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What factors do we use in judging responsibility of another for some untoward

~act? This is a central questiop in undérstapding moral:judgement and the cognative
process of atttibuting responéibili£y._-While the number of issues which might he
considereq are legioh, there are-certain styles of judgement whiéh have come to

the notice of many who have addressed this topigl 'One.ofAthe mqst_importantvhas
been what Jean Piaget (1965) has called the use of moral realism as a view which"
holds the actor reSponsible for the_conéequenées of his acts regardless of the
méntal state of.the act;rhat the time of fhe aé;ion.. As an ideal type, moral
reaiism focuses upon the conéequeﬁces of‘éction. It is an after:the fact, external
analysis of responsibi%ity. |

In distinction to moral realism is an attitude which we might call moral .

idéalism (Piagét does not use this phrase preferring a set of terms, including;
_autonomy, cooéération, recibrocity; etc).l | Thié style of judgement relies upoﬁ
internal;-Before thé fact considerations in making.responsibility decisions. Most
importantly it atteﬁds to the meﬁtal s;ate of the actqr as a conscious being in
deciding his degfeé of responsibility~

Piaget,<an& others (Kbﬁlberg, 1969) have coﬁstructed stages of ﬁbral devélopment
around tpese twoAétyles.. As children matufe'fhey move from a style of judgement
baéed upon moral realism toward a style based upon‘moral idéalism. But while there
is.suppOrtvfor the idea of stagesvof moral development for children, there is a
contrary body of literature in exberiméntél social psychology on the adult uée of -
consequence information in déciding the responsibility of actor for aécidents.
| Researchérs havg found that an iﬁcrease in the sgverity of consequences
increase Ehe actor's ascribed régpdpsibility (Walster, 1966);.that i; decreases
ascribed responéibility (Shaver, 1970); that it increaseg reséonsibility-in
situations 1abe1éd as ambiguous (Phares and Wilson, 1972), énd thét it.decreases

responsibility in situations which have '"low causal clarity! (Schroder and Linder,

1976). Further there appear to’be complex patterns of relationships between the




subject'q personal characteristics and experimental outcomes which defy simple

' explanation. (See Vidmar~and Cfinklaw, 1974). Perhaps‘fhe only clear message
emerging from published studies in the area is that the effects of consequence
severity on respongibility éttributiqn is unclear. In soifar as it is measured by
;thg use of consequence iﬁformation, a moral realism sﬁandard seems to be a feature
of some adult judgements‘an& not others.

E This papér will bring an additional consideration to bear in untangliﬁg
the use ofvdiffereﬁt styles in judgements of responsibility: the.sociai class of
actors and respondents. The intellectual thrust of the present e#periments comes
from hypotheseses concerning fhe_effect of sociallclass on child discipline. (e.g.
Kohn, 1969; Sears, 1957; Bronfenbrenﬁér;1958; McKinley, 1964). Perhaps the best
known work‘in the aréa.is that of Meivin Kohn. He argues that indiyiduals of lower
soéial class (as measured bf-the'Hollingshead Index) adopt_ a moral realisﬁ style
of judgement in deciding whether to punish their children. Contrarywise, middle
class parents use a‘more-subjective siyle. Kohn notes: "with girls as with boys,
working-class mothers tend tolrespdnd to misbehavior more in terms of.direct and
immediaté consequences; middie class mothers more in terms of preéumed intent;"
Likewise, "middle'claés fathers fespond-ﬁore to intént and working class fathers
more to cohseqﬁences." '(Kohn, 1969: 101, 103). ‘

Given tﬁe relationship between styles of judgements and class status, Kéhn
tries to explain tbe source of this difference. His general conclusion is that the
self-direction reflected in ﬁhe subjective orientation to rgsponsibility comes
from opportﬁnities and experiences that aré more available to those who are favorably
situated in the hieraréhial order of society! while moral realism is the consequence

of fewer opportunities at self direcﬁién. (Kohn, 1969: 189).

Kohn argues that the relationship of status to values, therefore, is not a




function of related dimensidns such as race or religion. Nor is it to be explained
in terms af facets of‘stratifiéa;ion such as income and.subjeétive claSs, or class
origihs. Rather, the relationship of social status to values of this type "must
.take into account tﬁe cumulative impact of education and occupétional'position"
(Kohn, 1969: 190); It is these two variables, education and nature of Qork, upon
which most explanator§ weight ha;:been placed: Education, 'because self direction
requires more infellectuallflexibility," thaﬁ Conformi;y; aﬁd'oécupation, because
people "who do not have aﬁ”oppoftunity for self direction in work éome to regard
it as a matter of necessity fo conform to authority, both on and off the:job." (190)
‘Kohn's work-thus suggests that the uée of»coﬁsequence information iﬁ deterﬁining
responsibiiity for'qunédoing shéuidvary'inversely with certain compénents of
social class, éspecially eddcagion_apd job experiences; and that the use of mental
state information should vary.dirgctly with fhese same components.

