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ABSTRACT

The notion of particularism is used in this study to
relate, the choice of reciprocal action to the previous exchange
situation. Tnitial encounters were manipulated by exposing 80 female
subjects to affective and monetary outcomes provided by 2 male peers.
Treatment conditions varyed in feedback level {(high vs. low) and mode
of interaction (positive vs. negative). Subjects were provided a
subsequent opportunity to choose one of four reciprocation options
pairing a preferred target person with either resource class. Choice
patterns revealed an ordered contingency matrix reflecting a
systematic tendancy for subjects to match the particularity of their
action to the particularism of prior encounters. The findings are
described in terms of a structural taxonomy of social exchange.



06753

O
ER|
o

RIC

A).$. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCAFION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG-
INATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU-
CATION POSITION OR POLICY.

FOR LOVE OR MONEY: PATTERNS OF RESOURCE COMMUTATIOHi

IN SOCIAL INTERCHANGE'

Jim L. Turner and Uriel G. Foa
University of Missouri--Columbia

A traditional assumption in social exchange theory has bean

@

=t peopie are motivated fto maintain equity and that optimal beieanc
is achieved through repayment in kind (Adams, 1965; Blau, 1964; CGouldner,

1960; Homans, 1961). While a considerable amount of research &

7o The ubiguity of exchange in kind, relatively litvle is known about

the exchangeability of different resource classeé’or those facets of co~
going interchange whieh serve to mediate the decision of what 70 sxchang
wi+th whom. Mqreover, attempts to sTudy‘This'Type o% choice contingency

have been hampered by‘The.failufe of.§QChange:Theory To prdvfde The fecr-

- 1 v

mal guidelines necessary to generate spécfffb prédjqfions (Weins#~;u,
DeVaughan, and Wiley,'l969). | |
In a recent theoretical arTicTe Foa'éﬁd Foa (1971} have nro-
posed That a.variety of social com - be ordered on psycho~
logical coordinates, and that this structural model provides a formai
conceptualization of preferred patterns of sociai‘inferchange. in This
model a structure is conceived as a pattern of interrelationships among
the variables belonging to a set, in a space of stated coordjna%as (Fog
znd Turner, [970). Earlier research has deali with The;geharal_relaTio:a
. i f

ship of This theoretical order fo perceived similarity among The d

-—

*erant resource classes and resource exchange patterns in the recizro~
cation of benefits (Turner, Foa and Foa, in prep.); and To resourcs
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atterns in retaliatory aggression (Foa, Turner and Foo, in
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esuits of these investigations support the notion that z-ztial
proximiTy in tThe order is predictive of relative preference for &lter-
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ve resource exchange patterns in ongoing interpersonal tranc
(Foa, 1971).

Love 5s a Resource Class

In The present study, attention was focusaed on ftwo resourcs
ciassas which priof findings had indicated were least commutable,
love and money. Although gain or loss of money as an exchange out—~
come Is se!f—evidenf,.classificafion of love as a resource class
requires further claritication. In the Foas' taxonomy, love is
cetined as an expression of affecfionafe regard and emotional
avvTachment with components of warmth, cohcern, trust, and Tender-
ness. As a resource class, love Is disfihguished frbm status or

esteem which is an expression of deference or evaluative judgmert

regarding another's attitudes, traits, beliefs or abilities. Love is

also distinct from more general constructs such as "social approva!™

and "attraction" which typically include elements of both respect and

atifection. While recognizing that respecfland affection frequently
co-occur, suéh is not alwayslfhe case and thare is some empiricai
Justification for emphasizing their disTIncTiVeneés (e.g., Aronson,
197C; Jones and Jones; 1966;‘Rubin, 1970; Brown,‘f965);'

in the present sTudy,ldve was cohveyed Through a romantic dis;
Closure form which emphasized feelings of warmTh, affection, rapport

anc the desire for future intimate affiliation. ~Taking avay love, or




disaffoction, was expressed by emotional rojection which stresced o
k of empathy, negative feclings, and repudiation of The opportuniTy
for more intimate association.

arvicularism 3s a Dimens ion in Interpersonal Transactions

As notaed earlier, the resource taxonomy proposed by Foa @nd
Foz orders social commodities in terms of Their proximity on psycho-

logical coordinates. One such basis for classification is The cirmen-

sion of oarticularism (cf. Parsons, 1951). A principle connotavion

ot parTicularism is that exchange outcomes are more or less ppenomenz!ly
gcersonzalized by the parties lnvolved such That “he quall*y of their

relationship determines the extent to Whlch That outcome has The daszirec

nTerpersonal consequences. Jones and Davis (1965) make a similer soint
when They disTinguiéh between "hedonic relevance" and "oersonalisn” ac
variables affecting gociai inference and attribution proceSses. The
Foas' argumenfg‘howevér,'proceeds from a differenT theoretical Derspec

tive in which the particularism dimension is. anroduced to disTinguish

~azmong the character.stic exchange properTnes of differeni resource

ciasses. Thus, the more particularistic The exchange commodity iavoived,

The more will SubjeCTIve interpersonal considerations serve as salien®

2y

discriminative sflmulx contributing o variance in outcome utility.
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general, The amounT of variance aTTrlbuTable to this lnferachon
resource content and The person source W|ll be maXImaI in Transactions
involving love and~minimal in Those |nvolv1ng money ln love exchange,
for example, the interpersonal signitfication, value of a given acticn is

very dependent on who mediates that action., . In contrast, monetary
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outcomas have a relevance and value which transcends their linkasgo
to & given source and Theée may often be lit+le reason for preterring
one exchange partner over other available alternatives.

