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TOWARD A UNIVERSAL MODEL OF JUDGING WRONGDOING:

JAPANESE AND AMERICAN DATA

We judge each other every day. Whether formally or informally, humans are
constantly meting out judgments of responsibility and punishment. Despite the
ubiquitous and socially important nature of these decisions, current models of how
~humans judge wrongdoing are not fully adequate to the task. Such models take two
idea‘l-typical forms: those asserting '_some cross-culturally applicable, even universal
pattern (e.g. Piaget, 1932 , 1965); and those asser'ting some sharp, even qualitative
cleavage between sécial groups or cultures (e.g., Benedict, 1946). Broadly speaking,
sbuch models have also tended to emphasize one of two types of input to moral
decisions: the acts of the person vbeing judged versus the person's duties or
obligations. The present paper outlines a proposed overarching model of how humans
judge misdeeds and presents preliminary data from a cross-cultural test of the
model. 1 The empirical focus is the determination of responsibility, although
theoretical linkages to punishment decisions will be indicated. Structurally, the model
asserts that human differences in the judgment of wrongdoing are continuous rather
than categorical, and can be operationalized in terms of differential weights placed
oAn a common set of variables when making judgments. Conceptually, the model
asserts that a complete account of such decisions must include éonsideration of both
actors' deeds and their social obligations. The approach can be seen as
simultaneously a fusion and a modification of prior models exemplified by Piaget
(1965) and Benedict (1946).

The psychological approach to how humans judge wrongdoing has consistently

emphasized the deeds of an actor as determinants of responsibility and punishment.



The seminai'research of Piaget (1965) stressed developmental progression from
judgment focused on the objective consequences of aétion to judgment focused on the
éctor's subjective intent. Piaget's attempt to 6utline a broad two-stage or two-level
moral development process--of which the shift .‘from consequences to intent is an
important component—was later expanded into a six4stage purportedly universal model
by Kohlberg and associates (e.g. Kohlberg, 1969, 1976). Piaget's influence was felt in
social psychology indirectly through the work of _Heider (1958) . Heider proposed five
levels in the attribution of responsibility, frequently interpreted by subsequent
researchers as developmental levels, incorporating a broad shift from objective to
subjective factors. In Heider's levels responsibility judgments shift from bases of
global association with an effect through increasingly finer consideration o-f the
actér's subjective state tb, finally, consideration of possible justifications or excuses
as well as the actor's intent.

The initial individualistic focus has been maintained in both developmental and
social psychological éritiques of this moral judgmént .model. Within developmental
psychology, critiques of the Piagetian/Kohlbergian posx;tion have frequently beeﬁ either
methodological or specific to certain theoretical predictions (see, e.g., .reviews in
Lickona, 1976). Critics representing social learning theory, in contrast, have
emphasized the specificity of actual moral behavior and its links to situational
determinants (e.é., Mische-l and Mischel, 1976); but the social learning theory picture
of the situation is both particularistic and theoretically linked to individual learning
histories. Certain recent attacks have begun to focus more broadly on what is
asserted to be an ideological bias toward individualism within psychology (Hogan,
1973; Pepitone, 198i; Sampson, 1978) or abstract rather than contextual modes of
reasoning in moral judgment models (Gilligan, 1977).

In social psychology, research following Heider has generally emphasized either



exploration of responsibility judgments as a developmental issue (e.g., Shaw and
Sulzer, 1964; Harris, 1977) or examination of responsibility for accidents as an
interesting ambiguous stimulus (e.g., Shaver, 1970; Walster, 1966). A variety of
conceptual and methodological critiques have only tangentially questioned whether
responsibility judgments involve anything beyond evaluating actors' deeds (e.g., Brewer,
1977; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1973; Harvey and Rule, 1978; Vidmar and Crinklaw, 1974).
That responsibility and punishment for wrongdoing may be more than a matter
of intents, deeds and conséquences is suggested by_sociological and anthropological
approaches. Legal sociologists studying related questions have focuseci on variables
like .status differences between acfors or effects of bureaucratic organization on
dispute settlement (e.g. Black, 1976; Emerson, 1969; Nonet, 1969; Ross, 1970).
_Similarly, legal anthropologists have‘ concentrated on the §ocial organization of groups
to explain responsibilit); attribution (e.g., Gluckman, 1967, Llewellen and Hoebel, 1949;
Nader, 1969). Thus a more sociological—or anthropological—approach would argue
that understanding responsibility judgménts and attendant punishme'nt‘requires
consideration of at least two distinct issues: what the actor did, and the social

expectations of others for what the actor should have done. "Should have dones" can

take either general or specific forms. Their general form is that of undifferentiated
norms for behavior; but these can be relatively invisiblg'in ‘the iudgment process even
when crucial to it, precisely because they are held in common across actors. In
specific form, howevef, we find socially differentiated norms for what should be done:
social roles. Such rolé-based expectations for action provide an opportunity to
observe empirical effects of "shoulds” on moral judgments. Role expectation can
serve both as direct inputs to judging wrongdoiﬁg and as normative contexts within

which action will be judged. Thus sociological or anthopological concerns suggest the

need for a two-factor model of judging wrongdoing: a model in which role




expectations, deeds, and the interaction between them each represent important
elements.

