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What f a c t o r s  do w e  use  i n  judging r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of another  fo r , some  untoward 

a c t ?  This  i s  a  c e n t r a l  q u e s t i o n  i n  unders tanding  mora1,judgement and t h e  cognat ive  

p r o c e s s  of a t t r i b u t i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  While t h e  number of i s s u e s  which.might be 

cons idered  a r e  l e g i o n ,  t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n  s t y l e s  of judgement which have come t o  

t h e  n o t i c e  of  many who have addressed t h i s  t o p i c .  One of t h e  most important  has  

been what J ean  P i a g e t  (1965) has  c a l l e d  t h e  u s e  of moral r e a l i s m  a s  a  view which 

ho lds  t h e  a c t o r  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  consequences of  h i s  a c t s  r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  

mental  s t a t e  of t h e  a c t o r  a t  t h e  t i m e  of t h e  a c t i o n .  A s  an i d e a l  t ype ,  moral 

r e a l i s m  focuses  upon t h e  consequences of a c t i o n .  It i s  an  a f t e r  t h e  f a c t ,  e x t e r n a l  

a n a l y s i s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

I n  d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  moral r e a l i s m  i s  an a t t i t u d e  which we might c a l l  moral 

i d e a l i s m  (Piagkt  does n o t  u se  t h i s  ph ra se  p r e f e r r i n g  a  set of terms, i nc lud ing ;  

autonomy, coopkra t ion ,  r e c i p r o c i t y ,  e tc ) . '  Th i s  s t y l e  of judgement relies upon 

i n t e r n a l ,  be fo re  t h e  f a c t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  i n  making r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  d e c i s i o n s .  Most 

impor t an t ly  i t  a t t e n d s  t o  t h e  mental s t a t e  of t h e  a c t o r  a s  a  conscious being i n  

dec id ing  h i s  degree  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  

P i a g e t ,  and o t h e r s  (Kohlberg, 1969) have cons t ruc t ed  s t a g e s  of moral development 

around t h e s e  two s t y l e s .  A s  c h i l d r e n  mature  t hey  move from a  s t y l e  of judgement 

based upon moral r e a l i s m  toward a  s t y l e  based upon moral i dea l i sm.  But wh i l e  t h e r e  

i s  suppor t  f o r  t h e  i d e a  of s t a g e s  of moral development f o r  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e r e  i s  a  

c o n t r a r y  body of l i t e r a t u r e  i n  experimental  s o c i a l  psychology on t h e  a d u l t  u se  of 

consequence in format ion  i n  dec id ing  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of a c t o r  f o r  a c c i d e n t s .  

Researchers  have found t h a t  'an i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  s e v e r i t y  of  consequences 

i n c r e a s e  t h e  a c t o r ' s  a s c r i b e d  r e ~ p ~ n s i b i l i t y  (Walster ,  1966);  t h a t  i t  dec reases  

a sc r ibed  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (Shaver,  1970); t h a t  i t  i n c r e a s e s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  

s i t u a t i o n s  l abe l ed  a s  ambiguous (Phares and Wilson, 1972) ,  and t h a t  i t  dec reases  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  which have "low c a u s a l  c l a r i t y "  (Schroder and Linder ,  

1976).  Fu r the r  t h e r e  appear  t o  be complex p a t t e r n s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  
. . 



s u b j e c t ' s  pe r sona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and exper imenta l  outcomes which defy s imple 

' explanation' .  (See Vidmar and  rinkla law, 1974) .  Perhaps t h e  on ly  c l e a f  message 

emerging from publ i shed  s t u d i e s  i n  t h e  a r e a  i s  t h a t '  t h e  e f f e c t s  of consequence 

e e v e r i t y  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t t r i b u t i o n  i s  unc l ea r .  , I n  s o ' f a r  a s  i t  is  measured by 

t h e  use of '  consequence in format ion ,  a  moral r e a l i s m  s t anda rd  seems t o  be  a  f e a t u r e  

of some a d u l t  judgements and n o t  o t h e r s .  

This  paper w i l l  b r ing . .an  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  bea r  i n  un tangl ing  . 
. . 

t h e  use  of d i f f e r e n t  styles i n  judgements of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y :  t h e  s o c i a l  c la ' s s  of 

a c t o r s  and responden-ts.  The i n t e l l e c t u a l  t h r u s t  of t h e  p r e s e n t  experiments  comes 

' from hypotheseses  concerning t h e  , e f f e c t  of s o c i a l  c l a s s  on c h i l d  d i s c i p l i n e .  (e.g.  

Kohn, 1969; Sea r s ,  1957; ~ r o n f e n b r e n n e r ;  1958; McKinley, 1964) .  Perhaps t h e  b e s t  

known work i n  t h e  a r e a  i s  t h a t  of Melvin Kohn. He a rgues  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  of lower 

s o c i a l  c l a s s  ( a s  measured by t h e  Hollingshead Index) adopt  a  moral r ea l i sm  s t y l e  

of judgement i n  dec id ing  whether t o  punish t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  Contrarywise,  middle 

c l a s s  p a r e n t s  u se  a  more s u b j e c t i v e  s t y l e .  Kohn n o t e s :  "With g i r l s  a s  wi th  boys, 

working-classmothers  tend t o  respond t o  misbehavior  more i n  terms o f . d i r e c t  and 

immediate consequences,  middle c l a s s  mothers-,more i n  terms of presumed i n t e n t . ' ,  

Likewise,  " m i d d l e ' c l a s s  f a t h e r s  respond more t o  ' i n t e n t  and working c l a s s  f a t h e r s  

more t o  consequences." (Kohn, 1969: 101, 103 ) .  

Given t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s t y l e s  of judgements and class s t a t u s ,  Kohn 
, . 

t r i e s  t o  e x p l a i n . ' t h e  sou rce ,  of t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e .  H i s  g e n e r a l  conc lus ion  i s  t h a t  t h e  

s e l f - d i r e c t i o n  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  comes 

from o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and exper iences  t h a t  a r e  more a v a i l a b l e  t o  t hose  who a r e  favorab ly  

s i t u a t e d  i n  t h e  h i e r a r c h i a l  o r d e r  of s o c i e t y ,  wh i l e  moral r e a l i s m  i s  t h e  consequence 

of f e w e r . o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a t  s e l f  d i r e c t i o n .  (Kohn,. 1969: 189 ) .  

Kohn argues  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of s t a t u s  t o  v a l u e s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  no t  a  



f u n c t i o n  of r e l a t e d  dimensions such a s  r a c e  o r  r e l i g i o n .  Nor i s  i t  t o  be explained 

i n  terms of f a c e t s  o f ' s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  such a s  income and. s u b j e c t i v e  c l a s s ,  o r  c l a s s  

o r i g i n s .  Ra ther ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of s o c i a l  s t a t u s  t o  v a l u e s  of t h i s  type  "must' 

t ake  i n t o  account  t h e  cumulat ive impact of educa t ion  and occupat iona l  pos i t i on"  

(Kohn, 1969: 190) .  It i s  t h e s e  two v a r i a b l e s ,  educa t ion  and n a t u r e  of work, upon 

which most exp lana to ry  weight has  'been placed.: Educat ion,  "because s e l f  d i r e c t i o n  

r e q u i r e s  .more i n t e l l e c t u a l  - f l e x i b i l i t y  , " than  Conformity ; and occupat ion ,  because 
. . 

people  "who do n o t  have a n  oppor tun i ty  f o r  s e l f  d i r e c t i o n  i n  work come t o  regard 

i t  a s  a  ma t t e r  of n e c e s s i t y  t o  conform t o  a u t h o r i t y ,  bo th  on and o f f  t h e  job." (190) 

'Kohn's work t h u s  sugges t s  t h a t  t h e  use of .consequence in format ion  i n  determining 
, . 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing shou ldva ry .  i n v e r s e l y  w i t h  c e r t a i n  components of 

s o c i a l  c l a s s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  educa t ion  and job expe r i ences ;  and t h a t  t h e  use of mental 

s t a t e  in format ion  should va ry  d i r e c t l y  wi th  t h e s e  same components. 

Kohn g e n e r a l l y  a rgues  t h a t  s o c i a l  c l a s s  is  inva r i ab ly  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  a c e r t a i n  

judgemental s t y l e .  Lower c l a s s  i n d i v i d u a l s  judge accord ing  t o  a  moral r ea l i sm  

s t anda rd ,  wh i l e  upper c l a s s  i n d i v i d u a l s  judge accord ing  t o  moral i dea l i sm s t anda rd .  

