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The Effect on Liking of Underrating or Overrating Another

Eramwe Warster, Boro Warster, Darey Aprauans, axp Zirs Browx

Universily of Minnesola'

People undowldedly feel others degerve o correct and fair evaluu-
tion, Thiz experiment tested the hypolhesis that if an individual
discovered he had accorded another less vespeet than the other
deserved, he would aitempt 1o nwke up for this injustice by o
auhsequent, temporary overcstimation of the olbee. If he dis-
covered hie had accorded the other more respect ihau the ofhier
degerved, he would subsequently undlerestimate the other. Ti was
experted that this “over-compensation” would ccrur even it the
individual’s unjust evaluation had bheen entively private. This
hyvpothesis was supported,

In the cxperimental situation, both rommitment to the initial
unjust evaluation and responsihility Tor the unjust evalualion were
held at a very low levell We fell these resirictions might he
neceszary to denumstrate the over-compensation responge we were
proposing,

It was also proposed that ag subjects became increasingly com-
mitled to their inttial unjust evaluation, they would attempt to
compenzate for an initial injustice less and less often, and wounld
inereasingly atlemnt to justify their initae] wisjndgment, This exd
pectation was not confirmed, Moderalely  vommiiied  subjects
demonstrated as mueh, or more, over-compensation than wmieom-
mitted subjects. Tt was suggested thal perhaps even the most
committcd groups were not n faet very cominitted to fheir initial
anjust evaluations. which were anonyvmous.

Testinger (1957) propozed that if a person’s cognitions this beliefs
about himseli, about hiz behavior, or about the environment were in-
consistent with cach other, he would De wmotivated to reduce this in-
consisieney. Rescarchers interested In interpersonal relation: quickly
saww aawd tested the moplicarttons of Festluger's theory for inrerpersonal
relations. On the basis of dissonance theory. they hypothesized that if an
experinienter persuaded a cubjeet to behave in o harsh way, or in an
exceptionully generous wav toward =omeone, subjecls sheuld tend to
change their attitudes #o that they would be consizient wiih their be-

PThis study woz sapporied an part be fhe »hadent Aetivities Bueean, University
ol Mmnesota, and an part e the Nauonad Institutes of Mental 11‘[‘{[11?1 erant
AU a0a2-02. We o wonld Lk 1o thank Dess Aovern Braden and Jane TTavds ok Tor
fhedr Lelpful amzeestions.
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havior. Ii & subject Larmied another, the =ubjeet would be expected to
justifv his actions and thus come to dislike the person he had harmed.
I the subject did & lavor for another, the subject woulil be expected ta
convinee himself that the other deserved his kindness and thus to in-
crease his liking for the other. In addition, researchers also hypothesized
that the more cholce the subject {elt he had about whether to treat
gomeone harshly or generously. the more a subject would tend to hke
semeone he had helped and to dislike someone he had harmed.

The prediction that if one chooses to hurt someone cl=c, Le will subse-
cquently denigrate the persoun lie has harmed has been supported experi-
mentally several times; eg. by Davis and Jones (1960) and Glass
(1964). In addition, Berkowitz (1962} cites studics {designed to test
other hypotheses) which demonstrate that men who counteraggress
ggainst a parlner come to dislike him more than do men whe are not
given the cpportunity to counteraggress (Berkowitz, Green, and
Aacaulay, 19621 ; and that students report increased feelings of hostility
toward a stimulus perron after verbally aggressing against him (Kahn,
1960).

The prediction that if one chooses to do a kindness 1or someone else,
Le will subsequently increase hix liking for the other he hax bencfited,
Lias not been successfully demonstrated. However, experimental tests of
this hypothesis are in progress (Jecker,® and Hastor! and Regan®),

The consistency of the above findings could very casily lead us to
conclude that individuals always denigrate those they hurt and gleniy
those they benefit.

The ouly reluctanee we had In aecepting such o gemeralization was
that we could think of a few situations in swhich people behaved in
opposite ways; glorifying these they had harmed and denigraling those
they had benefited, For example, we could think of an instance when a
teacher had considered punishing o young student only to dizeover that
the student wo= wdeserving of punizhment. FThe teacher felt so guilix
about her ervor that she went out of her way to make things up to the
gtudent, mentally over-emphasizing his gocdness and importanee, Berk-
owitz (19621 speaks about reactions of this iype when he diseuzses gullt
arcusal following ageression,! We could also think of an instanee when