 Kohn generally afgues'tﬁat social'class is invariably associated with a certain
judgemental style. ’Lower class individuélg'judge according to a moral realism
standard, while upper class iﬁdividuals'judge according to moral idealism standard.
There is, however, a complication in his argumént which ﬁis data cannot a@dressﬂ
If the job expefiencg'of working class indi;iduals is one which requires objeétive
conformity to rules, we might ask who enforces thosé rules? Presumably thejanswer
in part is those men and.womgn who:we would call middle'class. in.their child
disciplining,praqtices-and values for'selﬁes this group is governed by moral idealism.
Yet they may be'willing to impose a type of moral realism in the workpl;ce. Thus
we might ask, are these different styles of judgement iﬁvariant within indiViduals,'
or-are they mediated by the statQS»of others? Do upper status individuals have 2
oﬁe standard of'judgement for upper.status actors and another for lower status

2 ! i r » ’
actors? In the following pages we present -two experiments which try to untangle

fhe relationship between judge (respondent) status, actor status and judgemental style.




The Experiments

The preéént’study uses a sample of adu).ts3 t§ test both the Kohn -hypothesis
that the use of consequence an& mental stateAinformatioﬁ to détermine responsiﬁility
is'relafed to the respondent's educatién and jbb experience; and to examine whether

‘this felationship between status and types ofiinformation'is influenced by the

stétus of the actor being judged.

Manipulated Variables

‘In each of two_éxpetiments both.tﬁe severity of conseéuence and the actor's
mentgl'state are manipuiétéd with the context of two short vignettes 6rlstories
about automobile gccidents.4 Both variables are opérationalized as Higﬁ or Low.5
.In each sto%y there is'an'additional variable; In experiment one -it is the

_actor's past pattern of behavior, where in the low condition the'éctor'has'no
history of accidents while in the high condition ﬁe cioes.6 ‘In the second eXperiment
the third maniﬁulated variable is ﬁhe status of<the actor in the story. In the

ﬁigh condition he is a college professor. 1In the low condition'ﬁe is a élerk,-

All of the manipulated variaﬁles are effec;'doded low = -1, high = 1.

The two-stories‘were randomly distributed to respondents so that each respondent
heard only one of tﬁese-two vighettes. 'The‘fu11>design for each story was 2 x 2 x 2
(mental state by consequence'by past pattern by actor status). The actual stimulus_.
stories are reproducea in Appendix A. “ -

Manipulation Checks

For the mental state variable we employed a manipulation check which asked
whether the actor could or could not have avoided whét happenéd. The manipulation
check for. consequences was an elevén—poinﬁ scale asking the resbondént to rate
the consequence from 0="not at all serious” to 10="'extremely serious". The effect of
the actor's past pattern was checked with a question asking whethef the deed was
or was not predictabie from what the respondent knew about the‘actor. We had no

manipulation check for actor status in 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

Eddcation.and Workplace Autonomy Variables

Kohn's argument§ about the gffeéts of sbéial class could be testéd with a
wide choice of operationalizatigns of_sécial class. In line with his conéiuding
theoretical{discussion, however, we used resbondent education.level and two measures:
relating to autonomy in tﬁe.wbrkplacé.7 .Because we had educatipnal attainment data
on nearly all'of-oﬁr respoﬁdents, while we had workplace autonomy_daté only on
those employed at the time of the interview, the education variable must serve as
our primary'opEratiQnalization of class. Education is collapsed into three
categories; 1= less than hiéh school, 2= high school, 3= more than high séhool.8
Supplementing the eduéation variabie are two'questioqs ébout workplace environ- -
ment. These were, l)'Whéther the individual was paid hqurly or by salary, and
2) whether'thé respondent was closeiy éupervised-on the job. The first item méy be
th&ught of as an objective measure of job'autonom§, while the second is almore
subjective indicétor. The two weré combined iﬁtq a single indéx (WOrkplacé Autonomy),
whgre 1= low autonomy, 2= middlé'leﬁelé of autonomy,' and 3= high autonomy.?

Dependent Variable

Respondents were asked to assess responsibility of the actor on an eleven-
point scale ranging from-0= "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

Expefiment {#1

In the first story actor status is undefined. The respondent is free to

define the actor as he or she will. If it is the case that actor status makes

0

no difference in styie of judgemenf any definition imposed by the respondent>should

3

have no consequence. Ianctqr status does make aAdifference we need'to aék,
how does one decide when thére is no actor informat;on. Does one éssume a certain
type 6f actor, and how conscious is thié assumption? Presumably there is.ﬁériance.
in both tﬁe-type'of‘agtor imagined ana.the.conéciousness of thisvimagery. To the
deg?ee that respondents aésume an actor of a stauS‘éimilar to themselves or,
whicH may be the same thing, ﬁake no agsﬁmptions and simbly.décide the.case aécording
to their "normal" style'(i.e. as they ordinérily decide aboﬁt égople usually around
them) tﬁe frisp.exﬁerimént is a within .status judgement.lo' Thus the situatién is
isomorphié with tﬁét.in the Kohn work, and we.should expect similar results.
Specifically pfior:research suggests three hypotheses. First, given that
mental state is often vieWéd as the primary basis for adult respoﬁsibility‘judgement,'
we would predict a main effect fqr.mental‘state. Second, Kohn's results suggest
'that mental state shéuld interact with attfiﬁufes of sta;us:suéh ﬁﬁat it is a more
impoftant-considefation for individuals with higher social status. Third, his
results also suggest that éonsequence severity‘shéuld interact.with status such
that consequence informaﬁion is more.importént for individualg with lower social
4status.
Tablé two presents regression results for the main eﬁfeét;of the three manipulated
variables and education on responsibility. Table three presents results for the

three manipulated variables plus the workplace autonomy index.

