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- ABSTRACT
According to walster, Wa1ster and Bersche1d s (1973) exten-
sions of equity theory, vlct1ms of 1n3ust1ce are. expected f1rst to

seek restltution, second]y ‘to - reta11ate and f1na11y to Just1fy,the

"v1ct1m1zation as a 1ast resort The present study exam1ned the

;assumpt1ons under1y1ng th1s sequent1a1 ana]ys1s, and tested the

effects.of two situat1ona1 factors be11eved-to 1nf1uence v1ct1ms‘

responSeSJ the status of the harmdoer and the order of ava11ab111tyf~

. of equ1ty-restor1ng responses.' N ' . f-; ",‘

-The status of‘the harmdoer (high and Tow), the order of

.ava1]ab111ty of equ1ty restor1ng response modes (Just1f1cat1on~f1rst

- and reta]lat1on -first), and two de]ay cond1t10ns (1mmed1ate and

de]ayed response) were man1pu1ated in a 2x2x2 factorial des1gn

"measured by requiring the SUbJECtS to rate their own and the harm-

During the'course of- an experjment_wh]ch presumaply-wasggoncerned.'

with the assessment of a new edUCationa1 approach, 64 women were

'fg1ven negat1ve persona1 assessments, partic1pants in two additional

contro] ~groups were not g1ven negat1ve eva1uat1ons. Reta11at1on

‘scores were obta1ned by prov1d1ng the subjects w1th the opportun1ty

to assess the pérson who- had cr1t1c1zed them.' Just1f1cation was

+
4

doer s inputs and outcomes in the situation. A rest1tut1on measure

was obta1ned by~ ask1ng the subJects to rate the1r degree of 1nterest

in having an expert assess them. : “

<

The results fajled to support the equity theory assumption

‘ ' ¥ '
that victims' responses in different response modes are negatively

)



correlated- responses 1n one mode of eqU1ty-restorat1on (Ju2¥1f1- ‘
.cat1on, reta1iation or, rest1tut1qa-seeking) did not preclud .nes-la
S .

pond1ng 1n the other two modes. The order of ava1lab111ty f kesif

ponse modes a]so d1d not y1e1d the - pred1cted f1ndings whe her :4

subjects were a]]owed to reta11ate f1rst or Justify f1rst dild” not
produce d1fferent1a1 ratei of subsequent Just1f1cat1on, reta 1at1on,
or rest1tut1on seek1ng . These data cast doubt on the not1on  that

'v1ct1ms accrue some store of “equ1ty-restor1ng motivation” wh1ch

”.once satisfied, results in a’ 1owered probab111ty of part1c1p§t1on

in other equ1ty-restor1ng behavior. - N ﬁ

As pred1cted v1ct1ms of 1ow-status harmdoers reta11ated
more than did v1ct1ms of h1gh status harmdoers. ‘Examination of the
resu]ts 1nd1cated that 1ower rates of retal1at1on tOWard hxgh status

, harmdoers was related to the v1ct1ms percept1ons of h1gher 1nputs

for the h1gh status harmdoers. ‘

Further analysxs of the Just1f1cat1on 1tem 1ntercorre1at10nsv
1nd1cated a ¢endency for the v1ct1ms to perce1ve 1nputs and outcomes
in such a way as toﬁa11ow them to perce1ve that they were be1ng
treated fa1r1y. V1ct1ns may: have been mot1vated to restructure
ithe1r s1tuat1on cogn1t1ve1y to make it appear fa1r. Theseuobservae
. tions are discussed in the conYEXt\of_recent-research Whjch indi—

cates that the need to fee],dn control may orerridelthe need to

restore equity.

vi
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- INTRODUCTION - _— \\\J

In recent years social psycho]og1sts have’ shown an 1ncreased
1nterest in the processes under1y1ng harmdoing acts. As researchers
“ have attempted to specify the conditions under which individuals
harm others, much of the—research has focused on the "harmdoer" and
his 1mmed1atesoc1a1 situation (e.g. Bandura, 1973; Berkow1tz 1965,
1969{ Berkowitz and Leﬁage;ﬁ1967; Milgram, 1963, 1965,’1965(a),
1965(b);,21mbardo,‘1969); Surorisingly, the behavior and perceptions
of,the’yiccim“io a situotioh invo1rihg harmdoing or ihjust%ce have
received little attention. 'Because of the importance of the peréeg-
tual and behavioral aftereffects of a harmdoing act more attention
should be focusedfo/fthe victim. Since the v1ct1m is often not a
passive recipient of the harmdo1ng act, it is essent1a1 to cons1der
h1svreact1ons as well as those of the harmdoer. Fa11ure to recog-
nize the victim's potehtia]]y active role may lead co inappropriate
conclusions. For example, after citing research showing that harm-
~doers are more likely to compensate smailer rather than larger
claims, Ha]ster, Walster and Berscheid (1973, p. 159) suggested that
victims might be advised to reduce their demands in order to receive
at least minimal compensation. However, this reasoning fails fo
consider that the victim is a potentially active agent for whom the
reductﬁon of demanos for redress might lower morale and consequent
efforts to redress the grie;ance. The aim of the folloWing research

was to augment knowledge roncerning victims' yesponses to injustice,



because such inforhation is‘eéséntial to ﬁbé undef;tanding,and pre-
diction of'othomé; in-these éituations,_“ |

‘Equityffhéo}y, as pre}ented'initia]ly'by Adams (1965), and -
'elaboréted by wa1ster,ét “al. (1973), is tdrrent]y the most cémpref
hensive and wiﬁely accepfed framework.for'prganizing a'vafiety of .
injustice énd'harmdoihg phenomena. Within this thebketfca1 framework
researcher; have recently investigatedlthe.perceptﬁonsfand actions of
the,harmdoéf fo]]bwing the adt_of doing harm tbtfavﬁétfm (Berkowitz,.
1962; Bérscﬁeid and Walster, 1967; Berséheid, Qaisfer and Barclay,
-+ 1969; Berséheid, Boye‘and Walster, 1568; Lerﬁer‘and Simmons, 1966;
Macaulay and Walster, 1971;'Réwliﬁgs, 1968). Walster et.,allx(1973)
have exfénded,equity théory to thé &fétim's behavior‘énd_percépfions,z
but these extensio§§ have yet to receivetempirical support., Ver} .
few studies haveqaigect1y measured the behavior and pcheptions of
the victim of a harmdoing'act (Austin and Walst;r, 1974; Bulman and
Mortman, 1977; Hannah, 1972; Rosé, Thibaut and Evenbeck, 1971). The
present research repfesented an.attempt té providé an empirical test
of the Walster et al; (1§73) application of equity theory to the
behavior and perceptions of victims. _

,A major assumption of equity theory s that individuals
evaluate the fairness of a situation by'COMparing their -own reiative

outcomes with some other person's outt:omes.1 Although Adams " (1965)

1An alternative view has been suggested by Lane and Messé
(1972). In this approach, it is assumed that persons assess equity
by first comparing their outcomes to an internal standard of fair-
ness rather than to a comparison person. However, as Austin and
Susmilch (1974) have pointed out, there are serious methodoTogical
flaws in the one study.which claims to support the internal standard
hypothesis. Consequently, this approach has remained largely un-
developed,

‘\\ /'



equity theohy was primarily developed to deal with'ecohohic.exthahge
;ﬁSituationS,-Nalsteh'et"a]. (1973} 'have shoWn that'the;mode1'may‘~fi

a1so app1y to s1tuat1ons 1nv01vﬁng harmdo1ng, aggression, and in-

¥ t

'Justice. X o . ", , .

Basica11y; equity ‘theory ana]xzes two-person fntehactibns
in terms of the participants;—Outcomes (rewards minus costs). and
inputs (the part1c1pants' contr1but1ons to the exchange ag;ets(e
minus 11abi11t1es) If the partic1pantsv1n an 1nteract1on Feceive
approxlmately the same ratio of outcemes to inputs, the‘fe1atidn;hip
is judged to be equitable;vff theloutceme/input natioé-are'unequa1;q
‘there is inequity. | | |
| A centra] propos1t1on of the theory is that individuals who
d1scover that they are in an 1nequ1tab1e s1tuat10n fee] distress and
.attempt to e11m1nate their distress by rest0r1ng equity. ,ThTS.

attempt to restore equity ¢an take two forms the actual alteration

of h1s own-and/or the other's inputs and/or outcomes (by'retaTiation

and resfltut1on seek1ng). and the psycholog1ca1 restorat1on of equity -

by adJust1ng his percept1ons of his own and/or the other's 1nputs

and/or outcories, This 1atter way of respond1ng to 1nequ1ty has been.

Y

1abelledjju$tjfication since by its usejparticipants convince tham-
selves that the situation j§ fair -after all,

. ‘The following are examples of juﬁtificaeions that might. be.
| USed;by~yfefims. Each involves the distortion of one of the‘four

elements (one's own and the other's inputs and outcomes) involved

in the relationshir. . .

Opm



"'?1. The' victim may believe that his exp]o1tation brings h1m com-

.pensat1ng benef1ts (th{>v1ct1m overest1mates h1s outcomes) N

2. The v1ct1m may believe .that the harmdoer does not rea1]y
ga1n very much>(the v1ct1m underestimates the harmdoer s outcomes).

3. The v1ct1m may be11eve that the harndoer worked very hard or

suffered a great deal (the.v1ct1m overest1mate5‘the harmdoer’s in-

C puts) o 4, Iy

4. The v1ct1m may believe that h1s own . efforts or contr1but1ons

'are qulte min1ma1 (the v1ct1m underest1mates h1s own 1nputs)

In th1s manner equ1ty theory has prov1ded a conceptua1 frame- /

work to c]ass1fy the v1ct1m S responses.. However, 11tt1e is pre-

Sent1y known' concern1ng the brocesses and factors affect1ng equity

restorat1on by v1ct1ms. The present research was an emp1r1ca1 ex-
, p]oratlon conducted w1th1n th1s equ1ty framework of a number of
'potent1a11y 1mportant factors affectang a victim's se1ectwon of
: equ1ty-restor1ng methods The three areas selected for study, were

the f0110w1ng (1) the re1at1onsh1ps between the equ1ty-restor1ng v

modes used by v1ct1ms ( eta11at1on, Just1f1cat1on and rest1tut1on-

seek1ng), (2) the effect of-the order of availability of the equ1ty-

vrestor1ng modes, and (3) the effect of the harmdoer S status on th:

equity-restor1ng methods used by the victim, These three maJor

quest1ons are; further d1scussed in the fo1low1ng paragraphs 1

1Pr1or to the present study, cons1derab1e attent1on was
focused on-.a number of issues surrounding the app}icat1on of an
equity theory framework to the study, of victims' -responses. Some

of these questions include the problem of select1ng relevant inputs

and outcomes, and: the subjective aspects involved in the determina- ..
tion of equity - and inequity. Several pilot studies were conducted

to shed 11ght on these and related matters. Teading up to the present
research, A descript1on and dascuss1on of. this work 1s~prov1ded in

"Appendix A.-
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The re1at1onsh1ps among the equ1ty-restor1ngfmethods used by the

:Xlggyn. A basic question that has yet to be 1nvest1gated concerns
the assumpt1on that victims fo]]ow a/tertawn tempora] pattern w1th
| respect to the three modes of. restor1ng equ1ty The'Walster et al.
(1973) model assumes that w1th1n a’ g1ven per1od of t1me v1ct1ms
:engage 1n on1y one mode of equ1ty restoration, Accord1ng to th1s
view, victims are expected f1rst to seek rest1tut1on, second]y to.
reta]wate, and to justify only as a last resort, These assumpt1ons
are ref]edted in the following quotat1on- | |
Undoubted1y, the victim's first response is to seek rest1tutlon
<+ » When g victim finds that it is impossible either to elicit

restitution;or to retaliate against a harmdoer . . . he ¢an Jus-
tify his eXp]oitat1on (Walster et al., 1973, pp. 165-166)

v

This pred1cted;order of preference for the three modes of
eduity restoration is based on the degree of improvement that each
response mode affords. ThUs,'restitution.both restores the equity

. , ] .
in terms of actual inputs and outcomes, and also improves the vic-

tim's absolute level of outcomes. Retaliation restores the actual
equ1ty but’ W1thoutr1mprov1ng the v1ct1m s absolute 1eve1 of outcomes.
‘ dust1f1cat1on is least preferred since it ne1ther improves the vic-
't1m s absolute level of outcomes, nor restores actual equity; equity
is restored for the v1ct1m on1y psycho]ogjca]ly. ‘within this'scheme,
it is assuhed that'victims first choose only one mode of response'
(restitition-seeking); victims are erpected'to emp]oy'other modes f
.only if this first mode is unavai]ab]e‘ Reta11at1on may be used 1f

restitution- seek1ng is unsuccessful, and Justff1cat1on may be used

if-retaliation is not-feasib]e.



oy

In the ebsence of conf1rm1ng ev1dence, p1aus1b1e alterna-

t1ves can be sug§ESted to walster et: al.'s (1973) proposed sequence

of preferreq'modes,of response. For examp]e,,v1ct1ms m1ght se1ze
the first eduity?restorino opportun1ty wh1ch presents 1tse1f, re-
'gard1ess”of its mode., Another'a{ternative to the walster et"al,
(1973) sequence would be the u1ew that victims. f1rst assess the
'poss1b111t1es of success in’ us1ng the various response modes, and
thén se]ect the1r response on the basis of that assessment ' Th1s
v1ew ‘seems espec1a11y p1aus1b1e for those real- 11fe s1tuat1ons in -
“which restitution and reta11at10n 1nvolve the r1sk of .even greater

v1ct1m1zat1on. It is a1so poss1b1e that v1ct1ms who seek restitu-

t1on may also retaliate, since those two- responses can both combine

to‘restore actual equ1ty. As for gust1f1cat1on, 1t.does-not appear
compatible with retaliation and restitution-seeking, s}nce the 1at-.
ter thp modes require that tnequity be conscious]y'perceived'hy the
.victim; the'nature ot‘justification appears to involve the avoidance
of such perceptions of inequity. However, strongly motivated vic-
tims may employ all available equity-restoring modes regardless of
logical consfderations.

In view of the var1ety of a]ternat1ve posswb111t1es, it is
necessary to ver1fy the sequence of v1ct1ms responses proposed‘:n
'the Walster et al, (1973) formu]at1on. A first objective of this
‘study was therefore to determine whether victims who restore ‘equity

- in one mode also restore equity in other modes. For examp1e; are

victims who justify less likely to retaliate or to seek restitution?

A



Are those who retaliate less Tikely to justify or to seek réstiti-

tion? These‘huestions were investigated within the present study.

Theeeffect of the Qrder of avai]abf]ify of the.eqyityjrestoring

modes. As'mentioned'previously,‘oné possible objection to the

Walster et .a1. (1973)'$equence of response se]ections_is that vic-
tims m1ght simply thke the first equity- restor1ng opportun1ty that
presents 1tse1f regard]ess of jts mode. According to th1s per-
‘spect1ve whether v1ct1ms select one or the othér of th respdhse
modes (rest1tut1on -seeking, retaliation, or Just1f1ca ion) would
depend on which mode happened to become ava11ab1e first. This view
could still be compatyple with the hypothesis'thdt'response selec-
tions tend to bé_mufua]]y exclusive eonterning tﬂe response modes.
.Thus; a victim-who was first given the opportunity to reteliate, and
who did.retaliate, would not be exbectedﬁto justify when that oppor-

tunity was subsequently presented. The reverée would be expected

~with.victims who were first given the opportunity to justify, and

then were later given the opportunity to retaliate. The role of
-."‘

the order of ava11ab111ty of the response modes was 1nc1)ded as a

factor in the present study.

Yt was hypothes1zed that victims would be more Tikely to

—
respond in a given mode (reta11at1on Just1f1cat1on or rest1tut1on—

seek1ng) when that mode was made ava11ab1e f1rst, compared to when
it was made available after another response mode. This hypothesis
was propoéed for three reasons. First, the notion that victims will :

take the first means available to restore equity requires fewer



" -

- .

assumptions than aTterwative views that require v1ct1ms to gauge the'
probab]e effectiveness of the equity- restoring possibilities in a
i51tuation. Second]y, if responses are mutua11yﬂexc1u51ve w1tp res:
.pect,to the responée modeé,.then one would expect a lower rate of
responsé ioa;difierent mooe méde avaiTabTe at a 1atér time.‘ Fina]]y;
a victim who has emp]oyed one mode of equ1ty-restoration shou]d be
'1ess inclined to employ another mode, ‘as the motivation to restore
-equ1ty\Shoqu“by then be- reduced.