=
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a voung woman had (reated o voung wan affeetionately and generously
only to diseover that he had been “putting her on,” pretending to he more
interested In her welfare than he really was. In sueh an instunce, we ielt
the girl would become =0 angry and indienant that she would exaggerate
the voung man's <hortcomings, Certainly, we thought she would like him
less than if she perevived his manipulative intent ivom the start,

In these abeve examples, we do nel mean simply that @ person who
realizes he has made o wistake will then adjust his evaluation of the
other s¢ that the evaluation is as eorreet and realistic us possible. We
are proposing muech more than that: We are proposing that if a person
discovers he has 1111~]11(100d another. he will overreaet in an eltort to
correet hig mistake, The teacher will like the injured pupil more than
an objective outside observer would, and more than she would had <he
Lknown of his innocence from the sturt.

The imdividual will hate the false fiend more than would an objeetise
outzide obzerver and more than the individusl would had he known of
hi= friend’s mampulative ntent from the start,

We wre lubeling thi= proposed process “over-coipensation,”

What would account for such “over-compensation” resctions as we
have just described? It s clear what a person galns by reducing dis-
he gains eonsistency, Bul what does o person guln by ten-
poravily  overrating zomevone he previously  harmed und underraung
somwone he unjustly benefited? Lo 1s diffienlt to =av, and ver we felt «ure
such over-compens=ation does oecur.

Perhiaps, we finally decided. individugls feel that they =hould waecord
another exaetly as mueh LIiking and respect as he “descrves” If o person

sonunee

dizeevers he has markedls underented another, he might feel guilt at
his injustice. Tf o person dizeovers he has markedly overrated anoiher,
he might feel mdignation at the unjust henefit the other hasg reecived. In
either caze, the person's first thought mieht be lut he wunts to make
things up to the erroncously evaluated individual. One way of compen-
=uting another i to do something kind {or erueld o hin A sccond wuy
to compensate him 1< fo like him (if we wish to reward him} or dislike
him 117 we wish to punl<h hims, If one discovers he has rated another
too harshlv, he ean compensate the other by temporarily  aceording
him more liking aud vespeet than e normally would, I one discovers lie
hes vaied another foo vencrou=ly, he can pay him back by temporarily
aecording hi less Liking amd respeer than he normally would,

We woulid Iike 1o hypothesize that o person wiil {empoerarily underrate
someone e di=eovers e hos previously jwilged (oo generously and will
temporarily overrate someonce he dizcovers lie hag previously judged too
eritiendly, Tn testing this hypothesiz, we kuew we lad to dopose one
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restrietion on eur experimental design: subjeets could not he conunitted
too strongly to their inifial unjust evaluations. From the dissonance re-
search cited earlier, we know that if an mndividual 1z made to feel per-
sonally vesponsible for an unjust action, if there is no chance of his
making up for the unjust aetion, and it there iz no possibility of his
explaining to the unjustly treated other why he did what he dii, the
subjeet will engage in behavior quite opposzed to that which we are
proposing, Thus, in this first experiment, we wore eareful 1o keep com-
mitment to an initial unjust evaluation at 4 low level.

To test the above hypothesis, 1t was necessary to run two experimental
croups and two control groups.

In the first experimental group, subjects were provoked into evalunting
a stimulus person very harshly. (We will eall this group E; . ith indi-
ates tndtially foo harsh.) Subzequient mformation made them realize that
their initial judgment was unfair; that the stimulus person deserved a
much more positive evaluation. We predicted that Ei, subjects would
attempt to ecompensate for their initial injustice, by subscquently in-
creasing (heir liking for the other,

In the control group for Ky, (which we will call Ciy,) subjeets re-
coeived exuetly the same information about the stimulus person that
experimental gubjeets reccived, ITowever, they were not provoked into
initially judging the <timulus person too harshly; their initial judgment
wis falr and wecurate. We predicted that confrol subjects {who had not
heen initially too harsh) would have no need to compensate for their
initial injustice, and thus no need to inerease their liking for the =hmulus
person. Therefore, on a sccond rating, we would expect experimental
subjeets (19,0 1o like the stimulus person sore thun do control subjects
(it

In the second experimental group, subjects were proveked into evalu-
ating o person very gererously. (We will eall this group Ei . itg indi-
cares (niitedly too generows.) Subsecuent information made them realize
that thelr initial judgment was unfaiv; that the stimulug person deserved
a much more negative evaluation. We predieted that F . subjeets would
attemnt to compensate for thelr gl injustice by =ubsequently deereas-
ing their liking for the other, A< belore, in the control group for B,
iwhich we will call €00, subjects reccived exaetly the same informution
about the stimulus person that experimental subjeets received. However,
they were not led into initinlly judging the stimulug person too gener-
ously; their inilinl judgment was latr and acenrale. We predieted that
control =ubjeets {who had not been miliatly too generous) would have
no need to compensate for their intlial mjustice and thuz no need fo
deerense their liking for the stimulus person. Therefore, on o =ceond
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rating, we would expect experimental subjects (I} to like the stimulus
person less than do control subjects (Ci).

