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Abstract

Thé research examined how individuals rea®t when they know:.

they ‘are mxanng an experinentsl treatnent as = runénon of
asslgnment to'a’control group and considered whether these

feactions could produce , treatment effects. -There were

“threé experimental conditions. Subjects in. one’ pondition

were informed that they were a ‘control group and uilike the -

" experimental group would not. reseive extra money for dc)ir}g

u;l_l on_experimental tasks. Suh_)ects in ‘a secdnd condlncn
wére informed that they gk’ 14 a Pontel group.and- unlike
the experimental group .would. not receive electrie’ shocks
for poor performance on experimental tadks.  In. the, SERIR

conditioh subjects were given no information:concerning.the

existence of.—any other condxtion‘.' *Deyzndenrmts

xncli’:ded :ask perfurmzm:e and measures of attitudes toward

I’.he experlment. Subjects Hho belSeVEﬂ they XQI‘EirSS—)ng a
positive treatment terded to be less carerul/ make more
errors’\nd do less uurk than subjects unnwure of any other
condition.  Subjects ‘who believed ‘they were missing-a

negative treatment tended to be more | 'urem ‘make r'ewer

errors, and do . more-work than irdi¥idusls GrevEe of any

other condition. . Apparently, knowledge of missing either a

positive or negative experime;}al treatment dogs affect

5
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behaviour . -There fere no differeices~in “sttitude towards

‘Thesé significant differences in" task. perfofmance vere.

'V_ » dicussed in téfms of various social psychological theories,

[the .evaluation  of social . programs, and Campbell's

suggestion.of "informed réndomization®..

the “experinent ‘as a. function of experimental condition. '
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Of deterlining cause and effect rel:tlonship;. Pmou-.

varigbles in. lorder to make reliable predic_r.ionJ. o

d'emonstrlu e tiréct "of ai *eiperimental veiimble il

. Gardiian C fept’ Tthe” : tidependent  yariable. are sheld'
»‘e_.onsltnnt._ If under. vzheSe cenditions bherg is'a dif.rerenu
“betueen the exparmemal_ and concrql cpndxmons 1: can b!
" concluded that the observed dxrrerencem a. function of - the

“experimental nianipulatlon. W

& - N : » e

_Withih the last few decades. sdcial scientists have
| o been taking the scientific -method out of the lzboratory’and
applying” it to the evaluation of social programs There

“ dre, however, a nulber of probYems encountered ghen"’n!e

scientific method 1is used in. this way. - These problems -

revolve around the requirement for random assignment - Of
participhnts to treatment and control conditidns. For

\ > . -
. v’ .example, many social programs . currently being . evaluated.

provide seemingly .obvious benefits to the participants.
< w7 | iTrestments may consist of ' special _ privileges® and

responsibilitd

for mental. patients (Fairweather,, 1964) or

. The ui!ntlﬂc method xsws’ed by seicnt.ists asa llexnx 5

incone s{zppl‘em(u for welfare recipients (Watts, 1969). In




those assigned to treatment conditions..

’ n.w—;{/or. the experiment and 'various experimental
ons s before randomization. took place. Subjects would
7
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cases the problem is that administrators often have . |

.qualps about aysignipg subjects to a control ' condition in

whi¢h the par

probleuiticy 6 ‘poses do threat to the

in e{nal and external Valldlty of the e‘(aluhblonu Another

NI '/problq associated with random assignment which does pose

thres;‘,s to both of these is the effect on the parbicipants!v

‘behavn)ur,of having been assigned to -the control’ group and\¥

}ants do. not get treatment "benefits". oy

Sy

thus not having gained the seeming benefits of the. program.
For instance, {ndividuals radonly assigned ‘to no-treatment

conditions tend to drop out of studies mcre frbquently than

5. -t

. * (Campbell "(1971) has: suggested a method af'i;nplementir:g :
randomization that avoids this difficul‘ty‘ He argued that
problems of breavtment'acceptan;:eaknd' dl!‘fere’ntial att‘ribion,

rate céuld be minimized:if subjects were informed about the

be told\that if they agreed to’participate they would  be

randomly assigned to.sn experiiiental’ of control grovp. . .
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" ... Thus, only subjects. who were; willifg' to serve ih the

condition- to which they had k;een assigned would be admitted

i § M " ( ‘
v 5 to ' ‘the r'andmw)::‘tio'n pool. People uninterested in

& .+, receiving the eatment would presumably drop out before
randomization. ~Also, Since all” subjects would make a prior
. ; .,
commitment ‘to participate régardless.of ' ultimate group

assignmerit,  the préblem of differential attrition in

- treatment’ and control groups would be greatly reduced.

5
§nere are three possible short-comings to Campbell's

. “prodedure: First it introduces ‘a -selection  problem /By
x restricting the subject sample to volunteers. This chuld

!
threaten the external validity of *the findings. Second,

arbitrary -assignment to condition.. Third, . individuals
. ayare that they are missing some benefit or sufféring some
loss might alteF their attitude and behaviour.

Wortman,  Hemdricks, ‘and *Hillis | (1976) exémined 'the

¢

question -of how participants in :ocial}progrﬁjs might react

to' the process of random assignment.and corsidered whether

these reactions alone could produce -apparent ~Treatment

’ i T Y

subjects would be 'aware'of the randomization process and

¥ .might, regardless of their own outcome, react negatively to




effects.” Their . experiment  ostensibly involved - ‘an

—evaluation of a social program. Subjec(si were randomly

assigned “to’ either-an experimental group whicH recieved a -
speciel bénefit or a contrbl group wheh did not. . In. ore
cnndxt-ion, the subjects were aware that there ws‘:s anothgr
expermental sroup, in.a seécond condition Subje;:'f.s ' were
naibbsl ot any - other .group and in a third condition the )
sibjects became aware. of the other group “during the
iperiaent, « «MHoEs | Tabter' “iubjeota <tecws buare by
"accidentally" learning ‘this Il'act l‘rajn another participant.
The dependent measures included subjective reactions to the
project and willingness to participate over time. Overal},
subjects - who became knowledgeable . during ‘the experiment
were more negative toward the. project than the subjects  in
the other conditions who did not differ from each other.
"The results of the study by Vortman et al. (1976) led” the

authors to recommend that future experimenters use the

r -
. method of informed gandomization as the effect of ‘the

subjects becoming aware seemed adversely to.affect their

attitude. toward the study.

Aside from avoiding the negative. effects of = people
accidentally discovering that -they are in & control
condition, for ethical as well as  practical  reasons. many—

ot :
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studies have to inform participants whéther or ot they are
members of a control or experimental group.
| the U.

For example,
S..Office of Econamic Opportunity launched a large
seale Field experinent to test the effect of & guaranteed

annual income. In this instance the families studied had’

to be informed of the need for experimental and  control
*'groups. before the experiment was started.

An important question which has not yet been

considered. is the effect on-attitudes or Sehaviow” of the
knowledze that onehas been assigned to a contral conditw
MK involves missing a bmeflt or avoidmg a penalty. In
other situations, receiving or mi3sing a desirable outcane

by chance has been found to Jead to changes in attnuder,
behaviour, and self view (see, e.g., Apsler 1972; Apsler; &

Freidman 1975; Isen, & Levin 1972). In "an evaluation

-, sitoation control.subjects, knowing what they. are missing,

may competitively strive o work harder and.do bettér.

Conversely, ‘they may feel demoralized because of  their

X &b
mistobuiie. Control subjects who avoid a penalty ma;é?;)see
their pogition as particularly lucky and therefore respond
more po\gtively and with greater motivation regardless of

the - nature of 'the .experimental treatient’, On the other -

/‘ 5B Z




“ fssue. The.first, Reactance THeory (Bretm, 1966), 'déal

-conditions.

It - proper Gombinations ‘these' processés ~may. enhance or

. reduce differences between ' experimental ~ and control

|

\To date . there appears to be no expérimental evidence
that Yealsvith this question directly. ~Certaimly, if
siniiledge of ohe's iphticipation dn’s esntrol jrou does
affect behaviour,-researchers’ should know hoy the subject's

behaviour “may be “altered since this would undoubtedly

: \ . .
effect the external validity of any study. The present *

* paper. will focus on this particular question. .

\

There are three theories which may be relevant to tfiis

of restricting freedom . on behaviour.,

with the: ‘effect:
According to this theory, the arbitrary assignment ofJan
individual to a particular treatment or control condition
ﬁiéht be perceived by the individual as 4 threat to his or
her . freedon. - Placing an individual within the confies of
a control group would function as-a restriction of ‘the
fréedon “to_choose to be in any of the experimental groups.
The second relevant theo{y; the jrn‘ecry of Inequity (Adams,

1963), deals .with perceived justice. and 'its effect on
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. developing this

/amount of reactance (need to restore fréedom) wi

5 \ 7 Page 7

behdviour. . Is it fair, for example, that’ I should be in “a

e
control™ group ‘While others .reap the benefit ‘of ‘the

experimental treatment?  Finally, the Just World Hypothesis .

(Lerner, '1965) -states that people have a rieed to believe -~ -

‘théir environment to be a just and orderly place ‘where
7 ! :
people, . usually get what they deserve.' -Each ,of these

theories will now be discussed in more detail. ..«

/&’ !

,keautance@'[{—\m B ‘.
- The theory dedds with  fréedom 'of ~action and’ the

effects Toxtricting this freedom on':]\ehavioum In

. \ o
heory- Brehm (1966) 'made he  following
X %

assunptions: * (1) :People’ have a subjective experience of,

“freedom ‘to do what they want, in a way.they want, and ‘when

they ‘want in regard - to limited and .specifiable areas of -

" behaviour.  (2) Behavioural freedom helps , people [justify

their needs and avoid—harm and pain. (3) Thefmsximumf
1 " ocecur
when' the 'most’ attractive alternative is eliminated or

f these

thrieatened ~with elimination. . On the" basis
assumptions, .it:'is  hypothesized that when specific,

- . . ; o Xt
behavioural alternative is eliminated .or threatened’  with
: g :



' Page 8

ellﬁinatiun, individuals Hlll be 'motivationally aroused"

to H‘easurt their freedom, i.€., select that, Elternatxve.

