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Deviance and Sanctioning within Small Groups*

DENNIS K. DEDRICK

Georgetown College

This study was designed to examine the extent to which a naive subject’s overt and covert
sanctioning attempts were influenced by the postaffense behavior of two confederates: the
defendant and a third party. The defendant was being considered as a possible object of
sanctions for his deviant behavior. Following an initial offense, the defendant either offered an
apologetic account, or failed to provide an account or show remorse. The third party appeared
friendly, neutral, or hostile towards the defendant. A cross-classification of these two
independent variables provided this study with six experimental conditions. The findings
suggest that both independent variables can strongly influence sanctioning even when highly
offensive behavior is observed initially. The relative impact of the variables was found to be
highly contingent on the nature of the sanction being considered.

THEORY

Every theory of deviance contains some
explicit or implicit theory concerning the
phenomenon of sanctioning. Every con-
cept used to identify or define deviance is
essentially an attempt to identify what has
become or what is likely to become the
object of sanctions.

Social sanctions represent virtually the
only empirical evidence which can be
used to establish the existence of deviance
relative to some group at a given time and
place. Even the concept ‘‘social norm”
has virtually no value aside from describ-
ing and/or predicting the sanctioning pat-
terns in some group. Once a norm fails to
serve this function, there is little reason to
assume a norm exists. Any norm, whether
written or unwritten, will lose its authority
unless it is regularly enforced with sanc-
tions (Erikson, 1962).

The fact that sanctions define who is
deviant is made particularly explicit
among such ‘‘labeling theorists’’ as
Becker (1963), Erikson (1962), Kitsuse
(1962), Lemert (1951, 1972), and Schur

* This article represents a condensed portion of
the author’s doctoral dissertation, ‘‘An examination
of selected variables which determine sanctioning
reactions within small groups,” University of Iowa,
1972. The author would like to express special
appreciation to Dr. Robert M. Terry for his com-
ments, suggestions, and encouragement in the prep-
aration of this article, and to Dr. Andre Modigliani
for the constructive criticisms and suggestions of-
fered to guide the final revisions of this article. Ad-
dress communications to the author at Box 31,
Georgetown College, Georgetown, KY 40324.
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(1971), who urge us to define a deviant as
one who has been subjected to the sanc-
tions of some group. Essentially, deviance
is regarded as a social status or categoriza-
tion which, once imposed on someone,
changes the social relationships he has to
others. This change may be accomplished
through a formal process such as an arrest
and/or prosecution in a court of law, or
through an informal process more typical
of interaction in a family or peer group.
Since the changes in status or relationship
can only be inferred on the basis of how
others behave towards him, we cannot as-
sume he has a deviant status even tempo-
rarily unless we can determine that sanc-
tions of some kind have been imposed
either directly or indirectly.

Since social deviance is empirically
identified through the observed sanction-
ing patterns of some social audience, an
understanding and prediction of deviance
per se will require a careful analysis of the
numerous contingencies which influence
the sanctioning responses of a given group
or audience. This type of analysis tends to
be conspicuously lacking in most of the
older traditional approaches to deviance,
which tended to reify norms and seldom
even treated the audience response to a
potential deviant as problematic. Advo-
cates of the labeling approach to deviance
encourage us to take a new look at de-
viance and the role of the social audience
in defining and identifying deviance. They
urge us to recognize that what is consid-
ered deviant by a given group is contin-
gent upon the outcome of a symbolic in-
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teraction process which is subject to many
influences (Lemert, 1972; Kitsuse, 1962;
Schur, 1969; Goffman, 1961; Scheff, 1968;
Douglas, 1970).

The general purpose of this study is to
provide some new empirical data relevant
to a more complex and sophisticated
theory of sanctioning. More specifically,
this study examines the extent to which
the nature of the sanction interacts with
the influence of (1) the reactions of a third
party; and (2) the reactions of a ‘‘defen-
dant,”’ i.e., one being considered as a
possible object of sanctions.

Both of these independent variables are
known to be potentially powerful deter-
minants of perceptions and sanctioning
reactions. The fact that the defendant can
exert some control over how others per-
ceive him is certainly recognized by many
theorists such as Lemert (1972), Goffman
(1963), and Scott and Lyman (1968). The
fact is well illustrated in empirical studies
such as those of Davis (1961), Piliavin and
Briar (1964), Black (1971), and Yarrow et
al. (1955). Similarly, numerous studies
demonstrate that the reactions of one or
more third parties serve as ‘‘reality
checks’’ or indicators of how a situation,
person, or act should be perceived and
what response will be considered appro-
priate (Asch, 1958; Deutsch and Gerard,
1955; Sherif, 1935; Strickland et al., 1960;
Milgram, 1963; Black, 1971; and Yarrow
et al., 1955).