There is ,  however, a  compl ica t ion  i n  h i s  argument which h i s  d a t a  cannot add re s s .  

I f . t h e  job  expe r i ence  of working c l a s s  i n d i v i d u a l s  i s  one which r e q u i r e s  o b j e c t i v e  

conformity t o  r u l e s ,  w e  might a s k  who en fo rces  t h o s e  r u l e s ?  Presumably t h e  answer 

i n  p a r t  i s  those  men and women who'we would c a l l  middle  c l a s s .  I n  t h e i r  c h i l d  

d i s c i p l i n i n g  p r a c t i c e s  and v a l u e s  f o r '  s e l v e s  t h i s  group is  governed 'by moral i dea l i sm.  

Yet they may b e  w i l l i n g  t o  impose a  t ype  of moral r e a l i s m  i n  t h e  workplace. Thus 

w e .  might a s k ,  a r e  - t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  s t y l e s  o,f judgement i n v a r i a n t  w i th in  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  

o r  a r e  they med ia t ed -by  ' the s t a t u s .  of o t h e r s ?  Do upper s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  have ' 

one s t anda rd  o f .  judgement f o r  upper s t a t u s  a c t o r s  and ano the r  f o r  lower s t a t u s  

a c t o r s ? *  i n  t h e  fo l l owing  pages. we p re sen t  two experiments  which t r y  t o  un tangle  

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between judge- ( respondent)  s t a t u s ,  a c t o r  s t a t u s  and judgemental s t y l e .  



. The Experiments 

The p r e s e n t  s tudy  uses  a  sample of a d u l t s 3  t o  test both t h e  Kohn h y p o t h e s i s  

t h a t  t h e  u se  of consequence and mental s t a t e  i n fo rma t ion  t o  determine r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
. . 

i s ' r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  respondent ' s  educa t ion  and jbb  exper ience ;  and t o  examine whether 

' t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s t a t u s  and types  of i n f o r m a t i o n ' i s  in f luenced  by t h e  

s t a t u s  o f .  t h e  a c t o r  being judged. 

Manipulated Var i ab l e s  

I n  each of two experiments  b o t h . t h e  s e v e r i t y  o£  consequence and t h e  a c t o r ' s '  

mental  s t a t e  a r e  manipulated w i th  t h e  con tex t  o f  two s h o r t  v i g n e t t e s  o r  s t o r i e s  . 

4 5 
about  automobile  a c c i d e n t s .  Both v a r i a b l e s  a r e  opera t iona l i . zed  a s  High o r  Low. 

I n  each s t o r y  t h e r e  is an  a d d i t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e .  I n  experiment one i t  i s . t h e  

a c t o r ' s  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior ,  where.  i n  t h e  low cond i t i on  t h e  ac to r  has  no 

h i s t o r y  of a c c i d e n t s  wh i l e  i n  t h e  high c o n d i t i o n  he  does.6 I n  t h e  second ekperiment 

t h e  t h i r d  manipulated v a r i a b l e  i s  t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t o r  i n  t h e  s t o r y .  I n  t h e  

h igh  c o n d i t i o n  he  is  a  c o l l e g e  p ro fe s so r .  I n  t h e  low c o n d i t i o n . h e  i s  a  c l e r k .  

A l l  of t h e  manipulated v a r i a b l e s  a r e  e f f e c t  c'oded low = -1, high = 1. 

The two s t o r i e s  were randomly d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  . respondents  so t h a t  each respondent  

heard on ly  one of t h e s e . t w o  v i g n e t t e s .  .The. f u l l  de s ign  f o r  each s t o r y  was 2 x 2 .x 2 

(mental s t a t e  by consequence by p a s t ' p a t t e r n  by a c t o r  s t a t u s ) .  The a c t u a l  s t imulus ,  

s t o r i e s  a r e  reproduced i n  Appendix,A. 
. . 

. Manipulat ion Checks 

For t h e  mental  s t a t e  v a r i a b l e  w e  employed a  manipulat ion check which asked. 

whether t h e  a c t o r  could o r  cou1.d no t  have avoided what happened.   he manipula t ion  
. . 

check f o r .  consequences was an eleven-point  s c a l e  a sk ing  t h e  respondent t o  r a t e  

t h e  consequence from O=."not a t  a l l  s e r ious"  t o  lO="extremely se r ious" .  The e f f e c t  of 

t h e  a c t o r ' s  p a s t  p a t t e r n  was checked wi th  a q u e s t i o n  ask ing  whether t h e  deed was 

o r . w a s  n o t  p r e d i c t a b l e  from what t h e  respondent  knew about  t h e  a c t o r .  W e  had no 

mani'pulation check f o r  a c t o r  s t a t u s  i n  experiment  #2. 



In both stories all manipulation checks were significantly affected by the 

appropriate manipulation. Table 1 presents t-tests and' chi squares. for these 
. . 

relationships. 

Table 1 about here 

 ducati ion. and Workplace Autonomy Variables 

Kohn's arguments about the effects of social class could be tested with a 

wide choice of operationalizations of social class. In line with his concluding 

theoretical.discussion, however, we used respondent education.leve1 and-two measures 

relating to autonomy in the' workplace. ~ecause we had educatibnal attainment data 

on nearly all of our- respondents, while'we had workplace autonomy data only on 

those employed at the time of the -interview, the education variable must serve as 

our primary operationalization of class. Education is collapsed into ,three 

categories; 1= less than high school, 2= high school, 3= more than high school. 
8 .  

Supplementing the education variable are two' questions about workplace environ- . .  

ment. Thes,e were, 1) Whether the individual was paid hourly or by'salary, and 

2) whether'the respondent was closely supervised on the job. The first item may be 

thought of as an objective measure of job 'autonomy, while the second is a more 

subjective indfcator. The two were combined into a single index (Workplace Autonomy), 

where 1= low autonomy, 2= middle .levels of autonomy,, and 3= high autonomy. 
9 

Dependent variable 

Respondents were asked to assess responsibility of the actor on- an eleven- 

point scale ranging from.O= "not at all responsible" to 10= "fully responsible 

for what happened". For computational convenience this scale was transformed to 

a 1-11 scale in the present analysis. 



RESULTS 

Experiment #1 

I n  t h e  f i r s t  s t o r y  a c t o r  s t a t u s  i s  undefined.  The r e s p o n d e n t - i s  f r e e  t o  

d e f i n e  t h e  a c t o r  a s  'he o r  she  ~$11. I f  i t . i s  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  a c t o r  s t a t u s  makes 

no d i f f e r e n c e  i n  s t y l e  of judgement any d e f i n i t i o n  imposed by t h e  respondent .should 

have no consequence. I f  a c t o r  s t a t u s  does make a .  d i f f e r e n c e  w e  need t o  a sk ,  

how does o n e  dec ide  when t h e r e  i s  no a c t o r  in format ion .  Does one assume a c e r t a i n  

type  of a c t o r ,  and"how. consc ious  i s  t h i s  assumption?, Presumably' t h e r e  i s  v a r i a n c e  

i n  both t h e  . type o f '  a c t o r  imagined and t h e  cons'ciousness of t h i s  imagery. To t h e  

degree t h a t  respondents  assume an  a c t o r  of a  s t a u s  . s i m i l a r  t o  themselves  o r ,  

which may be t h e  same t h i n g ,  make no assumpt.ions and s imply dec ide  t h e  ca se  accord ing  
. . 

t o  t h e i r  "normal" . s t y l e  ( i .  e. a s  they o r d i n a r i l y  dec ide  about  people  u s u a l l y  around 

lo Thus t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  them) t h e  f r i s t .  experiment i s  a  w i th in  . s t a t u s  judgement. 

isomorphic w i t h  t h a t  i n  t h e  Kohn work, and w e  should expec t  s i m i l a r  r e s u l t s .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y  p r i o r . r e s e a r c h  sugges ts  t h r e e  hypotheses .  F i r s t ,  g iven  t h a t  

mental  s t a t e  i s  o f t e n  viewed a s  t h e  primary b a s i s  f o r  a d u l t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ' j u d g e m e n t ,  

w e  would p r e d i c t  a  main e f f e c t  f o r  mental s t a t e .  Second, Kohn's r e s u l t s  sugges t  
. . 