In some resf ts this development of particularism is similar
<o ThibauT and Kelley's (1959) concept of 'comparison level for alverna-
+ives." It qualifies this notion, however, in predicting That whetner

a person will remain in an exchange relationship with a specific other

[(M]

s, ia part, determined by the particularism of +he relevant resourcs
clzss. As the level of resource particularism increases; potentiz
access To alTérnaTive relationships decreases.

While the Foas use parchularism Yo classify resources, other
aspecTs of social inferchange can also be seen as varying on This

‘dimension. Relevant to the present discussion are such faceTs as

-h

eacback regarding prior outcomes, the directional mode of inter-
ac#ion, and +the personq available as exchange obJecfs. Thus, pro-
c»edxng from the notion that parflculqrnsm implies variation in

resource utility as a function ot ine ielev.onship befween acter

and object, a condition of reduced feedback regarding prior outT-
‘comes can be expected to produce a less particularistic Transacrion

Than one involving extensive feedback. Similarly with regard <o roce

O

-h

intTeraction, a posifive ac+ion should be facilITaTed by personaiis—
“Tic cues while negaTlve, aggre55|ve behavnors are more likely u

cenditions of interpersonal anonymlfy le. 9., mbardo, 1970) Finally,

an obJecf—person assoctafed with preVIous jove exchange witl be seen zs
& more pa. 'CUlarlsflc Targe* Than one regpon5|ble for a prevnoub
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This oxtension of the notion of particularism to varicus fzcets ¢

ofF &n invaerpersonal exchange onabled us to devise a matrix of airer
naTive reciprocation contingencies in which both the experimental :
Treatment conditions and behavioral options availablev+015ubjccTs ‘ P
varied in particuiarism. Proceeding from this .design we thus
.eTfampfed to influence Tﬁe relative particularity of The recipro-
cation opvion chosen by manipulating the particularistic implicetions

ot The situational context. More specisically the hypothesis was

chat: .
The more particularistic the exchange situa ion The rore
likely it is that a person will prefer a particularistic.
form of recnprocal “action.
Overview of Experimenfal Design

The particularism of interaction QuTcomes was manipulated
by exposing half of the subjects to a sequence of experimental
epiéodes in WHTCh‘+WO confe eru.es eacn ,,u.ided r.2r with a dis—.
TinctT reward experience. One of these "releVanT” FndiQiduaIs |

resgonded To an interview with the suBJecT by comminicating his

“f

esiings of positive affect toward her. The other’, :n turn, made

4]

Trategic concessions in a game situation where T 1 as apparent
ThaT he was volunterily giving her his share of experimental earnings.
The remaining subjects encounfered these two indiw'gduals under eguiva-

l2nT conditions but experlenced negative ouTcomes wiTh one ex Dressinc

~

’

negative affect Toward her and the other delibere—cly cheating her out

of ner-righ#ﬁul.share of money.

Tris expllcxfness of feedback regardtng Txuob outcomes Was aisc

munxpulafca such Thaf half of the subJecfs nacelued explxc T and devailied
ERIC
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1 remaining subjects were exposcd to the same cues during interzction

butr were vold that they would not know precisely what +the other sorzon

e EEy e
ALy

clT about them, or the amount of money they had recsived, until The

axperimenter had tabulated the data.
Foilowing these encounters the subject was informed That tre _ ¢
experiment was over but was subsequently solicited to aid another 3

experimenter whose' assistant had failed to show up. This unreiated

et ey

experiment provided a sanctioned setting in which the subject had To

ey Ao
tee ST

make Two choices regarding her reciprocal action: (a) Choose orz of

e
LTRoe

the fwo persons with whom she had previously interacted; and () choose

either love or money as the resource to be used in reciprocation towarc

g

T

IIQ

The chosen pearson. The other resource was to be employc; Y
with a third "neufrai".person.l |

In summary, the particularism of The exchange situation wes
manipulated by varying“mode of inferacfionA(pbsifive‘vs. negative)

and feedback level (high vs. low) giving four treatment conditions

which differed on this dimension. The reciprocation options avail~.

IO I e

able involved chonsing one of two relevahfbindividuals (affect-
relevant vs. money~relevant) and in allocating a speéific resource
(love or monéy) to the peﬁson chosen. Thus each subject was assigned
-+6 one cf four treatment conditions and subsequently al lowed 7o
choose one of four reciprocation opTioﬁs‘wah éééhiaspecf‘of both
treatment condi%fon énd.choice~op+Ion re§resen+ing different degrees

of particularism. e .
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Since affectiva disclosurc was a distinct outcome in The
present iavestigation, individual differences in subject's neced
for gpprovel might affect the extent To which they reciprccate
+hals resource class. Of particular concern was the |ikelihcod
~net spproval~dependent individuals in the negaTibé'reciprocafion
cation of negative affect Yoward the relevent target (cf. Conn and
rowne, 1964). To examine this possibility all subjects were adminis~

tared The Marlowe-Crowne Social-Desirability Scale as their initiai
introduction to the experiment. This task also served fo pair the
ect with a "neutral" confederate whose Task was mereiy to
remzin in The same room with the subject while éomple?fng his own

-

cusstionnegire.
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Subiects, Confederaies and Experimenters

e subiects were 80 femals undergraduates at +the Univers!—
~ g

of Missouri, @ssigned randomly to ‘the different experimental :
conditions. ALl were‘vblun+eehs from introductory psychology ;
classes who received '"credits' for participating in experiments.

