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it was hvpothesized that individuals who had harmed another person would
be more likely to compensate their victim if the available compensation made
up exactly for the harm done than if, in order to compensate at all, it was
necessary to give the victim either an insufficient or an excessive compensation.
Ss were members of women’s church auxiliaries who in the course of a game
were led to deprive a fellow church member of green-stamp beoks. In a 2nd
game they bad a chance to award a bonus to the deprived woman. It was
found that individuals were more likely to compensate their victim with the
bonus if it was adequate to cover the harm dome than if the awvailable
bonus was insufficient or excessive. From these findings an ioteresting hy-
pothesis can be derived. If a harm-doer’s range of compensatory opportuni-
ties is limited, exaggeration by the victim of the harm he has suffered may
cause the harm-doer to perceive that his available compensations are inade-
quate; thus the harm-doer may be less likely to compensate the victim than
he would have been had the wvictim deseribed bis suffering in a more modest

way.

Common responses to the act of barming
another person appear to fall into two major
categories: justification of the performance of
the harmful act and compensation to the vic-
tim for the harm done.

The disiress an individual is likely to feel
after barming another may be reduced
through the utilization of justification tech-
niques. The harm-doer may, for example,
minimize the amount of harm he has dene
(Brock & Buss, 1962), he may deny responsi-
bility for the harmful act, or he may convince
himself that the victim was deserving of his
suffering. This 1ast mode of justificatior as a
response to the performance of a harmful act
has often been demonstrated by experiment-
ers working within the framework of cogni-
tive-dissonance theory. Davidson (1964),
Davis and Jones (1960}, and Glass (1964},
for example, performed experiments which
indicate that the dissomance aroused by per-
formance of a harmful act will be reduced by
denigration of the vietim, if other means of

! Special thanks are due to Vickey Martins. who
was our experimenter, and te Nila Bender, Shirley
Damresch, and Jenny Rajput, who plaved the role
of the confederate. This study was supported in part
by National Science Foundation Grant GS 1056 to
the authors. We alse appreciate the help of Bill
Walster and Ravmond 0. Collier in analyzing our
dafa.

dissonance reduction are not available® One
mode of dissonance reduction which was care-
fully blocked in all the preceeding studies
was compensation. In all cases, the harm-
doer’s opportunities for atoning tg the victim
were either nonexistent or minimal.

The possibility for compensation is elimi-
nated from experimental designs so consist-
ently that experimenters semetimes forget
that this reaction to harming a victim exists
{Aronson, 1967). There are only a few iso-
lated studies which demonsirate that harm-
doers do often attempt to compensate the
people they have harmed. One such study
was performed by Walster and Prestholdt
(1966}, who examined the effect of public
commiiment on one’s tendency to either jus-
tify or compensate for the barm he had done.
They found that when the harm-doer was
publicly committed to his barmful act, he
justified his harm-doing by denigrating the
victim. When the subject was not as com-
mitted, he tended te compensate the victim
by a subsequent overevaluation.

1t is obvicus that in order for a harm-doer
to compensate his victim, opportunities for
making compensatory acts musi exist, But it
also is apparent from daily experience that
people do not always choose to avail them-
selves of their opportunities te make com-

2 For an explication of this point, see Walster and
Berscheid, 1966.
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pensation. The experiment reported in this
paper was designed to investigate one possi-
ble determinant of whether or not a particular
compensatory aet will be performed. Specifi-
cally, we wished to investigate the effect that
adequacy of compensation bas on the proba-
bility of performance of the compensatory
act. By adequacy of compensalion, we mean
the extent io which the compensation bene-
fits the victim, relative to the harm done him.

When only one act of compensation is
available, we felt that the harm-doer would be
more likely to perform that one act when the
amount of benefit it would confer upen the
victim was adequate {exactly matching the
amount of harm done) than when it was in-
adequate or excessive. In effect we wished to
change the focal point of the Mosaic law of
justice, “An eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth,” froma punishment of the harm-doer to
compensation of the victim, and to predict
that a compensatory act is most likely to be
performed if it will replace an eye for an eye.
Acts which wilt replace a glass eye for one
eye, or three eyes for ome eye, should have
lower performance probabilities. In situations
in which the harm-doer’s range of compensa-
tory opportunities are limited to acts of these
last two types, we predicted that the victim
is most likely to be left with no compensation
at all.