~Table 2 & 3 about here




As one ¢an see there is a main sffect for'mental state and for past pattern. There
" is no main effect for consequence or for;eddcation or workplace autonomy.
We then tested for significant interaction effects between;'l) mental state

.and Qorkplace autonomy, 2) consequence and workplace autopomy,‘3) mental state

.and education, and 4) consequence'and education..ll Interactibp (1) was not
significsns at the .05 level. Interaction (2) was signiiiéant at the ;05 level.
Interactions 3 and 4 were significat at the .Oi level. |

.i'Tables 4 and 5 present a pair of equations which‘allow.us tosexamine the

effect of mentai'state-and consequence:within levels of workplace autonomy and

education.

Tabie 4 about here

The equation in table 4‘includes the past pattern_énd Workplace autonomy variables
plus 6 additionalsVariablss indicating the effect of mental state and consequencé
within levels of workplace autonomy. Thus, she third variable indicates the
effect of menpal state for low autonsmy individuals; the fourth variable, the -
effect of mental state for iﬁdividqalsiwith a middle score onjworkplace autonomy,
e;c. - As one éan see wﬁils‘the mental staté-workplace-autonomy interaction was not
significant, the mental state information makes a substantiaiAdifference in
responsibility judgeﬁents forvmiddle and high autonomy respondents. When the
actor is in the high mental sfate (negligencs) condition_he is.judged more
responsible than ‘when ‘he is in»the iow condision. MentaiAstate mskes a smaller
(marginally significant) diffeience for low. autonomy respondents.

When ws turn to consequence information, the opposite is'true. Consequence

information has a substantial effect on responsibility judgements for low autonomy
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respondents. More sefious consequences lead to greater responsibility. For -
.respondents,with a middle score oﬁ ‘the workplace autonomy index conéequence has no
effect. For high autonomy respondénts one should note the sign change. (ré-.SI)'
'Whilginot sigﬁificant, this suggests an inverse relationship between consequence
;nd responsibility such that the'actor is.judged legs reébonsible when consequences
are high than when consequeﬁces'aré low. _We.will return to this "sympathy" gffect
bélpw. .
In general the data iﬁ table &4 support Kohn's hypophesis.. Higher:statuél

individuals use.mehtal state info;matién more tﬁan 1ower-sfatus réspondents,Aand
-lower status pespondents use’consequencg‘information mofe than higher status

respondents.

Turning to table 5 we see .the same pattern of -results.

'Table 5 about here

Mental state has a much greafer (and éignificént) effect upon responsibility
-judgements for middle and high educa;ion individualsJ It has a.ggall (non-significant)
'effect among low education requndents. As>méntioned in footnote 9 above, however,

the rglationship between mental sﬁate.and ifs»ménipulation check is not significant
for loﬁ education respOndeqts (x2 = .66;. ¥ =.20 dfél/?O). Thus one mﬁst be

careful in ;nterpreting the lack of effect of mental state on responsibility for

this group. Presumably. had the manipulation been perciéved more:clearly_by low
education actors; the effect of mental state wduldAbe greater. It isbimpossibie_

to know, of céprse,,whethef.ghis would have destroyea the mental state-respondent
education interaction. On the basis of the workplace autonomy results it would

appear to be a close call.

The failure of the manipulation for low education respondents does suggest



an important, point, however. Lower status respondents may be less sensitive to
mental state information. "We will return to this point when .discussing experiment
#2.

The-consequeﬁqe—respondent education interaction closely resembles the consequence-

workplace'aufonomy interaction. -For_low eduéation respondents more serious consequences
lead to greaterjfesponsibility. For'ﬁi&dle and high education‘respondents-there is
no éiénificat effect, buf'once égain tﬁere is a '"sympathy'" effect among high status
respondents. (r=-.46)

Tbe results frqm Experiment.#l-suppoft the proposition;that’respondents do

| use aifferent sténdards of judgement basgdﬂupbn:tﬁeif sdcial status as measured

Aby educatién and wq:kpléce autonoﬁy., Lower status resﬁondents:adbpt a style of
judgement whiph'more nearly approximateé Biaget's morai reélism,'while higher

status fequndents adopt a style which more nearly approximates ''moral idealism".12

Experiment - #2

Recall'thap inAthe second story we manipulated mental state, consequence‘and
the status of the actor in the story (high=college-professor/ low=c1e£k).. We had
no clear‘pfedictions for the‘results.in thi§ vignette.. It céuld-be that the .’
‘respondents would respénd.as,in ekperiment #1, with interactions bétweenlrespéndeht
status ‘and coﬁsequgnce. It could be, however,'£hat ;he preseﬁcelof information
concerning the status of the actor would alter judgements.. If styles of‘judgement
are determined by the status of the actof Qe would expect interactions between actor

status and mental state (respondents use mental state information more to judge high

‘status actors) and between actor status and consequence (respondents use' consequence
information more to judge low status actors). Finally, it could be that styles of
judgement are influenced both by the status of the actor and the status of the

respondent.
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vFolleing the procedure in-experiment #1, we firét examinéd the main effects

"of the manipulated vériables, 2ducation énd workplace autonomy on responsibility.

" ~As displayed in tablgs 6 gndv7, mental state is éignificantly related tb responsibility
while actor status and consequence are not. In_addition,.there is a main effect of

education in experiment 2.