The contribution of anthropology in emphasizing role factors in moral decisions
is somewhat offset—at least to a sociological audience—by disciplinary tendencies to
emphasize cultural divergen-ce. At the extreme, such divergences become catego;-ical
or qualitative differences. Thus one of the most famous anthropological distinctions
in the moral judgment area, frequently viewed as a qualitative distinction, is that
bet;;véen "shame” and "guilt" cultures. In what may yet remain the popularly best-

known Western work about Japan, Benedict's (1946) The Chrysanthemum and the

M, the moral cultures qf the U.S. and Japan are treated as exemplars of,
respectively, "guilt" versus "shame" processes. In a guilt culture, the individual
responds to internalized demands from the self, avoiding misdéeds because of their
internalized psychological costs; in a shame culture, in contrast, the individual
responds to the anticipated reactions of others, avoiding misdeeds because of their
social ramifi.cations. This dichotomy can be seen as one betwee-n moral self-
evaluations based on acts and evaluation§ balsed on social expectations. Although
Benedict's argument alerts us to the possibility that deed-ba;sed judgment .may bé an
American (or, more broadly, Western) style or ideology of judgment rather than a
cultural universal, it leaves instead a categorical gulf between East and West.
Both American and Japanese writers since Benedict, even when criticizing such sharp
distinctions, have consistently painted an image of Japanese moral judgment (and
personality) as more group-, role-, or obligation-oriented than its Western counterparts
(see, e.g., DeVos, 1973; Doi, 1973; Nakamura, 1960; Nakane, 1970). If American life
is dominated by an ideology of individualism, as commentators from de Toqueville
(1951) to Lasch (1979) have seen it, Japanese life is depicted as s-imilarly dominated

by an ideology of "groupism.”




There are two reasons to be suspicious of such sweeping differences. A first,
of course, is that ideologies oversimplify; behavior across cultures may be much more
similar than ideologic;ll statments about behavior, and even statements of moral (og
other) ideals by members ’of general publics more similar than would be true of
"spokesmen." Secondly, societies are not unifocal with respect to ideology itself,
given that they are not unif\orm regarding the life chances of their participants.”
Thus even a cursory search can locate pronouncements of a duty-oriented morality by
prominent Americans, ;>r an individual action-oriented morality by prominent
Japanese.2 To speak of "the" ideology of either country involves ignoring other sides
of complex historical and social questions. Nevertheless, for those who seek cultural
diff'erences., the U.S.‘ and Japa'n have repeatedly been presented as vastly different,
even qualitAa-tively so, in their moral judg.rnenfs.

From the present perspective, a complete model of how humans judge
wrongdoing would include both actors' deeds and atteﬁdant social expectations. From
the prior literatures we glean two key ingred;ents: from psychology, a purportedly
universal model focused on actors' deeds; and from anthropology, a purportedly sharp
or categorical gap between the moral models of Americans‘ @d Japanese. Theée can
only be combined by showingA both to be partial truths. The specific strategy is to
look across the purported qualitative gap between Japan and the U.S. for evidence of
two kinds. First, if the proposed two-factor model is a universal one, members of
both cultures should use a common general model for judgmefxt. Second, if ideology
at all captures realities of thought and deed among common citizens, all accounts
suggest that Japanese show more emphasis on role factors; and Arﬂericans, deed
factors. The predicted difference, however, is one of degree rather than kind..

Since considerations of brevity demanded focusing the present comparison on a

single moral judgment issue, analysis here concerns responsibility decisions. These are



theoretically prior to punishment judgments, indeed a key input to them, and hence
represent the initial step in a complete model. Here it may be useful, however, to
indicate briefly the predicted theoretical link between models of responsibility and
attendant punishment decisions. Models of just punishment should vary with the
weight placed on actions abstracted from their context versus role obligations of the
actors. A person (or a whole society) can place greater emphasis on deeds—or roles-
-in determining punishment, as a function of their model of responsibility. We argue
that a focus on role obligations should be accorhpanied by a restitutive approach to
punishment, because it is seen as valuable to restore role relations if pbssible; the
actor is seen as embedded in a series of role obligations and situational constraints,
including with a victim, rather than as a perpetrator to -be viewed in terms of a deed
alone‘ (e.g. Griffiths, 1970). Emphasis on abstracted action should make more likely a
retributive approach, for the cause and cure of the situation are both séen as residing
in the person (see, e.g., Rothr'nan, 1971, regarding foundations of American penology).
Thus if Japanese prove to emphasize role considerations in judging. responsibility, they
should show accompanying restitutive (and light) punishments; if Americans emphasize
actors' deeds, they should show accompanying retributive (and harsh) punishments.
Sanctioning decisions sﬂould follow' from differential emphasis within what is argued
to be a cross-culturally general moral model.