‘L'rne Reactance hypothesis has generated .some. rasearch
but 'sﬁp?o’r: for 1t-has.-not always been_strong.: “On'e study
that does support e hypothesis was reported ‘by. Horschel
jand Brehm (19717, They reasoned that f.1individuals.become

‘ “less co-operative - when . freedom « is .resr,r‘xcqed and ™ they

experience reactance, they should become more co-operative

. when. . freedom is . affirmed. : The .-authors - were sble to

demonstrate that uhen fréedom was affirmed resistance and
other negative consequermes ‘of coercion- were reduced” or

eliminated. Subjects placed in a decision-making situation

_ were found. to be more willing to agree to the demands of a

—coercive influence "after a confederate, aet.ing ‘to réstore

the “subject's !'reednm, fatervened, by . saying that che»

subject was not yet ready to make a decision
\ i 3 . b

5 %0

“Heilman. and - Garner (1975) also reported evidence

" consistent with the Theory.of Reactance. Subjects offered
: ' b

a“.chidice’ s to the mode - of compliance were willing: té
; ) i [
comply with a request significantly more often than when . a

choice was not offered. In fact, their rate of compliance

I L S e




promises of ‘revard.

&nd Garnér_(1975)  demqpstrated | that it is possibie to

Brehn (19&6)‘,‘_Cclfiné’ (1970), Gibbons: (1976),- Pallak and

was found to equal that - OF s\IbJects whc had received,

The studies by Worschel and Brehn (1971) and Heilman

counteract _the negativk consequences of coercion eithér by
directly reinstating/ freedom. or by affirming the -

individual's - right  to exercise Iree choice.  Further’

support for Réactance Theory has been reported by Brehm and

Heller 971), Pennebaker »and Saunders (1976), and Wor‘schel

and Andreoli (1g78). 0 T T &

'

Takén ‘together - these. experiments suppokt the motion

that indiyiduals tend to.reassert. their freedon ' of *choice-

Af ‘that f}eedm is curtailed, If this is-.the case,

behavioural dlfferences wcui—ﬂ—be—expected to: oceur  when
subjjects have knowledge of Other experimentsl: conditions in
‘hich they are.not, permitted to participate. In an ‘attempt:
o Hagert” el freedam -of choice, ‘individuals who have .

kmwledge of other treetment conditions ‘may  perform less E

3 well on asslgned tasks, show up-late or even miss, their

. appointment  with the experhnenter altogether.. ' Since

o




,uich a .third party anA .Person " compares. with ‘Othel

page. 10.

Réactance Theory st

freedom is directly proportional to.the ~attrac iveness of

the denied choice, the lgreatest behavio
be expected . when - the' most attractive  alternative ~wes
; ; g ’ il o

denied, il P 565 o il

Theory of Inequity ~ =~ .o Sl

Befor; a definition of inequlty ia given,rtvo terms
-used, by ‘Adams (1963) =hould be xntroduced 'Per:an" anq
"Other™. Peragn ~fs—any ~individual “for - whom .uequu;{,
exists.. Other is ~‘any individial , (in  an- exchange
relationship with Person or with whom Person compares when
}m{n?e'ln ‘an exchenge relationship with a third " party.

Inequity exists for Person when he:or’ she. perceives that

the ratio of outcomes to” inputs:and the ,_!'af.in. of Other's

outcomes to Dther's inputs are unequal. This may happen

‘edther whbd Person and o:her" are‘ in a direct exchange .

relationsh£p~ ‘or 'when both are in.an axehange r‘elatinnship

5 values of ouf.oomes and - 1nputs ar'e as perceived‘ y Person.

)

Gral response would'"

The:: discrepancy between. the ratio. of Persons' and ' .
] of . 2

R v g

«
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" Others" inputs and outputs will be. zero. and equity’ will
3 exié: under tuo'ngii\fj:Ahceyl First, the ratios uhI be
~equal when ‘Pefson's and Dther's inputs are equal and

thelr‘

cutcomes are 'equal. This would be the case,

for example,

(o . (R
when Person perceived that Other's wages, job; and working

the same and that bcth were equal o

conditions. .were

Page{|1'

_such

¥ \‘ relevart inputs as skllf _seniority, education, age; gfror: i
B ’k_ expended, physinal\fihnegs, Ste., Secondly, -the ratios will

be ‘equal when Person:' perceives ‘that Otheris

| inpufs are
-1 . " - s 4
3 % higher -Cor lower) than .his or her ‘out and. OtHer's df
)

|

|

utcomes.
are correspondingly ‘higher “(or*lower).' A $ubordinate. who

compares ‘With & Supervisor-does not feel unjustl& treated

bécpuse the

-¥ by the. company that employs. them both,
| supervisor's
|

gréater monetary compensation, better, working
conditions, and more interesting and.varied job-are matched

|
| :

.7 “on sithe. input: sidé of the ratio by more. education, .a wider
| {

‘ range of skxils, greater responsibility and’ personal .. risk,

: mcre‘maturlty, "and longer service.

p S g e :
o wh " ‘From ‘the -definitions of inequity’ it follows that
i »

inegquity ‘results for ' Person ‘not: only. when Person -is

) relabively underpaid but also  when relatively overpaid

This pruposxc1un recéived direct support from experiments |

; /by 'Adams’ and -RoSenbaum'-(1962) and by Adams . “and Jstobesd




., Theory of Tnequity suggests that fndividuals who perce1veﬂ' e

x provi‘ded‘ by [ Arrowood (1961) who paid subjects in: advance

* paid more or less for doing the Same work, In general). the®

less' well. Secondly subjects. could change their. cognition

Vashens npitrontaut Hates 1w order to pe/rceive* a - balance.

Vi . ) s Page 12

(1964): in. which subjects  were imequitably ‘overpaid. " .

. ! _— .
Individuals *'who were. -overpaid . tended” to - work more

efficiently and take shorter breaks. ‘Further = support was

rée hu rs work-and found ' that -those who . péréelved
their \:o be too great tended to WSrk more than three
Yoy oedar support for Inequity Theory cames» from

studies by Homans (1963} -and Pachen (1961).

In-' the ‘context of the present study lndividuals would.

'

‘experience inequity if they knew ,that | others ‘werg being

themselves |:o be in an inequitable pusition will® atcempt to .

restofe equity by changing either their behakur or- their,

eagnlticns. Thus to restore the imbalance’ subjects would o

" bé, expected to-empioy one of two strategies. ‘First; ifl,

t

others  were paid more ‘for the same. vork subjects. could

decrease their input ‘to match their outcomes. i.e., perform

For examplé, individuals employing " the . second strategy |

hugh: see the’ experimental task as mére. interesting -and

iore’ worthuhile than they first suppos/ed it g i




i terdependenee hetween on

‘per'suading omeself that ‘the vietim deserves-‘to

rérmer, Miller:& Holmes,

7970,

19775

|91s~n1'11er, 1977) formulatad the ~Just World™ Hypothesis

"which ‘states ‘that indlvxduuls need” to neue've'tnaz they "

1i've in a world 'where * gecple ‘generally et wh)ab\ltney’

deserve. frhe Justness.of the fates of others tias a alrest:

erfecc on,

‘lvidusls‘ ‘perception of their ‘own: fate. ;g

che S (;In suffer unjustly, then ihdlvlduals m‘ust’ ‘admit to

unsqttling prospect - that they—too - could . suffer

unJusuy. Aa' a" consequence,'of," this  perceived

rsiown fate and . the. fate o(‘f.:
others, mdxvsduals confronted with an injustice generally

will be mouvnted to restore justice. One yay to . do.this

1cn- 3

is . by aenn; to cnn;:'ensate d‘hg ot.her 'is by’

ALerier; 1970) Victims can deserve theip” fate -as’‘a

_consequence of! having a baa® obsrictes of ‘a%’a consequence .
Lonaa h

of jengaging “in- "bad: actsh; Thus; good fhéopa g odn deserve’a

\Iarloua sources have nwfed the tendénéy of people‘ t?

blame victins of' misfortunes for their oun fates. Goftman -

(1963), for example, has remarked that 1t is common for.

ipeople - to view. the. physicil..dissbilities: of others as

ik
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$ 0 ¥ J
evidence of .2 moral defect of- as Jjust. % retribution _for.

sumethlng their parents'\did Snd hencc J_]usbi“eatlon for
nd Ryan - (1971) ~ s

the way they are treated. Myrdal (1gun)
have  also Fecdgnized  that “the treatment, of Gppressed or
disadvantaged groups is uften Jubtified , by’ olafming that
‘v'they deserve their - fate. Heider/ (1958) described the

tendency of people to’ see consistenty betyeen outéomes ™ and T

virtue as-follows: : - - " S it

) "The relationship between :goodness and
! . happiness, . -between wickedness and
7' puniskment. is so strong, that given ones ~ -

. of- these. conditions, .the-’ other -is ' :i g
frequently ° assume - Misfortune,.—. " .
sickness, accident, .are. often .taken. as
signs' ‘of -badness 'and guilt. If O [any
4individuall is unfortunaté - then he ' has =
.committed a .sin." (p. 235).°. G

o

Ve

Lerner ‘(1966) found that subjects’ who. Learhed: that a

fellow student had been auarded a cash pr‘ize as.a result of .’

random- -draw were likely to ccnclude that she had worked

. Of partlcular interest

‘harder than gne who'lost the dra

“Wis the fact' that: although  the -observers had a clear

preference for one of the two  students, this did 'not | /
e .t 7 B

interfere with  théir tehdency -td match the . Student's . X
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-‘pérformance with her fate.. A . study repdrbe"Li by Walster .* .’

. L5 A0(1966). also showed how obserfers matched attributions or"

responsibility FEH-outesues? _Walster fuund that .the : more.’

‘harm created by an automobiie aceident the gr’eaber was _ the.

-re:ponsibihty that subjects assighed’ the ownet’ bfi: the

j

(3 Vehlcle involved.

(TR R £a.5 The prototype for.a series o} experimenbs an the Just

World Hypo;hesxs was conducted by Lerner éna_ smmons

'(1956). I “this " experiment,’ ‘female : subjeets uatched a

fellow student on & .video tape react with’ appqrenb ‘pain 1 'to

series of supposed eleotric shocks. Subjects believed

) they were participating:.in a human learning:experifient and

that -the vietin vas receiving shocks 23 punishment for her

LT errofs. | st e - i L AR
Y S
aCipe PR NE o

an." opportunity o

In one condition, - subjects -had’

L 5t " ‘cémpensate, the' ‘vietim. by reassigning“her to® a reward .

condition.in which she would receive money ‘rather -than

shocks. ' 'In ‘this condition subjects wene-actually able to’
5 ¥ 3 4

iz restore justice. .The resultsindicated that ~the ' Subjectd’

7 X took advartage “of. this opportunity  to. compensate  the

victim. .In another condition the subjects could not.reward
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the victim and  were informed that the Yictin's suffering
would continue. ‘When the subjects were asked to evaluate
| the vietim at this point) significant differences appared
“betueen GonditIonE, SUbJEELE, Th, tHe  VIAEH ~oRpensALIGn
condition “rated ‘the victim more favourably than- did
subjects in the uncompenssted. condifion in whibh, the

ihjustice ~was presumably greater. 'This tendency- to

derogate the victim wis especially pronounced in a third
‘condition 1in which subjects were led to believe that the
victim had allowed hefsels to ‘be talked into being shocked

for the observers' sake and for the sake of the

.

experimenter. $

- “ -
It seems that ‘the sight of an innocent g person
, suffering without the possibility of reward or compensation
motivates people to derogate the victim in order o bring
/ "about ‘a’ better' fit between hér fate and her c;mracter.
This'general finding hag been replicated a number of/ times
with -diverse populations (e.g., Simmons & Pilvan, 1972;
Sorrento & Hardy, 1974; Johnson & Dickinsom, 1971).

