The effect of commitment to future
interaction on reactions to norm violations'

Charles A. Kiesler, Sara B. Kiesler,’ and Michael S. Pallak,
Yale University

Social norms are important, m part, because they prevent
harmful or anarchic social mtercourse, enable persons to agree
on a common definition of the social situation (see Goffman,
1959), and lower the cost of social exchange (Thibaut & Kelley,
1959). It follows, then, that those who violate social norms will
be negatively evaluated (e g, S. Kiesler, 1966) But one’s covert
evaluation and overt treatment of an napproprate other de-
pend on a number of situational vanables, including the ex-
pectation of future mteraction with the other.

There 15 already considerable evidence that strong anticipa-
tion of future interaction with others profoundly affects social
attitudes and behavior (e g., Kiesler, Zanna, & De Salvo, 1966)
C. Kiesler (m press) has argued that commutment to future
mteraction makes certain responses to others more difficult, and,
therefore, less probable. Certam alternative reactions to a per-
son who acts mappropnately should also be more difficult when
one 1s commutted to future mteraction with hun Intuitively, when
one must interact with another over time 1t should be more duffi-
cult to discount or “forget” the violation because the present
violation may have predictive umportance. Therefore, covert
negative feelings toward a norm violator should be greater when

1 We wish to thank the 1966 Yale Psychology 43b class for serving as
expenmenters mn Expenment I, and Dr Barry Collins for helping to supervise
the expenimenters and to analyze the data Expenments II and III were sup-
ported by Grants GS737 and GY832 to C Kiesler Thanks to Mary Braun,
Roberta Benfer, and H Richardson Moody, Jr, for assising with those expen-
ments, the latter two as participants m the NSF Undergraduate Research Pro-
gram Thanks also to Dean Carlin and Professors Bakan, Hamachek, Johnson,
and Winder of Michigan State Umwversity for their cooperation in obtaining
space and subjects for Expenment III A more detailed report of the expen-
mental procedures and results may be obtamed from the semor author

2 Now at Connecticut College
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one is committed to future interaction with him than when the
interaction 15 transitory

Commitment may have a psychologically similar effect when
the other’s behavior 1s especially appropriate When future
interaction 1s anticipated, appropnate social behavior should be
more salient and hence viewed more positively than when future
mteraction 1s not anticipated Thus, mn the realm of covert re-
actions to another’s behavior, we predict that with future mter-
action anticipated, one should like the person more who acts
appropnately and like the person less who acts mappropriately
than when no future interaction is anticipated. This hypothesis
was tested m Experiment I

In everyday life mdividuals can be observed to react overtly
to norm violations as well Such overt reactions can be made
privately to the norm violator or publicly (so that, for example,
an offended third person 1s witness to them) First, consider
private, overt reactions to the norm violator We thought that
a person m the presence of a norm violation has two main options.
he can engage n “face-saving,” whereby he ignores the inappro-
prate act, changes the subject, treats 1t as a joke, etc (see Goff-
man, 1955), or he can attempt to make the norm violator change
huis behavior® We theorized that committed and uncommitted
individuals would duff 1ally emph these types of be-
havior

For the uncommitted person, the inappropriate behavior
has no future implications and 1s theref lativel portant
Ths person should not bother to attempt to change the other’s
behavior and should place relative emphasis on face-saving be-
havior The person who is commutted to future mteraction with
the norm violator 1s m a quite different position. If he 1gnores
the mappropnate behavior, then he risks similar unpleasantness
m the future Thus, we predict that if the commtted person
has a chance to deal pnvately with the norm violator, he wll
attempt to change the other’s behavior by asking him to act more
appropnately, or at least by letting him know about his negative

3. The distinction between the two alternatives 1s not always clear, however
Goffman (1955) suggests several maneuvers by which one indurectly attempts
to correct the other while at the same tme lethng him save s own face For
example, one can overtly musmterpret the act




Commitment to future interaction 587

feelngs. Experment II explored this possibility. It was pre-
dicted that overt reactions made privately to a norm violator,
mvolving attempts to change his behavior, would be more likely
when sul were d to future with him
than when they were not

Sometimes, however, one does not have the opportunity to
express his feelngs privately to a norm violator This becomes
a problem especially when there 1s a third person present who
15 the target of the mapproprate behavior What wall people
do m this situation? Agamn, we assume that when one 15 not
commutted to future interaction with the norm wolator, the
mappropriate act itself 15 less important and one 1s less con-
cerned about 1ts future imphcations Indeed, one mght want
most to make the immediate situation more comfortable for the
offended third person Thus, we might expect the uncommitted
person to deal overtly and publicly with the norm violation,
trymg to undo the damage by contradicting or trying to change
the norm violator.