Again for brevity, ti:e present paper reports hypotheses and results from
Japanese data, testing for the model used by Japanese respondents; and presents
results from Japanese-American comparisons, testing for whether differential weights
are placed on given variables as predicted. A more detailed report of the American
responsit;ility data per se can be found in Hamilton and Sanders (1981), which will be

drawn from here in statements of hypotheses, in describing methods, and in organizing

results.




In the study of Japanese judgments of wrongdoing, as in its American
predecessor, certain key features of action and of role relationships were selectively
focused upon. The general resea'rch strategy was to present vignettes describing
incidents primarily drawn from everyday life, and within which certain features of the
action or situation were'experimentally varied. To evaluate the impact of the intent
and outcome of an actor's deeds upon responsibility, the key traditional psychological

variables of the actor's mental state and the deed's consequence severity were

manipulated.3 Two contextual features of the event were also varied in order to
capture specific situational constraints that alter meanings of deeds: the actor's

(good or bad) past pattern of behavior, and the presence or absence of influence

from another leading to the deed. The former contextual feature was expected to

hold greater importance in a deed-oriented responsibility model, as a past pattern of
behavior is carried by the individual actor into a situation; the latter feature was
~expected to hold greater imporfance' in a role-oriented model, as influence from
ahother provides a social context, obligation, and possible excuse for action.

To cap'fure as broadly as possible the predicted impact of role obligations, two
dimensions of role relationships were identified in sociological, linguistic, and legé.l
sources. The vertical dimension of hierarchy reflects whether the parties are tied in
a relationship of authority-subordination at one extreme, or equality at the other.
The horizontal dimension of solidarity encompasses the distinction between
relationships of status, in which parties are bonded and engaged in intrinsic exchange,
and those of contract, where ties are relatively temporary, interchangeable, and
extrinsic (cf. Maine, 1963).4 Differences between role dyads such as parent-child and
boss-worker on the one hand, and brother-sister or co-workers on the other, exemplify
the vertical dimension of social life. 'fhe ¢ross-cutting differentiation between

parent-child or sibling dyads versus boss-worker or co-worker dyads then captures the



horizontal dimension.

In summary, general expectations for the Japanese data and Japanese-American
comparisons” were threefold. First, we expected the Japanese data to replicate
American results with regard to basic ("main effect") impacts of deed and role
variables on responsibility; these and other hypotheses are presented in detail below
following description of the study's methods. Second, we expected that role
relationships would serve as normative contexts for deeds in the Japanese data as
they had in the American, in that roles theoretically serve to alter the meaning of
information about deeds; this implies empirical interactions of role and deed variables.
Third, §ve anticipated that Japanese would show a heavier emphasis on role..
relationships in judging responsibility—essentially, that they would reveal a pattern of

different weights in a common model for judging wrongdoing.

Methods and Hyp‘otl'leses

The Studies

To assess ‘the impact of roles and deeds on responsibility assessments,
respondents' judgments of hypothetical stories concerning wrongdoing.were obtained, a
§strategy commonly used in the investigation of moral judgments since Piaget.
Embedded in the stories, which were administered to sémple o.f adults, were
experimental variations in the deed-reléted (including contextual) variables. This
tactic combines the experiment's advantage of clear causal inference with the survey's
advantage of wide generalizability.

The original study from which the Japanese replication é.nd extension followed

was the 1977 Detroit Area Study (D.A.S.), a probability sample survey of the Detroit

S.M.S.A. (N=678). Description of the methods, stimuli, and hypotheses therefqi-e are



drawn partly fro:ﬁ the original report on Ithe Detroit data (Hamilton and Sanders,
1981). Detroit respondents judged six vignettes concerning wrongdoing, four of which
represented ideal-typical combinations of the role dimensions of hierarchy and
solidarity. The remaining two vignettes, one a crime story and the other one of a
pair of experimentally alternated civil offenses (auto accidents), will be omitted from
the present report because of its focus on types of role relations.