In suiumary then, our prediction is that on & gecond rating, ¥, sub-
jects will like the stimulus person smere than do Ciy, subjects, and that

B subjects will like the stimulus person fess than do G, subjeets,

PROCLEDURE

Subjects were 812 studenis from the junior and semior elusses of Dickinson
Central High Schiool in North Dakoiw. They wore run in groups of approximately
30 in September, 1963, and Seplewber, 1964,

We needed to provide a rationale to induce the students to honesidy evaluate
a stirnulus person. The following explanation was chosen: The exporbnenter® ox-
plained that she was interested In studving the kinds of fiest impressions certain
people make en others. Then 1he {ollowing felitious study was dezeribed fo
students: We supposcdly had gotten the names of several boyvs who were going to
transfor from one Minncapolis school to another, We Interviewed students at the
ol srhool to find out how they felt ubout this boy, then we studied Low
students at the new school formed first impressions of him, frst by hearing about
Lim from the few “kids” who koew Lim and then by meeiing him themselves, Wo
claimed to have conducted this study because we were inlerested both in how
peopl: formed impressions and in how much thev had o know about a person
before they could form an arcurate impression, Since we didn't want our findings
1o be limited just to students from Minneapoliz, to studenis who porhaps already
had w fnirly good e of whal students ot the boy's old shool were like, we wanted
the Dickinzon studrnts to give us their honest impressions of the boy.

Assignment of Subjects to Experiimental Condilions

Subjeets were told we would give them individual booklets which contuined
several interviews with Jim's fellow students. These booklets also would ask
questions about their own reactions to Jim.

Although all hooklets appeared to be identical, they wers not. Whirh booklet the
subjert received determined whether he was assigned tn experimental condifion
B or Ly or control condition Cin or Cie.

Fooand Con Growps, Interview 1: In the hooklets ¥ subjeets received, ihe
Arst inierview they read was designed to provoke them into fecling dislike for Jihu.
Tn thiz interview, a fellow shwlent of Fm's named Jane deseribed Jim as “a crued,
sadistic, hoodlinm.” She then explumed, in defail, the basis of her accusation. A cang
uf bovs st school thought it was fuuny to tease and kil eats. They used to
dhiveaten 1o torture cats Just to make Lde kids seream. Jane realized that Jim
wis o member of this show-off evoup wlen shie heard that onec, on the plaveround,
in front of the first graders, e had killed @ eats o lurid detail she dizeussed how
the tortured ean must have o]t and how fivst graders felt abont sitnessing such
el

Helfure Looklets wore passod and, the experimenter had requested subjects fo
think about their impressions of Jim after reading cach page. Tt was hoped ihat
aiter realing Intorview 3, ¥ subjeets would form o buesh opinion of Jim.

7 Darey Abrabhames and Zity Brown served as eaperimenters,
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Page two of the booklet was designed to make Lo subjects vealize that their
initinl evaluation of Jim had been toe harsh, Page two conlained a warning that
some of the information Jane had provided in Interview 1 was false. This lengthy
warning cxplained that although Jim had killed the cat on the plavground. he
had done so in the beliel that it bad rabies, How he came o the conclusion that
the cat was rabid was explained in detail, Jane’s negative cvaluation of Jim, then,
was mostly due to the fact that she had misinterpreted his reason for killing the eab.

At this point, Ejw subjeets should be feeling they cvalunted Jim feo harshly.
We predicled that this freling would lead them (o a sibsequent overcvaluation of
Jimn. We measured Bio subjects’ evaluations in the next scetion of the booklels
In this section, subjects were asked to exprss Uheir honest reactions to Jin. The
quostionnaire stressed that wo wers infercsted in how they really felt, and not
how they thought they were suppossd to feel Questions were Included to meuazure
the following things:

1. How much the subjects liked Jim personally. Questions asked how mach
they liked Jim, how mean they thought he was, and whether or not Lhey thought
he was sensitive to the feelings of olhers,

2. How subjects perceived the eat killing: eg., did they think the eat had mabies?
Did they think it was a good idea to kil the eat in front of the children? Did ithey
think that animals are less sensitive to pain than humans?