The person who 1s commutted to future mteraction with the
norm violator, however, 1s 1 a more confhctful situation While
he may wish to change the norm violator, domg this publicly
may merely embarrass the norm violator and endanger future
interactions with hum To this person, 1t may be more important
to keep peace with the norm violator than to comfort the offended
third person Thus, we predict that when overt reactions to a
norm violator must be made pubhcly, the committed person will
be less likely to overtly attempt to change Iis behavior than
will the uncommutted person. This hypothesis was tested in
Experiment IIL

EXPERIMENT I
MEeTHOD

Subjects

The subjects were 161 males from an mntroductory psychology
course at Yale University Of these, 12 were dropped from the anal-
ysis for suspicion (on the bass of special probmg dunng the de-
briefing) and five for fallure to complete the questionnare. This left
144 subjects m the final analysis
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Experimenters
Nme groups of upperclass psychology majors at Yale Umnwversity
h grou d of on

two eonfederates, and two hldden observers. Each group ran all
condihons m the experment m random order To mmmze bias,
experimenter groups were not imnformed of the hypotheses and ad
not score the data.

Procedure
The 2 X 2 factorial design Ived .' ng
to another whose beh was either
One to three subjects (plus the two confederates) were yment at
each experimental session. The experment was presented as a study
of productivity by mdividuals and groups. A fichcious second session
of dyads was arranged where subjects anticipated future mteraction
by “random” assignment with one of the two confederates, either the
“casual” confederate or the “mode” who behaved as an ordmary
" wng th xperimental huch suby !
Durnn, e e ental session, W] subjects t solvin,
pmblemsgmdxwdually, the casual confederate btlahavegpf;everentli
(eg, yawnimg, scratching, chewmg gum loudly) and failed to follow
directions (e g, writing 1n his test booklet) Appropnateness of his
behavior was manipulated by varymg the seriousness of the expen-
mental situation In the casual (Appropnate) condition, the expen-
menter was unshaven and wore a sweatshirt, levis, and sneakers He
mtroduced the experiment as “just a part of my buxsary ]ob In the
senous (I the
wore a ]acket and te, and formally announced that the expenment
was hxs senior honors project At the end of the session, the subjects
a and were nfa d of the nature and

pu.rpose of the expenmenh
Resurts

Effect of the Manipul

The success of the Casual-Serious mampulation was evalu-
ated by analyzing answers to two 17-pomt scale items on the post-
questionnaire. In answer to the question, “How important do
you think this experniment isP,” those m the Senous condition
thought it was more mmportant than did those mn the Casual
condition (F =3188, df=1/8, p < o1) The second question,
“How serious or casual do you thmk this situation 1s?,” showed a
trend in the same direction but not as strong (F = 2.97, df = 1/8,
p <.10).
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The commitment mampulation was highly successful. All
subjects correctly remembered the person with whom they had
been assigned to work m the second session. Observer reports
mdicated no overt reactions to the casual confederate. How-
ever, none were expected since they would have interrupted the
task.

Attraction to the Casual Confederate

Attraction to each group member was measured on five seven-
point scales (mtellg ligent, likeable-ob frnend-
ly-unfriendly, dependable-undependable, and pohte-mpolite).
Scores on each scale were added so that possible attraction for
member ran from 5 to 35.

Our dependent vanable was the extent to which subjects
liked the casual confederate mmus their lilang for the mode.*
The means for this measure are presented m Table 1. Mmus
scores wmdicate that the casual confederate was liked less than
the mode.