"The reduced motivation to restore equity after arfirst res-
.:ponse mode.was_méde aiai]ab1e might be oart]y atfributab]e to the
simple passage of time (a "cooling-aoff" process). ‘Io.ordér ;o in-
vestigate this possibility, a deiay variable wos incorporated in
the presont sfudy..'Some subjects were giVen an opportunity to res--
tore equity immeoiate1y aiter victimization; other subjects were.
required to wait a few minutes ngore a mode of eQUity—festoration
was made avai]ap]e to them. Thus, the design peroitted a more pre-
cise identification of the soufce of any reduced equity~restokihg '
motiyation indicated by 1ower'rates of participation in a- second
mode of equity réstoration.

.

The effect of the harmdoer's status on the victim's response, The

order of avaiiabi]ity of resoonse modes and the time-delay between
victimization and equity-restoration have both been identified as
potentially important sitdationai variables affecting }he victim's
responses. Another situational factor of potential importénce is

the status of the harmdoer, Recently Homans (1976) and Parcel and



Cook (1977) have called for research re]ating status and equ1ty pro—
cesses, citing the s1m11ar1ty between the areas of- app11cat1on of
equity theory and status congruence theory (K1mber1y, 1966 1972)
Both status cons1stency and equ1ty theories state that the individ-
ua]'s status p051t1on and his reward al]ocat1on shou]d be’ congruent.,
Equity theory states that rewards will be a1located on the ba51s of
status, if status is perce1ved as‘an input in the s1tuat1on

. The relevance of the status variable in the equity area is.
cTear]y 111ustrated by’ Lane s (1962) field study into the be11efs

of working-class Amer1can men. -Lane's research'indicateq that his
lower-status respondents tended to-justify’theirllow ooteomes rela-
tive t0'higher-income-groups'by employing justifications that were
consistent with those.suggesteo‘by an equity framework. These men
justified their situation by underestimating their own inputs, over-
estimating the other s inputs, underest1mat1ng the other's outcomes
and overestimating their own outcomes. For example, one respondent
justified the relatively h1gher jricomes of- the rich by emphas1z1ng

their greater compensat1ng costs. This would const1tute an examp]e

of Just1f1cat1on .through undLrest1mat1ng the other's net outcome!ﬁ

I think that lots of times they (the rich) are never happy,
because one thing is, the maJor1ty of them that are rich have
got more worries. You/see a lot more of them sick than you do,
I think, the average. /I think a lot of your mental strath s
a lot greater in the.higher class--in the rich class--than'in

. the other. (Lane,.1962, p. 65)

The present rese%rch'provided an experimenta]}test of the
: . / ' AN
hypothesis that viCtims/of high-status harmdoers are espéqia]]y prone

/ .
to justify their situat'ions by distorting the inputs and outcomes in

/,



the situation. Also exp]ored were the various explanat1ons of thevL
-proposed Tink- between the harmdoer S, status and Just1f1cat1ons of
the victim, R ,

_One exp1anat1on for the greater Just1f1cation fo1low1ng
vv1ct1mlzat1on by a h1gh-status harmdoer (compared to v1ct1m1zat1on
by an equa]- or Tower- status harmdoer) rests on‘a perceived dis-
s1m11ar1ty of the harmdoer by the v1ct1m. In Lane S. (1962) research
the working-class respondents may haVe been especially Tikely to
distort the inputs and outcomes of the h1gher classes because these
~higher- status persons appeared remote’ and dissimilar to them. ﬂThe
perceived d1ss1m11ar1ty would make it easier for the v1ct1m to per-
suade h1mse1f that- equity exists.  ‘An equa]- or 1ower~status harm-
doer would be Tess 11ke1y to be perceived as remote and d1ss1m11ar
to onese]f th]s would make 1t more d1ff1cu1t for the v1ct1m to d1s-
tort the: harmdoer s 1nputs and outcomes in a manner that would be
convincing to himself, _ - |

_ Another basis for greater just1;?33f7§h by victims of high-
status harmdoers is based ona process of status genera11zat1on. A
h1gher-status person may be seen as generally more competent, Skl]]-
fu], or powerfu1 A person who is favorab]y evaTuated on one dimen-
sion may be more favorab]y eva]uated in genera1 , Thws perceptlon by
the vactim that the harmdoer has generally higher 1nputs may 1ead
the victim to accept his lower outcomes relative to the harmdoer

Both the. status generalization and the perceived remoteness explana-

t1ons were explored in the present study. y
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If Just1f1cat1on is more 11ke1y 1n the case of those v1ct1m-
~ized by’ h1gh status harmdoers, th1s wou1d have 1mp11cat1ons for pre-
g d1ct1ons concern1ng the other modes of responses (rest1tut1on seek1ng
. and reta11at1on) As shown in the prev:ous sectlons, the wa1ster et
| al. (1973) mode1 assumes that respond1ng in one ‘mode of equ1ty-
restoration makes\respond1ng in other modes 1ess 11ke1y Thus, 1t _
wou]d be expected that reta11at1oh and restitution- seek1ng would be
less likely for those v1ct1m1zed by high-status harmdoers, converse]y,
reta11at10n and rest1tut1on seek1ng w0u1d be more11ke1y for those’ X
victimized by 1ow-status harmdoers. These hypotheses .dealing with
status and reta11at1on would be generaT]y con51stent with results
obta1ned by researchers in the areaof frustrat1on and aggress1on

In many stud1es 1nvo1V1ng verba] and wr1tten forms of aggres-
sion, researchers have found that humans direct_re1ative1y Tess
aggression toward high-status.than.toward low-status frustratérs |
(Cohen, 1955; Deaux, 1975; Graham, Charwat Honig and Weltz, 1951;
Gross, 1968' Kelley, 1951; Thibaut and Riecken, 1955) ~ However, not’
al] stud1es report 1essened aggress1on toward hagh status frustra-
tors. Hokanson and Burgess (1962) reported no significant d1ffer—
ences in amount- of aggre551on expressed toward high- and Tow- status
frustrators. Drost,and Knott (1971) found that Tow-status harmdoersf
- evoked lower levels of phystcal'counterattack than did the same- and
high—status harmdoers. The.relationship between the harmdoer'sv
status and reta11at1on is still unresolved, part1cu1ar1y in situa-

t1ons where the victim is also given the opportunity to justify and

.seek restitution. Therefore, the present study tested the effects
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- of the: harmdoer s status-on the v1ct1m 3 Just1f1cat1on, reta]iat1on,
'“and rest1tut1on seek1ng Data were also col]ected to test the per- .
" ceived. d1ss1m11ar1ty and status generalization hypotheses as potential -
mechan1sms to-account for.the pred1cted‘f1nd1ngs.
In summary, the fo110w1ng hypotheses were tested:

1. Victims who show 2 hlgh rate of respond1ng in one mode of
equftysrestoratlon (rest1tutlon-seek1ng, reta]iation or justifice— -
tion) show 1ower rates in the other two response modes.

2. - Victims are more 11ke1y to respond ina g1ven response mode
when.tnat mode s nade ava11ab1e first, compared to when Fhat res-
'ponse‘mode is'made.avai1ab1e after another response modeg

3. Persons victimized by high-status harmdoers show greater
justification, less retal1at1on and less nestitution-seekfng than
‘those victimized by low-status harmdoers.

4. ﬂHigh,justificafion, Tow retaliation, and low restitution-
seeking are associated with high perceived dissimilarity of the
harmdoer by the victim,l

5. High justification, low retaliation, and Tow restitution-
seeking¥Z:e'associated”wifh penceptions thaf:the harmdoer has a

generalfzed high status.



., . METHOD -

{7 .
Subjects. The samp]e consisted of 88 female students who part1c1-
pated to fu1f111 part of the1r exper1menta1 part1c1patlon credits
. for an 1ntroductory psycho]ogy c1ass The subjects signed up in
.appo1ntment.book1ets that 1dent1f1ed the‘experimént byla number and
a codé,name. A]though the subjects partitip&ted in pairs, any fwo
subjects who were to run together signed up in different appointment
booklets and wa1ted for the exper1ment at different locations, Both
of.thgse measures served to minimize pre-experimental contact between
the subjects.
'Eggégggig, The two subjects were first brought into a central ex-
perimental room where the experimental proéedure was exb1ained (see
Appendix B for the transcript o% instructions to the subjects), The
subjects were told that the study had a dual purpose: te.assess -the
adequacy of a iamp]elof educational material for an intfoddéfory
counselling cou?%e,-and to determine Qhethér students could bhenefit
ffom the experfence'of seeing and commenting on another student's
work. They were then told that they would be working in separate
rooms, 6étensib1y to confrol for subtle forms of non-verbal communi -
cétions which were not the focus of the ihVestigation. The subjects
wereitold that in each room they would find an identical case his-
tory and a series of questions concerning an emotionally disturbed

hoy (see Appendix € for the rase history and the questions). The

13



subjects were.to1d'thét both of them would read the‘éase history'and
the'dqestions,.but‘on1y one of them would find instructions td-answer'
the questidns immediate]y; the bther Subjeét was to waft‘unti1 she

had seen the other's answers, and made comments about .them (actually
both subjétts fouhdiinstructions~to answer the aueétions immediately),
Thq subjects were also told that they would be asked to complete
additional forms that the experimenter wou1h ‘take to them in order

tQ obtain, their impressibns of this mefhod o% introducing students

to odounselling concepts. When a]]-the required forms had been com-
pleted, the subjects would be brought back to.the main experimental
room where any final questions could be disc&ésed.

After ascertaining that the experimental procedure was
clearly understood, the experimenter asked one of the subjects to
flip a coin to allocate room assignment. This was done to convinca
the subjects that role allocations were to be done in an impartial
and random manner. Fach subject was then led ta a cmaJl experimental
room that shared a common corridor on either side of the experiment.
er's room, This arrangeméﬁf permitted the experimenter to pick up
materials from one room for delivery to the other without arousing
susnicfon when férms were substituted.

Once in their separate raoms, hoth suhjects received writtean
instructions to begin immediately. As the subjects finished answer-
ing the queéfions about the ;aSe history, the expérimentnr picked up
theiy answers and told them that he would b}iﬁq these to the ather
subject for rafing.and that thay would be retuyned in a few minutes,

About five minutég later the axperimenter veturned with a &standard
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form (see Appendix D) supposedly containing the other subject's
assessment of their work. At this point the maﬁipu]atiohs of‘statu?,;
victimization, order of response availability, and dé]ay were intro~

duced,

’
Control for experimenter effects. Up to the moézkk\before the ad-

ministration of the victimization and status manipulati

<

experimenter had no Enowlédge of the experimental condj
whiéh the shbjects'would he assigned, Asgignment 6f(su53écts to
~conditions was achieved by the experimenter’'s random selection of
a card from a jar. This effectively prevented the experimenter From
treating suhjecte differantly during the early stages nf the evpey i
ment

&
Victimization manipulation. A1l subiects veceived a uniformly posi
PiVP pvaluation of their work on the fivet part of their evaluation
form, 1In the "commentg" qprfioh of the evaluation, subjects in the
victim.cond{tions were told that although their answers were quite
correct in théory, their actual performance in deélinq with such a
;itﬁafion wonuld be quite poor because they were too rigid, insencgi.
tive, andnot perceptive enough, Qubjecfs in the non-victim condi-
tions were not given this nagative personal a:se:smeﬁf- Tt should
be emphasized that in the context of thic experiment the negative
acsessment is ~learly an unjuctified nne, hecause cubjectg have the
oppovtunity to <ee each ather oPIy for a few miputes during the pre

sentation of the exparimental instructions, Following <urh a limjted
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1nteract1on, the‘rece1pt of the very negative comments would pre-

sumably constitute an unfair treatment (It is acknowledged that

the determination of fa1rness is a complex 'matter--some relevant
considerations are discussed in the summar} of preliminary work pre-

. sented in Appendix A. Basically, the position adopted on this iss

is .that advocated by Walster et al. (1973); unfairness exists if ™
it is so perceived by the victim. Further ePéboration of this ques-

A

.tion is presented in following chapters.)

§§gﬁg§_gf”§ﬂézgggm§9er manipulation. In fhe high-status conditions,
the subjects received an evaluation form cqntaining a remark that
the subject rating the form had held a summer job as a camp admini-
strator, where che had to deal with some emoti&nal]y disturhed chil.
dven. In the low-status conditiops, the evaluations contained the
remark that the other student knew abqolura[y“hﬂthinq ahaut emation.

S

ally disturbhed children,

Order_of response availability manipulation. Two levels of response
availability/were introduced. 1In one condition, the subjects were
given the npportunity to retalijate aga%nst the harmdoer hefore }hey
were given the opportuﬁity to justify their vietimization, 1In %
second condition thic order was reversed. This was arhieved hy
varying the order of presentation of two forms: the form on which
the victim could retaliate by evaluating the nthnv cub19cf < worl

.

(see Appendix D) and the tack avaluation foarm which Swé neard tq

assecs justifiration (see Appendix F).
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Time delay manipulation. For oné-half of the victimized subjects,

thé just%Ficatiop and reta]iafion measures weré taken directly
fo]]d&ing victimization. For ‘the other half of the subjects an
jnferpofated task in the form of an information queétﬁohnaire (;ee
Appendix F) was administered before any justif{catioﬁ or retaliation

measures were taken.

- Retaliation measures. Reta]iaﬁion scores were obtained by providing

\

the subjecfs with an opportunity to rate the alleged work of the
~subject who'had.previodély.rated them, A stanAa%d f&fm (see Appendix
G) was in fact.givpn to the subjecg,ﬁéffrating, and evaluations were
made by the subjévf'usinq “he same form (sae Appendiv D) on which

the snbject's awn wnr!® had heen evaluated,

Restitntion measures. The suﬁiects were asked to vate their inter-
est in ceaing how an axpert on emotionally dicturbed'children would
rate their answers. Tn the precent preriﬁental situation this item
can he interpreted as a measure of restitution—seekiﬁg;.the suqucfs
were given an npportunity to redress the inequity of tﬁé unfair '7
eyaluatfon hy seeking another evaluafion. Since this type of rel-

' T /
ponse can be. seen as an a*fempplto restore equity hy éeek{ga an

increase in ‘= outeomes i is viewed as restitution-seeking.

Justification measures. A series of questions was designed to

measure the subjects' as<essments of their. own inputs and outcomes,

and their accegsmente af the other g bjéctsf outcomes and inputs in
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E the exper1menta1 s1tuat1on (see Appendix E) Included in these per-
cept1ons of 1nputs and outcomes are perceptions of effort task

~

d1ff1cu]ty,~engoyment, and educat1ona]‘beneflts_rece1ved.

Other measures;: ‘In order to prov1de checks on man1pu1at1ons of
.v1ct1m1zat1on and status of the harmdoer, the SUbJeCtS answered
' questions concern1ng the perce1ved fa1rness of the1r eva]uatlons,
and co-uern1ng the statusiof the1r harmdoers on d1mens1ons of qua11-

ficatio S fr1end11ness, competence educatﬂon and s1m11ar1ty to

y themsePVeﬂl The latter measures were 1hc1uded to perm1t a test of
‘\the two epranat1ons for the pred1cted status effects. In_order t0v
’check for susp1c1on, the SUbJECtS were asked to describe "in-their
.-own words"” the purpose of the study.‘ They were a]so asked to indi-
"cate any thoughts, comments or suggestions that may have occurred

to them during the exper1ment (see Append1x H)' After all the mea-

/-

'sures were taken, both subJects were, brought together for agfexplan- o

‘at1on of equ1ty theory and of the true purposes of the stud

da L



CRESULTS .

The data from six subjecfs were. discarded either because
they.suSpected‘théﬂpurposes of‘fhe expgriment, or becauéé:they sus-
, pécted'that'the other-sUbjeéi was not the'trué source of the evq1u; '
ations received. Twolother subjects were'elimfnéted from the analy-
ses because posteexperimen£a1'discussion revealed‘thaf they had been
acquainted‘pr{or.té the éxper{ment. The results of the&reﬁainihg' '

80 subjects (ten gréups of eight subjects\in each cell) were analyzed

1

as follows.” First, the resu1§§.of the 64 victimized subjects were

3 .

analyzed in a 2x2x2 factorial design'with two levels of harmdoer

status, two levels of order of response ‘availability, and two levels

of timé de]ayl(ﬁo de]ay,Qs; an_interpolated task before being given
an 0ppdrtunity to restore/ equity). The'fesﬁlts of the two groups

of noh-victimized subjeété Wefe combined -with the twe corresponding
groups (in fefﬁs of order and de1ay'conditions) of victimized sub-
jects, and analyzed in a 222 factorial design, with two levels of
victimizatibn and two levels of status. A1l subjects Gsed in the
A}atfér analysfs had ekpérieﬁcéd‘the same order of requ;ée ayail;
ability (ju§t}fication,-fheh retaliation,. then restitUtion~seekfng),
ahd‘ﬂo]deléy'was imposed between the victimiiation and the response

" of ‘the vfctfm. <)' .

1

. Since tﬁe subjects had been run in pairs, a preliminary .
analysis including the two-person factor was first performed. Since

this procedure revealed no significant effect for the two-person
group, the data were then analyzed using-a cell n of eight subjects.