Six‘undergraduafe males viere hired To serve as confcderztes.

Assignment of confederate to condition was counterbalanced so that
each played a given role approximately The same number of times.
Frior to beginning the experiment all confederates were instructed
in The necessity for standardization of their behavior and were
requireg¢ Yo study a Yscript® which provided a s¥ructured outline
tor the various roles. In order to anTicipa?e'problems'and oro-
vide appropriate training, nine rehearsal sassions were run as a
pilot s+udy,vinvplving both male and fema{elsubje¢+s, none of whom
are included in the present analyéis{

Both the sehior author and one other graduaTeISTUdenT in scciai
psychology servéd_as experimenfers with each conduéfing approximetely
one random half of the experimenTaI.sessions. This second experi-

‘merter was naive with regard to fThe predictions which have been
advanced and was provided with only a very general descrIpTion of

The purpose of the study fo assistT him in +he debriefing session.

'

Procedure

Introduction fo experiment and axposure fo 'meutral' tarcat.
Shortly after arrival of the female subject the experimenter enterad

o +he waiting afga‘and:cohfirmed that all pfesenf fi,e{,:Subjec+jand

i e - . oo ‘ o
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+nroo contederates) had voluntocred to participeto in his oxperiment.
|+ was *then noted that the three males had signed up for two hours of
exnorimensal credit while the fomale subjoct hed signed up for only
one hour. They were Thon informed That each would be participating
n & series of differenT experiments and that each study would
invoive scme &ype of .interaction between Two randoml!y paired sub-
jects, .Consulfing an elaborate chart the experimenter, in apparent
coniusion, identified each accomplice by name several Times. The
"neutral® confaderafe and the subject were then ezch given a "Personai
Reaction Inventory! (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964) to complete, &and he
+two other males moved to another part of the bgilding.

Besides administration of the Marlowe-Crowne Social-Desiresiiity
Scale, this initial "scene" was designed To enhance the credintlity
and salience of later manfpulaTions. Thus the subjecT could now

idenTify by appearance and name Three persons, Two of whom vould

later be relevant To her, and she had been led to believe that the:

‘had volunteered for & second hour of research which was unrelated o

the present study.

After approxumaTely twelve minutes The experlmen ter refurne
to The conrerence room, removed that confederate, and led The sub-
ject through two adjoining experimental rooms. After being shown &
one-way mirror arrangemenT The subJecT was seated adJacen. To The non-
vision side with the justif lcafnon ThaT "We wanT +he other subjects 7o
ss2 you under COﬂlelOﬂS where They know that you can't soe‘*heu.’ et

exoerimenter Then consul ed his char+ and prefendnng confusion (e.g.,

rbom s Wk S Lk

R TSR
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"It oreally terrible about remembering names") solicited fhe subject's

—

aid in identifying the appropriato person for her first encounter. rcr

1
[

both the affect-relevant and money-relevant manipulations The subjzc
asility to identify that male was clearly established prior 7o init iating
that episode. Half of the subjects in each TreaTmenT_condiTion Were
exposed First to the affect episode and Tnen TO Thevmoney gpisode, wiTh
+he seguence being reversed for ‘the oTher'nalf.’

Given these controls on the sequenCtng of eplaodes the experi-
ment consisted of two basic stages. Stage | consisTed of maring The
subject = suscepTible recipient of affective and moneTary outcomes
wnile Stege I Drovided her the opporfunify to choose the TargeT

and resource most preferred for rec1procal acTIon.

Srage s SubJecT as recnplenT in love and mon;yATransa Chs5.

‘7'Tne affect- elevanT eplsode was inTroduced wnTh The followxng
Instructions: l o

"Thls experlmeanls a study of.self dlsclosure and roma fic‘,f
a%fracfion. To puT xT blunle, we' re lnTeresTed |n why cnd how
“Efpeopld become romanTlcally lnTe esTed |n one anoTher and wha .m1nds_f;_

;fof cues’ or- 1n.ormaT|on are mosT amporTanT xn elxcn xng Thls Type of

%Tracfion.’ ln Thls sTudy we have Tr|ed To seT up a- snTuanzon whure

Two sTrangers geT To Know one anoTher under somewhaT arTx icial, lf‘_i
“conTrolled, condiT{ons, l‘am going o glveveach o.‘you several

.u guastions which’ you ‘can use. To obraln lnformaTzon abouT your partnar.
‘vU::ng on‘y These quesTIons you wzll be alTernaTely asxxng and an-

ewer:n +he oues.xons for approx1mare|y .welve mlnufes.,;lbw1ll Then

ask you to fill OuT somevforms indioaTing your-personal'feellngs

FITYYrEe
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~oward one another. Please keep in mind that we're mainly inter-
ested in obtaining your reaction to the ofher as 'a potential roman-
ic partner. We realize that this is a somewhat awkward situztion
‘o place you in, but hope you will feel free to be completely frank
and honest both in answering The-quesTions and in indicating your

1

iTial feelings. toward one another. Also, | should inform you
¢ wde

that we will be tape-recording the interview session."