3. ITow mueh information subjects belicve a person should Lave before he
commits himself to liking or disliking somconc.

After completing the quesltiennaire, sublects then read some additional mues-
views gbout Jim. Interviews two through {ouwe indiestcd that Jim was gencrally
a fairly good person.

Finally, subiects answored a final question as to how much they Jiked Jim,

Table 1 econtaing a résumé of the order in which experimental subjeets recelved
information and assessment gquestions,

Control subjcrts (Cig) received cxactly the sane information as did 5w
subjeets, with one exeeption. We wanted Cia subjeets’ initinl evaluation of Jim to
be fair and accurate, Thus, vonlrel subjects were given the wwming not fo take
Interview 1 at foce value before reading Interview 1,

Actually, two Cig groups were mun, In the regular Conirol group, subjects were
simply told onee, before reading Toterview 1, that they shonld not lwke the
interview at fare value; thal Jim bad in fact killed the cat becausce he belicved
it was rabid.

The regular control groupn had one llaw as 2 control group, however. Control
subjects read the warning nol te believe Interview 1 immediately hefore they
read Interview 1, Then they expressed their opinions about Jim. Esxperimental
subjects read the warning not te beliove Interview 1 oa little later {oafter veading
Interview 1), Then they expressed their opinions aboul Jim. It was, of course,
crucial that eontrol and experimentual subjeets should reccive the warning and the
interview in o different order, However, it wus not cruciul, nor cven desirable, thad
a different amount of tirme should elapse belween reading the warning and filling
out, the evaluations. Infortunaiely, order and iime are necessardy confounded 1n
our regular contro! group.

If we, in fact, discover that B subjects express more liking for Juu than do
Clien subjects, it would be possible to argue that i subjects simply exprossed
greater liking because they remembered the warning better. We didn't fdel 1his
explanation was plausible. Nonctheless, to climinate the above possibility, we de-
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cided to run o sceond control group (Double Warning Conlrol) in which ihe
subjeets were required to read the warning fwice: once before reading Interview 1
and again affer reading Interview 1. Unforlunately, this control group alzo had
cortain fluws; in fact, il seemed to be a less satisfactory control than the regular
confrol, Asking subjects to read o message for a second time, only a minute after
they just finished reading it, is somewhat peeuliar, Tt is Ikely to make subjoect= fecl
that we ware unusually eoncorned that they feel that Jim was o “good” boy. How-
aver, it does eliminate the confounding of time wiith order which exists in the
regular control group. To climinate alternative interprefations, we chose o run
botl the regular eonivol group and the double control group.

Readers may roview the order in which maferial was provided to contrel subjects
by turning to Table L

TABLE 1
ORDER 1N WHICH INFORMATION 4%D Questions WERE PRESENTED 10 SUBJIECTS

Types of information

Warning Warning
not to MMislead- not to Iinal
helieve ing believe  Subjects’ liking
Interview  [nterview lnterview  opinions  Interviews  ussess-
Conditiom 1 1 1 assessed 24 ment
Experimental pe > * bt >
group
Regular control bt hd hd bt »
group
Double warning X > x X x =

control group

Fivw cned vy Gronps, In the booklots B subjects recelved, the first interview
they read was designed to leawd them into feeling great liking and  admiration
for Jim,

In Interview 1, a schooluale of Jim's naned Jane, deseribed bim as o treally
greal persen” Jane then went on to cxplain the basis of her evaluation. A rabies
stare had existed in their hometown., A kindergartener had heen bitten by a rabid
cat on her way to school, nnd studentls lwd been warned to keep a lockout for the
ead and to warn the principal immediatels if it was spotted in the =chool arew
June said that that same afiernoon, Jim bad scen o ent near the lttle ehildeen
and had iried to get it o follow him. When the cat refused to follow him, and bad
vontinued threatening the children, Jim tock off his shirt and fheew 1 around the
ent. Jane didn't know whether or not he had killed the eat but she inferpreted
Jim's action in clowing and herowe Lerms.

It will be reealled that hefore booklets wern passed oug, subjoets woere asked to
think about their impressions of Jim after veading ench page, Tt wis hoped th
after reading Interview [, Koy subjects would be evaluating Jim very gencrously.