Research has also been .carried out concerning . the

‘ YA P
reactions’ of individuals to written and verbal reports of

’
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the ‘suffering ‘of others.. Macdonald (1972)" “confronted ~his
subjects s'im the. report of a stabbing in\which the
tnnocerice of ‘the victim was varied. The results revealed
that .‘the less responsible the vietins were for their fate,
the loier was their rated attractiveness.  Apparently,: the
moe responsible the.' victims were, the less was ‘the

perceived injustice.and the weaker the need to. derogate the

vietim. . This. result has -also been found .to occur with
written reports of rapes (Jones & Aronson,  1973;. Smith,

Keating, Hester, & Mitchel, 1976).

To summarize, it. appears that .it is possible to
threaten a person's belief in.a just world in a variety of

nﬂntext/s with predictable results. Even verbal portrayal

of. & victim's suffering msy be sufficiently arousing to

- threaten _an observer's belief-in a just world. However,

not all‘victims will bé derogated. - If- the victims can’ be
compénsated, on it -the widtiumd vare percedyed =8 betng
responsible for their own fate,.they may. not.be, derogated.
IIr an attractive person or one of high social status is
vietimized, obsérvers appear  to restore. the 'sense of
Justicd- ndt by, derogating the victim but by exaggerating
the person's responsibility for his or her. fate. Victim

derogation will not. occur if observers expect to be in the
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' . E s

vlct).m's position or a . similar pcsﬂ:lun (in which

empathy oceurs),

the same chance o!‘ escaping the undesxrable consquences a$

othebs are given. ' It 1is evident from the above studies:

that ‘there doés not have to be' en explicit relstichship

“between the' fate of the victim and the fate or potential

fate of the sibject, ¢ " it g R 5

. If one"s opinion of others can be ‘alhered to ‘maintain

a ' view that the  world s Just, 1t s likely: 'that

i sélr-perdeption can be altered in the same’ fashion. The

Iltersture that: has -been examined so far has referred to

the individual's perception of others who had suffered some’
misfortune.  The fact that people. also seek explanations
for theit own misfortunesis well documented in the reports

6f ¥ individuals “have

who experienced - suffering or
injustices. For example, Bettelheim (1943): described the
self_derogation . that - occurred.’ with prisoners. in
co‘nnencrau;n camps. . Kubler-Ross (1969) discussed How
people often ¢

come to grips with imminent death by blaming

themselves for their fates. e

Bulman and Wortman (1977) Presented sme evidenge that

case: -

or if rules of prccedure give the vietim K




suggests blaming’ oneself may ‘bg functional. Thel engaged
: pafaplegic victims of -accidents’ in extensive = interviews

' designed ' to “as§ess ways ‘in ‘which victims made sense of

their fate. They found that the more the’ V{ctxm blained .

\ adjustment.

-~

. Although 1ittﬁ¢experiﬁent;{work has beendone on the

“'question. of - self-aderogation, some relevant data has, been

who Fecelved KTgh mumbers Crithe- 7970 draf lottery, and
“were unlikely to be drafted, . experienced ~ an increase - in
self-esteen * imediately “after the lottery. “On the other
., Hendy Chosk who weve sSSLENed Lok wumbers -and-iweve 1_ike'1y

" to. be ‘drafted, tended to experience decreased self-esteem

even ‘though ‘théy believed their fate was .determined by
. T " chance . )

*or¥g * findings indicating that individuals often chooSe to suffer.,
: - Sl :

as a  gonsequence of having éxpected o suffer (Halster,
,Aronsonxm Brown, 1966). For example, when ‘subjects weré

“‘assigned, an . unpledsant ‘task such ‘as eating & dead

themselves - for "the accident, the better their subsequent

e i v .1 A
reported. Rubin and Peplau (1973) found . that ~individuals. -

Comer ‘and Laird (1975) followed up. some earlier




, eontrol -group.
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caterpillar (Foxnanv & Radtke, 1970) and were given 2. short
time. to_ walt, -ppronnately 80% then chose . this unpleasant

task when ‘givien the opportunity to perform . neutral task

ins_tead. Comer and Laird spec/ulst!vd‘ that a possible reason

for this was that the individuals had convinced - themselves

that ‘they deserved this fate. In an' experiment where

subjects believed they would have to eat a dead worm, ‘Comer
and Laird found that g' :ub-suntznl number  of _these
_individuals offered lower eva}uamﬂa of themselves on-”a

self-evaluation  Qquéstionnaire than did subjects. im a

\
N\,

In' light of these findings, one would expect that
individuals in a control group. who were aware that others
were pegforning the 'same tasks as. they, but. receiving a
reward, might blame themselves for missing that rewrd. In,

operational terns\ thlse'indlviduals, because of their

* Youered sexf-euuem, ‘Would be more likely to perform poorly

on simple experinental tasks and to see the tasks as less
desirable’ and less. worthwhile. ~On the other  hand

individuals who vere avare that others were performing  the
same tasks as they, but receiving a punishment For making
efrors, might think of themselves as more deserving. 'In

this instance these individuals, because of their increased
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self-esteem, would be more, likely to perform well on simple

‘experimental tasks and to se¢ the tasks as-more desirable
‘ . :

and more, wWorthwhile, .r :

/

" To test the hypothesis that knowledge of being in. a /

_Gontrol ' group = affects behaviour; the following experiment.:

was conducted. There were two experimental conditions and
ne comparision condition. - Subjects in ope eiperimental

condition’ ‘were - .informed that they were in .a .control

. . . 9% ; /
Jcondition and would therefore miss a positive experimental

manipulation, (i.e., a reward of.$1.50 for éach page »of a

" tasks completed -correctly). Subjects . in the - pther

experinental condition were informed that,they were "in a
control condition ‘and’ would miss a negative manipulation:
(i.e., a 17-volt shbck for each error). -These two  groups

are, . respectively, termed Missing-reward : : and

" Missing-punishment. In the comparision condition subjects

were given a task to perform with no knowledge of any other
conditions.  Predictions for ‘the various experimental

conditions follow.
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Missing-reward condition. . Individuals  paid  'to
participate in & psychology experiment. believed. , themselves
to .be randomly assigned to a control condifion in which

they were required to perform 'a series’of simple tasks with'.

no further remuneration. These individuals were:aware that
there was an experimental condition  in - which - thie"
participants were to perform .the same task-as Bhey f
which they vere to be paid an additfonal sum for each’ ‘t:asf; %

completed correctly. .

The Theory ‘of  Reactance predicts  that these

individuals, in” an attempt to restore théir freedom, . would

‘be ‘more 1likely ‘to drop out of the study or sabotage the

results by exhibiting goorer performance qr by failing to
follow instructions. It “also suggests that indi\)idual“‘s
will either distort their cognitions or alter . their
behaviour and thatvthe oceurrence of one‘vwiif grea"t)y
decrease the likelihood : of the other. The. 'Theory of. '
Thagiity WikSS the dNe | genarals BreAtGEIanE,: LHAE 1a,
individugu will dHange theii'-behavipur ‘or’ medify . heir

. . :
cognitions in an effétt to reduce peréeived incongruities.

el el
. For _example, oné way to- reduce the ‘inequity in' the

missing-reward ‘condition would be to perceive the task as |

less tedious and more interesting. Another - alternative

¢ E ] i b




Suggested - by ‘this theory awould be m;n individuals could
pei‘f(;r‘m less well. .The Just World theory predicts either
that - individuals ,H!.ll tend ‘to .vieu. the members v;f the
experihental.group with more esteem or, on the other hand ;
they may derogate themselves, thinking that they are not
deserving enough to.enjoy the'benéfit of the experimental

condition.

Missing-punishment condition. This condition was the

. 'same’ as. the missing-reward condition  except. that the
individuals = were: informed that' the  subjects in  the
éxﬁeiimentél condition (the condition to which they were
not assigned) received an electric shock for essh page of
tanle whith Shiey Faided Lo, compleks: garrautly:. A Theory - of
Reactance  predicts behavioural changes in exactly the same
"direction for the missing-punishment condition as for thé

missing-reward -~ condition. The Theory,of Inequity predicts

a.lower drop out rate and better ' performance. The Just '

World  Theory predicts ¢ that . the individuals -in " the

» 3 5 By it
missing-punishment groip would either derogate those in'the.

hypothetical punishment group or increase their self-esteem

and bétter. their performance. ' L %

—= " .’Page 23




¢ -——(5) A

Method )

and.,

- Twenty—four~

female 24 ' male - first-year
‘undergraduate .students - between the ages of 16 and '19'were.

aid to par‘(‘.icipate in an experiment in social . psychology.

‘Subjécts were randomly selected from a pool of volunteers,

AN . 4 ) 7
‘contacted by telephone, and asked if ‘they wanted ‘to take
part in a psychol’ogy\experiment. Five subqects dedlined.

" stimulus Materials 4 B i

":The following items Here uset{« in'the experiment.

f!)( An

excerpt.

text that vas typed ‘single spaced ‘on-Lhree pages u)th

54 hypographical errors on, each. page (See Appendix A).