' 19



Manipd]étion éheck results: vicfimization.‘ Comparéd to non-Victims,
| Yictjmﬁlrated the other's asééégmgnts dfitheirvqﬁswers as Tess ‘accu-
~rate, on a question which ésked'them,tb rate the assessments from

"Very acchrate“ (1) to "very inaccurate" (7). 'The mean fatings weré

4.19 for victims éhd;3.18 for non-victims (F = 5.37, p<.025).

1,28
“Victims also ratgﬁ the other subjéct as less friénd]y than did non~
victims. The mean ratings were 3.06 for victims and 2.06 for non-

victims (Fl_z'8 = 6.45, p<.02§), on a scale ranging from "very

~

friendly" (1) to "very unfriendly" (7).

quiphTation ;heékrkesulté: status'df‘the'harmdﬁer. Subjects vic-
'timi;e& by the high-status hafmdoers tended to fate.tﬁem-as more
‘ qualified to4a;sess théir anhswers “than didJSUbjécts.victimizéd by
Tow-status Harmdoéfé. On a scale from "veryjqUaliffed" (1) to "very
‘ ﬁﬁqua1ified" (7); the mean ratihgs were 4,09 for victims of high-
status harmdoers and 4.72 for victims of low-status harmdoers
(#1;56 = 3.18; p<;08). A]thoﬁgh this diffeﬁente is only mérginé11y
signifitaht, subjécts also rated the high;status harmdoers more
favorably 6n all of the stétus and persona1.qﬁa1ities sCa]eS: high-
status harmdoers were rated more gpmpetent, more,intei]iéent; more
friendly, and better educated than fﬁe‘low-status harmdoers. The
1aiter.differences were hot,indiQiggg11y siénificant, but the abso-
Tute probability that such a pos%tiQé;pattan of results would oécur
by éhénce is 0n1y'(1/2)5 %‘1/32 = ,03.. It:therefore appears'that
both thé Victimiiétibn and status manfbu]ations Were'effECtiVe.. No

checks were déehed appropriate for thé order and delay manipulations.

i
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Refé1iation7 On two of the.four refa]iatioﬁ itehs, the mafﬁfeffect
predictions for status of the harmdoer weré confirmed. Compared to
subjects victimized by high-status hafmdoérs) thgse victimized by
low-status harmdoers gave their harmdoers Tower ratings on an item
Concerhing the pracfida) nature of the suggéstioﬁs;‘ On a.scale '
rénging from "very”péﬁr" (1) to "very godd" (7),.the mean ratings
were 6.06 for those victimized by high-status harmdoeF§ and 5.59

for those vittfmized by low-stdtus harmdoers (F = 4.97, p<.05).

1,56
On another rétéliation item,.subjeéts rated the harmdoe}s' knowledgé
of ps}Eho]ogicaI prindip]es on a scale from "very poor" (1) to

"very good“-(7). On this item, victiﬁs.of 1ow—sfatu§,harmdoers

gave lower ratings than victims of high—étatus'harmdoers; the mean
ratings were 5.38 for victims of low-status harmdoers and 6.74 for

victims of high~status harmdoers ( = 6,74, p<.02).

Fy,56.
The delay manipu1ation produced main effects on two ret$1i~
ation measures. Coﬁpa;ed to sﬁbjects who first completed an infor.
mation questionnaire (the ‘delay-condition subjects), subjects who
were immediately presehtedlwith opportunities for justification or
retaliation rated the harmdoers' worklless favorably on the "choice
of ngw approaches” item, which was evaluated on a sca1é from “very
p&ég?y(l) td “*very good" (7). The mean ratiﬁgs were 5.31 for the

no-deTay subjects and 5.81 for the delay subjects (F = 4.09,

1,56
p<.05). " A sfmi]ar de1éy effect was found on victims' ratings of
the harmdoers* “krowledge of psychological principles,” on a scale

from "very poor" (1) to "very good" (7). The mean ratings were




5.38 for.vittims‘under'no-delay.conditions and 5.97'for victims

‘under deiay conditions (F 1 56 = 6.74, p<.02).

On the "knowledge of psycho]og1ca1 pr1nc1p]es" 1tem there

!

was a s1gn1f1cant interaction between the level of v1ct1m1zat1on ahd

the status .of the harmdoer (F1 55 = 6.37, p< 02) Inspect1on of

'Tab1e 1 1nd1cates that while victims gave 1ower ratings to low-status

harmdoers than to h1gh status harmdoers, non- victims gave 1dent1ca1

l rat1ngs regard1ess of the other's status. A compar1son of means

)

using the Scheffé (1959) method indicated that only the scores of

the victimized groups were stgnificantly different at the .05 level,

TABLE 1
MEAN RATINGS OF THE HARMDOER'S KNOWLEDGE Lo
BY VICTIMIZATION AMD STATUS OF HARMDOER

.
v

TR _T__._ - - < .
Condition of Status of harmdoer
subject : v
High CLow ¢
Victim .| 5.88% a%* | 4.8
Non-victim 5.37 ab:  5.37 ab
* a .7-point scale from "very poor" (1) to. ‘

"very good" (7) was used

** entries bearing d1fferent subscripts are
significantly different at the .01 level,

Just1f1cat1on measures. No main effects due to the statu;, delay,

or order variab1es were obtained on the justification measures,

4
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There was a significant triple interéction'between the
order, status, and delay variables (Fy. 56 = 4.40, pe. 05), oh the

item relating to the squects percept1ons of educat1ona1 va1ue

received by’themse]ves; “Table 2 1T1ustra' s that under delay con-

ditions, v1ct1ms of high- status harm ers rated their benefits as .
greater under justification- f1rst 0nd1t1ons than under reta11at1on-
f1rst conditions, whereas v19t1m of 10w-status.harm¢oers raged.
their beﬁefité as dreater undef.reta}iaffon-ffrst bonditionst " Under
no-delay conditions, the opposite.pattern of results was obtéiﬁed:‘
victims of Highfstétus harmdoers rated their'benefitS'as é]ightiy
higher under reta1iation-first condftioné than under justificatfon-
first cond1t1ons, and v1ct1ms of 1ow-status harmdoers rated their

,ganef1ts as h1gher under Just1f1cat1onaf1rst cond1t10ns than under

reta11at1on fwrst conditions.
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| TABLE 2 -
7> MEAN RATINGS OF VICTIMS' s EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT
~ BY STATUS OF HARMDOER, ORDER AND' DELAY. .

Order of avai]abﬁlity of equity—réstoring'moqes\-

‘Status of harmdogf

Retaliation-first Justification-first

De]ay-conditions

High-status  |* 363 | 4 50

Low-status - | 4,50 . ' f3.00

No-delay conditibns

© High-status - | ° ° 3.8 - . 3.63

Low-status - | = 3.50 o 4,25 )

x5 7o -point scale from "very. 11tt1e value" (1) to “very much
-value" (7) was used

. Post-hoc Compafisons:of the means iniTable 2, using the
" method of Scheffé (1959) did not diieal any differences signifﬁcaﬁt
at the .05 level.

Another signi%%cant triple interaction.emerééd on the jus-
ffficafidn item dealing with the victims' rating of their own ability
(F1 56 = 8:16, p<.01). As illustrated in Table 3, under no- delay
cond1t1ons, v1ct1ms of high~ status harmdoers rated their own ab111ty
as h1gher under retaliation-first conditions than under Just1f1cat1on-
first conditions; victims of Jow-status harmdoers rated their.ability

as higher under Justification-first conditions than under retaliation-
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first.conditiOné. The opp051te pattern‘was obtalned under de]ay
 ;conditions} v1ctims of h1gh-status harmdoers rated the1r ab111ty '
o h1gher under Just1f1cat1on f1rst cond1t1ons than under reta11at1on-
"f1rst cond1t1ons, and victims of 1ow-status harmdoers rated the1r ,
ab111ty higher under reta11at1on f1rst cond1t1ons than under jus-
t1f1cat10n f1rst conditions, A Scheffé (1959) post-hoc-compar1son

a

of means failed to detect any significant mean differences,
TABLE 3
MEAN RATINGS OF VICTIMS';ABILITY
BY STATUS OF HARMDOéR, ORDER, AND DELAY ' 3

Order of avai]ébi]ity of equity-restoring modes

Status of harmdoer

\\IRetaliation-first Justification-first
\— . —_ R
Delay conditions
High-status 4,00% . 4,63
Low-status 5.12 .u - L 3;75J
- = = . ‘\- - T

No-delay conditions ,

High-status - _ 5.25 . o 4.50

Low-status 3.63 | 4,13

* a 7-pq?nt scale from "very poor" (1) to "very good" (7) was used

Restitution-seeking measures. On the restﬁtution question (desire

to obtain an expert's evaluation of one's work), no significant main



effects‘were -obtained. ~ The meens fon-a signifieAnt fnteraction
between the order of" ava11ab111ty and the delay factors are shown .
in Table 4 (F) oo = 4.54, p<.05). -When justification was available
: first, Qictins‘had a ‘greater desire to seek an expert op1n1on under
de]ay cond1t1ons than under no- de1ay cond1t1ons, when reta11at1on
was ava11ab1e f1rst, v1ct1ms had more desire to seek an.expert
opinion under no-delay conditions then under delay conditions., A:
Scheffé (1959) post—hoe comparison of means failed to detect any

significant differences between individual means:

TABLE 4
. MEAN RATINGS OF VICTIMS' DESIRE
FOR AN EXPERT ASSESSMENT BY ORDER AND DELAY

: 1
: Order of évai]abi1ity of equity-restoring modes
Delay conditions ' : : e e
‘ Retaliation-fir<t Justification-first
Delay . , 6.56% 6.81
MNo-delay | 6.87 . 6.19

* a 7-poi scale fkom "not at all interested" (1) to "very
much interested" (7) was used

Perceptions & the harmdoer. As mentioned in the manipulation cheék

results, high-status harmdoers were rated more favorably on all of the
rating scalés; they were seen as more qualified, .competent, fniendly,
intelligent and educated than the 10w~s;atus-harndoers. Ratings of

the ‘friendliness of the harmdoer were also characterized hy a
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significant interaction between the status of the harmdoer and the

1,56 ,
p<.02). An inspection of Table S'reVeals that when given an Qppor; _

order of availability of ‘the  equity-restoring modes (F = 6,08,
tunity to justify first, the victims rated the high-status harmdoers
as more friend1y than the low-status harmdoers; when the victims
were given the opportunity to retaliate first, the Tow-status harm-

doers were seen as more fhiend1y than the high—status harmdoers.

TABLE 5
MEAN RATINGS OF THE FRIENDLINESS OF THE HARMDOER

BY ORDER AND STATUS OF THE HARMDOER

_ Order of avéﬁlabi]ity_o? equity-restoring modes
Status of harmdoer : : ey -
Retaliation-first Justification-first

— e O P it e ot

4.69% 5.44
4.

Low-status 5.31 50

S ST ovn e ST e i e e y et it - et e ¢ iy e teiim et o vre i+ e arn

High-status

* a 7-point scale from "very unfriendly” (1) to "vervy friendly"™ (7)
was used

o~

~

Correlational results. A correlational matrix of the victims' res-

ponse was obtained in order to test the hyp&thesis of a negative
gorkelation among the victims' responses in different modec of equity
restoration. The correlational analysis also permitted an evaluation
of the hypotheses dealing with associations between victims' res~
-bonsps and their perceptions of the ﬁarmdoers: The correlation mat -

riv contains 21 variahles: nine justification items, four yBtaliation

TN et St i b g et h
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1tems, one restitution- seek1ng.1tem two man1pulat10n.check items
for status of the harmdoer, and five items invo]ving a genera1ized
aassessmentvof the harmdoef (see Appendix 1 for the Eomp]ete correla-
tion matrix). |

The significance of the correlations was calcu]atpd accord-
ing to at test suggested‘by Hays (196? p. 529), and the interprat..
ation of a larqe correlat§on matrix followed the approach used hy
Gergen, Gergen and Meter Z1°7?) They squested thaf a matr1x
shou]d first be examined to determine whether the number of signifi-
cant COrrelatiohs substantfé11y exceeds the number which would bhe
produced by chance factors. 1In this case ?5 correlations were sid-
nificant at the .01 level. With a total nf 210 correlations, chancé
factorg wonld he experted to praduce enly two carvelatinng of thic
magnitude. Theye ig, thevafore, come basic far fur ther corcideratinng
nt individual corvelations that are cignificant at the .01 loyal

The only significant carrvelation involving two ilr’pmc from
diffevant aquity-restorinq modes was a correlatiaon of 41 hefWepn
the victimé)/ﬁprceptinns of high educational hanefit for themselvec
(i.e. high justification) and a high desire to have an expert evaly
ate their work (i.e. high resfitutinn-cneking); The predicted acso
ciation hetwaen high justification and perceived high statuc of the
harmdoer was supported hy only one correlation: subjects who caw
the harmdoer as more combetent also thought they themcelveg were
receiving more educational value from the task (r=_3%). oOn the
other hand, three corvelations w'pv"p 1,n the ObP“Q‘i'e divection: per -

reption of 3 high educational henefit recaived by the harmdoerv (i e
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Tow justification) was corré]ated with perceptions of the harmdoer
as highly competent (r=.38), hféh1y educatéd"(r=.36), and High]y
intelligent (r=.42), The'latter three correlations thus indicate

a belief that the harmdoo¢7desérves his high outcomes, hut there is
no evidence that victims will justify hy dﬁwnqrad?ng the high-status
harmdoer's outcomes. |

Some expected relationships were confirmed in the area of
retaliation and tﬁe perceived status aof the harmdoer, Perceptions
of the harmdoer as competent and well educated were correlated with
ratings thaf her choire of new approaches Qas gond (;";RR and .51,
respectively), fhuc, perceptinne nf high statie weve assnriated
with low retaliation,

Uithin the equifyuréqfnv‘th mode nf Juztification, five
cignificant rov(&latinns were nhtained, all of them rcongigtent wifh
the pv'nfmwih’nn that victime f-pmi to perceijve that they and thei
harmdoers are heing treated fajvly, Viectims' pevceptions that fho;
pverted little offort were assoriated with low peveeived aducatinnnl
henafits for themselvrs (v - _A0); perceptions that the harmdaevs
averted iifflé pffait were associated (r-,137) witﬁ peraaptions that
the harmdoers reraived little educatinnal valua (r=.A0). Percaptinns
that the virtime them=elves exerted little effort were assneiated
with perceptionc that the harmdnaers exerted little offort (r-.5AR).
Perceptionn that the victims themselves veceived Vittle educational
value were correlated with pprcnptions that the harmdners alen vo-
coived Tittle aducational valie {v=.37) and that the Hafmdoers e

coived Titklp onjovmant fyom tha cituation (r--_‘)?)_
'_'J

/ ' »



DISCUSSION

The data of the present study have implications in three

ma jor areas concerned wit% victims' responses rolinequ§ty - First,
the results of the status manipu]ations suqaest'imrﬁr'an' situa-
tional determinants of victims' responsés: Secondly, the results
bear on two major assumptions of equity theory concerning the effects
of the order of availahility of the equity;rectoring modes. and the
mutual exclusivity ofrfhe equity-restoring modes. FinalTy, fhe
ﬁustification processes that emerged from the rorrelational analyges
have ‘interestiing implicatinns for the understanding of victims’
mnfivafibns to veronchy et the peyehalngical niruaéiﬁn in whirh thewv
find themeelyes,

I+t had Leon ~xpected that percone victimized by high staty=x
harmdoers would chow gqreater justification, lese vetaliation and
| vafifurionngnaking than those victimized by Tow-status harm
doere. The results indicated that under a varisty of cdndifinnc
(different ovderc of vecponse availability, differnnt delay pat-
tern<), victiﬁs showed more vetaliatinn éqainst low-status harmdgerr
than ndainst high-status harmdner<. These resuylts concuyy with 3
large number of human stydies (fohen, 108G n%oh and firocs, 196R8:
Graham, Charwat, Honiq and Weltz, 1951: Thibaut and Riecken, 10R5)
that have reported higher ratas of retaliation against lew-atatua

harmdnere than Againat high. 2atatues harmdpnrs .