The guestions made available to the subject and accomplice were

n

elected from a list prepared and standardized by Worthy (see VWorihy,
., 1969). The subjecf's list consisted of {0 relatively non-
inTimaTe quesTions which were overlapping wn;h"regard to content.
The_ ccomplice, however,lwas given a I|sT whlch had been raT &s
highly InTimaTe'and which covered a broad range of personal n.or &=
+icn. The subjecf‘evlisf for exampfek'oon?ainedfsuchsirems as ”Wha*

sort of .hlngs do you mosT en joy Talnlng aboul To oThers" and '"What

lOplCS are you and your frlends prone. To dsscuss.? Examoles of 7he

“accompllce s quesTnons are ”Do you consnder your sexual adJussmen. sevis-
”y“faCTory? Why or: why noT?" and, "How does your aTTi%ude foward mea diifer

lﬁurom your moTher‘s aTT|Tude Toward your faTher?" Tnls dnscrepanoy was

trOdUCud To esTablxsh an xnequlry of dxsclosure and To xncrease The

".vu ne aoxlnTy of the subJecT 1o subsequenT acceoTance or FeJeCTIOu.

.

To further enhance This'discrepancy; The'accomplice gave short

Tandardized replies, while always encouraging The subject to eladorats

‘or clarify her responses.

Foliowing twelve minutes of interaction the interview was

Terminated and a “"Romantic Aftraction Questionnaire" distributed.
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ha front side of This quastionnairo contained four rating scsics a

\

doalt with: (1) The degree of affection they felt for the other porc

SOn

{2) The desirability of the other as a dating partner; (3) Willingacs

v

To initiate less superficiai contact with The other; and (4) The cdegrsc
to which they felt the other person liked them. They were further
instructed to use the back side of the questionnaire for Madditional
comments and a more personal elaboration of your feelings."

Atter about three ninufes the accomplice noted that he had

5]
[ 7]
o
.

his gquestionnaire and was removed. Upon returning 7he exssri-
menTer informed the subject that there was no need for her to finish
vhe questionnaire as her ratings weren't really of concern in The
sfudy. He Then indicated that he would bebgone for a'few minutes
b”*o cneck on anofher experlmenT" and. ThaT whlle she was waiTing
- ,shé couid exam?ne what the other person had'To,Say«abou? her.if
she so desired. iAll subjects expressed;an'inTeres+°in.Tnis infer-
netion and afTer:hend}ngvihem‘ThelquesfidnnefreiTne expehfmen+er
‘"jmnedialely Ieff-fhe roem}e | P - l‘

‘The raTlngs and commenTs on The ques*xonnalre were sTandc ze

%]iand exTher hlghly pos&f:ve or negaTnve dependlng on The Treafmen* cond
’iifxon. In The posxflve affecT condxflon ”personal commen*'"‘emehesfzed
LeThaT‘The subjeef_possessed "alrare combinafien of_quali%ieslfhaf !
’persenally find ekThemeiy aTTraeTive,"vandlwenfion To’efaboraTe on the
positive feelingenwhich heifelf toward her as evperson. In contrast,
The negative affect commenfe emphasnzed that The subJec. had elicited
mainly'negafive feelings and that she was "not the kind of person‘

ersonally find attractive or enjoy being with."

- o e o



the contextual setting for the money-~relevant episode wii The

seme as for the affect encounter, with the subject being placed or
The aon=vision sice of a one-way mirror. After The accomplice had
been broughi in, The experimenfal task was introduced in the foi-
'owing manner: ‘
"This experimenT is a study of social co-operaTicn. The two of
you gre go.ng Fo be playing a very simple game which provides cach
# you the coportunity to earn some money. Now you (indicating
“accomplice) aeve played the game before so you should be familiar
with how it works (accomplice indicates tThat he does uncsrstand).
The only difference is that this Time tThere will be $4.00 at stake
instead of just points." DirecTing nis aTTenTion‘To:The subject
“The experimenfer then remarked "Please IfSTenvery.carefully,‘l'm
only allowed To’read the instructions oneETTme;”v He‘Then read
+he following "lnsTrucftons"' N

"Each of you will receive a deck of 20 cards. A rlaI wili

'*f:5cons1s. of boTh of you choosxng enTher a red or blac& card rrom

'f_your dec& and pIac1ng xT face down in The messase S|Ox. o w1|l-

1"Jf %he1 remove The cards and record whaT you each chose.’ For‘every

Trfr'alyxn whrch you play The same color you w1]| eacn.recesve w-lO
’f you play dlfferenT coIors then one of you wlll ”ecelve $.20 on .
'ThaT “rial and The other noThlng. For The flrs. fnve Trlals‘

“;ooposxTe color cards wnll result in the person who plays the black

card wnnning the $.20 for the second five frials This

w;ll be reversed wsTh The red card wxnnlng Thc ToTaI amounT end so
on;_ror every flve Trial’ sequence unTnl 20 .rxals have been comzictad.”

R e vy e RO - ' o Lo Lo
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Having read these ambiguous and confusing instructions tho
axperimentaer noted that he had fo leave for a few minutes to "chzc

Ther subjects,™ and that They could discuss The game, if Thay

&)
o]
!
b
@
o

S so desired, until he reu.ned,
uring This Time Tthe accomnlice moted his previcus experience

wiTh The game and soughT'To <onvince The subject that i+ she played

o

)
(‘ >
"X

Tein paaTern he could anticipate her choices, and that This
wes The only way That they would ez=h be assured of a fair share cf
The money. A few minutes later, +he experimenter returned and begzn Ths

2. Upon concluding the 22 triais, the outcomes were Tebulated and

=t
=1

l"l

cach olayer given the money +hey had earned. Beneficiary subjects
piey gl ve Y _ J

ietvn gt 2

received 90% of The.$4.00 whileQVicTims‘received oniy 10%. During The
distribution of money “the accompllce was asaed if he had any particular
~reason for playlng The way he did. His reply depended on Treatment
;condifton. Beneflclarles, for example,‘overheard the accompl;c remark

- That "Well, I coulq see that we dldn'T have The same numbe, of red and

,blacm cards, so | wanTed to help her W|n as much money as | could.”

