed to determine whicli portions of which
video-tape segments would be shovm to any given class of raters, prior
to going into that class., Once this deterrmination was made, a further
procedure needed to be developed to most efficiently present these por-
tions to tihe 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 Iigure 3, (p.l21 ). 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 our judging procedure was to recopy the video-tape
segments onto new video-tape. It was decided to recopy these vidgo-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.. 1t 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
wiich yere 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 tAey 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 from the index of that
tape and were not subsequently rated by any other class.

Once we had recopied these video-tape segments onto new tape in
random order, the next job wag to insure that the ratings of the confed-
erate's behavior and the s&bject'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 segnents or sub-divisfons, would be rated by the particular
class that was to rate them, Of course, when the tape was later shown

to another class, the individual 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 phage, and the spontaneous
response phase, were made independently, waen 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 {s to be noted, that using this procedure, raters of ﬁhe
spontaneous phLase had no way of knowing what 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 guldes were
adopted in the preparation of the video-tapes for presentation to these
classes. Basically, tiiese 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 ylaugl {mage of the same 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 vigual image of the same experimental stimulus 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 agzaressive stimuli which seemed scmewhat similar in
content. Thus, no given group of judges was to view both stimulus 7
(tellinc someone to move over on the couch in an annoying fashion) and
stimulus 9 (same as 7 but cursing and yélling at the subject for his .
failure to comply)., Tihese three guidelines were super-imposed on the
random orders establisted previously, 'here one of these guidelines
was in danger of beinz violated, the video-tape sub-segment that was to
have been rated at that point in the sequence was skipped over and tlie
next segment was shown, However, in actual practice, it was not always
possible to strictly adhere to ti:ese 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 érobab}y not draw any unwanted conclusions about
the behavior they observed.

Classroom judgi=c nrocedure

Having prepared the recopied tapes for judging, and having
establisted an order for the Judging for vartous 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" Sylvania monitor.
Waile a bigger monitor would have been more desirable, it was found that

the use of a bigger monitor was too impractical to transport from 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.
systerr for givineg instructions to the class.

Zach teacher's individual classroom was utilized as a viewing room
since 1t was deemed inmpractical and unfeasible to transport the students
to other rooms. Ten minutes prior to each given class, I entered tle
classroon with ny ;ssistant 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 seni-circle as close as
possible to the set. wWhen the studemts cane in, we handed each student
a paper called "Prelininary Instructions' which explained the rationale
of what they would be doing. (see Apdendixd , p. 304 ). These
questions were designed to deceive the raters into thinking that 3l] the
people tiey would be asked to rate were other college students who had
been candidly filmed.

After we had handed out these instructions, I para-phrased ther: for
the raters, explaining to the: that I was a researcher at anot:er college
who was planning to do a study requiring the use of volunteers. I
explained to then that I had obtained a large nunber of potential volun-
teers but fad to screen them to select those that I needed for ny
research. To get the information needed to do t-is, I l.ad invited each
of the volunteers to come down, alone or in pairs, to fill out a biograph-
fcal questionnaire. While they were doing tiis I lLad also secretly made

a video~tape of them to get a sample of their behavior. I then explained



to the class of raters that it was required that I get an objective
opinion from a number of intelligent, perceptive people such as 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 them to lend
me their cooperation and pointed out that some of the tapes might be
very interesting to watch.

At this point, the raters were cautioned they might 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, 1f they thought that they recognized
sonebody 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 {t, using a
scale we would give then, and would be asked to indicate this judgnent
through the use of 80 IRM gheet and a #2 pencil,

The raters were also informed that generally thiere was more ti.an

one person on any given tape segrnent. Since we wanted to obtain an
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oblective judgrent for eac’ person's belavior, the raters were cautioned
that it was extrenely important th;t tl:ey iznore tl:e 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 ttat a simple apparatus had been devised, race up of a curtain rod,
a piece of cardboarl, an? a large clip that would allowv us to nask tle
visual irare of the rarson we wisled tl.emt to ignore. Tley were assured
t-at ot':ier classes of students would rate the nasked individuals ani the
i-portance of focusin~ on and objectively evaluatin- t'e belavior of the
visible person only, was repeatedly stressed to tl.em. In contrast to
tie rationale given t2 these judres however, tie real rationzle for tilese
instructions rras of cowse, to try to irpress on the rsters, ti.e need to
avoid havinc their evaluations of tue visible individual influenced by
t':e belavior and actions of the person t-ey could not sce, or by sume
ot-er ratings they had previously nade. Iy instructin~ ti:e raters in
t>1s nanner, as well as by raskinz th.e visual irace of one of tlie tuo
individuals on any given viden-tape sesnent, it was felt tiat the ratings
we obtained from these judges would be rmaximally independent o” one
anoti.er.
tlaving explained the instructions to our particular grsup of judges,

t“e Iinstructlons for the ratinz scales they would be using were tien
handed out, Ti:ree di{fferent rating scales were used in eac: class and

ti.e judges were so Iinformed., Zach judge received a pencil and an op-
scan sheet to record their ratings on. T.e procedures for the use of
the opscan sheet were also explained to them and questions were answered
regarding the tliree scales.

The three scales used to rate the video-tapes were those of azgress-
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ivene.s constructiveness; normality abnornality; and emotional honesty,
emotional dishonesty. (see_AppendixJ, p. 304).

As can be seen fron the appendix, the aggressiveness-constructive-
ness rating scale given to these judgés 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 main independent and dependent variables of the present
study.

T.e normality and abnormality scale was also practically identical
to that used previously in this research. The judges' rating of how
normial or abnornal tle behavior of the confederate or subject was,
was uzed to shed sorme light on the relationsiiip between agzressive and
constructive bel:avior and ti:e degree of its abnornality.

The enotional honesty, erotional dishonesty scale was included to
provide sore interesting material for future analysis; it will not be
discussed at lenzth in the present paper.

Zach classroon of judges was asked to rate behaviors,that they
would view on the video-tape;on all three scales. llowvever, to keep the
ratings on each scale uncontaninated by ratings on tlie otlers, any given
Juidze used only one of the tiiree scales. Further, tley were cautioned
about talking to each other or discussing tleir ratings out loud., To
decide which judges would use wiich rating in any given classroom, a
table of randon nunbers was used to deternine which section of tle roon,
left, middle, or right, got which scale. Since the aggressiveness-
constructiveness scale was the most important scale, we tried to give
out a few more of these than the others, so as to increase the nunber

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 attendagce on that day, but was roughly
one third of the average size class. Once the scale Imstructions 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 1f they were unable to make out any aspect of the
audio-visual presentation or {f they had any questions of what they were
to rate.

Where the audio-visual 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 my 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 prowided for this
purpose. A new video-tape segment was then queued up and shown and the
process was repeated. As many segments and aub-gegments 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 ghould be pointed out that during the showing of these video-
tapes, I found it necessary to make some varbal corments wien 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 nade

out by the judges. To handle this problem, I decided to add my oun verbal
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non-cormittal comment each time the instigation was shown, in order to
draw the judges' attention to the cigarette smoke. I cormented 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 corment 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 stinuli were
made, it was decided to allow judges, rating the subjects'response to
these non-verbal stimulf, to see the visual image 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 ratc;

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

poseible future reference.
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Ireatnent of Video-Tape Dats

Once all of the viaeo-tape ratings had been made, the next question
was to how statistically evaluate and analyze 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 iten ratings on any given gcale (see Figivre 3 ). Two ratings would
be of the confedeéate'l behavior = one for each sub-segment, and two
ratings would be for the subject's behavior - one each for each sube-seg-
ment. Since more than one judge made each rating, the median of the
ratings made by these judges, for each one of these four video {tem
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 médian judgments
of how aggressive or constructive; normal or abnormal, erotionally honest
or dishonest, the behavior displayed by the confederate or subject in
each one of these four video {tens was.

For those subjects who had received a "non-verbal" instigation the
video-tape was not broken up into sub-segients, 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 judgrents 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 segnent; the other set consisted

of ratings of the subject's bghavior tiaroughout the whole video segment

(see Figure 3 ).
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Since different classrooms of judges were called upon to rate differ-
ent video {tens, within the same segment, the next job was to collate all
the median judgments belonging to the same 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 judzed aggressiveness-constructiveness of confederate's

instigation.

2, Median judged aggressiveness-constructiveness of subject's "direct"

response to them.

3. Median judged aggressiveness-constructiveness of subject's "spon-

taneous” response to them,

4. Median judged normality-abnormality of the confederate's instigation.

5. Median judged normality-abnormality of the subject's "direct" response

to ic.

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.

Vith regard to those subjects who had received the more non-verbal
instigations, since we did not break up the data into phases durin; 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 dats as both "direct" responses and "spontaneous" responses for purposes
of analysis, since this data had seemed to have elenents of both. It has

therefore been included in the analysis of both kinds of data in this paper.
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h v ula Co 0 B 1

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 pean response
data and the correlational data obtained through the second procedure,
discrete response data.

Iy on u

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 s given level was calculated. Thus for any given dependent measure,
for each of the nine instigation levels, we could obtain A mean rating
of subjects' responses (bebavioral 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.

2iscrete response approach

This approach was also included since we felt that the results thus

obtained would yield more accurate statistical descriptions of the reci-
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procity relationships obtained. It was nct 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 ratings of the instigations were not
grouped into levels. Rather, for all subjects in any given set of data
involving any given 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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CHAPIER 4
RESULTS
Description of General Finginxs
OQvervigw

Iable 2 (p.lbl) displays the main experimental finagings. For escn
socsal restraint condicion, correlation, slope and intercept data is
provided for all data and analysis done as listed below. The
data and analyses are as follows:

1, 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 4, 7, and 9 in Appendix C).

3. Mean "spontaneous" response data.

4, Mean "spontaneous" response data - verbal instigations omly.

5. Discrete direct response data.

6. Discrete direct response data - verbal instigations omly.

7. Discrete "spontaneous" response data.

8. Discrete "spontaneous" response data - verbal instigations omly.

All correlations tabled were tested for significance and the results
are displayed. The .01 level of significance vas chosen.Borderline sig-
nificance i{s also indicated (.05) p) .01)

In looking at these tabled correlations it should be renembered that {n
each case, they basically indicate the degree of linear relatedness that vas
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 subjects' responses along the same scale.*

The demonstration of such a relation, as evidenced by a high positive
correlation (+r), confirms the presence of one aspect of reciprocity behav-
for, e.g. that the more 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 same direction. It does not however, confirm the second aspect of
reciprocity behavior, e.g. that ageression was always met with its "rough
equivalent” (aggression) and constructiveness with constructiveness. For
example, it might be found trat subjects' responses only vary with the
constructiveness of the continuun,

In one sense, the demonstration of a high positive correlation without
demonstrating that a "rough equivalence'of what was received, was returned,
was not necessary to demonstrate reciprocity behaviér in our study. This
is because in this study we defined an aggressiveness-constructiveness
continuum such that the more aggressive a given behavior is, by definition,
the less constructive it is and viee versa. As such, for example, behavior
that becomes increasingly less constructive by our definition, simultane-
ously becomes more aggressive and vice versa. Thus,built into our con-
ceptual fremework is the insurance that - positively correlated change
in instigation responses with instigation levels, automatically oonstitutes
such "rough equivalence". .

However, since this conceptualization may not be persuasive to some,
we have decided to do the following: We will use the term “reciprocity"
and reciprocity behavior" in the broadest sense, in analyzing the statis-
tical results. In our discussion of these results, we will edamine the
limitations of any positive findings in light of the question of "rough

equivalence”.

*See footnote p. 184, Chap. & "Discussion"
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A detailed presentation of the main experimental findings contained
in Igble 2 now ensues. This will be followed by a presentation of
evidence obtained in attempts to test eacl of the hypotheses and compari-
sons nentioned earlier. For those tests, the .0l level of significance

was used throughout,
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TABLE 2
Surmary of MMain Experimental Findings

Data Analyzed Normal Restraint Low Restrsint

liean Response Data

Direct Lesponse

All Data (}=8) r=0,50 =0, 92% ik
b=0,13 b=0,23
a=4,33 a=3,62

Verbal Instig r=0,52 =0, 96 kiik

Only (i=7) b=0,13 b=0,37
a=4,38 a=2.70

Spontaneous Reaponse

All Data (N=3) r=0,73* r=0,72%
b=0,14 b=0,.14
a=3.99 a=3.89

Verbal Instig r=0,84%* r=0,90%k*

Only (N=7) b=0.15 b=0.23
a=3,93 a=3,31

Discrete Response Data

Direct Response

All Data (Ii=4O0nr) r=0,31*% r=0,53%kkkk
(X=391r) b=0,14 b=0,25
a=4,27 a=3.50

Verbal Instig r=0,35*% r=( ,§3¥irkik
Only (N=27nr) b=0,14 b=0.37
(\=231r) a=4 .41 a=2.80

Spontaneous Response

All Data (N=40nr) r=0,34* r=0 41
(N=391r) b=0.13 b=0.16
‘4001 .-3.76
Verbal Instig r=0,45%* re=0 S7*kk
Only b=0.15 b=0,25
=3 _9 .-: zz
*p ¢ .05 Wirkkp ¢ .oof

kg ¢ 005
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Social Restraint = Di sponse D
) lygd

As can be seen from Igble 2 under 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
Tesponse of subjects to given levels of aggressive or constructive provo-
cation 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 {s showm in Pigure &.
A value of O represents extreme aggression; a value of 8, extreme construce
tiveness. As can be seen the means of the subjects' responses to given
levels of instigation fell neatly on this line. Inspection of the data
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 construce
ted and centered around the neutral point. The strongly aggressive
stimulus was judged to have been responded to, on the average, in & neutral
to mildly aggressive manner (value 3.45). The strongly constructive
stimulus was judged to have received a mild to moderate constructive
vesponse (3.35). All other average levels of response under low social

restraint fell within those 2 points.
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Figure 5 shows a regression line, and scattergran
obtained by Harshbarger in prcvio;- 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.
Discrete Tesponse &nalysis
Table 2 gives the results obtained under this condition as snalyzed
by the procedure of correlating the level of instigation each subject
wgs judged to have received, with the exact magnitude of response he was
judged to have made. As such, this analysis showed how well we could
predict the actual responses of subjects to instigations, as opposcd'to
predicting the gverage response of subjects to given levels of instigation,
As one can see, inspection of this data revealed that the obtained corre-
lation, while significant, was considersbly smallerin 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, int = 3.5),
Looking at Figure 6, the scatterplot of subjects' responses in this
condition, we found, as expected, 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 spparently preferred to try to ignore or be polite to
the {nstigator rather than to reciprocate aggressively. Even when the

subject did reciprocate aggression with aggressive behavior, the nature
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of the behavior was often so restrained that some raters viewed it as
helpful behavior and evaluated it -in this light lowering its overall
rating. This was reflected both in the variability of the ratings made

by the raters and in remarks made by some raters at the end of the rating
procedure to the effect that the subjects' restraint was seen as "helpful”,

In contrast to most subjects' reactions to aggressive instigations,
one can also see that a few subjects wercseen to be moderat¢ly 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 mi{ldly con-~
structive in nature.