There is some experimental evidence which
bears on this proposition. Walster, Walster,
Abrahams, and Brown (1966) found that if
an individual discovered that he had accorded
another person either less esteem or more
esteem than the other deserved, he would
subsequently attempt to make up for his in-
justice. This experiment tends to suggest that
people feel others should get exactly what
they deserve, no more and no less.

Because we were interested in investigating
the extent to which harm-doers use a princi-
ple of justice in situations in which compen-
sation is possible, we wished to eliminate from
consideration alternative means by which the
same hypothesis could be derived. One al-
ternative way in which the hypothesis could
be derived is apparent from a consideration of
the various functions of reparation. In ordi-
nary circumstances the perfermance of an act
of compensation generally causes the harm-
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doer himself to suffer or to sacrifice to some
extent. And, the amount of suffering involved
in making the compensation often increases
as the amount of compensation, or benefit
conferred upon the victim, increases. Thus, in
tsual circumstances, the more the harm-doer
compensates exactly, the more his suffering is
comparable to that of the victim. And H it is
true that self-punishment in itself acts to
relieve feelings of guilt on the part of the
barm-doer, then guilt feelings may be best
alleviated by compensating the victim exactly.
Suffering less than the victim has suffered
does not entirely relieve guilt feelings; suffer-
ing more is superfluous. Though this is an
interesting hypothesis in itself, we wished to
eliminate it from consideration in this experi-
ment. Consequenily, the experiment was de-
signed so that the act of compensation would
personally cost the harm-doer nothing to per-
form,

There was one other variable, often present
in reparation situations, which we wished to
eliminate from our design. The performance
of an act of reparation ordinarily gives the
victim information that the harm-doer bas
tried to make up for his injustice. The re-
lease of such information may save the harm-
doer loss of esteem from the victim and the
public at large, and, in addition, may ward
off acts of retaliation. Insufficient acts may
indicate that the harm-doer has not tried hard
enough to compensate and, consequently, may
ptove unsatisfactory for this reason. Acts
which confer excessive benefit upon the vic-
tim, on the other hand, may indicate that
he has tried very hard to compensate and is
generous to boot. In such a case our predic-
tion with regard to excessive compensation
would not be likely to hold. We wished to
eliminate this confounding consideration from
our design. Both insufficient and oversufficient
acts should give the same information that
the harm-doer has tried to atone, if it is quite
clear to all concerned that the one act—in-
adequate, sufficient, or excessive—is the only
act in the harm-doer’s repertoire.

MeTHOD
Owerview

To test our hypothesis, all subjects inflicted harm
an another persen and, in all instances, the amount
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of harm done to the victim remained constant.
Specifically, each subject prevented the victim from
winning a prize of two books of SEH green stamps
in a cooperative game.

Subjects were then divided inte three compensa-
tion groups: in an insyffieient compensation group,
subjoets were given an opportunity to make a com-
pensation which was, in terms of the amount of
benefit it would give the victim, inadequate to
amend the amount of harm done him. In an ade-
quate compensation group, subjects were given an
opportunity to exactly compensate the victim. Fi-
nally, in an exeessive compensation group, the only
available compensation was on¢ which would bene-
fit the victim ever and above the amount of harm
done.

Each of the three compensation groups were sub-
divided, thus vielding a 3 X 2 design. Half of the
subjects in each compensation condition (the ex-
perimental subjects) were given an opportunity to
compensate the person they had harmed. The re-
maining subjects in each compensation condition
{the contrel subjects) were given a chance to
award the compensation only to a person other than
the one they had harmed. This Jatter group served
as a confrol for the extent to which people who
have recently hurt another person tend io be gem-
erous to other people in their immediate environ-
ment, and for the extent to which each level of
compensation was a desirable gift for amy partner.