30
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Howeverﬁ some researchers in the area of status and aggres-

sion %ave reported no effects due to: status of the harmdoer- (Hokanson -

“and Burgess, 1962) or have reported more reta]iat1on against h1gh-

status harmdoers than agalnst 1ow-status harmdoers (Drost ~and Knott,
1971). Two factors may account for the dlfferences between tHeSe
resu]ts and the resu1ts of the present study. One poss1b111ty is
that wheo the harmdoer has espec1a11y lTow status re]at1ve to the
victim, the victim may feel so sorry for the harmdoer'that reta1ia-
t1on is inhibited to a greater extent than toward a h1gher status
harmdoer This mJght explain why the university student SUbJECtS
in tHe Drost and Knott (1971) stuuy retaliated.more severely against
a "researchkscfentist" than against a “janitor." This interpreta-
tion wou]d‘rest on the assumption that‘university students consider
the janjtor's position te PS an especially low one. ’
The Drost and Kno ‘107]) study also differs from the pre-
sent study.in the relatiohship between the status manipu]ation and
the form of the victimizing act. In the Drost and Knott (1971)
stuey, the occupational status of the harmdoer (janitor vs. scien-
tist) was not 1ogtca11y connected to tHe vietimizing act'(admini;
stration nf é1ectric shock). In thislsituatﬁon there was nothing
about the position of the harmdoers which especially qua]ified them

to administer the electric shock. Intthe present study, the status

" of the harmdoer (based uhiexperience in dealing with disturbed c¢hil-

dren) was more logically related to the harmdoing act (criticizing
the victim's probable performance in dealing with a disturbed child).

Victims in the present stnudy may have been especially reluctant to



.cr1t1C1ze the h1gh Status harmdoer in an area where the harmdoer had
c1a1med some spec1a1 expert1se even though the cr1t1c1sm was per-
ce1ved as unfa1r. In, other w0rds, v1ct1ms in. the present study st111
'hcou1d perce1ve some relevance between the h1gh~status harmdoer s

'expert1se and the unfair Cr1t1c1sm received, whereas no such rele- -

' ance was p]aus1b1e in- the Drdst and’ Knott (1971) study Th1§\com;*

par1son between the two stud1es supports Parce] and Cook's (1977)

\

‘ vsuggest1on thaf “for an 1nput to be we1ghted in the Just1ce deter— \.

m1nation, it must be perce1ved as re1evant to the exchange" (p. 312).
' Although a v1ct1m1zwng ‘act may be seen as unfalr by the victim, it
s more 11ke1y to be tolerated when the v1ct1m perceives some rele-
vance betwegh the harmdoer S status and the v1ct1miz1ng act. '
SinCe the high-status harmdoers were seenas more qua11f1ed
.hcompetent, 1nte111gent etc., the reta11at1on f1nd1ngs are consis-
.'tent with the equity theory explanation that the greater acceptance
.of v1ct1mizat1on from high status harmdoers than from 1ow-status

harmdoers 1s a result of the perce1ved higher 1nputs of the hlgh-

status harmdoers. Alternately, the greater reta11at1on (1n terms

- of. lower rat1ngsjof the harmdoers work) toward the 1ow-status harm-

-

.4'doers m1ght be seen as the resu1t of a genera11zed 1ow-status per-
: *

' ceptqon. IR this,nnterpretatmon,the 1ower evaJuat1on gjven to the

_'work dfftheﬂlowestatus'harmdoers'wou]d'ndt even be considered a
‘ - o P Iy

' freta]iatory5responSe. However, the s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on between '

_'the harmdoer s status and the vict) 1zat10n 1eve1 (v1ct1m vs. non-

V1ct1m) is not consistent with th(s 1nterpretation- only v1ctim1zedf

'igroups showed differences 1n retaﬂ‘at1on toward high-status and

e .o . A

N

N
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1ow-statuseharmdoers. Th1s result - argues aga1nst the v1ew that Tow
ratings of the harmdoer s work are s1mp1y a reflection of the status
man1pu1at1on, regardless of-v1ct1m1zation. If that were-the case,

non-victims as we11 as v1ct1ms wou]d have given. the work of the 1ow-‘
- status others a 1ower rat1ng S1nce the non-v1ct1ms showed no such
tendenc1es, the rat gs made by the v1ct1ms about the harmdoers' |
work can be conf1dent1y v1ewed as- reta11atory responses d1rected
toward the harmdoers. | |

Although.the viotimsf reta]iatory.rksponses-were:tnf1uenced

by the status of the harmdoer, the harmdoer's status did not S1g-
_n1f1cant1y affect justifications of the victims. . ?or two of the
justification'measures, however, interactions were obtained between
the status, order, and de1ay var1ab1es. The interaCtions'for the
'two Just1f1cat1on 1tems revealed oppos1te tendenc1es, no apparent
lpatterns were d1scern1b1e in these two 1nteract1ons

| The v1ct1ms' ratings of the fr1end11ness of the harmdoer
were not or1g1na11y intended as a Just1f1cat1on measure, but they'
mlght be. so conceptualized if fr1end11ness wereseen as\an 1nput in

social s1tuat1ons. V1ewed in th1s perspective, it is 1nterest1ng

e

that v1ct1ms ratings of ‘the fr1end11ness of the Carmdoer were char- e
acter1zed by a 51gn1f1cant 1nteract1on between the status of the & .

harmdoer and the order of ava11ab111ty of equity—restor1ng responses.
" When g1ven an opportun1ty to Just1fy first, victims rated . the h1gh-

status- harmdoers as more fr1end1y than“\he 1ow-status harmdoers,

('\

when g1ven the opportun1ty to reta11ate first, V1ct1ms rated the

'low-status harmdoers .as more fr1end1y. If high ratings of friend-

S
[P N
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'11ness .are viewed as Just1f1cat1ons because they involve h1gher rat-

1ngs of the harmdoer S 1nputs, 1t wou]d seem that the h1gher Teve]s
of JUStIfTCatIOH with h1gh status harmdoers occurs on1y ‘when the
v1ct1m 5 first ava11ab1e mode’ of equ1ty restoration is Just1f1cat1on
In conc]uslon, the re1at1onsh1ps between ‘the harmdoer s .
status and the v1ct1m S responses are partly cons1stent w1th the
equ1ty theory der1vat1ons .that guided the present study .As pre-
d1cted v1ctims were more Tikely to tolerate unfa1r treatment from

high-status harmdoers than from 1ow-status harmdoers. It was a]so

-shown that greater acceptance of v1ct1mnzat1on from h1gh status than

from 1ow-status harmdoers is assoc1ated w1th h1gher perce1ved inputs

of the high-status'harmdoers. It was suggested that one factor that

may be cr1t1ca1 for th1s effect is the v1ct1m S percept1on of a cer~

tain re]evance between the harmdoer s status and the v1ct1m1z1ng,

act, The effect of the harmdoer's status on the v1ct1m s justifi-

cation and restitut1on-seeking responses is less c1ear, because the

o

results reveaTed fewer ard less consistent findings;

It had been hypothes1zed that victims would make greater

»

use of a response mode (Just1f1cat10n, reta11at1on or rest1tut1on—
seek1ng) when the opportun1ty for 1t was presented flrst, compared

. to when it was presented after another response mode.. However, no

sign1f1cant maln effects were obta1ned for the var1ab1e of order of

* availability of equ1ty—{estor1ng modes whether subJects cou]d

retaliate f1rst or Justﬂfy first did not produce differential rates

of Justification reta11at1on or restitution seek1ng. A second

' hypothesis, related to but not identical with the first a]so was

o

%
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derived from walster et e1.'s (1973) equity theory3 victims who
- show ‘a h1gh rate of respond1ng in one mode or equ1ty restorat1on
.tend to show lower rates in the other. two response modes.; The re-~‘
su]ts 1nd1cated no support for the hypothes1s of - negat1ve corre]a-
tions among the subJects responses 1n ‘the d1fferent modes of equ1ty
restoration; Thus, the use of one mode. of equ1ty restorat1on seems
‘unre1ated to the use of other modes.

These results, therefore, provwzed no.support for the v1ew-
that 1nequ1tab1y treated 1nd1v1dua1s accrue some precise amount of
equity mot1vat1on which, once satlsfﬁed, resu]ts in a Towered prdB- ~
ab111ty of part1c1pation in other equ1ty restor1ng behavior. These -
results are cons1stentvw1th the f1nd1ngsof’a recent study that also |
failed to support the traditidna] hydrdu]ic mode1'of‘eduity restor-
ation Kenrick Reich and C1a1d1n1 (1976) tested Lerner's (1974)
unverified hypothes1s that victim derogatlon wou1d preclude Subsé-
quent compensation of the_v1ct1m by observers. They found evidence
Gf motivation to restore equity, but their data failed to support a
traditiona) hydraulit model of equity restoration; Specifica]ly,
they found that observers' derogation of'vfctims did not seem to
inhibit compensation in the fbrm of‘future helping. The authors
concluded that compensation and derogation shou1d not nedessari]y
be seen as mutually exc]usive'a]ternat;ues, as was.origtna11y sug-
gested by Walster et al, (1973) and by Lerner (1974). Thé relation- :
sh1p between the present study and the Kenr1ck et al. (1976) study

is c]ear, since v1ct1m derogat1on can. be seen as a form of Justifi-

cation (perceiving lowered. inputs in v1ct1ms), and compensation is
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.3
a form of restjtutfon. Thus the present study and the Kenr1ck et
al. (1976) study both fa11ed to support the assumption of mutual
exc1us1v1ty in response modes, e1ther in v1ct1ms or in w1tnesses of
victims.

In v1ew of ‘the lack of support for this cr1t1ca1 aspect of
the trad1t1ona1 hydraulic mode1 of equity restorat1on, some of the
a1ternat1ve formu]atlons menttoned in the 1ntroductory chapter
'shou1d be' reviewed, Wa1ster et a] (1973) suggested that v1ct1ms
first seek restftution, reta11ate when rest1tut1on is not. ava11ab1e,
and use Just1f1cat1on as a last resort However, the 1ack of order
: effects in the data of the present study,indicated that this assump-

tion mey be incorrect, Whether retaliation or Just1f1cat1on was
.ava11ab1e first did not affect the 1mmed1ate nor the subsequent res:
ponses of victims as would' be expected 1f there were a general order
of preference ~among the a]ternat1ve equ1ty restor1ng modes, It is
suggested that future studies -could offer victims a cho1ce between
the three equ1ty restorlng responses of reta11at1on. jUStification,
and restitution-~ ~seeking, in order to provide an even more definite
test of the hypothes1s that v1ct1ms first seek rest1tut1on then
reta11ate then justify, (Th15'approach was not followed in the
present study because it was judged desirable to test first the
assumpt10n of negatlve correlations among the equity—restorrng modes .
If victims had been offered a choice among the three response modes ,
negatfve corre1ations would have been artificia]]y produced )

As an a]ternat1ve to the Walster et al. (1973)‘suggested

sequence of restitution, reta]lat1on and Just1f1cation,;it was
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suggested that- v1ct1ms might simply. emp]oy the f1rst equ1ty-restoring
mode for which the opportun1ty was presented However, the data '
.from “the present~study do not support.th1S'1nterpretation., Whether
 victims were.given the oppontunity to:retaliete first or justify
- first did'not generally prodnce-ditférentieT rates of justification
retaliation ok nestitntion-seeking : Thus, ne1ther the walster et

1. (1973) sequence nor the order of ava11ab111ty hypotheses ade-
qdate]y-account for the se]ect1on~of response modes.

Although the inter-mode'dynémics between retalietion, jus-
tificatﬁon and restﬁtution?seeking did not operate as predicted by
equity formu1at1ons, the correyet1ona1 data exhab1ted striking
evidence of a formof'ba]ance within. the equ1ty—restor1ng mode of
justification. A1l of the 51gn1f1cant Just1f1cat1on item 1nter-
correlations 1nd1cated a tendency for v1ct1ms/t/’perce1ve that they
and the1r harmdoers were being treated fa1r1y, both on the basis of
their own inputs and outcomes, and relative to the harmdoer.

First, victims perceived'thatxtheir own inputs metched
their own outcomes. Penceptfons that they exerted 1ittle. effort
were aSsociated with Tow percetved educational benefit %or them-
selves. Secondly, the hermdoers' othOMes'wefe seen as metching
'the hérmdoers'.tnputs. Perceptions that the;harmdoers exerted titt]e
effort were associated with perceptions that the harﬁdoefs received
1ittle educatfona] benetft. Third, the harmdoers 1nputs were per-
ceived to match the victims' 1nputs, as perceptions §hat the ;1c-
‘tims exerted 1itt1e effort were correlated with: percept1ons that the

harmdoers exerted littie effort. Finally, the harmdoers' outcomes
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~were perceived to match the v1ct1ms' outcomes. Percept1ons that the
v1ctims themselves rece1ved ]1tt]e educat1ona1 benef1t were corre-

. lated with perce t1ons that the harmdoer also rece1ved lTittle edu-

'cat1ona1 benef1

., and with percept1ons that the harmdoers received’
little enJoyme t from the s1tuat1on ‘ | f*

Thus, [there is amp1e ev1dence that v1ct1ms tended to per-
ceive the inputs and’ outcomes in a manner cons1stent with hypotheses
'that victims w11] Just1fy their s1tuat1ons.' On the other hand the
man1pu]at1o check quest1ons 1nd1cated that compared(to non-victims,
- victims feT -that_they were treated Tess fairly. These findings,_
‘therefore, support the view that‘berceptions'of unfairness are not -

necessaril incompatible with attempts to pereeive a situation as a

'just one; )there is evidence that v1ct1ms were d1sturbed and were ‘\\g'
,art1ve1y ttempt1ng to perce1ve their s1tuat1on as an equ1tab1e one.
esp1te the f1nd1ng that 1nequ1tab1y treated individuals
will atﬁempt to reduce the1r d1stress by Justlfwcat1on the behavior
of the h1ct1ms-d1d not appear to'fit'traditiona1 hydraulic notions.
‘Justiffcation was not assoeiated with a reductiop in other modes of
equit} restoration.  In view ‘of this difficulty, it may be fru1tfu1
toview the apparent Justif1cat1ons from a somewhat d1fferent per-
spect1ve. hhe poss1b111ty 1s suggested by a series of recent stud1es
which have documented the v1ct1m s mot1vat1ons to perce1ve that he
/contro111ng his outcomes. ‘
The fai]ure to obta1n the predicted relat1onships between

reta11at1on and Just1f1cat1on may be due to the different ‘motiva-

tional bases of the two response modes. Whereas retaliation seems
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most c1ear1y 11nked to a mot1vat1on to restore equ1ty, Just1f1c%t1on
‘ cou}d be motivqted‘poth‘by a need to perce1vo that,one effect1vely
'controTs‘the ehviuonment, aﬁd'by the‘motfvatiou to_ﬂestore equity.;
Nitﬁin this perspective victimization is,expgcted to afousé:fee1ings
. of 1oss'of .control as wei1 as feelings of inequfty’ fn somé"oasos‘
the percept1on that one no longer- contro]s his outcomes may be the
‘more 1mportant consequeﬂce of v1ct1m1zat1on. Th1s approach wou1d
be consistent with theoretical perspectives that‘propose that mas- ;
tery of the environment is intrinsita]]y réwarding. Among such con-
.oepts(ore'white's (1959) notlon of effectance mot1vat1on, Deci's
'(1972) 1ntr1ns1c motivatien, deCharms (1968) perSOnal causation,
.and Rotter and Mu]ry s (1965) view of locus of control as a motive.
1f percept1ons of contro] are 1ntr1ns1ca11y reward1ng, and
if victims are viewed as having in some measure 1ogt control over
their outcomes, then victims should be motivated to uesist.the per=
ceotion of 1oss of controlt Such a tendency for victims to seek
percéptiohs of contfo] over thefr outcomes has been observed in many
studies of victimslof catastnophes, naturoi disasters, diseasé, and
crime. Bulman and.WOrtman (1977) found that EeaT-iife vjctiﬁs of
paralyzing actfdents aopearod to attributé,more blame to.themse1Ves'

than objective circumstances would warrant. Lifton (1963) repOrtéd

. 1It has also ‘been suggested by po]itica] observers that
retaliation may serve the function of increasing .the perceptions of
control, as in the cases of colonized populations who realize their
capacities .for action through violence (Fanon, 1968). However,

- these feelings of increased control are usual]y seen as the result
rather than the motivator 6f the retaliation.
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'strong feeTiﬁgs of,§e1f-condemnatfon'ﬁmong'victims of fhe-atomié_'
-quﬁing of Hiroshima. Abrams and.Finésinger (19535.f0u6d‘feelings. |
of gQi1t_jn a high broportion.o? caﬁcer patients; there was a strik-
ihg tendenc}.fqr them to be]ie{é fhat their cancer had beén cédéed |
by their misdeéds. Méde& and Thompson_(1970) reborted that guilt
was a.Very'charactekistic Eeactidn among women wﬁo had'béen raped.
THese authors suégegt thaf self-blame ﬁay often be unwarranted and
apparently sen§91éss, but it ﬁay stf11 be less painful énd'frighten—
{ng than t altérnative of viewing the world as a p1aée.ﬁheré cata-
stropheé can fall ubon-inndéent'persons oﬁ a random basis;-'

Apparently self-blame may be psychologica11y.u$efu1 to Yic~ ’
tims becausé it iméifes'that ;hey exert some control over their
oﬂt::;ks. Perceptions of qontro] have often been alleged fo&pe
impo}tant for human functioniﬁg.‘ For example, Seligman (1974) has
argued that reactive depression may haQe its roots in feelings of
lToss of control over one's outcomes. Similar allegations about the
greater adaptiveness of personal control attributions have heen made
by researchers in the area of internal-external control (e.g. Phares.
1976; Gore and Rotter, 1963; Rotter, 1966). Laboratory studies in-
deed suggest that even illusory perceived contro] may be effective
in alleviating victims' distress.” In thése sthdies, researchers
manipulated perceptions of control over avefsive stimulation. Sub-
jécts were giveh‘thermistakeﬁ-1mpres§ion thét they‘coulq control
high-intensity noise (61555 aﬁdlSinger, 1973; Glass, Reim and Singer,
1971; Pennebakeyr, Burnam, Schaeffer and Harper, 1977) or electric

fhock (Averill and Rosenn, 1972; Bowers, 1968; Geer, Davidson, and
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Gatchel, 1970: G]ass,vsfnger;‘Leonard, Krantz and Cohen, 1973).
Compared to subjects in the no-control conditions, subjects. in: the
bercéiQed-contro] conditiohs generally reported the aversive stimuli

’

as less péinful, displayed less physio]ogica1 stress, and showed
}ess.impa;rment in tésk performance foi]nwing the termination of the
aversive stimuli.