Puge two of the booklet was designed to make Hiee subjocts realize that their
initis!? evaluntion of Jim hal been too generous. Page twe contained o warning that
some of the information June had provided in Intereiew 1 wis false, This warning
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explained that Jim had not caught snd killed the cat in the helief that it was
rabid and a danger to the little children. ¥e had confessed bis truc motivation to
the school principal: He had hbel some bogyiriends 83 that he could catch the cat
in less than five minutes. However, he found it was more diffiuclt to cateh than
he had cxpected; it continued to slip out of his grasp. Angry and frustrated, he
tool out his pocket knife and stabhed the cat. Jane’s positive evaluation, then, was
scen to be a function of her misinterpretation of Jim's motives in killing the cat.

At this point, subjeets in the i condition should he feeling they evaluated
Jim too genevously. Weo predicted that this feeling would lead them to a subsequent
underevalnation of Jim, We mensured Ejo. subjecly’ evelualions In the next seetion
of the booklets. (The questions nclided in this scefion are described in detail
ahove) After subjrets had unswered the 13 questions concerning their reactions lo
Jim and their perception of the cat killing, they were asked Lo read some additionel
interviews eoncerning Jim. Interviews two through four poinfed out some slightly
negative aspecis of Jim's personality. Finally, subjects answered a final question
ahout their liking for Jim.

Control subjects (Ciee) received cxactly the same information as did Eiu sub-
jects, with one exception. We wanted Ciep subjects’ initial evalualions of Jim to be
fair and accurale. For this reason, control subjects were given the warning nol to
take Interview 1 at {uce value before Interview 1. For reasims discussed earlier,
two conirol groups (u vegular control group and a Double Warning Control group)
were . Subjeets in the regular control group read the ecxplanation that Jim
really killed the eat in an aticmpt to win a bel just once, immediately before
reading Interview 1. Subjects in the Double Wearning Control condition read the
warning not to take Interview 1 at face valne {wice—once hefore and again after
reading Interview 1.

Table 1 provides n review of the order in which materials were provided to
experimental and eontrol subjects,

Tour eonditions, other than those already described, were also run. These eondi-
tions were run in order to answer some specific questions to be discussed later in
the paper.

RESULTS
Maniprdation Check

We have assumed that immediately after reading Interview 1, experi-
mental subjects shared Jane's erroneous evaluation of Jim. Since contrel
subjeets werc warned not to take Interview 1 seriously, we would not
expect them to sghare Jane’s erroncous cvaluntion,

Two extra groups were 1un to check the ahove assumption. The first
eroup was comparable to Fiy. ITowever, immediately after reading
Interview 1, subjects were asked to fill out the 15-item assessment
questionnaire. As expected, these subjects do express great dislike for
Jim and hig action. For example, in answer to the question, “How much
do vou like him?” Subjects in this group rate him 2.5 on the average.
(In hetween “J dislike him very much” and “1 dislike him fairly much.”
The second group was comparable to the E;.. group. However, immedi-
ately after reading Interview 1, subjects filled out the 15-item assessment
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questionnaire. As expected, subjects in this condition do express moderate
liking for Jim, Subjccts’ rutings average 5.7 (1 like him fairly much.”)
It iz elear from comparing the answers of subjects in theze two addi-
tional groups, that subjects will aceept the misinformation Jane presents,
and will base their initial evaluation of Jim on thiz information,

Test of Hypothesis

We predicted that subjeets who realized they had been unjust in their
initigl evaluation of Jim would subscquently over-compensate for their
injustice, Thus, ., =ubjectz <hould like Jim more than do control sub-
jects (C and By, subjeets should like Jim less than do control sub-
jects (L), Bratistieally, the way in which Jim was migjudeed should
interact significantly with whether or not subjeet misjudged the boy
himself, in deternining liking, When we lock at Table 2, we sce that our
hypothesis 1¢ clearly supported by the data,

TABLE 2
SrripcTts’ LIEKING FoR STIMULTS PRirsox

Boyv imually evalnated Boy initinlly evaluated
too hurshly too geucrously

Txperi- Double Experi- Double

mental Regular wurning mental Rezular warning

Liking for Jm groip  control  control  group  control  eomtrol

Strong Strong

Expected reaction liking  Moderate liking  dislike  Moderate dislike

How much do you like Jim?» B2 - 07 a6 —.82 -0 =30
Jim s nef mean. 1.0% .70 46 L12 TG 70
He ig sensitive. -4 —ah — 44 — .04 A0 =21
How much do you like Jim? 1.50 1.24 1.33 - .33 o =0
Total Index of Liking 276 1.31 240 —2.18 .89 17
hY (34 (35 351 {34 (35 (35)

+ Hs ratings on first assessment questions.

b8y ratings alter reading Interviews 2—4,

¢ The more positive the mean, the more 8s like Jim.