' t h a t  mental s t a t e  should i n t e r a c t  wi th  a t t r i b u t e s  of s t a t u s  such t h a t  i t  i s  a .more  

important  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  wi th  h ighe r  s o c i a l  s t a t u s .  Thi rd ,  h i s  

r e s u l t s  a l s o  sugges t  t h a t  consequence s e v e r i t y  should i n t e r a c t  w i th  s t a t u s  such 

t h a t  consequence in format ion  i s  more important  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i th  lower s o c i a l  

s t a t u s .  

Table  two .p resen ts  r e g r e s s i o n  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  main ef,fect. .of t h e  t h r e e  manipulated 

v a r i a b l e s  and educa t ion  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . .  Table  t h r e e  p r e s e n t s  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  

t h r e e  manipulated v a r i a b l e s  p l u s  t h e  workplace autonomy index.  

. . Table 2 & 3 about  h e r e  



A s  one can s e e  t h e r e  i s  a  main e fgec t  f o r  mental  s t a t e  a n d ' f o r  p a s t  pafitern: There 

.is no main e f f e c t  f o r  consequence o r  f o r - e d u c a t i o n  o r  workplace autonomy. 

W e  then t e s t e d  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  between; 1 )  mental s t a t e  

and workplace autonomy, 2 )  consequence and workplace autonomy, ,3)  mental s t a t e  

a n d  educa t ion ,  and 4,) consequence a n d  educa t ion .  l1 I n t e r a c t i b n  (1) was n o t  
. . 

s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e , . 0 5  l e v e l .  I n t e r a c t i o n  ( 2 )  was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l .  

I n t e r a c t i o n s  3 and 4  were s i g n i f i c a t  a t  t h e  . O 1  l e v e l .  

Tables  4  and 5  p re sen t  a  p a i r  of equa t ions  which a l l ow  us  to .examine t h e  

e f f e c t  of mental  s t a t e  and consequence w i t h i n  l e v e l s  of workplace autonomy and 

educa t ion .  

Table 4  about  h e r e  

The equa t ion  i n  t a b l e  4  i n c l u d e s  t h e  p a s t  p a t t e r n  and workplace autonomy v a r i a b l e s  

p l u s  6 a d d i t i o n a l . v a r i a b l e s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t  of mental  s t a t e  and consequence 

w i t h i n  l e v e l s  of workplace autonomy. Thus, t h e  t h i r d  v a r i a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  

e f f e c t  of mental  s ta te  f o r  low autonomy i n d i v i d u a l s ;  t h e  f o u r t h  v a r i a b l e ,  t h e  

e f f e c t '  of mental  s t a t e  f o r  i nd iv idua l s .  w i th  a  middle  s c o r e  on.workplace autonomy, 

e t c .  A s  one can s e e  wh i l e  t h e  mental s ta te -workplace  autonomy i n t e r a c t i o n  was no t  

s i g n i f i c a n t ,  t h e  mental  s t a t e  information makes a  s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgements f o r  middle and h igh  autonomy respondents .  .When t h e  

a c t o r  i s  i n  t h e  high mental  s t a t e  (negl igence)  c o n d i t i o n  he i s  j-udged more 

r e s p o n s i b l e  than 'when.he i s  i n  t h e  low cond i t i on .  Mental s t a t e  makes a  sma l l e r  

(marginal ly  s i g n i f i c a n t )  d i f f e r e n c e  f o r  1ow.autonomy respondents .  

When w e  t u r n  to ' consequence  in format ion ,  t h e  o p p o s i t e  5s t r u e .  Consequence 

in format ion  has  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgements f o r  low autonomy 



: respondents .  More s e r i o u s  consequences l e a d  t o  g r e a t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  For 

respondents  w i th  a  middle s c o r e  on t h e  workplace autonomy index consequence has  no 

e f f e c t .  For h igh  autonomy respondents  one should n o t e  t h e  s i g n  change. (r=-.51) 

Whi l e ,no t  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  t h i s  sugges t s  an i n v e r s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between consequence 

and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  such t h a t  t h e  a c t o r  i s  judged less r e s p o n s i b l e  when consequences 

a r e  h igh  than when consequences a r e  low. We w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  "sympgthy" e f f e c t  
. . 

, ' 
I n  gene ra l  t h e  d a t a  i n  t a b l e  4 suppor t  Kohn's hypothes i s .  Higher s t a t u s  

i n d i v i d u a l s  use mental  s t a t e  in format ion  more t han  lower- s t a t u s  respondents ,  and 

- l o w e r  s t a t u s  respondents  use~consequence~information more than  h igher  s t a t u s  . . 

respondents .  
. . .  

T u r n i n g . t o  t a b l e  5  w e  s e e , t h e  same p a t t e r n  o f . r e s u l t s .  

Table  5  about  h e r e  

Mental s t a t e  has  a  much g r e a t e r  (and s i g n i f i c a n t )  e f f e c t  upon r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

. judgements f o r  middle and h igh  educa t ion  i n d i v i d u a l s ;  It has  a  sma l l  (non-s ign i f ican t )  

e f f e c t  among low educa t ion  res,pondents . A s  mentioned i n  f o o t n o t e  9 above, however, 
I 

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between mental  s t a t e  and i t s  manipula t ion  check i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  

2 
f o r  low educe t ion  respondents  (x = . 6 6 ,  ' 8 =. 20 df =I/ 70).  Thus one must be 

c a r e f u l  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  l a c k  of e f f e c t  of mental  s t a t e  on r e s p o n s i . b i l i t y  f o r  

t h i s  group. Presumably.had t h e  manipulat ion been percieved more c l e a r 1 y . b ~  low 

educa t ion  a c t o r s ,  t h e  e f f e c t  of mental s t a t e  would be g r e a t e r .  It i s  imposs ib le .  

t o  know, of course ,  .w l i e the r . t h i s  would have des t royed  t h e  mental  s ta te - respondent  

educa t ion  i n t e r a c t i o n .  On t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  workplace autonomy r e s u l t s  i t  would 

appear  t o  be  a  c l o s e  c a l l .  

The f a i l u r e  of t h e  man ipu la t i on . fo r  low educa t ion  respondents  does sugges t  



a n  i m p o r t a n t , p o i n t ,  however. Lower s t a t u s  respondents  may be  less s e n s i t i v e  t o  

mental s t a t e  in format ion .  . W e  w i l l  r e t u r n  . t o  t h i s  p o i n t  when.dis ,cussing experiment 

~he.consequence-respondent educa t ion  i n t e r a c t i o n  c l o s e l y  resembles t h e  consequence- 

workplace ,autonomy i n t e r a c t i o n .    or low educa t ion  respondents  more s e r ious -  consequences 

l ead  t o  g r e a t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  For middle and h igh  education.respondents.there i s  

no s i g n i f i c a t  e f f e c t ,  b u t ' o n c e  aga in  t h e r e  i s a  "sympathy" e f f e c t  among high s t a t u s  

respondents .  ( r=--46)  

The r e s u l t s  from Experiment ill suppor t  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  respondents  do 

use  d i f f e r e n t  s t anda rds  of judgement based upon t h e i r  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  as measured 

by educlcition and workplace autonomy.. Lower s t a t u s  respondents  adopt  a  s t y l e  of 

judgement which more n e a r l y  approximates P i a g e t ' s  moral realism, - w h i l e  h igher  

s t a t u s  respondents  adopt  a  s t y l e  which more n e a r l y  approximates "moral ideal ism".  
12  

Experiment /I2 

Reca l l  t h a t  i n  t h e  second s t o r y  w e  manipulated mental  s t a t e ,  consequence and 

t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t b r  i n  t h e  s t o r y  (h igh=col lege  p ro fe s so r1  low=clerk) .  We had 

no c l e a r  pr 'edict2ons f o r  t h e  r e s u l t s .  i n  t h i s  v i g n e t t e . .  It could .be t h a t  t h e  . ' 

- respondents  would .respond as ,  i n  experiment 81, w i t h  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between respondent  

s t a t u s  and  consequence. It could be,  however;that t h e  presence  of in format ion  

concerning t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t o r  would a l t e r  judgements. I f  s t y l e s  of judgement 

are determined by t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t o r  w e  would expect  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between a c t o r  

s t a t u s  and mental  s t a t e  ( respondents  use  menta l  s t a t e  in format ion 'more  t o  judge high 

. s t a t u s  a c t o r s )  and between aC t o r  s t a t u s  and consequence ( respondents  use .  consequence 

in format ion  more t o  judge low s t a t u s  a c t o r s ) .  F i n a l l y ,  i t  could be  t h a t  s t y l e s  of 

judgement a r e  i n f luenced  both  by t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t o r  and t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  

respondent.  