Tn the experimental groups, we predicted that
subjects in the adegualte condition would compen-
sate the victim more often than would subjects in
the insufficient and excessive conditions. We pre-
dicted that subjects in the contrel condition would
show Jess compensation at all compensation levels
than experimental subjects, since compensation
would not aitd the victim. In addition, contro} sub-
jects should not show the marked differzmces be-
tween the adequate znd the inadequate-excessive
conditions that we expected in the experimental
groups.

Subjects

Subjects were 73 groups of women (240 women in
3ll) who belonged to various church ausiliary
zroups in the Minneapolis area. The groups ranged
in size from two te five women. These women had
volunteered to pariicipate in a psychologieal experi-
ment {whick was previously described to the head af
each church organization) in return for a desation
to the church's treasury,

Procedure

After the women in a particular group areived at
their church along with a female confederate, the
experimenter asked all of the Iadies to introduce
themsebves. Quite often all of the women knew sach
other. They never knew our confederaze {Mrs.
Bender)}, who was introduced as a2 friend of the
church secretary and who had been recruited to fill
out the group. The experimenter also meniioned, at
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this point, that onc other lady, unknown to the
group, a Mps. Hartig, was scheduled to take part
in the survey but that she would bhe late. Supposediy,
the first part of the survey had been explained to
Mrs. Hartiz on the phone so that the group would
be able to start on time and she would be able to
hegin participating as soon as she arrived.

The experimenter then provided the following ra-
tionale for the cxperiment:

We are here today to find out how much mem-
bers of @ large urban area such as Minneapolis
and Saint Pauf know about the community in
which they live. You probably have often heard
the comment that people generally know a let
about other communities, but very little about
their own. In this survey, we are going {o try te
find out how true that observation realiy is. This
means that we will be askipg you questions about
the cities of Minneapolis and Saint Paul and the
State of Minnesota. In order to make this survey
as pleasant as possible, we have decided te gather
our information by having vou play two games.
In each game you will be playing with a partner.
As I noted before, there are only five ladies [or
how many showed upl here now, but the simth
lady will be the lady that is coming lIate, Mrs.
Hartig. In order to complete the session on time,
however, we will have to o right on without hec.
As soon as she comes she will be assipned a
partner.

The experimenter then described two games to the
subjects. Ostensibly, the first game pave subjects a
chance to win S&H green stamps for themselves and
their partners.® The second game gave them a chance
to win green stamps for a crippled child. (Each
woman had earlicr been assigned the name of a
particular child for whom she would be winning
stamps.}

Actually, the first game was designed solely to
lead all subjecis to deprive their partner of two
books of green stamps. The =econd game was de-
signed solely to give the subject a chance to com-
pensate either her partnmer or a stranger for the
harm the subject had done. The first game was
described as follows:

In the first game vou will be randomly assigned
to be the partner of another lady im the group,
One of the partners will be the supervisor, and
the way we will decide this is by a fip of a coin.
The superviser will make all the decisions in the
zame. I will give the supervisor a set of ten sam-
ple questions. As I mentioned before, these will
be about Minneapolis and Saint Paul and about
Minnesota. The supervisor must then decide, from
looking at these sample guestions, how many ques-
tions of this type she thinks she and her partner
can answer when the real game starts, Taking into

3 The authors wouid like to express their appreci-
ation to the Sperry and Hutchinson Company and
to Eugene Beem for the loan of 40 books of green
stamps.
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consideration the number she and her partner can
answer, she will decide how many books of green
stamps she will be going for.

At this time the experimenier distributed a small
3% 5 card on which there were listed the number of
questions each supervisor could set as her and her
partner’s “guota” of correctly answered guestions,
and the number of green stamps they would get as a
prize if they fulfilled their gueta. The higher the
quota the more green slamps WOmen could win as
a prize. She explained to thero:

Tf you think, for example, chat both you and vour
partner can each get from ¥ to 7 questinns right,
then vou should set your guota for 6 hooks of
green stamps. This means that both vou and your
partner must, individually, get at least 5 questions
right. If you sel your guota far 3 to 7 guestions
and it turns out that yon get 8 questions right,
but your partner only gets 4 right, neither one of
vou will win the green stamps. VYou must each
get at least the number you say you are going for.
Tf you set your quota for 3 to 7 questions and
both of vou get & right, you will still only get
the 6 books of green stamps for which you con-
tracted. You can see that it is important that you
pick exactly the number of questions that yau
think that vou can get right and sel your quota
near that level. Are there any questions up to
this peint?