N Socigl int - onse Da

Mean onse Apnal

As can be seen from Table 2, under conditions of Normal Social
Reltraint, a non-significant correlation was obtained between different
levels of aggressive and constructive instigation and mean levels of direct
aggressive or constructive responses to tham (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 smaller 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 1s .99
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that the population value falls between =,209 .and ".L6U5h.

The obtained regression equation under normal social restraint
conditions was Y = .13 + 4,33,

A graphic representation of this regression line is shown in Figure
1. As before, a value of O 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 eocial restraint conditions and they did not fall neatly on the re-
gression line. The response means centered around the neutral point and
varied from neutral (value 4.04) to mild to moderately comstructive
(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.

ons alys

As under low social restraint conditions, a second analysis of the
data was dore' which involved correlating the level of i{nstigation 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
the gctugl responses of subjects under normal social restraint vs average
responses of subject to provocation. As one can see from Table &4, the
correlation obtained using this procedure {n normal restraint conditions
was consideradbly smaller than that obtained using the sanme procedure with
low social restraint data (r = .31 vs. .53 ) and the standard error is

algbtly larger (.92 vs. .88).
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Figure 8 presents the scatterplot of subjects' responses in this
condition, As expected the data was nor; variable than one would be led
to belfeve 1t would be by the inspection of the msan response data. 'As
for the scatterplot i{tself, one notes that as with the scatterplot for
the low restraint - direct response data, subjects' judged responses were
quite variable in response to aggressive instigations. As before, most
subjects were judged to have responded to these instigations in a neutral
to slightly helpful manner. In contrast to the low restraint - direct
response data though, even fewer subjects made a 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, most of the direct response to
constructive acts were judged to be constructive in nature. We also
detected a curvilinearity 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 oreceived the two most 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 Soc{al Restraint - "Spontsngous Response Data"

Meap Response Analysis

As can be seen from Igble 2 under conditions of low social restraint,
s i,u_blt.ﬂtial though nonsignificant correlation was obtained between differ-
ent levels of aggressive or constructive instigations and mean levels of
"spontaneous" aggressive or constructive responses to them (r = .72,

N =8, p( .025).
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The slope of the regression line for the prediction of mean responses
of subjects to given lc;rcla of aggressive or constructive provocations
under these conditions was .14, A confidence interval that was set up
using the standard error of the slope indicated the probability is .99
that the true population slope falls between =.0 7 and .36.

The obtained regression equation for the prediction of the average
subjects '“spontaneous” response under conditions of low social restraint
was written as follows:

Y= _,l4 X + 3.89

A graphic representation of this regression line is shown in Figurs
9., A value of 0 x:epreuntu extreme aggression, a value of 8 extreme
constructiveness.

Inspection of this data revealed that,as before, while the 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 and centered around the neutral point,

The strong extreme aggressive stimulus was judged to have been spontane-
ously responded to in a neutral to mildly aggressive manner (X = 3.49 ).
The strong extreme constructive stimuli{ were judged to have received a
neutral to mildly constructive response (3 = 4.8); other mean values fell

between these points.

Riscrete Response Anslyeis

Looking at the scatterplot of each subject's "spontaneous” discrete
response to the actual instigation he received (see Figure.lQ).,ve again

note the marked variability of the data. However, we note that in
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contrast to the luttorylot of the discrete direct response data under
the same restraint condition, this scatterplot tended to have slightly
less variability and pecple's reactions are more nearly neutral. Again
there were very few aggressive responses to aggressive stimuli, while
most of the responses to constructive stimuli were constructive in nature.
N Soct ) = "Spo oug” D

Mean Regponse Analvale h

Under conditions of normal social restraint a good sized though non-
significant correlation was again obtained between different levels ¢;f
aggressive or constructive instigation md mean levels of "spontaneous"
aggressive or constructive responses to them (r = ,74, n = 8, p( .02)
(see Igble $). 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 slope indicated the probabil-
ity 1s .99 that the true population slope falls between =055 and .333 .

The obtained regression equation for the prediction of the average
subjects' "spontaneous" responses under normal restraint condition was
vritten as follows: . |

Y=, 14X+3.99

A graphic representation of this regression line is shown in Pigure
1l. O represents extreme aggression; 8 represents extreme constructive-
nese. 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 etrong extreme aggressive instigation level was responded
to on the average in a neutral manner. Less extreme aggressive 1.not13a-

tions were on the average responded to in a helpful manner.
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Mean responses to constructive instigation levels were all neutral
or .helpful in nature. As in the mean direct response deta obtained
under the sane (normal) restraint conditions there was a slight curvi-
linear trend {n subjects’ mean gpontangous response to constructive acts
as well,

) ana

Looking at the scatterplot in Figure 12 of the subject's gpontaneous
discrete responses to the actual instigation he received, one noted that
in contrast to the scatterplot of each subject's direct respones, the data
i1s 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).

s of th inental H h

Tests of Central Hypotheses and Corparisops

The first three hypotheses and comparisons concerned predictions that
while linear reciprocal changes in subjects’ responses to the confederates' in-
stigations bekavior 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 areminimal, a
significant degree of linear reciprocal behavioral change would b; displayed,
as evidenced by a significant correlation and slope. Ue further predicted that
under normal 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 addftionally,
the amount of change in the aggression and helpfulness they would on the

average reciprocate for any change in the smount of aggression or help-
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fulness received,would be correspondingly reduced.

Dats bearing on these hypotheses appear below:

Test of Hypotheols 1

Hypotheses are predicted that under low social 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 summary of the data bearing on
this point as well as results of a t test for the significance of the
obtained correlation appears in Tgble3 . A bivariate graph of this data
has already been presented (see Figure ¥).

Table 3

Mean Levels of Agcressive and Constructive Direct Response
Reciprocated for Different Levels of Judged Aggressive or
Constructive Instigation, under Low Social Restraint Conditions

Instigation Level Value Il:::onu 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 - !11d Aggressive [(2.5) 4.26 9

Mild - Neutral Aggressive (3.5) 4.90 1

Neutral - Mild Constructive ((4.5) 4.33 7

Mild - Moderate Constructive [(5.5) 4.61 6

Mod., -~ Strong Constructive 6.5) 5.08 3

Strong - Extreme ConstructiveX7.S) 5.35 4

NOTE: All values are based on a 9 point scale, where 0 = extremely

aggressive, 8 = extremely constructive, & = neutral (see 652006183,2-301)
ahr 1s based on 8 mean responses to each of 8 instigation levels
shown,

* p< .003
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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
beha/ioral change as a function of instigation magnitude was obtained.

H h

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 them 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 Ipble "
along with a test of their significance using Fisher's test for
differences between independent sarple r's. (see émgnﬂu,;.}il).

TIable U

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

* p< .05 -~ significance approached at .01 level.
** ¢ 005

As can be seen, (as predicted, there was a considerable difference
botvécn 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 test 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). While 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 i{s extremely
significant under low restraint conditions, under normal restraint conditions
it does not differ significantly from O, Thus, on balance, the hypothesis
that the context can determine whether or not reciprocal behavior change 1s
displayed, is supported even if the difference in correlations does not reach
significance.

o Comparigon 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 becavse the
hypothesized difference would not be too big and we vouid Tun a great
risk of making & Type II error. However, a compariosn of the slopes
obtained under the two conditions is presented in Igble 5 along with
results of a test of significance using a Cohen derived formula (1975)
for the 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 utilized the standard

error of the estimate (see Appgndix K for formula and documentation).
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Iable 5

Compari{son Between Slope Statistic Found for Direct Response Data
Obtained under Normal Social Restraint Conditions and Slope Obtained
from 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 N.S. .10 t = ,22 N,S.
* p¢ .01

As can be seen from Igble 5 the difference in slopes was in the pre-

dicted direction. Using this Cohen-derived 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 Similaritfes and Contrasts Between Sample Statistics Based op

4 Direct D nd Pr Population V Estabd
Exevious Regegrch '

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 Lelpful insitgations and corresponding
changes in people's responses to them with a 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 researchers under low 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 theoriged 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 &

Comparison 4 concerned the expectation that the correlation obtained
in our sample under low socifal restraint conditions was drawvn from a
population having a .9 correlation between the variables of interest.

While we couldn't demonstrate that this was the case, {t 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 communication with
Harshbarger, a formula for the required test was derived from Figcher's
formulas (see Appendix K for derivation and formula).

Results obtained using this formula appear in Tgble 6 below.
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Table 6

Compar{son Between Pearson Statistic Found in Previous Research and
Obtained Value of Pearson for Direct Response Data under Low Social
Restraint Context

Previous Values 2
Obtained Value of r Obtained Diff.

92 N=38§ 9 .2 Z=,26 N,S.

Ag 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.

C on

Comparison J stated that the sample slope of the regression line
relating 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 .4t5found in previous research,

The comparison was not stated as a hypothesis because one could not
demonstrate that the populition value was .45. 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 readily 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 vas

Cohen's (1975) t test, which 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 1t. .
Based on a personal communicat{on with Harshbarger, a forrula for the
required test based on the standard error of the e2stimate rather than the
residuals, was derived from Cohen's formula (see Appendix K for derivation
and formula). Using this Cohen-derived formula, the following results were

obtained. (see Igble 7 below):

Igble 7

Comparison Between Slope Statistic Found i{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 = .8 N,8,

As can be seen, the evidence was consistent with the view that the
sample was drawn from a population whose slope = .45 as expected. However,
since the power of the test is very low the evidence cannot be considered
conclusive on this point. -

Tegt 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 Fischer-derived 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.
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Iable S

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. A

r= .50; L' - 8 .9 04 z - 2006*

* 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 .0l level. Since a theoretical
populatfon 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 estinated from previous research were not characteristic of
results to be obtained under conditions where the nornmal restraints of
everyday 11fe were operating, although there was a strong trend in support
of this conclusion.

Comparison 7.

Conparison 7 stated that for theoretical reasons, the slope of the
rezression line relating the mean “direct™ responses tao given levels of
aggressive or constructive stimuli under normal 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 populatfon 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 betwecu two slopes obtained from

a sample and a theoretical mwpulation value (see p308 ).

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 Diff. _t

i
b = .13’ N = 8. N.Sl ohs , 032 [t - .54 N..so

d

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, ve could conclude that our
general hypothesis about the effect of context on slope values is substantially

supported.

Tests of Hypotheses Concerning Non- Demanded !Sgontaneousl Mean Responses.

As vill be recalled, we theorized that less reciprocal behavioral

change as a function of instigetion magnitude should be exhibited when sudbjects
are not forced to respond to instigation, as compared to when they are. It

vas also theorized that a significant degree of reciproeal behavioral change
should be observed under low restraint conditions, as demonstrated by a sig-
nificant r betveen instigational levels and mean responses to them. Data
bearing on these points is below.
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Test of Hypothesis 8
Hypotbesis 8 predicted that under conditions 6f léw social restrainmt,

a significant correlation should be obtained between different levels of
aggressive or constructive instigatfon 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 Igble 10,

IgblelO.

Mean Levels of Aggressive or Constructive Spontaneous Response
Reciprocated for Different Levels of Judged Aggressive or Constructive
Instigation under Low Social Restraint Conditions

Hean Computed

Ingtigation Level- Value Response N T t
Ext - Strong Aggressive (0.5) 3.49 6 |r=,72,l=8 | 2,54%
Strong - Mod., Aggressive (1.5) 4.39 3

Moderate - Mild Aggressive (2.5) 4.40 9

Mi1ld - Neutral Aggressive (3.5) 4,90 1

Neutral - }ild 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 O = extremely aggressive;
8 = extremely constructive; 4 = neutral (see Appendixpn30k). The
r is based on mean response to each of 8 instIgation levels shown.

*p< 025

As 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 .0l 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 hypothesi{s was not considered to be conclusively

supported

Tegt 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 (1940) (see Anﬁgndii_ﬁ) had -
déviged 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 ITablell .,

Table 11°

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=,9,N=38 re= 72, N=8 .20 2.43*

* pl .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 0l level.
However, once again, the difference could not be considered significant
and the hypothesis was not adequately supported.

Comparigon 10

Comparison 10 stated that for theoretical reasons under conditions
of normal social restraint, the sample correlations between differaent
levels of aggressive or constructive instization 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 Jable 12
along with results of a Hotelling test for significance of correlation

based on the same sample as having one variable in common.

Igble 12

Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found for Direct Response Data
Obtained under Normal Social Restraint Conditions and Pearson Obtained
for Spontaneous Response Data under Normal Social Restraint Conditions

Normal Restraint Normal Restraint
Direct Spontaneous Diff, ) t
r= .30, N=8 re 74N=28 - .24 t =1,03 N.8,

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. The obtained reversal is rather interesting and will be dis-
cussed in the last section of this paper. It should also be remembered,
fn lesving this section, that the r's obtained for the mean spontanecus
responses to given instigation levels under normal and low restraint
conditions were both about the same value (.74 vs .73) and approached
significance. (p C.025). This pattern of results will be discussed in

a later section of this paper.

Tests of Hypotheses Concerning Sslf Reported Emotional and Motivgtional
Digpositions to Reciprocate Following Aggresgive or Constructive Acts.

As mentioned previously, we have theorized that while the context
of instigations may inhibit reciprocity, it need not t{nhibit desires to
reciprocate. We predicted that a high correlation oﬁould 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,
(Scalg 5) (See App.G ) It also predicted that a strong correlation
should be observed between given 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
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significant correlations were expected to be obtained between different
levels of aggressive instigation and desires 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 Iable 13.

Tgble 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 |[r= + 1,00, N = 4 %k r~+ ,56, N = 4
(Scale 3)
Desires to be Harmful |y= -~ 41, N = 4 ot 94, N = 4%

All Instigations Combined

Angry-Happy Affect rort 89, N = 8 w*

(Scale 5)

* p< .05
** p< 005
ik p< .00001

As can be seen, the obtained data clearly supported this set of

hypotheses, and/orwere consistent with them.
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Comparison 12

Comparison 12 stated that 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 (see p.308 ) ,appear in Igble
k.