. . 

' ~ o l l o w i n ~  t h e  procedure i n  .experiment 111, we f i r s t  examined t h e  main e f f e c t s  

of t h e  manipulated va . r iab les ,  =ducat ion and workplace aGtonomy on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

A s  d i sp l ayed  i n  t a b l e s  6 and 7, mental s t a t e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

wh i l e  a c t o r  s t a t u s  and consequence a r e  n o t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  . t h e r e  i s  a  main e f f e c t  of 

educa t ion  i n  experiment 2 .  

' ' Tables 6 & 7  about  h e r e  

. . 

We then  t e s t e d  f o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  between educa t ion  and mental  s t a t e , '  

; .  educa t ion  and 'consequence,  workplace autonomy and mental  s t a t e  and workplace - 

autqnomy and- consequence. None of t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  were s i g n i f i c a n t  . We were 

unable  t o  r e p l i c a t e  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of experiment 111 i n  t h e  second experiment.  

Next w e  examined whether t h e r e  were i n t e r a c t i o n s  between a c t o r  s t a t u s  and mental 

s t a t e ,  and between a c t o r  s t a t u s  and consequence. Both i n t e r a c t i o n s  were s i g n i f i c a n t .  
1 3  

Following t h e  s t y l e  of p r e s e n t a t i o n  used above, t a b l e  8 p r e s e n t s  a n  equa t ion  'which 

a l lows  us  t o  examine t h e  e f f e c t  of mental s t a t e  and consequence w i t h i n  l e v e l s  of 

a c t o r  s t a t u s .  

. . 
, Table 8 about h e r e  

The e f f e c t  of a c t o r  s t a t u s  on t h e  use  of mental  s t a t e ' i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  a s  we 

would expec t .  Respondents u se  mental s t a t e  i n fo rma t ion  more i n  judging h i g h . s t a t u s  

a c t o r s  than  they  do i n  judging low s t a t u s  a c t o r s .  Note, however, t h a t  t h e  in format ion  

about  mental  s t a t e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  r e sp&ns . ib i l i t y  judgements f o r  both 

h igh  s t a t u s  and low s t a t u s  a c t o r s .  

The consequence, s t a t u s  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  more complex. While t h e r e  i s  a  tendency 



t o  hold t h e  low s t a t u s  a c t o r  more r e s p o n s i b l e  when t h e  consequences of h i s  a c t  

. a r e . m o r e s e r i o u s ,  f o r  t h e  h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r  t h e  tendency i s  i n  t h e  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n .  
. 

The h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r  i s  he ld  l e s s  respons ib le -when t h e  consequences .a re  s e r i o u s  

than  when t h e  consequences a r e  n o t  a s  s e r i o u s .  Again we have a  "sympathy e f f ec t ' ' .  

A f u r t h e r  examination of t h e  d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h i s  sympa thy ' e f f ec t  o c c u r s . i n  

t hose  v e r s i o n s  of t h e  s t o r y  where t h e  h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r  i s  n o t . n e g l i g e n t  (low mental 

. . s t a t e ) .  Where t h e  h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r  was n o t  c a r e l e s s ,  bu t  t h i n g s t u r n e d  ou't 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  badly (high consequence) i t  i s  as' i f  t h e  respondents  f e l t  he  had been 

punished enough by t h e  outcome. The. s e r i o u s n e s s  of t h e  consequence m i t i g a t e s  t h e  
. . 

;. h i g h s t a t u s  a c t o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . 1 4  Note t h e r e  i s  no such  e f f e c t  f o r  t h e  low s t a t u s  
. . 

a c t o r .  For him t h e  e f f e c t  i s  t o  f u r t h e r  e x a c e r b d t e  h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

~ e t u r n i n ~  f o r  a  moment t o  exper.iment #1, we f i n d  s i m i l a r  r e su l t s . .  . The m i t i g a t i n g  

e f f e c t s  of h igh  consequence a r e  p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  low mental s t a t e  cond i t i on .  While 

t h i s  occu r s  o n l y  f o r  h igh  educa t ion  and h igh  autonomy respondents  i n  s t o r y  one t h i s  

would be  expected i f ,  a s  we.have argued, respondents  assume an a c t o r  of a  s t a t u s  

s i m i l a r  t o  themselves.  When presen ted  wi th  a  s i t u a t i o n  where t h e  a c t o r  i s  n o t  

descr ibkd  h igh  s t a t u s  . respondents  imagine a h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r ,  and show sympathy 

f o r  him when he is  no t  n e g l i g e n t  but  t h i n g s  t u r n c o u t  poor ly .  Low s t a t u s  respondents ,  

on t h e  o t h e r  hand, imagine a  low s t a t u s -  a c t o r  and t h e  e f .£ec t  . o f  high consequence 

15 
is only  t o  exace rba t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  even i n  t h e  low mental  s t a t e  cond i t i on .  

. . 

The r e s u l t s  t hus  f a r  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a c t o r  s t a t u s  p l ays  a n  important  p a r t  i n  ' . 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgements.. High s t a t u s  a c t o r s  a r e  judged more on t h e  b a s i s . o f  ' 

. 

t h e i r  mental  s t a t e  than  a r e  low s t a t u s  a c t o r s ,  and t h e  e f f e c t  of consequence i s  i n  

o p p o s i t e  d i r e c t i o n s .  For low s t a t u s  a c t o r s  i t  exace rba t e s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  For h igh  

s t a t u s  a c t o r s  i t  m i t i g a t e s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

The f i n a l  ques t i on  t o  be addressed i n  experiment 82 is whether t h e  r e sponden t ' s  

s t a t u s  i n  some way i n t e r a c t s  w i t h  a c t o r  s t a t u s  i n  a t t r i b u t i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  



W e  t e s t e d  f o r  second o r d e r  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between Educa t ion- In ten t -S ta tus ;  and 

.be tween  Education-Consequence-Status. There w e r e  - no s i g n i f i c a n t  second o r d e r  

i n t e r a c t i o n s .  I t . i s  worthwhile,  however, t o  l ook  a t  t h e  e f f e c t  of a c t o r  s t a t u s  

on t h e  u se  of consequence and mental s t a t e  in format ion  w i t h i n  respondent  groups. . '  
F i r s t ,  low s t a t u s  respondents .  

Low S t a t u s  Responden~s  

Impor tan t ly ,  low educa t ion  respondents  u s e  t h e  mental s t a t e  information 

e q u a l l y  t o  judge both t h e  h igh  s t a t u s  and t h e  low s t a t u s  a c t o r .  This  r e s u l t  i s  

c o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  r e s u l t  i n  Experiment #1. Given t h e  importance of a c t o r  s t a t u s  

i n fo rma t ion ,  w e  mightexpect low educa t ion  respondents  t o  use  mental  s t a t e  in format ion  

t o  judge t h e . h i g h  s t a t u s a c t o r ,  'but no t  t h e  low s t a t u s  a c t o r .  R e c a l l ,  however, t h a t  
. . 

low educa t ion  respondents  d i d  no t  pe rce ive  t h e  mental  s t a t e  manipulat ion i n  

Experiment 111.  h hey d id  perceive '  t h e  manipula t ion  i n  Experiment /I2 (Chi-square 

between .- mental  s t a t e  and - t h e  - avoid manipula t ion  check = 8.07 Gamma = .62 df = c . 7 4 ) .  

The f a i l u r e  of t h e  manipulat ion i n  Experiment 111 and i t s  succes s  among s i m i l a r  

respondents  i n  Experiment /I2 might be due t o  unmeasured d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  

two groups.   ow ever, i t  i s  .worth no th ing ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  - i n  t h e  mental s t a t e  

manipula t ions  i n  t h e  two experiments .  I n  Experiment #l t h e  low mental s t a t e  

c o n d i t i o n  was t h a t  t h e  a c t o r  was d r i v i n g  under t h e  speed l i m i t ;  whi le  t h e  high 

mental  s t a t e  cond i t i on  was t h a t  he was d r i v i n g  over  t h e  speed l i m i t .  I n  experiment [I2 

t h e  a c t o r  r an  a  s t o p  s ign .  I n  t h e  low mental  s t a t e  cond i t i on  he d i d  s o  because h i s  

b rakes  f a i l e d ;  wh i l e  i n  t h e  high cond i t i on  he f a i l e d  t o  see t h e  s i g n .  When we' 

examine t h e  two manipula t ions  t oge the r  i t  is  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e r e  is  g r e a t e r  v a r i a n c e  

i n  t h e  mental  s t a t e  manipula t ion  i n  Experiment /12. The lower v a r i a n c e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  

experiment makes t h e  mental  s t a t e  in format ion  less s a l i e n t .  (Compare c h i  squa re s  

and Gammas i n  Table  1 )  

I f  t h e r e  a r e  any d i f f e r e n c e  between people  of d i f f e r e n t  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  i n  t h e i r  



' u s e  of mental  s t a t e  in format ion  i t  may b e ' a  difference i n  degree  and no t  i n  kind.  