The first Japanese rei;lication/extension, prepared and conducted by our Japanese
collaborators, was a 1978 probability sample of Yokohama (N=600). Yokohama was
selected because it is of comparable size and industrial role to Detroit (see, e.g.,
Cole, 1979). Because the Japanese researchers also became interested in comparing
relat'ively more traditional versus modern areas of Japan, they then conducted a
further follow-up study in 1979 in Kanazawa, a considerably smaller city than either
Detroit or Yokohama and one with a long history as a traditional feudal provincial
capital. This latter survey (also a probability sample with N=600) will be treated
briefly here as a follow-up to the Yokohama analyses. While results cannot directly
be generalizedl to the U.S. and Japan as a whole, they can be taken as likely to be
represen;tative of large urban areas in either country.

The Yokohama survey included ten vignettes: the four core ones representing the
types of role relationship, plus the crime and both auto accidents, plus three
additional vignettes exploring topics of particular interest to the Japanese research
group. Here, as noted, we concentrate on cross-national comparison for the core role
stofies. The Kanazawa survey again included the four role stories, plus one story
originally in a Detroit mailback questionnaire and a final story written by the
Japanese group;'Kanazawa will also be examined briefly for the core stories only.

Each core story was intended to represent one of the ideal-typical combinations

of hierarchy and solidarity of role relations. Within each story we dichotomously
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manipulated mental state, seriousness of consequence, past pattern, and other's
influence. The 16 versions of each story were randomly assigned to respondents, and
the order of presentation of stories was varied according to a Latin Square design to °
control for possible order effects. (Each Japanese'surve‘y presented the Latin Squared
translated American stimuli prior to the additional stimuli used only in the Japanese
study.) Each respondent was asked a series of questions after hearing one version of
a given story. These included judgments of the responsibiljty of the aétor for what
happened'(on a scale from 0=not.at all responsible to 10=fully responsible); the
appropriate sanction; and manipulation checks on the experiméntally manipulated -
variables. Below we briefly describe each story.

In the equal/status story two twin brothers are playfng bs.seball with é friend.
Either Billy, the protagonist, or the friend (when other's infl-uence was introduced)
decides that it is Billy's turn to bat. Billly grabs the bat and the brothers begin
fighting.5 The brother is then hit with the bat; the hit is described as accidental in-
the low méntal state condition, and done out of anger in the high condition. Billy
has; either often or rarely gotten into fights before (past pattern). The consequence
is a head injury or a large bump on the head.

In the authority/status story, a four-year-old child is crying and will not sleep.

Tixe child's mother either goes to quiet him or is told to do so by the father (vyhen
other's influence was introduced). The child either struggles in her arms and slips,
hitting a chair (low mental state), or is shoved into the chair (high mental state).
The injury is a sprained ankle (low consequence) or a head injury (high consequence).
The mother is described as either frequently or rarely getting angry af her child (past
pattern). ’

In the equal/contract story a salesman, Dave, sells a customer a used car which

he either thinks has not been inspected (low mental state) or knows to have a hidden
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defect (high mental state).b It turns out that the car needs $50 or $500 worth of
repairs (consequence manipulation). Dave is described as honest or sometimes
. dishonest with his customers in t_he past (past pattern). He either sells the car on
"his own initiative or at the urging of another salesman (when other's influence was
introduced).

In the authority/contract story, Joe is a foreman on an assembly line. The

company is trying to fill a large order and Joe either does not want to stop the line,.
or is told by his supervisor not to let the line stop (when other's influencée was
present). Joe is described as always being careful about safety procedure in the past
or sometimes being careless (past pattern). Either he becomes busy and does not
not,ice a safety guard is improperly attached (low mental state) or he notices the
safety guard but decides to do nothing until the end of the day (high mental state).
As a consequence a worker suffers a bruised hand or loses two fingers (consequence
manipulation). |

Expeéted Effects

Two broad categbries of hypotheses can be identified within the Yokohama data
seil:, in addition to hypotheses regarding Japanese-American differences. These
categories are simi:le main effects of deed variables or role dimensions, versus the
interactions of the two that might yield evidence that roles serve as normative
contexts for interpreting deeds. Below we indicate b-riefly what is expect;d for the
Yokohama data set in terms of main effects and interactions of variables, followed

by predictions for Yokohama-Detroit differences.

Deed variables. Given supposed universal trends in human moral judgment, we

predicted that Japanese respondents, like their American counterparts, would use
information about an actor's mental state in determining responsibility for wrongdoing

but would make little, if any, use of information about consequence severity. The

N
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attribution literature within social psychology also suggested that an actor's bad past
pattern of behavior leads to greater responsibility than a good past pattern (e.g.,
Kelley, 1967, 1973) and that influence from another decreases respomnsibility for

misdeeds (e.g., Heider, 1958).