- S »VtC:XmS however, heard The accompllce say ”Yeah‘ The way | figure
;Std“{ (‘r’ lf, IT's'eve y ‘man for hlmself | was. ouT xo geT all l could. This -

manloulaxlon was. lneluded To g|ve The subJecT clear reason .o bu!nGVO

»

ThaT'Th o.her's achons were clearly :nTended +o aiTher beneiit or

 ——————— e e

harm her.
M| ——

Menipulation of feedback. - The above.discussion describes the

explicit-outceme™ conditions., Half of the subjects, however, were

Y]

givex minimal 1nforma.r~n ﬂagarCAng thelir outcomes. These “non-explicitt

o I
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+=autmont conditions werc as doscribed above with fhe follawing CALTL -
+ions. Following the interview session the accomplice was removesl anc

“he experimenter returned in the apparent process of examining his cor-

ments about The subject. After noting th- - her ratings of him were
not relevant to the study she was Told: "I~ is necessary in order
Yo kecp The experiment standardized ThaT yeu not see this Jjust yet

¥ vou like perhaps you can take a look at it before vou leave todey .M
As @n gpparent ai TerThoughT the experimenter then noted: "I cen

see one Thing, he's cerTalnly not indifferent toward you.™ The

only cue provuded subjects was that the exoorlmenner delivered This
latTer comment either brughfly (i.e., implying that ihe comments

were favorable) or very seriously (i.e., implying‘ThaT The commen#s

were negative). Simllarly, upon conclusxon of The noney gane, The

“confedera & was removed and SUbJGCTS Were .old ”You'll be ng n
The money you earned before you leave. roday dl*’s possn le-ThaT hie
ceither lcT you Take mosT of the money or ThaT he Trled o ge T'moa? f

of lT for htmself buT glven the card decks you boTh nad avallaole

it's 1mp0551ble ThaT you couzd have spIIT The money very evenly

"iAT: lS poan The experlmenfer brlefly glanced a: The ouLcowe st eexﬁl
"and noTed elTher.i "Looks Ilke he TreaTed you very well" or. ”Iook~ |
_i1<e he dxdn‘T Treaf you very WeII dependlng on Treafnona‘oondi—.n

Tion." | - ‘

Stage | s Subject's 99por+uni+y for,reciprooarion.' Upon con-

m————ce | pp——

-

*clusion of tThe above eplsodes the subject was removed to a conferenc

[<U

‘room and !od o belleve that she had fulf xlled her oxporlron;al ooiige-

SRR Tion. The experlnenfor Then IefT for a few momonfs ano reaurnec O 25K
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7 she would mind taking just a fow minutes To help "Dr. Rucker, zn
incustrial psychologist here at the Center." |+ was further expiingd
heT his research uSSlSTanT had called in sick and that he necdod a
male assistant for_The first ten minutes of his experinenf. ETTar

groaing To help, subjects were given brief instructions regarding

Building on an earlier deception that the males nhad signed

-~

[
-G

for two hours of experimental credit, it was explained That they ws

[

e

also subjects for an "Industrial Incentives Study," and thet her 7a

(6]
¢

would be 7o deliver "“incentives'" to ftwo of These persons. The fThirg

’ person’ was to be in a'no incentive control group. lT was further noctsed

._Thal the study was concerned with comparlng ”socxal" and "maTerla‘"

incentives but ThaT she could choose :he Type she preferred to ezdminister

To each "subJecT. LA brlef descrlpllon of The alleged incentive ai Tur*'

"‘fr ives was then prOV|ded

'vwfposllive lncenllves in The follow1ng manner.,

SubJecT beneflclarles were Told Thal'*hcy woulo be cdml stering

"Dr. Rucker wnll be’ lnfoereWIng you and asklng you O maks’

‘”jf}ccr.azn Judgmenls wnlh regard tfo hlS male SUbJeCTS \ow The suovecl

O

-+

¢

: concerned is gonng To "acctdenlly” overhear par| o*C ThlS inTerv.ew

var an elaborale |n+ercom system Thal Dr. Rucker has hooked ur in his
exparimental rooms. |f +he guy is going to 'get & meterial. incentive,
or example,‘he will'supposedly by accldenl‘voverhear you lel.:ng

Or. Rucker that he's your choxce tTo recelve S) OO xn paymen. for.

”',experlmenT par*xcnpallon. lf the guy is oonng To gel a social

ric

BA 7o provided by ERiC:
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tncentive, however, he'll overhcar you telling Dr. . oker that vyou
heve a very positive affectionsto af'itude Fowerd hi:

|7 was. then explained that thuse interviaus hauid-ac?uaiiy
be read irom a prepared script, but that she wou.d 5 required fo act

very sgentanéous as 'the subjects must be entirely corivincss that

i

you are personally responsible for what happens to -~ har." 3She wes
also told That in order to keep the word from getting around, these
sudjects would never bs fold that she was actuaily an experimental
assistanT.

Subject victims were told that they would be _dministering

negative incentives in the same manner. Thus They could either chocse

@ person "who will deflnlfely not be peld The 33 OO he was promis

=h

or being in the experlmenf," ”he'll overhear you ue'llng or..