In the questionnaire which iollowed Inlerviess 1 and the velevant
warning that Jane's information was false, subjects were asked how much
they liked Jim, whether or not they agreed Jim was a mesan persen, and
whether or not they felt he was “sensitive to the feelings of others”
After he read Interviews two through four, the subject was asked, onee

again, how much he liked Jim. Answers to these four questions were

summed together to form a single index of liking.
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O the Liking Index subjects who were themselves initially unfairly
Larsh, express more liking for Jim than do subjects in both control condi-
tions, Subjects who were themselves initially too generous, express more
dislike for Jim than do <ubjeets in both eonirol counditions. This inter-
aetion 1z slgnifieant (F = 876, p < .01, with 1 and 202 «f). When we
examine the <lenificance of the four questions making up the Index
individually we sce that all are significant. Interaction Fx for questions
one through four are 5.33, 5.13, 4.88 and 4,18, respectively {p < .03 with
L and 202 A} in all cuzes).

Control Groups. We decided to run both a regular control group and a
double warning control group for cach experimental group beeause cach
control group alone had certain flaws, Let us then examine the rvegular
and the double warning control eroups to see 1f there are any significant
dillerences between them en the evuelal liking questions. Data show these
control groups do not differ in the liking they produce Tor Jim. (The same
index diseussed earlier iz, of course, our measure of Nking.l The proper
stutistie to determine whether one type of control gronp is mwove similar
to the experimental conditions than another ix an interaetion £ This F
i+ insignificant. (F= 1.66. n.s. with 1 and 202 di.

When we Jook at the mean liking for Jim in the varlews eontrol con-
ditions. however, we notice that there iz a =light, though insignificant,
tendeney for the double warning groups to be more similar to the experi-
mental groups than are the regulayr control groups.

What do the duta leok like when e compare the experimental
sroups to each of the control groups, sepurately? When we climinate the
double control gronp from our analysiz and leok only at the difference
hetween E.p and regular €, and between iy, and regular Gy, we
see that the Inieraction F is significant (F =10.30, p < .61 with 1 and
202 Jf). When we eliminite the regular control group from our anzlysis
and look only at the difference between E.y and double € and hetween
E, . and double Ci.. we see that the Interaction Fapproaches sip-
nificance. (F == 3.72, p < .06 with 1 und 202 Jd/1.

The faet that the double eontrol group 1+ more similar to the experi-
mental group than is the regular contrel group secins reasonable. In
the double control group. the subjects read the warning message, which
contradicted Interview 1, twice. 1t may be that they are learning and
accepting this message more ob that they {eel (since we repeat the same
warning twicer that woe wunt them to strongly reject Interview 1. I¥
either possibility were truc, the double control subjeets would he expected
t0 look more like experimental subjeets than do single control subjects.

Sinee cuely control group taken alone supports our hypothesis at p <<
01 or << 06, we telt that we no longer had to worry about the slight
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differcnee between the two control groups, and did not really have to
come to & decision as to which was the more adequate control.

Supplementary Questions

The questionnaire included several questions not direetly related to
subjects’ liking for Jim:

1. Several questions were included to assess whether or not subjeets’
perception of the get Jim performed was different in different conditions.
Such questions as whether or not the subject thought the cat Lad rables,
whether Aifling the eab was a good thing, whether the cat should have
heen killed in front of the children, and whether or not animals were
as sensitive to pain as humansg were, were usked. When we cxamine the
interaction hetween conditions to see 1f experimental groups differ from
control groups in their perception of the same aef, we sce that they do
not, The interaction Fs for the above questions are .03, 3.99, 88, and 46,
respectively, From locking at these questions then, it scems that there
i= little evidence that the over-compensation reaction leuds subjects to
alter their pereeption und evalnation of the wef, even though 1t does icad
them to have a different reaction to Jim,

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS INVESTIGATED
Permanence of the Over-Compensation Effect

A question that will nndoubtedly cecur to the reader 1 “hew mueh
over-compensating does a person have to do, in order to make up for an
initial misjudgment?” Does a perzon only have to over-compensate once,
or does the feeling that one owes the unjustly treated person something
persist? In order to get some mininal information concerning this ques-
tion, we asked subjects on two occasions about their liking for Jim,
After discovering they had mitialls mizjudeed Jim, subjeets did demon-
strate over-compensation for thiz misjudgment on the assessment ques-
tionnaire. =ubjects then read Interviews two through four and were
azlked, on the basis of thiz new information. to express a final estimate
of their liking for Jim. In spite of the fact that they had already “over-
eompensated” for their Initial unjust thoughts, suljects continued to over-
compensate o this sceond oceasion, So subjeels’ tendeney to over-com-
pensate wax at least consistent enough to last through two evaluations.
TWe huve no other inforuation on how long thix tendency persists,

Proes the Subject's Tendency to Over-Conpensate for an fnitfal
Injustice (feneralize to Others Besides the Misjudged Vielim?