Role variables. The theoretically anticipated main effect of hierarchy is that
authorities are held more responsible for acts of a given degree of purposiveness than
are equals. This follows from the nature of moral and legal rules for superiors,
where authority carries with it greater obligations (see Hamilton, 1978). Authorities
may be held responsible for events when intentionality is completely absent, or
according fo 4more strict interpretations of a given set of rules. Superiors generally
are judged according to a combination of their adjudged mental state and diffuse role
osligations—theoretically yielding higher overall responsibility.

A corollary of this hypothesized difference, however, is that the "same" levels
of manipulated mental state would not yield the same outcome when authoritative
versus equal relationships are judged. Pilots for the original Detroit study indeed
showed that mental state for authority stories had to be varied around lower levels
than for equals‘ in order to obtain appreciable variance in responsibility attributions.
Variations for equa;ls represented negligence versus intentionality, while those for
authorities represented accident (with posible implication of negligence) versus
recklessness. Therefore, tests for differences between authorities and equals in
responsibility assignment must employ statistical controls for differences in perceived
mental state.

A second design difference between authority band equal stories concerned the
variable of other's influence. To simplify the design, the influencing other was
always in the same type of relation already being depicted in the vignette; for

example, in the équal/status story, the other is a friend of Billy and thus equal/status
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just as Billy is with his brother. Since actors in authority stories are thus
simultaneously authorities and subordinates when other's influence is introduced, their
intermediate position might confound the impact of authority on responsibility. Thus
hypothesized authority-equal differences s'l;ould appear most sharply for vignette
versions where othér's influence was absent.

The anticii)ated ‘main eflfect of solidar'ity is that more résponsibility be assigned
to wrongdoing in contract relations than to that in status relationms. Tl';is prediclziion
is contingent rather than theoretically general as in the case of hierarchy variations,
and rested on what we hoped was successful depiction of typical wrongdoing in status
versus contract situations. We felt that victims are typically involved ‘in some way
in status.~re1ation§, e;ren if merely presumptively, based on the extended interaction
and generalized exchanges that characterize such relationships; an actor's responsiblity
would thus be reduced. Our incidents followed this pattern. Clearly unprovoked
wrongdoing might instead yield greater assignment of responsibility for those with
status rathér than contract ties, but would 't;e unrepresentative of how such ties are
normally viewed. Thus the expectation regarding status-contract differences is
empirically continéent on victim involvement/provocation, but the prediction captures
wﬁat we see as the most common perception of status relationships.

Role-deed interactions. We anticipated interactions for the role variables with

mental state, past pattern, and other's influence information, but not for consequence
informatioix, as we suspected the seriousness of consequences would not be important
in any setting (e.g. Fishbein and Ajzen, 1973; Vidmar and Crinklaw, 1974).

Mental state and hierarchy were predicted to interact, producing two differences

between the model of responsibility adjudged for authorities and that adjudged for
equals. First, because of the special obligations of authorities, we hypothesize that

information about mental state has a different meaning, in that it can be used to
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assess the nature of a superior's unfulfilled role bbligations as well as to assess
subjective involvement per se. Thus for superiors mental state information can alter
responsibility either directly by affecting the actor's perceived mental involvement or
indirectly‘ through affecting judgment of unmet obligations. For equals, in contrast,
the only impa<‘:t of mental state information is through perceptions of mental state.

A second hypothesis about hierarchy is then implied by this model of an
authority's responsibility. We hypothesize that differences between authorities and
equals are greatest at lower levels of mental state involvement. Authorities are held
responsible at quite low levels of adjudged mental state involvement, even for
misdeeds of a vicarious or strict liability type—where adult moral judgment would not
hold other sorts of actors liabie. Thus the responsibility of authorities and equals is
most different where mere association with an act or commission of it is involved;
more similar where questions of negligence arise; and converge toward full
responsibility for both authorities and equal actors where action becomes clearly

intentional.

'Regarding a possible mental. state by solidarity interaction, we hypothesize that
mental state playé a greater role in status relationships than in contract relations.
This follows from the fact that in status relationships the parties have greater
" knowledge of each other's past, greater.concern with the relationship's future, and
hencé a tendency to take a more subjective orientation to each other's deeds. Even
outside observers (sucfx as surv.ey respondents) should weigh mental state more heavily

in status relations because of their social knowledge of the content of ties.

Past pattern and solidarity should also interact, given the greater emphasis on
and awareness of past patterns of behavior in status relations as opposed to contract
relations. Thus we hypothésize that variations in past pattern of behavior, like

variations in mental state, have greater impact in status than in contract stories.



15

Given that other's influence is a diverse category, we expected the identity of
the influencing other to determine the impact of that variable on responsibility.

Other's influence and hierarchy were predicted to interact, given that the influencing

other in authority stories was an authority. and that other in equal stories an equal.
Initiative from a superior is hypothesized to reduce an actor's; responsibility more than
persuasion t-'rom an equal; and any main effect of other's influence is expected to
reflect the influence of superiors.