‘Many strands of field and laboratory research thus appear
to converge on fhe interpretatidﬁ that victims are %otivated to per-
ceive that they control their outcomes. Apparently, if a yictim can
blame hiﬁse]f for what héppens to him, then he can at least feel
that he exerts a measure of control over what hapﬁens to him, These
considerations suggest that studies of victims' responses to Ynequity
shoﬁld pay close attention to the role of the %ntrinsica]]y rewarding
aspects of pérceived control o} the victim's outcomes. As }he equity
theory formulations alone appear to fall short of expoct%;'nns in
their apblicationc to the hehavior of vfrtimé, future vesearch would
do well to employ designs to explore the relative contributions nf
the drive tdward perceived cﬁntrol and thp‘drfve;foward equity.
This may not prové'to,he an easy task, as the tQ: hypothesized drives
may often lead to maﬁy similar conséquence;. For example, both the
Idrive.towafd equity and the drive toward control predict the occur-
rence of sélf;blame %n viétims. In the context of equity motivation
self-blame is expected because it alfows the victim to lower hisg
perceived inputs, thus making his Tow outcomes more acceptahie. In
the context of a drive toward perceived control, self-blame is ex-

pected in victims because it offers them a means of perceiving that

they control their outcomes.

4



. = REFERFNCES

~3

Abrams, F. D. and anesinger,'J. E. Guilt reactions in patients
with cancer. (Cancer, 1953, 6(3), 474-482,
Adams, J. S. Inequity in social exchange. 1In |, Berkowitz (Fd.),
Advances in_experimental social psychology. Vol. TI. lew Vork:
+ Academic Press, 1965, pp. 267-299,

Archibald, W. P. Social psychology as political economy. Tovonts-
McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1978,

Aronsen, E. and Mills, J. The effect of severity of initiatiog
on liking for a group. Journal, of Abnormal and Social Psychology.
1959, 59, 177-181.

Mistin, W. and Walster, E,. Participants' reactions to "equity with
the world.” Journal of Experimental Social Psycholoqy. 1971, 1n,
528-548,

Meerill, J. R. and Rosenn, M, Vigilant and non-vigilant coping
strategies and psychophysiologiral stres< reactioné during '!-
anticipation of electric shock, Journal of Persenality and
Social Psychology. 1977, 23(1), 12R-71T.

rning analysis. Fuagleunnd

3

a
Ctiffe, H. 0.+ Prentice. - Ta'—:i

Randura, A. Aggression: A social le
a-Hall 7

Neviowitz. L. Aggressio
Vorbe McGraw-HiTT, 1

n: A social psychnlogical ana1y%g<. Hew
9R2.

_ . The concept of aggressive drive: Some additional censid-
‘Brations. Tn L. Rervowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental sacial

psychology. Vnl. 2. New York: Academic Pracc. 1960.

_ (Fd.) Roots of aggression. .New York: Atherton, 190,

Reykowitz, L. E. and LePage, A. Weapons as aggression eliciting
stimuli, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1967,
7, 202-207.

Revecheid, E.. Boye, D., and Walster, E. Retaliation as a means of
restoring equity. Journal of Personality and Social Peychnlogy,
196, 10, N 176,

12



43

Berscheid, E. and Walster, E. When does a harm-doer compensate a
victin? - Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1967, 6,
435-441,

hﬂrscheid, E., Walster, E., and Barclay, A. Effects of time on
tendency to compencate a virtim, Psychological Reports. 1969,
25, 431.436.

Rlau, P, M. Exchange and power in social life. MNew York: Wiley,
1964,

Rowers, K. S. Pain; anxiety and perceived control. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology. 1968, 37, 50R-A07.

: \ ,

Rulman ¥R, J. and Wortman, €, B. Attributions of blame and cnping
in ithe real world: Severe accident victims react to their lot,.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1077, 35, 3&1. 381

fhadoff, P., Freedman, S., and Hamburg, D. Stress, defences and
coping behavior: Ohservations in parents of children with
malignant diceace. American Journal of Psychiatry. 1761, 120,
7143.710Q '

“hen, A, P Sorial norms, arbitrariness of frustration, and <ta!
of the agent of frustration in.the frustration-aggressicn
hyprthesis., Jaurnal of Ahnormal and Sncial Psveholagy., 12°°
§1. ?2722.72h

taeb, AL and Grovs, A, E. “'tatus of frustrator as an inhijtor -
horn-honking »espon-n- Jnurnal of Social Teyeholagy, toen
7R, MY "8 .

Mest, R, AL and ¥nott, P, ", Effects of staty: of the attacker
and intensity of attack on the infensity of counter agmenginn
Journal of Personality. 1071, 39, 150 150,

Fanon_ . The Wretched of the Earth, Hew Yovbk: Grove Pyosn, 10RR .

Tentinger, L. and Carlsmith, J. M. Cognitive consequences of forrel
comrliance. Journal of Abnormal dnd Social Psycholaqy. 10709,
58. 207.210 . '

fovman, J, and Radtke, R. C. Negative expectancy and the choice of
an aversive task. Journal of Personality and Sacial Peychology
1970, 15, 2583.257

Ih)

" rau, A, Justification and locur o' control in victie Hepah
Piohond 11 A dhaede  10deay e ity oy Mbinyty 11730

PP

.



44

/ ' .
Gergen, K. J., Gergen, M. M. NajAd Meter, K. Individual orientations
to prosocial behavior. Jolrnal of Social Issues, 1972, 28,

105-130.

Geey, J. H., Davidson, G. C., and Catchel, R. I. Reduction of
stress 1n humans through non- ver1d1ca1 perceived control of
aversive stimulation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 1970, 16, 731-738.

Glacs, D. C. Reim' B. and S1ngér, J, E. Behav1ora1 consequences
of adaptat1on to controllable and uncontrollable noise. ‘Journal
of Experimental Social Rﬂycho1ogy, 1971, 7, 244.257. '

P‘ats D. C. and Singer, J. E. Evperimental studies of uncontroll-,
able and unpredictable noise. Repre§en;at1y¢,Resgatch_1nh§ocJQJ
Psychology. 1973, 4, 165-183.

flass, D, C., Singer, J. E., Leonard, H. S., Krantz, D. and Cohen, <.
Perceived control of avers1ve st1mu1at1on and the reductinn nf
sfress responses. Journal of Personality, 1973, 41.

fave, P, M. and Rotter, J. B. A personality correlate of sorind
action.  Jourpal of Personality, 1963, 31, AR-64.

™aham, F. K., Charwat, W. A. , Honig, A, S. and Weltz, P. C.
Mggression as a funct1on of the attack and the attackei . Jouynal
- of Abnrrmal and Social Psychology. 1951, 46, 512.520.

Wannah, 1. B, The behavioral consequences of arhitrary discrimina
tion. FPaper presented at the 1972 conventinn of 'he Canadian
Pavholegical Association, Mantyeal, Capada

Mayv~, W L. Statistics foi nsycho1oq1§fs JMow Yok Hadt o pPinnhay e

/

"evanson, J, E. and Burgess, M. The effects of status, type of
frustration and aggression on vascular processes. Journal of
Abnormal and_Social Psychology. 1967, 65, 232.237.

It~mans, G. C. "Commentary." In L. Berkowitz and F. Walster (Fdc )
Advances in_Experimental Soclgl Psvcholoqy. Val. 9. =an
Trancicra: Reademic Press, 197A

vawamura, S. Aggression as studied in troops of Japanese monkey« .
In C. D. flemente and M. W. Lindsley (Fds.), A ression and
defence. los Angeles: M. € 1 A. Precs, 1067, 274

"'y, H, H. Communication in exper‘*wn*»"\ ryentnd hFovarrhinn.
Human Relations ., 1951 A "n EA



45

venrick, D. T., Reich, J. W. and Cialdini, R. B. Justification and
compensation: rosier skies for the devalued victim. Journal of
RérEQDiliﬁX"éﬂﬂ.§9§jﬁﬂmf§X£D9Jgﬂla 1976, 34, 654-657.

_Kimhe}ly, J. A theory of status equilibration. In J. Berger,
M. Zelditch, Jr., and R. Anderson (Eds.), Sociological theories
in progress (Vol. 1). Boston: Houghton Mifflih, 1966.

—__+ Relations among status, power, and economic rewards in
simple and complex- social structures. In J. Berger, M. Zelditch.
Jr.-» and B, Anderson (Eds.), Socielogical theories in progress
(Val, 2). Roston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972.

Lann, R, E. Po

olitical Ideology. HMew Yorv: The Free Press,
MacMillan, 196

I
7.

tanger, E. J. The illusion »f controtl, Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 1975, 20, 311.378,

Fovner, M. J. The desire for Justice and reaction to v?ctims. Tn
J, R. Macauley and L. Berkowitz (Eds.), Altruism and helping
behavior. Mew Yiwrk: Academic Fresg, 10700,

Perner, M. 0, "Just world” »esearch and the attribution proces-:
LOOkin back and ahend "mpublichad maniyreyipt, Miveysity =f
wa'oy']t\n' 1975 _

Prrer, M. J, and Matthews, 6, nReaction to suffering of othe -
under conditions of indirect responsibility. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 1967, 5, 3137377

Porver, M. J. and Simmons, C. H. Observers' reactions tn the
"innocent” victimg Compassion or rejection? Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 196G, 4, 203.210.

Vifton, R. J. Psycholngical effects of the atomic bomb in Hirnghima:

the theme of death. Daedalus. 1963, 92, 4f7:107. .
’ ) e Tt e o
lorﬂnZ, D~ On'ngfes§jgn. New Varl s Harrnurt~ Ryara and Wnr’d,
19673,

Macauley, 'S. and Walster, E. Llegal structures and restoring equity,
Journal of Social Issues, 1971, 27(2), 173.188

M?Jp,'a, ,\.' and Thompso”, V. Aqa‘inst rapeu Now Yorbk "li"ar.'.ar‘ gty,a”g.
and Givoux, 1074,

Milaram, S. Behaviora' studv of obedience. Journal of Abnormal.and
Sor fal Psychology. '762, €7 171.378



46"

" 4 Group pressure and- act1on against a person.. “Journal of
‘ AbnormaJ and Socia] R;ycho1ogy, 1964, 69, 137-143,

' . “Some cond1t1ons of obed1ence and d1sobed1ence to author1ty.
Human Relat1ons, 1965, 57-75.. (a) : .

Sy L1berating effects of group pressure. Journat ot
Persoﬁa];;y and Soc1a1 Psychology, 1965 1y 127- 134 (

Parce], T. La and~Cook,‘K; 5. Status character1st1cs, reward
-allocation, and equity. Sociometry, 1977, 40(4), 311-324,

?ennebaker, J. W., Burnam, M. A., Schaeffer, M. A. ahd Harper, D. C.
. Lack of control as.a determlnant of perceived physical symptoms.
Journal of Persona]1ty and Social Psychology, 1977, 35 167 174.

o Phares, E J. Expectancy changes in skill and chance s1tuat1ons.

Journa1 of Abriormal and Soc1a1 Psycho1ogy, 1957, 54,°339-342,

g Raw11ngs, E. witness1ng Harm to others a reassessment of the role
of guilt in.altruistic. behavior. Journal of Persona11_y and
Soc1a1 Psycho]ogy, 1968, 10 377 380

-

- Ross, M., Thibaut J , and Evenbeck S.  .Some determ1nants of the
1ntens1ty of soc1a] protest, Journa],of Experimental Social
~Pszcho'logz 1971, 7, 401 418, o - .

. Rot;er, J. B Genera11 d expeetanc1es for 1nterna1 versus external
control of reinforc&ment ... Psycholog1ca1 Monographs, 1966, §911)
(Who1e No. 609) PR - ' ' ) o

. Externa] contro] and 1nterna1 contro] Psycnoﬁggyldoday,
. ‘1971 5, 37-42, 58- 59 ‘ o

Se11gman, M. E. P. Depress1on and 1earned he1p1essness S In

R. J. Friedman and M. M. Katz (Eds.), The psychology of
_depression: Contemporary theory and. research Wash1ngton, D. C
Winston-w11ey, 1974

. He]p]essness | San Franc1sco Freeman, 1975

"'Th1baut Je and R1ecken, H. W. Author1tar1an1sm, status, and the-
unication of aggre5510n Human Relations, 1955, 8, 95 120

i.,walster, '., Na]ster G. W., anq Bersche1d E. New direct1ons in
‘ ‘equity research. Journa] of Persona11;xfand Social Psytho]ogy,
1973, 25, 151 1v6. "

'wortman, C B. ' Some determinants of perceived control, Journa] of
. PersonaTity and Social Psychology, 1975 31, 282 294

‘,
é



' 47

. Causal attr1but1ons and persona1 contro1 In J. ‘H. Harvey,
w J. Ickes, and R."F. Kidd (Eds.), New directions in attrlbut1on
research - Vol. I;' New'’ York Wiley, 1976 pP. 23-52,

'Zimbardo P. G. The cognit1ve control -of motivat1on.- G]enview, I11.:
Scott Foresman 1969 - _

o



MR

. ARPENDIX A - S

Preiiminary Consideratjons and Results

of Three Pilot Studiesn

_ An 1mportant issue in the app11cat1on of equ1ty theory to
the area of vict1ms concerns. the assessment of the value and rele-
~ vance of the 1nputs and outcomes in the sltuat1on.- Un]ess there is .
agreement concerntnélwhich inputs and outcomes should be considered f-
' drelevant and concernlng the1r we1ght1ng, it 1s d1ff1cu1t to see ..
'how a’ consensus aboat Judgments of equity and inequity could be |
reached.: If the theory 1s to make general pred1ct10ns, there, must~'
. be a reasonab]e degree of agreement concern1ng these assessments
of 1nputs and outcomes. . .: - &k
Equ1ty theory was or1g1na11y form . ted t0'dea]hwith?econo- ‘
mic transact1ons,.where_1nputs~and outcomes-appear more.unirerSally
recognized andgapoarently are more readi1y'quantifiab1e-(e.g. hours
. of work,.do]larslof pay, days of vacation time, etc.). “In non--
ecoriomic relationships such as,harmdoing andlhe]ping behaviors the
inputs and-odttomes ma} not:be as readily quantifiable or as ugi-
versal]y agreed upon. If thds is the'case' .equity theory may stii]
' serve as a useful framework w1thin which a partfcu]ar ind1v1dua1 s
behav1or may be ana1yzed once his evaluation of the 1nputs and
outcomes in the situation has been obtained On the other hand
if there is a fair degree of agreement on the value and relevance

v

of 1nputs and outcomes even in non- eq6n0m1cPre1ationshiﬁsq more .

s .
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generaT'predictions.may'be possible. lThis ouestjon was.the object -
of a pre11n1nary study . ' S ': .‘”'-‘ ~ |
| | Another diffjcult quest1on confront1ng equity theor1sts 1s
. the selection of the person who should determ1ne whether or not
1nequity exists 1n a g1ven situation, 'In. walster et, al.' s (1973)
formu]at1on, it 1s empha§1zed that equ1ty ex1sts in the eye of the
‘~beholder who can be e1ther a part1c1pant or an observer- '
We define an equ1tab1e re]ationsh1p to exist when a person
scrutinizing the re1at1onsh1p--who can be Participant A,
- Participant B, or an outside ‘observer--perceives that a11

. .participants ‘are receiving equa] re]at1ve outcomes from the
.// re]ationsh1p (p 153)

( However, the d1scusS1on wh1ch follows genera]ly assumes. that
it rs the part1c1pant s perceptlon of ‘inequity wh1ch 1s most rele-
vant to h1s behavior. Thus, the authors proceed to state a centra]
- prop051t10n in the follow1ng terms: "Individuals who discover that

| they are in an 1n9qu1tab1e relationship will feel distreSSfand w1'_'11-'~
attempt to e1imdnate the%r distress by restoring equity" (Walster
et. al., 1973 pP. i54) How does this statement relate to the
varlous hypothes1zed equ1ty restor1ng responses7 Accord1ng to the
theory, a victim is’ f1rst assumed to perceive inequity, feel dis-
tress, and then se]ect rest1tution, reta11at10n or Just1ficat1on as .
a means of restoring equtty. As far as the rest1tutxon-seek1ng and
retaliation responseS”are'concerned this sequence ‘of events“seems :
p]ausible. It s 1ogica1 thét one must first perce1ve 1nequ1ty ‘and
feel d1stress before taking steps to restore the actua1 or materia]

'equ1ty ba]ance, However one cou]d question the correctness of the

bropdsed Sequence of 1neguity-perceptjon, distress;,and.equ1ty
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irestoration~in the case where justificatibn is a response to inequity;
In this case it, is conceivable that neither 1nequ1ty nor distress
may be experienced, since Justification is a means to avoid the per-
ception of 1nequity | -
If it is indeed.the case that v1ctims who: Justify do not at
any time perceive inequity, then their eva]uation of the situation .
cannot be relied upon- to .determine whether their reiationship is _
1nequitab1e (and consequent]y whether they can be ca]]ed V1Ct1ms)
' One possib]e way out of this di1emma wou]d be to use non-involved
persons as out51de observers, If" severa] of these observers con-
curred in the perception of inequity, then that situation may be
less ambigUousiy desipnated'as an ineqUitable one. 'Otherwise. '
equity" or 1nequ1ty in a 51tuation may have to be determined by the
researcher, who would make\inferenceson the basis of the total
'Situationai context; Therefore, the possibility of using outside
observers'to determine ineouity was'explored'in a second study,

.