Table 1 Mean attraction to the casual confederate minus mean at-
traction to the modal confederate as a function of commitment and
phere of the E 1)

Commitment to future interaction
with casual confederate

Atmosphere of the experiment No Commitment | Commitment
Casual (casual confederate’s behavior appropnate) —569 —246
(N=36) (N=35)
Serious (casual confederate’s behavior Inappropniate) —903 —963
(N=33) (N=40)

Note —The less negative the score, the higher the relahve attrachon fo the casual confederate

A 2X2Xg (Seriousness X Commtment X Experimenter
groups) mixed-model analyss of variance (see McNemar, 1962)
was performed on the data from Table 1 The results supported
our hypothes:s that private reactions to another’s behavior depend
both ‘on appropriateness of the behavior and on anticipation of
future interachion The interaction between approprateness and

4 This analysis was done to reduce mtersubject vamabiity A separate
analysis of the evaluations of the mode yielded no differences
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commitment was very sigmficant (F=33.36, df=1/8, p<
001) In the Appropriate condition, the casual confederate was
liked more when the subject anticipated future mteraction with
him than when the subject did not (F =858, df =1/8, p < o5)
In the Inappropnate condition, the difference 15 in the opposite
direction, but does not approach sigmificance (F < 10)

However, further evidence relevant to the latter comparison
1s provided by subjects who exp d a pref for working
with someone other than the person to whom they were assigned
Of those m the Commitment conditions (assignment to the
casual confederate), 58 per cent m the Inappropriate condition
and 4o per cent in the Appropriate condition wished to switch
While not sigmficantly different (CR = 158, p = .11), the trend
15 1 the expected direction If we compare the Commtment-
Inappropriate condition against the other three conditions, the
difference 15 more reliable (CR =244, p < 05)

In sum, the results tend to support our contention that com-
mitment to future mteraction changes one’s covert feelings about
another’s behavior, such that appropnate acts are viewed more
positively and appropriate acts more negatively

EXPERIMENT II

In discussing overt reactions to norm violations, we hypothe-
sized that if private communication 1s possible, one will be more
likely to attempt to change the violator’s behavior when one 15
commutted to future mteraction with hum than when one 1s not
committed To test this hypothesis, we used an expermmental
design sumilar to that of Expermment I-ie, commutment to
future mteraction and appropriateness of another’s behavior were
varied orthogonally

METHOD

Subjects

Forty-six freshmen and sophomore males at Yale University were
pad $150 to participate  Of these, eight were discarded from the
analysis (seven revealed suspicion dunng the debnefing probe, and
one subject could not return for future sessions) leaving a sample
of 38 subjects. Subjects participated 1 pairs, when only one subject
appeared for the expenment, a confederate took the other’s place



Commitment to future interaction 591

Procedure

When the subjects armved, a female experimenter explamed that
the mvestigators were imterested m how each person’s mitial mm-
pressions of the other and opmions about other groups and mdividuals
wfluenced the acquamtanceship process Subjects were told that to
ehminate the effects of visual cues, tone of voice, and related var-
ables, their commumcations to each other would take the form of
completed questionnaires They were also told that they would £Il
out some queshonnarres twice, so that a copy could be given to the
“supervisor” of the study Then, committed subjects were led to
beleve that they would see thewr partners at least three more
tmes and would have to nteract closely with them Uncommutted
subjects were told they would return for three more sessions, but
with a different partner

The presence or absence of a norm violation was mampulated,
as m the first expenment, by varymng the situation shghtly The
experimenter took each subject to a prvate cubicle, and mn the
context of a casual conversation, mentioned to half of the subjects
that she had previously been a secretary She also explamed that
she would read thewr directions over a microphone (actually, mstruc-
tions were tape-recorded) Subjects were mstructed to complete each
of five questionnaires m order

On the first g were bl pell (eg,
“f Ibe”) and typographical errors These kes, plus a required
rating of “clenical workers,” were designed to put the subsequent
remarks of the partner i context After subjects began working, they
heard their partner (actually a taped confederate) coughing a few
tmes and mumbling The “partner” then said, “Gee, mice bunch of
mistakes on this damn thing Phew! un favoralbe? unfa-
voralbe unfavoralbe Goddamn these secretanies have got to
be the least talented people n the whole world” These comments,
we assumed, would be perceived as a faux pas, and hence as highly
mappropnate, only when the experimenter had mentioned that she
had been a secretary

After subjects completed Questionnare #1, they completed two
paus of quest “first mp: " of the partner
and atttudes toward occupations (mcluding secretaries) Copies
were to be sent to the partner and to the supervisor Those sent to
the partner would be seen only by him and could mnclude “additional

” Our major dependent vanable was the extent to which

subjects, m sendng completed questionnaires to therr partners, would
take the opportumty to wnte i negative comments about the anti-
secretary e q therefore, were used pr-
manly as a pretext for allowing the subjects to communicate privately
with therr partners
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When the expermmenter picked up the completed questionnarres,
she asked subjects to fill out one “final form” Subjects then com-
pleted a few items checking on 1mp of the exp and
possible suspicion

Following this, subjects were brought together and completely
d(;ltmefed All subjects were paid and sworn to secrecy before they
left.