‘Rucker that yeu have a. very negaflve,and ha#efu( eTTl%ude.Toward

nim as a perSOn."

A tTer famllnar12|ng The SLbJeCT with her alTernaTnves ,ne

?:exocrlmenfer gave her "one of Dr. Rucker s forms" on wnich o l“GiCale

“75]fner cSSlgnmenT of subJecfs to ancenTnve condl fons. }As an'apparenT

'fr= “mrThOUghT *he experlmenfer ‘then exclalmed ’"Oh' l elmosr‘forgof;..

'1ff*ﬁDr. Qucker sald +o be sure that (The neu;nal oCCOWp[ICu) WEs

ERIC

. Aruntext provided by eric [N
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M
i}

i

sxgwed o one of The lncenfnve condtflons. For scime reason.he cog:

A}

-Want him to be in the conTroI group. Ok.” “He: then leff "to ses If

Or. Rucker‘has all The equipment set up forrfhe interview. nApproxi-

3

zTely +hree minutes la+er, the experimenter rcTur“ed collected the
subjecr's chotce form, and proceaded wufh a poss—sezsnon interviow which

cuiminated ;n debrleflng her regardlng The ac*La' cirpose of ?he axperiment.

1?

a
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Results

ffectiveness of the manipulations. Since deception was crucizi

To tTho success. of the manipulations i+ Is first necessarvy to esteblish
+ +the subjects were, in facl, appropriately deceived. A revigw of
notes Teken during the post-oxperimental interviews revealed That no

ot was aware that the males were actualiy confederates playing

U
f-
O
Co
(0]

roles. Similarly, virtually all subjects reported accepting The

notion that they were involved in a series of different experiments
. , :

s

and That they had been spontaneously solicited to assist in Dr.
Aucker's study. Appéren+ly, the only major source of suspicicon was
The general teeling of é number of subjects That they were mersly
being used to éliciT responses from the males and'were, In fact, not
"rea!" subjects. - | | |

Immediately prior to debriefing, subjects were asked i+ Their

féhoices'in the ihceanves study were in any way.affecfed 5y what nad

“occurred in preV!OUS encounfcrs wu+h The Two ma!es._ AiThougu The

 5;0.1ng of *hese subJec+lve reporTs 1s admx edly +enuous (“;;’
 :=usp|cxoucﬂess had usually been oroused by *hls ooxn.) fnhere‘was :»
ZTLTen ncy ‘or hxgh need~approval SubJeCTS nnVThe negaTlve recxproc;?ion

-conditions To deny any connecTnon uhaTsoever. ln conT ast, low~nged-

approval’SubJecfs in Thts condtTlon were franm to admit that Their
choice was motivated by anger and the desire to retaliave. This

finding is consistent with Conn and Crowne's (1964) report that

approvai dependent persons'are more relucTanl to rovogn1~e and express
nosTility foward o+hers. !n The pOSITI"“ fehnorocqfxOﬂ conditions +hore
wgs no dnscerwnb!e dnfference bcTween subJe differing'in nesd-for=s3:rovel.

18
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+5 in These conditions readily adnitTed fo veing nmore or

1233 intitenced by the desire to repay specific perscns for oeneiiic

rect of need-for-quroval. In order To assess The cffuctz of

17
oy

nacd-for~gpproval on subject's choice patterns, it was necessery o
estebiish that each treatment group had, in fact, received a rancem
casortment of subjects differing on this dimension. A preliminary

comparison of median need-approval scores within each Treartmen

{
coacition With the overall median, and with one another, ravezled no

—ly

significant discrepancies befween conditions. |If was also ciear ¥rom

-+

this preliminary examlnaTnon that although frequency with which & given

proceTion option was chosen varled consxderably across Treatments,

(’)

he mean need- approval score aSSOC|a+ed W|Tn a glven op;lon vas reletively

~ consistent across +reaTmen+ condnfnons._ lT is Thus possrbxe ;o comying

(n
o
i3]
o
1

The various +rea+menT condnflons in dnscu551ng Thu ef.ec $ o7 Thi

;Y_Slale on SUbJeCT'S chonce pa++erns.-

Across all condnTxons there Was a hxghly sxgnxfxcan* *”ndc“cy
'1ff(+.=k ‘p. < OOl Two~Taxled res+) for low neeo—approval subjscts o

~..reciprocate he resource- salient Targef cHosen w1Th11 The resourcs

~ ciess associafed ijh him, while personS'nlgh in neec—ror-appreval

R

characteristically assigned him a less appropriate oufcome. Alsc

WFAFEIRSTUENT

zpproaching significance (t = 1.76, p.<.10, two-tailed Test) wzs Tha

.4*.

endency for those subjecis who provided7a'moneTary'ou+comu To Tne

roney-

'!

clevant farget 1o have a lower need-approval score Than Thiosa

who opted for direct reciprocavion of affect, even .“oudh poth of
X these groups were below the overall mean in need for approval;
Q - » ‘ S .

3 JAruntoxt provided by exic I

o e LT e -y e b Pk AT, "l B sl ot ik VB St A P i ke At e U T AW USRI TSI LN e T e e



B A 170x providsa by eric [

Jxonxr canle across tn+eractlon modes X

vigh~ and low=-nocd-approval subjects vcre csuz!ly ropre-

-~

i
3

santed in The four treatment conditions, we also examined the Totii
meTrix ov choice freguencies scparately for each group. Comparicon
reveaicg that the relavive size of cell frequencies foilcwed the
same pattern for both high and low need-apbroval subjects. |+ =
espeears justitied to consider the experimental results separately
irom The eofiects associated with need for approval.