. Higher s t a t u s  a c t o r s  may . b e  more a t t e n t i v e  t o  mental  s t a t e  in format ion ;  they may ' 

have a  lower t h r e sho ld  of awareness of t h i s  t ype  of in format ion .  :The r e s u l t s  from 
. . 

,Experiment il2, however, c l e a r l y  imply t h a t  when mental  s t a t e  in format ion  is  s a l i e n t  

lower s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  doemploy i t  i n  making judgements. They a r e  no t  uniformly 

caught  i n  a  moral r e a l i s m  s t anda rd  of judgement, even when judging low s t a t u s  

a c t o r s .  

When w e  t u r n  t o  t h e  e f f e c t o f  s t a t u s  on t h e  u se  of consequence in format ion  

among' low s t a t u s  respondents ,  they pe rve r se ly ,  demonstrate  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  sympathy 

i ' e f f e c t  f o r  t h e  h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r .  ,,While a l l  groups demons t ra te  a  "sympathy e f f e c t "  

i t  i s  . q u i t e  , l a r g e  f o r  t h i s  group. 

Middle and High S t a t u s  Respondents 

- F i n a l l y  observe  t h e ' e f f e c t  of a c t o r  s t a t u s . o n  t h e  u s e  6f  mental  s t a t e  and 

consequence in format ion  f o r  middle and high s t a t u s  respondents  t oge the r .  Table 9 

p r e s e n t s  s e p a r a t e -  i-egreskio6s f o r  t h e  e f f e c t  of mental  s t a t e  and consequence .on 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  w i t h i n  l e v e l s  of a c t o r  s t a t u s  f o r  t h e  middle  and h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r s .  

Pane l  A r e p r e s e n t s  respondents  w i th -midd le  and h igh  s c o r e s  on educa t ion .  Panel  B '  

r e p r e s e n t s  respondents  'wi th  middle and h igh  s c o r e s  on workplace autonomy. A s  t h e  

t a b l e  ' i n d i c a t e s ,  these'respondents..employ a  double  s t anda rd  i n  judging r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

-. Table 9 about  he re  

. . 

While they use  mental  s t a t e  in format ion  t o  judge both  t h e  h igh  and low s t a t u s  

a c t o r ,  t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t  is two t o  t h r e e  t i m e s  l a r g e r  i n  judging h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r s .  

The mental s ta te -ac . to r  s t a t u s  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  r epo r t ed  e a r l i e r  i s  p r i m a r i l y  

a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r s .  



The use  of consequence in format ion  i s  e q u a l l y  s t a r t l i n g ,  e x p e c i a l l y  when we 

use  educa t ion  t o  d e f i n e  h igh  s t a t u s  respondents .  Middle and h'igh educa t ion  respondents  

make use  of consequence tn format ion  i n  judging t h e  low s t a t u s  a c t o r .  He i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more r e s p o n s i b l e  when t h i n g s  t u r n  o u t  badly t han  when they t u r n  ou t  l e s s  badly.  

When t h e s e  respondents  judge t h e  high s t a t u s  a c t o r ,  however., they too ,  e x h i b i t  a  

tendency toward'sympathy when t h i n g s  t u r n  o u t  poo r ly .  
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. The "moral ideal ism" e x h i b i t e d  so  strong1.y among h igh  s t a t u s  respondents  

in . '  t h e  f i r s t  experiment appea r s  t o  be somethin-g which i s  p r i m a r i l y  res-erved f o r  

judging h igh  s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l s .  When t h e s e  respondents  a r e  c a l l e d  upon t o  judge 

lower s t a t u s  a c t o r s  t h e i r  s t anda rd  o f  judgement l ooks  much more l i k e  a  moral 

r e a l i s m  s t anda rd .  . . 

Summary and Discuss ion  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  experiment where a c t o r  s t a t u s  was undefined w e  found, a s  suggested 

by Kohn's argument, t h a t  t h e  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  of respondents  made a  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e i r  s t y l e  of j,udgement. High s t a t u s  respondents  were more l i k e l y  

t o  use  mental  s t a t e  in format ion  and l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  u se  consequence in format ion  

than  were lower s t a t u s  respondents .  I n  the. .second experiment ,  however, where t h e  

a c t o r  s t a t u s . w a s  de f ined ,  w e  f a i l e d  t o  f i n d  a  mental  s ta te - respondent  s t a t u s  i n t e r -  

a c t i o n  o r  a consequence-respondent s t a t u s  i n t e r a c t i o n .  Rather ,  we found i n t e r a c t i o n s  

between a c t o r  s t a t u s  and mental  s t a t e  and be tween . ac to r  s t a t u s  and consequence. 

The "mo'ral idea l i sm"  s t anda rd  of judgement i s  r e se rved  p r i m a r i l y  f o r  h igh  s t a t u s  

a c t o r s ,  wh i l e  a  moral r e a l i s m  s tandard  i s  used f o r  low s t a t u s  a c t o r s .  This  tendency 

is  most pronounced f o r  . respondents  who a r e ' o f  h ighe r  s t a t u s  themselves a s  .measured 

by t h e i r  educa t iona l  a t t a inmen t  and workplace autonomy. 

The i m p l i c a t i o n s  of t h e s e  f i n d i n g s ,  i f  they can be  supported i n  subsequent 

r e s e a r c h ,  a r e  bo th  t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l .  A t  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  l e v e l  t h e  d a t a  



sugges t  t h a t  s t anda rds  of judgement a r e  most s t r o n g l y  in f luenced  by t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

: o f  t h e  a c t o r  and t h e  judge. Contrary t o  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  of Kohn's work; i n d i v i d u a l s  

are n o t  "locked i n t o "  a  c e r t a i n  s t y l e  of judgement i n  a s s e s s i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Ra ther ,  i n d i v i d u a l s  have a  r e p e t o r i e  of judgemental s t y l e s  which they can  employ 

a s  the.  occas ion  warren ts .  Lower s t a t u s  respondents  a r e  capable  of u s ing  mental  . 

s t a t e  in format ion ,  a s  suggested i n . expe r imen t  '$2. Likewise,  high s t a t u s  respondents  

a r e  a b l e  t o  use  moral r e a l i s m  s t y l e  of judgement. The cho ice  bf s t y l e  appears  t o  

b e  i n f luenced  by t h e  s a l i e n c e  of va r ious  t y p e s  o f .  in format ion ,  and' m0s. t  impor tan t ly ,  

by t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  pe r son  be ing  judged. 

The p r a c t i c a l  i m p l i c a t i o n  of such r e s u l t s  a r e  equa l ly  important .  . I f  h ighe r  

s t a t u s  respondents  use  d i f f e r e n t  s t y l e s . o f  judgement i n  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  n e u t r a l  

s e t t i n g  of an automobile ,  they should be a t  l e a s t  a s  w i l l i n g  t o  employ d i f f e r e n t  

s t a n d a r d s  i n  workplace s e t t i n g s .  - A ~ t r a t i f i e d ' w o r k ~ l a c e  may produce a  double  

s t a n d a r d  which w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t  t o  remove a s  long  a s  t h e r e  a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l  s t a t u s  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between. i n d i v i d u a l s  'and t h e  h ighe r  s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  have c o n t r o l  over  

t h e  moral o rde r .  : 

I n  m o r e ' t r a d i t i o n a l  l e g a l  s e t t i n g s  such a s  t r i a l s ,  t h e  outcome of j u r y  

d e c i s i o n s  may vary  w i th  t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t o r  u n l e s s  s t e p s  a r e  taken . t o ' cou&te rac t  

t h i s  tendency. And t h e  l i f e  chances of an i n d i v i d u a l  subsequent t o  conv ic t i on  may 

be  a f f e c t e d  by h i s  s t a t u s  and t h e  way we judge h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ( see  Schwartz 

and Skoln ick ,  1962:133). 



. . FOOTNOTES . 