The typographical . errors.were of two types, either
letters: were reversed: ‘or a ‘letter -appeared too
"frequently in a given word, for- example, "Knig! ‘or

‘ L. T

Jjisticen. 1
(2)) Sixty aru’hmenc - probléms niat a ten year ola éhu’d’
< would be able to solve without du‘ﬁculcy (See Appendix
S o )
multizld‘a . choice * gqiestionnaire -designed o provide:
& “ \ i -

from a standard flrst year Engl)sh h].stary

the -




o

, - S Page 25
.- information sbout.the swbjects' attitud®s.  The first
. three.. question’s, ‘on - the. questionnaire asked Subjécts
" " hat their task was, which conditiod they were“in, and
"/ hois ‘they “were  assignid to their condition. The next
/. two’ questions asked for.an evaluation of the exper irient
Cand - the eiperinmenter, and were followsd by three
questions ained st ‘discovering “how: the subject felt '
befors, during an arber éhe experiment . The final two
aueistions ‘asked: the Subjects'ir they would select ‘for a
future, similiar uperment, individuals from the group
they were in or thosé from the "other" group. - Subjects

_were also asked which'group they'would Have preferred

/ . to hsve been in had \:hey had a cholce

S e 4 2 "1 three groups in the cxperinent vere given the. same
"' Yasks’ b0t pérforn. The difference between :groups invélved
the information that m subjects were given concerning - the
trestment condition. The, control group performed the tasks
" without any kowledge of other conditionsi. Subjects vere
simply informed that the experimenter.uwss interested in task
performance.  The missing-revard group was. informed thatthe

[ experimenter - was interested in-the effect of reward on task
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performance. and that there was_another .condition  in which

1 . subjécts were  paid” extra for .doipg'the  same ‘tasks. The

missing-puiiisment group was informed -that  Ethe - experimenter
Was | interested - -in Sthe effect’ of ‘punishment?on . task
performance ‘and that .there was . another. conditiori  in - which .

subjects were punished for errors théy rade while doing the

tagkst L %t

"Procedure - : el SRR
i Subjects were 'greer.ed by the exp_e}xmen:er who'led - them.

to a small'room and asked them to be seated- at'a desk in the

‘center of the room. In one corner of the 'room : thére - were
F »-oce 27 s
some wires dangling from a fixtire in the wall. As‘soon &5

“ the'subject was seated, the eXperimenter hahded. him-orher a
£ ; L

sesled. ‘envelope.containifig.the instructions. (See Appendix - - . [ &
B). fne instructions explained that the tasks.consisted. of et |
4 proofresding [exercise and arithmetic problems and vere

contained in six numbered ‘envelopes. (The arithmetic’ tasks

were in' the ' odd-numbered ‘envelope’s and the proofreading
" tasks'were in the even-nimbered ores). The 'instructiohs s

further  stipulated  that  ‘each  envelope was to -be taken in

sequénce; that-the ‘arithmetic problems were to be rounded to =

b y = three decimal - places. and. the typographical errors in thé
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o 'Vl i .

\ . 2
proofreéading task were to be indicated by circling them with

the pen provided.  As each page, was completed the sub ject

was requested. to compose a three digit number , write “it . at

‘the top of the page and. deposit it into the envelope taped

to ‘the.side of:their -desk. The instructions explained - that
L] ’

7.it.was necessary for the number to be on each page to erable

the experimenter to 'keep’'all the" papers done by the ' same

person  together and assure anonymity: - After - the 'first - page

. was completed , numbeied,” and déposited ‘in the envelope, -the

sbjects were %o 'begin.on the second eivelope, ‘continuing
this process ' until ' all . pages ‘were completed. .or. the
experigenter. told:them to stop. . a2 -
I v ot g

A this point the written ‘Instiuctions @1ftered for the
‘thrie eroupes The,.;.issin'g_rewgrg‘group» vas . infoymed " tHat

there were two conditions in the study, a control’ group” that

would simply do the tasks for the stgndard paynent of $3.00

and an experimental group that .ould: receive an additional

+$1.50 for each page of the tasks ' completed * without error.

The missing-punishment group Was given the. same information
exdept they were,inforned that the other group would receive
17-v01t shock for eash page of the task completed With an
The control ‘group was - mot given any irfornation

coplerning the existence of ‘other conditions:

B s
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The instructions reminded nl) three groups that it=was
permissable to leave the study at any time. After the
5 . subject indicated readifess t5 . continue-the exberuenter
took out a aoln,, f1ipped it and inforned the subjects ‘that

/hvthey vere in the control group. (The action of tossing the

o coin “was, omitted for the acnbrul group) . The . expenimenter

o “then: placed the six numbered envelopes*in front of the -

“a. 7 subJect'as he reminded then bu d45_the tasks in_sequence and

write”'their number on. the ‘top. of -each page as it was
- compTeted ... The experimenter then told the sph’ject to begin. Tl

g | A7 e 2 : : 5
After. 20 minutes the experimenter returned and - informed
the —s;xbjle;te that ‘tine" i up!” (No subjects completed all
the' pages 1n this time.)  He collected the envelopes and
handed the: individusl a guestioniaire (See Appendix €. When - |,
the » subjects’ had finished, the experimentef told thes that
_the experiment was over, paid them, and:asked them  if.they

-7 would mind “snswering one more question that was on a-form by

% . P .the exlt. This final question asked if they would volunteér

‘for. “a nmnar experxnent to be conducted ‘in the near/ future.

A plsce wa's left *gt bhe bottom of the page fur the ~-subjects. - &
7 ' :

to' Sign if they Hantad to participate; and # box 'to ‘check ‘4T

they:. .did not: vant ta partlclpate.




Results 2

Manipulation Check @ . o

The: £irst three -questions ' .of the questionaire  were
2 = be:

mt:en;ied to check on the subject's'underscaming of the-
experinental minipilskion. . They asked,. (1) "How  many
conditions ether tha'n your ‘oim did“the experiment have?- (2) 7
* Wnich cmditiuﬂ were you in?: and (3) How were you assigned.
. to your COM“:an"“ Tuelve subJects made one or more errors

)n answerlng these questioﬂs (See Table 1). : Three of bhese

subjects . ‘responded . incortectly to question. one; ‘Four t6

qugst.ion twoj and seven’ to question ~muber  tiree. The
*frequency " of errors v oo low to allowa sbayi:bical test

to' Be done, bit the incorrect respcnses appear tobe  evenly

distributed Ecl‘oss cmditlon:. . Subjects' who' failed to

_answer ‘the manipulaticin‘ check q'uescions corr"ectly * yere

fncluded in'all the analyses even though this procedure may B

introduce a sllght. conservative Nsx.
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"Task performance

The tasks, arithmetic problem solving and proofreading,

were analysed by means of. two one-way analyses of variance.

The independent variable was/the. experimental condition, the

dependent measures were the percent of correct responses in

the arithmetid” taski and the nimber of  typographical errors

detected in the proofreading task. (See Table 2 for ‘neans).
The perwnt correct scores were analyzed' following an: arc
sine transformatlon The analyses of varidnce revealed a
significant main effect,cf experinental condition sob .both
proofreading F(2,45) =

solving, F(2;45)

=.6.438, p<.01.
w A

on_both performance, . tasks the missing-reward group

"'scureu the, lowest . and the missingv—pu‘nishment‘ group scored
" the . highest. ‘A Newman-Keuls test indicated that . the
‘difference \between the missing-punishnent sybjects and the
control subjects Was sighificant for:both the mathematioal
(pio1), and “$he proofreading tasks (p<.001) In ghe

ssing-reward condition neither the - performance on the

thematics task (E( 08), nor the proﬂfreadlng task (E( 06),

differed significantly from the control group. 'However, the

results were in the ngedlctzd direction and with, a sll&htly
22

“11:180, p<.01 and arithmetic problem
o
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_questions completed, regardless of whether on not the

‘of variance. The analysis revealed :that there was®

"'Page 33

larger sample would -probably have® been significant. ‘The
performince difference betueen the mis!ing-reward %group ‘and
the,” tssing- -punishment group - was sig_nlfilcant “in  the : e
pf‘oo!‘rendlng task (p<.0001) and in - the mathemsti_c: task

(p<:001). .

-~ These results indicate that subjects led -to believe: . - ¥
that . others were performing. the same tasks for more pay,

tended to perform less well on both mathematical ' and

proofreading tasks than subjects. unaware Oof .any otHer

_condition. Conversely, subjects who. were led. to believe -

that others were performing the ~same tasks but being

j punished for their-errors performed bettef -on. both tasks'

sgmparsd: uith, fhe subjects unaware of any other condition. *

To ‘determine if subjects attempted to increase the

speed of their performance the total number of mathematical i

‘Solution was correct, was analyzed using a one-way analysjs

'significant- difference betueen groups F(2,45) = 3.23, p<.05
The NewmanKeuls tests ind&cnted that the only significant
difference was between the missing-reward condition (M =

’
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23.88) ~and -the missfng punishment condition, (M = 37.31,

P<.05). The - differences between the missing-punishment :

group. - and  the control group” (M- = 30.56) and the

missing-reward 'group and' the control group were _mnot’
signifieant -(p<.25). Thus subjects who missed a punishment
completed more problems overall than did- subjects who missed
a reward. The proofreading task was not stmilarly analyzed

a3 it was not possible to deterpine exactly how far .an

individual - had - read beyond the 1ast typographical error

i «

detected. o

.

The findings Suggest that individuals - tend to change

-the quality of their performance as a function of the belief -

that-others are rewarded or punished for performingthe same

task. If individuals,k believe others are receiving

puiishments for.their mistakes while they are not, they tend’

to be more cameful, make fewer errors, and do more work. On
the other hand, if subjects belfeve that others  aré
receiving rewards while thdy are not, théy tend to be less
careful, make more ‘errors, and do, less work. ‘

lig i

The -Tast behavioural’ messure was the number.  of

"misinterpretations" ~of instructions across groups. Errors’
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that reflected a failure to follow instructions rather than

beéirig attribubable to the subject's inability to perform. the
task @as requested were classed = as  errors | of
Wisshenperation, | YR aRaRpLE, 1@ :?iject were to skip
21l the proofreading tasks and do only the arithmetic tasks-
or to &kip over a section in ' the math, an error of

fisinterpretation would be scored for that subject, If —an-

individual made -a particulsr kind of error, one point oIy~
was scored no matter how often the.error was repeated.’ For Rt
example,” -if a subject were to skip questions {do the tasks
out of sequence) he or she would be ‘scored only one point no
. matter how -many questions uere skipped. A case “that
illustrates the procedure is that of a subject .who divided
"the. numerator into the denominator: All the questions that
vere done in this fashion, if ‘they ‘were arithmetically
correct given the inversion, were scored as correct\while at
the samé time  this individual was .scored with one is,  rem

misinterpretation error.

i

No subject made morethan one kind of wislhterpretation i
error, thus ‘subjects who did ‘make such errors ‘were scored
one while thase who 'did. fiot were scored zero. ~The ’
“nissing-punishment group.made the fewest ‘errersy 13), . the
control group made more errors (6), and the missing-reward >
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Erobp made’ the host errors (12). | Chi-square test was
performed: and revealed the difféhences between groups to be
significant (Chi-Bauare (2)°=77.6,\p<.03)."  Overall, those
individuals who thought they were m%ssing a benefit had more
errors and misinterpreted the instructions more frequently
than thoseyfn the control group.. Conversely, individuals in

the missing-punishment condition had fewer errors, and

misinterpreted the " instructions less frequently thar
cbrtrol groups
c'ognici.ve change L U
The questionnaire was designed ~to' measure cognitive
_distortion or emotional ‘change that might have occurred as a
function of the  experimental manipulation. " he
qupstiox;naire vas divided into three main jeomponents (other
*"than the manipulation checks already. discussed): (1) The
‘subjects‘ ‘perception of the experiment and the experimenter.
(2) The subjéots' perception of themselves before, during
and'after the experiment. (3). The subjects' perception of
those  individuals in ‘the . "reward" .and ~ "punishment"

conditions.- :

. Percéption. of - the experiment’ was measured by question
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.

five,.Hhich asked subjects' to rate the -experiment on-four

dimensions using a seven point scale. The dimensiohs were

interesting = dull,” pleasant. - unpleasant, excellent -
terrible, and worth doing - not worth doing. -Separate
analyses of variance were performéd for - each .dimension.