Tables 6 & 7 about here

We then tésted for interaction effects between education and mental state, -
education and'conseqqence, wbrkplace autoq?my and mental-state_and workplace
autonomy and cdnsquénce. None of the inferactidns were significaﬁt; We were
unable to. replicate tbe findings of experiment #1 in the second e#periment.

Ne#t we eXamined ﬁhethef there were intergctions betweén_actor status apd mental
gtate, and between actor Stétus and consequence. Both interactions Eggg'significant.l3
Following the style of preséntafion used abové, table 8 presents an equationgwhich
allows us to examine the effect of mental.staté and consequence within levels 6f"

actor StatUS;

Table 8 about here

Tﬁe effect of actor status on the use of mental state'information is as we
would expect. Respondents usé mental state information more in judging high,sta;ps
actors than they do in judging low status ‘actors. Note, ﬁowever, that the informgtion
about mental state is éignificantly related to responsibility judgements for Both
high status and low status actors.

The conseqdence, status interaction is more complex. While there is a tendency



to hold the low status actor more responsible when the consequences of his. act

.are moreserious, for the high status actor the tendency is in the opposite direction.
The high status actor is held less responsible when the consequences are serious

thaﬁ when the conséqﬁénces are not as serious. Again we have a "sympathy effect'.

:.A further examination of the.daﬁa indicate that this'sympathy:effec£ occurs.in
_those versions of the story where the High'statﬁs actor is not -negligent (low mental
state). Wﬁere the high status actor was not careless, but things turned out
'parfipularly badly (high conseduence) it is as if.the respondeﬁts fel; he had been
punished enough by the outcome.. Thé'seriousness of the consequence mitigates the
high.stgtus actor respoqsibilitys14 Note the;e is no such'effeétlfor the low status
actor.. For him thereffect is'to fﬁr;her'exéce£Bdte his responsibility;

Returning for a moment to experiment #1, we find similar results. ‘‘The mitigating
effects of high consequence‘are.primarily in'thé low.mental state condition. Whilg
this éccurs only fpr high education»énd1higﬁ autonomy resﬁondents in stofy onerthis
would be expected-if, as wé~héve argued; requndents assume an actor of a s;a;ué
similaf to themselves. When presented with a situétibn where the actor is not
deécribéd high status respondents iméginé a high status actor, and.shoﬁ sympathy
for him>wh¢n hé ;s not negiigent but'thingé.turn\but'poorly.l Low status respdndents,
on the other hand, imagihe'a low statﬁs-actor and‘thé efféct.of high consequence
is only to exécerb;te responsibilify, even in the low mental state c':ondit:ion.l,5

The results thus far iﬁdicate that actor status pléys an important part in'
responsibility judgements. High status actors are judged more on the basis.of
their mental state than are low status ac;ors,(énd the effect of consequence is in
oppositg directioné; For_low'stagus actors it exacerbates responsibility. For high
status actors it mitigates responéibility.‘

" The. final question to be addressed in experiment #2 is whether the respondgnt's

status in some way interacts with actor status in attributing responsibility.
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We fested for second order interactions.beCWeen Education-Intent-Status; and

. between Education-Consequence-Status. There were no significant second order
iﬁteractions. It is worthwhile,‘however, to look at the effect of actor status
on the use of.conseqﬁence and ﬁental state information Within.respondent groups.

First, low status respondents.

Low Status Respondents

o Importéntly, low education respondents usgAthe mental state information

eqﬁally to judge both the high status and the low status_actdr. 'This.result is
contrary to the result in Experiment #1. Given the importance éf actor étatus_
information, we.mightexpect low education respondents to_uée_mental §tété.information
to judge the. high status actor, but not the low status actor. Recall, however, ﬁhat
low education respondents did not perceive the mental state ﬁanip;lation iﬁ
vExperiment #1. 'They did perceive the manipulation in Experiment #2 (Chi-square

between mental state and the avoid manipulation check = 8.07 Gamma = .62 df = 1.74).

The failure of the manipulation in Experiment #1 and its success among similar
respondents in Experiment #2 might be due to unmeasured differences between the
two groups. However, it is worth nothing, the differences -in the mental state

manipulations in the two experiments. In Experiment ##1 the low mental state

condition was that the actor was driving under the speeﬂ limit; while the high

mental state condition was that he was driving over the speed iimit; In. experiment {2
the actor ran a stop‘sign. In the low mental state qondition he did so because his
 brages failed; while in the high conﬂition he failed to see the sign.‘ When we
examing the tw0'manipulations together it is clear that there is greater variance

in the mental;state_manipulation in Experiment #2. lThe lower variance in the first
experiment makes thé mental state informatioﬁ less salient. (Compare chi squares

and Gammas in Table 1)

If_thefe are any difference between people'of different social status in their
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'. use of mental state information it may be 'a difference in degree and not in kind.
’ Highér-status actors may .be more attentive to mental state information; they may'
have a lower threshold of awareness of this type ofbinformation. The results from
Exﬁerimenﬁ #2, howeVe?, clearly iﬁply that when mental stafe information is salient
lower sta;ﬁs individuals do employ it in making judgemehts.‘ They are not uniformly
caught iﬁ é moral reglism standard of judgement, even when judging low status
actors.

. When we tqrn.to thé effectof‘status én tﬁe use of consequence information
amongllow staEus respondents, they'peryersely; demonstrate tﬁe‘strongest sympathy
effect for the high status actor. hWHile all groups demonstrate a "sympatﬁy effect"

it is quite large for this group.