Although existing research has demon-
strated that the reactions of a third party
and/or a defendant may each strongly in-
fluence the behavior of a naive subject, we
still know relatively little about such is-
sues as: (1) which of these two roles has
the greater influence when other factors
are held constant; (2) to what extent will
there be interaction effects between these
two roles; and (3) to what extent are the
relative power of these two roles and their
interaction effects contingent on the na-
ture of the sanction being considered. This
study is designed to shed light on these
issues.

METHODOLOGY

This study reports the observations
made of a series of 60 three-person
groups. Each group consisted of two con-
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federate and one naive subject. Both con-
federates and all 60 naive subjects were
boys who were in either the seventh or
eighth grade prior to the summer when the
experiments took place.

This age group was chosen because
they were old enough to perform the task
required of each group but young enough
to be relatively unsophisticated about lab-
oratory experiments and, consequently,
more easily misled about the nature of the
experiment. It was also assumed that the
relatively small monetary reward offered
subjects would motivate subjects of this
age more strongly than it would older sub-
jects. Finally, boys of this age were
presumably sensitive to peer group pres-
sure and less adept at hiding their feelings
than older boys. Since all of the above
qualities were desired in this particular
experiment, this age group was consid-
ered ideal.

In every experiment, the same two boys
played the roles of defendant and third
party, respectively. Precautions were
taken to insure that both confederates
were strangers to each naive subject ob-
tained for the experiment. The only varia-
tions which occurred in any experiment
were the carefully rehearsed variations in
the behavior of the confederates. Since
there were only two variations in the de-
fendant’s behavior and three distinct vari-
ations in the behavior of the third party, a
cross-classification of the variations in
these two independent variables provided
this study with six different experimental
conditions. Naive subjects were randomly
assigned to one of the six conditions prior
to their arrival. This design is essentially a
Solomon Six-Group Design which con-
trols for the effect of testing but does not
measure it.

Upon arrival, each naive subject was
given a ‘‘cover story’’ which led him to
believe that he and his two teammates
were supposed to work cooperatively to
solve mathematical problems using a slide
rule. Each boy would have a different set
of square-root problems. He was told that
the purpose of the experiment was to
demonstrate how quickly boys his age
could learn to use a slide rule, and how
cooperative group problem-solving could
help boys learn from each other.
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After each boy was shown how to solve
simple square-root problems, he was in-
formed that the system of financial re-
wards was designed to insure that all three
boys would work cooperatively and check
each other’s work. Instead of paying each
boy for his individual performance, finan-
cial rewards would be paid only to the
whole group. The money paid a group
could range from twelve dollars to nothing
depending only on how well its worst
member performed. Thus, if one of the
three boys missed all of his problems, the
group would be paid nothing, regardless of
how well the other two boys performed. If
the group did earn any money, each boy
would vote secretly on how much of this
money he felt his two partners deserved.
The combined votes of each boy would
then determine how the money would be
divided.

In every experiment, the initial be-
havior of the defendant was designed to be
as offensive as possible without becoming
incredible. This enabled us to provide a
more dramatic demonstration of the
power which the defendant and third party
had over the sanctioning reactions of the
naive subject after he had observed a
highly offensive act.

During the time allotted for solving prob-
lems, the defendant behaved in an arro-
gant, unfriendly manner. He refused to
assist his teammates and did not allow
them to check his work. Instead of using
his slide rule to solve his problems, he
simply marked a multiple-choice answer
when it appeared to be faintly underlined.
This attempt to cheat caused the defen-
dant to be the only member of the group to
perform poorly, i.e., he answered only
two of his twelve problems correctly. This
caused the group to get a meager two-dol-
lar award.

Once the group finished solving their
problems, the naive subject was led to
believe that the experiment was finished
and that all recording equipment was
turned off. The experimenter then graded
their answer sheets, returned them, and
left the room to obtain a postexperimental
questionnaire, i.e., a ‘‘partner evaluation
sheet.”” During the experimenter’s brief
absence, the subjects examined the re-

turned answer sheets and discovered the
defendant had performed poorly. The de-
fendant soon admitted that he had not
used his slide rule on any of the ten prob-
lems he had answered incorrectly. He
then described how he had attempted to
cheat and why he believed he would be
successful in the attempt.