Then the experimenier explained that each one of
the Iladies would be working in a separate room so
as to prevent conversation. She randomly assigmed
each woman to a room. After the ladies were en-
sconced in their rooms, the experimenter went into
each room, flipped a coin, and announced that the
flip determined that the subject would be a super-
visor and that Mrs. Bender {our confederate) would
be her partner. She further instructed the subject as
follows:

There is just one more thing that T would like
you to do before you start the game. That is, we
would like you to write on this piece of paper
something about yourself, your hobhics, your ja-
terests, or your family. I will tnke this to your
partner. She is doing the same thing. This pro-
cedure will enable vou o know your partner bet-
ter, and her to know you a little better, and you
both to feel more at case playing with each other.

A fpw miputes later, the esxperimenter brought the
confederate’s “Personal Interest Card” which stated:

Nila Bender. Marded, have two sons, Moved tc
Minneapolis ten years age. “Worked as a secretarv
downtown for two years. Was glad o guit when
I zot married. T went to college we veass Safgra
thar. Fiusband woni to the University befove wa
were marrisd. Now Works [0 an psumares o0m-
pany. I wish [ could see ihic set of sample gues
tions to tell you what T know about. I know 2
liitle about politics, rebigion and literature {read
quite a bit). Am active in the League of Wemsen
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Voters. I you don’t mind I would like to make
a suggestion. Let’s go for the 1 to 3 question
category, My youngest son's birthday is a week
from today and I could get him what he wants
with two more hooks. T never thought I would
he able to save enough by then but it looks like
mavbe 1 have got a chance naw. However, you
know moere about what to go for since you bave
sgen the sample questions.

Afier distributing these cards and the sample
questions to each of the subjects, the experimenter
went back to the rooms and asked the subject what
guota she had decided fo set. Whith quota to set
posed a problem for the subject. On the one hand
<he wanted to set 2 low quota as her partner bad
snppested. On the other hand, she was anxious to
win as manv green stamp books as possible for
herself. The sample questions the subject received
were designed to lead her to set a very high quota.
Of the 10 sample questions, § were guite easy to
answer. They were concerned with things about
Minpeapolis-Saint Paul that most people chould
and do know, Two of them, however, were ex-
tremely hard. A subject was thus led to the con-
clusion that she could probably answer 8 of the 10
test questions correctly. All but four of our subjects
did disregard the confederate’s suggestions and did
set a fairly high queta. The data obtained from the
four subjects who set the lowest queta are not in-
cluded in any analyses.

When the test questions arrived it was evident
that this strategy had been a mistake. Through pre-
testing we had selected 10 questions, the answers fo
which people skewdd know, but in fact often do
not know {cg, “Who is the Congressman from
your district?””). When all subjects had finished
answering their questions, the experimenter picked
up their papers, took time to supposedly score
them, and again refurned to each room. She com-
mented:

We have now finished scoring your papers and I
can pive you the scorcs. You got a score of fwe
which, unfortunately, isn't enongh. However, your
partner did quite well. She got a score of
{the confederate was always zaid to have cor-
recily answered enough guestions to meet what-
ever quota the subject had set}!. So even though
your partper did answer enough guestions cor-
rectly, vou [ailed to answer enough questions
vight. This means that nelther of you will receive
anw stamps at =il

L Preiest intacviews showeod that subjects feli quiie
suitiy and upeei ~bout this iura of events, Tha score
i 2, which ali subjects ware iold ey had attained,
sa books Jirs. Bender had

vas enough o win the i

menie h & zread” iney had
deprived their pariner of “de two hooks whick she
vary wumuch aeeded tu get 3 toy for her childs birth-
day.}
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The experimenter then introduced the second
game. If the subject had beem assigned to the ex-
perimental rondition, she was told that during the
second game she would have the same partner she
bad had during the first game. If the subject was in
the control condition, the experimenter explained
that she would have a different partner than she had
kad in the first game; rather thar working again
with Mrs. Bender, she would be working with Mrs.
Hartig, the lady who supposedly arrived iate.