Middle and High Status Respondents

--Finally observe ;he'éffect-of‘actor status on the use of men;él statg-and
consequence informa;ion for middle and high status féspondents together. Table 9
presents separate'fegreséidﬁs for the effect of mentél étate‘and consequence .on
reéponsibilityiwithin levels of actor status for the middle and high statug aétors.'
Panel A represents ;espondents with middle énd high scores on education. Panel B
represents fgépondents‘with middle and high scores on workplacg autonomy. As-the

. table indicates, these respondents employ a double standard in judging responsibility.

- Table 9 about here -

While they use mental state information to judge both the high and low status
actor, the coefficient is two to three times larger in judging high status actors.
The mental state-actor status interaction effect reported earlier is primarily

attributable to high status actors.




The use of consequence information is equally starfling, expecially when we
_use education to defiﬁe high status respondents. Middle and high.education iespoh@ents
make use of consequgﬁce information in judging_the low status.actof. He is significantly
more respoﬁsible when things turn ouﬁ badly than when they turn out less badly...
hhen these respondents jﬁdge the high status actor, however, they_too,.exhibit a
tendency towgrd'sympathy when things turn out poorly.16 |
The "moralii&ealism" exhibited so étrongiy among'high étatus respondents
in the first experiment apsears to be something thch is pfimarily reserved»fbr
judging higﬁ status individuals. When these respondedts are called upon to judge

lower status actors their standard of judgement looks much more like a moral

realism standard.

Summary and Discussion

In the first experiment where actor staﬁus wag undefined we found, as suggested
by Kohn's argumgqt, that the social status oflrespondeﬁts.made a significént
difference‘in their style of;judgement. High status respondents were more likely
to use mental state informatiqn and less likely to use consequence information
than were léwer.status.respondents; -In the .second experiment, however, where the
actor étatus~was defined, we failed_to'find a mental state-respondent s;atﬁs_inter;
action or a consequence—respondeﬁt status interaction. Rather, we found interactions
between actor status and mental state and between actor status énd consequence.

The "moral idealism" standard of judgémenf is reserved primarily for high status
actors,'while a moral realism standard is used for low stagus éctors; Thié tendency
is mbét pronounced for'respondentsrwho are of highef status themselves as.measured
by their educational attainment and workplacg autonomy.

Thé implicationé of these findings, if they can be supporﬁed in subsequent

research, are both.theoretical and practical. At a theoretical level the data
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suggést that standards of judgement are most stréngiy influénced by the relationship
.of the actor and the judge; Contrary to the_implication of Kohn}s work, iqdividuals
are not "locked into" a certain style of judgement in assessing responsibility.
Rather, individugls ﬁave a repetorie of judgemental styles whicﬁ they can employ

as the occasion warrents. Lower status fespondeﬁts are capablé of using mental
state information, as suggested in.experiment'#Z. Likewise,'high status respondeﬁts
are able to use.mofal realism style of judgement. The choice af style.appgars to
be influenced by the salience of various types'of,informatién, and'most imhortantly,
. by the status of the berspn’Béing judged. |

The practical impliéation ofléuch reSulﬁs are equally importaﬁt;. If'higher
status respondenps'use‘differentAstyles'of judgement in the rel;tively neutral
setting of an automobile, they should.be at least as Qilling to employ different
standards in workplace settings. - A stratifiéd'workplace may pfoddéé a dquble
étandard which will be aifficult té remove as long as there are substantial status
- differences between.individuals'and the highér status individuals have coqtrol over
the moral érder;

In more traditional legal settings Such as trials, the outcome of jury
decisions may vary with the stétus of the aétor unless steps-are taken to counteract
this'tendency.b And the life chanceé of aﬁ individual subsequent to conviction may
be affected by hié status and the way we judge his pesponsibility (see Schwartz

and Skolnick, 1962:133).
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FOOTNOTES ~

AN

}As this wide choicerfbopposites'suggests, moral realism, an& its opposites,
mean more to Piaget~£han the decision_toego with conéequences in-making.morai .
jedgements.' They-also imply a set of attitudes about rules, the source of;rules,
their permiability, aed their ultimate jﬁstification. They'alse imply a set of
values about the relationsbip between pebple when acting within ; eet of rules,
éuch'és_the relative right of each individuel-to have a voice ip aitering rules,
_andithe relative right of individuals to eertain defenses when confronted witﬁ

accusations of rule violations.

ZKOhn's deta>onbchi1d reering practiees could not address this iesge across
class 1iﬁes since the judgemental sytlesqu parents was based en judgemeets'of_
their own children (i.e. within class judgements).' He does report,-however:_

" ""The older the children, the more highly do fathers value responsibility, being a
good studene, honesty, and éood sense and souﬁd judgement; and the less highiy do
they velue en interest in how and why things'haepen, manners, obedience, acting as
a boy (or girl).should; and getting along well with children." (1969:535

While fhe child age.effect does not destioy-his»parental'claes effect, it does
suggesf that'degemental styles areée partly in response to the status of the

actor (the,ehild). .The moral realism style is employed most strongly‘when the

child is of tenderest years (and in a sense of lowest status).