There were no significant differences between groups (See

_Table 3). The subjects! perception of the experimenter' was..

measured” in’ the same fashion by question six using three

dimensions. The  dimensions - were, (1) ° Competent - -

Incompetent, (2) Pleasant - Unpleasant, and (3) -Intelligent
- Unintelligent. A separate analysis:‘of variance performed
on. each dimension revealed “no. significant differences

betueen' groups (See Table 4).

!

The second component of the qeestionnaire measured the

subjects' self-perception. Quéstions seven to hine asked

subjects to rate how they felt before, during and after the .

experiment on a seven point scale from good to -bad.
Qiestion ten asked indiyidusls t5 rate < How well they had
perfformed on ~the experimental tasks. Analyses 6f variance
performed- on -each question revealed no - significant

/ 3
differences between groups (See.Table 5).

Sl
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';Nthira B ‘the questionnaire consisted of

three’ queStroRs, pumbers . .four - -and" -éleven.- on. " the
questiofinaire ‘and. number - twelve .u'mep was on a ;e'parate
sheet of paper given to the subjects as they left. Question
four ‘asked, "Which -condition would you have preferred to

have been in? (a) Shock, (b) Control, (c) Reward, (d) “Team,

“and ()  Other. A cm-séuare test revesled no significant

differencea betveen groups (chi-square(2) = 0.084, | p>.05).

| (See-. Table 63 Question sleven read, "We may be conducting

* another -experiment .involving 2 game of chance. .If ‘you could

choose * your ‘partner would you select someone from the group

'Jou were -in for this experiment or’ someone ‘from ‘the- other

group in this experiment. Again, there was no significant

difference between’ groups (Chi-square(2). = * 1.375, p<.30):
p

(See Table 6) The question - asked at the end of  the

experiment’ requested individuals'to volunteer for a future

similar - experiment. . Subjects who dxdrnot want. to-volunteer

- were asked to indicate their .response . by placing their

_‘number ..on the sheet. Ninety-two ' pereent of the subjects'

volunteeréd for the future experiment .. f(See Table 6)v

o
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Discussion & -

. 'The  hypothesis that knowledge of “obher treatment

conditions " within , an experlment wouId ;affect behaviour was

tésted and suppdrted. ‘Before. ‘the résults and " subsequent

siskngg tna Sesustur experxmenbal demsnds ‘that“hay have—fad
§ s l
an effect on the results obtained.
SN N Wont, fyof

\. There T.are tio major varieties of bias that'may. intrude

into socia1-p=ycho;og1c$1 ‘experifients:  blas' due ‘to the

- ‘subject's " perception of .the demand chgrécééggscies of the
- experimental si;uation (Macbonald, = ‘1965;L Orne, 1962

4 Rieckgn,~ 1962; Rosenberg, 1966, 1969) ar_xd bias.due to the

inintentional influence . of "the experimenter (Rosenthal, -.

1966, % 1969). - The ‘possibility of either typeiof biis raises

questions concerning the validity of an experdment. =
il 4 2 ) T ol -3

P = s s 8

Bias due to demand characteristics -is much 1ike » the

placebo. effedt in medical research.  In testing the effects

" of new drugs doctors often give some subjects. & ‘drug ard

‘active ingredients.(a placebo). On .the average:. about: one

impliestions are discussed 1t seems prudent to' xntroauce *and»

‘others a pill that looks 1ike -the drug but contains ho -
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third of the individuals in the placebo group report that
‘they feel better.  Objective tests indiehte that bl"\e
symptans of the people iif this group are often, in fact,
reduced (Beecher 1959). !
A
{ =«

.0 2 =y
In a social-psychological experiment the subjects know .,

they are 19'_ an experimental situation. v'They are aware that )
thiey ‘arer bethiy: obiasied “and ‘that certain behavicur' is !
expected evf them. - It isvreasox‘-xa_ble to assume, thel:efoﬁe, L ’
that. subjects respond not only %o .the . experimental
manipulations but also to their own interpretations of what
lfind‘{of behaviour the menipulations are supposed to elicit. e,
Even if subjects are told specifically that there is-no
correct response, they may assume that: there are answers

“that willenhance or diminish their standing in-the eyes of

" the exp'er“imeq_ter. They may be motivatéd by the desire’ to g “
-make a good impression or to "help" bhe’gxperiménter‘.: J
' ) T ‘/ .y
This particular. kind of biss would not jeopardize the
external validity of the resilts of the.present study. since A
;he' purpose of the:study was to ;iupli;eate a situation “that. '
" occurs in the evaluation of. social prograis, i, these ‘

demands ‘may .very well exist for the population to wham the
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- 1.
results will be generalized. Demand ' characteristics that
affect ~ those involved  in @ control groups. in ™ actual
evaluations of social programs would - also ¢ affect. ‘those

i i ¢
involved in the present study. It is only in laboratory

experiments where the demand characteristics may elfcit

responses unlike those elicited in a normal environment that
this kind - of bias raises questions ‘about ; the external

validity of the results. . o1

# . L
: 3 o x
[ . “Me other source of potential- bias is ekperimenter
/bias. - Researchers differ. in  sex, = skill, technique,
personslity ‘and many other -factors, sll' of ‘which ‘cen
1pterect with experimental , operations. .:To avoid any

experimenter bias the experimenter was unaware of the

" conditfon to' which _the Subject was assigned until. the

‘treatment had been adninistereds The instructions vere
give‘n'lgu'hhe' s‘uhjent‘ in writing with verbal communication
FRdErated e WoEH . ae pERAIELE.S “TE ¥ SHePEtIIESeRLIKELY
that there 'would be any ‘effects as
‘experirienter induced bias. y

In terms of the -different theories; the onewhich seems

“fo .receive the most support from the experimental results is’

a-, function ér\

~-
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- the Theory' of Inequity (Adams, 1963). Subjects in- a

" situation of inequity seemed to adjust their behavior to

‘reduce the inequity. .As the theory predicted, subjects 'in

. the missing-punishment condition did  better on  both

rarithmetic and proofresding. tasks than subjects in the
t:mntrol nondniﬂz;n. ‘For "these subjects missing a . punishment
seemed tc‘/' create the i’mpregsior; that they had receiyed, the
better treatment relative to the punishment condition. Thus

these individuals appeared to feel that  they oue_d the

—experilfenter more effort. Over . all ~ they had a higher

percent of arithmetic problens correct, completed more

problems -and made fewer misinterpretation errors.

- “Conyersely, in the missing-reward condition - Subjects

appelarfd to feel. that they had been denied the better

treatm

ey ch?e more errors, ‘conpleted fewer problems,
4

and made more misinterpretation errors ‘than-did the control

. , 3
group.’ The failure to find significant effects with the
.questionnaire is ndt a problem ‘for the Inequity Theo‘ry as it
agg‘ggsu ao‘gnn:i\;e distortion should -only ‘occur if ‘the

individual was unable to restore -equity by behavioural
means. , .’ 5 . e
- g

and altered their . performance in the opposite



3 . .. ] " page 4T

v , qoer .

" ] 2 B 4
The.Théory of ‘Reactance. (Brehm, 1966) received partial

support. © As the theory predicted subjects made more
mlsint;rpretabion errors in the missing-reward condition
than  dn ' any other ‘condifion. In this’ instance the'
misinterpretation’ errors can be- Yiewsd as' an effective méans
of ‘asserting ohe's freedom. ‘It is as though the indiy idual
.reasons, "I may be dnsbn experimental enditien "I: do "mot
" like, but I still have the freedom to perform in any manner
I please". The fact that .most ~of the misinterpretation
errors occirred, in the missing-reward condition lends direct
“N\support to Brem's hypothesis that - the makimum amount of
resctance will' occur when the most attractive of the
* available alternatives is eliminated.

However, Reactance Theor'y is not supported:by the datd

‘from. the missing-punishment condition. The prediction that
individuals react to any restriction of their freedom = would
"lead us to SUASE LtherEIRs TR Newanyl SORILEION ToreliElt
more mssincerpée:anon errors than the. control  group who
were not: presented n:};er"\puuiue altérristives. However,
this was not the case. It is ﬁossiﬁ;e that, individuals /vho i

\ were placed in the group which they would have chosen.did
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_not perceive. that they had their freedom to' choose between
two groups restricted. Even if this explanation is correct,
it still runs counter to Reactance Theory as presented by

* Brehm (1966) . -

Reaviance Theory madeno direct prediqtions concerning
the response to the questionnaire. However, it did predict
that * in an, effort to restore perceived freedom, e
individuals in the missing-reward condition uoul&f‘ be less
\likely to volunteer for future experiments. Out of the U8
subject's that participated‘ in ‘the study, 4 individials
declined, to particip‘ate in a future study. Three of the
four were from the missing-reward condition and one from the
control group. While , very wesk, the results are in the

predictedsdirection. ~ o

Finally, there was no evidence that any of the subjects
derogated’ edither thémselv_ee_; or” others as bhe Just World
Thepry. preédicts. It could be ‘that subjects did. rot perasive
'as unjust the situation of others receiving more money'or
" 17-volt shocks while perrormikg the same task.. Perhaps the

fact that all subjects. were baid to participate was &nough

to prevent,ﬁper’:eption. ‘Another pt‘lssibilihy is that a
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17-volt shock = may simply not. be great enough to induce the
perception of injustice. In any event,  the present study
was unable to find any support: for the .h:\st World

Hypoth!!ls._

The fact that the difference in performance for “the
missing-revard® condition yas  not quite ;tat}istl‘cally
significant may h; explained by various. artifacts associated
I‘l"lth the ‘,experiment. First, it should be pai-nted out”that
in the present stud’y‘ all subjects were paid to participate.
The subjects could have easily concluded that, although they
Were not given the chance to earn extra money, they did come
{away. with some money. If subjects were mot paid at all and
Knéw'that others vere being paid for doing the same task,
these differences might have been greater.