Table 14

Corparison Between Correlation Obtained for Harmful or Helpful Instigation
Levels with Self Report Scales and Correlation Value Theoretically
Expected

Nature of Obtained Predicted
Correlation Value Obtained Value D1f£f, 4

Helpful Instigations-
Helpful Desires r= +1,00, N =4 .9 .l 1.82 N.S,
Harmful Instigations- ,
Harmful Desires rs + 94, N=4 .9 .06 «27 N,.S.
All Instigations
Angry-Happy Affect ra + .89, N= 3§ 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



PO v~

o ———

17k

hypothesis that as the instigation levels increase, people's self-reported

desires to be helpf&l 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 Igble 195 along

with the results of a t test for significance of the obtained correla-

tions,

or Helpful Instigation under Normal Restraint Conditions

Table 15

Correlations Obtained Between Self Report Scales and Levels of Harmful

Nature of Obtained

Correlation Value Obtained

Helpful Instigations-

Helpful Desires r=,5 =4 1.03 N.S.
Harmful Instigations-

Harnful Desires r=.98 N=4 6.96%
All Instigations-

Angry-Happy Affect r=,88 =38 4.54%%

* p<,01
** p< ,005

As can be seen, two of the three correlations were significant at
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the .01 level. The cbtained correlation between helpful instigations

and desire to TZeciprocate bBelpfully 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 Relatfonships Between the llacnitude of Ingtigations,

Their Judged Levels of Abnormality, and the Mean Responses to Then g &
Punction 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 (see Appemdix 4A).
We also found that a curvilinear trend existed between increasing construc-
giveness and judgments of ite ebnormality.

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
hypothesized 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 normal
instigations. We also predicted that under normal restraint conditions
for those 1natigat£;§ 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 made b;caUlo,under normal social restraint, we theoriz-
ed that pov?rtul 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.

Data relevant to these hypotheses _.ppear,below.

Test of Hypothesis 1l
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 normality-abnormality 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.

TIgble 16

Table of Instigation Levels and Mean Rated Judgments of Their Normality-
Abnormality

— Normality- a b
Ingtigation Level Value x Abnormality Computed r
'
Strong-Extreme Aggressive 0.5) 7.02 T agg = .56, N=>4]1 .
Moderate-Strong Aggressive 1.5) 5.39 Eta = ,64*
Mild-loderate Aggressive 2.5) 5.00
Neutral-Mildly Agzressive +5) 5,33
Neutral-Mildly Constructive . 4,5) 2.9%4 r const = ,12,
N.S., K = 38
Mild - Moderately Constructive ([5.5) 2.39 Eta = .37 N.S.
Moderate - Strongly Constructive[6.5) 2.09
Strong- Extremaly Constructive [7.5) 3.84

8 based on rater Scale 2 (see %gendix J,P.. 308) where O = extremely
normal; 8 = extremely abnormal; & = neutral.

b based on correlation of magnitudes of aggressiveness-constructiveness
of each instigation with 1ts rater normality-abnormality.
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Test of Hypothesis 15

Hypothesis 15 predicted that there would be a curvilinear relation-
ship between gfven levels of judged constructiveness of instigstions and
their 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 varfability
15 subjects rated responses to any given level of constructive instiga-
tions, the hypotheses failed'to receive statistical support.

Tast of Compariscn 16

Comparison 16 stated that {f we looked at only thoge 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 di{fferent from each other.

In order to select those i{nstigations 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 normality-abnorrmality, see Appendix J, p. 30&)

for each level of instigation, under nornal restraint conditions.
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Those instigations whose mean judgment was less than 4 (0 = extremely
"normal", etc., 8 = extremely abnormal) were fncluded 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 uged in the normal restraint condition.

Tgble 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 Inst{gations under Low
Social Restraint Conditions

All Low Restraint Normals=llormal
Direct Data Restraint Direct Data Difference
r=.92; N =8 r 91 N=3 .0l,n.8.

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 betweeﬁ 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 Rxggtheoil 11

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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structive 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 aggressive or
constructive responses to them, under condition of low social restraint
for only those instigations likewise judged to be abnormal. This predic-
tion 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 {nstigations
and the reciprocity behavior was legitimized.

In order to select those 1nltigat1?n judged to be abnormal {n 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 Jgbleld

Isble 18

Comparison Between Pearson Statistic Found Por Direct Response Data to
Instigations Judged Abnormal under Normal Socfal 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. . 4
=99 N=4 ™ 24 Ne§ 75 1,97*

* p( .026"appro¢chod 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

sample difference between these two correlations approached significance

. ———— - - - ——— e~
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at the .0l level.

Corparisons Bearine on the Effect that Differences in the Statistical
Treatment of Reciprocity Data Have on Subsaquent 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 con-
parison, we also reanalyzed our results to see what the statistics would
be like using the -alternate procedure of correlating the instigation gach
person received with the response gach 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

Rypothesis 18 predicted that, for conditions of low socfal restraint,
1f one correlated the judged magnitude of aggressiveness-constructiveness
of the instigation each subject received, with the judged magnitude of
the actual direct response that he ma&e, 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 Igble 19.
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Iable 19

Pearson r Obtained by Correlating Each Individual's Response to Each
Discrete Instigation for Low Restraint - Direct Response Data

Obtained Correlation Test of Significance
r~ .52 K =39 t = 3,70%
* P( .0005

As can be seen, this alternate statistical procedure of correlating
each person's discrete response with the actual instigation received,
produced a significant correlation under low restraint conditfons. This
correlation however is lower than the one obtained for the same data by
correlating the mean of the subjects' responses to each of the 8 levels
of instigation and {mplied substantially less stimulus control of response
behavior than was implied by the latter procedure. A personal communica-
tion with Harshbarger indicated that he too cartiedvout this alternate
analysis and got a similar r for his data.

Comparison 19

Comparison 19 stated that under low social restraint conditions the
correlation obtained through the procedure mentioned in Rypothesis 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 is shown on Iable 20.
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Comparison 3etween Pearson r Obtained by Correlating IZach Individual's
Response to lach Discrete Instigation with Pearson Statistic Obtained
by Correlatinc liean Responses to Each of Light Levels of Instigation
for Low Restraint - Direct Response Data

l{ean Response r Discrete Response r Difference

= 092 DN = 8 r= 052. N - 39 s . .40

As crn be seen, the values of the correlations obtained accordeé
well witl our theoretical predictions. No test of siznificance was
made since both correlations tvere based on tle sa—e raw data obtained
from tlie same stbjects and no statistic was readily available to test

suci a difference.

A Note 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 Hypotbeses 2, 6, 8, 11 and 17) only a borderline level of significance
vas achieved. Despite the borderline significance of these latter re-
sults, we vill not consider them to be non-significant in our discussion
of them. There are several reasons for this decision:

First, tbe pover of the test in these cases vas gquite low.
Sample size vas necessarily small since only eight (5) instigation
levels vere studied. A conservative .0l rejection region was chosen,
since it vas entirely possible that due to the number of hypotheses we
tested, one or two might be significant just by chance. As a result of
such factors, the possibility of committing a Type II error by rejecting

those berderline results as insignificant, must be considered.

182
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Secondly, tnose results wnile not significant at the .0l
level, vere for the most part, significant at the .05 level. Again,
the possibility tnat a Type 1I error might be committed must be con-
sidered, in view of the fact that these differences approached signi-
ficance 80 closely.

Thirdly, and most 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 Cobhen (1975)
pointed out, such consistency or inconsistency is an important factor to
be taken into account when considering data. As he put it, citing Tukey:

" 'Data Analysis' (as opposed to statistical analysis)
accepts 'inadequate' déta, 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 the right answver is suggested. It compensates
for cutting some statistical corners by using scientific

as vell as mathematical Jjudgment, and by relying on self-
consistency and repetition of results. Data analysis operates
like a detective searching for clues, rather tbhan a bookkeeper
seeking to prove out a balance." (p.l5).

In short, while ve have generally tried to be like Cehen's
bookkeeper in reporting our results, we intend to be more like Cohen's
detective in interpreting our borderline significant and "non-significant”

findings, given the consistency of these finding with the rest of the
d.u.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The Effect of Context on Beciprocfty

Our main hypotheses concerned our contention that 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 instigation magnitude:with corresponding
behavioral changes.

1 i d Reci

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 fgi] to support the hypotheses of
reciprocity entirely. This finding was expected in line with our view that
powerful social restriints normally operative in a naturalistic context
{inhibit reciprocity behavior.

Wh Su ficat o be P on the Necativ le)
i N int Co .

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 relationstips in the data, while
indicating that reciprocity was also absent, would not necessarily mean
responses were not a predictable ponlingar function of instigation level.
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theorized to operate {in a real life situation are minimally interfered
with, the hypothesis tﬂat people will reciprocate changes in aggressive-
ness or constructiveness 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 reciﬁfocity 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 DBormal restraint Conditions
in resronge to ingticatiop levelg Judged Bormal

Erpirical support for the reciprocity hypothesis was obtained as
hypothesized, under normal restraint conditions where gply those instiga-
tion levels judged to be "normal reasonable 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 them. This corre-
lation (r = .,91) was as strong as that obtained {n previous laboratory
research and was entirely consistent with previous values in magnitude.

Inspection of those {nstigation ievels judged to be '‘ormal"

shows that they ranged between neutral and noderately

constructive. For gll other levels of instigation under normal restraint
conditions, as expected, no significant degree of reciprocity behavioral
change was obtained. Thug, the evidence obtained indicated that in a
naturalistic setting where normal restmints are operative, the range of
instigations magnitude employed and their associated normality-abnormality
*It should be noted that in this discussion, we have purposely omitted

the question of vhether 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 & crucial role in determining whether reciprocal behavioral
changes as a function of instigation magnitude 1s displayed. I will

have more to say on this later.

Reciprocity behavior d{splaved under Nornal restraint conditions
¥hen Subjects Do longer are verbally forgced_ 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 1n;tigate a verbal interaction with
them; either the confederate was instigating a non-verbal stimulus or
had ceased his verbal corments and waited for subjects to indicate any
further interaction. 1In 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 hypotiiesis
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 siznificance. 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. 5ome reasons for these

findings will be discussed in more detail a little later.
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uppo £ ; ocity obtained under 1Q 1 restraint Conditions
d analysis of &ub t elf orted emotional gnd mpotiwvag~
al a4 b followi i

Self reports by subjects also provided some support for the recipro-
city hypothesis under normal restraint conditions.

While overall ,people may not reciprocate increased magnitudes of
aggression with increased aggressiveness under normal conditions, we
have obtained evidence showing that 48 hypothesized, ther 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,
approachies in magnitude the strength of the relationship between instiga-
tion levels and overt mean responses to then found in previous reaearéh.

In contrast to these findings though, a substantial but non-gignifi-
cant correlation was found between constructive instigation levels and
mean amounts of condtructiveness. Inspection of the data reveals that
a nunber of factors could account for their lack of desire to reciprocate.
However, we will have more to say about thLis 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 sinilar to the contexts
subtly induced in previous research. In all other reapects, the simula-
ted naturalistic nature of the study was maintained under these conditions
of low social restraint. As hypothesized, under low restraint conditions,
1t was found that subjects not only showed a strong significant tendency
to reciprocate increases or decreases in eggressiveness’or constructive-
ness withcorregponding changes in their oom behavior, but moreover, the strength of

this tendency was not significantly different fror that obtained in pre-
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vious researca. Further, slope statistic representing the actual
magnitude of increase of aggressiveness or constructiveness reciprocated
for any one point increase in aggressiveness or constructiveness, while

somewhat lower in value, was significant.

The strongz positive finding of reciprocal behavioral change under
low restraint conditions, in contrast to the Lgck of reciprocity found
under norrmal restraint conditions, thus demonstrated that the normal
restraints of real life strongly inhibit reciprocity behavior. Howevgr,
our data also suggested some qualification which needs to be placed on
the report of reciprocity under low restraint conditions. These qualifi-

cations are discussed below.

Findings Which Support Qualf{fications to be Placed on a Positive Report

f 0 der Low Soci straint Conditi *

Pogsgibd ck of reciprocity found under jow restraint Conditiops

alysie of gpontaneous resronse data

We had hypothesized that the magnitude of reciprocity behavior
displayed in the spontaneous response ghould be siznificantly less than
that obtained in analyeis of the direct response data. The obtained
results do show a trend in this direction that approaches significance
at the .0l level. However, not only was the magnitude of the reciprocity
relationship obtained for the spontaneous data lower ,but {ts walue proved
to be of only borderline signiffcance. Ordinarily,we would have to con-
clude that the question of whether subjects reciprocate under low social
restraint conditions, when not directly drawn into verbal interaction
*Again,it should be noted that the question of whether the evidence indi-

cated that subjects' reciprocatéd with a "rough equivalence" 1s 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 fdentical magni-
tude of reciprocity, again of borderline significance, was obtained
under normal restraint conditions as well,we feel confident that a Type
I1 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. 1If this
conclusion is warranted, which we believe it is, we need only conclude
that under low 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 3iiluted.

General Qualifications to be Placed on Al
Positive Feports of Recinrocity Cited
The Question of Roush Zguivalence

The prececding discussion sggested that under the -following condi-

tions, subjects' behavior consistently increased or decreased in nagnitude
alonz the 9 point aggressive-constructive scale as a function of the
ingtigation nmagnitude received:
1. Yormal restraint data - direct responses to normal and acceptable
instigation magnitudes.

2, Formal restraint data - "spontaneous" responses to all magnitudes.

3. Loxr restraint data - direct responses to all instigation magnitudes.

4. Low restraint data - “spontaneous" responses to all nmagnitudes.
While such reciprocal changes in subjects' responses as s function
of instigation levelsconstitute one necessary criterion of "reciprocity

behavior", in many people's vievw, this may not be a sdfficient eriterion.
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They may feel reciprocity behavior is gnly demonstrated when subjects
pot 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 deternine if
“reciprocity' took place:'. This was because in designing the study, we
set sup a2 scale dimension which conceived of aggressiveness and construc-
tiveness as lying on a bipolar continuun, As such, constructive
responses could be viewed as very unaggressive acts (see Harshbarger's
data ir Fipure 3) and constructive instigations could be viewed as very
unaggressive instigations. Since from this perspective we would always
be correlating aggression with aggression, regardless of data analysis
done, the criteria of "rough equivalence" would always be satisfied
(as 1t was in Harshbargzer's analyses) any tinme a significant corrclsation
i3 obtained.

However, in view of the fact that nzny readers my not share this
conceptual perspective, we have analyzed our obtained corre.ations from
the perspective of attempting to sez 1f any of then represent the more
everyday notions of "rouzh equivalonce” e.z. aggression wit's azgression
and constructivenescs with constructiveness .

The results of tlis analysis indicate thct for each of the situations
cited above wtere reciprocal betavioral change was found, true reciprocity
in this latter sense was only shown i{n people's responses to constructive
instigations, particularly those of normal and acceptable nagnitudes.
Thus, using this more strinzent definitior of "rough equivalence" the

results show that regardless of restraint conditions and strength of cues
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eliciting reciprocity, nornal and acceptable nagnitudes of constructive
behavior are on average, slways reciprocated and aggressive behavior is
on average almost never reciprocated. Abnormally constructive behavior
may 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 all positive reports
of reciprocity cited is that despite the high.correlation between insti-
gation levels and the peap 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 maznitude
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 levecl. While
the forner correlation was as statistically significant as the latter,
its lower walue reflects the fact that knotring the instigzation level
only allowrs us to explain approxinately 257 of the variability in the
subjects' behavior. As such,the strenzth of the reciprocity relation,
gven under lowr social restraint, did not seem to be anywhere near as
stronZ as previous research implied, ;nd the behavior of such subjects
is therefore far less predictable a function of instization level than

previous research would lead us to believe.