Excarimental results. The primery Interest of The study was

in The etfrects of the varying conditions on subject's choice cf

]

aciprocation alternatives. The freguency with which the four avail-~

eble alternatives were chosen is shown in Table 1. Looking firsy at

Insert Table | about here

The Total frequency with which The various options were selected

over aijl TreaTmen+ COndiTions, There is a'significanf tTendency
(51 oux of 80 p. <: 02) for subJecTs To rec1proca;e within the same

rasource class a s!ughT preference for *h fecT—relevani Tarce'

(48 out of 80,;n;5.); and no. overall preference for exTner o‘ane TWS

resource options (43 versus 37, n.s;).”

T

As the dlsfrlbuTlon of cell frequorcxes in Teble | revezls,

. however, here was consnderable variation- bOTh wx‘hxn and across

Treatment condifions in the frequency with which a given cption was

chosen. More precisely, each one of the two manipulafions; fesdback

leve! and mode of interaction, affaected ai fierent aspecis of sub jecTa’

choice patterns.. The +arge+ person chosew oy SubleCTS varicd
2
=9

.85, p.<.0l, ses Tante 2)
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quencies, Thus eliminating differences in overall preference fo

&

st wos notT influenced by foedback level (sce Teble 2. in contracT,

Inscrt Tables 2 and 3 about here

The rescurce class selected was a function of feedback leve! (A7=i!.5%,

5.<.001, see Table 4) but unrelated to mode of interaction (sze Tzile 35.

)

| &4
(1]
)
[t}
[¢o)
D)
C)

ess of prior outcome cchaany, beneficiaries Tended To
choose To repay The affect-relevant person, while victims preferred
To reteiiate sgainst the monetary-relevant indivicual. Morecver,
soth vichims and beneficiaries showed preterence for the aiiective
form of reciprocel .action when prior outcomes Were cervein &nd fo;
monetTery action when previous outcomes were rmore ambiguous.

oatTtern of relationship between experimental manipulations and subjscra’

"~ choices is reflected in the ordered frequencies Of responsss presented

in Tebie 1. By converting +he rows of This maTrlx into percenvegs fre-~

3
\

given option, it bccomes feasible to examlne The rela‘ch pre(ercncc

for a specxrlc recxprocaflon al+erna+lve bo*h wanln and across Trewi-
menf condit |ons. This dIsTribuTion’of percenfage‘frequencies_genera#es
a circularly ordered matrix in which-The'diagoha;‘ceYIS'have the high ee
percentage ffequency whffe other cells, in both rows and coiumns, show

A

7]

vstematic decrease as & function of Their distance from The ciagona:.

here Is nothing mysterious about this neat ordering of The freguencies.

‘Yla have seen that particularism of the interaction mode affects particule

the choice of target person (Table 2), while part ICLIariST o7 the orhe:

[ I

uaqxpcaa.zon, feedback affec‘s The pc. Ficularism of the resource chosen

) e A o



Zz

iable @), T‘Ub in the diagonal entries of Tabie | the pars Ticuleriss

ot each manipulation is matched to the parTiCuIarIsm of +he outcorme

espect which iIs relevant to it. |In the diagona! at the top jefr

~corner, for example, both manipulaticns are highly particularistic b

and bovh aspects of The outcome are hignly parTncuIarl stic; in The

Glagonai on The second row, one man1pula+|on (mode) and its respec-

Tive aspect of outcome (target person) are particularistic while fre b

ovher manipulation (feedback) and Tthe oufcome aspect relevant 7o iT i

~

resource) are both non-particularistic. This double maiching of

manipulaTion to outcome in The diagonal cells produce The higresT E{

',”ﬁ'a.ch rrcqueﬂCIes ln the two: cclls border:ng Tne dlagongl giTher

cievanx ouTcomc, wh;le the second manlpulaulon does not; in Tne‘second
column of Tne fnrsT row, for example ”in#eracTion'mode and Terge? person
~:earc boTh hxgh in parTncularIsm, buT feedback level Ts.ldwfwhiie Tnev‘
: s”ccou rce chosen is hlghly parTncular:sflc hence Treouency is:iower

’~[h°ne}+nan’in“—he dlaoonal By Thls crl*e.lon The flrs+ and last eniry

'",ofHThe firsT'and IasT rows and columns arc also nelghbors end The. order

o7 anyvgiven'column o. row is circular. Flnaily, in The cell Two— TEUS

‘removed from the dlagonal nenTher manlpulaTlon maTchcs iTsires;ecTEve
. ouTcome cspecT honce The frequency is IovcsT herc.

(i Was, a55umed that since lnlrnaflng acl|on .cuarJ the "neutrz!t tar~

get was @ sanchoned domand chardcTerISTlc o~c The seTTIng, what hapoenad

Tc this Dcrson would be a relarlvcly mxnor .ac.or in sub ocT' cheoice

erns. Bo*h The pos+~sessxon lnrchxews and Tho analvs1s of ‘chcice

PAruitext provided by enic [




patiorns lond reasonable- support to this assumption with renure To The

cw=necod-approval subjects. Approval dependent subjects, in thi nega-

Tive G

‘O

'
4

)
¢

rocation sequence, however, may have beon significently
zftected by knowledge That thoy would be delivering undeserved punish-
menT o @ virtual stranger. While granting this possibility, it deeas

notT expiain why approval dependent subjects expressed negetive z¢fecT

Towesrd The money-reievant Target when choice of the affect-relovent
Target would have resulted in the same outcome to The neutre! szrson.