Results of two preliminary studies. In order to assess the degree

of agreement,concerning which inputs and outcomes were Considered
relevant, 22 female introductory psychoiogy students were given a
questionnaire (see Appendix A-1) which requ1red them to Judge the
major inputs and outcomes 1n three types of situations ‘an emptoy-
mént situation; a crime and punishment'situation and a help-oiVing
situation. Using as a“ criterion the 50%. Tevel “of agreement only
the employment situation produced agreement concerning the maJor
inputs and. outcomes’ of the participants. No such consensus was

T

5



obtained in the case of the crime and help- g1v1ng situations, in ‘l
those situations, there was agreement on on1y two of the four 1nput-
outcome e]ements.' On the ba51s of this pre]iminary study; it was
dec1ded to begin with a study 1nvoiv1ng a. form of economic injustice.
A study was then performed to testthe fea51b111ty of u51ng
outSide observers to determine the ex1stence of 1nequ1ty. The
_rationaie for this approach was .the fear that Victims who justify
may fail to perceive<inequity when 1t 1s present. Th1S p0551b111ty
was assessed by asking 34 female undergraduate psychology - students .
to respond to one of two forms of a questionnaire (see Appendix A-2).
The questionnaire described three employment Situations in which |
one person (the victim) appeared to be treated 1nequ1tab1y. In one
condition subjects were asked to role-play the v1ct1m S perceptions
of 1nputs and outcomes inthe 51tuation, and to 1magine the v1ctim S
feelings concerning the fairness of the treatment he received In
the second condition subJects were asked to assess the fairness and
1nputs and oﬁtromes of the 51tuation as ob3ect1ve1y and impartially. .
as p0551b1e ;: ' -
“In the comparison betueen victims' and obseruers' answers,
no significant differences emerged Thus, it was not p0551b1e,
using this role-play technique to obtain the hypothesized differ-
entiai assessments concerning equity evaluations ' Accordingiy, this
approach to the determination of inequ1ty was set aside it was

L

decided to simply focus on situations which the researcher felt he

O

could convincingly demonstrate to be 1nequ1tab1e.



52

Study #3. Preliminary 1nvestigation of: the status of the harmdoer

as a factor in the victim's response to 1nequ1ty. The-rationaie

.occupatjonl " These were.manipuiated'using the-toiiowing'

procedure.

for the selection of the status var1ab1e and for the selection of

the hypothesis 1s presented in: the 1ntroduct10n to ‘the dissertation.-

The major prediction was that compared to those victimized by ]ow-

status harmdoers, those’ v1ctimized by high-status harmdoers would

: shOW‘greater justification. Following a survey of the research

literature,on'status dimensions, five_of the major status dimensions

were selected for study: power;‘income, education, competence, and

xperimental

The subJect was to]d that he wouid participate 1n a visual

‘was toid that for_each estimate that was correct w1th1n 10% 11m1ts,

‘he would receive 25 cents; the.reward was.expiained on the oa51s

that it was necessary to insure uniformly high‘notivationai levels
for the task.
When a series:Of 40 slides had been presented, the experi- -

)

menter asked the subject to fi]] in a rating form whiie “the experi- ,

,menter checked the accuracy of his estimates.‘ This form required

the subJect to make ratings of the experimenter on the five status

dimensionsof interest ‘and on the experimenter s simi]arity to the

| subject This procedure was explained by te]iing the subject that

variOUS perceptual variables were suspected of infiuencing the

_accuracy of the estimates and for these reasons he was being asked
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to rate‘various ‘aspects of the experimenta1 situation.
| The subJect was then to]d that he had made nine correct ’
estimates,. which wou]d give h1m $2. 25 but that the money was not
'.ava11ab1e He was then thanked for h1s help, and'h1s experiment ‘
..:credlt card was: signed by the exper1menter. As the subaect was§ - -
leav:hg, the experimenter casua]ly asked the. subJect to fi1l in an
exper1ment eva]uatlon form supposédJy requlred by a research super-
. visor; he ‘was asked to drop th1s form in a box outs1de the super-
"v1sor s door down the hal] This eva1uat1on form const1tuted the
measure of Just1f1cation and percelved 1nequity, as it required the
subJect to rate the perceived 1nputs and outcomes in the s1tuat1on
The experlmenter secretly observed the subject and intercepted: h1m
as he dropped the form in the box, ‘and led the subgect back to the
'exper1menta1 room for debriefing (see Appendix A-3 for the_eva1ua-.-
tion form). '

< Within the procedure described above were man1pu1ated the
f1ve d1mens1ons of status. Two 1evels of each status d1mens1ons\
were adm1nistered as follows. SubJects in the high-power condit1on
were told that the experwmenter had been g1ven the respons1b111ty
to run.the study "pretty much the way he thought was bést." Sub-
jects in the low=-power cond1t1ons were'to]d that the experimenter. |
had been to]d to follow the research supervisor s 1nstruct1ons very
close]y, without. mak1ng any adjustments even when the experimenter~
~fe1t it wou]d be appropriate. Competence was manipulated by hav1ng‘
the experimenter mention that he had obtained either & high score

in the experimental- task.(high competence condition) or a low score
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'(1ow-competence cond1t1on) ‘In,a high- education condition, the
e%per1menter described hlmself as a sen1or graduate student working
on &he 1ast stages of hlS doctora1 program; in a 1ow-educat1on
cond1t10n tﬁe exper1menter said that he had worked awhile after

high school, and now had a Job he1p1ng with exper1ments and was .

‘, taking f1rst-year un1vers1ty courses on a part- t1me ba51s. High-

"occupation experimenters prq‘pnted themselves as industrial psycho-
1oglsts who were partic1pat1ng in the unlvers1ty s research program;
‘1ow-occupat1on experimenters presented themse]ves as part -time mat]
sorters in the un1vers1ty post office who- were earn1ng some extra
money by he1p1ng run some exper1ments._ F1na11y, high 1ncome experﬂ—
menters ment1oned that they were getting $700/month for thejr parti- |
oipat1on, while 1ow-1ncome exper1menters mentioned that they were
recefving $40/month, |

In addition to theseten conditions, two'additiOnai contro]
‘groups were run; in one cond1t1on subJects were victimized but ‘no
status man1pu1at1on was introduced, and in another condition ne1ther
the status nor the vict1m1zat1on variables were introduced. Five
male undergraduate students were run in each of the 12 conditions,
for a total of 60 subjects, . Six subjects nho had shonn suspicion
of‘the prdcedure on a post;experimenta1 quéstibnnaire were not
included tn.the anaiysis;~to obtain equal cell numbers,-six addi-
tional subjects were run. |

The reso1ts were ana1yzed-separately;for each dimension of.
status, using~a two-group.(high- and'ﬁow-status), one-way -analysis
of variance, A sinilar analysis was performed using the two control

groups.,
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I3
The man1pu1ation checks for status perceptions indicated
| 51gn1ficant effects for the dimensions of occupatidn and education
only. SubJects rated the high- occupation experimenter as having a
higher level occupation (p< 05), and the high- education experi-
menter was seen as having a higher level occupation (p<.05) and
as being.more competent (p<.05) Also subjects rated the hlgh-
occupat1on experimenterhigher on all seven of the status ranking
scales (p<.01 by the binomial distribution for direction of dif-
ference tests); SUbjeets also rated the high-educatioh experimenter
as higher on six of the seven statuslratings scales (p<.06 by the
binoﬁiei distribution). The other three status‘variabies did not
produce significant or consistent effects on the ﬁanipulation'check‘
questiens.

Comparison of the two control groups in which status was

not manipu]ated.did not show a siqnificanr éffect for rated fair .
ness of treatment, although victims repdrted that they had heen
treated less fairly than did non-victims: +Heir means were ?.2 and
1:3 respectively on a 7-point rating scale from "very fair” (1) to
"tery unfair" (7). It is noteworthy, 50wever, that a very similar
patte(n of results gave means of 2.7 and 1.5 for victimized and
non~victimized groups respectiveiy in anothef Etudy using this
paradigm (Gereau, 1973). Iwith larger numbers of subjeﬁts, these
means were significantly different in the latter study. In the
present study. the non-victimized group rated the experimenter as

more educated than the victimized group (p< 025)1—aithough the

experimenter s status was not manipuiated in fhese groups. The

‘
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1ower ratings given by the vact1ms to the experimenter could be seen
as stemming from their resentment of the1r unfa1r treatment; this

effect would suggest that the victimization had been successful

Justification data. There was no indication that subjectsr victim-

ized by high~§tatus harmdoers rated their treatment move fairly
than did subjécts victimized by low-status harmdoers. With respect
to the ratings of inputs and outcomes, two signjficant effects
consistent with predictiéné were obtained. Compared to victims of
Tow-power harmdoers, victims of high:power harmdoers reported that
‘they exerted 1é;s effort in the experimental task (p-.05): thus
victims of high- poworharmdoerq perrolvod their 1npu+s as lower,
Compared to victims of low-power havmdopvc v»rt1m: of high. power
harmdoers said they enjoyed the task.more (p/,Oq):lthus vietims of
high prwar harmdeers appeared ta he overestimating thaiv own out .
comes.  Cantrary to predictions, howaver . virtime of the high powe
harmdoers caid that the hatmdoer engny;d hic work move than <n
indicated by the victims of the low-powar harmdaerc (p-.08): thue
the' high-power harmdoer;c outcomes were perraivad ax areater than

fFhe low- powey harmdner'c outcames.

Correlational data. Subjects' perceptions of the status dimensions
were moderately intercorrelated. The followinq intercorrelations

were significant at the .01} l;velr occupation and education (r-.43);:
occupation and income (r=,49); iﬁcome'and éducation (r=.35) and

‘

‘ - .
education and competence (r=,47). "There were no significant
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corre1atibns between status perceptions of the harﬁdoer and percep-
tions of having been treatdd fairly or unfairly.. Tn accordance Qith
the prédictions, perceptions of the harmdoers as enjoying a high
occupational lépeﬁ were related %o greater enjoyment of the task hy
the virtims (r=.47); thus perceptinng of the.harmdoer< as highef in
status facilitated justification. On the other hand, two coirela.
tions ran counter to expoctétioﬂe abaut justification and <tatus
percéptions. Perception of the harmdoer as more cnmp9¥ent was asenp .
ciated with perceived greater effort hy thé@iictim (r=.41), and
parceptions of the harmdner as having a higher accupational level
were associated with the perception that the havmdner's work was
moy e enjoyahle (v-,37).

In conclucion, theve ic little gvidence to confirm a rela
tion bhetwean the harmdnrr! s <tatus and the victim's yse of justifi.
cation procescses,  Alco nf concern was 'he indiratiaon that the mani
pultation pf anly twn ':'af‘u". dimencinrne, nececupatinn and education.
have benn suyrceggfyl The evidanece fny ’ym syccece nf the viectim-
ization manipulation wag wealk, hut it w;c consistent with an into,v"'\a‘
analycic and with 3 previone study. Tn yview nf Hms? incanclucive
results, it was decided to re--invastigate the occupation status
variable in a different marmmer, and t& investigate further some nf
the bagic ageumptions nf equity theary a« applied to tha \(":pn;‘rna

nf sietima lean Tnkrndur bny v thapbey )
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Appendix A-1. Experimental materials used in pilot study #1.

This is a pre-test of a questionnaire designed to discover
what makes various <ituations seem fair or unfair. There are no
correct or incorrect answers  since it is yayr npinihne which ava

nf intareqt,

For each of the questions helow, check (v') the answer of

yorr choice. It is important that you select only gﬂefanswor, <0
if vou are in doubt, choose the answer You agree with most.

1 In an embloyment situation, what is generally the major consid.
eration used to determine an employee's starting salary?

_1la) the age of the employee A
.9, b) the job experience of the employee in a similar setting.
" 11 c) the years of training or education of the employee.

.'—‘!

1) cther (please specify):

In ah employment situation, what should be the major con-~idoya.
Fion used to determine an employen'c starting salary?

a) the age of the employee, ,

b) the job experience of the employee in a similar setting
¢) the years of training or aducation of the employea .

1) other (please specify): .

3

\oﬁnkﬂ

' After an employee has worked at a job for some time, what i

S
aenevally the major consideration in dofarmining his salary?

.1 a) the age of the emoyee. o
& b) the job experience of the employee in a similar setting
.3 c) the years of training or education of the employee,
* 12 d) the employee's actual work performance on that partieqn
, lar job.
2 e) other (please specify):

- e et e 4 e e e meae

! After an employee has worked at a job for some time, what should
be the major consideration in determining his salary?

the age of the employee. . o

the job experience of the employee in a similar setting.
the years of training or education of the employee.

the employee'c actual work performance on that particy-
lar job,

1. e) other (please spacify):

a)
. b)
c)
d)

e i

(* indicates over 50% of respondents chose the same answer )
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)

In most employment sitdétions, what is the major benefit that
an employee receives? . ' .

a) a feeling of security. .

b) the opportunity to do something interesting or useful.
18. c) the actual salary.

d) good working conditions: //
) other (please specify): I
In mnst employment situations, what should be the major benefit
that an employee receives? '

.

1 a)a feeling of seécurity,
_12_ b) the opportunity to do something interesting or useful,
.. T) the actual salary. .
.3 d) good working conditions.
.6 e) other (please specify):

In most employment situations, what is the major benefit that
An employer recejves from hig employees?

" 20 a) the actual work performance of the employees.

mn.

1_ b) the experience and training of the employees .
___. C) the Toyalty of the employees.
1 d) other (please <pecify): L

In mnst employment situations, what EEQElﬂfbé the mainry hepefit

that an cmployer receives from his emplnyeer?

2 a) the actual work performance of the employees.

.3, b) the experience and training of the employéec.

c) the lnyalty of the emplnyees.

d) other (please specify): o —

In most employment <ituations, what is it that encte an employer
the most to give to hissemployesc?

_ a) a feeling of security.

3 b) the opportunity to do something interesting or useful.
__6_ c) the actual salary.

11 d) good working conditions.

- e) other (please specify): 7

In most ~mplnyment sffuations,,what should it be that costs an
empleier the most to give to his employees?
|

;.2 a) a feeling of security. o .

i-4 b) the opportunity to do something interesting or usefyl.
.. D c) the actual saTary.

_8 d) good working conditions.

.3 a) othar (pleace spacify).
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whena'person is deciared to be gg;lty of breaking a 1aw. what
is; generally the major con51dera on in: determining his punish-~

- ment? . . -
“'j4 _ a) the actual amount of harm’ done. ‘
) - b) the -amount of harm which could possibly have resu]ted
- __2_-'c) the good. br. bad intentions of the 1awbreaker when
. the offense was committed, L
. d) the amount-of guilt.or remorse-felt by the lawbreaker, -
5T -2 )7 the number of previous. offenses by that same person.
K 'f) the. number of, simitar offenses c0mm1tted by other
. .. persogs :around that time.v : : L
- 4" g) ‘other (piease spec1fy) L \

. When a person is dec]ared to be gu11ty of breaking a 1aw, what

should genera]iy be the. maJor con51deration in determining his:

) punishment?

a) the actuai amount of harm done. o Y

b) .the amount 6f harm which could p0551b1y have resuited .
_c) the good ‘or .bad intentions of the Iawbreaker, when the

© offense. was. .committed. = :
d). the amount of guilt or .remorse . feit by the 1awbreaker.
..e) the number- of previous offenses by that same person.