At this point in the experiment, the de-
fendant and third-party confederates per-
formed one of their predetermined role
variations. In half of the groups (thirty
experiments), the defendant behaved as if
he were indifferent or unconcerned about
the consequences of his offense. In the
remaining groups, the defendant appeared
very apologetic and gave an account or
explanation designed to make his cheating
attempt appear well-intended. The be-
havior of the third party took one of three
patterns. In twenty groups, he appeared
quite friendly and forgiving towards the
defendant. In twenty other groups, he sel-
dom spoke, and behaved as if he were a
neutral bystander. In the remaining
twenty groups, he criticized and ridiculed
the defendant harshly. Since these role
variations represented the only factors
making the six experimental conditions
different, any significant difference in the
naive subject’s sanctioning reactions
could only be explained by these role var-
iations.

In all sixty groups, the defendant com-
mitted one additional offense. In prepar-
ing to leave, he attempted the theft of a
slide rule. Upon discovery of his offense,
he gave a standard account suggesting the
act was meant only as a joke and that he
intended to return the slide rule. This
additional offense enabled us to observe
the extent to which the earlier role varia-
tions affected the credibility of a second
account and the sanctioning responses to
a ‘‘new’’ offense.

In the remaining segment of the experi-
ment, each naive subject was given the
opportunity to impose both covert and
overt sanctions. The covert sanctioning
opportunities all consisted of obtaining the
naive subject’s confidential written re-
sponse to questions. The overt sanctions
consisted of any hostile facial ex-
pressions, gestures or verbal assaults



DEVIANCE AND SANCTIONING WITHIN SMALL GROUPS

which the naive subject directed openly
toward the defendant. Since all overt re-
sponses were recorded on videotape,
overt sanctioning was measured by count-
ing the number of unambiguously hostile
responses made by each naive subject.
This task was assigned to four judges who
independently observed each videotaped
experiment.

The sequence of sanctioning opportuni-
ties available to the naive subject may be
described as follows. (1) He could express
hostility openly before the experimenter
reentered the room. (2) He could continue
expressing overt hostility after the exper-
imenter reentered the room and/or inform
the experimenter of the defendant’s at-
tempt to cheat, etc. (3) He could give the
defendant a low rating on a fourteen-
question ‘‘partner evaluation sheet.’’! (4)
He could vote to give the defendant a very
small share of the two dollars earned by
the group. (5) He could vote to exclude the
defendant from the group before a second
attempt was made to do the experiment
more successfully and earn more money.
(6) After observing the defendant’s second
offense (the attempted theft of a slide
rule), the naive subject could expose the
theft to the experimenter. (7) Finally, he
could vote secretly on what penalties the
experimenter should impose on the defen-
dant for his attempted theft.

Upon completion of the experiment, a
postexperimental interview was con-
ducted with each naive subject to deter-
mine the extent to which his sanctioning
attempts reflected his perceived feelings
toward the defendant. Each naive subject
was then informed of the real nature and
purpose of the experiment to insure that
the subject did not leave feeling upset or

angry.?

! This *‘partner evaluation sheet’” was to be seen
only by the experimenter. It contained a series of 14
statements concerning the partner’s attitude, ability,
reliability, and general desirability as a teammate. A
Likert-type scale was developed by asking subjects
to select one of five possible responses indicating
how strongly they agreed or disagreed with each
statement. Of the 14 items, 11 were scored 0, 2, 4, 6,
8 for SD (strongly disagree), D, N, A, AS, respec-
tively; and 3 items considered less important were
scored 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 for the same responses. These
weights lead to a theoretical score range of 0 to 100.

2 Care was taken during the *‘debriefing’’ to insure
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Since the relative impact of the third
party and the defendant’s account is a
function of the way these variables were
operationalized in this experiment, we
cannot make broad generalizations about
which variable is more powerful in other
situations. In this study, the defendant’s
account could have been more emotional
or so logically convincing that the defen-
dant would appear blameless for his ac-
tions. Similarly, the power of the third
party could have been increased by in-
creasing the number of persons in that
role, their prestige and importance, or
their friendliness to the naive subject.

In this study, the decision was made to
examine the impact of the two indepen-
dent variables under conditions which
made them approximately equal in influ-
ence. Both the defendant and the third
party were similar in age, size, race, sex,
dress, etc. Both were strangers to the
naive subject and neither was likely to
become an acquaintance in the future. A
pretest was used to test and redesign the
defendant’s account until it was credible
but not overwhelmingly convincing. Al-
though these roles are unlikely to be so
evenly balanced in most real-life situa-
tions, it should be valuable from a theoret-
ical standpoint to examine the relative im-
pact of these variables on different types
of sanctioning when they are designed to
be nearly equal. Presumably, any general
findings which help to explain reactions to
deviance even under these special condi-
tions should be of interest to labeling
theorists.