1s 3 Norm of Deciprocity Relevant to Understa 2
Paonle'r Cveryday Social Azcresafve and Congtrugtive
Detavior-A Post hLoc In ction of Subject b3 1

for Their Behgvior

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 {s ruch less a feature of everyday soclal interactions
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than recipvocity theory and previous research would lead us to believe.

In our introduction we also reised the question of whether or not
a norm of reciprocity really undefiay the empirical reciprocity data
obtained in previous studies. liore generally, the questions could be
ralised whether such a norm really exists, whether it 1{s a universal nom
as Gouldner implied and whether it is as controlling and guiding a force
over recipients' agoressive and constructive behavior as previous results
suggested 1t was.

In answer to these latter questions, concerning the norr 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
agpressive and constructive social acts. in naturaligtic settings as
previous research data implied it might be. This is because if it were a
dorinant force, subjects' behavior would have been more pre=-
dictable and consistent than it actually was,

T:e more important question however, still needs to be addressed.
llamely, does a norn of reciprocity really exist and does it play any
role in controlling ag3zressive and constructive behavior in naturalistic
settings?

Such a question cannot be-answered sinply 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 1t, so too, a 3ack of reciprocity behavior does not
necessarily negate the existence or the influence of tte norm of recipro-
city. Practically the only way to deterrine 1f such a norm really exists
is to exanine subjects' self reported rationales for their behavior to
see 1f they made their behavioral decisions based on such a nornm.

As we have pointed out already,while previous researchers and my-



193

self have postulated that anore of reciprocity was involved in mediating
reciprocity behavior, there had been little atterpt by previous research-
ers to determine whether in fact, an internalized norn of reciprocity
deternined the results previously obtained. Iirebs' (1970) criticisams

of the current research on altruism are equally applicable to aggression
anC to the beiavioral reciprocation of aggresciveness and constructive-
ness as well when he stated:

".ost behavioral research has skirted the problem associated with

the speiification of altruism by employins operational definitions.

It Las exaunined antececdents of behavior tihat seemed alt-ustic and
assunec that motivations were congruent. Although: the antecedents

of operations with undefined motivational bases can be elucidated,

it {s Iimportant to nake sure that the conclusfons that are drawn

about them do not relate back to the notivation {mplied by the cate-
gory of behavior in question...it must be realizel that although

terms such as prosocial behavior...imply self sacrifichl other direct-
ed behavior, they do not establish it," (p. 252)

While lrebs' comments applied to the study of altruisn they seemed
equally applicable to the study of aggression and the "norm of recipro-
city". 1In fact, rebs in reviewing the research on the norm of recipro-
city of constructive acts, rerarked that:

", ..the postulation of social norns can...end in tautology. A

particular response, for exawple, 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 tuiis

norn. In cases where the nor— is established on the basis of tle
behavior it is supposed to predict,it is in tlie same position as

Skinner's reinforcer...its extstence is established by the effect

it produces...the methods used to study socilal norms should be

different from the operations used to study their effects. And once
norms are identified, focus should shift to the dynanics 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 zrouping the
nine stinulus actions used in the study into four different groups based
on my judgnent of how aggressive or constructive each was. These group-

ings were ileutral to Moderately Constructive; Strong to Extremely Con-
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structive; lleutral to loderately Harmful; Strong to Extrerely Harmful,

A description of the rationales for the behayior given by subjects
who received each group of instigations, as revealed by our inspection,
appears below. Also included are various theoretical forrulatfons which
should explain this data, and a discussion of the implications of these
theorfes for the "norm of reciprocity".

Heu =lo Co v

It will be recalled that subjects receiving instigations falling in
this range were on average likely to reciprocate increased constructive-
ness with saﬁe,regardleas of context. lioreover, these instigations were
the most likely to be judge? as nornal, Inspections of subjects' ration-
ales for their behavioral responses to these instigstions, however, did
not produce much evidence i{n support of the idea that a norm of recipro-
city mediated their behavior. Rather, the subjects seemed to feel that
a certain degree of helpfulness was expected from anyone in such situa-
tions, and they - wished to respond sinilarly. The nore l:elpful the
confecerate was,the more litely subjects werc to feel at ease, hapry,
content, etc. and tl.e more they felt inclined to respond in kind- pot
because they felt they oughit 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 hin., The more
neutral the confederate's behavior was the more subjects seered to feel
either that there was no need to interact :rith the confederate or no
opportunity to do gso. A few subjects felt upset, annoyed and frustrated
by the neutral confederate's laci: of reciprocity on his part, when they
attepted to affiliate with him and his lack of initiative in instigating

an interaction when they did not.



195

Degpite the reciprocity behavior shown to these instigations, on
the surface the self report data does not support the reciprocity
theorists' contentfon that such reciprocity is motivated by an individ-
ual's desire to pay back past obligations or feelings on his part that
he mugt do so.

It i{s possible to theoretically explain the self report data while
still allowing for the existence of the norm of reciprocity. One could
theorize that the failure to find feelings of obligatfon 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 seen reasonable it seers equally
reasonable to theoretically explain the behavioral and self report data
without recourse to a norr: of reciprocity.

For example, consistent with Iserdet al findings (g7 ) that when
peoplé are in a good mood they are apt to be helpful, one could theorize
that the more constructive the confeclerate's behavior,tte more of a good
mood he put the subjects into, the more reacy they were to be helpful.

Alternately, based on 3chacter's afffliation 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.

While based on just this dats alone, we cannot say conclusively which
theoretical explanation has validity here, the important point 1s that

despite the high level of reciprocity behavior siiown in response to these
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instigations, no glegrcut evidence for the operation of a norm of recipro-
city was found.
=Cxtre~e Co
It will be recalled that subjects receiving these instigations in
some cases showed slightly decreased helpfulness as the judged helpful-

ness of the confederate's behavior increased, in contrast to the behavior

predicted from a simple statement of reciprocity theory.

Reciprocity theory would also predict that subjects receiving strong
to extreme constructive acts would feel indebted to the instigater. OQur
data did not show this. Insrection of the self reports of subjects receiv-
ing strong-extreme instigations showed lttle evidence that the subjects
felt indebted.

Instead, some subjects felt helped by the confederate and expressed
willingness,but not feelings of obligation,to help hirm 1f he needed it.
The self reports of others revealed that a nunber of the subjects were
taken aback by the unexpectedness of the confedkrate's behavior and dis-
trusted or distorted the confederate's intentions. Subsequently, these
subjects experienced feelings of anxiety or annoyance at the confederate.
lloreover, they reported they were reluctant to express their feelings
because they said they wished to avoid embarrassing themselves or the
confederate, hurting him, or creating an unpleasant situation.

Inplicit 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.

On 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 ue to
believe they would expefience. 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 feelingsof indebtedness. If this were true, our data would
therefore indicate that a norm of reciprocity was at work but was not
consciously recognized by our subjects. As such 1t would lend support

to a nodified 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 i{internalized norn. ‘e would also have

to uncderstand why.instead of feeling indebted to the confederates, many

felt anger and annoyance at them.

In attempting to understand our data, we looked at the litcrature

to see 1f similar data had been obtained. In fact, Brehm (1956) anc others
had si:ilarly found evidence wiich sirultaneously supported reciprocity
theory's contention that there 1s a norm of reciprocity while contradict-
ing the simplistic notion that this norm would lead to behavioral recipro-
city. The evidence they produced nugﬁeoted that behaviorzl reciprocity
might be lessened 1f people felt too obligated. 3reir postulated react-
ance theory to deal with this phenomenon.
Accordinz to Brehm's theory'of psychological reactance (1956) :
“for a given individual at a given time, there 1s a set of behaviors
in waich he believes he {s free to engage. Any reduction or threat
of reduction in that set of free behaviors arouses a motivational
state "reactance", which 1s directed %oward 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 1s to the individual to have that freedorm." (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 tnis area.

Consistent with their theory, they demonstrated that when people
deen it important not to become partial to a person, i{f that person
attempts to go out of his way to do something constructive for then, they
are lesgs likely to do a favor for that person than i{f 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 irmpartial-
ity was not inportant 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 therm than someone who hadn't,
Worchel & Brem (1971) and Andreoli, Worchel, & Folger (1974) extended
findings similar to these by showing tlat the restriction of freedor: need
not actually occur but may only be implied by the situation.

Other uriters have extended the finding still further through tests
of hypotheses bearing directly or indirectly on Eretn's contention that
the magnitude of reactance increases with the importance of the threatened
freedon, Andreoli et al (1974) have shown that as long as the subject
valued the threatened freedom to some 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 {f tleir freedom to continue to act
normally was threatened.

Other studies have dealt with the psychological outcomes that ensue
following the arousal of recactance. Uoreclel (1971), Worchel & Andreoll
(1974) found that when peoprle are in direct interaction with each other

& person who arouses psychological reactance will tend to be derogated.
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However, when people know that they are comitted to future interaction

with each other,the derogation as_well as the reactance is likely to be
felt but only expressed covertly 1f at all, according to the data of
Pallak & Heller (1971), 1In fact, the data of Xesler & Pallak (1967)
demonstrated that people in such positions may even do what taey think
they are obligated to do in order to avoid "future disagreement or un-
pleasant iInteraction with the other", in a situation where other alterna-
tives are impractical. However, desgpite the unwillingness of people in
such situations to display their feelings of reactance,the very fact that

people feel committed to the Iinteraction nmay 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 thi- regard Vorchel & Andreoli (1974) theo-
rized that when people cannot restore their lost freedoms by behavior-
ally violating the norms of reciprocity they may attenpt to restore it by
"reducing the strength of the nora...(it) may be dininished by the indi-
vidual attributing the actor's norn eliciting behavior as being situation-
ally deterriined rather than caused by the individual's own traits".
According to this view, once a person has made this attribution, he would
no longer feel as corpelled to reciprocate, and his reactance would de-
crease, as he thus regained his lost freedoa, 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 {f people are prevented
fron 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 chioose his behavior, then increased reactance, increased

overt and covert derogation of the confederate, and Increased overt or



covert tostility would eventuate instead.

Vorchel et al presented evidence that supported their theory. 1In
th;ir report, they mentioned that waile derogation was & natural deriva-
tive of reactance they did not feel it was a means througl. which reactance
was reduced. However, I b-=lieve that certain types of derogation may
inlced lower reactance througt a sinflar technique of sltering the focus
of responsibility and rationale for the act. Jne exarple of tuis is
Sctopler & Thonpson's (1970) theory, and the evidence rarshalled for 1t,
that when favors are perceived as selfish vs selfless,decreased construc~
tive reciprocatinn would osccur, presunably due to a lessening of the norm-
ative pressure to reciprocate. ‘hile Schopler & Thompson did not belfeve
reactance accounted for these results, it is reasonable to assune that 1if
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 & Citrin (1974)
deronstrated that there are individual dilferences in the degree of reac~
tance subjects will experience in different situations, dependent on the
prior degree to whick 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 sftuation but also, of the personality of the subjects.
In sun, 1t does not seen unreasonable to assune that reactance may en-
courage sone individuals to attridbute derogmtory characteristics to
the instizator which in turn would decrease reactance.

One such type of attributed derogation ray be that of insanity,

As Iruglanski & Cohen (1973), Xruglanslid & 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 ac the personal responsibility of the actor, even



201

where he nay still be perceived to have freely formed such acts. Further,
a person is not seen as having freely betaved in a given manner, where

ﬁis acts are no: at least consistent with what we know of his personality
or we may 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" (liruglanski & Cohen 1974, p. 178), such as tre degree of the
actor's uncertainty prior to his behavior, the degree of cormitment to it,
etc. In any event, we would conjecture that 1f 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 tte
necessity of maintaining the belief in the other person's insanity,

Schopler & Thompson's finding that a favor done in an inforral context
produced nore constructive response than no favor, while one done in a fornal
context shoved the reverse pattern, is an example of this. As these authors
explained, they did not feel reactance produced these findings but Iinstead
felt tiat favors done in a formal context are secn as {inappropriate and
Interrrcted as selfich, while favors dome 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 weskened the norm
of reciprocity rather than aroused reactance, we feel it can be reasonably
assured that where resctance is aroused and tis type of derozation of the
instigation subsequently occurs, lowered reciprocity gpnd lowerz? reactance
would occur. However, the price would be increased Jerogation of the

instigator.



Relatfon of reactance-reciprocity theory to the present self
zeport data. :

In relating the theory and research on reactance theory to our
present data, we first note that our data demonstrated that people have
very definite 1deas 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 behavip;- goes from approximstely
neutral to approximately moderately comstructive, Further, we can note
that our data 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 self report data can be readily under-
stood in terms of a modification of reciprocity theory in light of reac-
tance theory.

Subjects 'duirtng 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 self reports of
subjects who received the neutral-moderately constructive responees.

They becaze more constructive the more the subjects did what they expected
fror "another student” and less cmtfucttvc. annoyed and frustrated when
he did not, not necessarily because of the presence or absence of pbliga-
tion, but because the *other student" aroused a genuine altruistic re-
sponse.

On the other hand, we could infer that subjects receiving unexpected-
1y strong or extreme inttigations, suffered a threatened loss of the
fresdom to behave in the way they felt most confortable, by virtue of
the {mplied 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 pararount in their =inils, accouanting for the externalized con-
straints nany subjects feported following this instigation. As in pre-
vious research, this threatened loss would have produced "reactance"
aired at restoring ttis freedom. Also, as In previous research, we nay
infer that this reactance aidel and abetted the derogation of tlhe con-
federate and his sanity by sone subjects,ulicl: we hypotiesized would then
result 4n a lovered motive to reciprocate and less behavioral reciproca-
tion than what would normally be expecte?. ‘e ray also infer that the
reactance also was responsible for t§e subsequent dislike of and annoy-
ance covertly felt toward the conlederate. Since the amount of reactance
an individual will experfence in any ;iven situation has been shoim to
be in part a function of his personality, this would help explain tae
great variabilxy in subjects' behavioral response to these instigations.
Since reactance also varies with the importance the threatened freedoms
hold for the individual, 1t would also kelp explain why tl.e correlations
in tte normal and low social restraint conditions ciffercd from eaci
other. In the normal restraint conditions of our study and of real
life, raintaining normal expected behavior in oneself anl others would
be important and Li.ce mximal reactance woulZl occur resulting in de-
crezsed reciprocity. On the other hand {f we assu~e that in tle low
restraint conlitions of our study and in the previous laboratory studies,
the need to maintain expected behavior twas artificially lavered, then
rininal reactance and maxinmal reciprocity would occur.