\ 

'AS t h i s  wide cho ice  o f  oppos i t e s  sugges t s ,  moral r e a l i s m ,  and i t s  oppos i t e s ,  

mean more t o  P i a g e t - t h a n  t h e  d e c i s i o n t o  go wi th  consequences i n  -making moral 

judgements. They -a l so  imply a  s e t  of a t t i t u d e s  about  r u l e s ,  t h e  sou rce  o f '  r u l e s ,  

t h e i r  p e r m i a b i l i t y ,  and t h e i r  u l t i m a t e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  They - a l so  imply a  set of 

va lues  about  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between people  when a c t i n g  w i t h i n  a  set of r u l e s ,  

such a s .  t h e  r e l a t i v e  r i g h t  of each i n d i v i d u a l  t o  have a  v o i c e  i n  a l t e r i n g  r u l e s ,  

and t h e  r e l a t i v e  r i g h t  of i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  c e r t a i n  defenses  when conf ronted  w i t h  

accusa t ions  of r u l e  v i o l a t i o n s .  

2 
Kohn's d a t a  on c h i l d  r e a r i n g  p r a c t i c e s  could n o t  add re s s  t h i s  i s s u e  a c r o s s  

c l a s s  l i n e s  s i n c e  t h e  judgemental s y t l e s  of p a r e n t s  was based on judgements of 

t h e i r  own c h i l d r e n  ( i . e .  w i t h i n  c l a s s  judgements). H e  does r epo r t , - howeve r :  

"The o l d e r  t h e  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  more h igh ly  do f a t h e r s  va lue  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  being a  

good s t u d e n t ,  honesty,  and good sense  and sound judgement; and t h e  l e s s  h igh ly  do 

they va lue  an  i n t e r e s t  i n  how And why t h i n g s  happen, manners, obedience,  a c t i n g  a s  . . 

a  boy (or  g i r l )  should ,  and g e t t i n g  a long  w e l l  w i t h  ch i ld ren . "  (1969:53) 

While t h e  c h i l d  a g e . e f f e c t  does n o t  d e s t r o y  h i s  p a r e n t a l  c l a s s  e f f e c t ,  i t  does 

sugges t  t h a t  judgemental s t y l e s  a r e  p a r t l y  i n  response  t o  t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  

a c t o r  ( t h e  c h i l d ) .  The m o r a l r e a l i s m  s t y l e  is  employed most s t r o n g l y  when t h e  

c h i l d  i s  of t e n d e r e s t  y e a r s  (and i n  a '  s ense  of lowest  s t a t u s ) .  

3~ s t r a t i f i e d  p r o b a b i l i t y  sample of 678 r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  D e t r o i t  SMSA were 

in te rv iewed i n  t h e  s p r i n g  and summer of 1977. The o v e r a l l  response  r a t e  was 68%. 

Although females  and wh i t e s  w e r e  in terviewed a t  somewhat d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  h igh  

r a t e s ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  sample ob t a ined  rea'sonably approximates  a  random sample of t h e  

D e t r o i t  SMSA i n  1977; 



4 ~ h e s e  two s t o r i e s  were p a r t  of a  one hour l ong  i n t e r v i e w  schedule  which was 

adminis te red  t o  a l l  respondents .  Approximately one-half of t h e  i n t e r v i e w  t i m e  

cons i s t ed  of r ead ing  t h e  respondents  a  s e r i e s  of s h o r t  v i g n e t t e s  d e s c r i b i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  

i n  which "something went wrong". These s i t u a t i o n s  were designed t o  span everyday 

l i f e  even t s ,  a  c r i m i n a l  i n c i d e n t ,  and a  toEt  ( t h e  automobile  acc iden t  s t o r i e s ) .  

See Hamilton and Sanders ,  1979, f o r  a  f u l l e r  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  o v e r a l l  des ign .  

Each s t o r y  was an experiment ,  wi th  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e  a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e ,  

p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior ,  s e v e r i t y  of consequences,  and ( i n  t h e  c a s e  of t h e  every- 

day l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s )  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of- o t h e r s  upon t h e  a c t o r .  

Ques t ionna i res  w e r e  computer-generated i n  o r d e r  t o  a s s u r e  random assignment 

of respondents  t o  exper imenta l  condi t ions  and random combinat ions of t hose  cond i t i ons .  

No two q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were i d e n t i c a l .  The v i g n e t t e s  were arranged i n  a  L a t i n  Square 

des ign  such t h a t  each s t o r y  both preceded and fol lowed each o t h e r  s t o r y .  Therefore ,  

e f f e c t s  cannot  be  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  s e n s i t i z a t i o n  from h e a r i n g  p a r t i c u l a r  p r i o r  s t o r i e s  

o r  t o  hea r ing  them i n  any p a r t i c u l a r  o rde r .  

Af t e r  hea r ing  each s ' to ry ' respondents  were asked t o  a s s e s s  t h e  a c t o r ' s  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  what happened. They were a l s o  asked t o  respond t o  a  s e r i e s  of 

q u e s t i o n s  s e r v i n g  a s  manipula t ion  checks. 

, SFishbe in .  and Ajzqn (1973) no t e  t h a t  s t u d i e s  concerning r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of .  

a c c i d e n t s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  ambiguous a s  to '  t h e  menta l  s t a t e  implied by t h e  acc iden t .  

I f  w e  u se    eider's (1958) l e v e l s  of i n t e n t  a s  a benchmark by which t o  judge t h e  

l e v e l  of t h i s  manipula t ion ,  we a t tempt  . t o  o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  mental  s t a t e  i n  t h e  
. . 

low c o n d i t i o n  a t  He ide r ' s  Conupission Level .  That i s ,  t h e . a c t o r  caused t h e  act ' ,  

bu t  t h e r e  i s  n o t  evidence of negl igence  o r  purpos ive  conduct on .h i s  p a r t .  I n  t h e  

High c o n d i t i o n  we. a t tempted t o  o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  menta l  s t a t e  a t  t h e  F o r e s e e a b i l i t y  

l e v e l ,  where b e s i d e  causa t ion ,  t h e r e  is  some d i s p l a y  of negl igence  on t h e  p a r t  of 

t h e  a c t o r .  See Shaw and S u l z e r ,  1964, f o r  a f u l l e r  d i s c u s s i o n  of  Heider ian l e v e l s .  ' 



% a s t  p a t t e r n  was included because it  i s  an  impor tan t  component of s e v e r a l  

o t h e r  s t o r i e s  no t  d i s c u s s e d - i n  t he  p r e s e n t  paper .  It i s  no t  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  . 

t o  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  . 
. . 

7 ~ e  d i d  n o t  a t tempt  a  ~ b l l i n g s h e a d  index ,  combining educa t ion  and occupat ion 

i n t o  a  s i n g l e  s c o r e  s i n c e  i n  t h e  p re sen t  d a t a  set  occupat ion  i t s e l f  was n o t  

coded i n  a  manner d e t a i l e d  enough t o  r e p l i c a t e  t h e  index.  

8 ~ e  undertook a  s e r i e s  of ana lyses  t o  - t e s t  f o r n o n - l i n e a r  e f f e c t s  of educaribn 

. . 
on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgements. The r e s u l t s  were,  a s  one may n o t e  from examining t h e  

t a b l e s  below t h a t  t h e  pr imary .break  i s  most t y p i c a l l y  between respondents  wi thout  a 

h igh  s c h o o l ' d e g r e e  and o t h e r s .  W e  cons idered  c o l l a p s i n g  t h e  educa t iona l  a t ta inment  

v a r i a b l e  i n t o  two c a t e g o r i e s ,  but  decided a g a i n s t  i t  because t h e r e  a r e  some d i f f e r e n c e s .  

though r a r e l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  between h igh  schoo l  g r adua t e s  and those  having gone on 

t o  c o l l e g e .  Thus t h e r e  does appear  t o  be a  g e n e r a l  l i n e a r  e f f e c t  of educa t ion  wi th  

t h e  primary break coming a t  : the complet ion of h igh  school .  

'we must n o t e  t h a t  t h e  c o r r e l s t i o n  between t h e  manipulated v a r i a b l e s  and t h e  

manipula t ion  checks i s  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  w i t h i n  all l e v e l s  of workplace autonomy 
. . 

and educa t ion .  Most impor tan t ly  t h e  mental  s t a t e - avo id '  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  no t  

s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  low educa t ion  a c t o r s  i n  Experiment //I. We w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  

p o i n t  on page 8 .  