A two-way analysis of variance was
used to determine the relative impact of
the two independent variables for each of
the different types of sanctioning oppor-
tunities provided. In the findings, our at-
tention should not be focused on the abso-
lute value of either variable’s impact of a
given sanction, but rather on variations in
the relative impact of the variables for
different types of sanctions.

that the naive subject understood why it was neces-
sary to deceive him during the experiment. He was
also assured that his behavior during the experiment
was a normal reaction to reduce any feelings of em-
barrassment. In no case did the naive subject leave
the experiment with any visible signs of anger.
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FINDINGS

The relative influence of the defendant
and the third party over the sanctioning
responses of the naive subjects was de-
termined by examining the differences be-
tween the mean sanctioning scores re-
corded for each of the six experimental
conditions. Perhaps the most interesting
general finding was that the sanctioning
patterns were remarkably varied for each
different type of sanction studied. Clearly,
the nature of the sanctioning opportunity
present is itself a key variable which
specifies what impact, if any, the third
party and/or the defendant will have on
the sanctioning reactions of another per-
son. Failure to take this variable into ac-
count precludes any hope of making intel-
ligent statements about whether one will
be given a deviant status or how others are
likely to treat him.

The findings with respect to overt sanc-
tioning were found to contrast sharply
with the naive subject’s attempts to im-
pose covert sanctions on the defendant.
The single most significant finding regard-
ing all overt sanctioning opportunities was
that the naive subjects were extremely re-
luctant to express hostility openly. De-
spite the fact that most naive subjects re-
ported a high degree of anger in post-
experimental interviews, most maintained
a remarkable degree of ‘‘poker-faced’
composure and verbal restraint even when
they had reason to expect third-party sup-
port.

At one point during the experiment,
after the experimenter had temporarily
left the room, one relatively uninhibited
subject demonstrated that it was possible
to direct 23 different, unambiguously hos-
tile responses (mostly verbal) towards the
defendant during the time allotted for this
sanction. This subject was clearly atypical
since the mean number of overt hostile
responses at this time was only 1.6 for the
remaining 59 subjects.

Visible sanctioning became even more
inhibited once the experimenter reentered
the room. Although questioned openly,
only 13 of the 60 naive subjects would
make any unfavorable comment about the
defendant. These criticisms were usually
mild and vague in nature. Apparently,

even relatively young boys tend to re-
strain overt expressions of hostility when
in a small group of strangers. This re-
straint could be due to the fear that overt
sanctions may invite retaliation. Once the
naive subject had opportunities to impose
sanctions covertly, these inhibitions on
sanctioning tended to disappear. This find-
ing suggests that if we wish to determine
whether one is perceived to be deviant,
covert sanctioning opportunities are much
more likely to reveal this perception than
are overt sanctioning opportunities.
Where covert sanctioning opportunities
are not present, the absence of overt sanc-
tioning tells us very little about the per-
ceptions of an observer.

In general, the four covert sanctioning
patterns demonstrated that the post-
offense reactions of the defendant and
third party were both potent variables
which strongly influenced the sanctioning
responses of the naive subjects. It should
be noted that many naive subjects were
unaware of this fact. Instead, they tended
to believe their sanctioning attempts were
determined primarily by the initial of-
fenses of the defendant. During post-
experiment interviews, forty-nine (82%)
of the subjects reported that they believed
the third party had little or no influence on
their sanctioning attempts. Similarly,
twenty-nine (48%) of the subjects believed
that the defendant’s demeanor subsequent
to his offenses had little or no influence on
their sanctioning. This finding lends
further support to the thesis of Nisbett and
Wilson, who find subjects are not neces-
sarily aware of stimuli affecting their be-
havior (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977).

Each of the four covert sanctioning
opportunities was designed to be different
in nature from the others. The primary
variations in these sanctioning opportuni-
ties concerned: (1) the severity of the
sanction, (2) whether the sanction would
affect the welfare of another member of
the group, (3) whether the sanction would
affect the future of the group, and (4)
whether the sanction was determined by a
joint decision or by the decision of only
one person. The first covert sanction rep-
resented a relatively mild sanction having
no effect on either the future of the group
or the welfare of other group members.
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This sanction consisted of the naive sub-
ject’s evaluation of the defendant on a
‘‘partner evaluation form’® which was
filled out near the end of the experiment
and given directly to the experimenter.
The mean partner evaluation scores for
each of the six experimental conditions
are represented in Figure 1.

A two-way analysis of variance with a
test for interaction revealed the interac-
tion effects were not statistically signifi-
cant. Placing the sum of the squares due to
interaction into the error term, a two-way
analysis of variance was recomputed.

The differences between the category
means due to the defendant’s account and
those due to the reaction of the third party
were statistically significant at the .001
level and .01 level, respectively. The cor-
relation ratio, E2, revealed that the defen-
dant’s account explained 26.1% of the
total variation in sanctioning while the
third party’s reaction accounted for 15.2%
of the total variation.