Second, this wgs a laboratory experiment ard as such,
divorced to a certain extent from _the freal wofld". “The

small - sum dor money subjects were paid for ‘each page

'completed correctly would, in_ all probability, not be

perceived as being as valusble as other possible benefits.
For example, the differences might have been more pronounced

4 '
if a medical treatmént were to be withheld, or a new
1 S

~ | A= * s
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’ . . ~ .
technique -for weight loss, or any other- desired treatment.
In all.likelihood, the reason such a-pronounced performance
increase was noted in ‘the missing-punishment . condition can

be explained in the same fashion as the marginal performance

idecrease noted in'the missing-reward condition.’ A painful

electric electric shock is likely to be a lot more’ important

to avoid than a reward of $1.50 is to acquire.

)
~Campbell (1971)  expressed the fear that external
validity might be threatened by using subjects who were

aware of the ‘experimental-manipulation. - It was in  response

_to this  concern that Wortman, Hendricks, 2nd Hillis (1976)

: s 5
conducted their study on the reactions to random assigmment.

They suggested, in light of their. results, that "Campbell's

- fear that external validity would be jeopardized by using

aware subjecis is unduly pessimistic® (p 261). The results

of the preseit experiment - suggests that Campbell's fears

, :
were - justified. Wortman et.al. were looking .at the effect

" of being aware -of other éxperimental conditions .on the

subjects' attitude toward the study. They found attij:ulde
change only for those subjects who became aware of other
treatment conditions durin'g .the experiment.” But they did

not examine behaviour change directly, as did the . present

paper.. »

\ \ 3
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The résults of the present study are congruent, with the
“results reported by Wortman.et al. (1976) in/ terms .of the
attitudes of "aware" subjects about the experiment. That

is, in both experiments knowledge of another group.-receiving

', benefits "did - not' ‘affect’ attitudes toward the experiment.

'However, the present study did detect 'a  ‘significant’

behavioural difference between tonditions. The lmg:ation

seems to be that if subjects have no behavioural me .y by
which ‘to balance inputs.and outputs; their- cogniticns will
be distorted, that.is, ‘they will change their attitude.
Since o “behavioural messure was taken in.the Wortman et &l.
study (1976), subjects could easily RFave changed . their
behaviour’ without detection. Subjects fully informed in
advance were able to assess’their situition and adjust their
behsviour in some. mépner or oiher. For. exewpi; - the !
subjects might speak to friends about the study even though
asked . riot to (a misinterpretation error), or they might be
less ' cooperative in ..returning questionnaires.. , This
explanation = ‘would .need empirical  support before 'bé}ng
Sccepted.v ' However, it does explain u})y attitude change . w_‘as

not nabedLln the present study and attitide changé was noted.
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The  present . ~study * ‘suggests .the following

recommendations to, évaluators of social programs: The

‘traditional randomization strategy, in which participants

are left. unaware of . the various éxperimental conditions, °

i »
should if* possible, be empléyed.' If there is a high.

‘probability. that-subjects may(beccm}e aware of ‘the existence

of other experimental conditions or: if *there are f;thical
Feasons for informing participshts of other treatments it 13
recommended that informéd randomization be. considered.
However , \if ‘such action is deemed necessary, subjects. should
also be informed of ‘the need for ' randomization and be
prowised the . treatment after the study has been completed .
Depending on the study, 'the researcher' should weigh the

relative risk-of either course of action.

Some Precautions ‘

w " T ‘\;hould be' noted that the ‘subjects in the present .
study uer; 'coll‘ege students and that other  populations may
Feact /differently to knowledge  of different treatment
éondjcﬁ/ons. Also, the data here were- gathered immediately
after the supjects learned the result of the ‘randomization
process (the flip of a coin)‘. Subjects might very well
respond’ ;diﬂ‘eréntly at-al later t{me. ' This -point ‘is
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effects.

“especially important and should be emphasized”in the context,

of " a pre-test post-test design. If knowledge' ‘of other less

pleasant conditions leads subyects assigned bo an innocuo'us i Yo

treatment to score higher than control Sub‘)ects on 1n1tial,

(pre-test) measures, analysis would incorrestly indicate an

. initial non-equivalence of ~the ' two grogps.. "It s not
< unusiial for pre-test measures to - be -collected. immediately
followirg subject as’signment when ‘the effects of knowledge

‘of‘other groups and the randomizatich process may - be ‘the
) .

;

7 he present experinent has demonstrated that-knowledgé
of other! treatment conditions can produce responses. in
subjects that will slter the ‘outcome of the experiment. It
remains for further research’ to ‘demonstrate _in a ‘field

setting that differences brought about by knowledge of other

treatments are influential'in a final assessment of. program

P



) Y ; . .Page 54
Références

A @ e ;
Adams.; J. . S. Towards an understanding of xnequ:ty. Journal
. of Abnormal Psychology, 1963 67, N22 S

Adams , J. 's., s .facobsen v, Beobrade vage. -iregiities
on réork ~-quality. = Journal -of ‘Abnormal and Social
Psxchologz 196“ 69 19-257 3

y v \ .

Adéims, J. S., & Rosenpaum, W. 8. The relationship of orker
productivity . to cognitive dissonance . about = wage
inequities. Journal of Abnormsl Psychology’, 1962, 46
161-164. ; g Ty 3 ,

[

Apsler, R. Effects of the draft:lottery and a labopitory
analcgue on attitudes. ' Journal of Personalxbx and -Social
i slchologx. 1972, 24, 262-274,

-

Mpsler, Ri; & Freidman, H. Chance.outcomes and’ the just.
world: & comparison. of = observers and recipients..
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1975, 31,

Aronscn E., & Carlsnith, J. M. The effects of ‘expectancy on'
valunteering for an- unpleasant experxence. Journal of
Abnornal and Soclal ‘Psychology,” 1963, 66, 220220 -

Arrowood, A. .J. Some.effects on produwtivity of justified
and unjustified levels of reward under public and private
conditions. Unpublished doctoral “dissertation, 1961,
(Depsrbmenb of - Fsycholegy) Univers!ty of MinnesotaA




. Page 55

Beecher, H: K, Generalization. of pain of ‘various bypea and -
P origens. Sc'ence, 1959, 130, 267-268.
“Bettlheim, " B. Individual and mass ' behavior 'in extrere

st el T situations. Journal:- of Abnormal and Social Psychologz
S 1943, 38, 4174 n52_
Brehm, 3, 4.

A Theory of Ps: chclogical Reactynce. lNew York:
7 Academc Press, 1966. _ . g

‘Bretm,.d.W., & Brehn, M. L, Opinion change as a function of
communication power and threats to: opinion freedom. . '.In

: Brehm, J. “W., .A theory of of psychological redctence . New
) ¥ Jork: Acadenic’ Press, 195 ST B e

-7 ! Bulman, R..J.; & Wortman., C. B. Attribitions of ‘blame and

‘coping in -the "real world": Severe accident victins resct

‘to “their lot. ~Journal of Personelity - and  Social
Psychology, 1977, 35, /351-363.

Campbell, -+D. -T. Methods for the ,experimenting society.
Paper. presénted - at. the - meeting ' of  the . American
* Psychological - Association,” Washington, “D.C., September
FA9T G £ : . ;
T collins, Social' * Psychology. . Readingy. - Mas
L Addision-wes ey, 1 < . o 3

Coner. , n. & -Laird, - J. D. tl,hD/osing to suffer

; as a
consequence of having. expected to suffer: Why do .people
do it? Journal of Personality and-Social Paxcholug_! »

* 1975, 32, S2-o01: i




3
5 Sy ! :
. ] Page- 56
= i e & g i = * ..r
3 - Fafrieather, G. . .Sooial. Fsychology in’ Treating  Hental
g™ g Illness.’New YorkT RIL ley_, ToeR. . T T
s 5 B vy e .

Foxian, " J:, and Radtke, R..c. Negative, e?{pectancy and. ‘the
choice of an aversive task. - Journal of ' Personalxtx -and
Social Psychology, 1970, 15, 253257« 4

- 2 iy ' L

b i

P N cn’mans,' X. Soclal. constraiit as a deterninent to l‘reedcmu
' : “dustralisn Jownal of Psyehology, 1976, 28,19

Goffman, E. Stigma' Notes - @‘ The Management ofy Spoiled .
Identitz. Engliood  CITTfs Prentice Hall, K%_‘

Heider, F. The  psychology of interpersonal relauons. New
York: ' Wiley, 1953 .

i .Heilman, M. E., & Garner, K. Counteracting the .boomerang:
i a3 9 5 The effects of choice on compliance to threats ‘and
promises. Journdl of Ferscnalltz and ‘Social PsxchnloH
Lol T9Ts, 3 99T, X

Sl : Homans, - ‘G, C. Status among - clérical, workers: Human
4 [ .- Organizations,. 1963. 12, 5-10. . i zon wE B
v E . Isen, A. M., & Leévin, P. F. Effect of feeling good ‘on -
e . 5 - helping: cookies - and kindniess. Journal .of Personality
i .and Social Psychology, 1972, 21, 38%-388.
? - N : '




I y : - . . “Page's5T

Jones;, C., & Aronson; E. Attribitions of Fault to Teps viekims °
as - ‘a function of respectability of the -victim. . Journal of

erscnalitz and Social chhalou, 1973, 26, *435-819:

E

o B | Kubler-Ross, E. On Death ' and Dying.. New = York: .. Hacmil]anl'
N

ko 5 o S s

% Lernery M. -d. Evaluation of " performande .as a function of
" perforners  reward - and' attractiveness..  Journal of
Personality and Secial Piyehology,: 1365, 1 355 360

A PR X S Sy kT P

Lerner’, M. J. The desire  for justice.and reactions to victims. "
¢ i 0, P In . ‘Wacauley - and L. Berkowitz (Eds.), " Altruisn and -

Y. helping behavior . New York: Academic Press, 1970. T v i E
1 Lerner, « J. Justice, - guilt, and ver idical ‘perception.