It could be srgued that both € und 1, subjects perecived that Jim
had been evaluated too harshly by June. and thus, in some sense, they
huad vreceived a lesson that it 1s not always right to nceept. at face value.
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the nepative things people =ay ahout others. If such a lesson was pro-
vided, its impaet on cxperimental subjects should have heen espeeially
strong, for experimental subjeets also received a demonstration that fhey
were capable of nnderrating others.

In the =ame way. C,. and T, =ubjeets also may have learned o
lesson: that it is not always vight to lake the positve thingz people say
about others at face value. The demonstration to experimental subjects,
who had been shown they were susecptible to misjudging others, may
have been especially strong,

It is possible, on the hasis of the above reasoning lo argue that what
we have been cailing an “over-compenzation’ tendency-—(the tendeney
of cxperimental subjects to make up for an initially unjust rating of
another) | 1s In fact something mmeh stpler. Perhaps experimental sub-
jects have simply become carveful net to rate anyore too harshly - (or
too generouslyl since they have seem how casy it i for themselves to
be misled by too harsh {or too generous) informatien.

To cheek on such an alternative explanation, we included threc test
ruestions in the guestionnaire provided to subjeets,

1. How much do vou hke Jane?

2. TIow much do vou agree er disagree with the statement: “One
should never really disiihe someone unless he has a tremendous amount
ol information about that person?”

3. How much do vou agrec or dizagree with: “One is foolish to really
lilke someone hefore he has a tremendous amount of informiation about
that person?”

1f instead of speeifically {rving to over-compcnsate for their mis-
judgiment of Jim, experimental subjeets are just generally heing especially
autious not to judge others too harshly (in the case of T, subjects) or
too generously [in the ease of Ei, subjeetsi, we would expect experi-
mental conditions to inferact exactly in the same way when subjects are
evaluating Jane, whom they did not initially misjudge, az when they
ave rating Jim, whom they did misjudge. When we loek at the data, we
zee that cxperimental subjects are obviousiy not demonstrating the same
“pyer-cowipensation” response in rating Jane. that they demonstrated in
rating Jivy® (Interaetion F = 18, with 1 and 202 7.

Similarly, en the two questions, “One is foolish to really like someone
hefore he has a tremendous amount of information ahour that person™
and “One ghould never really dislike someone unless hie has & tremendous

47t shiould be noted that the avernge liking for Jane when she says untrue but
good things about Jin (5.24) g higher than the rating given to Jim when he
actually did the good thing she describes (4.87, all three conditions averaged). In
addition, the dislike of Janc when she savg untrue but bud things sbout Jim (3.01)
is grenter than the ratings ghven to Jim when he aetwally id the bad things
deseribed (1110 a1 three conditions averngesd)
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aroount ol miornmation about that person,” there are also ne significant
hetween-cowdition differences.

It appears, then, that the above alternative explanation iz not an
adecuate onc.

Pioes Increased Commibwent to an Initially Unjust Evoelvation Male
Subjects Less Likely to Over-Compensate for the Misjudgment!

Farlier, we gpoculated that i1 we allowed the subjecr o hecome o
strongly committed to his initial unjust evaluation ol the other, we
might net be able to demonstrate that he would lean over hackands Lo
compensale for an mitial Injustice. We speculated that <trong comlt-
ment o oan nitial mi=judgment would prohnhly lead subjeets (o oy o
Justify the misjudgment, rather than to 107 to compensate for it

Te get some information aboul whether or not mercazed commitiment
produced z deercased tendeney in subjeets 1o over-compensute for mitial
mizgjudgments and an increased tendeney to Justiy tielr initial misjudg-
ment, four experiiiental grotps were Tun.