Other's influence, hierarchy, and solidarity should then show further evidence of

the differential impact of influence on responsibility. Because status relations involve
an ongoing tie of mutual obligation, a superior in a status relationship has less
coercive control than a superior in a contract relationship. Thus the impact of
another's ‘influence is predicted to be strongest in authority/contract settings, weaker
in authority/status settings, and weakest in a setting of equality between actor and
other. Influence from another person should not have a unitary effect on an actor's
responsibility for wrongdoing.

Cultural differences. We have thus far predicted precisely the same effects for

the Japanese data as were predicted for the American counterpart study (Hamilton
and Sanders, 1981). This is one side of the theoretical argument l;egarding human
judgment of wrongdoing: that the same model should hold in both cultures. But the
second side is that members of the cultures should place different weights on certain
variables as a function of their differences in ideology and praxis. A stringent test
of the "different weights" argument is provided by analyses with country as a
variable, where different weights should yield statistically significant interactiéns.
Less stringently, coefficients can also be examined for whether the direction of

difference is as theoretically predicted.

In expecting certain differences between Japanese and American judgments of
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wrongdoing, we do not anticipate qualitative evidences of "shame" versus "guilt,” but
instead signs that in the one culture responsibility tends to be viewed from a
framework of role obligations and group memberships, while in the other it is often
seen as a matter of individual actors: carrying out deeds. Such differences of

emphasis imply differences in response to dee;i variables and to role variables.

Japanese response to deed vari;bles should reflect the extent to which each is
actor-oriented. Although we anticipated that significant cultural differences might
not emerge in the use of mental state information, given its long-argued centrality in
adult moral judgment, any differences found were expected to sh(';w less use of
mental state information by Japanese judging responsibility (see Shaw and Iwawaki,
1972). Similiarly, any use at all of consequence information was oriénally predicted
to be found in the American rather than the Japanese data; and the American data
failed to reveal any stable impact of cénsequence severity on responsibility judgments
(Hz;milton and Sanders, 1981). Although past pattern of behavior is a contextual
variable, it is carriea by the actor into the situation; we thus predicted less use of
past pattern information by Japanese respondents. The companion contextual variable
of other's- influence, in contrast, captures the impact of another role partner in a
situation; thus we predicted greater impact of other's influence on responsibility
among Japanese.

The differential response to role variables, straightforwardly, was expected to

reveal a stronger Japanése tendency to consider the relationship between parties in
judging an actor's responsibility. Thus we hypothesized ,tixat Japanese respondents
show greater sensitivity to both the hierarchy and the solidarity of relationships in
adjudicating wrongdoing.

. The implication of these predictions for cultural differences in role-deed

interactions were less clear. What the combination of greater sensitivity on one
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dimension and less on another implies for the interaction of those dimensions is
difficult to predict. In general, we expected that the robustness of interactions across
cultures would be a function of the expected size of impact of the component
- variables.
Data Analysis and Results

Procedures |

The basic Yokohama analysis of the core stories calls for an unusual analysis of
variance. The design consists of four between-subjects factors (mental state,
consequencé, past pattern, and other's influence) and two within-subjects facfo;-s
(hierarchy and solidarity of the role relationship), all varied dichotomously. Each
respondent thus heard four sixty-fourths (or one-sixteenth) of a fully repeated design.
In such a design, observed differences across stories for a given respondent can be
due either to differences between the stories themselves or to differences in versions
of story heax;d, since versions were randomly assigned (and therefore not typically the
same across storiés for a given respondent). Thus instead of using a conventio.nal
mixed model ANOVA, we first created an extended data file that used the person-
story as the unit of analysis, and =was therefore four times as large as the number of
respondents. We then created four artificial between-subjects data sets using this
extended file. The four stories for each respondent were randomly assigned to one of
the four data sets such that one and only one story for each respondent appeared in
each data set, but each sub-data set included approximately equal numbers of each of
the four vignettes. This produced four quasi-independent replications of the study as
a fully between-subjects des%gn. Then we used a 26 de.sign to analyze the extended
file plus the four replications, examining the coefficients for consistency across
analyses. For stable effects we then dispense with‘reporting all coefficients in

follow-up analyses relating to these effects and simply use results from the extended
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file. Subsequent analysis for country differences in the proposed model then use a

paralle]l extended file design described below.

Such a strategy is important in analyzing vignette-type data sets since the true

N for these data sets is not the number of persons times vignettes, although it is
-sometimes treated as such in the sociqlogical literature. The designs are also
generally some variety of fractional replication or an analogue to it, as ours is,
making conventional mixed model analyses inappropriate as discussed above. Use of
artificial between-subjects data sets sacrifices the power that can Be obtained by
repeated measures analyses, but provides further confidence by giving some indication
of what results would look like across sevel;al (in this case foﬁr) discrete replications
of the overall design.