Although most students were extremely
reluctant to express criticism openly in the
defendant’s presence, they were generally
quite willing to give the defendant a low
evaluation on the questionnaire. Relative
to the visible sanctioning patterns ob-
served, the most interesting feature in

0
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FIGURE 1
The mean secret evaluation scores the defendant
received from the naive subjects for each of six ex-
perimental conditions.
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Figure 1 is simply that the six category
means do not all hover at or near a neutral
evaluation score. Relative to the limits of
the scale devised, many of the naive sub-
Jjects made highly unfavorable evaluations
of the defendant. In Figure 1, we find four
of the six category means are more than
half-way toward the lowest evaluation
score possible.

Relative to the other covert sanctions,
there are three interesting features in Fig-
ure 1. First, we see that the variations in
both the defendant and third-party roles
strongly influenced the naive subjects’
perception of the defendant. Second, we
find the defendant’s account did have a
relatively greater impact than the third
party’s reaction for this particular sanc-
tion. This alone may merely suggest
that the defendant’s account was
operationalized in a way that made it
slightly stronger than the effect of the
third party’s reaction. However, this will
not explain why the relative strength of
these two variables should vary greatly
from this pattern on other covert sanc-
tions. Finally, it is interesting to note that
there is no evidence of significant interac-
tion effects between the independent vari-
ables for this particular sanction. The im-
pact of the defendant’s account is approx-
imately the same for each of the three
variations in the role of the third party.

The second covert sanctioning oppor-
tunity was similar to the first in the sense
that the penalty considered was not par-
ticularly harsh. The naive subject could
vote secretly to deprive the defendant of
an equal share of the two dollars the group
had earned. This sanction was also like
the first covert sanction in the sense that
neither had any relevance for the future of
the group.

The unique feature of this monetary
sanction was the fact that it did affect the
welfare of other group members. The
more money the defendant was allowed to
have, the less money there would be left
for the naive subject and the third party. It
is interesting to note that, with all other
things equal, the sanctioning pattern be-
comes quite different when we are consid-
ering the allocation of a scarce resource.

The mean scores for the six experimen-
tal conditions are shown in Figure 2. A
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FIGURE 2
The mean monetary award given to the defendant by
the naive subjects for each of six experimental condi-
tions.

two-way analysis of variance with a test
for interaction was again used to separate
the effects of the defendant’s account and
the reaction of the third party. Using an F
test, both of these variables induced dif-
ferences significant beyond the .001 level.
In addition, the interaction effects proved
to be significant beyond the .05 level.

The correlation ratio, E2, indicated that
the third-party reaction accounted for
19.6% of the total variation, the response
of the defendant accounted for 12.0% of
the total variation, and the interaction ef-
fects accounted for 9.7% of the total varia-
tion.

The monetary sanctioning pattern found
in Figure 2 differs from the pattern shown
in Figure 1 in several ways. First, it is
evident that five of the six group means in
Figure 2 are closer to the maximum limit of
this sanction. This indicates that the naive
subjects were more willing to impose this
monetary sanction than they were to give
the defendant a poor evaluation. This lends
support to the more general argument
that, other things equal, the probability
and severity of sanctioning of a defendant
is likely to be greater if the sanction repre-
sents the allocation of a scarce but valued
resource.

Unlike the first covert sanctioning pat-
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tern, the reaction of the third party had a
relatively greater influence on this mone-
tary sanction than did the defendant’s ac-
count. Since the money allocated to the
defendant necessarily affected the amount
of money that could be given to the third
party, we should expect to see the naive
subject give greater consideration to the
feelings of the third party on this particu-
lar sanction. The sensitivity of the naive
subject to the third party was also demon-
strated by the fact that, in all six experi-
mental conditions, the naive subjects usu-
ally allocated more money to the third
party than they left for themselves.

The sensitivity of the naive subject to
the third party may also explain, at least in
part, the interaction effects evident in
Figure 2. If the third party appeared hos-
tile, the defendant’s account had no effect
on this sanction. The naive subjects were
simply unwilling to Iet the account reduce
the amount of money left for themselves
or the angry third party. On the other
hand, a very friendly third party response
convinced the naive subject that he had
the third party’s approval to be generous if
he chose with money that belonged, at
least in part, to the third party. In this
case, the account had its maximum effect.
It is interesting to note that when the third
party was friendly, the defendant’s ac-
count was so powerful that most naive
subjects in this category allocated more
money to the defendant than they left for
themselves. Nothing even approaching
this occurred in any of the other experi-
mental conditions.