, . I n  a d d i t i o n  t h e  mental s t a t e - avo id  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  not  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  h igh  

autonomy a c t o r s  i n  Experiment #l and t h e  consequence-ser iousness  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  

n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  low autonomy a c t o r s  i n  Experiment //I. These l a s t  t w o . f a i l u r e s  

t o  ach i eve  s i g n i f i c a n c e a r e  p r i a a r i l y  due t o  t h e  smal l  N s  involved .The  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a r e  f a i r l y  s t r o n g ,  and f o r  both sub-groups t h e  manipulated v a r i a b l e  does s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

e f f e c t  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  s co re .  A l l  o t h e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  manipulat ion and 

i t s  manipula t ion  check a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  w i t h i n  sub-groups of educa t ion  and workplace 

autonomy. 



''There a r e  o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  I n  c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n s  most people  may imagine 

. an  a c t o r  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t u s . ,  a s  when we.hear  of a  bar  room murder l a t e  a t  n i g h t  

i n ' t h e  c e n t r a l '  p a r t ' o f  a  l a r g e  c i t y .  ' ~ u t o m o b i l e  a c c i d e n t s ,  however, a r e  no t  s o  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  a  p a r t i c u l a r  t ype  of a c t o r .  Therefore ,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  

seems l e s s  l i k e l y  i n  our  f a c t  s i t u a t i o n .  I n  s i t u a t i o n s  l i k e  automobile  a c c i d e n t s  

people  might f i l l  i n  t h e  miss ing  informat ion  wi th  a n  image of t h e  "average" person. 

', This. i s  more p l a u s i b l e ,  bu t  w e  s h a l l  t r y  t o  ' i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  two experiments  i n  

t h i s  paper make most s ense  i f  we understand t h e  respondent  t o  be imagining,  consc ious ly  

o r  unconsciously,  someone.of a  s t a t u s  s i m i l a r  t o  s e l f .  A l l  of t h i s  s p e c u l a t i o n  i s  

necessary ,  of course ,  because we were n o t  w i s e ' e n o u g h . t o  a s k  respondents  t he  type 

of person they assumed when dec id ing .  

''The t e s t  f o r  i n t e r a t i o n s  used t h e  fo l l owing  formula.  

2  i s  f o i  example t h e  R a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  mental  s t a t e  p l u s  e d u c a t i o n p l u s  Where Ry.123 

mental  s t a t e  by educa t ion ;  R 
2  2  

. . -y. 12 i s  t h e  R a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  mental  s t a t e  p l u s  educat ion;  

2  kl i s  t h e  number of v e c t o r s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th . . t he  f i r s t  R ; and k2 t h e  number of 

2  
, vec to r s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  second R . The 4 n t e r a c t i o n  term is  c rea t ed  by mu l t i p ly ing  

educa t ion  by t h e  e f f e c t - c o d e d  manipulated v a r i a b l e .  The a s s o c i a t e d  Fs a r e :  Mental 

S t a t e  by Education= 10.08 d f =  11323; Consequence by Education= 8.86 d f=  11323; 

Mental S t a t e  by Workplace Autonomy= 2.24 d f=  1/171; consequence by Workplace ~ u t o n o m ~ =  

5.31 df=1/171 (See Ker l inger  & Pedhazur,  1973:251). 

''Race poses a  t h r e a t  t o  our  a n a l y s i s  of s t a t u s  i n  t h a t  i t  could be  t h a t  

c l a s s  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  h igh ly  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  r a c e  i n  ~ e t r o i ' t  and t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  

a r e  a c t u a l l y  due t o  r ace .  A r a c e  theory  of moral judgement s t y l e  could be f a r  

d i f f e r e n t  from a  s t a t u s  one. To test f o r  r a c e  e f f e c t s  w e  r a n  r e g r e s s i o n s  w i t h  both 



b o t h . r a c e  and educa t ion  inc luded .  The i n t e r a c t i o n s  between educa t ion  and mental 

, s t a t e  and between educa t ion . and  consequence remain s i g n i f i c a n t .  There a r e  no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between r a c e  and t h e s e  two i n d e p e n d e n t ' v a r i a b l e s .  

T h e - r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  ' t ha t  wh i l e  r a c e  and educa t ion  a r e  c o r r e l a t e d ,  t h e  primary 
. . 

e f f e c t  i s  due t o  t h e  s t a t u s . v a r i a b l e ,  n o t  r ace .  (.We could n o t  r e p l i c a t e  th2s  

a n a l y s i s  f o r  workplace autonomy due t o  t h e  few b l ack  respondents  w i th  t h e  reduced N . )  

One might n o t e  t h a t  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  Kohn's f i n d i n g s  (1969:59). 

131n an  equa t ion  w i t h  t h e  t h r e e  main e f f e c t s  p l u s  t h e  two i n t e r a c t i o n  terms, 

t h e u n s t a n d a r d i z e d c o e f f i c i e n t s ,  s tandard  e r r o r  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  terms were: Mental s t a t e  by S t a t u s ,  r= .4078 (.1563) pC .009 .  

. S t a t u s  by consequence, r= -.4076 (.1563) p  d . 0 1 .  

14~ere .  i s  a  t a b l e  of t h e  c e l l  means f o r  t h e  t h r e e  main e f f e c t s  i n  experiment '  

#2. The r e l e v a n t  comparison i s  between c e l l s  5  and 6  f o r  t h e  h igh  s t a t u s  a c t o r ,  

and between c e l l s  1 and 2 f o r  t h e  low s t a t u s  a c t o r .  

Mental S t a t e  

1 5 ~ e r e  i s  a t a b l e  of t h e  c e l l  means f o r  mental  s t a t e  and consequence wi th in  

Actor Low High 
S t a t u s  Consequence 

Low . ' High Low High 

l e v e l s  of educa t ion  f o r  experiment 81 (we ' co l lapsed  a c r o s s  l e v e l s  of p a s t  p a t t e r n ) .  

Low 7.4 

(1)  

-High 7.5 

(5 

Again t h e  r e l e v a n t  ,comparisons f o r  h igh  s t a t u s  respondents  a r e . c e l l s  9 and 10. ' 

For low s t a t u s  respondents  t h e  r e l e v a n t  comparisons a r e  between c e l l s  1 and 2.  
. . 

10.0 

(4) 

1 0 . 1  

(8 

8 .2  

(2 

5 . 9 .  . . 

(6: 

9 . 3 .  

( 3 )  

10 .3  

(7) 



. . 

Mental State 
Education Low High' 

, Consequence . 

Low High ' . Low High 

16~he interactions between mental state and actor status; and between Consequence 

and Actor status are significant.for respondents with middle and high levels- of 

educational attainment. The F statistics.for the two interactions are I?= 11.12 

df= 1/235'pc.01; F=3.96 df= 17235 p L.05. The interactions are not significant 

4.7 

(3) 

7.8 

(7) 

8.2 

(11) 

7.0 

(2) 

4.5 

(6) 

3.8 

(10) 

Low 

Middle 

High 

for middle and high workplace au,tomony respondents, in part due to the drastically 

reduced N'. F= 2.86 df=1/92; . . F= 1.07 df=1/92. We have reported them anyway to 'show 

, 7.2 

(4 

8.1 

(8) 

7.6 

(12) 

4.5 

(1 

4.4 

(5) 

5.0 

(9) 

the same general . trend. I 



Table 1 

Relationship between manipulated variables and their manipulation check in both 

Relationship between 

~k~ er imen t /I 1 

Experiment f1.2 ' 

Mental-State 
and "Avo id'' 

Past Pattern Consequence 
and "Predict I' and Seriousness 



Table  2.  

Unstandardized r e g r e s s i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  menta l  s t a t e ,  P a s t  P a t t e r n ,  

consequence and Educa t ion  on r e s p o n s i b i ' l i t y  f o r  exper iment  i l l  (.Standard e r r o r  

i n  p a r e n t h e s e s )  

C o e f f i c i e n t s  S t a n d a r d  E r r o r  

Cons tan t  5 .95 

Mental  S t a t e  1. 35a ( .175) 

P a s t  P a t t e r n  . 58a ( .175) 

; Consequence .15  . - (.175) 

. . 
Educa t ion  . . .11 . ( . .223) 



\ 

Table  3  

, . ~ n s t a n d a r d i z e d  ' r e g r e s s i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  ' f o r  Mental  S t a t e ,  P a s t  P a t t e r n ,  

. Consequence and Workplace ~ u t o n o m y  on R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  exper iment  # l  (Standard 

E r r o r  i n  pa r , en theses )  

Cons tan t  

Mental  S t a t e  

C o e f f i c i e n t s  

5 .90 

1. 47a 

S tandard  Er ror  

P a s t  P a t t e r n  .30 ( .252) 

consequence 

Workplace Autonomy 



T a b l e  4 . 