Simitarly, iT offers little in the way of explanafion‘for Wiy Ensrove
dependent subjects in the posiTive reciprocaTEqn-sequence'were orong To

" give money to The_affecf?relevanf person‘raTher‘fﬁan tThe monefary—réievan%

' farget when both contingencies had équiQafenT sigﬁificéﬁéa for the ‘nsurral?
individual. These considerations thus lend suppor% o our’raasoning that

the “neutral" person was relatively unimportant, if not irrelevant, in

‘determining subjects reciprocation patterns. =

i e T

ey raeme T T

JAruntoxt provided by exc [H




WA FullToxt Provided by ERIC

Discussion and Cenclusion

Suilding on the general notion that affeciive disclosure iz =
mare particularistic behavior than defivery ot mongteary outcomes, iT
scooms teasible, according to the resu[Té obtained, to order The
FGC?pFOCCTIOn‘OpTTOnS available to subjects in the present e/p'rx”ﬂrf
s +he basis of this dimension. Thus direct reciprocation of &ffec-
Tive disclosure is the most particularistic a!TcrnafiVe; direct
~eciprocation of money the least parficularisTic, wiTth The other T
options of intermediate parTicularify. Moreover, The resulis suggsst
Thet The experimental TreaThenT condiTiohs can also be ordered on This
dimension. It thus scems that a positive cxcnanrc sequen - is char-
aclersstlcally‘morc consTrained by consndercxions of reeource parric-
ularity Than a nega?ive exchange sequence.' Consumma#ion of an cn-

going aggressive response ‘sequence is'less;resfricTed o =pe citic

'.acTEons end Targefsufhan completion of & beneficial.exchange seguencs.
Apperent ly *hls dlfference sTems from Tne fac. Tha..consdmmaffon of
,fbenef:clal exchange is conTlngenT on The reclpten 's valuation and -

'*eccouxv;'y to. the. pro-offered reward ; Delivery of a"harmfui out-

come, however, is Typlcally a unlIaTeral dec1510ﬂ o"iheﬂacTor:In
xnilh ‘he reclplenT‘ abillTy fo nulley or dc vaILc The ouicome is
a much iess pofent factor in exchange_cohsummafion (Heider, {956;.
Scropler, 1969). - o o

The cues aVailaSIe‘for Theeeyaihafica"cf‘anofher3s behavicr
ssoear also %c bellinked o the parTZchari#? of reciprocz! action

such that we will expect subjects receiving explicit feecdback o




fjjh;;

Ao rovsn eic

oroter @ more particularistic form of reciprecal azction Tnan Troszo.

These considerations, hoviever, do not-explain why inforacti

mode should affect +he choice of exchange object but not +he chricice
; ] J

oovs who are lass cerfaln of the extent of their socia! indebTecne

o7 rescurce class, while feedback level affects the resource chozen .

Juv notT selection of The target person. Frankly, we do not have an
acoquate explanation to offer on Tthis unexpected finding. HNeverthe-
e85 v is of inferest to note that the generaiity of the partizu-
izrism dimension enablod us to establish a conceptual |ink betwesrn
The sTructure ot the exchqnge seTTing and The's?rucfure of The
bchavioral response paTTerns of subjecfs} Thus,'oﬁge‘boTh doimzins

o7 interesT were mapped on a specified dimension it became pcssis

to Test & structural hypothesis which related an ordered set of

re xlonshxps among mulflpte |ndependen and-deoenden# variables in

.crms or underlylng sTrucTural UanS whlcn ”elaTe ‘hom o ong ancTh

For cy.ng The mulTnfaceTed r‘ecnprocal effec.s o. n90|ng rnfer-

Jcrsona‘ behavxor Thls may be precnsely nhe *ype oF research neecad.

stimuli “o an'ordered'sef of responses. - The more general. velue ot -

e

This aouroach IluS ln The possublllfy |+ offers for explorxng comz fex

r.
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Table 2 ‘5

o im pume e
CUnCYTIon i

[\

esource-Pelevant Person Chosen for Reciprocation az

A vrmcae b e

of Interaction Mode

Mode of Interaction

Person Chosen = — : ' S

Positive - - Negative-

RSN
At

Afiect-relevant | 20 . lig

(e} T
Usl
hS)

Money-relevant ERERE

2

Note, ~—= X

Gl
C3
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. Tabie 2
Resource~Relevant Person Chosen for Reciprocetion as & Furcticn
of Feedback Level
Feedback Level
Person Chosen

Explicit . Non-exolicit Teteis

‘ Aftect-relevant - S22 2 43

Money-relevant S T K -

40 400 35

, Note. --- X° 0.00, ns.
9 '
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Table 4

as @ Function of Feedback Leve!

Resource Directed toward Relevant Person Chosen for Recinrcce

2/

Resource Directed Feedback Level

Toward Relevant
Person Chosen
: ‘ Explicit Non-expliciTt

Affect 3 s 45
Money - 9 25 34
0 g0 20

’NoTe. -~ X7 -11.51, p <.00/
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P
. Table 5
Resource Directed ftoward Relevant Person Chosen for Reciprocsticn
as & Function of Interaction Mode
Resource Directed Mode of Interaction
~Toward Relevant
Person Chosen .
‘ PosiTive - -Negetive Totais
Affect 25. .7 21 45
Money 15 9. 24
a0 a0 80

Note. === X

2
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