It wou’d thus seem that the interrelation Of reciprocity theory
and reactance theory yields a fruitful understandinz of the sel’ report
data and behavior of subjects receiving extremely constructive instigations.
Howvever, while this nay be tlie case,it is {mportant to not® that while

reciprocity-reactance theory can account for our data, other aepects of
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a social situation besides reciprocity norms can also arouse reactance.
Further, other tlheoretical approaches may also offer plausible explana-
tions for our data.

For exarple, ‘lecler et al, have theorized a relation to exist bet-
tween norm violation and dislile for the violator. Without recourse to
reactance theory, lesler (1976 has shown tlhat where a person values
predictability in a relationship, norm violations will produce dislike
of the violator, since it makes tle violator seem unrredictable. Turther,
“tesler et al (1967 hal shown that when one anticipates future inter-
action with the violator, appropriate behavior vill lead to overt liking
of the other person while inappropriate behavior leads to covert dislike
in; of the other person. Furthermore, these authors have shom that when
several norm violations occur, attermts will not be made to bring the
violator back into line if future interaction is expected with Lin. Thus,
presunably one would dislike such a norm violator yet try to Leep 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 behaviorsl level,
subjects receiving such instigations would try to keep the "peace” and
would try to keep their bghavior 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 Kiesler's theory rivals reciprocity-reactance
theory in its ability to explain our data. However, it is weaker insofar
as 1t does not account for the obligations that msny subjects felt to
reciprocate the "abnormal" fnstigations. Furthermore, as Worchel has

pointed out (197%), iXiesler's data can be accounted for by reactance
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theory.

On balance, though a reciprocity-reactance theoretical explanation
of this set of data seems warranted, the question of whether the recipro-
city-reactance approach or Kiesler's approach best explained the behavior
of people in situatiors 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. Kiesler's theory
makes no such assumption and as such, leaves us with self report data
which 1s devoid of any scknowledgement of the existence of such a norm.
Neutral-Mo u hgvi

It will be recalled that subjects receiving these instigations respond-
ed, for the most part, in a neutral to helpful manner that became lesas
helpful as the level of aggressive instigation increaseal. Only a few sudb-
Jects responded in an ouiwnrdly aggressive manner. Overall then, this
behavioral data did not seex consistent with reciprocity theory's conten-
tion that a negative norm of reciprocity exists and causes people to re-
ciprocate aggression with aggression.

On the surface, the self report data also seemed i{nconsistent with
what one would expect to find i{f 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 {ndicate

that they gonscioualy felt obligated to retaliate, very few subjects reported



such conscious feelings of obligation. Instead, the self report data
showed that subjects re;eiving these instigations for the most part did
no; 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 del;rve it 1f they did.

n amework for th ta.

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 moat 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 i{nternalize, or take into account, a negative
nora of reciprocity that Gouldner postulated to exist. It {s 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.

One theoretical reason why subjects may not have consciously acknow-

ledged such an internalized norm occurred to usg 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-
alize an internalized 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 externalization, and what motivated the anger,
annoyance and derogation of the confeder;te 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 freedon 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 tr§ to stubbornly resist the confederate's instiga-
tion. Blaming the confederate for the problen, 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 sore evidence for the above theory.
However, in looking at the self report data, we were more impressed by sub-
Jects' anxious concern about retaliating than we weve with.ry feelings of

"reactance" they expressed. In view of the fact that they seemed more
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occupied with fears of retalfating than with reactance to retaliating, we
would propose a modification of reactance theory to explain this data.
According to this view, 1f 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 1s that any'reactance" of
this latter sort was probably a secondary derivative of thair 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 ocould have been operating and could have theoret-
ically produced the self report data we did obtain.

On the other hand, it {s 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 ow sub-
jects, most subjects did not feel thcif “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. lMorevver, we also had ome
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.
1f more of these poeple had been our sample, wven less evidence for a nega-
tive norm of recipoocity 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-esteen.
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.

o) o framework a
of reci .

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 attenpt 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 1ts influence and indeed, tried to resist beconing conscious of 1it,

If the theory that middle class college students have not internalized
a norn of reciprocity best explains our data, the implication is that the
norn of reciprocity may be totally irrelevant to understanding the dynanmics
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 seens 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 niddle class
college students as well, the following question needs to be answered in
future research: If college students' aggressive responses to provocations
are not strongly controlled by a negative norm of reciprocity, as our data
indicated they are not, wvhat other set of processes can account for the

erpirical 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.
=L me Ag o -

We will now conclude this section by saying a little about the self
report data of subjects receiving strong to extreme aggressive stimulil.

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 reportedhaving 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 tiat if they did act out what they were
feeling, the otiier person would have gotten what he deserved and the subject
would feel "good" for having done ti:is. Eowever, most subjects said they
did not express their hostility,either because they were afraid of great
retaliation or because as one stbject put it ,"you would only have hurt
yourself and not have chenged 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, 1In contrast to the above,a few subjects did become extremely.
behavioraly agitated to the point that they acted very aggressively. One

of them pulled aucigarette out. of the confederate's mouth and stomped it



on the floor, threatening to "beat the shit" out of him. Another subject
seemed like he was about to reach for a weapon in his back pocket. Several
subjects were so 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 neutrsl-moderately aggressive instiga-
tions but quantitatively, the feeling and desires reported were ruch more

intense.

On a theoretical level, this data would be subject to the same corments
we have already made about the less extreme aggressive instigations. How-
ever, such behavior was largely atypical in the population studied. |

ory £ ) b .

To avoid being repetitive, we will merely state that this
data {s consistent with the various theoretical explanations proposed earlier
and the reader is referred to ther.

P ve G 4 Abov a 8 h
Self Report Datg

To recapitulate, through looking at the self report data from our
subjects, we have gleaned some new ideas about the norm of reciprocity
which needs to be tested in future research.

Our main observation {s that in contrast to what a simple statenent 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 ltransefs. As such, it seems that not only cannot a
sinple stastement 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 ia subjects' self reports.



We have also discussed several alternative explanations for this
lack of felt obligation and have discussed their implications for the
existe-nce of the positive and negative norms of reciprocity. We 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 norms in a rather complex manner. We have seen that
with some modification, reactance theory serves aé 'a good explanatory
framework for this self report data.

At the same time, ve could not entirely rule out the possibili:ty
that the lack of overt evidence for existence of the morms 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 otber 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 bhad been previously thought.
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sgi From Post Hoc 1

Statietical Pgtterng in the Dgts - How
d Co A Our S ?

While the previous inspection of subjects'stated rationales for their
conduct helped us to propose several hypotheses for understanding why
people behave the way they do in such situations as the subjects found
themselves i{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 thil
report (see Appendix L p. 318, the effect of the contexted manipulation
was quite subtle in 1its psychological effect on these subjects, in that very
few reported being consciously awave of its influence on them and even fewer
seemed to have been consciously guided by it in determining their behavioral
responses. Nonetheleass as our results have shown, the context did exert
its effect on the degree of reciprocity shown by the subjects.

In attempting to understand how the context differentially affected
our subjects, we 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. We 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 place {n the subjects’
minds that accounted for their general behavior. These theoretical frame-
works thus helped us understand to some degree how and 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 the 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 46f 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 pot 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 i{n fact would be the lowest of all
the correlational analyses donme.

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 1life which we postulated would

exert a purely {nhibiting effect. The second factor was the lack of cuss
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in the situation that would make the norm salient, e.g. 1f you don't feel
the situation “calls for" your reciprocation,you won't. We had theorized that
these factors would act in anadditive 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, nornal 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
isportant role since now subjects presumably feel they ought to make some
response but the question in their minds {s,should they.

In the normal restraint conditions,subjects apparently were inhibited
in reciprocating as we predicted they would be. Contrary to our 1#1&1;1
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 1f 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 recen*ly discovered'boomerang attitude
change” phenomenon. ( Sensenig 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
mind”. 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 mentioned earlier, though which vaziant does .
the best job we cannot say conclusively.

In short, based on the pattern of correlations, and after carefully
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considerint and ruling out other posaible explanations of the pattern, we
believed that rezctance-reciprocity theory is the best explanation of why
tge contexts produced the effects they did,

If we are right in the opinfon that subjects actively were resisting
under normal restraint conditions, the next question then, 18 why did they
feel the need to resist, e.g. why did they develop "reactance" in the broad
sense of the term? According to previous researchers, reactance is experi-
enced wien one feels important freedoms are threatened. 1In view of the
overall relative neutrality of the subjects' responses regardless of insti- -
gations received, it 1s probable that it was important to tlie normal-restraint
subjects to belave i{n normal and acceptable ways and inways that would keep
one out of trouble. If so, any factors whic: they night feel would induce
in then behavior patterns that deviated from these goals might be met with
"reactance of some sort. |

As we tave seen, the data Indicates that as the magnitudes of instiga-
tion increased, the subjects reported increased urges to bel.ave in ways which
deviated fro- tl.e bel.avior pattern. As such, it ie likely that "reactance"
of one sort or another was the end result of an attenpt to not let these
desires affect their behavior.

In the low-restraint subjects, a trend to less overall neutrality was
observed in their responses. This would suggest that for this group, due to
our experimental manipulation, tle goal to maintain tleir usual behavior be-
came less i-portant and as 8 result, temptation to violate it were more easily
accepted as "reactance" vas mininized,

Howvever, the above suggests that under porngl restraint conditions, sub-
Jects hadstronp desires to avoid letting their behavior be influenced by the insti-
gatione they received and as a result, actively resisted the te~ptation to be other-
wise. Another source of tie resistance to the instigation, under normal

restraint condition, may be tlie zoal we hypothesized thatsubjects have to
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avoid fearful dealings with someone who behaved abnormally. While there is
not much evidence showing that subjects did indeed have this as a goal, the
fact that the normal-restraint subjects ;howed miniral 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, were also the most extremely intense, and hence most apt to threaten
someone's attempts to avoid responding to them in normal restraint conditions,
{t 18 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 agaipst the idea of having to interact
with a "disturbed individual". Our opinion 1s that under low restraint condi-
tions, this source of reactance was minimized by the subfle experimental mani-
pulation of the legitimacy of such behavior, thus helping to explain why the
low restraint subjects showed universally higher levels of reciprocity to
both norral and abnormal instigations.

In sum, our explanatory framework for the effect of context on
reciprocity is becet considered a tentative but compelling one, Under
norral 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 sone response. This reactance inhibited

thefr "“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
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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 more prepared
to reciprocate and were more likely not to feel that the other subject
was denying their freedom toact mormally unc; the fmportance of this
freedom had been dovmgraded by the procedures establishing this context.

In terns of the factors we speculated about gt the outset as being
important in determining whether or not reciprocity would occur, it
appears that the ;bnornal 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, semi-public encounters with strangers, people such as
those in the population studieds 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, 1f the instigator does not directly confront the recipi-
ent and the recipient feels he has more options open to him including
total avoidance of the situation, we can suppose that "reactance" would

be lessened and somewhat more reciprocity would be observed. It 1s 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
1ife situations, that maximal reciprocity behavior will be displayed and

then again, only when the situation seems to "call for" it.

WLy People Don't Reciprocgte - The
lleed for a Two Factor Approacgh

While we have already discussed our findings that our subjects did not
significantly reciprocate in our simulated naturalistic normal restraint
setting, wethought 1t might be useful to theorize why they did not recipro-
cate. As will be demonstrated, thouéh perhaps not readily apparent to the
reader, this question turns out to be somewhat independent of the previously
digcussed 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 tnstigations,
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
then, it 1s not necessarily a complete explanation. For example, even {f
& given subject did have the 'Wwill" to reciprocate, the 'way" may Lave mot
been apparent to him, or some other factor may have stopped him or prevented
him fram doing 80. While our subjects did not overly attribute their lack of

reciprocity to such factors, it is likely that they were so engrossed in



thélr resistance to reciprocity that these other factors did not have a
chance to play an important role in the decision process. Thus we would
theorize that in general, whether or not reciprocity behavior occurs 1is
not only dependent on the factor of whether people feel obligated to reci-
procate, but moreover, s 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
18 little reasm to believe such an approach would not be équally applicable
to the prediction of whether people will 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 many 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 Qorth" 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's behavior. A few subjects cited
philosophical reasons for their lack of response.

The fact that {n 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 - suzgested

strongly that a two-factor model may be necessary to understand the circun-



|

221

stances under which aggressive behzvior takes place. The model that asain
ederges is quite similar to that recently proposed by Pomarol & Jaccard
(1976) that we rmentioned previously. As we have said, this model was used
to predict a given altruistic behavior, e.g., whether or not someone would
donate blood ,during a blood drive, one week later. These authors, being
fariliar 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 whetlar or not to perform the altruis-
tic behavior. Sinmilarly, we have aeeﬁ that a rather corplex 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 nediate between the
intention and the actual behavior. Thev also suggested that wliere 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 agzressive instizations. 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 "mnot
being worth 1t", Clearly, a determination of variables that deterrine in a
person's mind, whether or not it's 'worth {t" to aggress, may yield an
especially fruitful understanding of aggressive beluavior and lend to in-
creased predictive power. It is likely further, that the variables that
determine 1f 1t's "worth it" to aggress are apt to be rather different than
those vhich deternine the intention to ag-ress; hence the need for a two-

factor approach in future attempts at predicting aggression following a



provocation and the need for assessing the subjects' perception of and
valuation of the costs involved in reciprocating either with aggression or
c;nstructiveneso.

ons_of the ob dincs fo o

Reciprocity theory makes several basic predictions about people's
reactions to agsressive or constructive instigations. First,it predicts
that the more agnressive 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 pradicts 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 fasliion by maling
them feel oblizated to do so,

Previous laboratory studies done to test these predictions found support
for thec first two predictions and {mplied support for the exfatence of the
norn of reciprocity as well. 1In contrast to these studies, our own research
found only verylinited support for these predictions, thus indicating the
possible need for revision {n the theory on wiich these predictions were
made.

In our study, the predictions generated fron reciprocity theory were
experirentally tested in a naturalisztic setting. 1In contrast t> the first
twn predictions, we found t:at the empirical reciprocity of behavior is
not as characteristic of people's responses to unproveicd constructive and
azgressive actsmas simple statenents of reciprocity theory and previous
research implied it was. As such, the theory is too sinmplistic and must
be reformulatel in a more cormplex and specific manner 1f it 1s to continue

to be useful to and not nislead the social scientist.
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One step in the reformulation must be to pin down the limits of
reciprocity theory. Our data indicates it either does not apply in many
important respects in everyday life interactions and therefore, or there
is a need to deiinsate the situations where it may or may not apply and/or
to delineate the effect of contextual restraints and 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 1s 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 connotat{ons 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 teciproqity theory, e.g. the assumption of the existence of
a powerful norm of reciporocity 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 several possible linh along which guch
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 situa=-
tionally specific; and in a third, they would be postulated to interact
completely with other intrapsychic dynamics, the outcome being that the
norm is consciously allowed to guide respondents' behavior {n some

instances and resisted in other instances.
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Perhaps, & 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,
1t appears necessary to reformulate the theory concerning the nature and
1imits of such norms if they are to continue to prove to be useful theo-

retical concerpts.