Toutas) of Réfscnality: b, Soaial \:p sycholch 1971, 20,

5

Lerner; M. .-J., Miller," D.'T., & Holmes, J.:G. Deserving and -:

e - emergence of forms of justice:. - In Advances In Experimental .
- . . " Social Psychology,,.(Vol-"9). New York: Academic xFress,

"Lerner, M."J., Simmons ."H. Ubservers- ‘resotions’ to. the
"innocent 'vietim": compassion . or. rejection. ‘Journsl of

Personality.and Social -Psychology, 1966 4(2), 203-210.

» . 4 . " . i
e b Macdonald, A. P. Jr. Hore on the proteatsnb ethic. Journ L
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1972, 39, 116:12




. Riecken, H, W.

" MeDavid, . J.
subjéet, .Journal of *

: and Social.
1965, 2, 115-117.

Personallty‘

Miller, D.

T. Altruisn and threat® to belief in a
Journal

of Experimental Social” Psychology,

American Dilemma: The Ilegro Problem
New York: - Harper, 194%4.

Myrdal}, GY An
Democraey .

Orne, M. On
- experiment.

the “social psychology

The choice cr
Prentice Hall,

Pachen, M.
N. J:
| : v
Pallack; M. S.,
commitment to
freedom. .
1971, 17,

% Haller, J.. F.
future ‘interaction
dJournal of Per:onalitz
325-331.

.and Social

Pennebakér, J. W., & Saunders, D: . V. American
effects of authority. and reactance arousal.
. -and Social Psxeholou Bulletin, 1976, 2, 264

" '
i

Program for Research on
in N. F. Washburne,

Psychology,
“and _ groups,

‘of ' the
‘American Psxcholugist, 1962, 7, T76-783.

Interdctive ~gffects
and -threat to additional
Psxchclogl

Experiments
-(Ed.), Decision,

Vol 2 New York.: Academip Press, 1962, pp: g

Page 58 = °

ot
W. Approval seeking motivatxon and the voluntee\

Psychology,

. kg
just. world.
1977, 13,

and Mod erl’r’l

psychology

& comparisons ; Englewnod Cliffs,

of .

0
graffiti:

Personalit

in So¢ial
values




S "< page 59

) . % K ; :

Hosenberg, M. J. Some limits of. dissonance,.in S. . feldmsn
(Ed.);, Cognitive Consistemcy, New York; Academic Press,
66. ; - i

@ 1966.
, )
- . # ~
Rosenberg, M. J. The conditions ahd consdquences of evaluation
apprehension, - in' ‘R. Rosenthal and R. Rosnow (Eds.),

Press, 1969.
Rosenthal, R. Experimenter Effects in Behaviorai Research, New
* York:. Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966.

Rosenthal, R., & Rosnow, R. L. (Eds.), Artifacts
Research, New York: -Academic Press, 1969,/pp

‘Rubin,.Z., & Peplau, A: Belief in a just world and’ resction to
another's lot: A study of  participants in the” national
draft lottery. dJournal of " Social K Issues, 1973, 29(4),
73-93. e e g S

. Ryan, W. Blaming the Victim. New York: Pantheon Books, 1971.

. Simmons, C. W., & Pilvan, J. A. The effects of deception on
reactions to victim. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 1972, 21, ‘56-60. }

" Smith, R. E., Keating, J. P., Hester, R. K., & Mitchell, H. F.
+Role and justice cbnsider;tion; in the attributions of.

Persdnality, 1976, 346-357.

bt

Artifacts in Behavioral Research,' New YorK: Academic

5 " ‘. responsibility -to a rape victim. Journal of Research.in °




y

{

Snyder, M. L., & Wicklund, R. A. ‘Prior exercise of freedom and’
reactance. \ Journal of experimental 'Social Psychology,
1976, -12; 130-141. : ¥z ;

sorrentino, R. M., & Hardy, J. Religiousness and derogation of '
an innocent. victim. . Journal. .of Personality, 1974, 42,
377-382. ;

a = P

Walster, E. Assignment of responsibility for' an accident.
Journal  of Personality and Social 'Psychology, 1966, 3,
73-79. T T i

. \

Walster, E., Aronson, E., & Brown, Z. Choosing to suffer as &
consequence of expecting to suffer:. An unexpected finding.
journal - of Esperimental Social) Psychology, 1966. 2,

\
Watts, *H. W. An experiment in, negsnve taxation. . American
Economic Review, 1969, 59, 463-4 —

o 5 -

Worschel, S., & Andreoli, V. A. Attribution as. a means of
restoring behavioral freedom. Journal of* Personalitx and
Social Psychology, 1974, 29, 237-

Worschel, S., & Brehm, J. W: Direct and implied social
. restoration of freedém. Journal of Peraonalitx and Social
Psychology, 1971, 18, 294-304.

\i» "




|, it LT
" & Page 61

—

Wortman, C. B., Heﬁicks, M.,, & Hillis, J. W. Factors
affecting participant reactions to random assignment in

~ameliorative social programs. - Journal of Personality .and--
6-266. : -

Sociel Psychology, 1976, 33, 256-




EEN e o
< b3
- ©
o
3
s REE
. NF =
‘ \ : -
. : \ (
, ) { ] =
T . %
3 EE
; a.
. A e
: L
o
) Sl
< TR =
-
i S e e T



* e .~ Page 63

ARITHMETIC TASK

_DIVIDE THE FOLLOWING: : SCRATCH SECTION

T1.o22/11= s s 7t e T

2. Th/15=

: g .30 1Mms S
5. -68/17=. i %Wy 2
6. 57/192 -/ ’ ¥ )
B T D1 39009e
: 8. Form0s o, o . el
9, < 60/20= : s 2

10. 60/30= <

1. 82/07= = =
12." 42/06=_ LRI

13. 22/11= A Sl ey 3
U dososs 4 - : e
15, 9T/us= HE e PR
16 87/78 . i

SAZ. ghzeme G loa TR e T s
o 18. 89/56= . ¥

719, 88/62= N }
ST 1 TR S S A T
s R il % 2

%
. M =TL T, A ———
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C. 7 MULTIPLY THE FOLLOWING: . - * SCRATCH SECTION -,

1. 20x302

| 4

i ‘ 2. 0X13= ER AL |
\ l " C3. texees . I " ‘ |

i - i ZGAX‘H-:’. : 2 ‘

; 5. '30X09= 7 '

o . : ;
: o i e ety :

i g iise | : ::
P 2X2l= "y i “
g, T CLoM.emxe9s L ’. . 0 |
f e T,

g v 3. 12X1=
! o th. 30e7=", e

i o
’-' 16, 28X31=

17. 49X36= ‘ | 4 |
16. 56X27= X » el -
. 19, 33¥67= ) iz
20, 14X19= - LS 5 . . :‘ ' ;

|} “ . ‘ ot : A.-’
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ARITHMETIC SECTION/ BN
- ADD THE FOLLOWING 5  'SCRATCH SECTION / '
; ; X . . - RE

’ Trgsesss Lo o e b
' 2.7 61484429z ! Dok ey L

3. eializa3n

2 CUTH 46456409 . ] e B \) P
X ) | 5. 09407493: : SR .

TN 6 BlaBuetds B ;

7. 19478454 i S N S 5
3 ‘ 8.0 27+74+33= :
9. 5045HI6TE PSS Y

{q. 18471434z e R R
j 11 63sbbe2se - ) s b
: - 12, U3+B0+18= % /
LF 13 19v6he23e e .. T i
T, 154994462 : :

w15 4348T4T8E ,
: LI TP £ YU T

. 17.18467+23= ! ) RE
18, 27455415= . B e ¢ A ey e
o 19..58478454= 0 s :
20. 99499499 . Ve e T S
i : - i : ‘
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PROOF_READTNG TASK

Jhe politiacal inportance’ of this dectsion i obvious in
Ln mannq upon the States and thier finances.' But the principle is:
h-wiler, for the doctorine of the i
vas mot linited to the industrial pouer. It significance goos to the
whole method of the £ the
Seiairls eouipion 14 sha BmtichEion ok i uber simtvios.muet bo
construed in the \Light of the uhole, and the whole has a background
which forms part of the material for interpretation. Thus as alroady .
seen, the igh Court held early in itz coprse that the inference to
fawn from the existence of the Crown's pover to disallpy Comon-
wealth or State statutes was limited by the notoxious convention:
linitaticns on the exercise of that power. As far back as 1907 n.
restraint.on Stata Parliaments, implied by the High Court in'D'Emd
vs. ‘Pedder from the' nature of the federal relation, had, been Msappzoved
e_Privy Qouncil inWebb vs. Outtrim, without either cuezcing
Disthaiicn Gefice by 1ts, athority of convincing 1t by fts ressoniny
But ac t the: constitution, both'by specific description and by
its structure,vas foderal in naturs, was invoked by the Privy Counpil
as a principlr for ascertaining povers of the Commonwealth Parliampnt
in A=G for Australia va. Colonial Sugar Refining Company
Tn Aconstitition it 1s even less possible than in more
detailed législation to avoid impl or in’the deter-",
Ainirs the atest of the sdbjhctiasthor wtar whiin pauer in gib
of Zagerveis’ bt nelther.tha American or the MILTaLien consiitution

poljjical philosophy, leglslative badies vere conceived of even legs
Ldihy ehatcpormca lpot ag iohecant e as derivad from sha piops
upon a trust. Thas

Spon Pederal hnd ‘Stace. Logisiatures a1ikes with which che sonstitusiens

abound. In Mustralia these constitutions were absent, andher Legislatures

had grown up in

petiladaiatis Rpte G0 fn
S huselhora EoAsints 1.8 Romondvacalsn Sommmnits:GarthaFere
Seibailhed dasfeed betors confederation vas .c:u.p;uma eure of this

0 e e
) cgmbxeguumxh o princigle vhlch,”in ®the wardo of Tord Raifaie )
.in the House of cated the Gonstitution. The sarlicst

while recognizing that in mny mntte:: there were differences wl
Prvented the analogy from being 3
" toay, 500, uhan tvo ad@itional dusticas wers apholntal

judgments which cautiously avoided reliance on American principles,some-

asising thé differences between the American and Australian constitutions,
and Tinding the relevant authoristies in principles 1aid down

Privy Council, even if duch decisions were given in reference to purely
unitary constitutions, or to.a constitution so dofferent in its federalism
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o : from Australi. as that of the Dominion of Canada. A gqud illu- 2 §

s,
o stratich ba found as-earlt as 1912,where the majority of tha
High Court held invalid a New South Wales Act exc}.udlng undesir- g
. ablg pezsois,on the ground that the continuance of such a'pouer i

o its full extent after fzde,rntinn Man incnnl.\!t{nt w
¢ ¥ eintherrogtce: .
C power” decisions of the supreme Conct of the mieed States of