Perhaps the most unexpected feature in
Figure 2 is the tendency for sanctioning to
be so severe among naive subjects observ-
ing a neutral third party. This is particu-
larly evident among those who heard the
defendant’s account. Why should the
level of sanctioning be so close to the level
of sanctioning observed where the third
party was hostile? Why was nothing like
this found in Figure 173

3 The simplest explanation would be to attribute
this pattern entirely to the “‘floor effects™ of the
variable. However, the validity of this explanation
becomes doubtful when we consider the fourth
covert sanctioning pattern shown in Figure 4. In this
case we again find the sanctioning level in the neutral
third-party conditions to be much closer to the level
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The most reasonable explanation would
seem to be related to the extra considera-
tion the naive subject gave to the third
party and the way in which he interpreted
his neutral overt response. In the first
covert sanctioning opportunity, there was
no particular reason to give the third
party’s feelings special consideration
since the penalty was minor and had no
effect on the third party’s welfare.

Since the meaning of the neutral reac-
tion itself was rather ambiguous, the naive
subject may have interpreted it in a way
consistent with his own perception of the
defendant. This is precisely what we
would expect if the ‘‘false consensus ef-
fect’’ described by Ross et al. (1977) can
be applied to this situation. In this case, a
neutral reaction was not sufficient evi-
dence to establish the third party’s actual
neutrality since most naive subjects knew
they were more angry than their own ap-
pearances indicated. (This was confirmed
by the subjects themselves in post-
experimental interviews). If naive sub-
jects assumed the neutral third party was
likely to be more hostile to the defendant
than he appeared, they would certainly be
more cautious about being generous with
the defendant on a sanction affecting the
welfare of the third party.

The third covert sanctioning opportu-
nity consisted of the naive subject’s secret
vote on whether to exclude the defendant
from the group and replace him with a new
person, or permit him to stay in the group
for a second try at the group’s problem-
solving task and a more respectable fi-
nancial award. Prior to the vote, subjects
were informed that even one vote against
any member would result in his exclusion.

There are at least two features which
distinguish this covert sanction from the
prior covert sanctions. First, neither the
application of the sanction nor its severity
required a joint vote. Second, the applica-

observed in hostile third-party conditions. Since
none of the group means approach the maximum
sanctioning level possible, this cannot be explained
away by ‘‘floor effects.”” The alternative explanation
offered can account for this pattern in both the sec-
ond and fourth covert sanctions and is based on a
key feature both sanctions share, namely, the rela-
tively greater impact of the third party in determining
these two types of sanctions.
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tion of this sanction would clearly affect
the future of the group. Failure to exclude
the defendant implied the naive subject
was willing to trust him to play his role
correctly in the future and/or willing to
trust the judgment of the third party on
this decision. In Figure 3, we find the
sanctioning pattern is quite different from
those observed in Figures 1 and 2.

A two-way analysis of variance re-
vealed that the interaction effects were
too slight to be significant. Although the
influence of the third party was not found
to be statistically significant, the impact of
the defendant’s account was found to be
significant beyond the .001 level using an
F test. The correlation ratio, E2, indicated
that the third-party reaction accounted for
no more than 2.8% of the total variation.
The defendant’s account, however ac-
counted for 42% of the total variation.

If we compare the sanctioning pattern
shown in Figure 3 with those shown in
Figures 1 and 2, the most outstanding dif-
ference consists of the relative weakness
of third-party influence in determining the
votes to exclude the defendant from the
group. An explanation of the difference
can be accomplished in large measure by
explaining the naive subjects’ reactions in
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FIGURE 3
The mean scores obtained from the secret vote on

the possible exclusion of the defendant from the
group for each of six experimental conditions.
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just two experimental conditions. First,
we must know why sanctioning was so
frequent when the third party was friendly
and the defendant gave no account. Sec-
ond, we must understand why sanctioning
was so infrequent when the third party
was hostile and the defendant gave an ac-
count.

The explanation for the former observa-
tion hinges on the fact that the third sanc-
tion strongly reflects the degree of trust
the naive subject has for the defendant
which, in turn, is more dependent on the
demeanor of the defendant than on the
third party. The naive subject regarded an
unrepentant defendant to be one likely to
repeat his offenses and ruin a second at-
tempt to earn more money. Since the third
party appeared friendly towards the de-
fendant, the naive subject could reason-
ably assume that no exclusion would take
place unless he cast the decisive vote
against the defendant.

However, if the defendant gave an ac-
count and appeared apologetic, the naive
subject was usually willing to trust him
enough to let him stay in the group. Al-
though the naive subject was generally
quite sensitive to the feelings of the third
party on all other covert sanctions, there
was no need to take this into account on
this particular sanction since the third
party still had the power to cast a decisive
vote against the defendant. This would be
consistent with the more general conclu-
sion that sanctioning is less likely to be
influenced by the reaction of a third party
if the sanction can be independently im-
posed by the third party.