Some Igglicat;ons_Ob;aiggd Pindings Have
for the Methodology of Pasgt and Future

Regear h ocity of As
and Consgtructive Behgvior,

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 generalizable to real 1life settings. One feature of previous
regsearch that made us question the generalizability was the "low
restraint" context fnduced in most cases. A second feature was the
fact that previous researchers had used statistical procedures that
we felt might maximize evidence supporting reciprocity by artifieially
wiping out individual differences from the analysis. A third feature
of previous research that we believed limited i{ts generalizability was
fts 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 as they d1d. Based on these and other
observations, we postulated the need to replicate the findings in a 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,

As will be recalled, previous laboratory research on aggressive or
constructive behavior, as analyzed by Hq:shbarger (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 might 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 hypothesis 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

settings we predicted that in such a naturalistic setting, we would
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obtain results 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-
ditions outlined previously, these particular obtained laboratory findings
may not be applicable to real life contexts. They further demonstrate the
i{mportance of taking such contexts into account in any new research in
this area.

As guch, our findings also add to the body of very recent research
which suggests a néed to consider the pbwerful influence that context may
exert on aggressive and, by inference, constructive betavior. For example,
Diener et al, have shown that the experinental manipulation of "altered
responsibility" could significantly affect the amount of aggression dis-
played toward a passive role played under conditions wiere 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 juat a game or was a test of aggression, again significantly
affected the amount of iggrelaive behavior .isplayed.

Other studies have produced similar results showing the effect of
context., Geen, Stonnor & 3hope (1975) produced results consistent with
their hypothesis that circunstances 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 sophigtication
sbout 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 agsression. 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 thg 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 stocks 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 appropristeness or consequences of
engaging in aggressive behavior. I1If a person is angry at someone,
1f he experiences low levels of inhibitions and 4f he {s exposed
to aggressive stimuli, then he night be likely to engage in aggres-
eive behavior,..however, angry individuals who are exposed to aggres-
sive stimuli (such as weapons) under certain circumstances may not
be agsressive since they might experfence inhibitions...additfonal
research about variables such as subject roles and evaluative
apprehension 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-
1stic 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 sugzested as we have, that there are limits
to the generalizability .of data om aggression collected under any given
nituitional context. We believe our data shows the same limits shounld

be applied to constructive behavior as well.

Need ~ Statistical Procedures in Lab Res ch

Our study also provided evidence showing that the way the data is
statistically analyzed can importantly affect the conclusions drawn. 1
believe that as much space should be devoted in future research to dis-
cussions of thie variability of the data, as is presently given to dis-
cussions of changes in centrality measures. As our results i{ndicate,
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 1s looked at.

~

1 Allowing Sublects H Preedon

Our results support the idea that future laboratory research should

leave qubjccgc free to respond as they choose - aggressively or constructive-
1y. Workers may then be surprised to discover, ss we have, the extent to
waich subjects may choose to not reciprocate aggression with aggression and
constructiveness with constructiveness, especially when subjects' :fnhibitions
a;ptnlt'one or the other types of behavior, -or just unacceptable behavior in

genersl, is high.
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ieed to Ipcorno Sel po

Our results suggest that 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
1s behind 1t. Lab studies should be done with appropriate self report
measures to see if the norm of reciprocity has any relevance at all, {n

explaining any resulting reciprocity relationships that occur.

Need to Study Aspregsive and Congtructive Reciprocity in Naturalistic
Sattings -

Above all, our data had shown the need for a case by case examina~-
tion of the determinants of people's actual responses to such stimuld
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 1s "not worth {t" to reciprocate while others do.

£y stion of Lim} o f Geng 4
£ t 3

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 i{f manipulated in
future research. As we have uuggested, such outcomes ghould be estab-
lighed on a case by case basis.

Population Used

We sampled male college students who had volunteered for the study
in order to satisfy their introductory psychology course requirements.
All students 1ived.in the grester New York City ares,.and the majority came

from white, middle-class backgrounds and were still 1living at home.
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They were under the impression that the "other student'>witm they did not
know,was also a college student from a sinllar background who was there
f-or similar reasons.

These students thus represent a comparable population to that studied
in previous lab research. It ll 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 paﬁtem might differ both on a behavioral
and self report level.

neral Aspectg of th erimental Context

Several aspects of the general context may linit the generalization used
on this data. PFirst, the interaction took place in a small waiting room-
office which was presumably being used under the auspices of a Brooklyn
College faculty member. The office was located right off a public corri-
dor, Further, 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 15 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 may limit generalization
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 somewhat apprehensive of evaluation.
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As we have already discussed, recent studies have shoun that subjects,
gho are apprehensive about evaluation, n;z,relpond in a study in a way
different than they might respond 1f they were not apprehensive, though
the exact nature of their responses will depend on numerous other factors.

In our study, several factors, such a§ the MAACL, the di{sguised
mirrors, ny leaving the room prior to the instigatioms, etc. could poten-
tially be thought to be deceptive by the subjects provided the subjects
negated the strong compelling rationales offered them for what was taking
place. To some extent, some of the subjects did just this. While typically;
-ubjects‘neemed 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,
70% of the subjects felt they would have behaved similarly 1f they had
encountered the same i{nstigations in a real life setting. Further, of
the minority of subjects who were unsure (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 additfonal opportunities present for avoidance, presence
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of bystanders, etc.

Overall,our opinion is that subjects did behave in a way that is
tfpical for people in the population studied, in real life settings
similar to ours. Our opinion {s 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 were minimally
contaninated 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 kac theydid 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
a8 ours,are apt to do so in a real normal restraint context.

It will be noted thatwe limited the above statements to the popula-
tion studied. It 1s quite possible that Psych 2 students afe more appre-
hensive about the possible costs of making certain responses than are nm-
Psych 2 students or people in general for that matter and as such, any
interpopulation generali;ationa need to be made with caution.

Regardless of the validity of our conclusions, e do feel that the effects
of deception and evaluative spprehension need to be given more attention
and/or rules in future research. Most deceptive research has used a
similar type of population. Appallingly,as Stricker (1967) reported, in
bis 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 simu-
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lated contexts and particularly the use of Psych 2 volunteers has been
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.

Stimulug Variables

Nine different stimuli were used which fell along a restricted range
of stimulug {ntensity. Some stimul{ were predominantly non verbal, others
predominantly verbal. The stimuli were the first significant interaction
1nif1.ted by a person who prior to this had taken little interest in-the
subject. The stimulus itself 1lasted for a short period of time and was
designed not to eécalate or deescalate as a function of the subjects'
behavior., 1t was further designed to appear non-provoked. Finally it
did not involve physical violence.

Again, 1t 1s likely that had these parameters been substantially
altered, quantatively 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 fimportant to note that where such bodily
harm occurred, many subjects may have vreciprocated 4n order to "defend
themselves",thus altering our results.

Response Regtrictiong

While we took steps to maximize the possibilities of responses sub-
Jecy 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
8 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 gnd there was no other place to sit, the subjects
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could dbe 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.

ossible Generalizations of Obtain Findi [
haturalistic Situationg

Ag 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 reciprocafé aggression with aggression
and helpfulness with helpfulness. This research also suggested that the
behavior of people, when efther attacked or offered help, is a uniforﬁ,
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 1life situations. Rather they
seem most likely to be applicable to real life situations where, for any one
of a nunmber of reasons, the normal social restraints inhibiting constructive
and aggressive behavior have been completely eliminated or counteracted and/or
where the individuals involved, presumably for intrapsychic reasons, are
not hrought under the influence of these restraints.

With regard to the more typical every day life encounters we have
daily with strangers, our results suggest that the generali{zations 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 1ife situation. Our results susgest that in such an average every
day li{fe situation, there are consensually defined standards of how normal

and acceptable different magnitudes of aggressive or constructive belavior
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are. : Our results further suggest that in such every day life
situations, neutral to moderately.constructive behavior 18 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 conf;;n; )
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 ,ocur data suggests that
“abnormally"constructive confrontation by strangers will be mesponded 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
congtructive 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 end of the continuum, our data suzgests that any
unprovoked aggression initiated by a stranger fs 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-
leca_of the level of unprovoked agsression people are exposed to. How-
ever, while most people will respond to aggressive provocations as des-
cribed above, our data also suggests thata few individuals will recipro-
cate aggression with aggression and sorsover, may reciprocate with an
amount of aggression that is at least a "rough equivalence" to that
received. Thus, while most of the people wg studied when confronted did

not reciprocate aggression with aggression, we would expect to find re-
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ciprocity of aggression 1f we sampled from the minority of the population
who do display this sort of behavior, even where normal restraints are
operative.

It i{s important to note that our data suggests that the above obser-
vations are apt to be most characteristic »f interactions where the person
is actively being directly confronted by a stranger. When people have
"more time to think", they are apt to demonstrate somevhat increased ten-
dencies to reciprocate behavioral changes but again generally,within the
narrov 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 {ts aggressiveness or constructive-
ness,most people will limit thei{r behavior to being neutral to moderately help-
ful or constructive, an? therewill be 1ittle nositive 1{near correiation associatel
with increased or decreased levels of abnormally intense aggressiveness or
constructiveness received. In addition, consistent with Moriarity's 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, {f the reciprocity costs
involved seem too high. At the same time, there are a few people vho will

not only reciprocate what has been done to thom but are willing to pay back
the initiator in spades. However, in general, people will not reciprocate
an unexpectedly strong good or bad deed.
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APPENDIX A

Graphed Data from Pilot Work

Scatterplot Relating Students' Mean Judgments of the
Aggressiveness-Constructiveness 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 SITUATIO!AL IUSTRUCTION

Preliminary Instructions Form 11

This is a test of social judgment, one form of intelligence. The following
page(s) contain a 1list of a variety of actions that you may have witnessed
one person doing 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 dimensfon provided. You ghould 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 met 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
xinutes, but that you should begin work on the form, and have 1t completed

by the time the person in charge returns. While one of you 1s 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 couck and like-
wise begins work on the form. At some point during these wvents, the other
person inftiates one and only one of the actions which you will be asked to
rate. Prior to this, his behavior has been limited to tiat described above.
You have had no other significant interaction with him besides that described
above and the new behavior he now fnitiates.

Remember: Assume that each of the actions on the List of Actions is the
first significant change in tlie 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 t“e Rating Instructions and proceed as
directed.
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GEERAL ABSTRACT IRSTRUCTIOQIS
Preliminary Instructions

This 15 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 froo 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 geperal 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 ghould bear in
nind 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. 3Before 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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10,

11.

.12,

13,

14,
15.
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S ACTIONS TO N IMEN d
A person offers you a Dewspaper he has finished reading.

A person makes eye contact with you briefly for less than a second,
having turned his/her head {n your direction to do this.

A person stares at your face continually for up to five minutes with a
neutral facial expression on his face. If you make eye contact with him,
however, he diverts his gaze for five seconds and then continuestill you
make {t again, etec.

A person 1s taking a pack of gum out of his pocket, turns to you and
offers you a plece.

A person acts as. if he smells something peculiar, checks the soles of
his feet and then looks at you or in your direction while sniffing the
air. Bven 1f you look at your soles and find nothing, he continues to
sniff 3 more times and then moves a few inches away from you,

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..."

A person stands or sits extremely close to you even though more room is
available.

A person concentrating on something else, absent-mindedly blows cigarette
smoke in your face and drops ashes at your feet, not paying attention to
fact this is happening.

Same action as Action 8. Howaver, when you call it to his attention, he
continues to do it as before and tells you to mind your own business.

Same as Action - 8 except that when you call it to his attention he stops
doing 1t but algo tells you to mind your owd business.

A person asks you for directions to a particular building, smiling as he
does 80, he then heads in that direction.

A person {s concentrating on something,chewing bubble gum very loudly at
the same time, while you are concentrating on something.

Same as action 12 except that you ask him to stop and he tells you to
mind your own business, and continues as before.

A person asks you to move over when he has plenty of room,

A person says to you "boy that's the best looking (article of clothing,

 part of face) I ever saw or "you have the best..."

16. A person's pen runs out of ink. He takes a pen you are using out of your

17,

hand and affirmatively says "you won't mind {f I use this - I'l1 give it
back in five or ten minutes.”

A person looks up from his newspaper, turn to you and says "boy I see
those lousy (your ethnic or religious group) are starting trouble (over

or about).,."
(continued)
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20,

21,

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.
27.

28,

29.

30.

.
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A person smiles at you warmly the first time he makes eye contact.

A person blows Dristan into "his nose", blows his nose, and while
concentrating on something else, repeatedly coughs all over you, not
paying attention to his doing this.

Same as 19 except that when you ask hin to stop he says "mind your owm
business" but doesn't stop. ‘

Same as 19 except that when you ask hir to stop he says "mind your own
business" and doesn't stop but continues coughing after a minute inter-
mittently as before.

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".

A person smiles at you warnly, each of the first two times he makes eye
contact with you, -

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 1t looks like he'll "forget" to give it back to you
as he leaves.

A person smiles at you warmly and initiates a conversation on a typical
topic such as school,

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.

Same as 26 except that when you tell him to stop he says "mind your own
business” and continues as before.

Same as 26, except the person says "I'm terribly sorry” and stops but
continues reading for 2 minutes, following which the same thing happens
again, .

A person 1s concentrating on something else, has his legs crossed and is
absent-mindedly kicking you while concentrating on something else.

A person offers you a newspaper he has been reading and has finished,
saying that he thinks there are some interesting articles in it you might
1like.

A person starts scratching his back, turns to you and asks 1f you would
do 1t for him.

*Please note: the you in each action may be replaced by gnother person

as in the instructions
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MPLE - AGGRESSIVENESS-CQISTRUCTIVERESS S

dnstructions
You are being asked to judge each of the actfons on the List of Actfons on
how Constructive or Agsressive they are. An action is considered to be

Conetructive to the extent that it helps or potentially helps people or con-
tributes to their overall well being, physical or psychological. Construc-
tive actions help people maintain valued states of mind, valued actions, val-
ued assets, valued feelings, valued objects, etc. Acgressive actions are
those that destroy, harm, orthreaten to harm something physical or psycholo-
gical, tangible or intangible, that is valued by other people. Aggressive
actions harm people's valued states of mind, valued actions, valued assets,
valued feelings, valuéd objects, etc. For example, 1f 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, {f a person's actions tended to
make other people feel happy, valued, secure, proud, wealthy, besutiful,
popular, etc., they are defined as constructive actions.

You should considef Constructiveness and Aggressiveness as antonyms or oppo-
sites; the more Constructive an action is the less Aggressive it {s and vige
versa, )

Please note that these definitions omit aspects of the common usage of these
terms:

1, Do pot consider the intenseness of an action as ag3zressiveness per ge (as
in the expression - "an azgressive 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
then, This i{s because harmful actions can be performed without any harme
ful intent. On the other hand, do not hesitate to rate an action as
aggressive 1f a harmful intent is obviously also present. The important
thing 1s to evaluate the actions, and to concentrate on thenm.

liake your judgments of each action on the scale provided, and mark your
chotce 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 more extreme
rating it should receive. Similarly, you should use the right side of the
scale for actions 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 pustes 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 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 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
known that the individual i{n question desperately needs one.