Resurts

Effects of the Manipulations

Analysis of the question, “During how many more sessions
will you be working with the other person?,” indicated that
subjects m the Commitment conditions perceived that they
would be working m more future sessions with their partners
than did those m the No Commutment conditions (F = 22 1g,
df=1/34, p< o0o1) Thus, we may conclude that the commit-
ment mampulation was successful

‘We made no direct attempt to
ness of the partner’s behavior since such questmns would have
mcurred suspicion However, ratings of “secretaries” on the

1 quest mdirectly ind d that those m the

Faux Pas conditions noticed the expermmenter’s remark about
having been a secretary That 1s, those i the Faux Pas condi-
tions rated secretaries more favorably than did those m the No
Faux Pas condition (F =446, df =1/34, p < o3 for ratings
to supervisor, F = 6 57, df = 1/34, p < o5 for ratings to partner)
This result will be discussed more fully below

Attempts to Change the Partner

In accord with our p d 1t was predicted that
attempts to change the partner when he violated a norm would
occur most frequently when the subject was commutted to future
mteraction with hum. A total of 16 subjects used the question-
narres to the partner to write comments Of those, eight referred
directly to the anti-secretary remarks.® Our measure of attempts

J

5 All eight comments were negative m tone, accordng to two mdependent
judges Only three, however, were agreed by both 1ndges to be “clear, no«
nonsense attempts to change the partner” These three all appeared m

Commitment_Faux Pas Conditon The remaming eight comments were mosﬁy
concerned with the format of the questonnaire and were equally distnbuted
among conditions



Commitment to future interaction 593

Table 2. Percentage of subjects i each condiion who commented
on their partner’s anti-secretary remarks (Experment II).

Commitment to future interaction

No commitment Commitment
Partner's behavior (pet) (pet)

No Foux Pas (low Inappropriateness) 10 0
IN=10) (N=10)

Faux Pas (igh Inappropniateness) 20 625
IN=10) (N=8)

to change the other consisted of the proportion of subjects in
each condition who referred to the anti-secretary remarks The
data are presented i Table 2

A three-dimensional x* analysis was performed on the data
presented m Table 2 (see Sutchffe, 1957). The total %* of 1139
15 significant beyond the .025 level (df =4). The triple mter-
action (Faux Pas X Commutment X presence or absence of
comment) is sigmficant beyond the o5 level (df = 1), indicating
that the freq of ferring to the anti-secretary
remarks was dependent upon both the Commitment and Faux
Pas variables Exact tests were also carmed out, comparmg the
Commutment—Faux Pas condition with each of the other three.
Probabilities thus produced range from 08 to less than oo1 (one-
taled test) It seems quite clear that attempts to change the
offendmg other’s behavior were concentrated m the Commt-
ment-Faux Pas condition as predicted

No evidence of face-saving of the partner was obtamed from
the data. However, it 1s possible to mterpret the ratmgs of sec-
retaries mentioned above as an attempt by those i the Faux
Pas condition to save the experimenter’s face That 1s, since
those in the Faux Pas condition rated secretaries more favorably
than did those in the No Faux Pas condition, it 1s possible that
the former subjects were trying to counteract the negative
impression gwven by the partner.

EXPERIMENT III

Experiment II was designed to test the hypoth that given
the opportumty for private communication with the norm vio-
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lator, commutted persons, more than uncommutted persons, would
attempt to change the other’s behavior. However, when com-
mumcation with the norm violator must be made publicly, the
reverse should occur uncommitted persons, more than com-
mitted persons, would overtly attempt to change the norm
violator Expeniment III was designed to test this hypothesis

In this experiment, as m Experiment II, subjects were either
commutted to future mteraction with a partner (i this case, a
confederate) or not, and a faux pas or no faux pas concerning
the expermmenter was made However, the mteraction first took
place in a face-to-face setting with the experimenter present and
then, later, with the experimenter absent In addition, there was
a further vanation subjects i the Faux Pas condition either
knew the expenmenter was gomg to leave, or had no expecta-
tion that she would leave