3A stratified probability sample of 678 residents of the Detroit SMSA were
interviewed in the spring and summer of>1§77. The overall response rate was 68%.
Aithough females and whites were interviewed et somewhat disproportionately high
rates, the overall sample obtained reasonably approximates a random sample of the

Detroit SMSA in l977L’
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4Thése two stories were part of a one hour loﬁg interview schedule which was
'a&ministered to éll requndents;. Approximately one-half of the.interview ‘time
consisted of ;éading:the respondents a series of shott vignettes describing situations
in which "sOmething.Qeﬁt wrong“. These situations were designed to span evefyday
1ife events, a criminél incident, and,a'toft &the'automobile accident stories).
See'Hamilton aﬁd Sanders, 1979, for'g fuller>descriptioﬁ of.fhe overéll design.

Each story was an expériment,'with Qafiations in the actqrfs mental state,
past pattern of behévior,.severity‘of.conéequéﬁées; and (in the case of the'évery-

_ day'life situations) the‘inflﬁence of others»upon the actor;

Quéstioﬁnéifes were computer-ggnerated in'order to assure>raﬁdom assignment
of.respondents to.gxperimentai tonditidné and random combinations of - those conditions.
lNo two questionnaires were identical. The viénettes were arranged i;‘a Latin Square
design sucﬁ tﬁat each story goth preceded and’followed_éachlother stofy. Therefofe,
effects cannot be attfibﬁted.tq sensitizatiéﬁ:from he;ring particular prior.stories
or to heériﬁg them in'ény particular 6rdef.

After hearing each story'respoﬁdentg were asked to assess the actor;s
' fésponsibili;y-for whét.happened. They were also asked'to_respond to ; sefies of.‘

questions serving as manipulation checks.

. sFisﬁbeinAand Ajzen (1973)‘note that studies concerning responsibility of.
accidents are typically ambiguous és to'thé mental state impligd by the accident.
'If we use Heider's (1958) levels of intent as a benchmark by which to judge the
level of this manipulation, we attemptjto operationalize mental state in the
low conditién at Heider's Comﬁission Level. .That ié,'the'actér caused the act,
but there is not‘¢vidén¢e of negligencg'or pufposive conduct on his part. In ;he
High COnditiQn we attempted to oﬁerationaiize mental state at the Foreseeability
levél, where beside causation, there is some display éf negligence on the pért of

the actor. See Shaw and Sulzer, 1964, for a fuller discussion of Heiderian levels.
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6Past.pattern was included because it is an important component of several
other stories not discussed .in the present paper. It is not directly relevant
to this analysis.
! 7 . . . Lo .. ' . .
We did not attempt a Hollingshead.index, combining education and occupation

into a single score since in the present data set occupation itself was not

coded in a manner detailed enough to replicate the index.

We'undertook a series éf analyses to test for non-linear effects of education
on-responsibility judgements. The_resﬁlts were; as one may note'ffom-examining the
pables belgw that th§ primary.-break is most typically between respondents without a
high schéol:degree'and othefs. We considered collapsing the educational attainment
variable into two categories, but decidea against if_because there are some differences,
though rarely sigﬁificant, bethéen high school graduates and those haviﬁg gone on
to college. Thus there does appear to be a general linear efféct of educagion with

the primary break coming at ‘the completion of high school.

?We must note that the correlation between the manipulated variables and the
manipulation checks is'not significaﬁt'withiu all levels of workplace autonomy
and education; M&st importantly the hental state-avoid relationship is not
significantAfor low education actors in Experiment #1. We will fetﬁ;n ‘to this
A point on page 8.
In addition the mental state—avoid relationship is not significant for high
" autonomy actors in Experiﬁent #1 aﬁd the consequenée-seriousnéss rélationship is
n&t significant for low autonomy actors in Experiment #1. These last two failures
to achieve siénificahceare primarily due to the smail Ns involved. The relationships
are fairly stréng, and for both sub-groups ghe manipulated variable does significantly
effect the responﬁibility score. All other relationships between the manipulation and
its manipulation cheék are significant within éub;groups of education aﬁd workplace

autonomy.
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0 1 sqs A . . . : . .
_,1 There are other possibilities. 1In certain situations most people may imagine

. an actor of a'particular status, as when we hear of a bar room.murder late at night

in the centralipart'of a large city.' Automobile accidents, howevér,'are not so
§petifically idéntified with a particular type of actor. _Therefore, this possibility
Aséems less likely in our fact‘éituation. .In situations like automobile accidents
people might fili in the missing information with an image of the "average" person.
This. is more plausible, bq; we shall try to'indicate that the two experiments in

this papef make most senseiif we understand tﬁe respondent to‘be imagining, consciously
or unqonsciously; someone. of a statﬁs_similar to self. All 6f'this specuiation ié
necessary, of course, because we were not wise enough to ask respondénts thg'type

of person they assumed when deciding.