Item {Acs
Ext Strong Strong Mod Mild Neut Mild Mod Strong Ext Strong
1 X
2 X
3 X
4 X
5 b 4
6 X

Please note that 1f an action seems much stronger than the strongest
examples you may indicate this by putting a + next to the rating. 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 iteni, Please remenber
too, to follow the Preliminary Instructions carefully as well as the
{nstructions above.
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ach class of student ated the Li o 0 [

two gezles under one of the two coptents,

Zable 1: N, Sex and Educational Backsround of Subject Groups
P ans dica ( inc o

I. Group 1-(Students in Undergraduate Abnormal - Brooklyn College)

a) Situational Appropriateness (S. App) of 39 pretest itens .
obtained.

b) N =15
1l - 7 males
2 - 8 females

II. Group 2-(Students in Undergraduate Abnornal - Brooklyn College)
a)General Appropriateness (G.App) of 30 pretest items obtained.

b) Il = 31
1l =15 males
2 - 14 ferales
3 - 2 no sex given

II1. Group 3-(Students in Undersraduate Abnormal - Brooklyn College)

a) Situatfonal Appropriateness (S.App) of 30 pretest items
obtained.

b) N =12
1 - 6 males
2 - 6 females

IV, Group 4-(Students in . Ed, program taking Abnormal - Brooklyn College)
a) Situational Aggress (S.Agz) of 30 pretest items obtained.
b) N =17
1 - 3males
2 - 14 females
V. Group 5-(Students in Advanced Abnormal - Brooklyn College)

a) General Acgression (G. Ag3) rating of 30 pretest items obtained.

b) T = 37
1 =16 males
2 - other

KOTE: "Situatfonal Groups" - given verbal Jescription of waiting room
setting before doing rating.
"General Groups - asked to give impressions based on wide variety
of situations, people, etc.
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" Pagure 16: The relationship between mean ratings for 30 pretest

items on specific situational aggression by group 4
(ratings of male and female raters plotted separate-
1y) and the’'m2an ratings of these same items by
Rroup {1 on spegificsituational appropriateness. The
hypothetical b.st fitting lines are also shown.
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APPENDIX B

Notes on ethical considerations involved in the design of this study.
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NTS O DESIGN INCORPORATI® CONSIDZRATIONS
Setting
1. The setting of this study is designed to be as realistic as 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 settinz at any point
in the experinent, and will receive debriefing in this case.

Stimuld

1, Care has been taken in the selection of the stirmli consistent with the

hypothesis under test. While the stimull may be either helpful or
aggressive in nature, they are realistic, and are potentially no more
unconfortable than those that an individual might experience in a
similar naturalistic setting. To the degree that they are uncomfortable,
it 18 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 btinmuli,

dMathodolory

1.

Deception 1s an essential part of this study, to obtain candid and
spontaneous responses, anl to obtain accurate recordin; of such responses
for judgzing. The deception consigts of:

a. creating the illusion that the subject is seated in a waiting room
with another student who 1s really a confederate. The experiment,
on a8 somgwhat sirilar 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 same time.

b. having the video-tape equipnent hidden behind a one way mirror
disguised as modern art. Again, this 1{s needelto {nsure spontaneous
responses. i
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DENDUM N RATION

Stiguli - Any stimuli which may be added to the 1ist speciffed in the
original proposal will be added as follows.

Before any stimulus {s considered for use:

a. the experfmenter and his research assistant will consider such
stimul{ from an ethicsl viewpoint, that s, its potential for up-
setting and causing discomfort to the Ss and the necessity of its
use in the study.

b. In addition, at least one member of the sponsoring faculty will be
reviewving all stimuli,

As a result of A, many potential stimull will not be used. The data
which will be considered in making this judgment will be:

8. our own impressions of the potential discomfort of these stimulfi,

b. data obtained from fnitially presenting these stimuli to classes
of judges, in questionnaire form, and having these judges rate the
stimuli on thei{r potential aggressiveness and inappropriateness.

c. the results of pilot trials with the old stimuli which {ndicate the
inadequacy of the old stimuli and which suggest the need for new
me. ®

d. the results of pilot trials with the new stimuli.

All stimuli that are finally selected for use will be suplect to the
review of the Ethice Committee.

Ratings - 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 minimize the problems associated with such possible foreknowledge.

Ss will be briefed as to the fact that the video-tapes will be judged
by other students as {ndicated 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:

All video-tapes will be judged by students at other colleges.

Since these are mostly freshmen, students in advanced elective courses
will do the judging,where possible.

The experimenter, in presenting the tapes to classes, will try to show
a still frame of the tape before it 1s run in {ts 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.

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 them.

¢. the altruistic motives of the student subjects who have volunteered
their videotapes for this research.
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Any judge who still recognizes an S will be parsonally debriefed
after the judging is over.

Relegse - Ss will be asked to sign a release form which will read

"1 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 might 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."

= The debriefing willl consist of steps A and B, 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.

Following the video-tape procedure, some open ended questions will be
asked of the Ss by the experimenter, ostensibly to determine which
students will be needed to participate in the "real™ experiment. While
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 1s: "What thoughts, corments, or criticisms do you
have about the screening procedure thus far, including the use of the
questionnaire?™ Following these open-ended questions

C will introduce himself to S, with E present, and will explain that
he 18 another student volunteer. He will apologize for his behavior,
1f necessary indicate he understands S's response was appropriate to
the situation, 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 feelings that
S has and will stress to S that:
1. he understands why S may be upset, if he is, by C or B;
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 Ss responses have been quite normal and appropriate given
the provocation;
b. E will then show S the experimental apparatus and answer his
questions 1f any;
c¢. E will then indicate that S 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. ;ffort- will be made to ensure that the judges do not recognize
im;

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 i{n maintaining the
confidentiality of the study.
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Bedford Avenue and Avenue H Brooklyn, New York 11210

School of Social Science
Department of Psychology -
PROPOSAL

1. Candid videotape segments were collected at Brooklyn College of different
students' responses to Aggressive or Helpful behavior 1nittated towards then.

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 geveral of these segments and {s 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 &. Aggressivenecss - 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 discussing some preliminary issues and findings.

¢. 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, etc
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PERMISSION FOR USE OF VIDEO-TAPE AND R DATA FOR RESEARCH PU S

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 associated 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 against the
possibility that someone might recognize me have been explained to my
satisfaction. My signature signifies my willingness to contribute the
use of the data .- . gained for research purposes.
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APPENDIX C

Training Manual for Confederates

Includes description of the behavior called for
in enacting each stimulus, during each phase.
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HASUAL FOX CONFEDEDRATLS
Orient on

confederates' function {s to, at an appropriate time, present the naive

subject witk a stinulus situation that is either harmful to the subjects'
valued states of mind or valued assets, or helpful to then. Your participation
in the present rescarch can be broken down to a series of stages as follows:

A,

*
direct

Initial staceethis stage covers theperiod tat starts from when you first

come into the waitinz room, and which ends when the experimenter leaves

to get the forms he forent. Your major aims during tnis period should be:

1. to convince the S that you are 2 naive stbject as }teo 1is.

2. to present the S with essentially neutral belLavior on your part, that
i5, betavior which 1s neither helpful to the 3 nor harmful to the S.
Since we are avoiding the use of physical harm in this experinent, and
physical helpfulness, your harming or helping 3's valued states of
nind (security, anxiety, friendship needs, needs for inforrmation, etc.)
beco~e crucial.

Cxperi~ental stace - th i3 covers the period nf tire t:it starts when the

experi-enter lezves the room, and ends when the experimenter returns.

There arc three distinct substazes involved as follows :

a, gre-experirental wafting reriod. Your ai~ during this period of time
(60) seconds following the leaving of the room by the experimenter)
should be to raintain the neutrality of yourself as a stirmulus. 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 gituation. This period begins

following the pre-experi-ental waiting period outlined above, and ends

response witlh the full production and elaboration of the stimulus situation,

ptase

Your ai-i here is to present the 3 with a standard stimulus situation,

(1.r.z.) which 1s gomew:ere along the A-gressive-Constructive dimension. Azain,

since we are using a minimal amount of physical activity, it is crucial
that your exotions, posture, verbalizations, etc. be such that S is
presented with a stizulus situation that either makes him feel "bad"
or feel "good" dependinz on the case, that {s, either harns his psyche
or helps 1t to scme degree. It is also essential that your actions be
such that they occur independently of whatever S does and are nininally
influenced by Lis behavior. You must not respond to his actions,
except where called for in the design since if you do, this means each
S 18 setting up tlie stimulus situation his way, and not ours as we
intended. Judges should be able to agree that you have belaved in a
3tandard way from one subject to ti.e next, and thiat your behavior
actually falls at the desired point on the Aggressfon scale regardless
of the response that 3 nakes to you,

c. post-ocxperimental waiting period. This period begins following the

spontane- production of the experimental stimulue and ends when the experiaenter

ous
response
phase

(e.r.p.)

returns to the roon (he will return after 2% rinutes have elapsed).
T:is period 1s included in the design to allow the 3 to freely belave
toward you once you have actively terminated your sti-ulus behavior
toward hinm, particularly your verbal behavior. During this period you
must pot initiate any furtier interaction with 3. and you riust not
respond to any initiated action on S's part with a response which
further harms or helps 5, that is, you must not respond with a response
wvhich annoys, angers, frustrates, relaxes, soot“es, nakes £ feel good,
etc. However, you must make some appropriate response, that {s, 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 Dast actions. Your aim during this period should be to let §
act on you and set up tlie sltuation Mhis way, and not visa versa.
(This phase not included for stimuli 5, 6, and 8)
Debriefing Stace - This begins when 3 returns and ends when S is
disnissed.

¢ Qutld of Each Jta~e 3 Continsen Plapns to Follow

Initia]l Sta-e *

1, to convince S you are naive:

100 end act naive in your rannar

ask 3 four questions including

is thiis the right room for the Psyct 2 experinent?

vhen will the experiment be startinz?

2o you care 1f we use pencil or Ink in £fi{1llin; this out?

whicl, for— did you say you wanted us to do first?

2, to maintain your neutrality as a sticulus:

do not initiate any interaction wit: o

if 3 initiates any interaction toward you, you must raintain your

neutrality by ‘

= using neutral gestures to ansver 5's questions such as shrugging
your shoulders, shaking your head, grunting, etc.

¥ {f it would be harmful to the average S not to answer a particular
request for interaction wit: words,you may do so but you should keep
it bSrief (Yes, i0, .aydbe, Don't know) and your affect nust be neutral

* avoid eye contact with 2 as nuch as possible during tails period

i1f 3 ask%s you for gum, cigarettes, tine, etc. tell him your watch i

not set right, you just ran out of sum, you don't have any natcies,

ete,

a. Outline of this stase - During tils stage the "rationale" for the
study is to be explained by L to both C and S at the sane tire.
There are two different rationales that will be used. Ti.e ai~ of one
of then (Jpinion-ilor-al Restraint) 1s to deceive tie 3 into thinking
we are studying opinions and their formation, and to nake S feel that
Curing the time he 1s in the waiting room witl. C, tke norrmal rules
of conduct and socfal behavior apply and tie norual consequences will

o %) |

*

*

result fror tleir floutine. The ai~ of tie second condition (Emotional-

Lot: Social Restraint) 1s to make 5 feel it 1s safe to freely express
and act out whatever he feels in the waiting room and that no external
consejuences will ensue or they will be nmini-fzed. At the same time,
3. 1s to be deceived as to the true purpose of waiting {n tae waiting
room,

1. Yote that C should leave the camera room and bz one hundred feet dowm
the corridor, eizht riinutes before the start of an experimental run.
He s'iould be in clear view of the experimental corridor. E will
scratch his head as a signal for C to enter the room 30 seconds
following the signal. S will arrive before this siznal 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 (Znotional)
* C should respond to Z's provocations,if any,with appropriate hLostile
or friendly affect and behavior. (3ee the instructions for this
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condition for a fuller discussion of this and specification of
C's responses)

* C must come across as & person who enjoys doing his own thing,
even i{f that involves being fnconsiderate of others in his life.

He 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 comment 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 be supportive of all this and indicate it is OK to do
wvhatever you please duting the time spent in the waiting room and
thereafter.

{r tage ~ 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 session3s where you will review the video training tape and
will rehearse the stimuli.

Stimulug 1 - Extremely Friendly, Helpful, Corplimentary, Offer
Tickets and/or Date.

Stimulug 2 ~ Strongly Helpful and Constructive - Engage S in discussion
of his personal interests - flatter him somewhat indirectly.

Stimulus 3 ~ lioderately Helpful and Constructive - Offer S gum in a
friendly manner, indicating you seek to establigh a helpful integaction
through your manner.

Stimulus 4 - Slightly Helpful and Constructive - Ask S for change in a
iieutral-Slightly Friendly manner. Is slishtly helpful as it breaks the
ice. \

Stinulus = Neutral Stimulug - Initiate no interaction with S and do
nothing that would inherently tend toward interaction with him,

Stirulug 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 {rritated manner.
He should wind up sitting on or near the edge of the couch. Moderately
Aggroocivo. You have made hixm phyolcally unconfortable, have implied
you don't care about his feelings, don't 1ike him, etc.

Stimulup 8 - Strongly Aggressive - You smoke a cigarette blowing the
smoke near S's face and dropping ashes near S's feet and legs. You indi-
cate anger at S when he notices this and/or questions you. Involves
more physical discomfort than 7 and more implied lack of concern for his
feslings, etc.

Stimulug 9 - You tell 8 to move over and/or get out of the room. You be- -
come severely insulting, using standard insults and extreme anger.
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DETAILS OF STIMULI AND OPTIONS
Stirmulug 1 - (6 options outlined) - Extremely Helpful
re= i {ne 60

A, Behavior
a. get up and throw gum wrapper in basket; sit down very close to0 8
b. no active initiation of action
¢. handle subjects' initiations with
1, shrugging of shoulders
2, paying attention to your forms
3. indicating you don't have cigarettes, gum, time, etc. 1if
subject requests;
4. no use of words except where necessary and then restricted to
yes; no; maybe; don't know; grunts; noises.
I1f S persists in questioning you, etc. more than 3 x he will be
forcing you to efther be friendly or unfriendly. You should say
"I think we better finish these forms and discuss this later",
i1f 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 18 to present S with a pre-experimental situation that
is neutral =~ your desire 1s to fill out the questionnaire;
2. you mugt establish this; not the S.