Thus, the design was a 2 X 3 factonal, with two levels of
commitment cross-mndexed with three situational varations In
one vanation, no faux pas occurred In both other conditions a
faux pas occurred m the p of the offended third p
the expenmenter In one, however, subjects expected the ex-
perimenter to leave We predicted that those m the Faux Pas
condition would attempt to change their partner, but that un-
commutted subjects would make these attempts publcly, where-
as commutted subjects would wait until the experimenter left
before they attempted to change thewr partner We mcluded
the expectation conditions to assess whether subjects who knew
the experimenter would leave would then wait before mentioning
the faux pas

MeTHOD
Subjects
Seventy-four males at Michigan State Ul h d to
take part m a study of occupational research and were paid $150
All were mcluded 1n the analysis

Procedure

The commitment and faux pas mampulations were 1dentical to
Expeniment II The mam methodological differences between Ex-
permments II and III were that, m the present case, the mteraction
was face-to-face, and one-third of the subjects expected the expen-
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menter to leave for a few munutes later m the experimental hour, and,
mmdeed, m all cases, she did leave for five mmnutes These differences
led to several procedural changes, which are outlned below.

First, all mstructions were delivered to the subjects pnor to the
confederate’s armval, so that he would be blnd to experimental
condiions The experimenter said, “when I spoke to him on the
phone last mght [all subjects had been contacted by phone], he said
he would have to be a few mmutes late Whle I spoke to him, I
was able to give lum the mstructions To save time, I'll give you the
same mstructions I gave him, and then when he amves, we can start
nght m” The study was presented as concerned with the “role of
various occupations 1 society and how different people are fitted
for jobs m industry” Then the commitment and secretary mampu-
lations were given n a manner 1dentical to Expeniment II.

The expenimenter then mentioned that the people who were
typmg her matenals were a lttle behind. In one condition (Expec-
tation), she said she would have to go upstaws after the first part of
the hour to get some more forms In the other condition (No-expecta-
tion) she merely said, “but fortunately I don’t need anything at the
moment ”

At this pomnt, the confederate entered and the experimenter asked
him, “Do you have any questions about the instructions I gave you
over the phone last might?™ When the confederate answered nega-
twvely, the task was begun The subject and confederate alternated
gving ther 1mp of “rep p " typed on a
sheet of paper In this context, the confed delivered a neg:
evaluation of clerical workers He stated, “clenical workers—I guess
that's hike secretaries The one who typed this page 1s probably one
of the better ones Secretanes have just got to be the least talented
group 1n the whole world”

All sessions were recorded and the subject’s immedate response
to confederate’s comment was one of the two prnmary dependent
variables m this study The subject could demur, agree, or go on
to hus next category (physicians)

After the subject finished, the expenmenter said, “I think now
would be a good time for me to go and get those papers which the
people upstairs have hopefully fimshed. I should be back m, oh, no
more than five minutes” Then she left the room The subject’s com-
ments after the expermenter left represent the second pnmary de-
pendent vanable After five mmnutes, the expenimenter returned and
concluded the experiment

ResuLTs
Tables 3 and 4 present the basic data from this study. Of
the 74 subjects, 22 mentioned the anti-secretary remarks before
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Table 3 Nuxnber of sub]ects m each eandmon who disagreed with

the exp P (Experiment III).
Commitment to future interaction
Situational variation No commitment [ Commitment
No Faux Pas (control) 3 2
IN=11) IN=10)
Faux Pas—No expectation of experimenter leaving 7 1
(N=13) N=13)
Faux Pas—Expectation of experimenter leaving 2 2
IN=13) N=14)

Table 4 Number of subjects m each condition who had not dis-
agreed before but who disagreed with the confederate after the ex-
permmenter left (Experiment III).

Commitment fo future Interaction

Situational variation No commitment | Commitment
No Faux Pas {control) [ [
(2] ©
Faux Pas—No expectation of experimenter leaving 1 5
(@ (6)
Faux Pas—Expectation of experimenter leaving (}) 3
5)

number shown in

the experimenter left the room. Table 3 presents the number
of subjects m each condition who disagreed with the confed-
erate’s statement about secretanes or told him not to make such
statements, before the experimenter left the room. Twenty-
four subjects mentioned the faux pas after the experimenter left
Table 4 contans the number of subjects m each condition who
disagreed with the confederate after the experimenter left the
room. From the totals in Table 4, 1t may be seen that all ex-
perimental subjects who disagreed with the confed before
the expermmenter left the room also brought up the topic after
she left the room.