The last covert sanctioning opportunity
was unique since it took place after the
defendant had committed a new offense
and involved far more severe sanctions. In
every group the defendant was caught at-
tempting the theft of a slide rule. Invari-
ably, the defendant gave a standard ‘‘sec-
ond account’” in which he denied any
serious intent to steal and indicated his act
was only a joke. The experimenter de-
cided to let his teammates judge him
through a confidential written response.
Since no variations were introduced be-
tween groups, any response differences
found between the six experimental condi-
tions could be explained only by the ear-
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lier role variations of the defendant and
third party.

Unlike most previous covert sanction-
ing patterns, none of the mean sanctioning
scores in Figure 4 approach the maximum
punishment score possible. Apparently,
some of the sanctions the subjects consid-
ered at this time (such as informing the
defendant’s parents of his attempted theft)
were regarded as so severe that even very
angry subjects were often reluctant to im-
pose them.

The effects of the defendant’s first ac-
count and the reaction of the third party
were again separated by using a two-way
analysis of variance. Although the interac-
tion effects were not statistically signifi-
cant, the differences induced by the de-
fendant’s first account were significant
beyond the .05 level while the differences
produced by the reaction of the third party
were significant beyond the .001 level.

On this particular sanction, the effect of
the third-party reaction appeared to be
much stronger than the effects of the de-
fendant’s first account. The correlation
ratio, E2, indicated that the third-party
reactions accounted for 21.4% of the total
variance, whereas the defendant’s ac-
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FIGURE 4
The mean punishment score received by the defen-
dant after his second offense for each of six experi-
mental conditions.
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count explained only 6.5% of the total
variance.

The relatively greater influence of the
third-party reaction on this last covert
sanction is probably due to two factors.
First, the impact of the defendant’s prior
account was reduced by his second of-
fense. Second, the severity of these latter
sanctions made the naive subject reluctant
to impose the maximum penalty. Feeling
more uncertain about how severely the
defendant should be sanctioned, the naive
subject became more sensitive to the third
party and tended to react as he believed
the third party would react.

In attempting to use the prior third-
party reactions as a guide for his own be-
havior, the friendly and hostile third-party
responses would have been hard to misin-
terpret. However, the relatively ambigu-
ous, neutral reaction by the third party
was likely to be interpreted in a way that
conformed to the subject’s own percep-
tions of the defendant. Since the naive
subject felt more hostile than he appeared,
he may have assumed the same was true
of the third party. If so, this would explain
why the severity of the sanctions imposed
in this experimental condition were simi-
lar to those observed when the third party
was hostile.

CONCLUSIONS

The findings of this study generally
demonstrate that even in very small, tem-
porary groups of strangers sanctioning
appears to be the result of a highly com-
plex process which may be strongly influ-
enced by variables subsequent to the of-
fense, such as the postoffense demeanor
of the defendant and the third party, and
the nature of the sanctioning opportunity
present. The effects of such variables
must be considered before intelligent
statements can be made about whether
one has a deviant status or how others will
treat him in a given group.

Although this study demonstrates that
the postoffense reactions of the defendant
and a third party are both potent variables
which may strongly influence a subject’s
sanctioning responses, the naive subjects
were generally not aware of the extent to
which their behavior was influenced by
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these two variables. Subjects were par-
ticularly likely to underestimate the influ-
ence of the third party. The power of these
two postoffense variables is remarkable in
light of the fact that the defendant’s of-
fensive acts were quite visible and highly
detrimental to every group.

Although the naive subjects frequently
became quite angry towards the defendant
in this experiment, their visible reactions
in the defendant’s presence were gener-
ally deceptively neutral. Without covert
sanctioning opportunities or post-
experimental interviews, it would have
been impossible to detect the hostility felt
by a large number of the subjects ob-
served. Apparently even young boys are
likely to repress strong feelings of anger
when they are in a small group of stran-
gers. The restraint of the subjects ap-
peared to vanish once they were given
opportunities to sanction the defendant
covertly. This suggests that if we wish to
use sanctions as indicators of a subject’s
perceptions of a defendant, covert sanc-
tioning opportunities would be more reli-
able than overt sanctioning opportunities
in revealing these perceptions.

In general, the main effects of the de-
fendant’s account and the reaction of the
third party were in a quite predictable
direction. The more favorably the third
party reacted towards the defendant after
his offense, the less the naive subject was
likely to sanction the defendant. Similarly,
the naive subject was less likely to sanc-
tion the defendant if he appeared sorry
and apologetic for his offenses and offered
an account. However, once we go beyond
this broad generalization, the findings be-
come relatively complex.