1A smadl commitment group, This group veecived cxunetiy the sane
informarion and questennaives as did P subjeetss However, (o addi-
Foone, imnediately effer rewding Interview 1, they answered pwo auestions
concerning their liking Tor Jim awd thelr reaction to s killing the cat,
Answering these questions thus made these subjeets shehily more coi-
witted to their unjust evaluation than were Eoop subjects twho b only
misjudged Jim o thought, not in writing 1,

9. Voderate commitment yroup, This group wlso received exuetiy the
same mformation and guestionngives s Jdid 5., subjeers. Tlowever, -
stead of filling out the 13-1tem questionnaive coneerning their reaetion o
Jim edter reading the true explunation of hix behavior, they filled it our
Lefore reading the warning.,

We felt that answering 15 detailed guestions mumle moderate cominit-
ment =ubjects more committed to thelr mjnst evaluations thea weie
<ieht commitment subjeets, who answered only two guestions,

Crpoups 3 ond 4o A sight comnitment and o maderate coraminuent
eroup were run in which subjects committed thewselves slizin’s or
reolerately o an anjuetiv gencrois evaiiation ol Jhio

The reader should remember thai these lowr commitiient srouns are
exploratory groups, They have obvious inwlegnacies. In addition, Jewer
subjeets were run in the small and moderate comunitment groups thun
were run in the regular experimental conditions.”

"Since the commitment groups were ncluded in thiz study for exploratory pur-

poscs, only 25-27 subjects wers orumoin the ol and Maderate  Commitmend
vonditions.
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Our predietion is as {ollows: The mote committed subjects are to their
initial misjudgment of Jun, the less they will over-compensate for their
misjudgment of him,

Table 3 presents the final estiimate of their liking for Jim by subjects
in the various commilment and control conditions, We will see fromn this
table that these explovatory groups: provide no data to support our speeu-
lation that subjects would over-eompensate less ax thev beeame in-
ereasingly committed to an Initial misjudement. When subjects were

TABLE 3
Liking roR J 1y Vanrrovs Coanarrvest CoNurrioss

Liking fer Jim
ulter reading
Comdirion (N Interviews 2 4

Bev initiadly evaluated too harshly

No commitment {experimental Ey condition? 120 162
Small commitment 203 1.97
Moderate commirment 1260 1,46
Combined confrol groups {regular and double warning iy, o4 1.26)
conditions)
Boyv initlally evalated foo generously:
No eommitment (experimentul Fip condition) — .20
Small commitment — .38
Moderate commitment —1.35
Combined control grovps (regndar and donble warning Cieg NEE

conditions)

= The means for the no commitment and combined cuntrol groups differ irom those

resenied in Table 2, beennse only those subjeets s in 1063 are included in Table 5.
p ! ] _
(The small and moderate eommirment conditions were 1ot run in 1904,

initially ton havsh i their svaluations of Jim, commitment subjects do
sec1n to over-colmpensate slightly less, but this trend 1= neitier sy=tematic
nor sgnificant, When subjeets were initially too generous o their
evaluations of Jiny, commitment subjeets show significantly more over-
compengaiion frun de the regulur oo commitment) experimental
=ithjects,

It anpthing, the evidencs suggests that increased commitment will
produce nerea=ed over-compensation. 11 all the three experiimental groups
iMoo Cormpirment, Smwall Conmndtnient, and Aoderate Comuuitment:
that woere run for a given story coleerning Jim are combined and com-
purcil 1o the control groups (Sinele Warning and Drouble Warning) mun
for thet =ame story, the over-compensation effect diseussed carlier iz =il
clearls demonstrated {Intetraction F 2= 8438, p < 01 with 1 and 2,37 dir.
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How can we aecount for the faet that commitment groups de not seem
to he different in any theoretically consistent way from the ne com-
mitment (experimental) groups? There are many possibilities-—the most
obvious being that commitment is not a erueial variable in determining
when over-compensation and when dissonance reduction oceurs. Our
hest guess, however, 1s that the level of commitment that we aroused in
this experimental setting was so minimal that commitment groups weve
not cszentially different from the no commitment ones. A subsequent
experiment in which commitment subjeets are really commitfed—in
which they feel the conclusion they came to was their own responsi-
bility, in which their answers arve identified as theirs and their views
known to others, or when their actions have some important eonscquences
—will have to be conducted in order to get some information as to
whether degree of commitment to the original position determines whether
a subject shows an over-compensation or 4 dissonanee reduetion reaction.
Such an experiment ls reported in the study following this one.

In addition, we need some evidenee as to which conditions, if any,
will indnee subjects to make up for unjust behavior and which condi-
tions will even induce thent to compornd their injustice to another in an
attempt to justify their initial misjudgment. Dovis and Jones (1960}
deinonstrated that if people antieipate being able to sce the vietim and
“explain® their harsh behavior, they will not denigrate him after injuring
him. It may also be that if the subject is going to be forced by clreum-
stance to Interaet with another, he will also “over-compensate” and at-
tempt to restore an equitable relationship rather than reduce dissonance
by justifying hig unjust behavior,
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