As can be seen from Table 3, disagreeing comments in the
experimenter’s presence were concentrated in the Faux Pas-No
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expectation condition. In that condition, significantly more sub-
jects disagreed with the confed, n the No Commitment con-
dition than i the Commtment condiion (z=297, p <.o1,
tested by differences between proportions, using the arcsin trans-
formation). This supports our prediction In terms of new
subjects speaking up after the experimenter left, the situation is
reversed. Here, m the No Expectation condition, 1t 1s the com-
mitted subjects who now disagree (z=1.97, p <.05) This
result also supports our predictions and replicates the basic data
from Experiment II, where subjects also d an pected
opportunity to disagree with the confederate

The data from subjects who expected the experimenter to
leave are quite surpnsing Both before and after the experi-
menter left, commitment seemed to make no difference, al-
though after the experimenter left, Faux Pas-Expectation sub-
Jects disagreed with the confed more than the No Faux Pas
subjects (smallest z=2 44, p < 02) We suspect that this situ-
ation was too sophisticated for our young subjects (mostly first-
term freshmen) and they could not decide what to do  We note
that Commitment-Expectation subjects were less likely to laugh
and treat the matter as a joke than No Commitment-Expecta-
tion subjects (z =204, p < 05).

DiscussioN

In the present mvestigation we proposed three hypotheses,
two of which were supported, and a third supported only under
certamn conditions Experiment I demonstrated that covert re-
actions to another’s behavior tend to be more positive when the
other acts appropriately and more negative when he acts m-
appropriately when persons are d to future
with the actor than when they are not Experiment II demon-
strated that overt, negative reactions to a norm violation, when
can be made prvately, will be greater when persons are com-
mitted than when they are not This result was rephcated m
Expermment III, when subjects had an unexpected opportunity
to deal privately with the norm violator Expermment III also
supported our prediction that when one must deal publicly with
the norm violator, it will be the uncommitted rather than the
committed persons who wall attempt to change his behavior. We
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conclude that these findings bear directly on our basic assump-
tions first, that commitment to future interaction with another
makes the other’s behavior more important and salient (because
of what that behavior may mmply for the future), and second,
that commitment makes certamn alternative responses to the other
more difficult Thus, commutment resulted m stronger covert
reactions to another (Experiment ), m private attempts to make
the other act more appropriately (Experiment II), and 1n more
circumspect public behavior toward the other (Expermment IIT)

It 1s mteresting to note that we failed m all three expenments

to find any clear, d of f;
Certanly, one alternative response an offended person has 15 a
temporary, overt acceptance of the objectionable other Accord-
mg to Goffman (1955), face-saving tactics range from ignoring
the mapproprate act, to changing the subject of conversation,
to treating the act as a joke, to graciously withdrawing from the
mteraction Perhaps one could mterpret the behavior of those
who did not mention the faux pas as “face-saving,” but clearly
we have no evidence to distnguish this from sumple apathy In
Experiment II1, 1 fact, there were some data opposite to what
we would expect if face-saving were used For example, we
would expect that subjects who did not mention the anti-secre-
tary remarks and who wished to save the confederate’s face
would have quickly gone on to the next topic. Yet their latency
was greater than that of those who did comment on the remarks
(t=226, df =52, p <.05)® Perhaps more sophisticated sub-
jects and measuring mstruments are needed.

One final comment 1s in order. One might argue that subjects
exposed to a faux pas reacted as they did, not because the be-
havior was mappropriate, but b it was ted or
because 1t revealed the partner to be malicious Both alterna-
tves, however, are implausible given the experimental situations
Furst, the partner’s remarks were made in all conditions and thus
would be equally unexpected Second, the comment of the
experimenter’s about having been a secretary (Expermments II
and IIT) was only a “chance remark,” not made m the presence

6 The latency eshmates were made from tape recordings Not all subjects

are mcluded because none of the several tape recorders uwed (all Concord
models) would function consistently
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of the partner. Not knowmg she was a secretary, the partner
presumably was not purposely bemg malicious.

SUMMARY

Three experiments explored some covert and overt reactions
to the mapproprate behavior of another as a function of the
anticipation of future mteraction with the other. Experment I
indicated that with future mteraction anticipated, subjects hiked
the person more who behaved appropriately and liked the per-
son less who behaved mappropnately than when no future mnter-
action was anticipated Experiments IT and III indicated that
when the other behaved mappropnately toward a third person,
the commitment to future mteraction mcreased the frequency
of attempts to change the other’s behavior, but only when the
offended person was not present
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