The relative influence of the defendant
and the third party on the naive subject’s
sanctioning response was found to vary
considerably depending on the type of
sanction being considered and/or the cir-
cumstances under which it is adminis-
tered. Only when these specifying vari-
ables are taken into account does it be-
come possible to predict or explain the
relative influence the defendant and the
third party have on the sanctioning re-
sponses of another person.

The remaining conclusions represent an
attempt to specify what conditions deter-
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mined the relative impact of the defendant
and the third party upon the naive sub-
jects’ covert sanctioning reactions. All of
these conclusions are based upon an
analysis of the unique features of each
covert sanctioning opportunity and sys-
tematic comparisons of the actual covert
sanctioning patterns observed.

The findings suggest that, relative to the
influence of the defendant’s account, the
influence of the third party on the sanc-
tioning reaction of another person (1) in-
creases when the sanctioning decision
clearly affects the welfare of the third
party; (2) decreases when the imposition
of the sanction or its severity can be de-
termined by the third party alone; (3) in-
creases when severe sanctions are being
considered for a new, additional offense
by the same defendant; and (4) decreases
if the sanction is determined primarily by
whether the defendant can be trusted not
to repeat an offense in the future.

In addition, the reaction of the third
party specifies the impact of the defen-
dant’s account when the sanction affects
the welfare of the third party. A hostile
third-party reaction reduces the impact of
an account whereas a friendly third-party
reaction increases the impact of an ac-
count.

The last conclusion applies only to
cases in which the naive subject is more
hostile than he appears. In this case, if the
naive subject has reason to be sensitive to
the feelings of the third party, the prob-
ability and/or severity of sanctioning
where the third party appears neutral will
be similar to that observed where the third
party appears to be hostile to the defen-
dant.

Although the generalizability of many of
the conclusions cited above may depend
on the effects of other specifying variables
not examined in this study, most of these
conclusions could be applied to a broad
range of situations in which both the de-
fendant and third party roles have a sig-
nificant impact on the reactions of another
person.

Perhaps the most valuable feature of
this study is the attention given to varia-
tions in sanctioning opportunities and
their effects on other variables. This study
should encourage others to include sanc-
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tioning opportunities among those vari-
ables subjected to systematic analysis.
This, in turn, should enhance our under-
standing of the sanctioning process which
is a vital concern of labeling theory.
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A theory of the features of situations and behavior which underlie actors’ perceptions of envy
was developed from a consideration of envy as a ‘‘sin’’- a type of transgression of a moral
order. The contextual component of envy was hypothesized to be a situation in which
someone’s possessions, attributes, and attainments have diminished another’s status. In such a
situation if the person diminished is seen to belitile the character of the successful person, or
undercut his success, envy will be perceived. Seven variants were constructed of a scenario in
which an individual achieved a valued goal, and another did not. In the basic scenario all of the
theory's preconditions for envy were met. In each of the six other variants, one precondition
was altered. Of subjects who saw the basic scenario, 92% spontaneously interpreted the
character’s feelings as envy. In four of the other variants, reliably fewer subjects perceived

envy.

Envy is a traditional concern of social
science. Daniels (1964), Farber (1961),
Foster (1972), Heider (1958), and Schoeck
(1969) have written on the causes and de-
leterious effects of envy. Yet, with the
partial exception of Heider, almost no at-
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partment of Psychology, University of Pennsylvania,
3815 Wainut Street, Philadelphia, PA 19104. The
data reported here appeared in the first author’s doc-
toral dissertation submitted to the Psychology Pro-
gram of The City University of New York. We would
like to thank Dr. Stanley Milgram not only for his
helpful comments on an earlier draft of this paper,
but for providing both a substantive and stylistic
model of our conception of social psychological in-
quiry. We would like to thank Mr. David Lucido and
Ms. Jeremy Miransky for taking part in the experi-
ment as actors in the scenaria.

tention has been given to a systematic
analysis of envy itself. Perhaps this is so
because we usually think of envy as a
““feeling,”” and a feeling is easily taken to
be an immediate, unique, internal state;
or, in mentalistic terms, a unitary, in-
variant experience; i.e., something that
cannot and need not be analyzed. Yet, as
the attributional approach to the study of
emotion has illustrated (especially Schac-
ter and Singer, 1964), even actors them-
selves do not determine which emotion
they are experiencing by examining the
details of their internal state. They also
base their determination on the nature of
the situation which they take to be produc-
ing that state. Situations, unlike immedi-
ate feelings, can be analyzed; to know
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