Unstandard ized  r e g r e s s i o n  cbef f i c i e n t s  f o r  P a s t .  P ' a t t e r n ,  Wrqkplace Autonomy, 

Mental  S t a t e  f o r  Low Autonomy, Mental  S t a t e  f o r  Middle Autonomy, Mental  S t a t e  f o r  

High,  Autonomy Consequence f o r  Low Autonomy, Consequence f o r  ~ i d d l e  Autonomy, and 

Consequence f o r  High Autonomy on R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  Experiment /I1 (Standard E r r o r s  

i n  p a r e n t h e s e s )  

C o e f f i c i e n t s  s t a n d a r d  E r r o r  

C o n s t a n t  

P a s t  P a t t e r n  

workplace  Autonomy 

Mental  S t a t e  (Low Autonomy) 

Mental  s tate (Mid Autonomy) 

Mental  S t a t e  (High Autonomy). 

Consequence (Low Autonomy) 

consequence (Mid Autonomy) 

Consequence (High Autonomy) 



Table 5 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients for Past Pattern, Education, Mental 

State for Low Education R spondent, Mental State for Middle Education Respondents, 

Mental State for High Education Respondents, Consequence for Low Education Respondents, 

Consequence for Middle Education Respondents, and Consequence for High Education 

Respondents on Responsibility in Experiment #1 (Standard Errors in Parentheses). 

Constant 

Coefficients 

5.71 

Standard Error 

Past Pattern . 63a (. 168) 

Education .18 ( .214) 

Mental State (Low Education) .ll (. 347) 

Mental State (Mid  ducati ion) 1.76~ (. 284) 

Mental State (High Education) 1.76~ ( .260) 

Consequence (Low Education) 1. 25a ( .345) 

Consequence (Mid Education) .07 (. 284) 

Consequence (High Education) -.46 ( .261) 



Table 6 

. Unstandardized regression coefficients for Mental State, Actor Status, 

Consequence and Education on R?sponsibility for Experiment /I2 (Standard errors 

in 

Coefficients Standar'd Error 

Cons tan t 7.36 

Mental State 1 . 3 1 ~  (.157) . 

Actor Status -. 16 (.157) 

Consequence -.07 (.157) 

.60 
b 

Education, 



Table 7 
. . 

Unstandardized regression coefficients for Mental State, Actor Status, ' 

Consequence and Workplace Autonomy on Responsibility for Experiment /I2 (Standard 

Errors in parentheses). . 

Coefficients . 

Constant 9.02 

~ e n t a l  State 

Actor Status -.lo 

Consequence .04 

Workplace Autonomy - .04 

Standard Error 



Table  8 

Unstandardized R e g r e s s i o n  C o e f f i c i e n t s  , f o r  Actor  S t a t u s ,  Mental  S t a t e  f o r  Low 

' S t a t u s  Ac tor ,  Mental  S t a t e  f o r  High S t a t u s  A c t o r ,  Consequence f o r  ~ d w  S t a t u s  Ac tor ,  

and Consequence f o r  High S t a t u s  Actor  on R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  Experiment 112 (Standard 

E r r o r s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s ) .  

Cons tan t  

Ac tor  S t a t u s  

Mental  S t a t e  (Low S t a t u s )  

Mental  S t a t e  (High S t a t u s )  

consequence (Low S t a t u s )  

. Consequence (High S t a t u s )  ' 

C o e f f i c i e n t s  



Table  9  

Unstandardized Regress ion  ' c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  Actor  s t a t u s . ,  Mental  S t a t e  f o r  

Low S t a t u s  A c t o r s ,  Mental  S t a t e  for .  ~ i ~ h  S t a t u s  A c t o r s ,  Consequence f o r  Low 

. S t a t u s  A c t o r s  and Consequence f o r  H i g h s t a t u s  A c t o r s  on R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  

Experiment ./I2 (S tandard  E r r o r s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s ) .  

A. Respondents = Middle and High Educa t ion  

C o e f f i c i e n t s  S tandard  E r r o r  

Cons tan t  8 . 9 5  

Actor  S t a t u s  -. 3 1  (. 164)  

Mental  S t a t e  (Low S t a t u s  ' ~ c t o r )  . 66a ( .243) '  

Mental  S t a t e  (High S t a t u s  A c t o r ) .  . 1 . 7 3 ~ '  ( .220) 

Consequence (bow s t a t u s  A c t o r ) .  
b 

.54 ( .244) 

Consequence (High S t a t u s . A c t o r )  -. 27 ( .220) 

B. :Respondents = Middle and High Workplace Autonomy 

Coef f i c i . e n t s  S tandard  Er.ror 

. Cons tan t  8.87 . 

Actor  S t a t u s  - . I 9  (. 272) 

Mental  S t a t e  .(Low S t a t u s  Ac tor )  .89 
b 

(. 381) 

Mental  S t a t e  (High. S t a t u s  A c t o r )  1. 7ga ( . 3 6 4 ) .  . 

Consequence (Low S t a t u s  A c t o r )  .32 

consequence (High S t a t u s  A c t o r )  -. 1 3  



(1 )  "Child" S t o r y  

A man was d r i v i n g  down a narrow one-way street  when a  c h i l d  abou t  e i g h t  
y e a r s  o l d  s t e p p e d , o u t  from between two parked  c a r s .  The man's c a r . h i t .  
t h e  c h i l d .  The c h i l d  r e c e i v e d . ( o n l y  a few b r u i s e s i s e v e r a l  broken b o n e s ) '  . 

from t h e  a c c i d e n t .  Wi tnesses  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  man was.  d r i v i n g  (below/ 
above) t h e  speed l i m i t .  T h i s  was tfie man's ( f i r s t / f o u r t h )  a c c i d e n t  i n  
h i s ' l 2  y e a r s  o f  d r i v i n g .  . . 

I n t e n t :  below speed  l i m i t  = low . . 

above speed l i m i t  =.  h i g h  

Consequence: . o n l y  a  few b r u i s e s  = low 
. s e v e r a l  broken bones '.= h i g h  

P a s t  P a t t e r n :  f i r s t  a c c i d e n t  = a b s e n t  
f o u r t h  a c c i d e n t  = p r e s e n t  

"Housewife" S t o r y  

A housewife  who w a s  wa lk ing  a c r o s s  t h e  s t r e e t  a t  a s t o p  sign was h i t  by 
a  c a r  and ( r e c e i v e d  a broken l e g l k i l l e d ) .  The d r i v e r  of t h e  c a r  was a  
( c l e r k / p r o f e s s o r )  a t  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  who was going o u t  f o r  l u n c h . '  The 
d r i v e r  (saw t h e  woman c r o s s i n g  t h e  street b u t  h i s  b r a k e s  f a i l e d  and he  
cou ld  -no t  s . t o p , i n  t i m e i f a i l e d  t o  s e e  t h e  s t o p  s i g n  a t t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  
and h i t  t h e  woman). 

. . 

I n t e n t :  Saw th&.woman c r o s s i n g  t h e  street b u t  h i s  b r a k e s  f a i l e d  and 
h e  c o u l d  n o t  s t o p  i n  t ime  = low 

f a i l e d  t o  see t h e  s t o p  s i g n  a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  and h i t  t h e  
woman = h i g h  

Consequence: ' r e c e i v e d  a broken l e g  '= low 
k i l l e d  = h i g h  

. . 

A c t o r ' s  S t a t u s :  c l e r k  = low . '  

p r o f e s s o r  = h i g h  . 

(3)  1 t e m s  f o r  Workplace Autonomy Index 

. ( a )  O b j e c t i v e  C o n d i t i o n  

. How ,are you p a i d  on your  (main) j o b  . -  by h o u r l y  wage, o r  by  s a l a r y ?  

1: Hourly wage 2. S a l a r y  7 .  Other  ( s p e c i f y )  8. D o n ' t k n o w  . 



(b) S u b j e c t i v e  Condi t ion  

Would you say  you a r e  superv ised  c l o s e l y  on t h e  job ,  n o t  t oo  c l o s e l y ,  
o r  a r e  you p r e t t y  much on your own? 

1. Supervised c l o s e l y  2.  Not t oo  c l o s e l y  3 .  On own 
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