11The test for interations used the following formula.
2 2 N
Re123  -Ryqp) ) (kg k)
F= 2
.gm 1- Ry{123) / (N - k1 - 1)

where R5.123'is fér exampletthe Rz associated with mentél state ﬁlus educatioﬁ»plus
mental staFe'by education; R§.12 is the R2 associated witb mental s;gte plus education;
kl is the number of veétors associated with.the first‘Rz; and k2 the number of
vectors assqciated'wiph the éecond R2. The interactionterh is creéted by multiplying
education by the effect coded manipulafed variable. The associated Fs a?e: Mental
State by Education= 10.08 df= 1/323; Cénsequence by Education= 8.86 df= 1/323;

Mental State by Workplace Autonomy= 2.24>df= 1/A71; Consequence by WOrkplace Autonomy=

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

2 ' : . . ,
1 Race poses a threat to our analysis of status in that it could be that

class variables are highly correlated with race in Detroit and that the results
are actually due to race. A race theory of moral judgement style could be far

different from a status one. To test for race effects we ran regressions with both



both. race and education included. 'fhe_interactions between education and mental
_ state and between education.and'consequence remain significant. Therevare no
significant interactioné between race and these two independent variables.

The .results indicate that while race and education are correlated, the primary
effect-is due-to the status.variable,inét race. (WeAcould not replicate this
analysis’fdr workplace autonomy due to the few black respondents'with the reduced N.) -
One might note that these resﬁits are similar to Kohnfs findiﬁgs (1969:59);

13In an equation with the three main effects plus the two interaction terms, .

the unstandardized coefficients, standard error significance levels for the
interaction terms were: Mental state by Status, r= .4078 (.1563) p<.009.

.Status by consequence, r= -.4076 (.1563) p < .01.

14Here-is,a table of the cell means for the three main effects in experiment'
‘#2. The relevant comparison is between cells 5 and 6 for the high status actor,
and between cells 1 and 2 for the low status actor.

Mental State

Actor . ~Low : ' High

Status. N .Coﬁsequence
: Low 7 _High v o Low . High
Low 7.4 ‘ 8.2 2 9.3. | 10.0
(1) @ | 3 - (4)
High 7.5 5.9 10.3 ' 10.1 |
(5) NG N ) (8)

5 . . - . .

Here is a table of the cell means for mental state and consequence within
levels of education for experiment #1 (we:collapsed écross levels of past pattern).
Again the relevant comparisons for high status respondents are.cells 9 and 10.

For low status respondents the relevant comparisons are between cells 1 and 2.
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Mental State

and Actor status are significant for respondents with middle and high levels of
educational attainment. The F statistics -for the two interactions are F= 11.12

df= 1/235'p<:.01;»F¥3.96 df= 1/235 p £.05. The interactions are not sighificént

The interactions between mental state and actor status; and between Consequence

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

[y

reduced N. F= 2.86 df=l/92; F= 1{07 df=1/92. We have reported them anyway to show

the same general trend.

) . High
A Consequence
Low ‘ High Low High
Low 4.5 7.0 4.7 - 7.2
(1) (2) @ (4)
Middle 4.4 4.5 7.8 8.1 .
) (6) m (8)
High 5.0 . 3.8 8.2 7.6
€)) (10) (11)° 12)
16



Table 1

Relationship between -manipulated variables and their manipulation check in both
experiments.

Relationship between

‘Mental -State Past Pattern Consequence
and "Avoid" and "Predict" ~ and Seriousness
Experiment #1 - . x* = 24.73% x> =20.622 T =5.87"
& = .536 %= .58 Tr= .31
N =302 - ‘N =311 N = 335
Experiment #2 ' x? = 49.61% T = 7.142
¢ = 182 | | - r= .37
N =

298 . - N = 334

a) p £.001



Table 2.

Unstandardized regression coefficients for mental state, Past Pattern,
' Consequence and Education on responsibility for experiment #1 (Standard error

.in parentheses)

_ Céefficients o Standard Error
Constant . ‘ 0 5.95
Mental State 1387 (.175)
Past'fattern | ;583' (.175)
Conééquence' _ BT SR _b' (.175)"
Education 1 _ - a1 S - (.223)

N = 327

&
1l

p £.001



Table 3

_:Unstandardized Tegression coefficients for Mental State, Past Pattern,
- Consequence and Workplace Autonomy on Responsibility for ekperiment #1 (Standard

Error in parentheées)

: Coefficiénts ' Standard Error
Constant | o 5.90
‘Mental State ->> : 1477 (;254)
Past Pattern - I 300 (.252)
‘Consequence - | : o .15 | (.254)
Workplace Autonomy ' . 17 o 0 (.325)

N = 164
a=p<.001L
2



Table 4

Ungtandardized ;egression coefficients fqrvPast‘PAttern, Wrokplace Autonomy,
Mental State for Low Aﬁtonomy, Mental State fof,Middle Autonomy, Mentai State for |
_Higﬁ_Aufonomy Consequéﬁce for Low Autonomy, Consequepce fof Middle Autonomy; and
Consequence-fqr High Autopomy én Responsibilify in Experiment #1 (Standard Erforé

in parehtheses)

Coefficiepfs ' | .‘Standafd Error

Constant ;_ _ : o 6.06

Past Pattern o _ | o : ;25 ‘ | (.239)
wOrkplécevAutonomy>n | ' | 06 o (.300)
Mental Stafe (LowAAutonomy) o ».90b . (.456)
Mental State (Mid Autopomy) ©1.25% .' . (.387)
Mental State (High Autonomy) . ' ‘2t17a : : (.415)
Consequencg (Low Autonomy) 1.04b : | (.455)
Consequencé\(Mid Augonomy) B .11 . ' (.383)
Consequence (High Aﬁtonomy)- | V -.51 ' - (.418)