Since the experiment was conducted in the field and respondents were given
simple random assignments to versions of stories, cell n's were slightly unequal. All
analyses of variance reported used effect coded regression to produce a true least
squares solution (see Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973).

Manipulation Checks

Mgnipulation checks were designed to determine whether the expei-imental
manipulations were in fact‘perceived as intended. For checking the distinctions
among mental_. states; two such items were needed for all stories, as the difference
between accidental and negligent acts is not the same as that between negligent and
purposive acts. Aﬁ eleven-point item ésked the extent to which the actor "didn't
mean to" (0) or did "on. purpose" (10) the act in question'.7 A dichotomous item
asked whether the actor "could have avoided" the act or not.8 The first item is an

intention check, the second a negligence check. The manipulation of consequences

was checked with an eleven-point item ranging from O=not at all serious to

10=extremely serious. The past pattern manipulation was checked with a dichotomous



19

item asking whether the actor's deed was or was not predictable based on the
information given. The final rpanipulated variable, influence from another, had no
appropriate manipulation check since influence was missing in half of the versions of
each story and present in the other half. |

- Manipulations were generally successful. In all but one case, the effects of a
given manipulation were significant on the relevant manipulation check and almost
always stronger than the effects of any other manipulation on that item. The sole
apparent failed manipulation in the Yokohama data was that for past pattern in thé
authority/status story (mother harming child), which did no.t relate significantly to the
predictability item. However, two considerations lead us to Believe that this
represented a failure of the manipulation check itself rather than the past pattern
variations. First, the Japanese researchers reported that asking about the
predictability of behavior seemed odd in Japanese (and in fact eliminated the iter‘n in
the”Kanazaw,a follow-ﬁp); in particular they noted that emotionai behavior--such as
wa;s represented in the mother/child incident—might seem inherently unpredictable to
a Japanese. ‘Yokohama respondents indeed overwhelmingly indicated that this incident
was not predictable. Second, despite the failure of the manipulation to relate to its
supposed check, the past pattern variable still proved significantly related to
responsibility in this story. Thus we provisionally conclude that the manipulations
were all successful, and that the predictability item exemplified the difficulty of
literal carry-over of wordings across a largé linguistic and cultural gulf.’

Patterns for Japanese responsés to the mental state manipulation checks showed
the opposite phenomenon with regard to linguistic issues. Although wordings for each
of these items were modified_ from Detroit wordings to accomodate common Japanese
usage (see footnotes seven and eight above), the two checks for mental state were

apparently effective and were differentially linked to the mental state manipulation
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for equal versus authority stories in a pattern similar to that found in Detroit (see
Hamilton and Sanders, 1981). In Yokohama, mental state variation significantly
affected purposivenes;s in all stories but affected avoidability more strongly in the
authority stories. This provides preliminary evidence of the differences noted above
between thé mental state manipulations in the two types of stories, suggesting that
Yokohama respondents also saw the equal relationship stories as issues of negligence
versus intent rather than accident versus negligence. Thus a linguistic functional-
equivalence appears to have been attained for-these mental state items, in contrast

to a flawed literal equivalence in the case of the predictability item.

Main Analyses of Yokohama

Overall analysis of variance. Results for the Yokohama extended file analysis
and the four artifical between-subjects replications are presented in Table 1. For the
extended file analysis, the F-tests, significance levels, and unstandardized coefficients
are reported for all results significant at the conventional p=.05 level in the saturated
model; results are also reported for consequence severity, despite its nonsignificance,
-because it is a core variable in the design. For the replications, corresponding
coefficients are presented.

(Insert Table 1 about here)

Since the four between-subjects -data sets give some indication of what results
would look like across replications of the overall design, these were examined for
stability of effects found in the extended file analysis. Criteria for rejection were a
sign change on coefficients or two extremely small coefficients (less than .20 absolute
value). Qn these grounds the four-way interaction is rejected as not a real effect—
i.e., unreplicable. Two others, one between consequences and past pattern and the
three-way interaction of these two with mental state, appear suspect. Since these

were also unpredicted and the main effect of consequences itself nil, they will be
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Main effects of deeds. As Table 1 indicates, the main effects of deed variables
‘w;ere>both straightforward and consistént with hypotheses. Vari-ation in the actor's
mental state greatly increased the responsibility assigned. Among the contextual
features ot: action, a bad past pattern of action increased responsibility over a good
pattern, as expected; presence of influénce from another party reduced responsibility
in comparison with the ‘absence of such influence, again as expected. The sole deed
variable not showiné a significant relationship to responsibility judgments, consequence
severity, haﬁ been predicted not to do so on the basis of prior developmental and
social psychological findings; this variable had also féiléd to show a stable impact in
the Detroit data (Hamilton and SLanders, 1981). Overall, Japanese respondents thus
corroborated‘ expectations for the general cross-cultural model for the use of
information about actors' deeds in judging wrongdoing.