In this game, the experimenter explained that this
time the sapervisor would not amswer any gques-
tions concerning Minnesota. Instead, Mrs. Bender
{or Mrs. Hartig) wouid answer the questivas asd
the subject would decide whether her answer was
correct or not. She was to put a “C’' by the answers
that seemned right and a check by any thal seemed
wrong. Since each question counted 1 point, her
paper could receive a grade from 1 to 10.

The experimenter then gave the subject the in-
formation that she could compensate her partner if
she wished. After reminding the subject that in this
game she might have the opportunity to award some
green stamps to the crippled boy who had been
assigned to her (Johnay Trogan},* the experimenter
said, as though it was an afterthought:

One of the ladies felt that she should be able to
give the green stamps to her partmer instead of
Johnny. I'd never thought of that before, but
since you are the supervisor you can do whatever
you want. It is completely up to you to decide
whether to give the stamps to Mrs. .
[partner’s name] or to Johnny . . . that is if you
win any stamps to award.

Whether or not the subject was able to award any
stamps appeared to be determined by chance. The
subject was told to draw a slip from a grab box te
see if she would be allowed to award stamps. The
woman drew. In each case she drew a “ves,” indi-
cating she would have a chance to award stamps.
How many stamps she could award was alse said
to be determined by chance. The experimenter
pointed to a second grab box which was said to
contain slips of paper indicating the amount of the
bonus ske could award. Possibie bonuzes were said
to range from ! stamp to 10 books. Actually only
slips containing *three stamps,” “two books,” or
“five books” were in the bag, Once again the sub-
ject drew. Depending on which slip they drew, sab-
jects were assigned to the insufficiem, adequate, or
axcassive condition, respectively.

After a short delay, the experimenter returped
with the vartoer’s apswers to the 10 questions, znd
the =zubiect was acked to score them. Finally, tha

* Ay the reader wili probably guess, Johnpy is
simply a device designed to make it possible for the
subject to decide not to compensate her partner. If
the subject had simply been asked to “Corapensate
ner partper or not,” choosing not to compensate
weould probably have been an unacceptable respense
to all subjects,
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experimenter suggested that the subject write down
on an address label the name of the person she
wanted to receive the green stamps—her partner or
the crippled boy. Subjects were reminded that their
partners would never know whether or not they had
drawn 2 bonus sip, During the preexperimental
discussion, it alse had been made clear that Mrs.
Bender (and Mrs. Hartig) were not from their
neighborhood and so they would not be likely to
have a chance to compensate her privately.

Finally, after indicating who should receive the
stamps, suhjects were asked to fill out a question-
naire which was designed to tap several modes the
woraen inight use to justify the harm they bad done.
The experimenter explained that everyone who was
participaiing in the survey would fll out the ques-
tionnaire, desipned to tell something about them
and their partner. ss that we could improve the
survey nexi time. Subjects were instructed to put
neither their name nor their partner’s name on the
evaluation sheet and to put all of the papers in an
envelope, which was addressed directly to the re-
search laboratory, where it was to be sent without
being opened. Each subject was asked to indicate
how much she liked her partner, how much the
partner liked her in return, how friendly ithe partner
was, and whether or pnot she would like to meet her
partner. Subjects were also asked to estimate how
much the partner appreciated green stamps, how
much the boy appreciated green stamps, how much
she thought the partrer had enjoyed the study, and
how much she bad enjoyed herself. The degree to
which each subject justified her act on these mea-
sures were combined to form her total justification
score.®

After the subject had filled out the questionnaire,
the experiment was complete. The experimenter in-
troduced the confederate and explained the decep-
tion and the necessity for it.

Resvrts anp DiscussioN

It will be recalled that we predicted that
experimental subjects would be less likely to
compensate their victim when the available
compensation was insufficient or excessive
than whern it was adequate.® Control groups
were run tg control for an individual’s tend-
ency to compensate anyope—victim or not—

% Obvipusly, interpretation of these justification
spores would be difficult since the justification in-
formation was always collected after the dependent
vaiiahle. We asked for this information only as a
pretest for a subsequent experiment, designad fo
test directly the relationship beiweev compensation
aed justificatien responses.