N =177

a=p 00l : 4 y .
b.= p.L.05
2



Table 5

Unstandardized Regressioﬁ Coefficients fqr Past Pattern, Education, Mental
State for Low Education R spéndént, Méh;al State for'Middlg Educatidn Respondents,
Mental State for High Education Respondents;'ansedhence~for:Low Educatioﬁ Respondents,’
-Conséquénce fér Middle Education Respondéhts, and.anééquence for ﬁigh Education

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

-Coeffiﬁieﬁts . Sténdard Errof i

Conéfant ., - ‘ 5.71_

Past Pattern N ' !_ V;§3a - o a (.168) ;
Educatioh - R - ;18 o B . (.214)

Mental Stafe (Low Eduqatiﬁn) "v - .ii' o L . (.347)

Mental State (Mid Education) 176 (.284)

Mgntal State (High Education) A ' 1.762 (.260)
Consequence:(Low Education) = 1.252 ) (.345)
Consequence (Mid Educétion)A V .07 o (.284)
Conséqueﬁce (High Education) | o -.46 » e (.261)

N = 327

‘. '
Il

p< .001

R% = .26



Table 6

) Unstandardized regression coefficients for Mental State, Actor Status,
Consequence and Education on Rzsponsibility for Experiment #2 (Standard errors

in parentheses).

Coefficienfs ‘Standard Error
Constant | . . 7.36
Mental State BN 5 | | (.157)
Acto.r‘AS,tat:us A ' -.16. . o (.157)°
Consequence A _'—.07 ‘j (.157)
"Education, | .60? o (.203)

N = 322
a = p4.001
b =p.2.01



Table 7

Unstandardized regression coefficients for Mental State, Actor Status,
Consequence and WOrkplace‘Autdnomy on Responsibility for Experimeht #2 (Standard

Errors in parentheses)..

Coefficients . = Standard Error
Cénstant A  : .A 9.02
‘Mental State 1.31% (.225)
Actor Status ' ] -_ -.10 . ‘ (.225)
'Congequence » o -.04- o | | (.226)
Qorkplace AutonOmy , -. 04 o - (.285)

N = 148

p <..001

Y]
il



Table 8

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients for Actor Status, Mental State for Low
‘Status Actor, Mental State for High Status Actor, Consequence for Low Status Actor,
and Consequence for High Status Actor on Responsibility in Experiment #2 (Standard

Errors in parentheses).

Coéfficients : Standard'ﬁfro;
Constarnt ’ T : 8.65
Actor Status‘ | | S U (.156)
Meﬁtal State_(Low S;atuéj » .912 (.226)
Mental State (High Status) 1.73% (.215)
Consequence (Low Status) . .37 o (.226)
Consequence (High Status) - —.44b‘ | (.215)

N = 323
.a = p-1.001
b =p.-~.05



Table 9

Unstandardized Regression coefficients for Actor Status, Mental State for
Low Status Actors, Mental State for~High Status Actors, Consequence for Low

-Status Actors and Consequence for High Status Actors on Responsibility in

_Experiment #2 (Standard Errors in parentheses).

A. Respondents = Middle and High Education

Coefficients Standafd Errér
Constant , 8.95 )
Actor Status - e -.31 (.164)
. Mental State (Low Status Actor) . .662 (.243)
Mental State (High Statué Aétor)< ;, 1.73% (.220)
Consequence (Low Status Actor)’ ;54 (.244)
Consequence (High_Status-Actor)' ) .'—.27 . (.220)
N = 239
=p .01
=p .05
22 25

=R = Al

B. :Respondents = Middle and High Workplace Autonomy

" Coefficients Standard Error

. Constant - : o 8.87

Actor Status o C-.19 (.272)
' Mental State (Low Status Actor) . .89b (.381)

Mental State (High. Status Actor) 1.792 (.364)

Consequence (Low Status Actor) .32 (.381)

ConséquenceA(High Status Actor) -.13 (.383)

N =96

a=p .01

b=p .05

R? = .26
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Appendix A

"Child" Story

A man was driving down a narrow one-way street when a child about eight
years old stepped out from between two parked cars. The man's car hit
the child. The child received.(only a few bruises/several broken bones)’
from the accident. Witnesses stated that the man was.driving (below/

. above) the speed limit. This was the man's (first/fou;th) accident in

his 12 years of driving.

Intent: below speed limit = low
- above speed limit = high

I

Coﬁsequence: .only a few bruises = low
' several broken bones = high’
Past Pattern: first accident = absent
fourth accident = present

"Housewife" Story

A housewife who was walking across the street at a stop sign was hit by .
a car and (received a broken leg/killed). The driver of the car was a
(clerk/professor) at the university who was going out for lunch. The
driver (saw the woman crossing the street but his brakes failed and he
could not stop in tlme/falled to see the stop sign at the intersection
and h1t the woman)
Intent: Saw the woman crossing the street but his brakes failed and

' “he could not stop in time = low

failed to see the stop sign at the intersection and hit the
woman = high -

Consequence: Treceived a broken leg = low
killed = high

Actor's Status: clerk = low
' professor = high

Items for Workplace Autonomy Index

. (a) Objective Condition

‘How ‘are you paid on your (main) job - by hourly wage, or by salary?

1. Hourly wage 2. Salary 7. Other (specify) 8. Don't know




(b) Subjective Condition

Would you say you are supervised closely on the job, not too closely,
or are you pretty much on your own? : '

1. Spperviséd closely 2. Not too closely 3. On own
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