Main effects of roles. Table 1 shows a substantial effect of hierarchy on

responsibility judgments and an overwhelming effect of solidarity. These main effects
indicate, as prediéted, that authorities were judged more.responsible At_han equals and
those in contract relations more responsible than those linked by status ties.
Examining the true impact of hierarchy, however, requires taking account of the
presence versus absence of another's influence, as well as differences in levels of
mental state manipulation in the stories presented.

Controlling for other's influence simply involves looking at the effect of roles in
those cells where other is absent, but controlling for differences in levels of thé
mental state manipulation is more difficult. We used the two manipulation checks,
"on purpose" and "avoidability", as controls for perceived mental state. They were
entered into a regression equﬁtion with mental state, hierarchy, and solidarity, in
orcier to examine the effects of solidarit}; and hierarchy net of these mental state

elements.10
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Table 2a then shows the net effect of the role variables in the situation where
other's influence is absent. Solidarity's substantial impact on responsibility judgments
remains large with controls included for manipulated and perceived mental state, and
shows more responsibility assigned to actors in contract situations than in status
situations. The effect of hierarchy, although still smaller than that of solidarity, is
markedly larger when other's influence is absent and mental state controlled; as
predicted, authorities aré held more responsible that equals.

(Insert Table 2 about here)

Table 2b pfesents the same equation with other's influence present. The
solidarity direct effect is again large, although slightly reduced over the previous
results. But the impact of other's influence on the hierarchy effect is'strikir'xg;'
although the effect is still significant in the predicted direction; the coefficient is
cut in half. This is itself predictable from» the. hypotheses, given that the other in
aﬁthority stories is superordinate to the actor, while the other 'in equal stories is
eqﬁal to the actor.

Main effects of rolé variations in the Yokohama data set proved sizeable and
consistent with predictic;ns even without the controls for other's influence and mental
state needed to produce "pure" versiéns of the role effects. Such controls,_howe'ver,
revealed the differential impact of other's influence in autfxority versus equal stories
as well as indicating how confounded variations in the mental state manipulation, as
suspected, act to dampen the apparent effect of hierarchy in the basic analysis of
variance results.

Interactions of roles with deed variables. Only some of the predictions

~concerning these interactions were upheld, as is partly evident from the overall
analysis of Table 1. We shall discuss, the outcomes in the order hypothesized,

corresponding to expectations concerning the size of impact of variables, by treating
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mental state-role interactions first, followed by those involving past pattern and
other's influence.

Two hypotheses about the interrelationship of hierarchy and mental state
information were implied by the model of responsibility for authorities versus equéls.
A first hypothesis indicated that mental state information can have two uses. It can
directly affect judgments of an actor's mental involvement, but it can also be
relevant to assessing an actor's obligatidns. Table 3 therefore presents models for
effects of mental state separately for authorities and equals. (Results are collapsed
across the other's influence variable because it did not significantly alter these
patterns). Results in 3a indicate that for equal actors, mental state information was
information about purposiveness or avoidability; with these controlled, mental state
had no effect on responsibility. - Table 3b shows that for authorities, in contrast,
there was a significant effect of mental state on responsibil‘ity even with
purposiveness and avoidability controlled. We interpret this effect as indicativé of
authorities' obligations of attention and foresight. Thus the initial interaction
hypothesis is confﬁmed in Yokohama, in that use of mental state information in
judging authorities is something "more" .than prior psychological models suggest. We
argue that the "more" reflects the diffuse obligations of the authority's role.

(Insert Table 3 about here)

A second hypothesis implied by the authority's role was that differences between
authorities and other actors are greatest at lower mental state levels, and that the
responsibilities of authorities and equals tend to converge when act.ion is fully
intentional. Given the differences in manipulations of mental state for authorities
and equals, this hypothesis must again be tested using respondents' own perceptions of
how purposive the actions were. Table 4 therefore shows the effects of hierarchy

and mental state on responsibility stratified by levels of perceived purposiveness.



Because Japanese respondents tended to rate action as relatively non-purposive, the
most balanced break in that variable lay between attributions of no purposiveness at
all and attribution of some purposiveness, rendering the test relatively crude for the
highest levels of purposiveness.ll  Results are presented separately for conditions
where other's influence was absent and present to clariff interpretations.

(Insert Table 4 about here)(‘%

Irrespective of the confounding variable of other's influence, results show a clear
trend in the predicted direction. With other’s influence absent, a large effect of
hiera