Rnerica, Isaach and Bigging,JJ.,while concurring in the decision, s
based their opinion exclusively on the oxpress prohibition of 3 Lol n
- . ith freedom of anong the States by '
* - 5. Section 92.] un-u he minority become the m)urﬂzy,ﬂnd in Jszn /
the whole Court i e dissentient Tejct the doc .
—*{nplicd prohibitions=as-formed < TS vague et :om:- .
.+ eption of the:spirit of the i he resu

L SRettei i ssageind ot Teferable v any Zecoanised princifle
, ‘ of comnon law tution

e Tong dcatn oot sontzoversy in the migh Court,
4e is*probably Srve, that bvercatatement on ohe aide 1od to_sore
over-statement on the other.The principles of federalism L
o Ene. seciiar Secielons SF the Mgh Cotee vo chanciation of ‘
one rules of construction which found little support. in prof= & >
casional cpinion.@ut if the pazlismentary nature of the consti-

the
. Informing natsers wolsh may gaide iee xnmpunum\,nuc Jess
2 must that be true of its federal nature and scheme,which is as
- ot Teast as explicitly stated. in the Lext.ALL thrse sepsar inéact
i 8 to be relevant: the wieght that may attach to'eac) X
capable of statement in general formjand there remains AR
miestion. tnanes of contliak Wiloh Breeatlelyia state ot the ALRE
nts to the 1iamentry. 2
principle as Pogalnst tedortiion as intorcrotes. in the vnited
States.A practical demonstration is found in the sbstantial =
disuse of American authoritics in argument to-day,while in the
earlier years of the Court;the Reports of the Supicme Courts of
. the United States formed part of the, library of every mam in ..
leading practice at the bar
al _controversy has extended to another ficld:
the ALstsimmeion 8¢ che Judieial power LcselE.1t has invoived

the relations of the Wigh Court of Australia and the Privy Council
in questions as to the constitutional poverd inter de! of t s
~ nd ¢ power of 16h vact iamant,
to State af: the

in v
e aaT Lo thy. Polvy Cownaly from decisaces tn theis Jucfalotion
te%State Courts, to affect the appeal £o the Privy Council fxom
decisions in their jurisdictionthe nature of the federal juris- .

+ \ e to 1.the’ of the bger_. L
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revived in the lhlrp ddeteraces disclosed. by the cases Just
cited,between the High Court of Australia and the Supreme
Gourt'of Australla and che Supreme Court Of Victoria:hut tha
minor political importance, of the subject,the intricacy of

r_they should follow the or the other;or when there ' !
/veru rufte:encu "of opinion in Lhav qu Court itselfior when B
High Court earlier d of .

esat tay Fefoned tn Chs Boylneers! sese Eefarred to above, .
Possibly on the grounds that the Court was now affirming the® .
Peineiote of & Peivy. Cowncil dectsionconfliceing with the cases -
over-ruled.It granted a certificate in a case where the Court .
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= k(HISSING—PUNISHMENT CbNDI_TE[DN)
‘o i a g 'y f
INSTRUCTIONS, PLEASE READ CAREFULLY.

Thank  you for psrtlcipatmg in this study..'We are

_interested in the effect of punishment’on task perférmance.

/

dxperinenter tells you to stop. You will be given sheets

_of _paper some: of which will have arithmetic problems to

solve while others will consist of excerpts from & history

text that contains a number of typographical errors. Take

‘each sheet in sequence, either solve the problems (rounding

to three decimal places) or-in the case of the proofreading

task, .indicate the typographical errors by circling them

with the .pen proyided. As soon as you have finished each’

page, placé a three:digit number in the ' upper right. ‘hand
corner. This numper can be any'you wish to make up, just
be sure'the same'one appears on gaeh page. Thi‘s ‘allows us
to keep " all the pages done by* the same’ person tcgether,
While making sure the’person remﬁins anonymous:- After : you

have nubered the page you have just completed, ‘place it in

the ‘envelope provided and ‘start on he .mest Unwel bell

f

papers are cémpleted or-the experimenter tells you to.stop.

" -

“iThe - -tasks are to. proofread and solve problems untik the




'n'.ere Lare two groups in, Lh1s study, a control group,
who simply perform the task® just described, “and. an
experlmental “group;’ uho‘ wxll also do the aboveé mentioned
task but in addition rdceive a 17 o1t shock for each  page
completed -with qn error. - Ingividuals are assigned to each
gfoup purely by chance. If you have anj q'u_e:stxons please
ask  them now. 'If. you havé no desire to be in the
experiment "you may Teavecut any times Tf. you are Besdy o th

"[continue inforn the exper‘imenter and he will f11p a cotn “to.
_decide. whether or. fiot you will be in the control, or

experlmental ‘conditiory‘ _Thank you. -
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5 g ol
" s (MISSING-REWARD CONDITION) Cy
S * EA 2
INSTEUCTIONS, PLEASE READ CAREFULLY. #
Thank. ~ you)

or ‘psr.tics..s-ung:' in this study! We are
faterested in t ehect of  revard ~on I:ask ‘ performance .
‘f"ﬂ!e/ tagks . are )to, proo{read and solve problems ontil the
g e_xperinanter‘ tells you ,to stop. You will be. given  sheets

of paper _ some of uhich' will have arithmetic problems-to '

- ‘solve while others will ‘consist of excerpts from a - history

text. that contains a number of typographical errors. Take

to , thre decimal place:) or “in 'the case of the ‘proof

g task, xnrucate r.he typographlesl evrors by clrcling
o them' with the. pen provided. As soon as you have’ finishe
.each’ pa;e, place a three digit number in -the - upper ~right

hand corner. This number can bé ,a,ny_;yo\'x wish t.ovmaice \p

allo@s us to . keep all the puges done by the sume peraan

togef.hor, uhile making ‘sure the par:or\ remains ‘anpnymous. |
‘fh‘;er vou have ‘numbered the page you have just oompleted,

placul-'lf. 1n. the ‘envelope provided and start on. the . next .

ust ‘be sure the’ same, a’n‘e app;s'i:s on | each page. This & st
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untjl. all papers are completed or the experimenter tells

You ko skap’ . i

There are two groups -in this study, a control group,

)simpiy perform  the task . just, described and ~ an

primental group, who will also d6 the Bbove néufonk
task but ip addition receive '@ $1.50 for each page
completed without an error. Individuals are assigred  to

esch ‘group purely by chance. 'If you have any questions

please ask them now. 1If you have no Bgsire to be in the

éxperiment ‘you may leave'at any. time. If you are rwy to
bcontinue JAnform the experimenter and he will flip a coin to
" decide’ whether “or not you ‘will be in the control or
experinental condition. Thank you. ° . !

roy, # oy LAY
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Sy (CONTROL, GROUP) IRE BTN

_ INSTRUCTIONS, PLEASE READ CAREFULLY.

Thank you for participsting in. this study, He' are
iniere‘gé'ed in task p'e}rorm‘ance.‘ The tasks’are to proof
Fead and solve problems until:the experimenter tells you bo
stop. You will be given sheets of paper some of which will

have arltr\metlo problems to solve while others will cunsist

of excerpts - from a history text thaﬂcentalna a number of

typographical errors. Také esch sheet in sequence, 'either

S0lve ‘the problems (rounding to three decimal places) or in

the case of ‘the proof reading | task,. indicate the

typligraphical | errors. by circling: them with the  pen

" prov ided.| A8 soon asiyou hi%e finished each page, place - &

three 'digit ' number in'thé uppér right hand.corner. . This

number ' ¢an be'any. you wish to make up; ;just be. sure the’

the pages done by'the same person "together, while making

. sure (:he parson remains «anonymoua. Aﬂ:er you, have nunbered

the page Fou 'have Just completed, plaee it 'in the ' envelope

same” one appears on each page: Tms allows us to keep all’
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provided. ‘ad ' start on the next unti] all papers are

,completed or the experimenter tell: you'to stop.

“If youhave any questions please ask them now. . If you

* pdve desire to be in the experiment _you'may leave st any,
time. * If you are ready to lcomkldee ngorm -he

experinenter. Thank. you.
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© QUESTIONNAIRE.

| ;

The following questionnaire ‘is.an attempt to find out
you perceptions of the experiment you-have just completed:.
If the ‘experiment was condudted efficiently, if *.the

instructions 'were ¢lear, etc. - Hopefully this information

will help in the construction of future experiments. Thank
you." '




»

‘1. How many conditions did the experiment hav:

. : S
a. Four _. d. Three > ", * P
b. Two _., "e. Five ' V4
c.one . 1. Neme
e R . '
2, Which pon&it;on were you in?-
a; control _ (4. Temi y
b. Reward _ ‘e Group -
c. Shock -_, F. Nome  _
. o

a.
b..

~ e

How were you assSigned

Pre-selection _ ..

Chande’ » e e
Experimenter | -
cipice %

. f. Other -

to your, condition? |
d. Your choice -

e. Don't Know P




68 ] e ’
“page’ 79
' y . 4. Which condition’would you have preferred to have -been
roi , in? y
5 't @, Shoek - d. Team e ‘ R
% T b. Control _ . e. Other _ - LR,
ol c. Reward _— e . &
g e 4= A, ; 0

: S L 5. Did you think. the experiment was ...? . . 2T
- o " " (Circle the appropriate mumber) - i

a./Interesting 1.2 3 4 8 'aj'puii. .
b. Pleasant 1234567 fz._.pﬂaés,nné
¢ o lc, Excellent 123456 7iTerrible. ’
. : d‘y.rWorth-.doing' 1234 576 7' Not worth doing. #
1 \ . 4




R R

6

Did you find the experimenter to be..

© a. Competent. 1234 56 7 incompetent.

& T
» » 5

‘came to the experiment you felt...?

Good 123 456 7Bad:

8. During the experiment you felt...?

Good 1723 45 6 78ad.

. During the experiment you felt...? .




s by

‘Page

*10. How would you rate your performance on the experimen
fask..:? ki ; '
‘ Good 1°2'3 4§ 5 6 7 Bad.

11 ‘We may be conducting another .‘experimén: involving ge
_of chance, if you could ' choose your partner, would

select someone from. the  group ‘you' were .in 'for. t:
experinént or  someone, {{;om the “other. roup in-.t:

_experiment. ; ¥

a, My own .group . “The other group:
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