. f) the number of similar offenses committed by other
persons around that time. .

g) other (please specvfy)

- Supposqg: iawbreaker is conv1cted of an offense, and a certain
“ punishmint '
of ‘the foi]owing is most 11ke1y to hurt or affect him the most? .

is given., In most of these: situations, which one

‘: 12 a) the actua] fine or 1mprisonment 1mpqsed

: b) ‘the” embarrassment and shame of being convicted of a.

crime. o : e

-c) the- disapprovai of the Judger

-t

4Suppose a lawbreaker is. convicted of an offense, and a certain -
."punishment is given.. In most of. these 51tuations, ‘which one.' "'~
. of the foiiowing shouid be most 11ke1y to hurt or affect him o

' ‘the most?

o7
:; *liuiib) the. embarrassment and shame of. beinggignvicted of a (u/
-3

"a) the actuai fine or 1mprisonment imposed

. crime.'
_.¢) the disapproval of’the Judge.
gd) other (p]ease specify)

}
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Generally, what is it that:gives a judge the right to sentence

an offender? = : S .

a) he has high moral character.

b). he is protecting society as: a whole. -

c) he has many years of lTegal training. L .

) the government has given him the authority to hear -
cases and give out sentences..- . T '

e) other (p]ease'speéify); ' s S

.éenera11y, what should it be that gives*q judge-the'right to- '

‘sentence an offender?

a)ihé has high moral character. -
5. .b) he is protecting society as a whole.

.’_;jl;" c) he ‘has many years of legal training..

17.

18,

19,

5 d) the government has given him the authority to heay
cases and give out sentences., . o
_other {please” specify): . A S

(=)
o
~—

When afjudge §ehpences a 1awbréake§,‘What.j§;it that - generally.
gives him the most satisfaction? N - Co

5 ""a) the knbw1ed§€ that he is administering thtice{

1 .b) the know]edge that heis protecting society. .
_5 ] the knowledge that he'is doing his job satisfactorily.
> had

-d) the, feeling of power over the lawbreaker,
e).other-ﬁpTease;specify):. S :

‘Whena judge.sentences a lawbreaker, what should it be that
generally gives him the most satisfaction? ' .

8%.a) the knowledge that'he'ié‘administering'justice{
5 b) the knowledge -that he is protecting society. o
6 c¢) the knowledge that he is doing his job satisfactori]y.
1

.d) the feeling. of power over the lawbreaker. -

e) other (prase'speciﬁy)f.

-

Think of situations where people help othgr$ in trouble.. In
general, what is it'that;costS'the helpers,most in giving the -

‘a).the time lost.

b) the inconvenience. .

c) the embarrassment.

d) the money spent. .

-e) other (p1ea$e.spec1fy);
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23.

E

.,w;
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Think of situations where peop]e heip others in troubie. In

_ general what shou]d it be that costs the. heipers most’

a) the e lost. .
b) the inconvenience. . C :
c) the embarrassment.. ' : -
d) the money spent o '
e) other (p]ease specify):

In general ‘what do you think is the most rewarding for those '
who help others? .

T

a). the . hélper may get’he]p when he needs it.

pressed by the. person he has helped.

-€) the helper feels good because of the social approvai
which he receives.. = -

d) the helper feels good because he knows what he’ d1d .
was right according to his own conscience.,

e) other (p]ease specify) -

. b) the helper feels good because of the gratitude ex- |

In génerai what 'do you think shou]d be the most rewarding for - .

those\who help others7 =

2 a) the helper may get he]p when he needs it. :

b) the helper feels good because of the gratitude ex-
‘pressed by the person he:has helped.

c) the helper feels good. because of the soc1a1 approva]
.which he receives.

17 d) the helper feels good because he knows what he did_

was right accordimg to his own consc1ence.
1 e) other (p]ease specxfy) : . '

..| *-1;\,];:_.

In general what is it that costs the mpst;for.the person who

.1s receiVing he]p?

‘a) the embarrassment of being noticed and causing
“trouble,"™ - ,
'b) ‘the shame of admitting that he. cannot handﬁe the
~situation by himself, . T
the feeling that he is bothering others.

th

, n he is, " L Dy
e) ot .

er-(please specify):

u:; ot

who is receivirg help?.

In general jwhat is it that should cost the most for_the berson

-2 a) th embarrassment of being noticed and causing .
" "trouble.® : e '

1. b) the shame of admitting that.he'cannot,handlewthe\

~ situation by: himself, g . o '

d) thE dislike of admitting that others are more capable E

'y

-
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'c) the feeiing that he is’ bothering others..
1 -'d) the dislike of admitting that others are. more capabie

than he is,
e) other (piease Specify)

63

"t

25, In genera1 whén a’ person receives heip from. ghother, what is ‘

his major benefit?

'-* 16

-I‘I

~ d) other. (please’ specify)

26.. When a person receives help from another. what’ shouid be his

a) the actuai heip received

-b) the feeling that others care for him. . =
c) the feeling that he is giving others the opportunity

to do a good deed:

A

major benefit?

a) the actuai heip received

6
o 12 b) the feeling that others caré for him . :
- ... C) the feeling that he is giv1ng others the opportunity
' . to do- a. good:deed.
’ . 2 d) other (piease spec1fy)
ST COMMENTS?
).

ROV

A e v
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Appendix A-2. Experimental materials used in pilot study #2.

+,

Read the case study belaw, and answer the questions ééuobjectivgly .

-

and impartially as pbssible,”

" by.

‘Harvey, a 1Z-year-old boy; was walking downtown with a
friend, Tom, a young man who is 20 years old, happened to walk

Haévey pointed. to Tom, and said in a- fairly loud voice:’

 ﬂGee; look at the funny jacket that guy is wearing." '

When Tom heard this, he walked up to Harvey, and grabbed
him by the collar. "What's so' funny, kid?" he said roughly.
Tom then gave Harvey-a shake that ripped the buttons off the
boy's* shirt. -Harvey fell' on the sidewalk and scraped his arm

quite badly. -Then Tom walked away.

. Rate the fatrness df'the'aboye general situation.

o vefyifair o f' .  : T very.uhfair'

‘Rate .t:he.'amount of injury suffered by Tom. -

L4

Vefy'hﬁgh - FQery'low ’
qkate the. amount of ‘injury suffered by Harvey.
.  vefylhighj o | .7“." o : very Tow-
'Héw much did Tpm deserve what~happéned to him? r -
.yeryfhiﬁh. - L ) ".' very low .
How mﬁéh’djd Harvey deserve Qhat‘happened'go him?" .
veryiﬁijﬁ o ;;__'_w_,____.vefy Tow
Cdmmgnts? o o :.' » o .

¥ I .
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Read the case study below, and answer the questions as objective]y

and impartia\ly as possib1e.

‘ Bill and Henry. have been hired.as summer ass1stants in the
provincial urban planning department. Both of them plan to
resume their courses in the fall. . For the summer months, they
- will assist -a senior -analyst in the assessment of several alter-
native zoning plans for the Edmonton downtown area.
- Bill, who is 21, has.completed.2 years .of an Arts degree;
his major area of 1nterest is urban socio]ogy _He has been
offered $425 a month for the summer job. '
Henry, who .is 20, has completed the first year of a course
in architectural design.j He  has been offered $340 a month for
- the summer joB.
Both students have accepted the job offers; no other JOb
offers were availab]e to them.

1, Rate ‘the fairness of the. above -general s1tuat1on

N

2. ”Rate the qua11f1cationsof'B111 for the summer job.

very h1gh : L f .. very low

3. Rate ‘the qua11f1catlons of Henry for the JOb

.very. h1gh T o very low

4. Rate the benefits obta1ned by Bi]] -in- the summer Job (ihc]uding
salary’ benefits, future career experaence etc.). _

“ very high . T | N very low.

" very fair; . " ' ) - very‘unfa1r T

X

5. Rate the benefwts obtained by Henry 1n the summer job (1nc1ud1ng '

~-.salary benefits, future career benef1ts, ete.).

very hlgh ‘ '1,j-" o ,7] - very fow

6. Comments? .
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Read the case study below, and answer the questions as. object1ve1y

.and impart1a11y as poss1b1e.

 Mr. Freedman owns a sma11 printing bus1ness. Hr. Lang1ey,
who -is handicapped by a‘wooden leg, is the most product1ve of

‘Mr. Freedman's three emp1oyees.

For two years, Mr. Freedman has been paying Mr. Lan Tey

' $2.34 an hour, although the going rate for printers if $4.71

an hour. Because of his d1sab111ty, Mr. Lang]ey had, been unable
to find work e]sewhere. , _

-1, AGenera11y, how fair dis- th1$ general s1tuat1on?
' very fa1r o ”‘# L .- '_"very unfair .
2.v}0n the bas1s of the information presented above rate the
e qua11f1cations of Mr Langley for the job of- pr1nter.
very. high 'A" - | ' - ", .v - very Tow B
3. .Rate the benefits obta1ned by Mr Langley in his work |
very hlgh “ - B ,' | very low
Rate the serv1ce provwded by Hr. Lang]ey to Hr.iFreedﬁan
very high y S | J very Tow
5. Rate. the sa1ary paid by Mr, Freedman to Mr. LangTey
‘_, very high . . ~ very low
6. Comments? N L N




- 67

" Instructionss iRead the césé.study below, and answer fhe.questjons

the'way.ybu think Harvey would fgel.‘,

- Harvey, a 12-year-old boy, was walking downtown with a

' friend. - Tom,.a young man who is 20 years old, happened to walk
by. S o ‘ S _ | | .

’ Harvey pointed to Tom, and said in a fairly loud voice:
“Gee, Took at the funny jacket that guy is wearing." =~

When Tom heard this, he walked up to Harvey,-and grabbed
him by the collar. . "What's so funny, kid?" he said roughly.
Tom then gave Harvey a shake that ripped the buttons off the
boy's shirt. 'Harvey fell on the sidewalk and scraped his arm -

| quite badly. Then Tom walked away.

' Rate the following questions with a check (v) the way you think -

J L
Harvey would feel.

1. Réﬁe'fhe;féirnéés‘of the above general situéfion.lﬂ
véry féir.' '~‘,‘ L .I L _:  r ;very unfair
2. 'Rate the amOunt'ofi{njufy suffered by -Tom. |
. 'Very high - | e o o ver} Tow -
‘3. Rate the amount of iﬁjury sufférédlby Harvey.
‘ vgry high:- | _ - j véry 1ow 
4, 'How.ﬁu;h did Tom deéerye:what happenéd tq-him? o " '
| l':very much . - L very little
5. How muﬁhid{d HarVey deSerye.Wh&tAhappepedgto hfm?' |
.very‘much-; _ ' = S | véfy 1iff1é
6. tommenfs?: - e o - v
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- Instrictions: Read the case study below, and answer the questions

the way yqu'thihk Hehry-@ould feél;

provincial urban planning department. Both of them pltan to -

resume their courses in the fall, For' the summer morths, . they .

will assist a senior analyst in the assessment of several alter-:
-....native zoning plans for the Edmonton downtown area. '

: Bi11, who 'is"21, has completed 2 years of an.Arts degree;
his major area of interest is urban sociology. He has been
offered $425 a month for .the summer job. e .

Henry, who is 20, has completed the first year of a. course
in architectural design. He has beén offéred $340 a month for
the summer ‘jobs - - . - , R R

Both students have accepted the job offers; no other" job

offers were available to them.

Bill and Henry have been hired as summer assistants in the

fRété1thleOTlowing qyegtidhs with a check (/) the way' you think

Henfy’wobldffge1; : - L ‘

I. Rate the fairnesscof the above general situation,

- vefy fair . S very unfair
2. Rate the qualifﬁéatibns of Bill for the summer job.

very high .. -~ - : B very low

3. Rate the qualfifications of Henry for the job.

very“high-: " ' . L " very low

4. 'Rate the benefits obtained by Bill ih the summer ‘job (including
salary benefits, future career experience, etc.). o

'yery high L;; A ', o ____very Tow

5. Rate the behefits obtained'by Henry in t .summef job (inc]uding
- salary benefits, future career benefits, etc.). - -

. very high . o L very low

6. Comfients?

] ~
.
,
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Instructions: Read the case story below, and answer the questions

thg way’you think Mr.'Lang1éy would feel, o ?‘tff“

Mr. Freedman owns a smalT printing business. Mr. Langley,
who is handicapped by a wooden leg, is the most productive of
Mr. Freedman's three employees. :

For two years, Mr. Freedman has been paying Mr. Langley .
$2.34 an hour, although the going rate for printers is $4.71
an hour. 'Because of his disability, Mr. Langley had been
unable to find work elsewhere. ' o .

Rate the following questions with a_check (/) the way you thiﬁ&

<
Mr. Langley would feel.
1.- Generally, how fair fs.this general situation? *

very fafr s ' . _very unfair

-

2. On the basis‘of the information presenfed above, rate the

‘qualifications of Mr. Langley for the job of printer,

vefy'high ' _ . very low

L)

3."~Rate the benefits obtained by Mr. Langley in his work,

very high very low

4. Rate the service pravided by Mr. Langley to Mr. Freedmah;
jaly g

very high_ e very low
5. Rate the salary paid by Mr. Freedman fo Mr. Langley.
' , -~ ~N S
very high _ very low

6. Comments?
: ™~
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Appendix A-3. Manipulation theck form for status of harmdqer;

-

pilot study #3.

’

'Instructigg§; Tn some experiments it has been found that a person's

1

perceptions and assessments of the situation can affect the accuracy

-0of his visual-perception estimates,

In order to allow us to check

'but-these possibilities, please -answer the following questions, hy

making a

check mark (v) to show your answer.

A: Rate your impression of the room you are in now:

very
b g
very
very
very

very

Bright o
pleasant
small

noisy

farmal

very dark

very unplearant ™
very large
very quiet

very informal

R. Rate your general impressions of the experimenter:

very
very
well
very
high
very

vehy

high-

very

‘Tevel occupation

competent
friendly
educated

B - DR TTRP

controlling S S
income
formal

dominating

powerful

T s e raa v ——— ~p—

similar to me :

very incompetent

very unfriendly

less educated

not controlling at all
Tow incpme’

very informal

not dominatipg aé all

Tow-level occupation

not powerful at al)

‘not similar to me
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Rate your general impressiéns of yourself during the number
estimates: | |

very alert e ot at all alert
quick reaction time o B slow reaction time:
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Appendix Ae3."Justifiéation-questionnaire used in-pilot study #3.
’ ' v

i

Student evaluations of research program on_number estimation

g{pgpjmenfs #51 ZETA, #84 DALLEE, #102 OPIC, #87 KOBIT

The Department of Psychology woyld Tike to obtain student
feedback about expefiments in the néw”research program on number
estimation. Since it is hoped that.yQUr viewsvmay help improve the
research program, you'are being asked to.give your general evalua-
tion of the experiment you have participaéed in.

Please fake a few minutes to fill out this evaluation. When
you have answered the questions, place this form in fgé box pfovided;
Write down the date and the name of the experiment helow, but do not
sign your name or I.D.. number.

Thank you for your help.

Dr.-8. G. Rule

Research Supervisor

Dept. of Psychology
Note: Tor each question. mark a "/ on one of the lines (V).

N

Date:

Experiment name and no.:

1. How enjbyab1e did you ffnd fhe'taSk,you were asked to do in thi§.

experiment (estimating numbers, dots, triangles, or whatever
figures were involved)? ' o -

very enjoyable

— — — cv— —

not enjoyable at all-
2. How competent would you say the experimenter was? . b

.veryigghbetent very incompetent

3. Compared to most people, how woﬁ]d'you rate your ability to do ,
the particular estimation required by the experjment you were in? -

very good very poor
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1.

12.

73

How would you descrihe the difficulty of the sxperimenter'c work
in this experiment? 5

very difficult . very easy

- R ey - - o— e — oo

How much would you <ay the experimenter was enjoying his work?

very much very little

—_ . ——— -— — ———

How well would yoh estimate the experimenter was being paid?

very well ' . .- . very poorly

— TN ~— . e

How much effort wauld you say you put intn making the kind nf
estimates required hy tha expérimant ?

very much - U very little

How much educational value dn yon feal yap ehtained in this
experiment.?

verv much o ' N verv little

— e

How fair]y would you gay vorr haye bheen tveated ip thic particulay
“experiment?

“ "
e

very fairly very unfairly

How clearly was the evprriment evplaiped to voyu?
very rlearly . very unclearly

-— - - . -

Could you ~tate in vour own words the purpose of the experiment?

e i1 TTT TN T remim s rinn ey e e v e ot o o e i ot e b eer ain

Comments?
!
. S
- 5\\ . e — —— N P e b e+ e v v+



L

;jfnformation.about educat1ona1 mater1als :%gyr considerat1on for an -

. g1ntroductory counse111ng oQurﬁe.; In the ourse of the exper1ment

- 1:you'11 be given m%terials s1m41ar to those belng cons1dered for use

'55'of student opinion about these educational materia]s.f

f. effect1ve1y by seeing each other §'uork In the past students have—

/‘
<
L'}
R
.