2 When considering the compensation data, the
group, not the individual, wii! te cur unit of analy-
sis. Since all group members reported at the same
time and were run in the same condition, the
average group respense is considered as a  single
opservation.
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TABLE 1

PeErcENTAGE 0F Sve)ecTs CHOOSING TC
CoMPENSATE 1N VARIGTS CONDITIONS

1 : f

Obiectai | Aﬁ;fs‘_:?g: of 1 o < of 83
somperation conpensation , ) compensating
| ;
Vietim U insuicient | 03 42%
| Adequate (3 | 735
i Excessive | (1] Ioe1e
Nonvictim Tnsufficient | {13) 29
] Adequate | (12 | 12%
! LExcessive 1 {13} ; 265

in the game situation under different compen-
sation levels. Thus, we expected a larger dif-
ference in tendency to compensate between
the experimental group and the control group
in the adequate condition than in the insuffi-
cient or excessive conditions. The appropriate
test for our prediction was a quadratic inter-
action contrast:

Ty= E+ 1(“Exp-1ns-uf) - 2(.’-‘-Exp-_-xdq)
+ I(HE!;[»—E:(&) - I(UvCont-Insuf)
+2(pgantrda) — Hecom-xe) ). [1]

We tester the hypothesis Hy: I'y = 0 against
the alternative Hy: T & 0. An explanation of
this procedure is available in Hays (1963).
When we turn to our data (See Table 1) we
see that our prediction is supported.

In the experimnental groups, subjects in the
adequate condition are more likely to com-
pensate the victim than are subjects in the
insufficient or excessive conditions. In the
control conditions this tendency does not ex-
iat. Tn all control conditions, subjects are less
likely to compensate their partners than are
experimental subjects (F = 67.36, df =1,
69, p < 001}, The more stamps the subject
has to award, the more she tends to give them
to her partner. The quadratic interaction con-
trast {T;) we predicted is significant {F =
383, df =1, 69, f = 05},

We also ran a test to determine whether
the subjects in the insufficient condition were
more or less likely to compensate their part-
ners than subjects in the excessive condition
when compared to their relevant control
croups. The appropriate test to detect such
4 linear interaction difference was again a
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contrast:

Ty = [ +1(ﬂEx1nln5uf.)0{pEID-A=ifl
e (ﬂExp-Exn} - 1(#('«'.::-. =i
U("‘Cnn-ﬁdq) + 1(““("5-

From this F it is clear that individuals are
just as unlikely to compensate their partner
when the only compensation is insufficien: as
when it is excessive (F = .12, df = 1. 69, 2
=.73).

It appears that in every respect our hy-
pothesis is supported.” Adequacy of compen-
sation makes an individual especially willing
to compensate his victim, and inadequate or
excessive compensations appear to be equally
discouraging to one’s tendency to compensate.

These results have an interesting implica-
tion. Both in law suits and in more informal
interpersonal relations, exaggeration of the
degree of harm one has suffered seems to be
a common sirategy designed to increase the
amount of compensation one will receive from
the harm-doer. Such a strategy would be ef-
fective if the harm-doer’s repertoire of com-
pensatory acts includes one which would ex-
actly compensate the victim for the magni-
fied level of barm. If, however, the harm is
exaggerated to such an extent that its level
exceeds the highest level of compensation
available to the harm-doer to perform, the
victim may increase his probability of get-
ting nothing at all. Thus, an errant husband
may not attempt any compensation at all to
a person whom he has “robbed of the best
vears of her life,” but may compensate if the
act in gquestion were said to result in harm of
a lesser degree, say just encugh harm to be
compensated for by a new dishwasher.

[= ST

7Since in the contrel group: the percenizge of
subjects compensating iz very smali 2728700,
while in the experimental Troups the percemtage is
relafively large {429:-617%3, the reviewers ¢oT-
rectly suzgested thal an arc-sine iransformation of
the percentages is appropriate. When such a trams-
formation is made. the results we report remain
pssentizlly the mame: # [Ih=0]datal=07(F=
346, di=1. 69), and p ET==0!datal =72, ns
{F=.13).
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