Experimental (drp)

Turn toward S; smile broadly; extend hand - say "Hi, I'm.,.who is your
psych teacher? (S snswers) Say that's really far out.,.mine's... You got
a girlfriend (S responds Yes) Broad smile...Say, farrrr. out, terrific..
vhat's her nane? (S responds) that's outrageous, nine's named...(same
naze) too;(broad smile - turn toward S and say:the resason I asked was
that you geem like a real together guy, 1 mean you really seem cool..and
I just won these tickets to Steak and Brew, four of them, you know, and
they're only good for this weekend and half way into next weekend...l was
planning to ask soneone else to go with me but I'm not sure 1f I want to
go with then and you seen like you're a really together guy (broad smiles)
and 1'd really enjoy having you and your girl get together with me and
my girl and use thenm...Are you doing anything this weekend..? (answers
yes, maybe, no) If no, say Great!, 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) OX, far out! (If he says maybe) say, OX far out}] how
about I'11 give you a tentative call, call your girlfriend, and we'll
try to arrange a convenient time, place, etc. I1'd really like you and
your girl to keep us company (snile); (1f yes, say) Far out] well listen,
I1'd really like for us to get together with you and your girl, so why
don't you give me your number and I'l1 give you a call next week and
we'll make plans to party it up or something..

(I£f S has no girlfriend say)...You're kidding,that's really terrific..

that's really outrageous...the reason why I asked is you seex like a
really together guy (smile as above) really cool,you know, and me and =y
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girl were going to do some partying this weekend, and her cousin's

coning in from Wiscounsin for q while...I met her before..she's -

really fun and is really a knockout,,.and 1 figured we'd all come back

to my house and hang out all night...It might turn out pretty good

(laughs)...l was planning to ask someone I know but I'm not sure 1f

he's cool enough for my girl's cousin and you seen like a really to-

gether guy, I mean you really seem cool...and we'd really enjoy having

you over this weekend, can you make 1t? (Yes, say as above) (Maybe, say

as above with appropriate modifications) (llo, say as above)

1. Behavior - snile, gesture, eXtreme use of adjectives, turn toward S,
shake hands, emphasize compliments

2. Affect - happy, elated at points

3. Facial expression - solid eye contact, hippylfricndly. look in S's
direction, stop work

III. Post experimental - follows resolution of above. Spontaneous response data (srp)

1. Do not directly inictiate gnything further.

2. Respond to S's i{nitiations 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)

Stirmulug 5 - Neutral stimulus

a. Pre-experinental (time 35 seconds) same as Stimulus 1 Pre-experimental

b. Experimental (to end of this stage) same as g except no new gum wrapper

" 48 used (d.r.p. direct response phase).
c. Pogt experirental - None (s.r.p., spontaneous response phase).

Stirmulup 3 Moderately Helpful Stimulus - you are offering gum and trying
to establish a friendly interaction - more than just polite
tgl (time 60 seconds) same as Stimulus 1 Pre-experinmental

' a. Pre-ecxnerimental
(d.r.p.) b. Experinental "hat's yo me? 1'M. . .wait
_ 20 seconds mox?ey %’%ﬁﬁ:& wﬂ%i%ﬁc&%ﬁ%ﬁ% » %a’; 20
seconds and say)...You're sure you don't want a piece?”
1. Behavior - warm snile...gesture of offer...look at S when talking but
don't turn body...moderate friendliness
2. Affect - moderate friendliness
" 3, Facial expression - slight to moderate friendlingss
(s.r.p.) c. Post exrerimentgl - 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 anrthing to the stimulus
but do allow S to do his thing.

Sgimulus & - Mildly Helpful - Initiate Contact via asiing for change
a. Pre-ermerimenzal - same as Stimulus 1
(d.r.p.) b, Lzperimental - Wait 20 seconds, fish through pockets for 30, then in
a loud enough voice 80 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
"7 " 7 3. Pacial Expression -~ neutral
(s.r.p.) c. Post experirental - following thank 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 and

{ve S an oggortunity to do the initiating
2. Respond to S's initfating in a facilitating manner. Do mot behave
more aggressively or constructively than the S.
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Stirulug 7 - Moderately Aggressive - Move over twice.

a. Dre-experinental - same as Stimulus 1 - be sure to get as close to
S as possible (60 seconds)

. Experimentg]l - Say, Hey man, move over, huh, in an annoyed tone...

(wait twenty seconds) shifting around in an annoyed vay...turn to S
and say..Come on man, move over some more, huh, extending your hand
swiftly in that direction.

1. Bghavior = loud annoyed irritated tone.,.make eye contact..gesture..
1f S protests say Goddam and/or look annoyed;if S moves, take up the
excess room before repeating.

2. Affect - annoyed irritated.

3. Facial expression - same.

c. Post-experimental - following second request:

1. do not inftiate - leave yourself somewhat available as before.

2. respond with annoyance or irritation {f S initiates aggression, but

" again, do not add more harm. Say, "Goddam, come on, etc." if needed.

3. OX to make eye contact here. :

Stimulus 9 - Extreme Aggressive - Five jemands to move overand/or get

out of room with insults.

a. Pre-erperinental - same as above.

b. Experimental - Say, You want to move over man, (give dirty look..
take up excess room - wait five seconds and say): Come on man, you
wanta fucking move over, geez...(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 mother,«I didn't
know they let pricks like you go to school here...(5 seconds) I would
like you to just nove your ass over to the end (or out 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..;mgke pno threats...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. Faclal Expression - angry look, eye contact, face S.

c¢. Post-Lioerimental - 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 § or curse further;
if appropriate, you can look angry and respond with "God Darn® "Jeez"

3. Can eye contact, look angry, 1f S initiates behavior, etc. calling
for 1t.

Stimulus 6 - M11dly Aggressive-3urmping and Gum Chewing Loud-Annoying
8. Pre-experingnta] - same as Stimulus 1 except throw something besides
& gunm vrapper in basket.
. Experirental - Shift around looking in your pockets for some gum and
. alightly and acefdentally disturbing S twice (very,very slight) chew
three pieces of bubble gum as loudly as you can
1. Behavior..chewing shifting..slight, slight bumping..effect {s to amnoy
S to some degree through distraction, etc.
2. Affect ~ Slightly annoyed; very slightly raised voice.
3. Facial = Do not look at S or nnkc eye contact.

Note: Do not initiate; If S does, respond in an annoyed manner and say..
corry. that's how I cho;-(Wlll you cut it out?) No, that's how I chew.
c. Poat-experipentsl - None
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oulug 2 - Strongly Helpful - Friendly Conversation

a. Pre-experimental - same as Stimulus 1
b. Eperimental -~ Say Hi, (look at S and smile (pause) Who {s your psych

teacher? Really...line's....I moticed on this form 1t asks for
interests..what are you into? S tells. Pick the most personal and
workable and say: Really, I alwvays (smuile) wanted to do that,..read a
lot about 1t..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
some specific aspect of the interest)..yeah..that's (smile) nice..l
always figured it would take a lot of...that's why I never got imto
it. I always wanted to though.

C. Zggg_gxnggiggnggl - following end of above

1. Don't initiate - leave yourself open

2. Respond to S with less affect and constructiveness or aggreasiveness
than that received. Do not try to compliment further. I1f appropriate
1t's OK to smile, make direct eye contact, etc.

Note: If S {s 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, Stirulus 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." Renember this stimulus falls between Stimulus 1
and Stimulus 3 (offering gun) Remenber that extremely sincere direct
conpliments constitute one of the anchor points.

2, Affect - very happy and friendly, but not extremely so.

3. Facial Expression - Sniles, Happy

Stimulus 8 - Strong Aggression - Cigarette Smoking and Anger

a. Pre-experimental - Same as Stirnulus 1 except don't throw gum wrapper
out...light up during tuis period..drop match to get cloge

b. Experimentgl Situation - blow smoke in S's fece and drop ashes around
his feet

1. Behavior-do 1t so that it's obviously not beins 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'l]l smoke wherever I want"., Start out
with thig...and go up to an angry: "Cut the shit man and quit hassling

" me, I'll smoke wherever I damm please”.

2. Affect-Anger, eye contact, stroncly raised voice

3. Facial Zxpression - Anger, shaking head in disgust

c. Post Experimental Situstiopn = lione

sote: If 3 says anything else to you that's assressive (besides "cut 1t

out"), respond with anger sayinz "Goddamn it..Geez..For God sakes. Come

on ," etc. Do pot insult,

General lote 1: Stimulus 1 {s the most helpful; 9 the least. LCach of the
other stimull you produce shiould fall along discernible points on the
scale. If you have troudle disecriminating ti:em iIn your acting, see me.
Revierinz the~ in numerical order shotld be done to malke sure you are doing
thex properly.

General Note 2: If at any time, you feel you wigh to terminate a subject
because of clear and present danger to you or him, please do so. Bear in
mind that any deviations from tne script will probably result in the dats
not being used.

General Note 3: The last stimuli on the training tape are anchors falling
at the Extreme ends of the scale.
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Geperal Noce &: Once the Experimental Situation has been proauced ao
not bury your heua in your forms. Look up from them pretty often, etc.
so S has an oppostunity to initiate..don't spur S to initiate,thougn,

by looking dairectiy at him for example.

General Note 5: You will be enacting each stimulus twice, once under
each of the Initial Conditions, {n random order. This means that to
complete one block, you will probably need to ao 20 6 minute enactments.
Since each subject will take about lk hours to run, plan on filling in
this time with studying, lunch, etc.

General Noge o: It 1s extremely important that you do not do anything
on camera toward S that S does not sense at some level. Since your
behavior will be rated by judges tor the amount of aggression displayed,
ft i{s important that your uggression or the lack of it be sensed by S,
1f we are to meaningfully correlate S's behavior with yours. In other
words, an angry fauce 1s of little use 1f S does not see it.

MANUAL FUx CAMERA CREwW

1. Since we will be splitting the screen up for ratings, it is
essential that S be kept on one side of the screen and C on
the other, throughout each filming.

Z, It {8 essential that actions that affect S, particularly those
he notices, be capturea on the tape (such as ash dropping.) It
may be necessary to swing the camera down for this.

3. Filming should start from the time E leaves the room to the
time u«ll thiee exit tor Debriering.

4. A code shoula be entered at the gtart ot each segment. The code
will be LUMBERJACK, Each letter will indicate one specific
stimulus situation as follows:

L=1; U=z; M=3; Bmy; E=5; R=6; J=7; A=8; C*9; K=terminated prematurely.
In addition, you are to indicate which of the two conditions the
stimulus falls under (Initial Conditions by using O for the Opinion
Condition, E for tne Emotional Condition. You should append one of
these to one of the letters in LWIBERJACK. To indicate a Strong
Aggressive Stirmlus in the Emotional Condition, {t would be AE,

5. Register the Code by pulling out the mike jack from the video
machine, putting it {nto record, and speaking the code into the
camera. Be sufe to reinsert the mike jack.

6. At the completion of each sequence, check off the appropriate
box on the master chart.
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APPENDIX D

Procedure for Inducing One of Two Situational Contexts.
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NOKMAL SOUIaL RESTRAINT
Grp 1 (Opinion Formation Group)

E 18 present in the room when 5 walks in. £ greets S saying “helio, I'm____
and I guess you're hece ior tne study.” "“Another studeut shoula aiso be
showing up soon so let's w.it a few minutes until he does - I've askea you

to both come &t the same tiume 80 I cau explain the prelimindiry instructions
to both of you at the wame time - this way, I won't have to repeat myself ana -
tne siudy wili go mose efiicienctly. Unlil ne shuws up, please complete the
tollowing preliminary form; ils purpose will be explained to you gnorcly.” *
E gi.e8 S tne first bio sheet anu casually leaves room to signal C. Aapproxi-
mately two minuies later, U walks in and szys “Are you__ 7 I'm supposed to be
in a study for Psych 4. K says, "Yes I am,we were jusi waicing tox you to
arrive before we Degan.

Now that you're both nure, let me explain to dboth of you that I've eskea you
bo.h to come aown here so that I cuu explain the detuils of tue wtud, to ooth
of you at the same time. As I may have mencioned to you (S) just perose you
(C) came, the research grant fu. this study will be expiring soon an. we're
hoping to save time by having suvjecis come in pairs tor the renainae: or the
stuay 80 we can brieir both or you on whar's involvec 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 prooably wondering
what you are here tor., Well, we are conducting a study of written opinions,
what they are, how opinfons form and change, how they're related to other
inner states such as mooas. Before we go on, I'd like you to £ill out this
torm (E hands S and C the MAACL, gives rationale?¥)

Past research snows that stuaying opinions is a very ditticult task since they
are inner siates, are ditficult to quantify, and are affectea by other aspects
ot the person's experiences. People otten are very flip asbout their opinions
and this can confuse us as to how they really teel. The only way we will be
able to study people's opinions is by having subjects who cooperate with us

by givhg tneir carefully considerea opinions on a variety ot topics.

Now co efther of you have any fdea about how we psychologists go about measur-

ing opinions? C-(Pause)

C-Well, we learned about something yesteraay in class called the, I think the
Guttmun Scale..is that what it's callea?

E-Yes, that's one ot the things we use. Hcws abouL you, (S)did your teacher
talk about opinions yet? (S response)

E-Well tue type or scale we're using here is called the Likert Scale. Did
either of you ever hear or {.?

C-No, not me.

S-

E-Well, my personal teeling is thut since all Psych 2 students are supposed
to tultill tne experimental requirement, their teachers should teach this
early in the term.

*E reads these Mooa Form Instructions: We will need an initial estimate or
your mood stability and changeability, vefore we go into the ladb for our
experiment, since the mood you are in may affect your opinions. On this sheet
you will tind words which cescribe aitferent kinds or moods anc teelings. Please
put an X in the box beside those words which aescrive how you feelnow during
the last few minutes. Some of the woras m.y sound alike, but we want you to
check all tne words which descrive your feelings. Work rapidly.
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Well, anyway, as 1 was saying before, what we want to do in the experimental
phase ot the study is to be able tu accurately describe and quantity your op-.
infons so they can be studied in depth. It theretore is of prime impoitance,
that you be able to think out you. opinions in a carerully reasoned wa,, and
that you are then able to indicate your opiafon through proper use or the Likert
Scale.

C-When will the experiment start?

E-As soon as we comple.e some preliminary torms.

Now let me iniorm you thut Defore we go on, all or your zatings on these op-
infon scules una all written intorm«tion you provide is consiaerea 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 othes,
or to anybody else for that matter, without your written permission. Finally,
as per the students' Bill or Rights, let me point out that I am required to
inform you that you can leave at any point auring the stuay, or are free to
not answer uny particular question, 1f by some chance you tind it oitensive.
We are pointing this out to you in aavance because it i{s very important that
you provide us with accurate consiaered information una 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 statemen.s and ratings ot
your opinions on various i{ssues is to look at them from a variety of angles,
and to correlate all this intormation with other inromation you will provide
us with, to sttempt to answer tne question posed at the beginning regarding
the nature of opinions, opinion formation, etc.
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