. APPENDIX B

Instructions to Subgects

[ '_ Y
5 . Lo T S . [
e IR

| ~Hi; Hy name is _f' ,4. I ‘m work1ng with a research

‘team and we' re Interested in some educational psychology quesr1ons. '

- The experiment has two purposes. F1rst, 1t S being used to gather e

a ) o \

'in the 1ntroduttion of a counse]]ing psychology course.,‘ ‘11 be e

: _asking you questions about the procedune.in order to get a sample ‘-.‘

A

Secondly, we want to f1nd out whether students can 1earn S
B T

| 5rfoften comp1a1ned that they hargTy ever get a chance to see the work

“Lj_”of other st\dents, In this experiment*we 11 be*using contro]led

I

'.cond1tions to see Just how much students can galn by seeang each . =

:‘V‘iff;forms of non-verbal comm'nication..

”ﬁj other s work and by ex“hanging comments about each other s work o f;z';._

'. QINOW I 11 exp1ain ;e prdcedure of the exper1ment I 1} be . ;.-f,,

“‘Jgaasking you to go tb separate rooms so we can control for subt1e

In each room, you']l find the )

5.2 .uf those answers. ;-;



‘v.ftwolsets of answers we can find out if students can learn better by
being able to see another student s work In addition to answering
'.questions about the case study, you'ii be asked various questions
about your impre551ons of this method of injroducing students-toA _
.counseiiing concepts. : i b’i-\fi B ~' | R
- 1'ds Tike one of you now to flip a coin so ‘we can decide

.icompletely random]y thCh one of you wiTT go . 1nto room #1 ~and wh1ch
.. ohe. wi11 go to room #2 Then you'lT go 1nto the rooms and fo]iow» .
:;the-instructions onreach'desk When you f1n1sh I'd like you to 151

“stay 1n your rooms and I'TT be bringing you forms from one room

to another._ For: exampie after the first person has answered the

: questions, I'TT bring the answers to the second person so s%e can._ ““

"'see them and make comments about them. Then the first person w111 g
.lrece1ve the comments about her work and w1]1 then make comments _'if:"ﬁ
: about the. second person s works, There wiii a]so be add1t1ona1 forms
) to fi1l out and I'Ti be explainihg these as" we 9 aiong A'"I.[ﬂ'f

. mentioned. before, I d Tike you to remain 1n your separate rooms ,‘5

'hd'.during thetexperiment uhen the experiment 1s overs I'11 brlng YOU

-}back to this room to. giwe you credit for the experiment and to |

answer any additional questions you mg;ht have 0 K‘, 1Is. that

.,\c]ear? Any questions? (pause) Fine, ]et s proceed | '"-,1,g;rf;7f;151_.7“
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W APPENDIX C . -

'Cé§€ Historz'and Questions ."; Ah-ﬁﬁ‘

LD i CName o pge

9‘How many P§ycﬁo1ogy5qourses hayef?bu‘;&ken;bef&re_this'year?: 3

"InStFuctﬁohs; ,Theﬁfollowiﬁd_is an:ékéerhtﬁtaked fromman'actuallcaSe '

ks

;histoky offafdjStufbed:bby,vtPlease fead,it dhd anéwék the quesﬁjéhsf ~‘
'-,tqvthe'be§§~qfhyourfabi1ity,‘ Youwill ﬁaVe ap5EoX{mateTyf10'minuéesf-'
to read th se1§t;ion and'¢qmb1etevthe'ahSWers; B -

" ' The.boy, who will be called Mike, was & metis.boy aged 10,
~ He. first..came to our dttention when school' authorities expélled
- him*from school and referred his mother tg a child guidance - B
~clinic.: He had already long been.a disciplinary-problem to his -
- mother who found, him "impossible." She had had many complaints
.~ of stealing-and destructive behavior from neighbors but was- : °
» . “.unable.to' exert .any. control over Mike. She frequently resorted -
to Tocking Mike in his bedroom, but he usually tore open the
. screen. and escaped. through the window. 'The father had left the -
family several years before, and the mother was already very
busy with three younger children, so Mike was made a ward of.
‘the court-and placed in ‘the Children's Home, a -residential - .
. treatment center for mildly disturbed children. 'The records of
- Mike's first few.weeks in the Heme show considerable tantrum .
behavior and a high rate of stealing, as he could not keep out -
of the other children's lockers. Mike seemed to. establish. some -
. Rositive relationships with a few of the child=care workers,
-but his relationships with the other children remained poor, as
.. he continugd to.steal, It wéSisbonwﬁECided,tha;"befbre-Mikg k
- could, be hélped, his stealing had to be .stopped. -~ = .

'"'73Qy¢§tiqh§fapod§1ihéfdas§f§tqdy:7 Suppﬁsg'jaﬁ;wereﬁhfbéyghdtogicélhﬂ,‘

v »gpnsujtqntﬂcallgduin to he1p'with:thisfgqseg* How would you propose - -

"7 . to handle ‘the situation?. ‘Please indicate how you feel about the

“following courses ‘of.action by answering. VES. - or O . %




} H,IOv

. stealing.

stea11ng unnecessary.,

: The boy should be Kept busv a1T the time 50 he won 't have t1me
to think of stealfng. 1

. :.77' .

The boy shou]d have his hands s]apped each time he is caught .

YES 4 :“‘;ino :

,The other chi]dren shoqu be- a11owed ‘to punish the boy each t1me‘
- he steals sOmeth1ng. : i ‘ .

YES - NO. R
. —I—‘ — . ‘—

The . boy should be sent to a psycho]oglst for 1nte1\lgence

testing. A R L : # -

xﬁveswﬂ_ - 1No:'-\‘ o

— ..—.'

. 'The boy shou]d be sent to a psych1atr1st to be tested for brain

damageo ' '.‘ : o Lo "
. ”:YES" W

”The ch11d care- workers shou1d be told not to pay attentlon to
thim when he sto1e someth1ng. g e . e

-, .

fThe boy should be given persona1 counselTlng w1th'$us emot1ona1
';vprob1ems.nkg, . , .

The boy shou]d be g1ven everyth1ng he wants 1n order to make

T ) BRI &
--"Y,E'S- o NO i

:—.-_-— P ——

- .

: Each time the “boy steals, he- shouid be 10cked in a ce11 ntiif*77ﬁd'f: ;””
’;.1 he is ready‘to apologize. S e T el ‘/lr”~ '

B O

“3;vgs;ps;nT“ffvgg=‘.ef.fk f;~1.3..§f¢ : ?’fﬁf

-fThe ch}hd care workers shou1d Just give hin a- .lot .of 1ove and

: ‘affect on- so he won t have to steal to get attention, *;.J;g_ :




APPENDIX o

Harmdoer [ ratings of the victim s answers

e to the questions about the case study '?;'

[

All- SQbJECtS received the fo]low1ng evaluations of thelr answers' "-5;:(,7 Lo

18, Cons1stency shown by the .answers

.very poor "-*; ;,;' ff '_j ';" L ,z/,{ -"veryfgood
19.:'Know1edge of psycholog1ca1 pr1nc1p1es of behavior

'very poor ol " ,; Lo i L/-“ Vo '~ very good-

120.“.Practica1 nature of suggest1ons wh1ch were approved

‘. 3 .very poor ‘ “ - o *V‘ very good

*hZI. Choice of Aew approaches o ~;fﬁulti.  "fhf' ﬁf , ﬁ' R . L0

'very poor o hi'*;‘ld?}vff””.-; | ‘f"fif“-flixerx°900ddh-'

4

';'*Additfona1-conments Depending on the vuct1m1zation and status ’
‘.5\' cond1tions they had been ass1gned to, subJects reee;ved the fol1ow- _ %. e
T 1ng additiona] 9omnents.  ;' . e

1 . 7 .

'lf }Feedback rece1ved in the non-victjmized 1ow~sf?“‘

b Noq;nea11y. I know absqute1y nothing about emo iona11y
disthrbed childre Lo R S

: .l

‘1 {n.we11 the answers may be quite conrect in theor .y However, -
. even though T know absolutely nothing about emotionatly diss'= 7. ' ..,
turbed Ch*1dfen. T think your actuai performance 4n- dea11ng RN




.+ conditions. .

 .§;A ! i :.:;w“. ‘  ,'  5;... ¢' :f ;f. _ : 1 ; ;,'; -'?g'f .

: 1 . N o . ¥ ) . "
~ . -, Ly
_ . o . . p
- v . ’ . . .

with;ﬁfsitUation.}fkg'%his'w0u16 be poor. Just from meeting - -
you, I found that”yOUrtggneraluattitude,was,all'wrong.' You'd
" be just too_ rigid in your. approach, and not perceptive or *

) sensitiVe*énbugh:to'undeﬁ%tand.the'ﬁea]'probTem,y

" Feedback }ecéiveglin the high-status-harmdoer, VTCtimfzéd'tohdifjdnS,_"

N R ST . S P

- Well, the answers may be quite correct in theory. .However, . -

. fram my.expekience ‘as’ assistant director of a summer -camp/ Tast
summer (where we had to deal with some disturbed children), I
think.ybun:attual,performantg.in-dea]ing'with-a”situatjon‘Jikeg;’
this would be poor:. Just from meeting you, I found that your ' -
general attitude was all wrong. You'd be just too rigid in .- o
your ‘approach, -and not. perceptive and sensitive enough /to under- -
stand the real problem, .~ " - . T S R

) . o “
L

 Feedback received in the high-status-harmdoer, non-victimized = -

i’

e "'Not3f§aiiy;' Hoﬁg?er;'thiS'did"rémﬁnH mé-ofme wbrk-JaStf'-;"..
. - summer’ as-assistant. director of a suipmer. camp for children--we
S hadfto%deat'wighTSOme*emotinhglly'disturbed;chderenj v

\ . » s

S~

- I , . ' ! K
. . »
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APPENDIX E

: Justification Form _

)

'POSt-experimenta1 guestiOnnairé; We would 11ke to obtain your -

. impressions of this technique as an 1ntroduction to the study of i o,
' counsel]ing concepts Piease answer the fo]iowing questions by L "",
checking one of the spaces for each question. |

| ‘1., How- difficuit d1d you find the task of recommendingdtreatment ‘

procedures? a _ ) s
- very difficult , __;_;__;;:_;_;P_;;_;;h very easy | .'
2;1 How enJoyabie did you find the task of recommending treatment
e procedures7 ' ' , o,
very enjoyab1e~“‘ ,..__;;;__;;;;;__;___;;_ not at ai] enjoyable .

" 3. Compared to most students at your 1eve1 of" studies, how wouid
- v . youirate your abiiity to decide on treatment procedures SuUg=-
.o gested 1n the case study questions? i? S

Rt very poor .'very good

o 4 _ How difficuit wou]d you say 1t was for the other ’student to
: - assess’ your responses’ SRR ,. ,

-

’ very d1fficu1t : 2K ";_; very easy -

‘.'.,‘,- ) —.——b_—-h'_-— _”.
S _”75.‘ _ How enjoyable would .you say the: other student found it o
LT assess your answers? S f\{g,f»v L o T
e Cei S R EER
very enJOYabie : 1-;'L;_;;_;;:_;:_;;;;ﬁi;; not at ai] enjoyable g
g ﬁé How, much effort do YOu think the other student put into assess- {"f
L ing your answers? ‘ . Ty “_ S S
very much effort “P;; 7"'iﬁkf" '. very 1itt1e eff_rt ':ﬁf"-:\

:4iji,f:7~ Hoysmuch,effOrt wouid,yqu say ygg put into“answering th'ﬁ._,

very'muc effort



From a counseeiing perspective the 1nteraction between

"sistudents resulting frem rating each other' S answers may in 1tse1f

: abe educationa1 . On the basis of your limited interaction with the "g

. other student could you give your 1mpre551on of her?

H

':8,. very competent very 1ncompetent

. 9 'very friend’ly - __ T ___ very unfrien.diy‘~
pR 10. _very inte]iigentl~:' _____;;;___.J____;L;;'yery G%intefiigent':
lll,s‘very'ueli educated __;:;_;__;_1___A5;_;_ not atlaii,ueil

~educated
12, general]y similar . u___________é________;géneraiiy not .-
tome .. . e O .v51m11ar to. me-

13, How much eduCationai value wou]d you say y;__got from answering
" the questions7 o .

very much va]ue ' ';;:__?:_;;__;;__;;__ﬂrvery 1ittie value L
14, Hdw much educationai value would- you think the other student
' ‘:got from assessing your answers? o . ‘

- very much value very'iittTe‘vaiue

___1,;._____

15. How accurate would you say. are the other student's assessments '
: ‘-of _your: answers? . - .

~ 0

—~~

lf - '-very accurate ; ; y _;__;;____;__;__;__;; very 1naccurate f.g
'15; ‘How qualified do. you think the other student was’ to assess youn
. answers? . S L : e
very dua]i‘ﬁied_" o ___ _ L __ g nq\t a&t a1'l qua’lified
. - _. . .'.!v e ‘T\ ' -,..'-v'. o / N -‘.',," . N
' Y T ;




APPENDIX F

. B

jnfbrmation gg tionnaire GiVen to Students

in Delay Conditions

'"Questionnaire for experimentai counselling situation.

Instructions. In order to he1p us discover the type of person who

" can benefit most from this type of counseiling education approach

| please answer the foilowing questions. . |

'fi. How many-sisters do you have? :;___'" What“are their.ages? .
2. 'How many brothers do you have? _;___f What are their ages?_____

3,"HaVe you ever been. responsible for the care of yoUr brothers
and sisters while your parents were away7 )

-
B N
.

Na‘,.. | o

Yes, but on1y for one day or less at one time
~Yes, for up. to one week at one time o
____Jers- for morethan one week at one time

4, Have you ever done any baby51tt1ng or. superv1sed chiidren otheﬁ
than your brothers and sisters?

Yes, but 1ess than 10 times ::;: Q',‘Jl.-.' f . A

Yes, more than 10 times , . ‘ N |
-,fS,’_Did you enjoy your babysitting experiences? i;‘ \\- i d
oo Q.I have not had any babysitting experience |
. I did not enjoy babysitting at a11 .
”?};'I did not enjoy babysitting very much S
: T;->I found babysitting somewhat enjoyable ;f*‘tvgf'..‘- -
“ fbund babysitting very enjoyabie “fe hftg'qj,)ff7i7"

; f!




APPENDIX G

Standard Answer Form

<

A11eged1y Fil]ed Out hy ‘the Other SubJect

4

A11 subjects received an answer form 1nd1cat1ng that the:

other subJect had given the fo110w1ng answers on the’ case study *

questions (see Appendlx C).

8. Yes '
9

. No
10. Yes

83
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APPENDIX H

Quéstigh used to assess restitution-seeking,

and_post-experimental questionnairé“

17, Would you ‘1ike to know how. an expert on emotionally disturbed
: children_would rate your answers and probable. performance in
~dealing with a situation 1ike the one deséribed in the case
. history? . '

would very much'like _ . * ~ not interested at all
to know ' '

£

“Thank you for helping us with this study.. Could you please answer

: . LY
these last two questions?

;o _ - o : '
a‘ Nou]d you describe in your own words the purpose of this study?

b)  Commermts or suggestions for further improvement?:

N ) . ‘..

el

\,

e o T
Thank you! -~ -~ - ’ S ) _ R

Tiy




APPENDIX I ot

+ Correlation Matrix-

Numbers of items refer to the questionnaire items

as_numbered in Appendices D, E, and H

| L
1
2 ..25
“ﬁ.g ‘.1}
4 .24
5 g
6 -.1
7 .03
g -.11
9 18
10 -.08
-0
2 .07
13 -4
14 -.09
15 .01
o -
7 .:oé
18 .13
19 .00
20 .1
2t - .18

- * significaht.

2 3 4 3 &

-.07 o1
26 -4 16
L w000 w17 21
A9 -0l -.08 .25 56

.04 02 -21  -.o6 .31
-.04 09 -.19  ..o1 .30
~.08 .00 -1

34 .22 12 .33% 16

-.03 .16 -.33 -,29 .04

=06 .06 -.44 -.22. .05

19 -.03 .12 L35 13

~ A1, =09 .22 11 -.01

=03 08 11" -,03 .05
-0l .06 © .10 .13 .06

.38%*

.61*

J58%

85

lo .

.39%

=05 <05 .27 -.05 -.18 ..06" -.38% -.15

at. the ,01 level

t
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* sign1ﬂcant at the 01 1eve1

N

=09
-8
-.08
)

i;:és

- 5g
.05
-.01
-.oslh
-.09 "

.38?

- 27! - 03f W‘.
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.86
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